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based techno lo g ies .  A  d i f fe ren t pa t te rn  e merg es  fo r web  and mob i le  com munica t ion  serv ic es ,  

however.  Bo th  web ca l l ing  and  tex t  messag in g  l ib rary  serv ices  a re  seen as  mo re  use fu l  in  a  l ib ra ry   

con tex t  by  g radua te  s tuden ts ,  desp i te  cons ide rab ly  g rea ter unde rgradua te  use  o f  tex t  messag ing  

(re la t ive  to  web ca l l ing ,  wh ich  is  more  used  by  g raduate  s tudents ) .   

 

The centra l  po in t  o f  my f ind ings  is  th is :  a l thou gh o lder s tudents  a re  re la t ive ly  less  l ike ly  to  o wn  

and/or  use  mu lt ip le  dev ices  and soc ia l  app l ica t i ons ,  they  are  c lea r ly  more  recep t ive  to  the  ide a  o f  

us ing  var ious  techno log ies  in  a  l ib ra ry  contex t .  Techno logy  adopt ion  s ta tus  is  no t  c lose ly  re la te d  to  

l ib ra ry  techno logy  recep t iv i ty ,  ind ica t ing  tha t  s imp ly  because a  s tudent se l f - iden t i f ies  as  an  e ar ly  

techno logy  adop te r o r owns  and uses  more  te chno log ies  does  no t  mean tha t  they  w i l l  be  m ore  

inc l ined  to  adop t too ls  tha t  enab le  research  and in fo rmat ion  he lp .   

 

H igher age , academic  s ta tus ,  inc reased l ib ra ry  webs i te  use , and mo re  t ime spent on l ine  devote d  to  

academics  a re  c lose ly  cor re la ted  w i th  most types  o f  tech-based l ib ra ry  recept iv i ty .  Wh i le  a l l  o f  the se 

fac to rs  ind ica te  inc reased age, they  are  a ls o  c lose ly  mot iva ted  by  inc reased resea rch  and 

in fo rma t ion  need than any  o the r var iab le .  G radu ate  s tuden ts  a re  mo re  inc l ined to  conduct resea rch  

and ask  fo r in fo rmat ion  he lp  v ia  the  l ib ra ry  webs i te ,  and are  by  ex tens ion  mo re  recep t ive  to  

techno logy -based serv ices  tha t  fac i l i ta te  these p rocesses . Unde rg raduates  tend to  be  more  f requ ent  

users  o f  the  l ib ra ry  bu i ld ing  fo r s tudy  o r soc ia l  p urposes , ac t iv i t ies  tha t  do  no t necessar i ly  co inc ide  

w i th  spec i f ic ,  l ib ra ry - re la ted  in fo rma t ion  needs.   

 

A l though increased l ib rary  use  is  some what co rre la ted  w i th  e merg ing  techno logy  recep t iv i ty ,  age has  

an  inverse  re la t io nsh ip  to  l ib ra ry  webs i te  use  and, by  ex tens ion , mos t types  o f  eme rg ing  techno logy  

recept iv i ty .  Wh i le  younge r use rs  a re  mo re  l ike l y  to  own and use mob i le  and soc ia l  techno log ies ,  

o lder users  a re  propor t iona l ly  more  recep t ive  to  l ib ra ry  serv ices  o f fe red  v ia  these and o ther  

innovat ive  p la t fo rms w i th  the  except ion  o f  Face book and B lackboard  l ib ra ry  app l ica t ions ,  and then 

on ly  s l igh t ly .  As  was shown  by  Tab le  6 .4 ,  resp ondents  bo rn  be fore  1981 were  tw ice  as  l ike ly  to  

express  de f in i te  o r po ten t ia l  in te res t  in  l ib ra ry  te chno log ies  than  those  bo rn  a f te r  1981.   

 

Tab le  7 .3  ind ica tes  tha t  in  te rms o f  research  ne ed, in tens i ty  o f  l ib ra ry  webs i te  use  is  ch ie f  amo ng  

the  fac to rs  tha t  ind ica te  recep t iv i ty  to  v is ib le  l ib ra ry  techno log ies ,  o r the  ca tegory  o f  l ib ra ry  

techno logy  de f ined  by  the  Scope No te  in  my In troduc t ion .  V is ib le  techno log ies  requ i re  in ten t io na l  

adopt ion  and /or es tab l ishmen t o f  con tac t ,  wh i le  inc reased l ib ra ry  webs i te  use  ind ica tes  a  g rea ter  

dependence on  resea rch  and in fo rma t ion  acces s  too ls .  Beyond the  s imp le  p red ic to r o f  acade mic  

s ta tus  and  soc ia l  and mob i le  l ib ra ry  se rv ice  in te res t ,  the  cha rac ter and  ex ten t o f  l ib ra ry  use  is  

centra l  t o  the  mo t iva t ion  o f  these ea r ly  l ib ra ry  adopte rs ,  who are  mo re  l ike ly  to  encoun te r n ew 

techno log ies  v ia  the  l ib rary  web than users  w i th  lower  resea rch  and in fo rma t ion  needs. Th is  po in t  is  

fu r the r i l lus tra ted  by  the  l ib ra ry  techno logy  rec ept iv i ty  o f  d i f fe ren t acade mic  majors .  Responde nts  

f ro m tech-heavy  d isc ip l ines  such as  eng ineer ing  and o ther sc iences  may be  the  ear l ies t  adopte rs  o f  

emerg ing  to o ls ,  bu t  un less  they  a re  heavy  l ib rary  webs i te  users ,  the i r  inc reased recep t iv i ty  to  l ib ra ry  

techno log ies  is  ave rage.  In  sho rt ,  those  tha t  re ly  most  heav i ly  on  the  l ib ra ry  a re  the  most  inc l ined  to   
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use tech -based se rv ices ,  rega rd less  o f  whe the r they  use  soc ia l  and mob i le  too ls  p ropo rt iona l ly  

heav i ly  ou ts ide  o f  the  l ib ra ry .  

 

Early Library Technology Adopters 

My f ind ings  revea l  a  c lass  o f  ear ly  l ib ra ry  techn o logy  adop ters  among  responden ts ,  typ ica l ly  o ld er  

and/or  g radua te  s tuden ts  w i th  h igh  resea rch / in fo rma t ion  needs,  who do  no t  necessar i ly  m ir ro r ea r ly  

techno logy  adop te rs  in  w ider  soc ie ty .  By  v i r tu e  o f  the i r  resea rch  hab i ts ,  these es tab l ished and 

frequen t l ib ra ry  use rs  a re  a l ready  we l l  awa re  o f  many l i b ra ry  serv ices  and a re  w i l l ing  to  in tegra te  

new too ls  in to  the i r  a l ready  h igh ly  cus to mized persona l  learn ing  env i ronmen ts .  These use rs  v iew  

emerg ing  too ls  as  another  aspec t o f  resea rch  fac i l i ta t ion ,  and a re  more  connected  to  acade mic  

endeavor than the  me ri ts  o f  the  techno log ies  the mse lves .   

 

I  a rgue tha t  these users  a lso  demonst ra te  what  can be  descr ibed as  a  l ib ra ry  pred ispos i t ion ,  o r  a  

tendency  bu i l t  on  a wareness  to  v ie w l ib ra ry  se rv ices  i n  genera l  as  use fu l ,  rega rd less  o f  de l iv ery  

p la t fo rm. Ak in  to  a  fee l ing  o f  owne rsh ip  and l ik e ly  fac i l i ta ted  by  a  sense o f  fam i l ia r i ty  and va lue ,  

these h igh -use ind iv idua ls  a re  mot iva ted  by  in fo rma t ion  need to  perce ive  the  necess i ty  o f  l ib ra r ies  

themse lves ,  and by  ex tens ion  be l ieve  tha t  l ib ra ry -p rov ided techno logy  too ls  may im prove th e ir  

overa l l  academic  exper ience. In  essence, these users  be l ieve  tha t  a l l  th ings  l ib ra ry -re la ted  a re  good  

th ings .  My resea rch  suggests  tha t  fo r  these  l ib rary -p red isposed ind iv idua ls ,  the  ex is tence  o f  

innovat ive  l ib ra ry  se rv ices  may ac tua l ly  mo t iva te  the i r  adop t ion  o f  new techno logy  p la t fo rms . The se 

users ,  most  o f ten  g raduate  s tuden ts  and o lde r undergradua tes ,  a re  the  founda t io n  o f  much o f  the  

l ib ra ry  long  ta i l ,  and  l ike ly  a l re ady  comp r ise  o f  th e  user  base o f  many p i lo t  L ib ra ry  2 .0  p rog rams . 

 

Younger respondents  a re  in  gene ra l  less  awa re  o f  l ib ra ry  se rv ices ,  and by  ex tens ion  less  l ike ly  to  

demonst ra te  th is  p red ispos i t io n  (and  by  fu r ther  ex tens ion  l ike ly  to  de monst ra te  a  l ib ra ry  

d is inc l ina t ion ).  Ana lys is  o f  unde rg raduate  resp onses  revea ls  tha t  l i b ra ry  awa reness  is  a  c r i t i ca l  

mot iva to r no t  on ly  in  the ir  adop t ion  o f  eme rg ing  l ib rary  techno log ies ,  bu t  o f  the i r  p rospec t ive  l ib ra ry  

use  overa l l .  Cons is ten t w i th  a  numbe r o f  recent s tud ies ,  low  responden t fami l ia r i ty  o f  l ib ra ry  se rv ice  

op t ions  com munica tes  an  incomple te  unde rs tan d ing  o f  the  ro le  and func t ion  o f  a  typ ica l  acade mic  

l ib ra ry  (Fos te r &  G ibbons,  2007 , OCLC , 2005 ) .   

 

Rathe r than be in g  ind i f fe ren t  to  the i r  own  la ck  o f  l ib ra ry  awa reness ,  ana lys is  o f  open -en ded 

comments  revea ls  tha t  s tuden ts  we re  e i th er  p lea sant ly  su rp r ised  o r s l igh t ly  o f fended to  rea l ize  h ow  

l i t t le  they  knew abou t l ib ra ry  se rv ices .  Unde rgra duates  exp ressed a  s trong  unso l ic i ted  des i re  to  be  

be tte r in fo rmed a bout l ib ra ry  serv ices  -  even w hen they  exh ib i ted  ex t reme ly  lo w cu rren t leve ls  o f  

l ib ra ry  and  l ib ra ry  webs i te  use  -  and cons is te n t ly  encou raged the  L ib ra r ies  to  more  e f fec t iv e ly  

marke t our resou rces .  Many suggested  s tra teg ies  fo r ho w we cou ld  ach ieve  th is ,  such as  v is i t ing  

dorms and c lasses , f lyer ing  campus , and mak ing  announcemen ts  v ia  B lackboard .  That the  OU  

L ib ra r ies  a l ready  e mploy  a l l  o f  these me thods  s ta rk ly  ind ica tes  the  l imi ta t ions  o f  the i r  reach, and 
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suggests  tha t  even an  ex trao rd inar i ly  serv ice-o r ien ted  ins t i tu t io n  must cont inue to  deve lop  the  ab i l i ty  

to  marke t i tse l f .   

 

Underg raduates  and younge r responden ts  were  fa r mo re  l ike ly  to  ind ica te  poten t ia l  recept iv i ty  to  

l ib ra ry  techno log ies ,  s ign i fy ing  tha t  they  are  l ike ly  to  be l ieve  tha t  the i r  in fo rma t ion  needs w i l l   

change or  become more  demand ing  as  they  p rogress  th rough the ir  degree  prog ra ms.  S tude nts  

expressed a  cons is ten t  des ire  fo r g rea ter  awa reness  o f  a l l  o f  the ir  “ l ib ra ry  op t ions ,”  in  o rde r  to  

fac i l i ta te  the  eventua l  use  o f  resou rces  on  an  as-needed bas is .  In  th is  sense,  th e  su rvey  p ro jec t  

i tse l f  unexpected ly  became  a  po wer fu l  ou t reach  too l ,  b roaden ing  bo th  the  l ib ra ry  and  techno lo gy  

awareness  o f  thousands  o f  OU  s tudents .   

 

F ind ings  suggest tha t  wh i le  they  may not engend er im media te  and w idesp read adopt ion ,  surveys  and  

more  d i rec t  ma rke t ing  and educat ion  e f fo r ts  w i l l  s t imu la te  g rea te r d i f fus ion  o f  awareness  o f  l ib ra ry  

serv ices  th roughou t the  s tuden t popu la t ion  as  a  who le ,  and among unde rg raduates  in  pa rt icu la r .  I  

pos i t  t ha t  th is  in  tu rn  w i l l  t rans la te  to  inc rease d use o f  t rad i t iona l  and techno logy-based se rv i ces  

and spaces , po ten t ia l ly  lead ing  to  a  more  p reva len t l ib ra ry  p red ispos i t ion  among unde rgradua tes  on  

a  g iven campus. Br ian  Mathe w’s  recen t book ,  Market ing  Today ’s  Academ ic  L ib ra ry ,  con ta in s  a  

number o f  ou t reach and promo t ion  s tra teg ies  tha t  may a id  in  p ro mot ing  grea te r l ib ra ry  unders tand ing  

among a l l  users .  

 

Implications for Technology Service Development 

Whi le  these f ind ings  are  spec i f ic  to  Oh io  Un ivers i ty ,  they  carry  imp l ica t ions  tha t  can in fo rm prac t i ca l  

serv ice  deve lop ment a t  o ther ins t i tu t ions .  Those  eva lua t ing  spec i f ic  eme rg ing  too ls  fo r  the i r  ab i l i ty  

to  p rov ide  in fo rma t ion  serv ices  shou ld  cons ider  the  fo l low ing  fac to rs :  

 

1 )  Soc ia l  v iab i l i ty .  Is  the  popu lar i ty  o f  the  too l  o r  app l ica t ion  in  ques t ion  r is ing  or  fa l l ing?  O nce 

prom is ing  soc ia l  too ls  tha t  have been  fo rc ib ly  o b fuscated  by  compe t i t ion  such as  MySpace a re  fa r  

less  l ike ly  to  be  v iewed as  use fu l  in  te rms o f  s tudent l ib ra ry  exper ience. S tuden t recept iv i ty  to  

l ib ra ry  app l ica t ions  in  MySpace vs .  Facebook s ta rk ly  demons tra tes  th is  e f fec t .  A  l ib ra ry  search /As k  a  

L ib ra r ian  app l ica t ion  in  e i the r o f  these soc ia l  ne tworks  wou ld  theore t ica l ly  pe rfo rm the  sa me  

func t ions ,  bu t  s tudent reac t ion  to  each was mark ed ly  d i f fe ren t .  The dec l in ing  popu la r i ty  o f  MySpa ce  

and i ts  overwhe lm ing ly  negat ive  charac te r iza t i on  by  s tuden ts  te mpered  the ir  percep t ion  o f  i ts  

use fu lness  in  a  l ib ra ry  con tex t .   

 

The more  pos i t ive  response to  Facebook l ib ra ry  app l ica t ions  i l lus tra tes  the  oppos i te  s ide  o f  th is  

p r inc ip le .  That is ,  wh i le  s tudent in te res t  in  Fac ebook app l ica t ions  was even ly  sp l i t ,  because o f  i ts  

marke t p r imacy  the  too l  was  much mo re  l ike ly  to  be  cha rac te r ized  as  hav ing  leg i t imate  acade mic  

app l icab i l i ty .  Te l l ing ly ,  op in ion  was d iv ided no t o n  the  qua l i ty  o r popu la r i ty  o f  Facebook i tse l f ,  bu t  on  

the  app ropr ia ten ess  o f  i ts  co lon iza t ion  by  acad emic  in te res ts .  In  o the r wo rds ,  s tuden ts  a re  m ore  

l ike ly  to  eva lua te  whe ther  a  l ib ra ry  t reehouse is  c reepy  o r inv i t i ng  i f  i t  is  ac tua l ly  re levant  to  them .  
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Nascent p la t fo rms w i th  a  curren t ly  smal l  bu t  p romis ing  user base such as  Twit te r  fa l l  in to  another  

ca tegory  a l toge ther ,  and i t  is  impo rtan t to  d is t ing u ish  be tween e merg ing , es tab l ished, and re t rea t ing  

too ls .   

 

Imp l ica t ion :  L ib ra r ies  deve lop ing  se rv ices  in  po te n t ia l ly  obso lescent  soc ia l  techno log ies  ( i .e .  Seco nd  

L i fe )  shou ld  p repa re  fo r  the ir  po ten t ia l  dec l ine  or  d isp lacemen t by  a  compe t ing  too l  o r  serv i ce .  

These techno log ies  may s t i l l  be  use fu l  in  a  t ran sparent  l ib ra ry  con tex t ,  and shou ld  there fo re  no t  be  

summar i ly  d ismissed . By  v i r tue  o f  the i r  compet i t i ve  na ture ,  b rand pre fe rence and compet i t i on  am ong 

soc ia l  too ls  in  pa rt icu la r  shou ld  fac to r  in to  the ir  e va lua t ion  in  a  l ib ra ry  contex t .  

 

 

2 )  Techno logy  d is rup t ion .  To  what ex ten t has  th e  techno logy  been soc ia l ly  adopted , and how do es 

th is  a f fec t  i ts  v iab i l i ty  as  a  l ib ra ry  serv ice? O vera l l  s tudent recept iv i ty  to  emerg ing  l ib ra ry  to o ls  

seems to  inc rease in  p ropor t i on  to  the  ex te n t o f  non- l ib rary  adopt ion  by  the  popu la t ion  a t  la rge .  In  

the  case o f  tex t ing  vs .  web ca l l ing  se rv ices ,  more  s tudents  a re  recep t ive  to  tex t  messag ing , a  

techno logy  tha t  been ava i lab le  and common ly  used fo r some t ime. IM re ference serv ices  were  no t  

inc luded in  th is  survey  because o f  the i r  long -te rm success  by  the  Oh io  Un ive rs i ty  L ib ra r ies ,  bu t  they  

wou ld  l ike ly  be  the  most  accepted  fo rm o f  pa tron - in i t ia ted  contac t  o f  a l l  me thods  inves t iga ted  by  th is  

repor t .  Long i tud ina l  ana lys is  o f  pa t ron  recep t iv i ty  to  var ious  d is rup t ive  techno log ies  is  l iab le  to  

demonst ra te  tha t  non -obso lescent n iche mark e ts  expand pred ic tab ly  over t ime. S im i la r  to  IM  

re fe rence, as  web ca l l ing  and o the r too ls  such as  Twit te r  become more  p reva len t a  g rea ter  

p ropor t ion  o f  s tudents  w i l l  see  the i r  l ib ra ry - re la ted  communica t ion  po ten t ia l .  Whi le  i t  is  reasona b le  

to  assume tha t web ca l l ing ,  tex t  messag ing ,  and mob i le  b rows ing  w i l l  become increas in g ly  

app l icab le  and des ired  w i th in  a  l ib ra ry  contex t ,  t he ir  p resent u t i l i ty  can  s t i l l  be  descr ibed in  te rm s o f  

n iche  ma rke ts .  

 

Imp l ica t ion :  The cu r ren t  awa reness  and use  o f  spec i f ic  techno log ies  w i l l  have a  cons ide rab le  e f fec t  

on  the  correspond ing  aud ience s ize  in  l ib ra ry  s e t t ings .  A  ca lcu la ted  assessmen t o f  fu tu re  adop t ion  

po ten t ia l  shou ld  be  made . 

 

 

3 )  Long -ta i l  l imi ta t ions .  Ea rly  l ib ra ry  techno log y  adopters  comp rise  s mal l  bu t  en thus ias t ic  n ic he 

marke ts  fo r a  va r ie ty  o f  e merg ing  se rv ices .  L ib rar ies  shou ld  unde rs tand the  re la t ive ly  s mal l  s ize  o f  

ear ly  l ib ra ry  techno logy  adop ter popu la t ions  a nd expec t modest in i t ia l  usage o f  “ long ta i l ”  p i lo t  

p rogra ms. Ho wever ,  exper imen ta t ion  w i th  web ca l l ing  l ib ra ry  serv ices  a t  O h io  Un ive rs i ty  ind ica tes  

tha t  expec ta t ions  o f  “success fu l ”  usage  leve ls  m ust be  ca re fu l ly  cons idere d fo r L ib ra ry  2 .0  se rv ic es ,  

and shou ld  be  p i lo ted  exper imen ta l ly  and  eva lua ted  fo r the ir  per fo rmance  (Booth ,  2008 ) .   

 

Due to  th e  s low pace o f  techno logy  d is rup t io n  i t  is  imposs ib le  fo r the  re la t ive  success  o f  IM  

re fe rence to  be  dup l ica ted  by  every  new tech-b ased serv ice .  I f  seam less ,  user - focused techno logy  

in teg ra t ion  succeeds on  a  num ber  o f  leve ls ,  pa tro n- in i t ia ted  com munica t ion  is  l ike ly  to  con t inue  to   
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become more  d is tr ibu te d  across  mul t ip le  contac t  po in ts ,  wh ich  may g ive  the  appearance  o f  dec l in ing  

overa l l  s ta t is t ics  as  in fo rma t ion  needs ac tua l ly  b ecome mo re  e f f ic ien t ly  add ressed .  

 

Imp l ica t ion :  Wh i le  a  n iche  techno logy  serv ice  ma y be  h igh ly  app rec ia ted  by  a  smal l  subse t o f  use rs ,  

th is  may no t p rov ide  an  acceptab le  ra te  o f  re tu rn  on  the  s ta f f  t ime and o the r resou rces  requ i red  to  

support  i t .  The  eva lua t ion  c r i te r ia  o f  any  p i lo t  p ro jec t  shou ld  cons ide r unaccep tab le  leve ls  o f  use .  

 

 

4 )  Conven ience o f  in teg ra t ion .  How sea mless ly  d oes  the  l ib rary  techno logy  in  ques t ion  in teg ra te  i n to  

the  pe rsona l  o r acade mic  lea rn ing  env i ron ments  o f  d i f fe ren t  s tuden ts  (soc ia l  n e two rk ,  web  b rowse r,   

o r  lea rn ing  manage ment sys te m )? This  fac to r c onf i rms John B lybe rg ’s  idea o f  “seam lessness” and 

2 .0  serv ice  v iab i l i ty .  I f  a  l ib ra ry  too l  is  a  na tura l  “ f i t ”  w i th  a  s tuden t ’s  cur ren t techno logy  and l ib ra ry  

p ro f i le ,  i t  is  mo re  read i ly  iden t i f iab le  as  a  he lp fu l  serv ice  by  use rs  o f  a l l  demog raph ics .  A l thou gh 

B lackboard  l ib rary  op t ions  we re  no t surveyed in  p rec ise ly  the  same manne r as  the  e merg ing  or  

soc ia l  too ls  inc luded in  F igu re  7 .1 ,  l ib ra ry  LMS in tegra t ion  nonethe less  r iva led  b rowse r too lba rs  and 

Facebook app l ica t ions  as  the  mos t des i red  tech no logy  deve lopmen t op t ion .  S t rong s tuden t in te res t  

in  a l l  o f  these p la t fo rms suggests  the  p rom ise  o f  l ib ra ry  w idgets  a nd o the r app l ica t ions  tha t  

conven ien t ly  in tegra te  in to  pe rsona l ly  con f igu re d learn ing  env iron ments ,  o r the  acade mic  s ide  o f  a  

s tudent ’s  “persona l  web” .   

 

In  the  case o f  each in te rfaces , s tuden ts  perce iv e  a  h igh  conven ience fac to r in  search ing  fo r l ib ra ry  

resources  and /or rece iv ing  d i rec t  ass is tance f rom a  l ib ra r ian  v ia  too ls  tha t  doveta i l  w i th  th e ir  

ex is t ing  soc ia l ,  mob i le ,  and acade mic  access  ha b i ts  –  fo r  example ,  one use r exp ressed in te res t  in  

Facebook l ib ra ry  op t ions  because  “ i t  wou ld  be  an  eas ie r  t rans i t ion  f ro m my  soc ia l  on l ine  ac t iv i t ies  to  

ac tua l ly  do ing  home work .”  Ve rba t im responses  a lso  ind ica te  tha t  s tuden ts  a re  recep t ive  to  l ib ra ry  

techno log ies  tha t  a l lo w the m to  leve rage the i r  own expert ise  in  soc ia l  and cus tom izab le  techno logy  

too ls .  Fo r many s tudents ,  l ib ra ry  in te rfaces  are  “ too  d i f f icu l t , ”  whe reas  soc ia l  and  persona l  sea rch  

env iron ments  p rov ide  mo re  co mfo rtab le  and  comprehens ib le  avenues to  conduct d isco ver  

in fo rma t ion .  

 

Imp l ica t ion :  L ib ra r ies  shou ld  cons ide r in teg ra t in g  emerg ing  l ib ra ry  se rv ices  in to  p re fe rred  s tud ent  

search  and d iscovery  me thods ,  because s tudents  a re  mo re  l ike ly  to  pe rce ive  these as  a  na tura l  and  

des ired  f i t  w i th  es tab l ished  in fo rma t ion  to o ls .   

 

 

5 )  L ib rary  a wareness  and  in fo rma t ion  need .  H igh er l ib ra ry  use  resu l ts  in  g rea te r recep t iv i ty  to  l ib ra ry  

techno logy  innovat ion .  Th is  m ay seem l ike  an  obv ious  connect ion ,  bu t  when exa mined  i t  car r i es  

s ign i f ican t imp l ica t ions  fo r many new l ib ra ry  serv ices  in  te rms o f  ac tua l  usage. A  number o f  com m on 

assumptions  concern ing  techno logy  d is rup t ion  a nd user de mograph ics  in  h ighe r educa t ion  do  n o t 

bear ou t  in  a  l ib ra ry  con tex t ,  as  demons tra ted  by  grea te r  d ig i ta l  im mig rant  and  gradua te  s tuden t us e   
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o f  and recept iv i ty  to  a l l  bu t  Facebook and B lackboard  l ib ra ry  serv ices .  Th is  phenomenon  is   

i l l us t ra t ive  o f  the  ways  in  wh ich  deg rees  o f  in fo rmat ion  need  in f luence  l ib ra ry  pe rcep t ions .  Heav ier  

l ib ra ry  users ,  typ ica l ly  g raduate  s tuden ts ,  o lder s tudents ,  and advanced undergraduates ,  a re  mo re  

recept ive  to  l ib ra ry  se rv ices  in  genera l  tha n in f requent l ib ra ry  users ,  rega rd less  o f  th e ir  

techno log ica l  p ro f i le .  Unde rgradua tes  a re  fa r m ore  l ike ly  to  ind ica te  po te n t ia l  ra ther  tha n de f in i te  

in te res t  in  eme rg ing  se rv ices ,  ind ica t ing  th a t  i f  th ey  were  to  es tab l ish  a  s t ronge r l ib ra ry  p ro f i le  the y   

wou ld  be  l ike ly  to  see  de f in i te  u t i l i ty  in  var ious  l i b ra ry  techno log ies .   

 

Because underg raduates  vas t ly  ou tnumbe r g rad uate  s tudents  a t  typ ica l  research  un ive rs i t ies ,  the  

Pare to  Pr inc ip le  o r “80 /20  ru le ” in  l ib ra ry  techno logy  recept iv i ty  t rans la tes  to  a  scena r io  where in ,  on  

average, a  f i f th  o f  the  s tudent l ib ra ry  user base d emonst ra tes  h igh  l ib ra ry  use  and h igh  recep t iv i ty  to  

emerg ing  l ib ra ry  serv ices  (g raduate  s tudents ),  th ree - f i f ths  o f  s tuden t users  demons tra te  avera ge  

l ib rary  use  and so me deg ree o f  recept iv i ty  to  v ar ious  eme rg ing  techno logy  serv ices  (med ium  a nd 

h igh-use unde rgradua tes) ,  and the  re main ing  f i f t h  o f  s tudents  re f lec t  incons is ten t l ib ra ry  use  and low  

in te res t  in  eme rg ing  techno logy  serv ices  ( lo w-us e underg radua tes)  (L idwe l l ,  Ho lden , &  Bu t le r ,  20 03).   

 

Imp l ica t ion :  L ib rar ies  shou ld  an t ic ipa te  tha t  th e  most en thus ias t ic  use rs  o f  eme rg ing  techno logy  

l ib rary  serv ices  w i l l  rep resen t a  sma l l  m inor i ty  o f  the  overa l l  pa t ron  popu la t ion ,  bu t  tha t  ma rke t ing  

and ou t reach e f fo r ts  can  s t i l l  ex tend  the  reach o f  the  l ib ra ry  long ta i l .   

 

Spreading Thin or  Build ing Up? 

In  the  absence o f  aggress ive  ma rke t ing  and user educat io n ,  the  adop t ion  o f  even mi ld ly  success fu l  

L ib ra ry  2 .0  too ls  may d ispe rse  es tab l ished l ib ra ry  users  across  a  var ie ty  o f  access  and in fo rma t ion  

contac t  po in ts ,  c rea t ing  appa rent  ra the r than  ac tua l  dec l ines  in  l ib ra ry  use . I t  takes  a  cons ide ra b le  

amount o f  t ime  fo r new ma rke ts  to  deve lop , and emerg ing  too ls  may  requ ire  ongo ing  rev is ion  be fore  

a  su i tab le  se rv ice  mode l  is  loca ted . W i th  d ig i ta l  a ccess  and overa l l  l ib ra ry  con tac t  po in ts  on  the  r i se ,  

users  may f ind  the mse lves  be t te r se rved remo te ly  and/o r less  in  need o f  d i rec t  commun ica t ion  v ia  

emerg ing  o r t rad i t iona l  methods.   

 

The speed a t  wh ich  l ib ra r ies  and  resea rch  nee ds are  chang ing  means tha t  demand  fo r eme rg ing  

pub l ic  se rv ices  may no t inc rease even when the  user co mmuni ty  expands p ropor t iona l ly .  J ohn 

B lyberg  has  w ri t ten  tha t  “we ’ re  more  l ike ly  to  [ fa i l ]  i f  we ’ re  a rb i t ra r i ly  in troduc ing  techno logy  tha t  

isn ’ t  p rope r ly  in teg ra ted  in to  our ove rarch ing  in fo rmat ion  f ramewo rk … when we use techno logy , i t  

shou ld  be  t ransparen t,  in tu i t ive ,  and a  na tu ra l  e x tens ion  o f  the  pa tron  expe r ience " (2008 ) .  Wi th out  

ad jus t ing  the  way we  pe rce ive  a  l ib ra ry ’s  impac t  beyond t rad i t ion a l  re fe rence,  web , and  c i rcu la t io n   
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s ta t is t ics ,  an  un in tended resu l t  o f  L ib rary  2 .0  may be  ou r incor rec t  in fe rence tha t  l ib ra r ies  a re  

becoming  less  re levant  when  in  rea l i ty  they  are  s imp ly  becom ing be t te r  a t  seam lessness .   
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Chapter 8: Conclusion  
 

In  the  e ar ly  years  o f  the  new mi l lenn ium , many be l ieved tha t  in fo rmat ion  techno logy  wou ld  c rea te  a  

hyperconnected  you th  cu l tu re  w i th  d ig i ta l  ap t i tud es  fa r exceed ing  those o f  i ts  p redecessors .  Auth ors  

such as  S iva  Vanday ia than and  Hen ry  Jenk ins  have s ince  cha l lenged th is  no t ion ,  a rgu ing  th a t  

sweep ing  genera t iona l  d iv ides  obscure  the  s oc ia l  and ideo log ica l  comp lex i t ies  o f  techno logy  

adopt ion  a nd access . The i r  a l te rna te  perspec t i ves  confron t the  rea l i ty  o f  d ispa ra te  access  a nd  

focuses  on  techno logy  as  a  too l  o f  adapta t ion ,  in d iv idua l  exp ress ion , and com muni ty  bu i ld ing .  As  an  

ind ica t ion  o f  th is  sh i f t ing  ana ly t ica l  focus ,  in  a  recent a rt ic le  P rensky  re jec ts  h is  own d ig i ta l  

na t ive / immig ran t d ichotomy , a rgu ing  tha t  “when a l l  have g rown  up in  the  era  o f  d ig i ta l  techno lo gy ,  

the  d is t inc t ion  be tween d ig i ta l  na t ives  and d ig i ta l  im mig rants  w i l l  become less  re levant (2009, pa ra .  

1 ).  Ins tead,  he  a rgues  tha t  a  “d ig i ta l  human i ty ”  w i l l  eme rge tha t  inc reas ing ly  re l ies  on  d ig i ta l  w isd om  

to  wo rk  and commun ica te ,  and tha t  seeks  to  e rad ica te  “d ig i ta l  dumbness ,”  i r respons ib le  o r  

un in fo rmed techno logy  use such as  p lag ia r is m  or cyberbu l ly ing .  D ig i ta l  w isdom “t ranscends the  

genera t iona l  d iv ide  de f ined by  the  imm igran t/na t ive  d is t inc t ion ” (para .  9 ),  and  re f lec ts  many o f  the  

t ra i ts  l ib ra r ians  assoc ia te  w i th  the  in fo rma t ion  l i t e ra te  ind iv idua l .   

 

As  s tudents  p rog ress  th rough the ir  acade mic  ex per ience , the i r  unders tand ing  o f  how to  cons t ruc t  a  

p roduc t ive  academic  env i ron ment is  shaped by  need and exper ience. The idea o f  d ig i ta l  res ide nts  

and v is i to rs  is  a  d icho to my mo re  e f fec t ive  in  de scr ib ing  th is  phenomenon : d ig i ta l  res idents  “ [ l ive ]  a  

percentage o f  the ir  l ives  on l ine ,”  whe reas  d ig i ta l  v is i to rs  “ [use ] the  we b as  a  too l  in  an  o rgan iz ed  

manner wheneve r the  need a r ises ” (Whi te ,  2008 ,  paras .  2  &  3) .  The OU scan conc ludes  tha t  s tud ent  

recept iv i ty  to  l ib ra ry  techno logy  innova t ion  is  mo re  th an a  s imp le  ma tte r o f  gene ra t iona l  a f f i l ia t ion .  A  

s tudent ’s  persona l  learn ing  web  is  a  dynamic  ex press ion  o f  the i r  acade mic  needs , soc ia l  ne two rk ing  

pre fe rences , de mograph ic  charac ter is t ics ,  and a wareness  o f  the  op t ions  tha t  a re  ava i lab le  to  th em.  

Increas ing ly ,  in fo rmat ion  l i te racy  w i l l  en ta i l  no t  on ly  sk i l ls  in  d iscovery  and ana lys is ,  bu t  a lso  the  

ab i l i ty  to  ach ieve  a  des ired  leve l  o f  pe rsona l  tec hno log ica l  cus tom iza t ion  i n  academic ,  wo rk ,  soc ia l ,  

and c rea t ive  l i fe .  Towa rd  th is  end, co l lege and un ivers i ty  l ib ra r ies  have much to  con tr ibu te  th ro ugh 

educat ion ,  ou t reach,  resea rch ,  and  deve lop ment .  

 

The J ISC /C IBER  repo r t ,  In fo rmat ion  Behav iou r o f  the  Resea rch  o f  the  Fu tu re ,  asse r ts  tha t  “ in  a  rea l  

sense, we are  a l l  the  Goog le  genera t ion  now : th e  demograph ics  o f  in te rne t and med ia  consumpt ion  

are  e rod ing … p resumed gene ra t iona l  d i f fe renc e[s ] ”  (p .  2 1) .  In  h ighe r educa t ion ,  s tudents  u se  

techno logy  to  fash ion  the i r  learn ing  env i ronm e nts  in  ways  tha t  con t rad ic t  nu merous  a ge-bas ed 

assumpt ions .  My resea rch  a t  Oh io  Un ive rs i ty  po in ts  to  a  t ra i t  tha t  is  l ike ly  w ide ly  genera l izab le :  

wh i le  younger s tudents  tend to  own and use more  mob i le  and soc ia l  too ls ,  they  have no t necessar i ly  
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reached the  s tage in  the i r  academ ic  deve lop men t tha t  a l lows them  to  see the ir  va lue  in  a  resea rch  

contex t .  In  a  re la te d  sense, they  do  no t exh ib i t  the  l ib ra ry  p red ispos i t ion  demonst ra ted  by  o lder  

s tudents ,  o r the  tendency  to  v iew ou r too ls  a nd serv ices  as  in heren t ly  bene f ic ia l  rega rd less  o f  

persona l  re levance.   

 

In  genera l ,  l ib ra ry  techno logy  recep t iv i ty  was  s t ronges t among the  o ldes t  responden ts  rega rd less  o f  

academic  s tan d ing . Pa radox ica l ly ,  these were  a l so  the  leas t  techno logy -engaged o f  a l l  responde nts .  

Does th is  po in t  to  a  d im in ish ing  pe rsona l  sense o f  l ib ra ry  va lue  among incoming cohor ts  o f  co l le ge 

s tudents ,  o r to  a  lack  o f  cu rren t resea rch  need s and/o r l ib ra ry  awa reness? Does th is  awa rene ss  

gradua l ly  deve lop  as  academ ic  needs beco me more  acu te?  A re  o lde r s tuden ts  s imp ly  express ing  

the i r  des ire  to  become  mo re  conve rsant  w i th  eme rg ing  techno log ies ,  an d consequen t ly  

demonst ra t ing  a  he igh te ned sense o f  the i r  p romise  in  a  resea rch  contex t?  Would  a  g rea te r resea rch  

focus  on  l ib rary -as-p lace  in  th is  s tudy  have reve a led  a  d i f fe ren t l ib ra ry  va lue  sys tem a mong younger  

s tudents ,  one or ien ted  mo re  tow ards  com muni t y  endeavor and the  overa l l  l ib ra ry  exper ience?  My 

sense is  tha t  to  some ex ten t,  a l l  o f  the  above are  t rue .  Desp i te  the ir  tendency  to  be  less  recept ive  to  

l ib ra ry  techno log ies  per  se ,  open-ended com menta ry  ind ica tes  tha t  younger  responden ts  were  

overwhe lming ly  recep t ive  to  con fron t ing  the ir  o w n lack  o f  l ib ra ry  a wareness . The sh i f t ing  techno logy  

and l i te racy  landscape sharpens  our respons ib i l i ty  to  encourage th is  awa reness  among a l l  use rs ,  

and to  ensure  tha t  i t  is  va l ida ted  by  l ib ra r ies  tha t  enab le  pos i t ive  a nd cus tom izab le  d ig i ta l  a nd 

phys ica l  lea rn ing  exper iences . 

 

Recommendations for Successful Library Technology Development 

Our s treng th  as  se rv ice  prov iders  and ou r e xper ience mod i fy ing  soc ia l  techno log ies  pos i t i ons  

academic  l ib ra r ians  to  fac i l i ta te  and encoura ge th is  learn ing  cus tom iza t ion  as  an  aspec t o f  

in fo rma t ion  and techno logy  l i te racy .  We can, ho wever,  on ly  do  so  w i th  mo re  sys te mat ic  ins igh t  i n to  

the  soc ia l  and o rgan iza t iona l  cu l tu res  tha t  sha pe loca l  needs . In  o rde r to  c rea te  e f fec t ive  l ib ra ry  

techno log ies  i t  is  impe ra t ive  tha t  l ib ra r ians  be tte r unders tand the  com muni t ies  we se rve  in  o rde r  to  

in fo rm an ongo ing  cyc le  o f  innova t ion .  Ac t ive  exper imenta t ion  mus t be  invo lved in  th is  p roce ss ,  

wh ich  req u i res  the  accep tance o f  r isk ,  and  orga n iza t iona l  cu l tu res  tha t  enab le  i te ra t ive  app roaches  

to  serv ice  deve lo pmen t.  Wide r adop t ion  o f  a  p ro to typ ing  men ta l i ty ,  one tha t  encourages “ t ry ing  

th ings  ou t in  the  d ig i ta l  space , mon i to r ing  the  re ac t ion  and  ad jus t ing  acco rd ing ly ”  can  he lp  acade mic  

l ib ra r ies  mee t the  comp lex  cha l lenge o f  eme rg in g  techno logy  deve lopmen t (J ISC & CIB ER,  2008,  p .  

31).   

 

The modern  academ ic  l ib ra ry  can deve lop  a  ra nge o f  persona l izab le ,  p rac t ica l  too ls  adap tab le  to  

d iverse  s tuden t lea rn ing  env iron ments ,  bu t  w i l l  o n ly  succeed i f  i t  does  so  based on  ins igh t  and d i rec t  

user feedback . L ib ra ry  2 .0 ’s  p rescr ip t ive  u top ian ism has  g iven way to  an  emphas is  on  techno logy  as  

a  means ra the r than an  end. Soc ia l ,  mob i le ,  and dynamic  too ls  can be  as  capr ic ious  as  they  are  

benef ic ia l ,  and i t  is  no t  adv isab le  to  assume tha t  the  range  o f  p roduc ts  co mmon ly  descr ibed as  ‘2 .0 ’  

a re  innate ly  needed, an t ic ipa ted , supportab le ,  o r e f fec t ive .  Many l ib ra r ians  are  ac t ive ly  search ing  fo r  

s tra teg ies  to  ident i fy  techno log ies  tha t  a re  e f fec t ive  based no t on  the ir  own mer i ts ,  bu t  on  the  
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rea l i t ies  o f  immed ia te  user needs. Crea t ing  loc a l  cu l tu res  o f  assessmen t is  a  c ruc ia l  par t  o f  th is  

s tra tegy ,  and shou ld  become p ivo ta l  to  the  process  o f  fash ion ing  adapta b le ,  cu l tu ra l ly  a t tun ed 

ins t i tu t ions .  The OU env iron menta l  scan is  an  e xample  o f  the  cyc le  o f  research  and response  tha t  

can  in fo rm loca l  dec is ions  on  an  on go ing  bas is .     

 

Lakos  and Ph ipps  w ri te  tha t  “ in  the  cu r ren t ex terna l  env i ronme nt ,  l ib ra r ies  a re  cha l lenge d to  be  

n imb le ,  innova t ive ,  respons ive ,  p roac t ive  and, m ost o f  a l l ,  ab le  to  demonst ra te  the i r  va lue ” (2004 , p .  

346).  Fo r a  t ime , i t  seemed tha t  eme rg ing  so c ia l  and mob i le  techno logy  techno log ies  prov id ed  

so lu t ions  to  many , i f  no t  a l l ,  o f  these cha l len ges . Reve la t ions  o f  the  l im i ted  gene ra l izab i l i ty  o f  

L ib ra ry  2 .0  shou ld  no t d im in ish  the  p rom ise  o f  n ew techno log ies  to  add ress  p rob le ms and  enhan ce 

the  l ib ra ry  expe r ience . Much o f  the  ea r ly  c r i t ic ism o f  “ twopo in top ian is m” h inged on  the  need fo r  

g rea te r re f lec t iveness  dur ing  the  techno logy  deve lopmen t p rocess .  Ins tead o f  m im ick ing  the  

successes  o f  peer ins t i tu t ions ,  acade mic  l ib ra r ia ns  must sha rpen the i r  unde rs tand ing  o f  the  cu l tu res  

in  wh ich  they  opera te  in  o rde r to  p erce ive  whe re  and when dynam ic  and soc ia l  techno log ies  are  

needed, wan ted, and sus ta inab le .  The contex tua l  unpred ic tab i l i ty  o f  these too ls  shou ld  s im p ly  

mot iva te  be t te r p lann ing  grounded in  the  loca l  vers ion  o f  rea l i ty .  Innova t ion  shou ld  become le ss  

v i ra l ,  and shou ld  ins tead be  more  c r i t ica l ,  f lex ib le ,  pu rpose-dr iven , and p rac t ica l ly  i n teg ra ted  in to  

the  ove ra l l  miss ion  o f  the  academ ic  l ib ra ry .   

 

I  a rgue tha t  tha t  a  nu mbe r o f  cond i t ions  mus t be  met  in  o rde r to  fac i l i ta te  success fu l  loca l  c l ima tes  

o f  l ib ra ry  innovat ion :  

 

1 )  resea rch-based  ins igh t  in to  loca l  l ib ra ry ,  in fo rmat ion ,  and techno logy  cu l tu res   

2 )  know ledge  o f  the  un iversa l  cha rac te r is t ics  o f  s uccess fu l  l ib ra ry  techno log ies  tha t  can  be  

app l ied  in  any  con tex t  

3) unde rs ta nd ing  o f  loca l  o rgan iza t iona l  s t ruc tu re s /processes  an d the i r  l ike ly  e f fec t  on  

techno logy  p lann ing  and  co l labo ra t ion  

4)  ac t ive  pursu i t  o f  work ing  cu l tu res  tha t  encou ra ge pro to typ ing , p i lo t ing ,  and  expe r imenta t ion  

5) sys tema t ic  p lann ing  fo r the  imp lemen ta t ion  an d assessment  o f  e merg ing  techno lo gy  p ro jec ts  

6) a  nuanced ap proach  to  l ib ra ry  eva lua t ion  tha t  takes  in to  accoun t the  “ long ta i l ”  e f fec t  o f  

n iche  l ib rary  serv ices  on  ove ra l l  usage  s ta t is t ics  

7) a  com mi tmen t to  c rea t ive  user  ou treach  and e ducat ion  to  ra ise  the  l ib ra ry  p ro f i le  

8) t ransparen t in te rna l  and  ex te rna l  co mmun ica t ion  dur ing  the  assessment ,  deve lop ment  and 

eva lua t ion  p rocess  

 

Lakos  pos i ts  tha t  l ib ra ry  assessmen t cu l tu res  are  “connec ted  to  the  no t ion  o f  sys te mic  

o rgan iza t iona l  change” (2007 , p .  432 ).  These c ond i t ions  cannot be  sys te mat ica l ly  ach ieved un less  

they  are  a lso  suppor ted , and l ib rary  le aders  shou ld  pay  more  than l ip  serv ice  to  assessm ent,  

exper imenta t ion ,  and chang ing  use r expec ta t io ns .  I t  is  c r i t ica l  to  recogn ize  the  co mple menta ry  ro les  

tha t  ou t reach and eva lua t ion  p lay  in  l ib ra ry  e f fec t iveness , and ou r co l lec t ive  ab i l i ty  to  b o th  

in te rna l ize  and ex te rna l ize  in  a  way tha t  recogn izes  must be  suppor ted  and encou raged th rough out  
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our o rgan iza t ions .  Crea t ing  ou twa rd ly  focused,  re f lec t ive  l ib ra r ies  tha t  a re  adap tab le  to  ex te rna l  

change is  an  ongo ing  and surmountab le  cha l leng e, and one tha t  mus t be  pursued in  fu l l  recogn i t i on  

o f  the  un ique needs, cha rac te r is t ics ,  and l ib ra ry  cu l tu res  tha t  comp rise  each ins t i tu t ion  o f  h ig her  

learn ing .  The expe r ience o f  Oh io  Un ivers i ty  c lear ly  shows tha t  in  a  suppo rt ive  env i ronme nt,  

homegrown  cu l tu res  o f  assessm ent  can be  pu t  to  c rea t ive  and  mu lt i face ted  use. 

 

My resea rch  ind ica tes  tha t  the  mo re  c lea r ly  a  s tudent pe rce ives  the  modern  academic  l ib ra ry ,  the  

more  they  a re  inc l ined to  v iew i ts  serv ices  as  worthwh i le .  The same can be  sa id  fo r a l l  users .  L ib rary  

s i tes  and fac i l i t ies  a re  typ ica l ly  opaque enou gh to  p revent  unders tand ing  o f  ou r fu l l  range  o f  u t i l i ty ,  

and assuming even a  nomina l  degree o f  l ib ra ry  awareness  is  unwise . The J ISC /CIBER repo r t  u rges  

l ib rar ies  to  “add ress  the  need fo r g rea te r s imp l ic i ty ”  in  techno logy  deve lopmen t as  we l l  as  in  the  w ay 

we shape our phys ica l  bu i ld ings  and co l lec t ions ,  mak ing  them more  access ib le  and in tu i t ive  ba sed 

on  loca l  feedback  (p .  30).  I t  is  equa l ly  impo r tan t  to  address  the  need fo r g rea te r awareness  amo ng  

both  l ib ra r ians  and pa trons .  Loca l  resea rch  o f fe rs  c r i t ica l  ins igh t  in to  to  the  chang ing  acade mic ,  

human, and ins t i tu t iona l  cu l tu res  tha t  in f luence l ib ra ry  o rgan iza t ions ,  fac to rs  tha t  can  he lp  us  ta i lo r  

our response to  d i f fe ren t use r popu la t ions  and en courage ne w l ib rary  va lue  sys te ms.   

 

The fundamen ta l  ind iv idua l i ty  o f  use r,  campus , and l ib ra ry  cu l tu res  cha l lenges  the  presc r ip t ive  

approach to  eme rg ing  l ib ra ry  techno logy  deve lo pment advoca ted  in  the  ea r ly  days  o f  L ib ra ry  2 .0 .  

The re la t ionsh ips  peop le  fo rm w i th  our  ins t i tu t i ons  vary  based no t on ly  needs and de mogra p h ic  

charac te r is t ics  tha t  may  or may no t be  re f lec ted  in  new techno logy  p ro jec ts ,  bu t  a lso  on  the  p hys ica l  

and d ig i ta l  cond i t ions ,  qu irks ,  and accu mula ted  serv ice  h is to ry  o f  the  l ib ra r ies  they  encoun ter  –  the  

persona l i ty  o r ges ta l t  o f  a  g iven l ib rary  sys te m.  U l t imate ly ,  academ ic  l ib ra r ies  a re  respons ib le  fo r  

shap ing  our own ges ta l t ,  wh ich  I  be l ieve  w i l l  inc reas ing ly  come to  fo rm the  foun dat ion  o f  the  mod ern  

pa tron / l ib ra ry  re la t ionsh ip .  

 

I f ,  as  so me a rgue,  the  in t r ins ic  va lue  o f  l ib ra r ie s  is  d imin ish ing  w i th in  academ ia  and  soc ie ty  as  a  

who le ,  i t  then  becomes our cha l lenge  to  make th is  va lue  mo re  ex t r i ns ica l ly  ev ident .  In  o the r words ,  

academic  l ib ra ry  users  must no t  on ly  come to  unders tand how our ins t i tu t ions  are  chang ing , bu t  

shou ld  a lso  be  ab le  to  c lea r ly  pe rce ive  and d ef ine  what  makes l ib ra r ies  pe rsona l ly  va luab le  on  

mul t ip le  leve ls .  To  fac i l i ta te  th is  l ib ra ry  p red ispo s i t i on  among camp uses and user co mmuni t ies ,  i t  is  

our respons ib i l i ty  to  make our o rgan iza t ions  m ore  t ransparent ,  cus tom izab le ,  and cons is ten t .  To  

ach ieve  th is  requ i res  a  renewed comm itment  to  re f lec t ive  assessment,  ongo ing  pro fess io na l  

deve lopmen t,  o rgan iza t iona l  con t inu i ty ,  techno lo g ica l  innova t ion ,  and  agg ress ive  user  educat ion .  
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Appendix A: Sample Survey  
 

This Appendix is a modified and annotated version of the two online survey instruments 

administered in the Ohio University environmental scan – it is not an exact replica of the 

original instruments, and if used will therefore not produce results that can be 

benchmarked to our findings with the same degree of reliability. This sample document 

outlines a range of question types and subjects that may be useful in surveying local 

campus library and technology cultures. It is very comprehensive, and at times may appear 

redundant – instead of a ready-made survey, consider this a long-form template or bank of 

potential print or online questions that can be modified locally. Items are divided into 

sections using question headers, which you would not necessarily want to include in an 

actual survey. The questions in this instrument are geared toward a student respondent 

base, but could easily be modified to accommodate faculty and staff. Insights are provided 

in gray boxes throughout to help you consider the implications of certain design choices. 

If you adapt this sample instrument, keep a few things in mind:   

 

1) Generally-worded questions and answer choices should be tailored to your specific 

context. Technology-related items should be careful carefully updated to reflect the 

most current tools, language, and trends. 

 

2) In order to emphasize the importance of language in question neutrality, this 

revised instrument takes a relatively formal tone. The original instruments were 

somewhat more accessibly worded, using a more conversational tone at times. 

  

3) There are many ways to inadvertently influence responses by the tone or orientation 

of a question. It is important to strive for neutrality and balance in both language 

and response options.  

 

4) Shorter is typically better, and you should be mindful that the longer a survey 

takes to complete, the fewer responses you will receive. Select only necessary 

questions.  

 

5) It is imperative to ask for review and commentary on a questionnaire after a first 

draft is created, both to spot errors and to gain different perspectives on the 

subjects, response choices, and question types you are using. Once a survey is 

released it cannot be changed in any significant way – an instrument should remain 

consistent for all participants, or its reliability will be undermined. In addition to 

peer or team feedback, you should recruit several individuals representative of the 

sample population to perform a trial run with your questionnaire. Afterwards, debrief 

them for their impressions of each item and its answer choices. Survey instruments are 

in general vastly improved by collaborative effort.  



Informing Innovation 

 

 

 

6) Likert Scale items (least to most, highest to lowest) typically offer five degrees 

of rating choices, whereas other types of scales can be more or less detailed. In 

order to present the broadest array of answer options, many scales included in this 

sample questionnaire are more detailed than those in the original surveys.  

 

7) If used in their entirety, the array of items presented here would take 

considerable time to complete. The OU study was broken into two phases in order to 

allow us to be more comprehensive on each instrument. Brevity should be a goal of any 

survey, and each question should be carefully evaluated for its value in a local 

survey. 

 

A) Demographic Information 

 
    1. How old are you? 

  17-19  
  20-22 
  23-26   

 27-30     
 30

 

2. How did you find out about this survey? 
  Library website  
  Word of mouth 
  Email   
  Flyer 

  Instructor 
  Librarian 
  (Other _______)

  
 
 
3. What best represents your major or concentration? 

  Business/Economics     
  Communications/Media Studies   
  Education   
  Engineering     
  Fine Arts/Design/Architecture 

  Humanities   

  Health Sciences   
  Physical Sciences 
  Computer Science     
  Social Sciences     
  Undecided 

  (Other _______)

 
 
 
 
4. Which of the following best describes you? 

  First-Year Undergrad    
  Second-Year Undergrad   
  Third-Year Undergrad  

  Fourth-Year Undergraduate     
  Fifth-year Undergraduate  

  Master’s Student   
  PhD Student   
  Medical Student   

  Non-Degree    
  (Other _______)

    

 
 
 
5. What is your gender? 

  Male  
  Female 
 (I’d prefer not to say.) 

Alternatively, use a drop-down menu 
to allow respondents to select their 
exact age. This may require more work 
to analyze than pre-segmented age 

This type of item can inform how 
future surveys are promoted, and if 

a non-random sample is collected 
can help gauge influence or self-
selection bias.  

 

Options must be carefully worded 
to reflect departments/ majors at 
your institution, If an ‘other’ 
category is included that allows 
open-ended input, it is likely 

that a wide and problematic range 
of responses will be submitted.  

 

You can be general or specific 

with this type of item, depending 
on the depth of analysis you want 
to perform. It’s easier to combine 
detailed response categories than 
to extract them after the fact. 
Depending on your research scope 
and purpose, you can also add a 

separate question to establish 
transfer student status. 

 

While it may seem like a given, you should consider the benefits 
of including a gender item carefully, as it may alienate respondents 
who have alternative gender identities or who prefer to keep this 
type of information private. Depending on what it adds to your 
analysis, you can add a neutral/anonymous item to the response 
choices, omit it entirely, or make gender an optional variable.  
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B) Library Use and Evaluation  

 
 
1. On average, how often do you physically visit the library during the  
regular (quarter/semester)? 

  Never  
  Once a year  
  Once per quarter/semester  

  Monthly 
    

  Weekly 
  Several times per week     
  Daily  

  Several times a day 

 

 
 
 
2. How often do you visit the library website during the regular (quarter/ semester)? 

  Never  
  Once a year  
  Once per quarter/semester  
  Monthly 

  Weekly 
  Several times per week     
  Daily  
  Several times a day 

 
 
 
3. How many of the following options do you think the library currently offers? Check all that apply. 

  Group study rooms     
  Full-text articles online   
  Talk with a librarian via IM or chat   
  Research and library help classes     
  Online tutorials  
  Online article databases    

  Research guides for different subject areas 
  Talk with a librarian in person   
  Scanners and multimedia software   
  Cameras for checkout   
  Request items from other libraries     

  Full-text books online   
  Call a librarian via Skype     
  EBSCO article search     
  Library news blog   
  Online book/DVD renewals     
  Get help writing a paper     

  Movie viewing rooms   
  Online library catalog     
  DVDs for checkout   
  Laptops for checkout 

  [Etc., customize locally]

 
 
 
4. How often do you use the library website to do the following? 

 
Never 

Once a 
year 

Once per 
quarter/ 

semester 
Monthly Weekly 

Several 
times a 
week 

Daily 
Several 
times a 

day 

Ask a librarian for help 
or advice 

        

Use research guides 

and tutorials 
        

Find e-books          

Search for articles         

Search for books and 
journals         

Access online reserves         

 
 
 
 

The next two items pose an 
interesting problem, as 
student library use often 

fluctuates over the semester. 
Many only use libraries during 
finals week, or near an 
assignment due date. Provide a 
wide range of response options 
or specify “on average.”  

 

This item can speak 
volumes about library 

awareness, and you may want 
to include only options 
currently available in your 
system to avoid giving false 
impressions. Customize 
answer choices to reflect 
local terminology, and 

consider placement directly 
before the general open-
ended commentary item to 
gauge user reactions. 
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5. When you are at the library, how often do you engage in the following?  

 
Never 

Once a 
year 

Once per 
quarter/ 

semester 
Monthly Weekly 

Several 
times a 
week 

Daily 
Several 
times a 

day 

Use library computers         

Use your laptop         

Do research for an 
assignment            

Search for items in the 
catalog         

Use the library website to 

find articles         

Use the Cafe         

Ask a librarian for help          

Check out DVDs         

Check out books/ 
journals         

Use a group study room         

Study alone         

Study with friends         

Pull an all-nighter         

Socialize         

Sleep         

Listen to music         

 
 
6. When you use a COMPUTER in the library [alt., a library computer], how often do you do the 
following? 

 
Never 

Once a 
year 

Once per 
quarter/ 

semester 

Monthly Weekly 
Several 
times a 

week 

Daily 
Several 
times a 

day 

Find books/articles          

Use Blackboard          

Check Facebook or 
MySpace    

        

Use graphics software 

(Photoshop) 
        

Use presentation 
software (PowerPoint) 

        

Use word processing 
software (Word) 

        

Use the library website         

Check email         

Use IM         

Play video games         

Watch online 
videos/DVDs 
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C) Information Use and Evaluation  

 

1. How likely are you to use each of the following to START your research for an assignment? 

 N/A – I don’t use 
this resource. 

Extremely 
unlikely 

Unlikely 
Somewhat 

likely 
Likely 

Extremely 
likely 

Google        

Wikipedia          

Library catalog       

Article database       

Google Scholar       

Ask friends/family        

Ask my instructor       

Ask a librarian       

 
 
2. How easy is it to use the following to FIND resources for assignments? 

 N/A – I don’t use 
this resource. 

Extremely 
difficult 

Difficult 
Neither hard 

nor easy 
Easy 

Extremely 
easy 

Google        

Wikipedia          

Library catalog       

Article database       

Google Scholar       

Ask friends/family        

Ask my instructor       

Ask a librarian       

 

 

3. What is the overall QUALITY of information you find using the following? 

 N/A – I don’t use 
this resource. 

Very low Low Fair High Very high 

Google        

Wikipedia          

Library catalog       

Article database       

Google Scholar       

Ask friends/family        

Ask my instructor       

Ask a librarian       
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D) Technology/Library Technology Use and Evaluation  

 

 
1. How many hours per week do you spend online? 

  Less than 5   
  6-10 
  11-20   
  21-30 
  31-40    
  More than 40     

 
2. How much of this time is spent on school-related activities? 

  0%  

  1-25% 
  26-50%  
 51-75%    
 100%  

 
 
3. What kind of Internet connection do you have at home? 

  Dial-up  
  Broadband 
  High-Speed wireless 
  High-speed wired 
  None 
  Not sure 

 
 
4. Which of the following best describes you? 

  I usually avoid using new technologies.   
  I generally take a while to use technologies. 
  I use new technologies at the same time other people do.  

  I tend to use new technologies somewhat before others do.  
  I usually use new technologies before anyone else.  

 
 
 
5. When you are researching, studying, or completing assignments, how often you do the following at 
the SAME TIME?  

 Never Infrequently Sometimes Usually Always 

Facebook, MySpace, etc.       

Instant messaging      

Online gaming         

Text messaging      

Mobile phone      

Other (please specify): 

______________________      

 
 

This question can be a revealing and 

interesting way to analyze respondents, 
but it can be challenging to convey what 
is meant by “technology.” You might want 
to specify “new technology tools and web 
applications,” or list examples.  

 

 Again, you could use a drop-down 
menu here to allow respondents to 
indicate an exact number. For this 
type of item, however, it is easier to 
estimate a general range and analyze 
responses using broader categories.    

 

 We found that this was a very 
useful in determining relative levels 
of library/information need and 

research activity among respondents.  
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6. How frequently do you do the following?  

 
Never 

Once a 
year 

Once per 
quarter/ 

semester 
Monthly Weekly 

Several 
times a 
week 

Daily 
Several 
times a 

day 

Text message         

Instant message         

Play online games  
        

Play games on a 
console (PS3, XBOX 
360, Wii, etc.) 

        

Play handheld games 
(PSP, Nintendo DS, 
etc.) 

        

Download music or 
videos 

        

Listen to podcasts          

Watch videos on 
YouTube         

Use Skype or other web 
calling program         

Use Facebook, 
MySpace, etc.  

        

Post to a blog         

Comment on a blog         

Read a blog         

Edit a Wikipedia article         

Read Wikipedia articles         

Receive search alerts         

 
 
 
7. IF you own a mobile phone, how frequently do you use it to do the following? (If you don’t own a 
mobile phone, skip ahead to item #x.) 

 
Never 

Once a 
year 

Once per 
quarter/ 

semester 
Monthly Weekly 

Several 
times a 
week 

Daily 
Several 
times a 

day 

Text message         

Instant message         

Use a search engine          

Send email         

Download music          

Play games         

Listen to podcasts          

Watch videos          

Read e-books         

Check Facebook, etc.         
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8. IF you own a mobile phone, how likely would you be to use the following TEXT/SMS library services? 

 I own a cell, but I 
don’t text. 

Extremely 
unlikely 

Unlikely 
Fairly 
likely 

Likely 
Extremely 

likely 

Ask a librarian a 
question 

      

Send a call number 
from the catalog 

      

Receive renewal or 
overdue notices 

      

Renew library 

materials 
      

 
 
9. For each of the following gaming devices, select the phrase that best describes you.  

 Don’t own it, 
don’t care. 

Used to own 
it. 

Own it. 
Wish I owned 

it. 

Nintendo Wii     

Nintendo DS     

Gameboy     

XBOX         

XBOX 360        

Sony PS1      

Sony PS2       

Sony PS3       

PSP      

Oldschool Nintendo, 
Sega or Atari system 

    

 
 
10. For each of these web tools and social sites, select the phrase that best describes you.  

 Never heard 
of it. 

Never use it. 
Used to use 

it. 

Using it less 
lately. 

Using it more 
lately. 

Use it all the 
time. 

Facebook       

MySpace       

Friendster       

Bebo          

LinkedIn       

Second Life       

Delicious       

Skype       

Twitter       

Zotero       

Other: ____________       
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11. Which of the following Google tools do you currently use? Check all that apply. 
  Search 
  Gmail   
  Book search  
  Documents     
  Reader  

  Labs    
  Maps     
  Calendar   
  Groups   
  Scholar   
  Personalized home page (iGoogle) 
  Search alerts    
  News    
  Video 

  Image search 
  Talk      
  Other: _____________ 

 
 
12. Which of the following do you own? Check all that apply. 

  Laptop computer 
  Desktop computer   
  PDA 
  Portable media player (iPod)   
  Digital camera 
  Digital video recorder 
  [Etc., customize] 

 
 
 
13. What web browser do you prefer? 

  Mozilla Firefox  
  Internet Explorer 
  Safari 

  Opera 
  Not sure 
  No preference 
 Other: ___________ 

 
 
14. Do you customize your web browser with add-ons,  
extensions, and/or toolbars? 

  Yes 
  No 
  Not sure 

 
 
 
15. If they were available, would you use library  
web browser extensions and search toolbars? 

  Yes 
  No 
  (Maybe) 

 
Why or why not?  
 
 
 

 The following two items are alternate ways to gauge 
library receptivity to a number of tools and 
technologies. It is important to suggest potential 
uses of each technology in a library setting, so that 

respondents have a talk-based understanding of what 
the question is getting at. Asking why or why not 
provides invaluable feedback into how students use 
(library) technology in personal learning 
environments. Including “maybe” or “might use” is a 
difficult answer type to interpret, but it can help 
indicate a student’s perception of potential use for 

the item in question.  
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 16. How likely would you be to use the following library services in [your learning management system]? 

 
 

My classes don’t 
use [the LMS] 

Extremely 
unlikely 

 Unlikely 
Fairly 
likely 

Likely 
Extremely 

likely 

Ask a librarian chat       

Article search box       

Library/ research 

tutorials 
      

Catalog search box       

 

 

 
17. Which of the following have you used in your classes or coursework? Check all that apply. 

  Blogs 

  Wikis 
  Podcasts 
  Webcasts   
  Online screencast tutorials 
  Virtual worlds (Second Life, etc.) 

 
 
 
18. Have you ever taken an online course or courses at [your institution]? Check all that apply. 

   Yes, it was entirely online.  
   Yes, but it met face-to-face as well.  
   Neither 
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E) Open-Ended Library Evaluation  
 
 
1. What do you MOST appreciate about [your campus library]?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What do you LEAST appreciate about [your campus library]?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Do you have any other comments or suggestions?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

This type of open-ended item can bring 
important personal insight to mostly 
closed-form surveys. It is important to 
offer respondents the chance to describe 
their own library experience, rather 
than pre-defining all answer categories. 
An alternative wording could be to ask 

about the library’s ‘best’ aspects, etc. 

 

Specifying your library by name will 
generate significantly different 

responses than asking for user 
impressions of libraries in general. 
General insights on library impressions 
can be interesting, but specific 
feedback on your institution gives the 
best practical insight.   

 

This type of item allows the 

respondent to speak to whatever might be 
on their mind, and is excellent for 
gathering unexpected insights and 
feedback as well as heartfelt praise or 
criticism. This item generally functions 
well towards the end of a survey, as 

other questions can inspire a comment or 
realization that arises from the 
educational effect of the survey 
instrument itself. 
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Appendix B: Sample Library/Technology 

Profile for 1 st-Year Outreach Librarian 
  
 

After a data set of survey responses is imported into SPSS, Excel, Access or other 

statistical/database program, it can be used for a number of purposes beyond creating a 

basic report of findings. This Appendix is an example of a sample custom user profile, 

created in an on-the-fly consultation with Sherri Saines, the Ohio University First-Year 

Outreach Librarian, using the technique described in Chapter 3. It illustrates the depth of 

practical insight that can be produced by segmenting survey results based on demographic 

variables such as major, age, and gender against more complex variables such as research 

skill self-assessment and library website use.  

 

Areas of particular difference between first-year students and the rest of the population 

(Part 1) and between first-years and fourth-years (Part 2) are highlighted in gray. 

Analysis variables are identified in the title of each table, and at times both the count 

(number of respondents) and the percentage of responses are listed. Tables appear below in 

the standard output style produced by SPSS, which is highly customizable and exportable in 

a number of document formats such as Microsoft Word and PDF. At times, letters used to 

label and identify variables in SPSS are visible, such as q (quality), e (ease of use) and 

s (starting point for research).  

 

Part 1 – Survey 1 Analysis 

 

Frequency of library visits * first years Crosstabulation 

 first years Total 

  

first-year 
students everyone else   

Frequency of 
library visits 

Never Count 
24 117 141 

    % within first years 2.7% 4.3% 3.9% 

  Monthly Count 232 670 902 

    % within first years 25.7% 24.4% 24.7% 

  Weekly Count 335 835 1170 

    % within first years 37.1% 30.4% 32.1% 

  Several times a week Count 255 871 1126 

    % within first years 28.3% 31.7% 30.9% 

  Daily Count 56 253 309 

    % within first years 6.2% 9.2% 8.5% 

Total Count 902 902 2746 

  % within first years 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Frequency of library website visits * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 

students everyone else Total 

Count 299 320 619 Never 

% within first years 33.1% 11.7% 17.0% 

Count 257 703 960 Monthly 

% within first years 28.5% 25.6% 26.3% 

Count 228 762 990 Weekly 

% within first years 25.3% 27.7% 27.1% 

Count 100 701 801 Several times a week 

% within first years 11.1% 25.5% 22.0% 

Count 18 260 278 

Frequency of 

library 
website visits 

Daily 

% within first years 2.0% 9.5% 7.6% 

Count 902 2746 3648 Total 

% within first years 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Library Website Use *first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 

students everyone else Total 

Count 339 972 1311 Search for books and 

journals % within rfirst 37.6% 35.4%   

Count 646 1959 2605 Search for articles in a 
database % within rfirst 

71.6% 71.4%   

Count 574 1668 2242 Search for DVDs and 

music % within rfirst 63.6% 60.8%   

Count 365 1154 1519 Use InfoTree to find 
articles and websites % within rfirst 40.5% 42.0%   

Count 134 425 559 Use research guides and 
tutorials % within rfirst 14.9% 15.5%   

Count 139 401 540 

library 

website 
use 

Ask a librarian for help or 
advice % within rfirst 15.4% 14.6%   

Total Count 902 2745 3647 

 
 
Self-assessment of locating books and articles * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

least skilled 4.1% 1.8% 2.4% 

somewhat skilled 12.6% 5.4% 7.2% 

moderately skilled 36.1% 25.0% 27.7% 

very skilled 37.0% 42.6% 41.2% 

Self-assessment of 
locating books and 

articles 

most skilled 10.1% 25.2% 21.5% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Self-assessment of Blackboard skills * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

least skilled .7% 1.0% .9% 

somewhat skilled 1.6% 2.3% 2.1% 

moderately skilled 10.9% 7.4% 8.3% 

very skilled 38.9% 33.2% 34.6% 

Self-assessment of 
Blackboard skills 

most skilled 48.0% 56.1% 54.1% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 
 

Self-assessment of web design skills * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

least skilled 37.8% 40.7% 40.0% 

somewhat skilled 28.7% 27.0% 27.4% 

moderately skilled 19.7% 17.8% 18.3% 

very skilled 10.3% 9.1% 9.4% 

Self-assessment of 
web design skills 

most skilled 3.4% 5.5% 5.0% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 
 

Self-assessment of graphics software skills * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 

students everyone else Total 

least skilled 17.2% 17.8% 17.7% 

somewhat skilled 25.9% 24.5% 24.9% 

moderately skilled 29.4% 29.6% 29.6% 

very skilled 19.6% 18.1% 18.4% 

Self-assessment of 

graphics software 
skills 

most skilled 7.9% 10.0% 9.5% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

 
Self-assessment of presentation software skills * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 

students everyone else Total 

least skilled 2.0% 1.9% 1.9% 

somewhat skilled 7.2% 5.9% 6.2% 

moderately skilled 26.3% 21.4% 22.6% 

very skilled 40.0% 39.7% 39.7% 

Self-assessment of 
presentation software 
skills 

most skilled 24.5% 31.2% 29.6% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Self-assessment of word processing skills * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

least skilled .4% .4% .4% 

somewhat skilled 1.2% 1.0% 1.0% 

moderately skilled 9.2% 6.0% 6.8% 

very skilled 36.3% 32.2% 33.2% 

Self-assessment of 
word processing skills 

most skilled 52.9% 60.5% 58.6% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 
Self-assessment of library skills * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

least skilled 3.8% 1.8% 2.3% 

somewhat skilled 17.3% 9.3% 11.3% 

moderately skilled 39.0% 32.5% 34.1% 

very skilled 32.4% 40.3% 38.3% 

Self-assessment of 
library skills 

most skilled 7.5% 16.1% 14.0% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Self-assessment of computer troubleshooting abilities * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

least skilled 33.3% 34.3% 34.0% 

somewhat skilled 27.7% 22.8% 24.0% 

moderately skilled 22.0% 21.7% 21.7% 

very skilled 12.5% 14.2% 13.8% 

Self-assessment of 
computer 
troubleshooting 

abilities 

most skilled 4.5% 7.0% 6.4% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Use library computers * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

never 6.7% 6.0% 6.2% 

monthly 27.7% 22.5% 23.6% 

weekly 27.7% 25.1% 25.7% 

several times a week 24.8% 27.8% 27.1% 

Use library 
computers 

daily 13.1% 18.5% 17.4% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Do research for an assignment   * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

never 10.6% 7.6% 8.2% 

monthly 48.4% 39.7% 41.6% 

weekly 26.4% 28.1% 27.7% 

several times a week 10.6% 18.0% 16.5% 

Do research for an 
assignment 

daily 4.1% 6.6% 6.1% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 
Search for items in ALICE   * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

never 14.7% 9.3% 10.4% 

monthly 44.9% 38.2% 39.6% 

weekly 25.8% 28.2% 27.7% 

several times a week 10.6% 18.0% 16.4% 

Search for 
items in 
ALICE 

daily 4.1% 6.3% 5.8% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Use InfoTree to find articles and websites  * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

never 26.8% 20.3% 21.7% 

monthly 42.9% 37.6% 38.7% 

weekly 19.1% 23.7% 22.7% 

several times a week 9.4% 13.5% 12.6% 

Use InfoTree to 
find articles and 
websites 

daily 1.8% 5.0% 4.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Buy something at Cafe Bibliotech * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 

students everyone else Total 

never 48.1% 42.4% 43.6% 

monthly 28.2% 32.0% 31.2% 

weekly 15.0% 15.1% 15.1% 

several times a week 6.7% 8.2% 7.9% 

Buy something at 
Cafe Bibliotech 

daily 2.1% 2.2% 2.2% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Ask a librarian for help or advice   * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

never 27.5% 27.6% 27.6% 

monthly 44.1% 51.4% 49.8% 

weekly 20.3% 15.5% 16.5% 

several times a week 6.7% 4.2% 4.7% 

Ask a librarian for 
help or advice 

daily 1.4% 1.3% 1.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 
Check out DVDs or music  * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

never 33.8% 37.6% 36.8% 

monthly 40.6% 36.6% 37.5% 

weekly 17.9% 16.5% 16.8% 

several times a week 6.2% 7.4% 7.1% 

Check out 
DVDs or 
music 

daily 1.5% 2.0% 1.9% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Check out books * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 
students everyone else Total 

never 26.9% 21.4% 22.6% 

monthly 55.6% 48.1% 49.7% 

weekly 12.6% 19.7% 18.2% 

several times a week 3.8% 8.2% 7.3% 

Check 
out 
books 

daily 1.2% 2.6% 2.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Use a group study room * first years Crosstabulation 

first years 

  
first-year 

students everyone else Total 

never 39.1% 38.2% 38.4% 

monthly 45.3% 41.3% 42.2% 

weekly 8.9% 11.6% 11.0% 

several times a week 5.6% 7.3% 6.9% 

Use a 
group 
study 

room 

daily 1.2% 1.7% 1.6% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Part 2 – Survey 2 Analysis 
 

Academic Status 
 

 
 
Use library computers * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation  

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

never 6.7% 4.2% 5.7% 

monthly 27.7% 23.4% 25.9% 

weekly 27.7% 24.7% 26.5% 

several times a week 24.8% 28.0% 26.1% 

Use library 

computers 

daily 13.1% 19.7% 15.8% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Do research for an assignment   * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation  

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 
students 

fourth-year 
students Total 

never 10.6% 6.4% 8.8% 

monthly 48.4% 43.6% 46.4% 

weekly 26.4% 25.0% 25.8% 

several times a week 10.6% 20.3% 14.6% 

Do research for an 
assignment 

daily 4.1% 4.7% 4.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 
Search for items in ALICE   * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 
students 

fourth-year 
students Total 

never 14.7% 9.3% 12.5% 

monthly 44.9% 46.8% 45.7% 

weekly 25.8% 24.9% 25.4% 

several times a week 10.6% 16.0% 12.8% 

Search for 
items in 

ALICE 

daily 4.1% 3.0% 3.6% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

1st-year undergraduate 347 21.0 21.0 21.0 

2nd-year undergraduate 352 21.3 21.3 42.3 

3rd-year undergraduate 293 17.7 17.7 60.1 

4th-year undergraduate 241 14.6 14.6 74.7 

5th-year undergraduate 73 4.4 4.4 79.1 

master's student 192 11.6 11.6 90.7 

PhD student 101 6.1 6.1 96.9 

non-traditional or other 52 3.1 3.1 100.0 

Valid 

Total 1651 100.0 100.0   
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Use InfoTree to find articles and websites  * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

never 26.8% 16.1% 22.4% 

monthly 42.9% 44.5% 43.6% 

weekly 19.1% 20.8% 19.8% 

several times a week 9.4% 14.8% 11.6% 

Use InfoTree to 

find articles and 
websites 

daily 1.8% 3.8% 2.6% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Buy something at Cafe Bibliotech * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

never 48.1% 36.9% 43.5% 

monthly 28.2% 38.1% 32.2% 

weekly 15.0% 14.4% 14.7% 

several times a week 6.7% 9.3% 7.8% 

Buy something at 

Cafe Bibliotech 

daily 2.1% 1.3% 1.7% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Ask a librarian for help or advice   * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

never 27.5% 31.1% 29.0% 

monthly 44.1% 52.1% 47.3% 

weekly 20.3% 13.0% 17.3% 

several times a week 6.7% 3.4% 5.3% 

Ask a librarian for 

help or advice 

daily 1.4% .4% 1.0% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Check out DVDs or music  * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 
students 

fourth-year 
students Total 

never 33.8% 43.3% 37.8% 

monthly 40.6% 37.5% 39.3% 

weekly 17.9% 14.2% 16.4% 

several times a week 6.2% 4.6% 5.5% 

Check out 

DVDs or 
music 

daily 1.5% .4% 1.0% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Check out books * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

never 26.9% 24.8% 26.0% 

monthly 55.6% 50.4% 53.4% 

weekly 12.6% 18.5% 15.0% 

several times a week 3.8% 5.5% 4.5% 

Check 

out 
books 

daily 1.2% .8% 1.0% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Use a group study room * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

never 39.1% 30.8% 35.7% 

monthly 45.3% 48.5% 46.6% 

weekly 8.9% 10.1% 9.4% 

several times a week 5.6% 8.9% 7.0% 

Use a 

group 
study 
room 

daily 1.2% 1.7% 1.4% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Start research with Wikipedia * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 
students 

fourth-year 
students Total 

not likely 26.2% 28.1% 27.0% 

somewhat likely 22.8% 19.0% 21.2% 

likely 18.5% 20.8% 19.4% 

very likely 14.2% 15.6% 14.7% 

sWikipedia 

extremely likely 18.5% 16.5% 17.6% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Start research with Google * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 
students 

fourth-year 
students Total 

not likely 3.2% 5.8% 4.3% 

somewhat likely 8.8% 5.8% 7.6% 

likely 16.7% 17.9% 17.2% 

very likely 24.3% 21.7% 23.2% 

sGoogle 

extremely likely 47.1% 48.8% 47.8% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Start research with ALICE * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

not likely 13.3% 4.6% 9.7% 

somewhat likely 17.2% 25.7% 20.8% 

likely 29.9% 25.3% 28.0% 

very likely 28.7% 25.3% 27.3% 

sALICE 

extremely likely 10.9% 19.0% 14.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Start research with Academic Search Complete * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation  

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

not likely 25.0% 15.5% 21.1% 

somewhat likely 18.2% 16.4% 17.5% 

likely 23.4% 25.6% 24.3% 

very likely 21.1% 26.5% 23.3% 

sAcademic 

Search 
Complete 

extremely likely 12.3% 16.0% 13.9% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Start research with Library website * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

not likely 15.6% 8.1% 12.5% 

somewhat likely 18.9% 26.7% 22.1% 

likely 27.2% 29.2% 28.1% 

very likely 28.1% 17.8% 23.9% 

sLibrary 

website 

extremely likely 10.2% 18.2% 13.5% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Start research with OU Website * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 
students 

fourth-year 
students Total 

not likely 30.7% 39.5% 34.4% 

somewhat likely 23.5% 30.0% 26.3% 

likely 22.3% 18.5% 20.7% 

very likely 17.9% 6.9% 13.2% 

sOU 

Website 

extremely likely 5.6% 5.2% 5.4% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Start research with Google Scholar * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

not likely 32.2% 32.2% 32.2% 

somewhat likely 19.1% 24.9% 21.5% 

likely 22.6% 20.5% 21.7% 

very likely 15.5% 10.7% 13.5% 

sGoogle 

Scholar 

extremely likely 10.6% 11.7% 11.1% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Start research with EBSCO * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

not likely 26.5% 27.1% 26.8% 

somewhat likely 20.1% 15.9% 18.3% 

likely 21.4% 22.9% 22.0% 

very likely 18.4% 20.6% 19.3% 

sEBSCO 

extremely likely 13.6% 13.6% 13.6% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Start research with Article database or index * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

not likely 24.0% 20.4% 22.5% 

somewhat likely 21.4% 22.6% 21.9% 

likely 28.9% 25.2% 27.3% 

very likely 15.6% 20.8% 17.8% 

sArticle 

database or 
index 

extremely likely 10.1% 11.1% 10.5% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Ease of research Wikipedia * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 
students 

fourth-year 
students Total 

very difficult 9.1% 3.2% 6.7% 

difficult 6.6% 5.4% 6.1% 

average 11.7% 14.0% 12.6% 

easy 18.0% 17.6% 17.8% 

eWikipedia 

very easy 54.6% 59.9% 56.8% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Ease of research Google * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

very difficult 8.1% 3.3% 6.2% 

difficult 5.5% 5.4% 5.5% 

average 12.5% 11.7% 12.2% 

easy 22.6% 28.5% 25.0% 

eGoogle 

very easy 51.3% 51.0% 51.2% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Ease of research ALICE * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

very difficult 4.8% 2.1% 3.7% 

difficult 11.5% 12.0% 11.7% 

average 30.0% 36.5% 32.8% 

easy 32.6% 32.2% 32.4% 

eALICE 

very easy 21.1% 17.2% 19.4% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Ease of research Academic Search Complete * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

very difficult 4.6% 3.2% 4.0% 

difficult 13.8% 13.2% 13.6% 

average 38.7% 38.1% 38.4% 

easy 25.3% 31.2% 27.8% 

eAcademic 

Search 
Complete 

very easy 17.6% 14.3% 16.2% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Ease of research Library website * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 
students 

fourth-year 
students Total 

very difficult 4.5% 2.7% 3.7% 

difficult 10.8% 13.1% 11.8% 

average 34.1% 37.6% 35.5% 

easy 29.6% 33.9% 31.4% 

eLibrary 

website 

very easy 21.0% 12.7% 17.6% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Ease of research OU Website * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

very difficult 13.9% 20.5% 16.5% 

difficult 16.5% 16.1% 16.3% 

average 30.4% 30.2% 30.3% 

easy 21.8% 21.5% 21.7% 

eOU 

Website 

very easy 17.5% 11.7% 15.2% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Ease of research Google Scholar * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

very difficult 4.6% 2.2% 3.7% 

difficult 13.8% 8.9% 11.9% 

average 29.0% 31.9% 30.1% 

easy 32.3% 34.1% 33.0% 

eGoogle 

Scholar 

very easy 20.3% 23.0% 21.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Ease of research EBSCO * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

very difficult 4.3% 4.8% 4.5% 

difficult 14.6% 7.7% 11.9% 

average 37.9% 46.4% 41.3% 

easy 26.9% 29.2% 27.8% 

eEBSCO 

very easy 16.2% 11.9% 14.5% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Ease of research InfoTree * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 
students 

fourth-year 
students Total 

very difficult 4.8% 3.5% 4.2% 

difficult 16.1% 12.4% 14.4% 

average 33.7% 36.6% 35.0% 

easy 28.9% 30.2% 29.5% 

eInfoTree 

very easy 16.5% 17.3% 16.9% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Ease of research Article database or index * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation  

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

very difficult 3.9% 3.7% 3.8% 

difficult 20.2% 11.8% 16.7% 

average 33.5% 41.2% 36.7% 

easy 26.1% 32.1% 28.6% 

eArticle 

database or 
index 

very easy 16.3% 11.2% 14.2% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Quality of Wikipedia * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

poor 18.1% 13.3% 16.1% 

fair 20.0% 29.2% 23.8% 

average 27.5% 29.6% 28.4% 

good 23.1% 20.4% 22.0% 

qWikipedia 

excellent 11.3% 7.5% 9.7% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Quality of Google * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

poor 2.0% 3.3% 2.6% 

fair 12.1% 13.0% 12.5% 

average 28.0% 31.4% 29.4% 

good 32.7% 34.3% 33.3% 

qGoogle 

excellent 25.1% 18.0% 22.2% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

 
Quality of ALICE * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

poor 3.2% .9% 2.2% 

fair 1.6% 3.9% 2.6% 

average 23.0% 16.6% 20.3% 

good 42.2% 51.1% 45.9% 

qALICE 

excellent 30.0% 27.5% 29.0% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Quality of Academic Search Complete * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

poor 4.6% 1.1% 3.2% 

fair 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 

average 21.2% 15.8% 19.0% 

good 39.4% 45.4% 41.9% 

qAcademic 

Search 
Complete 

excellent 32.0% 35.0% 33.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 
Quality of Library website * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

poor 3.0% [err]  1.7% 

fair 3.9% 6.4% 5.0% 

average 26.6% 34.4% 29.9% 

good 41.1% 42.2% 41.6% 

qLibrary 

website 

excellent 25.3% 17.0% 21.8% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
 

Quality of OU Website * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation 

first-years vs. fourth-years 

  
first-year 

students 

fourth-year 

students Total 

poor 8.2% 12.5% 10.0% 

fair 10.6% 20.5% 14.6% 

average 30.1% 33.0% 31.3% 

good 33.2% 26.0% 30.3% 

qOU 

Website 

excellent 17.8% 8.0% 13.8% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 



Informing Innovation 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C: Correlation Scales and 

Measures  
 

A c a d e m i c  S t a t u s  1 :  underg radua te ,  2 :  g radu ate  

 

A g e  1 :  17 -19,  2 :  20 -22 , 3 :  23 -26 , 4 :  27 -30 , 5 :  >3 1 

 

D i g i t a l  S t a t u s  1:  d ig i ta l  na t ive ,  2 :  d ig i ta l  immig ran t 

 

L i b r a r y  V i s i t s  1:  neve r,  2 :  mon th ly ,  3 :  wee k ly ,  4 :  severa l  t imes a  week , 5 :  d a i ly  

 

L i b r a r y  W e b  V i s i t s  1 : neve r,  2 :  month ly ,  3 :  week ly ,  4 :  seve ra l  t imes  a  week,  5 :  da i ly  

 

T i m e  O n l i n e  ( h o u r s  p e r  w e e k )  –  1 :  <5 ,  2 :  6 -10 ,  3 :  11 -20,  4 :  21 -40,  5 :  31 -40,  6 :  >40 

 

A c a d e m i c  T i m e  O n l i n e  1 :  none,  2 :  less  tha n 25%, 3 :  about  ha l f ,  4 :  more  75%,  5 :  mos t 

 

T e c h n o l o g y  S k i l l  ave rage o f  wo rd  p rocess ing ,  p resen ta t ion ,  compu te r t roub leshoot ing ,  me d ia  

so f twa re ,  web  ed i t ing ,  and b lackboard  sk i l ls  on  a  1 -5  sca le  in to  1 :  leas t  sk i l led ,  2 :  somewha t  

sk i l led ,  3 :  mode ra te ly  sk i l led ,  4 :  ve ry  sk i l led ,  5 :  most  sk i l led  

 

L i b r a r y / R e s e a r c h  S k i l l  average o f  f ind in g  books  and art ic les  and us ing  l ib ra ry  resources  fo r  

research  on  a  1 -5  sca le ,  1 :  leas t  sk i l led ,  2 :  som ewhat sk i l led ,  3 :  modera te ly  sk i l led ,  4 :  ve ry  

sk i l led ,  5 :  mos t sk i l led  

 

T e c h n o l o g y  A d o p t i o n  recoded  5 -par t  tech  adopt ion  sca le ,  1 :  la te ,  2 :  ma ins t rea m,  3 :  ea r ly  

 

S o c i a l  S o f t w a r e  U s e  1 -8  sca le  o f  spec i f ic  soc ia l  techno log ies  used 

 

T e c h n o l o g y  O w n e r s h i p  1-10  sca le  o f  spec i f ic  in fo rmat ion  a nd com munica t ion  too ls  owned 

 

L i b r a r y  T e c h n o l o g y  R e c e p t i v i t y  mea n o f  recep t iv i ty  to  Facebook app l ica t ions ,  MySp ace 

app l ica t ions ,  l ib ra ry  too lba rs ,  web ca l l ing ,  tex t  m essag ing , and mob i le  b rows ing  serv ices  in to  

1 :  no t  recep t ive ,  2 :  so mewha t recept ive ,  3 :  ve ry  recept ive  
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