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"INTRODUCTION

The University Library.systgm at the University of Minnesota, Twin Cities
Cémpus, is a decertralized system of 35 librarieé spread over three
campuses in two cities. As a result, the location and retrieval of
library materiais can ge a confusing.and time-cbnsuming process for a
patron. To he%pvalleviate some of these problems, two libraries in the
system, Walter Library and the Institute of Technology Libraries, provide
Document Delivery serQices to assist facuity members in obtaining'docu-
ments from any library within the system. Walter Librafy houses.the‘
collections and provides the services to support the faculties of the
College of Education, the General College, and the de ?rtments of Art
History, Muéiq, and Psychology within the College of Liberal Arts, Thé
Institute of Technology Libraries house the collections\apd provide the
sérvices to support the faculties of the'Inéfitute, which\is comprised of

18 science and engineering departments. N\
Lot \

Requesting a document, that is, a book, a periodieal artigle, or’
microform, from any iibrary within the University Library system.is a
simple process. Both dervices have telephone answering machines which
faculty members can call at any time to leave a request for ‘a specific
document. Every effort is made by the services‘fo locate, photocopy if
necessary, and deliver requested documents within 24 to 48 hours. There
is wno limit.to the number of documents that can be requested and no
charge for the loan of a document. The document is charged out to the

requestor and is subject to the regular,circulatidn policies and pro-

cedures of the lending library. The cost of photocopying a document is



billed to the requestor's department.

Walter Library's Document Delivéry service began operation in March

ofl1974. The service was originally designed as an ”experimental project"
by the Education-Psychology-Library Science (EPLS) Library. The primary
§Urpose of this “proﬁect" was to generate data which could be uséd to
determine the adequacy of the EPLS Library collecfionAfor the College of

v N
Education fadulty members. Thereforg, while requests for documents by
any University personﬁel were accepted, College of Education faculty mem-
bers were copsihered the primary térget gréup. The sé;vice had been
scheduled to terminate in June of 1974. However, because of the over-
" whelming enthysiasm which was erpressed for the service, additiunal fgnds
were provided by the Library to 6oﬁtinue Document Delivery.thruugh June
‘of 1975. ‘After June, 1975, Document Delivery was subsidized by the
various departments using the service. These subsidies ended in fhe Fall,
1980. Since then,'Document Delivery has charged é.ls per page for coﬁied
material to help cover the'coSts of providing the service.

Walter Lahgapy4s Document Deliyéry service ha; been in continuous
operatﬁon gince March, 1974, gxcept'fqr a nine month interruption of
service in 1981 - 82.. Document Delivery is staffed by part-time student
employees and actively szeks to éerve all of the faculty in the academic
units served by Walter Library. In actual practice, requegts receiQed
from any member of the faculty or other Univefsit& personnel are honored.

The Institute.of Technology Libraries began a Document Delivery

service in May of 1980. The faculty of the Institute of Technology were

considered the primary tabget group, but once again, requests from any




member of the faculty or other University personnel were ?ccepted.
Initially, the cost of the service was absorbed by the institute of Tech-
nologylLibravies.‘ Presently, a charge of $.15 per page.for copied ma-
‘terial is also being levied by the Institute of Technology Document De-

_ livéry service to help sustain the service.

The Instituteiof Technology Libraries' Document Delivery ‘service was
patterned after Walter Library's Ddcument Delivery service and_with-fgw
exceptiohs is similar in design and function. The faculty cén call the
telephone answering machine to place a requést, or, if they wish, they
~can fill out a Document Delivery request form in any Institute of Tech-
nology librery. Howe;er, unlike Walter Library's.Document Delivery ser-
vice which forwards all dopuments‘to requestors by éamﬁus ﬁail, the
Instituté of Technology Libraries' Document Delivery-service uses its own
personnel to hand deliver all documents as quickly as possibie to the
requestor's depértment.‘ A pickup service for returning documents is also
available to the faculty.

The Institute of Technology Libraries' Document Delivery service has

been in continuous operation since its inception in May, 1980. No major

changes in this service have been made. -

x

»

PURPOSE OF STUDY:

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the performances of these two

document delivery services. The evaluation process entailed both an




analysis of past performance data and a survey of the faculties served
by the two delivery services. |

Past Performance Gata were cumulated and analyzed to determine the
volume and the nature of the materials requested, and eachnlibrarj's
perfermance in filling these requests. These analyses are presented
iu Part I of this.report.

The survey of the faculty in a;lrof the departments served by both
delivery services was designed to fulfill twobgeneral objectives: 1) to’
gather from the nonusers c: the services data describing a) their reasons
for nonuse and b) the nature and extent of their use of the Universitj
Library system; and 2) to gather from the users of the services data
deecriﬁing a) their reasons for use, b) the nature and extent of their
use of the University Library system, and c) their evaluations of ‘the
service. It was anticipated that these data could be tested to determine
whether the use of a document delivery service was related to the use of
other library services on campus. The underlying question of interest
was, ''Does a docu&ent delivery service serve better the needs of library
users or does it bring librafy service to faculty members Qho would other-
wise not bhe active library users?f A detailed discussion of the design

of the survey and the results of the data analyses is presented in

Part II of this report.




PART I:

EVALUATION OF PAST PERFORMANCE DATA

’



L] .

SMhce their inceptions, both delivery services have collected data.de-
scribing their levels of activity and overall performancé. The types of
data collected by the two services differ slightly and are presented

separately. ‘ v

PERFORMANCE DATA: INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
LIBRARIES DOCUMENT DELIVERY SERVICE

The number of requests‘received, the numbers of different typeslof docu-
menf; requested, and the number of requesfs filled gave been tabulated
daily by Doéument Delivery. Unfortunately, the numbers of different typeé
.of documents prévided have not been collected. These data Qeré then
cumulated into annual reports for each fiscal year of operétion (July -
June). \ |

A summary of these data is pr;sented in Table 1. The data for the
current year of operation (1983 - 1984) are available only through Febru-
ary of lQBQ; These data indicate that: 1) the greatest nﬂmbér of re-
quests was received during the first year of operation; 2) the number of
requests received has deslined annually with the possibility of a slight,
projected rebound during_thé éurrent fiscal year; 3) the relative pro-
portions of journal articles to books requested have run roughly 80% to
20%; 'and 4) the ovegéll performance of the service, as measured by the
percent-of réquests filled, has remained relatively stable at approxi-
mately 78%. Unfortﬁnately, since the numbers of different types of docu-

ments provided are not avdilable, it is impossible to determine the per-

ceﬁf of requests filled for journal articles or books.




TABLE 1

™S
DOCUMENT DELIVER: SERVICE PERFORMANCE:

INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY LIBRARIES

NUMBER OF * - - NUMBER OF PERCENT OF -
REQUESTS REQUESTS REQUESTS
PERIOD RECEIVED . | FILLED FILLED
(TYPE BY %) -
July 1980 - June 1981 1721 | © 1325 77%
(Books = 18%)
(Journals = 80%)
J (Other = 2%) '
July 1981 - June 1982 1296 1019 79%
(Books = 20%)
(Journals = 78%)
(Other = 2%)
July 1982 - June 1983 1129 89 " 79%
' (Books = 1u4%) |
(Journals = 86%)
July 1983 - Feb. 1984 809 T 613 76%
(Projection for full year) (1200) ‘

(Books = 16%)
(Journals = 84%)

10




PERFORMANCE DATA: WALTER LIBRARY DOCUMENT DELIVERY SERVICE

The number of'requests received, the number of requeéfs filled, and the
numbers of different tyﬁes of documents provided have been tabulated
daily by Document Delivery. Unfortunatgly, the numbers of different
types of dacuments requested have not been collected. These data were
then cumulatéd'intq annual feports for each academic year of o—eration
(Fall Quarter - Summer_Séssion 11).

Summaries of these available data are presented in Tables 2 and 3.
The data for the current year of operation (1983 - 1984) are available
only through the Winter Quarter 1984. The data presented in Table 2
indicate that: 1) the annual numbers of requests received varied con-
siderably during the first seven years of operationj 2) after the.nipe
month interruption of service in 1981-82, the number of requests received
failed to rebound to previous levels in spite of frequent direct mailings
to faculty members promotiqg the service; and 3) the overall performance
of the service, as measgred by the percent of requests filled, declined
steadily for the first seven years of service from,an initial high of
93% in 1974 - 1975 to a low of 79% in 1980 - 1981 and then rebounded
slightly when the service was resumed in 1982,

The data presented in Table 3 indicate that the relative proportions

of journal articles to books provided by Document Delivery have run |

N

roughly 75% to 25%. Unfortunately, since the numbers of different typés
of documents requested are not 1ivailable, it is impossible to determine

the percent of requests filled for journal articles or books.

11




TABLE 2 - S , o

)

DOCUMENT DELIVERY SERVICE PERFORMANCE:
WALTER LIBRARY )
NUMBER OF » NUMBER OF PERCENT OF -
PPRIOD REQUESTS REQUESTS REQUESTS :
RECEIVED . FILLED FILLED |
' _ |
Spp{ng quarter '74 - Spring quérfer '75 2773, | 92580 : 53%
Fall quarter '75 - Summer seséions '76tf 2317 1991 - XN ) 86%
Pall»guaﬁtér.‘76 - Suhmer sessions 17 * 2476 . 2125 _ - 86%
;fdll quarter '77 - Summer seséiqps '78 3743 " 3126 ’ 8u%
“Fall”quarter"78 - Summer sessions '79 | 3006 ; 2uéa | - 82%
Fall‘q&arter"79 - Summer sessions '80 3278 . 2639. _ 81%
Fall quar;er '80 - Summer sessions '8l . | 2497 ] 1975
Service interrupted '81 - '82 | _he- ——-
Fall quarter '82 - Summer sessiéns"‘ﬁ. ‘ 495 Loy
Fall quarter '83 - Winter quarter '8u | . 595 . 496
*Note. - No data are available for Summer Session ] '77.

12




TABLE 3

NUMBER OF REQUESTS FILLED BY TYPE OF MATERIAL:

- . WALTER LIBRARY DOCUMENT DELIVERY |
'77 - '78 '78 - '79 '79 - '80 '80 - '81 '82 - '83 '83 - 'gy
NUMBER OF )
“REQUESTS FILLED +3126 2463 . 2639 1975 4oL 496
BOOKS 733(23%) 513(21%) 622(2u%) 438(22%) 72(18%) 139(28%)
, 'JOURNALS 2329(75%) 1867(76%) 1984(75%) 1493(76%) 327(81%) 345(70%)
- /
OTHER 64(2%) 83(3%) 33(1%) - hu(2%) 5(1%) 12(2%)
“Note. - Data available for Fall ardd Winter Quarters only.

13
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PART II:

FACULTY SURVEY
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OBJECTIVES OF FACULTY SURVEY

The objectives of the survey“of the current service population were as

follows:
1) to determine if the honuse/use of Document Delivery is related to the
subjects' | |
a) academic status; or_
b) collegiate affiliation; or

!
i

c) other uses of library services on camﬁﬁs. ‘ /
2) to identify, from among the nonusers of Document Deliveéy, the reasons
for nonuse. | |
3) to determine, from among the usefs of Document Deiitéry2 if their
perceived degree of use is related to their
a) academic statusj or
b) collegiate affiliation; or
¢) other uses of library services on campus; or
d) reasons for using the servicej or B
e) reasons for not using the service for all of their document
requirements; or
f) evaluations of the service.
4) to determine, from among‘the users of Document Delivéry, if their
estimates of the proportions of requests submitted to Document Delivery

that were intended to support their teaching efforts and their research

. efforts, are related to their
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a) academic status; or
' b) collegiate affiliatio;; or
c) other uses of library services on campus; or
d) reasons for using the service; or
e) reasons for not using the service for all of their document
requirements; or

f) evaluations of the service.

DESIGN

bl

The survey was designed as a census of.all of the faculty in the varioﬁs
academic departments served by the Institute of Technology.Libréries and
Walterbﬁibrary. To the extent that 52% of this population responded, the
data represent the responses of a self-selécted éample. 'To the egtent
that fhis population and.sélf-selecteq sample are representative of
faculty at large, research hniversities with decentralized library

resources, the data may be generalizable.

INSTRUMENTATION AND MEASUREMENT

The data were designed to be collected by means of self-administered

questionnaires, one for the users of Document Delivery and one for the

16
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nonusers of Docuﬁent Delivery. Both questiornaires included questions
‘designed to measure the subject's a) reasons for not using Document .
.Delivery (at all or all of the time); b) extent of use of the University
Library System; c) academic status; and d) collegiate affiliation. In
addition, the user queétionnaire also included questions designed to
measure the‘subject's a) reasons for using Document Delivéry; b) satis-
faction with the service; c) estimates of the proportions of requeéts

that were intended to;support his/her teaching efforts and his/her

research efforts; d) opinion of .the imporfance of having the Document
Delivery service available; and e) opinion of the budget priority that
the University Library system should give to the service. Copies of

both questionnaires are provided in the Appendices. .

Measurement of Reasons For Not Using Document Delivery

‘The subject was presented with nine possible feéson; for not using Doéu-
ment DeliQerJ‘(or not using Document Delivery for all of his/her docu-

' ment needs); for example, "I prefer to browse my subject area before
éelecting a docuﬁent." Each reason was followed by a five-point scale
Qith tesponse categories ranging from "Not at ail applicable" to "Very
strongly aﬁplicable." The subject was asked to select the response
category which best described the degree to which each reason for nonuse
applied to him/her. The questions measuring the reasons for nonuse are
numbered 3.A through 3.I in the user questionnaire (p. 41) and 2.A

through 2.I in the nonuser questionnaire' (p. 53).
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i . & )
Measurement of Extent of Use of the Univergsity Library System

The subject was éskea to »stimate the extent of his/her use of campus
libraries in terms of how often he/she a) personally visits a library;
b) sends somesne e}ée.tO'a library to get ngedea materialy c) calls a
library for inférmation or assistance; and d) frequenfs a departmental
reading room, Each of these types of use was followed by a six-point:
scale with response. categories ranging from JNevgr" to "More than once
a.week."' The subject Qas asked tq_sélect the response categorylwhich
best described his/hef esfimate of degree of use. The QUestions.measur-
ing extent of_library use are numbered 9.A through 11 in the user

- questionnaire (p. 43) and 3.A througb 5 iﬁ.the nonuser questionnaire

(p. 54).

"‘easurement of Academic Status

The subject was asked to iqdicate His/her current acadgmic stafus at the
university. The requpse.categories'included the regular professprial_
ranks, research associate cr fellow, pfofessional/administrative class,
and othef. This question is number 12 in the user questionnaire (p. 9#)

and number'6 in the nonuser questionnaire (p. 55).

Measurement of Collegiate Affiliation

The subject was -asked to indicate the college with which he/she is
affiliated. - These.included the Collegé of Liberal Arts, College of

Education, Geheral College, Institute of Technology and others. This




question is number 13 in the user questionnaire (n. 4h) and number 7 in

the nonuser questionnaire (p. 55).

Measurement of the Extent of Use of Document Delivery (User Questionnaire

Only) = :

The subject was asked to estimate; frdm among all of the documents ;hat
he/she soughf in the Uni?ersity Library system, the proportion that was
re§ﬁested through Document Delivery. This question was followed by a
”five-point scale with response categories ranging from "Fewer than 20%"
tﬁrough "80% or more."  The subject was asked to select the response
’categor& which best described his/her estimate of extent of use QfaDOCU-
ment Delivery. This is question 2 in the umser questionnaire (p. u1).

) The subject was also asked to estimate, from aﬁoﬁg all of the docu-
ments that he/she requested through Document Delivery, the~proportions
that were requested to support'his/hér teaching efforts and research
efforts. These th ques%iqns kere followed by five-point scales similar

to the one described above. These are questions 6.A and 6.B in the user

questionnaire (p. 43).

Measurement of Reasons For Using Document Delivery (User Questionnaire

Only)

The subject was presented with five possible reasons for using Document
Delivery; for example, "Using.Dogument'Delivery saves me time." Each
reason was followed by a five-point scale with response categories

ranging from "Not at all applicable" to "Very strongly applicable." The

19
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subject was asked to select the response category which best descriBed
the degree to which each reason for use applied to him/her. The questions

measuring the reasons for use are numbered 4.A through 4.E in the user

o

questionnaire (p. 42).

13

°

Measurement of Evaluation of Document Delivery (User Questionnaire Only)

The subject was asked to evaluate Document'Delivery in three ways; First,
the subject was asked how satisfied he/she is' with the serQice. This
question was followed by a six-point scale with response categofies rang-
ing from "Strongiy.dissatisfied" to "Strong;y satisfied." Second, the
subject was askéd how important to him/her is the availability of the
service. This question was followed Sy é foup-point scale with regpoqse

-

categories ranging from "Unimportant' to "Strongly important." Third,

the subjecf was asked what priority he/she thinks the library should give

to the service in a time of tight budgets. This question Qas followed by
a five-point scale with reéponse categories ranging from "Very low
priority" to '"Very high priority." For each question the subject was
asked to select the response cétegory which best described his/her
opinion. These questions are'numbered 5, 7 and 8 respectively in the

user questionnaire (p. 42),

DATA COLLECTION

Based upon records kept by Document Delivery, all members of the faculty

who had reguested a document since the beginning of the academic year

4



.'i‘

(September71983) ﬁ%re ciassified as users of the servicg. All members of
the faculty in the‘qEﬁartments served by Document Delivery who had not
requested a document since the teginning of the academic year were classi-
fied as nonusers of the service. | '

- On March 23, 1984 usé? questionnaires were mailed to the 155 ida.ri-
‘fied users of Document Déliver;'énd nonuser questibnnéires were mailed to
the_lOOG‘idéntified nonusers of fhe service. Each questionnaire was

i .

‘accompanied by an appropriate cover letter and a return envelope addressed

to the project director. On April 5, a day after the requested due date,

" a follow-up letter was mailed to all subjects. Since the responses were _

anonymous, the letter served thé dual purposes of thankiﬁg the subject for
responding, in the.event that the subject had already responded; and en-
couraging the subject Qa[return a completed questionnaire, in fﬁexgventg
that the subject had not as yet responded. A total of 1161 question-
naires were mailed of which 34 were refurned with messages indiéating’
that for a variety of reasgns.(e.g. separation,'sabbatical; eté.5 the
subject was not available. Of the remaining 1127 questionnaires, 582 were
returned for a response néte of 52%. A summary of the response data is
presented in Tabie 4, Copies of the cover letters and the follow-up

letter are presented in the Appendiées.

DATA ANALYSES

Descriptive statistics for the responses to the questions in t

questionnaire are presented in Table A.l in Appendix A. Desgriptive sta-

~

1%
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TABLE 4

-

-
‘

NUMBERS OF RESPONDENTS TO THE SURVEY .

: /
NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
QUESTIONNAIRES ~ QUESTIONNAIRES RESPONSES
SENT DISQUALIFIED
IT USERS - | 71 0 43
IT NONUSERS 457 18 205
IT TOTAL 528 18 ~ 2ug
WALTER USERS = * | 8y _ 1 56
WALTER NONUSERS . - 549 10 220
WALTER TOTAL - . 633 | Son 276
OTHER USERS | 11
_ANONYMOUS USERS | | B 5
“OTHER NONUSERS -~ ' ey 36
ANONYMOUS NONUSERS . 6
ANONYMOUS DISQUALIFIED 5
GRAND TOTALS 1161 | .3y 582




tistics for the responses to the questions in the nonuser questionnaire

are presented in Table B.l in Appendix B.

Correlates of Nonuse/Use of Document Delivery

In order to identify the correlates of nonuse/use of Document Delivery,
nonuse/uss‘was dummy coded (0,1) and then regressed onto each of the

following sets of variables:
q_-vﬂ" ’

a) academic status, also dummy coded into the following’

LY

grdupéﬁ‘ regular tenure-track faculty appointments;
research fac@lty appqﬂﬁtmenté;-profbssional/adminiétrative
éppointménts, aﬁd other appointments.
‘b).collegiétg affiliation,.&lso dummy coded into the'folﬁ?wing
' groups: College of Liberal Arté, College of Educatioﬁ, |

Génerél College, Inst@::::iof Bechnology, and other.

3

c) other uses of library serWces on campus (Questions 9 A - 11, .

User Questionﬂéire; Questions 3 A - 5, Nonuser Questionnaire).
s ;

The results of these analyses,‘reparted in Table 5, indicate that

a) nonuse/use of Document Delivery was not related to academic
< * .

status.
’ : ) 9
: b) nonuse/use of Document Delivery was positively correlated

- a, »
with affiliation with the College of Education and negative-

ly correlated with affiliition with General College. How-

)

ever, these correlations, although étatistically significant,
. N .

$
N

are extremely weak and trivialk. A trivial relationship is ’

defined as a meaningless relationship that is statistically

-
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TABLE 5

‘ CORRELATES OF NONUSE/USE OF DOCUMENT DELIVERY

v "~ VARIABLES : N | r r2 a
Academic Status . ,
Faculty 582 .02 .00 . ﬁis;
Research : | 582 .04 .00 n.s.
Professional/Administrative 582 -.Oé - .00 n.s.
Collegiate Affiliation
College of Liberal Arts 582 -.01 .00 n.s.
College of Education 582 .11 .01 - .01
. General College 582  -.12 .01l .01
7 Institute of Technology ° 582 -.05 .00 n.s.
Other Uses of Library Services
«.. personal visits 576 .03 .00 n.s.
... sending someone else v 576 L4 .02 .001
... calling a libréry . 574 .27 .07 .00l “'
... access to department ,
reading room 576 -.03 .00 n.s.
... use of reading room 314 .00 .00 n.s.
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significant only because of a very large sample. In this
case, each of these variables explaingd only .01 of the
variance of nonuse/use. Neither affiiﬁation with the College‘
of Liberal Arts nor affiliation with the Institute of Tech-
nology was correlated with nonuse/use of Documeﬂt Delivery.

c) ndnuse/use of Document Delivery was positively correlated
with the degree to which the subjects reported calling a
library for information and sending someone else to a library
to obtain needed material. This latter correlation, however,

apneared to bé. trivial. None of the other measures of use

\ ’ L

of library seyvices was significant.

A
Ve
o
i
-

-~.
- » N

Nonusers' Reasons For Nonuse of Document Delivery

N " -

The means of the .onusers' responses to the questions measuring'the rea-
'sons for nonuse (Questions 2.A.- 2.1, Nonuser Questionnaire) are presented
in Table 6. These data indicate that the ‘principal reasons for nonuse
appeared to be that the subjects felt that theyAcould mo;e easily obtain
- the documents they needed from the library and that they preferred té
browse a subject area before selecting a document. Interestingly, among the
least cited reasons for nonuse were the costs of the service, either to
the subjects or the subjects' departments.

. ¢ ~
Correlates of Perceived Degree of Use of Document Delivery

-~

In order to identify the correlates.oft the users' perceived degree of use
. v 3

of Document Delivery, the users' perceived degree of use (Question 2)
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b ¥
L4 ’
]
~ .
’ | . TABLE 6
. .
" RANKING NF MEAN SCORES TO THE NONUSERS'
RESPONSES “TO THE REASONS FOR NONUSE ’
REASON FOR NONUSE _ N % S.D.
(FIVE-POINT SCALE) .
co dOCumeﬁt can be obtained | , "
. rore easily from a library . 302 3,13 1.38
... prefer to browse o 3020 2.79 .31
_ ... forget about using service , 230 2.34 1.31
... lack a specific citation : - 302 2.32 1.25
~» ... need the document sooner - o .
than. it can be delivered 302 2.21 1.31 |
.... personal, cost inhibiting = 302 2.15 1.35 " B
e . o b
... document can be ‘ebtained . . i
more easily from a colleague 290 2.01 - 1.00 5
... department cost inhibiting 302 ©1.90 1.35 o
... prefer not to talk to the"
. tape recorder 289 1.65 l.13 o - .

e ]



was regressed onto ‘each of the following sets of variables:

a) academic status (dummy coded); "
b) collegiate gffiliation (dummy coded);
™~ .. c) other uses of library services on campus (Questions 9A -‘li);
d) reasons for using the service (Questions UuA - Fi; .
e) réasoﬁs for not using the service for all of their document

requirements (Questions 3.A - 3.I); and

¢f) evaluations of the service (Questions 5, 7 and 8).

14

The 'results of these ;nalyses, reported in Table 7, indicate that
. a)’ perceived degree of use was not related to academic status.
b) perceived degree of use waS'positively correlatgd with
affiliation with the College of Educafioﬁ and not correlated
with affiliations with the College of Liberal .Arts, General ‘
Collége, or Institute of Technology. \ J )

c) ‘perceived degree of use was inversely correlated with the

users' percepgions of how often‘they personally visit a

library of the University Library system and not correlated
with any of the other measures of use of library services.

d) perceived degree of use was posifively correlated with four
of.the five reasons for use. Thése were; in order of stréng-
est to weakest <orrelations: "If the document is not immedi-
ately available, I appreciate Document Delivery's explana-
tion", "Using Document Delivery saves me time", "Using Docu-
ment Delivery is less frustrating", and '"Using Document De-
livery requires less effort." Interestihgly, the reason "I

expect Document Delivery will be more successful at finding
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TABLE 7
CORRELATE§ OF PERCEIVED DEGREE OF USE OF
DOCUMENT DELIVERY
VARTABLES N r v ‘o
Academic Status
Faculty 101 .08 .01 n.s. S
Research 101 -.10 .01, n.s.
Professional/Administrative 101 . .08 .01 n.s.
Collegiate Affiliation o o
College of Liberal Arts 101 -.14 02 n.s.
College of Education 101 .25 .06 .01
General College 101 .02 .00 n.s.
Institute of Technology 101 --.08 .01 n.s. '
Other Uses of Library Services
... personal. visits 101 -.29 .08 . .01
vee séhding'someoné else 101 -.01 .00 n.s.
... calling a library 100 -.16 .03 n.s.
... access to department T
reading room 99 .02 .00 n.s.
... use of reading_room 49  =ci1- .01 n.s.
Reasons For Using Document Delivery
... saves time 99 .37 4 .001
... requires less effort 99 .22 .05 .01
... is less frustrating 99 .34 .12 - .001
... Dooument Delivery will be
more successful 99 .12 .01 n.s.
... appreciation of Document
Delivery's follow~-up 99 .39 . .15 .001



TABLE 7 (cont'd)

CORRELATES OF PERCEIVED DEGREE OF USE OF

DOCUMENT DELIVERY

Rl
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VARIABLES - | N r r a
Reasons Ffor Limited Use of
--Document Delivery

... lack a specific citation 100 .07 .00 n.s.
««+ Prefer to browse A 100 -,23 .05 .01
... need the document sooner _

than it can be delivered 100 =-.20 . 04 .05
... personal cost inhibiting 100 -.13 .02 . n.s.
++. department cost ihhibiting 100 -.05 .00 n.s.
....document can be obtained ~

more easily from a library 100 -.2u4 .06 .01
... document can be obtained

more easily from a colleague 97 .17 .03 .05
... forget about using service 96 -.40 .16 .001
... prefer not to talk to tne |

tape recorder ' 9% -.22 .05 .05

" Evaluations of Document Delivery

... satisfaction with service 98 .23 .05 . .01
.+« importance of availability )

of service : 100 U2 .18 .001
... budget priority for service 98 .52 .27 .001




the document" was not correlated‘with perceived degree of
use.

e) perceivedhdegﬁée éf use was ifversely correlated with five
of the nine reasons for Jlimited use. They were, in order of
strongeét to weakest correlations:: "T forget about,Documént
Delivery", "I can easily obtain the document I need from a
library,éf the University system without using Document De-
livery", "I prefer to browse my suﬁj;ct area before séleét-
ing a dbcument", "I prefer not to talk to a tape recorder
answering:machine",'and "Ilneed the docﬁment sooner thanvif
can be delivered." Perceived degree of use was surprisingiy‘
correlated positiQeéy with "I can easily obtain the docu-
ment I ﬁegd from‘a colleague" and-not correlated with "I know
in general what I need but léck a specific citatibn", "I
f£ind the cost of using Document Delivery inhibiting" and
."My department fiﬁds the cost of using Document Delivery
inhibiting."

f) perceived degree of‘use'was positively correlated with satis-
féction‘wifh the service, importaﬁce to the user of the
availability of fhe service, and the user's opinion of the
budgét priority that the library should give to Document

Delivery. - 3

1

Correlates of the Estimated Proportions of Document Requests for Teaching
and Research Efforts

While it was realized that the subjects' estimates of the percent of re-

quests that were initiated to support their teaching efforts should have




been the obverse of their estimates of the‘percent of requests that were

initiated to support their research efforts; egch of the§e estinates
(Questions 6 A and 6 B) was in turn regressed onto €ach of the following
sets.of variables: .

a) academiclstatuS'(dummy codeq}{/

b) collegiate‘affiliation.ﬁﬁ mmy coded);

b

'c) other uses of'libragy/gervices on campus (Questions 9A - 11);

d) reasons for using the service (Questions 4A - F);

e) reasons for ffot using the service for all document require-

ments (Questions 3.A - 3.I); and
f) eyafuations of the service (Questions 5, 7 and 8).

The fesulgs of these analyses, reported in Tables 8 and 9, indicate that

0

- a) neither estimate was correlated with, academic status.

R
. - -

b) the estimate of the percent of requests that were initiated

H

‘to support teaching efforts was positively correlated ‘with

affiliation'wéth'Genéral College and the College of Education
(albeit weakly), inversely correlated wifh affiliation with
the Institute of Technology, and not correlated with affili-
atidﬁiwifh the College of Liberal Arts. |

The estimafe of the. percent of requests that were initiatea
to support research efforts was-inversely correlated with:
affiliation with the College of Education and with General
College, positively correlated with affiliation with the
Institute of Technology, and not correlated with affiliation

with the College of Liberal Arts. All three of these corre-
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TABLE 8
CORRELATES OF THE ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF
DOCUMENT REQUESTS FOR TEACHING EFFORTS
VARIABLES N r r? a
Academic Status.
Faculty 107 .12 ~ .01 n.s.
Research 107 - -.14 .02 n.s.
Professional/Administrative 107 .13 .02 n.s.
Collegiate Affiliation -
College of Liberal Arts ‘107  -.01 .00 n.s.
College of Education 107 .18 .03 .05
General College 107 .31 .1 .001
Institute of Technology 107 -.28 .08 .01
Other Usea,of.Library Services _
cos personai visits ' 107 -.12 .01 n.s.
cee sendipg'someone else 107 -g02 .00 n.s.
cos cailing a library 107. - 1h .02 n.s.
..+ access to department - o
reading room 106 -.06 .00 n.s.
«+. use of reading room 53 -.13 .02 n.s.
Reasons For Using Document Delivery -
" ... saves time 106 .12 .01 n.s.
... requires less effort 106 .01 .00 n.s.
... is less frustrating 106 ~-.02 .00 n.s.
... Document .Delivery will be
more successful , 106 - -.04 .00 n.s.,
... appreciation of Document
106 .08 .01 n.s.

Delivery's follow-up

32



. TABLE 8 (cont'd)

v

CORRELATES OF THE ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF
- _DOCUMENT REQUESTS FOR TEACHING EFFORTS

e

»e,
/
VARIABLES N r r? o
.Reasons For Limited Use of
Document Delivery
e lack a specific citation - 97 11 .01 n.s.
... prefer to browse 97 .02 .00 n.s.
... need the document sooner |
than it can be delivered 97 -.20 .04 .05
... personal cost inhibiting 97 .15 .02 - n.s.
... department cost inhibiting 97 .23 .05 01
... document can be obtained -
more easily from a library 97 S -2y .06 .01
... document can be obtained
more easily from a colleague 93 =12 .01 N.S.
... forget about using service 93 -.02 .00 n.s..
" ... prefer not to talk to the _ '
tape recorder 92 -.12 .01 n.s.
Evaluations of Document Delivery
... satisfaction with service 104 .13 .02 n.s.
N iﬁportance of availability ,
of .service _ 106 .05 .00 n.s.
... budget priority for service 104 .05 "

.21 .04



- TABLE 9

- 'CORRELATES OF  THE ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF

- DOCUMENT REQUESTS FOR RESEARCH EFFORTS
VARIABLES N r r2 a
- Academic Status ’ ‘) 2
. Faculty 112 .02 n.s.
Reséarch 112 ; .00 n.s.
Professional/Administrative 112 .02 n.s.
Collegiate Affiliation _ .
College of Liberal Arts li2 . 00. .00 n.s..
College of Education 112 -.19 . 04 . 05
General College 112 -.15 .02 .05
a_lnsruute_af_lenhnoj_m_ 112 .18 .03 .05
Other Uses of Library Services
. " ... personal visits 112 .05 .00 "~ “n.s. /
«.. sending someone else 112 .06. .00 , n.s.
,..~cailihg a library 112"“ 11 .01. n.s.
coe acéess to department _ &
reading room 111 .07 .01 n.s.
.. use of reading room 56 .06 .00 }n.s.‘f.J
> Reasons For Using Document Delivery
- ... saves time 111 .05 <00 n.s.
.+ ~requires less effort 111 . .01 .00 n.s.
... is less frustrating | 111 .01 .00 n.s. |
... Document Delivery will be | ﬂ
more successful 111 .01 .00 n.s.
... appreciation of Document ;.
Delivery's follow-up 111 .00 .00 / n.s.




TAgyﬁ 9 (cont'd)

CORRELATES OF’ THE ESTiMATED PROPORTIONS OF
DOCUMENT KEQUESTS FOR RESEARCH EFFORTS

... budget priority for service 109 .10 .01 n.s.

" VARIABLES | ' - N r _ 2 a
. y . ‘
Reasons,fgr Limited Use of
- Documefit Delivery
//4 ... lack a specific citation 101 -.02 .00 n.s.
J// ++. prefer to browse | o 101 -.01 .00 n.s.
//' ... need the document sooner |
e than it can be delivered 101 .17 .03 .05
//” = ... personal cost inhibiting 101 -.17 .03 .05.
S ... department cost inhibiting 101 -.17 .03 .05
4 | .:. document can be obtained : . '
more easily from a library 101 .05 .00 - n.s.
~—document—can—be—obtained- - o o |
more easily from a colleague 97 .15 .02 n.s.
.o forget about using service 96 -.02 .00 n.s.
es o prefer not to talk to the
tape recorder 96 .18 .03 n.s.
Evaluations of Document Delivery
... satisfaction with service 109 .03 .00 _n.S.
... importance of availability | .
" of service 111 .07 .01 n.s.



c)
a)

e)

£)
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-lations, however, were quite weak.

neither estimatg‘was correlated with other uses of library‘
Services on campus.
neither estimate was correlated with the'reason; for using
the service.
the estimate of:the percent of requests th;f were initiated
to sﬁppor¢ teaching effoffs was invérsely-correlated with
the following reasona{f?r limited use of Document Delivery;
"I can easily obtain the document I need £rom a library of
the University‘systgm without using Document Delivery" and
"r ﬂeedathe documént sooner than it can be delivered", and
positivel; correlated with "My departmenf finds‘the cost of
uéing Document‘Délivery inhibiting." All three correlations
weﬁe.weak. None of the remaining reasons for'limited,usé was
significant.' |

The estimate of the perceﬁt of«bequésts.that were ini-

<

tiated to support research efforts was inversely ccrrelated -

with the following reasons for limited use of Document De-

livery, "My department finds the,cost)of using Document De-

livery inhibiting" and "I find the cost of using Document
Delivéry-inhibiting", and positively corrélated with "I need Co .
the document sooner than it can‘be delivered." All three
correlations were weak. Nonevof the remaining reasons for

limited use was significant. -

the estimate of the percent of requests that were initiated

to support teaching efforts was positively correlated with

-
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the user's opinion of the budget priority that the library

should give to Document Delivery and not correlated with

- @

either satisfaction with the service or the importance to
the user of the availabilit& of the service. The estimate
of the pércent of requests‘that were initiated.to support
research efforfs was not correlatea with any of the evalu-

ations.

4

DISCUSSION | -

Before entering into a discussion and interpretation of the results of the
data analyses; it would be useful to note the limitations of the surv.y.
First, the survey was limited to a population of faculty at a single,

large, urban, research university. Second, the response rate, while typi-
: ——— . : u

3

cal for a méil-surVey, was only 52%. Third, the questionnaire was designed
to measure some fairly complex beﬁaviqrs for which the suﬁfects weré re-
qﬁired to make:sophisticated distinétiqns. Fourth, the questionnairg .
measured recall of past behavior er éurreﬂfi& held opinions. Fifth, the
sample of users, wﬁose-déta'received the most detailed analyses, was com-
posed of only:ilu subjecfs. Sixth, the relationships reported in the

data analyses were not particularly strong; in fact, most were quite weak.
Consequently, while we offer the following interpretations of the data
analyses, tendencies to generalize From these results should be tempered‘

4

by these limitations.
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Correlates of Nonuse/Use of Document .Delivery

The data analyses indicated that there were, in effect, no differences
between nonugeré and users either in terms of their academic séatus or
théir collegiate affiliation. In addition, there did not apbear to be any
Eifference between nonusers and userslin the aegree to which they report-
"ed personally visiting librariés on campus. Access to a departmental ‘
reading'robﬁ (i.e._as distinct from access to a university departmentél
librgry) did not appear to affect nonuse/use of Document Delivery. How-
ever, users Bf Document Delivery reported-a greater tendenéy fo Eall the
library for informatioﬁ or‘assistance and to send someone to the library
to get méferial. This suggests some intriging possibilitiesf Users of
Document Delivery may have a stronger téndency to seék.assistance or to
use the service of others when confronted with an ipformation need. Users
may have better defined information needs op‘pérhaps aﬁ ability to articu-
late better their needs. They may simply ﬁave.established a working re-
lationship with fhe staff, or a particular staff member, in a'library.
Among nonusers, the principal reasbns for nonuse appear to be the
ease with which they feel they caﬁ-obtain documents from a library, their
preference éo browse for documents and their tendency to have a general;
ized need for information, a;‘opposed to a need for a specific doéument.
it appears therefore that the nonuse or use of Document DéliVery may be a
function of either the nature of the information need experienced.by the

faculty member or the faculty member's style of information-seeking, or

both.
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The data analyses indicafeq\that, among users of Document Delivery, the

Correlates of Perceived Degree of Use of Document Delivery

'

" ! . ;
perceived degree of use was/ not related to academic status. Members of
" / - .

.the College of Education reported a higher- degree of use then did the

members of Fhe other collegiate unifs. The reasons for using Document
Delivery that were m0s£ highly correlated with the degree of use were
the appreciation.for the follow-up to a reduést provided by Document
Delivery when a document was not immediately available and the conve-
nience factors of saving tiﬁe and minimizing frustration and effort. The

reasons for not using Document Delivery all of the time appear to be for-

" getfulness (which we suspect may be a “cloaking variable for some sort of

internal system for establishing the priority“of a document requirement),
ﬁrgency of the need for the document and getting the dacument from a
library either personally or perhaps by sending someone else. Not sur-

prisingly, the greater the degree of use of Document Delivery, the less

- frequently the subjects reﬁorted'personally vigsiting a library. Given

that there was no difference between users and nonusers of Document De-
) ;

livery in terms of how frequently they reportedly visit a library, it

would seem that either Document Delivery is providiiig a service that

supplemeﬁts the document needs of faculty abow7z and beyond that which

they would have availed themselves had not Document Delivery been avail-

-’
-

able, or users of Document Delivery are heavier users of libraries than
nonusers of Document Delivery but some of their use is beiung absorbed by
Document Delivery. As was expected, the greater the degree cf use of

-

Document Delivery, the higher the evaluations of the service.

4
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!. Our attempis at identifying correlates of use of Locument Delivery
I for teaching efforta and research efforts were noi very suzceSSFQl.

E Either the questions designed to eiicit estimates of use for teaching
and research purposes yielded imprecise data or the distinction between
uuagof documeﬁ%s for teaching of rgsegrch is not a useful one. Aside
from weak correlatidns between;affiliation with General Coliege, the
chlege of Education and use of docunents for tecaching, and affiliat.ion
with the Institﬁte'of Technology and usz of documents for research;

nothing ‘much of interest was revealed in the data analyses.

%
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m UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | university Libraries | ) e

TWIN CITIES Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

March 23, 1984

Dear Colleague,

During the current academic year, the Institute of Technology
Libraries have provided a Document.Delivery service to assist you
in retrieving documents (i.e. books,. journal articles, microforms)
- from the University Library system. As part of an externally funded
project to study the impact of a delivery service on faculty use -
of library resources, we are conducting surveys of Document Delivery
users and nonusers. The purposes of these surveys are to det&mine ‘
the degree to which faculty and other University personnel use Document - -
Delivery and to identify factors which affect their use of the service.

''As a user of Document Delivery, you are in a position to provide
us with much of this information; and, given the small size of our popu-
lation, your participation is very important for the success of the
user survey. We would appreciate your taking the time (about 5-10 minutes)
to camplete the enclosed questionnaire. The anonymity of vour responses
will be respected and the data will be reported only in the aggregate.
For your convenience we have provided an addressed return envelope.
If you should have any questions about the questionnaire, please do
not hesitate to call the project director, George D'Elia, at 3-3100.

We hope that you will take the opportunity to participate in this
project. We would appreciate your returning the questionnaire as soon
as possible, but no later than April 4. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

4 -y

A &y F3¢ (. S

Ray Boéling, Acting Director

Institute of Technolegy Libraries
M{,&c&a %’.",«‘W!L(/ru:"

Andrea Hinding, ‘Director /

Walter Library |

42
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lsn UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | University Libraries

TWIN CITIES Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 =

March 23, 1984

Dear Colleague,
During the current academic year, Walter Library has provided a
Document Delivery service to assist you in retrieving documents (i.e.
~ books, journal articles, microforms) from the University Library system.
, As part of an externally funded project to study the impact of a delivery
¢ service on faculty use of library resources, we are conducting surveys
of Document Delivery users and nonusers. The purposes of these surveys
are to determine the degree to which faculty and other University per-
. sonnel use Document Delivery and to 1dent1fy factors which affect their
use of t.he service. ‘

As a user of Document Delivery, you are in a position toprovide
us with much of this information; and, given the afiall size of our popu-
lation, your participation is very important for the success of the -
user survey. We would appreciate your taking the time (about 5-10 minutes)
to camplete the enclosed questionnaire. The anonymity -of your responses
will be respected and the data will be reported only in the aggregate.
For your convenience we have provided an addressed return envelope.
If you should have any questions about the questionnaire, please do
not hesitate to call the project director, George D'Elia, at 3-3100.

We hope that you will take the opportunity to participate in this -
project. We would appreciate your returning the questionnaire as soon |
as possible, but no later than April 4. Thank you for your cooperation. ‘

e

Sincerely, '

/ , ‘ ..
An(‘érea Hind.mg mrector ;
Walter Library

Aa‘ />s/¢k.u'-..

Ray Bohl:.ng, Acting DJ.rector
Institute of Technology Libraries




Ll

DOCUMENT DELIVERY PROJECT: USER SURVEY
INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY LIBRARIES
WALTER LIBRARY

FUNDED BY THE COUNCIL OF LIBRARY RESOURCES

Dear Colleague:

THank you for partzczpatingkxﬁ—this study. In completing this quéE€i€ﬁﬁ§1re,‘§I§ase note
that we are interested only in the documents %‘ obtain from libraries in the University Libraty
system, not in the documents you obtain from departmental readzng rooms or journal collections.
For your information, a list of official University libraries is appended to the questionnaire.
Please refer to this list if you have any doubts about the status of the libraries that you use.

1, In addition to using the Document Delivery service, do you also try to obtain documents from
the library system either personally or through someone else (e.g., a colleague, student, or
departmental staff person) ? .

YES, 1 do try to obtain some NO, I use the Document Delivery serv’'ce
,documents from the University whenever 1 need a document from the

SN Library system myself or through . . University Library system. (PLEASE SKIP
someone else. (PLEASE PROCEED . QUESTIONS 2 AND 3 AND PROCEED DIRECTLY
'r‘o.,,an_s;uoN 2.) S TO QUESTION 4, ON PAGE 2.)

____2¢w_chs¢dez;ng all the documents that. you. hayg_sough;_ixgmh;hg University Library system this

current academic year, what is your estimate of the percent you regquested through Document
Delxvery?

fewer than 208 20-398  ___ 40-59% ___60-79%% 808 or more

3. There are probably a variety of reasons why you choose at times not to use the Document
Delivery service. We would like to get some sense of what these reasons might be.

The statements that follow describe possible. reasons why someone might choose at times not
to use Document Delivery. Using the scale at the right, please indicate the degree to which
each statement is applicable to you by checkzng the appropriate response category. Please
be sure to respond to each statement.
~ - Not at all Slightly Moderately Strongly Very Strongly
Applicable . " Applicable  Applicable . Applicable  Applicable

A. I know in general what I need
but lack a specific citation. -

B. 1 prefer to browse my subject
area before selecting a document.

C. 1 need the document sooner than
it can be delivered.

D. 1 find the cost of using Document
Delivery inhibiting.

E. My department finds the cost of
using Document Delivery inhibiting.

F. 1 can easily obtain the document
I need from a library of the
University system without using
pocument Delivery.

RIC _ ' CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE.
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Not at all  Slightly Moderately  Strongly Very Strongly
‘ : -Applicable’  Applicable Applicable Applicable Applicable

G, I can easily obtain the document
1 need from a colleague.

H. 1 forget about Document Delivery.

1 prefer not to talk to a tape- : e
recorder answering machine.

Do you have any other reasons?
Please specify: o

We would also like to identify the reasons why you choose to use the Document Delivery service.

The statements that follow describe possible reasons why someone might choose to use Document
Delivery rather than trying to obtain a document from the University Library system either
_personally or through someone else. Using the scale at the right, please indicate the degree
to which each statement is applicable to you by checking the appropriate response category.
Please be sure to respond to'each statement.

Not atkéll Slightly Moderately Strongly Véry Stfongly
Applicable Applicable Applicable Applicable = Applicable

Using Document Delivery saves me
time. ~

+

Using Document Delivery reguires
less effort. .

Using Document Delivéry is less
frustrating. :

1 expect Document Delivery will .
be more successful at finding
the document.

1f the document is not immediately
available, 1 appreciate Document
Delivery's explanation.

Do you have any other reasons? -
Please specify: '

. _In general, how satisfied are you with the Document Delivery service?

| " serongly Moderately Slightly S1ightly _ Moderately _ Strongly
| dissatisfied dissatisfied disgatisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied




6.

¢
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Considering all of your requests to Document Delivery during the current academic year, . . .

A. What is your .estimate of the percent that were®initiated to support your teaching
efforts?

fewer than 208 20~39% 40-59% - 60-79% 808 or more

7.

10.

11.

B. What is your estimate of the percent that were mitrated to support your research
efforts? .

fewer than 20% 20~-39% . 40-59% 60-79% i} 80% or more
—— . ——— S — —

-

How important:to you is the availability of a University Library Document Delivery service?

Unismportant ' Slightly inpor'-tant ' Moderately important Strongly important

\

which of the following statements best describes the priorzty you think the library should
give a Document Delivery service in a time of tight budgets? . ,

very low - Low - Medium | High : Very high

priority ) priority priority priority + priority °

We would like to gather data on your estimate of how often you use, for whatever reason,
any library of the Unrversrty Library system. -

-

~

A. About how often do you personally visit a library of the University Library system?

Never ___ less than Once _ 2=3 times _ Once - More than

" once a month - a month a month ' a week once a week

B. About how often do you send someone else to a library of the University Library system
to get what:you need? !

Never " Less than , once 2-3 times Once More than
_ omce a month a month a month a week . once & week

€. About how often do you call a library of the University Library system for information
or assistance (not including Document Delivery)?

Never Less than ‘ Once ' 2-3 times Once More than
once a nmonth a month "~ amonth a week once a week

Does your department have a department library, staff library, or reading room (not part of .
the University Library system)?

Yes (PLEASE PROCEED TO QUESTION 11.) - No (PLEASE SKIP QUESTION 11 AND

« PROCEED TO QUESTION 12, ON
PAGE 4.)

How frequently do you use’ this department library, staff library, or reading room?

Never less than ) Once 2-3 times Once More than
once a month a month a month a week once a week
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" Finally, we need a little information about you to help' us analyze the preceding questions.

RS i I

n

A

[y
o

12. Wwhat is your rank at the University of Minnesota? (Please check only one response.)

‘ Regents' Professor : Research Associate
———— : ’ o . ¥
Professor ' - Research Fellow
. —.__ Associate Professor - —_ Professional /Administrative -

. Assistant Professor Other: __

~ Instructor

13, With whét college are you assoéiated? (Please check only one response.)

©

College of Liberal Arts ' Institute of Technology

College of Education ‘ Other:

General College

1l3a, Please specify your department, school, or division:

Thank you for your help. Please feel free to add any further comments or suggestio’hs in the

rexggining space.

—~
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Minnesota University Library System

Ames LJ.brary

Anderson Hortlcultural LJ.brary

Architécture Library

Archjrves (Umver51ty Archives)

Art Library .

Bio-Medical Librory

Bio-Chemistxy Library

_ Chemical Engineering Library

C.‘nenustry Library '

Children's Literature Research Collectlons

East Asian Library

Education, Psychology, and lera.ry Science La.brary ~
’mgmeermg Library

Entamology Library . ‘
Eric Sevareid Library (Journalism) . \
. Forestry Library ' -
Geology Likrary- ‘ ' . )
Government Publlcatlons LJ.brary

Immigration History Research Center Collections
James Ford Bell Library -

Journalisgm Library (Eric Sevareld lerary)

Law Library. _

Manuscripts Collection

Map Library

Mathematics Library

Middle East Library

Mines, Metallurgy & Chemical qumeermg lerary
Music Library

Natural History lerary

Physics Library

Plant Pathology LJ.brary '

Public Administration Library

St. Paul Campus Central Library

Social Welfare History Archives

Special Collections and Rare Books Lnbrary
Tenant Memorial Library

University Archives

Veterinary Medical Library

Walter Library

Wangensteen Library

Wilson Library

*list prepared from Umver% of Minnesota Libraries, Twin Cities:
A Gl.llde . \ )
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TWIN CITIES R 4&‘? Minneapolis, Minnesola 55455

m UN'VERSWOEM‘NNESOTA Universily Libraries -

17

April 5, 1984

Dear Colleague, ,F\\\"-‘\h

. Last week we invited you to participate in -a study of the
Document Delivery service offered by Walter Library and the Institute
of Technology Libraries. We had asked that you complete the questionnaire
that  was enclosed and return it to us by April 4., If you have already
done so, we thank you. : o

If you haven't yet had the chance to complete the questionnaire,
we hope that this reminder will encourage you to take the time to do
sQ. As a researcher, you are no doubt aware of how important the
participation of each and every subject is to the success of a SLrvey
We do need your help in bringing this study a.out faculty use of library
resources to a successful ccnclusion. .
A

We would appreciate your completing and returning the questionnair
as soon as possible, but no later than Tuesday, April 10. If you need
another copy of the questionnaire, please call the project dlrector,
George D'Elia, at 3-3100. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

i oty

Andrea Hinding, Dlrector
Walter Library

/Q~/ /-)zméi(:~ i/’

Ray Bohllng, Acting Director '
" Institute of Technology Libraries
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TABLE A.1l

DESCRIPTTVE STATISTICS:
' USER QUESTIONNAIRE "

QUESTION NUMBER ' N %/ X S.D. -

1. ... obtain some documents
from library yourself : :
YES - 102 . 88.7%
NO 11 9.6%
2. ... estimate of percent of
documents requested
through Document Delivery: 101 2.61 1.50
3. A._... lack a specific citation 103 2.94 1.47
B. ... prefer to browse . 103 2.93 1.18
C. ... need the document sooner :
than it can be delivered '103 2,58 1.35
D. ... personal cost inhibiting 103 1.u8 .88 .
E. ... department cost inhibi- :
ting | 103 1.50 1.01
F. ... document can be abtained
more easily from a
library 103 - . 2.46 1.33
G. ... document can be obtained ' : R
more easily from a
colleague o 99 1.92 . 89
H. ...,forget'about using _
service 98 1.63 1.03
I. ... prefer not to talk to '
the tape recorder ' 98 1.33 .77
4. A. ... saves time | 122 4,48 .88
B. ... requires less effort . 112 4,33 .95
C..... is less frustrating 112 ‘ 3.74 | 1.4y
D. ... Document Delivery will
. be more successful 112 - '3.18 1.66
E. ... appreciation of Document ' ' :
Delivery's follow-up 112 3.40 1.52




- ' | | TABLE A.1l (cont'd)

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS:
USER QUESTIONNAIRE

QUESTION NUMBER ) | N %/ X S.D.
5. ... satisfaction with service 112 5.73 .50
6. A. ... percent of doéﬁ;ents'for
teaching . « 107 2.03 1.28
B. ... percent of documents for . ' '
research 112 S 3.83 1.36}
1] » .
7. ..% importance of availability
of service 114 3.65 .65
8. ... budget priority for service 112 3.95 ‘ .95
9. A. ... personally visit a ) B
' library b 115 * 3.98 l.41
B. ... send someone, else to a '
library ‘ 115 2.70 1.46
C. ... call a library : 114 2.7 1.19
10. ... access to department -

reading room

YES 58 © 47.8%
) NO 55 50.4%

11. ... use of depértment‘reading ‘

room - 58 4,03 1.74

12. Regents' Professor 5 4, 3%
Professor - . 56 u8,7%
Associate Professor _ 16 , 13;9%
Assistant Professor : | 18 15.7%
Instructor ' | 2 1.7%
Research Associate 6 5.2%
Research Fellow 0 0.0%
Professional/Administrative 4 3.5%
Other | 8 7.0%
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~
TABLE A.1 (cont'd) - , ’
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS:
USER QUESTIONNI_&IRB
QUESTION NUMBER N %/ X ~ S.D,
13. College of Liberal Arts S 14.8% ’
College of Education 35 30.4%
General College _ 4 3.5%
Institute of Technology : 43 37.4%
- Other 16 13.9%
N
\ ¢
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m : UNIVERS'TY OF "MINNESOTA | University Libraries

TWIN CITIES Minneapoiis, Minnesota 55455

March 23, 1984

Dear Colleague,

During the current academic year, Walter L:brary has provided a
Document Delivery service to aseist the faculty in retnevmg documents
{i.e. books, journal articles, microforms) from the University Library
.gystem. As part uf an externally funded project to study the impact of
a delivery service on faculty use of -library resources, we are conducting
surveys of Document Delivery users and nonusers. The purpose of these
surveys is to identify factors which affect faculty use cor nornuse of
bocument. Delivary . ,

Since you have’'not used Docunent Delivery this academic year (begin-
ning September 1983), you are being considered, for the purposes of this
study, a nonuser of the service. As such, you could provide us with help~
ful information about reasons for nonuse. We would appreciate your taking
a few minutes,- 5-10 at most, to camplete the enclosed questionnaire. The
anonymity of. your responses will be respected and the data will ke reported
only in the aggregate. For your convenience we have provided an addressed
return envelope. It would help us considerably if you could campiete and
return your questionnaire as 4uickly as possible, or by April 4 at the
latest.

We_hope that you w111 participate in this study and help make it a
success. If you should have any questions about the questionnaire, please
do not hesitate to call the project d:.rector, George D'Elia, at 3-3100.
Thank you for your cooperatlon.

Smcerely,

([ maw&/ m&ivu(#__
Andrea Hinding, Directoxr ‘
Walter Library

f a?. JMMA— “5-
Ray Bohling, Acting Director
Institute of Technology Libraries
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m UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | University Libraries

TWIN CITIES Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

March 23, 1984

Dear Colleague,
During the current academic year, the Institute of Technology
Libraries have prov:Lded a Document Delivery service to assist the
faculty in retrieving documents (i.e. books, journal articles, micro-
forms) from the University Library system. As part of &n externally
funded project to study the impact of a delivery service on faculty :
use of_ljbrary resources, we are conducti surveys of Document Delivery e
users and nonusers. The purpose of these surveys is to identify factors .
which affect faculty use or nonuse of Document Delivery. |

Since you have not used Document Delivery this academic year (begin-
ning September 1983), you are being considered, for the purposes of this
study, a nonuser of the service. As such, you could provide us with help- '
ful information about reasons for nonuse. We would appreciate your taking L
a few minutes, 5-10 at most, to complete the enclosed questicnnaire. The .
anonynuty of your responses will be respected and the data will be reported
only in the aggregate. For your convenience we have provided an addressed .
return envelope. It would help us considerably if you could canplete and
return your questlonna:xre as quickly as possible, or by April 4 at the
latest.

We hope that you will participate in this study and help make it a
success. If you should have any questions about the questionnaire, please
do not hesitate to call the project director, George D Elia, at 3-3100, °
Thafk you for your cooperation.

.
A

S:anerely ’

/u& /sl

Ray Bohlmg, Acting D.Lrector .
Instltute of Technology Libraries -

/ {adiois \/éfu-u/r/

Andrea Hinding, Director }
Walter Library

SHE




DOCUMENT DELIVERY PROJECT: NONUSER SURVEY - B 53
INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY LIBRARIES ’
WALTER LIBRARY - :

FUNDED BY THE COUNCIL OF LIBRARY RESOURCES

Dear Colleague: = .

Thank you for participating in this study. In completing this questionnaire, please note
that we are interested only in the documents you obtain from libraries in the Universitw Library
system, not in the documents you obtain from departmental reading rooms ©.s journal collections.
For your information, a list of official University libraries is appended to the questionnaire.

Please refer to this list if you have any doubts about the status ©f the libraries that you use.

1. Before this survey,‘were you aware of the Document Delivery service?

. Yes (PLEAST PROCEED TO QUESTION 2.) No

Now thatr you are aware of Document Delivery
is ‘dhere a likelihood of your using this
service in the future?

v

Yes , No

(PLEASE SKIP QUESTION 2 AND PROCEED DIRECTLY
i . . TO QUESTION 3, ON PAGE 2.)

s

2. There are probably a variety of reasons why you choose not to use the Document Delivery
service. We would like to get some sense of what these reasons might be.

The statements that follow describe possible reasons why someone might choose not to use
Document Delivery. Using the scale at the right, please indicate the degree to which each
statement is applicable to you by checking the appropriate response category. Please be.
sure to respond to each statement. :

Not at all Slightly . - Mocd Ay Strongly Very Strongly
» Applicable Applicable Appli.c.ile Applicable Applicable
A. I know in general what I need - ‘ .
but lack a specific citation. - ' N

—— emee—e—— e eesseswes eve—

B. 1 prefer to browse my subject
area before selecting a document.

C. I need the document sooner than
it can be delivered.

D. I find the cost of using Document
_ Delivery inhibiting.
v

E. My department finds the cost of . I o
-using Document Delivery inphibiting. :

F. I can easily obtain the document
/ 1 need from a library of the
University system without usin
Document Delivery. ‘

P cssmtmttvp——— B ———— ot e e ——
. (]
-

" CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE. ‘

.




G. I can easily obtain the document
I need from a colleague.

H. I forget abont Document Delivery.

I prefer not to talk to a tape-

Do you have any other reasons?
Please gpecify:

recorder answering machine. 0

Not at all
Applicable

Slightly Moderately
Applicable Applicable

Strongly

Applicable

54

Very Strongly
Applicable

Never Less than
once a month

to get what you need?

Never less than
once a month

Néber less than
once a month

the University Library system)?

Never Less than
once a month

. We would like to gather data on your estimate
any library of the University Library system.

a month

a month

Yes (PLEASE PROCEED T0O QUESTION 5.)

Once
a month

a month

“

2-3 times
a month

2=3 times
a month

2-3 times
a month

_____Once

a week

a week

of how often you use, for whatever reason,

A. About how often do you personally visit a library of the University Libfary system?

More than
once a week

B. About how often do you send someone else to a library of the University Library system

More than

once a week

C. About how often do you call a library of the University Library system for information
or assistance (not including Document Delivery)?

Monaimaﬁ
once a week

Does your department have a department library, staff library, or readingﬁroom {not part of

B

No (PLEASE SKIP QUESTION 5 AND

et

PAGE 3.)

243 times ) Once
a month a week

PROCEED TO QUESTION 6, ON

How frequently do you use this department library, staff library, or reading room?

More than

once a week
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Finally, we need a little information about you to help us analyze the preceding questions.

r

6. What is your rank at the University of ‘Minnesota? (Please check only one response.)

___;.RegmNQ'!koﬂnmor _____Fesemnﬂlhsyxﬂnge

. Professor | —_ Research Fellow

___ Associate Prqfessor - _ - Pxpfessional/hdninisgrative
____ Assistant Professor _ Other: |
____;__ Instructor

7. With what college are you associated? (Please check only one response.)

College of Liberal Arts Institute of Technology

College of Education ' ' . Other:

General College

7a. Pl.. se specify your department, school, or division:

Thank you for your help. Please feel free to add any further comments or
remaining space.

suggestions in

the
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Minnesota Univérsity Library System

Ames Library

Anderson Horticultural lerary

Architecture Library

Archives (University Archives)

Art Library .

Bio-Medical Library

Bio-Chemistry Library

Chemical Engineering Library

Chemstry Library

Children's Literature Research Collectlons

East Asian Library

Education, Psychology, and Library Science Library
Engineering Library . —
Entamology Library 2
Eric Sevareid Library (Jourmalism)

Forestry Library

Geology Libr
Government Paxtcatlons Library
Inmigration History Research Center Collections

James Foré@ Bell Library v

Journalism Library (Eric Sevareid lerary)

Law Library . , .

Manuscripts. Collection - .‘
Map Library :

Mathematics Library

Middle East Library

Mines, Metallurqgy & C‘nenucal Engineering LJ.brary

Music Library ,

Natural History Library

Physics Library

Plant Pathology Lx.brary :

Public Administration Library

St. Paul Campus Central Library . ,

Social Welfare History Archives . .
Special Collections and Rare Books Library
Tenant Memorial Library

University Archives

Veterinary Medical Library

Walter Library

Wangensteen Library

Wilson Library

*1ist prepared from Universitv of Minnesota Libraries, Twin Cities:
A Guide.
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m UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | University Libraries

TWIN CITIES aneapolls Mlnnesota 55455

April 5, 1984 . | .

Dear Colleague,

Last week we: invited you to participate in a study of the
. Document Delivery service offered by Walter Library and the Institute
of Technology Libraries. We had asked that you complete the questionnaire
that was enclosed and return it to us by April 4. If you have already
done so, we thank you.. ' . ' '
If you haven't yet had the chance to complete the questionnaire,
we hope that this reminder will encourage you to take the time to do
so. As a researcher, you are no doubt aware of how important the
participation of each and every subject is to the success of a survey.
We do need your help in bringing this study about faculty use of library
resources to a successful conclu31on.

We would appreciate your ‘completing and returning the questionnaire
. as soon as possible, but no later than Tuesday, April 10. If you need
asother copy of the questionnaire, please call the project director,
George D'Elia, at 3-3100. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincereiy,

Itutu.('v % %uz

Andrea Hinding, Director
Walter Library

/\( J-—)z\'/;/""“/A

Ray Bohllng, Acting Director
Institute of Technology Libraries




TABLE B.1

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS:
NONUSER QUESTIONNAIRE

" QUESTION NUMBER' - ' N %/ X S.D.
1. ... aware of Document Délivery :
) YES 309 66.2%
| NO 153 - 32.8% .
«ee if no, likelihood of use
' ' YES 93 60.7%
NO y2 27.5%
2. A. ... lack a specific citation 302 2.32 1.25
C. ... need the document sooner ' \
than it can be delivered 302 2.21 1,31
D. ... personal cost inhibiting 302 ‘ 2.15 ~1.85
E. ... department cost inhib- | -
iting , 302 1.90 1.35

F. ... document can be obtained
more easily from a
library 302 3.13 1.38

G. ... document can be obtained
‘more easily from a

# colleague 1290 2.01 1.00
""H. ... forget about using . o : |
service o 290 2,34 1.31
I. ... prefer not to talk to the .
tape recorder 289 . 1.85 1.13
3. A. ... personally visit a
library 461 3.88 1.48
B. ... send someone else to a 4
library 461 2.21 1.36
C. ... call a library . 460 2.05 .87
4, ... access to department reading
room '

YES 256 . 5u.8%
NO 207 4y, 3%




TABLE B." (cont'd)

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS:
NONUSER QUESTIONNAIRE

QUESTION NUMBER N 3/ X S.D.
5. ... use of department reading v
room ' 256 ' 4.0u 1.67
6. Regents' Professor 2 4%
Professor- o 205 ’ 43.9%
Associate Professor-. ©.99 21.2% \ -
Assistant Professor 69 14, 8%
Instructor 10 2.1%

*. Research Associate 7 1.5% .
Research Fellow 8 1.7% ¢
Professional/Administrative 2y 5.1%

Other ‘ 43 9.2% )

7. College of Liberal Arts 73 - 15.6%

College of Educ_at'ion 88 18.8% ,
General College ‘ 59 13.6%
‘Institute of Technology 205 43,9% _ )
Other 42 9.08 &
w




