





based technologies. A different pattern emerges for web and mobile communication services,
however. Both web calling and text messaging library services are seen as more useful in a library
context by graduate students, despite considerably greater undergraduate use of text messaging

(relative to web calling, which is more used by graduate students).

The central point of my findings is this: although older students are relatively less likely to own
and/or use multiple devices and social applications, they are clearly more receptive to the idea of
using various technologies in a library context. Technology adoption status is not closely related to
library technology receptivity, indicating that simply because a student self-identifies as an early
technology adopter or owns and uses more technologies does not mean that they will be more

inclined to adopt tools that enable research and information help.

Higher age, academic status, increased library website use, and more time spent online devoted to
academics are closely correlated with most types of tech-based library receptivity. While all of these
factors indicate increased age, they are also closely motivated by increased research and
information need than any other variable. Graduate students are more inclined to conduct research
and ask for information help via the library website, and are by extension more receptive to
technology-based services that facilitate these processes. Undergraduates tend to be more frequent
users of the library building for study or social purposes, activities that do not necessarily coincide

with specific, library-related information needs.

Although increased library use is somewhat correlated with emerging technology receptivity, age has
an inverse relationship to library website use and, by extension, most types of emerging technology
receptivity. While younger users are more likely to own and use mobile and social technologies,
older users are proportionally more receptive to library services offered via these and other
innovative platforms with the exception of Facebook and Blackboard library applications, and then
only slightly. As was shown by Table 6.4, respondents born before 1981 were twice as likely to

express definite or potential interest in library technologies than those born after 1981.

Table 7.3 indicates that in terms of research need, intensity of library website use is chief among
the factors that indicate receptivity to visible library technologies, or the category of library
technology defined by the Scope Note in my Introduction. Visible technologies require intentional
adoption and/or establishment of contact, while increased library website use indicates a greater
dependence on research and information access tools. Beyond the simple predictor of academic
status and social and mobile library service interest, the character and extent of library use is
central to the motivation of these early library adopters, who are more likely to encounter new
technologies via the library web than users with lower research and information needs. This point is
further illustrated by the library technology receptivity of different academic majors. Respondents
from tech-heavy disciplines such as engineering and other sciences may be the earliest adopters of
emerging tools, but unless they are heavy library website users, their increased receptivity to library

technologies is average. In short, those that rely most heavily on the library are the most inclined to




use tech-based services, regardless of whether they use social and mobile tools proportionally

heavily outside of the library.

My findings reveal a class of early library technology adopters among respondents, typically older
and/or graduate students with high research/information needs, who do not necessarily mirror early
technology adopters in wider society. By virtue of their research habits, these established and
frequent library users are already well aware of many library services and are willing to integrate
new tools into their already highly customized personal learning environments. These users view
emerging tools as another aspect of research facilitation, and are more connected to academic

endeavor than the merits of the technologies themselves.

| argue that these users also demonstrate what can be described as a library predisposition, or a
tendency built on awareness to view library services in general as useful, regardless of delivery
platform. Akin to a feeling of ownership and likely facilitated by a sense of familiarity and value,
these high-use individuals are motivated by information need to perceive the necessity of libraries
themselves, and by extension believe that library-provided technology tools may improve their
overall academic experience. In essence, these users believe that all things library-related are good
things. My research suggests that for these library-predisposed individuals, the existence of
innovative library services may actually motivate their adoption of new technology platforms. These
users, most often graduate students and older undergraduates, are the foundation of much of the

library long tail, and likely already comprise of the user base of many pilot Library 2.0 programs.

Younger respondents are in general less aware of library services, and by extension less likely to
demonstrate this predisposition (and by further extension likely to demonstrate a library
disinclination). Analysis of undergraduate responses reveals that library awareness is a critical
motivator not only in their adoption of emerging library technologies, but of their prospective library
use overall. Consistent with a number of recent studies, low respondent familiarity of library service
options communicates an incomplete understanding of the role and function of a typical academic
library (Foster & Gibbons, 2007, OCLC, 2005).

Rather than being indifferent to their own lack of library awareness, analysis of open-ended
comments reveals that students were either pleasantly surprised or slightly offended to realize how
little they knew about library services. Undergraduates expressed a strong unsolicited desire to be
better informed about library services - even when they exhibited extremely low current levels of
library and library website use - and consistently encouraged the Libraries to more effectively
market our resources. Many suggested strategies for how we could achieve this, such as visiting
dorms and classes, flyering campus, and making announcements via Blackboard. That the OU

Libraries already employ all of these methods starkly indicates the limitations of their reach, and




suggests that even an extraordinarily service-oriented institution must continue to develop the ability

to market itself.

Undergraduates and younger respondents were far more likely to indicate potential receptivity to
library technologies, signifying that they are likely to believe that their information needs will
change or become more demanding as they progress through their degree programs. Students
expressed a consistent desire for greater awareness of all of their “library options,” in order to
facilitate the eventual use of resources on an as-needed basis. In this sense, the survey project
itself unexpectedly became a powerful outreach tool, broadening both the library and technology

awareness of thousands of OU students.

Findings suggest that while they may not engender immediate and widespread adoption, surveys and
more direct marketing and education efforts will stimulate greater diffusion of awareness of library
services throughout the student population as a whole, and among undergraduates in particular. |
posit that this in turn will translate to increased use of traditional and technology-based services
and spaces, potentially leading to a more prevalent library predisposition among undergraduates on
a given campus. Brian Mathew’s recent book, Marketing Today’s Academic Library, contains a
number of outreach and promotion strategies that may aid in promoting greater library understanding

among all users.

While these findings are specific to Ohio University, they carry implications that can inform practical
service development at other institutions. Those evaluating specific emerging tools for their ability

to provide information services should consider the following factors:

1) Social viability. Is the popularity of the tool or application in question rising or falling? Once

promising social tools that have been forcibly obfuscated by competition such as MySpace are far
less likely to be viewed as useful in terms of student library experience. Student receptivity to
library applications in MySpace vs. Facebook starkly demonstrates this effect. A library search/Ask a
Librarian application in either of these social networks would theoretically perform the same
functions, but student reaction to each was markedly different. The declining popularity of MySpace
and its overwhelmingly negative characterization by students tempered their perception of its

usefulness in a library context.

The more positive response to Facebook library applications illustrates the opposite side of this
principle. That is, while student interest in Facebook applications was evenly split, because of its
market primacy the tool was much more likely to be characterized as having legitimate academic
applicability. Tellingly, opinion was divided not on the quality or popularity of Facebook itself, but on
the appropriateness of its colonization by academic interests. In other words, students are more

likely to evaluate whether a library treehouse is creepy or inviting if it is actually relevant to them.




Nascent platforms with a currently small but promising user base such as Twitter fall into another
category altogether, and it is important to distinguish between emerging, established, and retreating

tools.

Implication: Libraries developing services in potentially obsolescent social technologies (i.e. Second
Life) should prepare for their potential decline or displacement by a competing tool or service.
These technologies may still be useful in a transparent library context, and should therefore not be
summarily dismissed. By virtue of their competitive nature, brand preference and competition among

social tools in particular should factor into their evaluation in a library context.

2) Technology disruption. To what extent has the technology been socially adopted, and how does

this affect its viability as a library service? Overall student receptivity to emerging library tools
seems to increase in proportion to the extent of non-library adoption by the population at large. In
the case of texting vs. web calling services, more students are receptive to text messaging, a
technology that been available and commonly used for some time. IM reference services were not
included in this survey because of their long-term success by the Ohio University Libraries, but they
would likely be the most accepted form of patron-initiated contact of all methods investigated by this
report. Longitudinal analysis of patron receptivity to various disruptive technologies is liable to
demonstrate that non-obsolescent niche markets expand predictably over time. Similar to IM
reference, as web calling and other tools such as Twitter become more prevalent a greater
proportion of students will see their library-related communication potential. While it is reasonable
to assume that web calling, text messaging, and mobile browsing will become increasingly
applicable and desired within a library context, their present utility can still be described in terms of

niche markets.
Implication: The current awareness and use of specific technologies will have a considerable effect

on the corresponding audience size in library settings. A calculated assessment of future adoption

potential should be made.

3) Long-tail limitations. Early library technology adopters comprise small but enthusiastic niche

markets for a variety of emerging services. Libraries should understand the relatively small size of
early library technology adopter populations and expect modest initial usage of “long tail” pilot
programs. However, experimentation with web calling library services at Ohio University indicates
that expectations of “successful” usage levels must be carefully considered for Library 2.0 services,

and should be piloted experimentally and evaluated for their performance (Booth, 2008).

Due to the slow pace of technology disruption it is impossible for the relative success of IM
reference to be duplicated by every new tech-based service. If seamless, user-focused technology

integration succeeds on a number of levels, patron-initiated communication is likely to continue to




become more distributed across multiple contact points, which may give the appearance of declining

overall statistics as information needs actually become more efficiently addressed.
Implication: While a niche technology service may be highly appreciated by a small subset of users,

this may not provide an acceptable rate of return on the staff time and other resources required to

support it. The evaluation criteria of any pilot project should consider unacceptable levels of use.

4) Convenience of integration. How seamlessly does the library technology in question integrate into

the personal or academic learning environments of different students (social network, web browser,

or learning management system)? This factor confirms John Blyberg’s idea of “seamlessness” and
2.0 service viability. If a library tool is a natural “fit” with a student’s current technology and library
profile, it is more readily identifiable as a helpful service by users of all demographics. Although
Blackboard library options were not surveyed in precisely the same manner as the emerging or
social tools included in Figure 7.1, library LMS integration nonetheless rivaled browser toolbars and
Facebook applications as the most desired technology development option. Strong student interest
in all of these platforms suggests the promise of library widgets and other applications that
conveniently integrate into personally configured learning environments, or the academic side of a

student’s “personal web”.

In the case of each interfaces, students perceive a high convenience factor in searching for library
resources and/or receiving direct assistance from a librarian via tools that dovetail with their
existing social, mobile, and academic access habits — for example, one user expressed interest in
Facebook library options because “it would be an easier transition from my social online activities to
actually doing homework.” Verbatim responses also indicate that students are receptive to library
technologies that allow them to leverage their own expertise in social and customizable technology
tools. For many students, library interfaces are “too difficult,” whereas social and personal search
environments provide more comfortable and comprehensible avenues to conduct discover

information.
Implication: Libraries should consider integrating emerging library services into preferred student

search and discovery methods, because students are more likely to perceive these as a natural and

desired fit with established information tools.

5) Library awareness and information need. Higher library use results in greater receptivity to library

technology innovation. This may seem like an obvious connection, but when examined it carries
significant implications for many new library services in terms of actual usage. A number of common
assumptions concerning technology disruption and user demographics in higher education do not

bear out in a library context, as demonstrated by greater digital immigrant and graduate student use




of and receptivity to all but Facebook and Blackboard library services. This phenomenon is
illustrative of the ways in which degrees of information need influence library perceptions. Heavier
library users, typically graduate students, older students, and advanced undergraduates, are more
receptive to library services in general than infrequent library users, regardless of their
technological profile. Undergraduates are far more likely to indicate potential rather than definite
interest in emerging services, indicating that if they were to establish a stronger library profile they

would be likely to see definite utility in various library technologies.

Because undergraduates vastly outnumber graduate students at typical research universities, the
Pareto Principle or “80/20 rule” in library technology receptivity translates to a scenario wherein, on
average, a fifth of the student library user base demonstrates high library use and high receptivity to
emerging library services (graduate students), three-fifths of student users demonstrate average
library use and some degree of receptivity to various emerging technology services (medium and
high-use undergraduates), and the remaining fifth of students reflect inconsistent library use and low

interest in emerging technology services (low-use undergraduates) (Lidwell, Holden, & Butler, 2003).

Implication: Libraries should anticipate that the most enthusiastic users of emerging technology
library services will represent a small minority of the overall patron population, but that marketing

and outreach efforts can still extend the reach of the library long tail.

In the absence of aggressive marketing and user education, the adoption of even mildly successful
Library 2.0 tools may disperse established library users across a variety of access and information
contact points, creating apparent rather than actual declines in library use. It takes a considerable
amount of time for new markets to develop, and emerging tools may require ongoing revision before
a suitable service model is located. With digital access and overall library contact points on the rise,
users may find themselves better served remotely and/or less in need of direct communication via

emerging or traditional methods.

The speed at which libraries and research needs are changing means that demand for emerging
public services may not increase even when the user community expands proportionally. John
Blyberg has written that “we’re more likely to [fail] if we’re arbitrarily introducing technology that
isn’t properly integrated into our overarching information framework... when we use technology, it
should be transparent, intuitive, and a natural extension of the patron experience" (2008). Without

adjusting the way we perceive a library’s impact beyond traditional reference, web, and circulation




INFORMING INNOVATION

statistics, an unintended result of Library 2.0 may be our incorrect inference that libraries are

becoming less relevant when in reality they are simply becoming better at seamlessness.



Chapter 8: Conclusion

In the early years of the new millennium, many believed that information technology would create a
hyperconnected youth culture with digital aptitudes far exceeding those of its predecessors. Authors
such as Siva Vandayiathan and Henry Jenkins have since challenged this notion, arguing that
sweeping generational divides obscure the social and ideological complexities of technology
adoption and access. Their alternate perspectives confront the reality of disparate access and
focuses on technology as a tool of adaptation, individual expression, and community building. As an
indication of this shifting analytical focus, in a recent article Prensky rejects his own digital
native/immigrant dichotomy, arguing that “when all have grown up in the era of digital technology,
the distinction between digital natives and digital immigrants will become less relevant (2009, para.
1). Instead, he argues that a “digital humanity” will emerge that increasingly relies on digital wisdom
to work and communicate, and that seeks to eradicate “digital dumbness,” irresponsible or
uninformed technology use such as plagiarism or cyberbullying. Digital wisdom “transcends the
generational divide defined by the immigrant/native distinction” (para. 9), and reflects many of the

traits librarians associate with the information literate individual.

As students progress through their academic experience, their understanding of how to construct a
productive academic environment is shaped by need and experience. The idea of digital residents
and visitors is a dichotomy more effective in describing this phenomenon: digital residents “[live] a
percentage of their lives online,” whereas digital visitors “[use] the web as a tool in an organized
manner whenever the need arises” (White, 2008, paras. 2 & 3). The OU scan concludes that student
receptivity to library technology innovation is more than a simple matter of generational affiliation. A
student’s personal learning web is a dynamic expression of their academic needs, social networking
preferences, demographic characteristics, and awareness of the options that are available to them.
Increasingly, information literacy will entail not only skills in discovery and analysis, but also the
ability to achieve a desired level of personal technological customization in academic, work, social,
and creative life. Toward this end, college and university libraries have much to contribute through

education, outreach, research, and development.

The JISC/CIBER report, Information Behaviour of the Research of the Future, asserts that “in a real
sense, we are all the Google generation now: the demographics of internet and media consumption
are eroding... presumed generational difference[s]” (p. 21). In higher education, students use
technology to fashion their learning environments in ways that contradict numerous age-based
assumptions. My research at Ohio University points to a trait that is likely widely generalizable:

while younger students tend to own and use more mobile and social tools, they have not necessarily




reached the stage in their academic development that allows them to see their value in a research
context. In a related sense, they do not exhibit the library predisposition demonstrated by older
students, or the tendency to view our tools and services as inherently beneficial regardless of

personal relevance.

In general, library technology receptivity was strongest among the oldest respondents regardless of
academic standing. Paradoxically, these were also the least technology-engaged of all respondents.
Does this point to a diminishing personal sense of library value among incoming cohorts of college
students, or to a lack of current research needs and/or library awareness? Does this awareness
gradually develop as academic needs become more acute? Are older students simply expressing
their desire to become more conversant with emerging technologies, and consequently
demonstrating a heightened sense of their promise in a research context? Would a greater research
focus on library-as-place in this study have revealed a different library value system among younger
students, one oriented more towards community endeavor and the overall library experience? My
sense is that to some extent, all of the above are true. Despite their tendency to be less receptive to
library technologies per se, open-ended commentary indicates that younger respondents were
overwhelmingly receptive to confronting their own lack of library awareness. The shifting technology
and literacy landscape sharpens our responsibility to encourage this awareness among all users,
and to ensure that it is validated by libraries that enable positive and customizable digital and

physical learning experiences.

Recommendations for Successful Library Technology Development

Our strength as service providers and our experience modifying social technologies positions
academic librarians to facilitate and encourage this learning customization as an aspect of
information and technology literacy. We can, however, only do so with more systematic insight into
the social and organizational cultures that shape local needs. In order to create effective library
technologies it is imperative that librarians better understand the communities we serve in order to
inform an ongoing cycle of innovation. Active experimentation must be involved in this process,
which requires the acceptance of risk, and organizational cultures that enable iterative approaches
to service development. Wider adoption of a prototyping mentality, one that encourages “trying
things out in the digital space, monitoring the reaction and adjusting accordingly” can help academic
libraries meet the complex challenge of emerging technology development (JISC & CIBER, 2008, p.
31).

The modern academic library can develop a range of personalizable, practical tools adaptable to
diverse student learning environments, but will only succeed if it does so based on insight and direct
user feedback. Library 2.0’s prescriptive utopianism has given way to an emphasis on technology as
a means rather than an end. Social, mobile, and dynamic tools can be as capricious as they are
beneficial, and it is not advisable to assume that the range of products commonly described as ‘2.0’
are innately needed, anticipated, supportable, or effective. Many librarians are actively searching for

strategies to identify technologies that are effective based not on their own merits, but on the




realities of immediate user needs. Creating local cultures of assessment is a crucial part of this
strategy, and should become pivotal to the process of fashioning adaptable, culturally attuned
institutions. The OU environmental scan is an example of the cycle of research and response that

can inform local decisions on an ongoing basis.

Lakos and Phipps write that “in the current external environment, libraries are challenged to be
nimble, innovative, responsive, proactive and, most of all, able to demonstrate their value” (2004, p.
346). For a time, it seemed that emerging social and mobile technology technologies provided
solutions to many, if not all, of these challenges. Revelations of the limited generalizability of
Library 2.0 should not diminish the promise of new technologies to address problems and enhance
the library experience. Much of the early criticism of “twopointopianism” hinged on the need for
greater reflectiveness during the technology development process. Instead of mimicking the
successes of peer institutions, academic librarians must sharpen their understanding of the cultures
in which they operate in order to perceive where and when dynamic and social technologies are
needed, wanted, and sustainable. The contextual unpredictability of these tools should simply
motivate better planning grounded in the local version of reality. Innovation should become less
viral, and should instead be more critical, flexible, purpose-driven, and practically integrated into

the overall mission of the academic library.

| argue that that a number of conditions must be met in order to facilitate successful local climates

of library innovation:

1) research-based insight into local library, information, and technology cultures

2) knowledge of the universal characteristics of successful library technologies that can be
applied in any context

3) understanding of local organizational structures/processes and their likely effect on
technology planning and collaboration

4) active pursuit of working cultures that encourage prototyping, piloting, and experimentation

5) systematic planning for the implementation and assessment of emerging technology projects

6) a nuanced approach to library evaluation that takes into account the “long tail” effect of
niche library services on overall usage statistics

7) a commitment to creative user outreach and education to raise the library profile

8) transparent internal and external communication during the assessment, development and

evaluation process

Lakos posits that library assessment cultures are “connected to the notion of systemic
organizational change” (2007, p. 432). These conditions cannot be systematically achieved unless
they are also supported, and library leaders should pay more than lip service to assessment,
experimentation, and changing user expectations. It is critical to recognize the complementary roles
that outreach and evaluation play in library effectiveness, and our collective ability to both

internalize and externalize in a way that recognizes must be supported and encouraged throughout




our organizations. Creating outwardly focused, reflective libraries that are adaptable to external
change is an ongoing and surmountable challenge, and one that must be pursued in full recognition
of the unique needs, characteristics, and library cultures that comprise each institution of higher
learning. The experience of Ohio University clearly shows that in a supportive environment,

homegrown cultures of assessment can be put to creative and multifaceted use.

My research indicates that the more clearly a student perceives the modern academic library, the
more they are inclined to view its services as worthwhile. The same can be said for all users. Library
sites and facilities are typically opaque enough to prevent understanding of our full range of utility,
and assuming even a nominal degree of library awareness is unwise. The JISC/CIBER report urges
libraries to “address the need for greater simplicity” in technology development as well as in the way
we shape our physical buildings and collections, making them more accessible and intuitive based
on local feedback (p. 30). It is equally important to address the need for greater awareness among
both librarians and patrons. Local research offers critical insight into to the changing academic,
human, and institutional cultures that influence library organizations, factors that can help us tailor

our response to different user populations and encourage new library value systems.

The fundamental individuality of user, campus, and library cultures challenges the prescriptive
approach to emerging library technology development advocated in the early days of Library 2.0.
The relationships people form with our institutions vary based not only needs and demographic
characteristics that may or may not be reflected in new technology projects, but also on the physical
and digital conditions, quirks, and accumulated service history of the libraries they encounter — the
personality or gestalt of a given library system. Ultimately, academic libraries are responsible for
shaping our own gestalt, which | believe will increasingly come to form the foundation of the modern

patron/library relationship.

If, as some argue, the intrinsic value of libraries is diminishing within academia and society as a
whole, it then becomes our challenge to make this value more extrinsically evident. In other words,
academic library users must not only come to understand how our institutions are changing, but
should also be able to clearly perceive and define what makes libraries personally valuable on
multiple levels. To facilitate this library predisposition among campuses and user communities, it is
our responsibility to make our organizations more transparent, customizable, and consistent. To
achieve this requires a renewed commitment to reflective assessment, ongoing professional

development, organizational continuity, technological innovation, and aggressive user education.
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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 wused 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 1local
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 1in 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 1language 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.



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 1less 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 wused 1in their

considerable time to complete.

the array of <items presented here would take

The OU study was broken into two phases 1in order to

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

survey, and each question

survey.

should be carefully evaluated for 1its value in a 1local

A) Demographic Information

1. How old are you?

*Alternatively, use a drop-down menu

O 17-19 O 27-30 to allow respondents to select their
O 20-22 O 30 exact age. This may require more work
O 23-26 to analyze than pre-segmented age

2. How did you find out about this survey?

O Library website O Instructor *This type of item can inform how
O Word of mouth O Librarian future surveys are promoted, and if
O Email O (Other ) a non-random sample is collected

O Flyer can help gauge influence or self-

selection bias.

. What best represents your major or concentration?

3

O Business/Economics

O Communications/Media Studies
O Education

O Engineering

O Fine Arts/Design/Architecture
O Humanities

. Which of the following best describes you?

4

O First-Year Undergrad

O Second-Year Undergrad

O Third-Year Undergrad

O Fourth-Year Undergraduate
O Fifth-year Undergraduate

O Health Sciences

O Physical Sciences
O Computer Science
O Social Sciences
@)
@)

*0Options 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.

Undecided
(Other )

*You can be general or specific
with this type of item, depending

O Master’'s Student on the depth of analysis you want

O PhD Student to perform. It’s easier to combine
. detailed response categories than

O Medical Student to extract them after the fact.

O Non-Degree Depending on your research scope

O (Other ) and purpose, you can also add a

separate question to establish
transfer student status.

5. What is your gender?
O Male

O Female

O (I'd prefer not to say.)

*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.




INFORMING INNOVATION

B) Library Use and Evaluation

1. On average, how often do you physically visit the library during the %Tthe netX,t two 1‘btlems pose an

2 interesting problem, as
reg""ar (quarter/semeSter)' student library use often
O Never O Weekly fluctuates over the semester.
O Once ayear O Several times per week Many only use libraries during
O Once per quarter/semester O Daily finals week, or near an

assignment due date. Provide a
wide range of response options
or specify “on average.”

O Monthly O Several times a day

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

O Never O Weekly

O Once ayear O Several times per week
O Once per quarter/semester O Dalily

O Monthly O 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 books online
[] Full-text articles online [] Call a librarian via Skype
A X X . . *This item can speak
[] Talk with a librarian via IM or chat [l EBSCO article search TS T LR ey
] Res_earch apd library help classes [] Library news blog awareness, and you may want
[] Online tutorials [] Online book/DVD renewals to include only options
[] Online article databases [] Get help writing a paper currently available in )f/0$r
[] Research guides for different subject areas ] Movie viewing rooms ?%;:2';'558”:"%35%;;};? atse
[] Talk with a librarian in person [] Online library catalog ANSHEr Cheiees o rerlect
[] Scanners and multimedia software [] DVDs for checkout local terminology, and
[] Cameras for checkout [] Laptops for checkout Eo?siderhplacemen'{ directly
; ; ; . efore the general open-
[] Request items from other libraries [] [Etc., customize locally] ended commentary item to
gauge user reactions.

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

Ask a librarian for help
or advice

Use research guides
and tutorials
Find e-books

Search for articles

Search for books and
journals

0]l O |0|0| 0] O
0]l O |0|0| 0] O
0]l O |0|0| 0] O
0]l O |0|0| 0] O
0]l O |0|0| 0] O
0]l O |0|0| 0] O
0]l O |0|0| 0] O
0]l O |0|0|0O0]|O

Access online reserves
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5. When you are at the library, how often do you engage in the following?

Use library computers (@) (@) @) @) () () () O
Use your laptop O O O O O O @) @)
Do research for an
assignment O O O O O o o o
Search for items in the
catalog @) @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
Use the library website to
find articles O O O o o o o o
Use the Cafe O O O O O O O O
Ask a librarian for help (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) @) @)
Check out DVDs @) @) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) O
Check out books/
journals @) @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
Use a group study room @) @) @) O O O O O
Study alone @) @) @) @) @) (@) (@) (@)
Study with friends o) @) @) ©) ©) O O O
Pull an all-nighter (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) @) @) O
Socialize @) @) @) @) @) O O O
Sleep (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) @) @) @)
@) @) @) @) @) @) @) @)

Listen to music

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

Find books/articles @) @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
Use Blackboard @) @) @) @) @) O O O
Check Facebook or o o o o o o o o
MySpace

Use graphics software

(Photoshop) o o o o o © © ©
Use presentation

software (PowerPoint) © © o o o o o o
Use word processing

software (Word) O O O O O O O O
Use the library website @) @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
Check email O O O O O @) @) @)
Use IM @) @) @) @) @) @) @) @)
Play video games @) @) @) @) @) O O O
Watch online

videos/DVDs © © © © © © o o
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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?

Google
Wikipedia

Library catalog

Article database

Google Scholar

Ask friends/family

Ask my instructor

O/l0|0|0|0|0|0O0|O
O/l0|0|0|0|0|0O0|O
O/l0|0|0|0|0|0O0|O
O/l0|0|0|0|0|0O0|O
O/l0|0|0|0|0|0O0|O
O/l0|0|0|0|0|0O0|O

Ask a librarian

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

Google

Wikipedia

Library catalog

Article database

Google Scholar

Ask friends/family

Ask my instructor

O/ 0|0|0|O0O|O|0O|O
O/ 0|0|0|O0O|O|0O|O
O/ 0|0|0|O0O|O|0O|O
O/ 0|0|0|O0O|O|0O|O
O/ 0|0|0|O0O|O|0O|O
O/ 0|0|0|O0O|O|0O|O

Ask a librarian

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

Google

Wikipedia

Library catalog

Article database

Google Scholar

Ask friends/family

Ask my instructor

0/ 0|0/ 0|O0O|0O0|0O|O
0/ 0|0/ 0|O0O|0O0|0O|O
0/ 0|0/ 0|O0O|0O0|0O|O
0/ 0|0/ 0|O0O|0O0|0O|O
0/ 0|0/ 0|O0O|0O0|0O|O
0O/ 0|0/ 0|O0O|0O0|0O|O

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

. * Again, you could use a drop-down
1. How many hours per week do you spend online? menu here to allow respondents to
O Lessthan5 indicate an exact number. For this
O 6-10 type of item, however, it is easier to

estimate a general range and analyze
O 11-20 responses using broader categories.
O 21-30
O 31-40
O More than 40
2. How much of this time is spent on school-related activities?
0,

O 0% * We found that this was a very
O 1-25% useful in determining relative levels
O 26-50% of library/information need and
O 51-75% research activity among respondents.
O 100%

3. What kind of Internet connection do you have at home?
O Dial-up

O Broadband

O High-Speed wireless

O High-speed wired

O None
O Not sure

4. Which of the following best describes you?

O | usually avoid using new technologies. *This question can be a revealing and

O | generally take a while to use technologies. interesting way to analyze respondents,

O | use new technologies at the same time other people do but it can be challenging to convey what
9 . peop : is meant by “technology.” You might want

O |tend to use new technologies somewhat before others do. to specify “new technology tools and web

O |l usually use new technologies before anyone else. applications,” or list examples.

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

Facebook, MySpace, etc. @) @) @) @) @)
Instant messaging @) @) @) @) @)
Online gaming @) @) @) @) @)
Text messaging @) @) @) @) @)
Mobile phone @) @) @) @) @)
Other (please specify): o o o o o
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6. How frequently do you do the following?

Text message @) @) () () () () O O

Instant message (e} (e} (o) O O O O o
i

Play online games o o o o o o o o

Play games on a

console (PS3, XBOX @) @) @) @) @) o O o

360, Wi, etc.)

Play handheld games

(PSP, Nintendo DS, @) @) @) @) @) @) @) @)

etc.)

D_ownload music or o) o) 0O o) o) o) e} o

videos

Listen to podcasts (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) @) @) O

Watch videos on

YouTube

Use Skype or other web

calling program O O O O O O o o

Use Facebook, o) 0O 0O o) o) o) o o

MySpace, etc.

Post to a blog @) @) @) @) @) @) @) @)

Comment on a blog @) @) @) O O O O O

Read a blog (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) @) @) @)

Edit a Wikipedia article O O O O O O O ®)

Read Wikipedia articles (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@) @) @)

Receive search alerts @) @) @) O O O O @)

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.)

Text message

Instant message

Use a search engine

Send email

Download music

Play games

Listen to podcasts

Watch videos

Read e-books

O|O0|0|0O|0fO0| O O |O|O
O|O0|0|O|0fO0| O O |O|O
O|O0|0|O|0fO0| O O |O|O
O|O0|0|0O|0fO0| O O |O|O
O|O0|0|0O|0fO0| O O |O|O
O|O0|0|0O|0fO0| O O |O|O
O|O0|0|0O|0fO0| O O |O|O
O|O0|0|0O|0fO0| O O |O|O

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?

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.

Nintendo Wii o O o ~
Nintendo DS o o o ©
Gameboy @) O O o
XBOX o) o o ©
XBOX 360 (@) (@) (@) O
Sony PS1 @) @) @) @)
Sony PS2 O O @) @)
Sony PS3 @) @) @) @)
PSP (@) ®) ®) ®)
SCENEE, o o o o

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

Facebook @) @) @) O O O
MySpace @) @) @) @) @) @)
Friendster @) @) @) O O O
Bebo @) @) @) @) O O
LinkedIn @) @) @) O O O
Second Life O O O O O O
Delicious @) @) @) O O O
Skype @) @) @) @) O O
Twitter @) @) @) O O O
Zotero O O O O O O
Other: @) @) @) @) O O




-

Search
Gmail

Book search
Documents
Reader

Labs

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

Video

Image search
Talk

Other:

O

1. Which of the following Google tools do you currently use? Check all that apply.

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

O Other:

14. Do you customize your web browser with add-ons,

extensions, and/or toolbars?
O Yes

O No

O Not sure

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

O No

O (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]?

Ask a librarian chat

Article search box

tutorials

©) ©) ©) ©) ©) ©)
(@) (@) (@) (@) (@) @)
Library/ research o o) 'e) O @) ®)
(@) (@) (@) (@) (@) (@)

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?




Appendix B: Sample Library/Technology
Profile for 1st-Year Outreach Librarian

After a data set of survey responses 1is 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
Qutreach 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 1in 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 1in
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  Never Count 24 117 141
library visits
% 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%




Frequency of library website visits * first years Crosstabulation

first years
first-year
students everyone else Total
Frequency of = Never Count 299 320 619
library on within fi
website visits % within first years 33.1% 1.7% 17.0%
Monthly Count 257 703 960
% within first years 28.5% 25.6% 26.3%
Weekly Count 228 762 990
% within first years 25.3% 27.7% 27.1%
Several times a week Count 100 701 801
% within first years 11.1% 25.5% 22.0%
Daily Count 18 260 278
% within first years 2.0% 9.5% 7.6%
Total Count 902 2746 3648
% within first years 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Library Website Use *first years Crosstabulation
first years
first-year
students everyone else Total
library Search for books and Count 339 972 1311
website journals % within rfirst 37.6% 35.4%
use . .
Search for articles in a Count 646 1959 2605
database % within rfirst
71.6% 71.4%
Search for DVDs and Count 574 1668 2242
music % within rfirst 63.6% 60.8%
Use InfoTree to find Count 365 1154 1519
articles and websites % within rfirst 40.5% 42.0%
Use research guides and Count 134 425 559
tutorials % within rfirst 14.9% 15.5%
Ask a librarian for help or Count 139 401 540
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
Self-assessment of least skilled 4.1% 1.8% 2.4%
locating books and 5 mewhat skilled 9 9 9
articles 12.6% 5.4% 7.2%
moderately skilled 36.1% 25.0% 27.7%
very skilled 37.0% 42.6% 41.2%
most skilled 10.1% 25.2% 21.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Self-assessment of Blackboard skills * first years Crosstabulation

first years
first-year
students everyone else Total
Self-assessment of least skilled 7% 1.0% 9%
Blackboard skills .
somewhat skilled 1.6% 2.3% 2.1%
moderately skilled 10.9% 7.4% 8.3%
very skilled 38.9% 33.2% 34.6%
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
Self-assessment of least skilled 37.8% 40.7% 40.0%
web design skills .
somewhat skilled 28.7% 27.0% 27.4%
moderately skilled 19.7% 17.8% 18.3%
very skilled 10.3% 9.1% 9.4%
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
Self-sssesspent of least skilled 17.2% 17.8% 17.7%
raphics software .
gkillz somewhat skilled 25.9% 24.5% 24.9%
moderately skilled 20.4% 20.6% 20.6%
very skilled 19.6% 18.1% 18.4%
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
Self-asse:ssment of least skilled 2.0% 1.9% 1.9%
presentation software somewhat skilled o o o
skills 7.2% 5.9% 6.2%
moderately skilled 26.3% 21.4% 22.6%
very skilled 40.0% 39.7% 39.7%
most skilled 24.5% 31.2% 29.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Self-assessment of word processing skills * first years Crosstabulation

first years
first-year
students everyone else Total
Self-assessment of least skilled 4% 4% 4%
word processing skills .
somewhat skilled 1.2% 1.0% 1.0%
moderately skilled 9.2% 6.0% 6.8%
very skilled 36.3% 32.2% 33.2%
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
Self-assessment of least skilled 3.8% 1.8% 2.3%
library skills .
somewhat skilled 17.3% 9.3% 11.3%
moderately skilled 39.0% 32.5% 34.1%
very skilled 32.4% 40.3% 38.3%
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
Self-assessment of least skilled 33.3% 34.3% 34.0%
computer somewhat skilled g 9 g
troubleshooting 27.7% 22.8% 24.0%
abilities moderately skilled 22.0% 21.7% 21.7%
very skilled 12.5% 14.2% 13.8%
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
Use library never 6.7% 6.0% 6.2%
computers
monthly 27.7% 22.5% 23.6%
weekly 27.7% 25.1% 25.7%
several times a week 24.8% 27.8% 27.1%
daily 13.1% 18.5% 17.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Do research for an assignment * first years Crosstabulation

first years
first-year
students everyone else Total
Do research for an never 10.6% 7.6% 8.2%
assignment
monthly 48.4% 39.7% 41.6%
weekly 26.4% 28.1% 27.7%
several times a week 10.6% 18.0% 16.5%
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
Search for never 14.7% 9.3% 10.4%
items in monthl o o o
ALICE y 44.9% 38.2% 39.6%
weekly 25.8% 28.2% 27.7%
several times a week 10.6% 18.0% 16.4%
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
Use InfoTree to never 26.8% 20.3% 21.7%
find articles and monthl 0 0 0
websites Yy 42.9% 37.6% 38.7%
weekly 19.1% 23.7% 22.7%
several times a week 9.4% 13.5% 12.6%
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
Buy something at  never 48.1% 42.4% 43.6%
Cafe Bibliotech
monthly 28.2% 32.0% 31.2%
weekly 15.0% 15.1% 15.1%
several times a week 6.7% 8.2% 7.9%
daily 2.1% 2.2% 2.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Ask a librarian for help or advice * first years Crosstabulation

first years
first-year
students everyone else Total
Ask a librarian for  never 27.5% 27.6% 27.6%
help or advice
monthly 44.1% 51.4% 49.8%
weekly 20.3% 15.5% 16.5%
several times a week 6.7% 4.2% 4.7%
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
Check out never 33.8% 37.6% 36.8%
DVDs or thi
music monthly 40.6% 36.6% 37.5%
weekly 17.9% 16.5% 16.8%
several times a week 6.2% 7.4% 7.1%
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
Chteck never 26.9% 21.4% 22.6%
ou
books monthly 55.6% 48.1% 49.7%
weekly 12.6% 19.7% 18.2%
several times a week 3.8% 8.2% 7.3%
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
Usea never 39.1% 38.2% 38.4%
group monthly 9 9 9
study 45.3% 41.3% 42.2%
room weekly 8.9% 11.6% 11.0%
several times a week 5.6% 7.3% 6.9%
daily 1.2% 1.7% 1.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Part 2

- Survey 2 Analysis

Academic Status

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1st-year undergraduate 347 21.0 21.0 21.0
2nd-year undergraduate 352 21.3 21.3 423
3rd-year undergraduate 203 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
Total 1651 100.0 100.0
Use library computers * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation
first-years vs. fourth-years
first-year fourth-year
students students Total
Use library never 6.7% 4.2% 57%
computers  monthly 27.7% 23.4% 25.9%
weekly 27.7% 24.7% 26.5%
several times a week 24.8% 28.0% 26.1%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
Do research for an never 10.6% 6.4% 8.8%
assignment monthly 48.4% 43.6% 46.4%
weekly 26.4% 25.0% 25.8%
several times a week 10.6% 20.3% 14.6%
daily 41% 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 fourth-year
students students Total
Search for never 14.7% 9.3% 12.5%
items in monthl o o o
ALICE y 44.9% 46.8% 45.7%
weekly 25.8% 24.9% 25.4%
several times a week 10.6% 16.0% 12.8%
daily 41% 3.0% 3.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



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

first-years vs. fourth-years
first-year fourth-year
students students Total
Use InfoTree to never 26.8% 16.1% 22.4%
find articles and monthl o o o
websites y 42.9% 44.5% 43.6%
weekly 19.1% 20.8% 19.8%
several times a week 9.4% 14.8% 11.6%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
Buy something at never 48.1% 36.9% 43.5%
Cafe Bibliotech
monthly 28.2% 38.1% 32.2%
weekly 15.0% 14.4% 14.7%
several times a week 6.7% 9.3% 7.8%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
Ask a librarian for  never 27.5% 31.1% 20.0%
help or advice
P monthly 44.1% 52.1% 47.3%
weekly 20.3% 13.0% 17.3%
several times a week 6.7% 3.4% 5.3%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
Check out ' never 33.8% 43.3% 37.8%
DVDs or
music monthly 40.6% 37.5% 39.3%
weekly 17.9% 14.2% 16.4%
several times a week 6.2% 4.6% 5.5%
daily 1.5% 4% 1.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Check out books * first-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation

first-years vs. fourth-years
first-year fourth-year
students students Total
Chteck never 26.9% 24.8% 26.0%
ou
books monthly 55.6% 50.4% 53.4%
weekly 12.6% 18.5% 15.0%
several times a week 3.8% 5.5% 4.5%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
Usea never 39.1% 30.8% 35.7%
rou
gtud;,) monthly 45.3% 48.5% 46.6%
room weekly 8.9% 10.1% 9.4%
several times a week 5.6% 8.9% 7.0%
daily 1.2% 1.7% 1.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Start research with Wikipedia * first-y

ears vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation

first-years vs. fourth-years

first-year fourth-year
students students Total
sWikipedia 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%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
sGoogle 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%
extremely likely 47 1% 48.8% 47.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




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

first-years vs. fourth-years
first-year fourth-year
students students Total
SALICE 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%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
sAcademic not likely 25.0% 15.5% 21.1%
Search somewhat likel o, o, o,
Complete y 18.2% 16.4% 17.5%
likely 23.4% 25.6% 24.3%
very likely 21.1% 26.5% 23.3%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
sLibrary not likely 15.6% 8.1% 12.5%
website  gomewhat likely 18.9% 26.7% 22.1%
likely 27.2% 29.2% 28.1%
very likely 28.1% 17.8% 23.9%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
sOU not likely 30.7% 39.5% 34.4%
Website  somewhat likely 23.5% 30.0% 26.3%
likely 22.3% 18.5% 20.7%
very likely 17.9% 6.9% 13.2%
extremely likely 5.6% 5.2% 5.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




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

first-years vs. fourth-years

first-year fourth-year
students students Total
sGoogle not likely 32.2% 32.2% 32.2%
Scholar .
somewhat likely 19.1% 24.9% 21.5%
likely 22.6% 20.5% 21.7%
very likely 15.5% 10.7% 13.5%
extremely likely 10.6% 11.7% 11.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Start research with EBSCO * first-

ears vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation

first-years vs. fourth-years

first-year fourth-year
students students Total
sEBSCO 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%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
sArticle not likely 24.0% 20.4% 22.5%
database or - somewhat likely 21.4% 22.6% 21.9%
likely 28.9% 25.2% 27.3%
very likely 15.6% 20.8% 17.8%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
eWikipedia 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%
very easy 54.6% 59.9% 56.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




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

first-years vs. fourth-years
first-year fourth-year
students students Total
eGoogle 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%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
eALICE 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%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
eAcademic very difficult 4.6% 3.2% 4.0%
Search difficult o o o
Complete 13.8% 13.2% 13.6%
average 38.7% 38.1% 38.4%
easy 25.3% 31.2% 27.8%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
eLibrary very difficult 4.5% 2.7% 3.7%
website e
difficult 10.8% 13.1% 11.8%
average 34.1% 37.6% 35.5%
easy 29.6% 33.9% 31.4%
very easy 21.0% 12.7% 17.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




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

first-years vs. fourth-years
first-year fourth-year
students students Total
eOU very difficult 13.9% 20.5% 16.5%
Website -
difficult 16.5% 16.1% 16.3%
average 30.4% 30.2% 30.3%
easy 21.8% 21.5% 21.7%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
eGoogle very difficult 4.6% 2.2% 3.7%
Scholar e
difficult 13.8% 8.9% 11.9%
average 29.0% 31.9% 30.1%
easy 32.3% 34.1% 33.0%
very easy 20.3% 23.0% 21.3%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Ease of research EBSCO * fir

st-years vs. fourth-years Crosstabulation

first-years vs. fourth-years

first-year fourth-year
students students Total
eEBSCO 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%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
elnfoTree 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%
very easy 16.5% 17.3% 16.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




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

first-years vs. fourth-years
first-year fourth-year
students students Total
eArticle very difficult 3.9% 3.7% 3.8%
database or  ifficult 20.2% 11.8% 16.7%
index
average 33.5% 41.2% 36.7%
easy 26.1% 32.1% 28.6%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
qWikipedia 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%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
qGoogle 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%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
GALICE  poor 3.2% 9% 2.2%
fair 1.6% 3.9% 26%
average 23.0% 16.6% 20.3%
good 42.2% 51.1% 45.9%
excellent 30.0% 27.5% 29.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




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

first-years vs. fourth-years
first-year fourth-year
students students Total
gAcademic poor 4.6% 1.1% 3.2%
Search .
Complete fair 2.7% 2.7% 2.7%
average 21.2% 15.8% 19.0%
good 39.4% 45.4% 41.9%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
gLibrary poor 3.0% [err] 1.7%
website .
fair 3.9% 6.4% 5.0%
average 26.6% 34.4% 29.9%
good 41.1% 42.2% 41.6%
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 fourth-year
students students Total
qou poor 8.2% 12.5% 10.0%
Website .
fair 10.6% 20.5% 14.6%
average 30.1% 33.0% 31.3%
good 33.2% 26.0% 30.3%
excellent 17.8% 8.0% 13.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Appendix C: Correlation Scales and
Measures

Academic Status 1: undergraduate, 2: graduate

Age 1:17-19, 2: 20-22, 3: 23-26, 4: 27-30, 5: >31

Digital Status 1: digital native, 2: digital immigrant

Library Visits 1: never, 2: monthly, 3: weekly, 4: several times a week, 5: daily

Library Web Visits 1:never, 2: monthly, 3: weekly, 4: several times a week, 5: daily

Time Online (hours per week) - 1:<5,2:6-10, 3: 11-20, 4: 21-40, 5: 31-40, 6: >40

Academic Time Online 1: none, 2: less than 25%, 3: about half, 4: more 75%, 5: most

Technology Skill average of word processing, presentation, computer troubleshooting, media
software, web editing, and blackboard skills on a 1-5 scale into 1: least skilled, 2: somewhat
skilled, 3: moderately skilled, 4: very skilled, 5: most skilled

Library/Research Skill average of finding books and articles and using library resources for
research on a 1-5 scale, 1: least skilled, 2: somewhat skilled, 3: moderately skilled, 4: very
skilled, 5: most skilled

Technology Adoption recoded 5-part tech adoption scale, 1: late, 2: mainstream, 3: early

Social Software Use 1-8 scale of specific social technologies used

Technology Ownership 1-10 scale of specific information and communication tools owned

Library Technology Receptivity mean of receptivity to Facebook applications, MySpace

applications, library toolbars, web calling, text messaging, and mobile browsing services into

1: not receptive, 2: somewhat receptive, 3: very receptive
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