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A survey of air-line bibliographic search service centers
in Canada, funded by the Canada Institute forScierrtificarﬁTech—
nical Information (CISTI), was conducted in conjunction with an
an~going experimental study entitled: "Towards an optimal level
of participation of the human search intermediary in user—system
interface of on-line bibliographic‘search servioes".

Seventeen hundred (1700) bilingual quesuqnmueswere
naneddurmgaperiodrm'nmgfrmmm-mmhtoﬂemofmu

INFCMART (the Canadien agent of SDC), BRS, CAN/OLE, (L. SYSTEMS,
MEDLINE, NEW YORK TIMES, and INFORMATECH FRANCE QUEBEC. Only
Lockeed refused to participate in the survey.

The questionnaire was divided in two sections: 1) data .

on the search service center itself (questions 1 to 15) and 2) data
on search intermediaries (questions 16 to 25).

Three hundred and eighty (380) questiomnaires were retur-
ned and analysed using the camputer program SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Sccial Sciences). This represents a respoanse rate
of about 49.7% since most respondents received more than ane gques-
tiomaire (Canadian search service centers use an average of 3.1 v

systems) .
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This paper presents the results of the survey, and
interprets same of its majar findings:

Most. online Canadian search service centers are
located in govermmental (28.4%) and academic (24,5%)
organizationg.

To a very large extent (79.5%), online search ser-
vice centers are more specifically located in libra-
ries or information centers.

Canadian online search service centers have an ave-
rage experience record of 2.5 years.

Each Canadian online search service center conducts
an awrage 430 online searches per year,

ORBIT (24.5%), CAN/OLE (17.7%), DINIOG (17.4%) and
QL SYSTEMS (14.0%) ocoupy nost of the Canadian online
search service market.

The 5 most frequently used data bases in Canada are,
by decreasing order of importance: cumm,am

(and backeiles) , PSYCHOLOGICAL, ABSTRACTS AND MEDLINE
_ (and backfiles) (ex-aequo), INSPEC and MANAGEMENT.

Most: Canadian online search service centers (45.5%)
operate on a free basis for their customers.

The most popular mode for preparing online searches
is the cobined mode (the end-user and the search

intermediary prepare the search together} while the
most popular mode for conducting online searches is
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the delegated mode (the search intexmediary conducts
the search alone on behalf of the end-user).

Canadian online search service centexs have an
average 2.4 search intermediaries available; the
number of search intermediaries provided for on-line
searching ranges fram 0 in 39 crganizations to a
saximm 20 in 1 organization.

60.3% of search intermediaries are search specialists,
i.e. people who devote most of their time to referen-
ce of information activities, including online
searching,

Areas of participation of search intemediaries are,
by decreasing order of involvement and autonomy:

1° search activities: 84.2%
2° pre~search activities: 68.0%
P° post-search activities: 45.6%

Only about 55.4% of search intermediaries are involved
in search-related tutorial activities.
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INTRODUCTION

The chjectives of this survey of on-line seaxch service
centers in Canada were twofold: first, to provide data, until now
rmexistingoratieastmtreaﬂilyavailable,mm-lmesearch
service centers in Canada, and more specifically, cu the identity,
background, activities and various degrees of involvement of the
human search intermediary in the user-system interface; and seocord,
to provide an accurate, reliable overall picture of online searching
in Canada, so as tO serve as a proper background for my ongoing
doctoral research which is: an experiment to devise an optimal

level of participation by the human search intemmediary in the user-
system interface of bibli C on-line systems.

The survey, which consisted essentially in a mail ques-
tiomnaire, can be roughly divided in two parts: questions 1 to 15
relate to the search service center characteristics and questions
16 to 25 tackle same of the search intermediarys' characteristics.

This survey is much less ambitious than the survey Wanger
conducted, back in 1974-75 on the impact of on-line retrieval
services(l) .

However it applies exclusively to the Canadian scene,
which was only marginally covered in Wanger's survey (24 Canadian
respondents on a total of 1273),




DEFINITIONS

Befare getting into the actual results of the survey,
tlmeecomeptshavetobeptcpu'lydefﬁied: 4" search service
center, a search intermediary and the user-system int_erfaoe.

A search service. center is any organizaticn or autono~-
mousg unit within an organization providing bibliographic on~line
search services; operaticnally, for the purpose of the present
survey, it was defined as any customer of commercial online vendors
having a distinct password and collecting its own search statistics.
For instance, if a University Library having a contract with cne
or more online vendors, had three different passwords or subaccounts
mmmm@u,mwmm,mwmch
collecting its own search statistics, then it would be considered
as three different search service centers. If, on the other hamd,
these three units had a unigque overall policy and if search statis~
ticawerecmpiledbythé[ibraryasawtnle,thenwewuldcxﬂy
have gne search service center in that organization.

A search intermediary is defined as any person -~ librarian,

staff, operator, technician or specialist - whose job congists,
regularly or occasionally, in conducting on-line searches for or
with end-users.

14




* Finally, the usér-system interface is defined as the

physical, intellectual and behavioral context of an on-line search
including all pre-search, search and post-search activities.

DATA COLIBCTION

Y

Seventeen hundred (1700) mail questiomnaires were
sent, in March and April of 1979, to most online search sexrvice
centers in Canada. The first problem encomtered was precisely
the identification of these search service centers. Because no
exhaustive list or record of Canadian anline search service centers
was available, cooperation fram online vendors was essential. Most
major online vendors providing search services in or to Canada
were contacted and were asked either to provide a list of their
custamers or to send a copy of the questiamaire themselves.

Altogether, 6 vendors were approacﬁed: the Canada
Institute for Scientific and Technical Irformation (CISIT), for its
CAN/QLE and MEDLINE customers, QL SYS'MB LIMITED, INFOMART, SOC's
agent in Canada , DIALOG, Bibliographic Retrieval Service Inc.
(BRS), and 1'INFORMATECH FRANCE-QUEBEC, in Montreal, for users of
its SABINE system. All but Lockheed accepted.to participate in
the survey. 2and all but one chose to send the questiommaire them-
selves.




- RESPONSE "RATE
Altogether, 380 campleted questicmmaires were returmed.

= Most of these respondents can be campared to Warger's
managers, that is, individuals, in the crganization, who can
respond to questions concerning administration and management of
its online search service.

Calculating the response rate was a little tricky.
Obviously, there is a certain amount of duplication since search
service centers swrveyed oould be using any or all of the afore-
mentioned systems. Furthermore, explicit mention was made, in the
cover letter included with each questicmnaire (see Apperdix 1) to
mturnonlymcmﬁletedquestianaireWsear&serviceomter.

S One way of assessing this duplication was by analyzing
the results of question 8 (see table 1) vhich'read: To which of
ﬁefouwpqmlﬁeseamhsysmamymlhmed? ard which
gave respondents the possibility of checking any or all of the
following systems: CAN/CLE, QL SYSTEMS, ORBIT, DIALOG, MEDLINE,
CANSIM, SABINE, NEW YORK TIMES, BRS and OTHER.

Taking into account that no questiomnaire was sent to
DIALOG nor to CENSIM custarers as such (mimus 206 and minus 48
regpectively) , nor to custaners of any of the systems included

16




N

“in the "other" category (minus 78), we are left with a sum total
of 845 which is the estimated duplication figure. These 845

subscriptions correspond to 380 search service centers. Thus
there are 380/845 » .45 centers/subscriptions. Hence 1700
subscriptions (the mmber of questionnaires mailed) correspond
to .45 (1700} = 765 users. So the response rate is 380/765 =
49,78,

First fifteen (15) questions addressed search service
. centers and were aiming to outline same of their "socio-geo~
demographic" characteristics and their operations.

LINGUISTIC DISTRIBUTION

Because of linguistic characteristics specific to Canada,
the questionnaire was bilingual (English-French). A total of 326
or 85.8% of the respondents campleted the English version and 54
or 14.28 £illed the French version, vhich is fairly representative
{see table 2) of the actual linguistic distribution in Canada, )
assuming most bilingual respandents campleted the English versiom,
although French online centers may be*Very slightly under-represented.




GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBITON (question 2)

Table 3 cawpares the geographic distribution of on-line
search sexrvice conters with the overall geographic distribution of
the Canadian population. As we can see, except for a very small
underproportion of search service centers in Quebec and a tiny
overproportion of search service centers in Ontario, the two dis-

tributions match almost perfectly, which shows that, on the whole
and all other factors heing equal, most of the Canadian population
have the same access facilities to online search service centers.
Ofcwrse,otherfactorsneverarereallyequal,mﬂin‘orderfor ¢
the study to be camplete, we should have also considered searchers'’
geographic distribution, pricing policies, user eligibility, and
s0 on. Nevertheless, the "search sexrvice centers: total popula-
tion" ratio shows that, overall, the development of online search
services in Canada, even though not tailored after the geographi-
cal distribution of the population, seems very harmonious and

Table 4 shows the geographical distribution of search
service centers by type of organization. As we can see, Ontario
has majorities of centexrs for each type of organizatiomn, except
for centers in universities (where Quebec has a majority) and in
educational institutions (where British-Columbia has a majority).




POTENTIAL POPULATION (question 6)

Question 6 asked for size estimation of the potential
end-user population of each search service center, that is, the
mmber of internal users or users who have the right to use its
online service . As we can see in table 5 this total potential
end-user pop:larimisestinated‘at 1.4 million or about 6% of
the total Canadian population.

Dividing the total mumber of on-line searches conducted
in 1978-79 (161,280) by this potential- end-user populatiaon
(1,355,350), we can also see that a maximm of only 11.9% potential
Canadian users actually used on-line systems. In other words,
only about .007 of the total Canadian population has, in 1978~79,
made use of an cnline search service. aﬂi:xmesearchirugtlmsraraﬁm,
if mot a very elitic, at least a very specialized service.

PARENT-ORGANIZATIONS {question 1)

The first question described various types of parent
organizations providing an cn~line search service. Table 6 shows
that 28.4% of all search service centers are found in govermmental
organizations and 24.5% in academic institutions. Industrial amd
camercial organizations accommt for 25.5%, while public libraries
remain rather marginal as cnline service providers, with only 1.8%.




Educational institutions included elementary, secondary and colle~
gial centers, specialized teaching centers, administrative educati-
onal centers and library schools, Together, they house 6,8% of all
on-line search service centers, The "other" caﬁagm:y indicated
organizations such as: conguiting fimms, ut:.hty oconpanies, hos-
pitals and research establishments.

These figures are quite similar to those reported by
Wanger with maybe slightly more goverrmental crganizations in
Canada and slightly more industrial/camercial crganizations in
the United States.

On the other hand, there is a significant difference
0@ = 16,7, significant at the 0,01 level) in the frequency
distribution of parmt—orgamzatlmsbemeenmmmgliﬂl centers
as shomn in table 7, more specifically for public libraries
and academic, industrial and commercial sectors.

There, the “other" category refers to: consulting
fims (13), wtility companies (5), hospitals (5), research esta-
blishments (8), paragovernmental units (5), special libraries (4),
legal offices (2), information brokers (2), a petroleun company,
a national library, a publisher and an advertising agency.

20




SERVICE ‘UNIT {questicn 3)

Next question, (see table 8) unsurprisingly and in perfect
accordance with Waiger's findings (79.8%) shows that on~line search
services are still, to an overwhelming extent (79.5%), be.i.rlg.wo—
vided in libraries and information centers. A1l other types of
service units thus remain rather marginal: caomputer center (3.9),
laboratoxy (4.2), autonamous unit (4.5). The "other" category,
here (7.6%), refers to wmits such as “engineering groups” (4),
"research departments" (6), “teaching units" (4), "public services"
(2) , "outside consultants" (2), one "microprocessor development
wmit", one "cataloquing department”, one "claims Wt”, e
"technical and scientific support division", one "emergency office”,
and one "plaming department”. Five (5) parent-organizations
report no special unit for their on-line search service.

EXPHERIENCE LEVEL (question 4)

Next two questions respectively tackle the distritutions
of search service centers' experience levels and volume of searches
conducted. ‘Iheyslmtthanadian'seardaservioecmtershavem

overall average 2.5 years experience, universities emerging as
veterans with slightly over 3 years and public libraries being the
rookies with only 1.28 years. Thexe seems to be a significant
difference (see table 9) with Wang_a:'s fhﬂingg on exper’ ace levels,
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Of course, Wanger's survey was conducted almost 5 years ago.
Nevertheless, keeping that inmind, we can deduct that american
search service centers would be about 2 to 3 years more experi-
enced, overall, than their Canadian comnterpart.

NIMEER OF SEARCHES "CONDUCTED (question 5)

As for the volume or mmber of searches conducted, we
cmmaeeintablelOﬂntaltogeﬂver,Camdianseamhmice;mr
ters conducted 161,280 on-line searches in 1978-79. Figqure 1
shows the frequency distribution of online searches conducted
(see questionnaire, appendix 1, guestion 5) edch month in all
search service centers. All categories of parent-organizations
have the same distribution shape. This represents an average
430 ammual searches per search service center. As expected,
universities come in way ahead with an average 666.1 annual
searches and conmercial organizations seem to be most sober
with an average 212 searches a year.
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Figure 1: Frequency distribution of anline searches conducted (per monith)
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xtisalaointe;estingtocrommacperiermlwel
with volume of searches. As we can see in figure 2, there is a si-
gnificantdifféraweinvolmeofs&xdwébeﬁemsear&mice
::enters with various experience levels. For instance, centers
QithanytlﬁngfmnOtoByearsexperiemefollwﬂxesapede—

@ creasing monotonous distribution when it comes to volume of
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searches; in other words, the frequency of search service centers
decreases when the number of searches conducted increases, However,
this distributicn gradually changes in search service centers with
more than three years experience to a monotonous increasing distribu-
tion for centers with more than five years experience. In this case,
there are increasingly more centers conducting more and more search-
es. This can be explainad by the fact that the more experienced
omtarsammiversitiesvﬂﬁcharealsoﬂlehighestcmmsof
online searches,

FIGURE 2: EXPERIENCE LEVELS BY MMBER OF ONLINE SEARCHES CONDUCTED
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. CATEQORIES OF ELIGIEIE USERS (question 7)
mmq\nstidareferredtocategorieaofe;igible
end-users and shows that, to a large extent (62.2%), on~-line

" searching is still very mich "restricted® as a service of the
~ﬂparent organization. In other words, access is being limited to
people who are part cn: client of "parent-organizations®. Here,
the "other" category contained mainly “authorized or specified
persons® (23) and “organization's clients" (6), both labels
relating mainly to "internal end-ugers".

CANADIAN ON-LINE SEARCH SERVICE MARKET

We already had a glance (see table 1) at one of the
next questions listing various online systems and data bases
used, and describing the Canadian online search service market.

Table 12 shows that, as of Spring 1979, this "market"
camprised some 1185 “customers® or 380 search service centers
to 49 different online systems (see tables 14 and 15) off.ring
access to 182 different data bases {see table 18).

Obviously, however, this "market® is only as defined
by survey respondents (49.7% response rate). The real Canadian
online market probably shows larger figures than those reported
here.
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'ON-LINE 'SYSTEMS {question B)

Fifteen (15) online systems ocoupy most of the search
service markat as we c¢an see both in figure 3 and table 13. As
previously mentioned, however, only CPN/QLE'S, QL'S, ORBIT'S,
MEDLINE'S, SABINE'S, NEW YORK TIMES'and BRS'S custamzes received
a copy of the questiomnaire. Hence, frequency figures for
DIALOG, CANSIM, INFOGLOBE, BADADAQ, RESORS, DOW JONES, SPIRES
and BATTELLIE systems are reported by custamers of other anline
systems. Not included, here, then, are organizations which
would only use one or more non-participating systems, This is
also confirmed in table 14 listing use frequencies of all online
systaus and conbinations of online systems. Most of the other
systenslistadare_forintennlusemly. As we can see fram
figures presented in table 12, four (4) systems: ORBIT, CAN/CQLE,
DIAIOG and QfL occupy almost 75% (73.6%) of the Canadian online
market, ORBIT showing the largest mmber of subscribers (24.5%).
Here, "use" must be understood in the sense where a search service.
center is linked or subscribing to an on-line system, It does
not refer to the volume of use or number of searches canducted on
each system.
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FIGURE 3: OVERVIEW OF THE CANADIAN ONLINE SEARCH SERVICE
MARKET : ONLINE SYSTEM.




Furthermare, the swrvey indicates that, on average, each Canadian

search gexvice center has access to 3.1 online systems (with

a.mode of 2 gystems) . This is significantly more than the avera-
ge 1.96 found by Wanger (with a mode of 1) but then again, when
Wanger conducted her survey in 197475, many cnline systems were
only begiming their operation and the whole online business was
fairly new. The survey also shows that public libraries (4.7) and
wmiversities (4.1) are heaviest consumers, each averaging more

than 4 systems.

ONLINE SYSTEM USAGE (question 9)

As I already mentioned in the introduction, certain
data were also needed for an experimental research on the ideal
online search mode. These included inter.relative or comparative
usefrequmcyofﬂtefmmmlinesystmsuse-dintmexperimt;

 that is, CAN/OLE, QL, ORBIT and DIALOG. Hence the survey included

a question where respondents were asked to rank these rour systems
according to their respective use frequency. Ranks were then
converted into scores by assigning scores inversely proportional
to ranks, that is, score 4 was assigned to rank 1, score 3 to
rank 2, score 2 to rank 3 and 1 to rank 4. As we can see in
table 16,0RBIT ranks first with a total score of 921 or 35.9% of
all scores; DIALOG ranks second (27.1%), CAN/OLE third (22.9%), and
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QL fourth (14.1%). These findings which, of course,are only

. relative, will serve, in the experiment, to-assess validity of -
the frequency distribution of system use, the choice of the
system having béen left to end-users and search internediaries.

DATA RASE USAGE (question 10)

The next question asked for each center’s five most
heavily used data bases, in decreasing ranked order of use.
Altogeﬂwr,léldiffermtdatabasegmmmtiaﬂ(aeetable
18) , which represented at the time, about 2/3 of all available
data bases (182). Again, ranks were converted into scores (fiom
5 to 1) in the same marmer as for online systems. Table 17 presents
a list of the ten most used data bases, along with the total number
of checks each data base received and its combined score and
overall rank. Of course, these are only pelative ranks because
the actual usage volume of a data kase ranked second by one orga-
nization may be quite different fram another cne ranked secord in
another crganization. Indeed, question 10 also asked for the
actual nuber of searches conducted on each data base listed but
unfortmately, in most cases, these figures were not given by res-
pondents. ’

However, minterestlmobservatimcanbedrm
fram this table. Fen:instmce out of these 10 most used data




bases, 9 are “subject" or "discipline" oriented and only ane (NTIS)
specializes in form ar type of docyents covered. We have six (6)
"science" and three (3) "social science" oriented data bases and
one (nprs) " is "multidisciplinary®.

Altogether, these 10 data bases account for 54.6% of
all checks and for almst 60% (59.9%) of all combined scores
assigrﬂi-to all 12) data bases.

Table 18 presents the camplete list of all data bases
mentioned along with their rank, score, and frequency distribution,
overall and by region.

Next four questions aimed at describing a few search
servioecmtersopa:athgproc_ednressudaastkemstpopﬂar
mode for campiling hibliographies and answering quick reference
questions, search request formats accepted, cost recovery policy
andsta:':dardi-zedfmcrprooeduresforseardlmmts, search
evaluation and search statistics.

BIBLJOGRAPHIC SFARCH METHODS (question 11)

Question 11 asked respondemts to indicate which of the
following methods, mamual, batch or online, was most used for 1)
ocompiling bibliographies amd 2) answering quick reference ques-
tions (infommations, inquiries, factual searches). Here again,




respondents were asked to rank each method (fram 1 to 3) and

Findings indicate, (see table 19) first, that mamal
searching, although still being used 40.3% of the time, has now
yielded the way to online searching in a proportion of 53.4%, as
.the most. popular method for compiling bibliographies, This pro-
portion, however, is reversed when it comes to answering ‘quick
reference questions, where manual methods still prevail 60.4%
of the time, Nevertheless, online searching, with almost 40%
of the scores is quite surprisingly highlyacceptedforﬂais
type of information work. It is very likely, with the creation
ofaxﬂgreateraccessibilityhofacmlarﬂmmimldatabases,ﬂat
the online method will replace mamual searching, in a foraseable

future, even for answering quick reference questions. In both cases,
batch or off-line searching remains very marginal with only 6.3%

of use for conpiling hibliographies and an absolute non-use for
answering quick reference questions. These distributions however

slightly vary (see table 20) in cammercial organizatioms and
public libraries, where manual searching still prevails for can-
piling bibliographies.




SEARCH REQUESY FORMATS (question 12}

Next, respondents were asked. to check any or all of -the
following search request fommats accepted: by mail or telex,
by thone, in person by the end-user himself or herself, in person
by an end~user's representative, or they could specify any other
format accepted. As we can see in table 21, the most frequently
checked formats were "in person, by the end-user himself or ‘
herself® with 35.1% of the checks, "by phome", with 26.8% and
‘"in person, by end-user’s :eprese.ngative“ with 22,3¢, A further
analysis was made of the various combinations of formats used by
search service centers (see table 22), Ithﬁicates‘tgat all
five (5) most popular formats (74.68 altogether) include the
requiremtﬂutﬂnmqt&stbesuhnittedwunaﬂ-userhinpelf
or herself.

Interestingly enough, three (3) organizations memtioned
"E.S.P." as a search request format, and that is when the libra-
rian "guesses or decides if and when an online search is needed”.
“Internal memos" are used in five (5) organizations and two (2)
organizations have "not yet decided"”,

COST RECOVERY POLICY (question 13)

Distribution of cost recovery policies is also quite
infefestinga:ﬂrather sarpriging, As we can see in table 23,

. a



45.5%, almost MIf of the respondents operate on a free basis fox

{profit) of their original investment.

As could be expected, however, very significant diffe~
rences exist, in cost recovery policies, between different types
of organization. For instance, while more than 60% of goverrmental
(69.9%), industrial (69.9%),a!ﬂommarcial (63.6%} organizations
fully subsidize their cnline search service, universities (87.9%)
and public libraries (100%) mostly work on a partial and even total
oost recovery basis, while most organizations making some profit
with their online search service come from the cammercial sector
{9.1%). And as we can also see, in table 23,those figures and
distributions are quite similar to those reported by Wanger in
1974-75 vhich would tend to indicate that no significant dm:ges‘
have occured, in five (5) years,regarding cost recovery policies

notwithstanding a tangible reduction in the operational costs of

online searching. The increase in incame for search service
centers has most likely been absorbed by an increase of users anxd
by a constant scphistication in the quantity and quality of services.
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STANDARDIZED FORMS (question™14)

- -As for standardized fomrms-and procedures; over 50% of -

search sexrvice centers repoart (see table 24) using both a-search
request form (50.8%) and a search statistics fam (53.2%). This
ismmlshweﬂmereusuallyisaneedformﬁfmnizatimarﬂ
standardization to facilitate search preparation and to collect
same data on cost, time and other search characteristics such as
systems and data bases used, mmber of citations printed and so
on. Indeed, it is rather surprising that there are relatively
80 few organizations reporting such forms. what is really sur-
prising, though, is the very amall proportion of search service
centers, only 14.7%, having same search evaluation fom. This
is all the more peculiar when related to the fact that 45.5% of
search service centers operate on a free basis for their users
which would rormally require some effort to mazimize or at least
control cost-effectiveness and searcher's efficiency.

Public libraries and academic and govermmental argani-
zations show highest proportions of reported search request,
search statistics and search evaluation forms, while m:rcn-al
ingtitutions indicate very low usage of all these forms.

uf ™




SEARCH PREPARATION AND SEARCH MODES {(question 15)

[

" Next question was at the core of the whole survey, |
It asked respondents to rank three different methods - delegated, b
direct and combined - with respect to their degree of use for
preparing and canducting online searches. These methods or modes

. were defined as follows: \

the delegated mode is when the search intermediary
prepares or canducts the search alone, on behalf of
the end-user;

the direct mode is vwhen the end~user prepares or con-
ducts the search alone, wmassisted;

and

the combined mode is when both end-user and search .
intermediary prepare or conduct the search together.

Converting ranks (fram 1 to 3) into scoves (frem 3 to 1),
the analysis shows (see table 25) that the typical on-line searching -
set up in Canadian search service centers is a combined preparation

mode (with 4g,3% of the scores) and a delegated mode (with 52.4% of

the scores). In other words, the most comon procedure is for the end-
userarﬂsearchintemmdiarytoprq:areﬂ:eséarchtogeﬂnrarﬂthm
forﬂnaear&intemediarytocmﬂuctﬂnesearchalme.

These patterns, however, slightly vary from one type of
arganization to ancther, For instance, the delegated mode is the
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most popular for preparing searches in industrial (48,2%), comuer-
cial {57.4%) an_i__’educatigx;u]..__(tls.'?%)_ organizations while the
cambined mode is prefered for conducting searches in universities
{49.3%) and public lihrarifs {48.6%). Thus it.would seem, at
first sight, that end-users are more involwed, both in the prepa-
ration and in the actval conducting of their online searches, in
universities and public libraries, as indicated by their preference

for the combined mode, (n the other hand, industrial, commercial
and educational organizations seem to favor delegating both
search preparation and actual search.

Findlly, although still quite marginal, the direct
approach seems to be mostly priviledged in governmental organiza-
tians, both for preparing (15%) and conducting (14.78) searches,
closely followed by industrial and educational institutions.

'Ihe“otlnr“ssard\preparatima:ﬂseard\modesmmti-
oned in the survey are: “"various combinations of all these methods,
deperding on end-user's character and ease of understanding®; "the
sea:d\erp:eparesﬂxesearcharﬁttauserisinattmﬂénoe“: "we
have two intermediaries: the search is prepared by one intermedia-
ry in conjunction with enduser and, is modified and performed by
the second intermediary®; "we t.rai? and asgist end-users”;
“searches are done by end~users under the quidance of an intermedi-

ary”.
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In her survey, Wanger had defined five (5) different

- - modes-of -alternative searcher/iiser iffteracticns. When clustered

in identical categaries, patterns fmnﬂi:lthepmesmtswvey ‘
show striking similarity with hers (see table 26). For instance,
in both surveys, about 52-53% of searches reported fall into the
delegated search pattern, 36-37% follow the canbined Method, and
about 9 to 108 come from the direct mode. |

However a survey comducted in 1975 by D.B. Marshall in
129 american academic libraries shows quite different pattems
for this type of arganization (see table 26) where the delegated
mode is favored in a proportion of 83.1%. i

SEARCH MODE BY LANGUAGE

A number of other crosstabulations were also conducted
between preparation and search modes and other search service cen=
ter characteristics. Far instance, although this may not be a
fundamental difference, French and English search service centers
slightly differ when it comes to preparing searches (see table 27),
French service centers favoring the cambined and direct approaches
in relatively higher proportions (54.5% and 17.8% respectively) than
English centers (46.3% and 10.6%). This may, in fact, be Que to
language problams; most data bases being indexed with an English
vocabulary, intermediaries rely more heavily on user's participation
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in the search preparation. However, mmitoares.toacmally

--conducting the-search, both French and English centers follow

éxactly the same patterns.

OTHER CROSS~TABULATIONS

On the other hand, there is no significant difference
at all in use patterns of search preparation modes or seaxch
nndes,hetwemseardiservioacmte;swimvaximmmieme
levels (table 28), or different potential end-user populations
(table 29), or vari=us categories of eligible end-users (table
30), or using different online systems (table 31), or, as we
will see in the following pages, with different search interme-
diaries' job (table 32) or subject (table 33) specialization.

In other words, all search service centers, ™
notwithstanding any of the aforementioned characteristics, follow
the same overall pattemn,and in about the same proportions,of
favoring the combined mode for preparing searches and the dele-
cated mode for conducting searches.

SEARCH PREPARATION AND SEARCH MODE BY OOST REOOVERY POLICY

There is, however, one last exception to this pattern.
Indeed, we find slight differernces in the most popular approach,
both for preparing and conducting searches, between search service
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centérs having adopted different cost recoverv policies (see
" table 34). Hence, while centers offering free searches to
their custamers tend to favor the delegated mode koth for pre-

paring and conducting searches, probably because of cost~effec-

tiveness reasons, cepters with complete cost-recovery policies
rather prefer the cambined mode in both cases, probably for
self-justificat.on purposes.

SEARCH INTERMEDIARY CHARACTERISTICS

Most of the remaining questions relate to search
intermediaries and aim at highlighting, quantitatively as well
as qualitatively, same of their chief characteristics and func-
tions. )

NUMBER OF SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES {(question 16)

Overall, the 380 Canadian search service centers have
reported a total 928 search intermediaries (see table 35). Numbers
of search intermediaries range frcm 1 in 120 organizations to a
maximum 20 in one arganization. Only 39 organizat:ionsrepm:tmt
having any identified search intermediary for their online search
service. Table 36 shows the frequency distribution of search
intermediaries reported, overall and by type of organization. As
we can see, the averace number of search intermediaries varies
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quite significantly from one type of arganization to another,
B reaching -a high-4.29 in public libraries and a low 1.6 in in-
dustrial and camrercial orgax{izations, and showing an overall
average 2.4 search intermediaries in Camadian search service
centers,

Most organizations reporting no search intemediary
at all came from camercial {18.28) and industrial (13.33)
sectors.

JOB SPECIALIZAYIN {questicn 17)

Search intermediarjes can also be distributed accor-
aingtomei‘.rjobspecimzaﬁon. As we can see in tables 37 and
38, 60.3% of all search intermediaries are search specialists,
that is, peoplemodevote_nnstoftheirtimﬁorefexmeof

information activities, including - ut not exclusively -~ anline
searching. About 31.8% are non-specialists, devoting most of
their time to activities other than searching or online searching.

Finally, 7% are online gearch specialists or "online search profes-

sionals" who devote all or most of their time to online sea.ch
activities.

While the highest proportion of online search specialists
is found in govermental organizations (91.8%), public libraries

provide relatively more segarch specialists than any other type of




20~

organization (90%) and oamercial organizat.u. v the highest
roportion of ‘non=specialists (45.9%).

These findings indicate that, to an overvhelming extent
(more than 92%), snline searching, as far as can be indicated by
seamh‘intemeﬂlary s job specialization, is very much part of
either a broader infomaticm retrieval process or research acti-
v:.t:.es_\. In other words, it does appear that, rather than creating
exclusive online searching jobs, online searching activities have ‘
either bsen integrated to information professionals’ usual tasks
or added to modern researchers' activities, |

SUBJHCT SPBECIALIZATION {(questions 18 and 19)

Next two questions aimed at establishing the frequency
distribution of "generalist" search intermediaries, as opposed to
those wtn'axe‘subject specialists*(eqg. specialized in a discipli-
ne in addition-to library and information science), and at deter-
mining in what proportion "subject spec:.alist" search intermedia-
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rmscmﬂuctthe,ronlmseamresinthelrmsubjectspemality.

Tables 39 and 40 show that, of all search intermediaries
reperted in Canadian service centers, there are siightly more

generalists (52.9%) than subject specialists (45.4%).




Universities (54.3%) and other educational institutions
(58.12) report highest proportions of subject specialists, while
public libraries (80%), and industrial (69.2%) and commercial

« (77.8%) organizations show high majorities of generalists.

Respondents were ~lso asked whether their subject spe-
cialj;stintenmdiariésuguallycmﬂwtseardlesinﬂreirom
speciality or discipline. As expected (see table 41), almost 90%
subject speciaiists are reported conducting searches in their own
area of specialization, if not always (24) or most of the time (83),
at least same of the time (S1). '

TRAINING METHOD (question 20)

Next three questions relate to search intermediary’se
Table 42 shows that the most popular training methcd
(in a proportion of 29.8%) is "formal training by system represen-

tatives‘for all available search intermmediaries®. "Fomal training
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by data base repcesentatives” also seems to be quite current (23.68).

Together, ﬂﬂmhhgmﬂndsacmtfwmthansﬁ of all
methods used.

Popularity of the method also varies from one type of
organization to another. For instance, although all organizations
have ranked formal methods first, public libraries equally favor
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{(33.3%) "local training by the most expert search intermediary®,
and camercial organizations show a fairly high proportion (21.9%)
of "self-training".

Respondents were then asked (question 21) whether their
search intermediaries are trained on all available systems, if so,
whether they actually use all systems on which they have been
trained, and if not, on what bagis do they specialize {question 22).
As indicated in table 47, 76.1% of the respondents report that all
{54.5%) or scme (21.6%) of their intgnmdiaries are, if fact,
trained on all available systems, which may come as a surprise if

‘we consider the large muwber of online systems available today and

actually used in Canada (49) and especially the fact that Canadian
search service centers report, as we have seen, being linked to
an average 3.1 online systems.,

However, these findings are largely attemated by the
fact that, even if trained on all available systems, only about
48.1% or all search intermediaries equally use all of them after-
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- yards,Congegiently, only 36.9% of all search service centers
report that their _search intermediaries equally use all available
systems. This clearly indicates a trend in some degree of system
selectivity, independent of previous training.

Although o basis for use specialization clearly predomi~
nates, "specialization in a discipline or subject area® seems to




be quite camen (38.1%) . This would also tend to confirm the
idea that online searching is task oriented or part of a broader
information retrieval process.

Other specialization bases include: oomfort or fami- g
liarity with the system (14), first-learned system (3), system's i
cost-effectiveness (5), and so an. These patterns also indicate
a clear need for some permanent or an-going training program
includir gy, for instance, refresher courses, updates and even oc-
casiopal relearning. :

MWM‘S mmmwmmm
(question 23)

thqﬁdmmamM. Its purpose was to
measure the degree of involvment and autoncmy of search intermedi~-
aries in various pre-search, search and post-seaxch activities.
Respondents were thus asked to check, for each of 13 pre-search
activities, 13 search activities and 6 post-search activities,

~—-whether-they-"made -al1-decisions-alone" ; -"simply-assisted end=users"; * ‘|‘

“only explained® ar “whether they did not participate at all" in o
the activity. They could also check any ocombination of‘ the above
options to describe their-participation in each activity.

A soore was thenassigned'l;oeachopti.onaccordingto
intermediary's overall degree of imvolvment and automany (see Figure
4).




FIGURE 4: ONLINE ACTIVITIES: SCORES ASSIGNED TO EACH OPTION AND
COMBINATION OF OPTIONS REPRESENTING A DEGREE OF INVOL~
VEMENT/AUTONCMY BY SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES.

CPTION ) SCORE
‘ DECIDE (do alone) 4
DECIDE & ASSIST p
DECIDE & EXPIAIN 5
DECIDE & ASSIST & EXPLAIN 4
ASSIST & EXPLAIN 3
ASSIST )
FXPLAIN L
i —-DO-NO-DO-OR"PARTICIPATE 1 5 - -
‘4 5’




Hence, the most imvolved situation for a search intermediary is
when he ar she has to do everything and make all decisions

alone; it was assigned 7 points. Its negative counterparct, when -
he or she does not participate at all in the activity, was assi-
gned minus 7 points. All other options are intermediate levels
of involvment and have been assigned from 1 to 6 points. |
Consequently, scores can range fran--lootolooa:ﬂanegative
score can be defined as an activity in which search intermediaries
are most often not involved at all. All logical "&" {and's) in
figure 4 should be taken as logical “or's", sigmifying that res-
pondents sametimes decided 2lone, sametimes assisted and sometimes
explained. *

PRE~SEARCH ACTIVITIES

Table 44 presents, for all search service centers in
Canada, the frequency distribution for each option amd for each
pre-search activity; it also includes the distribution of soores,
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arding tb_ﬂ{é"pwonﬂera“ﬁ—&l Presented in figure 4.

‘Moreover, these scores have been calculated (see table 45),
for each pre-search activity, by type of organization.

Table 46 summarizes all pre-search activities, including,
for each activity, the overall degree { §) of search intermediary's
involvenent/autonony in this activity, its rark and the type of
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parent-qrganization where search intermediary's involvement/
autonamy ie maximal and minimal,

This last table indicateg, for all pre-search activities,
an overall degree of 68% involvement and autonomy by search in~
termediaries. In other words, end-users would contribute about
328 of the decision-making in presearch activities. This pro=
pwl:.i.mcanconfim, to a certain extent, ﬂmmmtnmt
mpaﬂa:tsméﬁerred\ﬁ#m&iredamoa&forpreparﬁgmlﬁn
searches {(question 15).

"Use of printed aids" seams to be the activity where
search intemediaries are most imlmmmkmtdﬂm
decisions (80.3%). On the other hand, the decision to "select
online searching as ane way of cbtaining needed information" seems
to be left to end-users in the largest proportion (45%). Overall,
however, we can see that search.intermediaries are quite involved
in most of these pre-search activities. Public libraries (79%)

and industrial organizations.{78.8%)-show highest percentages of ---

involvement, while universities report a low 57.4%.

Selection of search logic (75.2%), search terms (68.9%),
additional access points (such as authors, subject codes, and so
an) (74.8%) and selection of onlnxe system (74.8%) and data base
(74.2%) are other.pre-search activities in which search interme-
diaries are most involved and autonomous,
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SEARCH ACTIVITIES

P
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We now coe to search activities, that is, activities

occurz}ing during the search. Table 47 presents the frequency

- distribution of all thirteen (13) search activities along with )
their averaged score, Table 48 presents these same distributi~
ons by type of parent-organization, Finally, table 49 gives an
overview of search activities and reveal an overall 84.2% search
intermediaries’ imvolvement in search activities, public li-
braries (91,3%) and educaticnal (92.5%) and industrial organiza=-
tions (91.5%) showing highest percentages, all over 90%, and go-
verrmental (79.4%) and academic institutions (79.8%) indicating
lc;.vest percentages, still of almost 80%,

These figures would indicate a 15.2% maximm degree of
involvement by end-users during the search and would also temd
to confirm results of questian 15 on search modes, which indicated
a marked preference for the delegated mode,
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"search protocols (that is, log on and log off procedures)” (93.1%),
*communications procedures" (91.2%), "operating the texminal® (93%),
"selection and use of search camands® (92.3%), and "consulting user

marwals® (91.9%). On the other hand, "decision to modify the search
strategy" (74.4%), "choice of output format* {76.4%) and "review of
search history” (77%), althowgh still highly involving scarch




intemediaries, are search activities where end-users' participation
and decision-making reaches a peak.

POST-SEARCH ACTIVITIES

Finally, post-search activities, that is, search~related
activities ocourring after the search, show a low 45,6% degree of search
intermediary's involvement and autancmy (table 50) with a
high of 73.4% in ccmercial arganizations, where the “service
approach” seems to be priviledged, and lows of 21.4% in universities
and of 28.6% in public libraries, where the online search, as such,
almost seems to end with the terminal work, except maybe for the
"reception of off~line prints" (87.3%), One striking characteristic
of these distributions (tables 50, 51 and 52) is the wide range of
involvement percentages: from 87.3% for "reception of off-line prints”
to ~16.5% « Or a total non-involvement of search intermediaries
in "examining documents and extracting pertinent informaticn fram
thent’, this activity being alnost campletely left to end-users..

. [P
[ ———

ONLINE ACTIVITIES: SUMVARY

overall, search intermediaries show a 65.9% imvolvement
and autonomy in online activities, that is, all activities pertai-
ning to an online search, whether it ocours before, during of
after terminal work (table 53),
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Search. activities reveal the highest proportion of involvement
with 84.2%, while pre<gearch activities indicate 68% and post-
N search activities, a mere 45.6%.

These findings also indicate that search intermediaries
who do get involved in online activities spend 34.3% of their
time in pre-search activities, 42.6% in search activitie. amd 23.1%
in post-search activities. o

This seems t0 indicate thataﬁ-users;_a;_e_in‘ieedquite
involved (34.1%) in decision-making pertaining to online activities.
It would be interesting now to correlate these percentages with
some search effectiveness measure to see whether and how the degree
of search intemmediary's involvement in a given activity affec':s,
say, precision or recall or cost-effectiveness figqures.

Overall, umiversities show the lowest percentage of
intermediary’s involvement and autonomy (52.9%), thus indicating
a trend to more actively include their end-users in all activities
o .- .. pertaining to.their on-line searches. .Industrial (75.28).and .. .
camnercial organizations (77.7%), on the ot.ha: hand, seem to
rather favor the "service approach" as indicated by their high
percentages of search intermediary’'s involvement and autonamy.
Indeed, these figures can also reflect a real-life situation
where end-users in industrial and commercial organizations are

= -




probably much more concerned by obtaining the actiil information
they need than by getting actively involved in the bibliographical
gseavch process itself, albeit online searching.

On the other hand, itispmbaplym:chminparl;auh
that this bibliographical sesrch process, in universities, be
"active" (or involving the req_uester), because of the natuce of
their infoarmation need and also because information searching is
a basic part of teaching or research.

Fs

TUTORIAL ACTIVITIES

It is interesting to note that these preceding firdings ave
canfirmed by the results of next question (question 23.2) on tuto~
rial activities (see tables 54 and 55) WhBre 71.3% of respondents
in universities report that most of their search intemmediaries
participate, one way or another, in tutorial activities, and where
industrial and commercial organizations show.low dexrees of 37.3%
and 48,2% xespectively. PO
The most "popular" tutorial activities or, in other
words, the most "explained" features are: “general description ~
of online searching” (75.3%), "data base subject and document
coverage® (73.68) and "mamual search description or how to use
ocorrespording printed indexes and abstracts" (65.3%)., "Cost
structure" (40.7%) and "data base indexing policy" (38.6%), on
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the other hand, rank rather low as tutorial concerns. Overall,
only 55.4% of respondents indicate that most of their search
intermediaries are involved in some search related tutorial ac-
tivities, which is surprisingly low.

bmwx\ier, general tutorial activities, such as giving
workshops, lectures, demonstrations and helping develop marketing
and pramotion programs and tools, seen to he of even lesser concern
to most search intermediaries with only 42.7% reporting any invol-
verent. Search service-center managers are usually responsible for
these general tutorial activities,

RESPONDENTS' wmmnﬁn—usms'mmmmmm
THEIR OWN ONLINE SEARCHES (questions 24 and 25)

The last two questions (see table 56) were opinion ques-
tions: they asked, first, whether, in respondent's opinion, end-
usefsmﬂdhevﬁl__ljm to conduct their own online searches, were
theypennittedarﬂpmperly trained, a:ﬂseco:ﬂ,luecouldtlwnr

.

FEN results then daupare wilh those of search intermediaries?

As is often the case with this kind of question, over
40% of respordents either couldn't tell ar simply did not answer.
Some 39.4% of respondents, however, think end-users would not he
willing to conduct their own searches even if they were permitted ot
and properly trained, mostly because theydm't have encugh time,




or because they don’t use online systems often enough to be
efficient.

However, and this is quite interestihg, almost equal
proportions of respondents thirk that, if they did conduct their
o searches, oa one hand, end-users' results would be pocrer
(29.5%), and on the other hand, they would either be better or

'apprcuu‘nately the game (28.9%).

Hemeitmuldseemtlattlnreaso_nerﬂ-us&rsdomt
conduct: their own searches more often is not that they wouldn't
v be able to, but rather that they do not want or have the time
to do so. Consequently, in certain information situations where,
for instance, end-users would want tocmﬂuctthe:.romsearmes,
it would be intevesting to know whether other characteristics -
and *‘f so, which ones - help discriminate and predict an ideal
search mode, that is the search mode where most performance mea-
sures, such as search effectiveness, searcher's efficiency, cost-

effectiveness and user satisfaction, would be maximized. That is
precisely the core objective of my on-going experimental research.
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CONCLOSTON

In conclusion, then, I can say that the present survey
have indeed reached its two major objectives to first, provide
data on anline search service centers in Canada and secand, serve
as a reliable context and foundation for the search experiment.,

Even though it would have been prefevable that all
cnline vendors participate in the survey, results remain, overall,
fairly representative and valid. Cbviously, it could have been
possible to add a wmamber of other questions such as the average
1engthofasear&,forinstame,butthe6bjectimoﬂfthesum
and the usual time and money limitations required a severe selec-
't.ion-inquesticms. Neverﬂ'elesav,lhogennstrespmﬂmtsmﬂﬂae
whole Canadian anline camunity can £ind some bits of useful infor-
mation or data in these results.

Hopefully, these two pieces of research = the survey and
the experiment - will contribute to describe, explain and even
maybe optimize the role of humen search intemmediaries in the user-.

e e e e SR W,

system interface of bibliographic online search services.
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Dear colleague, -

Yes, this is another one of those mail surveys! 1 apolo-
gize for proceeding this way, but I believe the purpose of this survey,
which is to provide the Canadisa: oniine community with an overall picture
of itself, is extremely important at this time. This survey is also &8
preliminary study to my doctoral research at the School of Library and
Information Science, University of Western Ontario, being carried out under
the supervision of Dr. Jean Tague. .

May I, therefc e request a little bit of your time ~ 40
minmutes at mest -~ to £fill out the enclosed questiommaire about your on-line
search service? If you have already received and filled out a copy of this
questionnaire, please igpore this letter.

All respohdents to this survey who will have identified them-

selvegl ., filled page 1 of the questionnaire, will receive a complimentazry
copy of the summary statistical results. These will include items such as:

- the size of the Canadian online community;

= distribution of search service centers in Canada;

- types of organizations doing online searches;

~ modes of online searching;

- characteristics and role of search intermediaries;

~ most popular data bases;

- volupe of online searching.

The privacy and anonymity of all respondents will, of course,

be respected. No individual organization or name will be mentionned or
treated as such in the report.

Such a survey will yield useful data for all organizations
and personnel involved in online searching. Please £ill the appended ques-
tionnaire and return it, as soon &8s possible, in the enclosed envelope.

1 thank you in advance for your collaboration. I will be
Sending you your survey results copy 8s scon as the data have been nompiled
and analysed (approximately by the end of summer 1979).

TR QIR 1\ T o

Gilles Deschatelets
Bibliothéque ScientiZique
Université Laval

~Z




A _SURVEY OF BIBLIOGRAPRIC
QN-LINE SEARCH SERVICES
IN CANADA,

?leiie £fill in the following questionnaire and return
3s gsoon 3s possible in the enclosed envelope.

This page is optional., If you wish to receive a compli-
mentary copy of the summary results, please fill in the infor-
mation requested below. If you wish to remain anonymous,
please turn to the next page. '

NAME OF RESPONDENT: MR 380 respondents
MS

TITLE OF RESPONDENT:

NAME OF ORGANIZATION: ENGLISH: 326
FRENCH: 54
ADDRESS: -
PROVINCE: ' POSTAL CODE:
PHONE: { )
area code
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SEARCH SERVICE CENTER

1, which of the following best describes your organization?
(check one box only)

0. LTE' governmental

1. } 75 industrial

2, | 22] commercial

3. | 93| university

4, E educational (but not university)

5, |7 {public library

6. E other (please specify):

1 {MISSING

2. 1p which of the following regions is located your online
search service?

0. 33 Atlantic

1. |81 | Quebec

2. '15 Ontario

3, E Prairies
4, l42]British Columbia

5. { o{Yukon and Territories

3. which of the following best describes the department /division/
section, within your organization, where the online search
service is provided? (check one box only)

* 0. |3021library er informaticn center

1., cobputer center




=48~

2. [16 ] laboratory ) .

‘ 3. 17| autonomous unit

4. |29|other (please specify):

1 | _MISSING

4. Mow long have you been operating your online search service?

0. |58| 1ess than one Year

1. |61| 1 year

2. |83|2 years

3. |71]3 years

4. |43] 4 years

5. {325 years

6. [27| more than 5 years

5 [Missing

5. How many online searches {one online search = one database
searched for one search request) have you conducted, esach
month, {on average) during the last year?

o,

0. 11540 -~ 10
1: |96|11 ~ 25
2. |59]|26 - 50

3. |36] 51 ~ 100

4. |15]101 -~ 200

5. |15] 201 and more
5 |Missing

60
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What is the size of the potential end-user population
(e.g. internal users or uscrs who have the right to use
your services) of your on-line search service?

0. {104 less than 100

1. {98} 101 « 500

2, 143} 50) - 1,000

3. |57}1,001 - 5,000

4, 127}5,001 - 10,000

5. {13}10,001 ~ 20,000

6. 136| 20,001 and more

2} Missing -
Who has access to your online search service? *

0. J—g}any end~user (no res:rictic‘m)

1. 2 internal end-users only (people from parent
organization)

2, |29 other restrictions (please spec'ify):

5 Miesing

To which of the following online search systems are you linked?
(please check all appropriate boxes)

0. P10 CAN/OLE
1. @ QL SYSTEMS

2. R9Q ORBIT (SDC INFOMART)

3. E@ DIALOG (LOCKHEED)
4. 'Emm.mz (NLM)

5. Ecmsm (STATISTICS CANADA)
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6. E SABINE (INFORMATECH FRANCE QUEBEC)

7. Em YORK TIMES INFORMATION BANK

- 8. E BIBLIOGRAPHIC RETRIEVAL SERVICES (BRS)

9. E other {please specify):

Pleage rank the following online systems {from1 te 4} in
order of your frequency/volume of use. Ex:  1¥ most used,
2= gecond most used, etc. Please leave blank when system
is-not used at all,

0. {3 Jcan/OLE (CISTI)_

1. |4 QU SYSTEMS

2., {1 |ORBIT {SDC/INFOMART}

3. {2 | DIALOG (LOCKHEED)

10. What are, in decreasing order of importance, ti!e five {S)

data bases {or files) most heavily used by your online
search service, in the last Year? Ex: 1s most used. 2=
sscond most used, etc.

RANK NAME OF DATA BASE : H(Iimfsgvgiliﬁﬁ‘):ms
1 | COMPENDEX '
2 CHEMCON
3 NTIS — &
) .
4 INFORM - .es‘: é';j
| _T‘é' y
s ERIC $ .P/
6 BIOSIS ' $/
7 PSYCH. ABSTRACTS
MEDL INE
, INSPEC 62
10 MARAGEMENT




11. Please rank the following with respect to their relative
importance {volume) in your organization, for: (Ex: 1=
¢ most used, 2= second most used, etc. Please leave blank
’ if not used at all)

a) Compiling bibliographies:

0. [}E_manual searching by staff

1. | 3| batch or off=line searching

2. | 1}online searching

b) Answering quick ref: e questions:

0. | 1 |manual searching by staff

1. | 3l hatch or off-line searching

2. [}E orline searching

12. which of the following search request formats do you accept

for your online search service {please check all appropriate
boxes)?

0. j133by mail / telex
1. E by phoﬁe -

2, Ein person by end-user him/herself

3. @in person by end-user's representative

b other {please specify):

12| Missing

13. Do you operate your online search service on a {check one
box only)

0. Efree basis

e 1. |129 partial cost recovery basis

63




- 2. |57{complete cost recovery basis

3. |7 {for profit basis

14| Missing

14, Do you have a standardized procedure (form) for: (please
check all appropriate boxes):

YES NO  MISSING

0. Search preparation / search request ng 18 6

1. Search evaluation 36 P18 6

2. Search cost anﬁ search statistics ng |71 7
431 670 19

15. which of the following best describes your mode of opera~
tion for: (Please Fank them in order of frequency of use.
Ex: 1: most used, 2= gecond most used, etc. Please leave
blank if npot used at all)

a) Preparing online searches:

0. delegated mode (the gsearch intermediary prepares
. 2 the gearch alone, on behalf_of the end-user)
I 1. direct mode (the end-user prepares the search
3 alone, unassisted)
2. 1 combined mode (the end-user and the search inter-

mediary prepare the search together)

3. |4 |other (please specify):

b) Conducting online searches:

0. 1 delegated mode (the search intermediary conducts
the seatch alone on behalf of the end-user)
1. direct mode {the end-~user conducts the search alone,
. 3 unassisted) .
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2. combined mode (both the end-user and the search
. L2} intermediary are present at the terminal during

- the search)

3. 4 other‘ (please specify):

SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES

Please complete this section only if your organization
_ provides search intermediaries, i.e. ljibrarian or staff or
operator or technician or specialist whose job consists,
regularly or occasionally, in conducting online searches for
or with end-users.

%
" -~

16. How many search intermediaries do you have?

. . .

- 928

17. How many of your search intermediaries are:

0. on~line search specialists {(devote most of their
- £5 | time to online searching)

I. search specialists (devote most of their time to
6( reference or information activities, including
online searching)

2. non-specialists (devote most of their‘time to
@activities other than searching or online searching)

8| Missing
18. How many of your search intermediaries are:

0. subject specialists (specialized in a discipline
Q other than lirrary and information science)

1. generalists
i

Missing
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19. Do your "subject specialist™ scarch intermediaries
o conduct searches in their own speciality or discipline?

L:_-f'-' 0. 'Ealways

1. E most of _the time

2. 1 51 sometines

3. E never

4. | 6 ] cannot tell

20. How are your search intermediaries trained? {check all
appropriate boxes)

0. 23 formal training by system representatives for '
all search intermediaries

1. 9 formal training by system representatives for
1 one or a few search intermediaries

2. > local training by the most expert search inter-
123 mediary (ies)

3. selfotraining (search intermediaries are on
their own)

4, formal training by data base representatives
for concerned search intermediaries

5. {ﬁ_ other (please specify):

21. Are your search intermediaries trained to use all onligne
systems to which you have access?

0. 20} Y5 all intermediaries are

1. Eycs, some intermediaries are

[»

€6
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2.

‘Eno

3. mcannot tell

47 Missing

1f you answered YES to question 21 (options 0 amd 1):

does each search intermediary equally use online systems
on which he/she has been trained?

0.
1.
2.
1f

5 ves

10

no

cannot tell

20

20 Misgin,
yoJ% angieg%d NO to question 21:

on

0.

1.

2.

3.

=Y

what bases does each search intermediary specialize?
{please check all appropriate boxes)

23

he / she learns one system and conducts all online
searches on that systenm

28

he / she learns one or a few data base(s) and con-

ducts any search on that (these) data base(s) on
whatever system

he / she specializes in a discipline (subject area)

and learns whatever system(s) and data base(s) are
necessary to adequately cover that discipline

| other (please specify):




23. Which of the following activities do most of your search
intermediaries regularly perform? (Please check all ap-

propriate boxes)

23.1

SEARCHING ACTIVITIES

23.11 PRE~SEARCH ACTIVITIES

ROLE OF INTERMEDIARIES
Decide ! Assist Explain Do not
(do alone)] user only do or ACTIVITIES
(suggest) participate
I Selection of online searching as one way to
' 12 obtain needed information
: Selection of additional approaches (besides
' 13 online searching) to obtain needed information
Selection of mode of. searching: direct,
8 delegated or combined :
Selection of appropriate data base(s)
5
Selection of online system(s)
3
Question formulation and elaboration
il
i Search strategy formulation: selection of
9'““ concepts
- Search strategy formulation: selection of
6 search terms
. Search strategy formulation: expansion of
7 gsearch vocabulary (synonyms, related terms)
Search strategy formulation: selection of
| additional access points (e.g. subject codes,
4 authors)
Search strategy formulation: selection of
" search logic (logical relationship between
2 terms)
Search strategy formulation: restrictions and
‘ other limiting devices of the search (e.g.
10 language, date)
Use of printed aids: wuser manuals, thesauri,
1 dictionaries

- #
——
"“'\-"

6§
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23.1.2 SEARCH ACTIV1. ..J

- rxl

ROLE OF INTERMEDIARIES
Decide Assist Explain; Do not do
(do alone}| wuser ) only or ACTIVITIES
- uggest articipate
| ovmpapy| rad’ee particie
A 5 Communications procedures
B Search protocolst log on - log off
1 procedures
c 2 N Keyboarding (operating the terminal)
D ; Consulting online dictionaries/thesauri
E 10 - Cspsulting printed dictioraries (thesauri)
: —%
F Consulting user manuvals (for system or data
4 base information)
G R Search commands selection and use
H. Truncation
| 6
I Review search history
11
P Cutput formats nd contents
) 12
K On~line and off-line printing
. 9
L _ .- |Modifying search strategy
1:
Use of special system features: Save search,
¥ ‘ SDI, stringsearch, full text sesrching, and
* 8 SO On.




* 23.1.3 POST-SEARCH ACTIVITIES °

T

ROLE OF INTERMEDIARIES
Decide Assist Explaiy Do not do
{do alone)| wuser: only or ACTIVITIES
{suggest) participate
OVERALL RANK
A Reception of off-line prints
|
Notes, comments or evalvation of gearch
B 4 output
Identification and location of relevant
¢ 2 retrieved documents
D ) Provision of {(getting) relevant retrievad
j documents
£ Onlinc ordering of relevant retrieval
5 documents
¥ . Examining documents and extracting pérti—
6 nent information from them

LT




23.2

TUTORIAL ACTIVITIES

Are wost of your search intermediaries involved in any of
the following tutorial activities?

Search related

A General description of online searching
B System description: how each system operates
C Data base description: subject and document
cosarage
b Manual search description: how to use corres-
ponding printed indexes and abstracts
E Data base indexing policy and vocabulary coverage
F System cost structure
G Local (service center/library) cost structure
and policy
Missing
General
H Give workshop, lectures, demonstrations for end users
1

Help develop marketing and promotion programs and
tools .

P

Ny
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25.

In your opinion, would most of your end-users be willing
to conduct their own online searches regularly, were they
permitted and properly trained?

0. E]yes
1. Eé_g no

2, E;_;!cannot tell
Missing

In your opinion, °~ ycur end-users were permitted, trained
and willing to conduct their own searches on 3@ regular
basis, how would their results compare with the same sear~
ches conducted by an intermediary?

End~users’' results would be:
0. E]better

1. Eapproximately the Same
2. @ poorer

3, @cannot tell
__T_sj Missing

Thank you very much for your collaboration!
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TAREE 1:

RESPONSE RATE

QUESTION 8: To which of the following an-line search systems
are you linked? {please check all approoriate
boxes)

0. 210 CAN/OIE

1. |166] -_.gn svsTEMS

2, 290 CRBIT (SDC INFCMART)

3, 206 DIALOG (LOCKHEED)

4, 75 MEDLINE (NLM)

5. 48 CANSIM (STATISTICS CANADA)

6. 44 SABINE (INFORMATECH FRANCE-QUEBEC)

7. 50 NEW YORK TIMES INFORMATION BANK

8. 18 BIBLIOGRAPHIC RETRIEVAL SERVICES (BRS)

9. 78 OTHER (Please specify)

TOTAL: 845 Estimated duplication figure

380 Centers = .45 centers/clients

845 clients

ESTIMATED RESPONSE FATE: 380 Retumed questionnaires

= 49.7%
765 (or .45 x 1700)




N
TABLE 2:
LINGUISTIC
. DISTRIBUTION
OF RESPONDENTS
% OF TOTAL
§ OF RESPONDENTS CAVDIAN
POPULATION®
ENGLISH 85.8 67.1
FRENCH 14.2 18.0
BILINGUAL ' 13.4
. * BASED ON 1976 CANADIAN CENSUS
&+
. A :?5
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TABLE 3: .

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION
" OF SEARCH SERVICE CENTERS

-

)
T~

;?hlnlag QUEEEC

S/ 0 -

40.5 . %

+ - .

@s % of trtal canadian population

n=% of on-line service centers




TAME 4:

ONTARIO

COLMBIA
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TABRIE 5:

POTENTIAL POSULATION

OF SEARCH SERVICE

CENTERS
POPULATION FREQUENCY FeT ESTIMATED

POTENTTAL POPULATTON
Lese than 100 104 27.4 5,200
101-500 o8 25.8 29,400
501-1000 a 1.3 32,250
1001-5000 57 15.0 171,000
500110000 27 7.1 202,500
10001-20000 13 3.4 195,000
20001 and more 36 9.5 720,000
T0AL: 380 100 1,355,350

* POTENTIAL END-USER FOPULATTON:

1,355,350 = €% of total capadian population

USE FACTOR (1978-79)

152,280  CHLINE SEARCHES CONDUCTED

1,355,350  PORENTIAL POPULATION

-k
Co




TABLE 6:
%
PARENT CRGENIZATIONS
TYPE OF ORGANIZATION DESCHATELETS ' WANGER *

FREQUENCY % FRBQUENCY %
_ —_— — . —
GOVERMMENTAL 108 28.4 10l 21.4
COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL 97 25.5 152 32.2
UNIVERSITY . 93 24,5 137 29.0
EDUCATTONAL 26 6.8 8 1.7
PUBLIC LIBRARY ' 7 -1.8 0 0
{OTHER 4 12.9 74 15.7
TOTAL 380 100 4712 100
* MANAGERS' QUESTIONMATIRES ONLY




TABIE 7 : TYPE OF PARENT ORGANIZATION BY IANGUAGE °.

PARENT ORGANIZATTON

mu;mm GOVERNMENTAL | INDUSTRIAL{ COMMERCIAL] UNIVERSITY | EDUCA= PUBLIC OTHER | TOTAL
_ TIONAL | LIBRARY
93 69 22 70 24 7 40 325
ENGLISH
(28.6%) (21.2%) (6.8%) (21.5%) (7.4%) (2.2%) (12.38] (85.8%)
15 6 0 23 2 0 8 54
FRENCH {27.8%) (11.1%) (0%) (42.6%) (3.7%) (0%) (14.8%] (14.2%)
‘ 108 75 2 93 26 7 48 379
TOTAL
(28.5%) (19.8%) (5.8%) (24.5%) | (6.9%) (1.8%) (12,78}  (100%)
N = 379 CHI SQUARE = 16,73561 6 DEGREES OF FREEDXM
SIGNIFICANT = 0,0103
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TARIE 8t
INIT PROVIDING ONLINE SEARCH SERVICE
ONIT DESCHATELETS WANGER *
N FREQUENCY $ FREQUENCY $

LIBRARY OR INFORMATICN 302 79.5 377 79.8

CENTER

COMPUTER CENTER 15 3.9 8 1.7

IABORATORY OR RESEARCH 16 4.2 53 1.2

UNTT

AUTCNOMOUS UNIT 17 4.5 - -

OTHER 30 7.9 34 7.2
TOTAL 380 100 472 100
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DELE 9:
EXPERTENCE LEVFLS
— — — L
EXPERTENCE
IR OF ORMTINTION o 1203145 [rs {|OTAL AVERGE (YEARS)
GOVERWMENTAL 17 1ol whwjis] sl s 2.62
; INUSTRIAL el 72| sl nnf 2 2.7
COMERCIAL « ] 7] 3] s| 1} o] 2 1.%0
WVvERSTTY 10 2] 2ofs)s) | 01 ’
EDUCATIONL 70 2} 7] of of 1} o 1.86
PURNIC LIBRARY o] st 2| of of o} o 1.28
OTRER 12 ) o] 1] 71 2] 3l s 2.10
58 {61 ‘az nfe] el 2.57
TUTAL
15,5 16.3)22.2 e o 1.5 8.5 7.2
—— =
WANGER 495 301 55
: 59.3 35.2 6.4
LD




TABLE 10+

NUMBER OF SEARCGHES
QONDUCTED  (1978-79)

NUMBER OF SEARCHES CONDUCTED (MONTH) IOTAL (£ x MID
TYPE OF - POINT)
ORGANTZATION 0-10 11-25 26-50 51-100 , 101-200 | 201 + - —
GOVERMENTAL 44 30 12 10 2 7 4016 49192
INDUSTRIAL a 21 14 4 1 2140 25680
| OOMVZRCIAL 1 6 4 1 0 0 390 4680
INTVERSTTY 26 15 24 14 7 7 5162 61944
# DUCATIONL 16 6 0 3 1 0 563 6756
PUBLIC IIBRARY 2 3 2 0 140 1680
OTHER 24 15 3 0 1029 12348
TOTAL 154 9% L. 59 36 15 15 .
1 4i.1% 25.6% 15.7% 9.6% 4.08 4.0

-
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TARLE 11: CATHCORIES OF ELIGIBLE USERS
1

»
-

ATECORIES PERCENTAGE
MY BD-USER 127 2.4
INTERMAL END-USERS OMLY “ 219 57.6
jﬂ
AUTHORIZED PERSONS
LY 23 6.0
ORGANTZATION'S CLIENTS ONLY u é 1.6
1
—
i
375 94.6

85




* AS OF SPRING 1979
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TAME 13: CANADIAN ONLIHE SEARCH SERVICE MARKET: OHLINE SYSTEMS

DOW JONES NEWS RETRIEVAL 4 (0.3}

Y

o o orerr |orawoc | venLne} canst | saemve dvrnesf oers |anmas T TeR
65 1 52 1 )3 PX| 1 :
coereeTAL {35 6) | (25.9)] 24.6) | (282 (13.05) ufa 5.0 leia s 2.6
37 25 | 68 39 9 10 7 9 1
DMUSTRAL — fu7.7) § s 3.9 (189 ) 12.2) J 12,70 | hs.9 s (5.8 2.9
COMERC ? *10 20 8 1 1 3 -
e e (6.00f 6.9 [ (3.9 - (2.2 §¢2.3 {(6.03 [10.3 2.6
UNIVERSITY 62 s¢ I n 74 3} 14 1
. n (32.5)' 24.8) | (35.9) ]¢51.9 | (30,9 cg.g_uz_eﬂ'm_l’dg.n 41
FOUCATICN. 13 | 19 10 7 6 1 1
TIGAL. (4?3) (7.8 (6.6) § {4.9 { (9.5 { (13.0) {2.3) 1{2.0) - 2.7
1 5
PURLIC LRARU Y 0% | ol S 2% | - (2.2 - oo | 4.7
11 8 7 5 -
ol ol dh {usy f0.0) 3 ____1Qo. L.
20 ! 206 75 48 44 50 18 {78 JHuss a1
24.5 17.4 6.3} 4.0 37 1 42 § 1.5 fe.?
1 3 5 7 8 6 9
“OTHERS" INFOGLODE ¢ 18 (1.5¢} °
I LIES: BADADUO: 14 (.28
SPIRES (BALLOTS}: 9 (0.8%)
BATTELIE: g (0.8%)
RESORS: 6 (0.5%




TARLE 14:

LIST OF SYSTEMS AND COMBINATIONS OF SYSTEMS USED

SYSTEMS AND

COMBINATIONS OF

SYSTEMS

CAN/OLE only

QL only’
ORBIT only
DIALOG anly*
MEDLINE only
CANSIM only
SABINE only
NYTIMES only
BRS only
OTHERS only*

CAN/OLE & QL

CAN/OLE & ORBIT
CAN/OLE & DIALOG
CAN/OLE & MEDLINE
CAN/OLE & SABINE
CAN/OLE & OTHER

CAN/OLE & ORBIT & QL

DIALOG & QL

CAN/OLE & DIALOG & QL

ORBIT & L~ G

Freguevcy F

22

0%
10
0*

o o
E

11

-

Nuh-hl—'l—'muw

5.6
5.8
12.6
P
2.6
o*
0.3

0*

0.8
2.9
2.1
0.3
0.3
1.1
1.1
0.5
0.8
2.9

*: non-participing system
$:  these figures represent the nunber of search service centers which are
Linked to corresponding online systems, Thay @ ot Use statistics

gt

of the




ORBIT & DIATOG & CAN/OLE } 25

ORBIT & DIALOG & QL

o

ORBIT & DYATOG & QL & CAN/OLE

[ ]
W

ORBIT & MEDLRE
ORBIT & MEDLINE & CaAN/OLE

MEDLINE & DIALOG

= s N W

MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT

o

MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & CAN/OLE
mm_&mm.os&onan&&&mu)m
CANSIM & CRBIT

CANSIM & ORBIT & CAN/CLE
CANSIM & ORBIT & QL
CANSIM & DIATIOG & ORBIT
CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT & CAN/OLE

CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL

R S S T T Y SR

CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/CLE

=

CANSIM & MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & CAN/OIE

CANSIM & MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/

OLE 6
SARINE & ORBIT 2
. SABINE & ORBIT & QI & CAN/OLE 2
SABINE & DIALOG & QL & CAN/OLE 1
SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT 4
SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & CAN/OLE 5
SABINE & CANSIM & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE 1

&9

6.6
2.4
6.1
0.8

Moo
= W

W W W W

o o o o o o o o &
[=e)

w

O B B O O O P
W W = W wtou o




SABINE & CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT

SABINE & CANSIM & MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT 2 0.5
SABIME & CANSIM & MEDLINE & DIALOG
& ORBIT & QL & CAN/OIE 2 0.5
NYTIMES & ORBIT 5 . 0.3
NYTIMES & ORBIT & QL 2 0.5
NYTIMES & ORBIT & DIALOG & QL 1 0.3
" NYTIMES & DIAIOG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE 5 1.3

NYTIMES & MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & :
QL / CAN/OLE 1 0.3
NYTIMES & CANSIM & ORBIT . 1 0.3
NYTIMES & CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT
& CAN/OLE 1 0.3
NYPIMES & CANSIM & MEDLINE & DIALOG &
ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE 3 0.8
N"TIMES&SABINE&DIAI.OG&ORBIT&QL
& CAN/OLE 1 0.3
NYTIMES & SABINE & CANSIM & DTALOG &
ORBIT & QL 1 0.3
NYTIMES & SABINE & C/NSIM ¢ DIALOG & "
ORBIT & L & CAN/OLE 1 0.3
BRS & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE 4 1.1
BRS & MEDLINE . 1 0.3
BRS & MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL

“ & CAN/OLE 1 6.3
BRS & SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & CAN/OLE 1 0.3
BRS & NVTIMES & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL 1 0.3
BRS & NYTIMES & DIATOG & ORBIT & QL
& CAN/OLE 1 0.3

34




BRS & NYTIMES & MEDLINE & DIALOG
& ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE

OTHER & QL

OIYEE, & ORBIT

OTHER & ORBIT & CAN/OLE
OTHER & ORBIT & QL

OTHER & ORBIT & QL & CAN/CLE

OTHER & DIALOG & QL & CAN/OLE

OTHER & DIALOG & ORBIT

(THER & DIALOG & ORBIT & CAN/OLE
OTHER & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL
onn-:R&DIA}.OG&ORBIT&QL&an/OLE
m&mzrnm&cmmm

OTHER & MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & CAN/OLE

(TMER & MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & L
& CAN/CIE

OTHER & CANSIM & QL
OTHFR & CANSIM & ORBIT
OIHER & CANSIM & ORBIT & QL

CTHER & CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL
& CAN/OLE

OTHER & CANSIM & MEDLINE & DJALOG & ORBIT
& QL & CAN/OLE

OMHER & SARINE & ORBIT & CAN/OLE

OTHER & SABINE & DIALNG

OTHER & SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT

= = S N W s =R W s W

N = =

I R R

0.3
0.8
1.1
0.8
0.5
0.3
0.3
1.1
0.8
0.5
1.6
0.3
0.3

0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3

0.5
0.3

0.3
0.3

0.3

o e s s

- vma b —




OTHER & SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL

OTHER & SABINE & MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT
& OL & CAN/OLE

. OTHER & SABINE & CANSIM & MEDLINE &
"DIATQG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE

OTHER & NYTIMES & QL
OTHER & NYTIMES & ORBIT
OTHER & NYPIMES & ORBIT & QL

OTHER & NYTIMES & DIALOG & ORBIT & OL
& CAN/OLE

OTHER. & NYTIMES & MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT
& QL & CAN/OLE

OTHER & NYTIMES & CANSIM & ORBIT

OTHER & NYTIMES & CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT
& QL & CAN/OLE

OTHER & NYTDMS & SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT
& QL & CAN/OLE

OTHER & SABINE & NYV'IMES & DIALOG & ORBIT
& QL & CAN/OLE

OTHER & NYTIMES & SABINE & MEDLINE & DIALOG
& ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE

OTHER & BRS & SABDNE & MEDLINE & DIALOG
& ORBIT & CAN/OLE

OTHER & BRS & NYTIMES & DIALOG & ORBIT

OIHER & BRS & NYTIMES & DIAIOG & ORBIT
& QL

-

o
1o

e =

0.3
1.3
0.3
0.3
1.1
0.5

0.5
0.3

0.5
0.5

0.3

0.8

0.3
0.3

0.3
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OTHER & BRS & NYTIMES & MEDLINE &
DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE

OTHER & BRS & NYTIMES & CANSIM &
MEDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE

CTHER g BRS & NYTIMES & SABINE & DIALOG
& ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE

1 0.3
1 0.3
1 0.3

380 100%
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TARLE 15:

SYSTEMS LISTED IN THE "OTHER" CATEGORY

INFOGLOBE (GLOBE & MATL):

BILIS DES DEPUTES DE 1A CHAMBRE DES
COMNES (IMPRIMERIE mcmm | 4
CHAMBRE [ES COMMINES; :

DERWENT :

BADADY) (UNIVERSITE DU QUEBEC) :
ARIANE (CENTRE D*ASSISTANCE
TECHNIQUE ET DE DOCUMENTATION,
PARIS, FRENCE) s

LIANTS H¥YDRAULIQUES (CENTFE D'ETUDES
ET DE RECHERCHES DE 1' INDUSTRIE DES
LIANTS HYDRAULIQUES) :

RESORS (CENTRE CANADIEN DE TELEDETBCTION/
CANADIAN CENTER FOR REMOTE SENSING) :

DOW JONES NEWS RETRIEVAL SYSTEM:

BUSINESS INTERNATIONAL (GRSERAL
ELRCTRICS) :

*CCMBASE (COMMUNICATIONS DATA BASE):

*CDS (SPORTS AND RECREATION DATA RASE)

SPIRES (BALLOT) (UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA) :

ISIS (ONTERIS DATA BASE):

BATTEILE'S SYSTEMS: T.O.L. (TRANSPORTATION
ON LINE) AND BASIS

I.P, SHARPE (non-bibliographic)
CHMTADS:
HAZMATS (Federal Government)

IN-HOUSE SYSTEMS (no name)

18 clients (1.5%)

1 client
2 clients

14 claents (1.2%)

1 client

1 client

6 clients

4 clients

1 client

1 centre

1 centre
9 clients

2 clients

9 clients
4 clients
1 client

2 clients

2 centres

(0.8%)

(0.8%)

* Data base for internal use only.

o
Y
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ASTIS (AILBERTA RESEARCH COUNCIL
DATA BASE) :

DEWART ‘(U K.):

*GOTHIC:

0.C.L.C.:

CHEMICAI, INFORMATICON SYSTEM:

UNIVERSITY -OF OKLAHOMA PETROLEIM
DATA SYSTEM:

GEOSCAN (formerly CANADIEN INDEX TO
GBEOSCIENCE NATA) via system 200

PROGRAM ON THE ENERGY, MINES & RESOURCES
COMPUTER, OTTAWA

UTLAS:

*ONTARIO MINISTRY OF GOVERNWMENT SERVICES:

*MINISIS (IN~HOUSE SYSTEM WITH IDRC AND
UONOOO FIDES)

NEELS (NATIONAL EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT
LOCATOR SYSTEM):

ALPHATEXT :

ALBERTA STATUTE® CITATOR:
CANFARM (cooperative Agency):
COIN (Univ. of Virginia)
INFORMATTCS, INC.:

C.D.A. (COPPER DEVELOPMENT
ASSOCTATION) :

COMPUSEARCH:

MCGILL LABOUR AGREEMENT DATA BASE:

2 clients
1 client
1 centre
1 client

1 client

1 client

2 clients
8 clients

1 centre
1ceu}tre

1 client
1 client
1 client
1 client
1 client

1 client

1 client
1 client

1 client

Overall, there are 107 clients to these 37 online systems.




TABLE 16: ONLINE SYSTEMS USAGE
. ™" RANK FREQUENCIES TOTAL .
'y SYSM SCDRE
: 1 2 3 4
CAN/OLE 72 58 56 | 15 589 22.9
fo systes | 37 23 | 4 | 47 360 14.1
. ';(

borsIT 139 86 50 7 921 35.9
Lsmm 118 65 13 -] 3 696 27.1

" froran 366 |22 {167 | 72 | 2566

Q 8 8
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TABLE 17: CANADIAN ONE.INE SEARCH SERVICE MARKET: ‘
DATA BASES i
|
DATA BASE PREQUENCY $ SCORE th;m;
COMPENDEX 127 8.4 464 1
MO * 114 7.4 426 2
NIIS 117 8.2 362 3
INFORM 97 6.6 298 4
RRIC 76 5.0 292 5
BIOSIS* 79 5.4 264 . . 6 |. ... ... _
PSYCH. ABST. 57 3.8 201 7
MEDLINE* ‘ 44 2.8 201 7
INSPEC 55 3.8 165 9
MANAGEMENT 46 3.2 134 10
TOTAL " a2 54.6 2807
(59,9

* INCLUDES BACKFILES




TABLE 18:

Li:w’ OF MOST-USED DATA BASES

Figures listed under each tank refer to the mmber of search
. sexvice centers having given this rank to this particular data base,

CQONVERSION OF RAMKS INTG SCORES

Ranic 4 =« score 2

Rank 1= score 5
ank 2w score 4 Rank 5= scorel BY GEOGRAPHICAL RBGIN
park 3~  score 3 (FREQUENCIES)
RANK Total | TOTAL BRITISH
DATA BASE 1 2 3 a f“““"“[weran scorp Overall rank | FTLANTIC | QUERRC ONTARIO | FRAIRIES | COLUMBIA
NXOUNTANTS INDEX 3 a 7 23 18 0 1 0 4 1 1
%
AC.F, {Arréts Oour - -
FédSrale}
A.C.S. |MTéts Cour
. 1 1 116 0 0 1 & 0
A.C,K.S. (All Canada
5 S 2 a 2 2 12 I8 26 1 0 8 2 1
ACRICOLA 2 9 8 3 29 83 14 1 9 4 1 5
e — P - . .
- MRIDOQ - 1 1 3 97 0 1 0 0 0
ATM/ARM . -
NERICA: RISIORY & - -
LIvE
e parta 011 1 1 5 7’ 0 0 0 } 0
APILIT 2 3 3 1 12 6 28 0 Q 4 8 0
APIPAT 1 1 1 3 9 53 0 0 2 1 0
—————
a3
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BY GEOGRAPHICAL REGION
Total - BRITISH
RANK ot | TO0TAL amarie Jouemee | owmamto PRAIRIES | cOUMBIA
il 2 3 4 erall score [Overall rank
APTIC i 2 & 71 0 0 2 0 0
ARD MODERYE 1 1 2 107 0 1 0 0 0
ASFA 2 3 7 67 0 1 - 1 1 0
Ast 1 1 4 88 0 1 0 0 0
BMRA ELUID ENGIN, - -
BICCODES 1 1 3 97 0 3 1 0 )
BIOSIS, BA, BIOS9T2 17 2 20 11 bo 264 _ 6 16 18 21 13 11
BT 1 1 q 88 0 0 0 1 0
CAC, CAS, CHEMOON, 1 a 18 19 14 426 2 17 22 % 19 10
CHE7071
CA PATENT CONCORDAN-
s - -
CAB ABSTRACTS 4 1 2 q 13 40 2 0 3 2 6 2
CAMENITCE - -
CANSTM 1 1 1 4 13 45 0 0 1 1 2
CBp1 3 6 9 6 0 8 13 1 q 20 3 2
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BY GROGRAPHICAL RECION

RANK Total BRITISH
T 5 3 r 5 Fre- ;'er " s:;: Aoterall rank ATLANTIC QUEBEC | CNTAREO FHAIRIES [ COUMBIA
- gﬁmﬁ“ CRI- 1 2 3 1 1 |8 25 36 1 0 3 : 2
CDI/CDA 1 4 4 § Jus 29 3 2 5 6 o 1
CHEMDEX,/CHEMQME 2 1 3 8 62 1 0 1 0 ]
&u&r ARUSE & 1 f1 1 116 0 0 1 0 0
CIH 2 1 3 1 )7 27 13 0 3 4 ¢ 0
CIS (LD X) 1 1 1 |3 6 7 0 1 1 1 0
CIAIMS 2 1 1 5 79 0 1 2 0 0
CIAIMS/CLASS - -
CIAIMS/U.S. PATENTS - -
C.N.I. 1 4 4 3 2 14 41 23 0 0 14 0 0
Qoo . -
OMD REGTONS - -
COMPENDEX (EI) 45 29 28 14 1 pz2 464 1 14 2 55 25 10
OONFERFNCE FAPERS 2 2 4 & n 0 0 4 0 0
TNOEX

e 102

103
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E

-8B~ BY GEOGRAPRICAL REGION
RA NK frotar | TOTAL ATLANTIC BRITISH
L ONTARIO PRATRIES
3 5 Qoo Joveraii score] overan ramk COLMBIA
CREOORD 1 | 1 3 97 G 1 .0
CRIS - -
— -
oR 4 2 1 Jai14 a9 20 1 6 2
DEL -1 -
DLO - -
DER- {(DOMINICN LAW 2 4 13 52 19 1 T 3
REPORTS)
DREF (DATA REFERFNCE .
SYSTEM) i 1 2 5 79 0 1 0
OLSCIOSURE, - -
ECONOMICS  ABST. INTNL. - -
ETS DSDUSTRIAL PLANTS - -
£1I5 NBMNIFACTURING - -
ESTASLISMENTS
ENERGYLINE 1 1 3 1s 2] 40 3 4 )
ENVIROIKLINE 3 3 5 N6 15 19 1 8 1
=PE -
1 LI ) . ‘
o 1e5

RIC . .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s s e
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BY GEOGRAPHICAL REGION
RANK Total © TOTAL —
—1 fre- o;eran scord Overall rank RTTARTIC | QuERE . e PRAIRIES | cepivmis
1 2 3 4 2 kuency
ERIC 19 12 ? 10 8 6 292 5 5 2z 26 14 ]
EiC. CHTID. EMAC. k! k! 9 53 0 1 2 0 b
RESOURCES
EXCERPTA MEDICA 1 1 2 107 0 0 0 1 2
FCR 2 1 1[4 9 53 1 0 2 1 0
FED REGISTER 1 1 2 107 0 0 1 0 0
FOODS M IBRA - -
FONDATTONS DIRBCTO- - -\
R
FURDATILH GRANIS - -
THDEX —
FRANCIS - -
F;pr & SULLYVAN - - .
FSTA 2 5 k! 5 3 o 53 13 2 4 9 4 0
GEOARCHIVE 1 1 2 7 67 1 0 1 0 0
GEOREF * 7 5 7 8 s |2 97 12 2 5 8 16 1
G.P.O. MNTHY N -

Q i - UH
rRlc 106 U

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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BY GPOGRAPHICAL REGION
RANK Total | TOTAL ATLANTIC ' BRITISH
: QuUEnec | onTARIO PRAIRIES | coumm
1 2 3 4 5 |Fre- | Overall score} Overall rank TA
pency -
GRANTS - -
HISTORICAL, ABS- - -
TRACTS
ret—
HQ 1 1 3 5 15 44 0 0 5 0 0
HE = =
no B Ty
WO 1 1 ]2 4 8o 0 0 2 9 0
IC 1 1 |2 L 4 88 0 1 1 0 0
INFORM {ABI) 22 19 18 20 18 b7 298 4 4 21 12 19 10
INSPEC 1 12 10 10 12 s 165 9 8 14 23 9 1
IOP.AO -
1SEC 1 2 1 f4 9 53 1 0 1 1 1
TABOREXC 1 1 1 1 4 1 49 0 0 3 0 ) B
LIBON 2 5 2 a b3 3 29 0 2 7 3 1
LISA 4 4 ] 52 0 0 2 0 2
15 i
2
1 v 9
Q
ERIC o . .
'
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BY GEUGRAPHICAL REGION
RANK Total | TOTAL BRITISH
- ATLANTIC QUEBREC (NTARIO PRAIRIES JOOLUMBIA
1 2 3 p 5 % l Overall soore{ Overall rank F
LLBA 1 1 2 6 7 ¢ 1 0 1 o
"1 wezne noex 2 2 6 n 0 0 2 0 0
MANAGEMENT (OON- 2 3 24 3 4
TENTS) 3 16 10 8 9 las 134 10 —
MEDLINE (#BACK- 24 5 3 2 faa 201 7 _ 3 16 12 5 7
FIIES} i
METADEX 1 2 2 3 2 1o 27 1
M3A - - s

MLA B BLIOGRAFPHY

MRIS ABSTRACTS
NATICHAL FORNDA- 1 1 5 79 1) ‘ 0 1 0 0
| S .

) NDEX = -
NEW YORK TIMES 1 1 2 4 12 46 0 1 3 0 0
NEWS 1 1 {2 4 88 0 0 1 1 0

—.f—

NICEM 1 1 3 97 0 o o 1 0
NICSEM/NIMIS - - -

‘Ll{)
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BY' GEOGRAPHICAL REGION
RANK Total I AL ATLANTIC QUEREC ONTARIO PRAIRIES BRITISH
1 2 3 4 5 Overall score] Owerall rank WOIA
NOT 1 - -
NTIS 2 30 25 2 20 11y 362 3 14 26 38 26 13
i '”Em! cTS) (RBs-"" - K] 2 2 18 2 "37' 4 1 1 1 1
ONTAP CASEARCH _ _
ONTAP CHEMNAME 1 2 107 0 0 1 0 0
ONTAP ERIC - -
[
0.0.N. 2 | 8 62 1 0 3 0 0
0.0.M.L. 1 1 §2 6 71 1 0 0 1 0
0.0.7. (CTDS) 2 6 71 o o 2 o 0
P2* INTERGTIONAL 1 4 7 11 49 0 5 2 0 0
PAPFROHEM 4 5 23 28 0 1 1 0 3
P/E NEWS - - )
PIRA 1 1 3 97 0 1 0 0 0
P.N.I. - -
12
q
113
Q

A FuiText provided by Eric L
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BY GEOGRAPHICAL RBGION

Total

l TOTAL

all acore

Y overall rank

ATLANTIC

(UEBEC

ONTARIO PRAIRIES

BRITISH
QOLUMBIA

Fre-
=

21

60

17

Ao 3

11

22

12

10

201

17

20 11

47

21

67

PTS. FEDERAL INTEX
(+ EBAY)

PTS. INTIRNAT. ANNU-
AL TIME ERIES

PTS. INTRNAT. STA-
TESTICAL ABSTRACTS

PTS. U.S. ANMIAL
TIME SERIES

R —

PIS. U.S. REGICNAL
TIME SERIES :

PTS. U.S. STATISTI-
(AL ABSTRACTS

PIS. WEEKLY

QUEREC ACTUALITES

86

12

46

114
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BY GIOGRAPRICAL REGION  ©
{ RANK Total _ | TITAL ATLANTIC I qesc | owramto | praraes § BRITISE
) 1 2 3 4 5 | ) overal Overall rank 4

RAPRA ABSTRACTS - - I
REG -
RESORS - -
RINGDOC 1 1 2 9 53 0 2 0 0 0
RSC (Revised Statu-
ton Of Caradar 1 6 2 3 2 Q1 23 1 0 5 2 4
SAE ARSTRACTS 1 1 1 3 9 51 0 1 1 0 1

" SAFETY 2 |2 2 107 0 0 1 1 0
SBC (STATUTES OF |
BRITIGH COLNER) 3 1 44 16 42 0 0 0 0 4
SCISEARY 1 6 5 6 bs 38 2 4 4 4 4 2
SCR COURT
Rm{?alsrlpam 3 2 3 2 1 3 64 . 16 2 0 7 2 2
SNB (STATUTES OF NEW

0 0

ARNSHICK) 1 1 2 107 1 0 0
SOCIAL SCISEARCH é 7 I35 102 11 1 12 1 7 0
Sn) 5 ? 10 ’
SCCIOLOGICAL 4
ABSTRACTS 1 1 5 2 9' 19 a1 1 3 1 0
SOL 1 1 I 1 116 0 0 ) 0 0

117




440
SPIN
SPK
s
o 2 6 |8 10 51 1 1 2 3 1
)
s10 - -
R 2 1 2 2 2 19 2 35 o 3 6 2 9
TITUS/TE: TILEDO) - -
WLsA n 4 2 2 1 o 82 15 1 0 3 15 1
INICN 1. 1 1 §3 10 51 0 1 2 0 0
URBADOQ 1 1 4 88 0 1 0 0 0
= T
- 1 1 2 9 53 0 3 1 0 0
e létsnel)uy Criminal | , P o 5 1 0 3 0 0
WELDASEARCH - .

119




-96- r BY GEOGRAPHICAL REGION
RANK ~ ¥ rotar | TOTAL amavric foeme  Jowrario muans BRITISH
lpm_ foveral score f overall rank COLUMBIA

WORLD TEXTILES - -

L
WeT 2 1 ho 23 8 0 6 0

il

R - - -

PASCAL - -
BADAIG 3 12 46 0 0 0 0

_ ¥ FiE
CQHEMICAL ENGINEE- . 0 0 0

1 3 97 0

T0LDE 3 9 3 29 2 4 0 1
AV LINE 3 9 53 1 1 0 1 4‘
CEMLINE 3 5 79 2 0 0 1
DOW JONES NEWS
RETRIEVAL 1‘» 2 8 62 0 0 0 1
GIOBE MD MALL 8 28 32 0 6 0 1
BILLS DES DEPUTES N s 79 0 1 0 0
FRANCIS 12 3 97 0 0 0 0
OMBASE I 1 2 107 0 1 0 0
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. BY GBOGRAPHICAL FEGION
RANK Total TOTAL BRITISH
Fre- | ATIANTIC | oUEREC | OWTARIO PRAIRES | courmia | . .
1 2 5 _ [ouency|Overall score] overall rank -
[ | PASCAL 3 -1 _ _,Il _ .. s 79 0 0 1 0 0
FASCAL 7 l 1 2 107 0 1 ] 1] 0
- PRSCAL B 1 1 1 116 0 1 0 0 0
s 1 1 5 79 0 0 1 0 0
SODILINE 4 4 16 42 1 0 2 0 1
CATLINE 1 2 7 67 0 0 1 0 1
SERLIN:. 1 3 97 0 0 0 1] 1
I
RTECS - - -
P —— -
CANCERLIT 1 2 6 n- 0 0 1 0 1
CLINPROT 1 3 97 Q 0 0 0 1
CANCERPROJ 1 |2 3 97 ] ] 1 0 1
NEELS 1 1 5 79 0 0 . 0 0 1
—— I
NATES 1 1 4 88 1] 1] 0 0 1
BALLOTS 1 1 1 116 0 0 0 0 1
Q ‘ 122
ERIC .




RANK BRETISH
1 2 3 4
TRIS 1 1 0
QNTERIS 1 ¢
MANQUANT 35 58 8¢ 11 | 158 48 3099
TOTAL 345 | 32 293 - 302 585 2n 147
A ————
, 125
. 4 .




TABLE 19:

BIBLIOGRAPHIC SEARCH METHCDS

126

A FOR COMPILING BIELIOGRAPHIES
RANK - %
METHOD 1 2 Mot
3 3 SCORE of
AR
SEARCH 122 129 57 72 609 40.3
BAICH OR OFF-
ALINE
SEARCH 203 116 13 46 g06 I 53.4
TOTAL 358 302 156 324 1510 l 100
B: TXIR ANSWERING QUICK REFERENCE QUESTIONS
"RANR
METHOD FAR :
1 2 3 Hot SOORE of
MANLAL
SEARCH 292 35 11 42 915 60.4 §
~ BATCH OR CFF-
LIDE SEARKCH 4 20 92 264 =120 0
RAINE
SEARCH 72 224 10 74 600 39.6
TOTAL 364 279 113 380 1515 100
Conversion of ranks into scores
Farw 1 = Aoore 3 Rank 3= score 1
Fark 2 = score 2 Not useq = score =1




T sy SILIGIRIMIC NN MINONS I TIPS O CROWITATION

*

P ROMPLLING DIBLIOGRAPHIES AMSHEAING QUICK REPERZCHE QUZSTIOND
HANUAL Or?-LIMNE OM-LIND HANUAL orr-L1INE ON=- LINE

mlmlllhlm Elcnl.l Fro= Ovarnll} hvecage | Wy Owarall § Akvecage rork Im Ihnnp
oy | yrem {ocore L* Proqusecyfacoes Jaccen [ quirey | sccve [acoww smre { snee PAQEY | soors  § smes Ffraquscy [scoee  Jecxe  |menk
CONTRMATAL [ pl n1? ) 2 2] " 1. 3| u wm lam |2 ] 2 ) 1m0 1 4 51 1.4 3 0 m |r> |2
DR, @ 1 | 0] 2 A 2 frwJafl e {wfasfi] w w | 2m» 1 2 2 1.10 3 “ wo J2% |2
v “ | » ? B LK a2 | J20] .0 st [an {1 ? n 1.6 3 1 6 lam {2

: 2
INsVERITY ” L B B L] 9 il 'n w (2 3L Y ™ | n9 1 n » 1,3 3 “ m o |2
EACATIONL ) 0 25 3 [] [ [} il a % 2] a n -] 3,00 1 2 2 1.00 3 w »n 1% 2
ABRLIC LI 3 ] Hes | g ] o | 1 Jae) 4 10 t2fal 9 an {im 1 4 ¢ ] 3 ? 1 [200 ]2
oBER 2 " PR T Y 1 1% 1 1.% -3 [ » 282 2
»

ToTAL ro tes o33 1 116 us 1,26 3 »s m e |2

128

127

-00T-

ERIC -
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TABIE 21:
SEARCH REQUEST FORMATS
FORMAT FREQUENCY 3
MAIL/TEIEX 135 13.6
PHCNE - 266 26.8
IN PERSCN BY END-USER 349 35.1
HIMSELF /HERSELF
IN PERSON BY END-USER'S 222 22.3
REPRESENTATIVE
10 2.2
MISSING 12 L.2
TOTAL 994 100
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TARIE 22:

COMBINATIONS OF SEARCH REQUEST FORMATS

n COMBINATIONS CF SEARCH REQUEST ABSQLUTE

FORMATS FREQUENCY ¥
By phane & by end-user himself/
\ herself & by end-user's repre- 178 46.8

sentative
By phone & by end-user himself/ 7 20.3
herself *
By end-user hiinself/hersel f 57 15.0

. By end-user himself/herself &

; by end-user's representative 35 9,2

By phone & by end-user himself/ | -
herself & by end-user's repre- . 5 1.3
sentative & other

By mail/telex 4 1.1
By phone 4 1.1
Other 3 0.8
By end~user's representative 2 0.5
By erd-user himself/herself &

by end-user's representative & 1 0.3
other

By mail/telex & by end-user's 1 0.3
representative *
By mail/telex & by phone & 1 0.3
Errors 3 0.8
Migsing 9 2.4
TOTAL ' 380 100%




TABLE 23:

COST RECOVERY POLICIES

DESCHATELETS WANGER
BY TYPE OF ORGANITATION ONERALL: BY TYPE OF QRGANIZATION
{PERCENTAGE) )
—t— -1 1
m 22 |233
m F, 1‘m
B m : : m m mmm
m M
’
45.30169.9 §69.9 | 63.6 | 12.X.] 41.7] © 33.3 50.0 "74.6 60.8 3.3
ai. u__...a 19.2 |13.6 ] 64.8f 50.0] 85.7 28.9 i.8 17.5% 19.5 50.4
15. 8.7111.0J)13.6923.1] 8.3]14.3 28.9 15.9 7.9 14.1 4.4
e
7 l.agjo 0 0 0 0 8.9 1.2 0 1.4 0.9 .
96. 41 100 100 | 200} 200 | 200 | 100 100 98,9 100 95.8 99,0




-104- -

T ’ TAHLE 24:

STANDARDIZED FORMS

l SEARCH FEQUEST SPARCYH EVALUATION | SEARCH OOST/STATISTICS
TYPE OF ORCANIZATION

s FREQUENCY 3 FREQUENCY i
GOVERMENTAL 49 45.4 14 13.0 4 40.7
TOUSTRIAL 2 | 42.7 9 12,0 28 3.3 =
COMERCIAL 6 27.3 2 2.7 6 21.3
UNIVERSITY . 70 75.3 19 20.4 7% 81.7
EDUCATICNAL 11 42.3 3 11.5 13 50.0
PUBLIC LIBRARY 6 as.7 3 42.9 7 100.
OTHER 18 37.5 6 12,5 27 56.2
TOTAL 192 50.8 56 14.7 201 53.2




" TABLE 25:

SEARCH PREPARATION AND SEARCH MODES:

TYPE OF ORGANIZATION
GVERNMENTAL
TNDUSTRIAL
COMERCTAL
UNIVERSITY
EDUCAT TONAL
PUBLIC LIBRARY
OTHER

s COF

SCORES
OVERALL

PANK

S0ORE COWERSICN
RANK 3 = SOORE 1

RANK 1 = SOCRE 3 RAE 2 = SOORE 2

133
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TARLE 261

Vg,

mmmmwmmg\“mms

DESCHATELETS WRNGER MARSHALL
INTERMEDIARY-USER INTERACTION
(SEARCH) .. ..,
TOTAL ARCADEMIC TOTAL MNADEMIC ACIOEMIC
% % k] ) [
DILEGATED ' 52.4 46.6 $1.6 7.7 | £,
DIRECT 9.9 1.1 10.2 /A 2.7
COMBINED 7.7 49.3 6.2 41.6 | 13.8

134 .




TABLE 27:

SEARCH PREPARATION AND SEARCH
MOCES: DIFFERENCES RETVEEN
FRENCH AND ENGLISH SEARCH
SERVICE CENTERS.

PREPARING SEARCHES CONDUCTING SEARCHES

DELEGATED DIRECT COMBTNED DELEGATED DIRECT COMBINED
soorel s OF | Bl score] ¢ oF § Rlsome]l s oF sof |rlsowE] s ofr IRfscorE] soF | R
sooRes| A A SCORES soomes | A scores) A soores] A
N N N N N
-1 K K K K
647 43.0 ) 2] 160 | 10.6 | 3] 697 | 46.3 s3.5 T1] 240 ] 9.7 13] 530§ 36.8 |2
73 2882 45 J17.8 J3% 135]53.4 48.5 J1f 26 | 10,9 J 3§ 103 f 43.2 §2
_.
720 40.2 | 2§ 205 j12.5 Q3] 832 | 48.3 s2.4 1] 166 ] 9.9 3] 634 ] 37.7 2
¢




TABLE 28: SEARCY PREPRRATION AND SEARCH MODES BY EXPERIDNCE LEVELS
[~ !
PREPARING THE SEARCH CONDUDTING THE SEARCH
DELEGATED DIRECT COMBINED OTHER DELEGATED DIRECT COMBINED .
Total Total
Frecquen- | S8core | Frequen- {Score | Frequen~ | Score | Frequen- | Score | Prequen~l| Frequen= { Score | Frequen— | Score | Frequen- | Score Fre-
A S A 24 ) ' cy cy cy cy quency
{£F} _F) |
Less than one] 41 103 19 38 46 116 1 2 107 48 129 17 38 37 66 103
| year
1 year a2 97 | 18 3 | s0 |13 0 o | mo | 4 || 13 |2z 4 |us 206
2 years 67 1m 18 35 67 1m 1 2 153 72 197 15 35 55 131 142
3 years 57 143 23 35 62 158 0 0 142 60 170 16 3 53 118 129
& yoars 32 7 18 30 42 108 2 2 94 39 107 5 ? 33 78 8
5 years 26 68 11 16 28 69 0 0 65 30 a3 5 11 21 48 56
More than 5 2 51 3 14 26 67 1 3 58 24 64 8 15 23 51 55
years
OVERALL 287 710 116 203 321 825 5 | 729 | 322 871 79 164 267 607 669




TABLE 29: SEARCH PRERARATION AND SEARCH MODES BY POTENTIAL END-USER POPULATICNS
PREPARING THE SEARCH ﬂ QONDUCTING THE SEARCH
1
DELBGATED DIRECT COMBINED OTHER DELEGATED DIRECT COMBINED OTHIR " toral
Frequen- | Score | Frequen] Score | Freguen-| Soare | Frequen— sqnnfnnnmry Frequen~ |Souse | Frequen- | Score | Frequen~| Score anumr»&:xéfnﬂmmq

Y <y 4 Y (Y cy 4 4 &

ter) ., B

less than 100 | 68 160 41 89 76 198 1 2 166 75 200 36 86 60 140 1 bz
H
H

101-500 80 210 24 U 86 217 0 0 190 91 253 14 25 6 | 159 1 170
14

501-1000 3% 86 15 23 40 103 1 2 92 40 108 9 18 3 73 0 , 0 80
!
3 | 1 |

| 1001-500¢ 44 |06 [ 18 2| s |1 1 3 | u3 5 o J1 | o [ | o o 0

1 24 66

5001-10000 % 64 9 11 2 64 1 1 6 5 6 25 58 0 0 54

-10001~20000 8 18 1 3 11 3 1 3 21 10 24 1 3 12 30 0 ¢ 23

20001 and morg 30 76 9 13 34 86 0 0 7 32 8 6 12 k) S I o .0 69

OVERALL| 291 720 | 217 205 | 323 829 5 1 736 326 | 880 80 166 269 631 2 3 6m
|

oy
o
@0
-60T~




TAELE 30: SEARCH PREPARNI'ICN AND SEARCH MXOES'BY CATEGORIES OF ELIGIBLE END-USERS
PHREPARING THE SEARCH CONDUCTING THE SERRCH
DELEGATED DIRECT COMBINED OTHER Taxal DELEGATED DIRECT CMBEINED OTHER ‘Total
£ frequen:
Frequen- | Score | Fraquen=- | Score | Frequen | Score | Frequen- Frecquen-| Score | Frequen-| Score; Frequen=-§ Score | Frequens| Score|cy
cy cy cy cy o) I cy cy \ cy cy )
ANY BEND-{SER 99 227 43 70 119 313 3 263 109 287 24 45 103 250 1 2 237
INTERNAL 171 440 65 117 180 452 2 410 188 518 47 100 146 3% 1 1 382
LY
OTHER 19 45 8 15 23 62 0 50 25 67 7 16 19 43 0 0 51
OVERALZL 200 712 116 202 322 B27 5 731 322 872 70 161 268 629 2 a 670




\ L]
: e
TARLE 31: SEARCH PREPARATION AND SPARCH MODES BY ONLINE SYSTEMS USED "T_:
QONDUCTING THE SEARCH
total DELEGATED DIRECT OOMBINED OTHER Total
frequen~
cy Frequ-ISoom Freguen-| Score| Fregquen-|Score Frequen-Lcore EYW
-, || <Y <Y oy <y mr)
416 I 182 492 35 67 159 3| 0 0 376
323 IW 147 397 k3 61 s 3 1 2 307
576 4‘] 260 710 50 93 213 499 2 3 525
14 190 518 26 43 163 383 0 0 379
1729 779 2117 142 264 663 | 1561 3 5 1587

143
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TARLE 32: SEARCH PREPARATION AND SFARCH MODES BY SEARCH INTERMEDIARY® JOB SPECIALIZATICN E
)
-
PREPARING THE SEARCH CONDUCTING THE SEARCH
DELEGATED DIRECT COMBINED Total " DELEGATED DIRECT COMBRNED total
Frecjuen-| Score| Frequen- | Score | Frequen— | Score frequencﬂm Score | Frequen-|score | Frequen- | Scare | Frequen-| score | £reguen
oy oy <y () <y <y <y cy(t‘l
&Q SEARCH: 1
eprcrarasts 38 94 15 19 43 109 99 43 117 8 13 38 84 89
fereciauasrs 187} 462 58 ) 209 542 456 210 577 | 28 a3 1 e 17
NON
JSPECIALISTS | 4 | 380 62 102 152 384 357 156 a3 | 40 79} 132 | 206 328
JovERALL 367 | 906 135 198 404 1035 912 403 1213 7% 130 | 349 807 834

[P,
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TMIFE 33: SEARCH PREPAPATION AND SEARCH MODES BY SFARCH INTERMEDIARY'S SURTECT SPECTALIZATION
)
PREPARING THE SEARCH CONDUCTING THE SEARCH ¢
DELEGATED DIRECT COMBINED OTHER total || oEecaTED ' DIRECT COMPINED OTMER total
frequand freques
mmmjmmmmmrmm- % Frecuen- | Score | Frequen- | Score | Frequen- [Score | Frequer~Score | cy
cy oy oy cy ) LCY oy oy oy (2F)
|
% 135 334 56 85 157 398 2 350 158 423 38 &7 129 299 0 k i)
GENEFALISTS 184 457 58 86 199 515 3 444 " 207 564 33 59 175 412 0 415
) VERALL 319 791 114 11 256 913 5 794 365 987 71 126 304 711 0 : 740
=
w
[




peLE W, SR SREPNAXCION MD SEARDH MRS BV OO RECOVERY SOLICTES
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ERIC

[Arun:provaea o eric [ '

PRPARING THE SEARCH COMICTING B SENOH
DELAGKTED bty eiND COLPCNTED o OB TTVER.
e | % o s of ) t Pre~ vof Total
I oy fJocora} 3.5 Foun, Jevaomncy [sooen |2 50 l Sn senee] Sot R .uf"“"m °‘L&§'_“Jn&n Y a;m-L-n Freuency
™E NSIS ) g |12 n % 00 1o | 243 | w.e s1.2 |3 [ o o o] fis s b2alz J 2 |5 Jaa o | am
MARTIN. CORT
. we |2
OV m i f e f2| M 4 Fan 3.3 10 Jo | |9 ) us Jooe Brayz 32 ¥s | os [0 |
oot |4 lr6] 220 F 2] W % | “ |us
$1.0 03 2 |22 |0 [Mapa ] iz a2 J2 2 Jeafr] s
fon PRETT s Ju| a2 1 11 103 [ L3 P a2 by |2 Padaa|laf sl fa]z bo Jo Jo [of 0
e — - ‘==
oEwL a0 fwe | 4y 32 n I BT e |68 g, 526 F1 Jus Qoo |5l me nelz bs fo fFos Jafm
= =

-HIT~
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TABLE 354 NUMBER OF SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES
NUMBER OF TYPE 0P ORGANIZATION
mﬁ:ﬁ FRoRCY R .| GOVERNWMRNTAL INDUSTRIAL COMMERCTAY, | UNIVERSTIY BUCATIONAL BURLIC OTHER
0 39 0 10.3 13 10 4 4 2 0 6
1 120 120 31.6 37 3 8 2 5 0 17
2 % 198 %.1 25 18 6 30 8 0 12
3 52 156 13.7 13 12 1 14 3 3 6
4 21 84 5.5 & 2 1 & 2 2 2
3 14 70 3,7 0 2 7 - 1 2
5 Is 90 3.2 6 1 0 1 S 0 1
| ? 5 35 1.3 3 0 0 2 0 0 0
8 4 a2 1.1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0
9 1 9 0.3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
10 3 30 0.8 0 0 0 2 0 0 1
11 2 22 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0
14 2 28 0.5 1 0 G 0 9 . 1
16 1 o 0.3 0 0 1 0 0
18 1 _=13 0.3 0 0 0 - 1 0 0 0
20 1 20 0.3 0 . 0 1 0 0 0
300 928 100.0 108 75 22 93 2 48
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THBLE 36: SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES: DISTRIBUTION BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION

" TYPE OF ORGANIZATION

NUMBER (F INTERMEDIARIES

MBMBER OF CENTERS

REPORTING ZERO '
TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE MDE MEDIAN (§ e oo tane
GOVERMENTAL 250 2.31 1 3 13 12.0
INOISTRIAL 125 1.66 1 2 10 13.3°
e -
COMMERCTAL 37 1.68 1 2 ] 18.2
UNIVERSITY 304 3.0 2 4 4 0.4
EDUCATTONAL -,
PUBLIC LIPFARIES 30
OTHER 108
O VERALL 928

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

. ‘ .
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SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES: JOB SPRCTALTZATION

SEARCH SPECIALISTS | NON SPRCIALISTS
¥ | Frequency ' Frequency b
1] 293 ‘77.1 110 28.9 166 43.7
1 30 7.9 108 28.4 105 21.6
2 10 3.0 51 13.4 % 12.1
3 3 0.3 2 5.5 7 1.8
4 1 2.9 5 1.3
5 12 3.2 2 0,5
6 b 0.3 15 3.9
7 1 0.3
8 2 0.5 2 0.5
1 0.3
10 1 0.3 2 0.5
11 1 0.3 1 0.3
12 1 0.3
18 1 0.3
20 1 0.3
MISSTNG 43 1.3 44 11.6 44 1.6
' OVERALL 380 100.0 80 100.0 80 100.0




TABLE 38:

~118~

SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES: JOB

SPECIALIZATION

{BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION}

TYPE (F ORGANIZATION ONLINE SEARCH STECIALISTS spmms wlmx;usrsl Tom
MMEER : buezm | ¢ lonesd s
GOVERMENTAL pl} 9.8 140 {569 | 82 [33.30 26
INDUSTRIAL, 8 6.5 68 53.3 49 [40.2 122
COMMERCIAL 0 ] 20 4.1 | 17 [45.0 37
UNTVERSITY 21 6.9 204 67.1 | 79 126.0) 304
EDUCATTIONAL 0 0 59 9.7 |1 15 j20.3 T
PUBLIC LIBRARY 1 3.3 27 9.0 2 6.7 30
'onmg 11 9.6 45 39.1 51 §44.3 118
OVERALL 65 7.0 ss0 1 60.3 |295 |38 928
* — g
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TARLE 39:

SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES: SUBJECT SPECIALIZATION

MUMBER OF SEARCH SUBJECT SPECIALISTS CENERALISTS

INTERVEDIARIES Frequency ) Frequency 1
0 164 43.2 107 28.2
1 93 24.5 102 26.8
2 26 6.8 65 171
3 is 3.9 24 6.3
4 8 2.1 15 3.9
5 6 1.6 9 2.4
6 9 2.4 2 0.5
. ? 2 ¢ 0.5 3 0.8
8 2 0.5 1 0.3
9 1 0.3 2 0.5

10 2 0.5
1 2 0.5 1 0.3
12 1 0.3

14 1 0.3

18

20 1 0.3
) MISSING 48 12.6 48 12.6
¢ OVERALL 380 100.0 380 100.0

155




TABLE 40:
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SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES:
SUBTECT SPECIALIZATION

(BY TYFE OF ORGANIZATICN}

SUBJECT SPECIALISLS CEERALISTS
TYPE OF ORGANIZATION

Frequency i Frequency t
COVERQENTAL 11§ 43:; 124 51.7
INTUSTRIAL 37 30.8 83 69.2
COMERCIAL 8 22.2 28 77.8
UNIVERSITY 165 54.3 139 45.7
EDUCATIONAL o 58.1 31 41.9
PUBLIC LIBRARY 6 20.0 24 0.0
OTHER 45 42.1 62 57.9
OVERALL 420 45.4 491 52.9




PROFORTION TN WHICH SUBJECT SFECIALIST SEARCH INIERMEDIARIES CONDICT

TARLE 4):
ONLINE SEARCHES IN THEIR OW¥ SPECIALITY
TIPE OF ORCANIZATION
mw - m .
SOVERPENTAL | TNDUSTRIAL | COMMERCIAL | INIVERSTTY | ECATION,  TUELIC OTHER | TOIM
ALWAYS 5 4 0 1 0 1 7 24
MOST OF THE TIME 24 15 1 28 8 1 s 82
SCMETIMES 16 10 3 15 2 0 5 51
NEVER 5 1 1 3 0 0 2 12
CANNOT TELL 3 1 0 0 1 0 1 6
OVERALL 53 E 5 53 1 0 20 175
FIRST THREE CPTIONS
TOGETHER 45 29 4 50 10 2 17 157
' 85.0 93.5 80.0 94.3 91.0 100 8s.0 { 89.8




TARLE 42 SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES: TRAINING METHODS
BY TYFE OF CRGANIZATION
€T GIVERMEN L[ INDUSTRIAL COMERCTAL INIVERSITY | ERUCATIONAL FUBLIC OTER
& (- r £} i = 3 :
’ FORAL TRATHING BY SYSTEM REPRE~
mﬂmrmm ALL SEARH 222 29.0 1 59 30.1 w | 4] n a4 e %0 | 16| 21} s 173 f 26 | 322

FORAL TRAINDIG BY SYSTEM REPRE-
B e A Fev 9 12.2 5 24 12.2 13 fuad o Jazsi e o] 3] s 2 5.3 { 10 | 123

LOCAL. TRAINING BY THE MOST
SEARCH INTERMEDIARY 125 16.9 3 36 10.4 10 12.3 3 S.4] 40 19.8 3 7.9 5 13.2 10 26.3

SELF-TRAINTNG (SEARCH INTERMEDIA-
RIES ARE (N THELR OWH) us 1.0 4 8 .3 21 15.5 7 J2s | 40 19.9 s 0 13.2 2 1.1 9 9.9

FORPL TRAINDNG BY DATA BASE
REPRESENTATTVES FOR CONCERIED 175 23.6 2 o 24.0 B 22817 6 107 46 190 f1 3223 | > 1.7 |20 | 2.6

SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES

OTHE 12 1.6
T — 4
TOTAL 744 100

. Q .
_ERIC
» . . .




TS 4% CPRAINING:  spaecll SMIALIZATION
Arg semch intematiaries trained to use all

avdilable online systams?

!‘!

Fresuency [ ‘
Yes, all intermediaries ave 207 84,3
Yes, SO intermexliaries are L& 21.6 i
No 42 11.1
Cannot tell 2 0.5
Bo search intermediaries equally use all
online systems an which they have been trained?
Frequency 1] |L .
Yes 139 8.1 I H
No 107 37.0 ! t
1
Canmot tell 23 8.0
Basia of seard izat BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION —
FPeCialization OVERMRTAL | 1oustriar | osercian | ONTVERSITY [EOCATIONAL OTHER
Frequency ' F 1 1 1 F LI L ) d 2 £ -
he/she learns one syatam and 5.0 10.0
conducts all searches on that 22 17.2 s 13.21 3 | 5.0 9112 | 2#4.0] 0 0 1 ’ 1
system S ————
He/she learns one or a few data 10.0
bases ant conducts mearch an 20 2.9 9 22,70 5 30.0 28.6] 9 ol 1 0] o 0 1 v
that {these) data base{s) on
whatever gysten
A 2
}'Ie/she opecinlizes in a discipline 25.0 ) 0.0
subject areal and learns whatever 25.0 20.6] 2 46.0] 3 60,0 1 . .
systamis) and data basels) necessa- 51 .1 u w13
ry to adequately cover that area
0 5 50,0
26.3] ¢ |30 2.6 6 |120]1 o] 2 50
OTHER 2 22.9 1o |
m
TOTAL 1 160 1w |10 |2 hoo 100 [so oo fs Ruwo |} ¢ 100 100

Q 60
:
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TABLE 44: PRE-SPARCH ACTIVITICS: FRECUENCY ALD SOORE DISTRIBUTION

SEARCH INTEREDIARIES® INVOLVEMENT
ACTIVITY 00 NIT DO DMCIDE DECIDE DECIDE & ASSIST
DECIDE AssIsT FXFIAN [ oR s s AS.EI.?P & BXPLAIN TOTAL
ARTICIPATE | AsSIST EXPLATN EXPLAIN

Freg W&qﬁgim Freg. | 15 . gﬁﬁ E 1385 | Freguence Score fang
Selection of cnline searching as cne way 2 1 3
of cbtalning nesded information m | 777120 § 240§ 1 134 8 |-s6 54 n 1) 3 17 8 1&1& 12
Salection of addicional approaches 115] aos 1 112 { 226 § 16 16 16 ~1124 50 300 2 10 9 27 15 60 1332 13
Selection of mde of searching: delegatedd 194 J1asg | 69 138 | 10 10 |21 § =147 3 204 (] 0 2 6 6 2 1592 8
direct or ombined
Selaction of approgriats data base(si 196 J1asa | 76 {152 § 1 1 Jo |-0Q42 | 252} 4] 2 6 7 20 17 5 L

>
Selection of anline system{s} st nfe]n 1 20 J-ra6frs | na f 1§ s 1 3 $ 16 1912 3 f
Question formulation ard elaboration g 697 137 J2va § 3 3 T §-49 §74 444 o o L] 15 11 4 1428 i
i a
Seacch atrategy formulacion: selection of 126 28z § 117 2N 3 k| 7 -39 69 "0t 0 0 4 12 10 40 153 9
Search strategy formulation: salactlon of] ypolesa J17 Jaa J 2 | 2 0z [-aafos [se b o b s | » s | 10 10 1644 "
SoAY formalation: expansi
of mmm on o 130 | 910 ] 106 § 212 1 1 S }-3s Jaz 492 b S 2 6 9 16 1627 7
Search strategy formilation: selection of 190 hhaao | 75 | iso 3 3 8 -56 147 282 2 10 2 [3 g9 16 1761 4
addicional access points o
Search strategy formilation: selection of
search logic 212 frans | 63 226 | 2 2 |9 |56 Jat Jus | 1| S 1 3 ] EH 1837 2
Search strateqy formulation: restrictions
ard other Limiting devices 1z § 33 §122 |26 s s 9 -5y |72 432 0 0 4 12 1n 44 1460 10
Use of princed aids: user maruals, the- 2o is3a | 49 § ca 4 4 9 }-63 390 264 1 S 2 [ B a2 1379 i
sauri, dictionaries .
Samre 2079 {las5z0§ 1186 | 2372 {64 [ 1] 138 =966 |77 {4302 15 %5 48 144 125 500 21020
OVERALL -
of scores| 67.1 10.8 0.3 0 19.6 0.3 0.6 2.3 1 83




™—_E 4: I-GPNTH ACTIVITINS: SN DLITRINATION B¢ TYVE OF QRGNTANTTON
ACTLIVITT
! TN
e A FR PN N L
o - P EE §
CRHTIATTON b 1 . i i 1.8 ; .
ATIVITY Y] %. % Y& § 3 gg g; ga Egi gl Ei EJ ToraL
k a § 8 f" 3 l : 8 % 4 4
1 5 5 g 3 g E EE E..g E g.,g " i§ 1y i
M 38 1ae | 8|k [a8d N0 § |82 [si
sioe b ol o Fol ol sl ot ol of s ¢ sl ol sBoed s{¢ o fod sfelsi Bl o o"_,
T “ '™ a2 jorst g oy f o Josfen [n.ofos Esafm fae] @ Jua o ssafare fesof ars [ | s | 0] 1 §engsrs n.ﬂ ELT1Y g $
BOUSTHIAL 3 “ uy "-II m g oo | g fershwr oo Jera) ss ] mafeoo] sl s Jaaa | e f o] nel 2.l wo Jusos s e
COPERCIAL 1» 1 108 l!.t[ WEE |10 RN Ieod] sz rief v |10] e} “-'1 wwiros] w7z ] wedna] o] ongion fm.i [+.1] X
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TABLE 46:  PRE-SFARCH ACTIVITIES: SUMANRY
Type of organization Type of organization
ACTIVITY SCORE RAMNK where search intormedia- Jwhere search Internedia-
ries are mst autohomous ries are less autoromous '
Selection of online searching as one way “
of chtaind 3ed int thon 61.6 12 Camercial 857 Goverrmental  (42,9)
Selection of additional approsches 61.1 13 Cowercial  (77.8) University  (42.2)
131 f mode of ssarching
Sitect or combingd ! Megmd'l 7.8 8 Commercial  (95.2) Other 156.5)
Selection of approperiate qara bagels) Ilr 76.6 5 Educatiopal  (91.3) University (60,4}
Selectian of online system{s) ns ¢ 3 Public Library (100} other (60.2)
Qustion formutation and elahoration 'r €5.7 11 Bducatiopal  (74.5) University {47.6}
:?ms strategy formulation: selection hl_ 65.3 9 Industriar  (78.2) University {51.6)
gearch strategy formalation: selectd n Biucatfanal
of search terms *® u M 6 Ablic (85.7) University  (59.2)
Search Strat fi lation: exquansion
ot saarch voodatany TR 72.4 ; Pubtic Library (31.8) University  {63.6)
Search strategy formulation: selection of .
additionsl access points 77.5 4 tducational  {87.0} tniversity 65.'1)
Search strategy formalation: selection
of search logic ! 82.1 2 Public Library 198.0) University (54.9)
Search strategy farrmlation: restrictions i -
Sem ooy fomulatio 6.7 10 Public Liteary (03.7) University  (51.3)
Use of printed aids: user manuals, 84.9 1 Universicy  (70.4)

thesauri, dictionaries.

OVERALL

68.0

public Library (98.0)

Public Library 179.0)

{57.4}

University

He 235

166

Industrial (78.8)
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TAME 47. SEARCH ACTIVITIES: FRECUEBHCY AND SOORE DISTRIBHITON
. ROLE OF  SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES TOTAL
MTIVITIES - D9 NI DO DECIDEG CECICE ASSISY & pECIDEs ASSIS?
PECIDE ASSIST EXPLATH O PARTICTOA ASSIIL & EXPLATN EXPLATH & EXPLAIN
. SORE | RARK
Frequenr JScore | Frequan- {Score | Fraquon~- | Score| Frequen- | Socore | Frequen-§ Score ] Frequen= 1 S¢ore | Prequen~ | Score | Frequen- | Score
cy ) § oy (2) {ev (1f) Jey =76} oy 66 oy 56) foy (f) § o (46) \
|
" Cammunications procedures ' 290~ {208| 13 26 s s | s s | s P w] s 20 | o | o "7 T2 faan | i
Search tocols:  LOG-(M,
Search pro /UGG-CFF 305 213§ 9 18 4 3 $ -a§ 3 18 5 25 0 0 3 12 [ an 1
Heyboarding (operating the terminal} 02 2114 10 20 3 3 5 -15 7 42 20 0 o 3 12 2176 2
consulting onlina dictionaries/thesauri 254 1778 29 58 2 2 17 -i19 2 138 3 1§ o 0 [ 24 1896 7
tonsulting printed dictionaries/thesauri 216 1512 47 94 1 1 15 -105 46 276 4 20 0 0 § 20 1818 10 _l
Consulting user mawals {for systam or 293 2081 16 2 1 1 H -35 1 :
data base information) €6 a 15 0 o s § 20 2150 4
Search ommands seloction and use 29 2051) 18 [ 3 0 0 4 -28 10 60 4 20 0 0 5 2 | 219 3
Truncation
258 1906 a 62 0 o 7 ~49 28 168 a 15 1 3 [ 24 2029 3
heview searc
h history 237 fese] u 8] 2 3 2 |-ur] 2 fe: 3 15 0 0 3 12§ 1602 n
output fo contastes
mats amd 190 13%9fF e 13 3 2 7 -49 7 22 ) 40 1 3 10 s 1 175 12
Orline a d off-
Line 2 Live printing s 2] e || 3 3 |2 s7 e 6 30 1 3 9 36 | 1em 9
Mxiifying search
Eyin strategy 19 Juos)l m Jase | o 0 6 J-2 ] 7 |ss0 6 4 1 3 s ka3 | 13
tse of 5; 2cial system features: save 1
search, £1i, stringsearch, full text 260 1820 27 s4 1 1 20 |-l 14 94 5 25 0 0 7 | 1372 8
searching
SCORE 1246 2728 450 900 26 26 120 -840 158 2148 S8 290 4 12 77 308 25566
OVERALL
s of SoORES ag.9 3,5 0.1 0 8.4 L1 0 5 1.2
)
ot
1 X1
~J
)
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TARE 40z JARCH ACTIVITIES: S0y OISTNIMATON WY TVPE OF ORAMTLATON
ACTEVTTY
§ L ; £ |
we WO TN Y . | - - a -
oF ] ACTIVITY . i mw ) b Am TOTAL
CAONILATIN 5 §5 m m .m ¥ m.
g Lt L Mma J §
i HERITIHE A i
s | 52 |8 |35 |38 | g § it 134§
sfe s Iy Is Qoelslelsalslasls]lsy Isis] s Iy J=sl » 1sls]sh ol sam [P rearh
OVERIOTAL ] 650 U9 [624] 307 1092 | 49 Qoo 43 Juaa) ase] 20.5) 91| e0a 507 [w.z | Mofea] <S6]esd ] 475 | aiz] 500 | onz] 4Si)ees) )] neq]  ems 9.4
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TABLE 49: SEARCH ACTIVITIES: SIMMARY
‘Type of or- | Type of crgani~
. gapization I zation in which
ACTIVITY SCORE RANK in which in9g intemmediary is
temmediar- § less involved.
is most in
o | volvad.
Communications procedures 91.2 5 m Govermmental
ry (100) {83.4) _
Public )
Search protocols: LOG-ON/LOGG- 93.1 1 Library Camnercial
OFF_Procedures " (100) {84.9)
- R
Public Camerci
Keyboarding (Operate the terminal 93.0 2 Library 1al
{100} (84.9})
. . . Public
Consulu:;ng online dictionaries/ 615 7 Library Govermmental
thesa {100} (72.8)
Consulting printed dictionaries/ 10 Public University
the i 7.7 Library
(100} (69.8)
Conselting user mamuals (for Public camexcs
system or data base information) 91.9 4 Libraxy cial
N - (100) (73.8)
Search conmapnds selection and 92.3 3 Public Camercial
use . L’-‘ﬁ?ﬂ (84.9)
Public c ,
Truncation 86.8 5 Librarg ial
‘98. ) (Mu
Industrial } coverymen
Review search history 77.0 11 (88.1} (69_3;'31
Comercial ]| Public
Output formats and contents 76.4 12 (95.2) Library
. J37.1)
Industrial | University
ON-Line arxd Off-line printing 78.6 9 {91.6) (67.0)
Pwlic | University
Modifying search strategy 74.4 13 1'”@?‘]{; {68.2)
= " Other
Use of special system features: g Ed:ggti?ml 173.1)
sa\n‘e search, sdi, stringsearch, 80.1 * Camercial (73.8)
] :ﬂl text searching,
. ngﬂ-‘f"s A Gmreﬁgﬁ-jta].
OVERALL 84.2 1 Indgstgml University
(3L, {79.8)
Public
Library (91]3)
Ne 333
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TABLE 50: POST-SEARG!_ACTIVITIES: _FREQUENCY AND SCORE DESTRIBUTICN 1
SEARCH INTEFMEDIARTEG' INVOLVEMENT J TOMAL
L]
ACTIVITY DI ABEISHT EXPLAIN PO NOT DO OR ECIDE ¢ CECIDE & ASSIST IECIDE &
PARTICIPATE ASIST BXPLAIN y lhmﬂ & POADY s | poay
.
Frequen-g Score | Frequesr | Score | Froquen- | Soore § Frequen- | Score §Frequan- | Score | Frequer | Score [Preguen- honre) Fraquen-§ Score
Y ) < {ae) §¥ n v {-78) ¥ (6f) Joy (5£) JFey 8 § oy £}
Reception of off-line prints 264 1848 27 54 4 4 18 126 16 96 1 s 1 12 2 8 1901 1
Notes, comments o evaluation of ]} §21 B4 168 32 32 65 ~455 50 300 5 25 5 15 4 16 T 4
search output j
Identification ard location of relevant 10 70 7 L) 7 45 =315 k- 9
. 1 146 2M 0 10 k] 11 " 956 2
provision of {(gettingl relevant 12 836 64 129 3 ;] 61 | -4
retrieved documents a 8 28 16e 2 10 6 18 6 24 856 3
online ordering of relevant 144 1008 3% 2 13 13 115 -805 22 132 2 10 i k) 1 4 477 5
retrieved documents
Examining documents and extractirg
pertinent information fram tham 29 203 56 U 2 Fi) 192 J-1344 25 150 9 9 ] s 6 24 «822 (1
*
S0ORE 764 58 340 680 159 159 4% =472 p1:1) loeo 18 50 28 87 0 120
- OVERALL - 4052
s of SCOREsS 7l.1 9.0 2.1 9 14.4 0.7 1.1 L6
e e i
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TABLE 51: - POST-SEARCH ACTIVITIES: SCORE DISTRIBURION BY TYPE OF ORGANTZATICN
ACTIVITIES
, 8 I g )
4 8 | ;
E 53 st T BB 28
7 8z 15 133 s 4%
TYPE MAXIMM SCORE g 93 cg 8z g g-u g
CF _ s bl
o d . "
ORGANTZATION N BY ACTIVITY % g @ H w 3 % g 8 g%
uw [ ] i 4
8 o So B Fg Sy 5 rEd TOTAL
i g8 | 3% JaNy |anf | stk
§1 g g38 | 838 | 748 g4
ﬁﬁ. §-¢ E‘u§ c..gg gg'o 35
t of search
s 3 s 3 s 3 s fe- s s s % SCORE intermediary
GOVERMMENTAL 95 570 498 Je7.4] 154 ] 27.0 0 308 |s4 .olm' s5.64153 | 26.83-160 $15.3 1430 41.8
INDUSTRIAL 61 366 3?6 8801 150 ‘"..0 227 62»1292 79.3'172 47.90 '56 "1?.6 1217 55.4
COMERCIAL 18 108 121 [96.0§ g7 | 8.5] g6 79.6' 90 83.3I g2 |85-2] -39 714 476 73.4
1
UIVERS (TY 88 528 479 §90.7 13} 24.8 64 12.9‘_52 -9.8'-61 -11.5 -377 50,7 678 21.4
FDUCAT: L 23 138 153 §95.9] 102 | 73.9| 108 [78-3] 70 50.7] 52 [23-2f 49 }75.2 165 56.2
PUBLIC LIBRARY 7 42 25 fs9.s| s | 9.5f.2 152.4 50 |47-¢-10 }23-8] -32 F43-2 22 28.6
OTHUER a2 252 239 9438 g9 | 35.31 136 §54.0f108 |50-8 5; F21.0] g §43.2 £45 42.7
OVERALL 334 2004 hoor §87.3] ns | 1.7 os5 |56-2|o1y | 52-50s02 {29-0% 523 | sc. 1983 45.6
RAN K 1 2 3 5 6
S« Score = % of search intermediary involvement/ Ne Nutber of respordents

~T¢T-
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TABLE 52: POBT-SEARCH ACTIVIPITS : SIMARY
Type of organi- | Tvpe of oryga~
zation in which fnization in
SCORE RANK intermediary is]which interme-
most involved [diary is less
ACTIVITY inwolved,
Reception of off-line prints 87.3 1 Camercial Puhlic
{96.0) Library
{59.5)
Notes, caments or evaluation 4.7 4 Cammercial Public
of search output * {80.5} Library
{9.5)
Identification and location . .
A Commercial Umverszty
of relez:nt retrisaved 56.2 2 (79.6) 112.9)
Provision of {getting) i
relevant retrieved 51.1 3 Camercial University
ts (83.3) o)
Cnline ordering of relevant Commercial Public
retrieved documents 24.0 5 (85.2) Library
(0}
Examining documents and )
acting pertinent infor- 0
ration from tham 6 hone all
% —— %
] University
OVERALL 43.6 : Comerclal (5.1

176

bt 1
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TABLE 53: +  DEGREES OF SEAYH INTERMEDIARY'S RWOLVEMENT/AUTONGMY TN
- T ACTIVITIES: SUMARY
-
% OF SEARCH INTEREDIARY'S ALITONOMY
TYPE OF ORGANIZATION
PRE-SEARCH SEARCH POST-SEARCH TOTAL
) ACTIVITIES ACTIVITIES ACTIVITIES
COVERWENTAL 64.9 79.4 41.8 62.0
INDUSTRIAL 78.8 91.5 55.4 75.2
COMMERCTAL 77.4 82.2 73.4 77.7
UNIVERSITY 57.4 79.8 21.4 52.9
EDUCATIONAL 78.1 92.5 - 56.2 5.6 -
PUBLY: LIBRARY 72.0 91.3 28.6 66.3
OTHER 69.7 88.2 42,7 66.9
POTAL 60.0 84.2 45.6 65.9

Q 177




TABLE 54:
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TUTORIAL ACTIVITIES: . SOMRRY

[

Percentage of Type of arganizati of or-
service cen on where intemmedia-fganization
ACTIVITY (SEARCH RELATED) “wtere most in- ries are most invol-jwhere inter-
terrudiaries ved. mediaries
are anvolved are less
involved.
il
General description of online Pubsl 1?133;:&1; Exh{xggt:.;?n
searching 75.3 *
oo operatoy M ek 47,7 it iy
operates - !
Data base description: subject 73,6 Univez(‘f;%tg) c (Ssr:}ml
and document coverage ' : .
[ ——
Marwal search des«::::iption: how Undversity Public
to use correspording printed £85.3 {91.6) Library
indexes and abstracts (42.9)
University Cormercial
Data base indexing policy and 38.6 {59.5) {11.1}
vocabulary coverage
Public Library Camercial
System cost structure 40.7 85.7) (27.8)
{ . Public Library Commewrcial
Local cost stxucture and policy 46,2 (85.7 (27.8)
——
University Cammercial
UVERALTL 5544 (71.3} (31.3)
— — —— —L
— y— S — —
Az 329

178
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TABLE 56: END-USERS' WILL AND ABILITY TO CONDUCT THFIR
OWN ONLINE SEARCHES ‘
' WOULD END-USERS BE WILLING TO COMDUCT THEIR OWN
ONLINE SERRCEES?
FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
YES 72 18.9
NO 150 39.4
CANNOT TELL 121 31.9 e
MISSING 37 9.8
COMPARED TO SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES', THEIR RESULTS WOULD BE:
~ y
FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
BETTER 25 6.6
e —— R £
CTTTsneE T 85 22.3
- 'PCDPER - T ‘112 ST 29.5 .
" CaNNOT TELL 120 31.6 |
MISSING 38 10.0




TABLE S5: TUIORIAL ACTIVITIES: meom:mouwmorom_mm
TUICRIAL ACTIVITIES TYPE CF ORGANLZATION TOTAL
= 329)
Govermmental Industrial Comer ciat University Biwcationa) | Public Bibwary
Search related Ne 93 B 59 Ne 18 Y B9 N I ¥ ©
PSS S
‘ﬂh —
F A F % F % F % F ] F ]
General description of online searching 67 72.0 41 69.5 11 61,1 77 86.5§ 13 %6.5 7 100
System description: how each system operates 42 45.2 25 44,1 4 2.2 7 St o 9 39.1 5 N
Data Base descripticn: subject and document 64 64.8 36 61.0 10 55,5 77 92.8 ] 13 56.5 b 85,7
OOVELAQe
Manual s arch description: how to use cor~ 57 61.3 k) | 52,5 10 55.5 76 91.6 | 13 %6.5 3 42.9 25 62.5 i 215 65.3
respondi g printed indewes ard abstracts
Data Bar> indexing policy and vecabulary 20 30.1 A 35.6 2 1.1 53 59.5 6 26.1 1 15.3 16 40.0 g 127 38.6
COASEH e B
System cust structure 28 30.1 23 39.0 5 2.8 40 | s3.9 7 30.4 6 85,7 17 42.5 134 140.7 1 3
s
Lecal cost st—ucture and policy 26 29.0 21 35.6 5 1.8 13 74.2 4 3.9 6 85,7 20 0.0 152 46,2
OVERALL a2 _ | a9 199 | ag.2 &7 37.3 ] 3]0 |20 kT €9.4 170 60.7 1275 55.4
 ——— —_— — i — —
Garwaral b
WOTRBTOps, lectures, demonstrations for end- 42 45.2 23 9.0 7 8.0 60 § 674 3 10 J43s 3 42,9 Y 42.5 162 57.6
e b
Marketing and promotion programs ard tools 28 0.1 17 8.8 4 2.2 a Ja1d g 3.8 4 57.1 17 42,5 119 2.4
BRI ~ . . . 261
Tos . 7 17.6 40 3.9 1 3.5 101 56.7 is 9.1 7 50,0 34 42.5 . o, 42,7
S ——— - ———————————— - D
e ——— . S —
%z Percentage of service centers where most search (Ey |l_:
intermediar irve activity £
g mofse.;vicﬂ centers where most search intermediaries are involved les are tved in the viey H 31"
activity. I
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