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INTRODUCTION

High school libraries, and school libraries in general, have evolved since the
"modern” schaol 1brary developed sarly in this century . Half of all public schaols
had centrel libraries in 1962, 84% in 1974 (Craver 1984, 268). As the school
1ibrary became a ssparate sntity with not only a physicai identity, but aisoc &

specialized purposs in the sducational process, the rols of tha school librarian
also eyolved from

voluntesr, quasi=profagsional..to..a fully qualified profassional who
manages a sizeable collaction of print and nonprint materis!s, supervises
staff members, taaches 1ibrary skills, provides reading guidancs and
raferance services and is fully trained in the production and maintahance of
audio-visual matarials {Craver 1964, 268).

Personal computers are oftan the centerpisce of informetion technology in
schools. In the past fiftesn ysars tha personal computer has dramatically changed
the school 11brary and the role of the school 1ibrarian, and the revalution
continues. In Information Power, & set of essantially qualitetive quidslines for
the school 1ibrary media center, librarians are chalisnged to "provide lsadership
and expertise in the uge of informaticn and instructional technologies” (Amarican
Library Association 1988, 10). These computer and related technologies offer an
opportunity and & challengs to school librarians who, Craver feels, will have to
becoms "interface specialists” establishing policies and taking an activa rols

in designing curricula which benefit from computsrs. Computers hcld the promiss
of providing students with access to a wider and mors currsnt variety of

resources than aver before possibie, but they are costly and riquire specialized
skills to use.




Information technologies would slso include microfiche readers/printers and even
photocopying machines, out the focus here {3 on computers and related technology
such as online searching, modems and CD-ROM spplications.

A distinction must be made batwesn computers in schools and computers in school
libraries. In & School Library Journal article from February 1985, Kenton Pattia, &
Vice Prasidant for International Communications Industries Association, noted
that 85% of public schools had microcomputers, but most were not in libraries
(Pattis, 39). Schiessingsr conducted three surveys of microcomputers in Texas
public schools, tn 1982, 1987, and 1990, Thn percentage of schools holding
microcomputars rose staadily from 74.3% 1n 1982 t0 83.3% {n 1986 and 96.3 Bin
1980. At the same time, tha parcantaga of schools with microcomputers in the
schoo! 1ibrary also increased, from 19% in 1982 and 428 {n 1986 to 66.7 & in 1990,
The use of microcomputers {n the schoai l1ibrary also evolved over time from “drill
and skill” axercises to lbrary managemant and finally tunctions such as
circulation, cataloging, and referencs (Schiessinger, 380-1). Also, one can infer

from these statistics that computers in the schoal 1ibrary are not neceszserily the
first step in the process of bringing computers into scheols.

The program for the annual conferance of the Ohio Educational Media Association
in August, 1991 atissts to the place of computers in schools. A Technology
Showcase was the centerpiace of the Praliminary Program, and 318 (27 out of 85)
of the sessions offered dealt with computsr technologies. There is additionel
avidance of the increasing use of microcomputers in school libraries. The

November, 1991 Confersnce of Sscondsry School Librarians featursd four sessions




on multimedia and hyper=-scripting, and Apple and |BM made presentations of their
multimedia packages ( SSLi, 1991).

Thera has been an increase in journal titles dsaling with computars and computar
software and en increass in articles on computers in periodicals (Clyde 1983, 1),
in 1974 there were three journsls devoted to the educational use of computers,
and they were &)1 devotsd to computers in the classroom (Cory, 29). Today the
major journals sarving school 1ibraries have regular features and articles dealing
with computer technology. In 1984 School Library Media Quarterly inftiated e
regular column , “Curriculum Connections Technology”, which explores the
connection between technology, the classroom and library media centers. School
Library Journal, in {ts biennial survey of school Iibrary sxpanditurss, inciuded

information on the uss of technology (computers) for the first tims in its
1985-1986 survey.

School 1ibraries baing buflt or renovatad taks into account the presence and use of
computars. Computsrs were 8 primary consideration in the planning of the new
Ghrstrom Library at St. Paul's School in Concord, New Hampshire - voted one of the
“Best of 1991" by Time Magazine. The school's dirsctor of computer services
reviawad plans to insura tnat necassary "conduits, wiring and autlats needed for
phonss, computars and other alactrical squipment” were included. The aim was {o
insure maximum flexibility for the creative use of nayvs technologies well into the
future (wuyatt & Cassals-Brown, 36,37).

With a few exceptions, school Iibraries hava bagun to use computer technology in
the 1ast ten years and at an increasing rate over the last five. One sxceptionis -
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Albuguergue, New Mexico School District which has had automated ordering,
cataioging and processing in the school 1ibraries since 1963, Another plonger in
this area {3 the state of Pennsylvenia, which coordinated ACCESS PENNSYLVANIA
in the eeriy 1980's. This project created a statswide netwark of school 1ibraries
with online access to 8 union catalog. In 1979, Pennsylvania also had the first high
school 11brary in the country to use DIALOG: Radnor High School (Fiebert 1987, 19).
But in general “prior to 1980 few educataors, 1ibrary media specialists ar ley
persons had direct contact with computers® (Efsenberg 1990,139),

Trends in the Use of Microcomputsers in Schooi Libraries

In the fnaugurel appesrence of Sook Report's computer celumn "The Computing
Librarian” in 1989, Mary Alice Anderson examined the status of computers in
Hbraries in 1989. She traced the evolution of computer use {n her librery from
basicaliy clerical tasks such as circulation (with fioppy disk) and book
menagement 1n the early 1980's, to hard disk circulation and electronic card
catalogs. Tha next stap was CD-ROM access to indsxes such as /nfaTrac and
Rsader's Gulde and o full-text and laser disc applications such as encyclopadias.
Studsnts wers able to access Information from onling databases such as DIALQOG,
and offiine databases using instructional softwere. In 1989, “hypermedia, stacked
or nstworked CD-R0OMs, CD-WORM and Levsl {V intsractive video disks” wers an the
hortzon (Anderson 1989, 30), Also in 1989, thers were over 3,500 educational

subscribers to DIALOG, and Onling, Inc. sponsored & national conferance “Databases
in Schools ‘89" (Bargsr 1989, 40).

Thage trands signal a changs in parcaptions of tha school 1ibrary madia cantar.
“The 1ibrary/media center is beginning to rival the computer lab &s a locus of

porud
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aducational technology”. Sessions on school ibrary eutometion have been in great
demeand st the Amsricen Association of School Libreriens conferance for the past
three years according to the coordinator for progrem support (McCerthy 1990, 26).

Much of the literature deals with public school programs, and certainly ACCESS
PENNSYLVANIA mads the public sysiem in Pennsylvenie a leader in the use of
computer tschnologiss in schools, There 18 & lack of publicized resserch on
computers in independsnt school libraries, though localized surveys indicate there
ars computers in thege libraries. There are differences betwaen public and
indepandsnt schools, espacially in the erae of funding and edministrative
organization. Independant schools are separate entities, not part of e district, and
dacisiong are made at a school level. In addition, students may be more
homogensaous in tarms of sbility. However, it may be thet trands in public schosls
are mirrored in independent schaools. |ndependent school 1ibraries vere chosen as
the population for this project. Tupes of {ndependent schools include:

coeducational, single-sex, boarding, day, and parochial {Peterson’s Guide
1991-1992, Prefacs).

This study will addrase twao aspects of computer use in large indspsndent
gacandary schaal librariss. (n e descriptive way, to whet extant ars these
l1braries using microcomputers and for what purposes? Sacondly, is it possible to
{solets factors that correlets with ths prasence of microcomputsrs. Future
studies may use this information to find out why some schools use computsrs
mors/less than others. Although thers ars numerous erticles and testimonies to
the use of microcamputars in schools and school 1ibraries, thera is little in the
way of systematic and quantitative research.

Y
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LITERATURE REVIEW

The focus of this study is on descriptive and quantitative ressarch in the area of
computers in school 11braries. Spacifically of interast ars studies that inciude or
deal exclusively with independent schoois, and studias that isoiats factors
thesioht {0 be related to the pressnca of computars in school libraries.

General Surveys

A national survey of achool ifbrary madie centers fn genersl, which spawnad the
report /nformation Powsr, was conducted by Tha Canter for Educetion Statistics
of the U.S. Danartment of Education in 1985-1986. This survey included 4500
public schools and 1700 private schools. For the first tims, the survey gatherad
deta on services and technology in the school library maedia canter. Analysis
includad orly public school date. Quantitaetive data describing "high service”
pragrams wsre given ("high service” wes defined as @ program scoring at leest one
gtandard deviation above the meen in services offered). For high schools with
anroliments batwesn 500 and 1000 (most similar to the sample used in this study)
"high servica” programs {n the 75th percentile had: ! full-time professional staff
member, 19 computer titles, and | microcomputer under suparvision of the library
medie centar. "High service” programs in the 95th parcentiis had: 2 full-time
professional staff membsrs, 286 computer titles, end 8 microcomputers under
supervision of the library media center {/nformation Power 1988, 122).

The "first comprahansive publicly ralsased reseerch about microcomputer
hardwers and softwars usege in U.S. 1ibraries” was conducted by the R.R. Bowker
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Company in mid=-1984 (Mitchem, 426). Its purpose was to dstsrmine prasent and
future use of microcomputers in five catagories of libreries. The “high school”
category included public, public junior, private and Cathclic schools. Date
revealed that 41.1% (13,689 of 33,306) of the high school libraries were using
computers, and 33% anticipated purchasing computers in 1985-1986. Thsrs was an
average of 3.6 computers psr library (Mitchem, 426-428).

School Library Journal conducts regu’ar surveys of its membership as to
expenditures in the school 1ibrary media center. The sample is limited to
subscribers to the journsl, and includes all 1avels of schools, public and private.
However, response by private schools has basn poor and as a result deta ere scarce
for this type of school library. Survsy results were reported in October 1983, Mey
1985, June/July 1987, June 1989, and the most recent in August 1991. The survey
for FY 1985-86 was the first to include information about the use of technology in
the library media center. This data was descriptive, giving an idea of uses of
technology (automated card catalog, cable tv/satellits trensmission, telephone);
funding (mean and median expenditures for softwars, online servicss, amount

spent per pupii en microcomputar software) and how these averages vary by size
of school, regional location, and grade leval.

The next survey (1987) shawed a trend toward the use of glectronic forms of
communication in the school library media center. The availabflity of
microcomputers ross from a mean of 1.10 per school {0 @ mean af 2.46 per school.
The median atso ross, to | microcomputer per school. (Milier & Moran 1987, 44),

The greater increase in the maan as opposed to the median numbear reflacts &8 small
number of media centers that acquired a relatively large number of camputars.
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Another trend revealed was & "substantial increase in the uss of microcomputers
as a management and administrative tool” {Miller and Moran 1987, 44). Tracking
overdues was the most papular uss of microcomputers (362 of respondents),
followed by inventory (25%), cataloging (228), circulation {188} and acquisitions
(12%) (MNer & Moran 1987, 44). R.S. Talab studied computer use In Kensas school
l{brary msdie cantsrs {n 1965 and 1987. Thesa studiss will bs discusssed inh more
detail leter, but her 1987 study showed 13® using computers for circulation, 128
for statistics, 10% for cataloging, S® for acquisitions, 3% far bibliographic
searching and 28 for communications (Talab 1987, 323).

Tha 1989=1980 Schoo! Library Journal survey data showed a siowdown in the trend
of using microcomputers far 1ibrary menagement, although microcemputer use for
these functions in the 1ibrary media canter continued to increase. The averags
increasa tn use of microcomputars for six mensgement functions from 1986 to
1988 was 20.3 ¥, comparad to an increase of 28 for the same six functions from
19686 ts 1990. Microcomputers were used by the following percentages of
libraries for the stated managemant functions: overdues 69%, inventory 468,
cataloging 47%, circulation 468, acquisitions 328, budget and interlibrary loan 78
(Miller & Shontz 1991, 39). In terms of collections of micracomputer softwars,
the mean (45) and median (10} for high school media centers wers lowst than for
glamentary end junior high/middle school media centers. Expenditurss for
microcomputer software for this level weara also the lowest of all levsls, with e
mean of $623 and msdian of $342 (Miller & Shontz 1991, 35). Within the high
school sample, howsever, expenditures for microcomputar softwars were highest
for the largest schools (over 1000 studsnts), suggesting that size may be a factor
in computer use 1n high school 1ibraries.
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Ohfo Studies

A 1990 survey of computers in Chio public school 1ibreries sponsored by CELMA
(Ohio Educational Library Media Association) found that the microcomputer was
being incorporated into school 1ibrary media centars. However, there s a need for
mors information about new tachnologies. Specifically, the report cited a lack of
statistics on the "number of districts with automated circulation systems,
electronic catalogs, slactronic reference tools, and access to electronic
databases” (OELMA, 9). The survey, of 1000 randomly selecied public school
librarias, revealed that 69.6 & (a1l levals, n=279) have computers in the
library/media center and that 14.5% (n=58) of the 1ibrary/media centers are
automated (QELMA, 15). No derinition of "sutomated” was provided. Computers
help with cataloging in 428 (n=154) of the school library/media centers. A small
number, 15.8%, have access to 8 modam, and 25.1% have access to video discs
(OELMA, 16). This data is for all 1evels of school Hibrary/media centers, no
breakdown was given for high schools specifically.

An gven mors localized survey of the Northeast region members of OELMA found
that 25% of thoss districts responding used CD-ROM, 258 had sutomated
circulation systems, and 9% had &n onlina catalog (Pandora & Sadowski, 3). An
interasting statistic was that 52% of raspondents had & modam - a high
percentage compared to the praviously cited OELMA study in which 15.6% had
access to a modem { Pandora & Sedowski,3). The OELMA survey of 1000 Chic
public school libraries had a response rate of 418 (OELMA, 14), whils the regional
study was smaller in scope but neither semple size nor response rate was stated.




Schlessinger's surveys of computers n Texas public schools, referrad to sarlier,
showed that 76.9% of the public high school libraries had microcomputers in 1990
(Schlassinger, 391),

Independent School Studies

Victoria Blair-Smith conducted local-erea studies on online searching and
automation in indspendant secondary schoo: 'H'brarias. The most recent survey,
completed in 1990, focused on fourteen Boston-area indepsndsnt schools and
gathercd date as to the numbser of microcomputers, users and uses, use of modems
and fax machines, and online databases. Again, the results are descriptive.
Blair-Smith found that fourtsen school libraries had a totel of 46 computers,
although five had nona for studant use. Six libraries had a modsm and sevsn
schools had fax (Blair-Smith 1791, 2). In terms of 1ibrary sutomation, S50% used
computers for acquisitions/cataloging, 158 had computerized tha card catalag,
15% computerized ¢irculation and at 1east SOR offered online searching. Overduss
were handlad with a computer in 65% of the iibreries. (Blair-Smith 1991, 5),
Blair-Smith concluded that “automation in gensral and oniine searching in
perticuler ara (just barelyl) mainstream activities® (Blair-Smith 1990, 1). She
suggested looking at staff education as & facter in library automation. Lack of

gomputer axperiance and financial problams ware stumbling blocks to availability
of microccomputers in libraries.

Ontine Services

Looking specifically at online services in schools, Aversa and Mancall conducted &
survay in mid-1986 te gather data on users, policies and resourcas. This was 8
descriptive study, which showed that online programs are most often at the high
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school level, and that school iibrary media centars have offered online service for
an avsrage of 2-3 years. The semple was identifiad through stete school medis
gupervisors, and therefore probably wee restricted to public schools, although this
is not explicitly stated. The median budgst for online programs was $500/year,
the mean was $300 indicating that a faw schools have relatively large budgets.
The suthors concluidsc that "more attention should be paid to managing initiaticn

and continuation of this essential new component {n the school world" {Aversa and
Mancell 1987, 17).

The Millar and Moran FY 1985~1966 survey of school libraries showed an increase
over their pravious study in expanditurss for onlina services per school in il
areas of the country except the Northeest. They concludsd that these results
"reveal tha growina interest in teaching students and faculty how ta do online

gearching.” However, most schools still reportad spending nothing in this erea
{Miller & Moran 1987, 41),

Ths Miller and Shontz study for 1999-1990 showed that 12% of respandents offerad
on-gite database and CD-ROM services. While 24% of the schools responding had
additionel funds for microcomputer software, only 63 hed edditional funda for
online services, and 98 for CD-ROM. The medisn expsnditure for online resourcas
in responding high schools was $1000 (Miller & Shontz 1991, 39).

Data for both of the above studies 15 from public schools dus to the low rate of
return for privete schoois.
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Budget Data

The influence of budget 1 obvious bacaugs computers and reistad programs are
expansive. Tha latest (1989-1980) Schoo! Library Journal survey emphasized the
ralationship betwean funds anc somputer technology. " No matter how tha date ars
organized, it 1s obvious that aithough the microform and microecomputer softwars
collections ars still relatively small, most 1ibrary madia spacialists ara spending
more sach ysar on those collactions” (Miller & Shantz, 38). In smaller schools
{(under 600), expenditures for AY materials exceedsd sxpendituras for books. The
data for privete schools shawad & mean of $308 spent on microcomputer software
per year, and 8 madian of $300 (Miller & Shontz, 38). Victoria Blair-Smith
concluded from her emall study that “financial prodlems preclude prograes” in
online searciing (Blair-Smith 1950, 10). She found that the mean annual l1brary
budget was $16,858 with a range of $4,400 to §48,120 (Blair -Smith 1991,2),

Lack of funds would certainly be an impediment to having computers in the library;
availability of funds might or might not increass the probability of having them.

Funding

The 1zsue of outside funding has becoms increasingly important bacause of
shrinking or stagnant budgets coupled with the high cost of the new technologies.
In the United States, the Gutman Library ¢f the Harvard Graduate Scheol of
Educetion, with federa! funds, has bsen collecting information from 10,000
aducational institutions about the use of microcomputers for the past several
years. However, this deta is unrsliable, especially in arsas af expenditures for
software. There are few accurets records about purchases because of copying of
copyrighted softwers and equipmant which comes from untreditional budgst

sources (Miller 1988, 335). Kenton Pattie, mentioned earlier, confirms this

Juek
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assertion and says thet most schools buying microcomputers have diverted funds
from other areas or have "had to seek voluntary funds outside the budge’ (Pattie
1985, 39).

The Miller and Moran 1965-1986 survey reported a msen of $3936 per yeear in
federal funds for senfor hign schou's {median $3125). Only two schools used their
available fedsrat funds for online services (Miller & Moran 1987, 39). Although a
ssparate tuble for private schools was not provided dus to the great numbsr of
non-responses, it was stated that privats schools rsly heavily on gifts and

fund-raiging for the purchase of any squipmsnt and materials (Miller & Moran
1987,44).

Mancall, Averse and Qesau found thai 318 of the schools in their 1986 study used
monsy fram special grants to fund their online services, and 208 used monsy from
the materiels budget and institutionel budget (Mancall, Aversai, Oesau, 38).

Librarian’s Compuisr Literacy

The aducation of the iibrarian with respect to computers 1s & factor mentioned
only briefly in studies. How are scheol librerians, many of whom received their
education prior to the era of personal computers and who were in their 1ibraries
before computers, preparing themsslves to work with this naw tool? /nformation
Power states that today's school library media spacialist "should have a Masters
in Library and Information Sctance with strong preparstion tn sducational
tachnology®, which means he/gha should be “wall-versed in a wids range of
technologies” from the traditional to the innovative (Barron & Bergen, 523).
weathers reported in 1990 that SC® of Catholic high school 1ibrarians had a MLS
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(Weathars, 325). Mancall, Aversa and Oasau, in their study of online usags in
schools, found that in 1ibraries with online services 70% of the 1{brarisns weare

state certified media spacialists with masters degress (Mancall, Averse, Oasau,
43).

In tarms of computer-related education, as noted in the Introduction, national,
regional snd iocel conferences of librarians are offering an increasing number of
workshops/sessions related to new {nformation technologies. In their 1985-1986
survey, Milier and Moran found that 78% of respondent librarians had inservics or
workshops on microcamputers in the 1ast two ysars (Miller & Moren 1987,44).

This fssue is not addrassed in the 1ater (1969-1990) survey. Victoria Blair-Smith
mentions this as an srea for furthar study.

Type of School

“Type of school” could be & factor in computer ugs. Most studies deal with public
school libraries. A survey of the literature shows only localized studies of

indspendsnt schoal l1braries, such as Victorie Blair-Smith's survey of snlins usegs
in Boston independsnt schools.

The Miller and Shontz survey of 1969=1990 reportsd data from 26 private high
school 1ibraries. The mean size of microcomputsr software collections was 33,
the median, 15 (Miller & Shontz, 38), indicating a positive skew caused by one or
more extremely large collections. The median amount of 15 would therefore be
more typical of privats high school 1ibrary softwars collsctions. This {s the only
igolated data for privete schools in the study, and reflects a vary small ssmple
(n=26 for high schools).
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Within the population of independent schools thera are different types, and the
1ibrarias may reflect the differant mizsions of these schools. A major distinction
in independent schools {s betwesn boarding and day schoals. Boarding schools, by
definition, provide & home as-well ag school environment for the students. A dey
school gtudent can 1eave school and use his public or other arca library for

research; s boarding school student often cannot. According ta Pauline Anderson, a
well=-known independent school l1ibrarian,

Librariang in boarding or rasidential schools who ars responsible for
sarvice to collegs-bound students seven days & week have 8 job that is
larger in scope than those in day schools {Anderson 1985, xiii).

Catholic, or parochial, schools form another distinct group of indepsndent schools.
Milbrey Jones reported in the 19683 Bowker Annusl on 8 1979 survey of privats
school 11brarfes which did not include data on computar aveilability and use, but is
interssting becsuse it compered Catholic schools to other private schools.
According to this survey, B3% of ail privete schools had a centralized library in
1879, and the schools most 1ikaly to have a library wers secondary schools and
schoolg with over 300 pupils. Of those schools with libraries, the greatest
percentage weas Catholic schools and the smallest percentage was schools without
religious affilistion (Jones, 352). This tandancy {s confirmed by statistics from a

survey by Williems reported in 1990 in Cathoiic Library Werla. Williams found
t1at 938 of Catholic schools had 11brery madia centars, comparad with 75% for
private schools in ganeral (Weathers,324). Bscauss Catholic schools may be more

likely to have libraries does not mean they would be more likely to have computers
in their libraries, but it is an interesting issue.




Factors Related to Computer Use : Corrglaticnal Analysis

The only study thet corrsiated fectors associeted with library use of
microcomputers was conductad by R.S. Taleb in 1967. Referring to a8 1981-82 study
by Truett of Nebraska library media spacialists which showed 23% had access to
microcomputers, the author studied the same situation in Kenses in 1985 and found
that 81R had access, though this waes largely 1imited to word processing. Only 3%
did online searching and 2% communications. Her later study was & follow-up to
assass tha situation two ysars leter. A qusstionnaira was sent to & rendom
sample of 213 Kansas public schools aliciting date on size and budgetery

allotments for different tupes of materials and hardwere, acquisition informeiion,
microcomputers, microfichs, online services, CD~-ROM services and library
gutomation (Talab 1989, 41). Talab found that the meen number of
microcomputers in schools was 10 (not necessarily in the medie center), and often
the media centar did not have sale use of the computer(s). Online use was
restricted to 4% of the schools, and the mean number of CD-ROM products was 2.
Talab computed Pearson corralation coefficiants for budget and CD-ROM/online
and budget and the presence of microcomputers in the LMC: ail coefficients wers
under .3, indicating low relationships. She conciuded that autometion was still
far away for many LMC's in Kansas, and that technology in the LMC was \agging
bshind ciassroom uss (Talab 1988, 43). It is unclear whether this study deait
with all lavels of LMC's (1.e., not just high schools) and it {s possible that the

factors that she isolated do not have a great impact on LMC technoiogy taken
individuelly, but possibly would in some combinetion.
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Conclusion

Lathrop, in the Prefacs to her book Online and CO-ROM Databasss In School
Libraries, lists factors influsncing technology in school braries. She includes as
a major influence the "dedication, vision, enthusiasm of the librerians
themselves”. (Lathrop 19689, xiii). Paula Montgomery , in a Phi Delts Kappan erticle
on "Integrating Library, Madia, Research, end Information Skilis", wrote :
*Personalities of the individuals involved can have an irmportant impact on the
progrem..the library medie specialist is oftan the sole advocats for the 11brery
media program and that individual's personality can determina the way the
program is perceived" (Montgomery, 532). For those in privete sducation,
weathers spaaks of the challenges of /nformation Power, and saus “/nformation
~ower calls on the chief resource - a dedicated media specialist... to give
Information Power 1ife..” (Weathers, 179). Others cite the importance of “strong
and visianary leadarship at the top of the organization® (Cory, 42). Brophy, in
Catholic Librery World, seys the role of the administrator in astablishing online
sarvice can't be overemphasized (Brophy, 37). These traits are difficult if not
impossible to quantify.

This study will look not only at the descriptive statistics of computers in high
school 1ibraries, but also try to quantify some factors which may tnfiuence the
presence of computers in these lbraries. Specifically, it will look at budget, tupe
of school, and librarian‘s education with raspact to computers and computer
programs ag factors that may have en effect on the extent to which this
technology is incorporated in the library.
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METHODOLOGY

Objectives

The {gsues addrassed by this study will be the extant to which computers are
used in large {aver 400 students) independent secondary schoo! libraries; for what
purposes; and whather the factors of type or schoo! (boarding; day; parochial),
budget, and librarian’s education with respect to computers correlate |
significantly with the number of computers in the library. This study will
attempt to assess where large United States independsnt secondary schools are in
terms of using computer technology and to identify some factors which correlate
with the presence of computsrs.

Assumptions

It 1s assumed that computars are @ usaful and valuable tool 1h the school 11brary,
and that their pressnce reflacts wsll on the quality of the library program.
Studies have shown that students with access to oniine ssarching tachnologiss,
for instance, use more sourcas in writing their ressarch papers and, subjsctively
and qualitatively, are more sxcited about the research process (Schmude 1989,
24). It {s also assumed that the use of computers in schaol 1ibraries will be a
continuing trand - that 1t is not a quastion of whathar schaol libraries will havs
them, but of when and how. information Power supports these assumptions by
confirming the tmportance of computars: "The ravolution in information and
instructional technologies provides unprecedented opportunilies for improving
access to informatior and ideas” (/nformation Fower 1988, 37).
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Ressarch Design
This study has two facets - descriptive and correlational. Data was collected by

mesns of a survey quastiennaire sent to a random sample of large independant
sacohdary schools in the United States.

Sampla: Inorder to make the study feasible, the population was narrowed
to schools with at 1sast 400 students in grades 9-12. The basic list was selected
from Peterson’s Gulde to Independent Secondary Schools 1991-1992. To insure
aqual numbers of boarding and day schools, stratified random samples were drawn
using a random numbers tabla (Taken fram Table XXXI![ of Fisher, 1932). The total
paputation of schiools over 400, according to Peterson, is 202; therefors the
appropriats sample si2e would be 136 according to Krejcia's and Morgan's
“Dstermining Sample Size for Research Activities™ (Powell 1985, §1). The final
sample included a purposeful sample of 42 boarding schogis (100% of those
repressniad in Peterson’s) and 94 day schoals randomly selected from the 160
represented in Peterson's.

Threats to extarnal validity: Becauss tha population from which the
sample was drawn was narrowed to schools with aver 400 students in gradas
9-12, the rasults of the study may not be generalizable to schoois with smaller
student populations and different grade lsvels. The survey done by Millar and
Shontz and reparted in School Library Journal (June-July, 1991) shows that the
mean size of the microcomputer softvare collsction is highest in schaols (not
necessearily secondary) of 700-999 students, falling off as schools gat larger.
There is a fairly stesdy increase from schools under 300 to 699. Although the
actual mean or median numbers may ba largsr for larger schools, the trends may

25
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be simtlar.

[n order to increase tha likelihood of a school responding, an attempt was made to
address the quastionnaire to the librarian by nams. It was possible to locate the
names of 45 of the librarians in the sample. in addition, a stamped raturn
envelope was included, the questions were easy to answar and the questionnaire
wes as brief as possible. As an incentive to participats rasponding schools were
gntered into a raffle for a prize of a $25 gift certificate to a bookstore.

Instrument: Each of the selected 136 echools received a packet
addressed to the librarian- by nams, {f possible. When the name was not availabls,
the snvelope was addresssd to “Librarian™. The packet consisted of: & caver letter
on Kent State letterhsad; the quastionnaire; and & stampad, addrassed return
envelope. Examples of the cover letter and questionnaire ars included in Appendix

A and Appendix B, raspectively. Schools returning the questionneire were entersd
into a raffle for @ $25 gift certificate to a book stare.

The guestionnaire elicited data about the school, the library, number of computers
in the 1ibrary and their uses, the 1ibrarian and number of courses (of varying kinds}
the librarian has had relating to computer technolegy, number of softwars titles
held and online databases used, library budget and other sources of funds. These
data were mostly at the interval or ratio level, some were nominal. In addition
there were four open-ended questions at the end of the questionnaire asking the
Hbrerians to rank the computer programs most used by themselves and by
students, and o state their opinions about who or what was responsible for

getting computars into their 1ibraries and what their futurs plans wera with
regard to computers.
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Procedure: The questionnaire was fleld-tested with a group of
indapendent secandary school librarians from schools outside of the sample. This
field tast group of six independent high school 1ibraries includsd four
coeducational day schoois, one single-sex day school and one coeducational
boarding school. Feedback from this group was used to revise the questionnaire.

The finalized packet was mailed to 136 school 1ibrarians on February 27, 1992.
Almost immediately questionnaires began to bs returnsd. The first round of
questionnaires brought a return of 87, or 63.9%8. Because spring break, often an
extended period for boarding schaols, fell within the next month, reminder
pratcards were matled to non-respondents at the beginning of April. An additionel
11 questionnaires were returned following the reminder postcard. On April 27 a
second round of questionnaires with cover letter was sent to a stratified random
sample of 20 of the remaining 38 non-respondents. This sampls included 10
boarding and 10 day schools. This second round brought 6 mors questionnaires, for
a total of 104 and a final return rete of 71.32.

Some very high amounts in response to the budget question suggested that some
librarians hed given a figura which might tnclude salaries. in order to clarify this,
a letter with return postcard was sent to the eight 1ibrarians whose budget
figures fell weil bayond the normal range of responsas asking them to clarify
whether the Tigure they entersd ¥:cluded salarias, and 1f so to give a budget figure

gxclusive of salaries (ses Appendix D). All eight of the postcards were returned:
six librariens indicated that the originai budget amounts excluded salaries and
two indicated new amounts sxclusive of salaries.

28
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Quastionnairas were numbsred, with the number corregponding to a master list of
school names, so that non-respandsnts could be easily identified. As was stated
in the cover letter, no school or personal names are used in reporting results of
the study. Infarmation being collected was not sensitive in neture and therefors

did not justify the use of a blind method for identifying follow=-up mailings.

Analysis: Data from returned questionnairss was entered into a Macintosh
computer and analyzed using the Minitab Version 6.2 statistical analysis package.
For the descriptive statistics, measures of central tendency {mean and median)
are used to describs intsrvel and ratic data such as number of computers, number
of modems and budget. Measurss of veriability (standard deviation and rangs) ars
also computed. Nominal and ordinal data are described, for the most part, with
base numbers and percentages. Not all respondsnts answerad ali questions. In
order to indicate the number of respondents to each question, bass numbers {n) ars
given in the tebles. Questions with an unusuatly lerge number of non-respondents
ara pointed out and possible raasons discussed. Tables as well as narrative are
used to summarize and displey dete.

Distinctions and comparisons ars mads between boarding and day schools, and ‘n
several casas parochial schaals, th the analysis. Prassntation of data is in
sactions: sample Information, school Information, 1ibrary information, staff and
the librarian, computers and peripherals in the library, uses of computers in the
library, budget and funding.

The Peerson product moment correlation is used to test for relationships between
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some of the veriables, such as budget and number of computers and years since
receiving MLS and number of computers. To test for significant differances
betywsan means for boarding and day school libraries in several areas, the Miniteb
TWOT commend s used. This analysis does & confidence interval and 8 t-tast.

Chi square analysis is used to test for relationships batwaeh number of computer
gducation opportunities used by librarians and number of computers in their
libreries (defined by categories based on quartiles of the distribution of
computers).

The final saction is an analysis of responses to the four open-snded questions at
the end of the questionnaire.

30
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FINDINGS

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS
Sample [nformation
The survey was sent to 136 large (over 400 students in grades 5-12) independent

secondary school libraries. Table | summarizes the categories of respondents in
terms of numbers and percentages.

Table |
Original Sample and Respondent Information

Type of School f %

Original Sample

Day 94 65.12
Boarding 42 30.88
Totsl 136 100.00

Respondent Sample

Day 69 66.35
Boarding 35 33.65
Totsl 104 100.00

The 42 boarding schosis reprasent 100% of the boarding schools listed in the
Peterson’s Guide with a population of at 1east 400 in tha high school. The 94 day
schools are a random sample of the qualifying day schools in the quide. Because
such a substantial proportion (43%) of the respondents was parochial schools, |
have included separate statistics for this subgroup in many cases. Although the
number of boarding and day schools will equal 100% of the sample, the parochial
schools, which are all day schools, are a subgroup of the "day" category.

3k
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School Information

For responding schools the mean enrollment is 669.4, the median 600, and the
range 400-1510. Because some high schoo! libraries serve students in grades
other than 9-12, the number of students served is sometimes larger than the
numbar of students enrolled. For the total sample, the mean numbar of students
served by the libraries is 727.5, the median 700 and the range 400-1510.
Parochial schaols tend to have larger enroliments (mean 762.2, median 710) and
the largest enrollment reported , 1510, is by a parochtal school. The mean and
median number of students served by the 1ibrary is largest for parochial schools

(789.3, 737.5), followed by day schools (762.1, 700), and boarding schools (658.3,
530).

Library information

Table 2 summarizes data received about the libraries, specifically hours and days
of operation and staffing. Breakdowns are given for totai sample, boarding, day
and parochial schools. It would be expected that boarding school libraries would
be open evenings and weekends to accomodate their students, and this is shown by
higher mean (64.84 vs. 41.6) and median (65.75 vs. 40) number of hours of
operation per week for boerding school libraries as compared to day school
libraries. The standard deviation for boarding schools is 16.9 and for day schools
45 There is stiil a wide range in both types of schools however, of hours of
operation : 32.5-63 for day schools and 33-86 for boarding schools. Data for
parachial is very similar to the total day school sampis.

The greater number of hours of operation in boarding school iibraries would

32
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probably includa evening and vesksnd hours. Ths date beer this out: 77.12% of
the boarding school librariss are opsn in the evening, comparad to 1.45% of the day
school libraries. Only one of the 44 parochial school libraries (2.278) is apen in
the evening. Of the responding dey schools, only one offers weskend hours, while
32 of the 35 boerding schogl libraries are opsn on the weekend. One parochial
school library is open on Saturday and Sundey.

Table 2

Library [nformation

Group n mean median Sb min, max.

Hours opan per week

Totel Sample 101 49.66 42.50 15.33 32.50 96
Day 66 41.61 40 454 32.50 63
Boarding 35 64.54 65.75 16.98 38 96

rarochial 43 40.68 40 3.58 32.50 50

Number of full-time staff

Total Sample 103 2.36 2 1.77 1] g9
Day 69 1.87 2 1.22 ] 6
Boarding 34 335 3 2.25 i 9

Parochial 45 1.71 1 1.05 0 )

Number of part-time staff

Total Sample 101 1.17 1.00 1.88 0 11
Day 68 59 0.00 .82 0 4
Boarding 33 2.36 1.00 2.74 )] 11

Parochial 44 A .55 1.00 0 5
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The Steff

All 1ibraries have & mean of 2.4 full-time staff and 1.2 part-tims staff, with a
range of 0-9 far full=time staff and 0-11 for part-time staff. Longer hours of
gperation in & boarding schaol Horary require mara staff as shawn by the data for
full- and part-time staff in Table 2. The difference is most pronounced in number
of part-time staff, where dey schools have & mean of .59 and boarding schools &
mean of 2.35. Parochial school lib-aries are most similar to the total day school
library sample in staffing.

The Librarian

in the total sampis of raspandents 70& of the 1ibrarians have a MLS degres from an
ALA- appraved institution. Those with MLS degreses received their degrees as

recently as 2 years ago and as long as 42 years ago. The mean number of ysars
sirice receiving the MLS is 17.7. The more recent MLS reciptents would be more
l{kely to have had computer-oriented courses, since the topic of information
technology in the library science curriculum is a relatively recent pi.enomenon. Of

courss, there ars many ways to becoms computer 1iterate outside of a MLS
praogram.

Responding librarians have a mean of 3.22 ysars of part-time experisnce, 13.9
years of fuil-time experience and 9.9 years in their present position. Librarians in
dey, boarding and parochiai schoois do not differ significantly in these areas,
except thet librariens in boerding schools have besn in their present position an
average of 12.27 years as comparad to 8.8 for day school librarians.

D
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TJable 3
Percentage of L1brarians inveived in Computer Education

Number of coursss
Type of educational
opportunity n 0-1 2-3 4-5 over 5
Full-term
Courses 82 £8.54 28.27 6.10 6.10
Workshops 90 27.768 33.33 14.44 24.44
Confarance
Sessions 83 21.69 21.69 22.89 33.73

Table 3 summarizes data for three differsnt types of computer education
opportunities: full-term courses, workshops and conference sessions. Because it
is difficult to recall sxact number of courses taksn, librarians indicated the

categary that best described thefr experience; "0-1%, "2-3", "4-5", or "over 5"
Data is for the total respondent sample. Workshops and conference sessions are
more frequently used than full-term courses as ways to 1earn about computars.
One third of the sample, 33.73%, have attendaed over five confersnca ssssions
dealing with computers. It is impossible to know the content and quality of any of
these educational opportunities, or to compare them in terms of benafits to the
librarian, so no hard conciusions can be drawn from this data. it does show,
however, that school librarians ers taking sdvantege of continuing education
opportunities in order to better utilize computers in thelr libraries. At least
41.46% of the librarians have taken more than ane full-term computsr course, at
lsast 72.72% have teaken more then one warkshop, and at least 76.31% have
attended more than one conference session dealing with computers.
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Computers in the Library

Computers are almost universally found in this sample of large independent
secondary school 1ibraries. Ninety-nine schools responded to the questicn about
the number of computers {n tha library, and of this number 933 have at least one
computer in the 1ibrary. Seven libraries, 811 day schools, report having no
computers at all. Six of the 1braries without computers are in paraochial schools,
and ons is in a non-parochial day school. The modal number of computers in
libraries is four, but the curve has a positive skew because a few libraries have ¢
greater number of computers. One school reported 41 computers in its lbrary, and
as a rasult of this extreme value the madian in each category is the more
reprasentative measure of number of computers. Because the 41 computers are in
a boarding school l{brary, the skew would affect the mean for the categories of
“totai sample” and "boarding schools”, but not "day schools™ or “parochial schools”.

Tabla 4 shows tha data for central tendancy and variability of computers and
modems in the respondent libraries. Data is summarized for total sample,
boarding schoois, day schools and parochial schools. Different types of schools do
diffar in availability of computers, with the mean and median numbsr of
computers {n boarding school 1ibreries twice that of day and parochial school
iibraries.

Most computers in these l{braries ars for student use. The mean number for
student use is 4.2, as opposed to 1.8 for staff use only. Although the mean number
of computers available for student use in boerding school libreries is higher than
in day and parochial school libraries, the mean number for student use

fs twice the mean number for staff use only in all three types of schools.

Qo
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Tabls 4

Computars inthe Library
Group n mean median 50 mia. max.
Total number of computers

Total Sample 99 6.16 5 5.79 1 41
Dey 64 437 4 3.34 0 14
Soarding 33 9.73 3 7.77 P4 41

Parochial 44 421 4 2.27 0 12

Number of computers for studsnt use

Total Sampls 93 423 3 5.04 0 40
Day 66 312 2 2.88 0 i
Boarding 32 6.53 5 7.35 0 40

Parachial 44 2.84 2 2.37 0 8

Number of computers for staff use

Total Sample 98 1.88 2 1.77 a 39
Day 65 1.36 i 1.24 0 6
Boarding 33 2.50 2 2.19 a 3

Parochisl 43 1.33 i 1.41 0 7

Number of modsms

Totsl Sample 99 .18 i 1.00 0 7
Day 66 .53 0 .66 0 3
Boarding 33 1.30 1 1.36 4] ?

Parochial 44 .48 0 73 0 3

Forty-four school libraries, or 44% of respondents, have no modem. An aimost
equal number, 42 or 42%, have one modem and the remaining 13 Iibraries(14%)

have from 2 to 7 modams. Table 4 shows that only boarding schools have a meen
and median of aven ons modsm.

o
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Paripharals

(n terms of periphersls, CD-ROM s more commonly used then online services or
videodisc. Table 5 summarizes date for the number of computars used for online
access, CD-R0OM and videodisc for the total sample, boarding school libraries, day
school 1ibraries and parochial school 1ibrarias in terms of percentags of 1ibrariss
using peripherals, central tendency and variability.
Table 5
Use of Periphersis

Number of computers usad
Group n % mean median 5D min. max.,
using
for CD-ROM

Total Sample 96 73.96 1.52 i 1.69 0 9

Day 65 66.15 1.25 1 1.60 0 9

Boarding 31 90.32 210 2 1.76 0 7
Parochisl 44 61,36 93 ! 97 0 4

for online access

Total Sample 93 50.53 62 1 32 0 3

Day 62 38.71 .45 0 64 0 3

Boarding 31 7419 97 1 .75 0 3

Parochial 42  26.19 36 ] 69 0 3

for videodisc

Total Sampla 89 12,36 20 ] 68 0 4

Day 61 1311 .20 0 63 0 4 \

Boarding 28 10.71 .21 o 79 0 4 |
Parochisl 42 1180 14 0 42 0 2

Computers are used mars for CD-ROM applications in these libraries than for
online or videodisc. A mean of .62 and a median of | computer is used for CD-ROM

)
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over the total sample, which indicates that aithough CD-ROM exists {n these
libraries, thers ars usually not multiple stations. Use of computers for online
sarvices is indicated by S1® of the responding libraries, but only boarding schacls
among the subgroups are using computers for online services enaugh to reach a
median of 1. A much higher percentage of boarding school 1ibraries use CD-ROM
and online than of day school libraries; parochial school libraries use peripherals

of all types less than the total day schoal sample. The use of vidsodisc is minimal
across all types of schools.

Less than half, or 448, of respondents have been using computers with software
{not peripherals) for 6-10 years; only 1.2% have used computers for 11-15 years,

and none for over 135 ysars. The nawser technologies have appeared in these school
11braries, far the most part, in the 1ast five years.

Tabla 6
Percentage of Libraries Using Periphersis for Categories of Years

Number of ysars
Peripheral n’ 0-5 6-10  11-15  over 15
CD-ROM 75 83.33 5.33 1.33 --
Online 53 73.59 24.53 1.89 --

videodisc 18 100 -- -- --

¥ = the number of libraries in the total sample that indicsted use of the
peripheral.

Although CD-ROM use 15 more common than onling in these libraries, data shows
that online has been used for & longer time. Thirteen libraries report having online
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sarvics for 6-10 years, whils only four schools have had CD-ROM servicas for this
period of time.

Table 6 shows data for ‘ysars of usa’ of paripharals. Because of the way the
responsa categories ware set up, 1t 1s impassible to tell whether those who
marked the category “0-5" years were using CD-ROM at all. Each of the questions
dealing with number of years of use (for softwars, CD-ROM, online and videodisc)
had an unusually large number of non-responses, indicating confusion with the
question and/or that the raspondent did not provide this service. A separate 0"
category would make this data mors meaningful. Only the categories "6-10°,
“11-15" and “over 15" ars meaningful bacause of this ambiguity.

Most respondents (86 of 104} lert the videodisc question blank, which was

interpreted as & “have none” response. Of the 18 marking a response, 6 reported
Q" years of use, and 12 marked the "0-5" yeer category. Taken togather thess
responses indicate that at lcast 88.4% of the libreries do not use videodisc.

Using Computers for Library Management

Table 7 datatls how responding iibraries use computers in 11brary managemsnt.
Deta is reported separately for totz] sample, boarding, day and parochial school
libraries. Librarians use computers to do overdues, reports, cataloging and
circulation mors than other management functions. The 1sast computsrized

functions ars 11brery skills , acquisitions and computerized catalog . Day school

libraries use computers consistently 1ass than do boarding school libraries for
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gach function excspt the computerized cetalog, whare the psrcentags for day
schools {s slightiy highsr. Parochial schoals use computers to the greatest degres

for acquisitions, reports, overdues and budgets.

Table 7
Use or Computars in Library Mansgement

® of libraries using computers for task

Group n overduss n reports " cataloging
Total sample 104 7212 104 76.92 103 69.90
Day 69 66.67 69 72.46 68 67.65
Boarding 35 82.86 35 85.71 35 74.29
Parochiel 45 68.89 45 7111 45 64.44
n circulation n budget n acquisitions
Totai sample 101 51.49 102 45.10 104 35.58
Day 68 51.47 69 41.79 69 268.99
Boarding 32 52.52 35 51.43 35 48,57
Parochial 45 51.11 45 71.11 45 68.89
n library skills n computerized catalog
Total sample 99 37.37 102 33.33
Day 65 27.69 67 34.33
Boarding 34 55.88 35 31.43
Parochial 44 25.00 43 35.26

Table 8 shows that, although fax machines in the library are not common, most
librariss in all categories of schools have accass to @ fax machine. This may be
seen as & necessary system component for timely delivery of articies and

information from remote sites.
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Table 8
Parcentage of Libraries Using Fax Machines

Group : n %

Inthe iibrary

Total sample 100 19.00
Day 67 14.93
Boarding 33 21.27

Parochial 44 15.91

Access to fax

Total sampls 95 89.40
Day 66 84.85
Boarding 29 100.00

Parochial 42 80.55

Software Holdings

Because of the difficulty of aciually ramembsring or counting exact number of
software and CD-ROM tities held, the data on holdings in thase arsas is
categorized into four possible responses: "0-107, "11-20", "21-30", and "over 30"
Althaugh this data is general, feedback from the field test indicated that response
rate for these questions would be higher if this format were used. Table 9 shaws
percentages of librarians responding in each of the four categories for software
title and CD-ROM titles. Breakdowns are given for total sample, day school
1braries, boarding school libraries and parochial school librartes. Most libraries
of all types own 10 or fewer software titles. It is intaresting that percenteges
lecrease as number of titles increases, until the "over 30" category, when, for all
types of schools except boarding, percentages are greater than for the "11-20" or
"21-30" response. The percentage of 1ibraries in each category beyand "0-10"
CD-ROM tities decreases dramatically, and only one library in the whole sample

™
42




36

has over 20 titles.

Table 9
Parcentege of Libraries Holding Computer Softweare
Number of titles
Group n - 0-10 t1-20 21-30 over 30
Software titles
Total sampls 96 67. 71 12.50 5.21 13.54
Dey 64 67.19 10.84 7.81 14.06
Boarding 32 71.87 15.62 -- 12.50
Parochial 40 65.00 2.50 12.50 20.00

CD-ROM titles

Total sampls 100 89.00 5.00 -- 1.09
Day 67 97.01 2.99 -- --
Boarding 33 87.88 9.09 -- 3.03

Parochial 44 95.45 454 -- --

Oata are consistant for the diffarent types of schoals, with the sxcaption of &

relativaly large percentage of parochial schools (12.5) owning “21-30" software
titles, compared t0 5.21% for the total sample, 7.81% for day schools, and 0% for
baarding schools.

Respondents wers asked to indicate the sxact number of online database services
used because it was felt that the number would be relativaly smail. Exemples of
systems given were DIALOG, BLS and CompuServe. As reported previously, 448 of
the 1ibraries have no modem, which meens that the use of online databases must
be limited. In fact, no library uses more than four online databhasss. Table 10
summarizes data for online database use for the total sampile, day school
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libraries, boarding school libraries and parochial school 1ibraries,

Table 10
Percentsge of Libraries Using Online Databasas
Number of databases
Group n 1] 1 2 3 4
Total sample 85 52.63 33.68 8.42 3.16 2.11
Day 63 65.08 26.98 6.35 1.59 --
Boarding 32 28.12 46.88 12.50 6.25 6.25
Parcchial 42 78.57 14.29 7.14 -- --

The majority of libraries in the total sampie (52.638, ) indicated that they use no
online databases. However, breaking the data down for typa of school reveals a
large difference in the use of online services. Whereas 728 of the boarding
school libraries use at 1east one online database, only 34.92% of the day schoo)
libraries do. An overwheiming majority of parochial school libraries (76.573 ) do
not use onlins databases at this time, perhaps because of the cost.

Far all school libraries regardlass of type, 47% uss at least one online database.
Annual online costs reported refiect the differances in database use between
boarding and day school librariss. Mean annual online costs for boarding school
libraries is $878 (median $250) and for day school libraries $522 (median $0).
This information may be misieading because there were many non-responses to
this question: 16 out of 69 for dey schools, and 13 of 35 for boarding schools. The
large difference between the mean and median for both types of schools indicates
that a few schools spend tnuch greater arounts on online services, thereby
positively skewing the curve.

s
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Budget

Amounts reported for librery budgets cover an extremely wids range from $2000
to $475,408. As noted previously, the eight schools that reported budgets greater
than one standard deviation from the median were asked to clarify whethsr that
amount included salaries and if so, to revise it to exclude salaries. Two of the

gight schools submitted a revised (lower) figure, and six confirmed their originel
figure to be exclusive of salaries.

Table 11
Library Budget
Indollars
Group n mean medfan 50 min. mex.
Total Sample 86 30,946 15,950 57,009 2,000 475,408
Dey 58 16,256 13,000 13,102 2,000 70,000
Boarding 28 61,377 35,000 91,899 7,670 475,408
Parochisl 35 13,708 10,000 9,156 2,100 36,000

Table 11 describes ibrary budgst for the total sampls, day school libraries,
boerding school libraries and parochial school 1ibraries. Eighteen librarians did
not respond to the budget question, indicating that this may be & sensitive issue.
Because of the few sxtrems amounts, median budgst figures ars in all cases lower
than the mean, and give a more realistic picture of schaol 1ibrary budgets averail.
The positive skew 1s most noticeeble in data for the {otal sample and boarding
schools, which include the most extreme amounts of $475,408 and $225,000.

Boarding school 11braries have the greatest degree of variability in their budgets,
as seen by the standard deviation of $91,899.

[YnY
o |




39

The majority of 1ibreries, day and boarding, do not have a line-item in their budget
for computer expenses. [n day schogl libraries, 33% have a line-item for these

axpanses; 40% of boarding school 1ibraries and 328 of the parochial school
1ibrraries report a line-item for computer expenses.

Funding for Computers

[f funds for camputers in the 1ibraries are not a specific part of the budget, what
alternative sourcas of funding ara schools using? Five types of outside funding
were investigatad: block grants, computsr company contributions, stats funds,
foundetion grants, and school/community fundraising. Responses show that none
of these altarnative sources ars tappsd to a great extent by the survesysd schools.

Table 12 summarizes data on outside funding sources by percantages of school
librarias using each of the five designated sources. Breakdowns are given for the
total sample, day school libreries, boarding school libreries and parochiel school
libraries. Along with percentages, the total number (n) of respondents in sach
catagory is given. School/community fundraising {s the most utilized source of
outside monias for computers in all school 11brariss except boarding schools,
which usa block grants to a greater axtent. Parochial school lbraries make use of

gxternal funding sources for computsrs more than the total day or boarding school
library sample.

v
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Teble 12
Percentage of Librariss Using Outeide Funding Sources for Computers
Source of funding
Group n block grants f computer company n  state funds
contributions
Total sample 95 20.00 93 4.30 94 15.96
Day 62 19.35 62 4,84 63 19.05
Boarding 33 21.21 31 3.23 31 9.68
Parochial 39 28.20 39 5.12 40 25.00
n foundation n school Zcommunity
grants fundraising
Total sample 93 8.60 94 32.98
Day 62 9.68 63 41.27
Boarding 31 6.45 I 16.13

Parochial 39 7.69 40 40.00

Respondents wers given an opportunity to identify "other" outside funding sources.
Of the twenty librarians who marked this category, eight noted the use of fedsrai
funds (Chapter 2, in soma casas). Other sources mentioned include: gifts or
donors (4 1ibrariss), trusteses (2 1ibraries), technical advisnry committees or

computer dapartment, alumni, endowmant, and consortium (1 Tibrary each).

INFERENTIAL STATISTICS

One goal of this study is to examine relationships batween the presence of
computers in large independent secondary school libraries and the variables of
library budget, type of school and education of the librarian with respect to
computers. The descriptive statistics indicete thet five of the six schools with
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budgets that are over $72,959, or mors than one standard daviation from the
medien of §15,850, fall in or above the third quartile for number of computers in
the 11brary. However, the library with the greatest number of computers, 41, has
a budget of $35,000 - ahove the median but not more than one standard daviation
from {t. In addition, the range of budgets for 1ibraries having ten or more
computers 1s $10,000 to $475,408, so it appears that although lbraries with
large budgets frequentiy have a greater than average number of computers, not all
libraries with a greater than average number of computers have a large budget.
Table 13 shows the budgat amounts for the 20 school 1ibrariss having 10 or more
computers. The Psarson product momsnt corralation for number of computers in

the 1ibrary and 1ibrary budget ig 0.50, which for the sampla size of 99 is very
strong ( dr 97, p < .001) (from Table |V, Fisher, 1932 ).

Table 13

Budgsts of Libraries With st Lesst {0 Computers
Number of Computers Budget

{In Dollars)

10 96,000
10 34,000
10 80,000
10 45,000
10 46,000
10 15,000
11 10,000
11 12,000
12 225,000
12 35,000
12 26,000
12 43,000
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The relationship between budget and number of online databases 1s also quite
strong. The correlation is .42, with g7 =97 and p < .001.

The Pearson product-moment correlation was also computed to test for a

relationship between the number of computers in school libraries and the number

of years since the librarian received the MLS. The correlation was very low, .044,
indicating that the number of computers has little to do with how long ago the

MLS was received. [t is possible that l{brarians who received their degrees befors
courses dealing with the newer technologies were inciuded {n the program have

filled in this knowledge gap with continuing education courses and “on the job”
training. Data on workshop and conference sessions attended by the librariens in ;=
this sample supports this supposition.

T-tests ware used to determine whether differences between the means for day
and boarding schools on saveral variables are significant. All test statistics aré
given in Appendix E. The Minitab command used to do the analysis is TWOT. The
‘pooled” subcommand was used only in cases where standard deviations were
similar for both groups. The t-test was used to compare boarding and day school !

library means for number of: computers, computers used by students, computers
used by stafrf, modems, computers used for videodisc and online databases. A

t-test was also done for budget amounts in both types of school libraries. With

the exception of number of computers used for videodisc, all tests ars
statisticelly significant, with 958 confidencs, at levels ranging from 2 < .000S to

2 <.027. The test statistic for videodiscs is £ (43)= .10, p_ <.92 (from Table I,
Fisher, 1932 ).
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Because the data for computer-ralated education was ordinal, a chi squars
analysis was used to test for possible relatiohship with number of computers in
the 1ibrary. The computer date is categorized into four groups corresponding to
the quartileg of the data distribution. Quartile 1 includes 0-2 computers, quartile
2 1ncludes 3-4, quartile 3 includes 5-6 computers, and quartiie 4 includes 7-41
computers. The data for number of each type of educational opportunity taken is
in 4 categories: "0-17, "2-3", "4-5" and "over S". In order to evoid expectead
frequencies of less than five, categories were collapsed for both variables,
resulting in & 2 X 2 table. The rows reprasent the two catsegories of number of

courses dealing with computers (0-3; 4 or more) and the columns resprasent the
two catagorias of numbaers of computers (0-4; 5-41).

A chi squere analysis was done for each of the three types of educational
opportunities listed (term, workshop and confersnca sessicn} and number of
computers in the library. None of the chi square statistics were significant

beyond the .02 level. The statistic for computers and term courses was x2(1, N=
82) = 1.822, p<.20. The chi squere statistic for computers and workshops v. =s |

xz( 1, N =90) = .668] and for camputers and conferance sassions | x2 (1,N=83)=
964 .

A chi square analysis was also done t0 tast for relationships betwseen the three
types of educational opportunities. Again, data was collapsad into two catagories
for sech type: 0-3 courses, yorkshops or sessions; and 4 or more coursas,

workshops or sessions. The diff erences between actual end expected counts for

term courses and workshops is not significant (5 (1,N=77) = 4571 The chi

I
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square valus for term courses and confersnce sessions is significant betwsen the

02 and 01 level [ ¥ (1, N=73) = 4.193, p < .02
There s also a significant relationship between the number of workshops and the

number of conference sessions attended [k2 (1,N=80)=11.141, p<.001](from
Table IV, Fisher, 1932 ).

The data does not support & significant relationship between a librarien’'s
computer education expariences and the extent of computer use in the library.
There is some evidence, however, that librarians who take advantage of certain
types of computer education opportunitias, such as conferance sessions, are more
likely to 1earn about computers through workshops and term courses as wsll.

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

The questionnairs conciuded with two questions asking librarians to rank the
thres usas of computers most beneficial to themselves and the thres
cemputer-provided programs most used by students, and two open-ended questions

asking who or what was instrumental in getting computers into their 1ibrary, and
abaout future plans for computer use in the library. Only the final question was

answered by Hbrarians who did not have computers in thetr librartes,

Table 14 shows how responding librarians ranked the five most popuiar uses of
computers, with cataloging and word processing recaiving the greatest number of
"first” rankings. Responses may have been biased, however, by the examplas given
in the instructions for the question, which were "e.g., to do word processing,

cateloging, overdues, stc.” This may have influenced respondents to choose these
functians.
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Table 14
Uses of Computers Ranked by Librarisns
Nuranber of responses per ranking

Use 1 2 3
Cataloging 38 15 6
Word procassing 17 it 28
Cverdues 10 24 1?7
Circulstion 9 13
Referance 5 1 8

LR most beneficiel

The five computer programs most used by students, according to the observations

of the librarians responding, are shown in Table 15, with the number of times each
was cited for each rank.

Table 15
Computer Programs Most Used by Students

Number of responses per ranking

Program 12 2 3
InfoTrac 22 5 2
Grolier's ) 5 5
Newsbank 5 2 3
Ebaco's Academic

Abstracts 4 4 1
DIALGG 4 1 6
4 1 =most used

infoTrac racetvad by far the graatast numbar of first rankings. However, 39

-
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different programs were mentionad, showing the wids rangs of programs availabis
and in use in indepandent saecondary schools. As with the pravious question,
responses may have been biased by the instructions given, which listed as
examples InfoTrac, Newsbank, DIALOG and Grolier's.

The great majority of librarians viewed themselves as the driving force behind
computers in their libraries: librarians mentioned thamselves 54 times in
response to this question. Principals or headmasters were mentioned next most
often (14 times) and money came in third with 10 mentions. It is interesting to
note other factors listed, aithough less frequently : administration (8); former
librarian (7); student needs, & new or remodeled 1ibrary, technoiogy or computer
department (S each); faculty, existing computers, trend (4 each);
consortium/network and school's mission (3 each); professicnal organization,

clerical need, sponsor, computer given as gift (2 each); and parents or
parent-teacher group (1 each).

All respondents, ragardisss of whethsr they had computers in their 11braries, were
{nvited to shars futurs plans regarding computsr use. The addition or enlargemsnt
of CD-ROM programs was mentioned mast often (41 times), followed by the
establishment of & network (25 times) and addition of a computerized catalog (25
times). Six respondents tndicated plans for 8 computerized circulation system,
while 18 looked forward to Soth computerized catalog and circulation. The
following were also mentioned as part of future plens : addition of modem and
sccess to onlins databases (15 times); additional computers (10 times); use of
computars for 1ibrary management (7 times); and additional terminals (6 timss).
Five librarians in the group looked forwerd to & new or ranovatsd library in the
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near future. Librarians without specific plans for improved technology stated
their future plans broedly : "dreams and fantasies” or to "grow and develop the
parfact library-computer parthership”.
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CONCLUSION

The school lbrarfes in this study ars using at least as many computers es
Hbraries in other studies cited. Al except seven, or 933, of the libraries
responding to this survey fit into the 75th percentils of “high service” 11brariss as
defined by the Center for Education Statistics study of 1985-1986, and 343 fall
in the 95th parcentils of "high service” programs (/nformation Powsr 1988,122).
Computers in thesa libraries are being used by both students and staff. Special
gervices provided for students are most likely to be CD-ROM based programs,
although online access |s provided by mors than half of the libraries. In spite of
the fact that mors school libraries provide CD-ROM programs than online access,
online accass has besn offerad by a small parcentage of libraries for 6-10 ysars,

wherees aimost ail 1ibraries with CD-ROM progrems have ssed them for five ysars
or less.

Thees librarias do not, in most cases, have multiple CD-ROM or online stations: the
sampis median {8 1 computar for onlire access and | for CD-ROM, but the
percantage of l{braries of fering these services {s greater than that reported in the
1988-80 Schoo! Library Journal survey or the QELMA survey of Ohic public school
1ibraries. Victorie Blair-Smith's sample {s most similar to this one bacause it is
made up of indspandent schools. It {s much mora localized in scope and includes

all grads lavals, but her parcsntage of libraries with online {(40%) and computers
in general (30%) 1s closest to the 33% that was found in this study.

Yideodisc {g still found rarsly in independeat secondery school libraries, A

n
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greater percantage of dey school librariss uge it than of boerding school iibrartss.

As CD=ROM and online services are growing, so s the pressnce of fax machines in
these libraries. Almost all libraries have access to & fax machine (90%), compered
with oniy 128 tn the 1969-90 School Library Journal survey or in Blair-Smith's
gurvey (418), but there is also a greater percentage of schoagls with fax machines
{n the library. Over 25% of the boarding school libraries in this sample have a fax
machine. Fu. 12 an important compenent of information retrieval from remote
sites. As the use of CD-ROM and online reference proliferates, use of fax may
also.

Librarian and Staff

The 1585-1986 Center for Education Statistics study identified libraries in the
85th percantile of the “high service” category as having 8 computers and 2
full-time professional staff (informstion Power, 122). The mean and median
humber of full=-time staff {professional and para-profassicnal) in the school
1ibraries {n this sample 3 2. Boarding schools have & higher meen end medien (3),

but their 1ibraries are open an average of S0 more hours per week than libraries
in dey schools.

The reiationship betwesn computers and library staff is a two-way reiationship.
Computers can save staff time, especially with respect to managemant tasks.
Nancy Everhart's MMI Model Library plan charted "time saved with
computerizatian®, which showed dramatic time savings using computers to do
menagerial tasks (Everhart, 12). Cataloging, word processing and tracking
overdues are the most cited uses of computers by librarians in this sampie. On the
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other hand, computers used for student services require staff time and attention,
sspecially in the aree of onlihe searching, which frequantly must be done by staff
or with staff supervision. The two computer programs most used by students,
according to librarians in this survey are /nfoTrac and online catalogs, which do
not require much staff supervision. The third rank is DIALOG, which would
probably require the help of staff.

Librarians’' Use of Computers

The use of computers for library management {s higher in every category for this
sample than in cited studies. Twice the percentage of libraries in this sample
have computerized catslogs as do the libraries in Blair-Smith's 1990 survey. As
suggested by the 1989-80 Scheol Library Journal survey, the trend in the use of
computers far 1ibrary management may be slowing down, but use 1s still
increasing. Perhaps, as Craver predicts, "computers will take over the clerical
tasks and allow librarians to function &s professionals” (Craver, 281).

Software Holdings

The libraries in this sample report fewer microcomputer and CD-ROM software
holdings than the means from Schoo! Library Journsl's 1989-30 survey. The
median for private high schools in that survey was 33 (Miller & Shontz, 38],
whereas in this sample 68% of the librarias have ten or fewer titles. Aneven
greater percentage have ten or fewer CD-ROM titles. This suggests that libraries,
usually with limited budgets, are carefully choosing & few programs to run on the
library computers. This is supported by the fact that a few titles are mentioned
again and agsin in the rankings of "most used" programs by students. Of libraries

using online databasas, the great majority use only ons. This survey did not ask
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for specifics about databases, only the number ugsd; however DIALOG was the
gystem most often named in responses to the open-ended quastion about programs
most used by students.

Budgst

The mean 1ibrary budget for day schools in this sample is about the same as for
Blair-Smith's Boston-aree sample, which included boarding and dey schools. The
mean budgst for boarding school Hbraries in this sampla 15 significantly higher
than tha mean for dey school 1ibraries; the mean budgst for parochial schocl
libraries is below the mean but above the median for all day schosis. Although it
18 unclear whether funding for computars and computer-related ssrvices comes
directly from the library budget, the data from this #tudy support a strong
corretation between budgat and numbar of coraputers in the library, as well as
between budget and the number of online databases used. This is not necessarily &
causel relationship, but librarias in this sample with ths largest budgets do have
more than the mean or median numbsr of computears .

Qutside Sources of Funding

On the other hand, & 1arge budget {s not slways correlated with computer
technology in independent high school librarfes. There ara also 1ibraries with
budgets that fall below the medien that have more than the mean number of
computers. It 13 possible that these libraries usse outside sources of funding .
School Library Journal's 1985-1986 survey noted that privata schools raly heavily
on gifts and fund-raising for additional 1ibrary funds (Miller & Moran, 39). This
study does not support that idee. Of the five sources named, only
“schocl~community fundraising” {s used by over 308 of any subgroup of the sampls,
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Thera are other outside sources, such as federal funds, which ware not

investigated in this study, but whirh are being used by schools to purchase
computer technology.

It is also possible that funds for computers and camputer services comse from
another area within the school, such as the computer or technology depariment.
Mancall et al. Tound that 208 of the schools in their study of online use got the

money for online services from the materials or instructional budget (Mancail ‘86,
38).

Type of School

The differences between dey and boarding school 1ibraries in many erses are
intaresting and statisticelly significant, but not surprising. As noted by Pauline
Andarson pravicusly, boarding schocls have & broadsr mission in terms of
providing a 24-hour-e-dey snvironment for their students. The practical
significancs, then, of the differences between boerding end dey school 1ibraries in
mean number of computers, computers used for CD-ROM and online, number of
online databasss, and mean 1ibrary budget mey not be great. The differsncs
batween 8 mean af ane computer with CD-ROM and two {8 not that significant
given that students in boarding schools may not have access to the public and
academic libraries that day schoo!l studants might.

However, {f computers and the services they provide, espacially online accsess and
databese ssarching, are viewed as tools for library skills instruction, the

distinctions between independent boarding and dey schools diminish. Almost all
{ndependent schools, and certainly thoss in this sampls, ere college preparstory.
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Peuline Anderson in 1965 stated that {ndependent school librarians will
incorporate in their libraries *..progressive technologies - now existing and as
they come along - that will broaden the access to information and knovladge,
advance the skills and technical competencies of users and enhance the 1earning
process” (Anderson 1985, 4). A recantly releassd pamphlet from the Association
of Independent Schoo! Librarians 1ists several sarvices that the school community
can axpect from the library. Three services ars directly related to the use of
computsrs: “judicious use of the new technologies to expend the on-site
information basge..., participation {n 1ibrary nstworks... and the use of electronic
systems to integrate basic services.." (AISL, 1992,4). in turn, the librarian can
expact from the school, in addition to adequats funding for equipment and staff,
“conduits and wiring to accomodate the naw technologies, both developed and
undsveloped” (AISL 1992, 6). These gutdelines show that &/] independent school

libraries in tha 1990's are expected to provide computer-assisted access to
{nformation.

{ndapendant high school students should be familiar with tachnologies which they
will encountsr in academic librarfes. It s not simply a matter of providing them
accass to information they need for their high school work but of teeching
information ratriaval skills they will use in collegs. Craver's study of access to
online gearching by college-bound high school seniors confirms the positive
impact that such nccass has on the use of academic libraries by the students
(Craver 1989, 167). As independant secondary schools teach students subject
matter to prepare them for college, 5o should the libraries teach bibliographic
skills, including those raquired by computer technology, to prepare them for the
college sxperience. Although dey school students may heve access to libraries
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other than their school library, they may not use them. It is the responsibility of
all independent secondary schools to provide access to remote sources of
information and instruction in how to usa it.

Factors Related to Computers in independent Secondery School
Libraries

Finally, unlike Taleb's 1987 study of Kansas school madie centers, a significant
relationship was found between budget and the number of computsrs and budget
and the numbser of online databases. As always sssms to be the case, monsy is
important. However, {t is not the only factor, as shown by the 1ibraries with
avarage budgets that manage to have an above average numbsr of computers.

In tarms of ths impsetus bshind prograss {n library tachnology, & factor mentioned
agein and again in the literature, and most often by respondents to this survsy, is
the "dedication, vision and enthusiasm of the librarians themselves..” (Lathrop,
111}, It 18 difficult, if not impossible, to quantify these qualities. it doesn't
matter how long ago the librarian received his/her MLS; {f {t was before
computers wars on the scens, ths 1ibrarian will taks continuing education coursss,
warkshops, attand conference sassions, or lgarn about computers by working with
them. This study did not confirm a rglationship betwean particular types of
computer-releiad education experisnces and the number of computers in the

1ibrary. Again, there are myriad ways to 1earn about computsrs and it appsars that
librarians take advantage of many differsnt opportunities to increase their
knoyrledge of the new technologies.

Although the influence of the librarian is important, and perhaps most important,

61




55

it 18 not anough by itself, as indicated by the responses to the "future plans” {tem
on the questionnaire. Several 1ibrarians wanted more computers or CO-ROMs or
online databases, but 1acked money, space or staff. A combination of factors is
necessary for technology to be in place. Contributing factors are administrative
suppart, particularly of the headmaster, faculty suppoert, funds, 1eadsrship by a

computer/technology departmant, even support from or vision provided by
professional organizations such as ALA.

With diffarsnt combinations of contributing factors, and led by interested and
committed librarians, indspendent secondary school 1ibraries are increasingly
incorporating computers into their 1ibraries to help with Hbrary mansgement and
to provide student access to an aver-widsning varisty of information.
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Suggestions For Further Research

A question that was touched on but not clearly answered by this study is that of
how computers th school 1ibrartes ars funded. We know that >mputer technology
is expensive, and we also know that schools do not usually have the resources to
increass 1ibrary budgets enough to cover thess costs. it would ba intaresting to
know hov librarians with modest budgets menage to provide the modern ssrvices
mede possible by computers.

Bacause 1t g so difficult to quantify some of the factors which seam to be relatad
to getting technology into school libraries, the cese study method might bs a good
way to 18arn why soms 1ibraries have computers to a greater degres than others.
The open-ended questions from this study yislded rich subjsctive data on some
factors that librarians feel are fmportant in getting computsars into their
libraries. Morse in-depth interviays and observations could add to these

suggestions and perhaps show how combinations of factars waork togsther to
permit or pravent the uss of new technologies.

A third area of exploration suggested by this study is the ways in which librarians
learn about computers. What are the mast used and effective ways that lbrartans

can and do become knoyvledgeabla about how computers can best serve them and
their students?

Finaily, 1t would bs interesting to know, since computers seem o be commonplacs
fn independent sacondary school ‘1braries now, in what ways they function bast

o
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and in what ways they heve not functioned well. Thers must be meny programs
initiated with high hopes that have not lived up to expectations. It appeers from
this study that fewar softwars and CD-ROM titles ars being held by these
libraries; parhaps there are & selact few that are used a great deal meking it
unneccessery to have & large collection. Computers heve besn in place in schoo!l

Hbraries for a long enough time to do soms follow-up studies to determine what
works and what doesn't.
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APPENDIX &
Cover Letter

Dear (Librarian's name),

| am an aszistant Upper School 1ibrarian at The Columbus Academy, as well
as a student in the Kent State University School of Library Scignce. | believe that
one of the most exciting apsects of librarianship today is the usa of camputer
technalogy in the library. My husband and | havs been associated with independent
schools - boarding and day- for twenty years, so | am especiaily interasted in the
extent to which independent secondary school 1ibraries are incorporating
computers and what might bs the "driving force” behind the presenca of computsrs
in the library: is it budget, an excitad and knowlsdgsabls librarien, the type of
school, or a combination of factors? | am conducting & survey of 126 indepsendsnt
secondary schaool libraries to gather date on these questions.

Please take a few minutes to complete this questionnaire. Most items
require only simple counting and numerical answers, there is no ranking and only
two open-ended responses. Use the enclosed STAMPED envelope to return the
quastionnaire to me as soon as possible. Your returned questionnaire will entitle
you to a chance to win a $25 gift certificate to a bookstore. You will alse receive

4 summary of results which | hope will be of Interast to you professionally and
which you may be able to use to show your headmaster how well you're doing

compared to other schools, or to convince him/her that you really need support to
move ahead with computers. €9
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Your questionnaire {s coded so that | can send follow-ups {f necessary,
chare results with you, and enter respondents in the raffle; no school or
personal names will be used in the study or in the reporting of results
so your ananymity and that of your school is assured.

Taking part in this survey is entirely up to you, and na one will hold it
against you if you decide not to participate. |f you do take part, you may withdraw
at any time. If you want to know more about this research project, plesse call me
at (614) 231-6529 ar my adviser Dr. Car! Franklin at (614) 292-7746. The project
has besn approved by Kant Stats University. f you havs any qusstions about Kent

State University's rules for research, please call Or. Adriaan deVries: (216)
§72-2070.

Thank you. | know you ars all very busy and | appraciate your taking the
time to help me out and contributs to the research of our profession.

Sincerely,

0
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APPENMDIM B
Questioannairce

MICROCOMPUTERS IN INDEPENDENT SECONDARY
SCHOOL LIBRARIES
A survey of schools with over 400 students
Spring 1992

SCHOOL INFORMATION

1. Twpe ot school {(check all that zapply): boarding
Jay
cosducational
sinale—-gax

parochial
other (specitwi:

e
s

Total snr2limsnt {(grades ?-123:

|
|

LIBRARY INFORMATION

2. Mumbsr 0of students served
imaw be greater than answee to 8 22
4. Hours of operation — list hours whan
wour library s opern:

2

=Y SLEMIMG

Monda

Tussday
Wednezsdar - -
Thursdayr
Fridar
Saturday
Sunday

3. Mumber of fuli-time sta++:
profsssional (ML3SD
other degreesd srofsssional
{(2.Q., mediax spacialist
certification
para-protessional

3. Mumber of part—-time =staf+:
profeszional (ML
sther deqreed professional
ve.g., media specialist
ceptification)

para-protessianal

.71 BESTCOPY AVAILABL!

Q aver b




7. Head Librarian:
Do yau have zan ALAa-zccreditad
master’s degraa?

1 s0, when did you
receive vour degres?
Humber of rears sxperisnce
43 a part—time librarian
Mumber of vears a2xperi2ncea
as a full-time librarian
Mumber of ye2ars in this
library

Mark ths category that best rzprsesznts the number of

computer eduyczation =xperi=nc2s Lhat you have had:

g=1 =3 4-3 Duwer 3

fgll term Courses
wor-kshoos

ZonN+ersnce 3233i0Nns
sther Cexplainl

COMPUTERS IN THE LIBRARY {Plezse mark 2usan if "0“>
2. Please indicate the number of ths following in ¥our library:

comou ftars {total?d

i

Jumb terminal:s (Hewvboard and moni tor only)

computers usad by students

computers used only by library sta+ti

modems

20 on to page 3
o Xa)
(&

(%)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:




w

?. For the
Your
Seryice

following categoriss

has been

indicates the number of computers
library used for the function and the numbsr of years

Dfferad (e,Q.,
CC-ROM programs and this sscwice has been

there

in
the
computers ussed for
ared for &—-10

ars =2
off

rears?. Flease mark =uven i+ 0",
& YEARS IM USE
0-5 S—10 11-13 nyer
disk sof twa, 2
(2.3,, Word proczssing,
math programs, =tc.?
online acc2ss
(e,q., DIA&ALOG:
CC~-R0OM
(2.Q., =ncyclopedia,
IntfoTracs
videodisk
10, Piease indicate below whethear »ou use computers +or the zspecifis
purposes (¥e3/MNo) and the periocd of ftime computers have besn us
for 2ach purpase:
TN TEARS IN USE
0-5 S—=10 11-18 over |
Library management
circuylation
caftaloging
acquisitions
ouerdyss
reports
buydgets
other {zpacify)
Computerized catxlog
Librarv sKills
instruction

aysr to

~J

)

W

hQ

(%)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

Y-

15




(%)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

1. O

v}

Co »ou have

gccess to

12. How many computse
it tles do »ou own?

. PrintShop?

ive2 exact number

sof b

How manyw CO—ROM
own/subscribe to?

titlas

wio hawe a fax machinzT (Y/N

=
Give

14. How ma

L2 ..,

FUND1NG

15, What i=

15. lWhat ar

17 Do oy
EXpenNsSe

2. Do way

computers? (Mark

InfoTrac:

exact number

ny aaline
DIaLdn,

dak

ELS,

{

gse oaubtside SoirCss

= of funding f
thoase that

Yoy Jgsel

blockK arants

ar

computer company contributions
ztate funds=

foundation Qrants
zchool/communi ty fundraising
ather (specify)

Four annugal library budget?
2 vour annugal online Zosts?
fawe & fine—iftem in yo2ur Budoet for computer
—)
=2

WAL 2 0-10 11-29 21-30 oysr 3
it possible,
Jdo wou
it possible,
abase services do you yse?
CompuZerve) o

(e}

\
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Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

(%)

F oYU 0O NOT H&VE COMPUTERS IN

YQUR LIBRGRY, FLEAS

SKIR TQ

-
Wn]

RUESTION

{?. Based on your sxparis=zpc2, pleass rank the 2 most beneficixl usss
2+ the computer in wour librarr to you as the librarian (#!1 beina most
Daneticial): C=.q. to do word processing, cataloging, ouerduss,
=R i

1.

bl

3.
20. Bassd on »our obserwations and exparianca pl2as: rankK the top 3
computer—orovided programs most ussd by students (#1 beind most uzsd).
Ba SDECI+IC. te.q., InfoTrac, MawsBank, onlina catalog, OIALOG
databaze szarching, Grolizr’s slecteonic encyclapedia, =28c.)  If wou
haue ¥e1er than 2 programs, rank first and second, or first onlw.

1.

2

2

R )
21. Pleass comment on whooswhat was instrumental, in xour apinion, in
Qetting computers inta wour libraey.
22, What futurs pltans do »ou have, i+ any, for Computer us2 in wowur
litbrary?

THENK voyg Lot
[

«

an

P

RIC

£

S

T EGPY RVAILABLE
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APPENDIX C
Eollow-Up Postcard

Toward the end of Februery | sent you e
survey about computer use in your library,
but | haven't heard from you. If you still
have the questionnaire, | would really
gppreciate 1t if you would take a few
minutes to fill it out - your input is
impartant.

Thank You,

2340 Bexley Park Road
Columbus, OH 43209
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APPENDIX D

Budgat Clarification Letter

25 April, 1892

Dear Librarian,

Thank you for returning the questionnaire | sent to you about computer use in your
1brary. 1 nead to clarify the qusstion about your annuel budgset, as | did not maks

it clear that | wanted the “igure for operating budget exclusive of salaries. Yours

was one of several amounts that were considerably beyond the normel curve of
responses, so | am double-checking to be sure the figure | work with doas not

include salaries.

This s important data for my study s | want to correlats operating budget

with computer use and it {s crucial that data for budget be consistent.

| have enclosed & post card on which Jou can indicate your annual budget figure

exclusive of salaries (if necessary).

Thank You,

Heidi F. Currier, student
Kent State University

School of Library and Information Science
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and Day School Means

variable
Number of computers

Number of computers
used by students

Number of computers
used by staff

Number of modems

Number of computers
used for onling access
----- {pooled)

Number of computers
used for CD-ROM
------ (pooled)

Number of computers
used for videodisk
------ {nooled)

Budget

Number of online
databases

Test Statistic (05% confidence)

t(38) = -3.78, p = .0005

t {353 =

t(42) =

t(43) =

-2.53,p= 016

-3.73, p =.0006

'3.05, 3} =004

-327,p=.0019
-3.44, p= .0009

-2.28, p= .027
-2.36, p= .02

-.10, p =92
-2.59, p= .91

=258, p=.015

-3.32,p=.0019

Significance levels taken from Table {1 of Fisher, Statistical Methods for Research
Workers published by Oliver and Boyd, Ltd., Edinburgh.
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