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SECTION I

STUDY OBJECTIVES

The primary objective of this study can be stated very brLefly: to

describe the cost and usage of the ERIC system.

By "cost" we mean the direct and indirect costs incurred by_the'

Federal Government and other ERIC system participants in (1) operating the

ERIC system and (2) providing accessto and using the information which it

produces and distributes. By "usage" we mean the description of the

individuals whose requests for ERIC information products and services are

satisfied in whole or in part by the variety of intermediary organizations

which provide access to ERIC. In addition, the description of usage includes

an estimate of the annual demand,for ERIC products and services as well as a

description of the purposes for which ERIC information is sought as well as

overall awareness of and satisfaction with ERIC.

The method used to accomplish this objective has been to develop a

multi-faceted database which has been used to prepare the quantitative des-

cription of the'ERIC system which is presented in this report. More Door-

candy, the data sources described in this report and in its appendices are

designed to be used by ME in the future for its own internalresearch'and

development" purposes,

To the best of our knowledge, these data constitute the most

thorough description of a Federal information system of ERIC's type which has

ever been attempted. The development of this description has required the

development'of an overall conceptual model of the ERIC system in terms of its

partitiliants, functions, uises, and costs.

We haveemployeda variety of data collection and analysis proce-

ies during the course of the study. All emphasize the development of quan-

titative measurement's which can be projected to an annual basis for the

C,r,tirg system. These collection and analysis procedures include:

1
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The developmeht and implementation of a sample survey of

ERiC's U.S. int4rme4iary "access points", based upon a complex

probabilistic multi -list sample (see pages 38-86)

The collection of cost; data through a series of site visits

and examination of archival budget data, following a pre-

determined frameWork emphasizing the disaggregation of costs

by system participant, fuiiction, and product or service (see pgs.138 1

Surveys of ERIC requestors with the goal of obtaining des-

criptions of users as resell as measures of their satisfaction

with and use of ERIC (see pages 109-137)

A sample survey of educational practitioners, administrators,
4

and researchers throughout the United States, designed to

measure awareness and use of ERIC (see pager: 93-108)

All the data derived from the sample surveys conducted during the

course of the study have been, delivered to NIE on computer tape. File

descriptions, questionnaires, and sampling weights are documented in the

appendices. It is our hope that these data and thli report will' be a valuable

research resource for ERIC and NIE in the coming years.'

2 15



SECTION 2

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The purpose of the following sections is to present a general

framework for describing the ERIC system. First we show that the basis for

thq ERIC system is the transmission of information.to users. Initially we

refer to this information as "messages" since both requeits for information

as well as d cuments and other responses are transmitted and delivered by

the ERIC sys em. Next we classify the products and services currently pro-
.

vided by ERIC as rimary, secondary, and, tertiary. Prinary information

that which reports Or, ital research or other substsntivaknowledge. Sec7

ondary information is that which directs one to find Other primary informs-.

.tion. Tertiary informatiOn is primary and secondary information which-has

been processed, synthesized, or analyzed, as in a:state -of -the -art literature

review.

Next we desciibe a generic model of the ERIC system in which the

major participants' are users, intermediaries, the ERIC system proper, and doc-

ument providers. These major classes of participants are the ones who are

involved in the transmission of message-bearing documents over various times

and distances from information generatois to information.uairs. Then we

describe the functions performed by the ERIC system participants,'and the mea-

surement of costs associated with these functions. Finally we present a

framework for identifying the issues as a context in which users of this

report can interpret the study's' findings.

2.1 Message Transmission

Describing message transmission involves describingIthe message
.,,

itself and the way it is transmitted. Relevant variables are': (1) message

initiator, (2) message recipient, (3) message format, (4) transmission channel,

(5) level of specificity, (6) purpose of request, (7) level/ofNenalysis,

(8) message content, (9) resource expenditure, and (10) speed of transmission.

Each.of these variables is relevant both the cost and usage of the ERIC system.
$

.
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Any of the ERIC system participants can Le message initiatcrs or

message recipients. Message format refers to the physical form in which the

message is embodied; possible values for this variable are print on paper.

(e.g., technical report, RIE Ostia, etc.), microform, person-to-person con-

versation, digital or analog electronit represehtation, etc. Transmission

channel refers to the manner in which a partirlar message format is communi-

cated between participants, e.g:, face-to-face', telephone lines, U.S. Postal

Service, satellite transmission, etc. Level'of specificityrelates primarily

to the level of specificity of requests submitted to ERIC, e.g., whether the

requestoi wants a specific document or piece of information or a general

overview of an 111-defined topic area (such as the classic request type, "Give
,

me everything you have on topic X-"). Purpose-Of request alSO relates to pur-

posepose of use and implies the area in which the,sought information will be

applied. Exi'mples of this are to-develop teaching skills, .to help write a
4. .

.paper, to prepare a speech, to plan a'program, etd. Level of analysis refers

to the "degree of customization" involved in responding to a user's request.

It is closely related to level of specificity.' The more analysis required to

understand a user's request (e.g., a leiigthy reference interview) or the more

analysis required in putting, together a response (e.g., pulling together aaqa

from various sources and synthesizing it, as in an information analysis prod-

uct) the more expensive a response to a request will be (other things being

equal).

. Message content can be described in various ways, chief among thei

being the subject orientation of the message, such as'carriculum development,

application to higher education, mathematics, test score analysis, etc. A

more general description of subject content can also be developed in terms of

"process", "content", and "human" variables, as described in'Developing a

Sensing Network for Information Needs in Education (Stanford University, Insti-

tute for Communication Research, 1972). Resource expenditure can be described

by referring to the time and money expended by system participants in sending

and receiving messages. Finally, speed of transmission refers to the delay

between transmission and receipt of messages ald can be measured in units

ranging up to weeks and4 months.

4
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As mentioned above, each of these variables is relevant to both

cost and usage. Table 2.1 suggests some of the possible relationships in

terms of the ERIC system. Me note that these are only suggestions. But the

objective here is to demonstrate the possible role such variables might play

,'in describing the ERIC.system.. And it should be noted that the relationship.(

/ between cost and usage measures are in several areas very closely linked.

For example, the information analysis functioni performed by ERIC Clearing-.

houses are designed to facilitate the uae of information produced b 'workers

often operating in unrelated areas: Ye6such analysis functions signifi-

'cant costs to the ERIC system due to the required input'of subject. expertise.

\Since
the development of information analysis' products is one way 'to promote

.
diffusion of educational innovation, one might conceivably ask the question

of whether uses of such products are commensurate with,the costs to ERIC ,

`involved in producing them?

In the actual series of studies performed during the course of this

project, data to exhaustively describe ail of these variables was not collected.

We know, for example, that from the user's standpoint it is often difkicult to

separate the format of a message from its delinpy channel. And it is also

truethat being too specific about message content, as in overspecifying the

contents of a reference question,'-can actually reduce the utility of- an infor-

mation product by reducing the probability'of serendipitous discovery. But

understanding how and why massages are transmitted' among ERICparticipants is

.important if improvements ate to be introduced in the future.

4

2.2 ERIC Products and.Services

ERIC provides a wide range of products and services which are used

by ERIC itself, by intermediaries, and by requestors. 'An extensive listing of

ERIC products and 'services, presented by source, was developed by the ERIC -

Clearinghouse on Information Resources in their Special Project Report on the

Design of ERIC Usage studies (Volume I, Syracuse University School of Educe-
.

tion). Another useful classification of'products and services is by type of

. information, that is,. primarY,'secondary and tertiary. The Syracuse listing

is reordered under theaeleadings-in Table 2.2.
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Table 2.1 Podsi le Relevance of ;Message Transmission Variables to
Cost. and Usage of ERIC System

Message
Transmission

Variable

Relevance
to

Cost Analysis

Relevance
to

Usage Analysis

1. Mesa
initiator

2. Message
recipie t

3. Message t.

format ))

4. Tr n
channel

Level of
specifi-
city(

6. Purpose of
r. reuest

7. Level of
- analyiis

.4-4s.
8. Messa g e

content

9.%Resource
expendi-

.

ture

10. Speed of
transmcs-
%ion

System features can reduce costs
of initiating requests. .

Some user groups are more expen-
sive torserve than others.

Physical format affects cost of
reproduction, storage, etc.

Some channels are more expensive
than others.

Ilicreasing the request's specifi-
city reduces the cost to under-
stand it.

More important requests may have
more resources expended on
responding to them.

As information is processed
preparation costa -.increase.

Responses to popular requests'
can -be pre-packaged.

Value of participant time mad`
far exceed dollar expenditures.

Some requestora may be willing
to pay more for quick service.

equestor 94 be.more
NIkely to /use info. he /alie

ha personally requested.

In tial recipient may not
be end use

Some formats a easier to
use than others.

User-may prefer conven-
tionalschannels.

Some users need help in
irticulat nip-eheir
requests.

How products axe used may
impact future development.

Pre-aynthesized informa-
tion may be easier to
apply in practical situa-
tions. . .

Products with the wrong
content can be useless.

Requestors may be more
likely to use information
for which they pay..

.Requeators may be- working
under tight, deadlines.

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and USage Study, 2181.
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Table 2.2 "ERIC Products and Servicces

Primary Products

Microfiche of RIE
item (EDRS) - (on
subscription,
monthly and back
collection, on
((Hemand)

ard Copy of RIE
items (EDRS) on
deiand

ERIC - What It Is

ERIC Egocessing
Manual
(ED On 164)

ERIC Training
Manuals - Media
on ERIC itplay

0
on ERIC

SeCondary Products

CIJE subscription'
(monthly, semiannu-
ally, accumulation)

RIE - subscription
(monthly issues and
annual, semiannual
index)

ERIC tapes - sub-
scription (ERIC/
Facility)

Descriptor and Iden-
tifier Usage Repbrt

ERIC Information
Analysis Products
(1967-72)

Institutional Sources
in ERLC

Reading/Project Num-
ber Index, Cuiulative

Educational Documents
Abstract

Education Documents
Index Institutions
(1966-71)

Clearinghouse it-to
ED if Cross Reference
List

Contract/Grant Number
Index

Journal Columns

Tertiary Products

,Information Analysis
Products

Insturctional Media
Package

Clearinghouse Search Catalogs

Clearinghowie News-.
'letters

Promotional Brochures

ERIC Data Base
Directory (Facility)

ERIC Microfiche
Collection -

Directory (Facility)

Thesaurus of ERIC
Descriptors

Services

Software System to
Search ERIC Online
and Batch (ORBIT,
COSMOS, DIALOG, BRS,
etc.)

Order ERIC (on SDC/
ORBIT)

Telephone Inquiries '

Mail Inquiries

Workshops at Profes-
sional Meetings

Linkages to Proles-
sional Organizations

Computer Searches

Trainin4 Workshops

Referenc Assistance

dt, Computer aied ERIC
Searches

ERIC Traini g/Instruc-
tion/Orienta ion

Referral Servi es (to
CHs, Facility, tc.)

Fiche readin ip-
ment-circulaiio
house use

Fiche copying equip-
ment

Fiche printing equip-
sent

Order MF/HC from EDRS

Adapted from: Design of ERIC Usage Studies: Volume I. Syracuse University, 1979.
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As noted previously, primary and'iocondary products are differen-

tiated, the tirst being providers of information, with the latter being pro-

eiders of information. about information. Tertiary products are those which

-have'been generated through the analysis and review of other primary and

u
secondary products. Finally, the services lilted down the right-hand column

of Table 2.2 are processes or technologies which are provided or required

for obtaining access to ERIC information products. These vary according to

the amount of control which ERIC has over their use.' As we will show in the

following sections, these services (and producti) also differ according to

the ERIC system participant involved in providing access to them.

We should note here that the distinction among primary, secondary,
. . ,

and tertiary,products is really a distinction made on the basis of intended

function-. ERIC intends, for example, its. Information Ahalysia Products to

function as medi for reviewing and synthesizing existing information; some-

Itimes this is do e In order to Weipbridge the gap between theoretical knowl-

edge (perhaps generated by an Scademic'reseercher) and practical knowledge

a guidance counselor). -4e observe that it is also quite

likely that a Substantial number, of RIE- and CITE - accessed items other than / v.

"this will also function in this manner..:M6nyeducational journals, for -,)

example, regularly publish review articles, and these,might logically be .

v .

classified as performing a "tertiary" functiOn. Such concerns argue for mak,-

ing distinctions of e on the basis of not only type of document but also

on the basis ofmann or of use

.
_ ,

For the'purposes of this study, we have collapsed ERIC products and

services into four major categories.: HIE, CITE, ERIC searches, and ERIC docu-

ments of all types).

2.3 Generic Model of ERIC System Paiticipants and their Interactions

In the previous sections we described message transmission.and ERIC

products and services. Here we present a conceptual model of the interaction .

8 21



among system participants involved is requesting and receiving these products

and services. Four generic types of system participants are displayed in

Figure 2.1:

Oe

1. Users

2. Intermediaries

3. ERIC

4. Document Providers

Users are individuals who originate or cause to be originated

requests for information. Users.can generally be classified as potential

users (individuals who, because of their employment situation or personal

interests, are a potential market for ERIC products and services) or actual

users (known recipients of ERIC products and services).

Intermediaries are the individuals or organizations which trsnsmit,

often with some processing or analysis, requests for informati from users to

'a component of the ERIC system. These intermediaries may be pro ssional

information personnel, such as reference librarians employed by s ending order'''.

customers. Or they may be colleagues of the requestor or opinion leaders/gate-

keepers who are by nature of their personality or job function'particularly

attuned to numerous information sources, among them ERIC. Or they may be inter-

mediary organizations such as database search services.

ERIC itself refers to any product, service, individual or organiza-

tion produced by or under finzacial or managerial control of ERIC. Included

the Facility, EDRS, RIE, CIJE, and their publishers, the- individual clear- '

_inghouses (which also function as irtermediaries), ERIC documents (primary,

secondary, aria tertiary), and the collections of ERIC documents maintained by

standing order customers and others. In general, ERIC components are of two

types: those with direct contact witli users and document providers (such as

clearinghouse user service personnel and the documenta,which requestors

received), and those components which support servicesprovided to requestors

and document providers (such as Central ERIC, the Facility, and Oryx Press).

b
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Pieure 2.1 Generic Model of the ERIC System

Intermediary

mtO wilm .1 I 4Im 411.11m

It\ //1MigImiIt.M.M---. m, alba

%/0 1 M /M m. 12 /
/

5
6 ERIC

,

Document
Provider

9,
ONO wilml Og .1= mlim1111.11 eiml

14--
..

CURCE: .King Research, Inc.,'ERIC Cost and Usage Study, 1981
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Document providers, in its strictest int rpretation, refers to the

authors and creators of the primary products (e.g., research reports, journal

articles) and tertiary products (e.g., inforMation a alysis products) input

to Ihe ERIC system. (It is our understanding that a41 secondary product input,

such as document abstracting and indexing, is under he direct control and

operation by ERIC components More broadly, Nocume t,. providers" also

refers to the publishers of the reports,' books, and a ticleywhich are itpluded

in or referred,toby,the ERIC system. Examples of th a latter group are aca-

, deMic presses and academic departments, state and lock education agencies,

commercial publishers, and professionil societies.

The lines with arrows In Figure 2.1 represent the two-way interac-
.. .

tions tibia can occur among the system participants. The solid lines represent

the interactions which are of most direct relevance to ERIC system operation.

These interactions have path members 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. The dotted

lines represent the interaction among system participants which are character-
.

istic of more 'general communication Oaths; these are numbered 9,:10, 11, and 12.

Paths 1 and 2 represent direct contact between requestors and ERIC.

This occurs when a 'requestor, for example, telephones an informition request

directly to an ERIC Clearinghouse. Another example of paths 3 and 4 is an edu-

cator ordering a document directly from EDRS. .

Paths 3 and 4 represent the user accessing the ERIC system through

an intermediary, such as asking'a reference librarian employed by a standing

order. customer how to use the ERIC Thesaurus.

Paths 5 and 6 represent/the interactions between intermediaries
/

and ERIC. These interactions 'bay occur on-site'(e.g., a library cltrk retrieving

an ERIC microfiche from a standing order microfichwcollection) or on a remote

basisi(e.g.; a media center staff member ierforming an online literature search

of the ERIC database). Another dimension is that these interactions may occur

in real time (e.g., a professor's research assistant talks via long-distance

telephone with clearinghouse staff) or in a delayed mode (a microfiche is

requested by and transmitted to a librarian by EDRSv-ia the U.S. Postal Ser;ice).



Paths 7 and 8 represetk the acquisitiot. of documents by ERIC for

inclusion of the bibliographic reference and/Or the document itself in the
o

system. These documents may be solicited or insolicitedjas in the course

of ZM1C'Clearinghouses' acquisition process) or they may be actually contrac-

ted for (as in the development of some information analysis products).,

Pa;heNk and 10, as shown in Figure 2:1Appear to be loops outside

the ERIC system. They occur wben'the ullei goes directly .o the provider or

originator of a document, as when a teacher purchases a textbook direct from

a publisher. Another example is when'one researcher asks another for a

journal article reprint rather than use -an intermediary service such as a

library.

,Pat hs 11 and 12 represent the intermediaries' bypassing die-ERIC

system. This can occur whether or not the requestor's needed information is

within the province of ERIC. Of course, intermediaries (suCh as libraiies)

regularly bypass the ERIC system.in developing their own collections, and

this need not be considered as a limitation of ERIC given the extremely broad

nature of available information resources.

Costs and usage related tolpaths 9, 10, 11, and 12 are not of direct

relevance to this study -other than their capacity to help us understand the

costs and usage associated with the other paths.

Asin any information system, the user,is of paramount concern. It

is in terms of benefit tothe user that the existence of an information system

is ultftately justified. As is the case' with many information systems, how-
.

ever, the roleof the intermediary (both individual and organizational) is

also of key importance: If we define. the goal of an information system as the

,linking of information'usert with information generators and/or the information

they generate, the kinds of information (and their media and delivery channels)

will, to a great degree, determine the roles,"functions, and ultimately, the

need for intermediaries,

12
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ERIC is an information'system relying greatly upon intermediary

individuals and organizations' for physical access to and delivery of informs-
. .

tion. It relies heavily upon intermediaries to'convert the expressed or

unexpresied needs of potential users into "actionable" demands upon the system.
1

This is true for all four of the key ERIC product categories upon which this

study concentrated.

.First, Resources in Education (RIE) is a-monthly abstract journal.

which provides individuals with intellectual access to the literature

acquired and selected by ERIC Clearinghouses. As is the case with most

printed indexing and spstracting services, few, if any, individuals subscribe

to it, even though itsannual'subscription price is comparablewith,many

scholarly research journals, in other fields of research. Instead, its sub--

scribership is composed primarily of libraries and otherofganizations whose

primary function is the provision of information services. ..14hile this is not

unusual for abstracting and indexing services, ERIC is .unique in the field of

education since RIE is linked through its ED numbers to the ERIC documents,

many collections of which exist locally throughout-the United States. This

linking, however, practically guarantees users' dependence upon the services

of an intermediary since only organizations can afford to purchase ERIC

document collections.

A somewhat similar pituation exists for Current Index to Journals

in Education (CIJE).

in education. Again,

libraries. And again,

guaranteed since'only

CIJE provides monthly indexing of the journatliierature
- p .

its subscribers are primarily Organizations spchas
. r ,

user dependencA;uppn intermediaries is practically

libraries are likely "to maintain backfiles of .the

journal-issues indexed in CIJE.
e

Another reason for user dependence on ,fttermediaries is the,,-.

technology involved. -'Few individUals have microfiche readers while micrd- . .R

fiche readers and reader printers are stock items for organizati4na which main-

t4n.,ERIC.microfiche collections. (This restriction is Ortially overcomeiby

the direct'sale of ERIC documen ts through the ERIC Docusient Reproduction Seivicc.

'Nevertheless, requestors must stillobtain ordering information and must identify
0.

the individual. document before ordering, functions which are often performed by

intermediaries.)

13 .11
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finally. aearching the ERIC bibliographic database is a function

most often performed by intermediaries who have the required'equirment (comp-

peter terminal), materials (nuch as an ERIC theoaurus), and training and

experience. In general. moot computerized bibliographic nearchen are conduc-

ted by intertediarieo, no ERIC is not unusual to thin regard.

Intentionally or unintentionally, then. the cnic system, broadly

defined. has tokeh its current shape not only becaune of itn overall goal

of educational information dissemination but also because of the metbods it

has developed for marketing, packaging, and distributing arts information.

resources. It overall effectivenessan an information system, as a result,

cannot be viewed only in relation to the value or utility of the information

it provides. Instead, the syntems which have been developed for distributing

thin information must altars -be considered as 1160J been done in this study.

This heavy reliance upon the performance of ERIC's intermediary

4CCCOS poinfe-has a variety if present and potential impacts. Ft will touch

on four of thee here:

Lack of Centralized Control

First, ERIC has no financial or adminletrative control over the vast

majority of its intermediary access points. It cannot directly manipulate local

financ,ial conditions. training and marketing activities, and the provision of
.

user support servIces. in short, the overalleffectiveness of ERIC as an infor-

mation dissemination as stem is, to a' great degree, outside its on direct control.

Need totOnoider the whole SYstoM,

Second, this dependence upon inteimediaries has several implicaticns

for system evalLiatioi_and performance measurement. The cost imit.rtant of these

is that any measurement of eatisfaction.with ERIC information products must take

inte.account not only the user's perspective but also the -delivery channel itself

and the purpose for which the information thus obtained is utilized.

Effect of Changes on the Entire System

Third. ERIC's heavy reliant* upon intermediary access points will

-have an impact ociany changes it uicss to naive in hoe it supports ::IE's

1



education dissemination activities. Any changer in technology or even in

'pricing schemes eight he accepted or rejected bised on how welt these changes

fit into ongoing information programs. For example, online bibliographic

searching fits well into ongoing library operations evince it 14 partly an

extension and automation of traditional information services. Other tech-

nologies may not (ft GO well. As another example, this study demonstrates

that a substantial amount of tine and money it; already being spent' by inter-

mediary accean points OW providing mans to ERIC products and servicea. ERIC

is provided, however, as only one of Tr large number of information resourcea

available for potential users. Thus, if ERIC were, for example, to raise its

prices [0 help offset its own front-end costs, it tight find its access points

unable to' pass thin price increase onto their users since fey. if any, make

direct charges for many of their most basic information services.

Ability to hypass Intermediaries in Providing Services

Fourth, the current overall structure of the ERIC system is due, to

a large part as indicated above. to the types of technology and media upon

-which ERIC products and services arc. based. Newer technologies may, if they

are "friendly" enough, attempt to bypass the intermediary access points. We

are not prepared to say whether this Is a valid objective, since such a

decision can only be made by ME. Nevertheless, a decision to bypass ERIC's

intermediary access points should not be made with the hope that technology

will necessarily provide the way. The traditions built up around the fcRIC

systems may be difficult to overcome,'wIth or without the introduction of new

technology.

We emphasize that these above concerns are not peculiar to ERIC.

Most information services which are document-based are affected to a greater

or lesser degree by all of them. Commercial publishers of educational or

reference materials'operate under similar pressures, as do the providers of

information products and services used by scientists and engineers. ERIC

=ay be unique, however, in that it combings print'; microform, and computer

technology within a c mpiexly interacting combination of asencies and-organi-

zations. 'And,. it d ,s so t:fthin a professional.field, education, which has

ic'rq; c;lar4.e.tzed i. conservatism.

28
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2.4 System Functions

An important perspective on the ERIC system is provided by study of

the functions performed. This unit of analysis complements consideration of

system participants and system products and services; together the three dif-

ferentiate most of the areas of interest in proposed and potential analysis.

We have identified six functions performed in the ERIC system.

These were derived from review of system functions used in other applications,

of the activities performed specifically by ERIC, and of the requirements of

the anticipated data collection and subsequent evaluations. They are as

follows:

1. Generation

2. Reproduction and Distribution

3. Acquisition and Storage

4. User Support

5. Identification and Access

6. Assimilation

Generally a functional specificition_represents the grouping of all

activities performed within a system's boundaries. ActivitIa which are func-

tionally similar are grouped together under a single functional heading, with

each activity being assigned to one and only one function. There is a trade-

off in the development of a functional specification concerning level of

dccail; very specific functions are unwieldy in both data collection and

analysis while too generic functions may mask important contrasts in the sys-

tem. For the ERIC system, thd.fairly broad set of functions identified above

are further broken down as required.

The first function, Generation, involves the creation of the acticles,

reports, indexes, and so on included in the ERIC system. Included are both the

intellectual development of the information and the initial recording of that

information. The generation function covers all ERIC information products,

including primary, secondary and tertiary products, an3 also generation of

other primary literature covered by RIE and CUE but nit distributed by ERIC.

16
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laroluction and. Distribution refers to theroduction of copies of

the generated literature and to its initial distribution through a variety of

channels. Essentially this is a publishing-like operation. Reproduction and

distribution of all three categories of information products (primary, second-

ary, and tertiary) involves paper. copies; primary and tertiary publications

may also be distributed on microfiche and secondary information via computer

tapes and online systems. Distribution ofcmaterial within the ERIC system may

be automatic, as with the stamina order service, or on demand.

,

Acquisition and Storage represents' activities at the receiving end

of the distribution channel, and is primarily a library function. Included in

this function is processing done by a library on the ERIC publications, includ-

ing cataloging. In addition to libraries, ERIC itself acquires and stores

materials, as when a clearinghouse acquires reports or journals for processing.

Individuals also acquire and store ERIC system materials, generally for their

own Ilse.

User Support encompasses the activities of providers, ERIC, or inter-

mediaries in assisting users. A major user support activity is reference

assistance, a second is the provision of computer-based searches. Referring

to the listing of ERIC products and services' in Section 2.2, the services

provided can generally be considered as falling under the User Support func-

tion. Products associated with user. support, 'such as promotional brochures,

follow the same functional trail'as other types of products, with the user sup-

port function associated with these being referral of the user to the product.

The two user-performed funztions are Identification and Access and

Assimilation. Identification and Access, which may be performed either by a

user or an intermediary, includes finding out about a particular item, deter-

mining itsphysical location, and obtaining a copy. These steps may be Com-

bined, as when a journal article is found via browsing in an individual's
0

subscription copy, or may be separate, as when a report is identified through

a bibliography', located in a library catalog, and then accessed. Assimilation

is also a Co=posita function which includes user activities of reading and then

assimilating information.

"3o.
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' The major units of volume involved in the ERIC system functions rare

items produced (Generatibn,- Reproduction and Distribution), items distributed

(Reproduction and Distribution, Acquisition, and Storage) and item uses (User

Support, Identification end Access, Asaimilstion). The relationships among

these measures of volume, on a system and an individual it basis, is a com-

plex issue which lies at the core of Information Science. The functions

defined for ERIC 'differentiate among the three measures of volume and indi-

cate the linkages, providing the basis for complex modelling of their relation-

ships:

Within the ERIC system, functions are generally performed in the

specified order-, although not all functions may be performed in all cases. A

sequence-of.aitivities, however, may repeat the list of functions more than

once. ',One example of this is in the provision of:report copies by ERIC. An

initial cycle through the functions would involve authorship of the reports,

its distribution by the document provider, and acquisition by ERIC. ,The

functions are then repeated as ERIC processes and reproduces the report and

makes it av4lable to additional users.

Further examples of this cycling effect relate to the distinction

between primary and secondary information, where the latter is used-to identify

the former. Both primary and secondary products go through quite similar acti-

vities which can be seen as functionally equivalent, and so the functions pre-

sented earlier can be used in either case. For some purposes, however, At is

useful to differentiate functions by. level of information and participant.

Generation is primarily the responsibility of document providers

(primary and tertiary information) and ERIC (secondary information). ERIC and

its intermediaries are chiefly responsible for Reproduction and Distribution,

Acquisition and Storage, and User Support...Users are primarily responsible

for Identification and Access, and Assimilation.

Each function is performed for each type of information. For pri-

mary material, Generation usually tOces plSce outside of ,ERIC with thes,author-

shili of reports, journal articles, and so on. Reproduction and Distribution'

may take place through ERIC or through the document provider. Additional

18



functions are performed as described above. The functions presented for

secondary products differ somewhat from those for the primary literature,

with Generation represented by Abstracting and Indexing and Data Base Gen-.

eration and Acquisition and Storage including Search Service Acquisition-and

Storage. SeCondary -information may be made available in either printed or

computer-readable form;, in the latter case, search services perform addi-

tional functions in making the information accessible for use. Functions

shown for tertiary products closely parallel those for primary products,

with the' main distinction -being the generating source of ERIC for some

tertiary products.

A

P

2. Measures of Cost

The development of costs associated with the ERIC system are based

on the system description presented earlier in this report. This means that

costs identified represent those activities performed by identified partici-
,

pants within the scope of the system as it-has been defamed.

The first step in the.developmenr of cost data was the expansion of.

the ERIC system functions into more specific activities performed. For each

activity, the partiCipants and products-and services involved werspecified,

and the activity defined by indicating associated inputs, processes and out-

puts. Also identified were other factors affecting costs, such as level of

indexing or type of reproduction. method used. This activity listing was used

to generate, in turn, a list of costs to be identified.

The major question which arose as these lists,were generated was

the level of specificity to be considered. A number of factors impacted upon

this, and it was clear that the. level of specificity varied among different

parts of the system. *A driving force in determining level of. specificity were

the issues to bo addressed, as discussed in the next section. Some of these

issues require systemwide. costs;, others sugiest that information oh very

specific activities is apptopriate.

32
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A constraint on cost data collection is imposed by the relative

availability of various coat item. Costs reflected in ERIC expenditures' an

be identified and broken down by participant and broad functional categories.
40

Here the'questioa was the effort involved in deriving allocation formulas to

make finer distinctions. In the use area, collection of,cnst data (primarily

expressed as time spent combined with salaries) was closely tied to original

colieCtion of use data. Other costs outside ERIC generally come from the

relevant participants-, with widely varying levels of difficulty. Throughout,

there is a question of the level of precision required -and the methods neces-

sary to obtain that level.

2.6 ERIC Information Issues and their Implications for Interpreting
This Study's Findings.

2.6.1 A Fraiework for Identifying Issues

This section"deals with information issues that might be addressed

by NIE, ERIC, and others who use this report. These issues are grouped by

those involving ERIC information related policies, planning and operations as

shown in Figure 2.2.

, -

We consider ERIC inforiation policies, as being general terms and

conditions unfer which the ERIC, system operates. These terms and condiliions.

are sdbdivided into three sets of policy statements. The first set involves
,

a.Froadmissionstatement such as, "the ERIC information system is to support-
-

and enhance education at all levels'in the United States". The second set of

policies includes goals of-the ERIC'system in,support of the mission. Such

goals might include broad statements concerning what educational communities

should hejserved, by'what information;Ahrough what information products and

services, and by.what means. The third set of policies deals with guiding .

principles that should be considered throughout planning and in operations.

Such.guiding principles might include such areas as funding levels, gover-

nance, pricing (or cost recovery), use of Federal ,and non-Federal resources,

and adherence to Federal- regulations and laws.

20
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The second group of issues involves ERIC information system plan-

ning. Under the ERIC information system goals should be a set of objectives

stated in measurable terms. For'example, an objective might be that all

. elementary teachers should have access to.information about new approaches to

handling specific classroom situations.. One can measure their awareness of

such information, the availability of such information and use of it. Plan-,

ning then involves setting forth the means of achieving the ERIC information

system objectives in the future. Issues involved in planning include such .

/'
,things as the use of research, new 'technology, and marketing. "Planning issues

also concern employment of new products and services, participation of clear-
.

inghouses, systems, and organizational structure. Finally, the planning must,

take into account the guiding principles such as pricing4efun4ing, governance

and so on.

The next set of issues deals with operational considerations such as

the specific implementations of plans or operational specification. Issues

could be directed to contract monitoring of adherence to budgets, achieve-

ments of specified objectives, determination of productivity or performance,

quality control of performance, and so on. These issues can be sub-divided by

functions or activities performed or by information products prodUced or

services provided. Implementation should also be considered in terms of the

ERIC information policies 0.10. system mission, goals and guiding principles).

Below issues'are associated with each of the boxes in Figure 2.2.

Each issue is stated in the form of a question. Some generalYconsiderations

and implications are also identified with these issues. It is-found that the

implications frequently varydeperiding on the type of information product or

service involved (i.e.primary, secondary or tertiary; function or.activitiee

perickmed andparticilini involved in performing them; and the users served).

ginally.some ways are.presenyod in which cost or usage data (or models) can

assist in addressing the policy, planning and operational issues.
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ERIC' Information System Policy Issues

`What is the ERIC Information System Mission?

The mission of ERIC seems to be to serve education in the U.S. as

stated above. This mission appears to be much broader than the mission of

some other Federal information systems, that are oriented toward (1) proces-

sing and distributing information collected under Federal funding (e.g.,

government sponsored research infortition and data by NTIS and GPO; census

data by (J S. Census; weather data by,NOAA; cartolfraphic information by DOI,

NASA, DOA, etc.) or (2) processing and distributing information to organiza-

tions funded by an agency (e.g., DOE, DOA, NASA, etc.).

Whom Should the ERIC System Serve? ,

There are several distinct educational communities that might be

,served. These can be classified by the edt4ational function performed.such

as teaching, research, counselling, administration, funding, and so on.

Another dimension might be educational le7els or subject areas such as elemen-

tary, secondary and.hiiher education or English, linguistics and reading.

Also; it has been pointed out that `_here are constantly emerging fields of

education that can be served by ERIC.
0

What Information Should be Provided to Appropriate User Communities?

There seem to be three basic ways in which the type of information

is classified. The first dimension concerns the subject matter and this is

classified generally by the ERIC thesaurus. The second dimension could involve

the source oieformation including government sponsored or not, original

iaformation or not (i.e. tertiary) and type of organization source

.(i.e. university, government, private sector, etc.). Thi third dimension

concerns the "quality" of information. .Generally, refereed journal articles,

for example, are considered to be of higher quality than research reports

23
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and other types of the fugitive literature. Implications the type of

information provided to users obviously depends on whet user communities are

being served, the value of the information, products and services employed,

cost and so on.

1

ERIC and others are discussed by the GAO report (.979)in terms of

the "overlap" of coverage of secondary information, On the other hand, What:4,

been argued that abstracting and indexing must be done with the specific user

community involved. Duplicate coverage of primary information mightte a con-

cern as well. For example, there are instancesin which it is possible for a

report to be processed by a grantee.or contractor, the sponsoring agency, ERIC;

GPO and NTIS. A counter argument is that each participant had a relationship

with a unique part of the overall user community and that part-would not be

served otherwise.

There are other,implications for the source of information dimefision.

It has been stated that one responsibility of,government sponsored research, in

addition to generation of primary inforiation, is the reproduction and distri-...

bution or publication of that research. Whether information generated from

Other sources should be processed dependson:the stated mission, user community

saved, value of the infOrmation to' that community, and cost. The value of

information to that community also depends on the quality'of the informktion.

The Rand report (Greenwood and Weiler, 1973) indicates that the general quality

of educational research and information is low and, therefore, affects the ERIC

system. The research is said to be generally conflicting, too theoretical and

frequently nonvdrifiable.



What Information_ Products and Services Should be ProvidedU

Once broad statements are made concerning what user communities to
.

serve and what kind of information-to provide them, a question remains concern:-

ing what Information products and services should be provided. The principal

types of information products or services currently in ERIC include media that

carry primary information messagei (e.g., books or monographs, 'journals, tech-
-

pical reports, nonprint media, numeric databad&i, etc.); iedia-that carry

secondary information that is used to identify or. locate primary information
- .

(e.g., published indexes and abstracts and catalogs>,computer bibliographic

searches and SDI, computer data searches, bibliographic databases, bibliom-
.

.phies, referral services, etc.);, and. products and services that result

from original analysis from or correlation of primary information messages

(e.g., reviews, analysis, technical consulting or counselling, etc.; provision

of this latter set of services is a hallmark of informatiOn clearinghouses,

as noted by Applied Management Science and Cuadra Associates, 1981). There

are other dimensions of types of information products or services provided by

ERIC but these enter directly, into other policy, planning and operational

issues discussed below.

What Should be the Governance of ERIC?

A number of studies discuss thegovernance of ERIC; particularly'

with regard to the relationship of ERIC central, the'clearinghOuses, the host

organizations and the related professional organizations. The Rand report

previously cited suggests that, from among seven models, there are three that

;might be applied to ERIC. The first model is one that would consolidate the

existing cleiringhOuses into about eight with an additional one devoted exclu-

sively to Tw..7 educational concepts. A second model would'distinguish clear-

inghouse domains by educational functions concerned with either classroom

iustruction or instruct.on and support. A third model is acombination of the

above models, but includes a regional dimenion:as well,. In this model, there

25
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would be a functional get of clearinghouses to acquire, review and ayntheSize

the research and practitioner literature. In addition:. there would be 4 .

regional network of clearinghouses to iervice the information needs

practiiionera and reaearchers through an assorted chain of information centers

or teacher renewal centers. There are many implications VS alternative

governance of thi ERIC ayatem including the aourcea of income (i.e. Federal

fUnding, user chargea, hoot organization contributiona, etc.) and control of

these fUnda; management atrengths; relative aize bf ataffs; and lined of

communication and control.

Should 1pformation be Provided Free? If Not, What Should be the
Baaia for Charging?

Some guiding principles have been get forth concerning this imme.

The OMB Circular A-25 (titled "User Chargea") is addreaaed to this imme,
. I

although a GAO report (1979) indicates that the overall Federal policy la

unclear and broadly interpreted.
1
Generally, the Circular atates that informer.

tion producta and servicemahould be priced to recovettheir coital. There is

a question.of what costs should -be included, such aa generation, reproduction,

- distribution, developmental.aet-up overhead, or direct. There are aeveral

other broader bases for user chargea including objeCtivea of pricing, type of

information involved, And who.the purchaserare ox what uaera are'aerved.

Implicationa of-user chargea are that ouch chargea reault'in some

diminished amount of use of information and therefore, game benefit to aoci-

ety is preaunably loot. Oeihe other hand, it is argued that giving information

away free can,- and probably will, reault in frivolous requeata for the informs-

tiop. Wihaveyointed out (King and Roderer, 1978) that information is never-

1

(10

Since theae documents were written, the Federal Government has shown increaaed-
intermit in user charges, for inft=mation sgrviceg.

- f
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"free" to users because theyncur costs in requesting, receiving, reviewing,

maintaining and using the information. Thuo, the latter,cose is not a particu-'

larly strong one. 'in all cases, there are uftiqa~price and demand (use)

relationships that must be considered. The demand for some producto and

services is insensitive to price; whereas, the demand for many is highly

sensitive to price.

1

One basis for determining price is the organizational objective.

involved. Such objectives might includerecovering costs (as impliCd by.the

OMB Citcular), to ..oakea profit, to"ancourage use of an information product

or service,, or to encourage purchase by a specific audience. Recovering

costs and achieving a profit are cigar. An eiample of encouraging useof an-

information product or service might be' to price microform low and paperform

high to encourage purchase,of. the former (or vice versa). Lower pritds

might be extendkul to communities of users who have fewer resources forjur-

chasing information, or that are funded by the Federal Government. (Thire is

'currently sentiment to charge non-U.S. users more.)

It might be that user charges should be different.for primary,

-secondary and- tertiary information products and services. The value:of all

three types of information is ultimately achieved through use of primary

information messages. Thus, the three should be priced to achieve as such use

of primary information as the user community will bear. In some imstances

this may involVe low prices on primary informatIon products and, services, and
,-

in other instances,' it could involve low pricet.on secondary Information prod-

ucts and serices, if identification and location of:the primary literature is

a problem.

The pricing policy. might also depend on the type of the initial.

purchaser. Foi example, libraries serve multiple users and,- therefore, might

be candidates for higher prices. The GAO report (1979) critiCizedERIE

because they charge Lockheed (and others) minimal amount for' bibliographic'

adomputer tapes that they profess. A figure of $660 ,was quoted. This compares
. .

to an order of magnitudeof 550.000 charged for National Library of MediciRe

tapes. ...Zither general policy eight be coqRct depending on 'the subsequent

. value derived from the use of the information and what the effect would be of .-pass... .

pass ng Aitial costs of producing iniormattem on the tapes on to the online

ise rthers. \



It ia anticipated that substantial consideration will be given in

the near future to the neer charge issue by OMB and others. This coat and

usage study can be employed to anticipate the effect of various interpreta-

tions of OMB Circular A-26 and its subsequent amendments. The cost study

should establish the unit cost of all alternatives of user charges based on

cost recovery at various levels. The usage study should establish amount of

use at current levels of user charges (including none). We can hypothesize

what effect incresses or decreases in user charges would have on amount of

usage. Current valUe'can be inferred from extent of use and purpose of use of

primary and tertiary information. Current value of secondary information

products and-services can be inferred from searcher: that lead to use of

miry information.

To What Extent Should Non-Federal Organizations be Used in-the ERIC

Some guiding principles are provided by OMB Circular A-76. This

Circular implies that the Federal Government should not coEpete with non-Federal

organizations (i.c. the private sector). Furthermore, it is suggested that

non-Federal organizations should be employed for processing, if they are less

expensive than performing the work in-house. Again, there is some difficulty

in the former instance in determining whether an information product or service.

is in direct competition vith another' ono. For example, is a microform product

in competition with a paperform product? Is a published bibliography in com-

petition utt6 a current titles product? One could argue that all information

products and iervices-sold-to libraries arc in competition for their limited

budgettrz--Our cost and usage studies can be somewhat helpful in describing the

current ERIC system. .Alternative interpretations of Circular A-76 can be

assess by hypothesizing their effect on cost and usage.

What Federal Laws and Regulations Apply to ERIC?

There,are potential implications for the ERIC system in Privacy Laws

and the F 6-dom of Informat:ion Act. Also, the Feder Communication Commission

eatzemplatInz-n.w,co=mipicattioniltegulatlons that could%have substantial
1 .

effect on line charges and, hence,use of ERIC online bibliographic information.
. .

41,



The Postal Service rate structure and regulaCions can,also affect the coat and

usage of ERIC information products and services. If such changes are contem-

plate, Central ERIC can apply our cost and usage dots to hypothesize the

effects of such changes.

2.6.3 ERIC Information System Planning Issues

We indicated above that planning can and should be addressed to

measurayle system objectives. It is here that our cost and \usage study shoOld

be of particular importance since current descriptions of co$t, flow of funds,

flow of'materials, and usage can serve' as baseline measures upon which the

objectives and future plans can be Campared. The objectives Should be spe-

cific statements concerning system goals. The system planning processes

should be addressed to means of achieving the ERIC system mission, goals and

objectives. Issues addressed t4D planning involve research, technology, new

product or service development, marketing strategies, and system structure;

all in view of guiding principles. These issues are discussed briefly below.

What Research Should be Performed by ERIC?

This is a difficult issue when making a distinction between basic

and applied research. The amount of Federal support of basic information

research has declined dramatically in the past decade. The two principal

agencies' engaged in 0:Agra research axe the National Science Foundation and the

.National Library of Medicine. What little applied research that is supported

is now performed 1,7.rgelyin agencies such as NNE and ERIC. It. might be that

ERIC should attempt to have some input into the NSF and RLM basic research

programs or at least be thoroughly aware,of what is taking place. Applied

research, such as this ERIC Cost and Usage Study. should be directed at specific

measurable objectives.

liat New Technology Should be Developed or Adapted by ERIC?

Nearly alrinformation technology emOoyed by ERIC and .other similar

systems WaS developed outside their environments for other purposes or for mass

it4



markets. This probably will continue to be true, so that new technology

developments should be monitored to establish their potential use in meeting

system objectives. Such potential technology might be in online user/system

interfaces, telecommunication (e.g., facsimile transmission, satellites,

optic fiber, videodiscs, intelligent ,terminals, voice synthesizers, etc.),

micro or minicomputer use in libraries and in schools at all levels, word

processing, and so one.

What New Information Products and Services Mil/tit be-Developed for
ERIC?

ERIC is currently operating on a very tight budget and, therefore,

is able to provide a limited number of types of information products ander,

vices. However, under increased budgets or by reallocating the current budget,

a range of alternative information products and services might be provided.

Such new products or services can'be identifiedby successful use in other

systems or by marketing research. The usage study might be employed to

establish the current types of inforiation products or services that might war

rant further promotion (due to lack of awareness), codification, or deletion.

What is an Optimum ERIC SlAte2 Structure?

Above, we indicated some nqggested models for structuring the ERIC

system. Any planning for future btructure must be directed toward meeting

specific objectives which can be partially stated in terms of cost, amount of

use and purpose of use. There are other social and political aspects as well

as the guiding principles that must be considered.

2.6.6 'ERIC Information System Operational Issues

Issues involving 'ERIC system operations are those thatare directed

toward implementation of means of achieving the mission, goals and objectives

,A('An light of guiding principles mentioned previously. The operational issues

concern contract monitoring in terms of such things as system performance,

productivity and quality control; They also involve specifics of marketing or
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public relations, pricing tactics and other operational considerations. Other

than observing current cost per sale or cost per use, much of the detail

necessary to monitor tlearinghpuse, facility or other,organization activities,

is out of scope of the cosi and usage study which isifocussed on system-level

issues. Our goal has been.to provide data to help clarify the policy and

planning issues of most interest to NIE in order that NIE can eventually make

its own operational decisiOns based an the system-level data we provide.

v4
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SECTION 3

CONVENTIONS USED IN WRITING THIS REPORT

The reader should note the following in order to be able to inter-

pret data tables in this study which have been generated from the various

(sample surveys. t

......

Usually the individual row and column headings of a table which

is generated from survey data will giim the name of the variable as it

appears in the computerized data file. For example, for the Access Point

Screener Survey questionnaire, which is displayed in Appendix B, the following

conventions are used:

Q6P3C Section 6, question 6.3, part C

Q2P4 Section 2,:questions2.4

Variables which are created.from the individual questionnaire

responses from recoding, sorting, or computation are usually identified by an.

assigned name. The variables created from the Access Point Screener Survey

which are used most often are the following:

RIESUB Takes a value of 1 if the access point subscribes to the

Monthly or semi-annual edition of Resources in Education

(RIE)

CIJESUB Takes a value of 1 if the access point'subscribes to the

monthly or semi-annual editions'of Current Index to Jour-

nals in Education (CUE)

V'

ERICFICH Takes a value of-1 if the access point maintains an ERIC

mitrofiChe collection

ER:CDOC Takes a value of 1 if the access point maintains an ERIC

microfiche or papercopy document collection

334 6
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ERICSRCH Takes a value of 1 if the access point conducts or

makes arrangements for online or batch searches of

the ERIC bibliographic data base

'ONLINE Takes a value of 1 if the access point conducts

only online searches of the ERIC bibliographic data

base.

Each table identifies the particular source of ata presented in

the table. Additional created variables are described in the appendice6 of

this report.

I
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SECTION 4

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY

Figure 4.1 demonstrates the-relationships among the components of

the-ERIC Cost and Usage Study.

The Access Point Screener Survey was a survey of U.S. organizations.

It was designed to collect data on the*types'of ERIC products and services

offered in the U.S., the types and numberTforganizations (or "access points").

which provide them, end estimates of the use of RIE, CIJE, ERIC documents, and

ERIC searches. With a sample mail-out of 1,063, we received a respOnse of 541

during-the survey period of October 1980 through February 1981. Based on these

responses, we estimated that, in 1980, there were 3,269 organizations, or

access points,'in the U.S. which provided access to RIE, CIJE, ERIC computer

serchis, Or ERIC documents: Questionnaires and survey procedures are des!-

cribed in Appendix B. ,

As part of the Access Point Screener Survey, sampled access points

were asked to volunteer to collect data (names, addresses, etc.) on ERIC users,

whom we referred to as "requestors ". Altogether, 249 access points initially

agreed to participate in the Access Point Primary Survey by filling out

"Request Cards" durinrassigned sample periods. Altogether, 168 access points

actmally participated by Supplying 2,628 Request Cards during the period Janu-

ary 1981 through May 1981. This survey is described in Appendix C.

From the Request Cards we collected during the Primary Survey, we

developed the sample for the Requestor Population Survey. The purpose of this

survey was to foliar up'individual requediors to ask them how they used ERIC

products and services and whether or not they were satisfied. Out of a sample

of 1,000 mailed out during Vay 1981, we received 535 back the July cut-off

date. When these questionnaires mere keypunci1114 they were tched together

in a single databade with the Request Card used to.generat he lamplge. This

survey is described in Appendix D.
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Figure 4.1 Components of the ERIC Cost and'Usage Study
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\
Finally, we conducted mail the Education Population Survey. Of

1,000 questionnaires mailed out on April 14, 1981, 376 were returned. The

purpose of this survey was to measu the awareness and use of ERIC among

educators in general. The sample for this survey was divided into Education

Practitioners, Administrators, and Acad micians and Researchers, and was

developed from existing mailing lists of .S. educators. This survey is des-

cribed in Appendix E.

In order to collect detailed statistics which could not be collected

Via the various mail survey questionnaires, Kin Research conducted.a,series

of site visits with ERIC Clearinghouses, ERIC sea ch services, and other

access points. In addition, budget and contract d to provided by the Central

ERICzadministraiion; as well as internal documents provided by 'ERIC Clear-
.

inghouses and-other organizations, were also reviewed. Appendix A describes

this component of the study.

Data from all these efforts were combined in a final analysis of

ERIC costs and usage, the results of which are presented in this report.
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SECTION 5
RR

0.

DESCRIPTION OF ERIC ACCESS POINTS

1

The purpose of this-section of the report is to provide numeric
G

descriptions, of the population of ERIC access points in the United States,

as of 1980. The data presented here are derived from the Access Point

Screener Survey.'

t

a

e
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-5.1 Types of Access Points

One of the goals of the Access Point Screener Survey was to deter-

mine what types of U.S. organizations prov,ide access to ERIC products and

services. We defined an "access point" as an organizA:ion which does'one or

more of the following:

Subscribes to one or more copies of the monthly or semi-annual'

editions of Resources in Education (RIE) or'Current Index to

'Journals in Education'ICIJE)

Conducts or makes arrangements for online or batch searches o

the ERIC bibliographic database

Maintains a collection of ERIC documents in microfiche or

papercopy format

Access points were asked to categorize their organizations, and in-

doing so, distinguish among the various organizational levels which can be

responsible for ERIC. Respondents.were asked to adhere.to the followig

definitions of organizational levels:

Your Organization - The organizational unit or department' which is
responsible for maintaining'snd/or providing access to ERIC 'products'
or services (e.g., A college or university' library, a school aLs-
trict's central media resources center, a state education agency's
information resource center, etc.). This, questionnaire should be ,

completed from the perspective of this organizational unit or
department.

-
Parent Organization - The larger organization in which your organi-
zation is administratively'situated (e.g., a university ovuniversity
department, a research center, a state agency; an intermediate
service agency, a school district, etc.).

Other Organizations - Organizations Other than your own organization
or parent,organization (e.g., ottitei,colleges;suniversities, school
districts, companies, or state agencies, etc.). -

Accordingly, it_was possible (and desirable) for separate organizations from

within' he'same parent-organization to be Classified:as different access points

39
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and thus to be counted separately.. This can happen, for example, when organi-

zationally separate libraries ou the,-same campus, or different departments

withina state education agency, each provides access to ERIC. -These dia-
.

tinctions were made as far as is poasible in sampling and were alao retained

during the calculations of the sampling weighta to project the survey reaponsee

to a U.S. population total.

4e present a detailed breakdown of U.S. ERIC access points by type of

organization in Table 5.1. As you can Bee, the ERIC Clisringhouses and ERIC\

Facility account for about one-half of one percent of the 3,269 access points.'

Academic Access Points account for slightly less than 512 of the total, and

Other Access Points for almost 472 of the total. (These_major categories are
, .

also displayed in Figure 5.1.)

. Another breakdown of the ERIC access points by type of access point

is displayg0 in Table 5.2 which shows how many access Points of each of the

major types provide each of the major ERIC product'or service:categories.

Approximately 832" have RIE: 43% have CUE. 22Z conduct ERIC

searches, and --43Z have ERIC document collections. (These sum to. more than

1002 since some access poihta provide more than one product or service.)

Based on the above data, we can state the following about ERIC access

points in the to.:

1. IThile the majorAty (53Z) of access points are associated with

academic institutions, a substantial proportion (nearly 47%)

are.associaced with other types of organizations, such as school

districts and public libraries, which operate at-the local or

community level.

2. By far, the most widely distributed ERIC product is Resources'in

Education-(RIE); approximately 83% of the total 3,269 access

pointssubscribe to one or more copies of the motthly or semi-

annual edition.

O
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Table 5.1. Number of U.S. ERIC Access Points by Type of Access-6-6m

(ET
2)

of Or .1"112atioINN TYPEI)

Number of
. 5R IC Access Points

1. ERIC Clearinghouses 1. ERIC ClCaringhouses
& Facility 2. ERIC Facility

(Subtotal)

.2. Academic Access Point:: ,3. Campus-Main Library
4. Campup-Departmental Library
S. Campus-Other Organization
(Subtotal)

3. Other Access Points

.16 0.5
1 . 0.0

(17) (0.5Y-

1,500 45.9
155 4.8'
73 2.2.

(1, 28) (4.9)
ft ...........

6. State Educatiob Agencieo 67 2.0
7, State Libraries' . 4 ' 04
8. Federal Libraries 57 1.7
9. Other Federal Clearinghouses 3 0.1

10.. N1E Lab or,Center 12, 0.4
`11. Intermediate Service Provider 74 2.3
12. School District R&D Center 67 2.0
13. School Library-District Level 467 '14.3
14. School Library-Local Level 143 4,4
15. Public Library :318 9.7
16. Society or Association 74 , 2.3
17: BUsiness or Corporation 64' 2.0

.18. Other 173 5.3
(Subtotal) . (1.524) (46.6)

Column Total 3,269 100,ft

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey, 1981.

54
41



'r

I

fao

II

Figure 5.1. Number of U.S. ERIC Accbas Pointn by Type of Organization, 1980

ERIC Clearinghouses lb Facility

(n017)

Other
Accces

Points

(n01,524)

Academic
Access
Points

(n01,728)

t

SOURCE: King Research, Inc,, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screcner
Survey, 1981.
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Table 5.2. Number of U.S. ERIC Access Points by Type of ACCCWA Point ..ind
ERIC - Category

Type
of

Access.

Point
(NEWTYPE2)

ERIC Category
Subscribes

to

RIE
1

(RIESUB4m1)

Subscribes
to h

CIJE'
(CIJESUBw1)

Conducts
ERIC

Searched
(ERICSRCU..1)

ERIC
06cument
Collection
(EtICDOC*1)

_All ,

Categor!

A

n 2

. ERIC Clear-17
inghouses 6

0.6: 17 1,27 16 2.22 17 1.2Z 17 0.5Z

Facility

2. Academic 1,566 57.8, 943 67.7% 512 70.0Z 783 55.12 1,728 52.92
Access
Points

3. Other 1,f25 41.6: 433 31.1: 203 27.8Z 620 43.72 1,524 46.62
Access Points

Column Total 2,708 100.0:: 1,393 100.0L. 731 100.0: 1,4;10 100.0Z 3,269. 100.02

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener Survey,
1981.

IMantlily or seMiannual RIE

2Mont1y or semiannual C1JE
3
Online or batch searches

4
Microfiche or papercopy documents

5n 's do not sum across since some access loilts provide more
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5.2 The Mix of ERIC Products and Serviccu Provided by ERIC Access Points

We defined an ERIC access point au an organization which does one

or more of the following:

subscribes to one or more copies of the monthly or semiannual

edition of Resources in Education (RIE)

subscribes to one or more copies of the monthly or semiannual

edition of Current Indei to Journals in Education (Cf3E)

conducts or makes arrangements for online or batch searches .

of the ERIC bibliographic database

maintains a collection of ERIC documents.in microfiche or paper-

copy format.

We estimate that in 1980, there were 3,269 separate organizations in the U,S.

which satisfied at least one of the above criteria.

In order to investigate the "mix" of theseproduCts and seivices,

we created the variable OVERLAP which was used to tabulate the number of com-

binations occurring for these four categories. As indicated in Tablp .

.

the largest single group of access points is'composed of access poin,tswhich

subscribe only to RIE; this group accounts for nearly one-third (29.1%, mr952)

of the access points. This is f011owed by u;cess points which subscribe to

RIE and CUE and maintain an ERIC document cojlettion'(11.87.) , and.then by

access points which subscribe to RIE and maintain an.EVIC document collection

(11.6.4). Together, these three groups account.for'approximately one-half

(52.52) of the 3,269 access points..

-_-1/
.

In order to examine these various possible combinations fuithee., we
. .

created the variable O!/41.02 which can' take the following, values for an accepb
. .
point:

P

i

1r

. r
.

1 if the access point provides only ope of the4four ERIC categories

. .
2 if t# access point provides only'two

.

3 it the access point provides three

if he 'access point provides all four
e
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Table 5.3. Ranking of,ERIC Access Points by ERIC Product/Service Mix

Rank

ERIC Product/Service Mix ' Number of Access Points

(OVERLAP): RIE

(RIESUB1)

CIJE

(CIJESU13.,1)

Documents Searches

(ERICDOC..1) (ERICSRCH..1) N %

1 x 952 29.1

2 x x x 386 11.8

3 x x 380 11.6

4 x x 378 11.6

5 x x x x 343 10.5

6 x 262 8.0

7 x 176 5.4

8 x x 119 3.6

. 9 x 117 3.6

10 x x
...

107 3.3

11°4

4.' 11 x X X 43 %..e 1.3

12
e

x x 3 0.1

13 x x 3 0.1

Total 2,708 1,393 1,420 732 3,269. 100.0

...

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
'Survey, 1981 , .

0
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Table 5.4displays the tabulation of this variable, broken down by

type of access point.

Only 10.5 percent (approximately 343) of the 3,269 ERIC access

points identified ia the survey provide all four of the categories. Not

surprisingly, nearly all (94.1%) of the ERIC Clearinghouses ana Facility
.

provide all four. But this grouits; in the minority. In fact, only about

four percent of the Other Access Points provide all four of the categories.

For nearly half of all the access points (46.1%)`, only one ERIC

product is provided and nearly two-thirds (63%) of this category is accounted

for by RIE subscribers. There i8 also a substantial difference between the

Academic Access Points and the Other Access Points in this regard. Percentage -

wise, only about one-third (33.3%) of the Academic Access P6ints provide only

one category, while nearly two-thirds (61.2%) of Other Access Points provide

only one.

One possible conclusion from this is, given the substantial number

of access points which provide only one product or service, there is a

-..substantial market within the existing ERIC access points for additional

ERIC products and services.

This conclusion may be premature. As shown elsewhere in this

report, the number of ERIC products and services provided,'as indicated by

the variable OVERLAP2, increases with the annual budget of the access point.

IC may be that this is an'entirely expected finding; the larger the budget of

the access point, the more ERIC products'and services it can prOvide. But it

is also a fact that there are more "low budget" than "high budget" access

points. It Is possible that ere are many ERIC access points whose manage-
'

went fears that providing one r two ERIC products.or services adequately t

covers the educational research and information field.

1.

Perhaps one scenario would be for ERIC management to attempt to com-

bat this attitude and thereby convince the existing access points to purchase

additional ERIC products and services. But such a scenario may not be
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Table 5.4'. Type of Access Point by ERIC Product/Service Mix

ERIC
Type of 'Access Point (NEWTYPE2)

ERIC
Product/ Clearing- Academia 'Other All
Service houses & Access Access Access
MiX Facility Points Points POints

. (OVERLAP2) (n017) (n01,728) (n01,524) (n3,269)

Only One (n01,508) 0.0% 33.3% 61.2% 46.1%

Only Two (n0882) 0.0 28.9 25.1 27.0

Only Three (n -536) 5.9 22.3 9.8 16.4

All Four (n0343) 94.1 15.5 3.9 10.5

Column total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey, 1981

tr.

1
"Mix" refers to whether an access point doesone or more of the following;
o Subscribes 'to RIE
o Subscribes to CIJE
o Maintains an ERIC microfiche or papercopy'document collection
o Conducts online or batch searches of the ERIC bibliographic database.
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feasible in the current national fiscal environment. It may be that there

10 a need for an entirely new ERIC product, one which is designedto provide

access to a broad variety of educational literature to organizations which

can only affordZpsychologically and/or financially---to purchase one.major

information product.in the field of education. Development of such a product

would be difficult, of course, due to the large.number of subspecialtiei

which are generally referred to as the field of "education". It may be wise

for ERIC to consider the development of an information system which combines

all the storage and retrieval advantages of the variety of print, microform,

and digital technology now employed, possibly via some combination of computer

and video disc technology.

t". 48
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5.3 Access Point Function by Type of Access Point

Because so many different types of organizations provide access

to ERIC (college libraries, state education agencies, clearinghouses, research

centers, etc.), we developed a set of generic function questions to identify

the functions performed by ERIC access points. Responses to.these questions

are displayed in Table5.5,identified.as A, B, and C:

The first (A) is whether the primary functiog of the access point

is to providevinformation services (e.g., documents, statistics, literature

,searches, answers to questions, etc.). All the Clearinghouses and the Facility

responded positively to this question, '96.4 percent of the Academic Access.

Points responded "yes", and 93.0 perient of the Other Access Poinis resided

"yes". Not surprisingly, only a very small percent (4.5%) of all access .

points responded "no" to this question.

The second question (B) asked for access points to identify their

single largest group of users, identified as follows:

o Employees of or students affiliated with your organization) or

its parent organization.2

o Employees of or students affiliated with other organizations

o Other.

The primary purpose of this question was to determine if organizations were

serving individuals inside or outside of their organizations. This is an

The Access Point Screener questiOnbaire provided these' definitions:

'YOUR ORGANIZATION---The orgadizational unit ordepartment which is responsible
for maintaining and/or providing access 'to ERIC products or services (e.g., a
college or university library; a school district's central media resources
center, a state education agency'S information resource center, etc.). This
questionnaire should be completed from the perspective of this organizational
unit or departmeit.,

2
PARENT ORGANIZATION---The 1a4er organization in which your organization is
administratively.sitUated (e.g., -a university or university department, a
research center, a state agency, an intermediate service agency, a school
district, etc.).

30THER ORGANIZATIONSOrganizations other than your own organization or parent
organization (e.g., ether colleges, universities, school districts, companies,
cr state agencies, etc.).
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Table 5.5. Access Point Function by Type of Access Point

Question
Response

Categories

Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2)
ERIC

Clearing-
houses 6
Facility
(n17

Is one of your organi-
zatioes' primary fuuc -,
tions to provide infor-
mation services (e.g.,
documents, statistics,
literature searches,
answers'to questions,
etc.)? (Q1P3)

Yes , 100.0%
No 0.0

Total 100.0%

B. Which of the follow-,
ing categories best
'describes the largest
single groups.
of users your organ-
ization services?
(Q1P4)

Employees' 11.8%
of or students
affiliated
with your or-
ganization or
its parent
organization.

Employees 52.9
of or students
affiliated with
,other organiza-
tions.

Other 35:3

Total 100.0%

C. -Are ,the services Yes
provided by your No
organization intended
primarily to support Total
or promote.activities
associated with teach-
ing, education, or
training? (Q1P5)

94.1%,

5.9

100.0%

Academic
,Access
Points

Other All
Access Access
Points Points

) (n=w1,728) (n-1.524).(nft3,269)

96.4%
3.6

100.0%

93.0%
7.0

100.0%

95.5%

100.0%

97.8% 51.9% 81.7%

1.4 22.1 9.1

0.8 26.0 9.2

100.0% 100.0% 100:0%

98.3% 74.5% 91.3%
1.7 ,25.5 8.7

100.0% 100.0% 100..02

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point
Screener Survey, 1981
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important point in distinguishing between organizations such,aa_tra5tional

libraries, which may serve primarily a local clientele, and clearinghouses,

which may be designed for a regional or national constituency.
1

Two of the 17 access points in the ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility

category responded that--the largest single group of users served were

employees or students affiliated with their own organizations. Nearly all

(97.8%) of the 1,728 academic access points identified this group as its

single largest user group, while about half (51.-9%) of the.Other Access

Points, did so.. Both the Clearinghouie and Other Access Point categories

identified "other" primary. users, a category which included housewives,

volunteer groups, private citizens/general public, and both of the first two

groups. It is perhaps'significant that almost one-fourth (22.1%) of the

Other Access Points identified users outside their organizations as their

largest group of users ;' these access points included "intermediary service

providers" and other non-ERIC clearinghOuses, as well as state education

agencies.

Finally, access points were asked if their activities were intended

primarily to support activities associated with teaching, education, or

training (C). Sixteen of the 17 access points in the ERIC Clearinghouse

and Facility responded "yes" to this, as did the substantial majority of the

Academic Access Points (98.3%). However, one-fourth (25.5%) of the Other

Access Points stated that their primary function was not to support teaching,'

education, and training; this indicates that ERIC, in the case of Other

Access Points, has penetrated the market outside the U.S. educatiodh communities.

I
Applied Management Sciences, Inc., and Cuadrb Associates, in Descriptive
Analysis of Human Services Clearinghouses (Silver Spring, Md., January 1981,
NTIS 1o. PB81-169997) defined clearinghouses as organizations which performed.
all of the following: specifying a focus; acquiring literature; developing an
organized collection with appropriate access tools; accepting inquiries;
responding to inquiries in a nonstandard fashion; providing a search capability;
engacing in outreach and dissemination (emphasis added)._
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' 5.4 Description of Access Points' Microfiche Facilities

Rather than rely entirely on a centralized document delivery ser-

vice, ERIC relies on theuse of microfiche as a cost-effective method of

document delivery. At the present time, microfiche collections are main-

tained in 1,127 U.S. access points, which breaks down as follows:

o ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility 17 collections

o Academic Access Points 759 collections.

Other Access Points 351 collections

Total 1,127 collections

This total is considerably higher than the 624 organizations listed in the

directory published by ERIC in September 1978, and is due, we hypothesize, to

the less restrictive definition we used in defining a microfiche collection.

Table 5.6 describes the types oflacilities maintained for providing

access to microfiche, described'in terms of (a) whether the, collection is a

"closed" collection
2

, (b) whether the access point has facilities for making

duplicate fiche, (c) number. of microfiche readers, and (d) number of microfiche

reader-printers.

Overall, 42 percent of the access points have closed collections,

with a high of 65.9 percent for Other Access Points with fiche collections t

and a low of 11.8 percent for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility. Only about

one-third (32.1 percent) of the Academic Access Points have "closed" collec-

t tions. This suggests that user support costs on a unit basis may be higher at

Other Access Points than. at Academic Access Points due to the potentially

higher staff time required for both retrieving and re-filing.

1
The term "collection" was defined in the Access Point Screener Survey,as
...a group of microfiche or paper documents which are shelved or filed

, together in one location". In this section, we refer only to ERIC micro-
fiche collections.

2
A "closed" collection was defined as one in which a user requires "...the
assistahceof a staff member to both retrieve and re-file ERIC microfiche".
Thus, a Uche collection in which staff h.andle only re-filing would not be
classified as a "closed" collection.

52 65



Table 5.6. Description of Access -Point Microfichg
Facilities by Type of Access Point

Characteristics
of

Access Points
with

Microfiche Collections

Type of Access Point with Fiche Collection
(NEWTYPE2. with ERICFICHml)

ERIC CH's Academic - 0the All
6 Access Access .Access

.Facility Points . Points Points
(nm17) (nm 758 ) (nm 351 ) (nm1,127)

A. Percent of access points
with microfiche collec-
tions '.7-tlich have "closed

collections" (Q4P3)

11.8% 32.1% 65.9% 42.2%

B. Percent of access points
with microfiche collec-
tions which have access
to fiche-to-fiche"dupli-
cating equipment (Q4P10)

0.02 17.2: 33:9% 22.2%

C. Number of None
microfiche . 1

readers , 2-3'
(Q4P7A) 4-5

5.9%
.11.8
35.3
23.6

6-10. 11.8
11 or more 11.8

Total 100.0%

0.0% 4.8%
7.5 37.6

19.5 27.6
24.7 19.9

31.5 5.5
16.8 4.6

100.0% 100.0%

1.4%
16.0
22.0
23.3
24.0
13.3

100.0%

Mean-

Median

4.3 7.1 6.4

3.4 5.4 2.4

6.9

4.5

D. number of
microfiche
reader-
printers

(Q4P7B)

None 5.9%
1 76.5'

'2 17.6
3 or more 0.0

Total 100.0%

7.5% 17.7%
55.8 56.0
24.5 15.1
12.2 11.2

10.3%
56.2
21.8
11.7

100.0% 100.02 100.0%

Mean

Median

1.7

1.1 1.3 1.1

1.7

1.2

SOURCE: 'King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey, 1981
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Less than one-fourth (22.1 percent) of all access. points with ERIC

fiche collections report having access to equipment for making duplicate

fiche. About one- -third (33.9 percent) of Other Access Points have access to

some equipment, perhaps due to the more geographically-dispersed user popu-

lations of Other Acted's Points such as Intermediary Servide Providers which

rely upon mail service to deliver fiche copies.

The can number of microfiche readers
1
at. all the access points

with ERIC microfiche collections is 6.9, with a median of 4,5.' (In other
a

words, half of'the access point's with-ERIC fiche collections have less than

five microfiche:readers:) Academic Access Points and Other Access Points

have approximately equal (lumbers of microfiche readerswith'means of 7.1land

6.4 respectively; However, the medians for both groups are 5.4 and 2.4

respectively, meaning that, proportionally, the- render collections at Other

Access Points tend to be smaller thanat Academic Access Points.

The number of microfiche reader printers is substantiallysimilar

across all types of access points, with a mean of 1.7 and median Of 1.2. 'e

attribute this to the higher purchase and maintenance costs of -such equip-

ment, coupled with possible restrictions on demand imposed by access paints.

.via such diverse methods as coin-operated machines and lack of user-familiar-

itywith equipment. We note, however, that approximately 90 percent of all

access points with fiche collections have .reader-printers versus only

22.2 percent with fiche-to-fiche duplicating equipment. It is also interest-

ing to note that, proportionally, Other Access Points are core likely to have

fewer reader-printers and more fiche-to-fiche duplicators than are academic

access points. Is this because Other Access Points are -less likely to rely

upon papercopy distribution than microfiche distribution that are the Academic

Access* Points? If so, is this due to purely economic reasons (e.g., the

expense of reproducing and distributing papercopy), or to the heavier equipment

investments at Academic Access Points, or to, possibly, the fact that the Other

Access'Points may be tending to be more* innovative in their provision of ERIC-

based services?

':ni:odes ei;utptment call be used-for red:ling =lcrofiehe only or :cr both
rlicrofil= and r:icrofiche.



5.5 User TraininA

One Of the most significant activities which can be engaged in by the

provider of an information product or service is user training. User-training

cansccomplish the following:

1. it can publicize an information product or sePsice,iimong its

potential users.

2. It can publicize the organization which provides the product c4rI
service.

tt can teach potential users about a specific product or service.

It can Provide potential users with generic 'knowledge which is

transferable to demand for, and usage of, other information

products and services..

ERIC, as a highly decentralized system, must rely upon its access

points for the bulk of its user training, which can take many forms, ranging

from formal classroom-type lectures to audiovisual-oupported programmed

instruction to hands-on practicums.

In the ACCCSS Point Screener Survey, we asked, first, what -types of

training activities had been engaged in during the past twelve months, and

second, hay many Individuals had been trained during_ post twelve months.

In the first case, we subdivided training along two dimensions which

are important to ERIC. The first dimension is whether or not the training is

ERIC-specific, i.e. whether or not ERIC is taught by itself or in conjunction

with Other products or services.
1

This dimension is important because it is

an indicator of the degree to which an access point :evil/Lingor iible---to

single out ERIC for special attention. The Second dimension is;whether or not

the training is 'aimed at indlm4dualS associate' with an access ?Oint (e.g., stu-

dents or.teachers.a: a. college or university) or at individuals outside the

organization isay; teachers or administrators in another school system or

mrganiZa1:1C41. is is an indicator of the degree to which ERIC has the
-

"Formal training Sessitme uch as lectures and supervised,hands-on instruction
arc considered here. This definition was intended to exclude impronptu training
delivered while access pointstaffaided individual requestors; this in con-
sidered in =re detail in the Access Point Primary Survey.

...

1
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pbtential of- generating or being suhject to demand outside the immediate

organizational boundarie of itn itccess pointu.

Table 5.7 displays the reaponues to questionu addresing the!ie two

4i:tensions: the &pecific'traiming categories arc identified au ity= we through

'd'. The percent of ACCeS6 points whith engage in each i6 subdivided by type

of access poi:m.0nd by product/service mix.

:strum all access points, the single category of training carried out

most often'iwthe training of individuals from within the organization on ERIC

in conjunction-With other information products, and Services. Nearly holf of

the acresapoints'(47.22) engaged in this typi of training. However, this dif-

-fors substantially by type of access point. 'vhile nearly three;fourths (70,610

of the .ERLC Clyaringhouses and Facility engage in this type of training' (12 of

these 17. access points), only about one-third (33,72 or approxiMately 514) of
A

the Other AcceSs Points engagein this type of training. In fact, atrosa sat l

four trainin categories,' the ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility are more,fre-

quently involvyd in ERIC training, than are. the Academic Access'Pointh, which

Jr: ;urn are more frequently involved in training than the Other AcceSsjoint's.

And across, all access, points, individuals within the acceSs point or tts parent

organization are more frequently trained than are individuals outside of the

aCCeSS pis:: or its parent organization.

Examining, thy colons labeled "ER1C :-...c4uct or Service Mix", Etta sec _

across all categories, the tore ERIC products.or services provided by .au

-a4ces point, the more likely it' it that -that access point will. provide ERIC

training, For example, more than four--fifths (130.62) of access points which

provideaccess to- all four ERIC categories
I

train individuals in their organ:- -'

.ztion on ERIC in conjunction with other Products and services, while only

about ene-third 'f.33, 1 of the aCess points which provide acre s to only

'oneprodUct or ::ervice,p:t fide 5t1C tratnir-.

Rc hav4; seen from the. above tem!, 0: percect.::, ?CC-4:.s points

dii:er in the type of 1r,ainInz they st tn turn, dependent' updm,
.

(;) the ty7:,e of access point (e.F.1 the ClearInghcuses than

oter typel, of access, poInts to provide :raaning), and 1.:'; -,-:,rodu:t'scr;:ide

a;:durents.'caTp4ter searching,

,11../..
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Table 5.7. Percent of Access Points vhich Conduct ERIC Training, by Type of Accent, Point and
by ERIC Product/Service Mix

training (;atogoly

111m.r.m.mmilmo

Type of Access PointtNEUTYPE2) ERIC Produrt/Service,MtxliOVERLAP2)
ERIC

Clearing- Academic
houses 6 Access
Facility Points
(tee 11 ) (n-1,128)

a) Fotmal training Sessions for
students or employees of your
organization or It5 parent
o ganization (e.g., lectures,
tours, supervined hand-on
Ioltruction) which concen-
trated.primarlly on ERIC
ptodocts and services (I7P14)

88.22 17.0:

b) Formal training sessions for
individuals outside your organ-
i7ation (wits parent organiza-
tion which concentrated primar-
ily on ERIC 'products and tu

WPM

c) Formal training sessions for
students or employees of your
organization or parent organiza-
tion uhAch included.FRIC along
with other. information products
or serviceb (/7F1C)

94.1: 10.2:

70,6Z 58.3;

d) Same as1c), but conducted for
individuals outside your organi-
zation or parent organization
(OPID)

76.5: 9.92

Other
ACCC99
Points
(n1,524)

Only
One

(n-.1,508)

Only
Two

(re- 882

Only
Clitree

) (n 536 3

All
Four

(n., 143 )

All
Access
Points
(no3,269)

12.8: 9.7Z 27.7Z 44AZ 75.92 26.32

4.71 0.01 9.2Z 15.11 30.32 8.2Z.
33.72 33.12 44.0Z 68.1Z ,80.6t 47.21

7.1": 0.72 12.81 12.52 29.42 9.42

'SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener Survey, 1981
. ,

In
Mix" refers to whether an access point ,does one or more of the following:

or Subscribes to 'OE -Subscribes to CUE
,p Maistainsi an ERIC microfiche or papercopy document collection

IrContoducts online or batch searches of the'ERIC bibliographic database
71



mix (the more ERIC products or services provided, tht more training) Neithe

. Of these points is surprising, ;ince the ERIC Clearinghouses arc by finit on

ERiC-oriented, and since access point expenses increase with the numbe

ERIC products or services offered, perhaps stimulating the need for training.

Nevertheless, these data do demonstrate that at leant 1,500 of the 3,269 U.S..

ERIC access points do provide ERIC training of some sort.

However, the.above'dicussion does lot give any indication of the

actual number of individuals trained to use ERrt products or services. This

is demonstrated in Table 5.8. Looking at the last column of this table, we'see
.N.

that, over all types of access plpints, more .than one-third (36.1%) of all access

points repdrt trailing no individuals on the use of ERIC products or services.

Since there* is such a bigh non-eesponse rate to this question, however,.,this
... . . .

may be an under-estimate.of the number'of access points which did no training.
.

Even taking this into account, we see that the mea-n'(average) number of

individuals trained to use ERIC during the past year is 76.5 individuals per
A

access point per year. The distribution for responses to this question is

highly skewed, as show.; by the median for the 63% of access points responding.

.
For these access points which answered this question, the median number of

individuals trained per year is7.3. In other words,).-)4.7 of the access points.

Which reported trained one or more individuals per year, and 50Z trained zero

individuals per year.

Using 76.5 as the average, and dividing it by 12, yields a monthly

'average of 6 individuals per month trained per access point to use ERIC. Were

this pace to continue over a five year period, this would yield approximately

1.25 million individuals) trained to use ERIC over a 5-year period, approxi-
,

mately 59Z-of which
2
wOUld be trained by academic access points. Even though

ERIC Clearinghouses train an average of 536 individurs per year per access

point to use'ERIC, over a 5-year peril' this would yield approximately

46,000 indiViduals,
1

which is approximately 4% of this (roughly-estimated) -

5-year total. (It should be noted,however, that the Clearinghouses may train

1 (3.269 access points)x(76.5 individuals per year)x(5 years) = 1,250,392

:,72,8 academic access points)x(85.1 individuals per year)x(5 years) =
725,264 individuals; 735,264 c1,250,392 = .588.

3 .
Clearinghouses Facility)x(536.2 individuals per year)x(5 years) =

-5,577 individualS; 45,577 .1. 1,250,392 = .036.
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Table 5.8. Number of Individualb. Trained, lo/Use ERIC Products
or Services During Past Twelve Months, by Type of
Access Point

Number of
Individupls
Trained to

Use ERIC Products
or Seryices

Tyke of Access Point (NEWTYPE2)
ERIC

_Clearinghouseil Academic .0ther All
1 and Access. Access Access

Facility Points Points Points,
(Q7P2) (n17) (n0,1,728) (n,1,524) (n3,269)

....2

None (0) -

1 -100 ./

5.9%

5.9

29.1%

25.5.

44.0%

11.4 -

36.1%

18.2

14,

101-1,000 64.6 9.5 3.3 6.6

More than 1,000 17.7 1.5 0.7 1.7

Don't Know/No Response 5.9 34.4 40.6 37.4.

Total , 100.0% 100.0% 100.Q% 100.0%

Mean 536.2 85.1 57.6 76.5

Median 301.0 2.8 . 0.2 .3

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey, 1981
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a much higher proportion of intermediarieiwhich would mean that sim ly

comparing the number of people trained by an accdss point is a misleading

indicator for comparing training performance.)

4P
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5.6 Access Point Financial Support

\)
Table 5.9 displays the primary, sources of financial support for

ER C access points in the U.S. About half (49.7%) of the access points report

that their primary sou;:0--of fini;ncial support is a college or university

budget; this reflects the large proportion of ERIC access points which are

located in academic institutions. About twenty percent (21.62) report their
,

primary source of financial support is a local, county, or district school

budget. Only 1.1 percent of the access points report that their primary source

of financial support is direcebilling for services rendered.
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o
Table 5.9. Primary Source of Access Point Financial Support

Primary Percent
Source of

of . Access
Financial Support Points

(Q1P6) (nm3,269)
. .

1. College or University Budget 49.7%

2. ,State Funds (other than college or university budget) 6.1

3. Federal Grant(s) or Contract(s)
....//

6.2

4. Private Funding (e.g., foundation, donation, etc.) 3.3
4

5. Direct billing or charges for services rendered
(other than Federal grants or contracts) 1.1

,
6. Local. county, or district school. budget 21.6

7. City, county, or municipal budget 6.4

8. Other 5.7

,1.
Total. 100.0%

SOURCE: sting Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Accdss Point Screener
Survey, 1981.

ji
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5.7 Income from Sale or Distribution of ERIC Pioducts or Services

One issue which has received much attention in the library field in

recent years is whether or not to charge users for information services. Sec-

tion.9 of the Access Point Screener Survey addreused this issue. Two types

of income were considered: (1) income from contractual or other formal arrange-

ments with other organizations, and (2) income from sales to or payment b5k

individuals. "ContraCtual or other arrangements" Were defined as "...agree-

ments whereby your organization is reimbursed, by organizations other than

ERIC, on an annual, monthly, or regular basis".

Table 5.10 displayb the pelcent of U.S. ERIC access points which

reported deriving,more than .4:100 from the sale or distribution of ERIC products

or services during 1980, broken down by (A) type of access point, and (B) prod-

uct/service mix.

These data show that approximately 16.4 percent of the access points

(about 536) of the 3,269 ERIC access points derived more than $100 from sale

or distribution of ERIC produdts or services. As shown, however, this differs

by the type of access point and by the number of ERIC products or services

provided.

Fourteen of the 17 access points in theERIC Clearinghouses and

Facility category derived more than $100, 20.7 percent of the Academic Access

Points did so, and only 10.8 percent of the Other Access Points did so.

Line "8" thaws that the likelihood of an access point deriving this

income increases with the number of products or services offered, with only

'10.3 percent ofaccess points with one product doing so, while nearly half

(48.0%) of those with all four doing so.
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Table 5.10. Percent of Access Points which Derived More Than $100
from ERIC Products or Services during 1980, by Type of
Access Point and by ERIC Product/Service Mix

Variable
Response
Category

Percent of Access Points
which Derived More Than
$100 from ERIC Products
or Services during 1980
(Q9P0.101)

A. Type of ERIC CIearinghoard-fi Facility (n=I7)
Access Point

Academic Access Points (n..1,728)
(NEWTYPE2)

Other Access Points (n..1,524)

81.3%

20.7%

10.8%

B. ERIC Product/ Only one (risq,S08)
Service Mix

Only two (n..882)
(OVERLAP2)

Only three (rim.536',

All four (n4,343)

10.3%

8.6%

25.9%

48.0%

C. All Access Points (n103,269) 16.4%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey, 1981.

1,
Mix" refers to whether an access point does one or more of the following:
o Subscribes to RIE
o Subscribes to CUE
o Maintains an ERIC microfiche or papercopy document collection

Conducts online or batch searches of the ERIC bibliographic database.

. 64



SECTION 6 c:

DESCRIPTION OF ERIC USAGE

The purpose of this section of the report is to present data

on the usage,of ERIC. Data are presented both in average (per access

point) terms, as well as in terms of total annual usage. Averhge use is

derived from the Access Point Screener Survey, (Section 6.1). Data on

annual usage is derived from the Accesa Point Screener and Access Point

Primary Survey (Section6.2). Data on the' U.S. educational community's

awareness and use are. presented in Section 6.3, and finally, data describing

a follow-up study of specific ERIC requestors is presented in Section 6.4.

1.
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6.1' Description of Ofiage at U.S. ERIC Access Points

6.1.1 Ago Monthly Defifkaa for ERIC

Access points were asked to estimate average monthly demand for

RIE, CIJE, ERIC microfiche, and online searches of ERIC, either by itself

or in conjunction with other databases. The questions were worded so that

demand, as much as possible, could be compared across products and services.

Question wording was as follows:

2.3 On the average, how many times per month dOes your organiza-

tion's staff consult RIE? (Please base'your estimate on the

number of individual information requests which result in RIE

use by your organization's staff. Include your organization's

staff use as well as &toff assistance to requestors, whether

or not requestors are physically present. Insert number in

box, zero if none. Insert "DK" for Don't Know.)

3.3- On the average, how many times per month does your organizatianiS

staff consult ERIC's Current Index to Journbls in Education

(CIJE)? (Please base.your estimate on the number of individual

information. requests which result in CUE cse by your organiza-

tion's staff. Include your organization's staff use as well as

-staff assistance to requestors, whether or not requestors are

V physically Present. Insert .number in box, zero if none. Insert.

"DK" for Don't Know.4

4.6 On the average, approximately hos.: many times per month is your

ERIC microfiche collection used ?. (Estimate the number of times

ERIC documents on miAlofiche are retrieved from the collections,

either by your organization's stagsor,by individual requestors.

'include use of ERIC microfiche in your organization's facility

as as retrieval of ERIC microfiche for copying or distribu-

ticn to other organizations.) (As above. report usage for

either the number of individual pieces, of microfiche or the num-

ber c.,:7 in.2ividual report titles. Insert "DK".for Don't Knov.)
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6.3 On the average, how many onlItle searches of the ERIC biblio-
,

graphic database are conducted by staff members of your

organization per month? (lenue base your response on the

number of requests you receive which result in your perform

ins an online search, regardless of .the.number of search com-

mands or descriptor combinations which ftre used during Ilse

course of a tangle terminal session.)

Responses to these questions are displayed in Table 60, aubdividud t.,y type

of access point. Displayed for each category are the mean, median, and

number responding (weighted).

For both RIE and CUE, ERIC Clearingtiouses and Facility account for

the largest mean and median number of requests resulting In staff consultation

of RIE and CIJEf-with RIE being used about ..:ice as Much as CIJE. This Is

reversed for the. Academic Access Points ane the Other Access Points; RIE is

used twoTthirds to one-half as many times per month at these access points 40

CUE. In terms of both the mean and the median, across all access points,

CUE is used more often than RIE.

On the.basis of comparing means, the Othci Access Points show the

greatest monthly demand for ERIC microfiche, with a monthly average of .90

title retrievals. This is due to a few large intermediate service providers

in this category which make very heavy use of the microfiche. This is some-

what misleading, however, which is why the median is also displayed. Other

Access Points have by far the lowest median monthly-demiabil,for ERIC microfichot

half of the Other Access Points report microfiche titles being retrieved

five or fever tines permonth. Such an extreme difference between the mean

and median is'a characteristic of higtly skewed distribution. Also, the

lower ratio of mean to median for Academic Access Points ;.hen compared to

Other ,Access Pouts suggests that Academic Ar.C4SG Poiats are a much more

homogeneous population than the Other Access Points.

Perhaps surprisingly. access points _are remarkably similar in :ems

of their online searching activity. On the average, 20- ERIC online searches

are conducted. per month, with,a-medlan,ot nine. The ERIC Clearinghouses and

Facility condUct the most per month, with a mean of 30. The Academic Access

Points and Other. Access , Points are very simaar in terms of their medians.



'ti ble 0.1 Average M3nth17 Demand for ERIC Products and Servicen
by ERIC Category and Type of Acceon Point

IM

ERIC

Category

TAT of Accentaint (EWTYPE2)
ERIC

Clearing- Academic Other Ail,

houne5 Accens Accenn Accenn
Facility Points Points Points

A. No; of times per. k:an 304 30

monzh RIE 1t can-
mAltcd by utaff
(Q2P3) median. 102 4 5.1

(n)
1

ill) (1,566) (1,125) (2,708)

8

b. No. of tices per
month C131 : is con-
sulted by staff
(019).

em,rm gwo.-wra.-
C. No. of times per

month individual
ERIC fiche titles
are retrieved
(XONFICHE)

D. No. of times per.
month ERIC online
searches are con-
dUcted
(Q6P3C)

*.arow

cedian

(n)

45

. 7,1

(17) (93),..
mean 407 :39

edian :53 63

(n) (17) (758)

mean 30.

mealdn 16 . 5

in) (16)

(433) '(1.393)

490 252

5 20

(351 (1,127)

32 20

(187) (632)

$01RCE: King ramerch :nc, -ERIC CZ:3', and t:5age Studi. Access Point

Screener Survey, osi

I, -
n refers tne nuoer ot r7 4'

.

For cf-tocl annual usage, tio.! Te:iderloui,i refer te 'rabies
and otal'. .fer.W4356iTited Uliage'aU veil a5 for
4iffkr..7e,s accounted for by 3CC421111 odifferent sicen. 4



nine vernun eight tespectively. believe that thi4 In due 1:6tybe J.E ali

much to over( dtmanl for online searOting being similar between the (..h,

typeS of accea!a ,' to ;lot Loataraints imp.1 h., the m4nageme44t vI

online searching.. :Gt 1, relatively lo;v in.4v1duals In libraries and

other ACCIefie, point4 are actually tra:med in conduct ing online :learchint!

arid thin puts an upper bound on the number o learchev. whici' can he c:mducte,!

on A dily as well 46 t.,.)nthly hanin. :G mbr 6101nificani are the IOC:-

14rittic4= between Academle Access Points and Other Act:eon Pointlr in their

average volume of searching. une ri lfsl.a CIJL, and microf.iche (wit

itu relatively to median for microfiche). onl:.ne serchtpg appears t6 it*. 4

=,,re "democratic" :torn o! isiomitiGn accesn In Ow. not refttrt,:ted to

'it-AL:m-741C deCeUt. :,oints, In ttiq te..pect, ranlIne 4earchln,: ,>f rit:c ap;,var

ro dttmonstrate 4h v,rw o: tRIJ
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t.1.2 :4,A,,nnalit... ! iltIC Drr....twi

Acceuu point!, were isn;w4 ti- Liientify the r.,Intt, ,:4C.c)., the year

with We highela ant! loweat uar o: RIE, CIJE, EPIC microfiche LEIC

cozputer avarchine.. Renponneti to thene ideution,:, 'were very 14mIlar. au

diuplayed in labAe 6.2. OCLOtACT'W:lf. identified by the ma10r1ty in each
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Table 62 Munths with Highest and Lowest flue of ERIC,
by Month and ERIC Category

Month
with
gILior heat

(n..21,708)

L e
H littlest 1.0a4Cli,

Ow L
612P2A) OMB)

Cote,

CIJE
nwl 393)

Highest Lowest
(Q3P2A) (Q3P28)

January

February

March

AprIl

May

June

July

At4;ust

September

October

NoveCer

Dece=ber

3.2%

9.9

7.0

5.7

5.8

11.5

6.1

24.4

13.t

1.9

5.37.

0.3

0.4

0.0

5.6

.5

23.7

35.6

7.0

2.3

0.1

15.1

ERIC
Microfiche
(n.q.,127)

Highest Lowest
(Q41'5A) (Q4P51i)

ERIC
Computer
Searching

Highest Lowest
(Q6P1A) (Q61'18)

3.0:: 7.1% 3.84 8.1% 5.1%

7.1 0.5 3.1 0.7 4.9

4.1 0.3 5.1 0.0 9.9

5.0 0.0 10.3 0.1 4.1

6.6 3.8 9.6 6.4

8.2 6.1 4.2 12.1 3.2

12.1 18.3 13.8 15.1 9.2

0.8 36.2 2,4 32.2 2.5

5.6 5.5 8.9 9.1 13.4

30.3 0.4 26.4 1.0 31.7

17.3 0.2' 16.2 0.3 8.1

1.7 18:7 1.9 16.8 1.5

6.72

2.0'

1.9

1.3

a:0

7.9

11.6

35.6

1.1

0.4

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0', 100.0% 100.0. 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc.; ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
'Survey, 1981
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6.1.3 Unassisted vs. Anointed Use for RIE and CUE
...

ACCCSG Points which subscribed to R1E and/or CIJE were asked to

estimate, on an average monthly basis, how many times access point staff

consulted R1E or CUE, either in response to their own or terther individ-

ual users' requests. Not included were individuals' consultation of RIE or

CUE which were not assisted by access point staff. This "unassisted"

category of use was not included, in the estimate of average monthly requests

since we had found during questionnaire pretesting
1
that access point staff

did not feel capable of providing reaionable estlimates of this category

of RIE and CIJE use. (This point is discussed in more detail in the analysis

of the Primary Survey.)

/

Nevertheless, we did ask in the Access Point Screener questionnaire

whether "unassisted" use of RIE and CIJE was greater than, less than. or

about the same as, assisted use. Responses to this question, for RIE sub-
.

scribers :Ind CIJE subscribers which did not respond "not applicable" to this

question, are displayed in Table 6.3.
)

1

Over all access points, nearly one-third (29.2%) of RIE subscribers

said that unassisted use was. greeter than assisted use, while nearly half

'(.6.1Z) of GIJE subscribers stated that unassisted' CIJE use was greater than

assisted use. The greatest difference occurs with the ERIC ClearinghouSes

and Facility category, where 60 percent (9 out of 15 of the access points in

this category) reported unassisted use to be less-than assisted use.

Despite the 'large proportion of "3on't know" responses to this ques-

tion, th'e responses are evidence that:
i

o in a substantial number of access points, unassisted use of RIE

and CIJE is at least equal to assisted use;

..,--1we would like.to.ackno.,:ledge the substantial' input provided by Mr. Edward
Varner and the staff of the Chester Fritz Library of the University of North
Dakota during the development of the Access Point Screener Survey question-
naire, particularly their detailed review of the procedures followed in
estirating assisted and unassisted use.

0
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. Table 6.3 Relationship of Unassisted Uue to Assisted Use for Resources
in Education and Current Index. to Journals in Education, by
Type of Access Point

Type of
Access
Point 1

(NEFTYPE2)

Relationship between Unassisted Use and
Assisted Use (012P4 and (13P4)

. Greater Less About Don't Row
Than . Than the Same Know Total

ERIC Clearinghouses b Facility

RIE (n=15) 26.7% 60.07. 13.3% 0.0% 100.0%

CIJE (n=15) 26.7% 60.0% 13.3% 0.0% 100.0%

Academic Access Points

RIE (n=1,477) 36.12 23.8% 11.0% 29.1% 100.0%

CIJE (n=868) 57.3% 13.7% 10.02 19.0% 100.02

Other Access Points

RIE (n=972) 18.62 33. 13.2% 35.2% 100.02

CIJE (n=397). 22.5% 34.0% 14.2% 29.4% 100.0%

All'Access Points

RIE (n..2,464) 29.22 27.6% 11.9% 31.32 100.0%

CIJE (n=1,280) 46.1% 20.5% 11.3% 22.0% 100.0%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey, 1981

11,

as?

uti

The "n's" given in this table do not include access points which responded
"not applicable" to this question; these were approximately nine percent-co:
'2,708:RIE subscribers and eight percent of the 1,393 CIJE subscribers.'

r.
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o, CIJE 1.0 used more often (proportionally) by individuals,working

on their own than is RIE.

There are several pngsible reasons for this lastlinding, such as:

o CIJE's being similar to other printed abstracts and indexes

which cover literature published in journals and magazines;

o RIE's being located in a substantial number of access points

where ERIC documents are not available. (Based on our calcu-

lations, 1,556 (57.5%) of the 2,708 RIE subscribers do not

. maintain their own ERIC document collections.)

.Despite the likelihood that ERIC document collections are readily

accessible, at least from the standpoint of th access point staff, we

feel that it is inevitable that the lack of a Tpmediately availablyERIC.

document collection may result in the proportionally, lower unassisted

use of the RIE when compared with CUE. We base this on our knowledge )

of past research in information use which showed that physical proximity

of an information product is an important determinant of its use We

hypothesize that this is true even when rapid access is provided via a

dedicated mail or delivery service. from an access point's docum Ir collec-

tion or from MRS.

This is not to say that unassisted use of ERIC is "better than"

assisted use, a point which is addressed elsewhere in the discussion of

the Requestor Survey results. But, it is a fact that many access points v

promote unassisted use through their offering of ERIC training, especially

academic access points; this may be why the ratio of unassisted to assisted

RIE use is higher for Academic Access Points than for Other-Access Points.

An important question, which is unanswered here, is to what extent unassisted

use of RIE can be promoted given theuilt-in delay of obtaining the docu-

tents at so many of the access points which subscribe to RIE. Another ques-

tion, regarding CUE, the degree to which requestors obtaiq the articles
,

they identify where usicc CI'7..; this is addressed_iu the analysis of

Requestor Soirvey results.

()
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1P146.1.4 Relative Use of Differ,nt Search Sery ces.( for Online Searching of

ERIC

The three major search services in the U.S. which provide online

access to the ERIC bibliographic database are Lockheed, SOC, and ;RS. 'Their

relative use for accessing ERIC are displayed in Table 6.4. Here we see that

more than half (54.1%) of the access points which conduct of make arrangements

for online searching use Lockheed for 100 percent of their ERIC searches.

Other Access.Points are more likely to use Lockheed for all ERIC searches than

are Academic Access Points, 71.5% versus 47.5%, respectively.

All access point types are approximately equal'in their non-use of

S.DC for searching ERIC; approximately 87.4 percent of all access points report.

conducting no ERIC searches on SOC.

Two-thirds (67.5%) of ERIC access points -also report they conduct

no ERIC searches via BRS.

The range of percents given in Table6.4 also demonstrates, however,

that there is occasionally joint use of the vaAmous systems, with combinations

of Lockheed and BRS being more common than combinations of Lockheed arid SOC.

Few access points.(about 3%) report using other online systems,

examples of which would be access points which mount their own types for pro-
.

viding online searching capabilities.
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1

Tabl. 6.4 Percent of.OnIine ERIC Searches
by Type of Access Point and Search. System

0

Type of Access Point Agtirlull__
ERIC

Clearing- Academic Other All
Search Percent of houses 1, Accenu Access Access
System . ERIC Searches Facility Points Points Points

.

A. Number of access points which
conduct or make arrangements
for online ERIC searches
(0NL1NE..1)

16 478 187 662

B. Lockheed None (OZ) 12.52 22.1% 4.1% 16.52
(Q6P5A) 1-50% 25.0 20.7 14.9 19.4

51-992 25.0 9.7 9.5 10.0
All (1002) . 37.5 47.5 71.5 54.1.

Total 100.0% 100.0 100.0% 100.0Z
I.

C. SDC

(Q6P5D)

None (02) 81.21 88.7% 84.9% 87.4%
1-50% 12.5 11.0 15.1 12.2
51-99Z 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.2
All (100%) 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.2
Total 100.0. 100.01 100.02 100.0%

D. BRS None (OZ) 43.8% 60.1% 88.5% 67.5'7.

(Q6P5C) 1-50% 31.2 8.4 7.4 8.9
51 99% 25.0 -15:t ; 2.2 11.9.
All (1002) 0.0 1S.9 1.9 11.7
Total 100.02 100.0% 100.02 100.02

E. Other None (OZ) 100.0% 98.6% 94.41 97.4%
(Q605D) 1-501 0.0 0.1 3.5 1.1

51-99% 0.0 0.4 1.2 0.7
All (1002) 0.0 0.8 --e0.9 0.8--- ....----
Total ' 100.07. 100.0% 100.0% 100.02

SOURCE: King Research, Inc.. ERIC Cost tend Usage Study, AdeesS Point Screener
Survey, 1981
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6.1.5 'Searching ERIC in Co unction with Other Databaseo

pu to ihe variety of (several hundred) hibliographiv databaNs

which are currently available online inthe United StiltCti, it 18 to he

expected that ERIC will not be the only dstabooe nearched during the course

of many ERIC searches. Ue addreeoed thin point by asking in the ACCe60

Point Screener Survey about the use of ERIC by itself versus- the use of

ERIC in aonjunction with other databases. Table 6.5displays responses for

the ERIC access points which conduct ot make arrangeente for ERIC online

searches. °Data categories IS and C show

O;earches per month o: only the ERIC 4ntabase, and

ct 1;earcheS per month of the ERIC datahaee in combination with

other databases.

The =eon and median are displiqed for hoth.

.1

1.:ot, the ratio.oi. "E1tIC-only" to "EREC-p,i0o-other" searches dif-

fers among trey three acces!. point zategorleo

ERIC Clearinghouses 6 Fac.ility
4

Aca4emic Access Points

3. Other Access, Points

7-to-1 (i.e., 21.043.1)

1-to-I (i.e.. 7.57.0)

2-to-1 (i.e., 21.2;10.6)

:n terms of concentrdt ion upon ERIC, the ERIC Clearinghouses 6 Facility are

on top, .followed by the Other Access Points, then the AcademIt'Access Points.

This may reflect Other Aceces Points' more narrow eubject foetus (on education)

than the Academic Access Pointe. It also generates a hypothesis that, as the

nuber of ERIC :searches increases, the likelihood increase2 that the proportion

of "ER1C-only" searches; also increasos. (We have not specificilly tented

thni hypothesis, which might be the tp.ti: of further resesich.)

Secon d. it is possible that the differences in terms of "ERIC-only"

versos "ERIC-plus-other" searches also reflects the.frequency with which'ERIC

4.1e5R points conduct ERIC searches for other oroaoloations which forward their

ERIC search touests to the ERIC 4Cces points. »ith data category E ou

:able see the frequency /with which -the access points conduct ZRIC

ioaro;;e!: wnio .are forwar4ed to :her. bo other information providers,. It

:tat Cther AcceSs Feints are jh T.'7D: likely, 'ooth in absolute.ond

proportional terms, to conduct ERIC se4r4nies for othor information-providero;

slih1 more than oae-foorth (26.37) of r.h.: Otcr rt:porr that



-0 .1. ,1.io. .......... .....

TabIe:6.5 Number of ERIC Online Searches. Conducted per Month
by Type of Access Point

Data
Category

aps44._.L:Lent(NFWTYIT2
ERIC

Clearing- Academic Other Ail

houses 4 -Access Access Access
Facility Points Points Points

;:umber of access points;
uhich conduct or make

Yli> 47$ 137 682

arrangements for online.
Efire searches
(ONLISE1)

ra .......
Searches. per month con- Mean 21.0 21.2 11.8

ducted by staff of only
Median .14.7 4.0 3.6 4.0

the ERIC database
06P3A1.

C. Searches per month con.* 3.1 7.0 10.8 8.0

ducted by staff of the
Median 0.4 2.4 4.6 ;1-8

tR1C database in combina-
ti6n with other databases
(QfsP3Iii

-iotal all onlIte ERIC Mean 30.4 14.8. 52.3 20.4

scorches cooduci.ed isy staff
A7Q6P3e)

Median 15,5 8.8 7.9 8.7
. .1. . 4. . . .. . . .. . . . .

t: Percent of (Z) conducted None(On .12.51 59.5, 50.07; 55.7.

in response to requests for-
1-25::. 75.2 *36.2 23.7 33.5

varded by other information
.3 26.3 11.1

100.0% 100.04 100.07.

prov-iders 26-100:- 123
(or

.Total 100.0Z

- .7
SO...reCL: ting heearth, ;nc., :;IC Cost and Usage Stully Access Point Screoner

Survdy. 1981 -

.76 -s



26 percent or more of the ERIC search requests which they conduct are done

for other information providers. It appears, based on this that Other

.Access Points are more likely to be involved in cooperative inter-organiza-

tionalactivities such as triOGC provided by intermediary serviceprovidevs,

state education agencies,- and others, at leant when measured in terms of

online searching.

e..
,

s
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6.1.6 Forwarding of ERIC online Search Requests to Other Organizations

In order to conduct an online scotch of a pnrticular database, sn

access point must:

have access to a computer terminal

possess an appropriate account number and password to connect

with a system which offers the database

have staff who are qualified to log onto the. system and conduct

a search (i.e. construct a.earch statement, interact with the

system, etc.)

have money to pay for the search

:since not all access points arc likely to possess all four of the

above, we asked in tine Access Point Screener Survey about the frequency with.

which access point staff might forward search requests to other organizations

to conduct. Responses to these questions are displayed .in Table: 6.6. ,

Of all access point types, the Clearinghouses and Facility arc: the

most likely to forward search requests (of any database) tq other organizations;

one-fourth (2570 of these access points. forward six or more search requests per

month to other organizations. In fact, access points in this category _forward

an average of 6.4 search requests per month to other organizationsto conduct,

perhaps reflecting ERIC policywhich places less emphasis on user support

services for ERIC Clearinghouses than for other types of accesgpoints.

Not surprisingly,.60.percent of the tRIC Clearinghouse access points

'which do forward search requei to other organizations do report -that 100 per-

cent of these forwarded search requests include searches of the ERIC database.

.

These facts should be taken into acceunt when evaluating resporeies to

the Requester POpulation Survey conducteAaspart of this ntudy. That is, even

if Clearinghouse & Facility staff negotiate requests with users and construct

search statements, ..any of, the searches repOrted by this access point category

will be for searches actually conducted by staff other tnan Clearinghouse and:

Facility staff:. \

80
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Table 6.6 `Requic';.is per Month for' Online SearcbirrfPorwarded to Other
organizations by Type of, Access Point'

Data
Category

Type of Accvas. Point. KLELTYPE2)
ERIC

Clearing-- . Academic Other
.houses & Access Access Access
,Pacility Points Points Points 1

Number of access.points
Which ..conduct, Or. make .

.arrangesoentiif or online
, ERIC .searelies-

ERICERCI1.1)-

NUsber 'of requests, per !'. . Hone
Month for:Oa/Lac searches i_s
of ,a_az database .which are
irsosatitted to other - 6 or more 25.0..
organizatioits Total *:100.0%,.-(Q6P6)

. .

'C.' 'Percent Of '.(8) which Noni (0%) 20.0%
include Searittee 9f ERIC 1-252 10.0.

.s.,:(Q6P7) 26-73%..:.
..7640z o.a

16 1.478
. 187' 682

(0) 37.52'
37.5

82.1.2t.
170. 10.6

3.7

100.02*
- '1 w -

6.4 -

All '-(100*), 60.0;-

Total loom
SOURCE: Kingitesearch, inc., ERIC ion an

'.Survey, 1981

37.2%
19.,7

15.6 _
.

9.3.

7.3

100.02

30.2%
0.0

.28.6

8.1
33.1:

79.1% ,
15.8

100.0%

1.9.
34.-4%
.15.0
lat 5
8.1

24:0
100 .0% 10002 100.02
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Bott\cadeitic and Other Access, Points ouch lens frequentWilemard ar
. . .

. r..

refer requests ,to other *ofganizstions to coilduct. ApproifFiet9Ify:i10..eercent,:.....,,I.,

.... ot.'the accost points' In tail: 'f hese categories whiat 'Conduct :9r nalti:nrrange-..

, :

1

, .

gents for EXIC searches, forward' no search requests to other orgainizsaonts to.
condtict For those access, points in-these categories.'6hich otward Sat:eh,.
request's, however, Other iciets**Pointi.are slight .note. 1140 to forward dote

.

search requests', Other ACCiten 'Pa ACTI lor-Watding*an-aversge of 3.7 iagnests
'per nonth 'verses 4.0- requests per.ispnth for '4cadettit:.AcCets Faints. Inhnreitr
inlay, search requests for,pardidto other organirationsAy,other .AcCess 'Mints
have,a blither itrOlibility.iff being; tile oearch reqsientS,, perhaps, reflecting the-

. Other. Attest* Peints cora. inairow foetid on the educati.onal.,.fle3d 'itself than the
broider-tocusod Acadesiie.Access 'Points.

j , #
we :conclude froor.the,abovo ttiai abot.it One-IiichT(20:9Z) of i_the

atosis poeints do- forwprd". one or soFe,nearch. retinas-to- per 'Pont!) to other ottani- :
raF194,' refleeting a :fairly sUbs.ntiai atiounr of inter-org.snliationak'ciooPer."

't

1

'onion in dila partinler infort 44,:ion access .i.oca., . iieverttiet.e.ts, ACittleciic,iind:
. . ,

other* Access, Pointii do not aPpaltr- to cil.efor ,fkobitantially id this feg/ird ,.. .

despite 'Other, jaeliti Points'...contIktioi about ;twice. as =14. ERIC, siorcheurper
. ... ... v., ; ) .

.

son*thper accost. r;oint as Aearlemic 4ccest Faints .(37. versus', L5 per son, h for
...

these-categories,- reepect tvely) We would .predici -that, is the.,overall 'volittth..,.. ... . ,. , .. . . .
of"online searching continues -CO. iacreise every year,-that, tte;proportions9f

. _ .. . .
. 1

... ..
. access, Points MAO do not Conduci thait.90'searchet i41.1 detreitivii..- This nay

iesui in .art- Mortise' :in the Overili*.nucber'of Cut tiipers : Served bi, the database.,
_....- . :. .

searchsys.te AsuCh as i.oeMcotl, :Os. 404 Spt) along with. q. probable inerlfaie
,.in.the overali.inkibeF of;PUld :scirdtios

. ;
:

-: .. .
., :UtifOr*katelyj-,..,ite did not:tel.-lett-Is' thi BC iefinei .suryeii.dits on giewtit',

.itrinds.-for 'online" sebeching among .'iltic:.s.ccegs: points. . Neeertheless,i .the -;salot
. .. . . .

p-iiitt-to be higare ol.hitie.is -thst online searchipg:ii 4121- :Jus .s pirmajzontip
4- 'd ;list tti'acadeitiC access boints ...diielt4-thi 'scr-e-.01at Of.rdated perception. . 4,..oi.t., .4 . ..- ,.. .: .7.. 7 j. ,-.

. of I:Oz-44 an ,ietctrciation -..tirvic-e. ih $.ch Caters ,pirimiiil' to the cadeCLic i.'I . 4 '4r
. . '1 - . 4I 4. .

. .
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6.1.7 ERIC catch Searching..

s.
,

In."batch" searching df ERIC, requests for searches are grouped

together so that more than one search, request can be run against, the database
.., .

.* at one time. Software which provides for batch searching of a database is

*--)simpler than the softWare necessary for online searching. About fifty organ-

-- izations besides the major gaine,seirch-services subscribe to the'ERIC'tapes,

ny ofz"which mount thetapes on their own computers for performing batch / 'mal

se rches.

We estimate crallet4)that'94 access,points conduct or

make arrangements for ERIC batch searches. We estimated earlier that 682.

access points conduct or make arrangements for online ERIC searches; this

indicates that online searching is the "search method of dholce" for the

majority of U.S. accessipoints. This is entirely understandable, since an

access point does not need access to its own computer for conducting 'n onlim"

search; access to a telephone and a portable computer terminal.are'sufficient.*

.-However, Table6.8also.demonstrates that nearly 'half (47.2%) of the

-94 batch'search access points report that the staff of organizations other

than their own or their parent organizations run the batch,searches for them

(variable*PlOC).

The mean number of batch searches conducted per month by access

points which provide this service is 20.8; this compares with the mean number

searches conducted per month as follows:

*During 'one site visit, we askedaccess'point staff why they continued' to con -
ductbatch searches of the ERIC 'database when 9nline searching was so access-
ible: Their response: (a) computer. time was pfovided free by their campus
computer; (b) their state government; not their library budget, paid for their
subscription, and (c) die batch searching software had been developed under a ,

government- funded research grant nearly a decade before.

//

a .
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Table 6.7

(
4

Comparison cf7.Average Number of Online and taich ERIC
(torches per month by Type of Access Point I

Averagt
.Type 'of Access Point (NEWTYPE2)

Nunker
ERIC'

of ERIC
,Clearing- Academic Other , AllComputer
houses'& Access Access' AccessSearchei
Facility . Points Points. Points

'per Mitinth
4 .

OnIlne ERIC Searches 30.4 14.8 . 32.3, 20.4
(682 Access Points): .

Batch ERIC, Searches 153 34.6 3.8 ' , 20.8
(94 Access Points), .

SOURCE: King Research, Inc:, ERIC Cost and Usage Study,ccass Point
Scriener Survey, 1981.

4
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Table 6

96

ERIC Batch Searching by Type of Access Point
P

Data Category.'

Tyke .of

ERIC
Clearing-
houses &
Facility

. .

AccesS"ToinC(NENTYPE2)

Academic Other All
Acceiss Access- Access
Poirits Points Points

A. ,..Nuaber of access points
which conduct ERIC batch
searches (Q6P8)

B. ,Number of ERIC batch Mean
searches conducted per
month (Q6159) Median

2

15.5

. 15.5

C. Task breakdown'for batch searching:

Task Responsibility

a) Negotiating, 1. Own staff 100.0%
receiving, or *2. Other dept. 0.0

_clarifying request 3. Other org. 0.0
(Q6P10A) Total - 100.0%,,Mmbmp.1.....M.mr,.

,) 'Constructing the
statement (i.e.,
selecting descrip-
torsoconstructing

. search logic, etc.
(Q6P10B)

c) Running the batch
search bn the com-
puter (Q6PIOC)

1. Own staff 100.0%
2. Other dept. 0.0
3. 'Other org., 0.0

Total' 100.0%

1. Own staff
2. Other dept.
3. Other org.
Total

100.0%
0.0
,0.0

100.0%

d) Reviswing or 1. 04n staff 100:0%
2. Other dept. 0.0

3. Other org. 0.0

Total 100.0%

screening he
search outp t
(Q61510D)

. 51.

34.6

1:1

41

3.8

1.1

94

20.8

1.3

100.0% 93.2% 97.0%
. 0.0 . 6.8 1.0
0.0 0.0 0.0

'100 .01 s100.0% 100.0%

75.0% 100.0% 86.5%
1.2 0.0 0.7

23.8 0.0 12.8
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

18.1% 58.9% 37.8%
23.4 5.5 15.0
58.5 35.6 47.2

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

74.8% 93.2% 83.4%
13.8 6.8 . 10.4
11.4 0.0 6.1

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

SOURCE: King Re etch, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Surveyr1981.

$
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Across all types of access points that do searching, BpproXimately an equal

number of batch sdarches and online - searches are conducted per month

(20.8 vs.e20.4). However, Other Access Points conduct more online'seardhes

per access pointfthan.do Academic Access Points; this is reversed -for batch

searches, where Academic Access Points conduct more than Other Access

Points. t

One possible explanation for this is that Other Access Points have 1

been;-proportionaly-at-leastisquicker-to-shift-to-online-searching_than_have

.Academic Access Points. Alternatively, Academic Access Points (like the one 1

cited in our footnote) may have found it more cost-effectiveto perform batch

searches because of their older equipm-ent and software investments.

Table 6.8 also displays the breakdown of tasks involved in batch

`'searching. Nearly all access points report that their own staff negotiate

search re nests (97.0%), as well as review or screen search output (83.4%). A"

majority (86.5%) also report they actually construct search statements for the

batch searches. As noted-above, nearly half (47.2%) report that staff at other

organizations (rather than their own access point'staff or staff within other

departments of their parent organization) actually' ruin the batch .search on the

computer.
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6.2 Total Annual ERIC Usage

Based on the data provided by access.points in thc. Access Point

ecreener Survey, which has been adjusted via the Access Point Primary Survey

to take into account the differences between assisted and unassisted use, we

have estimated the total annual usage for RIE, CM,' ERIC computer searches,

and ERIC documents.

These data are significant for the following reasons. First, they

provide an understandingfor the overall, demand for the various products and
°

services. This is one measure of Ce overalimperformanC_'ef the ERIC sys-
.

tem. Second,by subdividing the usage estimates by such variables as type of

use and type'of access point, wecan begid to identify the relative use of

various channels for accessing ERIC - supplied information. This is another

,variable related to system performance, and it may be of usV to NIE in its.

deliberations on holi' to modify or expand usage of the ERIC'system. Third,

these data on'usage provide input into the overall cost analysis, in that the

amount of time spent reading, consulting, or usinf ERIC producti and services

accounts for a significant proportion-a-the costs.associated with the ERIC.

system. .1)

..
/

/
Two caveats should be kept in mind when using the data from these

tables. First, the estimates efnunascisted" use are conservative. Th't is,
'/ .

these estimates were made based on the proportion of requests classified as
,

;"unassisted" by the access points which participated in the PriiarySurvey.

AcCording to comments made:by many of the phrticipating access points, they

were unable to-observe ii some cases all the'unassisted lisegof the ERIC

products they were monitoring./ While we are unable to 'precisely estimate to

what degree unassisted use has been underreported, we feel safe in'estimating

that the unassisted use reported here could be conservatively inflated for RIE

andIJE by a factor of 10 -20 percent; blrbuse of. the nature-of access provided
.

to ERIC documents (e.g., many closed collections) and ERIC searching (e.g., few

people with individual accounts) we are much more confideQs in the completeness of

document and searching estimates.



Our second caveat has to do with the relationship between requestors

and requests, -,in our usage estimates. That is, one requestor can,account for

multiple req0ests ovet'a period of time, and more than one ERIC product or.

service-can.be used simultaneously, as reported in &he Requestor Population

Survey. Thus,,totalling the requests across ERIC'product or service categories

would result in ail--overestiiate of the number pf individuals(who use ERIC;

and it would also result.in An onrestimate of the number of instances in time

When individuals' contact ERIC access points.

! -
.1.

7---- With the above in mind, let us first examine the data in Table 6.9,

Total Annual-'ERIC Usage by ERIC CategoryeandType of Access Point. Here we

see that, for' RIE, usage- via the ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility accounts for.
approximately 8.4 percent of total RIE usage. Usage of CIJE 'via ERIC Clear-

.

inghouses and Facility access points is approximately 4../ percent of total-

CIJE usage.

t1

Total usage of CIJE is about 10 perCent,tbre per year than RIE,
I, -

deipipetlisie being almosetwice-as many RIE access points (n =2, 708) as CIJE

access points (naq,393). 'Since the output of using these two pr oducts is dif-

ferent ERIC "ED" documents vs. journal articles published in the open-
.

literature) a direct onertto-one comparison of the
.

bwo isdifficul,t. It does

suggest additional hypotheses for future analysis of the Requestor Population

Survey data, such as the degree to which RIE use is7higherat access points

with ERIC docUment collections than at accesa,points without ERIC document

collections. (We estimated earlier that approximately 43 percent of the RIE
.

access poiutsalso have EPIC document collections. It may be that there'is

still i lack of awareness among access points'and indiVidual ERIC users of the

ease with which documents can be ordered from EDRS.)

About 200,000 ERIC online and batch searches are conducted per year,

according to these estimateq; approximately 3 percent of theeare conducted
A

through ERIC.Clearinghouses and Facility Accedi Points; 57 percent through

Academic Access Points:tend 40 percent through Other Access Points.

1,

O

.88 142
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. . .
Table 6.9 Tot4Annual ERIC Usage by ERIC Category and Type

of Access'Point

14

4

ERIC
Category

Type of Access Point
ERIC

Clearing-.
houses.E,

Facility

- Academic
Access

-Points .

Other
Access

, Points

'All
Access

4' Pointe

RIE4
.

CIJE

ERIC Searches

Ai ERIC Documents

Retrievals

Requests'

70,744

38,240

,6,484

159,437

28,821?.

')

643,497

750,741

1'.13;323

4 '
.-

1,593,498'

288,051

123,289

130,256 .,

77,861

2,591,390'

.468,436

,

4,344,325

837,530

919,237.

197;618

785,308.

SOURCE: Xing Research, Inc.; ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey,' Access Point Prima:ry Surrey; 1981.

44

1

ri

Number of requests equal's number of retrievals divided by 5.532, the average
number of documents retrieved pet requests.

ti

a

L

I.
1.03
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,bocument usage is described in t erms of "retrievals" and "requests.%

"The former is the'number:of.tiies documents arrietrieved; the latter is an

estimate,of.the number of instaices in which documents arerequested (we esti-

mate that there are approximately 5.532 documents retrieved per document

request). In terms of document requests, Other Access Points account tur about

63 percent more document requests per year than Academic Access Poinis;.this is

true despite there beine'more Academic Access Points with ERIC'document co -

.,lections (n=783). than Other Access Points with ERIC document collections (n=1620).

Proportionally, there ore approximately as many Academic Access Points with ERIC

document. )collections (45% of 1,P28) as Other Access Points with ERIC document

collections (411 Of 1,524). This relatively higher document use among 9ther

Access Points is particularly intriguing and suggests a variety of hypotheses,

such as:

Other'Aceess.Points,do not have CUE-accessible journal

Collections-comparable to Academic Access Points, which

forces a heavier reliance upon ERIC documents by Other

Access Points relative to Academic Access Points.

ERIC documents contain more practice-oriented literature than

do CIJE- accessible scholarly journals, and are thus of higher

potential utility than users served by Other Access PoInts.

Table6.10 displays total annual usage by ERIC c*tegory, this time

`broken down by type of use.' Given -first are "unassisted"$uses, i.e. uses

where individual requestors accessed the product or service on their own. In,;

all categories, unassisted use is always.less than assisted use. For RIE and

CIJE, however, we have already noted that there was underreporting for unassis-

ted use. According to responses in the Access Point Sereener Survey, 36.1 per-

cent 6t.' RIE access points reported that unassisted RIE use greaterthan

assisted RIE u se, while more than half (57.3%) of CIJE access point's reported

that =assisted CIJE use was higher, than assisted use, This is r4lected by

the ratic of-assisted to unassisted use for RIE and CIJE, 8-to-1 for RIE ver-

sus cm:y about 2-to-1 for CIJE. We hypothesize that these different ratios may

as

104/
'90 0
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Table, 6.10 Total Annual ERIC Usake by ERIC Category and Type of Use

tRIC
Category

Type of Use,

Unassisted
Use

Assisted
Use

Staff
Use

Total

RIE
0 ..

r
104,207 668,703. ".)64,650 . ,

837,530

CIJE 350,146. .527,098 41,993 919,237

AERIC Searches 7,749; 184,055 5,864 197,6.68

ERIC Documents
,

Retrievals 624,40 3,487,725 o-'232,,112 4,344,325

Requests' 112,887 630,464
,-. 41,958 785,309.

SOURCE: Kings Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and_Uage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey, Access Point Primary Survey, 1981,

'Number of requests equals number of retrievals divided by 5.532, average
number of. documents 'retr'ieved per request.

I

1, 0 5
91

owe

a



af

be reflecting that CIJE is "more like" other printed abstracting and indexing

services than RIE, which requires special.ipstructions for users to make them

aware that it provides intellectual access to documents which may not necessar-

ily bo,locally accessible.'

The proportion of ERIC searches which are,"unassistodip very low,

as expected: only about 4 percent of ERIC searches are conducted by users ont

their own.

rinally,,a substantial proportion of ERIC document requests .(about

.80%) are assisted requests, probably reflecting the fact that a substantial

proportion of ERIC document collectiOns (about 422 of ERIC microfiche Collec-

tions) are "closed" collections, requiring staff assistance.

It should also be noted that, across all categories of ERIC, staff

use is substantial, suggesting that E* is making a significant contribution,

information-wise, to ihe grganixations which provide access to it.

a

1

'It should be noted here, however, that it is a common practice, especially
among academic' libraries, to make use of networking arrangements and inter-
library Ion services for accessing journal article's not in the library's col-
lection. Therefore, remote locations for many ERIC document collections are
not sufficientexplanation'for what appears to be 'a (relative), underutilixa-
tion of RIE.
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6.3

6.3.1

Awareness and Use of ERIC within the U.S. Educational Community

Use of Specific Products and Services

The Education Population Survey (see Appendix E) was designed to

measure, via,a mail questionnaire survey, awareness and use of ERIC among

meMbers of various groups in the U.S: eduCatieral population. This popula-

tion, for purposes of this survey, was defined to include three mbjer
n.popu-_

latien.groups:

.,

1. Prac itioners (teachersprincipals and school librarians in

publi and private primary and secondary schools; estimated
A

population size to which surverresults have been projected:

1,626,467).

2. Administrators (school district staff and state education
+4

agency staff; estimated population size to which survey results

en projected: 130,506).

I

3. AcademiCs and Censultants.(faculty

academieveducatiqn departments and

estimated population size to which

projected: 43,687).

.'and department heads of

education consultants;

survey results have-been "'

`Survey respondents were asked about their awareness and use of

'ERIC products and services. Results are displayed in Table/lall. Under the

column marked "used":are combined the following response categories:

the past 4 weeks;

used during the'past 12 months;'

°used over 12 modthsago;

used butt don't remember when.

The ERIC category with\pie highest rate of use is ER* *microfiche.

Nearly one-fourth (24.8%) of, the .S: education population) report having

used ERIC microfiche at some time n the paste In other words,,we estimate

fer,pu poses of this survey inclUdes 1,800,680
follow : 1,t26,487 practitioners; 130,506 admin-
and con ultants. See Appendix E for details.

1,
'U.S. Education Population"
individuals, distributP as
istrators; 43,687 aademics

3 /07
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Table 6.11 Awareness and Use of ERIC,Products'and Services Among
4 the U.S. Education Population

a.

4 Ts
ERIC
Product

or
Service

Not
Aware

Aware
but
Never
Used

Used No
Relt

sponse.

Row
Totpl

(RQ3P1 through RQ3P8)
..,

(2) (%) (%) (%) (%)

1. Resources in Education (RIE) ,67.0 11.1 19.5 2.4 100.0

2. Current Index to Journal& in '68.2 7.6 22.2 2.0 100.0
Education (CIJE)

,1

3. Computer SePrching of ERIC 12.1 15.3 11.1 1.6 100.0

4. ERICIfictofiche 62.6 10.8 24.8 1.7 100.0

5. ERIC Pridted Report 69d5 12.2 16.6 .1.7 100.0

6. ERIC Printed Bibliography 73.1 11.4 13.8 1.7 100.0

7, ERIC Referr4l Services 75.9 15.3 5.5 3.3 100.0

8. Othei ERIC Products or Services 97.4' 1.1 1.6 0i0 100.0

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost
.Survey, 1981.
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that' approximately 450,000 individuals in the U.S. education population today
,1

report having used ERIOmicrefiche some time in the past.

with the next highest reported use is CurrentsIndex to Jou

(CIJE), use of which is reported by 22.2% of the education

The ERIC product

rnals in Education

population.

Substantial differences arise, however, when we ekamine use by each

of the three major population categories, as displayed in Table 6:12. Here we

see. that, for all the ERIC products apd services listed, academics and consul-

tants have the highest rate of use. Except for.uERIC Referral Services" and

"Other ERIC Products or Services", we see that more than One half of the

acadeMiesand consultants report having used RIE, CIJE, ERIC computer search-

ing, ERIC microfiche, and ERIC printed reports and. bibliographies.

But academics and consultants make up only about 2.4 percent of the

total U.S. education population, as defined here. The largest single category

is composed of educiptional practitioners (teachers, principals, and school

librarians); altogether, "practitioners" make up approximately 90 percent of

the total population studied. Here, the relative,incidence of use is less

than both,the4Administrator and Academics & Consultants categories. For

example, consider "computer searching of the ERIC database". Nearly three-

fifths (59.4Z) of Academics and Consultants have, used this, while only 8.5 per-

cent of Practitioners have. However, comparing the actual sizes of these

population categories, we eutimate that approximately five times as many edu-

cational Practitioners haves lsed ERIC computer searching as educational Aca-
.

demiks and Consultants.
1
This is'true for all the particular ERIC products and

services listed; even though proportionallyfewer Practitioners have used ERIC

than Academics and Consultants, the actual number of users among the Practi-

tioners is greater. Using these numbers as comparisons, we.cOnclude that

educational Practioners, the majority of whom are teachers and principals in

primary accsecondary schools, constitute ERIC's largest user group within the

U.S. educational community.

We also asked Education Population Survey respondents about their

awareness and use of the 16 ERIC Clearinghouses. Results from this question

4(.085
x 1,626,487) 4- (.594 x 43687) = 513
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Table 6.12 Use of ERIC Products and Services by Population Category

ERIC
Product

or
Service

(RQ3P1 through RQ3P8)

Percent of
Practitioners

Percent of
Administrators

Percent of
Academics

who report
using' ERIC

(m=1,626,487)

who report
usidiRIC

(n..130.506)

& ConsultiTts
who repor
using ERIC
(nui43,687)

1. Resources in Education (RIE) 17.2 33.4 60.8

2. Current Index to Journals in 20.5 32.8 55.6
EdUcation (CIJE)

3. Computer Searching of ERIC 8.5 26.4 59.4

4. 'ERIC Microfiche 22.1 46.3 62.9

5. ERIC Printed Report 13.4 41.3 63.3

6. ERIC Printed Bibliography 10.7 38.1 56.8

7. ERIC Referral Service 4.2 16.9 20.3

3. Other ERIC Products orServices 1.5 0.2 6.6

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survpy, 1981.

"Use" is defined as used "during past 4 weeks", "during past 12 months", over
12 months ago", or "used but don't remember when".'
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are displayed in Table 6.13. Respondents were asked both about their awareness

of and contact's with ERIC clearinghouses, 'We have marked with an asterisk 09

those clearinghouses where tht total percent responding "aware" and "contacted"

totals 30 percent or more. These are the following:

Name ofClearinghouse "
Percent Aware of
or Having Contacted

Elementary & Early Childhood Education 45.1%

Tests, Measurement, & Evaluation 37.5%

Handicapped & Gifted 32.9%

Reading & Communication Skills 32.1%

In all cases, however, "awareness" substantially exceedi actual contact with

the Clearinghouse. (In addition, when Clearinghouse awareness is broken down-
.

by population category, in all cases Academics & Consultants are propOrEiOnally

more aware of the existence of individual.clearinghouSes, even though the

actual number of "aware" Practitioners always exceeds the actual minter of

"aware" Academics & Consultants.)



Table 6.13 Awareness and Use of ERIC Clearinghouses Among the U.S.
Education Populations

Not
Name of Aware

ERIC Clearinghouse'
(RQ2P1 through RQ2P16) (%)

Aware but
Not

Contacted

(%)

Have No Row
Contacted Response f8tal

(%) (%) (2)

1. Adult, Career, & Vocational 76.9 19.7 1.4 2:0 100.0
Education

2. Counseling & Personnel . 74.4 22.7 1.0 2.0 100.0
Services

3. Educational Management 76.8 17.2 2.8 3.2 100.0

4. Elem. & Early Childhood Ed. (*)
53.5 36.2 8.9 1.4 100.0

5. Handicapped & Gifted(*) 64.1 30.1 2.8 3.0 100.0

6. Higher Education 78.1 17.6 2.4 1.6 100.0

7. Information Resources 81.0 14.3 2.5 2.2 100.0

8. Junior Colleges 85.0 12.6 0.3 2.1 100.0

9. Languages & Linguistics
1

83.1 13.7 1.1 2.2 100.0

10. Reading & Communication Skills (*)
65.8 27.2 4.9 2.1 100.0

11. Rural Education & Small Schools 85.2 12.1 0.6 2.1 100.0

12. Science, Math., & Envir. Education 77.8 17.8 2.1 2.2 100.0

13. Social Studies, Soc. Sci., Ed. 75.7 20.3 1.2 2.7 100.0

14. Teacher Education. 68.6 26.0 3.4 2.1 100.0

15. Tests, Measurement, & EvaluRtion ( *) 60.4 31.5 6.0 2.1 100.0

16. Urban EdUcation 84.6 10.8 0.4 4.3 100.0

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survey, 1981.

1
Weighted population size upon which.these percents arebased is 1,800,680.

*"Aware but not contacted" and "have contacted" total cit or more.

1 1 2,
1.

98



.6.3.2 Characteristics of ERIC Users within the U.S Educational Community

Elsewhere we describe ERIC users within the general U.S. education

population in terms of three major categories: Practitioners, Administrators,

and Academics and Researchers. In this section we address some of the'indi-

vidual and demographic characteristiCsiof the'se users.

Table 6.14 displays the age, degree, employer type, job, and income

of ERIt-usgrs and nonusers in the general U.S. educational population. In

this case, a "user" is defined as anyone within the population surveyed who

reported ever using one or more of the following:

RIE

CIJE

ERIC Computer Search

ERIC Microfiche..

ERIC Printed Document or Bibliography

Othek ERIC'products or services
(ERIC referral services, other ERIC products or services)

Table 6.14 displays the characteristics of ERIC users and nonusers.

According to the data, younger individuals are more likely to have used ERIC

than older individuals; 40.1 Percent of those under 35 years of age have used

ERIC, while only 14.7 percent of those 55 and over have used ERIC.

Approximately 53 percent of the population surveyed has a master's

degreeor higher, evidence of a very high degree:of educational achievement

within the,population surveyed. Almost 90 percent (87.8%) of those with

doctorates .report having used ERIC, while only about 15 percent (14.8%) of

those with A'bachelor's degree report using ERIC. Less than half of those

with master's degrees or master's degrees Plud"postgraduate work (45% and 44%

respectively) report having used ERIC.

Those employed by colleges, universities, or state government

agencies are very likely to have used ERIC; approximately three-fourths of

the individuals employed by these institutions report having used ERIC.
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Table 6.14 Reported ERIC Usage by Demographic Population Categories s

Population Category
ERIC User? (%)

, Yes No Total

Age (R(116) in Years
VI

1. 'Under 35 (n=621,241) 40.1 59.9 100.0

2. 35 to 44 (n=382,023) 37.1 62.9 100.0

-11z 3. 45 to 54 (n=527,863) 32.0 68.0 100.0

4. 55. and Over (t1=252,511) 14.7 .85.3 100.0

5. No Response (n=17,042) 0.0 100.0 100.0

Total (h.4.,§09,680) 33.2 66.8 100.0

Degree (RQ17)

1. Bachelor's or less (n=7901088) 14.8 85.2 -100.0

2. Master's (1)=415,476) 45.0 55.0 100.0

3. Master's + Postgrad. (n=472,305) 44.0 56.0 100.0

4. Doctorate (n=80969) 87.8 '12.2 100.0

5. Other, No Response .(n=41,842) 35.1 64.9 100.0

Total (n=1,800,680) 33.2 66.8' 100.0. 1

Employer or Primary Affiliation (RQ18)

1. 'College or University (n=39,124) 75.8 24.2 100,0

2. State Agency (n=7,614) 23.5 100.0

3. Local School District (n=300,128) / 45.2 -'54.8 100.0

4. ElementaryScheol (n=1,345,385) 29.1 70.9 10004

5. Secondary School (n=67,.773) 41.1 58.9 300.0

6.' Other, No Response (i=40,656) 15:7' 84.3 100.0

Total (n=1,800,680) 33.2 66.8 . 100.0

4 (Table continued on next page)
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-Table 6,i4 Continued - Reported ERIC Usage by Demographic Population Categories,

Population Category
ERIC User? (%)

Yes No Total

PriMary-job or chool Function (RQ19)

52.0

100.0

48.0'

0.0

100:0

100.0

1. Adminiitration; supervision, management or
plannin (n*273,834)

1-2. Research or evaluation (num2,338)

3.t Teaching, training, or counseling (ntt1,370,285) 28.1 71:9 100.0

-4. Information support (e.g., librarian, info.
specialis0 (n*47,221)

76.5 23.5 100.0

5. Student ('n =75,408) 32.9 67.1 100.0

6, Other; No Response (n*31,594) 21.5 78.5 100.0'

Total (n*1,800,680) 33.2 \# 66.8 100.0

W.NO wmPer

Income before Taxes (RQ20)

1. $35,000 or more (n*45,287) 65.4 34.6 100.0 r.

2. $30,000 to $34,999:.(n*89,480) 37,6. 62.4 100.0

3. $25,00 to $29,999 (n*132,388) 36.2 63.8 100.0

4. $20,000 to $24,999 (n*353,109) 45.6 54.4 100.0

5. $15,000 to $/9,999 (n*493,900) 27.4 72.6 100.0

6. $10,000 to $14,999'(n=466,719) 29.3 70.7 100.0

7. $5,000 to $9,999 (n- 139.200) 34.4 65.6 100.0

8. Under $5,000 Sn*14,669) 15.5 84.5 100.0

9. Prefer not to answer (n- 65,928) 3.8 96.2 100.0

Total (n*1,800,680) 33.2 66.8 100.0

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
. Survey, 1981.

tm
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Respondents were also asked to -indicate their primary job or school

'function. "Teaching, training, or counseling"' was indicated by the largest

proportion of,respondents, indicative of'the large population of teachers

covered by the survey. Of this group, slightly more than one-fourth (28.1%)

'report having used ERIC. All (100%):If those where primary function was

"research or evaluation" reported tong ERIC. Interestingly, only about

three-fourths (76.5%) who reported their primary function to be "information

support" (libraries, informatio'n specialists, etc.) reported using ERIC; given

the impbrtance of this group in serving as "intermediaries" for ERIC, it might

be useful to study this population in more detail in the future.

v
Finally, respondents were asked to indicate their annual income

before taxes. It appears that those with annual incomes in excess of $20,000

per year are more likely to be ERIC users than those earning less, with

65..4 percent of those earning over $35,000 indicating they were ERIC users.



6.3.3 Recent ERIC Use by Members of the U.S. Education Community

As part of the,Education Population Survey, respondents were asked

teidentify.the ERIC product or service they had used'most recently. Responses

are displayed in Table6.15. More than one-third (36.6%) reported that they used

ERIC microfiche most recently. This differssomewh t by population category;'

however, with one-third (33.3%) of the Academics and onsultants reporting that

they.had used an ERIC computer search most recently. Overall, approximately

equal percents reported having used RXE (15.0%) and mg (14.3* most

recently.
.

Table 6.16 displays how respondents used or applied the information

they obtained from the ERIC product they used most recently. Almost half (48.5%)

reported that they had used ERIC most recently to support my study in a class

I was taking". This is despitethe vast majority of the population being sur-
to

veyed being educational practitioners. In other words, even though most Of the

population surveyed are teachers, they say (57.3%) that their most recent use

of ERIC was not .for the purpose of supporting their own teaching but was to

support their own clesswork or study (we hypothesize that this use could have

opcurred either during graduate work in school or during continuing education ar

certification- related classes).

Those who reported using ERIC were also asked where they obtained

physical access to the recently-used pryduct:or service. In Table 6.17 we

thpt about three-fourths (76.5%) obtained physical access to ERIC through a

library or media .center... About four - fifths, (81.1X) of the Practitioners,

obtained ERIC through such channels. Only about half (55.4%) of the Adminis-

tration obtained access via a library; about one - ,third (31.8%) of the Adminis-

trators obtained' access via ERIC itself.'
i

It appears .that the higher awareness

among Administrators and Academics & Consultants of the ERIC-Clearinghouses

also corresponds to a proportionately higher use of ERIC Clearinghouses fbr

physical. access to ERIC.
2

1
This Includes ERIC Clearinghouses, the ERIC Facility, or ERIC Document
Reproduction Service (EDRS).

2
The high proportion of physical access from libraries' and ERIC Clearinghouges,
as opposed to, physical access via friends, colleagues, or leachers, appears to
justify the concentration of the Requestor Populatica Survey upon physical
access via ERIC access points.
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Table 6.15 Type of ERIC Product or irvice Used Most' Recently
by Population Category

_ERIC
Product

or

Service (RQ4)

Population Category (POPTYPE2)

Piacti- AdminisI
tioners1 trators

(no,481,341) (11=84,056)

Academics
& Consul- All '

tants Categories
(nim31,644) (n=697,041)

1. RIE

2. CUE

3. ERIC Computer Search

4. ERIC Microfiche 37.4

t. ERIC Printed Doc. or Bib. 8.4

6. Other 3.7

7. Don't Know, no response 10.3

8.2%

4.4

14.1

40.0

13.2

0.0

20.1

7.6%

12.0

33.3

15.5

10.3

6.0

15.3

15.0%

14.3

9.8

36.6

9.1

3.3

12.0

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survey, 1981.

al

1
Includes teachers,'Principals, and schO61 librarians.

2lncludes school district staff and state education staffl(intermediate agency
staff may be included in both).

t1
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Table 6.16' How ERIC-Supplied Information was Used or Applied,
by Population Category

Population Category (POPTYPE2)
Academics

How ERIC-Supplied Practir Adminis- & Consul- All
Information was tioners trators tants Categories
Used or Applied' (wk481,341) (n4284,056) (nm.31,644) (n1°59741)

1. To support the teaching, 15.2%
training, or guidance of
my own or someone else's
students (Q9121)

2. To support my study in a 57.3%
class I was taking (Q9P2)

3. To suppottmy own research 33.8%
project (Q9P3)

4. To help plan, manage, 11.7%
administer or'evaluate an
organization's activities,
(e.g., a school, school
district, state agency, or

. other organization) (Q9124)

5. I did not intend to use of 0.0%
apply the information myself
since I was obtaining it for
someone else's use (Q9PS)

6. I don't remember (Q9P6)

5.2% 47.8%

16.0%

28.2%

44.2%

8.5%

0.2% 0.5%

0.0%

55.3%

19.4%

15.6%

\\

2.9% 1.3%

3.4% 0.6%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc.,ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survey, 1981.

1
Columns may total to more than 100% since multiple responses were possible.
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Table 6.17 Description of Phy ical.Access to ERIC
by Population Categ ry

Population Category .(POPTYPE2)
Acadeiics

Practi- Adminis- & Consul- All
tioner ,trators tants Categories

Description.' (n01481,341) (n=84,056) (nw31,644) (n-597,041)
.

Where did you. obtain physical,
access to ERIC? (Q8)

1. Did not obtain access'

2. Teacher, professor,
employer

3. Friend, colleague,
fellow stUdent

4. Library, media center,
etc..

5. From'ERIC
1

6. Don't remember

7. Other, no response

Total

0.2% 0.1% 5.7% 0.5%

2.6 0.0 0.0 2.1

0.0 0.2 0.2 j 0.0

81.1 55.4 63.2 76.5

9.4 31.8 23.7 13.3

0.5 0.0 0.2 0.4

6.3 12.5 6.9 , 7.21

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

.

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survey, 1981.

Service (EDRS).
Includes ERIC Clearinghours, the ERIC Facility, or ERIC Document Reproduction

.1 2 0
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' As shown in Table'6.18, anticipated repeat use of ERIC among users /

of all the products or services is substantial. All or nearly all respondents

say they would be willing to' use ERIC again. _ Interestingly, less than three
.

,ourths (71.5%) of users Of btIecomputer searches state they would be willing

to use thicservice again; Oly,anticipated future use of this ERIC service is

somewhat lower than the others might.be the topic of future research.

4

4
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Table 6.18 Willingness to Use Same ERIC Product br Serviceigain

ERIC
Product or Percent of Users Who,
Service Deed Would be Willing to Use This
Most Recently Producor Service Again (Q15) -

(RQ4)

1. RIE (n49,284) 86.1%

2. CUE (nms85,128) 81.6%

3. ERIC Computer Search (n1058,252) 71.5%

4. ERIC Microfiche (w.218,428) 100.0%

5. ERIC Printed Document or Bibliography 100.0%
(n,t54,584)_,

SOURCE:, King Rmbearch, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survey, 1981. 0
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6.4 Description of ERIC Requests and Requestors

In thin section we"report the results of the Requestor Population

Survey, a mail survey of individuals who recently requested ERIC products or

services (RIE, JC1JE, ERIC computer searches, or ERIC documents). Data are

presented' in two sections. In 6.4.1 we present data describing all requests.

These data describe the individuals responsible for generating these requests

as well as some of the circumstances surrounding these requests. Where appro-

priate, we also subdivide responses by the type of access point from which the

ERIC product or service is obtained.

In Section 6.4.2 we present data describing requests involving only

one ERIC product or service. We.have .done this while analyzing some questions

in order tb "home in" on respdnses which are not,"contaminated" by reported

use of other products or services. As will be seen in Section 6.4.1, however,

the frequency with which ERIC products or services are used in combination is

-'. quite high, suggesting that it may be worthwhile in future analyses to take

into account the different ERIC combinations which are used.

The reader should keep in mind the following two points when inter-

preting the data presented in the following sections. First, a "request" is

not the same as a "requester ". That is, data in this section are presented

in terms of requests; the actual number of individuals responsible for gener-

ating these requests may be substantially smaller than the number of requests,

if repeat use is high.

Second, the weights calculated for projecting back the Requestor Popu-

lation Survey results to the total population of requests as presented earlier in

this section do not always yield the exact same totals as presented earlier;

this is because some of the sampled access points, wh'ich aontributeddata to

making annual usage estimates via the Screener and Primary surveys, were not

completely represented in the Requestor Population Survey. Therefore, the

reader should use the total usage figures presented earlier in Section 6 when

describing the total usage of the ERIC system. However, we have used the

weighted estimates derived from the Requestor Populati.m Survey as table

column headings in this section in order to be consistent when presenting the

Requestor data.
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Description of All ERIC Requests

6.4.1.1 Ftmployer and Job Type of ERIC Rejuestors

An individual's job and employer type will, to a great extent,

dictate the type and frequen0 of information requirements he or she gener-

ates. Since ERIC concentrates onproviding educational information .

resources, it is useful toexamine employer and job types in terms of whether

those which are specifically teaching- or education-related are associated

with higher utilization of'ERIC.

Table 6.19 displays the (A) employer and (B) job type of individuals

who generate ERIC-requests in the'U.S. Almost half (45.6%) of all the ERIC .

requests for RIE, CIJE, ERIC documents., or ERIC computer searches are gener-

ated by individuals employed by or affiliated with colleges or universities.

About two-fifths (42.1%) of ERIC requests handled by the ERIC Clearinghouses

and Facility are also senerated,by individuals affiliated with colleges or

universities.

'Perhaps.most interesting are the differences between the requests

handled by Academic and Other Access Points. About three-fifths (60.3%) of

Academic Access Point requests #re generated by individuals associated with

colleges or universities. ,Only about 13.8 percent of Other Acceei Point requests .1

are generated by such individual's. Instead, individualsassociated with

state agencies, local school districts, elementary schools, and secondary

schools together account for about three-fifths (62.2%) of Other Access Point

ERIC requests. This near-reversal in percentages' points out the differences

in the populations served by these two groups of'access points.

Examining "primary job or school function" as displayed on the

right-hand side of Table 6.19,' we see that the majority_of ERIC requests are

generited by individuals whose.primary job or school function is "student"

, (34.4%), with about as many reporting "teaching, training, or counseling"

(29.0:x) as their primary function. Very interestingly, almost a quarter

"(24.4Z) of requests handled by.Other Access Points are generated by individU-

als who classify their primary ;function as "information support", suggesting

124
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Table 6.19 Employeriand Job Type of ERIC Requestors by Type of Access Point

Variable

Type of Access Point (WTYPE2)
ERIC

Clearing-
houses
Facility
(ns143,400)

Academic
Access
Points

(n..1,764,500)

Other
Access
Points

(n..803,550)

All
Access
Points

(n=2,711,450)

A. Employer or Primary
Affiliation (1102)

1. College or University. 42.1%. 60.3% 13.8% 45.6Z

2. State Agency 0.8 2.5 25.2 9.1

3. Local School District 5.2 2.9 26.7 10.1

4. Elementary School 3.8 10.5 5.9 8.8

5. Secondary School 5.5 6.5 4.5 5.9

6. Other, no-response '42.5 17.2 24.0 1 20.6

Total 99.9% 99.9% 100.1% 100.1%

Primary Job or School
Function (RQ23)

1. Admin., superv., mgt.,
planning 19.7% 8.3: 34.0% 16.5%

2. Research, evaluation 22.3 6.5 447 2.9

3. Teaching, trng., couns. 16.1 28.1 33.4 29.0

4. Info. support 11.6 9.5 24.4 14.1

5. Student 23.6 49.5 3.0 34.4

6. Other, no response 6.6 4.1 0.5 3.2

Total. 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.1%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey,
1981. .

NOTE: Columns may not total to 100% due to rounding errors.
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that Other Access Points may be involved in more ERIC "networking" activities

than Academic Access Points.
1

In Table 6.20, we have broken down employet and job type by ERIC

category. The differences here are much less striking, for several possible

reasons. First, many of the.requests tabulated here involve more than one

ERIC product or service, so the column labeled "RIE" actually covers requests

for RIE by itself as well as requests for RIE in conjunction with other ERIC

products or services. Second; we,hypothesize that differences among ERIC

users are accounted for less by the particular product or service used than

by the physical' access channel via which the ERIC product or service is

provided. Nevertheless, this table does seem to provide some evidence that

RIE and CIJE are more likely to be used in a college or university setting

than ERIC searches or ERIC documents; that RIE and CIJE are slightly more

likely to be used by students. We emphasize, however, that these should not

be interpreted as cause and effect relationships. That is, it would be

premature to state that RIE and CIJE have a special characteristfc\which

makes them appeal to individuals, parti-cularly students, associated with col-

leges and universities.

Based on these two tables, though, we.can state that (a) Academic

Access Points and Other Access Points do serve two different population types,

and CO that ERIC should not be perceived as an information system whose only

audience is composed of "academics". A substantial proportion of ERIC

requests are accounted for'by individuals:associated with state education

agencies and school systems. Given this actual reported usage, then; it does

appear that ERIC, at the least, does provide a'substantial'channel for

delivering information to educational practitioners.

.

1
One example, of this is the situation in which "linleing agents" in a local
school district feed information requests into an intermediate service agen67/
or state education agericy.

I
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Table 6:20 Employer and Job,Type of ERIC Requestors by ERIC Category

Variable

ERIC Category' (ERICTYPE)

RYE CUE Searches Documents- Alll

n.837,420) (n- 884,910) (n.197.690) (n- 791,430) (n=2,714450)

A. Employer or
Primary Affili-

61.6%

4.0

8.9'

, 4.0

2.3

19.3

44.2%

7:9

7.9

15.1

8.1

16.7

35.3%

11.8

17.4

10.2

9.5

15.7

. 32.7%

15.3

11.9

.4.---' 6.4

6.2

27.4

45.6%

9.1
..

10.1

8.8

5.9

-20.6

ation (RQ22)

1. College or Univ.

2. State Agency

3. Local School Dist.

4. Elementary School

5. Secondary School.

6. Other, no response

Total 100.1% 99.9% 99.9% 99.9% 100.1%

.11 MM. .
B. Primary Job or

School Function

20.1% 5.2% 30.8%
,

21.9% 16.5%

(RQ23)

1. AdmiL, suprv.,
mgt., planning

2. Research, evalu-
ation 2.3 1.8 -6.0- 3.9 2.9

3. Teaching, mg.,
cocas. 19.8 32:5 30.5 34.4 29.0

4. Info. support 6.9 18.9 11.2 17.0 14.14 4
5:Student 45.6 39.5 18.1 20.7 34.4

6. Other, no response 5.3 2.1 3.3 2.1 3.2

Total 100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 100.0% ,-, 100.1% '

SOURCE: King Research,-Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestof Popdlation Survey,
1981.

NOTE: Columns may not total to 100% due to rounding errors.
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6.4.1.2 Age, Income, and Educational Degree of ERIC Requestors

Table 6.21 displays the age, income, and degree of ERIC requestors.

These are very basic demographic statistics which allow us to describe the

similarities and differences among the requestors served by the various

access points.

More than three-fourths (78.6%) of ERIC requests are accounted for

by individuals undr 45 years of age, with 57.6 percent accounted for by indi-

viduals under 35, and 33.9 percent by those under 25. Requestors who use

Academic Access Points.tend to be younger, with nearly half (47.5%) of ERIC

requests channelled through these access points; this is presumably because

of the large number of students who use college and university libraries.

About half of ERIC requests (47.4%) are generated by individuals

with a bachelor's degree or leas. Mores...than three-fifths.(64.3%) of Academic

Access Point requests are generated by individuals with a bachelor's degree or

less. Almost half (44%) of ERIC requests are accounted for.by individuals

earning $10,000 per year or less. Individuals generating Other Access Point

requests tend to be higher paid than individuals using the other types of

access points, with about half of the requests via Other Access Points (50.2%)

being generated by individuals making $20,000 or more per year.

6.4.1.3 Purpose for which ERIC is Used

As noted earlier in the Conceptual Framework of this study, the

purpose for which information is sought and used can'be thought of as being

. related to the value (to the Individual, to society) of the information which

is obtained, as well asto the potential access channels which might be employed

to gain-access to that information. People may be more willing to devote more

of their_time and energy to end-use goals which they value highly. Alternately,

an ...nformation system (such as ERIC) might be evaluated on the basis of whether
t_.

or not it is used for the purposes for which it was designed.
1

We' need to '

determine, at the least .whether ERIC is, in fact, used to further educational
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Table 6.21 Age, Academic Degree, and Annual Income of ERIC Requestors
by Type of Access Point

Characteristic

Age in Years (RQ2O)

ERIC
Clearing-
houses id

Facility

(n.,143,400)

Type of Access Point kNEWTYPE2)

Academic
Access
Points

(n..1,764,500)

Other
Access
Points

'(n'0303,550)

All
Access
Points

(n-2,711,450)

1. Under 25

2. 25-34

3. 35-44

4. 45-54

5. 55 and over

6. No response

Total

9.0X

36.2

22.8

25.4

5.0

1.5

99.9%

47.5%

18.6

14.8

9.4

8.4

1.2

99.9%

8.6%

32.7

34.3

19.0

5.3

0.0

33.9%

23.7

21.0

13.1)

7.3

0.9

99.9% 99.9%

Degree (RQ21)

1. Bachelor's or less

2. Master's

3. Master's + Postgrad.

4. Doctorate

5. Other, No Response

Total

Ct
! ..1. MF. ON.,6 MOOM, M.1.M drew ym w* Aww. ...

. -

25.1%

19.0

34.8

20.1

1.0

100.0%

64.32

6.5

16.8

11.3

1.1,

100.0%

13.8%

25.2

47.0

13.9

0.0

99.9%

47.4%

12.7

26.7

12.5

0.8

100.1%,

----- ---74--------- ----------------------_---------_---------------------_-.1.---------

Income before Taxes (RQ24)

1. $30,000 or more

2. $20,000 to $29,999

. $10,000 to $19,999

Under $10,0004

No response

Total

15.2%

29.0

22.2

25.9

7.7

100.0%

217%

18.9

20.7

51.3

6.5

100.1%

24.8%

25.4

34.6

11.8

3.4

100.0%

9.9%

21.3

25.0

38.3

-5.7

100.2%

OURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey,
.1981. _
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prac_tice. in the United States. As we have-already seen, a substantial propor-

tion of ERIC usage is accounted for by people involved with education, either

because they are students themselves, or because they ire employed by or affili-

ated with an institution whose primary function is educational in nature.

Table 6.22 displays the responses broked down by type of access point.

Nearly half (49.6%) Of requests are generated by people, wgo state' they used

or applied EJIC "To support my awn research project". Almost as many requests

are generated by those who use,ERIC "To support my studying ina class I was

taking". (We attribute differences.between the distribution of reSpoilsee here

and for the Education Population Survey to the differences of the populations

under study; the Education Population Survey was targeted at individuals who

were practitioners, administrators, oe researchers in the.U.S. educational com-

munity; the Requestor Population Survey made ho.such distinction.)

It appears that ERIC information obtained through Other Access Point

is more likely to be used "To help plan, manage, administer, or evaluate' an

organization's activities". This corresponds to the high proportion of admin.-,

istrators using Other Access Points-and demonstrates that ERIC'S impact is felt

not only by the student or the classroom teacher but also by decisionmikere

within the educational community. A14, more than a fifth (23.9%) of Other

Access Point requests are accounted for by people who obtained ERIC for someone

else. Interestingly, aVout_equal proportions of requests via Academic Access

Points (25.67.) and Other Access Pointi (25.1%) are used "To support teachiag,'

training, or guidance".

In Table 6.23, responses to the "purpose of use" question are sub-
.

divided by thi;type of ERIC product or service used. Keeping in mind our
.1 ti

earliercaveat concerning the combinations of ERIC which are actually covered-

here, it appears that RIE 'and CIJE are alike, in that the highest proportions

1
The question was worded as follows: "Which of the following categories best
describe hoc; 'you used or applied (.or intended to use or apply) the information
obtained from the ERIC product or sfivice specified an the ERIC Request Card?

-----(CIRCB-CODE-NUMBERS-OF ALL THAT APPLY.)"-
-
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Table 6.22 Percent of Requests by Purpose of Use and Type of Access Point

Purpose

of

Use

Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2)
,ERIC

Clearing- 4Academic Other All
houses & Access Access Access
Facility Points Points Points
(n143,400) (nutl,764,500) (zro803,550 (zm2,711,450)

1. To support teaching,
training, or guidance of
my own or someone else's
students (Q1P1)

. .

2. To support my studying in
a class.I was taking (QIP2)

3. To-support my own research
project (Q1P3)

4. To help plan, manage,
administer, or evaluate an
organization's activities
(Q1P4)

5. 1 did not intend to use or
apply the information
-myself sinceI was obtain-
ing it for someone else's
use (Q1P5)

6. Othel (Q1P7)

14.4i 25.6%

10

24.9%

33.0% 54.7% 19.5% 43.1%

42.6% 52.2% 45.1% 49.6%

23.7% 12.7% 38.4% 20.9%

9.1% 5.1% 23.9% 10.9%

6.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.4%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey,
1981.

1
Percents may .total ,to..more_ than_100%, sihce_multiple._uses_ are possible.
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Table 6.23- Percent of Requests by Purpose of Use and ERIC Category

Purpose
of

1
RIE

Use (n837,420)

ERIC Category (ERICTYPE)

1. To-support teach-
ing; training, or
guidance of myown
or someone else's
'students (Q1P1) 29.9%

2. To support my Study-
ing in a class I was
taking (Q1P2) 61.4%

3. To support my own
research project
(Q1P3) 50.5%

4. To help plan, manage
administer, or
evaluate an organ-
ization's activities
(Q1P4) 11.1%

5. I did not intend to
use or apply the
information.myself 4

since I was Obtain-
ing it for someore
else's use (Q1P5). 5:1%

6. Other (Q1P7) 0.7%

CIJE

(mm884,910)

'Searches

(n0197,690)

Documents

(n."791,430)

All

(n=2,711,450)

27.6% 25.2% 16.4% 24.9%

46.1% 23.1% ,' _25.5% 43.1%

40.3%/ 48.0%. 59.4% 49.6%
J -

22,8% 27.4% 27.6% 20.9%

11.1% 7.5% 17.6% 10.9%

1.4% 0.2% 0.4%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost.and Usage Study, Requestor Population
Survey, 1981. 4

0

I

'Percents may total to more than 100% since multiple uses are possible.
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1

of respondents for thele products cite "To suPpoit my studying in a class

I was taking",as a purpose of use. Under ERIC searches and ERIC documents,

however, the largest proportions of respomms are for "To support my own

research project". Despite this, however, we do not interpret theie data as

suggesting smbs4ntial differences in the ways the different ERIC products and

services are used. If such a distinction can be made,iit should probably be
I '

i

made for ERIC do uments, since ERIC documents (microfiche and papercopy) pre-

sent much of the information whiCh is intellectually accessed through RIE and

ERIC computer searches. Here we see that nearly three-fifths (59.4:-) of ERIC

document requests are accounted for by people who intend to use them to sup-
- .

port their own research project.

6.4.1.4 pharacteristics of ERIC Requests

Three request characteristics described here

Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors was used to help respond

the access point received the request, and (c) how the

. was delivered.

are (a) whether the

to the request, (b) how

response to the request

Thesaurus use is important since the Thesaurus provides access to the

controlled educational vocabulary used throughout the ERIC system to support

functions.ranging from document input to document retrieval. While free-text

searching via online systems may place less demand upon searchers to have

prior access to the Thesaurus, controlled vocabulary-seprching is still widely

used, and is.still extremely impoitant when searChing'ia RYE and CIJE.

HMI requests are received and responded to by ERIC access points is

an important consideration. First, it is partially determined by the nature

of the -centrally-produced ERIC products and services; after ill, substantial

output from an online search 'cannot be delivered orally over the phone to a

requestor. Second, the chtnnels used for delivering ERIC products and setdces

'are partially determined by custom and the fact that 4 substantial proportion

of ERIC access points- are libraries, which'traditionally provide information

services on a walk-in or person-to-person basis.

1433

0



One thing.p.hould be noted about 'the following tables4 As will be

shown le a following section, many of the ERIC requests reported here actu- -

'ally involve the use of more Phan one ERIC product or service. Thus,

ThesaUrus use is not necessarily uniquely tied to the use of one ERIC product

in isolation from others.

In Table 6.24 we.Isee that nearly three-fifths (56.9%yof all'ERIC

requests involve some use of the ERIC Thesaurus. Use, of the Thesaurus, is

highest among Academic. Access Points' (65.6%'of requests) and lowest among ERIC

Clearinghouse and Facility access points (3.5%). We assume that the figure is

so low for the latter.group,since ERIC Clearinghouse staff are already highly -

familiar with the ERIC vocabulary.

, Not surprisingly, most ERIC requests (77.9%) are received by access

.points in person, with the rest being received by telpphone (9.7%), mail (5.9%),

or via some other channel (5.5%).

ERIC Clearinghouses and Other Access

telephone and mail fof receiving requests than

than one percent of ERIC requests are received

mail, whereas 30.1 percent and 26.0 percent of

Point requests are received via mail.

Points make much heavier use of

do Academic Access Points. Less

by .Academic Access Points via

Clearinkhouse and Other Access

Overall, about 80 percent (79.5%) of requests'are responded to in

person. Again,' Academic Access Points are moreJ.ikely to respond in, person to

ERIC requests than the-other two access point types. Mail is used very often

by ER!C Clearinghouses and Other Access Points, presumably because responding

to an ERICrequest often involVes supplying a document of some sort.

As shown in Table 6.25, use of the ERIC Thesaurus differs somewhat by

ERIC category, with ERIC computer searches most often (85.4% or requests)

involving Thesaurus use. 4

ERIC Computer Searches- is the ERIC category whose requests are

received and responded to most often by mail. Almost one - fourth (22.87) of
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Table 6.24 Percent of Requests by Request Characteristic and Type of Access Point

Type of Access Point (NEWTYP 'E2) .

Request

'Characteristic

ERIC
Clearing-
houses &
Facility
(no.143,400)

,

Academic
Access
Points

(n.g1,764,500)

Other
Access
Points

(1803,550)

All
Access
Points

(n=s2,711,450)

A. Percent pf requests in
which ERIC Thesaurus was
used (R02)

.....P.M.I.W.4.41.1MMSMMWWMWM...babMW
3.52 65.6% 30.9% 56.9%

B. How was request received?'.
(RCQ4)

In Person 53.8% 95.4% 43.9% 77.9%

Telephone 30.1 26.0 9.7

Nail 15.6 0. 16.5 5.9

Other 0.5 3.2 11.6 5.5

No Answer 0.0 0.5 2.1 1.0

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0%

How was response delivered?
(RCQ5)

In Person 53.8% 95.1% 49.8% 79.5%

.Telephone 19.4 0.0 1.8 1.6

24.5 1.1 29.4 10.7

Other ,2.3 2.5 18.6

No Answer- 0.0 . 0.9

Total loo.pz 99.9i 100.0% ' 99.9%

SOURCE: King Reiearch, Inc., ERIC Cost and,Usage Study., Access Point Primary Survey,
Requestor Population Survey, 1981.
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Table 6.25 Percent of Requests, by Request Characteristic and ERIC Category
..**

ERIC Category (ERICTYPE)
Request

Characteristic '. RTE

(n10837,420)

CIJE

(n884,910)

Searches

(wt197,690)

Documnts

.(ni.791,190)

All

(n2,711,450)
,

A. Percent of requests
in which ERIC
Thesaurus Wis Used

(RCQ2)
. . .

60.3% 47.8%-

.

85.4%

1

56.3% 56.9%
-...

. .
.

1 \
B. How was, request

received? (RCQ4)

In Person

Telephone

Mail .

Other

No Answer

Total

4.-

84.8%

3.9

1.3

'8.7

1.1

99.8%

-

92.8%

3.9

1.6

0.1

1.7

r

.

57.5%

17.4

22.8

1.4

1.0

--

59.2%

20.2

11.3

9.3

0.0

-

77.9%

9.7

5.9

5.5

1.0

'100.1% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0%

C. How was response
delivered? (RCQ5)

In Person

Telephone

Mail

Other

No Answer

. Total

88.0%

2.5

3.4

6.0

0.0

93.4%

2.D

2.2

0.5

1.9

51.5

0.1

39.3

5.5

3.7

ol
.1.

. 62.0%

0.5 .

20.9

16.7

0.0
;

79.5%

1.6

10.7

_
7.2

0.9

99.9% 100.0% 100.1% 100.1% 99.9%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Primary Survey,
, Requestor Population Survey, 1981.
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ERIC computer search requedts are received by mail, while almost two-fifths

(39.3%) are responded to by mail.
I

6.4.1.5 Use of Non -ERIC information Sources

Here we are concerned not only with other non -ERIC documents but also

with other persons, organizations, systems, and media which might also be used

by ERIC requestors. Studies, of the use of informal and person-to-person infor-

mation sources among scientists and engineers have demonstrated the importance

,of such sources to these groups. As shown here, users of ERIC also demonstrate

such usage.

Table.6.26 shows that three-fourths (75.4%) of ERIC requests also

involve use of other, non-ERIC printed documents, such as books, articles, and

reports. This is certainly not surprising since CUE, ERIC computer searching,

and to a lesser extent, RIE, all provide intellectual access to documents not
available in the ERIC microfiche collection.

2

About two - fifths (42.8%). of the ERIC requests involve use of other

organizations or'departtents separate from the ERIC access point. SO= of

'these other organizations were probably used for obtaining "non-ERIC" infor-

nation. (But as we shall see further on, some of these other organizations

may have been used for obtaining other ERIC products or services as well.)

About half .(51.0%) -of ERIC requests also involve use of experts

knowledgeabte-in-the area of the-request, and about half (55.5%) involve the

requestor's on friends, colleagues, Students or other personal acquaintances.

Other prerecorded audio or visual sources (i.e. records; cassettes,

slides, etc.) are used in connection with only about 16 percent of ERIC

- requests, although they are more likely to be used in connection with requests

handled by Other Access Points.

A possible future analysis, f these data Would be to compare users' sarisfac-
clan with searches handled 'In person versus those handled by mail; mail
requests presumably involve much less searcher-requestor interaction during
development of a search statement.

2However, we do not knot: for sure whether these other non-ERIC documetis were,
in fact, identified through use of ERIC." .
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Table 6.26 Percent of Requedts in which Non-ERIC Information Sources
Were Used, by Type of Access Point

Non-ERIC
Information

Source
Used

Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2)1
ERIC

Clearing-
houses &
Facility
(nn143,400)

Academic
Access
Points

(n=1,764,500)

Other
Access
Points

(n=803,550)

All
Access ,

Points
(n=2,711,450)

1., Other printed documents
(i:e., books, articles,
reports) (Q19P1) 77.6%. 74.1% 77.9% 75.4%

2. Other organizations or
departutents separate from
the one on the Request
Card (i.e., other libraries,
Clearinghouses, etc.)
(Q19P2) 37.9% 51.2% 42.8%

3. Experts or people knowledge-
able in the area of my
request (Q19P3) 52.2% 45.6% 62.4%

.

51.0%

4. My own friends, colleagues,
students, or other personal
acquaintances 0191)4) 55.0% 51.3% 64.8% 55.5%

5. Prerecorded audio or visual
sources (i.e., records,
cassettes, slides, etc.)
(Q19P6) 7.6% 10.2% 28.9% 15.6%

6. Other (Q19117) 2.470 0.9% 3.1% 1.7%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey,
1981.

1'Percents do not total to 100% since multiple responses were possible..

1
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These data obviously point out that ERIC is not used in isolation

from other formal and informal non-ERIC information sources. This is true

even in the field, of education, where ERIC is only one of the Many informn-
.

tion systems available. One possible topic for future research might be to

determine how ERIC compares with other information products and services in

'terms of its accessibility, ease of use, etc.

6.4.1.6 Use of Other ERIC Products and Services ERIC Requestors

'Just as ERIC requestors use non-ERIC information sources to satisfy

their needs for information, it is also common for them to use more than one

ERIC product or service to obtain relevant.information. We have two sources

of data for measuring the frequency with which this occurs. The first is the

Primary Survey's ERIC Request Card; cooperating access point staff were asked

to identify other ERIC products and services which were also used'hy the

requestor. The other data source is the Requestor Population Survey question-

naire itself; survey respondents were asked/rb,identify other ERIC information

sources they had used to obtain information on the same topic or title speci-

fied on the ERIC Request Card,.a copy of which was supplied with their

'questionnaire.

Data from these two sources are displayed in Table 6.27. Consistently,

the requestors themselves report. more ERIC usage than was reported by access

point.staff who were assigned to monitor a particular ERIC product or service.

For example, in the Primary Survey, it was reported that CIJE was used in

29.7.percent of the cases where RUE was used. According to RIE users surveyed

in the Requestor Population Survey, CIJE was used in twice as many cases. A

similar relationshipis.shdwn for all fourof the major ERIC categories. For.

example, of ERIC computer search requestors, Priinry, Survey data shov RIE

being used in 8.6 percent of the cases, while the Requestor survey shows RUE

being used in 41.5 percent of the cases.

There are several possible explanations for these seeming discrepan-,

cies. The first is that the Primary Survey may'tend to underreport use of

ERIC products or services other thin the ones access point staff were zsked to
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Table 6.27 Combined Use of ERIC Products and Services,
as Reported in Primary Survey and Requestor
Population Survey

Type
of

ERIC
Request

Percent of
these Requests
In4lving Use

of the Following:
!

/

As Reported
.in Access

Point Primary
Survey

As Reported
in Requestor
Population

Survey

RIE CIJE 29.7% 61.0%

ERIC Computer Search. 23.5% 28.3%

ERIC Micyofiche 27.1% 71.8%

ERIC Printed Report 1.5% 53.3%

ERIC Printed Oibliogrilphy 0.6% 35.2%

CIJE ,RTE 36.9% 50.8%

,ERIC Computer Search
k

17.9% 26.2%

'ERIC Microfiche 3.8% 49.2%

ERIC Printed Report O% 18.2%

ERIC Printed Bibliography 1.9% 10.5%

Am.

ERIC RIE 8.6% 41.5%
Computer
Search

CIJE 7.9% 42.0%

ERIC Microfiche 8.9% 63.8%

ERIC Printed Report 0.6% 50.3%

ERIC Printed Bibliography 0.8% 26.7%.

ERIC RIE 36.9% 56.9%
Documents

CIJE 11.52 4.6%

ERIC Computer Search 15.4% 48.12

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Primary
Survey, Requestor Population Surirey, 1981.
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monitor, simply because not all products and services other than the ones

access point staff were asked to monitor were within view of the employee who

was assigned to perform ERIC monitoring. This is a common occurrence,

especially when different ERIC products are located in different rooms.or -

departments withi the same organization. Another explanation, possibly more

significant, is that ERIC usage may, in fact, "stretch" over an extended time

period and may involve using ERIC products. and services atdifferent Organiza-

tions. For example, we know that there are many more "RIE" access points:than

"ERIC computer search," access points. It is possibleln some Oases that RIE

functions as a "feeder" to computer searching by making users aware of the

existence of the data base thus leading them toawareness and use of computer

searching subsequent to using RIE. This is one possible explanation for the

high incidence of joint use of RIE and computer searching.
1

A possible source of the difference between the Primary-Survey and

Requestor Survey results is that individuals who responded to the Requestor

Survey overestimated their use of other ERIC. products or services, or they

reported additienaruses of ERIC at access points other than the one which

recorded their request via an ERIC Request Card.

Probably the "truth" about joint Use-of ERIC products and services

is somewhere between the results of thePrimary Survey and the results of the

Requestor Population SUrvey. The Primary Survey may simply underestimate use

of other products or services since they could not always be monitored by the

Access point staff member who was only, in most.cases, assigned to monitor .

only one product or service. TheRequestor Population Survey may overestimate

since it is aIWays possible that an ERIC user of, say,CIJE, may have thought

that the ERIC,database was being searched even though other related, databases
2

- were being searched.

'Another possible explanation of the high incidence of joint use of RIE and
ERIC computer searching is that RIE is limited to the ERIC bibliographic data-
base, whereas computer searching is not.
2
One interesting question is how frequently computer searching access points
call themseles an "ERIC search service" in their promotional litetature even
Chong' ERIC is only one of the databases they search.
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!,:evertheless, it is clear from these data that the use of, different

ERIC products and services in combination when searching for information may

be the rule, rather than the exception. Such use of ERIC may simply be very

strong eviden6e that ERIC products and services are related to each other even

though each performs a different function.

Perhaps a more significant interpretation of these data is that a

market -may exist for an ERIC product which combines both identification and

access functions in one package. For example, systems are currently under

development which combine videodisc technology with telecommunications channels.

It may be that ERIC would be a prime candidate to take advantage of such tech-
.

nology, perhaps via a joint venture with private industry.

6.4.2 Use of ERIC Products and Services by Themselves

We saw in the previous section how frequently joint use of ERIC

products and services occurs. We felt that some of the questions in the

Requestor Population Survey questionnaiie were better analyzed only for those

respondents who used one product or service at the monitoring access point.

We did this so that usage of RIE, CIJE, computer searching, or ERIC'documents

could, in fact, be,isolated as much as possible. The disadvantage' this

approach is that not all- Requestor Population Survey respondents ate included

in the following tables. The advantage is, we feel, that responses to these

few questions can be analyzed mo7e reliably.

G

6.4.2.1 Prior Awareness of ERIC and Means of FirseAwareness of ERIC

Table 6.28 shows that most ERIC requestors were already aware that the

type of ERIC product or service they used existed. Almost all of the document

requestors (98.5%) were.elready aware of the existence of ERIC documents, while

nearly 80 percent of search requestors were already aware of ERIC computer

searching. CIJE had the lowestprior 'awareness, with only 58.3 percent having

prior awareness of this ERIC product.
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Table 6.28 Prior Awareness of ERIC and Method of Initial Awareness

Variable
ERIC"Cstegory (ERICTYPE)

RIE CIJE Searches Documents
(n "242,480) 0051 31700) (n170,580) 4n.421,950)

/ A Percent of requestors who
were aware of the ERIC
product or 'service prior
to the date on the ERIC
Request Card {Q2) , 65.4% 58.3% 79.1% 98.5%
ftDMOMOMMaddipm,YMWOMN.0.11.0.00dadimmmodg.m.MOMOMO.OImIdmolmftw.,4mAMMIDIMIMMIDI

B. Method of fiist
awareness (RQ4)

1 Teacher, professors
employer 5648% 42.5% 34.0% 54.5%

2. Friend, colleague,'
fellow student

3. Staff at library,
media center, clear-
inghcuse, etc.

4. ound out by myself
hile doing research
n library, media
enter, clearinghouse,

5.1 13.3

30.4 29.0

14.5 6.6

27.3 9.6

tc. 0.0 13.0 2.8

5. 'ther 4.1 2.2 20.4

2.5

26.8

6. N response 0.0 '1.0 0.0

Total 1 100.0% 100.0% .100.0% 100..0%

SOURC : King research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population
Survey; 1981.
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Most requestors initially found out about ERIC from a teacher,

professor, or employer. Giiren the substantial proportion of ERIC use accounted

for by those involved in a research project or class study, we feel safein

assuming that the majority of this prior awareness came from experience while

in. school.

The next most frequently used channel for awareness is the staff of

libraries, media centers, information centers, and. clearinghouses, And

according to these data, a relatively small proportion found out about ERIC on

their own. We conclude that people need to be introduced to ERIC by teachers

or library staff. The frequency of awareness from other sources is relatively

low. (We note that, for ERIC documents, 14.1 percefit of'prior awareness comes

from reading journals, magazines, ox newslett°rs, included here under "other".

6.4.2.2 Description of ERIC Requests and their Outcome

Information-seeking sometimes has been viewed as one of the behaviorS

.engaged in by people who are trying to make a decision or solve a problem. We

have already seen what types of purposes people have in geeking ERIC informa-

tion, e.g., class study, management, research, etc.

These factors-have an impact on the type of information,people seek.

We deicribe the types of informatiOn people'seek in'the following tables.

First, Table 6.29 demonstrates how ERIC products and services are used

in terms of whether or notthe requestors had specific authors or documents in

mind when using ERIC. In a majority of cases, ERIC' requestors do not have

specific authors Or documents in mind; instead, they are searching for informa-

tion on a specific topic. It does appear, however, that RIE and ERIC documents,,

possibly used together, are used by people seeking specific authors or'document

titles more often than CIJE or ERIC searching. (It may be that the image of RIE

and its association with ERIC documents lead people to believe that RIE documents

are narrower, subject-wise, than the "open literature" accestible through CIJE

and ERIC computer searches.)
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Table 6.29 Description of Request and Its Outcome by ERIC Category

\ Category

ERIC Category (ERICTYPE)

RIE CIJE Searches Documents
(n.442,480) (n "513,700) (n,..170580) m421,950)

A. Coal of Request (Q6) '

1. I had specific authors
or documents in mind 30.3% 2.4% 4.1% '34.5%

2. I was searching for
information on a spe-
cific topic ' 61.0 94.7 90.7 49.9

3. Both of the above 3.3 2.9 4.7 15.3

4. Neither of the above 1.7' 0.0 0.0 0.1

5..No response 3.6 0.0 0.5 0.3

Total 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.1%

B. Request Outcome (Q8)

10.3% 11.3% 27.0%
1. No relevant documents

identified 6.4%

2. Did not need to obtain
access to these
documents 5.5 0.0 0 4.3 20.1

.3. Have not yet tried to
obtain access to the
identified documents 3.3 0.0 22.2 0.7

4. Have obtained access to
none of the documents
even'though I have
tried 0.0 5.1 3.4

5. Have obtained access
to some of the doCu-
ments 8'. 8 38.6 19.8 7.0

6. Have obtained access to .

most orthe documents 43.0 25.0 26.2 14.9

7. Have obtained access to
all the-documents- 28.2 20.9 30.1

8. Other 0.0 0.0 0Aa 0.0

9. No response 4.9 0.0 2.8 - 0.3

Total 100.1% 99'..§% 100.0%. 100.1%
SOCRCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC CoSt and Usage Study, Requestor Population

Survey, 1981...
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When asked about request outcomes, most respondents reportshaving

obtained access to "some"

However, larger proportions

"most", or "all" of the documents they` identified.

f users of RIE and CIJE than ERIC searches and

ERIC documents report obtaining "some ", "most", or "all" of the documents they

identified; these results mayb

themselves (i.e.,peopls may .not u

other documents) as to the time del

due just as much to the nature of the products

ually use ERIC docuients tto help identify

y (i.e.,some respondents may have'received

their questionnaires before they had

utilize their ,search output)'.

efficient time to fully inspect and

Nevertheless, these results for

that a majority of ERIC requestors do succe

access to the documents which ERIC identifie

IE and CIJE certainly demonstrate

d, at least partially, in obtaining

for them. 0

Table 6.30 further describes ERIC usage in terms of whether ER/C'helps

.requestors identify non-document information sources.'

The products and services seem about equally successful in this,

idtfltifyillgnon-document information sources. This is important when evaluating

an informationtsystem, since the documents which-ah information system identifies

jay not by themselves provide the information which the individual user is

seeking. For example, twenty percent of the document requestors report that

theirtERIC documents supplied them with "...the names of individuals who could
. .

be contacted for 'additional information", and almost one-third (31.3%) of

'document'requestors stated that ERIC documents supplied them with ...names of

organizations which could be Contacted for further information".

Aside.from the numbers presented in these preceding tables, three

ideas should be readily apparent to the reader.

First, ERIC users do appear to'have success in obtaining the documents

which ERIC helps them to identify,. In this respect, the ERIC system appears to

- be a success.

Second, ERIC doctiments themselves help users identify further sources

of information. Thus, it would-be a mistake to view the identification and pro-
,

vision ofERIC dOcuments as the sole output of RI1416 ERIC microfiche collections.
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Table 6.30 Identification of.Information Sources Other than Documents
by ERIC Category

Category
ERIC Category (ERICTYPE)

RIE CUE Searches Documents
(n=242:41301 (n=513.700)(n=170,580) (rm421,950)

A. Has the information you obtained from
this ERIC product or service helped
you identify any information sources
other than documents which are useful
or relevant? (Q9)

Yes

No

Don't know

No response

Total

B. Other Sources Identified)
(Q10P1 1110P4)

1. Names of individuals who could
be contacted for additional
information

2. Names of organizationewhich
could be contacted for
further information

3. Names of programs or
projects

46.6% 38.7% 49.0% 40.2%.

44.7 41.5 37.7 27.2

0. 13.8 9.7 30.9

8.8 6.0 3.6 1:6

100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%
owat= owat=

18.9% 12.0% 17.6% 20.5%

34.0% 22.6% 31.6% 31.3%

42.7% 32.0% 37.2% 33.1%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population
Survey, 1981.

Multiple responses possible.

at



Third, ERIC appears to be quite successful in providing users with

leads to "non-document" infOrmation sources. We think that this is an Inter-

esting finding since one of the justifications for developing special-purpose

clearinghouses, information analysis centers, and special consultant or project

files is to provide information-seekers with more than just documents. Yet,

here we find that document-based ERIC products and services are being usdd just

for that purpose. Again, we strongly recommend that information systems such

as ERIC not be evaluated exclusively in terms of their ability to locate and

provide documents; such a viewpoint would be'limiting.

0.

6.4.2.3 Number of Documents Identified

Still, a major function of the ERIC system is to help individuals

locate documents. We asked requestors (A) how many documents they hoped to

identify, (B) how many documents they actually identified, nd (C) how many

documentf they actually expected to be relevant. Responses are displayed in

Table 6.31....

It is quite apparent that people who request ERIC computer searches

have the highest expectations, with a mean of 37.8 documents the requestors

hoped to identify. It is also clear that people who request ERIC computer

' searches also retrieve the largest number of relevant 'doCuments, with 4 mean

of 22.8 relevant documents actually identified. Unfortunately, we do not.knew

how many of these retrieved and relevant documents are actually "ERIC" docu-

ments since we know from the Access Point Screener SUrvey that a substantial

proportion of ERIC database searches are conducted in conjunctionyith other

databases.

6.4.2.4 Satisfaction with ERIC

14 asked respondents to rank their satisfaction with ERIC in two

ways. First; we asked them to rank their "overall satisfaction" with ERIC on
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rale 6.31 Number of Documents aintified through Using ERIC.
by ERIC Category, and Type of Document

ERIC
Category
(ERICTYPE)

s

Average N
the requestor
hoped t
identify

(Q7A)

the requestor the requestor
expected to

identified be relevant
(Q7B) (Q7C)

RIE mean 8.8

6.6

13.1

15.2

CIJE,' mean 9.2 7.8

s.d. 5.2 6.9

Searches mean

..
37.8. 50.0

s.d. 40.0 79.6

Alwilloddr...

Documents t

.ala.

mean 12.3 7.9

s.d. 19.2 12.9

8.6

12.

7.2

6.0

22.8

33.5

6.3

11.7

SOURCE: King_Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population
Survey, 1981.

NOTE: s.d." ='"standard deviation"
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.ti

'Icl-to-5 scale. We also asked them to rank ERIC in terms of five qualitative

aitributes:.

relevance

completeness

practicality

appropriateness

newness

All attributes were defined as unambiguously as possible.. Definitions and

tabulationsof results are displayed in Table 6.32.

Overall, more ehanthree-fourths of respondents stated they were

"highly satisfied",or."soiewhat satisfied" with the ERIC product or service

which-, they used.

In terms of the individual attributes, a majority of respondents

rank ERIC products as a 4 or 5 on a l-to-5 scale, with'l being low and 5 being

high. We were particularly interested,in how.requesters ranked ERIC in terms

of its practicality, which was defined as:

"...degree to which the ERIC product orservice provided you

with or directed you to information which was practical or

immediately useable for'your needs."

Evidently, ERIC requestors feel that the information supplied to them is

practical, since, for example, nearly thr4-fourths (72.6%) of RIE rsqueitors,

stated that the information supplied by RIE ranked a 4 or 5 on the'"praeticality"

scale.

eased on these results, we conclude that a majority of ERIC requestors

are satisfied withIERIC.
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Tabln 6.32 qualitative Evaluation of ERIC Products and Services
by ERIC Category and Evaluation Attribute

Evaluaeidn
Attribute

ERIC Cattgory (ERICTYPE)

RlE

(n..242,480)

ClJt Searches

(n..513,700) (n..170,580)

Documents

(ni.421,950)

A. Relevance

(01311.)"

B. Completeness

(Q13P2)
1,3

C. Practicality

(Q131,3)
1

'
4

D. Appropriateness

(0131.14)1.5

E, Newness

(Q131,5)1,6

66:72(22.82)

59.1;4(24.92)

72.62(44.9Z)

61.2%(21.8)

69.52(38.9%)

67.32(25.22)

59.11(15.4%)

61.32(25.22)

59.22(37.57..)

47.72(20.7%)

57.32(23.1%)

54.91/4(21.87.)..

59.0%(20.2%)

56.82(26.4%)

47.22(20.3%)

65.8%(21.0%)

47.22(11.32)

59.8%(25.62)

60.12(20.4%)

56.22(10.6%)

...

Overall Satisfac-
tion

(Q11) 7 88.6%(35.3%) 76.22(32.1%) 80.42.(43.1%) 73.1%(48.4%)

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population
Survey, 1981.

1
The percents in the column are the percentages of respondents who rated.thERIC
product ar service "4" or "5" on a 1-to-5 "low-to-high" scale. Percents in
brackets, ( ), are for those who supplied a ranking of 5 (high) only.
2Relevance (degreeto which the ERIC product or service provided you with or
directed you to information directly related to the title or topic of your
request).

ComvIeteness (degree to which the ERIC product or service provided you with or
to all the information you needed).

(degree to which the ERIC product or service provided you with or
to information which was practical or immediately useable, for your

directed you
4
Practicality.

directed you
peeds)'.

Appropriateness (degree to,which the ERIC product or service provided you with
or directed you to information which was presented at a technidal level or
level of detail,which vas appropriate to your needs).

6N wness (degree to which the ERIC
directed you to information about
7
Percencis the percent responding
Percent in brackets, ( ), is the percent responding "highly satisfied" only.

product or service provided you-with or
which you were previously unaware).

"highly satisfied" or "somewhat satisfied".
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-SECTION 7

THE COSTS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM

Cost analyses of the ERIC System were performed to identify the

magnitude ofi.expenditures associated with the production, distribution and

use of ERIC products and services and various component costs. The method-

ology used in:developing ERIC System Costs, which is described in Appendix A,

C.-was based on identifying costs'of the:ERIC,system participants according to

the product or service and the generic function involved. For some partici-

pants, such as the Clearinghouses, total costs were available and needed only

to be allocated among the products and services and functions; Other Parti-

cipant costs were estimated from those of a sample of the particular group of

interest, and some were developed using ERIC system parameters and generalized

;cost models of particular activities.

Planning forcost analysis began with the specification of system

. participants, products-and services, and functions to be considered. Those

chosen are shown in Figure 7.1 and'have been describes} earlier in Section 2.

Also specified at this point were specific activities performed by each parti-

cipant and relevant cost factors.

Several conventions and underlying assumptions must be kept in mind in

considering the cost results presented in this report. The first of these con-
.

cerns the treatment of expenditures for ERIC products and services -- especially

subscriptions to RIE and CUE, computer search, charges, and document purchases.

Incurred generally.by access points, these expenditures are reimbursements for

costs/incurred by ERIC. To avoid double counting, then, purchase,costs were not

included in access point totals. These figures are available if needed for con-

sideration of access point wivity.

A second convention followed in costing involved the allocation of

generation costs between.RIE or CUE and computer searches. While it is the

. general practice in the industry to allocate generation coats to the printed

a.
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Figure 7.1. ERIC System Participants, Products and Services and FunctiOno

Participants Products and Services Functions

Document Providers

ERIC

- Clearinghouses

- Facility

- EARS

- GPO

ORYX

Access Points

Data Base Processors

Users

E

CIJE

Computer Search

Documents

Generation

Reproduction and Distri-
bution

Acquisition and Proces-
sing

User Support

Identification

Assimilation

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.
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secondary product and only marginal costs of tape production to 'computer tapes,

we have chosen here to allocate generation costs between the printed RIE or

CUE and computer searches. The allocation chosen is on the basis of the

relative number of USeS of each product as reported in Section 6. Other allo-

cation methods chosen which also have an impact on the distribution of ERIC

costs include the assignment of administrative and overhead costs for each

participant on the basis of direct costs associated with particular products/

services and functions.

There would appear to be substantial foreign use of the ERIC system,

with 15 percent of RIE subscriptions, and seven percent of ERIC document

purchasers coming from outside the U.S. This study was addressed solely to

U.S. access points and users, and so must underestimate both use and

associated costs. Generation and reproduction costs given are exhaustive

and do not exiude those associated with foreign' distribution.

The end result of the cost analyses of the ERIC system reflects costs

expended in 1979 on the prcluction, distribution and use of ERIC products and

services in the U.S. The total figure is nearly $160 million, with nearly

two-thirds of this associated with the time spent by users of the ERIC system.

Sections which follow describe the. ERIC system costs adcording to breakdowns by

participant (Section 7.1), product or service (Section 7.2), and function

(Section 7.3). These sections highlight the generil results of the cost data

collection and suggest areas for further exploration. More detailed cost data

are available for such analyses in the King Research files.

7.1 ERCSstety3PartictEEIt Costs

The general categories of ERIC System participants covered in this

study were document providers (authors), ERIC and its component organizations,

access points, and users. Costs associated with each are shown in Table 7.1 and

Figure 7,2.
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Table 7.1. ERIC System Costs by Participant (1979)
(Thousands of Dollars)

r
Participant Cost Percent

Document Providers' $ 23,500 15%

ERIC 7,284 5

Access Points 26,240 16

Users 102 345 64

TOTAL: $159,369 100%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981,

4
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Figure 7.2. ERIC System Costs by Participant

Document Providers

$23.5m

$102.3m

ERIC

$7.3m

Access Points

Users $26.2m

..)

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.

I
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IDocument provider costs are those associated with the authorship of

ERIC repots, of which there were nearly 17,000 in 1979. Costs shown

reflect an average of 100 professional and 40 support hours per reports, and

an estimat d professional salary of $12.00 per hour based on the observed

affiliatio s of ERIC'report authors. Like use costs, authorship costs are

generally bsorbed by the institution with which a particular author or reader

is affilia ed.

E IC costs total about $7.3 million, including those associated with

the Clearin houses, the Facility, EDRS, GPO, and Oryx Press. The total is

greater tha that expended by thc. NIE on ERIC in 1979 ($5.6 million) because

it includes costs incurred by the participants for which they are reimbursed .

through othe means, such as sales. One gross way of looking at ERIC expendi-

tures is as he stimulation of a system for distributing and us1,1513 educational'

information. In this sense, expenditures of $5.6 million stimulate an addi-

tional $130 illion of activity.

Acc

reflecting ac

support activ

'this total. is

providing comp

costs make up

ss point costs associated with ERIC total about $26 million,

uisition and distribution'of ERIC information and related user

ties in an estimated 3,269 U.S. access points.' Also included in

an estimated $2.0 million expended By data base processors in

ter searches of the ERIC data base. In total, the access point

6 percent of ERIC system expenditures.

User costs dominate the ERIC system total, accounting for nearly

two - thirds or ver $102 million. These costs reflect the investment which edu-

cational person el are willing to.make in acquiring information from the ERIC

products and se vices.

A tot

mated, including

Table 7.2. Time

is shown in the

Requestor Popula

annually is over

1 of about 6.3 million uses of the ERIC system has betnatti-

uses of the individual products and services as shown in

spent in reading or assimilating"each product, on the average,

econd coluln of the table. This was reported by users in the

ion Survey. Total time for all ERIC product or service uses

0.5 million hours. Also included in total user time spent on

1431
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Table 7.2. ERIC System Use Costs (1979)

Product or
Service

Number
of Annual

Uses

-

Assimilation
Time

Hourly
Salary
Cost

Cost
Per
Use*

Total Use Cost
(Thousands of
Dollars)

RIE 838,000 4.5 hours $8.42 $39.30 $32,908

CIJE 919,000 4.5 hours 8.31 38.80 35,644

Computer Search 198,000 3.5 hours 11.80 , 45.20 8,941

Documents - requests 785,000 2.5 hours 11.70 31.70 ° 24,852

- retrievals 4,344,000 .5 hours 11.70 5.70 24,'852.

SOURCE: Kin Research. Inc. . ERIC Cost and Usage Study. Cost Analysis. 1981.

*Includes costs of user acquisitidii of documents, photocopying of documents,
and identification of all prOduets.and servicesas well as reading time.
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an ERIC product would be user acquisition of documents, photocopying of docu-

ments, and time spent identifying and accessing all products and services.

These additional factors have been incorporated in estimates of user cost

. shown in the last two columns of Table 7.2.

The final factor in estimating user costs is the hourly salary

cost. This was estimated from the Requestor Population Survey, in which annual

salaries were indicated. Average salaries derived (assuming 1500 working hours

per year) range from $8.31 per hour for RIE users to $11.80 for computer search

users. One source of variation in average salaries was the proportion of users

who had no income or incomes under $5,000;'these groups accounted for 47 per-
.

cent of RIE users, 30 percentiof CIJE users, 17 percent of document users and

only 14 percent of computer search users.

The usage times and costs shown for RIE and computer searches versus

documents allow a comparison of time spent identifying material versus time

spent using the same material. About 3.8 million hours plus some portion of the

.7 million hours spent on computer searches involved the identification of ERIC

/ reports. The level of use of ERIC'documents identified was about 2-.0 million.

hours. This underscores the amount of time required by the Often underestimated

function of. material identification.

.

One consideration in the analysis'of ERIC system costs is the-dis-

tinction between Federal and non-Federal expenditures. As has been pointed out,

$5.6.million of the ERIC costs given are expended by NIE. Other Federal

expenditures come through support of document providers, access points, and

users. From an analysis of RIE authors, about 20 percent appear to be Federally-

funded, adding about $4.7 million to the Federal expenditure for a total of

$10.3 million.

It
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'7.2 ERIC b.stem Product and Service Costs

ERIC System PrOduct and Service Costs are shownin Table 7.3 and

Frgure 7.3. As indicated, costs associated with RIE and CIJE are approximately

equal and, in total, about five times as great as computer search costs. Costs

associated with ERIC docyments make up over 40 percent of all ERIC system costs.

The components of each product or service-related total may be con-

sidered at several levels of detail depending on the type of analysis being

performed. A basic breakdown is to consider product and service costs associ-

ated with each participant, as is done in Table 7.4. Herewe are reminded that

the higher cost associated with documents is due primarily to authorship costs,

and also to higher costs within the access points. ERIC costs are greatest

for documents ($3.7 million). User costs are greatest for CIJE use ($35.6 mil-

lion), and least ($8.9 million) for documents. Comparing access point and user

costs, we see greater time spent by access points on user.support and other

aspects of storage and distribution for documents, while this product category

is associated with the smallest use expenditures. There is a suggestion that

as access costs decrease, user costs increase.

Another point of view is to compare all generation and distribution

costs for the four products and service categories with use costs. This is done

on a per-use basis in Table 7.5. Here we see use costs higher than generation

and distribution costs for the three secondary products, s bstantially higher

for RIE and CIJE. For documents,-average generation stributiou costs of

$9.50 exceed average use costs of $5.70. Overall unit cost for the four prod-

uct/service categories are $15.20 for documents, $42.50 for CUE, $46.50 for

RIE, and $78.00 for computer searches.

Considering the unit costs for the three secondary%products, computer

search costs are, on the surface, quite high. This leads to two further areas

of exploration -- the first involving further definition of a use, and the

second involving a finer breakdown of the component -costs.

From the Requestor Population Survey, information was obtained on the

.number of citations identified and the number of Citations identified and expec-

ted to be relevant for each type of use of a secondary-product/service. Looking
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as

Table 7.3. ERIC System Costs by Product or Service (1979)
(Thousands of Dollars)

Product or Service Cost Percent

RTE $ 38,791 24%

CUE 39,090 25

Computer Search 15,441 10

Documents 66,047 41

TOTAL $159,369 100%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.
4



Figure 7.3. ERIC System Costs by Product and Service

Documents

$66m
RIE

$38.8m

Computer
Search .

$15,4m

CIJE

$39.1m

4-

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.
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Table 7.4. ERIC System Costs by Product or Service
and Participant (1979)
(Thousands'of Dollars)

Product or Service
Document

Providers ERIC

Participant

Total
Access
Points Users

RIE

CIJE

Computer search

Documents

TOTAL

111.,

111.,

.1AM

23,500

23,500

2,132

733

762

3,657

7,284

3,751

2,713

5,738

.14,038

26,240

32,908

35,644

8,941-

24,852

102,345

38,791

39,090

15,441

66,047

159,369

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost
Analysis, 1981.
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Table 7.5. Unit Costs of ERIC System Products and Sen-Ices (1979)

Product or Service

RIE

CIJE

Computer Search

Documents

Unit Costs

Number , Generation
of Uses and Distribution Use Total,

838,000

919,000

198,000

4,344,000

$ 7.00

3.70

32.80

9.50

$39.30 $46.30'

38.80

45.20

5.70

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost
Analysis, 1981.

42.50

78.00

15.20
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at these, we find that the average number, of relevant citations identified in a

computer search wan 22.8, while 7.2 relevant citations were identified in the

average manual CUE search and 8.6 in the average manual R1E search. Both the

user times and the totAl costa.given.previously may now be related to the time

and cost per relevant citation, as shown in Table 7.6.

The data of this table provide'a sharp contrast and a quite different

result from the previous anaiysis. RIE and CIJE are still comparable in terms

of cost and time, but computer searching involves about one-third the user time

and considerably lower costs per relevant citation: These findings begin to

suggest the complexity of the comparison.hetween manual and computer searches,

and reflect in the 4ggiegate data which can be used to model the comparison

under differing conditions.

Further comparisons can be made by looking at the specific component

' costs included in the .totals for RIE, CIUE and computer searching. A breakdown

for each key function and participant, is given in Table 7.7 and described below.

Generation 'costs involve the development of secondary information

about educational materials by the Clearinghouses, the ERIC Facility, and Oryx

Press, As indicated earlier, these costs were developed for the RIE and C1JE

databases and then allocated in part to computer searching on the basis of

relative use of the different forms. A computer search was assumed to,include

both RIE and CUE files, so that the unit cost is approximately the sum of -the

two separate data ha.,e. costs. There are some generation costs uniquely associ-

ated with computer searching, so that this unit cost is in fact slightly larger'.

Reproduction and distribution costs include costs incurred by Oryx

Press, GPO and the data'base processors vho provide ERIC tapes forsearching.

RIE and CUE costs cover reproduction and distribution of both monthly, semi-

annual, and annual indexei (RIE-only). Database processor costs are estimated

for the approximat-^ly.22 batch services and six online services in the U.S. that

provide access to the ERIC tapes. ,Troduction and distribution costs, as

might be' expected, are significantly higher for online searching--than for the
, -

manually searched indexes. CIJE reproduction and distribution costs are lower

than those of RIE primaril... because of a lower number of subscriptions; CUE

unit Casts are lower because even with lover subscriptions the number of uses

is about the same.
5.
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Table: ;7.f,. RIE, CUJE and Computer Search
Unit Times and Costs (1979)

Product/Service

Average Use
Time1

(Hours)

Average Cost
Per Use2

(Dollars)

Average Number
of Relevant

Citations

Use Time
Per Relevant

Citations

(Minutes)

Cost
Per Relevant
Citations
(Dollars)

RIE

CIJE

Computer Search

4.5

4.5

3.5

$46.30

$42.50

$78.00

8.6

7.2

22.8

31

.38

9

IS5.40

$5.90

0.40

SOURCE: King Research Inc., ERIC Cost and U ge Study Cost Analysis, 1981.

1
Includes time spent by users. Excludes time spent by access-points and other

2system participants.
Includes costs.incurred by users as well as other system participants.
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Comparison of ERIC System.RIE, CUE, and Computer Search Costs (1979)

Search
Cost Per

Use
(Dollars)

Cost P :1 cement N.

(Funccfon and
Partielpant)

Cost
(Thousands '

of %liars)

Cost Per
Use

(Dollars)

C 1.1 E

Cost
(Thousands
of Dollars)

Cost Per
Use

(Dollars) ,

Computer
Cost

(Thousands
of Dollars)

cenuration:
ERIC $1,070 $1.28 $430 $.47 $362 $1.83

Roproduction and Dts trihution:
ERIC 245 124
Acce!;s Points L027

245 .29 124 .13 2,027 10.24

Arquisitioa and Processing:
ERIC 277 1 69

Access Points 59 29

336 .40 30 ..03 69 .35

User Support:
ERIC 540 178 331

Access Points 3 692 2,685 3,712
4,232 5.05 2,863 3.12 4,042 20.41

Identification and Access:
Users 1,173 1.40 1,268 1.38 777 3.92

Assimilation:
Users 31,735 37.87 34,375 37.40 8,164 41.23

TOTAL. $38,791 $46.30 $39,090 $42.50 $15,441 $78.00

Relevant Citations per Use 8.6 1.2 22.8

Cost per Relevant Citation $5.40 I $5.90 $3.40

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Sest Analysis, 1981.
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Acquisition and processibg coats can be divided into two segments,

the first concerned with the-acquisition of reports and journal articles for

processing and the second including acquisition of RIE and CIJE for use. These

involve the Clearinghouses, the ERIC Facility and the access points. Acquisi-

tion and processing costs for generation dominate, making up about 80 percent

of the total $435,000 for the three products/services. Acquisition and proces-

sing costs are higher for RIE reports than for CIJE journal articles; again,

portions of both are allocated to the cost of computer searches.

User support costs include tosts incurred at those service points

'having direct contact with end users, and were estimated from the Access Point

Screener Survey. The ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility provide user support as

well as the other academic and' nonacademic access points descrr)ed earlier.

Generally, support time per use is highest for computer searching and slightly

higher for RIE than for CIJE.

Identification and access costs are an estimate of the time required

for the user to-locate and get to the product/service involved. This was estima-

ted by us to ben minutes for RIE and CIJE and 20 minutes for computer searching

In much of the analysis of the cost of use, identification and access costs are

combined with those for the next function, that of assimilation. For a primary

information product, assimilation time might be thought of as reading time; for

a secondary product, the definition given users conveys the dual tasks of

searching the indexes and reviewing search,output. As indicated. earlier, these

costs are greater for computer searching on a per use basis and less on a per

relevant citation basis.

C
An analysis such as that above aids in exploring differences in the

costs associated with RIE, CIJE and computet search usage- Additional detail,

to the activity level, is available for further analyses. This includes the

breakdown of individual ERIC participant costs -- those of the Clearinghouses,

the Facility, EDRS, GPO andOryx Press. Breakdowns such as these, especially

on the functional level, may be used in addressing ERIC..management issues.

1
This ti=e was in addition to the time spent on "reading, examining, searching,
or cansylting" ERIC products or services which was reported in the Requestor

Po?t:lation Survey.
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\To complete the picture of ERIC costs at the more detailed evel,

Table 7.8 gives document-related costs by function and participant. i'er use

costs for each function are also shown. The total cost for ERIC documents is

about $66 million, which Includes costs associated with both ERIC repOrta and

other publications generated by the Clearinghouses and access points.

................

Document generation costs arc incurred by document providers, ERIC

and access points. The cost of authorship, including professional and support

time, is estimated at $1,400 per report. ERIC and access point costs are

those associated with the development of other documents, including bibliog-

raphies, information analysis products, user guides, directories, and so on.

Reproduction and distribution costs for documents are dominated by

EDRS costs but also include Clearinghouse, Facility and access point costs for

other documents. Also included in reproduction and distribution costs are the

cost of on-demand fiche to paper and fiche to fiche copying at the access points.

Included in acquisition and processing costs for documents are costs

associated with the initial acquisition of documents by the Clearinghouses and

the Facility and costs associated with acquisition and processing of documents

for purposes of use by the Clearinghouses, access points, and individual users.

More than 13 million fiche copies and over 40 thousand paper copies of documents

were distributed in l979.1

User support costs cover time spent by access point staffs in respon-

ding to requests for information. This includes those components of ERIC which

provide direct services to users and other academic and nonacademic access

points.

The final two functional categoriestare identification and access and

assimilation. These are performed by users, and are dominated by an estimated

average reading time of one-half hour per document retrieved.

Unit costs for each function are shown, totalling $15.20 per reading.

Over 75 percent of the costs are for authorship and reading. Reproduction and,

distribution costs are quite low.on a per use basis,,primarily because document

lAn additional 4 million fiche copies are distributed annually to fill in back
collections.
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Table .8. ERIC System Documdnt-Related Costs (1979)

Cost Eleme t Cost Cost Per Retrieval
(Function and Part cipant) (Thousands of Dollars) (Dollars)

Generation:
Document Providers
ERIC
Access Points

Reproduction and Distr
ERIC
Access Points

bution:

Acquisition and Process ng;
ERIC
Access Points
Users

User'Support:
ERIC
Access Points

\
Identification and Access!;
Users

Assimilation:
Users

TOTAL

kpOURCE:

\

1

King Research, InC., pIC

\

$23,5Q0
521

2,849
26,870

2,358
440

2,798

. 342.

5,502
351

6,195

436
5 247--2.
5,683

1,531

22,970

$66,047

Cost and Usage Study,

156

$6.19

.64

'1.43

1.31

.35

5.29

$15.20

Cost Analysis, 1981.
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reproduction and distribution is dominated by relatively low cost microfiche

copies. The role of libraries and othei access points is reflected in user

support costs.

. As indicated previously, document costs cover both ERIC reports and

other publications generated by the Clearinghouses an,1 access points: Addi-

tional analysis by type of document would be desirable.

7.3 ERIC System Functional Costs

The third major breakdown of ERIC system costs utilized in this

study was by function, with six broad functions identified*

Generation

Reproduction and Distribution

Acquisition and Processing

User Support

Identification and Access

Assimilation

The functional breakdown is provided to facilitate comparisons across

ERIC products and services and between ERIC products and services and other

comparable ones. Total ERIC system costs by function are shown in Table 7.9

and Figure 7.4.

The overall functional breakdown reflects again the large propOrtion

oCcosts associated with use Of ERIC products and services. The functional

breakdown.is perhaps most useful when combined with the product/service break

down as shown in Table 7.10. Here we can compare the relative' effort devoted

to each function for each product or service and the relative level of effort

among products and services under each function. Comfaring RIE and CIJE costs,

for example, we see the greater costs associated with RIE in all of the

production and distribution functions. More costs are associated with RIE-

related user support as well, but identification and assimilation costs are

higher for'CIJE.
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Table 7.9. ERIC System Copts by Function (1979)

(Thotiands of Dollars)

Function Cnnt.

Generation $28,732

Reproduction and Distribution 5,194
4
:
A

Acquisition and Processing

- for generation 481

- for use 5,949

- subtotal 6,630

User Support 16,820

Identification and Access 4,749

Assimilation

TOTAL

Percent.

18%

3

4

11

3

97,244'
t

61

$159,369 100%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.
.

I
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Figure 7.4. ERIC System Costs by Function

Generation
$28.7m

Reproduction and
Distribution

$5.2rn

Acquisition and
Processing

$6.6m

User Support
$16.8m

Assimilation
$97.2m Identification

and Access
$4.7m

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.



fable 7.10. ERIC System Costs by Funcition and Product or Service .(1979)

(Thousands of Dollars)

Product or Service

Function
RIE CIJE

Computer
, Search Document Total

Generation 1,070 430 362 26,870 28,732

Reproduction and
Distribution 245 . 124 2,027 * 2,798 5,194

Acquisition and
Processing
-for generation 275 - 65 340 680
-for use 61 30 4 5,855 5,950
-subtotal 336 . 30 69 6,195 6,630

User Support 4,232 2,863 4,04 5,683 16,820

Identification
and Access 1,173 1,268 777 1,531 4,749

Assimilation 31,735 34,375 8,164 22,970 97,244

TOTAL $38,791, $39,090 $15,441 $66,047 $159,369

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.
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A function' to be explored in more depth in tracing communication

channels for ERIC products and services is user support., Data on user support

costs for access points come from the access point screener survey in which they

were.asked to give hourly rates of personnel and hours per month devoted to

user support: Specifications were given for,user support activities for each

product or service following the general definition of user support as time

spent by access point staff in responding to requests for information which

resulted in the use of one or more ERIC products or services to satisfy the

information requests.

User Support activities.for RIE and CIJE at the access points were

described as including:

o negotiating requests which result in the consulting of RIE or

CIJE by requestors or access point staff,

o consulting, examining, or searching RIE or CIJE,

o showing people how to.use RIE or CIJE,

o copying and/or distributing pages of RIE or CIJE in response

to requests for information.

Excluded from RIE and CIJE User Support activities were formal orientation or

training programs given,by access point staff which covered ERIC.

Included'under User Support for ERIC database searching were the

following:

o negotiating requests which result in searches of the ERIC

bibliographic database,

o constructing search statements,

o interacting with or operating the computer system,

o reviewing or screening the search output.

Excluded from User Suppore for ERIC database searching were:

o time devoted to searches which do not include the ERIC database,

o. formal orientation or training programs which cover ERIC,

o obtaining, copying, or distributing documents retrieved through

the. ERIC search.
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User Support for ERIC documents included the following:

o negotiating requests which'result in consulting, retrieving,

or copying ERIC documents,

o consulting, retrieving, or copying ERIC documents in response

to requests for information or documents,

o showing people how to consult, retrieve, or copy ERIC documents,

o distributing copies of ERIC documents in response to individual

orders or _requests.

ERIC document User Support excluded:

o formal orientation or training programs given by staff which

cover ERIC,

consulting or using ERIC's Resources in Education (RIE) or

ERIC's Current Index to.Jour als in EduCation (CUE),

o time spent preparing or distributing locally-produced documents,

newsletters, or bibliographies which normally donot receive

ERIC "ED" identification/numbers,

o time spent re- shelving ,or re-filing ERIC documents.

Information was obtained from the access points on categories of

personnel providing user support, salaries, and hours spent. These dates can

be viewed from a number of different perspectives to look at types of personnel'

involved in different activities and levels of activity indifferent categories

of access points as well as overall cost figures.

Access point user support cost data are shown for the four ERIC

products and services and the three types of access points in Table 7.11. .

This table does no include overhead of the access points and other user

support costs incurred by other system participants. Both total costs,

and average costs per Clearinghouse are indicated. From the table, we see

average costs ranging from $794 for RIE support in academic access points to

$5,842 for computer search support in other access points. By type of access

point, the average support costs are highest for RIE in ERIC Clearinghouses

and the Facility;,for documents in academic access points, and for searches in

other access points. Overall, taking into account average costs and the number

of access points, user support costs are greatest in acadenfc access points.
s
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Table 7.11. Average Annual User Support Labor Costs by ERIC. Category
and Type of Access Point

ERIC
Category

Type of Access Point
ERIC

Clearing-
houses 6
Faciltty

Academic
Access
Points

Other
Access
Points

All
Access
Points

RIE

Total Annual User Support

Number of Access Points

Average Annual User Support

'CIJE

$96.202 $1,242,658 $1,042,003 42,380,863

17 1,566 1,125 2,708

$ 5,659 $ 794 $ 926 $ 879

Total Annual USer Support $32,277

Number of Access Points 17

Average Annual User Support $ i,899

$1,176,947

943

$ 1,248,"

MM.mWPWWIMMIMMWMID

!

4375-- $1,6i46,599

433 1,393

1,010 $ 4.182

ERIC Documents

Total Annual User Support

Number of Accels Points

Average Annual User Support

ERIC Computer Searches

Total Annual User Support

\ Number of ACcess\Points

Average Annual,Uspr Support

$67,933

17

$ 3,996

$2,691,295

783

$ 1,437

4

$ 585,635 $1,3444863

620 1,420'

945 $ . 2,356

$60,905

16

$ 3,807

'$1,175,504 $1,185,893

512 203

$ 2,296 $' .5,842'

$2,422002

731

3,314

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener

1,

Survey;.198i.
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SECTION 8

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RBEARCH AND ANAMIS

The data presented in this report have been of a primarily des-

criptive nature. There area cubstantial number of additional analyses which

might be conducted using these data. In addition, these data have suggested

further research projects which might be conducted in the future. Some of

the most significant of these are described below.

The Relationship Between Print and Computerised Information Services

RIE and CIJE provide printed OCCC3.9 to ERIC bibliographic data at

more than twice as many ERIC access points as provide online ERIC searching.

Yet many of the ERIC access. points which provide online access to ERIC also

subscribe to RIE and CIJE.. This suggests the hypothesis that online searching

is not a perfect one-for-one repladiement for printed bibliographic access.

Yet, overall, online searching. of databases in general is increasing faster

than subscriptions to printed abstracting and indexing publications. And some

publishers are afraid that the expansion of online searching threatens their

printed subscription base.

The Aeess Polnt-creener Survey database contains data on both

online searching and RIE /CIJE usage volume, as well as user support cost data.

Further analyses of. these data would allow the direct comparison of relative

costs of online vs. manual searching. Such an analysis would be useful both

for ERIC as well as providers of online and printed bibliographic products in

general.

The Relation'ship Between Search Output and User Satisfaction

Part of the sample for the Requestor Population Survey consisted of

requesters -.:ho had received online ERIC searches. As part of their responses,

Rtqluestors estimated the number ofIdocuments they ident.ified as well as the



proportion of those retrieved which were relevant to the topic or title of

their request. These data provide an opportunity to Investigate the rela-

tionship between the composition of online search output ag well ng user

satisfaction. Such an analysis would be significant hecause it would provide

an opportunity to ;Investigate the d evelopment of online, searching performance

.measares.

Linking of'Data for the Access Point Screener Survey, ACCC;IR Point
Primary survey, and Requestor Population Survey

These three surveys' data currently reside in three separate corn,-

puterized files. All'the.identification numbers for individualrecords, how-

ever, incorporate the same set of access. point identification numbers, so it

is possible, for example, to link requesters from a particular access point

with the entire Access'Point Screener questionnaire. This provides the .scans

toaddress.the following types of questions:

That is the relationship between the number and types of_-

information products provided by an access point to the

number and type of products used by its users?

Is it ;ossible to subdivide requestor types by the geographic

region'in which the access points are located?

1

Is there a relationship between access'points' funding sources

and the type of req-,iestors served?

Alternative methods for't9mbining the files might be addressed, such

as generating a single multi-dimensional database versus a'single file (for

example, using standart! database management system software) composed only of

a subset of responses from separate files.

C-!=nuterization c Cost `:ode!s

The cost analyses presented earlier in this report nrbsed on man-

ual. calcelations Involving means and totals ....fnerated from the :-tudy's various
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data soutces. We made, an initial attempt to computerize the calculation of

access point cot related.co Resources in.Education (RIE). A computerization

of this cost analysis offered substantial flexibility in simulating costs for

various usage levclt and access. point characteristics.
,

leP*#

We abandoned these-attempts when it became clear ,that the effort

required to develop this computerized cost model wouldbe too extensive given

the fact that the database had been developed using SPSS with survey analysis,

rather than cost simulation, in mind. Appendix F describes the initial docu

mentation of this cost model.
t

Nevertheless, it is feaSible, with appropriate programming resources,

to develop and refine such models so that different levels and types of ERIC

access-point costs could be simulated. Such models would be useful planning

and evaluation tools, and with appropriate refinement, might be useful as

management tools.

Use of ERIC for physical Access by Administators, Academics, and-
Consultants

According to the Education Population Survey results, educational

Administrators, Academics, and Consultants_ are more likely to use ERIC organi-

zations for physical access to ERIC than are educational Practitioners. Why

is this? Is it because it is to these populations to which ERIC has tradi-

tionally directed its publicity or marketing efforts? Or is it because ERIC

is perceived as having stronger professional links with Administrators,

Academics, and Consultants than with Practitioners?

Comparison of the Time Spent Jsing Bibliographic Inforiation with
Time Spent 'using Documents Identified from the Bibliographic.Infor-

. mation .g.

.a.

The provision of bibliographic information to users has associated

vir.h it a probability of increasing total information search time (because a
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search may reveal many documents whose existence had not .been expected) as

well as a probability of decreasing total information search time (because

irrelevant document citations can be scanned and rejected before an effort

is made to obtain their full text). Time spent uning search output is

included in the Requestor Population Survey as well as the number of docu-

MenEs identified and the number of documents determined to be relevant. One

possible analysis would be to relate the time spent reading or examining the

search with the number of documentS identified or obtained, possibly sub-

dividing by the purpose for which the information is-dought and by relative

'satisfaction.

Development of "Value" Indicators for Information Systems

In economic theory, the willingness of people to pay for good's is

sometimes used as a surrogate measure for estimating the value of those goods

in the economy.-.Usually this approach cannot be used in estimating the value

of information- services provided by public institutions since users seldom

pay out of their-own pockets for the information. services thus obtained; this

is supported by the results of the Requestor Population Survey. However; it

is possible to use time spent _reading as a surrogate for a lower bound estimate:

of value, as has ,beeri done in our analysis of date from the Requestor Popula-

tionSurvey. Numerous additional analysis opportunities exist for looking at

these data, including:

The relationship between time spent using an-information

product or service and the users' satisfaction with that

product.

The dependence of time spent upoi'ther.purpose for which informa-

tion is soueht, holding various other variables consiant, such

as requestor income and typr of product or service used.
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`Assess the feasibility of merging remote access to ERIC documents

with emerging electronic library networks

Computer systems such as OCLC were originally developed to provide

remote invit, modification, and access to shared library cataloging records.

such systems are now used by network members to transmit interlibrary loan

requests for books and journals. To what extent might'such systems already

be used for transmitting interlibrary requests for ERIC documents? And to

what extent is it.feasible to increase the use of such systems in the

future for remote ordering of ERIC documents in microfiche and papercopy?

Additional analysis of Requestor Population Survey

The analysis of the Requestor Population Survey presented here has

been primarily descriptive in nature. A significant number of additional)

analytes are possible, such as:

1. The analysis presented here has been done in terms of requests,

not requestors. Throu3h analysis of data on iltiple uses

of ERICand the reported times the sampled ERIC product or

service had been used in the past, it should be possible

to make an estimate of the number of and type of requestors

who use ERIC during the year'.

2. The profile of ERIC requestors given here is baked primarily

on classification by the two main variables used in the study:

type'of ERIC product or service,andotype of access point..*

It will also be possible.to investigate the relationship, say,

between type of employer and type of information sought in
a '-

order t6 gener to a more detailed picture'of ERIC requests..

1 .

For :-..ample, re people outside the academic comiluRity more
. ,

likely to ,eek information of a mare practical or applied nature

than those inside the academic community? And it so, how is

this "interaction effect" related to 'overall satisfaction with
0.

their use of ERIC?
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3. Satisfaction and ndividual evaluative attributes are

mea:lured in the R questor questionnaire on an ordinal

1-5 scald,, and the data provided here from these scales

is displayed in to s of percents. More sophisticated

analysis of-these. ariables, either by themselves or linked

with variables sue as intended use, would help deicribe

ERIC's user population and might prdvide ERIC with information

. - useful to product d sign and product planning.

The Value of Biblio ra c Publications and Services

Data obtained in this st dy allow the tracing of the chain from

use of a bibliographic product/serice to use of primary information.

These data could be analyzed to e lore the value of secondary products and

services. Other means of identifying educational information also

be studied. Of particular interest is the time required to identify

educational information via various channels, compared with characteristics

of the results such as exhaustivity, timeliness, pertinahce and so on.

Management_ Analysis

This study involved deiivation of unit cost data for a large

number of operations per-ermed by
4

components of ERIC--that is, the Clear-
,

inghouses, the FacilLty, EARS, GPO and Oryx Press. These data provide

a basis for comparing ERIC with other similar operations, and for assessing

cost effectiveness. Some information was also obtained which would allow

comparison among Clearinghouses for in-depth analysis of different activities.

While this study as concentrated on 'developing estimates of overall "system"

costs, these more discrete cost data (maintained by King Research in

manual files) would help answer many more specitic internal management

qbestions which :CIE and ERIC may generate. For example, we have not related

costs occurring at individual access points the amount of usage occurring

at.these indi4i'lA1 access points; generating such data and displaying it

in terms of a distribution of unit costs (instead of in'terms of average costs,

as presented in this report), would hell) ERIC to place its provision of

services in the context-of the entire spectrum of ERIC service providers.

0
1/4
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ERIC Referral and Other Services

Because of the attention placed in this report to RIE, CIJE, ERIC

documents, and ERIC searches, we have not analyzed some elements which are

associated with more highly specialized informatiOn providers. Such data

include:

ERIC Referral Services.,

ERIC-based peblications

income generated from sale of services

1

These data are available in the Access Point Screener Survey database

for further analysis.

How does ERIC coipare with other information systems?

Both in terms of cost and usage, this study has concentrated on

ERIC. Yet ERIC does not operate in isolation, even in the field of education.

liany'other non-ERIC information products and services exist. To what

extent does ERIC differ from other information products and services in

terms of attributes' such as image, quality, ease of access, practicality,

.etc.? On one level, this is a typical "market research" problem, since_

knowing how ERIC is perceived will help in making decisions such as how to

distribute it, how to train people to use it, etc..

On a deeper level, however, there is the question of the extent

to which users need to understand the degree to which ERIC is in interacting

"family" of related products and services. Some of the promotional

brochures describing ERIC have presented 'a schematic diagram' which outlines

the flow of documents and abstracting and indexing data through the system.

Has this helped potential users understat..! the intricacies of the system? And

if so; has this understanding led to an increased satisfaction with ERIC's

output? 4°



Possibly the best way to answer these types of questions is to

conduct research among educators and other potential users: to measure not

just the frequency with which ERIC and non-ERIC information sources are

used but also the reasons for using these different information sources,

-and how they compare in'terms of a variety of quantitative and non-quantita-

tive attributes. Such a research study should focus not on information usage

per se but upon problem-solving or decision- making situations which involve,

information as one of the resources used during problem-solving or decision-

making.

-

Product Design Analysis

Two questions in the Requestor Population Survey are particularly

appropriate for aiding in the deftaopment of new ERIC products or services.

One is the question concerning what other non -ERIC information products

or services were used. The otter is the question of which other ERIC

products or services were used. It may be possible to develop a "profile"

of ERIC requests, somewhat along the lines of the "overlap" analysis of

the Access Point Screener Survey data in which we estimated how many access

points had RIE only, how many had RIE and CIJE, how many had RIE and documents,

and so on. We would then take these requests, subdivided by the combinations

of various products and services used, and examine the.. differences among

the individual requestors generating the different types of requests.

These differences might be in terms, for example, of the purpose for which

information is sought, or, the differences might be'explained in terms of

demographic characteristics, such as employer type or job function.

The underlying goal of this analysis would be to identify patterns

describing Or explaining the different combinations of ERIC prOducts or

services used. Of particular interest would be the identification of

,characteristics of requestors of various combinations of primary and secondary

information products, since succeeding generations Of information tchnology

. may provide for the efficient storage and retrieval of full -text documents.

Ana:yzing the Requestor Population Survey results would help to.identify the

markets to which future information products or services might be addressed.

-48,7
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Investigilte the sequential nature of ERIC usage

We have shownthat ERIC products and services are often used in

combination with each other, e.g., RIE and CIJE, RIE with documents, etc.

One question which arises concerns the sequence in which ERIC and non-ERIC

information sources are used. Traditional thinking and user training
.

suggests, a secondary product-primary product sequence.' But since ERICT
.

coversdboth "open" literature as well as its own report literature, the
. .

sequence may actually be more complex than originally presumed.

$

Further analysis of the distribution patterns of ERIC documents

. 1

,This study has shown that the bulk of "on-demand" access to,-ERIC

microfiche and papercopy documents occurs via ERIC Access points. This

appears,to justify the very early ERIC decision to decentralize ERIC

documents access through the mechanism of Standing Order Customers and localr
docuthents collections. We have not, however, performed a substantial

analysis of the degree to which (a) ERIC seeps points ordetheir documents

from non-EDRS sources, and (b) the degree to which ERIC access points serve

"non-local" users. It may be possible, with further mriork, to classify
.

access points in terms of their provision of service to local and non-local

users; such an analysis would help to gain more insight into the structure
: .

of the ERIC access point "system," especially as it relates to the question

of.the interaction betWeen local service providers (such as, for example,

school districts) and intermediate service providers (e.g., state dissemination
. .

agencies). ..
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APPENDIX A
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COST DATA COLLECTION
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Cost data collected for this project came from the various surveys

conducted and from other directed data collection efforts. Data were collected

within a general framework reflecting participants, products and services, and

functions involved. Generally, data collection was done at a fairly detailed

'level with analysis and presentation of results at dmore aggregated.level.

The level of aggregation was.chosen to be respo sive both to the overall goals

of the study and needs of system participants to otect sensitive cost data.

In order to identify cost datato he collected by this.study,'all of

the activities performed by system participants were considered. Each activity

was then classified by function and by product or service involved. As an

activity was considered, related evaluation measures were also identified.

Figure A.1 contains a list of activities performed in the ERIC system, with

participant, function,, product/service category, and potential measures indi-

cated. Detailed definitions of the labor and non-labor cost factors associated

with each activity were also developed.

Figure A.1 is arranged by participant, since this is the easiest way

to be exhaustive in a functional analysis of the system. For the most part,

cost data were also collected on a participant basis. The various classifica-

tions of eath.activity in the Figure were then used to organize the data by

function, participant, and product and service.

Figure A.1 reflects the six functions used in costing:

Generation

Reproduction and Distribution

Acquisition and Processing

User Support

:dentification and-Access

?.ssi=ilation

A

:ransmisIsion, discussed earlier in the conceptual framework for this

study as :he basis for the ERIC system, is a part of each function and also

Serves as.:'ne _nterL'ace between functional activities. Together, the six system
-. .

Zunc:i:ns

-a--' --- 7a--

:rensmission describe all the activities carried out b's the

:-,_:its crea:ing, processint, and using ZRIC products Ind se'rvices,
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fart iripaflt

hoeumont Providers

Clearinghounes

Fite 1 i ty

At't iv ty

Figure A. I'

Function Product/Service Gout Measures ________

Preparation of document

Subminsion of document

Acquinitions

Selection

RiE input
CIJE input
User services products

question answering
User workshops

Information analysis
papers

Extensive bibliogra-
phies

Clearinghouse manage-
ment

-Systems maintenance
and improvements

'Staff training -

Advisory Board

Publicity and public
relations

Special projects

Acquisition

Resumrq t

Geneint ion

Generation

Documents

Documents

Acquisition and All
Prbcessing

Acquisition and
Processing

Generation RIE; searches
Generation CiJE; searches
Generation, Re- Documents

production and
Distribution

Uscr Support
User Support

Generation, Re-
production and
Distribution

Generation, Re-
production and ,

, Distribution
Overhead

All

.0verhend

Overhead

Overhead
.11

User Support

Varies

Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distribution,

All
All

Documents

Documents

r.

All

Varies

Documents

RIE; CIJE;
searches

Cost/report
Cont/pnge
Cont/report

Cont/report

Coat /report

Cost/resume
Cost/resume
Cost/product

Cont/question
Cost/Workshop
Cost/attendee
Cost/IAP

Cost /bibliophy
CosthWerence
Cost/eopy
Cost/clearinghouse

Cost/cledringhouse

Cost/staff person
Cost/clearinghouse
Cost/board Member
cost /clearinghouse
Cost/cle!irin3house

Various

Cost/documeht

Cost/resume
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..' Partleipn;lit Activity Function Product/Service Coat Mex*nures

EDRS

epo

193 .

t

-I

...

Data to file

Tapes

Publications

I

Printing and duplica-
tion

Accessions to EDRS

Computer system main-
tenance

-Reference request pro-
cessing

Descriptor/source'code
'file maintenance

Data base user services
Special projects
Other support activi-

ties

PrepaVation of master
1

Reproduction and distri-
bution of standing
Order fiche ,.

Reproduction and distri-
bution-of on-demand
fiche

.

Reproduction and distri-
tillin of on-demand
hard copy .-,

Order processing

'Administration

Reproduction and distri-
bution of RIE' .

Order processing.

'Administration
__.

Reproduction and
Distribution.

Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and.
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distribution

User Support

Generation

User Support
Varies
Overhead

Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distribution

i

Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distribution

Overhead

Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distribution

Overhead

RIB; CIJE;
searches

RIB; CIJE;
searches

Documents

Documents

Documents

RIE; CIJE;
searches'

All

RIE;CIJE;
searches

Searches.
Varies

....

Documents

Documents
..\

Documents

Documents

Documents

RIE

RIE

Coot/resume

Coat /tape

Cost/record
Coot/document

Cost/document
Cost /copy

Cost/document

None

Cost/request'

Cost/item to file

None
Varioua
None

Cost/document
Cost/fiche
Cost/report copy
Cost/page copy

Cost/report copy
Cost/page copy

Cost/report copy
Cost/page copy

Cost/order
Cost/item ordered
None

Cost/subscription
Cost/page copy
Cost/order

None
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1.

Participant

Oryx Prens

Standing Order
Cnstnwrs

IE Subscribers

)17,.

195

V

Activity

Reproduction and distri-
bution of CIJE

Function

Reproduction and
Distribution

Product/Service

CIJE

Cost Measures

Cost/subscription
CostMage copy

Abstracting and indexing Generation CIJE; searches Cost/resume
Order processing Reproduction and CIJE Cost/order

Distribution
Administration Overhead RI* None 1 .

Ordering Acquisition and Documents CostiJrder

Processing

Check-fil and processing Acquisitiowand Documents Cost/SOC

Processing
Maintenance (raiing) Acquisition and Documents Cost/SOC

Processing Cost/use

User support User Support Documents Cost/user
Cost/use

Reproduction Reproduction and
nistribution

Documents Cost/copy

Storage Acquisition and Documents Cost/SOC
Processing

Promotion User Support Documents Cost/SOC

Administration Overhead Cost/SOC

Ordering , Acquisition and
Processing

,RIE Cost/subscriber-

Check-in and processing Acquisition and RIE Cost/subscriber

Processing
Maintenance Acquisition and RIE Cost/subscriber

Processing Cost/use

User support Cet-tSupport RIE Cost/user
Cost/use

Reproduction Reproduction and
iistribution

RIE Cost/copy

Storage Acquisition and RIE Cost/subscrper
Processing

Promotion User Support RIE Cost/subscr'ibar

Administration Overhead, Cost/subscriber

o .



Participant

CtiE Subscribers:

Activity_

Ordering

Check-in and processing

Maintenance

User support

Reproduction

Stdiage

Promotion.
Administration

Search Services User support
Searcher training
Promotion
Administration

EDRS Demand Custo-. Ordering
mere

Receipt, check-in and
processing .

Maintenance .

User support

Reproduntion

Storage
0

Promotion
Administration

Function'

Acquisition and
'Pioeessing

Acquisition and
Processing

Acquisition and
Processing

User Support

Product/Service Coat Measures

CIJE

CIJE

CIJE

CIJE

197

Reproductir and
Distribution

'Acquisition and
Processing

User Support
Overhead

User Support
User Support
User&Support
Overhead ,

Acquisition and
Processing

Acquisition and
Processing

Acquisition and
#rocessing

User Support

'Reproduction and
.Distribution
Acquisition and
Processing

User Support
Overhead

CIJE

CUE

CUE
al

Searches
Searches
Searches

Documents

Documents

Documents

Documents ,

Documents

Documents

Documents
_

"J

Cost/subscriber

Cost/subscriber

Coslaubscriber
Cost/use
Cost/user
.Cost/use

Cost/copy

Cost/subscriber

Cpst/bubscriber
Cost/subscriber

Cost/search
Cost/search
Cdst/search service
Cost/search service

Cost/order
Cost/document or ered
Cost /document

Cost/documen
Cost/use
Cost/user.
Cost/use
'Cost/copy

CoStMocument

Cost/institutiori
Cost/institution

198



.

rartIcipant',
-1- ---

Data Bmie Procescors

Activity

Tape acquisition
Pb

Function

s

Product/Service

9

Coat Measures

Tape processing'

System development

System maintenance

Database search

User stipport

Promotion ..
Administration, /

Processing of document
orders

Acquisition and storage
of:

documents

RIE

CIJE ,.,

Identification ofand
access to:

documents

ALE

CIJE

searches

,

Acquisition and
Prdceaaing

Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distkibution

Reproduction and
' Distribution
Reproduction and

Distribution
',User Support

-Searches

searches
- .

Searches

Searches
b

Searches

Searches

User Support
Overhead
Reproduction and

.

Distribution

Acquisition'and
'Storige

1

Acquisition and'
Storage

Acquisition and
Storage

Ideritificationand
Access .

Identification and
. Access
Identification
Access

Identification
Access

.

and

and

Searches .

(
Documents

Documents

RIE

CIJE

g

Documents

RIE

(.:JE

Searches

Cobt/tape.

Coat/tape ( .

Coat /processor

Cost/processor'

Cost /search
4 .

Coat /user

Coat/search

Coat/proceas?r
Coat/processor'
Coat/order

It

Coat/document

Coat/subscriber

Cost/subscriber

Coat/use

Cost/use

Cost/use

Coat/use

i

9



Participant

201,

i.

Activity Function

Assimilation of:

documents Assimilation
RILE Assimilation

CIJE Assimilation

searches Assimilation

Product/Service Cost Measures

Docuients Cost/use
RIE ) Cost/use - 4

Cost/accessed document

CLUE Cost/use
Cost/accessed'document

Searches . Cost/use
Cost/accessed document.

1

t.

;

,202
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Products and serviCes.onsidered are RIE, CUE, computer searches,

and doCuments. The latter includes ERIC reports and also bibliographies,

information analysis products and other publications produced by ERIC and

ERIC access poin'ts. -Reference service is not included directly as a. product/

service category but is considered as a user support activity associate4 with

each of the categories of documents, RIE, CIJE and searchcek.,

A

Participants indicated include document providers, all the groups

involved in processing ERIC products and services: a number of intermediariei,

and trers. Intermediaries included are standing order customers, EDRS demand

customers, RIE subscribers, CIJE subscribers, data base processors, and search

services. For the cost analysis these were treated as conceptually different

entities; in reality, of1\ cburse, there is significant overlap. The treatment

of costs in a particular,institution associated with more than one ERIC product

or service requires a means of allocating these costs. The allocation approach

taken for specific parti4pants is discussed under each participant below.

/Activities covered in Figure A.1 are at differing levels of

depending on the perceived importance of that activity in cost analysis and on

a knowledge of the available data. The major focus was on deriving general

results for analysis. Within the framework established, more detailed activi-

ties could be defined and todelle0 for various special purpose analyses.

Activities identified were generally clearly associated with one or

more funct'ions and one or more products/services; Perhaps the hardest distinc-

tions to make are in the area of searching, where activities of the data base

processor can either be considered as Acquisition and Processing of an existing

product, an.ERIC tape, or as Reproduction and Distribution' of a new product, a

searchable system. The latter philosophy was adopted in this case.

Tn the,area of user support, activities such as question answering,

reference, and promotion wereassumecl\to be associated with the four product/

- service categories. In practice the cistinction was not so clear, and was diffi-
.

cult-tc quantify. Some allocation of these costs were made on the basis of level

of use.

203
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A.1 Cost Data Collection Methods

A mix of methods was used to acquire the necessary cost data. In

the simplest case, data already existed in a suitable form; for example, some

Clearinghouse-related costs were taken directly from performance category

budget sheets. Data on these sheets also illustrate an added step required

for some data collection. This step is development of an allocation method,

or a way in which to differentiate, say, IAP'costs between the Generation and

the Retiroduction and Distribution functions: Allocation methods were some-
,

times,developed from a sample of cases or expressedin terms of relationship

to some known data item, such as volume of activity. In other cases, such as

allocatl.on.of overhead costs across various activities, the costs were spread
V

in proportion to other costs. I .

rt

In some cases, data items were not' identifiable for the whole uni

verse but came from a sample survey. Some'activity costs and many cost com-

ponents contributing to activity costs came from the surveys described else-

where in 'this report and other,surveys performed. The Access Point'Surveys

and Requestor Populaeion.Survey in particular provided invaluable data on

levels of various activities. On-site surveys of Clearinghouses,access

points, and data base processors were also performed.

Costs in several areas cams from models, either refinements of

models used in the past or newly developed models. .An example of this is the

modelling -of EDRS costs, with 'costs defined in terms of the volume of activity

and the processes used. Steps followed in mpdelling'include:

a. observation of the processes used,

b. collection of volume data,

c. development of a hypothetical model;
v.

d. validation 4 the model.

In this case, validation took the form of comparing model results with esti-

mated sales. Models were required to develop costs in a number of areas.

Data required and methods used in deVeloping data for each partici-

pant are summarized in the following section.



A.2 Cost Data Collection by Participant

Document Providers

Activity data required: Preparation of documents

Submission of documents

Other data required: Source of funds

Data sources: RIE analysis, Educational salary data

The contribution of document providers to the ERIC System is in the

authorship of reports. Activities performed involve only the Generation func-

tion and only ERIC-distributed reports, a subdivision of the product/service

ca,tegory of documents. The'major cost elements involved in the activities of

preparation and submission of documents are associated with the labor of

professional and support personnel in writing, typing, proofing, and so on.

Nonlabor costs, such as for paper, postage, and equipment,-can be considered

as part of institutional overhead, and will be included in the costs as such.

-Time spent by document providers as estimated at 100 hours plus

40 support hours per report, baseCon databout information analysis product

authors and scientific and technical report authors . To determine

author demographics and funding sources, a sample of RIE records was taken and

authors listed were coded by affiliation, sex, and funding source (federal or-

non-Federal). Results areshown in Table A.1.

Salary data for educators and researchers were taken from The Condi-

tion, of Education and Statistical Abstracts using the affiliation categories

shown in Table A.1. Annual salaries were converted to hourly, assuming a 1500

hour year for educators and a 2080 hour year for researchers. Salaries were

combined according to the proportions identified for report authors, with the

resulting average of S12 per hour. Support salaries .ere taken as S5 per hour,

:HI- a total par documerit cost of SI400.
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Table A.1. Distribution of Authors of RIE Documents i

\

.

Affiliation

.

Number Percent
Percent
Female

Percent
Federally
Funded

University 43 18 67 35

College
.

6 3 -- 17

Community College 3 1 .33 33

State level 24 10 46 -- ,

School district
(

8 3 50 ......

Clearinghouse 'or Federal agency 14 6 40 100

Other . 41 17 27 ,29

Not indicated 96 41 39 5

Total 235 100% 36% 20%

SOURCE: RIE Author Analysis, King Research, Inc.

)

,1
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Clearinghouses

Activity data required: Acquisitions
Selection
RIE input
CUE input
User servicca/products
Question answering
User workshOps
Information analysis papers
Extensive bibliographies
ClearinghOuse management
Systems maintenance and improvement
Staff training
Advisory board
Publicity and public relations
Special projects

Other data required: Sources of funds
Basis for allocations

Data sources: Performance Category Budget Sheets
Clearinghouse visits
Access Point Survey

Clearinghouse activities involve all of the ERIC products/services

and the Generation, Reproduction and Distribution, Acquisition and Processing,

and User Support functions. They thus perform as formal components of the

ERIC system itself as well as access points. The main sources of data on

Clearinghouse costs were Performance Category Budget sheets, VIE consolidated

0,earinghouse data, Access Point Screener responses, and on-site visits with
o

four Clearinghouses. The four Clearinghouses visited included the Clearing-

house on Reading and Communicttior. Skills, the Clearinghouse on Elementary'and

Secondary Education, the Clearinghouse on Information Resources, and the

Clearinghouse on Urban Information.

Performance,Category Budget sheets give actual and proposed costs

._\,
the activity categories indicated. When one of these activities involved

a single function and a single product/service, the associated cost was used

directly. Otherwise, an allocation method was determined. Several Clearinghouse

azti:it es (user,service products, information analysis papers, and extensive.

bibliographies) involve both the Generation and the Reproduction and Distribution

A-12
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-
' functions. A breakdown of these activity costs by function was obtained from

the Clearinghouse. The secondallocation problem Concerns RIE and CIJE input,

and the way in which these costs.are allocated between RIE and CIJE and

searches of the ERIC data base . This was the basis of relative use of the two

means of access to'the secondary information, with each computer search

assumed to involve both RIE and CI3E records.

A number of Clearinghouse activities (management, systems maintenance

and improvements, staff, training, and advisory board) relate somewhat generally

to all functions performed and all prOductsiservices involved. These were

considered as overhead items, to be allocated to particular functions and

products/services in proportion to other cost assignments. Promotional activi-

ties of the Clearinghouses were similarly treated. As appropriate, special

product activities were treated as an overhead, excluded from analysis, and /of

assigned to specific function and product/service groups.

Three of four Clearinghouses visited supplied sufficient data on

labor, direct costs, and overhead (indirect costs) to determine a percentage

distribution of total line item costs (i.e. RIE input, CI3E input, etc.) in

labor, direct, and indirect categories. These percentages were applied to the

Clearinghouse total. Administrative costs are the summation of PCB line

items for Clearinghouse management, advisory board, systems maintenance, public

relations and staff training.

The second step was to allocate the line items to the designated

functions; Generation, Acquisition and Processing -for generation, Acquisition

and Processing Tor use, User Support and Administrative. The relationship

between PCB line items and ERIC functions is shown in Figure.A.4.
J

4

The data base building activities,acquisition and selection include

costs incurred in tYJ receipt (both solicited and unsoliciti, review, and

selection of documents. Distribution of these costs is across RIE, documents,

and searching; with one-half to acquisition and processing for generation of

documents, and the remaining half distributed between RIE and searching

according to use.

A-1208
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Figure A.2. Relationskip between Clearinghouse-PCB Items and ERIC Functions

PCB Line Item
\

AcquisiU4s - RIE

Selections \; RIE

RIE Input \

CIJE Input

User Service roducts

Infotation Analysis
Products and Extensive
Bibliographies

Question Answering

Workshops

Clearinghouse Management

System Maintenance

Staff Training

Advisory Boards

Publicity/Public Relations

ERIC Functions

Acquisition and Processing (RIE and Search)

'Acquisition and Processing (RIE and Search)

Generation (RIE and Search)

Gineration (CIJE and Search)

Other

Generation (documents)
Reporduction and Distribution (documents)

User Support,(all products/serviceS).

Other

Overhead

Overhead

Overhead

Overhead

Overhead
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Acquisition and Processing foi use covers costa incurred by access

points for ordering, claiming, receiving, checking in and shelving RIE and

CIJE and ERIC documents. The Clearinghouses' responses to the Screener pro-

vided the number of Subscriptions held to each index and whether or not the

Clearinghouses were Standing Order Customers. The costs of acquisition and

processing of searching capability is the labor related to and direct computer

costs of buying and processing RIE and CIJE tapes for batch processing. Two

Clearinghouses indicated that their own staff run batch searches on the com-

puter indicating the acquisition and processing costs are incurred by the
-\\

Clearinghouse.

User support data were collected for Clearinghouses via the.Access

PoiRt Screener Survey. The costs indicated for User Support related to RIE,

CIJE\Documents, and Searching do not however cover the entire realm of

Support costs. The PCB line items break down User Service Products, Workshops,

and Question Answering. These costs are distributed among the products by

the proportion of user support costs attributed to each.

Results of the Clearinghou s e datacolleotion and analysis activities

are shown in Table A.2.

TheERIC Facility

Activity data required:

Other data ,required:

Data source:

CI,

Acquisition
Resumes
.Data to file
Tapes
Publications
Printing and duplication
Accessions to EMS
Computer system maintenance
Reference request processing
Descriptor/source codes file maintenance
Special-projects
Other support activities

Allocation data

Facility
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Table A.2. Clearinghouse Cost Breakdown, 1979
(Thousands of Dollars)

RTE CUE Search Documents Total

Generation

Reproduction ad Distribution

Acquisition for Generation

Acquisition for,Use

User Support 1

Total

$ 631 $ 311 $ 216 $ 514 $1,672

--- --- --- 506 506

226 --- 53 280 559

2 1 .4 2 9

520 174 330 367 1,391

$1,379 $ 486 $ 603\ $1,669 $4,137

A-16
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Facility activities primarily involve the Reproduction and Distri

bution function, although Generation and User Support are also performed.

Aspects of all fOur product/service categories areaddressed by Facility acti-

vities as well. A general problem in determining Facility costs according ,to

our scheme has been addressed earlier, i.e. the difficulty of allocating data

` base production costs between RIE and CIJE and computer searches.

A functional breakdown of costs is prepared by the Facility in a

monthly unit cost report and was the source of dati incorporated in the overall

costs. The categories used in this report provided the basis for our identifi-

cation of Clearinghouse activities, and for the most part were appropriate for

aggregati6n by function and product/service category.

EDRS

Activity data required: Preparation of masters
Reproduction and distribution of standing
order fiche

Reproduction and distribution of on-demand
fiche .

Reproduction and distribution of on-demand
hardcopy

Order processing
Administration

Other data required: Income

Data sources: EDRS interview
Cost model

EDRS activities involve the Reproduction and Distribution function-:

and the document product/service category. Data on costs were not directly-.4

\available from EDRS.. The functions performed, however, w re modelled and

cost estimates developed based on a,knowledge of the vol me of reports
\
p7scessed. Volume data was obtained from EDRS. 0,ne.aspct of model verifica-

.tion was a comparison of results with estimated EDRS sales.

212
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Volume data obtained for EDRS included number

titles, pages and fiche reproduced; standing order copi

and paper copier; and number of orders. These were comb

for the activities indicated above to develop overall cos

of masters prepared;

s; on demand fiche

fined with unit.costs

ts.

GPO

Actiyity data required: Reproduction and distribu
Order processing
Administration

Other data required: Income

Data sources: GPO interview
Cost model

tion of RIE

GPO activities involve the Reproduction and Distribution function

and RIE. Sources of data on GPO costs were discussions with GPO and models

of the publication process used previously by KR/. Printing and binding costs

for GPO were expressed as a function of. number of issues per year, number of

pages, and size of print run. Also modelled were the costs of mailing, sub-

scription maintenance, and overhead. Sources of funds for GPO activities

involving ERIC are ERIC itself, subscribers, and a general Federal contribu-

tion. The first two will he ascertained and the third estimated based on our

estimate of total costs. -

Oryx Press

Activity data required: ReprodUction.and disthbutiOn of CIJE
Abstracttng and indexing
Order processing
-Promotion
Administration

Other data required: Income

Data sources: Oryx Preis interview
Cost model

'* A-18
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Oryx.Press activities involve the Reproduction and Distribution

function .*and CIJE. They alio do some abstracting and indexing (Generation

function,. CIJE 'and ERIC searches). Costs for Oryx were estimated using the

same procedures as for GPO, that is, discussions with Oryx about the volume

of activity and the type of processing peiformed combined with use of pre-

"viously developed models.

Access Points

Activity data required: Ordering
Check-in and processing
Maintenance
User support
Searcher training
Reproduction
Storage
Administration
Promotion

Other data required: Income

Data sources: Access Point Survey
Access Point interviews

The intermediaries covered Include RIE and C/JE subscribers, SOC's

and EDRS demand customers, and search services. Cate ;orization in this way is

equivalent to a grouping by product and has been' used in sampling for the

Access Point Survey. Cost data on intermediaries was obtained fr9m the Access :

Point Survey and frop a smaller, -in -depth survey ofIselected access points.

The Access Point Screener Survey collected staff costs associated with user

support; other cost data were collected by contacts with the selected access

points.

Access Points visited included the Kentucky State Department of

Edudationi the:University'of Kentucky Teachers College Library, George Washing-

ton University, Cornell Uniiiersity, Columbia University. Teachers College; and

the Board of.Cooperatie Education Services. Each visit consisted of a review

of Access Point Screener information and more detailed-discussions of

,activities and costs according to the function's performed and products and

services used.



Functions performed by the access points include Reproduction and

Distribution, Acquisition hnd Processing, and User Support. In the list of

activities, reproduction falls under the Reproduction and Distribution func-

tion; ordering, check-in and processing, maintenance, and storage under the

Acquisition and Processing function; and. user support, searcher training and

promotion under the User Support function. Administrative costs are an
..., V

overhead item.

Ordering, check-in and processing, maintenance and storage costs

are dependent primarily on the 4olume and types of ERIC materials hel4. Unit

costs were estimated from a small sample of access points_and related to data

on holdings overall.

User support costs were estimated by the intermediaries in the

Access Point Screener Survey. Allocations of total -user support by,the access

point to docuidents, RIE, CIJE and searches were then made on the basis of use..

Promotional and training activities were indicated in the survey responses, 1

with the in-depth access pole study used to,estimate associated casts. Over-
.

head items at the access poihts associated with ERIC were also estimated based

on the in-depth study.

Data Base Processors

Activity data required: Tape acOisition
Tape processing
System development
System maintenance

, Data base search
User, support

Administration
Processing of document orders
Promotion

Other data 'required: Income

Data sources: Access Point visits
Access Point Survey
Cost model
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Data base processots are organizations which purchase ERIC.tapes,

process them, and search them for either internal or external users., Acti-

vities they perform involve the functions of Reproduction and Distribution,

Acquisition and Processing, and User Support, and primarily the product/

service category of ERIC searches. Some database processors also transmit/

orders for documents to an appropriate source; 'his activity involves the

41ocument product/service category.

The Access Point Survey was used to identify the volume of searching

performed by the processors of ERIC tapes. Results indicated nearly

200,000 searches via 22 batch and six online processors.

46

Costs associated with the given volume of processing were estimated

using models of internal and commercial operations, with &Me data coming

from interviews with the Madison Academic Computing Center, theMeehanized

Information Center of Ohio State Univeraity, and the Computer Based InforMa-
.

tion Center anitthe Knowledge Availability Information Service at
0
the Univet-

sity.of Pittsburgh. Costs estimated could not be apportioned between the

functions involved and thus were included in total in-Reproduction and Dis-

tribution. The average per search costs, exclusive of user support activities

at the access points, were taken as $5.90 for batch searches and $11.56 for

online searches.

Users

Activity data required: Acquisition
/Identification and access
'Assimilation

Other data required: Salaries

Data sources: Requestor Survey

The major source of data -on ERIC usage came from the Requestor.

Survey, which provided information on time spent with ERIC productsiservIces

and on salaries. Average salaries were derived for users of each of the four

2/6
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ERIC products or services, and the median time associated,with use was

determined. These data were then combined with data on the number of uses

of each product or service.

Identification and access time was calculated at 10 minutes, on

. the average, .for RIE, CIJE,,and document use and 20 minutes for computer

'searches. These times were Med combined with salary and volume of usag,

information to determine rdentiAcation and access costs. Acquisition costs

includel the costs of unassisteefiche'to paper copying by users and of order-

ing time associated with direct orders to EDRS.'

64
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APPENDIX B

ACCESS)POINT SCREENER SURVEY

B.1. Sample Development

-Table B.1 displays the identity of lists uied to generate the sample

of organizations for the Access PointScreener Survey. For RIE and CIJE sub-

scribers, we made an initial estimate of the number of separate organizational

units which received these publications. For example, if two separate libraries

on a university campus each received RIE, they were counted separately since

we assumed that they were managed separately. Piease'note that, the numbers'

of subscribers:1s less than the number of subsiriptions since some subscribers .

receive more than nne subscription.

The most "uncertain" number on the list, "EDRkCustomers", Was

based on an estimate derived from hand-counting order forms supplied t4-) King

Research by EDRS. We excluded orders from individuals in this count, and included

. ,4paly counts of libraries and other organizational entities, our goal being to -

capture a pool of potential ERIC access points which might not have been covered

in the other liits. 4

In addiiton, wascross-compared samples among all of these lists and

the followilig additional lists:

Information Resources for Education, FIr;t Edition. Columbus, Ohio:
ERIC Clearinghouse on Career Education (ERIC ED 149 192).

Dissemination Networks: Information Resources forEducatiOn. San 1-

Francisco: Far West. Laboratory for Educatiomai.Research and' Develop-
ment, 1978.

Private Organizations and Associations: Information Resources fair
Education. Arlington, Virginia: Consortium of Associations for
Education Dissemination; Aug. .1978.

Databases and Clearinghouses: Information Resources for. Education.
Columbus, Ohio: The National Center for Vocational Education.

'0:e examined these lists in detail1to see if their inclusion as additional sampling

frames would help identify additional ERIC access points'not picked up by the
.

lists described in Sable B.1. As it turned out, their overlap with theTable D.1
- 4

.lists was so great that we decided' against including them as additional sample

frames.

8-1 .218
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Table B.1 Lipts Used to Generate the Sample
of ERiC Access Points in the U.S.

(':umber:; Exclude ERIC Clearinghouses & Facility)

Ir LiNt
Number of U.S. Organizations

on List

RIE Subscribers
I

3,017

CUE Subscribers 1,391

ERIC. Search Services
3

298

ERIC Microfiche Collections
4

624

Deposit Account Customers 5 261

EDRS Customers
6 4,400

Source: King Research, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener Survey, 1981

I

List published by ERIC in December, 1979.
2
Printout generated December 1979 by OM Press, publisher of CIJE, includes
subscribers to CIJE semi-annual edition.

3
List published by ERIC in November, 1978.

4
List published by ERIC in September, 1978.

5Supplied by.EDRS, current as of Januiry,1979.
6_
Lstimate based on hand tabulation of all EDRS demand order forms received
during 1978. This number is an estimate of the number of different U.S.
organizations vhich submitted orders for ERIC documents to EDRS in 1978.

VINAMEMEMMMIr
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B.2 Sample Size and Survey Response' 0.

Table B.2 displays the actual numbers for the survey,.showing how

many organizations were sampled from each list. The ERIC Clearinghouses and

the ERIC Facility were all included "with certainty", .i.o. they were not

sampled. The remaining sample was distributed fairly evenly among RIE sub-

scribers, CIA subscribers, known ERIC search services, and "ERIC document"

organizations. This latter group, by far. the most complex, was subdivided into

known ERIC fiche collections, organizations known to have deposit collections

with EARS, and known EDRS customers. The latter two categories were included

as small components of the mail-out since we did not know what to expect con-

cerning their current status.as ERIC access points.

The column headings on'Table B.2 have the following meanings:

"Mail-out sample size"---Number mailed out initially in Nove ber 1980.

'"No. of questionnaires remailed"---Some organizations, whe we con-
ducted aur'telephone and'mail follow-ups, reported not receiving a
questionnaire. This column is the number of questionnaires re-mailed.
We concentrated telephone follow -ups on the RIE and CUE categories
since the addresses from these lists were the briefest, usually not
containing departmental designations for large organizations such as
academic institutions.

"No. of analyzed responses"---This is the number of questionnaires
returned in time and complete enough to be keypunched.

"No. received after cut-off"---These are questionnaires returned too
late to be included in the computer data base..

lIefusals"---These are the organizations which refused to respond.

- "Not qualified"---The usual reason for this statement was that ERIC
was not used or received. Additional reason: subscriber was an
individual, not an organization.

- "Undeliverable"---Returned by Postal Service as undeliverable.

- '"No longer exists"---Example: organizations whose funding had been
discontinued or which had been merged into another department.

- "Other, no response"---All other non-respondents.

When gross response rates are calculated using the number mailed out and the

actual number keypunched, they range from a high of 100% for the Clearinghouses

the Facility to a low of 29% for EARS deposit. accounts This is an overall

response rate of 50%.

B-3
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Table B.2 .Comparison Between Sample Size and Survey Response

Lint

ERIC Clearinghouses h

Mail-
out

Sample
Size

Nq. of No. Re-
Question- No. of ceived Unde- No Other,
noires Analyzed After "Not 1 liverable Longer No

Re-mailed Responses Cut-off Refusals Qualified" (moved. etc.) Exists Ropponle

Facility 17 --- 17 --- --- --- --- ---

RIE SuhsvrIbers 250 100 139 3 16 18 2 2 70

ci II Sult!:ei 1111-:: 250 88 127 7 27 5 1 1 82

ERIC S Arch Services 248. 10 136 1 2 4 7 1 97

ERIC Fiche Collections 187 6 88 10 2 --- 3 1 83
1

Deposit Accounts 45 1 13 _-_ 1 1 : 30

EI)RS Customers 66 -__ 21 --- 1 3 : 1 _-_ 40

TOTAL 1,063F_. 205 541 21 48 31 14 6 402

Source: King Rearch, Inc. ERIC Cost and Usage Study, 1981.

'1
Usual reason for respondent to classify self as "not qualified": Does not use or subscribe to ERIC.
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B.3 'Description of the Population Surveyed
1

In order to estimate the number of ERIC "Access Points" in the U.S.,

we needed to (1) validate our initial estimates of list sizes, and (2).measure

the amount of actual overlap among the different lists used for sampling so

that an actual count of unique organizations could be made.

Table B.3 displays what respondents from each list stated about their

status in terms of the composition of the original list. This table should be

read as follows:

"Of the 139 respondents sampled from the RIE subscriber list, 95.7

percent report currently subscribing to RIE; 43.2 percent of the 139 respondents

sampled from the RIE subscriber list report subscribing to CIJE", and so on.

An interesting finding displayed on this table is that only 42.9 percent of the

21 respondents sampled from the 1978 EDRS Customer file report having ordered

a document from EDRS during the past twelve months. This suggests that there

may be a substantial number of "non-repeat" customers ordering from EDRS.

Table B.4 displays our original estimate of'the individual list sizes

along with the revised numbers, these revised numbers being the result of a

series of calculations used to estimate the number of unique organizations in
I.

the populations surveyed. Based on the information supplied to us by respondents,

we see, for example, that the actual number of unique organizations subscribing

to RIE was approximately 89 percent of our original estimate. This difference

may be due to a variety of factors, including possiblq cancellations'since the

publication of the RIE subscriber list in DeceMber 1979; reporting by some

multiple organizational units as one organizational 'unit, as when several

university departments report together; and possible shifts or increases in the

RIE subscriber population since the'compilation of the lists used in sample

development.

On the other hand, the number of organizations which-Telort having

conducted or made arrangements for online or batch ERIC searches is approximately

140 percent greater than our original estimate of 298. This is not,surprising,

tnd is obviously due partially to the admittedly restricted coverage of the

B-5 223
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Table 8.3 Coverage of ERIC Products and Services by Different Lists

c

NuMber
Percent of Survey Respondents which:

Sample of Sub- Sub- Per- Maintain Have Have
Source Survey scribe scribe form Fiche EDRS Ordered
List Respon- to to ERIC Collec- Deposit Documents

dents' RIE CIJE Searches tioni Accounts from EDRS

RIE Subscribers 139 95.7 . 43.2 21.6 42.4 7.2 25.9

CIJE Subscribers 127 86.6 98.4 41.7 55.9 9.4 , 22.8

ERIC Search Services 136 83:8 74.3 95.6 66.9 1 .2 34.6

ERIC Microfiche Collections 88 97.7 87.5 53.4 97.7 19.3 27.3

Deposit Account Customers 13 76.9 76.9 76.9 53.8' 100.0 53.8

EDRS Customers 21 76.2 33.3 38.1 38.1 4.8 42.9

Total 524 , 89.5 72.5 53.1 61.5 13.5 29.0

Source: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener Survey, 1981.

4

'Excludes ERIC Clearinghouses and ERIC Facility.
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Table D.4 Estimate of Total Population of U.S. Organizations
Surveyed, With and Without Overlap Removed
(Counts Exclude ERIC Clearinghouses & ERIC Facility)

Category

Number

Original 1
Revised

2.

RIE Subscribers 3,017 2,691

CIJE Subscribers 1,394 1,376

ERIC-Search Services 298 715

ERIC Microfiche Collections 624, 1,110

Deposit Account Customers 261 199

EARS Customers 4,400 1,751

Total Without Overlap Removed 9,994 7,842

.. Total With Overlap Removed 6,555 1,9483.

SOURCE: King Research, Inc. ERIC Cost and Usage Study, 1981, Access Point
Screener Survey, 1981.

1
Estimate made befoit Access Points Sdreener Survey was conducted.
2
Estimate based on responses received to Access Points Screener Survey:-
3
This numbet is greeter than the actual number of ERIC access points, 3,269 (see
text of report for analyiis of access points).

a
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original 1978 list 'used for sampling, the possible increase in online search-

ing, and the broader definition used in the Screener survey.

)
.Also, it is interesting' to note the larger number of microfiche

collections in the revised estimate over the. original estimate, due most likely

to a more general definition of an ERIC microfiche collection used in the

Screener survey.

Finally, we'note that.of the 4,400 organizations which ordered

documents from EDRS in 1978, our final estimate of the actual number of unique

organizations. in this population which actually reported having ordered from

EDRS during the past twelve months was 1,751.

Based on these calculations and upon the actual responses of the

survey organizations, we estimate that the population Of unique U.S. organiza7-

tions covered by our survey was actually 3,948, which is substantially smalle

than the 6,555 originally estimated from our cross-checking of sampled organi-

zations among the various lists. This "shrinkage" is due primarily to a

substantially greater amount of "overlap" being'reported by survey respondents

than originally anticipated.. Further shrinkage occurs when only organizations

which, provide access to ERIC products and services are considered; when this

is done, we estimate that there were 3,269 ERIC "access. points" in the U.S. in

1980.

B.4 Access P Screener_guestionnaire

The following is the baSic questionnaire used in the Access Point.

Screener Survey. -The one illustrated is the one sent to known CIJE subscribers

The following section illustrates the separate versions of Section 8 (hours

devoted to user support) also used in the survey.

B-8

22G



'C
NIE No 215/0 Form Approvod

FEDAC No. S-i92
Approval Expires: April 1981

ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY ,

ACCESS POINT SCREENER SURVEY

THIS IS A SURVEY OF ORGANIZATIONS WHICH PROVIDE ACCESS TO THE PRODUCTS AND SERVICES
PRODUCED AND SUPPLIED BY THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC). TO QUALIFY
FOR PARTICIPATION IN THIS SURVEY. YOUR ORGANIZATION SHOULD CURRENTLY DO ONE OR MORE OF THE
FOLLOWING:

1. Subscribe to Resources in Education (RIE),,which is published for ERIC by the Government
Printing Office (GPO).

2. Subscribe to Current Index to Journals in Education (CUE), published for ERIC by Oryx
Press.

3. 'Conduct or make arrangements for conducting computerized searches of the
ERIC bibliographic database (either botch or on-line).

4. Maintain a collection of ERIC documents in either microfiche or papercopy format. .

5. Provide assistance to individuals or organizations in using or obtaining any 'ERIC
products or services.

BY "YOUR ORGANIZATION" WE MEAN THE ORGANITIONAL UNIT OR DEPARTMENT AT THE FOLLOWING
ADDRESS WHICH IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING AND/OR PROVIDING ACCESS TO ONE OR MORE OF
THE ABOVE ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES:

IF THE ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT OR DEPARTMENT NAMED ON THE LABEL IS NOT THE LOCATION AT THIS AD-
DRESS WHICH MAINTAINS OR PROVIDES ACCESS TO ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES, PLEASE FORWARD"
THIS QUESTIONNAIRE AND ITS ACCOMPANYING MATERIALS TO THE APPROPRIATE LOCATION.

IF THIS ADDRESS IS INCORRECT OR INCOMPLETE. PLEASE SUPPLY THE CORRECT NAME AND ADDRESS
BELOW;

Agency Affiliation:
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
KING RESEA H.'INC,

This report is authorized by legitlation (20 USC
I221e). While you are not required to respond,
your cooperation is needed to make the results
of the survey accurate and

NOTE:
It is King Research's policy not to reveal the nomes and addreues
of study paniciponts to anyone other than its own staff members

whO ore directly involved in the study.

Page
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DEFINITIONS

THE FOLLOWING ARE DEFINITIONS OF SOME OF THE MOST IMPORTANT TERMS USED THROUGHOUT THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE;

P .

YOUR ORGANIZATION The organizational unit or department which is responsible for
maintaining and/or providing access to ERIC products or services.
(e.g., a college or university library, a school district's central media
resources center, a state education'agency's information resource
center, etc.). This questionnaire shoUld be completed Trott the
perspective of this organizational unit or department.

PARENT ORGANIZATION The larger organization In which your organization is administra-
tively situated (e.g.. a university dr university department, a .

research center, a state agency, an intermediate service agency,
a school district, etc.).

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS "Organizations other than your own organization or parent organiza-
-- tion (e.g., other colleges, universities, school districts, companies, of

state agencies. etc.).

,.>

, ..

110111I

a
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SECTION 1

DESCRIPTION OF
YOUR ORGANIZATION

ID, NUMBER

. .

NOTE: THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION IS TO PROVIDE US WITH A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE ORGANIZA-
TIONAL CONTEXT WITHIN WHICH ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES ARE PROVIDED.

1 A Please supply the name, title, and telephone number of the individual in your organiza-
tion who can answer any questions we might have concerning your responses to this
questionnaire:

Name.

Title.

Telephone number (with area code):

4.2 Which of the following best describes your orgajiization? (Please circle appropriate,code
number.) .

College or university library or resource center (central campus facility) . Of

College or university library or resource center (departmental facility) .................. 02

State education agency 03

School library or media center (local school or building level) .............. 04

School libraiy.or media center (headquarters or district level) 05

School district R&D center ... . 06

ERIC Clearinghouse 07

Other Federally-supported clearinghouse .... 08

ME-supported educational lob or center 09
......0 \

Intermediate service provider (provides educational services to multi-county .

or multi-district level. e.g., BOCES. CESA, ACES,. ECSU, etc.) 10

Public library , 14

Society or association 7.. .. 12

Business or corporation
s . 13

Other (please describe):

14

1.3 Is one of yargrgonization's primary functions to provide information services? (e.g.,
documents. st tistics. literature searches. answers to questions, etc.)? (Please circle
4 or 2.)

Yes i
No 229 2

'Page 3
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1,4 Which of the following categories best describes he largest single groups of users of your
organization's services?

Employees of or student affiliated with your organization or Its parent organization 1

Employees of or students.affiliated with other organizations 2

Other (describe):

3

1.5 Are the services provided by your organization intended primarily to support or promote '
activities associated with teaching, education or training? t

Yes 1

No 2

1.6 Which of the following categories best describes your organization's primary source of
financial support:.

.
College or university budget i
State funds (other than college or university budget) / 2

Federal grant(s) or contract(s) , 3

Private tunding (e.g.. foundation. donations. etc.) :, 4

Direct billing or charges for services rendered (other than 'Federal grants or.
contracts) 5

Local county, or district school budget 6

7City, county. or municipal budget (other than school budget)

Other (describe):

..8

1.7 What was your organization's total overall annual budget for the most
recent year for which your annual budget data is available? (include
budget for nom- ERIC as well as ERIC -related activities)

Page 4
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PREFACE TO SECTIONS 2-8
.

ESTIMATING USAGE OF ERIC
PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

f

e

THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS ASK FOR YOUR ESTIMATES OF THE VOLUME OF USAGE AND OTHER TRANS-
ACTIONS INVOLVING ERIC PRODUCTS AND.SERVICES. IT IS LIKELY THAT SOME OF YOUR RESPONSES WILL
BE BASED ON ESTIMATES MADE BY YOU OR YOUR STAFF. THIS IS ACCEPTABLE. WE REALIZE THAT ERIC-.
RELATEIISTATISTICS ARE OFTEN NOT KEPT, OR IF KEPT. MAY:NOT BE RECORDED IN THE SAME FORMAT AS
WE ARE REQUESTING HERE. WE SUGGEST USING THE FOLLOWING GUIDELINES WHEN YOU MAKE ESTIMATES:

BE CONSERVATIVE. WE WOULD RATHER UNDERESTIMATE THAN OVERESTIMATE ERIC USAGE. OUR
: CHIEF CONCERN IS THAT YOU BE CONFIDENT THAT THE NUMBERS YOU SUPPLY ARE AS REALISTIC AS

POSSIBLE: , .-

DON'T MAKE "WILD' GUESSES. IF YOU HAVE NO BASIS FOR MAKING AN ESTIMATE, PUT A 'MK" FOR
"DON'T KNOW" IN THE SPACE PROVIDED.

. -

W YOUR ESTIMATE IS "NONE." FOR WHATEVER REASON, PUT A ZERO (0) IN THE SPACE PROVIDED.

USE WHOLE NUMBERS ONLY. DO NOT USE DECIMALS, FRACTION S, OR RANGES. (FOR EXAMPLE, 10.5
SHOULD APPEAR AS "it" 2V4 SHOULO APPEAR AS "2," AND 10-20 SHOULD APPEAR AS THE MID-
POINT, "45.'1 L

UNLESS REQUESTED OTHERWISE, PLEASE SUPPLY DATA ON AN,AVERAGE. PER MONTH BASIS. TAKE INTO
. ACCOUNT MONTH-TO-MONTH OR SEASONAL VARIATION WHICH MAY OCCUR THROUGHOUT THE

YEAR. IF YOU FIND IT SIMPLER TO MAKE ESTIMATES ON A WEEKLY; RATHER THAN MONTHLY BASIS,
PLEASE DO SO, MULTIPLYING BY FOUR (4) TO OBTAIN A tviONTHLY TOTAL

r-
L- ,

,

Page 5
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.SECTION 2

f RESOURCES IN EDUCATION (R1E)
,..

NOTE: THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH ERIC'S RESOURCES IN EDUCATION (RIE), PUB-
LISHED BY THE U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT CURRENTLY
SUBSCRIBE TO THE MONTHLY OR SEMI-ANNUAL EDITION OF RIE, PLEASE CHECK HERE' AND SKIP TO SEC-
TiON 3 OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. OTHERWISE. PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION $2.1.\

% %,

2.1 How many subscriptions to RIE does your organization currently receive? (Include paid;
U.S. Depository Ubrary, and tree subscriptions, if any): ,

a) Subs Captions to monthly RIE

b) Subscriptions to semi - annual RtE .. I 1

L

11

2.2 During which months do the highest amounts and lowest amounts of RIE use occur at your
organization? (Use the month codes displayed in the boX at the left.)

.

, -

Jan 01 Jul 07
Feb 02 Aug 08
Mar 03 Sep 09

I Apr 04 Oct 10
May 05 Nov 11
Jun 06 Dec. 12

^4

ci) manth with highest R1E use

b) Month with lowest RIE use

A

2.3 On the average, how maoy times per month does your organization's staff .consult
RIE? (Please base your estimate on the number of individual information requests
which result in RlE use by your organization's staff. Include your organization's staff
use 'as well as staff assistance to requestors, whether or not requesters are physi:

cally present. Insert number in box, zero if none. Insert "DK" for, Don't Know.) I

2.4 To the best of your knowledge. is the amount of unassisted use made.of RIE byindivicluals
other than your staff greater than, less than, or about the same as the number reported
in #2.3? (Circle 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5.) .

Greater than 1

Less than 2

About the same 3'

Don't know 4
I

Not applicable , 5

,

1

4

-'''
Page 4
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SECTION 3

CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCATION (CIJE)

NOTE: IRS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH ERIC 'S CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCA-
TION ECTJELPUBLISHED FOR ERIC BY ORY)' PRESS. W YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT CURRENTLY
SUBSCRIBE TO THE MONTHLY OR SEMI- ANNUAL EDITION OF CIJE, PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX 0 AND SKIP TO
SECTION 4. OTHERWISE, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 03.1.

. 3.1 Hovr many subscriptions to Current Index to Journals In Education (CIJE) does your organi-
zation currently receive? (Insert number in space. zero (0) if none. Include both paid and
free subscriptions.)

a) Subscriptions lo monthly CIJE

b) Subscriptions tosemi-annual CUE

3.2 During which months do the highest amounts and lowest amounts of CUE use occur at
your organization? (Use the month codes displayed in the box at the left.)

Jan . .... 01 Jul 07
Feb 02 Aug 08
Mc( 03 Sep 09
Apt 04 Oct 10
May 05 Nov 11

Jun 06 Dec ... i2

a) Month with highest CUE use

b) Month with lowest CUE use

'3.3 On the average. how many times per month does your, organization's,staff consult
ERIC 's Current Index to Journals In Education (CUE)? (Please base your estimate
on the number of individual information requests which result in CUE use by your
organization's staff.- Include your organization's staff cue as well as staff assistance
to requestorl.-Irvhether or not requestors are physically present. Insert number in
box. zero if none. Insert "OK" for Don't Know.)

3.4 To the best of your knowledge, is the amount of unassisted'use made of CUE by Individ-
uals other than your staff greater than, less than, or about the same as the number
reported above in #3.3? (Circle 1, 2. 3, 4, or 5.)

Greater than 1

Less than 2

About the same 3

Don't know 4

Not applicable 5 '



L

,

SECTION 4

ERIC DOCUMENTS

THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH YOUR ORGANIZATION'S COLLE TION OF ERIC
DOCUMENTS IN EITHER MICROFICHE OR PAPERCOPY. WE DEFINE A "COLLECTION" F ERIC DOCUMENTS
AS A GROUP OF ERIC MICROFICHE OR PAPER DOCUMENTS WHICH ARE SHELVED R FILED TOGETHER IN -
ONE LOCATION. EXAMPLES OF ERiC DOCUMENTS ARE THE THESAURUS OF ERIC DESCRIPTORS; ERIC
REPORTS WHICH MAY BE IDENTIFIED THROUGH THE "ED" NUMBER ANNOUNCED IN RI ERIC'S "INFOR-
MATION ANALYSIS PRODUCTS" OAP's). IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT IjAVE A dOLLECTION OF ERIC
DOCUMENTS. CHECK THIS BOX 0 AND SKIP TO SECTION 5. OTHERWISE:PLaSE CON4BNUEWITH QUESTION
04.1. 1

../I
4.1 Does your organization currently maintain a colleclidn of ERIC microfiche? (circle 1 or 2.)

Yes 1 , ,r Y ,,
No 2 (Skip to (/4.13)

4.2 Is your organization currently a Standing Order Customer (SOC) for ERIC microfiche by
which it receives regular shipments of 'ERIC reports on microfiche? (Circle 1 or 2.)

Yes 1

\No 2.

- .

4.3 Is your ERIC microfiche collection a "closed collection,'' i.e.. does a user require the .

assistance of a staff member to both retrieve and re-file ERIC microfiche? (Circle 1 or 2;)

Yes 1

No 2.

4.3 Approximately how many ERIC microfiche are In your organization's collection? (Insert fhe
number in the appropriate box. depending on whether your estimate is based on (a) the
number of Individual pieces :of microfiche or (b) the number of individual report tillesr)

a) Number of individual pieces of microfiche

b) Number of individual report titles , [

4.5 During which months do the highest amounts and lowest amounts of ERIC microfiche use
occur of your organization? (Use the month codes displayed in the box at the left.)

.

Jan -1 01 Jul 07
Feb 02 Aug 08
.Mar i... .03 Sep 091

Apr 04 Oct ........ 10
May 05 Nov_ 11

Jun 0o Dec 12

a) Month with highest ERIC
microfiche use

.

. -0) Month with iowest ERIC
microfiche use

Page 8
. .
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4.6 On the average, approximately how, many times per month is your ERIC microfiche col-
lection used? (Estimate the number of limes ERIC documents on microfiche are retrieved.
from the collection, either by your organization's staff or by Individual requestors. Include
use of ERIC microfiche in your organization's facility as well as retrieval of ERIC microfiche
for copying or distribution to other organizations.) (As above, report usage for either the
number of Individual' pieces of microfiche or the number of Individual report titles. Insert
"DK" for Don't Know.)

a) Number of times individual pieces of microfiche used

b) Number of times Individual report titles used 1

'4.7 Please indicate below how many pieces of each of the following types of equipment On
. good working order) are located in your organization's facilities or are available for use

by your organization's staff or users:

a) Microform readers (equipment which can be used for reading microfiche only
or for both microfilm and microfiche).

b) Microform reader printer (can be used for reading microfiche as well as for
making paper copies from microfiche)

c) Other microfiche-to-paper duplicating equipment (e.g.. high-speed*,
printer)

4.8 On the average, how many duplicate pages on paper per Month are made from your
organization's ERIC microfiche? (Insert number in space. zero (0) if none.)

> I 1

.

46

a) Mode by individual users (unassisted by your organization's staff)

At9

b) Made.by yoOr organization's staff

Approximately what percent of 4.8b above, if any, is produced in response to requests
forword6d to you by other information providers (e.g.. librarians. media specialists. link-
ing agents. etc.) employed by organizations other than, your parent organization?
'{Insert percent in box, zero (0) if none. Use "NA" if 4.8b is zero)

4.10 Does your organization have access to equipment which can be used to duplicate ERIC
microfiche onto microfiche?

Yes 1

No 2 (Skip fo #4.12)

4.11 On the average, how many duplictIte ERIC microfiche are produced r.tcr month
using this equipment? (Insert number in *icx. zero (0) if none.)

4.12 Approximately whot percent of the at-sove microfiche. if any. is produced iii res-
ponse to requests forwarded to you by other inormation providers (e.g.. librarians,
media specialists. linking agents, etc.) employed by orgonizations other than your
parent organization? (Insert percent in box, zero (0) if none)

4.13 Does your organization have a d'eposit account with the ERIC Document Reproduction
Service (MRS). which is operated by the Compute, Microfilm International Corporation
(CM1C) in Arlington, Virginia?

Yes

No 2

Don't Know 3

I 1

Page 9 235
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4.14 Approximately how many corlies of the Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors (any edition
or version) does your organizat on own? (Insert number in box. zero (0) if none.)

4.15 Does your organization curren ly maintain a collection of ERIC documents in papercopy?
(A.,"collection" is defined as a group of documents which are shelved or filed together, In
one location. Please exclude tom your response newsletters, promotional brochures,
announcement lists, specialized bibliographies, ar other documents provided and dis-
tributed only by individual libyaries. Clearinghouses, or non -ERIC organizations. Also
exclude any other documents which are not assigned ERIC "ED" identification numbers.)

Yes '' c 1

tio 2 (Skip to Section 5)
4, -

4.16 Approximately how many paper Copies of ERIC documents are in\ your organiza-
tion's collection? (Include documents obtained from EDRS as well as any ERIC
document obtained from any other source, such as clearinghouseg, state

agencies, or libraries. Count multiple Copies of the same document title
separately.)

4.17 Approximately how many times per month ;s an EPIC papercopy document
retrieved. copied, or borrowed from your collection? .

4.18 Approximately what percent of #4.17. if any is accounted for byrequests forwcirded
to you by other information providers (e.g.. librarians, media specialists. linking
agents. etc.) employed by organizations other than your parent organization? ...

1

SECTION 5

ERIC DOCUMENT ORDERING
AND RECEIVING

NOTE: THIS SECTION DEALS WITH THE ACTIVITY OF YOUR ORGANIZATION IN ORDERING OR RECEIVING
ERIC DOCUMENTS OTHER THAN RIE OR CUE DURING THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS. CONSIDER ERIC
DOCUMENTS TO BE ANY MICROFICHE OR PAPERCOPY DOCUMENTS ORDERED OR RECEIVED FROM THE
ERIC DOCUMENT REPRODUCTION SERVICE (EDRS) OR FROM ANY OTHER SOURCE OF ERIC
DOCUMENTS. PLEASE EXCLUDE MICROFICHE RECEIVED AS PART OF A STANDING ORDER COLLECTION
(SOC) SUBSCRIPTION. AS WELL AS JOURNAL ARTICLES IDENTIFIED THROUGH USE OF CUE 'OR
COMPUTERIZED SEARCHING OF THE ERIC BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION HAS-
NOT ORDERED OR RECEIVED ANY ERIC DOCUMENTS DURING THE PASLTWELVE MONTHS, PLEASE
CHECK THIS BOX 0 AND SKIP TO SECTION 6. OTHERWISE. PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION #5.1.

5.1 Pease estimate the approximate number of ERIC documents ordered or received by your
organization during the past twelve months: , .

ORDBREU
OR RECEIVED

FROM OTHER SOURCE

ERIC mictOficne Oocuments

t ERIC papercopy docume,r.ts ....

age '10
, .

B-18 .

ORDERED
OR,RECEIVED
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SECTION 6

COMPUTERIZED SEARCHING
OF THE ERIC

BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE

NOTE: THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH YOUR ORGANIZATION'S CONDUCT OR ORDER-
ING OF COMPUTERIZED SEARCHES OF THE ERIC BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION HAS
NOT CONDUCTED OR ORDERED ANY ONLINE OR BATCH SEARCHES OF THE ERIC DATABASE DURING YHE
PAST TWELVE MONTHS. PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX 0 AND SKIP TO SECTION 7. OTHERWISE. PLEASE
CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 06.1.

6.1 During which months do the highest amounts and lowest amounts of ERIC computer
searching occur at your organization? (Please use the month codes displayed in the box
at the lett.)

Jan 01 Jut 07
Feb 02 Aug 08
Mar 03 Sep 09
Apr 04, Oct 10
May 05 Nov 11

June 06 Dec 12

a) Month with highest amounts
'of ERIC searching

b)' Month with lowest amounts
of ERIC searching

6.2 Have staff members of your organization conducted online computer searches of the
ERIC bibliographic database during the past twelve months? (By "conduct" we mean
that your 'staff members actually performed the online search

-
through direct interaction

with a computer terminal.)

yea 1

No' 2 (Skigi to #6.6)

6.3 On the average, how many online searches of the ERIC bibliographic database are con--
ducted by staff members of your organization per month? (Please base your response on
the number of requests you receive which result in your performing an online search.
regardless of the number of search commands or descriptor combinations which are
used during the course of a-single terminal session.)

a) Searches per month of only the ERiC database

b) Searches per month of the ERIC database in combination
. with other dafabasds

-c) Iota! (a + b = c) .

6 4 Approximately what percent of 6.3c, if any. is conducted in response to requests for-
warded to you by other 'information providers (e.g.. librarians, media specialists, linking

. agents. e16.) employed by organizations other than your parent organization? ....

j
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6.5 Please estimate the percent of online searches per month of ERIC which are conducted
by your organization using the following systems:

Lockheed

System Development Corporation (SDC)

BPS

Other online system (describe)

Total

6.6 On the average. how many requests per.month for online searches (of any
database) does your organization transmit to other organizations?..

6.7 Approximately what percent of 6.6 include searches of the ERIC bill°,
graphic database? (Insert percent In box: use "NA" if your response to 6.6 is zero.) .

6.8 Have staff members of your organization conducted or made arrangements for batCh
.

computer searches of the ERIC bibliographic database?

.41

%

00%I

Yes .

No 2 (Skip to Section 7)

6.9 On the overage, how many batch searches per month of the ERIC bibliographic
database are conducted or arranged for by staff members of your organization? (Insert
number in box, zero (0) it noise.)

L. I

6.10 For each of the batch ERIC search tasks below. please indicate whois responsible for
performing that task'mosi of the time . . (1) staff members of your organization, (2) staff
of other departments in your parent organization, or (3) staff of organizations other than
your parent organization? (Circle 1, 2. or 3 for each task.)

Task

9) Negotiating. receiving. or clarifying
the request

b) Constructing the search statement
(i.e., selecting descriptors, construct-
ing search logic.- etc.)

Punning the batch search on the
computer

c; Reviewing or screening the search
oJtput

Staff Category

i. Own
Staff

2. Other
Department's

Staff .

3. Other
Organization's

Staff

1

1

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3



I

c.

4

SECTION 7

TRAINING AND PUBLISHING ACTIVITIES

NOTE: THIS SECTION DEALS WITH TRA1NtNG AND PUBLISHING ACTIVITIES ENGAGED IN BY YOUR ORGAN!.
ZATION WHICH ARE RELATED 10 ERIC PRODUCTS AND SERVICES.

7.i Which (it any) ot the following ERIC -related activities
during the past twelve months? (Circle 1 for yes,

a) Formal training sessions for students or
employees ot your organization or its
parent organization (e.g.': lectures,
fours, supervised hand-on instruction)
which concentrated primarily on ERIC

has
2 tot no

your
3

organization
for don't know.)

engaged in

DON'T
KNOWYES NO

productsand services .

b) Formal training sessions tot individuals
outside your orgcinizations or its parent
organization which concentrated
primarily on ERIC products and
services

c) Formal training sessions-for students or
employees ot your organization or
pareht organizattbn which included

1'

1

2

2

3'

3

ERIC along with other information
products or services

d) Same as (c). but conducted for individ
uais outside your organization or
parent organization

1

1

2

2

3

3

C
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7.2 During the last twelve months, approximately how many individuals has your
organization trained to use ERIC products or services during the course of any of
its regularly conducted training sessions, classes or educational programs?
(Insert number in space:zero if none, "DK" for Don't Know.)

7.3 During the past twelve months, approximately how many of the following types of publi-
cations has your organization produced which either concentrated on or were based
on ERIC ? (For each publicafion type, please supply (a) the number of different items
produced as well as (b) an estimate of the fotal number of copies distributed.

Number Number
of of

Publication items Copies
Type Produced Distributed

a) Issues of Newsletters (brief, regularly-
produced publications designed to
keep people up-to-date about happen-
ings within a particular organization or
field)

b) Specialized bibliographies (lists of biblio-
. graphic references and/or absfracts

which deal with specific fields or
subjects)

c) Analytical or review publications (publi-
cations which analyze, synthesize, or
criticize the literature in a specific field -

or subjecf)

cl) Other (please describe)

e) Other (please describe) _*

I

L
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StPTION 8: HOURS DEVOTED TO CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS
IN EDUCATION (CIJE)

PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT SUBSCRIBE TO ERIC 'S CURRENT INDEX TO JOUR.
NALS IN EDUCATION (CUE) a AND SKIP TO SECTION 9. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES SUBSCRIBE Tb CUE,
PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION

(33 For each employee category below. please estimate how many ,hours. on an average
monthly basis, are devoted by your organization's staff tc User Support activities associ-
ated with ER1Cs Current index to Journals in Education (CIJE). Please include staff time
devoted to the following:

Negotiating requests which result in the consulting of CIJE by requestors or, your
orgcinization's staff

Consulting. examining, or searching CIJE

Showing people how to use CUE

Copying and/or distributing pdges of CUE in response to requests for information

Please exclude staff time devoted to:
Formal orientation or training programs given by your staff which cover ERIC

.

EMPLOYEE
CATEGORY

, DEFINITION
.

AVERAGE OR
APPROXIMATE
HOURLY RATE'

HOURS PER
MONTH FOR

CURRENT INDEX TO
JOURNALS IN
EDUCATION

a) Information
Professional

"Bachelor's degree or higher in an
information profession such as
library or information services,
media services or production, or
computer science.

.

S /hr..
.

.

b) EduCation
Professional

Bachelor's degree or higher
(andlor certification) In education
or an education-related field
(e.g., counseling, educational
pchology, etc.).

S /hr.

c) Other
Professional

An individual with a bachelor's ,,
degree or.higher in a field other A
than (a) or (b). .

_

S /hr.

d) Technical or
Clerical

Persons with less than cibache-
tor's degree, other than tempo-
rary or part-time student
employees.

S

,

/hr.

e) Student ,
Empioyees

Students employed on a tempo-
I rary or part-time basis. ,
I

/hr. -

..,

9:ease include fringe benefits, pension, hospitalization, and other labor overhead items.

Page 15 241
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SECTION 9

INCOME FROM THE SALE'OR DIS IBUTION OF ERIC PRODUCTS
OR SERVICESsr

NOTE; THIS SECTION DEALS WITH YOUR ORGANIZATION'S INC ME FROM THE SALE OR DISTRIBUTION OF
ERIC PRODUCTS OR-SERVICES. EITHER FROM CHARGES LEVIED N INDIVIDUALS OR FROM CONTRACTUAL

. OP FORMAL ARRANGEMENTS WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS. IF D RING THE PAST12 MONTHS YOUR
ORGANIZATION HAS NOT DERIVED MORE THAN S100 IN INCOME OM YOUR PROVISION OF.ANY ERIC
INFORMATION PRODUCTS OR SERVICES. PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX AND SKIP TO #9.2. OTHERWISE. PLEASE
CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 09.1. .1

9.41 The purpose of thJs queition is to obtain on estimote of th' income your organization has
derived during tile past 12 months from providing ERIC in ormation products or services.
Two income lypeS are considered: (1) income from controctual or other formol arronge-

%

ments with other organizations, and (2) income from sales to or payment by individuals.
By "controctudt or other orrangements" we mean ogreements whereby your organiza-
tion is Oeimbursecl, by organizations otherthon ERIC , on an onnual. monthly. or other
regular basis. By "Individuals" we meon students or employees of any organization
(including your own) who pay for ERIC products and services, e.g.. who pay for hord-
copies of ERIC, microfiche reports. Please include only the income derived from ERIC
products or services excluding income derived from, for example, seorches of biblio-
graphic databases other than ERIC.

0) Sale. copying, or reproduction of ERIC
paper or microfiche documents

b) Computerized searching of the ERIC
bibliogrophic dotobose by itself in
conjunction with other databases

c) Other informotion servicesbosed on use
of ERIC products or services (clitscribe):

9.2

d) Total (o b c)

CONTRACTUAL
ARRANGEMENTS

S

S

S

S

INDIVIDUAL
PAYMENTS

S

[S

[S

f

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE: PLEASE RETURN IT
WITH ANY EXPLANATORY COMMENTS.OR QUESTIONS TO:

King Reseorch. Inc.
P.O. Box 71

Rockville, Md. 20850

Page 16 ,
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ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY

- REQUEST FOR COOPERATION -

tx

Dear Eric Provider:

The purpose of this Request for Cooperation is to ask for your organization's help In Part
2 of the ERIC Access Point Survey. Part 2 Is the Access'Point Primary Survey. In the Primary
Survey weiwill 'ask a sample of ERIC "access point" organizations to Monitor the use of a
particuidr ERIC product or service for a period of up to three weeks during the first three
months of 1981. Using the ERIC Request Card (specimen enclosed), cooperating organizations
will supply us with information from which we will develop a sample of ERIC requestors. We
will fhen survey these individuals by mail to 'study the uses they make of the ERIC information
obtained from your organization.

We will ask you to monitor requests fOr and/or'use of ERIC products and services in one
of the following categories:

1. Resources in Education (RIE)

2. Current Index to Journals in Education (CUE)

3. ERIC Documents (microfiche and hardcopy, including locally-produced ERIC
documents and bibliographies)
4: Computer searches of the ERIC bibliographic database.

W)) have circled the category which we will ask you (if you agree to cooperate) to monitor
during the special data collect' n period. (ERIC Clearinghouses: we will ask you to monitor
only one category per week du. rig the Fall, for a total of four weeks.)

Based on estimates of ERIC u age reported in your Screener Survey, we will supply you
with ERIC Request Cards plus instructions for their completion. During your assigned data
collection period, you should assignitaff to monitor theERIC product or service we have
identified above. Each time any individual (including your organization's staff) requests or
uses the ERIC-product or service duringihat time. your assigned monitor shOuld fill out a Re-
quest Co. rd In most cases. only the BEM feW questions will require contact with the ERIC user.
while the rest of the questions can, for the most pail, be answered from observation. At the
end of the week. you will forward the filled-out Request Cards to King Research. We will
then use the cords toll) estimate the number of limes ERIC is requested or used at sampled
organizations. and (2) develop a sample of-ERIC requestors with whom we will conduct the
mail survey as described above.

Page 17

B-25

243



Some additional details: ,

(4) The data collection period (up to three weeks) we assign to you will be based on your
hours of service as well as on a random selection process based on your Screener
Survey responses.

(2) The names and addresses of all Individuals Involved In the survey will be destroyed
after the survey is completed. Only the Project Director and other key Individuals on
the King Research staff will have access to these names and addresses.

(3) The Primary Survey and its subsequent ERIC Requestor Survey are not an evaluation
of your organization's performance. We are solely interested In obtaining unbiased
data on ERIC usage. No data will be linked with any Individuals or specific organizct-
t.on.s In our final report. In fact, we will only acknowledge your organization's partici-
pation in this project If you request us to do so.

Whether or not you are able to parliCipate, please check the appropriate box below
and supply us with the requested information: (4) the name and telephone number of a
contact person at your organization who can monitor your organization's participation in
Phase 2; (2) your organization's hours of service during the Winter; (3) a brief description of
the physical and organizational location of your Organization's ERIC-related operations;
or (4) the reasons for your inability to participate.

We are asking you to volunteer some staff time to participate in this project. We realize
that you may receive such requests to aid in filling out surveys. Our response is that all the
data collected in this study is designed to help improve the understanding o how ERIC Is
used. Ultimately, thli will aid In improving what Is already the premier information system In
education and educational research. Since ERIC is such a highly decentralized information
system, it is imperativithat we obtain a good"picture of the ERIC usage which is facilitated
by access points such as your organization. .

If you have any questions about your cooperation in Phase 2 of thisstudy. please do
not hesitate to call the Project Director. Dr. Dennis McDonald (collect) at (202) 864-0640 or
the Survey Director, Ms. Kathy O'Brien (collect) at (304) 884-6766.

0 Yes: we can participate in Phase 2
of the Access Point Survey. The name,
title, and telephone number of our
contact person are:

Name:

Title:

Telephone:

l . NO; we cannot partici-
pate in Phase 2 of the
Access Point Survey, for
the following reasons:

Please return this form and (i)your organi-
zation's hours of service and (2) a brief
description of your ERIC operations to

King Research. inc.
P.O. Box 74
Rockville, MD 201350

This study is sponsored by the Notional Institute of Education under contract number
400-79-0060.
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1

I

=Am M
A

PLEASE
PRINT

[ERIC COST and USAGE STUDY

ERIC REQUEST CARD
USE

BLACK INK

This is a voluntary survey being conducted under contract to the National Institute of Education
(NIE) by King Research, Inc., P.O. 8ox 71, Rockville, Maryland 20850, (301) 881-6766.

MONTH DAY

ti

1.0. NUMBER
1

NAME OF REQUESTOR:

MAILING
ADDRESS
INCLUDING
ZIP CODE:.

%,

\ .dek

TELEPHONE NUMBER (
Area Code

(Z\
NUMBER

TITLE OR
. TOPIC OF

EQUEST:

R
.06,1* sk'6»..c

N
A, L.? note,"

Aerk_.

1. TYPE OF PRODUCT OR'SERVICE IN-
VOLVED (Cir61.graOplicible codes)

ERIC's RIE
4:1

ERIC'S CUE
01

02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10

ERIC Online Search ..
ERIC Batch Search .
ERIC Microfiche
ERIC Printed Report .

ERIC Printed Bibliography
Other Printed Indexes
Other Computer Databases
Other Documents
Other (Describe)

3. WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED BY
STAFF? (Circle 1, 2, or 3)

Yes . 1

No .

Requestor was a
3

Staff Member . ...... . . . 3

4. HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED?
(Circlet 2, 3, or 4)

In Person

Telephone
Mail
Other (Describe)

1

2
3

4

1

2. WAS THE ERIC THESAURUS USED?
(Circle 1,2, or 3)

Yes 1

No 2

Don't Know 3

5. HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED?"
(Circle all applicable codes)

In Person
Telephone 2
Mail 3
Other (Describe)

4

B:T72-4 5
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Separate Versions of Section 8

Separate versions of this section were used in.the Screener Survey
.-._ . N.

.

depending upon the list from which the access point was gampled, i.e. organi-
..

zations sam led from the list of RIE subscribers received the questionnaire

':with the RIE ection 8, and so on.

"I .

All ERIC Clearinghouses (and the Facility)received all four

versions of the Sect -ion '8 (RIE, CUE, Searches, Documents), and this group

also received the Section .8 devoted to ERIC "referral services"

r

..14...

I

.A1

o t.
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SECTION 8: HOURS DEVOTED TO RESOURCES IN EDUCATION (RE)

PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT SUTISCRIliE TO ERIC'S RESOURCES IN EDUCATION
1RIE) 0. AND SKiP,10 SECTION 4. If YOUR ORGANISATION DOES SUBSCRIBE 10 R1E, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH _

, QUESTION - ,

.
1 For each employee colegory below, please cshmato how many hours. On an overoge .

monthly basis. ore doyoled by your organization's stall to U!et Support aclivalaos ossoci '
°led wtl ERIC Resources'iriEducalion tRIErInclude lime devoted lo 'the following:

. .
Negotiating requests which result in The consulting of PIE by requestors or .your orgoni.:

zotion's staff *:," .,
Consulting, examl.ning, at searching RIE

Show.ing people how to use Rif
. .

Copying and/or distributing poges of RIE In responso to requests for information .

. -
.

,..,*. - Please excludestoff 10-09 devoted icy ' - .

. '.; 4" Formal brientotion or training programs given by your slat( which cover ERIC*. '' : ...-:E.----... ..

. ,,;;41'.:' *- : 4.' '..4.. .4.4

.4 ;
*.;.1:" ; : 4' .! .' ; : :4:0 14 : t4 4.' ......', .. ',.. : . . . . . . , X ... ,

1
." . ,..-;..,:.... :."-,:.*.,*-

-.

,.":r ..".

.

t;, :. , ' . :

.

;
*.

-

1
... .' ..ti

..... . :,:.
:
. .

' ...

;t,
.

.

.
;.:.

.

.,

.

..
. ,..:t

?.

:.*

.

".' 2.... 1, .* **: :. . . .

. .
.

.
.

. .

.

.. ,
t44 a .

:

...t... /
^.14

.,_..
.*..:. ' EMPLOYEE

...1t- 1:-,.. ,.CATEGORY-':,J.,, ';I .I,..:,.-..;1. . ,,-*. ..:',..,- ..,,
.; . -.. '.. :',

... /- -......,.'1".:. 14.... .; -... .'

.. ' '7*-- ....#;_ri. 1, j: 4 .: .4 ; .1...',....

. DEFINITION

0) Information
*. .*- .. prolesSionOl

* *.

*. .

Bachelors degree or higher in
information profession such as
libiciry or information services,
media services or production,
computer science..

'.AVERAGE OR
1

. HOURS PER .---(" -,

...APPROXIMATE . ' MON1H FOR
HOURLY RATE . RESOURCES .'

EDUCATION .

44

S /hr.

. . 's *. .

. . . .

b) Education" ,BoCheioes degree or higher, , .4

PrOfeSSIOn008 (orid/or Certification) in education
*.= -. . - , . or an eduootionreloted field S /hr.

. . 4. . (e.g...counseling. eduCational. ,*
psychology; eIC.

c) Other : An individual with a bachelor's
Proless.onal degree or higher in a field other Ihr,

I (0) or (b)
.

CiertCO.
ar *Persons with less than o bache

ior's degree, other than tempo-
parafy or part-lime employees..

S /h .

e) Student Students employed on a tempo
Cy C part:;me oasts ihr

P*.e.:.se ber*.e!its, pension. nospitclizdfion. labor Overhead items.

-4

Poge 15
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SECTION 8: HOURS DEVOTED" 0 ERIC COMPUTER SEARCHII\('

PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT CONDUCT OR MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR COM-
PUTER SEARCHES OF THE ERIC BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE 0, AND SKIP TO SECTION 9. IF YOUR ORGANI
TION DOES CONDUCT OR MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR SEARCHES OF THE ERIC DATABASE, PLEASE CON.
TINUE WITH QUESTION 118:1.

8.1 For each employee category below, please estimate how many hours, on an average
monthly basis, are devoted by your organization's staff to conducting or making arrange-
ments for any computer searches which result in searching the ERIC bibliographic
database. Please include staff time devoted to the following:

Negotiating requests which:result In searches of the ERIC bibliographic database
/ Constructing search statements
I

Interacting with or operating the computer system
Reviewing or screening the search output

Please exclude the following:
Time devoted to searches which do not include the ERIC database

Formal orientation or training programs which cover ERIC

Obtaining, copying. or dis;ribuling documents retrieved through the ERIC search

4

EMPLOYEE
CATEGORY

a) information
Professional

DEFINITION
AVERAGE OR
APPROXIMATE
HOURLY RATE'

HOURS PO
MONTH FOR

ERIC COMPUTER
SEARCHING

Bochelors degree or higher in on
inlOrmation prOtessiOn such as
library or infOrmatiOn services,
media services or production. or
computer science.

S Ihr.

b) Education
Professional

Bachelors degree or higher
(and/or certification) in education
or an education-related field
(e.g.. counseling. education
psychology. etc.).

S /hr.

c) Other
Profess!onol

An individual with a bachelor's
degree or higher in a field other
than (a) or (b).

Ihr.

4d) Tecnn or Persons with less than a bache-
lor's oegree. other than tempo-
miry o: port-time student
ernpayees.

S Ihr.

=.1 ern;:..loyed on a ternts'..--
r,:,ry or porI.11rne In,

trinoe .7-znet.T.S, pension, hospital;zot.on. and o:ner Poad; overhead iterris.
41'

Page, 15
B-30 248
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SECTION 8: HOURS DEVOTED TO ERIC DOCUMENTS..
. .

PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT HAVE A COLLECTION OF ERIC DOCUMENTS , '.

AND SKIP TO SECTION Q. (SEE SECTION 4 FOR A DEFINITION OF "ERIC DOCUMENTS.") IF YOUR ORGANIZA-
TION DOES HAVE A COLLECTION OF ERIC DOCUMENTS, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 118:1.., .

8:1:.: For ooch employee category below. please estimate how many hours. on an overogo
-

,- monthly basis, are devoted by your organization's staff to User Support activities
associated with ERIC documents. Please Include staff time devoted to the following:

Negotiating requests which.result in consulting. retrieving. or copying ERIC documents.

-'... Consulting. retrieving; or copying ERIC documents in response to requests for informa
, .

lion or. dociimen,ts..-. . ... .. ,: ...' :'- ,-.
; ;....,;.: Showing people now to consult. retrieve, or copy ERIC docum'ents..how

: ..

. .. ,
:-9,:.-.:41;e, Distributing copies of,ERICdOcurnents in response to individual orders or requests.: .:...,.
._;...,,, .: . .

'Pleasi:t exclude the following aetivities from User Support:, ...,

Formal orientatioP'Or training programs given,by*your staff which cover ERIC
, .. .

-.; Consulting or Using ERIC's ResoUrceSsiri Education (RIE) or ERIC's Current,Index to.r.',: - . . ..
, Journals in'EduCation (CIA).--- .....,, . . ::.. :: ..-. .,.

,,-
Tithe Spent preparing ordistributing locallypioduced documents, newsletters. or
bibliographies WYiich normallY,do not receive ERIC :'ED-Identification numbers,.

. .., . . t. .

Time* spent re:shelving ohetiling ERIC docurnents:..-..-

.-,'.: . ,

-.'..: EMPLOYEE'
CATEGORY_

. , .

. . .

'. DEFINITION :]
. .

.

. AVERAGE OR
- "APPROXIMATE
: HOURLY RATE'

HOURS PER
MONTH FOR-.

ERIC DOCUMENTS
.-:4. -

' al informat.on ..-
"r1:,. _-Professional ...

.. . ..
...... .

,e- : ": ""- - .

Fictaheloi7s.degree or hicjher in an .

information profession such as ;
library O( information services. ' :
media services or production, or
computer science.

..

...
.

/hr

. .

i

.

'w b) Education
:.'..- Professional '..4 .

.,. ,

- i....
. .-

... .

Bachelor's.degree or higher .

(and/ortaertific,otion) in education
or an education-related field ..
(e.g.; counseling. educational
psychology. etc.).

/hr.

7.

.,' 'i' Other' .
.

Protessionai

...
An individual with a bachelor's' '

degree or higher in a field othei
than to) or (b).

_

.

Ihr.
.

-d) iecnn cc, c:
Cte:cai

. .

Persons with less than a boche.
tl:'s degree. other than tempo
tory or part-time student
emotoyees. ,

Ihr.

.) St,:.-e:-...: ." e .,.-.!.......=7.:.
Students employed on c tempo-
rCry C7 port-time basis. IN

I
1

-:=!ecse 7.c......=.e. :inoe benefits. pension. nospitclizoijon. and other ISbor overhead items

Page 15'
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SECTION 0: hOtiltS DEVOTED TO PROVIDING REFERRAL SERVICES

NOTE: IN THE PREVIOUS FOUR QUESTIONS YOU REPORTED YOUR ORGANIZATION'S STAFF TIME
DEVOTED TO USING PARTICULAR ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES. IN THIS QUESTION, PLEASE
REPORT ON STAFF TIME DEVOTED TO PROVIDING REFERRAL SERVI ES, IRRESPECTIVE OF THE
INFORMATION SOURCES USED BY YOUR STAFF WHCH PROVIDING RAL SERVICES.
DEFINITION: A "REFERRAL" OCCURS WHEN YOUR ORGANIZATION RESPONDS TO AN INFORMA-
TION REQUtST BY SUPPLYING THE REQUESTOR WITH NAMES OF PROGRAMS, ORGANIZATIONS,
OR INDIVIDUALS WHOM THAT REQUESTOR CAN THEN CONTACT TO OBTAIN INFORMATION OR
ASSISTANCE.

For each employee category 'below, please estimate how many hours, on an average monthly
basis, are devoted by yoir organization's staff to providing referral services. Please include
staff time devoted to the following:

Negotiating requests which result In your providing referral services
. Consulting, retrieving, or copying any documents to support your development of a response

Contacting any other person or organization to support your development of a response
Contacting the "requestor in order to provide a response

Pleaie exclude the following activities:
Time spent obtaining, preparing or distributing information products or services which are
not designed primarily to support your referral services.

N
.

EMPLOYEE
CATEGORY

DEFINITION

.

AVERAGE OR
APPROXIMATE
HOURLY RATE

HOURS PER MO.

.

REFERRAL
SERVICES

o) Informotion
Professional

.

Bochelor's degree or higher in on
infor motion profession such os
librory or Information services,
_medio services cr production,. or
computer science.

S /hr.

.

.

b) Education
Professional

Bachelor's degree or higher
(ond/or certification) in education
or on educotion-reloted field
(e.g., counseling, educotionol
psychology. etc.).

$ /hr.
.

i .

c) Other
Professional

'

An individual with o bochelor;s
''degree or higher in o field other
than (o) or (b).

S /hr. .

d) Techniccal or
Clerical

Persons with less than a bache-
. tor's degree, other than tempo-
rosy or part-time student
employees.

S /hr.

., i
e) Student

Employees
Students employed on o tempo-
rory'or porttime basis. S /hr.

. .

'Please include fringe benefits, pension, hospitolizotion, and other lobor overhead items:

E.2 On the average, approximately how many requests per month does
your organization receive which result in your providing referral

' t services?

E.3 , Approximately what percent of the above referral requests are
1:atisfieo by relying primarily on RIE CiJE, the ERIC database,

' or ERIC bocuments which are available for sale through EDRS?

B-32
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B.5 Screener Questionnaire File bescription

On the following pages are displayed the description of the SPSS

records for the Screcner Survey as they appear in the data file, as well as:

a listing of the individual "created" variables which were used for calcu

lating the weights and sorting the data.

ea
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// 100 114916,nlon).tIVIT7.CIA550
7 PqAllflUP

//comMrN1 RUN 10 SAVE ERIC COMPLITtO OATH AND PROGRAM
//PRocLIn VO 05N-CCIA1'P.PROCLIO.DISPSHR
// ExEC.SP5.5

r. /,'F 104(001 00 UNI10350,05N4WYL112KRII.ERICCOMP.OIS0(0L0).
// SPACE-ITRK.(20.10).RLSE1.001mOLKSIZE.6200.VOLSERT501
//rIoni001 00 05N-WYL,112KRII.CIRDATA.015P.OLD.REEPI.
// IONII-33!i0.V0LSER,TS01.

It) /V OCH(RfCIM-flIARFCL110.81851ZE.0720)
11 // OD 0514-wit,1178811,EPIC.OATA2.01511(810,KEEP).

// UNIt03350.VOL-5EP.T501.0C5.(PECFM411.1.RECLme0.0LKSIZE720)

It

I t1
let

//SYSIN 00
NUnFREO YES
MIN NAmF fRIC SAVE RON USING 10 CARDS PER CASE
DATA (154 FIXED (40) / 1 101 1-5 CARD1 6

ZIP 0 -10 01P2 11-12 01P3 13
01P4 14 01P5 15 01P6 16-17
01P7 16-26 02P0 27 z-021,1A 26-29

20 02P18 30-31 02P2A 02P20 34-35
f 02P3 36-39 02P4 40 03P0 41

72 03P1A 42-43 03P16 44-45 03P2A 46-47
23 03P28 48-49 03P3 50-53 03P4 54
24 04P0 55 04P1 56 04P2 57
25 04P3 58 04P4A 59-66 04P48 67-74
2n 04P5A 75-79 Q4P50 77-78/ 2 102 1 CAR02 G
27 04P6A 6-15 Q4PGO 16-23 Q4P7A 24-26
711 o4p79 27 -29 Q4P7C 30 -32 04P0A 33-40
28 04P80 41-46
30. .04P9 49 -51 Q4010 52 04P11 53-57
31 -041'12 58-GO 04P13 61 Q41114 62.63
32 Q4Pi5 C4 04P16 65-72 04P17 73-77
33 04P18 78 -80/ 3 ID3 1-5 CARD3 6
34 05P0'8 05P1A1 9-14 05P1A2 15-20
ls D5Pali 21-26 05P182 27-32 06P0 33
3S OGPIA 34-35 O6P113 36-37 06P2 38
37 OGP3A 39-42 QGP3B 43-46 06P3C 47-51
3F1 06P4 52-54 06P5A 55-57 06P56 58-GO
19 O6P5c 61-63 OGP50.64-66 06PG 67-70
o 06P7 74-73 06P8'74 06P9 75-78/ 4
1 104 1-5 CARD4 6
42 ORPI0A 6 06P 106 9 OGPI0c 10
17 06P100 11 07P1A 12 07P16 13

07P IC 14 07P10 15 07P2 16-20
S. 07P3A1 21-23 07P3A2 24-296 07P381 30-32
47 07P382 33-.36 07P3C1 39-41 07P3C2 42-47
48 07P3D1 48-50 Q7P3D2 51-56 07p3E4 57-59
41 Q7P3E2 60 -65/ 5 IDS 1-5 CARO5
so 08110A 8 06p1A4A 9-12 08P1A2A 13-161
51 081,181A 17-20 06P162A 21-24 08P1C1A 25-28
52. 0801C2A 29-32 06P101A 33-3606P1D2A 37-40
53. 08P1E1A 41-44 08P1E2A 45-48 06P2A 49-52 08P3A 53-55/
84 6 IDG 1-5 CARDG
55. , OPOO e Q8P1A1E1.9-12 Q8P1A28 13-16 017t)
56. 08P1815 17-20 08P1828 21-24 Q8PICIB 25 -28 4
57. 08P1C28,29-32 QBPIDIB 33-36 08P1028 37 -4Q
58. 08P1E18411-44 081,1E28 45-48 08P25 49-52 08P38 53 -55/
59. 7 107 1-5 CAR07

MI M. ( ME JEER JIM MIN 111M_ -
GO. 08POC B OPIA1C 9-12 OP1A2C 13-16



onpinic 17-20 OBPJ82C 21-24 Q8PICIC 25..28
00111C2C 29-32 Q8PIOIC 33 -36 Q8P102C 37-40
ORPIEIC 41-44 C8PIE2C 45-48 128P2C 49-52 00P3C 53-55/

ttin 1 -5, CAROB 8
WOO A 08PIAIG 9-12 ORPIA20 13-16
'lapilli° 17-20 128P1820 21-24 QOPICIO 25-28
ORPIC20 29-32 Q8P1010 33 -36 QOPI020 37-40
ORPIEID 41-44 Q8P1E20 45-40 Q01120 40-52 QOP30 53-05/

1r)

11

d
'I
/4
1',

.

9 109 1-5 CAROO 6
ORPOE 0 OOPIA11 0-12 08P1A2E 13-16
'lam1E 17-20 1211P 482E 21-24 08PICIE 25 -28
QOPIC2E 29-32 CIBPIDIE 33-36 08P102E 37-40
PTIPIEIE 41-44 Q8PIE2E 45-48 QOP2E 4D -52 128P3E 53-05/
10 1010 1-5 CAROIO 6
091'0 R 09PIAi 0-16 09PIA2 17-24

76 09P101 25 -32 09P102 33-40 Q9PICI 41-48
11 09P1C2 49-56 Q9P101 57-64 Q9P102 65-72
111 010 73
/4 INPUT MEDIUM TAPE

N Or cAe$1,3 UNKNOWN
RI MI*;SING VALUES Q1P1,01P4.01P5,010(9)/

01116(98,99)/
RA. 02PIA,Q2P18,122P2A,122P28(77.98.99)/
11 02P4,03P4(7,8,9)/

03PIA,03P18,03P2A,123P28(77.90,90)/
R6 Q4p1,04P2,124P3(7,0)/
1:17 04P5A,04P58(77,08,99)/
RR Op1t(777,998.000)
89. MISSING VALUES 0017,124P11(77777,99998,99099)/
90 04P7A,04P78,124P7C,124P9(777,998,999)/
91 041110,04P13(7,8,9)/
42 Q41112(777,998,999)/
91 04P14(77,98.99)/
44 04P15(3,7,9)
95 missiNn VALUES 125P1A2,05P181,05P182(777777,999998,999999)/
96. 06PIA,06P18(77,98,99)/

1. 97. 06P2,05P8,06P1OA,06P108,126PIOC,06P100(7.9)/
144 9/1 OP30(7777.9998,9999)/

06P4,126P5A,06P58,06P5C,06P50(777,9911,999)/
100 001'0(7777,0998,9999)/
101 Q61'7(777,998,999)/
102 061:09(7777,9990,9999)

. 103. MISSING VALUES 07PIA,07P16,07PIC.127P10(3,9)/
104 07P3A1.07P381.07P3C1.127P301.127P3E1(777,998,999)/
105 07P3A2,127P382,07P3C2.07P302.127P3E2
106 (777777.999998.009000)
107. MISSING VALUES 128P0A.Q8P08.08POC.08P00.08POE(7)/
JOS 03021PIA2A,Q8P1A28:08PIA2C.08PIA20.128PtA2E,
109. OBP1B2A.CIBP113213.1:1601132C.QBP11320.QBP1132£.4
110. 08P1C211.08PIC28.08PIC2C.08PIC20.08PIC2E.
III 08P102A.Q8P1028,128P102C.08P102008P102E.

.112. 038P1E2A.08P1E28.128PIE2C.12801E20.128PIE2E
113. 17777,9998.9999)/
t14. 08P1A1A,Q8P1A18,08PIAIC,08PIA10:08PIAIE.
115
t16.

08P181A.08P1818,128P181C.08P1810.08P181E,
08PICIA.Q8PIC18.128PICIC.128PIC10.128PICIE.

t t7 08P101A.08P1018.128P101C,128P1010.08P101E,
1111. 08PIEIA,08PIE18,08PIEIC.08PIE10.128PIEIE
119. (7777.9998.9999)
120. MISSING VALUES 08P2A.Q8P28.128P2C.08P20,128P2E(7777.9998.9999)
121 MISSING VALUES 128P3A%08P38.128P3C.128P30,128P3E(717.998.999)
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1111.

17.1

.125.
12r,.

121
Int
179
110
111

1 :12.

131
1.1.1

115 '

1-16

11/
1.111

1.19

140
141

142
111
144
fS
1411

14/
1.18

1.1')

151

152
151.
154
155'

15)6.

Ira
Ina
151
160
151.
117.
1G1.
164
165
1/16

167.
IAA
169'

170

. 172.
171.
174.
17.5

176.
477.
UP.
179.

1/11,

142.

Minnim VALUES 091,017,9)
4 MMING VALUES Q9P1A1,09P1A2.09P101.091/182,09PICI,Q9FIC2,

OP101.09P102(77777776,1108118800,99909904)
missim VALUES 04P1O,Q9P1111,09PIAZ,Q9P101,09P1B2,11BPICI.09PIC2,

091,101.09P102(77777777.88880088.99999999)
MI'S1liG VALUES Q41'1077777770
missiNG VALIIES 01P7(777777664.999999744)/

117p2(77777,99990.99999)/
I

Q41411(77777760,77777776.999999114)1
OGP9C(77777,99990,99999)/
02P3(7771,9998.9999)/
001'4A(77777778,09999904)/
04P9A(77777760,77777776ie88110190)

MISSING VALUES Q0pGA(99999994)/
170PPB(77777776.80888880.99999984)/
'09P102(77777776)/
05PIA1(777777.999998,999999)/
174PG0(7777776.1111888880.99999536)

misc;[NG VALUES 174P60(99999980)/
09113(7777,9998,9999)1
091,182(77777776)/
OGP9A(7777,9998,99519)1
04P8A(77777776.888O9800.99999980)

VAR LAPELS 01P2 ORGANIZATION OESCRIPT1ION/
O 0,3 PRIMARY FUNCTION IN SERVICES/
111P4 WHICH IS LARGEST GROUP OF USERS/
011)5 ARE SOVS PROMOTING EO OR TRN1NG ACTIVITIES/
QIPG SOURCE OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT/
O 0,7 MOST RECENT YEAR BUOGET OATA/
WO DOES ORO SUBSCRIBE TO RIE7/
Q2PIA N PIE CURRENT SUBSCRIPTIONS/
02P1B N CURRENT RIE,SEMI-ANNUAL SUBS/
02P2A MONTH HIGHEST PIE USE/
02P2B MONTH LOWEST RIE USE/
021,9 # TIMES STAFF CONSULTS RIE PER MONTH/
02114 N UNASSI5TE0 Rft USE COMPARE° TO STAFF/
WO ODES ORG HAVE SUBS TO CIJE7/
°WU M MONTHLYCIJE SUBSCRIPTIONS/
03P18 N SEMI-ANN CIIF SUBS/
OFZA MONTH HIGHEST CIJE USAGE/
Q3P2B MONTH LOWEST CIJE USAGE/
03P3 N TIMES STAFF CONSULTS CIJE PER MONTH/
03134-114SSISTE0 CIJE USE COMPAREO TO STAFF/
00P0 ODES ORG HAVE ERIC 00CUMENTS7/
00P1 ODES ORO HAVE ERIC MICROFICHE7/
00F2 IS ORG SOC FOR ERIC 00CUMENTS7/
04P3 IS THE'MICROFICHE A CLOSED COLLECTION7/
Q4P4A N IND PIECES MICROF,ICHE7/
04P48 N IND TITLES MICROFICHE/
Q4P5A MONTH HIGHEST FICHE USAGE/
00P58 MONTH LOWEST FICHE USAGE/
Q4PGA N TIMES PER MONTH FICHE VSE0/
Q4PGB N TIMES FICHE TITLES USED/
Q4P7A N MICROFORM REAOERS/'
04P78 N MICROFORM REAOER-PRINTERS/
Q4P7C N OTHER MICROFICHUTO PAPER EQUIPMENT/
Q4P8A N OUPE PAGES MAOE BY IND USERS/' e

00P88 /uin PAGESMAOE BY STAFF/
04P9 N DUPE PCS MADE BY STAFF FOR OTH ORG/
041,10 CAN ORG DUPLICATE MICROFICHE7/
04P11 0 OUPLICATE MICROFICHE MADE PER MONTH/
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110
03 04P12 % OF 0011 FORWARDED BY OTH INFOR PROVIOERS/
t111 04P13 DOES ORG HAVE OEPOSIT ACCOUNT WITH EORS/
111,1

SAG
04P14 N COPIES THESAURUS ERIC OESCRIPTORS/
04P15 ODES ORG HAVE ERIC DOCUMENTS IN PAPER7/

sflf Q4PIG N ERIC PAPER DOCUMENTS/
MR, 041'17 N TIMES PAPER COPY BORROWED OR USED/
ific) 04P18 % PAPER OOC BRRWE0 BY REQ FROM 0TH ORG/
Iwo OSPOHAS ORG RECEIVED ERIC 00CUMENTS7/
Vol WiP1A1 N rRIc MicRoricuE ORDERED rRoM EARS/

05P1A2 N ERIC MICROFICHE ORDERFO FROM 0TH SOURCES/
aP1(11'N PAPER OOC OROEREO FROM EORS/

04 OSP1112 N PAPER OOC ORDEREO FROM OTHER SOURCES/
1,1i OGPO HAS ORG PERFORMEO ONLINE SEARCHES7/
1.1r, OGP/A MONTH WITH HIGHEST N ERIC SEARCHES/
1,17 OGP111 MONTH WITH LOWEST N ERIC SEARCHES/
1,111 QGP2 HAS STAFF USED THE ON -LINE OATABASES7/
1,19 O6P3A N STAFF SEARCHES JUST. ERIC OATABASES/
7(X) 001130 N STAFF SEARCHES ERIC AND OTHER OATABASES/
701-. OGP3C N SRCHES ERIC.* 'ERIC ANO OTHER OATABASES/
202 06P4 % OF SRCHES SENT BY OTHER INFO PROVIOERS/
2oi
204
20c.)

205
207
2OR
209.
200
211.
717.

co 713.
to 214.
-4 215

216.
717
21R
219.
720.
221.
222
223.
224.
275.'
278
227.
228.
229.
230.
231.
232
233.
234.
235.
235.
237.
238.
239.
240.
241.
242,
243.

QGP5A % SEARCHES USING LOCKHEED/
W511 % SEARCHES USING SOC/
Q6PSC % SEARCHES USING PRS/ .

06P50 1 SEARCHES USING OTHER SYSTEMS/
QGPG N ON-LINE SEARCHES SENT TO OTHER ORG/
06P7 % SRCHES SENT TO 0TH ORG ON ERIC OATABASE/
06PR HAS STAFF MAOE BATCH ERIC SEARCHES7/
OGP9 N BATCH SEARCHES ERIC BY STAFr/
OGPf0A NEGOT. RECEIVE OR CLARIFY REQUEST/
06P100 CONSTRUpTING SEARCH STATEMENT/
O6P10C RUNNING BATCH SEARCHES/
06P100 REVIEW THE SEARCH OUTPUT/
Q7PIA HELO TRAINING SESSIONS EMP WITHIN ORG/
07P10 TRAIN SESS PEOPLE OUTSIOE ORG/
Q7PIC TRN SESS ORG EMP ERIC ANO OTHER OATABASES/
07P10 SAME AS 07P1C BUT OUTSIOE ORG/
O7P2 N PEOPLE OURING LAST YEAR TO USE ERIC/
071'3141 N NEWSLETTERS PROOUCED/
07P3A2 N COPIES NEWSLETTERS OISTRIBUTED/
07P3B1 N SPEC BIBLIOGRAPHIES PROOUCEO/
07P382 N SPEC BIBLIOGRAPHIES OISTRUBITEO/
07P3C1 N ANALYTIC OR REV PUB PROOUCEO/
071)=2 N ANALYTIC OR REV PUB OISTRIBUTEO/
07P301 N ITEMS PROOUCEO OTHER/
07P30? /I COPIES OISTRIBUTEO OTHER/
07P3E4 N ITEMS PROOUCEO OTHER/
07E00E2 N COPIES OISTRIBUTEO OTHER/
08P1A1A INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/
08P1A2A INF PROFESS. HOS PER MONTH/
08P1B1A EOUCATIONAL PROF. HRLY RATE/
08P1B2A EOUCATIONAL PROF. HRS PER MONTH/
08P1C1A OTHGR'PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/
Q8P1C2A OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/
OOPSDIA TECH OP CLERICAL HRLY RATE/
081)102A TECH OR CLERICAL MRS PER MONTH/
00P1EIA STUOENT HRLY_RATE/08piE2A STUOENT HRS PER MONTH/
OOP2A AVE N REOTS RECVO PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/
08P3A % OF REFERRAL REQTS OF 09P2A SATISFIED/
08P1A1B INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/
O8PIA2B INF PROFESS. HRS PER MONTH/
O8P1B1B EDUCATIONAL PROF. HRLY RATE/ '..,
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bl

7.1.1

245
246
24/
2 In

2.1ti
2440

2'14
755
756
57.

7+-in

2!,9

260
261
:167

261
264.
765
266.
2r7.
268.
269.
2ro.
271
772.
271-
914
2/5.
276
777.
778.
279.
280
281.
782-
283.
284,
2135-

286.
287-
288.
289-
790.
291.
292.
293.
294.
795.
296. 02P2A.02P28,03P2A.04P5AMP513.06PIA.Q6P1B,
297. 031,213 (O1)JANUARY
798. (02)FEBRUARy (03)MARCH (04)APRIL (05)MAY (06)JUNE
799. (07)JULY (OB)AUGUST (09)SEPTEMBER (f0)OCTOBER
300. (f1)NOVEMBER (12)0ECEMBER (77)NOT APPL

(9B)OONT KNOW (99)UNKNOWN/
302.
303. 04P1,04P2.0P3.04P10.041,15.00P2.06PB.
304. 04P13.07PIA.071,18.07PIC,Q7p10 (I)yES (2)NO

Q8PIR2B EOUCATIONAL pROF. HRS PER MONTH/
onricin OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/
onricni 0111ER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/
onPIDIB TECH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/
oneiom TEE OR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/
onriFie SIUOEN/ HRLY RAIE/011PIE2B STUDENT HRS PER MONTH/
001,20 AVE # REQTS RECVO PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/
QaP30 % or REFERRAL REQTS OF 08P211 SATISFIED/
onPliiic INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/
QaPIA2C INF PROFESS, HRS PER MONTH/
OBPIB1C EOUCATIONAL PROF, HRLY RATE /.
QOP102C EOUCATIONAL PROF, MRS PER MONTH/
QaPICIC OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLy'RATE/
QOPIC2c OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/
0111110IC TECH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/
QaPto2C TECH OR CLERICAL. HRS PER MONTH/
ORPIEI0 STUDENT HRLY RATE/Q8PIE2C STUOENT HRS PER MONTH/
QOP2C AVE # REQTS RECVD PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/
WIC % OF REURRAL RE'S OF Q8P2C SATISFIED/
08Pi810 INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/
OOPIA20 INF PROFESS. HRS PER MONTH/
1301111110 EOUCATIONAL. PROF. HRLY RAZE/
Q8PIB2o EOUCATIONAL PROF. HRS PER MONTH/
O8PICI0 OTHER PROFESSIONAL HILLY RATE/
08PIC20 OTHEP PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/
Q8P1010 TECH ORCLERICAL HRLY RATE/
081,1020 TECH OR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/
Q8PIE10 STUOENT HRLY RAIE/QaPIEM STUDENT HRS PER MONTH/
08P2o AVE # REQTS RECVD PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/
08936 % OF REFERRAL REQTS OF Q8P20 SATISFIEO/
Q8PIA1E INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/
QOPIA2E INF PROFESS. HRS PER MONTH/
oaPIBIE EOUCATIONAL PROF, HRLY RATE/
010182E EDUCATIONAL PROF. tins PER MONTH/
oaPICIE OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/
QOPIC2E OTHER PROFESSIONAL MRS PER MONTH/
010101E TECH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/
08P102E TECH OR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/,'
Q8PIEIE STUDENT HRLY RATE/OBPJE2E STUDENT MRS PER MONTH/
QBP2E AVE N REoTS RECVD PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/
OBP3E % OF REFERRAL REQTS OF,Qap2E SATISFIEO/
09PtAi AMT CONT ARRNGMNT SALE OR REPO ERIC OOC/
09P1A2 AMT IND PAY SALE OR REPO ERIC OOC/
09PtBI AMT CONT ARRNOMNT,SRCH ERIC OATABASE/
09PIB2IND PAY SRCH ERIC OATABASES/
Q9PICI AMT CONT OTHER SRVC BASECC ON ERIC PRoD/
09P1C2 IND PAY 0TH SERVICE BASEO ON ERIC PR00/
Q9P10f AMT CONT TOTAL/
09P102 TOTAL IND PAYMENT/

VALUE LABELS 01P3,01P5.04111,04p3,04p10.04p15.061,2.06PB (I)YES
(2)NO (7)NOT APP (8)00FeT KNEW (9)ND RESPONSE/
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I1NA

3O1 (3)0ONT KNON.(7)NOT APPL (9)0ONT KNOW (9)UNKNOWN/
30C 1

,

30 r . 01P6 (I) COLLEOE OR UNIV BUOGF.T (2)STATE FUNOS
ion

1
(3)rEo GRANTS OR CONIR (4)PRIVATE FUNDING

909 (5)0IR OILL.ING OR CHARGE (6)SCHOOL BuOGET
110 (7101H THM SCH WOO (8)OTHER (0)UNKNOWN/
311.
31? 02P4.03124 (I)GREATER THAN (2)LESS THAN (3)ABOUT THE SAME
113 (4)0ON'T KNOW (8)NOT APPLICABLE/
314
314i 06PIDA.00p100.06PIOC.06P100 (I )OWN STAFF
1G (2)0111FR DEPT STAFF (3)'OTHER ORG STAFF (7)NOT APP
311 (0)00N,T KNOW (9)UNKNOWN/
3411

lin 01P2 (I)CEN CAMPUS FAC (2)OEPARTMENT FACILITY
120 (3)STATE EO AGENCY (4)LOC SCH LIO CENTER
3:1 (5)IIEAO SCH LIB CENT (6)SCH GIST R&O CENT
372 (7)ERIC CLEARHOUSE (a)Om FEO SUPP CLEAR
373 (9)NIE-SuPP LAO OR CL (10)INTERM SERV PROV
1:14 (II)PuOLIC LIORARV (12)SOC OR ORG
375. (13)BUSIN OR CORP (14)OTHER (9B)DON'T KNOW (99)UNKNOWN
32G. VALUE LAOELS 02P0.O3P0.04100.08P0.06P0 (1). NO (2)YES
377. VALUE LAOELS 00P0A.0BPOB.OBPOCABP00.0BPDE (1)CHECKEO BOx
328. '(2)NOT CHECKED (7)NA
:129 ALLOCATE TRANSPACE50000

I
.

330. Ir (02P IA GT 97 AND 02P10 W. 97 AND Q2P2A GT M7 ANO 02P2B
111 . ar 97 AND 02P3 GT 0997 AND 02p4 GT 4) RIESuB2
332.
333 IT (02P IA EQ 0 ANO 02PIB EQ 0 AND Q2P2A GT 97 ANO Q2P20

Cd 334 GT 97 AND Q2P3 GT 9997 AND Q2P3 GT 3) RIESuB2
1 335. IF (02P0 EQ I) RIESUB 3 -

%...$

MD 33G. tr (RIESUB NE 2 AND NE 3) RIESUB I
nl,
330. IF (Q3PIA GT 97 AND Q3PIB GT 97 ANO Q3P2A GT 97ANO Q3P2B
339. GT 97 ANO Q3P3 GT 9997 ANO 03P4 GT 4) CIdESuB2
340. IF (Q3PIA EQ 0 AND Q3PIB EQ 0 AND Q3P2A GT 97 ANO Q3P2B GT
341. 97 AND Q3P3 GT 9997AND Q3P3 GT 3) CIdESUB2
342. IF (Q3PO.EQ I) CIJESUB 3 .

343. IF (CIJESUB NE 2 ANO NE 3) CI)ESUB 1
344% VALUE LABELS RIESUB (1)RIE SUBSCRIBER (2)NOT RIE SUBSCRIBER/
345. CIJESUB (1)CIdESUBSCRIBER 2)NO CIdE SUBS
346. VALUE LABELS RIESUB (3) CHEM° BOX /CIJESUB (3)CHECKEO Box
347.
348. VALUE LABELS 102 (I)CH & FACIL (2)RIE LIST (3)CIdE LIST
349. (4)SRCH LIST (5)FICHE LIST (6)OEP ACCT LIST
350. (7)EORS OROER LIST
351.
352. IF (041)1 EQ 1 OR 04P2 EQ 1) ERICFICH 1
353. IF , (04Pf EQ 2 OR EQ 9) ERICFICH 2
354. IF (04P0 EQ 1) ERICFICH 3
355. VALUE LABELS ERICFICH (1),HAS FICHE (2) NO FICHE (3)CHECK BOx
356.
357. IF (06P2 EQ 1 OR 06PB EQ 1 OR (Q6P3A GT 0 AND LT 7777 OR (
368. 06P3B GT 0 AND LT 7777 OR (Q6P3C GT 0 AND ILT 7777 OR
359. (06P9 GT 0 ANO LT 7777))))) ERICSRCH 1
360. IF (Q6PO EQ I) ERICSRCH 3
361. IF (ERICSRCH NE 1 AND NE 3) ERICSRCH 2
.342. VALUE LABELS ERICSRCH (f)HASSEARCH (2)NO SEARCH (3)CHECK BOX
363.

..

364. IF ( \02 EQ 6 OR O4PI3 EQ 1) OEPOSIT I
365. IF (DEPOSIT. NE I) OEPOSIT 2
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15c:

1/4
awl

Vitt I Or

I f

1 AUEIS DEPOSIT (1) HAVE 01POSIT (2)NO DEPOSIT

(IO2EQ 7 OR (Q9P1A1 GT 0 AND LT 777777 DR
3G9 (QOP1O1 DT 0 AND LT 777777))) EDRS 1
3/0 If (EONS NE 1) EORS 2
1/I VAI tIE I AfIr1.5 EDITS (1)HAS EORS (2 )NO EORS
3/11

1/1 iF (RIESUB ,EQ 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NE I

:11.1 AND ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE 1)GRP 1
3/5 TI ( RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EC, 1 AND ERICSRCH Ni! 1 AND
1/6 ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE I) ORP 2
:111.

3/11. It (NEW) NE 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
1/9 ERIcE1C11 NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE 1) GRP 3
3o
19I (RIESQ0 NE 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NE I AND
192 ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE 0 GRP 4

15 tf (RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB NE i AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
155. ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT ED 1 AND EORS NE 1) GRP 6
19G.
157 If (RIESUB NE t AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NE f AND
399 ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT'NE 1 AND,EORS EQ 1) GRP me
3/19

390. ir (RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ER1CSRCH NE t AND
191, ERICFICII NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE 1) GRP 7
392
191. IF (RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
194. ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE I) GRP -II

tb 395.

4:-
396 Ir (RIESUB ED f AND CIJESUB NE f AND ERICSRCH NE f AND

O . 397 . ERICFICHLE0 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE 1),GRP 9
198
199 . if (RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB NE'1 AND ERICSRCH NE I AND
400. ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND
401.
402.

EDRS NE 1) GRP 10

4 03.
404.
405.
41143 IF
407.
406.
409. IF
4t0.
411.
12. IF
413.
41
415. IF
416.
417.
418. IF
419.
420.
421. IF

422.
423.
424. IF

425.
426.

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB NE CAM ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND FORS E01) 01W -11

(RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NrE 1-AND EORS NE 1) GRP 12

(RIESUB NE 1

ERICFICH EQ

(RIESUB NE 1

ERICFICH NE

(RIESUB NE 1

ERICFICH NE

(RIESUB NE 1

ERICFICH EQ

(RIESUB NE 1
ERICFICH NE

(RIMS NE
ERICFICH NE

AND CIJESUB EQ I AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
1 AND DEPOSli NE 1 AND EORS NE 1) GRP 13

AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH NE,1 AND
1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EORS NE 1) GRP 14

AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS EQ 1) GRP 15

AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ I AND
1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE 1) GRP 16

AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EORS NE i) GRP .17

AND CIJESUO NE 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND'
1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP "18
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471 Tr (RIESUB NC 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
7n ERICFICH EQ 1 ANO DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP 1B
424
410 fr (RUSUO NE I AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
31 ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP 20

6 32.
4.1.1 Jr (WSW NE I AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NE I AND
414 CRICrICH NE f AND DEpOsIT EQ 1 AND EDRS EQ I) GRP .21
.15
41C ir (PIEston EQ 1 AND CIJESUO ED t AND ERICSRCH CO 1 AND
437 FRIcrICH NE I AND DEPOSIT NE A AND EDRS NE 1) Gap .22
438.
433, ir (RIESUO EQ I AND CIJESUO EQ I AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
441) rRIcrICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE I ANU EDRS NE I) GRP .23
411
47 ir (RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUOID 1 AND ERICSRCH NE 1 ANO
41 ERIcrICH NE I AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EORS NE 1) GRP -24
.414
445 I (RIESUO EQ 1 AND CIJESUO EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH NE i AND
446 rarcriCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP 25
1/.
4111 11 (RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUO NE I AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
44.1 rRicrICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE i AND EDRS NE I) GRP .26
450
451 (RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
457 ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT Mi AND EDRS NE 1) GRP .27
463,
454. 1r (RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB NE I AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
455. ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE I AND EORS EQ 1) GRP .26
456

i 457 ir (RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB NE. 1 AND ERICSRCH NE I AND
458 ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ t AND EDRS NE 1) GRP 214
459,
460. (RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NF 1 AND
CI ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE t AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP .30
467. 3

63 IF (RIESUB EQ 1 ANITCIJESUB NE t AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
4C4 ERICFICH NE i AND DEPOSIT ED 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP 31
465.
4CA IF (RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
467. ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE t AND,EDRs NE 1) Gap .32
468.
469. IF (RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
70. ERICFICH NE t AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP .33

472. IF (RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ I AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
473. ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1-AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP .34
474
475. IF (RIESUB NE i AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND'ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
476. ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ I AND EDRS NE 1) GRP 35
477.
478. IF (RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ i AND ERICSRCH NE i AND
479. ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP 36
480.
481. IF (RIESUB NE i AND CIJESUB EQ i AND ERICSRCH NE I AND
482. ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP 37
483.
484. IF (RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB NE t AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
466. ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EORS NE 1) GRP 311
486.
467. IF (RIESUB NE i AND CIJESUB NEI AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
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Inn-
4 n'/

49tt
441

1'11 Ir

442.

41

I(. I I

.41 I

1111

noo

IF
hi IC.

%ur
tr

t10
%II tr

512
51.1'

514 IF

:",15

!stn.

51/. IF`

51n
5114

570. tr

521
572 '

S23. tr

524.
575

527.
528.
525 IF

530
531.
532 IF

531
534.
535.
53n .

53J-
538- tr

539.
541)-
541. IF
542.
543.
544, IF
545.
54n.
7. IF

548.

is

mcriat ED I AND DEPOSIT NE

4RILSUO NE I ANd CIJESUO NE t
tittcrtcti'NE I AND DEPDSIT EQ

(DIM° NE I AND CIJESUO NE I

rim:riot ED I AND DEPDSIT EQ

(RiFinn FQ I ANO CIJESUD EQ I.

rPtcrqu EQ I AND DEPOSIT NE

(RIESUB t AND CIOESUn EQ I

ruictict! NE I AND DEPOSIT EQ

(RIESUO EQ I AND CIJESUO FQ I

ERICrICII NE I AND DEPOSIT NE

tRIE5un EQ I AND CIJESUO EQ I

EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ

(nIFSUn EQ I AND CIdEsUn EQ I

rRicricti EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE

tatrsun EQ I AND CIJESUO EQ I

rPtcrictt NE I AND DEPDSIT EQ

(RIESUB EQ I AND CI4Esun NE
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ

IRIESUO EQ I AND CIOES99 NE 1

ERICFICH EQ / AND DEPDSIT NE

(RIESUB EQ I AND CluEs118 NE I

ERICFICH NE t AND DEPDSIT EQ

('RIESUB EQ I AND CIJESU8 NE I

ERICFICH EQ I AND DEPDSIT EQ

( RIESUB NE I AND CIJESUO EQ I

ERICFICH EQ I AND DEPDSIT EQ

(RIESUB NE I AND CIJESUO EQ I

ERICFICH Eol AND DEPDSIT NE

(RIESUB NE SAND CIJESUO EQ I

ERICFICH NE I AND DEPOSITE0

1F (RIESUB NE 1 AND CIdESUR NE 1

ERICFICH NE I AND DEPDSIT NE

(RIESUB NE I AND CIJESue Et) I

ERICFICH E0 I AND DEPDSIT EQ

(RIESUB NE I AND CIJES96 NE 1

ERICFICH E0 I AND DEPOSITE0

(RIESUB EQ I AND CIJESUO EO
ERICFICH EQ I AND DEPOSIT EO

.(RIESUB EQ I AND CIOESUB EQ 1
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE

1 AND EDRS EQ f) GRP 39

AND ERICSRCH CO 1 AND.
i AND (ORS EQ 1) GRP "40

AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
1 AND EORS GO 1) ORP '41

AND ERICSRCH FO 1 AND
I AND EARS NE) ORP

AND ERICSRCN EQ I AND
I AND EDRS NE I) GRP 43

AND ERICSRCN'EO 1 AND
1 AND EDRsE0.1) GRP 44

AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
AND (DRS NE I) GRP -45

AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
I AND EDRS EQ 4) GRP *46

AND ERICsRCI4 NE I AND
I AND EDRS EQ I) MP -47

AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP 49

AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
I AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP 49

AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP -80

AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
1 AND EDRS EQ 1) PIP 51

AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
1 AND EDRS NE I) GRP .57

AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
1 AND EDRS EQ I) GRP 93

AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP 94

AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP 55

AND ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
1 AND EDRS EO 1) GRP 59

AND ERICSRCH E0 1 AND-
1 AND EDRS E0 1) GRP .97

AND ERICSRCH E0 1 AND
1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP .59

AND-ERICSRCH EQ I AND
1 AND EDRS EQ 1) ORP 859

2&)



.41

'001
:14

(011. U11 IQ 1 AND CIJESUO EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH (Et I AND
istIcrIc11 Ni 1 AND DEPOt;IT FQ 1 AND IMPS EQ I) DAP .60

t If (oltstto if) I AND CIdESUO EQ 1 AND CRICSRCH NE f AND
(RIctiot EQ f AND DEPOSIT to 1 ANO MRS EQ 1) GRP .61414.1

f1,0,

If
444.

(ptrsun co 1 AND ctorsun NE I ANO ER1CSRCH EQ I AND
ERICIICII fp 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AN() MRS EQ 1) (RP G2

II N 1 AND ctorsun CO ANO ER1CSRCH EQ 1 AND
1111crICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT CO I ANO MRS CO 1) GRP .63

I $

'.4. 1
IP1(5011 EQ f AND MASUD EQ 1 AND ERICSRCI1 £.0 1 AND
ritIcfIC11 EQ f AND DEPOSIT EQ f AND FORS EQ I) GRP .64

(GRP FO 1 OR 3 DR 4 OR G OR 55 AND 102 EQ 2)
wrtmrt - 21.7

/
.11 11 Irmt, ra 7 DR a OR 20 AND 102 EQ 3) wttnurt « 11.0

((;RI' CO 3 OR 23 OR 30 DR 55 AND 102 EQ 4)
wEIGI1T1 2.2

f/ t If (GRP EQ 5 ANO 102 EQ 6) WEIGDT1 a 20,1

Pb ff (GRP ED 6 AND 102 EQ 7.) WE a 209.5
o,fo.

II (GRP FQ 7 AND ID2 EQ 2 DR (GRP Et, 61 AND 102 E0 7))
WEIGHTI . 11.3

5:n
f,nr 1J (GRP EQ 7 AND 102 EQ 3) WEIGHTI . 5.2
foit

IF (GRP EQ 8 AND 102 EQ 2) WEIGITII = 10.9
q711

f",fil Er (GRP EQ 8 AND ID2 EQ 4) WEIGHT' I.

5D5
5foo-, 1r (GRP EQ 9 AND 102 EQ 2) WEIGHTI = 13.3
f;n7

5114

StIn

f,q t Jr (GRP EQ 10 OR 22 AND 102 EQ 5 OR (GRP EQ 44 AND
102 ED 2))

t:1 WE1GHTI m 7.1
5'74

S'15 r

7

SIR
5qg tr

6'11 IF (GRP EQ 14 AND 102 EQ 6 OR (GRP EQ 18 AND tp2 EQ 4))
WEIGHT' 1.9

no4 IF (GRP E0 IS AND 102 EQ 3) WEIGHTI a 9.4
605
604 IF (GRP EQ 18 AND 102 EQ 7) WEIGHTI 28,0
c17
(' 08. IE rnRP £Q 22 AND I£02 EQ 2) WEIGHTS a 7.5
609

If (GRP ED 9 AND 102 Et, 5 DR (GRP EQ 59 DR 64 AND 102 EQ 3))
WEIGHT) a 2.7

IF

(GRP Et) II AND 102 EQ 2) WEIGHTI a t8.9

(GRP ED Si AND 102 EQ 7) WEIGHTS a 27.5

(GRP EQ 13 AND IO2 EQ 5) WEIGHT) a 2.9
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, Irr tf (GRP 10 22 AND rat CO 3) WEIG11t1 3.5
I.11

(GRP TO 22 OP 44 AND 102 TO 4 00 (GRP (0 4!) AND
107 10 6))
wrt0IIII 0,7

. 1 . , I I (nnp ro 23 AND 102 ro 2) wEIGHT1

11 101/1' 10 23 AND 102 EQ 11 WEIrilitt 3.9

40f1 II .((iRP TO 23 AND IO2 EQ 5) WEIGHti 1.0

W7 I1 (GRP to 2S ANt) 1p2 EQ 2) WEIGUT1 10.5

If (GRP r0 25 AND 102 CO 3) WIWI' 4.9

Fon I I (GRP (0 25 AND 102 EC) 7),wEIGHT1 15.3

IMP (0 26 AND 102 E0 2) WE 0.3

nu) IF (GRP CO 26 OR 49 OR 62 AND 102 E0 4) WEIGHT! 0.0
G71
(02 IT (GRP E0 26 OR 45 OR 46 AND 102 EO 5) WEIGHTI 1.7
GA1
74 IF (GRP EQ 27 AND 102 EC) 6) WEIGHT; 0.9

o3n
nin it (GRP CO 28 AND 102,E0 2)* WEIGHTI 10.2
nil
nin iF (CRP E0 28 AND 102 EQ 4 OR (IO2 CO I)) WEIGHTI 1.0
679
040 IF (GRP E0 28 AND 102 EC) 7) WEIGHTI t4.8
nt
n42. IF (GRP EQ 29 AND 102 E0 2) WEIGHTA 12.6
643
A40 IF (GRP EQ 29 AND 102 EO 2.6
6b

IF (GRP E0 30 AND 102 (0 2) WEIGHTt 12.2
G17

IF (GRP EC) 30 OR 39 AND 102 EQ 5) WEIGHTI 2.5
Gin
n50 IF (GRP EQ 3Q AND 102 E0 7) WEIGHTI 17.7
n11,
n12 IF (GRP E0 40 AND 102 EO 6) WEIGHTI 1.5
n5i
C54 Ir (GRP EC) 42 AND 102 E0 2) WEIGHTI 6.2
on5
616. IF (GRP EC) 42 DR 58 AND 102 E0 3) WEIGHT, 2.8
657.
Ann. Ir (GRP EC) 42 OR 58 OR 59 DR 64 AND 102 EC' 4 OR (GRP EO
(l') 60 AND 102 EO 6))
c60. WEIGHTI 0.6
(G1-
662- IF . (GRP EQ 42 AND 102 EO 5) WEIGHTI 1.3
603.
664. 1r (GRP E0 44 AND IO2 EC) 3) WEIGHTI 3.3
665. 262666. IF (GRP E0 44 AND 102 EC) 7) WEIGHTI 10.4
667.
668. IF (GRP EC, 45 AND 102.E0 2) WEIGHT( 8.2
669.
670. IF (GRP EO 45 AND 102 EO 3) WEIGHTI 3.8
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I, .1 1 11(r TRIComp3
12 AltocAtE TRANWA0E-30000
13 . ,

14 1$ (71.11 10 11010 OR lo060 OR I103Q OR 12020 OR n2030 OR
1f. 13010 OR 13030 04 13040 OR 14010 OR 14020 ph 14030
ft. oR 1.1040 OR 15010 OP 15020 DR 15030.0R 15040)
Ti tifwvpF1 I

In

9f, It (101 E0 17010) NEwTYPE1 2

1 Is (011'2 EQ 1 OR (101 EQ 31230.04,31330 17R 43290 OR
56140))
NEwTo$E1 3

. It (01P2 EO 2 OR (I01 E0 22420 OP 44080)) NEWTYPEI 4

(101 E0 24211 OR 24440 OR 41140 OR 4213b OR 42240 OR
44201 OR 44420 OR 25450)

NEwtYPE1 5
if,

11 it 101P2 E0 3 OR (101 EQ 21140 OR 42350)) NEWTYPEI 6
12

ii it (101 EQ 31146 OR 51200 OR 64060) NEWTYPEI 7

11 .-

rp 11 (101 E0 21160 OR 22180 OR 23160 OR 43160 OR 52090 OR
41 54110 OR 62040 OR 42140)
:17 NEWTYPEI 8
.1R

1$) IF (431152 (0 8) NEWTYPEI m 90
41 fr (o1P2 E0 9) NEWTYPEI 10
1;$

4 3 IF (04,2 Eo 10 OR (101 EO 44110)) NEWTYPEI /1

44 1

.15 IF (o1p2 EQ 6) NEWTYPEI 12

46
7 IF (01P2 E0 5)4NEwTvInt 13
48
9 IF (01P2 EQ 4) NEWTYPEI 0
r,o

51 IT (01P2 EQ 11 OR (Itli E0 34290)) NEWTYPEI IS
1.

57
,1,-4 it (01P2 EO 12 OR (101 EQ 24200 OR 21240)) NEWTYPEI 16
.1

55 It (QIP2 EQ.I3 OR (101 EQ 72040)) NEWTYPEI 17

56
57 IF (01P2EQ 14 AND 101 EO 21330 OR 22200 OR 23320 OR
5A 24070 OR 24350 011.25140 OR 25240 OR 25440 OR 31500
59. OR 34200 OR 34260 OR 35180 OR 41080 OR 42160 OR
GO 42440 OR 43010 OR 44280 OR 45360 OR 45400 OR 01080
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.1.ti

cl,. II (Gill' T0'46.AND 102 EO 2) WEIGHT1 8.0
I. i i

4,1 10 (GRP'f0 46 ANO 1D2 EQ 3).WEI01111 3.7
40!.

c /i. I I (GRP r0 49 ANO 102 ED 7) MEM', 11.9
f.11 ,.

f,la II (GRP ro 50 AND 102 EQ 2) WEIGHT1 A 6.0
0;1'1 I

*6110 11 (n6P TO 50 DR 59 OR 64 ANO IO2*E0 5) WEIGHTS 1.2-
cnI
tdt2 11 ((GRP CO 5n OR 64 AND 102 EQ 6) WEIGIOT1 D.5

(GRP EQ 59 AND

(GRP CO 59 AND

102

102

EQ 2) WEIGHTI

EQ 7) WEIGHTS
t

5.9
,tr.

0.6 .1

(GRP EQ 61.AND 102 EQ 2) WEIGHTI

k

7.0

(01W EQ 61 AND 102 EO 3) WEIGHTI -3.6

(ARP EQ 61 ANO 102 EQ 5) WEIGHTI 1.6

(GRP EQ 64 ANO 102 EC? 2) WEIGHTI 5.0

nilf, VAR LARFIS RIESUO SUBSCRIBES }D RESOURCES IN EDUCATION-PIE/
1-01, ..

i CIJESUO SUBS 'TO C RENT INDEX TD JOURNALS IN EDCIJE/
win FRICSRCH CONDUCTS ERIC DATA BASE SEARCHES/
Gnq ERICFICH HAS ERIC MICROFICHE/

DEPOSIT HAS ERRS DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS/
MRS ORDERS DOCUMENTS FROM ERRS/
QOPOA RIf/
08P00 CIJE/ I

ovoc DDCS/
08P00 SRCH/
QAPOE 011-ISE A fACIti

GENERA1811

ERICCOMP

ti 700.
101

cr,
702
703
70.1

70,3

7041

7q7 ,

7011 READ INPUT DATA
109
710 FREQUENCIES
711
712 SAVE FILE
713 FINISH
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OR 63030 OR 79000)
J mrulTmci - in

( VA140 tAnfin NEWIYPEI (1)4ERIC CLIIHSES (2) ERIC FACILITY
(31.CAMPUS MAIN 110 (4) CAMPUS OEPT LIB

" (5) CAMPUS 0TH ORD (6) STATE ED AGCY (7) STATE LIOar
G/ (A) FEDERAL LIB (9) OTHER FED CHSE (10) NIE LAO OR CTR
GA (11)kINTERM SRVC PROV (,) SCI! DIST RAD CTR
4.1 (11) SCII LIB DISTRICT (f4) SCH LIB LOCAL
hi (45) PUULIC LIORARY (46) SOCIETY OR ASSOC
ri (I) nusINEss OR CORP (10) OTHER

/1 11 (NEWTYPE1 EQ 1 DR 2) NEWTYPE2 I

1.1

it (NFWTYPE1 EQ 3 OR 4 on 5) NEWTYPE2. 2

it IF . (NEWTYPE1 EQ 6 OR 7 OR 0.0R 9 OR 10 OR 11 OR 12 OR 13
in OR 14 OR I0 OR 16 OR 17 OR f0)
/9. NEWTYPE2 3

Al VAIRE LABELS NEWTYPE2 (1) ERIC CLHSE & FAC (2) ACAOEMIC ACC PTS .

ri;1* (1) OTHER ACC PTS
A 3

Al VAR t/UIFL% NEWIYrr1 TYPE OF ORGANIZATION-LONG/
n5 NEWIYPE2 TYPE OF ORGANIZATION-SHORT
A"
Al IF (ERTCFICH EQ I OR (OAR'S EQ I)) ERICDOC " 1

An
n9 iF (ERICFICH NE 1 ANO (Q41315 NE 1)) ERICOOC 2

crs 90
n1 VALUE LABELS ERICDOC (I) HAS ERIC OOCS (2) NO ERIC DOCS
92
93 VAR LAPELS ERICOOC HAS ERIC MICROFICHE OR PAPER COPY/
14 RIESUB SUBSCRIBES TO RESOURCES IN EOUCATION-RIE/
95 CIJESUB SUBS TO CURRENT INOEX TO JOURNALS IN EO-CIJE/
IA ERICSRCH CONDUCTS ERIC OATA BASE SEARCHES/
17 ERICFICH HAS ERIC MICROFICHE/
9R DEPOSIT HAS MRS OEPOSIT ACCOUNTS/
9h' EORS ORDERS 0000MENTS FROM EORS
300
101. IF (RIESUB EQ t AND (CidESUO NE t AND (ERICSRCH NE 1 AND
102. (ERICDOC NE I))))
t03. OVERLAP1
104
305. IF (RIESUB NE 1 AND (CIJESUB EQ 1 AND (ERICSRCH NE f AND
306. (ERICOOC NE 1))))
107. OVERLAP2
108.

'109. IF (RIESUB NE 1 ANO (CIJESUE1 NE 1 AND (ERICSRCH EQ 1 ANO
110 (ERICOOC NE 1))))

OVERLAP3
112,
143. IF (RIESUB,NE f AND (cIdEsUO NE 1 AND (ERICSRCH NE t AND
114. (ERICDOC EQ f))))

115. OVERLAP4
116.
117. IF (RIESUB EQ f AND (CIJESUB EQ 1 AND (ERICSRCH NE 1 AND '

110. (ERICDOC NE 1))))
116. OVERLAPS
120.
124. IF (RIESUB EQ 1 AND (CIJESUB NE I AND (ERICSRCH EO 1 AND

265



1" 1 F

176

1/4
Iht
111
11/
III II (41r5u0 EQ 1 ANO (CIJESUB EQ I ANO (ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
1'14 (tRICDOC NE 1))))
I or. OvERLAP9
1 Ff.

11, 11 (RIESUB ED 1 AND (CIJESUB NE I AND (ERICSRCH EQ I ANO
II' (11(1(:O00 CO 1))))
i (moo AP. 10
it.

III It (RIESUB NC 1 ANO (CIJESUB EQ 1 ANO (ERICSRCH-EQ 1 ANO
1.17 (ERICDOC EQ 1))11

'OVIRLAP.II
1.1.1

145. II (RIESUO EQ I AND (CIJESUB EQ J AND (ERICSRCH NE I ANO
1.16. '(ERICDOC EQ 1))))

OvERLAP.12
14R
144 tr (RIESUB EQ I AND (CIJESUB EQ 1 ANO (ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
14o (ERICDOC EQ 1))))

OvERLAPI3

151. IF MMUS EQ 1 ANO (CIJESUB NE I AND (ERICSRCH NE I ANO
154 (ERICOOC. co 1))))
155 OvERLAR14
156.
1S7. If (RIESU8 NE 1 AND (CIJESUB EQ 1 AND (ERICSRCH EQ 1 ANO
ISA / (ERICOOC NE I))))
154: OVIRLAP15
160.
161. VALUE LABELS
162.
1$33.

164.
165,
166.
167.
168. VAR LABELS OVERLAP ERIC ACCESS POINT OVERLAP POTS AND SVCS
169.

If (ERICSRCH EQ ERIcscH2r1
171.
172. If (ERICSRCH EQ 2 OR 3) ERICSCH2.2
173.
174. VALUE LABELS ERICSCH2 (I)ERIC SRCHES (2)NO ERIC SRCHES
075.
176. IF , (OVERLAP fo I OR 2 OR 3 OR 4)
177. OVERLAP201
176. 6. 6
179. IF '(OVERLAP EQ S OR 6 OR 7 OR 8 OR 14)
180k OVERLA122.2
181.

182. IF (OVERLAP EQ 9 OR 10 OR 11 OR 12)

I I

(CRICDOC NC 1))))
OvrRLAP6

(RIESUB NE 1 AND (CIJESUB NE 1 AND (ERICSRCH EQ I AND
(ERICDOC EQ I))))

OvCRIAP7

(alum° NE 1 AND (CIJESUB EQ 1 AND (ERICSRCH NC I AND
(ERICDOC EQ 1))))

OvERLAP111

OVERLAP (1)ONLY RIESDB (2)ONLY CIJESUB (3)ONLY fRiCsRCH
(4)ONLY ERICOOC (6)RIE AND ChM (6)RIE AND ERICSRCH
(7)SRCH AND ERICOOC (8)CIJE AND ERICDOC WRIE-CIA-
SRCH (10)11IE-SRCH-ERICOOC (11)CIJE-SRCH-DOC (12)RIE-
Cla-00C (13)RIE-CI4ESRCH-DOC
(14)RIESU8-ERI000C (1S)CIJESUB- ERICSRCH



/
111.1 OVERIAP20
in I

0'
in!, !t (OVFRLAP EQ 13) ,

lac OVCRLAP2.4
on/
inn VA1 OF I Afit I r. DVERLAP2 (1 )ONLY ONE (2 )ONLY TWO (3)ONLY THREE
Hiel MALL FOUR
t;o)

tett tr (oGrf2 tO I OR (OGP3A GT 0 ANO IT 7777 OR
197 (OGP:IO GI' 0 ANO LT 7777 ON (06113C OT 0 AND IT 16

191 7777))))
194 11NLINE*1.
19,

tIr. if (OGPO EQ 1) ONLINE-2
Pt/
t4f1 II tRIrsun EQ I OR (MASUD EQ I OR (ERICOOC CO I OR
POI (ERICSRCH EQ I OR (ERICFICH EQ 1 -OR (ONLINE E0 i))))))

I

:',/10 ACCPT-.1
.,0I

Of (ACCPT NE I) ACCPT'2
01
9).1 11 (04P6A LT 17777760 ANO O4F6D IT 77777776)
-,,i0. M0NrICHF=04F6B
20, .

201 IF (04P6A LT 77777760 AND 04P68 QE 77777776)
42(18 moNFICHE.(04P6A/1.6)
2o9
'In IF (COMA GE 77777760 AND 04P60 IT 77777776)
)11 MUNFICHE1124P613

07 712

t
211 II- (Q4P6A GE 77777760 ANO IWO GE 77777776)

.0 214 MONFICHE77777777
715 ASSIGN MISSING MONFICHE 477777777)
21G VAR LABELS MONFICHE N TIMES PER MO. FICHE TITLES` RETRIVE0/
717
218 If (06P2 E0 1 OR(06P3A GT 0 ANO LT 7777 OR
219 (Q6P3B GT 0 ANO IT 7777 OR (06P3C GT 0 ANO IT
77n 7777))))

,
,

774 ONLINETI
222
23 t (06P0 E0 I) ONLINE.'2

1 224
' 725. IF (04P6A IT 77777760 AND 04P6B IT 77777776)
22G .- NEWFICHE.04P6B12
727
728 IF (Q4P6A LT 77777760 AND 04P6B GE 77777776)
729. NEWF1CHE,(04P6A/1.6),2
230
231 IF (04P6A GE 7777.7760 ANO 041,613 IT 77777776)
737 NEWFICNE,041,61312
233
234 Ir (04P6A GE 77777760 ANO 04P6B GE 77777776)
23S. NEWFICHE,77777777
73G,

.237. COMPUTE SRCHTRAN*((26P7/100)06P6) t.

238. YAP LABELS SRCHTRAN # MONTHLY REO FOR ERIC FORWARDED TO 0TH ORGS/
239: " 'I

2412. COMPUTE TOTSRCH5s((06P64.06P3C+06P9)I2)
7.11. VAR LABELS TOTSRCHS ANNUALIZED *SEARCHES/
242
43. WEIGHT WEIGHT?
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APPENDIX C

ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY

DESCRIPTION OF METHODS

C.1 Description of Survey

RA'

The final question in the Access Point.Screener Survey was a request

for access point participation in the Access Point Primary Survey. Access

Points were asked to volunteer to collect the names and addresses of ERIC

Requestors using the Request Card, a sample of which was included as park of

the Screener questionnaire.

Altogether, 249 access points agreed to participate in the Primary

Survey. The ERIC Clearinghouses and the ERIC Facility were asked to monitor

RIE, CUE, ERIC searching, and ERIC documents. Remaining access points were

asked to monitor one of these categories, depending upon the sample list from

which thaecess.point was drawn for the Screener Survey.

Access points which volunteered to participate in the Primary Survey

were assigned 10, 20, or 30 Request Cards to be filled out over a period of up

to four weeks. These initial assignments were made based on the monthly demand

reported in the Screener Survey, as follows:

ERIC Category

Monthly Requests
Number of Reported in

Request Cards Access Point
Assigned Screener Survey

RUE, 10 10 or fewer

CUE, and 20 11-20

Searching 30 more than 20

ERIC
Dacur..er.ts 10 200 or more

20 201-300

30 Tore than 300,

0-1 26S



All the access points which agreed to participate in the Primary

Survey were mailed survey packages containing the following:

10, 20, or 30 Request Cards

An instruction manual

Forum for transmitting Request Cards to King Research on
a weekly basis

Post-paid return envelopes

Altogether, 6,350 Request Cards were distributed. Each Card was

individually numbered with a unique ten-digit serial number encoding (a) the

type of product or service to be monitored, (b) the identification number of'

the access point (carried over from the Screener Survey), (c) a.unique serial

number identifying the Request Card, and (d) the organization type (e.g., ERIC

Clearinghouse,.academic library, etc.) of the access point, also carried over

from the Screener Survey.

Of the 249 access points which agreed to participate in the Primary

Survey, responses were received from 168, or 67 percent. Of the 6,350 Request

Cards distributed, a total of 2,628 were returned. Table C.1 illustrates the

returns on this survey. Reasons for disagreement to participate in the Pri-

mary Survey included (a) too busy to participate; and/or (b) not enough ERIC

use to justify participation.

C.2 Survey Management

Request Cards were distributed to participating access points begin-

ning in January 1981, and responses were received as follows: January (0.1%),

February (0.2%), March (63.6%Y, April (34.1%), May (1.3%), No Date Given (0.8%).

Thus, responses to the survey must be viewed as representative of ERIC requests

occurring during Spring. According to data on seasonal variation supplied by

ERIC access points, the data collection period occurred neither at the high

point nor at the low point of ERIC usage.
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Table C.1 Participation in the Access Point Screcncr Survey
by ERIC Category

ERIC Number of Number Number Number
Category Access of Access of of

.Points Points Request Request
which which Cards Cards
Agreed Actually Distribu- Re-

to Partici- ted ceived
Participate pated

RIE 61

CIJE 57

Searching 113

Documents 69

. 27

..26

70

47

1,210 332

1,280 280

2,450 1,216

1,410 800

Total 300
1 170 '6,350 2,628

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Primary
Survey, 1981.

x

1
The access points in ERIC Clearinghouses & Facility category (n=17) were
asked to monitor ERIC products and services in all four categories; thus,
they appear in each row of these two columns.

A

b

.

C-3

2f
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' In terms of the coverage of all ERIC requests occurring during the

data collection period, many of the access points which participated reported

that their "take" of Request Cards underreported their actual ERIC demand

during the data collection period, either because staff were not available

during all service hours or because the ERIC product being monitored was out

of sight of the reference desk or other monitoring point. Becaisse of this

underreporting, the Primary Survey Request Cards were not analyzed by them-

selves but instead were used, for each sampling group of access points, to

subdivide the monthly requests reported in the Screener Survey into "assisted",

"unassisted", and "staff use" categoiies. (Details on calculations contribut-

into estimating total annual usage by these types of use are given in

Appendix 0.)

Not all the Request Cards returned were "useable" for the purpose

of 'developing the Requestor Population Survey sample. Approximately 30 per-

cent were returned without either the topic or title of the request or with-

out the name and.address of the requestor. Despite this, nearly all of the

access points which supplied Request Cards were covered in the Requestor Popu-

lation Survey mailout.

C.3 The Instruction Manual .

A copy of the instruction manual sent to:the participating Primary

Survey access points is displayed on the following pages.

C-4
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King Research, Inc.
P. O. Box 71
Rockville, Md. 20850
(301) 881-6766

ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY

INSTRUCTION MANUAL
4

A. These instructions are for:

(Note: Your "ID Number" is in the upper, right-hand corner of the label.)

B. You are monitoring the following:

1. Resources in Education (RIE)
2. Current Index to Journals in Education (CIJE)
3. Cbmputer searching of the ERIC Data Base '*

4. ERIC Documents

C. Your assignment is as
11

1. Begin filling out the Request.Cards two working days after
you receive these instructions.

2. is the total number of Request Cards which you
should fill ,out.

3. Continue filling out the Request Cards until yotir supply
is used up or until four weeks have passed from your

= start date, whichever Coxes first.

4. Each week return a Transmittal Log with'the Request Cards
collected during that week. Return the Final Transmittal
Log when you return your final shipment of Request Cards.

ti



ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY

INSTRUCTION MANUAL

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Title kat

1. Purpose and Description of the Study // 1

2. Bow to Fill Out Request Cards i 4

3. Bow to Keep Track of or "Tally" Requests 9

4. What Counts as a Request? 9

5. When Should a Request Card be Filled out? 10

6. Bow to Contact King Research/When King Research Will
Contact You 14

7. When to send Request Cards to King Research 14

(

2 Th



1. Purpose and Description of the Study

During the course of data collection, you will receive requests for

information about the overall study. Users will, also be interested in why in-

formationis being collected on their own particular uses. One side of the

Request Card contains a description of the survey for which. you are collecting

data. Cards are reproduced on the next two pages.

g74
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Institute
881-6766.

.t..

COST and USAGE STUDY

REQUEST CARD

r
, PLEASE

PRINT
j

survey

ERIC USE

BLACK INKERIC

This is a voluntary
(ME) by King Research,

being conducted under contract to the National
Inc., P.O. Box 71, Rockville, Maryland 20850, (301)

of Education

MONTH DAY I.D. NUMBER

NAME OF REQUESTOR:

MAILING
ADDRESS
INCLUL'.CNG

.
ZIP CODE:

.

TELEPHONE NUMBER ( )
Area Code NUMBER

TITLE OR
TOPIC OF
REQUEST:

Please insert the number
documents (microfiche
copy) used, if applicable:

of ERIC
or paper

I. TYPE OF PRODUCT
VOLVED (Circle

ERIC's RIE
ERIC's CUE
ERIC Online
ERIC Batch
ERIC Microfiche
ERIC Printed
ERIC Printed
Other Punted
Other CornDuter
Other bocuments

. Other (Des.-:,.be)

OR SERVICE IN
all applicable codes)

Search
Search

Report
Bibliography
Indexes

Databases

01

02
03
04
05
06
07

08
09
10

t1

3. WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED 8Y
STAFF? (Circle 1,, or 3)

Yes I
No 2
Requestor was a

Staff Member 3

4. HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED?
(Circle 1, 2, 3, or 4)

In Person t
Telephone 2
Mail 3,

Other (Describe) ...

2. ..a.'AS THE ER!C THESAURUS USED?
..r.r:...I., 1, 2, 0:-.3)

vet -..,. 1

2 .

.7.-.-....': Krio.. 3'

5. HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED?'
(Circle all applicable codes)

In Person I
Telephone 2

M."1 3

Other (Describes

...,

_ 4
. .

2 7



DESCRIPTION OF
THE ERIC COST AND

USAGE STUDY

This sti dy is being conducted by King Research, Inc., under contract
to the U.S. Department of Education's National Institute of Education (NIE).
It is a study of the usage of ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center)
and of the costs associated with ERIC products and services. ERIC is a
national systemwhich is responsible for the following information products and
services:

1. Resources in Education (RIE), a monthly journal which abstracts
and Indexes the educational report literature.

2. Current Index to Journals in Education (CUE), a monthly journal
which covers the educational periodical literature.

3. ERIC documents in both microfiche and papercopy.

4. The ERIC bibliographic database, which Is accessible for computer
'searching through a variety of services.

As part of this study, King Research, a private research firm, has con-
tacted a sample of organizations which provide one or more of the above ERIC
products or services. A major part of the study involves collecting data from
individual users of an ERIC product or service from one of the four categories
listed above. The names and addresses of users are being collected using the
Request Cards printed on the reverse side of this form. A sample of these
users of ERIC wig then be contacted within the next several weeks by mail
using a self-administered questionnaire designed to follow up on the use of a
specific ERIC product or service. Individual names and addresses will not be
reported. All data will be reported in aggregated form so that individual iden-
tities cannot be determined. The list of individuals' names and addresses will
be destroyed following completion of the survey.

The data from these and other survey activities will be combined to de-
velop the first comprehensive statistical picture of the ERIC system in nearly
a decade. NIE will use the data for planning, policy development, and re-
search purposes. The most important questions we hope this study will
answer are (I).how is access to ERIC provided throughout the United States,
(2) who uses ERIC and how, and (3) how much does this usage cost?

Naturally, all cooperation in this survey is voluntary. We believe that a
high degree of cooperation will ultimately lead to improvements in educational
dissemination as a whole as well as a better understanding of the costs and
benefits of the ERIC system in particular.

V you have any questions on the conduct of the survey, please contact:

Colleen Schell
Survey 'Director
King Research, Inc.
P.O. Box 71
Rockville, Maryland 20852.
(301) 881-6766



2. How to Fill Out Heouest Cards

Sets of CRTC Request Cards are included in this data collection package.

One side of the Request Card contains'9 description of the survey. The other

side of the card contains a space for inserting the name and mailing address of

the ERIC requestor, the nature'of the request and five precoded questions which

you will answer bicirc3ing the appropriate code. -

follows:

Detailed instructions en huw to fill out the request card are as

A. Month,'Day and ID. Your organization's ID code will already be

stamped on the Request Card and is needed for our recordkeeping

purposes. (The ID# identifies your organization.) The monh

and day will be firled in by you indicating the date of the re-.

quest. .Month and day information is necessary so that esti-

mates of daily oryeekly usage can be compared with estimates of

monthly usage obtained in the Screener Survey which was conducted

earlier.

Use the following codes for Month:

January 01 July 07
February 02 August 08

'March 03 September 09
April 04 October 10

May 05 Noirember 11
June. 06 December 12

Use the following
codes for Day:

Cl
02
03

04...etc.
through
31

::lme of Recuestor, Mailing Address Including Zip Code, and

Telephone Number. The name and current -mailing address of the

requestor will be filik!d in.by you. By current, we mean a

mailing address where the requestor can be reached over the next

elghz weeks. In nearly-all instances, the mailing address

should be the requestor'scurrent residence.

c-9



Also, you will need to ask the requestor for histher current

-telephone number -- a number where the requestor can be reached

over the next eight weeks.
VA i

The name, mailing address and telephone number are being re-

quested so that a sample of ERIC users can be surveyed about

their use of and satisfaction with the ERIC product being ustd

during this data collection period. Once the survey analYsil

is completed, all records of names and addresses will be des-

troyed.

C. Title or Topic of the Request. Inthis space, we are asking you

to briefly describe why, the requestor is requesting.or using the

particular ERIC product. This description ean be specific or

general, depending on the requestor's response. For example, if

the tequestor initially asks for a specific document, the docu-

ment title will be written in this space. If the requestor has

a topical or subject request, a brief description of the request

topic will be recorded.

The title or topic of the request will.be used in the survey of

ERIC requestors. The Request Card itself will be copied onto

the questionnaire which we mail to the requestor in order to re;

mind him or her of the nature of the request.

Examples of the topic or title, of the request are:

Topics: 1. Classroom observation techniques

2. Pass fail grading

Ti Lies: I. . Assessing Bilingual Instructional' Practices
0

.

and Outcomes: A Precision Approach to an

Old Dilemma

2. IdentifYing Future Research and Training

Programs or University -Bed Secondary

Education Deaartnents

c_,o
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1

Please note: IL you are monitoring requests

for ERIC documents (microfiche or papercopy),

please insert the number of documents (report

titles on microfiche or papercopy), if appli-

cable.

C-1'
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1. Type of.yroduct or servIce involved. Circle the

number(s) next to the product Or service being used or requested

by the requestor. CIRCLE AS MANY NUMBERS AS APPLY. Remember

one of the circled numbers must be the ERIC product or service

w4ich you have been assigned to monitor.

Definitions of the categories in Q.1 are:

01. ERIC's RIE Resources in Education, a monthly
journal which abstracts and in-
dexes the educational report
literature.

02. ERIC's CIJE... Current Index to Journals in Edu-
cation,,a monthly journal which,
covers the educational periodi-
cal literature.

03. ERIC's Online Searching Computerized searching of the ERIC
bibliographic database, usually
conducted through use of a terminal
interacting via telephone lines
with a host ...mputer.

04. ERIC's Batch Searching Computerized searching of the ERIC
bibliographic database, usually
conducted by grouping several re-
quests together for submission at
one time to a host computer.

05. ERIC's Microfiche Pages photographically reduced to
fit on an index-card sized piece
of film, requiring use of a magni-
fying device to read.

06. ERIC's Printed Report .,:Any report produced or supplied by
ERIC, usually with an "ED" iaenti-
fying number; which is printed on
paper.

Any list of bibliographic references
(other than computer printout) which
is produced and distributed on paper
by ERIC or any of.its 16 Clearinghauses

OS. Other Printed Indexes Any printed indeicing or abstract-
ing publication other than RIE or
CIJE, for example.Ps7chological
Abstracts, Education Index,
Reader's guide, etc.

05. Other Computer Databases 'Cou,puterized searching of databases
other than ERIC.

Microfiche or documents not produced
or supplied by -ERIC..

Any other productor service not
included above.

67. ERIC's Printed Bibliography..

C.;

Other Documents

(describe)



The data generated by sorting and tabulating cards by these

categories will be compared with estimates obtained in the

Screener Survey. Estimates of usage will be made for each of

the four product or service categories.

Question 2. Was the ERIC Thesaurus used? Circle "1" if the

ERIC Thesaurus was used either by the requestor or by your staff

in connection with this request.

We intend to use this question to help estimate the proportion

of ERIC use which also involves use of a printed copy of the

Thesaurus of E\ RIC Descriptors.

Question 3., Wa Requestor Assisted by Staff? Circle the number

next to the cate
\

ory which is appropriate to the request. Cir-

cle one number on y.

If your staff assited the requestor," circle "1 ".

If your staff did rA3t assist the requestor, circle

If the requestor was a staff member, circle "3".

11211

This information is needed to provide help to estimate unassisted

uses of ERIC. 4

. Question 4. No was request received? Circle the number next to

the actual method by which the requeLtvas received. Circle one

number on".7-

If the request was received in person, circle "1".

If the request was received by telephone, circle "2".

If the request was received by mail, circle "3".

C.-13



If you circle 4 "other", please describe briefly what the other

method is in the space provided.

Analysis of this question will provide basic` information on how

physical access to ERIC is initiated.

Question 5. Row was response delivered? The instructions

for Question 5 correspond to those in Question 4. In many cases

the response will be identical. Examples of cases where it may

differ are when requests are received'by telephone, and then re-

sponded to by nail.

In summary, the few data items on the request card will allow us to

generate descriptions of the general characteristics of ERIC.requests. In

the veeks following, a sample of requestors will be contacted to measure their

use of and satisfaction with the ERIC product or service.

3. How to Keep Track of or "Tall' Requests

We would like to have a Request Card completed each time youassigned

ERIC product or service is requested or used during the data collection period.

We realize this may not be possible if many people are using your assigned ERIC

product/service during the same time period. However, the closer the number of

Request Cards comes to the total actual uses, the more accurate, and therefore

usefU. the analysis will be.

that Counts as a Request?

A request occurs any time an individual, assisted or unassisted by your

szaff,as,:s to use or uses the assigned ERIC product or service you.are monitoring.

et' -asts :Initiated by telephone or mail requests or inquiries of this ERIC

rodut; a=_- ice should also be considered: Each separate request needs a Request

Can: t:=Ieted. .For exar;Ie,-the same requestor may use the same ERIC product/

servf.te ten ti=es during t'ne data collection period. This. would count 'as ten

recuests.

C-14,
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5. When Should a Request Card be Filled Out?

A Request Card should be filled out whenever an individual requests

Or uses the ERIC eroduCt or service which your Organization has been assigned

to monitor.

The following guidelines will help you in deciding when to fill out

a Request Card: A Request Card should be filled out when you observe someone

using your assigned ERIC product or service. The Request Card should be filled

out only if the ERIC product or service you arc monitoring is actually requested

or used.' The Request Card should also be filled out each time your assigned

product or service is used by 'a staff member.

N,

In other words, we would like you to fill out a Request Card each ti

an individual (including a me Jr of your staff) obtains, reads, copies, or o her-

wise uses the ERIC product or se ce assigned to your organization to monitor.

These Request Cards reflect requkv or usage of your assigned ERIC product or

service for:

1. Assisted usage (your staff helps the potential ERIC user

with the product or service). Requests are "assisted"

when both the requestor and a staff member are involved in

using the ERIC produc' or service to help answer the re-

questor's question. Examples of staff- assisted requests

are the following:

A librarian helps a teacher search for relevant ERIC

documents using RIE by helping the teacher identify rele-

vant ERIC descriptors.

A.sktudent assistant retrieves an ERIC microfiche from

a "closed" ERIC microfiche collection in response to

another student's-microfiche request.

Alibrarian prforms an online computer search of the ERIC

bibliographic database for a student teacher.

283,



2. Unassisted usaae (the potential ERIC user is familiar with

the ERIC product or service,andhelps (him/her) self to the

'information). Requests are "unassisted" when the ;C'equestor

uses the ERIC product or service without the help of a staff-

member. Examples of such instances are the following:

A student retrieves a fiche from an "open" collection

for his own Use.

A professor does her own online searching of the ERIC

database.

A teacher examines CIJE on his own to identify relevant

journal articles.

You will run into some situations which require-you to make judgements

about the requester and the use of the ERIC product or service. Two specific

instances may arise which will require special considerations when you. are de-

termining if a request is staff-assisted or not.

The first is a "directional" request. That is, an individual may ask

you a directional question such as "where are your copies of RIE?" Is this a

staff-assisted request? Generally, no; "dire:a-J.0nel" and related types of re-

quests should be excluded from the "staff-assisted" category since these do not

invoive you in the actual use of the ERIC product or service which you have been

asked to zenitor.

The second instance may arise when you approach a requester to fill

out the data in the Request Card. 'what if a requester, after you have asked him

for his :awe and address, asks you to help him? Should you then classify this

as a "staff-assisted" request? It depends. if you end up actually helping the

p,....gcn use C:..TE and vou have been assigned to =onitor CIJE, you should certainly



classify this as a staff-assisted request. If, on the other hand, the individual

asks you to help him or her obtain or use some information product or service

other. than the one you have been asked to monitor, then you should not classify

this as a staff-assisted request.

On the following page we have outlined some unusual situations and des-

cribed what you should do if you encounter any of the outlined situations. These

situations are only examples. If you encounter any situation about which you are

undecided, please call Colleen Schell, collect, at (301) 881-6766 for guidance.
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EXAMPLES OF 1.

"PROBLEM" SITUATIONS

....the requestor uses several different
types of ERIC products or services,
in addition to the one assigned to
your organization.

.the requestor comes back several
days in a row and balks at being
surveyed again.

....the requestor has an ERIC computer
search performed, and your organi-
zation is monitoring ERIC computer
searching.

....the requestor refuses to supply
name and address.

..; you go up to a requestor to ask for
his/her name and address and the re-
questor then asks for your assis-
tance in using ERIC, is.this
"assisted" or "unassisted° use?

....you have a closed collection, re-
quiring that the requestor seek
staff assistance.

....a requestor gives you or your staff
a list of ED numbers.

....you receive directional requests
such as "where is the ERIC micro-
fich collection?" or "what hours
are the ERIC microfiche collection
available?"

IEN

....circle all the' appropriate code
numbers -under the "Type of Pro-
duct/Service Involved" question.

..mark the space'for name and
address with "Duplicate", tell
him/her that he/she will not be
surveyed twice by mail, and fill
in the .rest of the card. (Re-
member: the number of Request
Cards you fill out should equal
the number of requests.)

..wait till the requestor has had
a chance to review the full
search output before sending us
the Request Card.

.try to fill out the rest of the
Request Card and write "Refusal"
by the name and address section
of the Request Card.

"assisted" because the requestor's
use of or satisfaction withIERIC
may be dependent upon the type of
assistance.provided..

....this is considered an "assisted"
request.

....be sure to ask the requestOr ?hat
is the topic or nature of the re-
quest.

....these "directional" requesikare
not within the scope of this
study and therefore a Request
'Card ,should not be completed.

F.EXEMSER...the number of Request Cards you send us 'at
:he ehd of the week should approximate the number of
revuests which resulted in the total number of requests
cf your assigned ERIC product or service.

C-18 2Ron



6. How to Contact King Research/When King Research Will Contact You

You can call King Research ;it any time before or during data collection.

The person to contact is Colleen Schell, Survey.Director. If she is unavailable

Dr. Dennis. McDonald, the Project Director can help you. Both are very willing

to respond to any request you may have and/or any questions-on the project and

data collection. Also, if you run into any problems, they will be glad to help

in any way pdssible.

When you call, please call collect at (301) 881-6766 for Colleen Schell,,

or

(202) 393 -2619 for Dennis McDonald.

The mailng address for King Research is:

}ing Research, Inc.
P. 0. Box 71
Rockville, Md. 20850

7. ,When to Send Request Garda to King Research

Included in yaw,: data collection materials are Transmittal Logs and

return envelopes' for sending.the Request Cardsback to. King Resea4eh.

At the end of each weak of data collection, you must return the com-

pieted request cards 'and a transmittal log in the postage-paid return envelopes

to:

King Research, ,Inc.

P. 0. Box 71
Rdckville, Md.;208L0

Please rubber band all the completed Request Cards together and fill

.-ut a Transmittal Log for each package you send. ,The transmittal log asks for;

. 4
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1: Total number of Request Cards sent;

2. Does this number approximate the number of,requests which

resulted in the use of your assigned ERIC product/servidc;

3. If no on item 2, why not -- describe what circumstances

made it difficult to collect request cards for the addi-'

tional uses; and

4. If no on item 2, how many actual uses of your assigned

ERIC product/service were made.

Send the package to King Research on each Monday following a week of

data collection. Please call Colleen Schell at King Research if you are unable

to send the package at the desired time.

Also when you return your last package of Request Cards :o us, please

also return the filled-out Final Transmittal Log.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR
CONTINUING COOPERATION.

1

C-20 .'
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ging Research, Inc.
P. 0. Box 71
Rockville. M. 20850
(301) 88146766

It.

THE iiiC COST AND USAGE STUDY

TRANSMITTAL LOG

FOR-ERIC REQUEST' CARDS

Return thi4 Log at" the end of
each'week during which you are

monitoring ERIC.

S.

ID#
.1

Total Number of Completed
Request.Cards in this package:

'8

Check the.box to the right if

the number of Request Cards does

not approxiiate the tot.ai number

ofrequests which resulted in the

use of your'assigned ERIC product

or service:

Briefly explain the reasons for the

added requests:

DATE:

(Month) .-. (Day)

(Enter Number)

(Check Box)

Number of 'Actual Reque_sts:

Signature
r
of Staff Member:

Telephone Humber of Staff Member:

!

(Enter Number)

C-21'



King Research,
?.. O. Box 71 :

Rockville, Md. 20850:
(301) 8E146766

IDD

THE- ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
FINAL TRANSMITTAL LOG
FOR ERICREQUEST CADS

Please return thii Log with your Final
shipment of Request Cards, along with the

t wepkly Transmittal Log.

t DATE:

1. Insert. the total number of Request Cards returne s'iLle

you began monitoring ERIC for this study ,..
. ,

2. Mow many "working days" did it take you to complete
these' ERIC 4equeszCards? (For example, if you are
open for service 6 hOdrs per day, 6 hours would count
as one "working day.") . ...

.
i

3. Altogether, excluding holidays, semesaer breaks (if
applicable), and closing during the summer, etc., how
any "working days" is your organization- open during
the year? °

)

4. It. is possible that the number of ERIC requests you ,receive
varies from month-to-month and,seasonLto -season. -Based
On the number of ERIC requests you have observed in this
survey, please estimate how theke requests vary from
month-to-month:

..1 FEB -MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

For example, if you observed 10 requests in March, and March
.s riormally twice as busy 'as January, insert "10" in the March
'Aix and "5" 'iii the - January box. This will help us adjust the
7.1.:=Ser of requests you have observed for seasonal variations.

. r
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C.4 Request Card

A copy of the Request Card used in the Primary Survey is displayed

on the ffiext page.
,
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PLEASE
PRINT

9 41

(Name of acce9s point was inserted here.)

'IERICJ CQST and USAGE STUDY

Hi ERIC REQUEST CARD
USE

LACK INK

This is a .voluntary survey being conducted under contact to the National Institute of Education
INIE) by King Research, Inc., P.O.. Box 71, Rockville, Maryland

1

20850, (301) 881-6768.

MONTH DAY I.D. NUMBER

NAME OF REQUESTOR:

MAI LING
ADDRESS
INCLUDING
ZIP CODE:,

TELEPHONE NUMBER ( )
Ares code . NUMBER

TITLE OR
TOPIC QF
REQUEST:

Please insert number of ERIC docu-
ments (microfighe or papercopy)
used, if applicable:

1. TYPE OF PRODUCT OR SERVICE IN-
VOLVED (Circle all applicable codes)

ERIC's RIE 01

ERIC's CUE 02
-'ERIC Online Search 03
ERIC Batch Search 04

ERIC Microfiche 05
ERIC Printed Report 06
ERIC Printed Bibliography 07
Other Printed Indexes od
Other Computer Databases 09
Other Documents 10 '
Other (Describe).

11

3. WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED BY
STAFF? (Circle 1, 2, or 3)

Yes 1

No . . . 2
Requestor was a

Staff Member 3

4. HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED?
(Circle 1, 2, 3, or 4)

In Person 1

Telephone 2
Mail 3
Other (DeSdribe)

4

2. WAS THE ERIC THESAURUS USED?
(Circle 1, 2, or 3)e

Yes

No
Don't Know 3

5. HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED?
(Circle all applicable codes)

In Person 1

Telephone 2
Mail 3
Other (Describe)

4
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Listed on the following pages is the description for individual
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Request Card records.
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0 / Jon (1.1516,9309).LiVITZ.CP1SSQ
..1. ONOSETUP ..

3 / /'CU ENT_ RUN la SAVE ERIC REQUEST CARD DATA AND PROGRAM w

4 . //PROCLIB DO D5NmCCIAPP.PROCLIB,PISP.ISHR .
n , // ERIC SPSS
11 //T1041001 004UNIT.13350.DSNaWYL.H2KRII.ROSTCARD.DISPm(OLD).

.
0

7. // SPACE(TRR.(20.10).RLSE),00:141L1(51ZE6200,VOLaSERTSOt
n. /int/81.001 DO OSN.WYL.H2KRM .4ERICRQST,DISPs(OLO,KEEP)
9, // UNIT3350,VOLSERTS01,
10. // OCR'(RECFNaTB,LRECL80.BLKSIZE720)
II,. //SYSIN DO
12. NUMMACO YES
O. PUN.NAME REQUEST CARO
14. DATA L1ST rIxT0 (1) / i EPICTIOE 1 0
pi.

I
SAMPLE 2 m

in. REP 3
II REPSEQ 4-5'
IR. .. TAPESUB 6

.

In. SERIAL 741
70. OROTYPE 9-10
21. IONUM 1-10P
27. . AMON 17t
23.

.
101 2-6 . is

,,

74. MONTH C1' =12
1

25. OAY 13-14
26. ZIP 1,5-19
27. 00CNUm 20 -22
29. Q1131 23

(-) 29. 01P2 24 ,

'I 30. r 01P3 25N
31. 004 26
32. Q1P5 27 _...

33. Qirt 28 . .

34. b Q1P7 29 16
035. 01138 30
36. 01P9 31
37. 011310 32
38.' Q11311 33
39. 02 34
40 03 25

i.

41. ! ,0 04 36 /

IN
0S'37

PUT MEOlum TAPE
.. 42

43.
.

.

...

44., 14 OF,CASES UNKNO
-..

WA
45, MISSING VACUES MONTH(88,99)/
46. OAY(88.99)/
47. . ZIP(00008.00009)/
46. 00CNUm(886,966)/
49. Q1131 TO C1P11 (9)/ f
50. 02 49)/
51. Q3 TO 05 (8,9)
52. 1..

53. VAR LABELS IDIOM UNIQUE REQUESTOR IO NUMBER/
54'. APNUM 1ST OMIT EQUALASSIGNED ERIC PROOUCT/
55. I01 UNIQUE ACCESS POINT IOENTIFIER/
56: OOCNUM NERIC DOCUMENTS USED FICHE OR,PAPER/
57. Q1131 TYPE OF PROOUCT ERIC RIE/
58. / 01P2 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC CidE/
59. 0113.3 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC ONLINE SEARCH/
GO. 01P4'TYPE a PRODUCT E111118ATCH SEARCH/

4
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' 14111

fit . 0.1I'5 TYPE OF' PRODUCT ERIC MICROFICHE/
62. 01P6 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTEO REPORT/
63. 011' TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTED BIBLIOGRAPHY/ I
64. . 01118 TYPE OF PRODUCT OTHER PRINTED [NUM/
G5. .01P9 TYPE OF PRODUCT -, wim COMPUTER OATABASES/
AA... 011110.TYPE 10 PRODUCT - ,OTHER
GI. % QIPII TYPE OF PRODUCT - ,OTHER - DESCRIBE/
GO. ', Qi ERIC THESAURUS USED7/
tq. Q3 WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED BY!STAFF7/
M. 44 HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVE07/
71. 05 HOW WAS RESPONSE OXLIVERE07/
72.
73. VALUE LABELS MONTH (1)dAN .(2)FE6 (3)MAR (4)APR . .

74,
75.

.
(5)MAY (9)JUNE (7)JULY MAW
(9)SEPT (10)00T (11)NOV (12)0EC/

76.,
17. VA 1E LABELS QIPI TO 01P11 (I)YES'(2)NO (9)NO RESPONSE/
10. Q2 (1)YES (2) (3)00IT KNOW
9,

80.
.

(7,))140 RESPONSE/ q

D3 (OYES (2)NO (3)RQSTR -STAFF MEMBER
01.

r4
(8)0ON'T KNOW (9)NO RESPONSE/

82, . 04.05 (1)IN PERSON (2)TELEPHONE (3)MATL
83, (4)0THER (5,140RE THAN. ONE USEO
04. . . 8)0ON'T KNOW (9)NO RESPONSE/
85. I,LOCATE TRANSPACE30000 .

,

86. °

87.
.

88., IF
- (101 EQ 11010' OR 11020 OR 11030 OR 12020 OR 12030 OR

09. 13010 OR 13030 OR 13040 OR 1401b OR 14020400 14030
(-) 90. OR 14040 OR 15010 OF 15020 OR 15030 OR 15040)

ts,

t 91. NEWTYPEI I' .
.i.

. ..1 92.
93. IF 0101. EQ 12010) NEWTYPEI 2

94.
95., IF (0110TYPET0 1 OR 1I01 1Q 31230 CR 21320 OR 43290 OR

.96. 55140)) ,

97. NEWTYPEI0,3 V

98.
99. ' IF (ORGTYPE go 2 OR (101 EQ 22420 00 44080)) NEWT/PEI 4

100 . . I

101. IF (CDI EO 24211 OR 24440 OR 41140 OR 42130 OR 42240 OR
*102. 44201 OR 44420.,01125450) .

103 NEWTYPE 5 .

104.
105. IF ' (000pmg EQ 3 OR (101 EQ 21140 OR 42350)) NEWTYPEI 6
106 ,

. 0
107. IF . (101 EQ.33140 OR 51200 DR 64060) NEWTYPEI 1

108. .

t09. IF (101 EQ 21160 OR 22180 OR 23160 OR 43160 OR 52090 0R
110. 54110 OR 62040 OR 42140)

.

111. e NEWTYPEI 8 ,

112.
:

113. IF .(ORGTYPE E0 8)NEWTYPEI 9'

-1 t4.
.. - 2911

415., IF (DROTYPE EQ 9) NEWTYPEI 10
116.
117. IF (0110TYPE EQ 10 op (4) 4 44110)) NEWTYPEI 11

118.
119. IF (ORGTYPE EQ 6) NEWTYRE1 b 12
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APPENDIX D A\

REQUESTOR POPULATION SURVEY
.

DESCRIPTION OF METHODS

D

The purpose of the Requestor Population Suivey was to obtain data
pk

on the use of ERIC products and services monitored dung thecmirse of the
4

Access Point Primary 3uvvey. Included were questions describing the purposes.

for which ERIC information was sought, satisfaction with and evaluation of

the information obtained, and awareneis and use of other ERIC products and

services.

\

1DAN Conceptu .1 Design

The survey was designed to answer the billowing aajor questions:

1. Who ues ERIC?

2. How is\access obtained to ERIC?

3. Why an for whit purpose is ERIC used?

4. How useful is ERIC?

1 .

During the\early stages of this project, we introduced the concept

of,the ERIC "requestor", a term we preferred to use instead of the term "user".

We
. .

introduced this-.term since, we felt that the term "user" in the context of

info7ation services and, systems is ill-defined and possibly misleading, for

the following reasons:
. .

1. ERIC is a system where a potentially large proportionf "users"

function as intermediaries for other users. In other words,

individuals whOobtain ERIC products and services may, in fact,

do so with the 'ntent of passing along ERIC (information (in an

original or synt esized.form) to others.
.
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2. The concept of "usage" is, itself ill-defined since usage is

really compoied of a variety of functions, not all of which.

are directly measurable or reportable.

3. "Usage" is. also_difficult to measure since information produces

or services are often used in combination, i.e. a single request for

information may result in access to a variety of different Egic

and non-ERIC products and services, dependent not only upon the

nature of the request itself biit also upon the availability (and

affordability) of various products and services.

We thus approached the conduct of the Requestor Population Survey as

a means by which. our understanding of the "use of ERIC information could be

enhanced; this. in turn, could expand our understanding of info ation usage in

general,

D.2 Questionnaire and Survey Design.

Another decision made very earlyn the study was that the survey
.

Ph-..J.d be conducted with c7,ecific requestors concerning their-use of a-specific

product or service requested or obtained during a specific contact with, or

visit to, i specific ERIC'access:point. This raised certain survey and ques-
.

tionnaire design problems, the primary one being the degree to which a sten-

dardi;ed questionnaire could be developed which would still enable the surveyed

requestor to react to a specific ERIC product or service request. This'was

compounded by the fact that ERIC products.* services are of ten used in'com-

bination with other ERIC.and min-ERIC information servitbs. In other words,

if we asked a requestor to evaluate his or her use of RIE, would it be possible '

to separate out satisfaction with RIE without taking into account possible use

of ERIC microf4he?

D-2
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During the course of questionnaire development and pretesting,1 we
. .

made the following design decisions:

One standardized questionnaire would be developed for conduc-
,

ting the Requeator Population Survey.

2. Requestori would receive'copies of the Request Card collected

during the Access Point'Primary Survey: The Request Card sup:-

plied the following infoirmation critical to the requestot's

assessment of the ERICproduCt or service monitored during the

Primary Survey: nape of the access point; name and address of

requestor;topic or title of request; number of documents

obtained, if any; types ofERIC and non-ERIC products and

services used; whether or not the "ERIC thesaurus was used;

whether the requeitor was assisted by access point staff; howl

the access point,was contacted; how a response to the request

was received.

3. Respondents would be asked to describe the circumstances sur-

rounding their request so"that the frequency with which two or

more ERIC products'or services were used could be taken into

account,.

D.3 Questionnaire Items

Questions on the Requestor Population Survey questionnaire were

divided into the following groups:

We would like to acknowledge the help and 'support provided by Elsie Leonard
and George "Ira" Stancil.of the Maryland State Department of Education's Media
Services Center, 'who helped by providing feedback on questionnaire design as
yell as the. names and addresses of ERIC requestors with whom we pretested the
que'stionnaire.

!
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Group 1: Questions referring specifically to the ERIC product or

service specified on the copy of the Request Card hich

accompanied the (questions 1 through 6).

Group 2: Questions referring to other ERIC organizations, products,

and services whichmsy have been contacted or utilized for

the request topic specified on the ERIC Request Card

(questions 17 through 19).

Group 3 :' Standard demographics such as age, sex, income; and employ-

ment status (questions 20 through 24, identical to the

demographic' questions asked on the Education Population

Survey questionnaire).

Table D.1 displays the sample size and return rate for the mail

questionnaire Requestor Population Survey, conducted during the months May -

through July, 1981, based on a sample of Request Cards, the majOrity of which

were filled out during March and April, 1981. Given a specified sample size.

of 1,000, we endeavored to subdivide the sample so that' individual cells in

the table would be individually reported. Because of several deficiencies in

the returns from the Primary Survey, it was-not always possible to do this, as

was the case for CIJE requestors sampled from the category "Other Access Points".

Thus, most of the analyses in this report are presented subdivided either by

ERIC Category or by Type of Access Point, rather than both simultaneously.

Sampling weights were calculated on the basis of returns

'generated by requestors sampled from individual access points; an access'

-points which provided Request Cards were represented with one or more

mailed-out questionnaikes in the Requestor Population Survey. The sampling

weights were applied during analysis to project survey responses to the

total number of estimated requests in 1980,'as reported by Access Points in

the Screener and Primary Survey.

.1"
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Table D.1 Sample Size (nl) and Reiponse Rates (n2) for ERIC
Requestor Population Survey, by Type of Access Point
and ERIC Category

Type of Access Point
ERIC

Clearing-
ERIC houses : Academic Other All

Category & Access Access Access
Facility Points Points Points
n
1 n2 n

1
n2 ni122:21.n

RIE 72 32 70 '-' 35 6 6 148 73

CIJE 47, 25 79 - 26 39 23 I65 74 .

',Documents 96 65 147 74 144 19 387 158

Searches .127 58 146 '69 . 27 103 300 230

ti

Total 342 180 442 204 216 151 1000 535

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestof Population
Survey, 1981.
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D.4 Requestor Population Survey_QUestionnaire
Sr

The Requestor pOpulation Survey questionnaire is displayed on -the

next pages, along with its cover letter. The reader should'note also that

the' requestorts.Request Card (collected during the course of the Access Point

Primary Survey) was photocopied onto the back of'the cover letter prior to

mail -out so that the requcstor would be reminded of the topic or title of

. his/her request, the access point contacted, and the type of ERIC product

or service used.

/

,

)
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Dear ERIC User:

. UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL. INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20200

.0*

ReCently you requested a product or service that is supported by
the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC).' This product or service
is identified on the back of -this letter. ,ERIC products and services are
supported, in part, by the National Institute of Educition.and intended to
proviee information about the access to the research and'practice litefature
of education. The !rIE has 'contracted with King Research,, Inc., to conduct a
study of ERIC. The study-will gather information about costs associated with
the production and distribution of ERIC resources as well as information about
the people such products and services are reaching.

A voluntary national survey of persons who have recently requested
ERIC information is being conducted as part of the study. You have been
selected as one of the 1,000 persons being asked to participite in the study
b$ completing the enclosed questionnaire. The information youprovide will
be reported only in summary form and individuals' names will,not be 'associated
with specific responses; it is King Research's policy not to reveal the names
of survey respondents to anyone other than staff members who are responsible
for conducting the survey. While King Research does assign an- identification
nt?=.ber to each sampled individual, this identification.number is used only for
fcI:o-up and other internal record keeping purposes. It will be impossible.to
link names to identification numbers once the survey is completed.

The completed questionnaire should be returned to King Research,'Inc.,
it the enclosed postage-paid envelope. Ifyou have any questions about this
st:v-ey. please call collect Ms. Colleen Schell, Survey Director,. King Research,

at (301) 881-6766.-

Thank you for.yolr cooperation.

D=nnts MtDonald, Fh:D.
Director

::st and ::sage Study

Joseph Heinmiller, Ed.D.
Project Officer
Naciorial Institute of Education
Research and. Educational Practice Unit

F.lease ccrt?lete and return this questionnaireyithin the next two weeks.

.D-7 ,31)5



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCAT10

This study is being conducted by King
Research, Inc. under contract with the
National institute of Education.

ft

FORM APPROVED

FEDAC No. 5223

Approval Expires:.
May 31, 1981

1.D. Number:

ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
SURVEY OF ERIC REQUESTORS

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING ITEMS BEFORE BEGINNING THE QUESTIONNAIRE:

A. Several questions refer to:

the information-product or services specified on the ERIC Request Card which
is copied on the back of the accompanying letter

the date specified on the ERIC Request Card (the date you used or requested
the product or service)

the topic or title of your request (a brief description of the Information topic
or item you requested)

the organization from which you obtained the ERIC product or Service, as speci-
fied at the top of the ERIC Request Card. ^

Please answer the questions as directed by referring to the appropriate item on
the ERIC Request Card which is copied on the back of the accompanying letter.

B. Please answer this questionnaire ever. If you requested or obtained the information
specified on the ERIC Request Card for someone else.

PLEASE NOTE: There-are many types of information products and services such as
u----7aZies, computerized databases, bibliographies, etc. Unless otherwise noted,

4 throughout this questionnaire we will be concerned primerily with those informa-
tion products and sercices which are provided by the Educational Resources
information Center- (ERIC).

ED
t.
215 D

4

4,

This report is authorised by legislation (20
U.S.C. 1221e). While you are not required.,
to respond, your cooperation is needed te'"'
make the results of the survey accurate and
timely.

- D-8
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Hours 1 Minutes j

.

.

..

,

14

I.

c

Which-of the following categories best describe how you used or epplied (or intended
to use or apply) the information obtained from the ERIC product or service specified
on the ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY.)

To support the teaching, training, or guidance of my own or someone
else's students I

0

,, To support my studying in a class I was taking 2 0.

To support my own research project 3
I

----...... To help plan, manage, administer or evaluate an organization's activities
(e.g., a school. school district, state agency, or other organization) .
I did not intend to use or apply the information myself since I was

4

obtaining It for someone else's use 5

i don't remember
t.1

6

Other (please describe):

) 7

i

2. Prior to the date on the ERIC Request Card, had you been aware iipt tit; type of
ERIC product or service existed? (CIRCLE 1, 2, OR 3.),

Yes 1

No 2

Don't Know 3

3. Approximately how much time have spent so far on reading, examining, searching,
or consulting the particular ERIC puctor service which is specified on the ERIC
RequestiCard? (INCLUDE ONLY TIME SPENT IN CONNECTION WITH THE PARTICULAR
TITLE OR TOPIC WHICH IS MENTIONED ON THE REQUEST CARD. INSERT APPROX-
IMATE NUMBER OF HOURS AND MINUTES IN BOX. ZERO (0) IF NONE: USE "DK" FOR
"DON'T KNOW.") .

4. How did you first find out that this type-of ERIC product or service existed? (CIRCLE
CODE NUMBER OF MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE CODE
NUMBER.)

From a teacher, professor, or employer ' 01

Frose a friend, colleague, or fl ow student 01

From the staff at a library, m a center, 'A/V department, information
center., or clearinghouse 03

Found out about it by myself w lie doing research in a library, media
center, A /V.department, Inform tion center, or.clearinghoose 04

.

iRead about it in a bookreport, or other document 05

Received a notice or advertisement about it in the mall 06

Saw It described in a poster at or near my- place of employmerit or_stady . 07
s.

'Heard about It at a professional conference \ OB

'Read about it in a. journal, magazine, 'or newsletter . .09
. ,

I don't remember I 10

Other (describe):



.

6. On the date specified on the ERIC Request Card,-dici you obtain rhyslcal access to the
ERIC product or service so that it could actually be. read or *xis ned, or did you order
or request it for delivery or examination at a later time? (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OF
MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.)

, Obtained physical access to l'i on the date specified
I

. . .... I

Ordered or requested it for delivery or examination at a ter time . . . 2

Both of the above 3

Other (describe):

4

6. When you used, obtained, or requested the ERIC product dbr service specified on the
ERIC Request Card, did,youhave specific authors or documents In mind, or were you .
searching for information on a specific topic without havirlg specific authors or docu-
ments in mind? . (PLEASE CIRCLE TH$ CODE NUMBER OPiTHE MOST APPROPRIATE
RESPONSE.)

I had specific authors or documents in mind . I

I was searching for information on a specific topic

path of the above '
rsJ

Neither of the above (please describe) :

1

2

3

la. When you used, obtained, or requested the ERIC product or service specified on the
ERIC Request Card, approximately how many documents (e.g., articles, books,
reports, etc.) did you h__ops to identiry-by usirh-WERIC product or service?
(INSERT NUMBER IN BZIX72E120. (0) IF NONE. INSERT "NA" IF YOU DID NOT HAVE
A SPECIFIC OR APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF DOCUMENTS IN MIND.)

Number omits
hoped to identify

7b. Again, wheriyou used, obtained, or requested the ERIC product or service specified
on the ERIC Request Card, 1PP roximateiy how l t documents did you nett/Ally identify
using this ERIC product or service? (INSITY NUMBER IN BOIC, ZERO (0) IF NONE.
INSERT "NA" IF YOUR RESPONSE TO 7q WAS ZERO (0) OR 41NA".)

Num er a ocuments
actually identified

7c. Of the documents you actually iden ed inquestion +7b, how many of these documents _
do you expect to be relevant to es topic or title of dour request? (INSERT NUMBER
IN BOX. ZERO (0) IF NONE. I SERT "NA" IF YOUR RESPONSE TO 7b WAS ZERO (0)
OR 'RAH.) -

D-10 3fI3
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B. If you Identified titles of any useful or relevant documents (question 7c above), have
you been able to obtain access to these docuSents so that you could read or examine
them? (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OF MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.)

No relevant documents were identified

I did not need to obtain access to these documents 2

I have not.yet tried to obtain access to the identified documents . . . 3

Have obtained access to none bf the documents even though I have tried 4

Have obtained access to some of the documents 1 5 f

Hove obtained access to most of the documents

Have obtained access to all of'the documents

Other (please describe) :

'8

0. Has the information you obtained from the particular ERIC product or service helped
you to identify any information sources other than documents which are useful or
relevant to the title or topic specified on the ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE .I. 2. OR
3.)

Yes .1 4. (continue with QM)

No 2
(skip to QM)

Don't know 3

10. Please circle the code numbers corresponding to those other Information sources which
you identified from the ERIC product or service specified on the ERIC Request Card.
(CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT. APPLY.)

Names of individuals who could be contacted for additional information . . I.

Names of organizations which could be contacted. for further Information 2

Names of pro rams or projects (e.g., demonstration projects. research
projects, etc.)

40

Other sources of additional useful or relevant information (please
. 27slr be):

3,

11. Overall, how satisfied are you with the.informatIon you obtained from the ERIC prbduct
or service specifies the ERIC Rcquest Card? (CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE N 41 DER.)

0

Highly satisfied 1

Somewhat satisfied' - 2

Neither satisfied nor dislatisfied
411

3

Somewhat dissatisfied P 00000 6 . 14 li

Highly dissatisfied . 5
/R.



I/12. Based on your past experience, would you u 6 the type of ERIC' roduct or service
mentioned .on your ERIC Request Card In th future? (CIRCLE 1 OR 2.)

Yes 1

2

13.' For each of the attributes listed below, please rate on a 1-to-5 scale the ,information
you obtained from the ERIC product or service specified on the ERIC Request Card.
(USE."1" FOR "LOW" AND Pr FOR "HIGH ". WITH 2, 3, OR 4 FOR RATINGS BETWEEN
1 AND 5.)

[ATTRIBUTE

A. Relevance (degree to which the ERIC prodUct or
service provided you with or directed you to in-
formation directly related to the Utla or topic of
your request)

B. Com letenass (degree to which the ERIC product
or sere ce provided you with or directed you to
all the information you needed) . . , ......

C. Practicality (degree to which the ERIC product
or sery ce.provided you with or directed you to
.information which was prectiCai or immediately
useable for your needs)

D. Appropriateness (degree to which the ERIC
pro tnservice provided you wit or directed
you to information' which was presen at e
technical level or level of detail whi was appro-
priate to your needs)

E. Newness (degree to which the ERIC product or
service provided you with or directed you to
information about which you were previously un-
aware

low HIGH

1 2 3 4 S

2 3 4 S

1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4

1 2 3 4 5'

.

14: Did you, yourself, pay out of your own funds for using or obtaining the'ERIC product
or service which is specified on the ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE 2 OR 2.)*

Yes

No 4, . 2 (skip to a t16)

15. Approximately how much did you, yourself, pay for using or obtaining this ERIC
product or service? (INSERT DOLLARS AND CENTS IN BOX. It 4:r

16. Excluding the product
how many times durin
information needs whi
or service specified o
IF NONE.)

F- 1

r service idenileed on the ERIC Request Gard, appioktmately
the past six months have you had questions,rproblems. or

h lead to your using or obtaining the me tyke of ERIC product
ERIC Request Card? (INSERT HUMBER'S BOX. ZERO °(0)

times



a.

. .
. .

11. Have you ever contacted any 'of the following ERIC organizations in connection with the
topic or title specified on the ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE 1 FOR "YES". 2 FOR "N00,
OR '3 FOR "NOT ME's.)

ERIC ORGANIZATION NAME

1) Adult Career I Vocational Education
Clearinghouse (Ohio State U., Columbus, OH)

2) Counseling, 6 Personnel Services
Clearinghouse (U. of-klIchlgan, Ann Arbor,
Ml)

3) Educational Managgement
Clearinghouse (U. of Oregon, Eugene, OR);

4) Elementary Early Childhood Education
Clearinghouse (U. ofillinols, Urbana, TL)

Handicapped I Gifted Children .
Clearinghouse [Council for Exceptional
Children, Reston, VA)

6) Higher Education Clearinghouse
(George Washington U., Washington, DC.)

) Information Resources Clearinghouse
(Syracuse U., Syracuse, NY)

8) Junior Celle es Clearinghouse
(U. of call orals, Los Angeles, CA)

9) Language: I Linguistics Clearinghouse
(Center for Applied LInguiitIcs,
Arlington, VA)

10) Reading_ I Communication Skills
Clearinghouse (National Council of
Teachers of English, Urbana, IL)

11) Rural Education Small Schools ,
Clearinghouse (New Mexico State U.,
Las Cruces, NM)

. _

12) Science Mathcmatics, I Environmental
Education Clearinghouse (Ohio State U,

o um us, OH)

13) Social Studies /Social Sciences
A

Education Clearinghouse (Boulder, CO)

14) Teacher Education Clearinghouse
'(Amer. Assoc. of Colleges for TeaCher
Education, Washington, DC)

I -is) Tests; Measurements & Evaluation
Clearinghouse (Educational Testing
Service, Princeton, NJ)

16) Urban Education Clearinghouse
(Columbia U., New York, NY)

17) ERIC Processing and Reference
facility (Bethesda. MD)

10) ERIC Document Reproduction Service
. (EDRS, Arlington, VA)

1:1 reSu
Not

2 3

.3

3

.3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

'3

3

3

2

1 2

2

1 2

1 2

1 N 2

; 1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 Z

1

1 2

2

-.\
D-13
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1.

AY.

n
111. in addition to the ones spotified on the ERIC R taut Card, which of the following

ERIC products and services have you used or o tained In connection with the topic
or title specified onthe ERIC Request Card? ( :RUE 4, 2,. OR 3 FOR EACH
CA-TECO 11.)

IERIC PRODUCT DR SERVICE CATEGORY(

1) RIE (Resources in Education, a monthly ERIC
Tiru'rnal which abstracts and indexes the
educational report literatureP

2) CUE (Current index to Journals in Educe -
MT a monthly journal which covers the
educational periodical literature)

3) Computer Searching of ERIC tvomputerized
searching or the ERIC bibliographic database,
often conducted through use of a terminal
interacting via telephone with a computer,
or conducted by grouping several requests
together for submission at one time to a
computer)

II) ERIC Microfiche (pages photographically
reducaTrin an index-card-sized piece
of, film, requiring use of a magnifying or
projection device to read) ..

5) ERIC Printed Repo 't (any report produced
or supplied by ERIC, which is printed on
paper, usually with an "ED" Identifying
number)

6) Printed Bibliography, (any list of biblio-
graphic references, other than computer
printouts from an online or batch search
of the ERIC database, which is produced
and distributed on paper by any ERIC
organization)

7) ERIC Referral Servkes (the provision by

,NOT
USED

NOT
SURE

1 2 '3

1 2

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2

any ERIC organization of names of progritins,
Individuals, or organizations which can bl
contacted by the requester for additional
information. Referral services are often
provided in person, by phone, or by
letter instead of through distribution of
previously-produced printed reports, docu-
ments, or bibliographies ) 1 2 3

a) Other (any other ERIC/product or service
not included above. Ilease describe.)

D-14

1 2 . . 3

312



4

19. Listed below are major categories of information products or services which are producod
andlor dist:II:it:tad by sources other than ERIC. For each category, ploaso indicate If at
any time you used or obtained t n connect on with the to lc or title s ecifled on the
ERIC Request Card. (CIRCLE 1.

INFORMATION' PRODUCT
OR

SERVICE CATEGORY

1) Other printed document:, (i.e., books,
articles, reports) .

,
Other organizations or departments
separate from the one on the Request
Card (I.e., other libraries, Clearing-
houses, etc.)

LUSED1
NOT
USED

11.40T
SURE

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2

.. 1 2

i
1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

3) Experts or people knowledgeable -in the
area of my request . . '. .. ...

4) My own friends. ciftesgues, students,
or other personli_acilueintances

-----
5) Computerized information systems-- .

textual,- numeric, or bibliographic data-
bases or retrieval systems . . - ...

6) Prerecorded audio or visual sources (1..e.,
records, cassettes, slides, etc.) . . . .

7) Other (describe):

8) Othei (describe) :

9) Other (describe) :

20. Finally. a few questions- for statistical purposes only ... What is your ege?

Under 2:i 1
..

25 to 34. 2

35 to 44 3

a5 io 5a a

55 to 64

65 and over 6

D-15 313

3,



C

21. What is the highest degree you, have obtained?

High school diploma or less 1

Associate degree . .

Bache lorsi degree 3

Master's degree 4

Master's degree plus postgraduate coursework 5

Doctorate 6

Law or Medical degree 7

Other (please describe) :

0

22. Which of the following.,categories best describes your current employer or primary
affiliation? .(CIRCLE ONE ONLY.)

Junior collegor two year college

Four year college or university
.

01

02

State education agency 03

Other state govern/ment agency ........\ . . . 04

Local school district OS
, 1

Local government agency 06

Elementary school 07

Secondary school .00

,- Federal government agency . . . ) . n 0, 0 09
)

Society or association 4 . 10.

Research firm 11
f

Consulting firm .; 12

Private bUsiness or .corporation t . 5 3

4

Other (please describe": '

14 ,

Not employed by or affiliated with any ogganizatian . . .. 15

4. 4
23. To which of the following job- ir school-related functions do -you regularly devote the

largest proportion of your time? (CIRCLE THE CODE Mili.113E11 OF THE MOST APPRO-
PRIATE RESPONSE.) .

4

Administration, supeivision, management, or planning 1

Research Or evaluation 2

Teaching, training, or counseling . 3

-
information support "(e.g., librarian, information specialist) . .

Student' ... 5

Other (please give job title and function):
b

rt

t

0



24. For statistical purposes only. which of the following categories describes your total
Income (before taxes) for 19007 Include your Income only. Do not Include the Income
of other immediate family members who are living with you. (CIRCLE. ONE NUMBER.)

S3S/..000 or more 01

530,000 but less then $35,000 02

S2S. 000 but less then $30.000 . . . . 03

S20.000 but less then $25.000 04

$15. 000 but less than S20,000 OS

S10,000 but less than S15, 000 06

S5,000 but less than S10,000 07

Under $5,000 00

No income 09

Prefer not to answer 10

/

THANK YOU: PLEASE RETURN THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE TO 'SHE ADDRESS
AT THE RIGHT IN THE ENCLOSED,
POST-PAID ENVELOPE.

KING RESEARCH. INC.
P.O. BOX 71
ROCKVILLE. MD 20850

4

( 0

D-17 3 1 -,
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4 D.5 Requestor Population Survey File Description

Listed on the next pages is the description of theSPSS file des-

cription for the merged Request Card/Requestor Population Survey database

(all returned Requestor questionnaires were merged with their Request Card).

I

.
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. .
I On

1. // d011 (M518,9309),LEVIT2,CLASS*0
2 /NOSET181
3, /cnmmENT RUN TO SAVE ERIC REWESTOR 3 CARD DATA SET
4. //PROMO DO OSN0CCIAPP.PROCLISIDISPeSNR
5 // EXEC SPSSIPARM.°312K'
6. //rT04F001 DO UNIT03350,0511.1011..N2KRII.ROTRCOP1,
7. // DISP(01.0).
E1. // SPACEm(TRIC,(20,10).RLSE),DC6*ELKSIEER6200.VOL*SER,TS01
9. //FTO8F001 DO OSN VVL.N2KRI1.ROTRROST.OISPv(SHR).
10. // UNIT*3350,VOLoSERTS01,
11. // 0coo(ftEcrm.rn.ineci.80.0iscsizte220)
12. / /SYSIN DO
13, NummInn YES
14. RUN NAME REM/ESTOP COMPLETED
15, OAIA LIST FIXFO (3)/1 (OPIUM 1-10
S6.

17.
In

19.

20.
21.

.22.
23.
24,
25.

27.
28.

26

29.
30.

3
33.
2.

3/,

34.
35.
36.
37.

. ERICTYPE 1

SAMPLE 2
REP 3
REPSE0 4 -5
TAPESUO 6
SERIAL 741
OROTYPE 910
APNUM 1 -6

) ID1 2 -6
CARD1 11

Ed g 14

131P1 12

Pi 00P4 15

CM, .16

10
ips 17

01
92 19

efael. 20 -22
P'103P2 23-24

04 25 -26

38.
N WO 2S-26

gl 27
.Q6 20

40.
39.

41.
121A 2931
We- 32 -34

42. 07C 35-37._

44. 4; :4419
43.

45. 210.E1 41
46, 010P2 42

48. 1 11?-41 1:
47. i

49. Oil 45
50. 912 46
51. 01122.1 47

53. tIgg ::
54.

. 9.9P4 SO

56. i21314" 55
55.

57. 0 010. 53 -57

58. di6 58-60
59. 017P1 61
60. 017P2 62

3 1 7
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122. RCOIP5 21
123. mg& 26
124'.

Ivy
s ;Mg g

12e.

-e
12110E71:

' In.
127.

130.

132.
131.

0 8.02-25
450-26

129.

135. INPUT MEDIUM TAPE

Willi/133. R36441
mi.

136. N or CASES UNKNOWN
137.
131. . MISSING VALUES 01PI TO 01P7 (6,9)/
139. 02 (9)/
140. 039I (666,999)/
141. 03p2 (66.99)/
142. 04 (66,09)/
143. 05.06 (6,9)/
144. 07A TO 07C (777.660.999)/
145. 00 (ecee)/
146. 09 (9)/
047. 010PI TO 010P4 (7.9)/
lie. 011.012 (6.9)/
140. QI3PI TO 013P5 (6,9)i
ISO. 014 (6.9)/

tV 151. 015 (777.77,666.66,999.99)/'
i 052. 016 (666.999)/
.. 153. 017PI TO

154. 016121 TO 016P6
017P16

(9)/
(9)/

135, 019P1 TO 019P7 (0)/
156. 020 (9)/,
157. 021 (99)/
156. 022 (99)/ .
159. 023 (9)/
160. 024 (99)
161.
062. VAR LABELS OfP1 INFO USED FOR TEACHINO.BUIBINO STUDENTS/
163. 01P2 INFO USED TO SUPPORT OWN STUDY FOR CLASS/
164. OfP3 INFO USED TO SUPPORT OWN RESEARCH PROJECT/
165. 01P4 INFO USED TO PLAN. EVAL DROAN7NL ACTIV/
166. 01P5 INFO' USED FOR SOMEONE ELSE'S USE/
167. 01P6 I DON'T REMEMBER/ .

166. 01P7 OTHER/ ,

.

169. 02 DID YOU KNOW OF ERIC BEFOREU
170. 031,1 HOURS SPENT ON ERIC/
171. . 03p2 mums SPENT'ON ERIC/

' 172. 04 40w DID YOU LEARN OF ERIC7/
f73. 05 ACCESS TWERIC/
174. 06 TYPE OF INFO SOUGHT/ .

175. TA NO. OF DOCUMENTS HOPED TO IOENTIFY/
06. 0713 TOTAL NO. OF DOCUMENTS IDENTIFIED/
117. - 07C NO. OF RELEVANT DOCUMENTS IDENTIFIED/
070. 06ABILITV TO ACCESSDOCUMENTS/
179, 09 DID ERIC %ELF FIND NON-WICUMENT SOURCES?'
180. 010P1 OTHER SOURCES IDENTIFIED- INDIVIDUALS/
101, 01092 OTHER SOURCES IDENTIFIED :. OROANIZATIONS/
162, 01093 OTHER SOURCES IDENTIFIED.- PROJECTS/

. . 31 9- .
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193.
194.
1R5.
186.
187.
196.
199.

010P4 OTHER SOURCES IDENTIFIED OTHER/
011 SATISFACTION WITH ERIC/
012.WOULD YOU USE ERIC AGAIN?,
013P1 RELEVANCE/
013112 COMPLETENESS/
0$3P3 PRACTICALITY/
013P4 APPROPRIATENESS /
013P6 NEWNESS/

191. 014 DID YOU.PAY FOR ERIC.YOURSELF7/
192 015 PRICE PAID/
193. 016 USES. OF SAME ERIC SERVICES IN PAST 6 MONTHS/
194. 0$7P1 ADULT, CAREER S VOCATIONAL EDUCATION/
195. 017P2- COUNSELING PERSONNEC SERVICES/

196. 017P3 EDUCATIONAL MANAOEMENT/
197. 0$7P4 ELEMENTARY 111 EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION/

1911. 017P5 HANDICAPPED S GIFTED CHILDREN/ .

199. 017P9 HIGHER EDUCATION/
200. 017P7 INFORMATION RESOURCES/
201. 017P6 JUNIOR COLLEGES/
202. 0$7P9 LANUAGES S LINGUISTICS/
203. 017P10 READING S COMMUNICATION SKILLS/
104. 017P11RURAL EDUCATION S SMALL SCHOOLS/
205. 017P12 SCIENCE. MATHEMATICS, S ENVIRONMENTAL ED/
206. 017P13 SOCIAL STUDIES - SOCIAL SCIENCES EOUCATN/
207. 017P14 TEACHER EDUCATION/
206. 017P15 TESTS. MEASUREMENTS 6 EVALUATIONS/
209. 017124 moan EDUCATION/
210. 017P17 ERIC FACILITIES/
21,J. 017PERIC DOCUMENT REPRODUCTION SERVICE/

cy

1

2S2.
213.

DWI RIE/
016P2 CIJE/

tsJ

tsJ
214.
215.

0$6P3 COMPUTER SEARCHING-OF ERIC/
016P4 ERIC MICROFICHE/ .

216. 016P5 ERIC PRINTED REPORT/
217. Ot6P6 ERTC PRINTED BIB/
219. 016P7 ERIC REFERRAL SERVICES/
219, 016P6 OTHER ERIC mom& OR SERVICE/-
220. 019,1 OTHER PRINTED 000UMENTS/
221. 019P2 OTHER ORGANIZATIONS DR DEPARTMENTS/
222. 019P3 EXPERTS/
223. 019P4 FRPENOS OR PERSONAL ACQUAINTANCES/
224. O19P6 COMPWERIZED INFORMATION SYSTEMS/ -

225. 019P6 PRERECORDED AUDIO OR VISUAL SOURCES/

226. 019P7 OTHER PRODUCT OR SERVICE CATEGORY/

.227. 020 AOE GROUP/
226. 021 DEGREES/
229. 022 CURRENT EMPLOYER/
230. 023-PRIMARY 038 ,FUNCTION/
231. 024 INCOME FOR MOO/
232. IDNUM;UNIQUE REOUESTOR ID NUMBER/-
233. APNUM"$ST DIGIT EOUAL ASSIGNED ERIC PRODUCT/

234. ONIOUEACCESS POINT IDENTIFIER/
235.
236. VALUE LABELS 01P1 TO 0iP7 (OYES 12 )NO
237. (0)D0417 KNOW (9)NO RESPONSE/

236. 02 (OYES (2)NO (3)0ON'T KNOW
239. (9)NO RESPONSE/
240. 03P1 (868)0ON'T KNOW (900NO RESPONSE/
241.
242.

03P2 (86)1001PT KNOW (99)NO RESPONSE/
04 '(1)TEACHER OR EMPLOYER (2)FRIENO'

243. (3)Lienutv OR INFORMATION MITER ,STAFF

32ii
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244.
745,
246.
747.
240
249.
750.
251.
752.
75).
254,
755.

257.
258.

260.
261.
762,
263.
264.
765.
266.
267.
268.
759
770.
27C
772,
273.
274.
275.
276.
277.
278.
279.
280.
281.
282.
283.
284.
285.
286.
287.
288.
299. 01$ (777.77)NOT APPLICABLE
290. (898.59)0ONT KNOW,
291. (999.99)NO RESPONSE/
292. 016 (888)DOT KNOW (999)NO RESPONSE/
293. 017P1 TO Of7P18 (1)YES (2)10
294. (2)140T SURE
295. j (9)NO RESPONSE/
296. 018P1 TO 0181,9 (1)USED (2)1OT USED
297, (3)NOT SURE
298. (9)NO RESPONSE/
.299. 019P1 TO 019P7 Musa; (2)NOT USED
300, . (3)NOT SURE'
301. (9)10 RESPONSE/
302. 020 (1)UNDER 25 (2)25 TO 34
303. (3)3S TO 44 (4)4e TOM
304. a MSS TO 64 MSS AND OVER

IMJ

(4)SELF SEARCH AT LIBRARY. ETC.
(MOM REPORT OR DOCUMENT
(BOMIL AD (7)POSTER AD (S)CONFERENCE
(9)MAOAZINES OR NEWSLETTERS
(10)00147 REMEMBER (MOTHER
(88)0ON'T KNOW (99)10 RESPONSE/

OS (1)ACCESS ON DATE SPECIFIED
(2)0ROERED ON DATE SPECIFIED
(3)50TH (4)OTHER (s)DON'T KNOW
(9)NO RESPONSE/

06 (1)wectfic AUTHORS OR DOCUMENTS
(2)SPECIFIC TOPIC, (3)80TH
'(4)NEITHER (8)0ON'T KNOW
(9)NO RESPONSE/

07A TO 07C (777)NOT APPLICABLE
(BBB)DON'T KNOW
(999)NO,RESPONSE/

08 (1)NO RELEVANT MUMMY
(2)1O NEED TO ACCESS

(3)NOT YET TRIED TO ACCESS
(4)NOT ABLE TO ACCESS
:SOAVE OBTAINED S0VE
(5)HAVE OBTAINED MOST
(7)HAVE OBTAINED ALL
MOTHER (99)DON'T KNOW
WINO RESPONSE/

09 (1)YES (2)NO (3)001407 KNOW
(91NO RESPONSE/

0101,1 TO 010P4 (OYES (2)NO
(7)NOT APPLICABLE
(9)NO RESPONSE/

Oft (1)HIGHLY SATISFIED
(2)SOMEWHAT SATISFIED

, (3)NEITHER SAT OR DISSAT
(4)SDMEWHAT DISSATISFIED
{5}HIGHLY DISSATISFIED
(0)00140T KNOW (9)NO-RESPONSE/

012 (1)YES (2)NO (9)DON'T KNOW
(9)NO RESPONSE/

013P1 TO 013PS (4LOW (2)14E0-LOW
(3)MEDIUM (4)14E0-HIGH
(S)HIGH (8)00147 KNOW
(9)10 RESPONSE/

014 (OYES (2)NO (8)00147 KNOW
(9)NO RESPONSE/

32i.



is

305. (g)NO RESPONSE/
306. 021 (S)HISH SCHOOL OR LESS
307. (2)ASSOCIATES OEOREE
306. (3)BACHELOR'S OEOREE
309. (4)MAS1EWS OEOREE
310. (5)MASTER'S PLUS POSTORAOUATE WORD
311. (6)00CTOPATE
319. (7)LAW ORMEOICAL OEOREE
313. ' (e)ormut (9)NO RESPONSE/
314. 022 (f)TWO YEAR COLLEOE (2)FOUR YEAR COLLEOC
315. (3)STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY
34. (4)0THERTATE GOVERNMENT AGENCY
317_, (5)LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT
310. (0)LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCY
319. (7)ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
320. (S)SECONOARY SCHOOL
321. (g)rEOERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCY
322. (10sopicry OR ASSOCIATION
323. (ft)RESEARCH AGENCY (12)CONSULTING FIRM
324. (1'.I PRIVATE BUSINESS OR CORPORATION
325. - (SOOTHER (19)NOT EMPLOYED
326. (99 )N0 RESPONSE/
327. 023 (1)MAHAS:1C PLAN OR SUPERVISE
326. . (2)RESEARCH (3)TEACHINO OR COUNSELINO
329. (4)INFORMATION SUPPORT
330. (5)STUOENT MOTHER
331. N° RESPONSE/ .

332. 024 (1)535.000 OR MORE
333. (2)530.000 TO $34,995
334. (3)525.000 TO 529,999

S 135, (0520,000 10 524.999
0N3% 336. .. (5)515,000 TO $19499

337. (6)510,000 TO 514.999
336. (7)55.000 TO 59,999
339. (9)UNOERIS,000
340. (9)NO INCOME (I0)PREFER NO ANSWER
341, ' (99)NO.RESPONSO
142.
343. VALUE LABELS ERICTYPE (2)RIE (3)C141 (4)SEARCHES (5)00CUMENTS/-

.344. SAMPLE (I)CLHSE-FACIL-EORS (2)RIE (3)Cla
345. (4)SEARCH SVCS (5)FICHE COLLECTION

( ACCT M
347. . (0)TAPE

G)0EPOSIT
SUS-NOT ACCPT

EWS
SAMPLE/
OROERS

346. TAPESUB (0)TAPE SUBSCRIBER (I)NOT TAPE SUBSCRIBER/
o 349. VALUE LABELS RCIRICTY (2)RIE (3)C14E (4)SEARCHES (5)00CUMENTS/

350. . RCOMPLE (1)CLHSE4ACIL-EORS (2)PIE (3)Cla
351. (/)SEARCH SVCE (5)FICHE CPII*CTION
152. (S)DEPOSIT ACCT (7)EORS OROtPS
353. . (S)TAPE SUB-NOTACCPT SAMPLE/

. 154. .PCTAPES (0) -TAPE SUBSCRIBER (f)NOT TAPE SUBSCOBER/,
,/355. MISSING VALUES mourwesom/ .

356. OAY(06,09)/
357. 21m0008.00009)/
356. PCOOCNUM(000,999)/
359. AMPS TO RCOIPII (9)/ 322
360. PCO2 (g)/
361. PC03 TO RCQ5 (0.9)

.

362, -
.. .

363. VAR LABELS RCIDNUM UNIQUE REQUESTOR ID NUMBER/
364. RCAPNUM 1ST OIOIT EQUAL ASSIGNED ERIC PRODUCT/
365. RCM UNIQUE ACCESS POINTI0ENTMER/



arc.
367,
360).

355.
370.
371.
372.
373.
374.
y75,

'376,
177.
378.
379,
9110.

351.
1n2.
In,.
3R4.
311n.

ann.
3117.

ann.
389.
190.
391.
392.
393.
394,
395.
396.
397.
398.
399.
400.
4.31.

402.
401,
404,
408.
406.
407.
408.
409.
410.
41I,
412.
413:
414,
415.
416.
417,
418,
419.
420.
421,
422.
423;
424.
425.
426.

.

mu!: LABELS

VALUE LABELS

ALLnnA/E

RECODE
MISSING VALUES
VAR LABELS
VALUE LABELS .

RECODE
MISSING VALUES
VAR LABELS
VALUE LABELS

RECODE
VAR LABELS
VALUE LABELS

RECODE

VAR LABELS

RcoDCMUM //ERIC DOCUMENTS USED FICHE OR PIPER/
RCOIPI TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC RIE/
RCOIP2 TYPE OF PROOUCT ERIC ChM?
RCQIP3 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC ONLINE SEARCH/
RCOIP4 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC BATCH SEARCH?, .

RCOIP5 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC MICROFICHE/
Rcolp8 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTED REPORT/
ItcoOp/ TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTED BIBLIOGRAPHY/
AMMO TYPE OF PRODUCT - OTHER PRINTE0 INDEXES/
ItCollso TYPE OF PRODUCT - OTHER COMPUTER DATABASES/
Rcolp10 TYPE OF PROOUCT - OTHER DOCUMENTS/
RCOIPII TYPE OF PRODUCT - OTHER - oiScRI5E/
RCO2 ERIC THESAURUS USE07/
Rc03WAS REOUESTOR ASSI5TE0 BY STAFF7/
RC04 HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVE07/
TCO5 HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERE07/

MONHI (I )JAN (2 )FEB (3)MAR (4 )APR
(5)MAY fghOUNE MOULT (8)AUG

. (9)SEPT (I0)OCT (to)NOV (12)0EC/

RCOIPI To RCOIPII (OYES (ONO (9)N0 RESPONSE/
RCO2 (I)YES (2)N0 (3)0OWT,KN0W

(9)NO RESPONSE/
RCO3 (1)YES (2)NO (3)ROSTR-STAFF MEMBER

(8)DON'T KNOW (9)No RESPONSE/

al

Rc04,RCO5 (1)IN PERSON (2)TELEPHONE (3)MAIL
(4)OTHER (5)MORE'THAN ONE USEO
(9)0014PT KNOW (9)NO RESPONSE/

OROTYPE,RWROTYP (1)COL OR UN-CCF (2)COL OR UN-OF
(3)STATE E0. AGCY (4)SCH LID- LOCAL
(5)SCH L18-HOOTRS OR 0IST (5)SCH 01ST Rao CTR
(7)ERIC,CLRHSE (0)OTNER FED SUPPORTEO
(9)NIE-SUPPORTED (10)INTER SVCE PRVO
(I1)pUOLIC LIBRARY (12)SOC OR ASSOC
(13)BUS OR CORP (14)OTHER (m)ERIC FACILITY/

TRAmspACE*50000

R04 (Int) (202) (3.3) (OA) (5 THRO 11p5),(6.5E03)
R04 (9)
R04 HOW LEARNED OF ERIC, RECDOEO
R04 (1)TEACHER OR EMPLOYER (2)FRIEND

(3)LIBRARY OR INFORMATION (4)SELF SEARCI' AT LISP
(5)OTHER (9)NO RESPONSE

R020 (lel) (2.2) (3.3) (4.4) (5.9.5) (9.9)
R020-(9)
R020 AGE. RECODED
R020 (1)UNDER 25 (2)25 To 34 (3)35 To 44 (4)45 TO 54

(5)55 AND OVER (9)N0 RESPONSE,

R021 (1,2.1) (3.2) (4.3) (5.4) (6.5) (7.9.9909)
R021 DEGREE, RECOOEO
R021 (1YASSOC OEOREE OR LESS (2)BACHELORS DEGREE

(3)MASTERS OEOREE (4)MASTERS4PoST'GRAO WK
(5)00CToRATE MOTHER AND NO RESPONSE

8022 (1.2.1) (3.4.2) (503) (7.4) (1105)
(9.9 THRU 19,99.0

R022 CURRENT EMPLOYER. RECOOEO

100
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,* 1.'"-1101"

427. VALUE LABELS R022 (1)COLLEC4 OR UNIVERSITY (2)STATE GOVT AMY
424 . (3)LOCAL SCII OISTR (4)ELEMENTARY SOIL
425. ' . (5)51C0NOARY SCHL (OWNER OR NO RESPONSE
410. .

431. RECOOf. '11023 (1.1) (2.2) (3031 (4.4) (5.5) (0,0.6)
412. VAR LABELS , R023 PRIMARY ..100 FUNCTION, RE000E0
431. VALUE LABELS R023 (1)MAN0101,PtAN OR SUPER2)RESEARCII
434, (3)TE1cHINO oR coUNSELI1
415. (4)INFORMATION SUPPORT (5)STUOENT
436. (6)OTHER OR 140 RESPONSE
417, f i

On. aFc0Of R024 (01) (2.2) (3.3) (4.4) (5.5) (6.0) (7.7) 0.0
439. (ao) 410,09.10)
440, VAR LABELS 8024 INCOME, REcO0E0

or 441 VALUE LABELS R024 (1)135,000 OR MORE (2)130,000 TO $34,009
442, (3)125,000 TO $S29,099 (4)120,000 TO $24,950
441. (5)115,000 TO $19,099 (6)110,000 TO 114,099

. 444, (7)15.000 TO 19,999 MUNGER 65,000
Ai,. (9)NO INCOME (10)NO 'ANSWER
40.

..,

. t
447. IF (101 E0 11010 OR11020 ITO 11030 OR 12020 OR 12030 OR.
440. '''' 13010 011 13030 OR 13040 OR 14010 OR 14020 OR 14030
449. OR 14040 OR 18010 OR 15020 OR 19030 011 15040)
450. NEWTYPEI m-1 /

451. t
452, IF (101 EQ 12010) NEWT165,EA 2

453. I

484.- IF (OROTYPE E0 1 011 (101/E0 31230 OR 01330 OR 43290 OR
455. 55140)) / .

456. NEWTYPEI 3
451.N 456. IF (OROTYPE.E0 2 OR (101 EO 22420 OR 44060)) NEWTYPEI 4

at
459. ;

460. IF (Ial EQ 24211 OR 24440 OR 41140 OR 42130 OR 42240 OR
461. 44201 OR 44420 011,25450)
452.

....°
N NEWTYPEI 5

463. :

464. IF (OROTYPE EC) 3 OR (101 EO 21140 OR 42350)) NEwTYpEf 6
465.
466. IF (101 EQ 33140 OR:51200 OR 64060) NEWTYPEI 7

467. / -.

460. tF ' (101 EQ 21160 OR .221 0 OR 23160 OR 43160 OR 52090 OR
469, 54110 OR 62040 0R42 40)
470. -- NEwTYPEI 6 l

/
471.
472. 4 IF
473.
474. IF

,

475. .

446. IF
477,
476. IF
479.
460. IF

451.
462. IF
463.
484. IF

465.
466. IF
467.'

e

(OROTYPE EQ NEWTYPE1 9

(OROTYPE E0 9) NEWTYPEI * 10

(OROTYPE E0 10 OP (1Q1 E0 44110)) NEWTYPEI if

(OROTYPE EO 6)NEWTvpE1 .12

(OROTYPE.E0 5) NEWTYPEI :13 324
(OROTYPE EQ 4) NEWTYPEI '14

(OROTYPE EQ II OR (101*6 34296)) NEWTYPEI 15

(OROTYPE EQ 12 OR {101'1E0 24200 OR'21240)) NEWTYPEI 19



491.
493. OR 14200 OR 34360 OR 36180 OR 41080 OR 43180.011

24070020500;1351400wmomi!lom
31600

48n. ir: (0ROTYPE EQ13 Olt (101 EQ 73040)) NEWIYPE 17
499.

.49o, IF (0ROTYPE EQ 14 ANO 101 EC 31330 OP 33300 OR 32330 OR

493. 43440 OR 43010 OR 44380 OR 45360 OR 5400 OR 61080
494. OR 03030 OR 73080)
495. HEMP/PEI 18
496.
497. VALUE LAPELS NEWTYPEI (t)ERIC CLRHSES (2)EPIC FACILITY
498. (3)CAMPUS MAIN 1.15 (4)CAMPUS OEPT LID
499. (5)CAMPUS 0TH OR* (D)STATE £0 AOCy (7)STATE LID
500.

1
(8)FEOERAL LID (0)OTHER FEO CHSE (10)NIE LAB OR CTR

501.;
1

(11YINTERM SRVC PRoV 113)scH 01ST 1180 as
503.

I
(13)ScH LIB DISTRICT (14)SCH 1.I5 LOCAL

502, 1 (16)PU5LIC LIBRARY (18)SOCIETY 011 ASSOC
504. (17)BUSINESS OR CORP (MOTHER
505,
506. fr (NEWTYPEI EC 1 OR 3) NEWTYPE2 1 '

no/.

1 554 .

'IF (NEWTYPEI EC 3 OR 4 OR 6) NEWTYPC2 ;

510. IF . ANEWIT0E1.E0 6 OR 7 OR 8 OR 9 OR 10 OR 11 OR $2 OR 13
511. OR 14 OR 15 OR 18 OR 17 OR $8)

. 513.. NEWTYPE2 3
513.
514 VALUE LABELS NEWTYPE2 (!)ERIC WISE 8 FAC (2)ACAOEMIC ACC PTS
515. (3)OTHER ACC PTS
516.

izi
517. VAR LABELS NEWTYPEI TYPE OF 0110441fATI0N-1.0N0/

1 518. HEMP/12E3 TYPE OF OROANIZATI0NSHORT
1-..) sm. IF (11C103 EQ11010 OR_ 11020 OR 11030 OR 12020 OR 12030 OR...4

520. 13010 OR 13030 OR 13040 OR 14010 011.14030 OR $4030
521. OR 14040 OR 15010 OR 15020 OR 15030 OR 15040)
522. RCTYPEI t .

533. .

534. IF (11C103 EQ 12010) RCTYPEI 2 /

335.
536: IF (RcoRGITYp c,0 t OP ARCIO3 EQ 31230 OR 31330 OR 43290 OR
537. 55140)) . ,,

528. RCTYPEI 3 .

529. . .

530. IF (RCORCITYP EQ 2 OR (RCIO3 EC 22420 OR 44080)) RCTYPEI 4
521. 0 .

532. IF (RC103 EC 34311 OR 24440 OR 41140 OR 42130 OR 43340 OR
523 44201 OR 44420 OR. 35450)
534, RCTYPEI 9
535.
536, , IF tPCORGITYP EQ 3 OR (RcI03 EQ 21140 OR 42350)) RCTYPEI 8

537.
53A. IF (Rct03 EC 33140 OR 51200 OR 84060) RCTYPEI 7

539.
540. IF (RC103 EQ 31160 OP 22180 OR 23160 OR 43160 OR 52090 011
541. 54110 OR 62040 OR 42140)
543. RCTYPEI eve
543. ; ,

544. IF (PCORCITyP EQ 8) RCTYPEI 9
545.
546. IF (RCORCITYP EC 9) RCTYPEI 10
547. .

......N
540. IF (RcoROTYP EQ 10 OR (RCIO*,E0 44110)) PCTYPE1 8'11

1
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549.
950. tr (RCORGTYP EQ 6) RC7715E! 12

551.
957. tr (RtOR(1TYP EQ 5) RCTYPt1 13
591.
954. tr (RCORGTYP EQ 4) RCTYPEI,0 14
559.

, (516.IF (RCORGTYP 0 11 DR (RC103 EQ 34290)) RCTYPEI 40.411N-'
951. .

55(1k IF (RCORGTYP EQ 12 OR (RCID3 EQ 24200 pR 21240) RCTYPE1018
559.
560. IF (RCORGTYP EQ 13 OR (RCID3 EQ 72040)) RC77PE1 (7 ,

961.
562. tr (RCORGTYP 63 14 A(i1D RCID3 EQ 21330 OR 22200 DR 23320 OR
563. 24070 OR 24300 OR 29140 OR 25240 OR 28440 OR 31500
564. OR 34200 OR 34260 OR 39180 OR 41080 OR 42160 OR
565. 42440 OR 43010 OR 44280 OR 45360 OR 45400 OR 6108D
566. OR 63030 OR 73C10)-
567. RCTYPE1 18
568.
569. VALUE LABELS RC71/15k1 (1)ERIC CLRHSES (2)ERIC FACILITY
570. (3)CAMPUS MAIN LIB (4)CAMPUS-DEPT LIB .

9/1. . (5)CAMPUS 0TH ORG (6)STATE ED AGCY (7)STATE tap
572. MFEDERALLIO MOTHER FED CHSE (10)NIE LAB OR d7R
573 (11)INTERM.SRVe PROW (12)SCH GIST R80 cTR
574. (13)SCH LIB DISTRICT (14)SCH LIB LOCAL
575. (15)PUBLIC LIBRARY (16)SOCIETY OR ASSOC
576. (17)BUSINESS OR CORP (t8)OTHER
577.
570. IF (RCTYPEI EQ 1 OR 2) RCTYPE2 $

579.
1,4
co SOO. IF (RFTYPE1 EQ 3 OR 4 DR 5) RCTYPEI 2

581.
582. IF (RCTYPE1 EQ 6 DR 7 DR 8 OR 6 OR IQ OR 11 DR 12 CR 13
583. OR 14 DR 19 OR 16 OR 17 OR 18)
S84. RCTYPE2 3 '

585.
586. VALUE LABELS RCTYPE2 (t)ERIC COME 6 FAC (2)ACADEMIC ACC PTS
987. MOTHER ACC PTS
588.
589. VAR LABELS ' RCTYPEI TYPE OF ORGANIZATIONLONG/
590. RCTYPE2.7715E OF ORGANIZATION-SWOT
591. . .

592. IF
...

((03P1 LT 888) AND (031?2 LT 88))
593. HOURS(03P140(03P2/80))
594. 4 IF ((03P1 GE 088) AND (47P2 GE 884)
595.-

, HO1,7S899 1

596. MISSING VALUES HOURS(998
597. VAR LABELS HOURS HOURS
598. VALUE LABELS HOURS (899)DONT KNOW OR NO RESPONSE
599.
600. ..IF ((Q7A GT 0 AND LT 777) AND (01/8 GE 0 AND 0715 LT 777))
601. PROP1(078/07A) .

602. IF (07A EQ 0 OR Q7A GE 777 OR 078 GE 777)
PROP10999

. -603. , -

604. MISSING VALUES PROPt(898) 32. 6
805; VAR LABELS PROP1 RATIO 00e3 TO OF DOCS
606. VALUE LABELS PROPt (988)NA-DK-NR -

607. IF ((Q715 GT 0 AND Q7D 1.7 777) AND (Q7C 0E o AND Q7C LT
608. 777)) PROP2(0701370)
809. IF ; (Q78 EQ 0 OR Q78.04 777 OR Q7C GE 777)

,
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APPENDIX E

EDUCATION POPULATION SURVEY

DESCRIPTION OF METHODS'

4

p

E.1 Description of Sample

The purpose of the Education Population' Survey was to measure the

luse and awareness of ERIC via a mail questionnaire survey among members of the

U.S."educationatcommunity in general:: The ability to do this was dependent

upon the:ability to construct a sample which could be chosen.with known proba-

bility from a specific population so that survey responses could be prO:jected
.

back to that Population. Table E.1 shows how the sample was constructed.

e

With the cooperation of NIE staff, decisions were made concerning

the.specific educational communities which would-be"studied. These categoilei.

are listed in column.' of Table E.1.

In colUmn 2 under "original estimate" are listed out initial esti-

mates of the population sizes in each of these categories.' These are drawn

from data supplied by NCES and data drawn from the Educational Information

Market Study. Altogether, these estimates produce a total of 2,748,239 indi-

viduals in the U.S. educational community.

In column 2 are given the list sizes produced by the Educational

Directory, a firm which specializes in updating and Selling mailing listeof

individuals within the U.S. educational community. Here we see that the

coverage of Practitioners is substantially less in the Educational Directory,

for Practitioners than-in the NCES estimates, 2,647,339 vs. 1,626,487. 'After

discussions with Educational Directory staff, we ditermined that the reason

for this discrepancy was due both to (1) under-reporting because of the dif-

ficulty of collecting individual teachers:. names and addresses, and (2) dif-

ferentes in definitions within some categories (e.g., the Educational Directory

includes some non-instructional staff with various teacher categories).
.

E -1.
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Table E.1 Description of Education Population Survey Sample

1.

Population
Category

2.

Original
Estimate

3. 4.

E6t. Used Sample
for

Weighting

5.

ResponSe
6.

Weighting
Factor

Practitioners

2.4 million'

104,679
1

142 6601

3

1,512,800
4

400

79,415
4

100

34,2724'5. 100

122!

35

34

12,400

2,269

1,008

Teachers

Principals

School Librarians, other

Administrators

2,647,339

. 65,000
2

3,400
2

9,5002

1,626,487 600

123,538 '
6

00

191

38.

'67

.0=110=.

3,251School District Staff

Intermediate Agency

State Education Staff

Academics 6 Consultants

6,9684'.6 100 '104

77,900

23,000
2

'

130,506 200

1,702
4

50

39,9964 ^100

1,9894 50

105

23

44

13

111.11

74

909

153

..y

Dept. of Ed. Deans

Dept. of Ed. Faculty

Ed. Consultants

23,000 43,687 200 80

6_4
Grand Totals 2,748,239 1,800,680 1,000 376

7

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population Survey,
1981.

1
Figures taken from NCES Projections of Educational Statistics for 1980.
2
Figures taken from The.Educational Information Market:Study, Study of Information
Requirements in Education (ED 135411).
3
Includes both faculty and deans of depts. of Education.

4
Figures published by EduCational Directory, the source of mailing lists used for sample
development.

5lncludes school librarians only.

6lncludes intermediate agency staff.
7
Maik-out date was April 14, 1981. One mail reminder was sent to non-respondents in
May 1981. Receipt of questionnaires was closed on June 25, 1981.

E -2
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For Administrators and Academics & Consultants, however, the Educa-

tional Directory lists more names and addresses than the Educational Informa-

tion Market Study used for the estimates presented here. In addition, the

Educational Directory's categories for School District Staff and State Educa-

tion staff include intermediate agency staff.

We decided that, since the Educational Dir\fctory does provide the

single most complete listing of educators in the U.S\, that it would be used'

as the basis for the sample used in the Education Pop lation Survey.' However,,

the problem arose as to which population the survey results should be pro-

jected; the NCES/Educational Information Market Study population, or the

Educational Directory population? We opted for the latter, base2 on the fol-

lowing reasoning:

1. Given that the definitions and categories used by the

Educational Directory may be somewhat different than those

used by the NCES, projecting to the NCES population may not

be justified.

2. EVen though this results in an apparent underestimate in the

Practitioner population size, Practitioners are still the

major population category studied, and their responses are

still weighted more highly than the other two population

categories.

Dividing the estimated population size (column 3) by the respOnses

received in each category (column 5) yielded the weighting factors used to

project survey responses up to the population total of 1,800,680. (The reader

should note that this ip only the "educational community" in the U.S.; it does

not completely reflect the potential user population for ERIC since (1) stu-

dents were not explicitly sampled, and (2) a substantial market exists for ERIC

1
In actuality, more than a ddzen separate lists were purchaied,teach with the
specified minimum of 1,000 names pei list; these were subsequently sUb-sampled
to provide the desired sample size.

E-3
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outside the educational community among, for example, individuals working in

related fields such as clinical and social psychology, Social work, demo-

graphics and epidemiology, public administration, and other fields.

Due to the above caveats, we suggest that our estimates of the

size of the U.S. educational community and ERIC market be interpreted as

conservative estimates.

E.2 The Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in the Education Population Survey is dis-

played on the following pages. It is divided into the following sections:

Questions l-3,

Questions 4 -15

Questions 16 -20

Awareness and use of ERIC in general

Questions about the ERIC product or service used
most recently

Demographics (employer type, age, income, etc.)

The reader should note that., there is substantial similarity between this ques-

tionnaire and the Requestor Population Survey questionnaire. This was done so

that responses from both questionnaires could be compared.
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1

Deartducator: i

The Natio01 Institute of Education of the U.S. Department of Education
has contracts with King Research, Inc. to conduct a study of the Educational
Resources Information Center (ERIC). With central guidance and financial,
assistance fiam the NIE, ERIC offers information about the research and
practice literature of education through a host of products and services that
include Resourcesin Education; Current Index to Journals' in Education, ERIC
papercopy and microfiche reports, the ERIC computerized database, and a formal
network of 16 ERIC Clearinghouses. The study has been_designed to gather
information about costs associate with the production and distribution of
ERIC products and services as well as information about the, people such
products and services are reaching.

A voluntary national survey of persons from the education community is
being conducted as part of the study. You have been selected randomly as a
representative.from a subcommunity of persons ERIC is intended to serve.
Since there were only ,000 names selected for the entire survey, your response
to the enclosed'questionnaire is very important. The information you provide
will be reported only in summary form and individuals' names will not be
associated with specific' responses; it is King Research's policy not to reveal
the names of survey respondents to anyone other than the staff members who are
responsible for conducting the survey.

The completed questionnaire should be returned to King Research, Inc. in
the enclosed postage-paid return envelope. If you have any questions about the
survey, please call Ms. Colleen. Schell, Survey Director, King Research, Inc. ./
at (301) 881-6766, collect.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208 /

/Ati

April 14, '1981

. Thank you .for your cooperation:

Dennis McDonald, Ph.D.
Project Director
King Research, Inc.

1.

Joseph Reinmiller, Ed.D.
Project Officer.
National Institutd of Education
Research and Educational Practice Unit

P.S. Please complete-and return this quektionnaire by May 1, 1981.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION '

FORM APPROVED

FEDAC No. S223
Approval Expires:

May 31, 1910

I. D. Number:

This study is being conducted by King
Research, Inc. under contract with the
National Institute of Education.

ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
EDUCATIONAL .POPULATION SURVEY

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE BEGINNING THE QUESTIONNAIRE:

For most questions in' this questionnaire. you will circle a number next to a category
which most closely corresponds to your response. For a few questions you will be
asked to write in your response.

Not all questions will apply to you. Therefore, please follow any instructions noted
within the context of a question., These instructions will appear in parentheses ( ).

4

PLEASE NOTE: There are many types of information products and services. such as
indexes, computerized databases. bibliographies, etc. Throughout this questionnaire,
we will be concerned primarily with those information products and services which are
provided by the Educational Resources information Center (ERIC).

1. Prior to receiving this cover letter and questionnaire. had you ever heard of 'the
Educational Resources Information Center (ER IC) 7' (CIRCLE 1, 2, Olt .3.)

Yes 1

No 2

Not Sure

ED '215 C

This report is authorized by legislation (20
U.S.C. 1221e) . While you are not required
to respond, your cooperation is needed.to
make the results of-the survey accurate and
timely..

E-6 v
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IHave you ever used or obtained any of the following typos of ERIC information products or services to obtain Informa-
tion for yourself or 'for someone else? (CIRCLE I IF YOU ARE NOT AWARE OF THE ERIC PRODUCT OR SERVICE,
2 IF YOU ARE AWARE OF IT BUT HAVE NEVER USED IT 3 IF-YOU HAVE USED IT DURING THE PAST 4 WEEKS.
I4 IF YOU HAVE USED IT DURING THE, a-MONTHS, 5 IF YOU USED 7T OVER 12 MONTHS ACO, AND 6 IF YOU
USED IT BUT DON'T REMEMBER WHEN

f

IProduct or Service
4

Aware Used Used Used . Used But
but During During Over 12 Don't

Not Never Past Past 12 Months . Remember
Aware Used 4 Weeks Months Ago When

1) ' RIE (Resources In Education, a monthly

1
cit.% journal which abstracts and indexes
the educational report literature)

.
2) CIJE (Current Index to Journals in

ratiei'ition, a monthly ERIC journal which
covers t t educational periodical liter-
ature)

Computer Searching of ERIC (Computer-
rzed searching of the ERIC bibliographic
database, often conducted through use
of a terminal interacting via telephone
with a computer, or conducted by group-
ing several requests together for sub-
mission at one time to a computer)

iERIC Microfiche (pages photographically .
reduced to fit on an index-card-sized
piece of film, requiring use of a magni-
fying or protection device to read)

ERIC Printed Report (Any report
produced or supplied by any ERIC
organization, which is printed on paper,
usually. with an "ED" identifying number)

ERIC Printed Bibliography (Any list of
bibliographic references, other than
computer printouts from an outline or
batch search of,the ERIC database,
which is produced and distributed on
paper by any ERIC organization)

IERIC Referral Services (The provision
by any ERIC organization of names of

1 programs, individuals, or organizations
which can be contacted by the requestor

i for additional information. Referral
services are often provided in person,
by phone, or by 'letter, .instead of

through distribution of previously-
produced printed reports, documents,
or bibliographies)

Other (Any other ERIC product or
service not included above: Please
describe.)

-2 3 5 6

2 3 4 5 6

2 3 4 5 6

I 2 3 5 6

1 2 . 3. 5 6

I

1 2 3 4 5 6

1

1

2 3

2
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NOTE: IF YOU CIRCLED "3", "4", "5", OR "6". FOR ANY OF THE ERIC PRODUCTS OR
SERVICES IN QUESTION 3, PLEASE CONTIME-WITH QUESTION 0. OTHERWISE,
PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 16.

II. Which type of ERIC product or service from Question 3 did you use or obtain most recently?
(PLEASE INSERT THE NAME OF THE PRODUCT OR SERV,ICE USED MOST RECENTLY. IF

' YOU USED SEVERAL ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES` AT THE WS TIME, CHOOSE THE
ONE WHICH YOU SPENT THE MOST TIME USING.)

5. Briefly, please describe the question, problem, or information need which lead you to use
or,obtain this ERIC product or service:

6. How' id you'flrst fled out that this typi of ERIC product or service existed? (PLEASE
CIRCLE TliErThE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. PLEASE CIRCLE
ONLY ONE NUMBER.)

From a teacher. professor, or employer

From a friend, colleague, or fellow student
..,

sb

From the staff at a library, media center, A/V department, information
center, or clearinghouse

01

02

03

Found out about it by myself while.doIng research in a library, media
center, A/V department, information center, or clearinghouse Ole

41

Read about it in a book, -report, or other document 05 *.

teceived a notice or advertisement about it In the mall 06

Saw it described In a poster at or near my placetof employment or study 07

Heard about It at a prOfessional conference
)

08

Read. about it in a journal, magazine, or newsletter 09 t..

I don't remember 10

Other (describe):

/4, . 11

7. When you used or obtained this ERIC product or service, did you have specific authors
or documents In mind, or were'you searching, for information on a specific topic without
haVing specific authors or documents in mind? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF
THE MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.)

.

I had specific authors or documents In mind , 1

I was searching for information on a specific topic ... 2,

Both of the above

Neither of the above (please describe) :

3



.

b.

,

"1641.d aid you obtain poysic4. 69......dis to lois ERIC product or service so that you could e

actually read or examine It? (PLEAgE.CIRCLE THE CODE HUMBER OF THE.MOST APPRO-
PRIATE RESPONSE.) .

I did not obtain physical access to a product or service which
could be read or examined 1

From a teacher. professor, or employer 2

From a friend, colleague, or fellow student

From a library, media center, MV department, information center,
or non-ERIC clearinghouse 4

From an ERIC ClearinghOuse. the ERIC Facility, or from the ERIC
Document Reproduction Service (ERRS) . i 5

I don't remember 6

Other (please describe) : ,

7

9. Which of the following categories best describe how you used or applied (or intended to
use or apply) the information obtained from the ERIC product or service you used or
obtained most recently( (CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY.)

To support the teaching, training, or guidance of my own or someone
else's students e 1.

To support my study in a class I was taking - 2

To support my own research project 3

To help plap, manage, administer or evaluate an organization's activi-
ties (e.g., a school, school, district,- state agency, or other organization) 4

I did not intend to use or apply the information myself since I was
obtaining it for someone else's use . .. ... \,... OOOOOOO 5

I don't remember 6

Other (pleases describe) :_ .

, .
10. Overall, how satisfied were you with the information you obtained from the ERIC product

Or service whiWytirr used most recently1 (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPRO-
PRIATE RESPONSE.)

Highiy satisfied I
-(

Somewhat satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3

Somewhat dissatisfied ....... 4

Highly dissatisfied S

i
... .

It. Did the information which you obtained from that ERIC product or arvice help you to
identify any other information sources or documents which you found to be useful or

-.. relevant to the question,' problem. or information need you identified in question IS?
(CIRCLE i, 2; 3, OR 4.)

Yes I (continue with Q#J2a)
%.

No

Don't Know"' . 3 (skip to QM)
...

Don't Remember" .4 :36 .

.

e



12a. Please circle the code nuinbers corresponding to those additional informatkin sources which.
yOu Identified from the ERIC product or service you usTdIra=.o obtained most recently.
(CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY.)

Names of individuals who could be
contacted for additional Information. .1

Names oeorganizations which could
.be contacted for further information 2

Titles of documents (e.g., -reports,
articles, books, etc.) 3
Names of programs or projects (e.g.,
demonstration projects, research
projects, etc.)

Other sources of additional useful
F,Fr7litvant information (please'
describe):

1213, NOTE: if you circled "3 approx-
imately how many documents did you
identifyieshich were useful or rele-
vant to The question, problem, or
information need you Identified in
question #5? (INSERT NUMBER IN
BOX: USE "0" FOR "NONE" AND
"DK" FOR vonir KNOW" OR
' "DON'T REMEMBER'f.)

documents

-e'

13. If you identified titles of any useful or relevant documents (response'113 to quistion t2a).
have you been able to obtain access to these documents so that you- could read or examine
them? (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OF MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.)

No relevant documents were Identified 1

I did not need to obtain access to these documenti 2

i have not yet tried to.obtain access to thi identified documents

Have obtained access to. none of the documents even though' I have tried .

Have obtained access to some of the documents ,,,,,,, . ,

Have obtained access to most of the documents 6

Have obtained access to all of the documents 7

Othe'r (please describe):

la. 'During the past six months, approximately how-many other times have you had questions,
`problems, or information needs which lead to your using or obtaining the type of ERIC
product or service you used most recently? (INSERT NUMBER IN BOX. ZERO (0) IF
NONE.)

I

Mmes

15. Based on Your past experience. would you use the type of ERIC product or service
(which you used most recently) in the future? (CIRCLE .10R2.)

Yes 1

No
r

2

' E-10
3 3 7
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16. Finally, a few que lions for statistical purposes only What Is your age?

O Under 25

25 to 34 2

35 to 44

45 to 54

55 to 64

65 and Over .

3

4

6

17. What is the highest' degree you have -btained?

High school diploma or less 1

Associate degree 2

Bachelor's degree 3

Master's degree 4 4

Master's degree plum postgraduate coursew.rk. . . 5

'Doctorate 1$

0,Law or' Medical degree 7

Other (please describe):

B

18. - Which of the following categories best describes your current employer or primary
affiliation? (CIRCLE ONE ONLY.) e

Junior college or two year college

Four year college or university

State education agency ...
Other state government agency . . . . ..

01

02

03

,--t

Local school district 05

LocZti government agency 06

Elementary school 07

Secondary school

Federal government agency

f 08

09 r.

Sociity or association 10

4
Research firm 11

Consulting firm 12

Private business or corporation 13

Other.(please describe):

14

Not employed by or affiliated with any
organization 15
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19. To which of the following job- or school-related functions do you regularly devote the
largest proportion of your, time? (CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPRO-
PRIATE RESPONSE.)

Administration, supervision, management, or planning a
1 ..)

Research or evaluation vi .

Teaching, training, or counseling a

2

3

Information support (e.g.,' librarian, information specialist). 4

Student 5

Other (please give Job title. and function) :

6

6
20. For statistical purposes only. which of the following categories discribe your total income

(before taxes) for 19602 include your income only. Do not include the income of other
immediate family members who are living with you. (CIRZEE ONE NIIMBER.)

$35.000 or more 01

$30,000 but less than $35,000 . . . 02

$25, 000 but less than $30,000 . . . 03

$20,000 but less than $25,000 . . . 04

$15,000 but less than $20,000 . . . 05

$10,000 but less than $15,000 . . . 06

$5,000 but less than $10,000 . . . 07

Under $5,000 08 .

No income 09

Prefer not to answer 10

THANK YOU! -PLEASE RETURN THIS
GUEST10 NAME TO THE ADDRESSNi

AT THE R GHT IN THE ENCLOSED,
POST-PA I ENVELOPE.

. -
KING RESEARCH. INC.
P.O. BOX 71
ROCKVILLE. MD 20850

.1

......."-
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E.3 Description of Education Population Survey Database

The following pages list the structure of the SPSS file used for

data analysis.

d
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0 // d09 (M506,9305).LEVITZCLASS00
2." PNOSE1UP
3. / /'COMMENT RUN TO SAVE EDUCATION POPULATION WITH RECODED VARIGLES
4 //PROCLIG 00 DSNRCCIAPP.PROCLIILDISPoSHR
J. // EXEC SASS
G. //r1041:001 00 UNIT,3350,0SNWYL.N2KRII.E9 10EOP2.
7. // DISP,(00),
fl. // SPACEs(TRX.(20.10).RLSE).00UmBLKSIZE*G200.VOLoSERsTS01

//FTOOF001 OD OSN WYL.H2KRII.ERICEPOP,DISP0(0LO.KEEP).
10, // UNIT+3350,VOL.SERwTS01,
II, // DCW(RECPM.F8,LRECLeGO,OLKSIZE020)
12, //SYSIN 00
13, NUMBERED YES
14, RUN NAME EOUCATIONAL POPULATION RCODED
15. OAti LIST FIXED (1) /1 POPTTPEI
1G.
i7_

SERNUM 2-4
IDNUM 1-4

19. 01 5'
tg,

21
22.
23.
24.
25.
29.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37,
39.
39.
40.
41
42.
43.
44,
45.
45.
47.
49.

49,
50.
51.
52.
53.

INPUT MEDIUM TAPE
55: N OF CASES UNKNOWN -341-
55,
57. MISSING VALUES 021,170 02P18 (9)/
58. 031,1 TO 03P8 (9)/
59., 04 (77,88,99)/
600 OG (77,88.99)/

02P1.02P2.02P3:02P4,02P5,02PG,02P7,02P9,02P9.02P10.
02P11.02P12 02P13.02P14.02P15,02P16,02P17,02P18 6-23
RO2PI,R02P2,R02P3,R02P4,R02P5,RP6,R02P7.ROP8,
ROP9,R02P40,R02P01,R02P12,R02P13,R02P14,ROP15,
ROP16iROP17,R02P18 6 -23
03P1.03P2.03P3.03P4.03P5,03P6,03P7,03PD 24-31
R03P1.R03P2,R03P3.R03P4.R03P5.R0106,R03P7.R03P8 24-31
04 32-33
RO4 32-33
ERICUSER 32-33
06 34-35
ROG 34-35
Q. 36
09 37-39
09P1.09P3.09P3.09P4,09P5,09P6.09P2 39-45
010 46
011 47
0124P1,012AP2.012AP3,012AP4.012AP5 48-52
0128 53 -55
R0128 53-55
013 56-57
014 58-60
R014 58-60
015 61
016 62
R016 62
017 63
14017 A3
018 64-65
R018 ,64-65
019 64
R019 66
020 67-68
R020 67-68

f



"G1, 07
'62.. 00
63. 09P1
64. Q10

' 65, 011

it

(7.8.0)1
(77.00.99)1.
TO 09P7 (7,0,9)/
(7,0,0)/
(7.9)/ 112.

66 012A111.70 012AP5 (7.0.0)/
67 '0(20 (777.000.090)/
6R. 013 (77.00.00)/
69. 014 (777.080.999)/
U) 015 (7.0.6),
ri OAS TO 017 (0)/
72 016 (66)/
71. Q19 (9)/
74 Q20 (99)

r. .

/S.
'

76. . VAR LABELS POPTYPEI POPULATION CATEGORY. -LONG VEkSIGH/
77. SERNUM 10 NUMBER/
111 01 HAO YOU HEARO OF ERIC BEFORE ? /
19. 02P1 AOULT. CAREER 8 WOCATIONAL*EOUCATION/
80, 02P2 COUNSELING 8 PERSONNEL SERVICES/
81. 02P3 EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT /
02. 02114 ELEMENTARY 8 EARLY CHILOH000 iOUCAT0TON/
03. 02P5 HANOICAPPED 8 GIFTEO CHILOREN/.
84, 02P6 HIGHER EOUCATION/ ;
85. 02P7 INFORMATION RESOURCES/
86. 02P8 JUNIOR COLLEGES/

.
1

.87. 02P9 LANGUAGES 8 LINGUISTICS/
88. 02P10 REAOING 8 COMMUNICATION SKILLS/ .

89. 02P11 RURAL EOUCATION 8 SMALL SCHOOLS/
90. 02P12 SCIENCE. MATH 8 ENVIRONMENTAL EOUCATION/

.7 tr1
i .91. 1 02P13 SOCIAL STUOIES. SOCIAL SCIENCES EOUCATN/
... 92. :02P1A TEACHER EDUCATION/ '
trt

93. 02P15 TESTS, MEASUREMENTS 8 EVALUATION/
94. 02P16 URBAN EOUCATION/
95. 02P17 ERIC PROCESSING 0.8EFERENcE/
96. Q2P18 ERIC 00CUMENT REPROOUCTION SERVICE/
97. Q3P1 RIE/ .

9R. Q3P2 CIJE/
99. 03P3 COMPUTER SEARCHING OF ERIC/

1
100. Q3P4 ERIC MICROFICHE/
101. 03PS ERIC PRINTEO REPORT/
102. 03P6 ERIC PRINTEO BIBLIOGRAPHY/
103. 03P7 ERIC REFERRAL SERVICE/
104. 03P8 OTHER/
10S. 04 TYPE OF ERIC SERVICE USED RECENTLY/
106, 06 HOW OM YOU FIRST LEARN OF ERIC ? /
407. 07 WHAT WERE YOU SEARCHING'FOR7/
108. 08 WHERE OID YOU OBTAIN ACCESS TO ERIC ? /

''' 109. 09P1 SUPPORT TEACHING OF STUDENTS/ '`

110. 09P2 SUPPORT OWN GLASS STUDItS/ . c
III. 09P3 SUPPORT SELF RESEARCH PROJECT/
112., '09P4 TO MANAGE OR EvALDAWAcTivITIES/
113, 09P5 OBTAIN INFORMATION. FOR SOMEONE JLSE/
114. 09WOON'T REMEMBER/ ,

ItS. 09P7 OTHER/ ,

ttG. 010 SATISFACTION/ .. '.

117. Oil 010 INFORMATION tEAD TO OTHER SOURCES ?A
.,

118, 012AP1 INDIVIDUALS/
119, 012AP2 ORGANIZATIONS/
120. 012AP3 DOCUMENTS/,
/21. Ot2AP4 PROGRAMS OR PROJECTS/

...:

342.
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122
123
124
125
126
927
1)n
r).%

110
111

112
1.11

114
135

.

13G
117
lin
134
140
I41
142
141
14
f45
146
141
44A
140
150
151
152
453
154
155
15A
157
tsn
151
160.
161
162
163
164.
165
166
167
168
161
170
171
172
173,
174.
175.

t77.
178
179.
180.
181.
182.

VAIUI LAREtS

O 12APS olutR/
01211.110W MANY 00CUMENTS7
013 ABLE TO OBTAIN ACCESS TO 00CUMENTS7/
014 OTHER TIMES VDU HAD QUESTIONS/
'015 WOULO YOUUSE SAME SERVICES AGAIN7/
016 AGE/
017 UEOREE/
O 10 CURRENT EMPLOYER/
019 PRIMARY JDO FUNCTION/
020 INCOME CATEGORY !WORE TAXES/

POPtYPEt (!)TEACHERS (2)PRINCIPALS
(3)ScHool LIBRARIANS (4)SCHOOL OISTRICT STAFF
(5)STATE EDUCATION STAFF
(6)ACAOEMIC OEPT. HEADS IN EOUCATION
(7)FACULTIES OF (O. DEPTS
(8)EOUCATION CONSULTANTS/
01 (OYES (2)N3 (3)NOT SURE/
02P1 TO 021:48 WNW' AWARE
(2)AWARE BUT NO CONTACT
(3)CONIACT IN PAST 4 MO
(4)CONTACT IN PAST 12 M
(5)CONTACT OVER 12 MO
(6)CONTACT OON'T REM WN/
03P1 TO 03P0 (1)NOT AWARE
(2)AWARE BUT NEVER USED
(3)USED IN PAST 4 MONTHS-
(4)USED IN PAST $2 MNTHS
(5)USEOVVER 12 MONTHS'AUO
((OUSE° OON'T REMEM WHEN/
04 (1)RIE (2)CIJE
(3)ERIC COMPUTER SEARH
(4)ERIC MICROFICHE
(S)ERIC PRINTED REPORT
(6)ERIC PRINTEO BIBLIOGRAPHY
(7)ERIO REFERRAL SERVICES
(8)OTHER/
06 (i)TEACHER OR EMPLOYER
(2)FRIEND (3)LIBRARY. ETC. STAFF
(4)SELF SEARCH (5)000K. REPORT OR COMMENT
(6)MAIL AO (7)POSTER AO AT JOB
(8)PROFESSIONAL CONFERENCE
(9)JOURNAL. MAGAZINE
(10)DON'T REMEMBER
(MOTHER/
07 (t)SPEC AUTHORS OR DOCUMENTS
(2)INFORM ON SPEC TOPIC
(3)BOTH (4)NEITHER/
08 (1)0I0 NOT OBTAIN' ACCESS
(2)FROM TEACHER OR EMPLOYER
(3)FROM FRIkNO (4)LIBRARY. ETC.
(5)FROM ERIC
(6)DON'T REMEMBER (7)OTHER/
09P1 TO Q9P7 (1)YES (2)110/
Q10 (1)HIGHLY SATISFIED
(2JSOMEWNAT SATISFIED (3)NEITHER 343
(4)SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED
(')HIGHLY OISSATISFIEO/
Q11 {!)YES (2)M0 (3)OON'T KNOW
(4)00M'T REMEMBER/
Qt2AP1 TO 012AP5 (OYES (2)NO/



103
1n4.

1,15.

106.

180.
109

141

191.

194
195.

19n
197,

198.
199,

200.
701
202.
201,
204.
20S.
7(,16 .

207,
208.
200.
210.
216.
212.
211
214.
215.
216.
217,
218.
219. ALLOCATE TRANSPACE30000
720.
221. IF (POPTYPEI E0 1) EOWEIGHT12400
222. IF (POPTYPEI EQ 2) E0wEIGHT2269
223. IF (POPTYPEI EO 3) E0wEIGHT1008
224. IF (POPTYPEI EQ 4) EOWEIGHT3251
225. IF (POPTYPEI EQ 5) EOMEIGHT104
22n. IF (POPTYPEI EQ 6) EOWEIGHT74
227 IF (PoPTYPE) EQ 7) E0wEIGHT=909
228. IF (POPTYPEI EQ 0) EOWEIGHT153
229.
230. IF (POPTYPE) EQ 1 OR 2 OR,3) POPTYPE2.)
231. IF (POPTYPEI EQ 4 OR 5) POPTYPE22
232. IF (POPTYPEI EQ 6 OR 7'pR 8) POPTYPE23
233.
234. VAR LABELS POPTYPE2 POPULATION CATEGORvzSHORT VERSION/
235. VALUE LABELS' POPTYPE2 (1)PRACTITIONERS (2)AOMINISTRATORS
236. (3)ACAOEMICS B CONSULTANTS/
237.
238. RECOOE R04 (1m1) (2.2) (3.3) (4.4) (0.6=5)
239. (7.0=6) (08.99.8) (77.7)/
240. 102P1 TO RO2P18 (1=1) (2=2) (3 THRU 6.3)
241. (909)/
242. RO3P1 TO IMPS (11) (2=2) (3 THRU 6.3) (9.9)/
243. ERICUSER (77=2) (ELSEl)/ .

013 (1)NO DOCUMENTS IOEHtefIE0
(2)N14E0 FOR DOCUMENTS
(3)NOT YET TRIED TO ACCESS (4)ACCESSEO NONE
(0)ACCESSED SOME (8)ACCESSE0 MOST
(7)ACCESSE0 ALL (8)OTHER/ :1

015 (I)YES (2)NO/
016 (i)UNDER 25 (2)25 TO 34
(3)35 TO 44 (4)45 TO 84 (5)58 TO 84
(6)65 ANO OVER/
017 (1)HIGH SCHOOL OIPLOMA OR LESS,
(2)ASSOCIATE OEGREE (3)8ACHELOR'S DEGREE
(4)MASTER'S OEGREE (0)MASTER'S 4 PSTORO WK
(6)00CAORATI (7)LAW OR MEOICAL OEGREE MOTHER/
018 (1)..114 OR 2 YEAR COLLEGE
(2)UNIVERSITY OR 4 YEAR COLLEGE
(3)STATE EOUCATION AGENCY
(4)OTHER STATE GOVERNMENT AGENCY
(5)LOCAL SCHOOL OISTRICT
(6)LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCY
(7)ELEMENTARY SCHOOL (8)SECONOARY SCHOOL
(9)FEOERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCY
(10)SOCIETY OR ASSOCIATION
(11)RESEARCH FIRM t12)CONSULTING FIRM
(13)PRIVATE BUSINESS
(14)OTHER (15)NOT EMPLOYED/
019 (1)A0MINISTRATION
(2)RESEARCH OR EVALUATION
(3)TEACHING OR COUNSELING
(4)INFORMATION SUPPORT (5)STUOENT
(6)OTHER/
020 (1)635.000 OR MORE
(2)630.000 TO 634.999 (3)625.000 TO 629.999
(4)620.000 TO $24.999 (5)610.000 TO 619.959
(6)610.000 TO $14.999 (T)$5.000 TO 59.999
(8)UNOER 55.000 (9)NO INCOME (1O)PREFER NO ANSWER/

344



4iiill

2,14, 0$0120 ($ TIIRU 5 $) (6 THRU 10.2) (11 THRU 20°3)'
745. (777.7) (800.8) (99900) (ELSE4)/
246. 11014.(01) (1,202) (3.445°3) (77707)
7/ (owe) (ooOo) (ELsEi4)/
240. 1101G (1.21) (3.2) (4.3) (5.004) (0.8)/
249. R017 (1.21) (3.2) (4.3) (8.4) (0°5) (8.0°0)/
750. ROIL N (1.21) (3.4.2) (503) (7.4) (005)
251 AG. 11 THRU 14,08°01/
252 R019 (101) (202) (3.3) (4.4) (5.5) (6.00/
7'0 8020 (1t) (2.2) (3.3) (4.4) (500) (G0G)
2n4 , (7.7) (0°8) (10.09.9)/ '

255. RoG (t) (2.2) (2°2) (4.4) (5 THRU 11°5) (77.7)
256. (99.9)
2C7.
7no milS1146 VAWES $1Q4 (7)/

ROG (7.9)/
RCM' TO RO2P18.(9)/
WWI TO ROOPB (9)/

/nn
?GO
t*.s.

.

262.
263
2G4.

2r.6 VAR LABELS
767.
260.
269.
270..
271,
77?

PI 273
274

1- 215.
716
277.
278
779
280.
281,
202,
283
284
285.
28G.
287.
288,
289:
290.
291. ,

292.
293.
294.
295.

#

296.
297.
298.
299.
300,
301.
302.
303. VALUE LABELS
304.

R012111 (7.9)/
P014 (7.0.9)1
ROM (9)

RO2P$ ADULT. CAREER 8 VOCATNL EOUCATN, RECOOEO/
RO2P2 COUNSELING 8 PERSONNEL SERVICES. RECOOEO/
RO2P3JOUCATIONAL.MANAGEMENT. RECOOEO/
R02P4 ELEMENTARY 8 EARLY CHILOHD EOUCTN, RECOOE/.
R02P5 HANDICAPPED 8 GIFTED CHILDREN, RECOOEO/
R02P6 HIGHER EDUCATION. RECOOEO/
RO2P7 INFORMATION RESOURCES. RECOOEO/
IMPS JUNIOR COLLEGES. RECOCE0/
R02P9 LANGUAGES 8 LINGUISTICS. RECODEO/
R02P10 READING 8 COMMUNICATION SKILLS. RECOOEO/
11122P11 RURAL EDUCATION 8 SMALL SCHOOLS. RECOOEO/
R02P12 SCIENCE, MATH 8 ENVIRMNTL EOCTN. RECOOEO/
RO2P13 SOCIAL STUDIES. SOCL SCI EOUCTN. RECOOEO/
110,2P14 TEACHER EDUCATION. RECOOEO/
RO2P15 TESTS. MEASUREMENTS 8 EVALUATN, RECOOEO/
R02P1G UPBAEOUCATION, RECOOEO/
11122P17 ERIC PROCESSING 8 REFERENCE. RECOOEO/
11122P10 ERIC OOCUMNT REPRODUCTNSERVICE. RECOOEO/
RO3P1,RIE. RECCE/ED/ .

N.R0302"'CIJE. RECODEO/
RQ3P3 comPuTfp SEARCHING OF ERIC. RECOOEO/
R03P4 ERIC MICROFICHE. RECOUP/
R03P5 ERIC PRINTED REPORT. RECOOEO/
ROOPG ERIC PRINTED BIBLIOGRAPHY. RECOOEO/
R03P7 ERIC REFERRAL*SERVICE. RECOOEO/
R03P8 OTHER. RECOOEO/
RO4 ERIC TYPE, RECOOEO/
ERICUSER.ERIC USER/
80128 DOCUMENT NUM. RECOOEO/ *

R0$4 OTHER TIMES YOU HAO QUESTIONS. RECOOEO/
ROM AGE. RECODED/
0017 DEGREE. RECOOEO/
R018 EMPLOYER STATUS. RECOOEO/
ROM-GREATEST TIME SPENT, RECOOEO/ 345R020 INCOME. RECOOE0/
ROG HOW LEARNED OF ERIC. RECOOEO/

RO2Pi To ROIPIC ($)NOT AWARE (2)AWARE BUT NO CONTACT
'\(3)HAVE CONTACTED (B)NO RESPONSE/ .
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it 'PI

Ii pI
11f
111

1:
A11
144

111:

31/
111A

11.1

AN)

0!:
1)1
1:4

./!,

1:(1

327.
A:11

12f1

.1130

331.
112
313.
334.
135.
336.
337.
338.
338.
34n.
:141-

:1.12

343,
114.

LIST CASES
FREQUENCIES

sAvF FItE

FINISH

Apr W
11431,1 TO 1103118 II1AWARE-(2)AWARE BUT NO CONTACT

(3)UsE0 (
R64 (1)RI( (2)CIJE (3)ER9)NIC

o
CoMPOTER
,REsPoNSE,

SEARCH
(4)ERIC MICROFICHE (5)ERIC PRINTED DOC
(6)OTHER (7)NOT APPLICABLE
(0)00N'T KNOW OR NO RESPONSE/

ROG (1)TEACHER OR EMPLOYER-
(2)FRIENO (3)LIBRARY, ETC. STAfF
(4)SELF SEARCH OWNER
(7)NOI APPLICABLE (9)NO RESPONSE/
(RICUSER (1)Yes (2)140/
80130 (1)1-5 OOCS (2)6-10 OOCS (3)11-20 OOCS

(4)MORE THAN 20.0005 (7)NOT APPLICABLE
(0)00IPT KNOW (9)NO RESPONSE/

11014 (t)NONE (2)1 OR 2 TINES (3)3-5 TIMES
(4)6 OR MORE TIMES (7)NOT APPLICABLE
(6)00IPT KNOW (9)NO RESPONSE/

8018 (1)01410E11.35 (2)35 TO 44 (3)45 TO 54
(4)55 ANO OVER (9)NO RESPONSE/

8017 (1IASSOCIATE DEGREE OR LESS (2)5ACHELOR'S'oEGREE
0 (3)MASTER'S DEGREE (4)MASTERS + POSTGRO WK

(5)00CToRATE (6)OTHER ANO NO RESPONSE/
R°18 (1)COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY (2)STATE GOVT AGENCY

(3)LOCAL SCHOOL OISTRIC (4)ELEMENTARV SCHOOL
(5)SECONOARY SCHOOL (6)OTHER OR NO RESPONSE/

8019 (1 )ADMINISTRATION ( ?)RESEARCH OR EVALUTN
,(3)TEACHING OR COUNSELG (4)INFORMATION SUPPORT
(5)STUOENT (6)OTHER OR NO. RESPONSE/

. R020 (1)135,000 OR MORE (2)130.000 TO $34,999
(3)125,000 TO $29,999 (4)120.000 TO 124,999
(5)115,000 TO 119.999 (6)110.000 TO $14,999
(7)15.000 TO $9,999 (9)UNOER 15,0000
(P)NO ANSWER/

CASES376/VARIABLES.ALL
GENERAL*ALL

ERICEOP2.



) APPENDIX r

COMPUTERIZATION OF THE

RIE COST MODEL

On the follwoing pages we display the initial write-up for the

computerization of a model for calculating the cost for, providing access

to Resources in Education. While we had to abandon this approach.because

of the limitations of the database and its structure (i.e., SPSS is set up

for survey analysis and it woUld have been necessary to impute for many

missing values' in order to implement this model), this is an example of

an approach which might be taken in the future to further analyze this

database.
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Computerization of the RIE Coat Model

As part of our analysis of ERIC system costs, we computerized the

calculation of access point costs for providing access to Resources in

Education (RIE). The reader 'should note that these costs reflect the pro-

vision of access and do not reflect other RIE-related costs such as document

abstracting and indexing, database preparation, printing, and distribution.

Our goal was to examine costs incurred by the access points in their provi-

sion of RIE to individual requestors, exclusive of any training activities

which Might be conducted at the accesspoint level.

The computation facilities of SPSS were used in developing this

cost model. While SPSS is a general purpose statistical package, it.does

not possess the same facilities for modelling as would, for example, special

software designed specifically for simulatiOn and modelling; Because of

this, we have made certain simplificatio4 and estimates in procedures which

are outlined below. -We present the details of computation here as an example

of the further analysis which might conducted of the data in the Access

Point Screener Survey database.

'Purpose of RIE Cost Model

To determine the total annual cost of subscribing and providing

access to RIE, and to (a) disaggregatel this cost by type of ERIC access point,

sne(b) calculate a unit.costper access point for RIE.

where

Model Components

The components for the RIE Cost Model are the following:

TOTCOST = ACQPROC + WERRA° + SUBPRI + OH

TOTCOST = Total cost

ACQPROC = Annual labor cost for acquiring and processing monthly
or semi-annual RIE

USERSUP = Annual labor cost for providing user_support services

F-2 348
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where

SUBPRI = Adjusted price for subscribing to monthly or semi-annual
RIE

OH = Administrative overhead cost, excluding fringe benefits,
pengion, hospitalization, and other labor overhead items.

Description of Input Variables

ACQPROC,

ACQPROC ((AxG)+(BxH))

wr

A = the number of monthly RIE subscriptions received by the access

point (variableQ2P1A from the Access Point Screener Survey

questionnaire), set icszero (0) if this variable has missing

data.

estimated annual unit labor cost for acquiring and processing

the monthly RIE. Source: site visits to ERIC access points

conducted during October and November of 1980. Values:

$13.12 for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility
.

$ 8.18 for Academic Access Points

$16.83 for Other Access Pqi.nts

B = the number of RIEsemi.-annuaisubscriptions received by the

access point (variable Q2P1B), set to zero (0) if this variable

has missing:data.

H = estimated annual unit cost for acquiring-and _processing the

'did-annual RIE. Values used:

$ 2.17 for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility

$ 1.83 for Academic Access Points

$ 4.04 foi Other Access Points

F-3
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where

where

USERSUP

USERSUP = J

,

the summation of the hours of RIE user support per month times

the hourly rates of each, from Section 8 of the Access Point

Screener Survey (Q8PIA1A, 08P1B1A, Q8P1C1A, Q8P1D1A, Q8P1E1A,

Q8P1A2A, Q8P1B2A, Q8P1C2A, Q8P1D2A, and Q8P1E2A) times 12 (to

annualize the monthly data provided in the screener). When the

Section 8 values were missing, average values were calculated

and inserted as follows:N
N,

ERIC Academic Other
Clearinghouses, Access Access

Employee & Facility Points Points
Category Hourly Hrs. per Hourly' Hrs. per Hourly Hrs. per.

rate moith rate month, rate month

a) Information $11.73 18.08 $11.04 9.40 $ 9.38 11.92

professional

b) Education $13.15 8.25 $11.01 1.20 $19.48 1.52
professiona

a) Other $12.60 .17.70 $ 7.95 0.25 $ 5.92 1.56 .

professional

d) Technical or
clerical

$ 8.35 15.46 $ 4.08 5.63 $ 5.66 0.79

e) Student $ 4.10 ' 8.00. $ 2.71 6.07 $ 0.00 0.00
employees,

SOURCE: King Research,.Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point
Screener Survey, 1981

_ SUBPRI

SUBPRI = ((AxE) +(BxF))

A = the number of monthly RIE subscriptions received by the access

points (Q2P1A)

Ow



where

fly

E estimated, adjusted subscription price for the monthly RIE, based

on.the fact that GPO:supplies 1022 ftee subscriptions to Federal

"Depository Libraries. Source: the adjusted monthly RIE subscrip-
.

tion price derived using the following formula:"

Adjusted price 0 (Total subscriptions - 1022) x $42.70
Total subscriptions

, -

Value's:

0 ,for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility

$28.39 for Academic and Other Access Points

B the number df semi - annual RIE subscriptions received by the access,

points (Q2P1B)

-F estimated adjusted subscription price for the semi-annual RIE,

based on the fact that GPO supplies 1022 free subscriptions to

Federal Depository loibraries. Source:

AdjUsted Price (Total subscriptions - 1022) x $15:00
Total subscriptions

Values:

0 foie ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility

$ 6.19 for Academic and Other Access Points

OH (overhead)

OH K((AcG) +(BxH) +J)

K 0 the administrative overhead rate applied to salaries plus fringe

benefits. Source: site visits to ERIC access points conducted

during October and November 1980 and data on overhead rates

available from Clearinghouses.

Values:

31% for clearinghouses

54% for Academic and Other Access Points

(AxG)+(BxH) the total labor and labor-related overhead associated

with RIE (monthly and semi-annual) acquisitiAn and procession.

J labor-relaf#d'User support costs

51
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where

Calculation of Unit Costs.

Unit costs ( RIEUNIT) for providing RIE are calculated as follows:

RIEUNIT TOTCOST 4 RIEREQ

TOTCOST el Total access point cost, as calculated above

RIEREQ Number of times per year RIE is consulted by staff, cal-
culated as 12 x Q2P3, where Q2P3 is from the Screener

s questionnatre and equals the number of times per month
that RIE is'consUlted by access point staff for_their own
use or in response to individual users' requests. When
Q2P3 is missing from a Screener, its value, is imputed by'
inserting the following average figures, derived from the
Access Point Screener Survey:

1. ittIC Clearinghouses & Facility 304 per mo.

2. Academic Access Points 30 per mo.

3. Other Access Points 8 per mo.

The Database Used for Calculations

All Access Point Screener Survey questionnaire' respondents received

identical questionnaires with the exception of Section 8 which was "rotated".

That is, only those organizations sampled from the RIE subscriber list were'

asked for user support time and hourly rates for RIE by employee category; only

those organizations sampled from the CIJE subscriber list were asked about CIJE;

and so on.

Of the initial 1,063 Screener questiOnneires mailed out, 267 received

the Section 8 devoted to RIE. One-hundred fifty-six responses were received and

analyzed from this category. Of these 156 questionnaires, 144 supplied Section 8

data for hourly rates and user support hours for RIE, as follows:
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Type of
Access
Point

,0

A.- Number of
Access
Points in
Population
which Sub-
scribe to
RIE

B. Number of
RIE Access
Points Supply-
ing Section 8
Data

C. Weighting
Factor.
(A B)

1. ERIC Clearinghouses & 17 17 1.
Facility

2. Academic Access Points 1,566 72 21.75

3. Other Access Points 1,125 55 20.45

Total 2,708 144
Not

Calculated
SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener

Survey & Cost Analysis, 1981 ,

The weighting factor, C, was applied to "blow back" the survey-observed values

to the total valueS so that the total across all three access point types would

more closely approximate the true totals.

tie
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WEIGHTING CALCULATIONS



4

In this appendix we give the methods used for calculating the .

Weights for the'access point screener survey and the requester survey.

Access Point Screener Survey

The access point screener survey presented a problem because of

the overlap of information collected from a single questionnaire. It is noted

that the questionnaire used for the screener survey collected data about

several categories of ERIC information products and services provided by the

respondent organization, plus training and publishing activities. This presented

a problem in taking estimates of total Lost and usageosince some organizations

were chosen from one list (e.g., RIE subscribers) but they also reported cost

and usage data related to other ERIC information products and services (i.e.,

CIJE, online search or documents). In fact, because of the overlap, we did not

know the total number of access points even though we knew the total number of

access points that handle each of the specific ERIC information products and

services.

In order to cope with the overlap problem we derived an equation

which provides an initial estimate of the number of access points, cost and

usage for each level of overlap. Poi example, we will be sampling from six

lists as follows:

(1) RIE subscribers

(2) CIJE subscribers

(3) Directory of ERIC Search Services

(4) EDRS deposit accounts

(5) EDRS demand order customers

(6) Standing order customer§ from the Directory of ERIC
Microfiche Collections
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There are
6
C
j

(where j L, 2, ..., 6) mutually exclusive and exhaustive

j

combinations of overlap that must be computed indepbnd ntly in order to

estimate the total number of access points as well as cost and usage data.

The general equation used for estimation of totals from the 63

combinations of overlapped strata is:
. .

n
i

where: (1) X is the estimated total for the entire population

across h strata: h = 1, 2,. ..., 63

(2) Ni is the total access points found in the ith

list: i = 1, 2, ..., 6

(3) ni is the number of sampled access points from the

ith list: i = 1, 2, ..., 6

(4) X
ij

is the jth observation (e.g., cost, usage, or

0, 1 for access point) from the samples taken from

the ith list: i = 1, 2, ..., 6 and j = 1, 2, ..., ni

In the example below we have observed the number of access points that receive

and/or handle each of the four ERIC information product and service categories.

412::

Here X
ij

is merely the number of access points observed in the ith over

ij

412::
lapped stratum. In the 3creener survey, the X. could be number of requests,

cost or other such observed variable.
. ij
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>

Request:or Survey

$11!!' " -f ?All Ail 1

The requestor survey presented.a different kind of problem concerning

calculation of weights. The requestor survey consisted of requestors who made

requests that were:

(1) Assisted by access point staff members,

(2) Performed by the access point staff, and

(3) Performed by the requestor without assistance.

In this instance we wanted to take.advantage of the fact that we had estimates

of the total (annual) staff and assisted requests made in each of the sampled'

access points and, hence, good estimates of the population totals of number of

requests. Using this knowledge the weights were calculated by the following

ratio estimation method:

Assisted Request Weight (within an access point) mg

. T T''

r
a

ETap (a)

where: (1) T
a

is the estimate of total requests that are assisted

by access point staff

(2) T'
ap(a)

is the specified annual number of requests from

the ith access point (summed over actual- reponses). The

estimate is adjusted by (ns/na + ns) where na is'number of

assisted requests and.ns is number of staff requests (reported

on the primary survey request card)

(For document requests the adjustment was [na/na + ns + nu]}
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(3) r
a

in the number of asuinted requests responded to

from the ith access point (requentor survey questionnaire)

Staff Request Weight (within an acceng point)

E
Taps)

T.
aP (A)

r
e

where: '(1) T
s

is the estimate of total requests by staff by access

point'

(2) Tf
ap(s)

is the specified number of requests from the ith

access point. The estimate is adjusted by (n_, in_
0
+ ng)

wherenandn
s
and defined above

(3) r
s
is the number of staff requests responded to from the

ith access point

It is noted that the above method for calculations of weights

provide an automatic means of accounting for non-responses and for missing

items on responses.

The means of estimating weights for unassisted requests has a

further complication in that we do not have estimates-for the population totals

for the number of unassisted requests. However, we do 'have an estimate of

the annual number of unassisted',.assisted and staff requests for the access

points chosen in the survey (i.e., from the access point follow -up survey)'.

Utilizing these data, we came up with the following equation for calculatijng

weights to use.for unassisted requests. This is as follows:

r

.
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Unns:31sted Request yeight,(Within an access point) ..,

r.
T
s Tap

(1.1)

I: TS
r

uap(u)

,

where: (1) T
u

is the estimate of total requests that are

unassisted

(2) T'
(u)

is the specified annual number of requests
ap

from the ith access point. The estimate is adjusted

(n
u
In

a
+ n

s
) where n

u
is number of unassisted

requests reported on the primary survey request card

(3) r
u

is the number of unassisted requests responded to.

from.the ith access point (requestor survey questionnaire).

The total number of weights calculated for the requestor survey is

as follows:

RIE.
Assist. Unassist. Staff Total $

CL 11 3 2 16
AC 10 1 3 - 14

Other 1 2 2 SI .
22 6 7- 35

CIJE

CL 7 2 2 11

AC 8 5 - 43
Other 3 2 4 9

18 9 6 . 33

Searches

CL ' 15 1.' 3 1 19

AC 41 2 4 47

Other 12 3 2 17

68
.
6 9 83

Doc's.

CI: 14 5 .- 19

AC . 22,.... 10 3 35

Other 5 1 2 8%
41 16 5 k2

TOTAL 149 37 27 213
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