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SECTION 1
e STUDY OBJECTIVES

" The primary objective of this atudy can be stated very briefly: to
describe the cost and usage of the ERIC system. '

By “cost" we vean the direct and indirect costs incurred by_the -
Federal GovernmPnt nnd other BERIC system participants in (V) opernting the
ERIC system and (2) providing access- to and using the 1nforuntion vhich ft
produces and discributea. By "usage' we pean the descripéiou of the
individuals uhose requests for ERIC information products and services are

satisfied in uhole or in psrt by the variety of intermedinry organizations

which provide accﬁas_to'ERIC. In addition, the déséription of usage includes

an estimate of tﬁe annual demand .for ERIC products and services ss well as a
description of the purposes for which ERIC information {s sought as well as

overall aanreﬂess of and satisfaction with ERIC.

: The pethod used to accomplish this objective has been to develop a
pulti-faceted databaze which- has been used to prepare the quanticative des-
cripticn of the 'ERIC system which {s presented in this report. More 1mpor;
tantly, the data sources described in this report and in {ts nppéndices aré
designed to be used bf NIE {n the future for its own {nternal -research and

=developbent'purposesr

To the best of our kpowlegge. these data constitute the most
thorough description of a Federgl information system of ERIC's type which has
éver'been'nttempted. The davelopment of this description has required the
development *of an overall conceptual model of the ERIC system 1n terms of {ts
par:icipancs. functions. udeg, and costs.

He have employed a qariecy of data collecrion and anélysis proce=-
dutes during the course of the study. All emphasize thz development of quan-
rizative measurezents which can be projected to an annual basis for the

¢oiire systel, These collection and analysis procedures include:

R

-

|




™ The development and 1mp1cdhncation of a gamplc survey of }
ERIC's U.S. intérmcdiary “"access points"”, based upon s complex . _
probubilistic multi-list sample (sce pages 3B-B6) S : ;5”
™ '-Thc collection of cost; data Chr9u3h a series of site visits

and examination of ,archival budget data, following a pre-

) : .
' determined framework emphasizing the disaggregation of costs

- By system participant, function, and produtt or service (sée pgs.138-16

. Surve;a of ERIC requeéfors with the goal of obtalning des-
Eripcions of users 048 well as measures of thelr satisfaction
with and uge of ERIC (see pages 109-137) )

[4

™ A sample survey of educational praetitioners, administrators,

‘and researchers throughout the United States, designed to

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

All the data derived from the sample surveys conducted during the
course of the study have been,leivered to NIE on computer tape. File

descriptions, questionnaires, and sampling welghts are documented in the ° I

appendices. It is our hope that these data and this report will be a vaiuable .
research resource for ERIC and NIE in the coming yeafsf




' : , SECTION 2
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The purpose of the followlng sections is to present a general
First we show that the basis for -

Initially we

framework for describlog the ERIC system.

the ERIC system ip the transmission of information.to users.
refer to this information as "messages” sifce both requests for information

as well as d cumeats_and other responses are trsnsmitted and delivered by

Next we clsssify the products and services curreantly pro-

the ERIC system.
vided by, ERIC as primary, secondary, and tertiary. Primary information {s-. .
" Sec-

that which reports original reseéréh or other substsntivé'knowledge .
-

ondary information is that which directs one to find other primary informa-_
Tertiary informat}on is primary and secondary 4nformation which has

.tiom.
been processed, synthesized. or analyzed, as In a:state-of-the-art literature

review, )

-

Next we describe a generic model of the ERIC system im which the

major participants aZe users, intermediaries, the ERIC system proper, and doc-
ument providers. These major classes of participsats are the ones who are
involved in the transmission of message-bearing documents over various times
and distances from information generators to information users. Then we
describe the functions performed by the ERIC system participants,tand the mea-
sarement of costs associated with these fﬁnctions. Finally we present a

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

i

report can interpret the study's" findings.

2.1 Message Transmission

”~

Describinz message trénsmissipn lavolves descriﬁingfthe message
. \:

Relevsnt variables are: (1) message

s

e

itself and the way it is transmitted.
initiator, (2) message reciplent, (3) message format, (4) grénsmission channel,

(5) level of specificity, (6) purpose of request, (7) levelfof\qnalysis,
/
(8) message content, (9) resource expenditure, and (10) speed of transmission.

Each :0f these variables 18 relevant both the cost and usage of the ERIC system.
d :
. + ]
—- 3
i
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hny of the ERIC system participants chn Le g@ssage initiatcrs or \':
message rvecipienta. Measege format refers to the physical form in which the . \'

message 1s embodied; possible'values for this variable are print on paper
(e.g., technical report, RIE issue, etc.), microform, person-to-person con- - |
versation, digital or analog electronie representation, etc, Tranggissionl' -
channel refers to the manner in which a particular message format iIs communi-

cated between partieipants, e, g;, face-to-face, telephone lines, U.S. Postal

Service, satellite transmission, etc. Level of specificity relates primarily
to the level of specificity of requests submitted to ERIC, e, g., whether the
requestor wants a Specific document or piece of information or a general

overview of an ill-defined toplic area (such as the c{assic request type, "Give

me everything_you have on toplcX™”). PurPose.of request also relates to pur-
pose of use a:ﬁ impl{es the area in which thé sought information will be
applied. hxamples of this are to—devBlop teaching skills, .to help write a
.paper, ?o prepare a speech, to plan a program, etc. Level of lnalysis 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.é., a lengthy reference interview) or the more g |
analysis required in putting together a response (e.g., pulling together &gtn‘j

from various sources and synthesizing it, as in an information analysis proé;

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 theﬁ
being the subject orientation of the message, such as ‘curriculum development,
application to higher education, mathematics, testqbcorenanalysis, etc, A P
more general descriﬁtion of subject content can also be developed in terms of -~
Yprocess", "eontent", and "human" variables, as described in Developing a
Sensing Network for Information Neegg_in éducation (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 fo the delay

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

ranging up to weeks and.months. e




As mentioned above, each of these veriablea is relevant to both
k; . cost add usaée. Table 2.1 suggests some of the‘poaeible‘relationahipa in bt
termé'of the ERIC‘ayatem. We note that these are only suggestions. But the
v’ objective here 18 to demonstrate the possible role such variablea might play
: in degeribing the ERIC. system., And 1t should be uoted that the relationship. é
x/f between cost and usage measures .are in several areas Very clogely linked.
For example, the information analysis functions performed by ERIC Clearing—_
 houses are designed to facilitate the usge of information produced by workers
often operating in unrelated areas. Yeégauch analysis functions~adz gignifi-
* cant costs to the ERIC ayatem due to the required {nput‘of subject. expertise.
Since the development of information analysis ‘products is one way to promote
ffusion of educational innbvation, one might concelvably ask the queation
of whetlier uses of such producta are commensuratg with-the costa to ERIC
envolved irn producing them? \\\

. ‘N\ In the actual series o;'atudies performed during'the cqurae of this
project, Jata to exhaustively describe all of these variaoles wag not collected.
We know, for example, that from the user's standpoint it is often difficuln to
separate the format of a message from its delive;y channel. And it is alao
true'that being too specific about message content, as in over-specifying the
contents of a reference queation,“can actually reduce the utility of an infor-
mation product'by reducing the probability of serendipitous diacovery. But
understanding how and uhy mesSages are transmitted among ERIC- participants is e
Amportant 1f improvamenta ate to be introduced in the future.® . -

<

2.2 ERIC Products and .Services : s -

. ERIC provides a wide range of producta and servicea which are used
by ERIC itself by intermedieries, and by requestors. ' An extensive listing of
ERIC products and services, presented by source, was developed by the ERIC - ‘
Clearinghouse on Information Resoureea in their Speclal Project Report on the

Design of ERIC Usage Studies (Volume I, Syracuse University School of Educa-
tion). Another useful classification of products and services is by type of

information, that is, primary, secondary and tertiary. The Syracuse listing
1s reordered under theSe'headings-in Table 2.2. ’
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Table 2 1 Podsl

7

ible ReleVance of Message Trunsmission Variables to

Cosid and Usage of ERIC System
. 3 ' ' n
o
Mesaage Relevance Relevance
Transmission to . to >
Variable | Cost Analysis g " Usage Analysis
1. Hesezﬁa’ System features can reduce costs equestor y be. more
initiator of initiating requests. 1lkely to/uae info. he/alie
. : ha parsonally requested.
2. Message Some user groups are more expen- Initial recipient may not
reciplent . aive toerve than othera. be end use
3. Message U, Physical format affects cost of Some formats axg easler to
format reproduction, atorage, etc. use than others.

4. Transmissipn

Some channels are more expensive
than others.

Increasing the request's specifi-
.clty reduces the cost to under-
stand it.

More important requesta may have
more resourcea expended on
responding to them.

As information is proceased
preparation costa.increase.

3
.

Responses to popular requests
can be pre-packaged.

Value of participant time may
far exceed dollar expenditures.

Some requestora ﬁay be willing-
to pay more for quick aervice.

;"

i

Userﬁmajlprefer conven-
tional channels.

Some usets need help in '
atticulating.their
requests.

How products‘are uaed may
impact future development.

Pre-aynthesized inquma—
tion may be easier to

apply in practical aitua-
tions. . .

Rroducté with the wrong
content can be uaeleaa.

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

Requeators may be-worﬁing
under tight deadlines.

o

channel -
a3 Level of
" specifi—
‘eltye '
6. Purpose of
. réﬁuest
, 7. Level o&
:% . analysis .
LS '
. B. Message .I
content
S.%Resource '
expendi-~
- ture
10. Speed of
transmis-
sion
SOURCE:

King Research, Inc.,lﬁRICICost and Usage Study, 1981.
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Table 2.2 ERIC Producta and Servicea

{

<

Primary Producta

SeEondary Producta

Microfiche of RIE
item (EDRS) - {(on
subseription,

monthly and back
collection, on
emand)

Hard Copy of RIE
itams (EDRS) on
~_gemaqd .

ERIC ~ What It Is

ERIC Byocessing

Manual
(ED 092 164)

ERIC Training

Manuals < Media
on ERIC Bﬁsplsy
oh ERIC

’

CIJE ~ subscription’
(monthly, aemiannu~-
ally, accumulation)

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

ERIC tapes = aub=-
scription (ERIC/
Facility)

Descriptor and Iden-
tifier Usage Report

" ERIC Information

Analysis Products
(1967-72)

Institutional Sources

in ERIC

Reading/Project Num-
ber Index, Cumulative

Title,Index"

Educational Documents
Abstract

‘Education Documents

Index Institutions
(1966=71)

dlearinghouse'#”to
ED # Cross Reference
List

Contract/Grant Number
Index

Journal Columns .

Clearinghouse News- '

“letters

Promotional Brochures

EﬁIC Data Base
Directory (Facility)

ERIC Microfiche

Collection
Directory (Facility)

Thesaurus of ERIC
Descriptors

., -//'

Products
.Instﬁrctional Media
Package
_/
&
2
) o

o,

Tertiary Producta

Information Analysis

_ Clearinghouse Search Catalogs

o

. Computer-
"Searches

house use

. Servicea

Software Syatem to
Search ERIC Online
and Batch (ORBIT,
COSM0S, DIALOG, BRS,
etc.)

Order ERIC (on SDC/.
ORBIT)

Telephone Inquiriea
Mail Inquiriea

Workshopa at Profea-
ailonal Meetinga

Linkagea to Profea-
sional Organizationa

Computer Searches -
Training Workshopa

Referenc

Asailstance

aiff ERIC

ERIC Traini g/Inatruc-
tion/Orientation

Referral Servites {to
CHs, Facility,

Fiche readin
ment=circulatio

Fiche copying equip~
ment

Fiche printing equip-
ment

Order MF/HC from EDRS

Volume I.

: Design of ERIC Usage Studies:

o

-

-
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As noted preeioualy, primary and!éecondary producta are differen-

tiated, the tirst being‘prbﬁiders of information, with the latter being pro-
“viders of information about infqrmation. Tertiary producta are those which
" have been generated thraugh the snalysis and review of other primary snd
secondary products. Finally, the servicea listed down the .right-hand column
of Table 2.2 are processea or techmologies which are provided or required
for obtaining access to ERIC inforﬁgt;on products. These vary accord;ng to
_ the amount of control which ERIC has over their use. As we will show in the
following sections, these eerviEes (and producta) also differ according to

the ERIC aystem participanf involved.in providing access to them.

e
.

: Ve ahould note here that the distinction among primary, aecondary,
and tertiary, producta is really a distinction made on the basia of intended
function. ERIC intenda, for example, its Information Ahalysia Producta to
. fuﬁctien as medi for reviewlng and synthesizing existing information; some-
times this is doz
edge (perhaps generated by an academic’ reseErcher) and practical knowledge

in order to help bridge the gap between theoretical knowl—
(perhaps. needed by a guidance counselor) e observe that it 1s slso quite
likely that a substantisl number of RIE- and C1JE-accessed ‘items other than
" IAP's will also function in this manner., Hany educational journals, for /j
example, regularly publish reﬁie; articlea, and theae might logically be .
classified as ﬁerforming 8 "tertiary"” function. Such concerns argue for maﬂr .
ing distinctions of ge on the basis of not only type of document but alao

on the basis of -mannef or pur‘gse of use.
’ A

I - . ) - :
For the purposes of this study, we have collapsed ERIC products and

services in:o four major categories. RIE CIJE ERIC searches, and ERIC docu—'

LY

-

ments (of all types)

. h ‘ j
2.3 Generic Model of ERIC System Participants and their Interactions

In the previous sections we described message :ransmission and ERIC

products and services. Here we p:esent a conceptual model of the interaction

kot
.




among system participants involved i, requesting and recelving these products
and services. Four generic types of sg?tem participants ate displayed in
Figure 2.13 '

. 1, Users .
2, Intermediaries ' : + . %
3. ERIC _ L )
4, Document Providers ' .

-« - ' L . ) .

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 theilr employment situation or personal
interests, are a potential market for ERIC.products and services) or actual
users (known recipients of ERIC products and services).

n
-

Intermedigries 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 profiessional
information personnel, such as reference librarians employed by standing ordep
. customers. Or they may be colleagues of the requestor or opinion 1eaders/gate-
keepers who are by nature of thair personality or job function particularly
attuned to numerous information sources, among them ERIC. Or they may be inter-
nediary organizations such as database search services. )

ERIC itseii refers to any product, service, individual or organiza-
tion produced by or under fipnnenial or managerial control of ERIC. Included.

. the Facility, EDRS, RIE, CLJE,. and their publishers, the.individuval clear- °
inghouses (which also function as irtermediaries), ERIC documents (primary,
secondary, and tertiary), and the collections of ERIC documents maintained.by
standing otder customers and others. In general, ERIC componentsnare of two
types: those with direct contact with users and document providers (zuch as
clearinghouse user service personnel and the documents which requestors
received), and those components which support services,provided to requestors

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

My, _—




.5 —p - - Document
In‘ll_:e_gmediar}' —— 6 — Provider
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Document providera, in its strictest int rpretation, refers to the

authors and. creators of the primary products (e.g., reaearch reports, journal
articles) and tertiary products (e.g2., information apalysis. producta) input
to 'the ERIC system. - (It is our underetanding that ajl secondary product input,
such as document abstracting and indexing, is under the direct control :‘and
operation by ERIC components'j More broadly, "document providers” also 0
refers to the publishers of the reports,’ books, and a‘ticles*whieh are izpluded
in or- referred to by  the ERIC ayatem. Examples of thls latter group are aca-
. detiic presaes and academic departments, gtate and loc%% education.agencies,
commer cial. publishers, and profesaional socleties.
~ ! : ‘
The lines with arrows jn Figure 2.1 represent the two-way interac-
g tions vhich 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.gumbers 1, 2, é, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. The dotted
lines represent the interacti n among system participants which are character-
i;tic of more'general communication paths; these are numbered 9,;10, 11, and 12.
Paths 1 and 2 representﬁdirect contact between requestorh and ERIC.
This occurg when a requestor, for example, telephones an informition request
directly to an ERIC Clearinghouse. Another example of paths 3 and 4 1s an edu=-
cator ordering a document directly from EDRS. . .

»

"

. Paths 3 and 4 represent the user accessing the ERIC system through
« an intermediarﬁ. such as asking a reference_librarien employed by a standing
order. customer how to use the ERIC Thesaurus.

Paths 5 and © represent/the interactions between intermediaries
and ERIC. These interactions %my occur on-site’ (e g., a library clérk retrieving
an FRIC microfiche from a standing order microfiche' collection) or om a remote
basis (e g., a media center staff member oerforming an online literature search
of tie ERIC database) . Anotne: dimension is that these interactions may occur

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

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

requested by and transmitted to a librarian by EDRS-via the-U.S. Postal Service).
%
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.Patps 7 and 8 represent the acquisitioi. of documents by ERIC for
inclusion of the bibliographic reference and/or the Focument itself in the
system. These documents may'be solicited or unsolicited, (as in the course
of ERIC ‘Clearinghouses’ acquisition process) or they may be actually contrac-
ted for (as in the development of some information analysis products), = ©

‘baphg\ﬂ and 10, as showm in Eigufe 2:1;’hppear to be loops outside

the ERIC system. They occur when the uger goes directly .o the provider or
originatog of a doéument, as when a teacher purchases a textbook direct from
a publisher, Another exampIé is wheﬁ'ong researcher asks another for a
journél article repﬁint rather than use an intermediary service Euch as a
library. ‘ )

.Phths'll and 12 represent phe iﬁtermediaries' bypdssiqg tﬁé-ERIC
system.‘ This can occur whether or not the requesfﬁf‘s needed information is
within the province of ERIC, Of course, intermediaries (such as libraries)
regularly bypass the ERIC system in developing their'd%n collections, and
this need not be.Lopsidéred as a limitation of ERIC given the extremely broad
nature of available information resources.

1

Costs and usage related to “paths 9, 10, 11, and 12 are not of direct
relevance to this study. other than their capacity to help us unde;stgnd the
costs and usage associated with the other paths. .

As’ 1o any 1nforﬁénion system, the user is qf paramount concern. It .
is in terms of beﬂéfit to. the user th&t the existence of an information systeﬁ
is ulcimately justifieéd. As is the case‘uith many inforration systems, how-
ever, the role of the intermediary (both individual and organizational) is
also of key importance. 1f we define. the goal of an information system as the
lioking of information users 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. g




’

ERIC is an information'systam relying\greatly upon intérmediary

individuals and organizations for physical access to and delivery of 1nforma- - "}.

tion. It relies heavily upon iptermediaries to’ convert the expressed or

it

unexpressed needs of potential usery into "actionable" .demands upon the system.

ot

it
.

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

study concentrated. ' I i .

.
T T A R I PR P P T
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. First, Resources In Education (RIE) is a-monthly abstracf journal .

which providea individuals with intellectual access to the literature

acquired and seiected by ERIC Clearinghouses. As 18 the case with most

. '_‘""--.
»o printed indexing and strracting services, few, if any, individuals subscribe .
annual ‘subscription price is comparable with‘many ) : 5

-
e TTITLY
N

R

to it, even thgugh its
scholarly research journals. in other fields of research. Instead, its sub- -y

scribership is composed primarily of libraries and other- organizations whose ,

. primary fuaction is the prevision of information servicea. -'While this is not . - - .

unugual for abstracting and landexing services, ERIC is .unique in the field of v
i " education since RIE is 1inked through its ED numbers to the ERIC documenta, -

_many collections of which exist locally throughout -the United States. Thise DR
depeadence upon the servicea . ; :

linking, however, practically guarantees users’
of an intermediary since only organizations can afford to purchase ERIC

document collections. S ) / L, o (

L v *

A somewhat similar gituatiod existe for Current Index to Journals

in Education ’CIJE) CIJE provides monthly indexing of the journaI literature

in_educatibn. .Agalnp, its subscribers are primgnily organizations spch as
libraries. And again, user deperdence uppn intermediaries is practically

guaranteed since only 1ibraries are likely to maintain ‘backfiles of tbe

jouznal. isaues_indaxed in CIJE. ' ! o LM L.

M

*

%3~ . Another feasom for user dependetce on Adtermediaries 18 the .-
technology'involved."Few individuala'have miérofiche readexs while micro— Cut '.-%

fiche readers and reader printers are stock items for organizatidna which main—

'-~.

rain ERIC microfiche collections. {This restriction is partially overcome by ,
the direct ‘sale of ERIC documents through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service.
" Nevertheless, recuestors‘gust still- obtain ordering information and must identify

-the individual document before ordering, anCLiOnS which are often performed by

J

intercediaries. } ) o o, )
- ) ._:' :' ‘ . ' ' . - ) . . o . .t .
L o k3j?£;' : - g . ',




Finally, searching the ERIC bibliogrﬁphic database 1z 4 function
=08t often performed by intermedinrien vho have the required equipment (com-
puter terminal), zaterials {such as an ERIC thesaurus), and training and
cxperience.l In gnnurql. eont conputerized bibliographic searches are cénduc-

ted by intermediaried, no ERIC {s not unusual in this rogard.

Intentionally or uﬁintantionally. than. the ERIC swetem, broadly
defined, has tokeb 1te current shape not ‘only because of {in overail goal
of educational {nformation dissenination but also because of the wethode 1C
has develeped for marketing, packaging, and dlatributing e inforstion .
resources. lon Overall o!fcct!vcnena as oan {nformation nvnton. as a result,
tannot be viewved only in relacion to the wvalue or veilicy of the 1nforun£§on
it providen. Insciad, the systens vhich have becn developcn for diatribu:ing
this information must alano ke connldered ap has been done tn this study.

This heavy reliance uponlthc performance of Eﬁ?ﬁ'a interzmediary
"ncccqg polnts' ‘has a vardety &f present aud potential izpacés. We w111 touch

on four of thes here: ' . *

taew of Centralized Conbrol $

rirse, ERIC has no !:ﬁancial or adminivrrative control over the vast
=sjoriey of fte 1nt;r§édiarg access points. lc caanot directly manipulate local
finanraial condisionss :rniu}ng and rarketing activitics; and the provigion of
user aupb&rt services. In short, the ovgrall‘effgczivencas of ERIC a6 an infor-
zation dissenination ssatz= ;a. to a‘great degree, outside {ts own direct control,

heed to Consider the Whoie Systen

Second, this dependence upon intermediaries has seversl implicaticns
for svstem evaluatlon and perfor:ancc measuresent.. The mosr inportant of these
is tha: any measuresent of ﬂntisfaction with ERIC information products sust take
inte: account nol only the user's pcrnpcctivc but nlso the delivery channel %:self-

. and the porpose for which the inferzation thus ‘obsained is ucrilized.

’ EfoCt of Changes on the Entire Swvstem

Toicd, ERIC's ﬁéavy reliance upon inﬁcﬁaediary access points will

~have anhigpnct on any changes it waats to nnkq‘}n how it SUPpPOLLH SIEis

U : 5 SN Dry e L
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cducatfon dissemination activicies. Any changes {n technology or even {n

fpricinglschc;ea might be accepted or rejecred baned on how well cthese changes
fic into ongolng information programs. For example, online bibliographic
searching firs well {nto ongoing library operaclons since it i6 partly an
| extenslon and auctomation of traditional informacrion services. Other tech-
nolopgles cay rot it s0 well. As another éxample: this study demonnceaces
that a gubatancial amount of time and money ig already being spent by inter-
uedlnry_nccean points on providing aceccus te ERIC produccts and servicﬁs. ERIC
is provided, however, 45 only once of ¥ large number of informaction resources
avallable for potentlal users. Thus, 1f ERIC were, for example, to ralse ltu
prices to.hélp offpel {ts own front-end costs, it tight find lcs access polnts
unable to pass chie price {ncrease on to their users since few. 1f any, make

direce charges for many »f thelr most basic inforcaction services.

#

Abiligy to Bvpass Intermediaries in Providing Services

Fourcth, the current agverall grructure of the Eﬁzc systen {5 due, to
a large parc as 1nd1cnted above., Lo the types of technolegy and media upon
-which ERIC praduces and services ara based. Sewer iechnologles pay, if chey
are "friendly” enough, attempt rto bypass the intermed{aty access points. We
are not prepared to say whether chis is a valld objective, since such 2
declsion can only be made by XIE. Neverctheless, a decislén te bypass ERIC's
internédinry access poinis should not be pade with the hope that technology
vill necessarily provlide the vay, The ctradicions buflr up around the ERIC

sysCems tay be difficule to overcome, 'with or vithour the introduction of new
technology.

Ve ezphasize that cthese above concerns are ndt peculiar to ERIC.
Yost information services which are docuaen:-bnsed‘arefaffec:ed to a grenterl
or lesscr'dearce by all of them.- Commercial publishers of educational or
reference caterials operate under sizilar pressures, as do the providers of
" information produces and gervices used by sclentists and engineers. ERIC
=ay be unigque, hovever, in that it cosbines print, microform, and computer
technalogy within a choplexly interaciing conbination of apencies andﬁorgnni—
zations, s 50 ivithin a professional fleld, educatlon, which has

I b~ conservatisn,

. .
Ny Deel
-
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2.4 Syrtem Functions

An 1mportant perspective on the ERIC system 1s provided_by studyhbf

—

the functions performed. This unit of analysis complements consideratiom 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 applicationa,
of the activities performed apecifiéélly by ERIC, and of the requirements of
the anticipated data collection and subsequent evaluations., They are as
foliows:
1. Generation -
. Reproduction and Pistribution
. Acquisition and Storage ] ; i

2
3
4. User Support
5. Identification and Access

6. Assimilation '

Generally a functional specification represents the grouping of all
activities performed within a system’s boundaries. Activitizs which are fune-
. tionally similar are grouped together under a aingle funetional 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
decall; very specific functions are unuiéldy iﬁ both data collection and
analyeis while too generic functions may mask important contrasts in the sys~
ten. For the ERIC system, thé’fairly broad set of functions identified above
are further proken down as required.

The first function, Gémeration, involves the creation of the acticles,
reports, lndexes, and so on included in the ERIC systém., iq;luded are both Ehe
intellectual development of the information and the initial recording of that
information. The generation function covers all ERIC information products. l
Aacluding primary, secondary and tertiary products, ani also generation of
other primary literature covered-by RIE and CIJE but not distributed by ERIC.

-
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Reproduction and.Distfibuc;gE refers to the production of copiles of

the generated literature and to its initial diacributioﬁ 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 coples; primary and tertiary publications “
may also be diatributed on microfiche and secondary information via computer
tapes and online systems. Distribution of material within the ERIC aystem may

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

Acquisition and Storage réﬁresencg‘accivicies ac!che recelving end
of the distributicn channel, and is primarily a library function. Included in
this function is processing done by a library on fhﬁ ERIC publications, includ=
ing cataloging. In addition to libraries, ERIC itself acquires and stores
materials, as when a clearinghouse acquires rEporcsrqr journals for processing.
Individuals also acquire and store ERIC system materials, generally fo(\cheir

.,

OowTl ‘use,

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

mediaries in assisting users. A major user support activity is reference
agsiséance, a second 1s the provision of computer-based gearches. Referring

to the listing of ERIC products and services in Sectipﬁ 2.2, the services

provided can generally be considered as falling under ché User Suppbrt func-
tion., Products associa:ed'with user .support, ‘such as promotional brochurea,‘
follow the same functioﬁal trail-as other types of products, with the user sup-
port function assoclated with these being%:gferral of the user to the product.

]

.

The two vser-performed functions are Identification and Access #nd

Assimilacion. Idgncificacion and Access, which may be performed either b& a

user or an intermediary, includes finding our about a particular item, deter- -
mining its physical location, and obCaiuing‘q‘copy. These steps may'be com-
bined, as when a johrnal article is found via browsing in an individual's ’
subscription cdg;, or may be separate, as when a reporé is identified through

a bibliography, located in a library catalog, and then aecessed, Assimilation
is also a éo:posité function which includes user activities of reading and then
assimilating information. -




.

;  The major units of volume involved in the ERIC system functions ‘are .
itemg produced (Gemeratibn, Reproductioniqnd Distribution), items distributed
(Reproduction and Distribution, Acquisition_gnd Storage) and item uses (User
Support, Identification and Access, Assimilstion). The relationships among
thege measures'of volume, on a system and an'indiﬁidnal item basis, is a com-
niex issue which lies gt the core of Information Science. The functions
defined for ERIC differentiate among the three measures of volume and indi-
cste 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 activities howvever, may repeat the list of functions more than
once. - 0ne exnmple of this is in the provision of: report coples by ERIC. An
initial cycln through the functions would imvolve authorship of the reports, ) .
its distributiorn by the document provider and acquisition by ERIC. The
functions are then repeated as ERIC processes and reproduces the report and

makes it avqﬁlable 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 primery and secondary prodhcts‘go through quite gimilar acti- “
vities which can be seen as functionally equivalent, and sozthe functions pre-
sented earlier can be used in either case. TFor some purposes, hoWerer, ht 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 intercediaries are chiefly responsible for Reproduction and Distribution,
Acquisition and Storage, and User Support.n-Users are primarily responsible
for Identification and Access, and Assimilation.

fach function is performed for each type of information. For pri-
mary materialg, Generation usually tgkes place outside of ERIC with the*author— _
ship of reports, journal artieles, and so on. Reproduction and DistribUtion

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

-
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functions are performed as described above. The functions presented for
Secondary products differ somewhat from those for the primary literature,
with Genexation repreaented by Abstracting and Indexing and Data Base Gen-
eration and Acquisition and Storage ineluding'Seareh Service Acquisition-and
Storage. Secondary information may be made available in either printed or
computer-readable form; in the latter case, search aervices perform addi-
tional functions in making the information accessible for use. Functions
shown for tertiary products closely parallel thoae for primary products,
with the main distinction.being the generating source of ERIC for some

tertiary products.

—— =l

e

Measures of Cost -

1

The development of costs associated with the ERIC SYSCEE 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 defined.

The fixst step in the -development of cost data was the expansion of .
the ERJC system functione into more specific activities performed. For each
activicy, the participants and products and services involved were specified,
and the activity defined by indicating associated inputs, processes and out-—
nuts;\ Also identified were other factors affecting costs, auch 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 erese 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 df,specificity were
the lssues to b, addressed, as diseussedlin the next section. Some of these
issues require systemwlde costs;, others suggést that information oh very

spécific activities is appropriate. :




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

availability of various cost item% Costs reflected in ERIC expenditures'can

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

Here the questica was the effort involved in deriving allocation formulas to

make finer distinctions. In the use area, collection of,cnst data (primarily
eupressed as time spent combined with salaries) was closely tied to original
collection of use data. Other costs outside ERIC generally come from the

relevant participante; with widely varying levels of difficulty. Throughout,

there 1is a question of the 1eve1 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 Framework for Identifying Issues ' ‘ - ;.‘

S ”
w

This section deals with information lssues 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. .

I “ We consider ERIC infornation policies as being general terms and
; conditions un?hr vhich the ERIC system operates. These terms and condigions

“are subdivided into three sets of policy statements. The first set involves
a broad mission statement such as, “the ERIC information system is to eupport'

s

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 be served, by what information,athrough what information products and
Lservices, and by .what means. The third set of policies deals writh guiding

* principles that should be considered throughout planning and in operatioms.
Such. guiding principles might include such areas as funding levels, gover- = °
hance, pricing (or cost recovery), use of Federal .and non-Federal resources,

~ ' and adherence to Federal regulations and laws.
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The second group offissues involves ERIC information systeﬁ_glgg—
ning. Under the ERIC information system goals should be a set of objectives )
’ atated in measurable terms. For example, an ?bjective might be that all
elementary teachers shguld have access to»infbrmation about new approaches to ’
handling specific classroom situations.. One can measure their awaveness of "
auch information, the availability of such information and use of it. Plan-
ning’ then involves setting forth the means of achieving the ERIC iniormation
system objectivea in the future. Issues involved in planning include such .
Ithings as the use of research, new €:chnology, and marketing. Plenning issues
also concern employment of new producta and services, participation of clear~
inghouses, systems, and organizational structure. Finally, the planning must,
taKe into account: the guiding principles such as pricing&,funilng, governance
and so on, '

The next set of issues deals with operational conslderations 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 performanﬁe, 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 (i}g. system mission, goals and guiding principles)

Below 1issues ‘are assoclated with eQEﬁwaf“the boxes in Figure 2.2,
Each iséue 1ls stated in the form of a question. Some general’considerationa
'and implications are also identified with these issues. It is found that the
implications frequently vary-depeﬂding on the type of information product or
service involved (i.e.'primafy; secondary or tertiary; function or activities
perfotmed and participant involved in performing them; and the users served).
Finally some ways arehprésgn}pd in which cost or usage data (or models) can

- assist in addressing the policy, planning and operational issues.

-




2.6.2 ERIC Information System Policy Issues

“What is the ERIC Information System Mission?

The mission of ERIC See;s to be to serve education in the U.S. as
stated above. This mission appears to be much broadér than the mission of
some other Federal 1nforma:£;n systemy that are oriented toward (1) PFOCEB-
sing and distributing information collected under Federal funding (e.g.,
governmént sponsored reséarch informéﬁion and datd by NTIS and GPO; census
data by U:S. Census; weather data by‘ﬁOAA; cartogéaphic information by DOI,
" NASA, DOA, etc.) or (2) processing and distributing information to organiza-
tions funded by an agéncy (e.g., DOE, DOA, NASh; etc.).

!

i
!

Whom Should the ERIC System Serve?

There are several distinct educational communities that might be
:served. These can be classified_by the eduéational function performed such
as teaching, resesrch, counselling, administration, funding, and So on.
~ Another dimension might be educational leyels or subject areas such as elemen-
tary, secondary and higher education or English, linguistics and reading. N
Also, it has been pointed out that “here are constantly emersing fields of

education that can be served by ERIC. /
: : g

i

What Information Should be Proviﬂed ‘o Appropriate User Communities?

) Ther; seem to be three basic wayslin which the type of,iniormation-
is classified. The first dimension concerns the subject matter and this is
classified gemerally by the ERIC thesaurus. The second dimensian could invoive
the source of- inforygfion including government sponsored or not, original
iaformation or not (i.e. tertiary) and type.of organization source a
.(i e. university, govermment, private sector, etc. 3 ,The third dimension
concerns the ''quality” of infprmation. .Generally, referged journal articles,

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

<
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and other c'ypes’of the fugitive literature. Implications ol the type of ‘-/
information provided to usera obviously depends on whet user communities are
being servéd, the value of the iﬂformation, products and gervices employed,

.cost and so om. ; . .
{ ) . . ’

i

- . ERIC and others are discussed by the GAO report (i979)-in terme of
the “overlap™ of coverage of secondary information. On the other hand, it'has

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

dommunity iuvolved. Duplicate coveraéh'of primary information might be a con-

cern as ?ell. For example, there are instances in which it is possible for a

féporc to be Processeﬁ by a grantee or coqtfactor, the spongoring agency, ERIC,

GP0O and NTIS. A counter a;gumenc ig that each participant haé a rulationship

with é.unique part of Ché overgll user coumunity and that part would not be

served otherwise. : o ' ' .

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

Ic has ﬂeen Bcéted that one responsibilicy of‘governmenc sponsoréﬂ regearch, in

‘addition_to generation of primary information, 18 the reproduction and distri-.

bution or publication of that research. Whether informaticn gqﬁerated from
- other gources ‘should be processed depends -on 'the gtated missiof;, uger community
;elved, value of the information to that community, and cost. The value of
informaciog to that community aleo depende on the quality of the information.
The Rand report (Greenwood and Weiler, 1973) indicates that the general quality
of educational research and information is low and, cﬁe:efore, affects the EkICI
éyspem, The -research la sald to be geueraily conflicting, too cheorecical and
frequently nonverifisble.




What Information Products and Services Should be ProvidedX

Fl
.

Once broad statements are made concerning whul: user communities to
iserve and yhat kind of information-to provide them, a question remains concern-
ing what 1n£ormation products and Bcrvicea should be provided. The principal
types of information ptoducts or services currently in ERIC include media -that
carry primary informat.ion messages (e g., books or wonographs, joumals, tech~
nical reports, nonprint media, numeric databases, etc.); media ‘that ‘carry
secondary information that is used to identify or.locate primnry information
(e.g., published indexes and abstracts and catalogs:\computer bibliographic -
searches and SDI, camputer data searsﬁes,'bib}iogtaphic datapasss, bibliogra-
-phies, referral serviEes, etc.);:and_tertiary ptdducts and gsenvices that result
from original analysis from‘or correlatidn of primary information messages
(e.g., reviews, anal:,;sis, technical consulting or counselling, etc.; provision
of this latter set of services is a hallmark of information clearinghouses,

. ag noted by Applisd Management Science and Cuadra Associates, 1981). There
are other dimensibnswof types of information prbducts or services provided by

ERIC but these enter directly,into other policy, planning and opetational
1gsues discussed below. L " .

¥

: , : "
What Should be the Governance of ERIC? . \ /

A number of studies discuss the governance of ERIG; psrcicularly
with regard to the relaticnship of ERIC central, the clearinghouses, the host
organizations and the related professional otganizatiobs. The Rand- report )
previously cited suggests tbat, from among seven models, there are three that
. might be applied to ERIC. The firgt model is one that uould consolidate the
existing clearinghouses into about eight with an’ additional one devoted exclu~
sively to n=w educational concepts. A Becond modei would distinguish clear~
inghouse domains by educationzl functions conicerned with either classroom
iusdruction or instruct*an and suppdtt. A third wodel 1is a combination of the
abové models, but includes a regional dimeﬁéion:as welk. in this model, there

. T . ?‘

&
o
%




-

. ' [
would be a functionnl get of clearinghouses to ncquire, reniew and aynthe&ize
the reaenrch and practitioner literature., In addition;. there would be a :
regional network of clearinghouses to service the information needs oJf ‘
practitiéners and reaenrchers through an assorted chain of 1nformation centers
or tencher renewal centers. There are many implications td nlternntive
governance of thf ERIC ayatem including the sources of 1n¢ome (1.e. Federal
funding, user chsrges, host organization contribut'ions, etc.) and control of

these funds; management strengths; relative size bf staffs; and lines of
communication and control. ‘ '

Should Information be Provided Free? If Not, What Should‘be the
Basis for Ehargingl

Some guiding principles have been set forth concerning thia {ssue.
The OMB Circular A-25 (titled ''User Charges') s addressed to thie 1aaue,
although a GAO report (1979) indicates that the overall Federal policy is
unclear and broadly 1nterpreted.1 Generally, the Cireular atntes that 1nforpa-,
tion PdeUCtﬂ and servicea ghould be priced to recover their coétal There is
a question of what costs should be included, such as generation, reproduction,

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

other broader bases for uger charges including objectivea of pricing, type of

information involved, nnd who the purchngera,are or what users are’ served,
Implications of user chargea are that such charges result in some
diminished amount of use of infornation and, therefore, some benefit to aocl- '
ety Iis presumably lost. On’the other hand, it is argued that giving 1nformation
avay free can, and probably will, result in frivolous requests for the informa-

tion. He.have‘pofnted out (King and Roderer, 1973) that 1n£ormatlon is never,

o

1Sin..e these docnments were Uritten, the Federal Covernment has showm 1ncrenaed
interest in user charges for infc. nation 55?V1cen.
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"free" to users because they .incur costs in requesting, receiving, revieuing,
maintnining and using the 1nformntion. " Thum, the latter cnmse is not a particu-’
larly strong one¢. ‘Io all cases, there are uhiqﬁ?‘price uné demand guae)
relatipnships that must be considered. The demond for some productﬁ and -
services 1is insensitive to price; uhe;cqs, the demand for mnn& ia highly
sensitive to price. , ' -
1

One basis for determining price {s the organizational objective -

involved. Such objecéivea might inc¢lude'recovering cosés (o8 implied by.the

OMB Circular), to wake 8 profit, to encourage use of an information product

_or service, or to encourage ﬁurchéaq by a'spacific audience. Recdvering

costs and achieving a profit are clear. An eiqmple of encouraging yse:of ont
information product,or service migh§ be to price microform low and paperform
high to encouTage purchnse'ﬁfc:ha former {or vice versa). Llower pricds

might be extendnd to communities of users who have fever Tesources iof‘ﬁur-

chasing information, or that are funded by the Fedetal Government. (There is

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

]
1

it might be that user chnrgcs should be different for primary,

-secondnry snd. tertisry information products and services. The value ‘of all

three types of information is ultimhtely achleved through use of primary
information messages. Thus, the three should be priced to &chieve as much use
of primary information as the uger community will bear. In some instﬂnCﬁ?,
this may inovolve ;ou pxices on primary 1nformat10n products and serVIccﬁ. and
in other 1nstances, 1t could 1nvolve low prices .oh secondary information prod-
uces and services, 1f identification and location of the primnry literature is
8 pro?lem.‘ ‘ '

- /

The pficing policy might also depeﬁd on the type of the initial,
purchasef. For gia;ple, libraries serve mul:iple users and,  therefore, might
be candidates for higher prices. The GAQ IEert (1979) cr}t{tized,ERIg v
because they charge Lockheed (and others) 5 mini@hl amount for‘biblingraﬁhic'

xComputer tapes that they process. A figure of $660 was gquoted. This comperes .

" to an order of :agﬁ;aude'of 550 000 charged for National Library of Medicine ‘
"taées. ther general leiC} might be cotgect depending on the SUBSequent ,

. value de“ived ‘rom the use of the information and what the effect would be of .

‘ pa;’}ng fﬁizial costs of producing 1ﬂformatiaﬁ on the. tapes on to the online

chers. 2 T
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1t {s anticipated that substantial conntderstion will be given in
the necar fu;uré to the user charge {psuc by OMB and others. Thin cost and
unage atudy can be o=ployed to anticipate the effect of varifous interpreth-
tionn of OMD Circular A-26 and {ts subsecquent amendments. The cost study
should establish the unit cost of 4ll alternatives of user charges based on
coul recovery aé various levels. The usage study should establish asount of
use at current levels of user charges (including none). We can hypothesize

what ecffect increasen or decrcages in user charges would have os amount of

unage,. Current valuc can be i{nferred from cxtest of use and purpose of use of
pricary and tertiary inforwmation. Current valuc of sccondary information.
products and-scrvices can be f{nferred froc searches that-lead to use of pri-

mary information.

Fo What Extent Should Mon~Federal Orgnnizntiong be Used i{n the ERIC
Systen?

Seme gulding prisciples are provided by OMB Circular A=-76. This
Circolar implies that the chcrhl CGovernment should not c&&petc with non-Federal
organizations (i.c. the private scctor). Yurthcrﬁore. it is auggcatéd that
non-Federal organizations should be employed for processing, if they arc less
expeasive than performing -the work in-house. Again, there {g some difficulty
in the former ipstance in deteruidins whether an information prodbct or service.
is in direct competition with anothey one. For ﬁxnmplc. is a microiorﬁ product
in cocpetition with a paperforn product? 1Is a published bibliography in coor
petition uith a current titles product? One could argue that all information
products ané iarviccs—sold’té li{brarics arc in competition for their limfted
budgeta— ”ﬁﬁ;ﬂzﬁat and usage studics can be nomewhnt helpful in deacribing the .-
curreat ERIC systen. Alternative interpretations of Circular A~76 can be
assess by hypothesizing thelr cffect of cost ad& uvBage. ‘

" What Federal Laws and Regulations Apply to ERIC?

There/dre potential i_plitations for the ERIC sysiem {n Privacy Laws -
: and the E ‘30* of Inforna»ion Act. Also, the Federsl Communication Copmission
;5 canlezplating. oe-,cozmunica nnx*eguia.ions that could*havevsubstantial
‘effcct oa line cnarges and hence. -uge of TRIC Onlinc bibliographic informatioﬁ.

-
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The Postal Service rate structure and regulations can altso affect the cont oand
usoge of ERIC information products and servicen. [f guch changes are contem-
plated, Central ERIC con apply our cost and unage dotn to hypothesize the

effects of such changes.

2.6,3 ERIC Information Systen Plonning lssucs

\
!

We indicated above that plonning can and should b% addressed to

mcasurnylc system objectives. 1t 1§'here that our cosc‘andnysagc study shoyld
be of particulhf {mportance since current descriptions of cost, flaﬁ of funds,
flow of materials, ond usage can serve as baseline measures upon which the '
objectives and future plans can be zxmpared. The objectives should be spe~
cific stotements concernipg ﬂvacem goals. The system plnnning processes
should be addressed to means of achieving the ERIC system miasion, gonls and
objectives. lssues addressed to- planning involve research, technology, new

' product or scrvicé development, markering strategles, ond system structure;
0ll in view of guiding principles. These issues ore discussed briefly below.

what Reseoarch Should be Performed by ERIC?

This is o difficult issue when making a distinction between ﬁaaic
ond applied research. ‘The amount of Federal support of boasic information
- rescarch hos declined dromatically in the past decade. The two principal
' qgcncics‘cngagcd in sucn research are the Notional Scilence fbundntion and the
.Nncionﬁl Library of Yedicine. Whot little applied research that i{s supported
i3 now performed largely in agencies such as N1E and ERIC. lt.ﬁight be that
ER1C should attempt to have some input {nro the NSF and SLM basic research
programs or ot least be chéroughly aware ,0f what i{s taking place. Applied
reqearch, such as thig ERIC Cosc and Usape Study. should be directed at specific .
mcasuraa-c objec:ivcs. h{

t

what New Technolocy Should be Developed or Adapted by ERIC?

Nearly all”information technology emloved by ERIC and.other simfilar

systens was developed gutside thelr environments fer other purposes or for mass

L
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markets. This probably will continue to bc.truc. so that new technology
developments should be monitored to establish their potential use in meeting
system objcctivcé. Such potential technology might be in online user/system
interfacea, telecommunication (c.gﬂ, facsimile trnnnmiaaion; satellites,
optic fiber, videodiscs, intelligent terminals, voice synthesizers, etc.),

micro or minicomputer use in lidraries and in schools at all levels, word
o
processing, and so one. & "

L4

What New informntion Products and Services Might be Developed for
ERIC? “ .

ERIC s curren;l& operating on a very tight budgét and, therefore,
is able to provide a limited number of types of {nformation products and -ser-
vices. However, under increased budgets or by reallocating the current budget,
a range of alternative information products and services wight be provided. .
Such ncv.producta or gservices can be identified by suecessful use in other
systems or by marketing research. The usage study might be employed to 45

establish the current types of information products or services that might war-

rant further promotion (due to lack of auarenessj. modification, or deletion.

. what is an Optimum ERIC Systeu Structure?

Above, we indicated some =uggested models for structdring the ERIC
system. Any planning for future structure must be directed toward meeting
specific objectives which can be partially stated in té:ms 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.

¥

2.6.4 "ERIC Information System Operatibnal Issues

-

. - Issues involving ERIC systen operations are those that- are directed

toward 1mp1ementhtion of means of achieving the mission, goals and objectives
;{}in light of gpidigg principles mentioned previously. The operational issues

4 concern contract Dopitoring in terms of such things as systém performance,

productivity and quality control. They also involve specifics of markdting or

5" 43 .
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public relations, pricing tactics and other operational considerationms. Other
than observing current cost per sale or cost per use, much of the detail
necesgarty to monitor Elear#nghouse. facility or o;hcr,éfganiéatioﬁ activities,
" is out‘of scope of the cosd and usage study yhich 1s/foCussed on system=level
issues. Our goal has been 'to provide data to help clarify the policy and

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

its own operational decisiéns based on the system-level data we provide.
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SECTION 3
CONVENTIONS USED IN WRITING THIS REPORT

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

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

[jjeple surveys., )

, - Ugually the individual row and colﬁmn‘headings of a table which
is generated from surﬁey data will giﬁe the name of the variable as it
appears in the computerized data file. For example, for the Access-Point
. §ereeneg Survey questionnaire, which 1s displayed in Appendix B, the folloping‘l
%\ conventions are used: ) ’ '

Q6P3C “Section 6, question 6.3, part C
Q2P4 " Section 2, question, 2.4

™
Cw Variables which are created from the individual questionnaire
% bl h d £ individual q 1 1
responses from recoding, softing, or computation are usually identified by an
, assigned name. The variables created from the Access Point Sereener Survey

which are used most often are the following. .

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

o monthly or semi~annual edition of Resources in Education
(RIE)

~ CIJESUB Takes a value of 1 if tﬁe access point®subscribes to the
ﬁonthly or semi-annual editions'of Current Index to Jour-
nals in Education (CIJE)

L - * v
»

- s

ERICFICH Takes a value of 1 if the access poin£ maintalns an ERIC
mierofiche eolleetion

-

.

ERICDhoC _lakes a value of 1 if the access point maintains an ERIC-

mierofiehe‘gi papereopf document collection

'3346'




ERICSRCH Takes a value of 1 if the access point’ condtllc't:s or
wakes 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 data presented in
the table, Addicional created variabies are described in the abpendiceb of
this report.




SECTION & f
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 tﬁé'types'of ERIC products and services
offered in'tQF U.S., the types and number ¢®organizations (or "access points").
which provide them, and estimates of the use of RIE, CIJE, ERIC documents, and
ERIC searches. With z sample mall-out of 1,063, we recelved a response of 541
during the survey period of October 1980 through February 198l. 'Based on these
responses; we estimated that, in 1980, there were 3,269 organizationms, or
access points, ‘Iin the U.S. which provided access to RIE, CIJE, ERIC computér
serchés; or ERIC documents. Questionnaires and survey procedures are des-
cribed in Appendix B. p

As part of the Access Point Screener Survey, sampled access points
were asked to volunteer to collect datza (names, addresses, etc.) on ERIC users,
whom we ;eferred to as requestors . Altogether, 249 acéess points initially
agreed to participate ir the Access Point Primary Survey S& filling out
- "Request Cards" duriﬁg'assigﬂed samplc periodg. Altogether, 168 access points
actyally participated by éupplying‘2,628 Request Cards during the period Janﬁ-
ary 1981 through May 1981. This survey 1s described in Appendix C.

From the Request Cards we collected during the Primary Survey, we
developed the sapple for the Requestor Population Survey. The purpose of this -
survey was to follow up‘individual requestors to ask them how they used ERIC ‘
products and services and whether or not théy were satisfied. OQut of a sample
of 1,000 mailed out during May 1981, we received 535 béck
date. When ‘these questionnaires were keypuncifedy they were

the July cut-off
tched together
in 2 single database with the Request Card used to generat he %ampr. This

survey is described in Appendix D. -

+
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Fihally, wﬁ conducted‘b mail the Education Population Survey. Of
1,000 questionnaires mailed out om\April 14, 1981, 376 were returned. The
puspose of this survey was to measute the awareness and use of ERIC among
educators in general. The sauple for\this survey was divided iInto Education
Practitioners, Administrators, and Academiciang and Researchers, apd was
developed from existing mailing lists of Y,S. educators. This survey is des~
cribed in Appendix E. : -

.

In order to collect detalled statistics which could no& be collected

via the various mail survey Quesqibnﬂhires, King, Research conducted'a series
of site visits with ERIC Clearinghouses, ERIC seakch services, and other
access points, 'In addition, budget and contract daga provided by the Central
ERIC;administtaEion; as well as Internal documents roviged by ERIC Clea;-
. Inghouses and other organlzations, 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, thg results of which are presgnCed in-chis report.,

il .
-

-




SECTION 5
" DESCRIPTION OF ERIC ACCESS POINTS

-

»
b
u

The purpose of this:section of the report 1s to provide numeric
. ﬁ ~F
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.®




5.1 Types of Access Points . _ ' A
' One of the goals of the Access Point Screener Suryey was to deter-

mine what types of U.5, organizations provide access to ERIC products and

L]

services. We defined an "access point” as an organiza!ion which does one or g

more of the following: _ ' - "_ : -
- Subscribes to one or more copies of the monthly or semi-annual‘ - N
' editions of Resources im Education (RIE) or 'Curreat Index to -

* Journals in Education (CIJE)

A

- Conducts or makes arrangements for online or batch seprches of.
the ERIC bibliographic:database ) “

- Maintains a collection of ERIC documents in microfiche or
papercopy format '

]

-

Access polnts 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 following

definitions of organizational levels: : E T

Your Organization - The organizational unit or denartment which is
responsible for maintaining’ and/or providing access to ERIC broducta'

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 Orpanization - The larger organization in" which yaur organi-

‘. ’ zation is administratively'situated (e.g., a university or: university R
department, a research center, a state agency, an intermediate AR
service agency, a school district, etc.). '

L]
- - .' £

Other Organizations - Organizations other than your own organization
or parent organization {e.g., other colieges;" universities. scHool
districts, companies. or state agencies. etc. J. ' -

sdeccordingly, it was possible (and desirable) for separate organizations from
wizhin the same parent organization £o be classified as different access points

3
. * . !
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and thus to be counted separately. This can happan. for example, when organi~
zationally separate libraries ou che -same campua. or different departments
within a state educgtion agency, each provides access to ERIC. These dis-
cinccions'ueta wade as far as is poaaible io sampling and were alap-recainad
during the calculations of the sampling weighca to projecc the survey responses
to a V.S, population cocal.

£

~ He prescent a detailed breakdoun of U.S. ERIC accass points by type of
organization in Table:s 1. As you can see, the ERIC Clwaringhouses and Eﬂft\\
Facilicy account for about one=hslf of one percent of the 3,269 access points.
Acadenic Accesa‘Points account for slighcly less than 53% of the Eocal. and

. Other Access Points for almost 472 of the total. '(Théac_major categories are
also displsyed in Figure 5.1.) °

Apother breakdown of the ERIC access points by type of access point
is displsyed in Table 5.2 which shows how many access points of ecach of the
-major types provide ecach of the major ERIC prbduct'or service categories.

Approximately 83% have RIE. 43% have CIJE, 22% conduct ERIC
searches. and 43 % have ERIC documerc collections. (These sum to more than

100% since some access poihca provide more than gne product or service.)

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

) ! :
points 1in the U.S5.: T - -‘

1. while the majority (53%) of access points are assoctated with
academic institutions, a substantial proportion (nearly 47%)
are .associdced wich othér types of organizations, such as school
districts and public libraries, which operate at—the local or
cozmunity level.-

2
™

2. By far, the most yidely distributed ERIC product s Resources’ in
" Education- (RIE); approximately 83% of the total 3,269 access

polnts subscribe to one or more copies of rhe monthly or semi-
annual ediction.

53 | |




Table 5.1, Number of 1.5, ERIC Access Points by Type of ﬁcccﬁn”ﬂaf;c

. Nuzber of

Type of Organization . ERIC Access Pointo
-, (NEWMTYPE2) , {NEWTYPE]) R S .
| 4
‘ 1. ERIC Clearinghouses 1. ERIC Clearinghouses o 16 0.5
+ & Faviliey 2. ERIC Facility 1 . 0.0
. ) . (Subtotal) {17) {0.5)
- 2. Acsdemic Access Points 3. Campus-Maln Library _ 1,500 45.9 [
4. Campus-Dcparcmcutal Librar} 155 5,8 ¢ . }
5. Campus-Other Organization | 73 2.2
. (Subrotal) o (1,728) (52. ) ’
3. oOther Access Poinzs 6. State Educacioﬁ Agcncion 6T - 2.0
, 7. State Libraries” . LI ) | K
8. Federal Libraries 57 1.7 -
9. Other Federal Clearinghouses 3 Q.1
L . ' 10.. NIE Lab or Center 12 0.4
‘11. Intermediare Service Provider 74 2.3
12. School Digtrict RAD Center &7 2.0
13. School Library-District Level = 467  ‘14.3 )
‘ t4. School Library-Local Level - 143 L4
15. Public Library "'318 9.7
16, Society or Association 74 . 2.3
Y . 17. Business or COrporaclou : 6L 2.0 .
: .i8. Other 173 5.3
(Subroral) . - {1,524y (46.6) - |
L . Coluun Total ~— 3,269 100,0%
SOURCE: Ning Research, Inc.. ERIC Cost aud Usage S:ud}. ﬁccesa Point Scroeoner -,
Syrvey, 198l. _ . . '




.-

« ERIC Clearinghouscs & Facili:y:
' {n=17)

Other
Accens
Polnts

{n=1,524)

Acadepic
ACCeBs
Points

(nwl, 728}

1

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




Table 5.2, tNuzber of U.5. FRIC Accenn Polints by Type oj_hcccuﬂ Point and
ERIC .Category
. )

Type ' ERIC Category i
of Subsicriben Subscribey Conducts ERIC, SALL
Accese t.o1 to ., ' =RIC hocument 4 Categor! .~ -
Point RIE ClJE™ Scarchen Collection
{NEWTYPE2) (RiEsuB~1) . (CLJESUB=1) (ERICSRCii=1) {ERICDOC~1)
n - n x n P n > n pA
1. ERIC Clear- 17  0.6% 17 122 16 2.2 17 .22 17 0.5% .
irghouses & '
Facilicey
2. Acadesde 1,56  57.81 0 943 67.7% S12 70,0 783  55.1% 1,728  52.9%  «
Access - ‘
Points . L.
'3, Other 1,125 L1.6% &33 0 3r.in 203 27.B% 620 -L3.7% 1,524 46.6% L
Access Polnts . : :
- . .
Column Toral 2,708 100.05 1,323 100,04 731 100,07 1,430 100.0% 3,269 100.0% N

© SQOURCE: King Kesearch, Iac., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Peint Screener Survey,
1983 0

i lThatﬁly or semiannual RIF
2ﬂ0d:h1y or semiannual CLJ®
3Onlme or batch searches

A
Microfiche or papercopy documents
5 s

n's do not sus acToss since some access polnts provide zore than one TRIC catepory.

Fel
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The Mix of ERIC Producta ond Services Provided by ERIC Access Points

We deflned an ERIC acceans point g an organization which doer one
or more of the folloﬁing: . ' “

subscribes to one or more coples of the-monthly‘or semiannual
edition of Resources in Education (RIE)
subscribes to one or more coples of the montﬂly or 9Emiannual .
edition of Current Index to Journals in Education (CYJE)
conducts or mapkes arrangements for online or batch searches
of the ERIC bibliographic database "
maintaios a collection.of ERIC documents in microfiche or paper- -

copy forwmat. : "

-

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

wvhich satisfied at lesst one of the above criteria.

. . ’ 1
-

In order to Investigate the "mix" of these products and setvices.,
ve created the varfablc OVERLAP vhich was used to tabulate the nhmber of com~

binations occurring for these four categories. As indicated in Table 5.3, - .

Y

the Iargesn single group of access points 15“compdsed of atcess pofﬁts'uhich'
subscribe enly to RIE; this group accounts for nearly one-third {29. 1%, n-952)
of the access points. This is followed by uscess points which subscribc to
RIE and CiJE and majintain ao ERIC document collettion (11.8%), and- then by
access points which subscribe to RIE and maintain ah ERIC decument collection

(11.6&). Together. these three groups uccount for approximately one-half

(52.5%) of the 3,269 access poiats, | S

-~ In orcder to examine these various possible combinaaions furthef. ve
created the variable 0?ﬁ§LﬁP2 which can ta!e the Eollouing,values for an acceﬁs
polink: ; - " .

. .. \ . , ";
proyides only one ¢f thes four ERIC categories
provides only twa™ '

Y

cthe ‘access point provides three

S LRI VRS VR

the "access provides all four’
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Table 5.3. Ranking of ERIC Access Points by ERIC Product/Service Mix

. _— ERIC Product/Service Mix | Number of Access Points
. | Rank RIE CIJE Documcnts’ Searches {QVERLAP)
(RIESUB=1) (CIJESUB=1) (ERICDOC=1) (ERICSRCH=1) N 4
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
- & X 262 8.0
7 X 176 5.4 '

8 X : ' x 119 3.6
9 x nr 3.6
10 x x ” . . 107 3.3
. 1 x x x 43 s

12 o ) X X 3 . 0.1 .
13 h x‘ ) X : 3 0.1
) Total 2,708 1,393 . 1,420 . 732 3,269. © 100.0

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

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

type of access point.

On}y 10.5 percent (approximately 343) of the 3,269 ERIC access
points identified.in‘the-survey'provide all four of the categories. Not
surprisingly, nearly all (%4.1%) of the ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility
provide 511 four. But this éroupci? in the minoriry. In fact, only about

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

For nearly half of all the.hccess points (46.1%), only one ERIC
product is provided apd'heafly two-thirds (63%) of this categ°£§ is accounted
for by RIE subscribers. Thére is also a-subs;antiél difference between the
Academic Access Points and the Other Access Points in this regard. Percentage-
wise, only about one-third (33.32) of the Academic Access Points provide only
one category, while nearly two-thirds (61.2%) of 0the€ Access Points provide
only one. a ' '

®
One possible conclusion from this is, given the substantial number

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

‘- .substantial market within the exiStiﬁg ERfC access polints for addirional

ERIC products and services.

1

x

This conclusion may be premature. As shown elsewhere 1o this
repé}t, the nurher of ERIC products and services prﬁvided.“as indicated by
the variable OVERLAFZ, increases with the annual budger of the access point.
It may be that this 1Is an' entirely expected finding; the larger the budger of
the access poilnt, the more ERIC products ‘and services 1t can provide. Bur it

is also a fact that there are more "low budget' than "high budger" accessl

+

points. It iIs possible that t&ere are many ERIC access points whose manage-

ment feel's that providing one or rwo ERIC products.or services adequately 5

covers the educational research and informarion field;
Perhaps one scenario would be for ERIC management Lo attempr to Com—
bat this attitude and thereby convince the exis;iqg:access‘points to purchase

additional ERIC products and services. But such a scenario may not be




" ' Table 5.4. Type of Access Point by ERIC Product/Service Mix

Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2)
ERIC ERIC ’
Product/ © . Clearing~ Academic "Other All
Service - . houses & Access Access Access
Mixl Facility Points Points Points
. (OVERLAP2) . (n=l7) (n=1,728) (n«1,524) (n=3,269)

Only One (nel,508) 0.0% 33.3% 61.2% 46.1%
Only Two (ne882) 0.0 28.9 25.1 27.0
Only Three (n=536) . 5.9 22.3 9.8 16.4
. All Four (n=343) 94.1 15.5 3.9 10.5

Column total lOd.OZ 100.07% lOO.QZ 100.0%

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

Lo

i

1

l"Mix" refers to whether an access point does one 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.

- .




feasible in the current nacionai fiscal environment. It may be that there

1s a need for an entirely new ERIC product, one which ig designed to provide
access to a broad var*ety'of éducational literature ro organizations which

can only afford---psychologically and/or financially---to purchaae 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 sub-specialties
which are generally referred to ﬁs 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 variet" of print. microform,
and digital technology now employed. possibly via gome combination of computer

and video disc technology.




5.3 Access Point Function hx_fxpe of Access Point

e Because 50 many different Qypes of organizatiens provide access .
to ERIC (collegellibraries, state education ageqcies, clearinghouses, research
centers, etc.), we developed a set of generic fenction questions to identify
the functions performed by ERIC access points. Responses to these questions
are displayed in Table 5.5, identified as A, B, and C.'

The first (A) 1is whether the primary functioj of fhe access point
is to providevinforﬁation services (e.g., documents, statistics,.literatufe
searches, answers to questions, etc.). All the Clearinghouses and the Fecility
responded positively to this question, '96.4 percent of the Academic Aecess _
Points responded "yes", and 93.0 percent of the Other Access Points responded
"yes”. Not surprisingly,'only a very small percent (4.5%) of all access .
-points tesponded “no” to this question, '

The second Juestion (B) esked‘for access points to ideneify thelr
single largest group of users, identified es follcws-

o Employees of or students affiliated with your organization1 or
its parent organization.2

o ' Employees of or students affiliated with ether'orgénizationsg
o Other. '
The primary purpose of this questionuwas to determine if organizations were
serving individuals inside or outside of their grganizatione. This is an
The Access Point Screener questibnhaire provided these 'definitions: ‘

1YOUR 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
, tenter, a state education agency 's Iinformation resource center, etc.). This
" questionnaire should be completed from the perspective of this organizational
unit or department. .

PARENT ORGAhIZATION—-~The larger organization in which your organization is
adziaistratively, situated (e.g., -a university or university department, a

research  center, a2 state agency, an intermediate service agency, a school
district, etce.). . . .

2

307&23 ORGANIZATIONS-~~Organizations other than your own organization or parent
organization (e.g., ®ther colleges, universities, school districts, companies,
or s-ate afencies, etc.).




n

e S
Table 5.5. Access Point Function by Type of Access Point

. ' . Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2)

, ERIC , ..
L Clearing~ Academic . Other All
) A houses &  Access Access Access
: Response Facility Points Points Points
Question . . Categories (n=17 ) (n=1,728) (n=1,524) (n=~3,269)
, A. Is one of your orgamni-  Yes | 100.0% 96.4% 93.0% 95.5%
zation's primary func-, No - 0.0 3.6 -7.0 5.5

tions to provide infor- . ‘
mation services (e.g., Total . 100.0% 100.0%°  100.0% 100.0%
) documents, statistics, \ _ -
literature searches, )
. answers to questions, Y\;
etc.)? (Q1P3)

4

B. Which of the follow-- Employees ™  11.8% 97.8% 51.9% 81.7%

ing categories best of or students
*describes the largest gJffiliated .
single groups with your or-
of users your organ- _ganization or
ization services? its parent
(Q1p4) organization.
Employees 52.9 . 1.4 22.1 9.1

of or students .
affiliated with ) -
,other organiza- . ' s

tions.
Other 3553 0.8 - 26.0 9.2 )
Total 100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%
C. -Are the services Yes 94.1%  98.3%  74.5% 91.3%
) " provided by your No " 5.9 1.7 .25.5 8.7 :
organization intended ' .
primarily to support Total 100.0% 100.02  100.0% "100.0%
or promote activities ’ : )

assoclated with teach-
ing, education, or
training? (QlP5)

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




important point in distinguishing between organizatioms such,an_izggitional '

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

which may be designed for a regional or natiomal constitucncy.L

Two of the 17 access points in the ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility
category_respondéd that the largest single group of user served were '
emplsyees or s}udents affiliated with their own ogganizatiéns. Nearly all
(97.8%) of'the 1,728 academic access points identified this group as its
sipglé largest uger group, while about half (51.9%) of the.dthef Access
Points, did so.. Both the Clearinghouse and Other Access Point categories
identified "other" pfimary.usérs, a category which included hous;wives,

- #oluntegr groups, pr;vate citizens/general public, and both of the first two
. groups. It is perhaps'éignificpnt that almost ome-fourth (22.1%) of the
Other Access Poinfs identified users outside thelr organizations as their
largest group of usersy; these access points included "intermediary service
providers” and other non-ERIC cleariﬁghbuses; as well as state education

agenciles,

Finally, access polnts were asked 1f their activitiés were‘inténded
primarily to support activities assoclated with teaching, education, or .
rraioing (C). Sixééen of the 17 access points iﬁ‘the ERIC Clearinghouse
and Facility respondad "yes" to this, as did the substantial majority of the
Academic Access Points (98.3%)}. However, one-fourth (25.5%) of the Otﬁer
Access Points stated that their primary function wds not to support teaching,’
educétion, and training; this indicates that ERIC, in the case of Other

Access Points, has penetrated the market outside the-U.S. educatidn communities.

l;\pplied Management Sciences, Inc., and Cuadra Assoclates, in Descriptive

Analysis of Human Services Clearinghouses (Silver Spring, Md,, January 1981,
NTIS No. PB81-169997) defined clearinghouses as organizations which performed :
all o 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;
engaging in outreach and dissemination (emphasis added).

5164)
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5.4 Description of Access Points:_Hicrofiche Facilities

¥

"

Rather than rely entirely on a centralized document delivery ser-
vice, ERIC rclies on the .use of microfiche as a cost-effective method of
document delivery. At the present time, microfiche collectionsl are main-

tained in 1,127 U.s. access'points, which breaks down as follows:

L
o ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility 17 collections
o Academic Access Points 759 collections-
©  Other Access Points o 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 hypochesize; to

the less restrictive definition we used in defining a microfiche colléction.l

Tablehs.ﬁ describes the types of ‘facilities maintained for providing
access to microfiche, described 'in terms of (a) whether the collectién is a
"closed" collectionz. (b) whether the access point has facilities for making

duplicate fiche, (c) number of microfiche readers, and (d) number of microfiche
. reader-printers. '

6vera11, 42 percent of the access points have closed collections,
with a high of 65.9 percent for Qther Access Points with fiche collections 4
and a low of 11.8 percent faor ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility. Only about
one~third (32.1 percent) of the Academic Access Points have”"clqsed" collec-
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 pocéntially
higﬁer staff timg required for bothﬂret;ieving and re-filing.

The term "collectiqn" 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. ‘ ' )

A "closed” collection was defined as one in which a user requires "...the
assistafhce* of a staff member to both retrieve and re~-file ERIC microfiche'.
Thus, a f£iche colleccion in which staff handle only re~filing would not be -
classified as a "closed” collection. - s




b}

Table 5.6. Description of Accoss Point Microfich?
Facilities by Type of Access Point

Typc of Acaess Point with Fiche Collection
Characteristics . (NEWTYPE2 with ERICFICH~1)

of ERIC CH's Academic Othe All
Access Points ' & Actess Acces:\\\\ .Access

with - Faclility Polints . - Polnts Points

Microfiche Collectioms ., (n=17) {n= 758 (ne 351 ) (n%1,127)

Percent of sccess points

with microfiche collec-

tions vliich heve "closed llfgz 3z.12
collections™ (Q4P3) :

Percent of access polnts
with microfiche collec-
tions yhich have access
. to fiche~to-Eiche’ dupli-
cating equipment (Q4P10)

Number of None
microfiche -1
readers . 2=3°
(Q4P7A) 4=~5
6-10
.11 or more

Median

1 None _ L, 17.7%
microfiche 1’ : ' " 556.0
reader~- "2 ) 15.1
printers 3 or more 11.2
(Q4P7B) _ 100.0%

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

b




Less than one-fourth (22.1 percent) of all acecse points with ERIC
fiche collections report having access to cquipment for ;uking duplicarte , o
fiche. About one-third (35 9 perccnt) of Other Access Points have access to |
gomé¢ cquipament, perhaps due to thc mor¢ feographically~dispersed user popu-
lartions of Other Access Polints guch as .Intermediary Service Providers which’

rely upon mail service to deliver {iche coples,

Thc mean number of microfiche tcndcrsl at.all the access points
', with ERIC microfiche collections is 6.9, with a median of 4.5. (ln other
words, half of ‘the access polints with ERIC fichc collcctionu havc less than
five microfiche! readers.} Academic Access Points and Qther Access Points
have approximately cqpnl numbers of microfiche readerag with ‘means of 7,1 and
6.4 respectively. However, the medians for both froups are 5.4 and 2.4
' respectively, meaning thart, proportionnlly; the reader collections T Other
Access Points tend To be smaller than-at Acadcmicvﬁcccss Poinrs.
) Tie nuzber of microfiche reader printers is subatnntially'éimilur
across all typeé of access poinfs; with a mean of 1.7 and median df 1.2, We
a:ﬁribu:c this to the higher purchase and maintenance costs of such equip-
went, coupled with possible rcstfic:ions on demand imposed by access points. v
.via such div;rsc methods as coln-operated machines and lack of user-familiar-
-. iry with equipmen:.hkc note, however, that apprcximﬁtcly 90 perceni of all
access points with fiche collections have reader~-printers versus only
22.2 percent with fiche-to-fiche duplicn:iné cquiphcnt. It 1{s also interest- .
iﬁg tﬁ'note that, proportiohally, Other Access Points are move likely to have .
fover reader-printers and more fiche-ro~fiche duplicators than ate acadexmic
access points. 1s this because Other Access Points are less likely to rely
- . upon papercopy distribution than microfiche distribution thas are the Acadesic
' . Access Points? 1f so, {s this duc to purely economic rcasons (e.§., the
expensc o. reproducing angd distributing papercopy), or 1o the hcawier cquipment
iﬂvestmeW's at Acadenic Access Pointb. or to, possibly, the face hhat the Other
Access Points Ty be tcnding to be more innovative in their provision of ERIC-

basud SET icc

ks
e

L] -
o "
L ) micro

ent which <an pe used Tor reading microliche onlv or oy hoth
icrofiche,
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toer Training

One of the sont significant accivities which can be engaged in by the
provider of an {nformation product of nurvice fo uwser tralning. User trainimg

can -accozplish the following: . -

1. 1t can publicize an tnforontion product or gpefeice avonf ite
porencial uners. n )
It can publicize the orpanization which provides the 9rodu5: qr

nervice, . : L »

1t can teach potencial users about a speetfic product oF mervice.
it ¢an provide po:én:inl usera with generic wnowledge which s
trunsferable e demand for. and usage of, other infdrmacion

prodycts and services,

ERIC, as a highly decentralized system. must rely upon ics acpﬂﬁﬁt
points for che bulk of its user training, which can take zany forms, ranging
from Tormal classroom~rvype lectures zo audlovisival-supporicd progracmed

1asrruction o hands-on praciicuxms,

In the Access Polnt Scroencr Survey, we asked, firsc, what types of
- training activities had heen engaged in during che past twelve moaths, and
:ae:ond. how 1n} individuals had been crained during the past gwelve menchs.
In che first case.‘;e 5ubdivi§ed training along two dicensions vhich
are icporrant to ERIC. The first dimension is vhether or not the training is
ZRIC-specific, 1.e. vhethar or not ERIC 16 taugh by itscl‘ or in conjunctican
with b:he: products or SQrV1ce§.1 This ﬁi:e&sion ic imporrant becauvse it is
an;indigator of th degree to which ao access poind ig"williag---or able---:o
ingle out ERIC for special arzentien, The second dimension is whether or not
the training {5 sizmed at inﬂlvidual§ associa:eq with an access Bﬁint (e.g». stu~-
dents or.teachers at a ¢elliege or universizy) or at individuals outside the
anizaz{on {sav) teachers or adzinistratoers in nother school fystem or

zor of the dcgfee to which ERIC has *Hc

T

; lestures and 5uperviﬂec ‘hands=on i{astrucilon
nition was intended to exclude impromptu rrainisg
aaded 1n4iv1d al ques ors; this is coa-
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potentlal of generating or being uuhijt to de

organizational boundaries ol [ts accesnn pointu.

and outnide the fzrediute

Table 3.7 d1uplays the responsen to questions addressing thewe tuo

¢izenuiona; the specific training cutegorics are fdentified

o,
of stcess point.and by productiservice mix,
Acrgan all accens points, the uslugle

mout often fo-the traintng of individuals from

an ftews "a' through

The puercent of accoss poltits vhich cugape fn each in subdivided by tﬁpu

catepary of trainfog carried out

within the organization on ERIC

and services.

vearly dolf of

v conjunction with other information products

the ncrcﬁs'noln:ﬁ‘(é?.zt)'cngagcd in of this dif~

three-fourths (70.6%)

thin type trataing. Houever,

'ierb subsitaniialiy by type of accens poini. Wnile nu&rlv

of thL ERIC Cluur{nghous e¢s and ?ncil ¥ cngage in this t,pL of tralntng {12 of

thttet i7 accenn points), ovly about onc-thizd (33,7% or approximately 51&) of
the Qther Access Points engage in this type of trafafnz. 1in fact, across all

four truiﬁlﬂﬂ categorics, the ER!C Cledringhauacq and Taclll:y are corg fre-

quently involucd in ERIC training than are the' Academic Access Poined, which
{n jurn are mere frequently Involwed in fraining than the Other Accony ?Oin!h-
And across all access

polinis, in dividuais within she dccess point or tto parent

arganization are more Irequently frainud than are individuals cutlside of the
ACCess point or 25 parent orgaalﬁa:‘o
Lxazining the coluuns iabeled “ERIC Froduet or Service Mix™, vuw pee

thae, acrase all cateperies, the more ERIC products.or services provided by an
ZRiC

accens polnts which -

.aLcess point, the more ‘1kcly it is that that access point w11l provide

trainiag. For éxasple, mote :ha" four~f1ftha (80, 6‘1 of

= } . 1
provide access te all four ERIC categories’ Irais indivxduala in their organiv’

5
.za.ior an ERIC in ronjunction with other Prud‘t and aprfzccs. while only

abch. cne=-thic ‘¢ 1330 ) ef those aceess points which provide accesn: te only
criec produts ar service pr.ocide nuch Trainir -, i .

Wg have seen irom Lhe above rhal, on termy of pRrvoefitsd, accesy paints
diffur fn the type of rraining they otlur. This &5, fn zyvn, dependent upom
{27 the tywe oF acfess point {e.p,, the Jlearinphousces dre oore $iKely han
pehar tynes of access poinia to arevids sralmingy. and 17 the produstfoorvies

, . ,
"R, ClJE, socuments, computer scarching. : -
: 56 - 69
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Table %.7. Peorcent of Accoss Points which Conduct ERIC Tralning, by Type of Accenn Point and
by ERIC Product/Service Mix

Type of Accent Point QUEWTYPE?) ERIC Product/Service ,H_l_xl (OVERLAP2)
ERIC .
o Clearing~ Acaderic Other , ! ALl
hounen & Accens Accedn Only Onty . Only - All Accens
Facilicy Polontn Poinen One Tvo s Three Four folnts
Tratniog Categery (nm 17 ) (n=)l 128) (n=1,524) (u=1,508) {n~ 882 ) (n= 536 ) {0~ 353 } (n~3,6269)
A} Forzal trnining sesstions for

studenti or employees of your . . . '
orpanization or it4s parent ~ HN\\H
niganization (e.p., lecturen, 8802 17.0% 17.8% 9.7 277 44 B2 M\75.9K 26.3%
tours, supervinsed hand-on . ‘

fastruction) which concen-
trated primarily on ERIC
products and services QIPFIA)

) Forrmal tralfoing seaslons for
individuals outnide your organ-
iration or {tp parent organiza-

4 tion which concentrated pricar-
tly on ERIC products and ger-
vices iQIPLR) ‘

(I B4 10.2% G.7% 0.0% 9.2% 15.1% © 30032 8.2%

<} Formal rralnlag scessions for
nrudents or eoployees gf your . .
U(E';-’li‘lf.i‘."l[l()n or parent organiza- 10 .67 56,38 33.7% 33,12 4, 0T 68.1% BO.6% ar.2y
rion which Included ERIC along » et o ) ‘
with other (nformation producta
ar services @7p1C)

Sazme as (c), but conducted for ]
individuals outzide Your organi- 76. 5% 9.9%
“zotien or parent ovganization '

(Q1P1D) -

0.7% 12.6X 12.52 29,43 9.4%

e
-

—
wd

* SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener Survey, 1961
1 N L -

"Mix" refers to whether an access point doea one or more of the following:
» Subscribes to RIE # -Subscribes to CLJE

o & Haiztalod an ERIC microfiche or papercopy document collcctioﬁ : 7‘1
‘RJf:b Conducts online or batch searches of the ERIC bibliographic database . . L .

PAFulToxt Provided by ERI




mix (the more ERIC products or services provided, thu more training)

of these points fs surprising, since the ERIC Clearinghouses are by

ERiC-oriented, and since access point expenses increase with the numbed
ERIC products or services offered, perhaps stimulating the need for training.
wevertheless, these data do demonstrate that at least 1,500 of the 3,269 U.S.

ERIC access points do provide ERIC training of some sort.

Hauever.'the,ahovc'dtscg§sion doesﬁﬁot glve any indication of the
actual number of individusls trained to use ERIT products or services. This
i, demonstrated in Tables 8. Lookinﬁ at the last coiumn of this table, we 'sece
that. over all types of access Ppints. more .than one-third (36, 12) of all access
points repdrt tr.ining no individuals on the use of ERIC products or services.
Since ther~ ig such a high non-fcsponse rate to this question, however, .this ~
nay be an under-eztimate of the numberzﬁf access polnts which did‘né training.
Even taking this into account. we sce that the mean’ (average) number of !
iodividuals traiced to use ERIC during the past year 1s 76.5 individuals per
access polnt per year. The distribution for responses to this question is
higﬁly skewed, as shown by the nddian for the 63X of access points respondiﬁg.
_For tﬁése access pointg which answered this questiQp. the wedian number of
, individuals trained per year is/.3. 1In other words, of the access points
" uhich reported trained one or wore individuals per year, and 50X trained zero
individuals per year. ‘ '
, . v _
o \ .
Using 76.5 as the average, and dividing it by 12, yilelds a monthly
‘average of 6 individuals ﬁer month trained per access point to use ERIC. Were .
this pace to cootimue over & five year period, this would yield approximately
1.25 =million individualsl ‘trained to use ERIC.over a 5-yéar period. approxi—
oately 59%.of uhich2 would be trained by academic access points. Even though
ERIC Clea;inghouses train an average Pf 536 individuals per yesr per access
poiat to use'E_lRIC, over a 5-year peria this would yield approximately
46,000 individuais? which Is approximately 4% of this (roughly-estimated}

5-vear total. (It should be noted.-houeﬁer. that the Clearinghouses may train

102,269 access points)x(76.5 individuals per vear)x(5 years) = 1,250,392 .

"-:ﬁ_ividuals.

.,:78 academic accegs points)x(BS i 1qdividuals per year)x(S years) =
-33,264 individual;, ?35,26& % 1,250,392 = 588,

=7 Clearinghcuses & z'.ac:...ir.;»')x(536.2 individuals per year)x(5 years) =
~3,577 indivicuals; 45,577 i 1,250,392 = ,036.

58 ~o
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Table 5.8. Number of Individualb Trained to, Use ERIC Products
or Services During Past Twelve Months, by Type of
Access Polint

Mi--{ * )
Number of ' " _Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2) -
Individupls ERIC
Trained to .Clearinghouses Academic . Other ALl r
’ " Use ERIC Products 1 and Access’ Access  Access
or Services Facility Points Points Points
(Q7p2) - y (n=17} (n=1,728) (n=1,524) (n=3,269)
) None (0) - 5.9% © o 29,1% 44,0% 36.1% .
S 1-100 - / 5.9 - 25.5 11.4 - 18.2
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
w
- . Total . 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,0% .
A ——
Mean 536.2 85.1 57.6 76.5
Median ' 301.0 2.8 : 0.2 3 CT

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

1
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a much higher proportion of intermediaries,.which would mean that simply
comparing the number of people trained by an acedss point 1s a misleadﬁng

indicator for comparing training performance.) ) |

1
1

Il

60
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5.6 Accegs Point Financial Support
\&) Table 5.9 dispfaya the primary sources of financial support for
ERIC access points in the U.S, About half (49.7%) of the access points report

that their primary sou;Eﬁhof f {nancial support i{g a college or university

budget; this reflects the large proportion of ERIC access points which are

locates in academic i{nstitutions. Abdut twenty percent (21.62) report their

priméry source of financial support is a 1oca1,fcounty, or district school

budget. Only 1.1 percent of the access points report that thefr primary source . .

of financial support is a“direct‘biliing for services rendered.




* ™

fl

Table 5.9. Primary Source of Access Point Financial Support

S —

Primary Percent
Source of
of . Access
Financial §upport Points
- (QLP6) (=3, 269)
1. College or University Budget 49,7%
2. State Funds (other than college or uniﬁefsi;y_budget) 6.1
3. Federal Grant(s) or Contréct(s) _ “M,/’ 6.2
4, Privat% Funding te.g., foundation, donation, etc.) 3.3
5. Direct billing or chargés for services rendered
' (other than Federal grants or contracts) 1.1
6. Locals county, or district school budget . 21.6
7. City, county, or muni¢ipal budget 6.4
8. Other ’ ’ 5.7
- " ‘ T L) ‘.
Total ' ' 100.0%

. SOURCE: | Xing Reséarch, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study,
Survey, 1981, ‘ _

Access Point Screener




Income from Snle.br Distribution of ERIC Products or Services

One issue which has received much ntteﬁtion in the library fleld (n
recent years 1is ubether or not to charge users for information services, Sec-
tion 9 of the Access Point Screener Survey addressed this issue. Twe types
of 1ncom9 were considered: (1) income from contractual or other formsl arrange-
ments with other organizgtions, and (2) income from sales to or payment by
individuals. “Contrsctual or other arrangements” vere defined as “...agree-
ments qhereby your organization is reimbursed, by organizations other than

ERIC, on an annual, wonthly, or regular basis".

. Table 5.10 displays the pelcent of U.S. ERIC nécess points which
reported deriving.more than £100 from the sale or distribution of ERIC products
cor services dgring 1980, broken down by (A) type of access point, and (B) prod-
uct/sgrvice wix.

These data show thnﬁrapprdximately 16.4 percent of the access points

(about 536) of the 3,269 ERIC access points derived more than $100 from sale
or distribation of ERIC produtts or services. As shown, however, this differs

by the type of access point and by the nusber of ERIC products or services
provided. _

_ Fourteen of the 17 access points in the ERIC Clearinghouses and
Facility category derived more than $100, 20.7 percent of the Academic Access
Points did so, and onlf 10.8 percent of the Otper Access Points did so.

Line 8" shous that the likelihood of an access point deriving this
incb:c increases uifh the numSer of products or services offered, with ounly
~10. 3 percent of access points with one product doing 50, while nearly half
(48.0%) of thost with all four doing so.




Table 5.10. Percent of Access Points which Derived More Than $100
from ERIC I'roducts or Services during 1980, by Type of
Access Point and by ERIC Product/Service Mix

kL d

Percent of Access Polints
which Derived More Than
$100 from ERIC Products

Response
. or Services during 1980
Variable . Category (Q9pgw1)
&. Type of ERIC Clearinghouscs & Facllity (n=17) B1.32
' ?§§ﬁ¥ﬁpg;§nc Academic Access Points (n=1,728) 20.72
Other Access Points (n=l,524) 10.8%

B. ERIC Product/ Only one (n=l,508) 10.3%
Service Mix o
(OVERLAP2) Only two (n7882) | B.6%

. Only three (n=536; 25.9%
All four (n=343) 68.02‘\
C. All Access Points (n”3.é§9) : 16.4% /

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey, 19Bl. ’ :

"Hix“ refers tO uhechev an access point does one or more of the follouing‘
o Subscribes to RIE

o Subseribes to CLIJE

o Maintains an ERIC picrofiche or papercopy document collection

o Coaduc:s online or batch searches of the ERIC bibliographic database.

'S




\ ‘ ‘ SECTION 6 « )
" 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 iu average (per access

point) terms, as well aé in terms of total amnual usage. Average use is

derived from the Access Point Screener Survey {(Section 6.1). Data on

annual uaage is derived from the Accesa Point Screener and Access Point

Primary Survey (Section 6.2). Data on the U.S. educational community's

awareness and use q:erpfesented in Section 6.3, and finally, data describing

a follow-up study of specific ERIC requestors ig presented in Section 6.4.

<




Description of Uqgge at U.S. ERIC Acceas Points

Ayerage Monthly Demagd for @RIC

Access points were asked to c¢stimate average monthly dcmnnd for -
RIE. CILJE, ERIC microfiche, and online searches of ERIC, either by 1tac1f

or 1o comjunction with other databases. The questions were worded 80 that

demand, 23 wmuch as possible, could be comparcd across producta and gervices.

-

Question wording was as follows. " : g

2.3

-

On the aye}age, ‘how many times per month docs your organiza~-
tion’'s gtaff consult RIE? (Please base’ your estimate on the
number of individual information requests which regult in RIE
us¢' by your organfzation's staff. Include your organi ation 8
staff use as well asg staff assistance to requestors, whether
Or not requestors a}e physically present._ Insert nuwber in
box, zero if none. Iqéert "DK" for Don’t Know.}"

L]

- On the average, how many times per month does your organizatian’s

. staff consult ERIC's Current Index to Journals in Education':

(CIJE}? (Please base.your estimate on the number of individual
information- requests which result in CIJE vge by your organiza-

" tion's staff. Include vour organization's staff use as well as

~staff assistance go requestors, whether or not requestors are

physicallylﬁresent. Insert -number in box, zero if none. Insert
"DR™ for Don't Know.J : -

On the average, approximately how many times per month is your
ERIC micrefiche collection used? (Estimate che number of times
ERIC documents on ~ié~afiche are retrieved from the collections,
either b) vour organizatlon s sta‘\\?r by individual requestors.,
Include us2 of ;RIC microfiche in your organization’s facilicy
as well as retrieval of ;R;C microfiche fpr copying or discribu-
tien %o other organizationé.) (As above. report usage for
either the nurher pf ;ndividual pieces of microfiche or thecnum-

der of Iadividual report ritles. Insert "DX" for Don't Know.)

66 §0




s
6.3 On the average, how many online searches of the ERIC biblio-
graphic databance are eonducted by ﬁtufz mechetrs of vour
orghinization per montp? {Pleane base your response on the
| nuﬁbér pf requentn you receiwve which result in your pcrformﬁ‘
— inyg hn 6n11uu gearch, regardlens of the, nuober of search coo-
mands or descriptor combinations which are wied during the

1
course o!f a nilngle terminal sesslon.)

_Responues to thege questions are displayed in Table 6.1, subdivided by type
of access polant. Displayed for cach‘cntegory are the mean, wedlan, and
nunber respounding (uélghted). : '
For both RIE and CIJE, ERIC Clcﬁringﬁ%uﬁcﬁ and Facility account for
the lurgps:.mcan and median nu:hcr'of Tequesis rguulting in staff c9nhuitation
of RIE and CIJE, with RIE belng used about qicc as much as CIJE. This is
rcvtracd for the Acadendc Access Polints nnd the Other ﬁcccgﬁ Pointﬁ' RIE i
used tuoﬁthirda to one-hal?f as sany tices poY month 4t these gecess polnts as
CIJE. In terms of both the mean and the gedian, across all access polnts,

C1JE 1g used more often than RIE.

On the.basis of cowmparing means, the Other Access Poiuts show the
greateat monthly dezand for ERIC microfiche, with 8 monthly average of 480
title retrievals. This 1s due to a few large intermediate service providers

in this category which wmake very heavy use of the microfiche. This 1% some=
vhat =isleading, howvever, ghigh is why the median 15 alpo displayed. Other

Accegs Points have by fav the lowest nedinﬁ.moathly"demabﬁ\!or ERIC microfiche:

" half of the Other Access Polnts report microfiche titles being retrieved

_ five or fewer times per month. Such an extreze difference between the mean

and median 15 a characzéristic of‘higbly sikewed distelbution. Also, the

lower ratio of mean to pedian for Academic Access Points vhen cempared o

" Other access Poiats suggests rhat Academic Access Poines are 8 —uch =orce

haﬁogengous ﬁopula:iop Ehan che Ochc; Access Points.

Pertaps 5urp.£singl . access points are .eﬂdrﬁabl" sipilar in rerDs
of their online ﬁcarcning ncticft * On the average, 28 ERIC online seavches
are conducted per month, with, a aedian og nine. Thc ERIC Clearinghousds and
Facilis y. conduct the uOQ'IPLr mon:”. with 2 mesn of 30. The %cadeﬂic ACcens

“obn:s and O.her Acccss ?o ats are very similar in car:s of their nedians.

i ey 8
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Table 6.1 Awerage Monthly Demand for ERIC Products and Services
by ERIC Catepory and Type of Acceas Point

Type of accenn” FPhint (HERTYPED)
LRIC
Clearing~ Acédemic Other ALl
ER1C : hoyaeas & AL cent ACCcopn Accent
Category - Facility Pointn Points Points

-

N0, of timen prr, ' KR 8 2352
monith RIE Lo con-

sulted by ntaff

(Q2P3) - ' 6 5.1

{1,500} ( (2,708) s

Ho, of fimen pey ) 45

month CLIE {s con-

suelted by seatd

{nipdy . - 12

(A3 U1, 393)

Na. of times per . - 490 252
=onth individual

£RIC fiche t1tles

are regrieved =edign 1e : 5

{m

Ly
ONFICHE) () 8 {358y {1,127)

-

No. of sines per Tean . . 32 20
sonth LZRIC online '

searehes are con- ;

ducsed median . : B 3

SOURCE:  Hing Besearch, ipe,, ERIC Cous and Usage Study, aAccess Potlot
Sereener Survey, 1381

Bhsuid refer e
615503 usage as v

fferens siqon.
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uime werqun edght cenpectively.  We bellese that thia fo due suivbe Juer an

guch o wvert dezan! for anline searching belitp slmidar betwern the Lo
t .

tyned ol accedn pelntys sn to Lh woantraluts lgposed by the oumugenct! of
Y | 3 ¥

online searching, . Inat io, telativoely *i;h‘ itndividouals (o jilbrarien aml

uther accens polutan are actually tratned In conducting online searchlug,
and this puts aa upper boutd on the nusber of dearches whick cun be conducted

v o dally s well as wonthly basfs, What 56 more otepnificant are the sici-

Cliritler betuwoen Academlc accoss Polnte and Ueher Atcous Potnte tn thelr
averaye voluze of ssarchiog. Unifre ese ot RIL, O10E, ] (walls
s relatlvely lew zmedian for GRAne fearohiify appeary o b o

Ll . -
e Mdemocratic™ form oo fvndormatico aceren 1o that Lt oiuovw restriclesd o

dtadesle acceun poelntu. trnig teupedl, wnline adcarching ¢ ¥eld doen apyear

ro desonstrate Sue feguntbitity oo arptiny unes o} FRID Otk

ey KNI




Seasopatity ot FRIC Demand

Accensn points were anned Lo Lbentify the moptihe catiay the yoar
with the bighest oand lowest upe vb RUE, CTIJE, BERIC sterofiche, dmd LRIU

computer avarching.,  Responoes 10 thuse guentlons were very winlior, o

diuployed o Tabae 6,70 October wan fdentificd by e salority in cach

caregery an the soath with highes! demand; Aupust wae the seath fdeasiided

e othe majority o paviag the Lowvedst desand

.
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Table 6,2 Months with Highest and Lowest Une of ERIC,
— : . by Month and ERIC Category
- ::‘;’:;h . , ' ERLC | ERIC . - )
¢ Hinkont T i ' CLJE Microfiche ‘Computur
= ERCR (a~=2, 7U8) {nwl, 393) (n=1,127) Searching
; L Ui L CHighest  Loswest Wighest Lowest lighest Lowest lighest Lowest _
E::“ (QZP24) (Q2P2B)  (Q3P2A) (Q3P2B)  (Q4PS5A) (Q4P5B)  (Q6PLA) (N6P1B) '
I Januury 324 9.3% 3.0% 7.1% 3.8% B.1% 5.12 6.7% s
Februwry " #% 0.3 2.1 0.5 30 0.7 69 2.0
- wireh - 9.9 0.4 41 0.3 5.1 0.0 9.9 1.9
April 7.0 0.0 .« 50 0.0 10,3 0.1 .1 1.3
May 5.7 5.6 0.7 6.6 3.8 9.6 6.4 6.0
June 5.8 .5 8.2 6.1 4.2 1201 3.2 7.9
July 11,5 23.7 17.1 18.3 13.8  15.1 9.2  11.6
NL 0 August 2.0 356 0.8  36.2 2.4 32.2 2.5  35.6
" Scptesder 6.1 7.0 5.6 5.5 8.9 9.1 13.4 8.5
. . 2.
October 204 2.3 30.3 0.4 26.4 1.0 31.7 1.1
Noyesher 13.¢ 0.1 17.3 0.2  16.2 0.3 8.1 ° 0.4
December 1.9 15.1 1.7 1877 1.9 16.8 1.5 14,0
Total 100.0% 160.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% °

SOVRCE: King Research, Inc.; ERIC Cost.and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
* Survey, 1981 ‘ o

%




6.1.3 Unasslsted va,. Ansioted Use for RIE and CLJE

L

Accuss Polnts which subscribed to RIE and/or CIJE were asked to
eatimate, on an average monthly basis, how many times access polat staff
consulted RIE or ClJE, either in rCHpOHSQ\tO their own or t&’slhcr individ~
ual users’ requests. Not included were individuals’® consultation of RIE or
CLIE 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 pretGStingl that access polnt seaff
did not feel capable of providing reasonable estimates of this category
of RIE and CIJE use. (This point is discussed in more detail in the analysis
of the Prim;ry Survey.)

e

Névgrthgless, we did ask in the Access Point Screener questionnaire
whether "unassisted” use of RIE and CIJE was greater than, less than. or
aBPut the same as, assisted use. Responses to this questlon, for RIE sub-
scribers ind CIJE subscribers which did not respond "not applicable” to this

question, are displayed in Table 6.3. f

over all access polnts, nearly one~third {29.2%) of RIE subscribers
said that unassisted use was greater than assisted‘use. while nearly half

' (46.1%) of CIJE subscribers stated that unassisted CIJE use was greater than
’

assisted use. The greatest difference occurs with the ERIC Clearinghouses
and Faciliey category, where B0 pepdént {9 out of 15 of the access points 1n

this category) reported unassisted use to be less-than assisted use.

Despite the large proportien of “Son’t know" responses to this ques-
tion, the responses are evidence that: /
0 in a substantial number of access polnts, unassisted use of RIE

and CILJE is at least equal to assisted use;
o ’ ’ -

-

’#&Hé would like.to acknowledge the substantial® inpur provided by Mr. Edward
warner and the staii of the Chester Fritz Library of the University of North
bakota during the development of the Access Point Screener Survey question-
naire, particularlf their detailed review of the procedures followed in
estizating assisted and unassisted use.

o
o

«
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. Table 6.3 Relationship of Unnsaisted ch'to Ansisted Use for Resources
in Education and Current Index to Journals in Education, by .
Type of Access Point

Type of Relationship between Unassisted Use and
Access ' Assisted Use {(Q2P4 and Q3P4)
Point . Greater Less About Don't Row
(NEWTYPE2) " Than . Than the Same Know Total

ERIC Clearinghouses & Faclility _
RIE (n-lg) 26.7% 60.0%  13.3% 0.0% 100.0%
ClJE (n=15} ~26.7% 60,0%  13.3% 0.0% 100.0%

Academic Access Polints
RIE (n=1,477) .17 23.8% 11.02  29.1%  100.0%
CIJE (n=868) §7.3%  13.7%  10.07  19.0%  100.0%

!
Other Acccfs Points _ .
RIE (h¢972) 18.6% 33.32! 13.2% 35.2% 100.0%

CLIE (n=397) | 22.5%  34.0%  14.22  29.4%7  100.0%

All 'Access Points .
' RIE (n=2,464) 29.2% ¢ 27.6% © 11:9%  31.3%7 100:0%
CLJE (n~=1,280) - 46.17 20.5% 11.3% 22.0% 100.0%

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

»

1 Tt / . . “5

The "n’'s” glven in this table do_not include access points uhicp responded
"not applicable™ to this question; these were approximately ning pergent, ol
"2,708 RIE subscribers and eight percent of the 1,393 CIJE subscribers.’
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o, C1JE 1g used more often (proportionmally) by 1nd1v1duals\yorking

on their own than is RIE.

There are scveral pnssible reasons for this last finding, such as:

0 CIJE's being similar to other printed abstracts and 1ndexea‘
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 avallable. (Based on our calcu-
lations, 1,556 (57.5%) of the 2,708 RIE subscribers do not
maipiain :hei? own ERIC document collections.)

,Despiéa;the likelihood that ERIC docﬁment collections are readily

accessiﬁie, at least from the standpdint of thg access point étaff, we
feel that‘it»ié inevitable that the lack of nq’;mmediately available ERIC
document c;llection may result in the proportionally_lower unassiégg; :

use of the RIE when compared with CIJE. We base this on our knowledge /
of past research in information use which showed that physical proximity g
of an information product is an important determinant of its use. wé
hypothcsizé that this 1s true even when rapid access jg provided via a '
dedicated mail or delivef? service. from an access point's docum it collec-

tion or from\EDRS.

This 1is n;t to say that unassisted use of ERIC is "better than"
dssisted 'use, a poilnt which is addressed elsewhére in the discussion of
the Requ;stor Survey results. But, it i1s a4 fact that many access points *
promote unassisted use through their offering of ERIC training, especially
acadenic access points; this may be why the ratio of unassisged to assisted
RIE use is higher for Academic aFcesé Points thgn for Otﬁer"Access Points. |
An important quéstion, which 1s unanswered aere, 1srto what extent unassisted
use 0f RIE can be promoied given the built-in delay of obtaining the doca—.

o 2 ‘-
ments at so many of the access points which subscribe to RIE. Another ques-

tion, regarding CIJZ, . the degree to which requestors bb:aiq.the articles
thev identify where usipg CI'I; this is addfessed“ih thé analysis of -

Requestor Survey results.

- 0 '
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6.1.4 Relative Use of Differ.at Search Services for Online Searching of
ERIC ' (

L]

. .
The three major search services i{n the U.S. which provide online

accdéss to the ERIC bibliographic database are Lockheed, SDC, and SRS. ‘Thelir
relative use for accessfné ERIC are displayed in Table 6.4. Here we sce that
wore than half (54.1%) of the access points which conduct or make arrangements
for online searching use Lockheed for 100 percent of their ERIC secarches.
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 dccess point types are approximately equal’' in their non-use of
SDC for searching ERIC; approximately 87.4 percent of all access points report.
conducting no ERIC searches on SDC.

Two-thirds (67.5%) of ERIC access points also report they conduct
no ERIC searches via BRS. -
The range of percents given in Table 6.4 also demonstrates, howcover,
that there is occasionally joint use of the vardous systems, with combinations

of Lockheed and BRS being more common than combinations of Lockheed and SDC.

F?u access points (about 3%) report using other online systems,
examples of which would be access points which mount their own Egpes for pro—

viéing online searching capabilities.




6.4 Percent of Ontine ERIC Scarchqu
by Type of Access Polnt and Scarch Syutem

Type of Acceun Point {(NEWTYPE2)
ERIC .
Clearing-  Academie  Other All
Search Percent of housen & Aceess Accesn  Access
System *  ER1C Secarches Facilivy Polnts Points Pointa

Number of access polnts which " 16 478 187 682

conduct or make arvangements T '

for online ERIC mearches

(ONL1NE=1)

Lockheed None (0%) ‘ . L2201

(Q6PSA) 1-50% 20.7
51-99% ’ 9.7
All (100%) . 47.5
Total ) . 100.0%

SDC None (0%) 88.77%

(Q6P51) 1-50% 11.0
51-99% 0.3
All (100%) 0.0
Total o 100.0%

' BRS None (0%)
(QePsC) 1-50%
51-99% -
All (100%)
Total

E. Other None (C%)
(Q6R5D) 1-50%
51-99%
ALl (100%) .
Total " 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

SOURCE: King Rescarch, Tnc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Polnt Screener
Survey, 1951




6.1.5 "Searching LEIC in Conjunction with Other Databanen

e o the vartety of {neveral hgndred) hlbl!ogrﬁphif databanes
which are curvently available online i the Uolted States, 4t 18 to be _
expected that ERIC w11l not be the nnfy dntphﬂnc nsearched -during the cnﬁfnc
of many ERIC acearches. e addrensed this point by asking in the Accesn
Polnt Screencr Survey about the ane of ERIC by ituélf veroun the yoe o
ERIC in vonjunction with other databasen. Tablce G‘B(Iinplayn retsponsts for
the IZRIC accenn pointn which conduct of make arvangesenmta for ERIC online
searches.  Data cateporfcs B and € show

, B:  nearches per month ol unly the ERIC dmtabane, and
«: Huafchcﬁ per zmonth of the ERIC dazabane tn cosbhinntion <with
ather databases,
The zean and coedian are d}nplaﬁcd for hoth.

Fias

Fitug, the ratio.od "ERig-oniv” te "ERIC~paun-other" naarcies dsk—
fers caintantially acong the thrpe accons poiny tategeries:
~ 1. ERIC Clearinghouses b Facfiiny Yato-i (S.e..
-2 Acaéunic Access Points imto-t (L.e., 7.5%
3. Dther Access. Poinis Zete-1 {di.e4, 2
in terms of concentration upon ERIC, the ERIC Cicaringbouses & Facilizy are
&n iup._foilcucd Sy the Othur ACcose Pointn, then the Academic sccens Points.
This may reflect Other Acdess Points’ sdre narrew subject foctun (on education)
than the Acadeaie Aceess Pointa. It also gencrates a hypothesis that, as the
nucher of ERiQ seatches intreases, the likelthood increaseg that the proportiow
of "ERIC-only"” searches also increasos. (We have not specifically tested
thes hypothesis, which sight be the topit of further feseafch.)
in posgible :hﬁ: the differencen in tersn of
"mRIl-plus-other” acarches alse reflects the freguoncy

=

inrn conducs ERIC deatches for other arpanizaticns <hich forv

tearch rqguests 1o the BRIC accesn points. With data categery

Ble 8.5, we 20 the freguency 4ith which the access pointt Conduet

-
rehes wnish are jerwarecd to thet by other nfermation praviders.

are ghe zost likely, both dn ansolule..and
far other 1niormatich providers;
e
w Quicy Accens JFoints report that

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

Table' 6.5

SRR A

by Typee of Avcesns Polnt

“uzber of ERIC Online Searches Conducted pcr Montlh

Data
Category

Tvpe of Access Polnt {KEWTYPE2)

ERIC

Clearing-

howses &
Foclltiny

Other All
Access  Access
Points Tolints

Acadenmic
JACCOnS
Pointe

buzber of access points
which conduct or make

arvangesants for online
ERIC seoarchen
(ONLISE-D)

searches per zmonth con-
ducted by staf{f of only

the LRIC databane
(QBP3&E:

searches per gopth con-
ducted by stafi of the

L

ERIC databanse in coabina?
ridn with other databasen

iﬂﬁ?iﬁ) -

1Tal ﬂil enling ERIC

I
starches cogducted b" soafd

(O

L . R

Percent of {D) conduceed
in roaponse 1O TLQUESLS

providers

(QHP

ior=
warded by other {nicrmation

-

-

16

Mian

Median

Muan

Median

Mean

Medion

- o A M

Hone (O30, .
1-25%
26-100%

- Tozal

A8 137 682

.3
?.9 8.?

50;0z'- 55.43

1.7 33,5

26,3 11,
108.0%  100.0Z 100.0%

SCURCE:  Ring Researeh, Inc.,

Survéy, 1951

RiC Cogy and Usage

.

rudy, Actess Pelint Screencr
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26 percent or more of the ERIC ncarch requesty which they conduct are done

for other information provlders, It appears, bascd on this, that Other

- Access Points are more likely to be involved in cooperative intcr-organiza-

tional activities such as those provided by intermediary service providess,
state education agencics, and others, at leant when mensured in terms of

online scarching, ’ ) .

.o




- Pl
FullToxt Provided by ERIC.

6.1.6 Forwvarding of ERIC Onlloe Scarch Requests to Other Orpganlzations

v

In erder to conduct an oﬁlinu uesvch of a particular databane, an
access point must: -~ .
. have access to o computer tetwminal
- possess an approprlate ac;ount nuwboer and password te connect
wi;h a system which offers the dﬂtabaﬁu.
have stafi who are qualificd teo log onto the system and conduce
a2 scarch (l.e. construct a.scarch statement, interget with the
system, ctc.)
e. have wmoney to pay for the search
fince not all acéess points are likely to possess all feur of the
above, we asked in the Access Polnt Screeneor Survey about the {requency withl

which access polnt staff might forward search requests to other ovganizations

‘to conduct. Responses to these questions arc displayed fn Table 6.6. -

0f all ~access point typ&ﬁ. the Clcaringhcu%és and Facllicy arc‘thé -
nost likely to fon:ard search requests (of any ddtabasv) tg other organizations;

ong— fourth 257) of these access points forward six or more search requiésts pey

zonth to other organizations. 1In fact, access points {n this category forward

an average of 6.4 search requests per month to other organizarions . to conduct,

‘pg}haps reflecting ERIC policy-uhich places lese emphasis on user support

services for ERIC Clearinghouscs than for other typés'of éccess‘points.

. . +
- . - .
-

Not surprisingly, 60 .percent of the HwIC Clcaringhduse BLCE & ﬂoints

‘ which do forward search requests to other organizations do repore’ Lha* 100 per-

cent of these forwarded scarch requests include scarches of the ERIC dat abase.

These facts should be raken into account when L\aluauinr responses to
the Requestor ?bpulaéiog Surﬁey'coﬁduc;é§~asfpart of this f-uuv . That is, cuwn
17 Clearinghouse & Facility staff negotinte requésts with usess and construce
search statements, sy of the sea:chgs reported by ;his access pain;'cakegory

for searches acluallw cohducteﬁ by staif other than Cicaringhéuse andds

4. “




Table 6. 6" RQQULw:B per anth for Online Scurcqnf”?orwardcd to
_ Orgunizutions by Type of Accusu ‘Point '

Othcr'

.
1

- Data T
. Cgtegory -

T

Type of Access Polnt. {NEWIYPE2)

ERIC

- Cleariog-
hotses & 47, -

Facilivy

’Ahddcnld

Accens

Points

Ocher All: -
Access Accens
Polots Points

. Number bflkccééérpoints'

+* shich. -conduck, or make

‘arrangements for online

- ERIC searches:

(ERICSRCH=1) ~
. Nimber of requests per |
moath for-online searchea

" . of any database which are

transmlitted -to other
: 'orgnnizntions
*(QGPG) T
- I {'I

.'-percénh ot (8) which
include searchies gf ERIC
{QBP?) ' N

»
I

L

.%, 1=25%

-

‘ Io:al

_.None (0)
1-5 .

tocnll

76-99 _
P A €1002) 60.0° -

100,0% i]

16

37, sz'
37 5

6 or moge _ggég.
"100.0%

None (03) .
10,0

0.0 -

0.Q

26-75% -

478

- B2.1%

187 682 .

79.12
10.6 15.8

7.3

20.0%

100 0% xoo oz"”

431

_Jo0.0z 10008

Survey. 1981

F

SOURCE-. hing‘Research lnc., ERLC goat and Usage éhady,-Acce&a Poipt Screenor

5.1 .
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i , P _ Bo;:\Acndemic and Othnr AcccaufPolnt« auch lenu frequcntly Ebrunrd or
L. . refer ruquoatn to other ofaani:ntionn to cénduct.’ Approxfnately 80 Qnrcont
. ol 'the accaau pointn in each of , thonc cntegorlen dhich coﬂduct or make‘nrrnngaw
eents for ERIC soarchua forwn:d no nearch rcquenta to uther o:gaulzntionn Lo,

. tonduct.’ For those acceos polnta in.thenc cntcgorioa éhich g_ forward seﬁ:th
o ;’ ' rcqucnts. however, Other ncceua Poin:s are nligh;iy nnnu likaly zo {orunrd note
e "' pearch requnnts. Mith Other Accnnn Polntn foruntdtng omn nverage of 2.7 raqucstn ‘“
LR L 13 wonth veruu& 1. O raquev:a pér‘:bn:h for Acadcaic Ag;ene Points.- fnun:cs:-:‘
. . ingly. ucntch requests Forwardod . to atbo: orgnnizattcnn by Othcr Acccss Polnts o
have a higher probobility of bcing ERIC gebrch rcqucséa, perhnpa rctluc:ins the.
Other Accesp Pointa norn.nnrrau focunon theeducnt&onal fie]d itnel‘ thnn the

s

“ broadcrufocuaod Academuc AcCens Pointu. 'f. ,\;: R "Ln‘_ T . L
’-_‘ S‘n AR L He ccncludn Ero::: tho nbov‘c that abou: onn»-f!tth (2{) 92} of the ERIC .....
7 i E nccn&a pcantﬁ do- £otuard onu of more nearch rcqueata por non:h to other organi-:-
,:15”"; F: zationa, rc‘lectina a fai:ly aubptancial amﬂunt of . Intcr-orgnni.arional cooper—
? 5'_' #cioa 1n thig pnrticulnr tnformq;ion &tccﬁﬂ tnoia ﬁcverthelpas, Acndenic an&

S

Othcr Acccsa Pointu do nov appenr to dtﬁfer qubﬁtanzlally id this }egnr&,
despite athcr aﬁcesa Poin:a canucting abouc ruicc as nany ER!C acatche& pcr
ng_fz e ._ zoath per aucnas ﬁoint ag A:adcaxc ‘Accesh Foincs £&7) vursun"s per mon;ﬁ for’ _
. . -, these” categoric&.,reupectively) ‘%c uould pradict :hac, ag :re ovarall volung l%v“ff
RN a“online aearching cont nuca to iacrcsac cvcrv year,- tha: cﬁc ptoportion.of i A
ot T, obecess, points uhich do non tonducc thcir avh Beatchga uill decrcnsé. This &8y f;;jy'
' ’ zesuit ia an &rcteana “in the oberali nu:bcr of custonezn scrved by the-dntnbnscf”:
ﬁcntCh aysteas {auqh ns Lockhcad ‘BRS. and SDC}. along vz*h 3. p:obahle incrcasé

ia the ove:all.ﬁunbcr of EREC senrchos.' P L 2o
‘ . I ?‘;‘ . f ‘;_ o : .‘ s If.. . »l . ) : . . } . *‘\-_I- . . . ‘ . -
.' cf._f baﬁor.unnttly. we a1’ not collecz Sa the ﬁcrecnc? survey dats oo growtﬁ

J:renda Eor bnliae search-ns‘amSng ERIC acccgﬁ pointa. \e\et:hciesu, tﬁe unjor

pq.ﬁt -to be nuare oi here i3 thn: odiinc 5cathip3 18 8oL just a phewc*cnon e
ni‘eﬁ vugt tq anaﬁcnic access poinzg. debpitc.the 5o-euﬁn: ougdated pcrception .

_of ERIC xs an in.qrma*ion 5erw£ce ﬁhﬁch catura prinari!v L. t“e atadcu&c C T E
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6.1.7 ERIC Batch Searchingu-

N o oL Y

— v
* ¢

E;l In l"msltch" searching 6f ERIC, rpqueata for aearches are grouped

together go that more than one gearch requeat can be run againaq the databaae
.'h
at one time. Software which provides for batch aearching of a database is

aimpler than the software necessary for online searching. About fifty organ-
izations beaidea the major gnline, aearch services subscribe to the'ERIC’ tapea,
. many of" ‘which mount the. tapea on their own computers for performing batch ¢

gefdrches. o .

»
v

-

ot We estimate (Table .8) that 94 U.S.. ERIC access pgints conduct or
make-arrangementa 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 "gearch method of choice for the

{
majority of U.S. access' points. This 1is entirely understandable, since an
access point does not need access to 1its own computer for conducting “an online

search; access to a telephone and a portable computer terminal‘are sufficient.*

» s
-

- L oe D

. : . “However, Tableﬁ 8 also.demonstrates ‘that nearly ‘half (45 2%) of the
94 batch search access points report that the stafﬁ of organizations gthgr
than their gwn or their parent organizations fun the batch .gearches for them
{variable Q6P10c) ) ’

kY
\.

The mean, number of batch searches conducted per month by access -
points which provide this service is 20,85 this compares with the mean number .

. \\f-online searches conducted per month as follows:

“ \

— ' » v - . f -
. - ! . .

]I. P Ak

*During one sits visit, we asked\access point staff why they continued to con-
dugt ‘batch searches of the ERIC database when gnline searching was S0 access-
. ible. Thelr response: (a) computer. t ime was provided free by their campus ) .
" computer; (b) thelr state government, not their library budget, paid for their
subscription, and (c) the batch searching software had been developed under a
government-funded r?search grant nearly a decade before.

/o L s
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Table 6.7 Comparison pf Averagé Number of Onliné and Ba?ch ERIC
\ - ¥earches per month by Type of Access Point

Ave;age . . .Txpp‘bf Access Polnt (NEWTYPE2)
Numbex ERIC® -
Cgf‘ﬁiég .Clearing- - Academic ° Other . All
Sezzcheé houses *& Accegg Access Access
'per Month Facility ' . Polnts . . Polnts: Polnts
Onrine ERIC Searches 30.4 14.8 . 32.3, 20.4
(682 Access Points)’ . :

Batch ERIC Searches 15.5 —_— 34.6 3.8 . 20.8
(%94 Acceéss Points) :

SOURCE: King Research, Inc,, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Poilnt
- Screener Survey, 1981. -
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Table G.J;_ERIC Batch Searching gy Type of Accgbs Point

Type .of Access®Point (NEWTYPE2)

ERIC
., Clearing-
' Pata Category.’ .houses &
<o ‘ ' Facilicy

Académié
Accﬁps
Polints

Other . All

Access- Access
Points Points

. .Number of atcess points
which conduct ERIC batch ™
searches (Q6P8)

. Number of ERIC Batch" - Mean

searches conducted per - .
month (Q6P9) Median

41 9 -

3.8

Task breakdbwn‘for batch searching:
Task . Responsibility

a) Negotiating, 1. Own staff
recelving, or - * 2, Other depr.
. clarifying request 3. Othar otg.

100.0%
.. 0.0
. 0.0
* "100.0%

_(Q6P10A) ~ Total

‘Constructing che 1. own staff
statement {(i.e., 2. Other dept.
selecting descrip- 3. Other org..
tors, ‘constructing Total *
search logic, etc.
(Q6P10B)

75.0%
1.2
23.8

100.0%

86.5%
0.7
12.8

100.0%

[
=]
2

. ¢) Running the batch 1. Own staff
search on the com— 2. Other dept.
puter (Q6P10C) - 3. Other org.
' - Total

18.1%

23.4

58.5
100.0%

58.9% 37.8%
5.5 15.0
35.6 _47.2
100.0%  100.0%

=t
=]

Reviewing or 1, Ovn staff
screening the 2. Other dept.
search outppt 3. Other org.
(Q6P10D) Total

| i

(=
CO0COD IO ODDO
OO0 DO OO0 O

|2

=t
=]

e

74.8%
13.8 ~
11.4

100.0%:

93.2%  83.4%
6.8 . 10.4
0.0 6.1

100.0%  100.0%

King Reséarch, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage
Surveyffl981. % S

Study, Access Point Screener




Aeross all types of acceas points that do searching, hppfekimanely an equal

‘number of batch sdarches and online-searches are conducted per month
L (20.8 vs., 20.4). However Other Access Points conduct more online ‘searches .

per access poinnéthan.do Academic Access Points; this is reversed for batch

|

l

searches, where Academic Access Points conduct more than Other Access - . k
. f

Points. ’ !

One possible explanation for this is that Other Access Points have

E
been;” proportionelly—at~least- quicker -£0- shiftwno online. searching.. than_have___l '
~Academic Access Points. Alternanively, Academic Access Points (1ike the one ‘
cited in our footnote) may have found it more cost-effective. to perform batch |

searches because of thelr older equipment and software Investments.

-

|
- Table 6.8 also displays the breaﬁdown of tasks involved in batcl';$ i'
Eeerching. Nearly all access polnts repoft that their_owﬁ staff hegotiane l
. ‘ search requests (97, b%) as well as review or screen search output (83.4%). A~

1.

majority (86.5%) also report they acnually construct search statements for the
' batch searches. As noted above, nearly half (47.2%) report that staff at Oth31

organizations_trather than thelr own accesd point’ staff or staff within other

1

. . . 1R
departments of thelr parent organization) actually run the batch search on the 1
" computer, ' ' l
|

T
. . .
-

'
¥
'

|
‘ - o
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6.2 ° Total Annual ERIC Usage ' > Co A% -
Based on the 'data provided by access.points in the, Access Point L .

Screener Survey,‘which has been adjusted via the Access Point Primary Survey
. . to take into account the differences between assistdd and unassisted use, we’
have estimated the total annual usage for RIE, CIJE, ERIC computer searches, -

-

and ERIC documents. s
' ' 1

o rhese data are significant for "the following reasons. First, they h

provide an understanding for the overall demand for the various products and
services. This is one measure of tbe overall ‘"performan¢.” of the ERIC sys-
.tem. " Second,” by subdividing the usage estimates by such variables as type of \
use and type ‘of access point wé” can begin to identify the relative use of ' i
varlous channels for accessing ERIC-supplied information. This 1s another
:variable related to system performance, and it may be of us% to NIE in its /
deliberations on hoq to modify or expand usage of the ERIC System. Third,

these daEa on'usage provide_input into the overall cost analysis, in that the

amount of time spent reading, conmsulting, or usingIEﬁIC products and services

accounts for a significant proportion-cf the costs‘associated_with the ERIC

system, - e . v
.f! N ~ e ’ . o \
. ; Two caveats should be kept in mind when using the data from these | ;//"
. 'tables. First, the estimates of‘)unascisted“ use are comservative, That is, s

these estimates were made baséd on the proportion of requests claSSified as
;"unassisted" by the access points which participated in the Primary ‘Survey. ’
. L ,'According to comments made by many of the phrticipating access poiats, they
.': were unable to-observe in some cases all the unassisted use®of the ERIC )
f products they were monitoring.’ While we are unable to’precisely estimate to’
_f'l what degree unassisted use has been underreported, we feel safe in ‘estimating //
that the unassisted use reported here could be conservatively inflated for RIE ‘

7 and CIJE by a factor of 10-20° percent; pg;huse of the néture of access provided

j to ERIC documents (e.g., many closed collections) and ERIC searching (e.g., few
;'; . people with :I.ndividual accounts) wé are much more confidegt in the completeness of
f document and searchlng estimates. ’ . . -
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Our Second caveat has to do with thc relationship between requestors

" and reguests in our usage estimates. That 1s, one requestor can .account for"
multiple requests ovet' a period of time, and more than one ERIC product or.
service -can .be used simuItaneously, as reported in the Requestor Population

' Survey. Thus, totalling the requests across ERIC ‘product or service categories ‘
ﬁould result in an oyerestimate of the number of Individuals¢who use ERIC,

Tand it would also result~in an ovgréstimate of the number of instances in time

when individuals'contact ERIC access points,

e .

. __ With the above in mind, lef us first examifie the data in Table %.'9,
Total AnnuéleRIC Usage by ERIC Category'snd_Type of Access Point. Here we
éeé that, for RIE, usagefvia the ERIC Ciearinghouses and Facility accounts for.
approximately 8.4 percent of total RIE usage. Usage of CIJE via ERIC Clear-
inghouses and Faciiity access points is spproximately 4.3 percent of totalv

L3

CIJE usage.
4

. Total usage of CIJE is about 10 percent more per year than ﬁIE
despite?tﬁgre béing almost’twice -as many RIE access points (n=2 708) as CIJE
access polnts (n=1,393). "Since the output of using these two products is dif-
ferent (i.e. ERIC "ED documents Vs, journal articles published in the open -

‘lirerature) a direct one=to-oné comparison of the two 1s difficult. It does
suggest additional hypotheses.for future analysis of the Requestor Population
Survey data, such as the degree to which RIE use 1s"higher-at access polnts
with ERIC document collections than at access points without ERIC document
coilectiens.' (We estimatedﬂearlier that approximately 43'percent of the RIE
access points'glso have Eklp décument collections. It may be that there’is
"still a lack of awareneds among access points’ and individwal ERIC users of the
ease with wHich documents can be ordered from EDRS.) .

¢ U - =
About 200,000 ERIC online and batch searches are conducted per year,

. according to these estimates; approximarely 3 percent of these are conducted
through ERIC‘Clearlnghousgs and Facility Access Points, 57 percent through
Academic Access Points,%and 40 percent through Other Access Points.

el
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Table 6.9 Total Annual ERIC Usage by ERIC Category and Type
of Access:Point _ j

Type of Access Point

T ' ERIC -

: Clearing- . Academi¢ ' .  Other " T AlL
ERIC houses & ~ . Access Access hHccess
Category Facllity - Polnts - Polnts “ Polnts

RIE, " 70, 744 643,497 - 123,289 . 837,530
CLIE : 18,240 Y 750,741 130,256 919,237
ERIC Searches " 6,484 - 113,323 77,861 . 197,658
! ERIC Documents _ " L . . )
Retrievals 159,437 - 1,593,498° " 2,591,390 " 4,364,325
Requésts® - 28,8217 288,051 468,436 785,308,

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

[]
» i

b ’ ‘ ' ° -
- o o
1Number of requests equals number of retrievals divided by 5.532, the_average

number of documents retrieved per request,

I}
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. Doctiment usage is described iIn ‘terms of "retrievals" and ' requesta .

‘The former is the numbier: of -tifies documents aré'retrieved the latter is an
Ngstimateaof .the number of instgpcea in which documents are. requested (we esti—

mate that there are approximately 5.532 documents retrieved per document

request). In terms of document requasts, Other Access Points account rur about .

63 percent more document requests per year than Academic %ccess Points,"this is

true ﬁespi;g ‘there being more Academic Access Points with ERIC documunt col-
.lections (n=783) than Other Access Points with ERIC ddcument collections (nHQZO).
) beportionally, there are approximately as many Academic Access Points with ERIC

documen? collections (45% of 1,228} as Other Access Points with ERIC document

collections (41@ of 1,524). This relatively higher document use among cher

Access Polints 1is ﬁarticularly intriguing and suggests a variety of hypotheses,
such as:’

-

T 33
PR -

. e Other“Acc%SS‘Points .da not have CIJE—accessible journal
- collections comparable to Academic Access P01nt3 which
| forces a heavier reliance upon ERIC documents by Other - \
. Access Points relative to Academic Access Points. ° b
. ERIE éocuqents contain more practice-oriénted literature than \
do CIJE-accessible schola ly Journals, and are thus of higker |
- potential utility than users served by Otper.Access Points.
{ .
Tableiﬁ.londiéplays total annual usage by ERIC category, this time
‘ broken down by type of use. Given.firét are "unassisted"#usgs, i.e. uses
_where individual requestors accessed the product or service on their own. In
all categories, unassisted use is alhaysnless than assisfed use. For RIE and
a CIJE, bowever, we have already noted that there was undérreﬁortiﬁg for unassis- = —

y, .
ted use. According to responses in the Access Point Screener Survey, 36.1 per-

-

_ cent & 2IE access poiats reported that unassisted RIE use was greater than ~
assistecd RIE use, while more than half {57.3%) of CIJE access points reported .
that unassisted CLJE use was higher, than assisted use., This is rgﬁlected by
‘the :a-i. of ‘assisted to unassisted use for RIE and CIJE, 6-to-l fpr RIE ver-
sus ¢nly about 2-to-l for CIJE. He'hypothegize that these differeﬁt ratios may

. s
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, Table 6.10 Total Annual ERIC Usage by ERIC Category and Type of Use
, ’ { ) ’

b1

s ~ ‘ Type éf Use,
ERIC Unassisted Assisted Staff Total
, Category Use Uge ' Use
nn-: M 104,207 668,703 © 664,650 . . ' 837,530
CLIE | ' 350,146. . 527,098 41,993 919,237 .
¢ ERIC Searches © 7,749 7 184,055 5,864 197,668 B
ERIC Documents : E : , , . i
. Retiievals 624,491 "3,487,725 REEITRITES 4,344,325
' Recluestsl 112,887 630,464 . U 4iless 785,309

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

« oo

[N

lNumber of requests. equals number of retrievals divided by 5.532, average
number of documents Tetrieved per request. .
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* ée reflecting Chac CIJE 1is "more like" other printed abatr;ccing and indexing
services than RIE, which requires special. ipecruccions for users to make them
aware Chac it provides intellectual access to documents which mny not necessar-
i1y be Locally acceésible. ) -

- 1

The proportion of ERIC searches which are "unassistdd" 'ig very low,

-

as expected. oniy about &4 percent of ERIC searches are conducted by users on

' their own. T T ' ) LV”

-

Findlly, a substantial propbrcton of ERIC documenc requests '(gbout
I 80%) are assiSCed requests, probably refleccing the facc that a Substancial )
proportion of ERIC document collections (about 42% of ERIC microfiche 6011ec-
L " tions) are "closed" collections, requiring staff assistance. o
_ “L\
It should also be noted that, across all categories of ERIC, ‘staff '
use 1Is Subscancial, Suggescing that ERIQ is making a significant contribution,
' information-wise, to the qrganizecions which provide accesg to ie.

-
-

.
:
LY
. -
.

- L ' .-' -
1

L1

It should be noted here, however, that it is a common practice, especially i .
among academic libraries, to make use of networking arrangementg and inter-
library lean services for accessing journal articles not in the library"' 's col-

. ‘ ‘lection. Therefore, remote lacations for many ERIC document collections are .
not sufficient’ explanation for what appears to be a (relacive) underutiliza- -
- tion of RIE. ' - S

. - ~
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Awareness and Use of ERIC within the U.S. Educational Community

4
,

Use of Specific Products and Services

The Education Population Survey (see Appendix E) was dasigned to

measure, via.a mail questionnaire survey, awareness aﬁd use of ERIC among
) membera of vnrious groups in the U.S. educatioral population. This Popula—
tion, for purposes of this survey, was defined to include three mhjor POPU~
lation-groups:

-

t -

1. ‘Prac&itioners (teachers,, principals and school librarians in
publi :
"population size to which eurvey'results have been projected:
1,626,467},

and‘private primary and secondary schools; estimated
5 o

Adminlstrators (schoolﬁdistrict staff and state education

agency Staff estimated population size to whieh survey results

have.been projected 130,506). '
by

Academiés and Consultants {(faculty.'and department heads of
academic\education departments and education consultants,
estimated population size to which survey results have ‘been

projected: 43,687). ' :
H . L '

\Survey respondents vere asked about their avareness and use of
'ERIC'products and services. Results are displayed in Table/B {11. Unde¥.the

_column marked "uged" ‘are combined the following response cacegories'

\ . L3 e T 1
3 ) I e

-,.,J~-—""‘ﬁ§EdﬂdG;i;g :ﬁe past 4 weeks;

e .- used during the past 12 months;
'@ *used over 12 months: ago;
. used but:don't remember when.

Y
: ’

The ERIC category with\@he highest rate of uge is ERJC microfiche.
Nearly one-fourth (24.8%) of the ﬂ.SJ education population1 report having

used ERIC microfiche at some time in the past. In other words, we estimate

I"D S. Education Papulation" for purposes of this sﬁrvey includes 1,800,680
individuals, distributed as follows: 1,526,487 practitioners; 130,506 admin-
istrators; 43,687 aégdemics and congultants. See Appendix E for detalls.
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Table 6.11 Awarencas and Use of ERIC: Products and Scrvices Amonyg
+ the U.S. Education Population

T i ; "
ERIC . O ° Not  Aware Used  No Row
Product ' Aware but Re-, Total
‘ or , " Never sponse.

Service - ’ Used

(RQ3PL through RQ3P8) . ~  .(%). (9 B (D (%)

Resources in Education (RIE) 67.0 C11.1 . 2.4 100.0

Current Index to Journals in  '68.2 7.6 22 2.0 100.0
Education (CIJE) . ‘ - .

Computer Searching of ERIC . 2.1 . 15.3 ll.i i:ﬁ - 100.0
ERICMicrofiche | . 62,6 10.8 24,8 1.7 100.0
ERIC Prirted Report . 69.5 12.2  16.6 1.7 100.0
ERIC Printed Bibliography 73.1 1.4 13, 8 1.7  100.0
ERIC Referrdl Services 75.9 15.3 5 S ° 3.3 100.0

Other ERIC Products or Services 97.4- 1.1 1.6 . 0l0 - 100.0 .

-SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education{Population
Survey, 1981,

Ly
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:
that approximatcly 450, 000 individuals in the U.S. education ;opulation today
report having used ERIq microfiche some time In the past. The ERIC prhduct

. with the next highest rcported use Is Current Index to Journals in Education
(CIJE), use of which 1s reported by 22.2% of thc education population.
’éuéatantial differences ariae,-however, wheﬁ we éxamine use by each
of th% three major populétion categories, as displayed in Table'6$12. Hera we
aee.thaé, for all the“ERIC products'apd services listed, academics and consul-

tants have the highest rate of use. Except for “ERIC Referral Services" and

. "Other ERIC Products or Services", ve see that more than one half of the

academics_and consultants report having used RIE, CIJE, ERIC computer searche
ing, ERIC m;crofiche, and ERIC printed reports and bibliographies.

But academics and consultants mhke up only about 2.4 percent of the
total U.S. education population, as defined hére. The largest single‘cétegory
is composed of edug;tiopal practitioners (teachers, principals, and school
librariansj' altogether, ' p;actitioners make up approximately 90 percent of
the total population studied. Here, the relative incidence of use 1Is less
than both,the -Administrator and Academics & Consultants categories. For
example, consider ‘computer searching of the éh;c database". . Nearly three-
fifths (59.4%) of Academics and Consultants haye,used‘this, while only 8.5 per-
'cent.of Practitioners have. However, compafing the actual sizes of these
population categories, we eutimate that approximately five times as many edu-
cational Practitioners havé\used ERIC computer searching as educational Aca-
demiks and Consultanta. This is true for all the particular ERIC products‘and
services listed; even though proportional_g_fewer Practitioners have used ERIC

than Academics and Consultants, the actual number of users zmong the Practi-
tioners 1is greaterf' Using these numbers as comparisons, we conclude that

-educational Practioners, the majority of whom are teachers and principals in

primary ard secondary schools, constitute ERIC s largest user group within the

U.s. educa*;onal community

We also -asked Education Populahion Survey rESpondents about their

awareness and use of the 16 ERIC Clearinbhouses Results from this question

(.085 X 1,626,u87)1-(.59& X 43,687) = 5.3




b

Table 6.12 Use of ERIC Products and Services by Population Category

Percent of Percent of Percent of

- ERIC Practitioners Administrators Academics
Product who r?port who report & Consultdnts

. or . using® ERIC - usinf ERIC who report

Service 1 ' using ERIC

(RQ3P1 through RQ3P8) ({n=1,626,487) (n=130,506) (nw43,687)

3. Computer Searching of ERIC 8.5 26,4 89,4

Resources in Education (RiE) 17.2 33.4 60.8

Current Index to Journals in 20.5 32.8 55.6
Education (CIJE) . .

]

"ERIC Microfiche 22.1 46.3 6?.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 or'Sgrvices 1.5 ' 0.2 | 6.6

SOURCE : King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population

Survey, 1981.

1

-

"Pse" i;'defined as ysed "during past 4 weeks", "during %aét 12 months", "ovef
12 months ago', or "used but don't remember when".’ K
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. e ' : ;
are displaygd in Table 6.13. Respondents were asked both about their awareness
of and contacts with ERIC clearinghouses, ~We have marked with an asterisk (")

' those clearinghouses where thw total percent responding "aware” and "contacted"

totals 30 percent or more. These are the following:

-

I
r

Percent Aware of

o or Having Contacted

" Name of Clearinghouse

Elementary & Early Childhood Education : - 45.1%
Tests, Meqsu:ement, & Evaluation N . : 37.5% :
Randicapped & Gifted . e . 32.9%2
Reading & Communication Ski}ls - 32.1%

"awareness' substantially exceeds actual contact with

In all cases, hawevéq,
‘the Clearinghouse. (In addition, when Cleafinghouse awareness 1s broken down-
by popﬁlation category, In all cases Academics & Consuléants are proportionally
more aware of the existence of individual,clearinghouées, even though the
actual number of "aware" Practitioners always exceeds the actual nimber of -

"aware" Academics & Consultants.)




Table 6.13 Awareness and Use.of ERIC Clearinghouscs Among the U S.
: Education POpulation1

Not Awarebut Have " No Row
Name of Aware Not Contacted Response THtal
ERIC Clearinghousc Contacted ,
(RQ2P1 through RQ2P16). (%3 %) %) - (B (%)
1., Adult, Career, & Vocational 76.9 19.7 1.4 2.0 100.0
Education - + . '
‘ 2. Coun;eling & ?prsoﬁnel e Thub 22.7 . 1.0 2.0 100.0
Services S . : . .
3. Educational Management  76.8 17.2 2.8 3.2 100.0
4. Elem. & Early Childhood Ed.(" 53.5  136.2 8.9 1.4 100.0
5. Handicapped &1Gifted(*) 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 Rcsources 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 . 83.1 13.7 1.1 2.2 100.0
10. Reading & Commu;ication 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, & Evaluation( )60.4 © 31,5 6.0 2.1 100.0
16. Urban Education 84.6 . 10.8 ~ 0.4. 4.3 100.0

SOQURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survey, 1981. N

‘
; ,/u._;_‘

0

-lweighted population gize upon which'thece percents ‘ate based is 1,800,680.
#"Awvare but not contacted“ and "have contacted" tota 307% or more.
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6.3.2 Characteristics of ERIC Users within the U.S. Educatipnal 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 characteristics of these users.
° Table 6.14 displays' the age, degree, employer type, job, and income

of ERIC -users aﬁﬂ nonusers in the general U.S. educational population. 1In

this case, a "user" is defined as anyome within the population surveyed who

reported ever using one or more of the following:

] RIE
; ] CI1JE
. ERIC Computer Search

ERIC Microfiche .
ERIC Printed Document or Bibliography

Other ERIC products or services )
(ERIC referral services, other ERIC.products or services) )

Table 6.14 displays the characteristice of ERIC users and nonusers.
According to the data, younger_individuals are more -likely to have used ERIC
than older individuals; 40.1 berEeut of those under 35 vears of age have used
ERIC, while only 14.7 percent of those 33 ?nd over have used ERIC.

Approximately 53 percent of the population surveyed has a ﬁaster's\
degree .or higher, evidence of a very high degree -of educational achievement
- within the population surveyed. Almost 90 percent (87.8%) of those with
. doctorates Treport 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 plug‘postgraduate work (45% and 44%
respectively) report having used ERIC.

Those employed by colleges, universities, or state government )
agencxes are very likely to have used ERIC' approximately three-fourths of ‘ .
the 1nd1viduals employed by these institutions _Teport having used ERIC.

o iz




Table 6.14 Reported ERIC Usage by Demographic “Population Categories .
L

\.

+

Population Category

L

ERIC User? (%)

. Yes No Total
Age (RQ16) in Years - ¥
1. Under 35 (n=621,241) - 40.1 59.9 100.
2. 35 to 44 (n=382,023) 37.1 62.9 100.
3. 45 to 54 (n=527,863) 32.0 68.0 100.
4. 55 and Over (n=252,511) 14.7  .85.3  100.
5. .No Response (n=17,042) 0.0 100.0 100.
Total (ri=1,§00,680) 33.2 66.8  100.
Degree (Rgi?)_ /
1. Bachelor's or less (p=790,088) 14.8 85.2  -100.
2. Master's (n=415,476) o " 45.0° 55.0 100.
3. Mester's + Postgrad. (n=472,305) 46,0 S6.0  100.
" 4. Doctorate (n=80,969) "87.8 .  12.2 100.
'S. Other, No Response (n=41,842) w0 35.1 64.9 100.
Total (n=1,800,680) . 33,2 66.8°  100.
Employer or Primary Affiliation (RQ18) - »
1. " College or University"(n¥39,12&)- . _ 75.8 o 2.2 100,.0
' 2. State Agency (n=7,614) _ - f 765 23.5 100,0
3. Local School District (n=300,128) L. ;) 45.2 ~54.8 100.? L
4. Elementary ,School (n=1,345,385) T 29.1 70.9 100.0
5, Secondary School (n=67,773) 41.1 58.9 | 100.0
6. Other, No Response (i=40,656) 15y 8.3 100.0
Total (n=1,800,680) 33.2° 66.8

%+ {Table continued on next page)
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Table 6,14 continued ~ Reported ERIC Usage by Demographic POpulatlon Categorieq

. . ERIC User? (%)
Population Category 7 Yes No Total

Primary-Job ot échool Function (RQL9)

1. Administration, supervision, management ot 52.0 48.0 100.0
" plaoning (n=273,834) S
. "2, Research\or evaluation (nw2,338) "~ 100.0 0.0  100.0
"~ 3. Teaching, training, or counseliﬂﬁ (n~1,370,285) 28.1 C 7139 100.0
~ 4, Information support (e.g., librarian, info. - 76.5 < 23.5 100.0
' apecialist) (n=47,221) .
Student (h=75,408) } 32.9 67.1  100.0 !
6, Other, No Response (n=31,594) 21,57, - 78.5 100.0
© Total (n=1,800,680) ' 33.2 '\\ 66.8 . 100.0
) _ . ‘ .
Income before Taxés (RQ20) f\*
¢ 1. $35,000 or more (n=45,287) , . 65.4 . 34.6 100.0 ,
2. $30,000 to $34, 999 (n-89 480) 37.6°,  62.4 "100.0
3. $25,000 to $29,999 (n=132,388) _ 0 36.2 63.8 100.0
- 4. $20,000 to $24,999 (n=353,109) ' " 45.6 4.4 100.0
g $15,000 to $19,999 (n=493,900) . 27.4 . 72.6 100.0
6. $10,000 to $14,999" (n=466,719) ' 29.3  70.7 100.0
$5,000 to §9,999 (n=139.200) 34.4 65.6  100.0
Under §5,000 (n=14,669) ' 15.5 8415  100.0
Pfefer not to answer (5-65,928) . . ' 3.8 96.2 100.0
Total (n=1,800,680) | 332 . 66.8  100.0

| SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survey, 1981. ' ' o .




. i
Respondents were als?iasked to -indicate their primary job or school
" function. "Teaching, training, or counseling' was indicated by the largest
" proporction oﬁ-respondeﬁés, indicacive of cthe iarge population of ;eachers A

covered by the gsurvey. Of this gr;uﬁ, slightly more than one~fourth {28.1%)
"report having used ERIC. All (1ooz)fgf those wheuse primary function was

"research or evaluation" reporcted ng ERIC. Interestingly, only about

three-fourths (76.5%) who reported their primary function to be “information

support” (libraries, information specialldts, etc.) reported using ERIC; given
the {mportance of this group in serving ag “intermediaries” for ERIC, it might
be usefu; to study this populaction iﬁ more detail in the future.

e - ) _
Finally, respondents were asked to indicate thelr annual income
Ibéfofe taxes. It appears that those with annual incomes In excess of $20,000
per year are more likely to be ERIC ugsers than those earninglless, wich

- 65.4 percent of those earning over $35,000 indicating they were ERIC users.




-

" certification-related classes).

6.3.3 - Recent ERIC Use by Members of the 1,S. Education Communi ty

¢ r - ‘

As part of the Education Population Survey, roapQJdents were asked

to Mdentify the ERIC product or service they “had used’ most recently. ReSponses
are displayed in Table-6.15. More than one-third (36 6%) ‘reported that they used
ERIC microfiche most recently. This differs' somewhat by population category,
however, with one-third (33.3%) of the Academics and“(onsultants reporting that
they.had used an ERIC couputer search most recently. bverali, approximately

equal percents reported having used RIE (15.0%) ard CLIE (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 mwost recently "to support my study in a class

I was taking". This is despite’ the vast majority of the population bein%?sur- T
veyed being educational practitioners. :In other words, even though most of the
popuiation surveyed are teachers, they say (57.3%) that their most recent use

of ERIC was not .for the purpose of supporting their own teaehing but was to

support their own classwork or study-(we hypothesize that this use could have

ogcurred either during graduate work in school or during continﬁing'education or -

Those who reported using ERIC were also asked where they obtained
physical aﬂcess to the recently—used product.or service. In Table 6.17 we see
that about three-fourths (76.52) obtained physical access to ERIC througﬁ a
library or media center.: About four-fifths.(81.1%) of the Practitionersa
obtained ERIC through such channels. .0Only about half (55 4%) of the Adminis-
tration obtained access via a library; about one-thitd (31, ax) of the Adminis-
trators obtained access via ERIC itself. It appears -that “the higher awareness
among Addinistrators and Academics & Consultants of the ERIC-Clearinghouses
also corresponds to a proportionately higher use of ERIC Clearinghouses f£br

physical access to ERIQ.2

This includes ERIC Clearinghouses, the ERIC Facility, or ERIC Document
Reproduction Service (EDRS). 7

The high proportion of physical access from libraries and ERIC Clearinghouses, '
as opposed to physical access via friends, colleagues, or teachers, 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 dérvige Used Hcst Recently
by Population Category :

} “T

. ‘ . Population Category (POPTYPE2) .
' ERIC ‘ Academics
Product Practi- ~ Adminiss; & Consul- = All
or tioners! trators _ tants Categories
Service (RQ4) (n=481,341) (n-8§,056) (n=31,644) (n=597,041)

1. RIE - 16.6% 8.2% . 7.6% - 15.0%
: 2. CLJE . “ 16.1 b4.b 12.0 14.3
_ 3. ERIC Computer Seatch 7.5 14.1 33.3 9.8
4, ERIC Microfiche 37.4 40.0 15.5 36.6
” §. .ERIC Printed Doc. or Bib. 8.4 ~  13.2 ©10.3 9.1
6. Other 3.7 © 0.0 " 6.0 3.3
7. Don't Know, no response 10.3 20.1 15.3 12.0

Total 100.0¢  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% ;

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survey, 1981. ) - ;

1Includes teachers, principals, and schdol librarians. o '

2Includes schoo) {district staff and state education staffi(intermediate agency
staff may be inciuded in both). ._ ‘s
. ) 3 . .
& % . R f
¥
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Table 6.16° How ERIC-Supplied Information was Used or Applied:
"by Population Category

FO Population Category (POPTYPE2)
. - Academics ' i
, How ERIC-Supplied Practi- Adminis- & Consul- All
Information was .+, tloners trators tants Categories
Used or Appliedl (n=481,341)  (n=84,056) (n=31,644) (n=597,041)
' 1. To support the teaching, 15.2% 5.2% 47.8% 15.6%
training, or guidance of . ' \\ :
my own or someone else's 3
students (Q9P1) . . . . "
2. To support my study In a - 57.3% 16.0% 0.0% 48.5%
. class 1 was taking (Q9P2) .
. 3. To support my own research 33.8% 28.2% 55.3% 34.1%
project (Q9P3) “

4. To help plan, manage, 11.72 44 .27, - 19.47% 16.7%
administer or ‘evaluate an , ‘
organization's activities, : s
(e.g., a school, school '
district, state agency, or
other organization) (Q9P4) B o ‘

) 5. I did not intend to use of 0.0% 8.5% - 2.9% 1.3%
apply the information myself L . , .
, { . since I was obtaining it for , . |

someone else's use (Q9PS) - _ i
6. I don't remember (Q9p6) 0.2% T 0.5% 3.4% 0.6%

. SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population
Survey, 1981. _

[ d - ' ?

L]
.

-1C01umns may-tetal to more than 100% since multiple responses were possibla.
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Table 6.17 Descriﬁtion of Physical -Access to ERIC
by Population Categbry - _ ‘

- Population Category -(POPTYPE2)
- . Academics
: " Practi~ Aduinig- & Consul- All
Ty . tioners trators tants Categories

Degeription. . (n=481,341) (n=84,056) . (nw31,644) (n=597,041)

FY

. . Where did you-obtaih physical . ' .
access to ERIC? (Q8) ' s ' '

: - E
. 1. Did not obtain access’ 0.2%. 0.1% 5.7% 0.5%
2. Teacher, professor, v " 2.6 ;0.0 0.0 2.1 .
! employer R - .
. 3. Friend,,colleague, 0.0 0.2 0.2 ] 6.0 .
fellow student ' S
’ 4, Library, media center, 8l.1 55.4 63.2 6.5
etc., . “ . s
- S. From ERIC! - . 9.4 ., " 31.8 23.7 13.3
. 6. Don't remember 0.5 0.0 . 0.2 0.4
7. Other, no response 6.3 12.5 » 6.9 + 7.
Total 100. 0% 100. 0 . 100.0% 160.0% )

SQURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education P0pulation
Survey, 198I.

D

&

-

1Includes ERIC Clearingho es, the‘ERIC Facility, or ERIC Document Reproduction
Service (EDRS). i? ' . .
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* Ag shown in Table 6 18, anticipated repeat use of ERIC among users

of all the products or services is aubatantial _All or nearly all respondents
_say they would be willing to use ERLC again{_llntereatingly, less than three-
§ourthq (71.52) of users of ERIC'computer searches state they would be willing

to use this service again; why anticipated future use of this ERIC service is
somewhst lower than the others might .be the topic of future research,

. ;
. .
. H - - ’
,./ .

{




1

Il . Y

Table 6.18 Willingness to Use Same ERIC Product or Service Again .
) ERIC o
. Product or . Pexrcent of Users Who , .
Service Uged Would be Willing to Use This
Most Recently © Product: or Service Again (Ql5) .
(RQ4) . . ~‘
.1. RIE (n'sg,:a&) '.'. 86.1: ! ’ '
‘ 2. CLJE (n=85,128) : . 81.6% |
3. ERIC Computer Search (nw=58,252) - 71.5%
_ 4. ERIC Microfiche (n=218,428) " 100.0% , MR
——:, 5. ERIC Printed Docuy:ent or B:I.bl:l.ography 100.02 L
. . (n-54 584)_, ' '
" SOURCE: King Ra‘search Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Populat:l.on
II' ’ s 'LI.'I.'VE}‘ ] 1981 » ¢
: . ‘ ) o
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6.4 Description of ERIC Requents and Requestors . ’ .

*

In this scction we report the results of the Requestor Population
Survey, a mail survey of individuals who recently rcqucsted'ERIC products or
servicos (RIE,.CIJE,-ERIC computer searches, or ERIC documents). Data are
presented in two sections. In 6.4.1 we present dats describing all requests..
These¢ doata ées;ribe the individuals responsible for gencrating these requests
as wcll a8 some ©f the circumstances surrounding these requests. Where appro-
-priate, we also subdividc responscs by the type of access point from which the

ERIC product or service is gbtained. .

In Section 6.4.2 wc present dota describing requests involving only

. one ERIC product or ;ervice. We. have done this while analyzing some quesﬁions
in order to "home In" on responsecs ywhich are not "contaminated" by reported

use of other products or gervices. As will be seen in Section 6.4.1, however,

the frequency with which ERIC products or services are used in combinztion iIs
.quite high, ;uggesting that it may be worthwhile in future gnalyses 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 inm the following sections. First, a '"request” is
nut the same as a "requestor”., That is, data in this section are presented
1n terms of requests; the actual number of individuals respomsible for gener-
ating these requests may be substantially smaller than the number of requests,
if repeat use is high ’

Second, the welghts calculated for projecting back the Requestor bopu—
lation Survey results to the total population nf 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, which-contribpted‘data te
‘ mzking annual usage éstimates via rhe Screener and Priﬁary surveys, were not
completely represented in the Requestor Pbphlation 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 Population Survey as tahle
coluzn headings in this section in order ro be comsistent when presenting the

" Requestor data. .o

e S wigg
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' 6.4.1 ‘Description of All ERIC Requests
N

6.4.1.1 Emplover and Job Type of ERIC Requestors

v

An individual’s job and empinyer typelbill to a great'extent,
dictate the type and frequenc? of Anformation requirements he or she gener-
ates. Since ERIC’ concentrates on providing educational information :
Tesources, 1t is uaeful to examine employer and job types in terms of whether
those which are specifically teaching- or education-related are assoclated
with: higher utilization of ERIC.

Table 6.19 diaplays the (A) employer and (B) job type of individuals
who generate ERIC -Tequests ‘in the U.S. Almost half (45.6%) of all the ERIC
tequests for RIE, CILJE, ERIC documentsy or ERIC comput2r searches are gener-
ated by individuals employed by or affiliated with colleges or universities.
About two-fifths (42.1%) of ERIC Tequests handled by the ERIC Clearinghouses
and Facility are also generated by individuals affiliated with colleges or

universities.

. e Pethaps .most interesting are the differences between the requests
handled by Academic and Other Access Points, About three~fifths (60.3%) of
Academic Access Polnt requests are generated by‘individuala associated with
colleges or universities. _Only about 13.8 percent of Other Access Point requests
are‘generated by such individuals. Instead, indiyiduals‘aaaociated with
state agencies, local school districts, e1ementar§ schools, and secondary
schools,togerher account for about three-fifths (62.2%) of OEher Access Point
ERIC requeats‘ This near-reversal in percentages” points outlthe'differences
in the populatinns served by these two groups of:access points.

Exanining "primary job or school }uncflon" as displayed on the ‘ _
tight-hand gside of Table 6.19, we see that thelmajority_of ERIC requests are
generated by individuals whose primary job or school funciion is "student"
(36.4%), with about as many reporting 'teaching, training, or cgunseiing"
(29.0%) as their primary functzon Very interestingly, almost a quarter
(24.6%) of requests handled by . Other Access Points are generated by ind1vidu—

als vho classify their prlmary.function as informat;on support’, suggesting
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Table 6.19 Employcrjand Job Typc of ERIC Requestors by Type of Access Point

Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2) .

ERIC -

Clearing- Academic Other All
Variablc houses & Access Acccss - Access
Facility Points Polnts Points

, (n=143,400) (n=1,764,500) (n=803,550) (n=2,711,450)

A. Ewmplover or Primary
Affiliation (RQ22)

1. College or University. 42.17% 60.32 13.8% 45.6%
2. State Agency 0.8 2.5 25.2 T 9.1
3. Local School District 5.2 2.9 26.7 10.1
4., Elementary Schbo} 3.8 10.5 " 5.9 8.8
5. Secondary School 5.5 6.5 4,5 5.9
6. Other, no-response T 42,5 _17.2 _24.0 ' 20.6

. Total . 99,9% © 99,9% 100.1% 100.1%

"B Primary Job or School
Function (RQ23) i

1. Admin., superv., Bgt.,

planning 19.7% B.3% 34.0% 16.5%
2. Research, evaluation - 22.3 6.5 4(7 [ 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 _M- _0.5 3.2 .
Total 99.9% 100 .02 ©100.0% 100.1%
SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC C;;f and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey,
1981. . : .

" %OTE: Columns may not total to 1007 due to rounding errors.




that Other Agcess Points way be involved in more ERIC ''metworking" activities
than Acadepic Access Po:l.ncg.1

In Table 6.20, we have broken down employer and job type by ERIC
category. .The Qifferences 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 icSelf\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 pfoducc 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 ﬂﬁIC 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 1s, 1t would be

premature to state that RIE and CIJE have a special characteristic'which
makes them appeal to individuals, particularly students, associated with col-

leges and universities.

Based on these two taples, though, we can state that (a) Academic
Access Polints and Other Access Points do éerve two different population types,
and (b) that ERIC should not be perceived as an informacion system whose only
audience 1s composed of "academics™. A substantial proportion of ERIC
requests are accounted for by indiviéuals,associaced with state education
agencies and school systems. Given this actual reported usage, then, 1t does
appear that ERIC, at the least, does gfovide a'subscaptial‘channel for

'

delivering information to educational practitioners, '

-
-~

1One exarple of this 1s the situation in which ""linKing agents" in a local
school district feed information requests into an intermediate service agenty,
or state educat1on agency.

.

.
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Table 6.20 Employer and Job Type of ERIC Requestors by ERIC Category

ERIC Category (ERICTYPE)
Variable RIE CIJE "  Searches Documents ALl
(n=837,420) (n=884,910) (n=197.690) (n=791,430) (n=2,711,450)

A. Employer or
Primary Af£111-
ation (RQ22)

. College or Univ.  61.6% 44.2% 35.3% .. 32.7% | 45.6%

1
2. State Agency _ 4.0 7:9 11.8 15.3 - 9.1
3. Local School Dist. 8.9° 7.9 17.4 11.9 10.1
4, Elementary School .. 4.0 15,1 10.2 e " 6.4 8.8
5. Secondary School. 2.3 8.1 9.5 6.2 5.9
6. Other, no response 19.3 16.7 15.7 27.4 -20.6
' Total 100.1% 99.9% 99.9% 99.9% - 100.1%
B. Primary Jjob or ' ' Lo
School Function '
(RQ23) )
1. Admin., suprv., ' “ . J .
mgt., planning 20,1% 5.2% 30.8%  °  21.9% - 16.5%
N 2. Research, evalu- ) i
ation 2.3 1.8 -6.0- 3.9 - 2.9
3. Teaching, trng., ] TN .
couns. 19.8 32.5 30.5 34.4 29.0
4, Info. support 6.9 - 18.9 11.2 17.0 . 14.1
r ’ ) - N
5. Studeat 45.6 - 39.5 13.1 20.7 34.4
6. Other, no response _ 5.3 2.1 3.3 - 2.1 .
Totél L 100,02 . .100.0% . 99,9% 100,02 + 100.12 f

' SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestof Population Survej,
1981. : R

»

&

} NOTE: Coluans 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 diffepences among the requestors served by the various

access polnts.

"

More than three-fourths (78.6%) of ERIC requests are abcdunted for.
by individuals under 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 polnts; this is presumably because
of the large number of students who ugse college and university libraries.

About hali of ERiC requests (47.4%) are generated by individuals
with a bachelor's degree or less. More. 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 pald than individuals using the other types of
accesslpoints, 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 (:b the individuel, to soclety) of the information which
is obtained, as well as -to the potential access channels which might be employed
to ga;n 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. Alterna“ely,
‘an -nformation system (such as ERIC) might be evaluated on the basis of whether
or not it is used for the purposes for which it was designed. We¢ need to f

5d

‘determine, at the least,.whether ERIC is, in fact, used to further educational

114 .1:2{;




Table 6.21 Age, Academic Degree, and Annual Income of ERIC Requestors
by Type of Access Point

Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2)

ERIC
Clearing- Academic Other All
Characteristic houses & Access Access Access
: - Facility Points Points Polats

4

(u=143,400) (n=1,764,500) ‘(n=803,550) (n=2,711,450)

Age in Years (RQ20)
1. Under 25

9.0% 47.5% 8.6% 33.9%
N 2. 25-34 : 36.2 18.6 32.7 23.7
3. 35-44 22.8 14.8 ° 34.3 21.0
4. 45-54 25.4 9.4 19.0 13.1) .
5. 55 and over 5.0 8.4 " 5.3 7.3 .
6. No response ‘1.5 . 1.2° + 0.0 0.9 -
Total 99 .9% 99,97 99.9% 99.9% |
Degree (RG21) .
"|' 1. Bachelor's or less 25.1% o 64. 3% 13.8% 47.4%
2. Master's 19.0 6.5 25.2 12.7
3. Master’s + Postgrad. '34.8 16.8 47.0 26.7
4. Doctorate 20.1 - 11.3 13.9 12.5
5. Other, No Response 1.0 1.1 0.0 ~0.8
/| Total 100.0% 100.0% 99.9% © 100.1%,
- - ) 8
. 7
Income before Taxes (RQ24) -
1. $30,000 or more ‘ 15.2% 2,7% 24.8% 9.9%
2. $20,000 to $29,999 29.0 18.9 25.4 21.3
3. $10,000 to $19,999 22.2 20.7 34.6° 25.0
k. Under $10,000° 25.9 51.3 11.8 38.3
5. No response 1.7 6.5 3.4 5.7
1.7 _6.5 _3.4 3.7
Total .~ .. 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.2%
OURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey,
. 1981, ) ) ;
. g T ndR9
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practice in the United States. As we have-already seen, a substantial propor-

tion of ERIC usage is accouhted'for by people involved with education, efcher
because they are students themselves, or because they are employed by or affili~
ated with an institution phose primary function is educational In nature.
Table 6:22 dieplays the responses broker down by cypé.of access point.
Rearly half (49.6%) Sf r?huescs are generated by people,wﬁolscacer they used
& or applied ERIC "To support my own research project'. Almost as many requests
‘ are generated by those who use ERIC "To support my sﬁudying in-a class I was
taking'. (We attribute diffgrences.getween the discribucién of reSpopses here v
and for the Education Population Survey to the differences of the populations
under study; the Education Population Survey was targeted at individuals yho
were“praccicfoners. administrators, or researchers in the U.S. edugacional cdm- _

- munity; the Requestor Population Survey made no.such distinction.)

It appears that ERIC information obtained through Other Access Points
is more likely to be uged "To belp plan, manage, aéminiscer,'or evaluace'an
organization's activities'.: This corresponds to the high proporcion of admin-,
istrators using Other ‘Access Points and demonstrates that ERIC's impact is felc
not only by the student or the classroom teacher but also by decisionmakers
within the educatiqnal community. A&sg more than a fifth (23.9%) of Other

 Access Poinc requests are accounted for by people who obtained ERIC for someone
else. Interestingly, about equal proportions of requests via Academic Access
_Points (25.6%) and Other Access Pointa (25.1%) are used "To support Ceachiug. P
training, or guidance''.

2 Ia Tab_e 6. 23, responses to the "purpose of use” question are Bub-
divided by thd cype of ERIC product or service used. Keeping in mind our }
' - earlier caveat concerning the combinations of ERIC which are accualiy covered -
here, iz appeffé that RIE and CIJE are alike,in‘chac the highest pgopdrcions

1'I’he quescioﬂ'was worded as follows: "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 specified on the ERIC Request Card” _
= — o (CIRCLTLODE \L"fBrRS -OF ALL THAT APPLY.)'- T -




4

) ¢ -

' -
Table 6.22 Percent of Requests by Purpose of Use and Type of Access Point

-

Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2)

p ERIC ,
. urppse Clearing- - Academic Other All ‘
. of . N houses & " Access Access Access
- vsel Facility - Points - Points Polnts”™
vee (n=143,400) (n=1,764,500) (n=803,550) (n=2,711,450)
1. To support teaching, | _ : .
training, or guidance of ’
. ‘my own or someone else's ’ Lo
students (QlP1) o 14.9% 25,6% 25.1% 24.9%
2, To support my studying in * '
a class, 1 was taking (Q1lP2) 33.0% 54.7% 19.5% ©o- 43,1%
3. To support my own research ‘
project (Q1lP3) . 42.6% 52.2% ~  45,1% 49,.6%
4, To help plan, manage, ] -
administer, or evaluate an
organization's activities ‘
(Qlr4) - 23.7% 12,.7% ‘ 38.4% 20.9%
5. 1 did not intend to use or e ' .
apply the information '
. myself since I was obtaln-
. ing it for someone else's -
use (QLP3) 9.1% 5.1%2 . 23.9% 10.9% -
6. Other (Q1P7) - " 6.0% 0.3% | 0.3 - . 0.4%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc.,, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey,

1981,
N,

__“ﬂwn{Percents may,tofal,todmore_than_looz sihce multiple uses_dare possible,
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Table 6.23- Percent of Requests by Purpose of Use and ERIC Category

Purpose ERIC Category (ERICTYPE)
of, RIE C1JE ‘Searches  Documents All
Use (n=837,420) (n=884,910) (n=197,690) (n=791,430) (n=2,711,450)

1. To support teach- : S
ing, training, or T
guldance of my. own
or someone else’s
‘students (Q1P1)  29.9% 27.6% 25.2% 16.4% - 24.94 -

2. To support my study-
ing in a class I was . ; - ' A
taking (QlP2) 61.47 - 46.17 . 23.1%2 ~ _25.5% ' 43.1%

3. To support my own
research project

(Q1P3) 50.5% 40.3% 48.0% 59.4% 49.6%

4. To help plan, manage
adminiscer, or
evaluate an organ-
ization's activities

(QLP4) S 1ax 22,8% 27.4% 27.6% 20.9%
L} ‘ . .—J“ Y
5. I did not intend to ¢
use or apply the )
information.myself a 7 -
since I was obtain- ,
ing it for someore
else's use (QIP5) "  5.1% , 11.1% 7.5% 17.6% . 10.9%
6. Other (QLP7)’ B S - 1.4% 0.2% 0.z
SOQURCE: King Research, Inc.,_fklc Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population
Survey, 1981. _ - : a
f L
{
‘lPercents may*potal to_ﬁore than 1007 since muitiple uses are possible. .1
. ; - - . -
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. %‘
of respondents for these products cite "To support my studying in a class
I was taking' as a purpose of use. Under ERIC aearchea and ERIC documen:a,
however, the largest proportions of responsws are for "To BUppPOTt my own
£esearch project". Despite this, however; we do not inéerpret these data as
auggesting.subat?ntihl differences in the ways Ehe-different ERIC products aqd 4
Coe aervice? é;e use?. If such a distinction can be wade,: it ah;uid probably be
made for ERIC documents, 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 (59.47Y of ERIC
document requésta are accounted for ﬁ} people who intend to use them to sup-

pqrE their own research project.

"6.4,1.4 Tharacteristics of ERIC Requests

»

Three request characteriatiﬁs described here are (a) whether the
Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors was used to helb respond to the request, (b) how'
the access point received the request, and (c) how the respo;se to the request
» was delivere&. ' ’ .
Thegaurus use 1s important since the Thesaurus provides access to the
K . 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- searching is still widely

used, and is still extremely important when searching via RIE and CIJE.

. How requests are received and respondea to by ERIC acceés points is

an important consideration. First, it is paftiéliy determined by the nature

. of the centrally-produced ERIC products and services; after-all, substantial
output fro;;an online search cannot be delivered orally over the phone to a

E-fequestor. Second, the chipnels used for delivering ERIC products and seﬁyices

+

. i .
are partially determineq by custom and the fact that a substantial proportion
of ERIC access points are libraries, which traditionally provide-infcrma:ion

services on a walk-~in or person-to-person basis.

. : B | ) . 11&33




One thing rhould be noted about ‘the following tablesf As will be
shown in a following sectioﬁ, many of the ERIC requests reported here actu- -
) ally involve the use of more than one ERIC: product or service. Thus,

Thesaurus use 1Is not necessarily uniquely tied to the use of one ERIC product

.
£

in fsolation from others.

‘ _ -
| In Table 6 24 we ‘gee that néarly three-fifths (56 9%) of all ERIC

requests involve Bome use of the ERIC Thesaurus. Use of the Th"aaurus ia
) highest among Academic Access Points (65.6% of requests) and lowest among ERIC
Clearinghouse and Facilicy access points (3. 5%). We assume that the figure is
S0 1ow for the latter.group:since ERIC Clearinghouse staff are already highly -

familiar with the ERIC vocabulavy. _ v

N L}

. Not surprisingly, most ERIC requests (77.9%) are received by access
-points in person, with the rest being received by telgphone (9.7%), mail (5.9%)

or via some other channel (5.5%).

+

&

.

" ERIC Clearinghouses and Qther Access Points make much heavier use of )
telephone and mail far féceiv}pg Tequests than do‘Ac&demic Access Points. Less
than ono percent of ERIC reqoéots are recelved byﬁécadomic fccess foints via
mail, whereas 30.1 percent and 26.0 percent of Clearinjhouse and Other Access

_ Point fequesgs are recelved via mail. - i -

Overall, about 80 percent (79.5%) of requests ‘are Tesponded to in,
l}erson. Again,‘Acodemic Access Points are more.likely to respond iﬁlperson to
. ERIC requests than the other two access point types. Mail 1s uged very often
by ERIC Clearinghouses and QOther Access Points, presumably because responding
to an ERIC'roquest often involﬁos suprlying 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. ¢

. oy
ERIC Corputer Searches is the ERIC category whose requests are

a

received and responded to most often by mail. Almost one-fourth (22.8%) of

*a
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Table 6.24 Percent of Requests

\

by Request Characteristic and Type of Access Point

Request
'bharactetiétic

Type of Access ﬁoint (NEHTYP%Z)

. ERIC
Clearing~
houses &
Facility
(n=143,400)

Academic
Access
Points

(n=1,764,500)

Other

Access

Points
(n=803, 550)

. All
Access
Points

(n=2,711,450)

Percent pf requests in
‘which ERIC Thesaurus was
used (RCQ2) -

How was request received? .

(RCQ4)
- In Person ’
Telephone
. Mail
Other
No Answer

Total .

53.87%
30.1
15.6
0.5
_0.0

100.0%

43.9%
26.0
16.5
11.6

g 2.1
100.1%

77.9%
9.7
5.9

5.5

_1.0

100.0%

“How was response delivered?
(RCQS)

In Person

. Telephone
*Mail

Other -

No Answer’
Total v

- 53.8%
19.4
24.5
,2.3
0.0

100.0%

95.1%
0.0
1.1
2.5
132

99.9%

49.8%
1.8
29.4
18.6
0.4 _
100.0%

79.5%
1.6
10.7
7.2

0.9 .

£ 99,9%

SOURCE:

Requestor Population Survey, 1981.

King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and .Usage Studx, Access Point Primary Survey,




N *  Table 6.25 Percent of Requests, by Request Characteristic and ERIC Category p \,

-_ERIC Category (ERICTYEE)

_ characteristic " RIE CIJE Searches . Documents All

' (n=837,420) (n=884,910) (n=197,690) .(n=791,430) (n=2,711,450)

Request

- A. Percent of requests
.o in which ERIC . \
- Thesaurus Wes Used T

(RCQ2) 60.3% . 47.8%" BS. 4% 56.3% - 56.9%

™
. ™~

[}
w——

: -
B. How wag, request
received? (RCQ4)

.In Person 84.8% 92.8% 57.5% 59.2% | 5?.93
. Telephone . 3.9 SR 17.4 . 20.2 9.7 -
‘ Mail . © 1.3 1.6 . 22.8 1.3 - .5.9 'K
Other 8.7 0.1 L4 9.3 5.5 .
.. Nomswer . _ 1.1 " 1.7 1.0 _0.0  _1.0
c Total 99.8% '100.1% | 100.1% 100.02  _ 100.0%

C. How was response
delivered? (RCQ5)

‘In Person ~ 88.0%  93.4% 51.5 ., 62.0% 79.5%

Telephone - 2.5 2.0 0.1 - 0.5 . 1.6

Mail 3.4 2.2 39.3 20.9 10.7

Other "6.0 0.5 5.5 - 16.7 . 7.2

No Answer * _ 0.0 . _ 1.9 _3.7 _0.0 - ’ _0.9

Total 99.9% 100.0% _  100.1% - 100 1% 99.9%
> SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Primary Survey,

» Requestor Populatlion Survey, 1981.

'




ERIC computer search requests are reccelved by mail, while almost two-fifths

{39.3%) are rusponded to by mail.l

-

6.4.1.5 Use of Non-ERIC Information Sources

Here we are concerned not only with other non-ERIC documents but also
w;th othcr 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 éhgincers have demonstrated the importgnce

+of such sources to these groups. As shown here, users of ERIC also demonstrate

such usage.

Table.6.26 shows that threc-gourths'(?S.&Zﬁ of ERIC requests also
involve use of other, non~ERIC printed documents, such as books, articles, and
reports. This 1s certainly not surprisiné since CIJE, ERIC computer searchingQ
and to a lesser extent, RIE, all provide intellectﬁal access to documents noE<
available in the ERIC microfiche collection.2

. About two-fifths {42.8%) of the ERIC requests involve use of other
organizations or departments separate from the ERIC access point. Some of
‘these other organizations were probably used for obtaining "non-ERIC" infor-

" mation. (But as we shall éee further on, some of thgse oﬁher organizations -
may have been used for obtaining other ERIC products o;'services as well,)

.

About half (51 Q%) -of ERIC requests also involve use of experts

knowledgeable in the ared of the- request, and about half (55.5%) involve the

requestor's own friends, colleagues, students,lor other personal acquaintances.’

Other prerecorded audic or visual sources (i.e. records, casse;teé;
slides. etc.) are used iq connection with only about 16 percent of ERIC
requests, although they are more likely ro be used in connection with requests

handled by Other Access Points.
lk possible future analysis of these data would be to compare users' satisfac-

cion with searches handled in person yersus those handled by mail; mail
. requests presumably involve much less searcher-requestor interaction during
development of 8 search statenment.

Zéowe"er we do not know for sure whether these other non-ERIC documefil¥s Were,
in fact, identified th*ough use of ERIC.

o R ET
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Table 6.26 Pcrcent of Requeats in which Non-ERIC Information Sources
Were Used, by Type of Access Point

| "

i Tvpe of Access Point (NEHTYPEZli

ERIC _
Non~ERIC Clearing- " - Academic Other All
Information houses & ~ Access Access . _ Access
Source Facllity Points .Points Points
Used (n=143,400) (n=1,764,500) (n=803,550) (n=2,711,450)
1. . Other printed documents , )
(i¢e., books, articles, .
reports) (Q19P1) . . 77.6% 74.17% 77.92% 715.4%
2. Other organizations or ' ' |
departments Separate from H /
the one on the Request %
Card (i.e., other libraries,
Clearinghouses, etc.) ; .
(Q19P2) “\53.32 37.9% 51.27% 42.8%
3. Experts or people knowledge- . '
able in the area of my ‘ : i '
request (Q19P3) 52.2% 45.6% 62.4% 51.0%

4, "My own friends, colleagues,
students, or other personal )
acquaintances {Q19P4) 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 (Q19P7) . 2.4% 0.9% 3.1% 1.7%
SQURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC ngt and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey,
1981.
g
“H -
g
LPercents do nhot totaf_Eo'lOOK since muldiple responses were possible.- ..

NSt




These data obviously point out that ERIC 1s not used iIn igsolation
from other formal and informal non~ERIC information sources. This 1s true
even 1o the fileld of education, ﬁhere ERIC 1is only 6ne of the many informa-
tion'systems available. One possible topic for future research might be to
determine how ERIC compares with other information products and gervices iIn

. "terms of its accessibility, ease of use, etc,

6.4.1.6 Use of Other ERIC Products and Services by ERIC Requestors

" Just és ERIC requestors use non-ERIC information sources to sufisfy‘
their nceds 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 by the
requestor. The other data source 1s thé Requestor Population Survey question-
naire itself; survey respondents were askeé}tbnieentify 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 tbese two sources are displayed in Table 6.27. Consistently,

the requestors tbemselves report more ERIC usage than was reported by access

_point .staff who were assigned to monitor a_particular ERIC product or service.

For example, ia the Primary Survey, it was reported that CLJE was used in

2%9.7.percent of the cases where RIE was used. According to RIE users surveyed

in the Requestor Popuiation Survey, CIJE was used in twice as maﬁy cases. A

similar relationship is. shovm for all four of the majbr ERIC categories. For

example, of ERIC computer search requestors, Primary Survey data shov RIE

being used in 8.6 percent of the cases, while the Requestor survey shows RIE .

being used in 41 5 pércent of the cases.

There are several possible explanations for these seeming discrepan-_ 

. cies. bThe first is that the Primary Survey may’tend ro uqder;eport use of

ERIC products or services other than the ones access point staff were ~sked to

L]
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Table 6.27 Combined Use of ERIC Products and Services,
' : as Reported in Primary Survey ahd Requestor
Populatiou Survey

Type Pclcent of o As Rep&ftcd ’ As Reported
of . theae Requestr in Access in Requestor
ERIC ) Invblving Use Point Primary Population
. Request " of thF Following: ) Survey ‘Survey
RIE CIJE l 29.7% ° 61.0%
ERIC Computer Search. "1\H 23.5% ) 28.3%
ERIC Micyofiche . 27.1% 71.8%
ERIC Pginted Report 1.5% 53.3%
ERIC Printed Bibliography 0.6% 35.2%
.r" .
CIJE GR;E .o 36.9% 50.8%
t,E?RI(Z Computer Search - 17.9% 26.2%
"ERIC Microfiche . 3.8% C49.2%
ERIC Printed Report 0.1% . 15.2%
ERIC Printed Bibliography - 1.9% " 10.5%
ERLC RIE 8.6% 41.5%
Computer CLJE ‘ o 7.9% 42.0%
‘ ERIC Microfiche 8.9% 63.8%
‘ ERIC Printed Report 0.6% © o 50.3%
ERIC Printed Bibliography . 0.8% 26.7%.
ERIC RIE ‘ 36.9% 56.9%
Documents  cyyp 11.5% 6%-6%
ERIC Computer Search 15.4% 48.1%

SOURCE: King Researca, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Adécess Point Primary
Survey, Requestor Population Survey, 1981.

- . )
. .

*
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s monitor, simply because not all products and services other than the ones
access point staff were asked to monitor were within viee of the employee vho
was assigned to perform ERIC monitoring. This is a common occurrence,
especlally vhen different ERIC products are located in different rooms .or -
departments within the same organization. Another cxplanation, possibly more
significant, is that ERIC usage may, in fact, “stretch" over an extended time
period and may involve using ERIC products. and services at' different organiza-
tions. For example, we know ehat there are mahy more "RIE" access ?oinfs;than
"ERIC computer gsearch" access points. It is possible in some Cases ehae RIE
functions as a "feeder" to competer eearching by making users aware of the
exlstence 6f the data base thus leading them to awareness and use of computer
searching subsequent to using RIE. This is one possible explanation for the

higﬁ 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 additional’uses of ERIC at access points_other than the one which
recerded their request }13 an ERIC Request Card.

o

\
Probably the "truth" about join;'ﬁse*of ERIC products and services

1s somewhere between the results of the'Primery Survey and the reeultslef the
Requestor Population Sﬁrvey., The Primary Survey may simpfy underestimate use
of other products or services since they could not alwaye be monitored by the
access point staff member who was only, In most.cases, assigned to monitor
oﬁly one product or service. The Requestor Population Sugvey'may overestimate
eince_it is always possible that an ERIC user of, say,.éiJE, may have thought

, ‘that the ERfodatabase was being searched even‘though other related databases

.- - 2 .
- were being searched. ' ) ) '
i, .

1Another possible ekplanation of the high incidence of joint use ef RIE and
ERIC computer searching is that RIE is limited to the ERIC bibliographic datd-
base, whereas computer searching 1s not. . . -

‘}20ne interesting question is how frequently computer searching access p01nts

call th euselves an "ERIC search service"” in their promotional literature even
thouRh ERIC is only one of the databases they search. )

k. I | 127, 404 S
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Yevertheless, 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 evidenfe that ERIC products and services are related to each other even

though each performs a different function.

i - Perhaps a more significant interpretation of these data is that a
market may exist for an ERIC product'which combines both ddentification snd
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 questionnaire 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_
céuld, in fact, be .1solated as much as possible. The disadvantage of this
approach is that not ali'Requestor Population Survey respondents aye included
in the following tables. The advantage is, we feel, that responses. to these

few questions can be analyzed mo-e reliably.

> -
N

6.4.2.1 Prior Awvareness of ERIC and Means of First Awareness of ERIC

.Table 6.28 shows that most ERIC requestors were aiready aware that the
tvpe of ERIC product or service they used existed. Almost all of the document
requestors (98.5%) were ‘already aware of the existenee of ERIC documents, while
nearly 80 percent of seareh requestors were already aware of ERIC computer

searehin~ CIZJE had the 1owestprior ‘awareness, with only 58.3 percent having

prior avareness of ChlS ERIC product.
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Table 6.28 Prior Awnreness‘of ERIC and Method of Initisl Awareness

ERIC: Category (ERIGTYPE)

RIE CLJE _ Searches Documents
(n=242,480) (n=5I33700) (n=170,580) {n=421,950)

/ A, Percent of requestors who
were awsre of the ERIC
product or service prior -
B to the date on the ERIC k
Request Card (Q2) - 65,4% 58.3% 79.1% " 98.5%

Variable

Method of first - R - Y
awsreness {(RQ4)

Teacher, professor, . ‘ .
employer - 56.8% 42,5% 34,0% 54.5%

Friend, colleague,” ‘ ’ S
fellow student 5.1 - 13.3 14.5 6.6

Staff at library,’
media center, clear- : : : 1’
inghcuse, etc. 30.4 29.0 27.3 .. 9.6

ound out by myself
hile doing research
n library, media
enter, clearinghouse,

te. : 0.0 13.0 2.8 . 2.5
- 5. Qther | : 4.1 2.2, 20,4 - 26.8
6. Np response 3.6 0.0 1.0 0.0

100.0% °  100.0% . 100.0% 100.0%

King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Reque;tor Population
‘Survey, 1981, o




. Most requestors initially found out about ERIC from a teacher,
professor, or employer. Given the substantial proportion of ERIC use accounted
for by those involved in a research project or class study, we feel safe in
assuming that the majority of this prior awareness came from experience while

in. school. | -

h The next most frequently used channel }or awareness 1s the gtaff of '
libreries, media centers, information centers, and clearinghouses. And

aceording to these data, a relatively small proportion found out ahout ERIC on
their owm. He‘eonelude that people need to be introduced to ERIC by teachers\\\\
or library staff. The frequency of awvareness from other sources is relatively ~
low. (We note that, for ERIC dociments, 14,1 percent of prior awareness comes

from reading journals, magazines, or newsletters, included here under '‘other™.

*

6.4,2.2  Description of ERIC Requests and their Outcome

Information-seehing sometimes has been viewed.as one of the behaviorél
.engaged in by people who are trying to make a decfbion or solve a problem. We
have already seen what types of purposes people have in Qeeking ERIC informa-
tion, e.g., class study, management, rasearch, etc. ‘

., These factors have an impaet on the type of information people seek.
We describe thebtypes of information people seek in the following tables.

First, Table 6.29 demonstrates how ERIC products and services are usedﬁ
iu terms of whether or not the requestors had specific authors or documents in
mind when using ERIC. 1In a majority of cases, ERIC requestors do not have
specific authors or documents in mind; instead, they are searching for informa-
tion on a specifie 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 1its association with ERIC documents lead people to believe that RIE documents
are narrower, sub;ect-ulse than the "open literature” accesgible through CTJE

and ERIC computer searches.) , ' : .
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Table 6.29 Description of Request a%é Its &utcome by ERIC Category

4

ﬁ_{;.

K

ERIC Category (ERICTYPE)

‘\‘ Category

i

s *  RIE
\ (n=242,480)

CIJE
{n=513,700)

Pocunments
(n=421,950)

Searches
(n=170,580)

3,
A, Goal of Request (Q6)

1. 1 hﬁd gspecific authors
or documents in mind

"I was searching for
information on a spe-
cific topic

Bothhof the abovg
Neithér of the above

5.”"No response

Total

30.3%

* 61.0

3.3

0.0

100.0% .

"34.5%
90.7 49.9
4.7 15.3

0.0 1

0.
0.

0.5 3

100.0% 100.1%

B. Request Qutcome (QS)‘
l. No relevant documents

identified

2. Did not need to obfain

access to these

doqgmen;s

Have not yet tried to

obtaln access to the

identified documents

Have obtained access to
none of the documents
even ‘though I have
tried -

Have obtalned access

to some of the docu~
ments ’

Have obtained access to

most of the documents

Have obtained access to
- all the-documents—-

Other

No response

Total

100.17%

8.8

43.0

28.2

-

0.0 0.0

4.9 0.0

" 99.9y

11.3%

19.8 7.0

-

26.2 14.9

t_m._TQTZ_“_
ok
Ay

2.8

. 30.1
0.0
0.3

100.0% 100.1%

SOURCEZ: King Research, Ihch,

Survey, 198L.- .

ERIC Cost and Usaég Study, Requestor Population
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When asked aﬁout request outcomes, most respondents report having
obtained access to "some", l"tm:pst:", or "all" of the documents they identified.
However, larger proportions uf users of RIE and CIJE than ERIC scarches and
ERIC documentsureport obtainin “some"; "most", or "gll" of the documents they
idenfified; these results may -be due just as much to the nature of the proaucts

.:hémgelvés (i.e., people ﬁgy'not uiually use ERIC documents nb help %d?ntify “
other documents) as to the time del y (i.e., some respondents may hﬁve3received
their questionnaires before they had ufficient time to fully inspect and

"utilize thelr seareh output),

Nevertheless, these results for ‘RIE and CIJE certainly demonstrate
that a majority of ERIC requestors do Sucée d, at least partially, in obtaining
access to the documents:which ERIC identifies for them, ‘ 8

P

Table 6.30 further describes ERIC usage in terms of whether ERIC helps

.requestors identify non-document information sources.’

\ The products and services seem about equally successful in this,
idEﬁthjiugnon—documentinformation sources. This 1s important when evaluating
an information system, since the documents which—ap information system identifies
y not by themselves provide the informe;ion which the individual userlié
geeking. For example, twenty percent of the document requestors report that
their’ERIC documents 8upplied-them-with ", ..the Hames of individuals who could
be contacted for‘édditional information", and'almo;: one~third (31.3%) of
‘doqument'requestors stated that ERIC documents supplied them with "...names of
orgaﬁizétions which could be ¢ontacted for further information".

Aside. from the numbers presented in these preéeding tables, three e
ideas should be reaﬁily apparent to the reader.

«
\ . - .
[

'First, ERIC users do appear to have success in obtalning the documents -
which ERIC helps them to identify. In this respect, the ERIC system appears to
. be a success. iH
_ Second, ERIC documents themselves help users identify further sources
of information. Thus, it would- be a mistake to view the identification and pro-

vision ofERIC dbcuments as the sole output of thaéfg ERIC microfiche collections.
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Identification of Information Sources Other than Documents
by ERIC (ategory

Table 6.30

L] ~

ERIC Category (ERICTYPE)

, Category RIE CIJE Searches Documents
; (n!ﬂéZJABO)(n=513 700} n=170,580) (n=421, 950)
Has the information you obtained from
this ERIC product or gervice helped
you ldentify any information sources
other than documents which are useful
or relevant? (Q9)

Yes ’ 46.6%  38.7% 49.0%  40.2%-

No 44.7  41.5 37.7 27.2

b

Don't know . Oaﬁ 13.8

No response 8.8 6.0

-

Total 100.1%  100.0%

B. Other Sources Identifiedl
(Q10P1 ~ QlOP4)

Names of individuals who could .
be contacted for additional
information

w

17.6%

Names of organizations which
could be contacted for . “

further information 34.0%  22.6%

31.6% 31.3%
3. Names of programs or

projects 42.7% 32.0% 37 2Z 33 1%

King Research, Inc., ERLC Cost 2ud Usage Study, Requestor POpulation
‘Survey, 1981.

SOURCE:

-

lxultiple responses possible.




Third, ERIC appears to be quite Suécessful in providing users with

" information sources. We think that this is an inter-

leads to "non-document
esting finding since one of the justifications for developing specilal-purpose
clearinghouses, information analysis centers, and special consultant or project
files is to provide information-sceekers with more than just documents. Yet,

here we find that document-based ERIC products and services are being usda 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.

6.4.2.3 Number of Documents Identified

Still, a major function of the ERIC system is to help individuals
locate documents. We asked Tequestors (A) how many documents they hoped to
identify, (B) how many documents they actually identified, and (C} how many
documents they actually expected to be relevant.n Responses are displayed in
Table 6.31. .. "

It is quite gpparent that people who request ERIC computer searches
have the highest expectations, with a mean of"37.8 documents the requesﬁors
hopeé to identify., It is also clear that people who request ERIC c;mpqter
* searches also retrieve the largest numbar of relevant'doéuments, with 4 mean
of 22,8 relevant documents aatually identified. Unfortunately, we do not. knoWw
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 conJunction with other

y

databases.

6.4.2.4 Satisfaction with ERIC
We asked respondents to rank their satisfaction with ERIC in two

wavs. TFirst, we asked them to rank their "overall satisfaction" with ERIC on

; S &
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Table 6.31 Number of Documents Identified through Using ERIC
by ERIC Category and Type of Document

Average Number of Documents...

ERIC - - the requestor the requestor  the requestor
l Catego hoped to ' actually expected to
(Enlchgé) Tdentify identified be relevant
(Q74) _ (Q7B) (Q7¢C)
RIE mean 8.8 13.1 8.6
8.d. 6.6 15.2 .12.6\\\ :
, ) ﬂ\i
CILJE. . mean 9.2 7.8 7.2
" sd. 5.2 8.9 6.0

Searches mean 37.8 ° 50.0 22.8

”T:j:) s.d. 40.0 79.6 335
Documents - mean 12.3 7.9 6.3

s.d. 19.2 . ;2.9 11.7

SOURCE: King. Research, Imc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population
Survey, 19B1. '

A
: 1

NOTE: "s.d." ='"standard deviation" _ ‘




1kl—to—5 scale. We also asked them to rank ERIC in terms of five qualipativc .
attributes: I ' S _ . . .
' Y
. relevance ' -
® completeness ‘ ) . . B

™ practicality

® appropriateness -

. newness

All attributes were defined as unambiéuously ag possible. Definitioné and
tabulations- of results are displayed in Table 6.32. o -

Overall, more than three-fourths of tespondents stated they were

“highly satisfied” .on "Somewhat satisfied" with the ERIC ‘product or service’
which. they used. . ‘ - A

*

. s In terms of the individual attrihutes, a majority of respondents

rank ERIC products as a 4 or 5 on a 1-to-5 seale, with 1 being low and 5 being
e T

high. We were particularly interested -in how. requestors ranked ERIC in terms
of irs: practicality, which was defined as:

", ..degree to which the ERIC product or-service 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 three—fourths (72. nZ) of RIE requestors
stated that the information supplied by RIE ranked a 4 or 5 on the'“practicalicy”
scale. ’

N
Based on these results, we conclude that a majority of ERIC requestors

are satisfied with!ERiIC.. - ‘ S ,i ‘




Tabin 6,32 Qualitative Evaluation of ERIC Products and Scrvices ’
by ERIC Category and Evaluation Attribute

ERIC Category (ERICTYPE)

Evaluation Rlﬁ c1Je Scarches Documents
Attribute fn=242,480) (n~513,700 (n=170,580) (n=421,950)

A. Relevance

he | "t
(g13p1) 12 C66.72(22°8%7)  67.3%€25.2%)  57.3%(23.1%)  65.8%(21.0%)
B. Completeness
(qu3p2)l+3 50 .1%(24.9%7)  59.1%(15.4%7)  54.9%(21.8%7) 47.2%(11.3%)

C. Practicality

] (qrap3yLo4 ‘ 6%(44.9%)  61.3%(25.2%)  59.0%(20.2%) 59.8%(25.6%)
D. Approoriateness h
(grapa)lr? 61.2%(21.8%)  59.2%(37.57)  56.8%(26.4%) 60.1%(20.4%)
E, Newness ) '
(q13psyl+® 69.57(38.9%)  47.7%(20.77)  47.22(20.3%)  56.2%(10.6%)

- — e A - . s v e s . T iy

Overall Satisfac- : .
tion 1y’ 88.6%(35.32)  76.2%(32.1%)  80.4%(43.1%)  73.1%(4B.4%)

SOQURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population -
. Survey, 19 Bl. ‘

,lThe percents in the column are the percentages of respondents who rated .the® ERIC
product gr 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 (degree to which the ERIC product or service provided you with or
direcred you to information directly related to the title or toplc of your
request)

Completeness (degree ro which the ERIC product or service provided you with or
directed you to all the information you needed).

4 - . . .

Practiealigz (degree to which the ERIC product or service provided you with or
directed you to information which was practical or immediately useable for your
needs)

&pprqpriateness (degree to-which the ERIC produec or service p;ovidcd you with
or directed you to informarion which was presented at a technical level or
level of detail which was appropriate to your needs).

6\ewness (degree to which the ERIC product or service provided you with or

direqted you to information about which you were previously unaware)

‘Percent ‘is the petcent responding “"highly satlsfied“ or “somewhat satzs‘ied".
Percent in brackets, { )}, is the percent responding "highly satisfied" only.

: lal
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’ - SECTION 7
| ‘ THE CO$TS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM :

s

Cost analyses of the ERIC System were performed to identify the
magnitude oﬁ_expenditﬁres assoclated with the production, distribution and
use of Eﬁlciproducts and services_and varlous component costs. The gethod-

. ology used in developing ERIC System Costs, which 1s described in Appendix A,

& 'was based on identifying costs:of thé:ERIC,System pafticipants acéérding to
the product or service and the generic function involved. For some partici-
pants, such as khe Clearinghouses, total costs were available an§ necded only
to be allocated among thé products and services and functiong; Other barti—
clpant costs were estimated frog those of a sample of ﬁhe particﬁlar group of
interest, and some were developed using ERIC system parameters and genéraiized
cost models of particular‘activitieé.

. Planning for ‘cost analysis began with the specification of system
participants, producfé-and services, and functions to be considered. Those
chosen éye shown in Figure 7.1 and have been described earlier in Section 2.
Also specified at this point were specific ac;ivitieézperformed by each parti-

cipant and relevant cost factors. - P
i

Several conventions and ynderlyiﬁg assumptions must be kept in mind in
. B considering the cost results presented in this report. The first ofF these con-
cerns the treatmenE of expenditures fbr ERIC products and services —— especially
subscriptiPns to RIE and CIJE, computer searc? charges, and document purchases.
Incurred generally by access polnts, these expenditures are reimbursements Eor
costs/inﬁurred by ERIC. To avold double counting, then, purchase costs were npot
included in access polnt totals. These figures aré available 1f needed for con-
sideration of access point qgtivitj.
. \ A second convention followed in cosfing involved the allocation of
generatlon costs betﬁeen:BIE or CIJE and computer searches. While it is the

general praccice in the industry to allocate generation coscs to the printed

»

o : o 1
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Figure 7.1. ERIC System Participanto, Products and Services and Functions

Participants

Products and Services

Functions

Document Providers

ERIC
Clearinghouses
Facility
EDRS
GPO
ORYX

Access Polints
Data Base Processors

Users

RIE
7
C1LIE

Computer Search

Documents

Generation

Reproduction and Distri~
bution

' Acquisition and Proces-

sing
User Support
Identification

Assimilation

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost

4

and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981,
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secondarv product and only marginal costg of tape production to ‘computer tapes,
we have chosen here to allocate generation costs between the printed RIE or
CIJE and computer scarches. The allocatfon chosen is on the basis of the
relative number of uses of cach product as reported in Section 6. Other allo~’
cation cethods chosen which also have an impact on the distribution of ERIC
costs include the asvignmcnt of administrative and overhcad costs for cach
participant on the basis of direct costs assoclated with particular products/

services and functions.

Therce would appear to be substantidl 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 aolely to
" U.S. access points and users, and so mﬁst underestimate both use and
agsociated costs, Generation and reproduction costs given are exhaustive

and do not exlude those associated with foreign'&istribution.

_ The end result of the cost anaiyses of the ERIC system reflects costs
éxpended in 1979 on the prc luction, distribution and use of ERIC products and
services in the U.S. The total figure {s nearly $160 million,_wEEh nearly
two-thirés of this associated with the time spent by users of the ERIC system,
Sections which follow describe the, ERIC system costs aécording to breakdowns by
participaat {Section 7.1}, product or service (Section 7.2}, and'function
(Section 7.3). These sections highlight the generdl results of the cost data
collection and suggest areas for further exploration. More detafled cost data

are available for such anmalyses in the King Research files.

7.1 ERIC System Participant Costs

r

Tne general categories of ERIC Syétem participants covered in this
study were document providers (authors), ERIC and its component organizations,

access points, and users. Costs assoclated with each are shovm in Table 7.1 and

Figure 7,2,
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Table 7.1. ERIC System Costs by Participant (1979)
(Thousands of Dollars) .

1

IJPartigigant Cost Percent
Document Providers‘ $ 23,500 15%
ERIC 7,284 5
Access Points 26,240 I16

64

Users 102, 345

TOTAL' $159,369 100%

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.




Figure 7.2, ERIC System Costs by Participant

Document Providers
$23.5m

) "Access Points
Users $26.2m
$102.3m

b

King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost an§ Usage Study, Cost Analysig, 1981.




Document provider costs are those associated with the authorsﬁip of
ERIC reﬁd Es, of which there were nearly 17,000 in 1979. Costs ghowm

. reflect an average of 100 professional and 40 support hours per repeorts, and
an estimated professional salary of $12.00 per hour based on the observed
affiliations of ERIC report authors. Like use costs, authorship costs are
generally dbsorbed by the Institution with which a particular author or readér
is affiliated. ' '

ERIC costs total about $7.3 million, including those associated with
the Ciearin houses, the Facility, EDﬁS, GPO, and Oryx Press. The .total is
that expended by the NIE on ERIC in 1979 ($5.6 million) hegaﬁse
it includes |costs incurred by the participants for which they are reimbursed
through othe meaés, sucﬁ'as sales. One gfoss way of looking at ERIC expendi-
tures is as the stimulation of a system for distributing and usifig educational®

In this sense, expenditures of $5.6 million stimulate an addi-

tional $130 million of activity. )
Access point costs associatéd with ERIC total about $26 million,

information.

réflecting acqguisition and distribution of ERIC information and related user
support activities in an estimated 3,269 U.S. access points. Also included in
‘this total is |an estimated $2.0 million expended by data base processors in

costs make up |6 percent of ERIC system expenditures, i

User |costs dominate the ERIC system total, accounting for nearly

providing computer searches of the ERIC data base, In total, the aecess point
two-thirds or Xr

er 5102 million. These costs reflect the investment which edu-
cational personpel are willing to make in acquiring information from the ERIC

products and services. —_
A total of about 6.3 million uses of the ERIC systepﬁhég_yegg,eéti- -

mated, including} uses of the individual products and services as sho;n in

Table 7.2. Time!|spent in reading or assimilating each pro&uct,lon the average,

is shown in the gecond column of the table. This was reported B? users in the

Requestor Populatlion Survey. Total time for zl11 ERIC produ;tior service uses '

annually is over 10.5 million hours, Also included in total user time spent on

s
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Table 7.2, ERIC System Use Costs (1979)

~

. | Number E Hourly Total ﬁag Coat
Product or of Annual | Assimilation | Salary (Thousands of
Service Uses Time Cost Dollars)

.

838,000 4.5 hours | $8.42 . $32,908

919,000 4.5 hours B.31
Computer Search | | 198,000 3.5 hours

Documents — requests ?BS,OOO 2.5 hours 11.70 31.70 * 24,852
- retrievals §,344,000 .5 hours | 11,70 5.70 24,852

SOQURCE: King Research, Inec., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981,
I - . x, L

+
L] - s
|

L)

*Includes costs of user acquiq}tidﬁ-of documénhs, photocopying'of documents,
and identification of all products.and services,. as well as reading time,

3




" _an ERIC product would be user acquisition of doguments, photocopying of docu-
‘mengs, and time spent idcntifyipg and accessing all products and services.
These additional factors have been incorporated in estimatey of uger cost
shown in the last two columns of Table 7.2.

The final factor in estimating uger costs is the hourly salary
cost. This was estimated from the- Requestor Population Survey, in which annual
sala;ies 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 aeerage Salaries‘was‘the proportion of users
who had no income or incomes under $5,000;‘phese groups accounted for 47 per-
cent of RIE users, 30 percent’sf CIJE users, 17 percent of domument 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 EﬁIC;documente 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 anaiysis=of ERIC system costs is the -dis- g
tinction berween Feﬂeral and non-Federal expenditureé.' As has been pointed out,
. $5.62million of the ERIC costs given are expended.by NIE. Other Federal
expenditures come through support of document providers. accesg polnts, and
"users. From an analysis of RIE authors, about 20 percent appear to be Federally- t
funded, adding about $4.7 million to the Federal expenditure for a total of
$10.3 million.

Q. ’ : v 145




7.2 ERIC System Product and Service Costs

ERIC System Product and Service Costs are'shown‘in Table 7.3 and
. Figure 7.3. As indicated, costs associlated with RIE and CIJE are approximately
- ' equal and; in total, about five times a6 great as computer search costs. Cobts
ossociated 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 1is done in Table 7.4. Here'we are reminded that
the higher. cost assoclated with documents is due primarily to authorship costs,
and also to higher costs within the access points. ERIC costs are greatest#
for documents t$3.? million). User costs are greatest for CLJE use ($35.6 wil-
lion), and least ($8.9 million) for documents. Comparing access poinf and user
costs, we see greater time spent by access polnts on user_support and other
. aspects of storage and distribution for documents, while this product category
is assoclated with the smallest use expenditures. There is a suggestion that
as access costs decrease, user costs ilncrease. . -
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 stribution costs of
$9.50 exceed average use costs of.$5.?0. Overall unit costg,for the four prod-
uct/service categories are $15.20 for documents, $42.50 for CLJE, $46.50 for
+  RIE, and $78.00 for computer searches. .

v &

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 involvlng further definition of a use, and the

. =

second involving a finer breakdown of the component costs..

From the Requestor Population Survey, iInformation was obtained on the
. .number of citations identified and the number of ¢itations identified and expec-

ted to be relevan:t for each type of use of a secondary-product/service. Looking

ERIC - S 160
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Table 7.3, ERIC System Costs by Product or Service (1979)
' (Thousands of Dollars) )

_P?oduct or Service . _ ' Cost Percent
RIE ' 5 $ 38,791 247
CI3E | 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,




e

Documents
$66m

Computer
Search

$15.4m

T . .
SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.
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Table 7.4. ERIC

L]

System Costs by Préduct or Serxvice
and Participant (1979)
(Thougands of Dollars)

Participant

Document Access
Product or Service Providers  ERIC Points Users Total
RIE -— 2,132 3,751 32,908 38,791
CIJE —_— 733 2,713 35,644 39,090
Computer search - 762 5,738 8,941 . 15,441
Documents 23,500 3,657 14,038 24,852 66,047
TOTAL 23,500 7,284 26,240 102,345 159,369

s+ 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 Services (197%)

Product or Service

Uniﬁ Cogts

Number +  Generation
of Uses and Distribution Use Total

RIE
C1JE

Computer Search

838,000 § 7.00 $39.30 $46.30°

919,000  3.70 38.80  42.50

1

198,000 32.80 . 45.20 78.00

Documents &, 344,000 9.50 5,70  15.20

SOURCE: King Research,
Analysis, 1981.

Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost




|
at these, we {dnd thiat the average number, of relevant cltations fdent!ifled in @
| computer scarch was 22,8, while 7.2 relevant cltations were identified in the
average manuai CLIE Jcarcﬁ'uﬂd‘ﬁ 6 lv the average mnnuﬂl R1E scarch. Both the
user times and the totul costs, piven prcvlouuly mry now hu related to the time

and cont pcr rclov;nt c!tatlan, as shown in Table 7.6.

lhﬂ data of this table provide’a bharp contrast and a quite different
result from the previous analysis. RIE and CIJE are st{ll comparable in terms
o of cdst and time, but coﬁpuccr'sedfching involvés about onc~third the user time
and consliderably lower costs per relevant citatlon: These findings begin to
suggest the complexity of the comparison. between manual and computer gsearches,
and reflect in the agéfegécﬁ data which can be used to modcl the comparison

under differing conditions.

Further comparisons can be made by looking at the specifie COmponedt

costs inclﬁded in ‘the' totals for RIE, bIUE and computcf sgarching. A breakdown
lfor each key function and participant. is given in Table 7.7 and described beiou.

Generation costs involve the developrcnt of sccondary information
about educational materials by the ClcaringhOuses, the ERIC Facility, and Oryx
nress gs indicated ecarlier, these COSts were developed for the RIE and ClJE
databases and then allocated in part to computer searching on the basis of
relacive use of the different forms. A c0mputer search uas assumed to include
both RIE and CIJE files, so that the unit cost s apprOximately the sum of the .
two separa;e data bane costs. There ar¢ some generation costs unlquely associ-

ated with computer searching, so that this unit cost is in faect slightly larger.

» Reproduction and distribution costs include costs Incurred by Oryx
fress, GPO and the data 'base processors who provide ERIC tapes for searching.
RIE and CIjE.cos:s céver reprbduccion and distribution of beth moathly, semi--
énnual. and .:auval indexes (RIE- only). Database processor'costg are estimated
for ﬁhe approximarrly 22 bateh services and six online services in the U.S. that
N Do provide access to the ERIC tapés. eproduction and distributicn costs, as
:igﬁt be expected, are significantly highef for online searching.than for Ehe
zapually searched indexes . CLJT reproduction and distribution tosts are lower
than those of RIE primarii; because ©f a iowgr number of subscriptions; CLIE
unit casts are lower because even with lower subscriptions the number ol uses

is about the same. ’ . ’ 165
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Tablg 7.6,
B

R1E, CLJE &and Computer Search
" Unit Times and Costs (1979)

Une Time Cost
Average Use|Average Cost [Average Number|Per Relevant|Per Relevant
Time! Per Use? of Relevant Citations Citations
Product/Service (ours) (Dollars) Citations {(Minutes) (Dollars)
RIE 4.5 $46,30 8.6 31 ) $5.40
CIJE " 4,5 $42,50 7.? .38 $5.90
Computer Search 3.5 $78.00 - 22.8 9 $3.40

SOURCE: King Researchi Inc., ERIC Cost and Ugbge Srudy, Cost Analysis, 1981,

lIncludes time spent by users.

system participants.

Includes costs .incurred by ugers as well as other system participants.
L3 '

Excludés time spent by access points and other

o ——
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Talsle .7, Comparbkoon of ERIC Syutem RIE, CLJE, and Computer Search Costs (1979)

RTE . CLIE Computer Search
Coat Flement \\ Gont Coat Por Coat Cont Pcr Cont Coat lPer
(Fuact forr and (Thouwsandn Une {Thounandn Une {Thoununda Une
Farticipant) of Nollars) (ollara) of Dollars} (Dollara) .| of Dollars) (Dollars)

- - D= e e —am  ————— — .

u

Coeneraat lons

ERIC $1,070 $1.28 $430 $.47 $1.83

Reproduction aad Discrlbation:
ERIC ‘ 124
Avecens Polats : =

124

Avgultsitioa and Processling:

FR1C
Avcess Points

\User Support:?
ERTC )
Access Poluty 2,685

2,863 3.12

ldentificatlon nnd Access:
lisers . , I.IQ? ' 1.38

A

Assimllation: -
Users ' . : 34,375 37.40 8,164

TOTAL . $39,090 $42.50 $15,441
Relevant Cltations per Use

Cost per Relevant Citatiom '$5.90 )

o

SOURCE: King Research, Imc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981. .




Acquisition and processing costs can be divided into two sepments,
the first concerned with the acquisition of feports and journal articles for
precessing and the second including vauisitidn of RIE and CLIE for use. These
fnvolve the Clearinghouses, the ERIC Facility and the accegs points. Acquisi~
tion and processing costs for generation dominate, making up about BO percent wr
of the total $435,000 for the three products/services. Acquisition and proces-
‘sing costs are higher gor RIE repurts than for CIJE journal articles; again,
portions of both are allocated to the cost of computer searches.
User support costs include costs incurred at those service polints
'Having direct contact with end users, and werc estimated ffém the Access Point
Screener Survey. The ERIC Clearinghouses and F;cility provide user support as
well as the other academic and nonacademic access polnts descrihed earlier.
Generally, support time per usc is highest for computé} searching and slightly
| higher for RIE than for CLIE. | '
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-—
téd byusl;)belq minutes for RIE and CIJE and 20 minutes for computer searching}
In puch of the analysis of the cost of use, fdentification 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‘timei for
a secondaty product, the definition given users conveys the dual tasks of
searching the i{ndexes and review;ng 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.
‘:v .
An analysis such as that above alds in exploring differences in the
costs associated with RIE, CIJE and computet search usage.. Additional detail, .
to the éctivity level, 1s available for further analyses. .This {ncludes the
breakdown of individual ERIC participant costs —— those of the Clearinghouses,

the Facility, EDRS, GPO and- Oryx Press. Breakdowns such as these, especially

on the ‘unctional level, mav be used in addressing ERIC.management issues.

N ) . .
1Thi tize was ir addition te the time spent on 'reading, examining, searching,

or co:sglting" ERIC products or services which was reported in the Reguestor
Pooulztion Survey. e (
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To complete the picture of ERIC costs at the more detalled {level,
Table 7.8 gives document-related costs by function and participant. &cr use
costs for cach function are also shown. The total cost for FRIC docu%cntu is
about $66 million, which Includes costs associated with both ERIC repérts and

other publications gencrated by the Clcaringhouses and access peints.,

Document generatien cests arc incurred by decument providers, ERIC
and access points. The cost of authorship, including professional and support
time, 15 estimated at $1,400 per report. ERIC and access point costs arte
those gssociaced wich'the dsveloﬁmené'of other documents, 1nc1ud1né bibliog-

ruphids, information &nalysis preducts, user guldes, 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 fnitial 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 Eiche copies and over 40 chousand paper coples of documents
were distributed in 19?9 c

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 diract services to users and other academic and nonacademic access
points. ' - '

The final two functional categoriesegre 1denc1ficacion 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 psrcent of the costs are for authorship and rgadiﬁé. Reproduction and

distribution costs are quite low_oq a per use basis,,primarily because document

lan additionzl % zillion Fiche copies are distributed annually to £111 in back
cellections. . 155 '1.”()




Tablz .8. ERIC System Document-Related Costs (1979)

Cost Element Cost - | Cost Per Retrieval
(Function and Partdcipant) (Thousands of Dollars (Dollars)
Generation: .
Document Providers $23,500
ERIC . 521
Access Points 2,849
‘ : 26,870 $6.19
Reproduction and Distribution: )
ERIC 2,358
\ Access Points 440
2,798 .64
Acquisition and Processiing: .
ERIC . 342,
Access Points 5,502
Users - . 351
6,195 "1.43
User Support: )
ERIC . 436
Access Points ' 3,247 ‘
5,683 1.31
Identification and Access): -
_Users 1,531 +35
) Assimilationi l .
Users - : ] 22,970 i 5.29 .
yTOTAL -~ ‘ l $66,047 - $15.20 _
’Z$OURCE: King Research, In¢,, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.




reproduction and distribution is dominated by relatively low cost microfiche
copies. The role of librarics and other access points is reflected in user

support costs.
. Ag indicated previously, document costs cover both ERIC reports and

other publications generated by the Clearinghouses an. sjccess points.” Addi-
tional analysis by type of document would be desirable.

7.3 ERIC System Functional Costs

. :
The third major breakdowum of ERIC system costs utilized in this
study was by function, with six broad functions identiffed:

* Generation

0Reproduction and Distribution
Acquisition and Processing
User Su;porc
Identification and Access
Assimilation

The functional breakdown is provided to facilitate comparisons acrogs
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
of‘coscs associated with use of ERIC products and services. The functional
breaEdown'is perhaps most useful when combined with the product/service break-
dognlés shown in Table 7.10. ﬁere we can Eompare the relative ‘effort devoted
to each function for each product or service 5ﬁd the relative level of effort
among products and services under each function. Comparing RIE and CIJE costs,
for example, we see the greater costs associated with RIE in all of the
produgtion and distribution fuanionsl More costs are associated with RIE-
relatéd-uéer support as well, but identification and assimilation costs are
higher for 'CLJE.




Table-?.g. ERIC Systéﬁ Cogts by Functisn (1979)

- (Thousands of Oollars)

Function N i Cost, Percent
Generation ' $28,732 18%
' ‘Reproduction and Oistribution 5,194 3

4
i

Acquisition and Pfocessing

- for generation ) i 681 -
. - for use . 5,949 ¥
- subtotal 6,630 4
. User Support . 16,820 ) 11
.Identification and Access ' 4,749 ) 3
. ' . .
Assimilation 97,244 " 61
TOTAL $159,369 C 100%

SQURCE: King Research, Inc.,, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.

1
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Figure 7.4, ERIC System Cosca by Function
L

Generation
$28.7m

Reproduction and
Distribution
$5.2m

Acquisition and
Processing
$6.6m

User Support

$16.8m
Assimilacion ‘<

\\
$97.2m Identification
- ' and Access
$4.7m

. SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981.




9
Table 7.10. ERIC System Costs by Function and Product or Service {1979}

(Thousands of Dollars)

Product or Service

Computer

Funection CI1JE . Search Document Total

Generation 430 362 26,870 28,732

Reproduction and _ ' )
Distribution 2,027 + 2,798 5,194

Acquisition and : o .
Processing :
-for generation 275 65
-for use _61 : ) _4
. —subtotal 336 ‘ 69

340 68D

5,855 5,950
6,195 6,630

User Support 4,232 2,863 . : 5,683 16,820

L]

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.

v




A function to be explored in more depth in tracing communilcation
channels for ERIC p?oducta and services is uger 3upport;‘ 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 personnelﬂand hours per month devoted to
user support. Specifications were_giﬁen for ‘user supporf 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 progucfs or services to satisfy the

information requests.

User Support activities.for RIEIand CIJE at the access points were
" described as including: ' ' ‘
o negotiating requests which result in the consulting of RIE or
* CLJE by requestors or access point staff,
o consulting, examining, or searching RIE or CIJE,
o showing people how-to.uselRIE or CLJE,
o copying and/or distributing pages of RIE or CLJE in response *
to requests for information,
Excluded from RIE and CIJE User Support activities were formal orientation or
trainiﬁg programs‘given“by access point stéff which covered ERIC.

e
Included'qhder User Support for ERIC database searching were the
following: »° | ' '
Y o negotiating request; which result in searches of the ERIC
“bibliographic database,
. o constructing searéh statements,
. o interacting with or operating the computer system,
. o reviewing or screening the search outpﬁt.
Excluded from User Support for ERIC database searching were:. .
o time devoted to searches which do not include the ERIC database,
0. formal orientation or Eraining programs which cover ERIC,
"o obtaining, copying, or distributing documents retrieved through
‘the.ERIC search. ' ,/‘\Q\




Uscr Support for ERIC documents included the fellowing:
_o negotiating requests which® result in consulting, retriaving,
or copying ERIC documents, ‘
o consulting, re;rieving, or copying ERIC. documents in response
to requests for information or documents, . \
o showing peoplc how to comsult, rctricve, or copy ERIC documents,
o distributing coples of ERIC documents in responac to individual
orders or requests.
ERIC document User Sepport excluded:.
o formal oriemtation or Eraining programs given by staff which
_cover ERIC,

i

o consulting or using ERIC's Resources in Education (RIE) or
ERIC'e Current Index to.Jourdals in Education (CIJE),
o time spent preparing or diatributing locally-produced documents,
newsletters, or bibliographies which normally do-not receive
ERIC “ED" identification /numbers, ' j
- o time spent re-shelving;01 re-filing ERIC documenﬁs.

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 in‘different categories

of access polnts as well as overall cost figures.

Access point user support cost data avre shown for the four ERIC
products and services and the three types of access peints in Table 7.11.
This table does nof include overhead of the access points and other user
support coets incurred %y other system participants. Botk total costs,
and average costs per Clearinghouse are indicaeed. From the table, we see
average costs ranging from $794 for RIE support in acadeiic access points to
$5,842 for computer search support in other access polnts. By type of access
polnt, the average support costs are higﬁest for RIE in ERIC Clearinghouses
and ‘the Facility;‘for documents 1in aeademic access points, and for Eearches in )
other access points. Overall, taking into account average costs and the number

of access polnts, user support costs are greatest in academic access points.
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Table 7.11. Average Annual User Support Labor Costs by ERIC,éntcgory
and Type of Access Point '

"

Type of Access Point
. , ERIC Academic Other All
ERLC Clearing- Access Access Access
Category houses & Points Points " Points
Facility ‘

Total Annuel Uscf bupport $96,202 . $1,242,658  $1,042,003 //52.380.863
Number of Access Points 17 1,566 1,125 2,708
Average Annual User Support $ 5,659 ‘

— ———— . e T kvt e

" ClJE

Total Annual User Support $32,277  $1,176,947 § 437,375 $1,646,599

Numbér of Access Points . 17 943 ,x//Z;; }.393
0

Average Annual User Support $ 1,899 $ 1,248- 7§ 1,010 11.182

1
—— - - ——— —— - o

; q
ERIC Documents ' : q

1

Total&hnnual User Support $67,933 $2,691,295 § 585,635 - $3,344.,863
Number of Acce%s Points 17 - 783 . 620 1,420

Average Annual User Support $ 3,996 $ 3,437 S E ' . 2,356

! i

"'_!"'- " —— —— ——

ERIC Computer Searchas
. : [ ‘
_\ ‘Total Annual User Support $60,905 - 1,175,504  $1,185,893  $2,422,302
1 Number of Access|Points 16 T 812 203 731

\

SOURCE: King ResearchL Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener
Survey, 1981.3 :
1 H . 4

Average Annual Udfr Suppert $ 3,807 $ 2,296 $‘- 5,842 § 3,3iﬁ
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The uter noupport costy eisoviated with RIE bn particular were uined
s the baswdls tor o computerised cout model developed as a demonstration.  This

15 described in Appenddx B Within the Mmlte loponed by the sanples ased to

g *-

collect datn for thir study, similar models could be constructed for other
b system componcnts and agpropated to reflect overall system costs. - Thin would
prow lde yreater flexthiliey dn the analynls of costs at the detafled level

and 1n the modelling of conts under alternate ansumptlons,

¥
L3

O ' |:’
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SECTION 8

HECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER REYEARCH AND ANALYSIS
' }

The d&tu presented In this report have been of a primarily des-
criptivunnaturcv There are.a substantial number of additional analyses whlch \
might be conducted using these gata. In addition, thesc 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 Betwren Print and Computerited Information Services
7

RIE a:md CLJE provide printed access to ERIC bibliographic data at
nore than twice as many ERiC access points as provide online ERIC searching.
Yet many of the ERIC'acccss'pdints uhlch provide online access to ERIC also
subscribe to RIE and CIJE.. This suggests the hypdthesis that onliné segrching
15 not a perfect one-for~ohe.rcpla6gmcnt for printed biblicgraphic access.
Yet, overall, oniine searching of databases in general is increasing faster
than subscripiions Eolhrinted abstracting and indexing publications. And some
publishers are afrajd that che expansion of online searching threatens their

LS

ﬁrintcd subscription base.
Tﬁc Aééess Polnt“&crccner Survey database contains data on bhoth
online searching and RIE/CIJE usage volume, as well as user support cost data.
Further analyses of these data would allow the direet comparison of relative
costs of online vs. manual searching. Such an analysis would be useful both
for ERIC as well as providers of online ang priﬁted bibliographic products in

general.

The Relationship Setween Search Qutput and User Satisfaction

Part of the sacple for the Requestor Peopulatlion Survey consisted of -
Tequesters who had rereived online ERIC searches. As part of their responses,

Requestors estimated the nuzber of documents they identified as well as the o .

155. -'180' | .




propertion of those retrieved which were relevant to the topic or title of
thef{r request. These datu‘pr0§1d0 an opportunity te fnvestigate the rela-
tionship between the composftion of online gearch output as well an naer

- uatisfactfon. Such an analysin would be significant because it would provide
an opportunit} to Auvestigate the dcvclopmcnt of onlinc searching performance

smensares.,

Linking of ‘Data for the Access Point Screener Survey, Acceas Point
Primary Survey, and Requestor Population Survey

These three surveys' data currently reside in three separate com-

puterized files. All:chc_ideqtification numbers for individual records, how-
ever, lncorporate the same set of access point identificatien numbers, so it ..
ts possible, for example, to link requestors from a particular access point \
with the enrire Access Point Screener questionnaircs This preovides the neans K
te - address. the follewing types of qucstionsﬁ .

. What is the relatignsnip between thé‘HuﬁScr and types of
‘ informatiop producis provided by an access pelnt to the

number and type of products used by its users?

. Is it possible to subdividé requester types by the geegraphic
region in which the access Peints are located?
) / ¢
. Is there a relationship between access peints' funding sources
and the type of reqdestors served?
--: slternative wethods fof wombining the files might be addressed; such
as generafing a single multi-dimensional database versus a ' single file (for
example, using standard database management system scftware) composcd only of

a subser of responses frow separate files.

Ca=nuterization of Cost Models

Tne cost analyvses presented earlier in this report are b2sed or man-
ual calcuvlazions Involving means s7d totals p-merated from the study's various
Q o ' . lbl
[ERJ!: i - 166

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




data soutcus. We made an initial attempt to computerlize the caleulation of

. T
access polnt costs related to Resources in Education (RIE). A computerization
of this cost analysls pffered substantial flexibllicy in simulating costs for

vitrfous usage levele and acccus- point characteristics.

Hé abandoned thése‘attempts when it became clca:ff;at the effort
required to develop this computerized cost model would be too extensive giﬁen
"the fact that the database had been developed using SPSS uithlsurvcy analysis,
rather than cost simulation, in mind. Appendix F dgspri%cs the initial docu~-

mentation of this cost model.
' y

.Nevertheless, it is feasible, with appropriate programming resources,
to develop and refine such models so that different levels ghad types of ERIC
access point costs could be simulated. Such models would be useful planning

and evaluatiop tocls, and with appropriate refinement, might be useful as

f

management tools. ’ .

v

Use of ERIC for Physical Access by Administfators, Academics, and -
Consultants '

According to the_Educqtion ?opulation_Sqrvey results, educational
Administrators, Academics, and Consultants_are more likely_to use ERIC organi-
zations for physical access to ERICIthaH are educatiomal Practitioners. Why
is this? 1Is it because 1t is to Fhése 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 Administrétors,

Academics, and Consultants than with Practitioners?

¢

Comparison of the Time Spent Using Bibliographic Information with
Time Spent weinz Documents Identified from the Bibliographic Infor~
- mation -

-

ovision of biblicsraphic information t0 uscrs has associated

't

The

s

witn 17 & probabilizy of -increasing total information search time (because a

167
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search may rc;ﬁal many documents Whose existence had not.been cxpected) as
well as a probability-of decrcasing total information scarch time (bccausc
"irrelevant document citatioms cam be scanncd and rclected before an cffort
is made to obtain thelr full text). ‘Timc spont un%ng scarch output is
included in the Requestor Populatibn Survey as well as the number of docu-
fients identified and the number of documents dctermincd to be relevant. One
possible analysis would be to relate the time spent rcadiﬁg or cxamining the
search with.thc number of documents ldentificd or obtaincd, possibly sub-
dividing by the purpose for which the information 1s.-dought and by rclative
'Fatisfaction.' . h ' ' R

Development of "Value' Indicators for Information Systems

In economic theory, the williﬁgness of peéple to pay for goods 1s
sometimes uysed 33 a surrogate measure for estimétlng the value of those RoOds
in the‘ecbnomy.~:Usually this approach cannot be used in estimating the value
of Information services provided Sy public institutions since users seldom
pay out. of their own pockets for the information services thus obtained; this

" is supported by the resplté 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 beer done in our analysis of dats from the Requestor Popula-

tion Survey. 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 cime spent upon‘the”purpose for which informa-

tion is sought, holding various othér variables consiant, such

~

as requestor income and typ- of product or service used.

1. T
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‘Asgess the feagibility of merging remote access to FRIC documents

with emerging electronic library networks

poﬁputer systems suth as OCLC were originally developed po provide
remote iq?ut. modification, and access to shared library cataloging records.
fuch 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 trangsmitting interliﬁrary requests for ERIC documents? A4And to
what extent is it .feasible to increage 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)

analyses sre possible, such as:

. -
1. The analysis presented here has been done in terms of requests,

not Eeduestoré. Through analysis of data on :1tiple uses
of ERIC and 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 based primarily
on classification by the two main variables used in the study: 2
typé‘of-ERIC producﬁﬂor servicet.andntypg of access point.: -
It will also be possible to inﬁestigate the relationship, say,
between type of employer and type of information sought in

iy

order té generate a more détailed plcture of ERIC requests..

For :ample, JEE people outside the academicacomﬁugity more
likely to .eek infofmatiﬁn of a mare prdtticél or applied nature
than those inside the academic cornunity? And if so, how is
gﬁis "intetaction effect" related to overall sarisfactrion with

0,
cheir use of ERIC?

.69 184 . L
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3. Satisfaction and individual evaluative attributes are
meqéurcd in the RAquestor questionnaire on an ordinal
1-5 scale, and the| data provided here from these scales
is displayed in tetms of percents. More sophisticated
analysis of ‘these,variables, either by themselves or linked
with variables such as intended use, would help describe
ERIC's user populatfion and might provide ERIC with information

- useful to product design and product planning.

The Value of Bibliographic Publications and Services

Data obtained in this study allow the tracing of the chain from1
use of a biﬁliographic groduct/ser'ice to use of primary information.
These data could be analyzed to e lorg the value of secondary producte and
services. Other means of identifying educational inforﬁationashould also
be studied. Of particular interest] is the time requirea to idgntify
educational information via various!|channels, compareh with ch;racteristics
Of‘the results such as exhaustivity, timelinéss, pertinance ané so on.

~

Management Analysis

- —————

This study involved defivgpion of unit cost data for a large
number of operations peffﬁrmed by co#ponents of ERIC--that is, the Clear-
inghouses, the Facility, EDRS, GPO and Oryx Press. These data provide
a basis for comparing ERIC with othef similar operations, and for assessing
cost effectiveness.‘ Some information was also obtained which would allow
comparison among Clearimghouses for in-depth analysis of different activities.
While this study has concentrated on 'developing estimates of overall "system"
costs, these more digcrete cost data (maintained by King Rgsearéh in
panual files) would help answer many more specific internal management
questions which NIE and ERIC may generate: Fér example, we'have not related
COSEtS occuéring at jindividual access points to the amount o%-usage occurring
at-these indivinal acéess points;'generating~such data and displayving iv.
in terme of a @istribu:idn"of unit costs {instead of in'terms of average costs,
as prese::ed.in this rep;rt). would heib ERIC to place its provision of

services in the context of the entire spectrum of LRIC service providers.

' . 170 oo B
N 185 ¢

»




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 Ser@ices“
e ERIC-based publications

) income generated from shle of services

These data are available in the Access Point Screener Survey databasg

for further analysis.

How does ERIC compare with other information systems?

-

Both in terms of cost and usage.‘this study has concentrated on v
ERIC. Yet ERIC does not operate in isola%&on, even ;n the fleld of education.
Many® 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, practicalicy,
.etc.? On one level, this is a typical "market research" problem, since
knowing how EﬁIC 1s perceived will help in making deciﬁions such as how to
distribute it, how to train people to uéﬁeit. etc.
On a deeper level, hoﬁever, there 1s the question of the extent
to which users need to understand the degree to which ERIC is an 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 anq abstracting and indexing data through the system. N
Has this helped potential uéers understa:..l the intricacies of the system? And
if so, has this understanding led to an increased satisfaction with ERIC's

Fl

output? ; ! v
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Possibly the best way to answer these types of questions 1s to
conduct research amonf educators and other potential ugers to measure not
just the Efcquency with which ERIC and non~ERIC information sources afc
used but algo the recasons for usfng thgse different information sources,

- and how they compare in terms of a variaty of quantitative and non~quantita-
tive attributes. Such a research study should focus mot on Information usage
per se but upon problem-solving or decision-making situations which involve.
information.as one of the resources ﬁsed during problem~solving or dc;ision-

making.

Product Design Aﬁélysis

Two questions in the Requestor Population Survey are particularly

- appropriate for aiding in the devslopmeént of new ERIC products or services.
One 1s the question concerning what other non<ERIC information products
or services were used.- The otfier is the question of which gghg; ERIC
products or services were used. It wmay be possible tc 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 enly, 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 vafious products 4dnd services'used, and exqmine che.diffe?ences among
the individual requestors generating the different types of requests.
These differences migpf be in terms, for example, of the purpose Eo£ which
information is sought, or, the differences might be explained in terms of

demograﬁhic characteristics, such as employer type or job function.

The underlving goal of this analysis would be to identify patterns
describing or explaining the diffefent combinations of ERIC products or
services used. Of particular interest would be the identification of
tharactaris%ics of requestors of various combinations of primar§ and secpndary -
infcrmatt&n products, since succeeding generatioms of inférmation tc:?nology
mav provide for the elficient storage and retrieval of full-text doctuments.
Anzlvzing the Requestor Population Survey results would help tonidentiEy the
. , marvets to which future information products or seryipes might be addressed.
- - . 18y
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Investigate the sequential nature of EﬁIC usape

We have shown that ERIC products and services are often used in
combination with each other, e.g., RIE qnd CIJE, RIE with documents, etc,
One question which arises concerns the scquence in which ERIC and non-ERIC
¢ information sources are gsed. ‘Trad{tional'thinking an? user training -
suggests a secondatry product—primarylproduct sequence. But since ERIC”
covers.both "open" literature as weil as its own report literéture, the

sequence may actually be more complex than originélly presumed.

i ‘

B |
Further analysis of the distribution patterns of ERIC documents

) This study has shown that the bulk of "on-demand” dtcess t;;ERIC
microfiche and ﬁapercapy documents occurs via ERIC Access points. This
appears.to justify the very early ERIC decision to déﬁentralize ERIC
doc?ments.access through the mechanism of Stén@ing Order Customers and loca}
documents collections. We have not, however, performed a substantial

anilysis of the degree to which (a) ERIC access points order their documents

4

. froﬁ non-EDRS sources, and (b) the degree to which ERIC acces’s points- serve a .
‘ "non-local" users; It may be possible, wffh further work, to classify '
access points in terms of their proviéion 6f‘serv1ce't9 local and non-local
users; éﬁch an analysis would help to gain more insight into the structure
of the ERIC access point "system,' especially as it relgteé to the gquestion
of.the 1nteraétion betﬁeeﬁ local serviée providers (such as, for example,
school districts) and intermediate service providers (e.g., state dissemfnation’

agencies). : - '




APPENDIX A

COST DATA COLLECTION




Cost duta collected for this project come from the various surveys
conducted and from other directed data collection d¢fforts. pata were collected
within a generdl framework reflecting participants, products and gcrvices, and

functicns invelved. Generally, data collection was done at a falrly detailed

‘level with analysis and presentation of results at 4 more aggregated level,
The level of aggregation was chosen to be respofsive both to the overall geals
of the study and needs of system parti9ipantslto ctect sensitive cost data.
In order to identify cost Qata‘to be collected by this study, all of
the activities performed by sysﬁem pa}ticipants were consldered. Each activity
was then classified by function and rby product pr service involved.’ As an
activity ywas considered, related evaluation measures were also identificd.
Figure A.1 contains a list of activities performed in the ERIC sys:em, with
participant, function‘_product/scrvicc category, and potential measures indi-
cated. Detalled definitions of the labor and non-labor cost factors assoclated

L

- with each activity were also developed.

- : Figure A 1 is arrangcd(by participant, since this is the easlest way
to be exhaustive in 4 functional analysis of the system. For the most part,
cost data were also collected onm a participant basis. The varlous classifica~
tions‘of eath-accivity In the Figure were then used to organize tﬁe data by\
functien, participant, and'product and service. -

SR Figure A,l reflects the six functlons used in costing:

- ) Generation o ' o "
: Reproduction and Distribution |

Acquisition and Procéssing

User Support o

*denzification and-Access

xssizilation

T:ans:iﬁgion, discussad earl}er in the conceptual framework for thif
zs the basis Ior the ERIC svstem, is a part af eaclr function and also

gerves &s.:1ns interface between functional acti \it*es. Togetter, the :lk system

Fal

funsticns Tlus Traasmission deseribe albl the aCt‘\-;lES carried out b :he

izanes ¢reating, processinn, and using DRIC preoducts 1ndé services

.

*
4
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Participant o

hocument Providers

Cleavinghonses

Facllity

Preparat fon of document

Adtivity

Flgure A. §

Fomet {on

Product/Service

4

Cont Mearurea

Submlaalon of document

Acquinitlons
Sclectlon
RIE inpnt

CLIE input
Usexr gervices products

Question answering
User workshops

Information analysis
papers

Extenaive hihllogra-
phies

Clearinghouse manage~-
ment ’

‘Systems maintenance

and i{mprovements

‘Staff training

Advisory Board

. g
Publicity and public

relations
Special projects

Acquisition

Resume =

Genernt {on

Generatlon

Acquinition and
Procesaing
Acquisition and
Procesaing

Generat {on
Generation
Generation, Re-
production and
Diastrihution
Usgr Support
. User support

Generation, Re-

production ahd -

Distribution
Generation, Re-

production and -
. Distrlhut fon
Overhead !

. Overhead
Overhead

Overhead

- User Support

f‘Varies
Reproduction and

Distribution
Reproduct ion and
Distribution,

Documenty

Documonts
All

All
RIE; searches

CLIE; gearches
Documents

All
All

Documents

Documents

All
varies

Dunments

RIE; CIJE;
searches

¥

Cost/report
Cout/pngv
Cont/report

Cnnt/repnrt

Coat/report
Cont/resume
Coat/reaume
Cost/product

Cont/queation
Cost/workshop
Cost/attendee
Cost/IAP

Cost/hibliogfiphy
Cosnt/reference
Cost/eopy
Cost/clear inghouse

_ Cost/cledringhouse

Coat/staff person
Cost/clearinghouse
Cost/board member
Cost/cleaginghOUSQ
Cost/clegringhOUSQ

Various
Cost/document

Cost/resume




Part Le ! pait

Actilvicy

4

Functlon

15

Product/Service

Coat Measures

Data to file
Tapes
Publlcations

Printing apd duplica~
tion o
Accessions to EDRS
Computer system main-
tenance .
-Reference requewst pro-~
cessing o
Descriptor/source'code
‘file maintenance
Data base user services
Speclal projects
Other support activi-
ties '
Preparation of master
Reproduction and distri~
bution of standing
order fiche .
Reproduction and distri-
bution of on~demand
fiche _ ‘ .
Reproduction and distri-
‘bution of on-demand
hard copy .-
Order processing

~ Administration

‘Reproduction ana distri-
~ bution of RIE' .
Order processing

hdministrég{on

: ox
N : \

Reproduction and
Distribution
Reproduction and
Diatribution
Reproduction and
Distribution
Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduct lon and.

Distribution
Reproduction and

Distribution
User Support

Gcnera;ion

User Support
Varies
Oqgrhead

Repraddction and

Distribucion
Reproduction and

Distribution

Reproducgion and
Distribution
?
Reproduction and
Distribution

Reproduction and
Distribution
Overhead

Reproduction and
Distribution
Reproduction and
Distribution

Overhead

RIE; CIJE;
scarches
RIE; CIJE;
scarches
Documents

Documents

Document s

RIE; CIJE;
searchen’
All

RIE;CIJE;
searches

Searches-
Varies

Documents

Documents
"

Document s

Document s

Document s

Cost/recoume

Coat/tape
Cost/record
Coat/document

Cost/document'
Cost/copy
Cost/document

None
Cost/request
Cost/item to file

Norne
Varlous -
None

k]

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/esubscription
Cost/page copy
Coat/orderl

None




- Pact le

I pant

Activicy

Funet lon

Product/Service

Cont Mvanurcs

Oryx Pres

Standing

f -

Order

Customers

" __RIE Subsc
F

I

ribers

Repraoduction and diatri-

butlon of CILJE
Abatracting and Indexing
Order processing

Adminlatration

'Ordering

Check—}ﬁ and processing
Maintenance (refiling)
User support
Reproduction

Storage

Promotion
Administration

Order ing

]

" Check—1in and ﬁrocessing

Maintenance

User support

.Reproduction

Storage ¥

Promotion
Administration

Reproduction and
Distribution
Generation
Reproduction and
Distribution
Ovexhead -

Acquisition and
Processing
Acquisition and
Processing
Acquisition and
Processing

User Support

Reproduction and
nistribution
Acquisition and

Processing
User Support
Overhead

Acquiait&on and *

Processing
Acquisition and
Processing

.Acquisition and

Processing
chzlsupport

Reproduction and
Distribut fon
Acquisigion and

Processing
User Support
Overhead

CIJE

CIJE; nearches

CIJE

Documents

Documents

< Documents

Document. s
Documents
Document s

Documents

RIE
RIE
RIE
RIE
RIE
Rig

RIE

—

-

Cont faubacrlptlon
Cost/page copy
Cost/resume -\
Coat/order °

None

'Coat/arder

Cost/S0OC

Cost/socC
Cost/use
Cost /user
Cost/use
Cost/copy

Cost/S0C

Cost /S0C
Cost/S0C

Cost/subscriber-
Cost/subscriber

Cost /subscriber
Cost fuse
Cost/user
Cost/use
Cost/copy

Coat/subscégber

Cost/subscriber
Cost/subscriber




Partlclpﬁnt

Activity

Function’

'Préduct/Service

Coat Measures

CLIR Subscrihé;s;

-

1

2

Search Services

EDRS Demand Custo—

mers

Ordering
Check—in and processing
Maintenance -
User support

Reproduction

,Sto%agé

Promotion.
Administration

User support
Searcher training
Promotion
Administration .

Ordering

" Recelpt, check-in and

processing . e
Maintenance ~ . — 7

P -

UIlser support
Reproduntion

Storage
8

Promotion
Administration

)

Acquisition and
‘Processing |

Acquisition and
Processing

" Acquisition and

Procesaing
User Support

CLIE - '
CLIE
CYJE

CILJE

Reproductir.a gnd
Distribution
.Acquisition and
Processing
User Support
Overhead ., -

User Support
User Support
User, Support
Overhead

Acquigition and °
Processing

Acquisition and
Processing -

Acquisition and
Processing

User Support &

‘Reproduction and
~ Distribution
Acquisition and
Processing
User Support

Overhead

CIJE
CILJE

CILJE

Searches
Searches
Searches

Documenta
Documents
Documents
Documents .
Documents
chumenta

' Dohumants
- ‘\I/

/

Coat /aubacriber

Cost/aubscriber

Coat !aubseriber
Coat/use
Coat/uacr

.Coat/use

Cost/copy
Coat/subscriber

Gpst/bubscriber
Cost/subscriber

Cost/aearch
Cost/search

Cost/search service
Cost/search service

Cost/order

Cost/document o%ﬂered

Cost/document:

Cost/documen
Cost/use
Cost/uaer .
Costfuse

"Cost/copy

Cobt/chument

Cost/ institut fon
Cost/institution

|




" Activity

TFunection

Product/Service

Coat Measures

~ tartlelpant’
L

Iata Basce Procesvora

Tape achiéifion
Tape‘proce;sing'
System development
System maintenande
ha;a-bssé search
User support
Promotfon
Administration . /

Processing of dqocument
orders

Acquisition and storage
of: : -

documents

RIE

CIJE A

Identification of sand
access to:

documents
JMIE
C1LJE

searches

Acquisition and
Prdcesnaing

Reproduction and
Dintribution

Reproduction and

Disttibution
Reproduction and
® Distribution
Reproduction and

Distribution

" User Support

-Searches
S;nrches
égérch&s
Searches

Searches

Searches

User Support
Overhead ¢
* Reproduct ion and
" Distribution

A "

Acquis%;ion’and
+ ‘Storage )
Acquisition and”
Stovrage
Acquisition and
Storage

1

Identification and

Accenn

Identification and

Accens

Ident ification and

Accens

Identification and

Accesn

Sesrches

Documents

Documents
RIE
CIJE

o

Documents
RIE
CiJE

Searches

Cost/tape

Coat/tape

L3

Cost/procéasor

- Cost /processor

Coat/acarch

Cost/user
Coat/search

—

Cost/processgf
Coat./procesaor’
Cost/order '

Cost/document

" Cost/subscriber

Cost/subscriber

*

Coat/use
Cost /use

Cost/use

L

Coat/use




Fl

Participant

Activity

Function

Produdt/Service

v
Y

Coagt Mcagurcs

Asagtmilat{on of:

, documents
RIE -

CIJE

sentchen

Asalmilation
Aspimilatdion

Assimilatioa

Assimilation -

Documents
RIE I

CIJE

Searchen

Cost/use:

Coat/use ‘
Cost/accdsped document
Cost/une ' -
Cost/acceased document
Cont/use

Cont/accensed document .

.
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_ Products and scrviccs.qgnsidered arc RIE, CLJE, computer secarches,
and documents. The latter includes ERIC rcports and also bibliograpnies,
information analysis products and other publications produced by ERIC and

- ERIC access poidts: "Reference servfce is not included directly as a' product/
service category but 1s considered a8 a uger support activiry associateq with '

each of the categories of documents, RIE, CIJE and searchcbef
- ' ¢
n -

Participants indicated include document providers, all the groups

+

involved in processing ERIC products and services, a number of intermediaries,
i and users. Intermediaries included are standing order customers, EDRS demand
customers, RIE subscribers, CIJE subscribers, data base processors, and search
services. For the cost |analysls these were treated as conceptually different
entities; in reality, of, cburse, there is significant gverlap. 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 participants is discussed under each participant below.
j \ S \
;Activities covered in Figure A.l are at differing levels of detail,
depending on the perceived importance of that activity in cost analysis and on
a krnowledge of the available data. The major focus was on deriving general
results for analysis. Within the framework established, more detailed activi-
{ ties cou1d be defined and modelled for various special purpose analyses,
. . 3
Activities identified were generally clearly associated with one or
more functions and ome or moré products/services; Perhaps the hardest distinc-
tions to make are In the area of searching, where activities of the data base

T processor can either be considered as Acquisition and Processing of an exigting

product, an ERIC tape, or as Reproduction and Distribuction of a new product, a
searchable system. The latter philosophy was adopted in this case.

>

In the area of user support, activities such as question answering,

reference, and promotion were assume \to be associated with the four product/

. ;. - service categories. In practice the dﬁstinction was not so clear, and was diffi-

cult tc guantify. Sonie allocation of these costs were made on the btasils of level
§

.ofluse. . \

. R | | |




Al _Cost Data Collection’Methods

]

A mix of mathods was used to acquire the necessary cost data. In
the simplest case, data already exisred in a quitable form; for example, gome
Clenringhouse-related costs were taken directly from performance category

" budget: aheetsj Data on thesc sheects also illustrate ap added step required
for some data collection. This step 1s development of an allocation methad,

. or a way in which o differentiate, say, AP costs between the Generation and

the Reéroduction and Distribution functionq; Allocation methods were some=

timésﬁdeveloped from a sample of casaa or erpresaedmin terms of relationship
to some known data item, such as volume of activity. In other cases, such as
allocation of overhead COSts Across various activities, the cos.s were spread

in pr0portion to other costs. r

oy i
In some cases, data itrems were not identifiable for the whole uﬁi—"
verse but came from a sample survey. Some activity costs and many coat com—
ponents coﬁtrrbuting to aEtiviry costs came ffom the surveys described else-
where in this report and other ,surveys performed. The Access Point ‘Surveys
and Requestor Population.Survey in particular providea invaluable data dn
levels of varilous activities. On-site surveys of Clearinghouses, access

points, and data base processors were also performed.

) Coats in several areas came from models, either refinements of
models used in the past or newly developed models. . An example of this 1s the
modelling of EDRS costs, with 'costs defined rn ter@g 9f the volume of activiry
and the processes used. Steps followed in mpdelling”ihclude:

a, observation of the processes Gsed, .

b. collection of volume data, ‘

£. development of a hypothetical model,

d. validation the model. " )
In this case, validation took the form of-coﬁparing 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.

s
N
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A2 " Cost Data Collection by Participant

1

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. Actiﬁi;ies performed involve only the Generation func-
tion and only ERIC-distributed reports, & subdivision of.the product/service
category 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; typlng, procfing, and so on.
Nonlabor costs, such as for paper, postage, and equipment, can be considered
as part of institutional overhead, and wili bé included‘in the costs as such.

e .

~-Time spent by document providers was estimated at 100 hours plus
40 support hours per report, based;on data about information analﬁsis product
authors‘ and scientific and tec%nical report authors . To determine
author demographics and funding sources, a saﬁple of RIE records was taken and
authors listed were coded by affi}iation, sex, and funding source (Federal or-
non-Federal). Results are shown in Table A.l.

Salary data for educators ;nd 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 fer educators and 3 2080 hour year for researchers. Salaries were
conmzined according to the proportions identified for report authors, with the

resciting average of 512 per hour. Support salaries were taken as $5 per hour,

7rv a feral por document cost of $1400.




Table A.1. Distribution

of Authors of RIE Documents

Affiliation

Number

Percent

Percent
Female

Percent
Federally
Funded

University
College

Community College
State level
School district '{
Clearinghouse or Federal agency
Other

Not indicated

Total

43

24
8
14
41
96
235

18

17
41
1007

67
-33
46
50
40
27
39
36%

35
17
33

v 29
5

SOURCE: RIE Author Analysis, King Research, Inc.




Clearinghouses

Activity data required: Acquisitions
. Selection

RIE input
CIJE input
User aerviceJ/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

Clearingﬁbuse 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, NIE consolidated

- Clearinghouse data, Access Point Screener responses, and on-site ﬁisits with
four Clearinghouses, The four Cleﬁ%inghouses visited included the Clearing-
house on Reading and Communic~tior Skills, the Clearinghouse on Elementary and

Secondary Education, the Clearinghouse on Information Resources, and the

Clearinghouse on Urban Information. : . T
Performance Category Budfet sheets give actual and proposed costs
;} the activity categories indicated. When one of these activities involved

a single function and a single'product/servicé, the associated cost was used
directly. Otherwise, an allocation method was determined. Several Clearinghouse

. : activitjes (user . service products, information analysis papers, and extensive

. tibliozraphies) involve both the Generation and the'Repfoduction and Distribution

3 s .- a -
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-~ b
functions. A breakdown of these activity costs by function was obtained from L
the Clearinghouse. The second allocation problem concerns RIE and CIJE input,
and the way in which these costs.are allocated between RIE and CIJE andl
searches of the ERIC-data base. This' yas the basis of relative use of the two
means of access to the secondary informatiom, with each computer search
assumed to involve both RIE and CIJE records.

. P .

. A number of Clearinghouse activities (management, systems maintenance
and improvements, staff training, and advisory board) relate somewhat generally
to all gunc:ions pérformed and all pfbducts/services involved. These were
pqnsidered 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 ac:ivi:;es were treated as an overhead, excluded from}analysis, and/oé

-

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, CIJE input, etc.) in
‘labor, direct, and indirect categories. These percen:ageé were applied to the
Clearinghouse tortal. Administrative .costs are the symmation of PCR line
items- for Clearinghouse management, advisory/board, systems maintenance, public
relations and staff training. " '

The second step was to allocate the PCB line items to the designarted -
functions; Generation, Acquisition and Processing for genmeration, Acquisition
and Processing for use, User S&pport and Adminis:ra:ive.\ The relationship
between PCB line items and ERIC‘fﬁnc:ions is shown in Figure.A.i.

3 : ] \‘f\

The data base building activities acquisition and se}ection include
costs incurred in the receipt (Bo:h solicited and unsolicited), review, and
selection of documents. Distribution of these costs is across RIE, documents,
and searching; with one-half to acquisition and processing for gemeration of
documents, and the remaining half distributed betweeq RIE and searching

1

according to use.

#1208 ‘
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. _ .
Figure A.2. Relationship between Clearinghouse PCB Items and ERIC Functions
“ 1)

§

PCB Line Item . ERIC Functions

v - - :

! . . .
Acquisitiaﬁs - RIE Acquisition and Processing (RIE and Search)
Selections\r RIE ‘Acquisition and Processing (RIE and Search)
RIE Ioput Generation (RIE and Search}) '

CIJE Inbut H : Generation (CIJE aqd Search)
User Service Kroducts- Other
Inf tion Anplysis Generétion (documents)
Products and Extensive Reporduction and Distribution (documents)
Bibliographies i
Question Answering User Support .(all products/services)
e \ )
Workshops Other .
Clearinghouse Management Overhead
System Maintenance Overhead
Staff Training . Overhead
Advisory Boards . * Overhead

Publicity/Public Relations Overhead

Eal
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Acquisition and Processing for uge covers costs incurred by access
points for ordering, elaiming, receiving, checking in and shelving RIE end
CIJE ‘and ERIC documents. The Clearinghquses' responses to the Screener pro-

.vided the number of subscriptions held to eaeh index and whether or not the
Clearinghouses were Standing Order Customers. The costs of acquisition and
processing of searehing eepapility 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 *

Clearinghouss, .
, f {

\ User support data were collected for Clearinghouses yia the ‘Access

' Poi t Screener Survey. The costs indicated for User Support related to RIE,

CIJE}\Doeuments, and Searehiné do not however cover the entire realm of
Supportleosts. The PCB line items ﬁieak down User Service Products, Workshops,
and Question Ansyering. These costs are distributed amorg the products by

the proportion of user support costs attributed to each.

' Results of the Clearinghouse\iata‘eolleetion and analysils activities
. are shown in Table 4.2, k

L3

The ERIC Facility

Actlvity data required: Acquisition
' Resumes - '
«Data to file
Tapes
N * Publications
QPrincing and duplication
+ T Accessions to EDRS
- Computer system maintenance ° ’
* Reference request processing
. Deseriptor/source codes file maintenance
. o Special projects
Other support activities

Other data required: Allocation data

Data source: - Facilicy / '

=
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Table A.2. Clearinghouse Cost Breakdown, 1979
(Thousands of Dollars)

. RIE CIJE Search Documents Total
Ceneration | 631§ § 216 S5 Sl4 81,672
" Reproduction aé\d Distribution - 506 506
Acquisition 'for\Generation ~ ) 53 280 - 559

- Acquisition for.“\.Use 4 2 9
User Support | 330 367 1,391
Total [ $ 603 $1,669 $4,137

i

.:\
i/ &
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Facility activities primarily invoJIVe the Reproduction and Distri-
' butiion'function, althodgh Generation and User Support are also per'formed.
Aspects of all four product/service categories are addressed by Facility acti-
vities as well. A general problem in determining Fatility costs according to
our Scheme has been addressed earlier, i.e. theJd:I.ff:I._culty of allocating data
base production costs between RIE and CIJE and computer searches. .

.. A functional breakdowm of 'costs is prepared by the Facility in a
monthly unit cost ‘Treport and was the source of data incorporated In the OVeral.l
. 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

N

Y a aggregation by function and product/service category.
EDRS

Activity data required: Preparation of masters

Reproduction and distribuLion 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
v : Cost model

 EDRS activities 1nvo1ve the Reproduction and Distribution functionf
I "\ and the doeumenf product/service category. Data on costs were not directly
avaiiable froﬁ EDRS.. The functions performed, however, were modelled and
cost,estimates developed based on a knowledge of the voldﬁe of reports
pﬁocessed. Volume data was obtained from EDRS. éne_aspéctlof model verifica-

o . tlon was a comparison of results with estimated EDRS sales,  _

o R 212
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o Volume data obtained fog EDRS included number of masters prepared;
titles, pages and fiche reproduced; standing order copies; on demand fiche
and paper copler; and number of orders. These were combined with unit costs

for the activities indicated above to develop overall costs.

GPO

Activity data required: Reproduction and distribution of RIE
Order processing

o .Aﬁmiﬁistration
Other data required: Income
Data sources: GPO interview
Cost model

GPO activities involve the Reproduction and Distributcion function
and RIE. Sources of data on GPO costs were discussions with GPO and models
of the publication process used previously by KRI. Printing and binding Ccosts
for GPO were expressed as a function of number of issues per year, number of
pagé;, and size of print run. Also modelled were th# costs of maiiing, sub~ C
scription maintenanqe,land overhead. Sources of funds for GPO activities
involving ERIC are ERIC itself, subscribers, and a geﬁerai Federal contribu-

tion. The first two will be ascertained and the third estimated Bgsed on our
estimate of total costs. - : -

Oryx Press

Activity data requifed: Reproduction. and distribution of CIJE
K Abstracting and indexing
Order processing

-Promotion ! i}
Administcration . . /' '
Other data required: income - ‘ﬁﬁ
Data sources: ~ Oryx Press interview
Cost model

213




_activities and costs according to the functions performed and pfpducts and

Oryx Press activities involve the Reproduction and Distribution
function ~md CIJE. They also do some abstracting and indexing (Generation
function, CIJE ‘and ERIC searches}. Costs for Oryx were estimated using the
same procedures as for CGPO, that 1s, discussions with Oryx about the volume

of activity and the type of processing pefformed combined with use of pre~

" “viously developed models.

Access Points

Activity data required: Ordering o
Check~in and processing
Maintenance
Uger support
Searcher training
Reproduction .J

Storage
Administration
S Promotion
Other data requireﬂ: Income
Data sources: ‘ Access Point Survey

Access Point interviews

The intermediaries covered include RIE and CIJE subscribers, SOC's
and EDRS demand customers, and search services. Categorization in this way is
equivalent to a grouping by product and has been used in sampling for the
Access Polnt Survey. Cost data on intermediaries was obtained frqm the Access (
Point Survey and frop a smaller,iin—depth survey ofvselected access points. N
The Access Point Screener Survey collected staff costs assoclated wiéﬁ user
suﬁport; other cost data were collected by contacts with the selected access

points.

Access Points visited included the Kentucky Stafe Departmerit of
Education; the:University of Kentucky Teachers College iibrary, Gedfge Washing-
ton University, Cornell University, Columbia Univq:sity_Teacherg College, and
the Board of. Cooperative Education Services. Each visit consisted of a review

of Access Point Screener information and more detailed discussions of . -

-

services used.

»gld :
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Functions performed by the access polnts include Reproduction anq
Distribution, Acqﬁisition hnd Processing, and User Support. In the list of
activities, reproduction falls under thé Reproduction and Distribution func-
tion; ordering, check-in and processing, ﬁaintenance, and storage under the
A;quisition and Processing function; and user support, searcher training and -

promotion under the User Support function. Aqmﬁpistfative costs are an

overhead 1ltem.

- -

Ordering, éheck-in and processing, malntenance and atorage costs
are dependent primarily on the Golum; and types of ERIC materials held. Unit
éosts wﬁfe estimated from a small sample of access pointsﬂana related to data A
on holdings overall. ]

‘\ : .

User support costélwpré estimated by thé iptermgdiaries In the
Access Polnt Screener Survey. Allocations of total_uéer éupporﬁ by the access
point to documents, RIE, CIJE and searches were then made éﬁ the basis of use. y
Promotional and training activitieﬁ were indicated 1n the survey responses, |

with the in-depth access Poﬁﬂt study used to estimate assoclated costs. Over-

'head items at the access points associated with ERIC were also estimated based

on the in-depth study.

Data Base Processors

Activity data required: Tape acquisition

: ' Tape processing S
System development
System maintenance ' N
Data base search
User support

Administration . -
. Processing of document orders
Promotion
Other data Tequired: Income )
Data sources: Access Point visits -
oo . Access Point Survey :

- o . Cost model T ~
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Data base proeessors‘are organizations whicn purchase ERIC _tapes, L
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 produet/ .

service category of ERIC searches. Some data base processors also transmibu

orders for documents to an appropriate source; \ihis activity involves the

JMdocument product/service category,

The Access Polnt Survey was used to ldentify the volume of searthing
performed by the processors of ERIC tapes. Results indicated nearly
200,000 searches via 22 batch and six online processors. .

Costs associated with the glven volnme of processing were estimated
using models of internal and commercial operations, with Some data coming
from interviews with‘the Madison Academic éomputing Center the- HEQnanized

. Information Center of Ohio State University, ‘and the Computer Based Informa-
tion Center and. the Knowledge Availability Information Serviee atothe Univer-
sity.of Pictsburgh. Costs estimated could not be apportioned between the
functions involved and thus were included in total in Reproduction and Dis-
tribution., IThe average per search costs, exclusive of user support activities

" at the access points, were taken as $5.§0 for batch searches and $11.50 for
online searches, ’ '

Users . . L )
j o v
Activity data required: Acquisition Y
' /Identification.and access
/Assimilation -
f'j -

Other date‘required: f, Salaries

*

Data sources: ; Requestor Survey .

-y . .1

- y’ll - N : '
The major source of data.on ERIC usage came from the Requestor.

Survey, which provided information on time spent with ERIC produets/serviees '
and on salaries. Average salaries were derived for users of each of the four

A-21 : . e




ERIC product§ or services, and the median time associated with use was

determined. These data werelthen combined with data on the number of uses
of each product or service.

L]

) Identification and access time was‘calcufnted at 10 minutes, on
the average, for RIE, CLJE,, and document- yse and 20 minutes for computer
'searches. These times were ther combined with salary and volume of usag»
information to determine Iﬂentiflcation and access costs. Acquisition costs
includé the costs of unassisted“fiche to paper COpying by users and of order-

ing time assoclated with direct ordefs to EDRS."

Y




APPENDIX B
ACCESS: POINT SCREENER SURVEY

B.l_l Sample Development . -

- Table ﬁ.l displays the identity of lists uded to generatelthe sample
of organizations for the Access Point Screener Surve&. For RIE and EIJE gsub«
scribers, we-made an initial estimate of the number of separate organizational

'Eﬁnits'which received these publications. For exawple, if two separate librariesh
on a university campus each received %IE, they were counted separately since
we aBsumed that tuey were managed separately. Plcase note that. the numbers”
of subacriberafis less than the number of subsériptions since‘BOme subscribers .

receive more than one subacription.

The most “uncertain’ number on the 1ist, "EDRS.Customers', was -
‘based on an estimate derived from hand-counting order forms supplied to King
Research by EDRS. We excluded orders from individuals in this cOunt, and included
. zpuly 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

- ?
* 3
'

in the other 1ists. a

In addiiton, we cross-compared samples among all of these lists and
the following additional lists: . . . ¢ .

4

LY
- .

Information Resources for Education, First Edition. Columbus, Ohio:
ERIC Clearinghouse on Career Education (ERIC ED 149 192). ‘s R

*oon

. _Dissemination Networks: Information Resources for -Educatidn. Sap 2
Francisco: Far West Laboratory fior Educatioral Research and Develop-

' ment, 1978. ' : A A
Private Organizations and Assoclations: Information Resources for v
Education. Arlington, Virginia: Consortium of Associations for )
* ducational Dissemination, Aug. 1978, - - , )

< + Databases and Clearinghouses: Information Resources for. Education.
Columbus;, Ohio: The Nationil Center for Vocational Education.

we exacinacg these lists in detail"to‘see if their {nclusion as-additional géﬁp1iﬁé
frames would help identi Yy additional ERIC access points not picked up by the
1ists described in~Iable 3.1. As it turned out, their overlap with the}Table B. l
-1lists was so great that we decidedr against inc1ud1ng them as additional sample

mf.218': '  C
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Table B.1l Ligts Used to Gencrate the Sample
of ERY¥C Access Pointz in the U.S.
(Busbors Exclude ERIC Clearinghouncs & Facility)

Number of 0.5, Organizations

Liast . on List
RIE Subscribersl 3,017
CIJE Subscribers” 1,391
ERIC search Serviccs3 298
ERIC Microfiche Collcctions& 624
Deposit Account Cuqtomerss . 261
eDbrS Customer56 | 4,400

Source: King Research, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Polnt Screener Survey, 1981

lList published by ERIC in Decemter, 1979,

zPrintout generated December 1979 by ORYX Press, publisher of CIJE, includes ¢
subscribers to CIJE semi-annual edition.

3List published by ERIC in November, 1978.

A b

List published by ERIC in Scptember, 1978,
SSupplied by ‘EDRS, curreat as of January, 1979.

UEstimate based on hand tabulation of all EDRS demand order forms received
during 1978. This number 15 an estimate of the number of different U.S.
organizations which submitted orders for ERIC documents to EDRS in 1978,
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Sample Size and Survey Respoﬁﬁe' L . s3b

+ ' . L3

Table B.2 displays rhe actual numbers for the Burvey,.showing how

many organizations were sampled froﬁ each list, The ERIC Clearinghouses and

the ERIC Facility were all included "with certainty”, -1.0. they were not

sampled. The remaining sample was distributed failrly evenly among RIE sub-

scribers, CIJE subscribers, known ERIC gearch 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 EDRS, and known EDRS customers. ‘The larter two categories were included

as small components of the mail-out since we did hot know what ro expect con-

cerning thelr current status.as ERIC access polnts.

The column headings on Table B.2 have the following meanings:

"Mail-out sample size"---Number mailed our initially in Novedber 1980.

""No. of gquestionnaires re-malled"---Some organizations, whey we con-

ducted our telephone and mall follow-ups, reported not receiving a
questioﬁnaire. This column 1s the number of questionnailres re-mailed.
We concentrated telephone follow-ups on rhe RIE and CIJE categories
since the addresses from rhese lists were the briefest, usually not
containing departmental designations for large organizatrions 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 compurer data base..

“Eefusals“-—These are the organizations yhich refused to respond.

“ﬁo;_gpalified"--—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 Eross response rates are calculated using the number malled out and the

actusl nusber kevpunched, they range from a high of 100% for the Clearinghouses

" the Tacility to a low of 29% for EDRS deposit-accounts. This 1Is an overall

response rate of 30%.

- :B-3
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Table #.2 Comparison Between Sample Size and Survey Reeponsc

Mali~ Ng, ot No. Re-
. out Question- MNo., of ceived Unde- No  Other,
~ Sample naires Analyzed  After "Not l 1liverable Longer No
o Ldst Size Rc-mailed Responscs Cut-off Refusals Qualificd” (moved, gtc.) Exiats Remponac

FR1C Clearinpghouses & Facllity 17 —_— 17 — -— —— ) —— - —-—
REE Sabser hors 250 16 .18 2 2 70
CHIE Subser Ihers ' 250 27 5 . 82

KRIC Seareh Serviees . 248 4 h 97
ERIC Flche Collections 187 a3
Deposit Accounts 45 . . ’ S 30

_EDRS Customers 66 -— 21 ) ) 40

_TOTAL 1 ,‘0635& 205 541

Source: King Re;barch, Inc. ERIC Cost and Usage 3tudy, 1981.

t

lUsual reason for respondent to classify self as "not qualified": Does not use or subscribe to ERIC.




B.3 ‘Description of the Population Surveyed

In order to estimate the number of ERIC "Access PPints" 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.

3

Table B.j 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 che‘139 respondents sampled from the RIE subscriber list, 95.7
percent report currently subscribing to RIE; 43.2 percent of the 139 respondents
sampléd from rhe RIE subscriber list report subscribing to CIJE", and solon.‘
An interesting finding displayed on this table is that only 42.9 percentlof the
21 respondents Sampled from the 1978 EDRS Customer file report having ordered
a document from EDRS during the past twelve months. This_suggestg that there

-

may be a substantial number of "non-repeat” customers ordering from EDRS.

Table B.4 displays bur original estimate of “the iﬂdividual list sizes
along with the revised numbers, these ;eviéed numbers being the regult of a
series'of calﬁulations used to estimaté the number-of unique organizations in .
the populations surveyed. Based on the Information supplied to us by respondents,
we see, for example, that the actual number of unique organiqations subscribing
to RIE was approximately B9 percent of our original estimate. This difference
. may be due to ; vafiety of factors, including goss;blq cancellations since the
publication of the RIE subscriber list in December 1979; réporting by some
multiple organizationalﬁunits as one orgahizational'upit, as when several
universic; departments report together; and poséible shifts or increases in the
RIE subscriﬁer %opulation since the compilation of the lists used In sample
development. o

\

N

-

On the other hand, the number of organizations which Teport having
conducted or made arrangements for online or batch ERIC searches is approximately
140 percenz greater than our original estimate of 298. This is not surprising,

and is obviously due partially to ‘the admittedly restricted coverage of the

5923




\' .
Table B.3 Coverage of ERIC Products and Services by Different Lists

-

Percent of Survey Respondents which:

Number

Sample of Sub- Sub~ Per- Maintain Have Have

Source . Survey scribe scribe form Fiche EDRS Ordered

List ' Respon~ to to ERIC Collec~ Deposit Documents

- dentsl RIE CIJE  Searches  tioms  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 13.2 34,6
ERIC Microfiche Collections 88 97.7  87.5 33.4 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.

lxcludes ERIC Clearinghouses and ERIC Facility. - "

-




Table B.4 Estimate of Total Population of U.S. Organizations
) Surveyed, With and Without Overlap Removed
(Counts Exclude ERIC Clearinghouses & ERIC Facility)

Number
Category Orig;ggll Réviscdz.
RIE Subscribers : 3,017 2,691
. CIJE Subécribers - 1,394 : 1,376 K

ERIé-Search Services - - 298 715 )

ERIC Microfiche Collections . ‘ 624, 1,110

Deposit Account Customers - ' 261 199 .

EDRS Customers 4,400 1,751
i Total Without Overlap Removed ) - 9,994 7,842

" Total With Overlap Removed 6,555 3'9483

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

/ . | | .

W

1Estimate made befor/ Access Points Screener Survey was conducted.

+ =

Estimate based on responses received to Access PointsScreener Survey.”

3Th13 number is greeter than the actual number of ERIC access points, 3,269 (see'
text of report for analysis of access points),




\ -

original 1978 list used for sampling, the possible increase in online search-

ing, and the broader definition used in the Screener surv&f.
. J . | ,

. Also, it 1is interesting to QOte the larger nu;ber of}hicrof?she
ﬁollections in the revised estimate over the. original estimate, due most likely
to 2 more general definition of an ERIC microfiche collection used in t?e

1
.Screener survey.

. b
-,

Finally, we note that .of the 4 400 organizations which ordered
documents from EDRS'in 1978, our ginél 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 ihese calcularions and upoﬁ the actual responses of the ~
survey organizations, We estimate that the population of unique U.S, organizaz’
tions covered by our survej was ﬁctually 3,948, which is substantially smallg;k

- than the 6,555 originally esrimated from our cross-checking of sampled organi-

.zatlons among the various lists. This "shrinkage" is due primarily ﬁﬁ a
substantially grééf;f amount Of "ovérlap" being reported by survey respondents
than originally antjicipated.. Further shrinkage occurs when only organizations
which provide access to ERIC products and services are considered; when this
is done, we estimate thar there were 3,269 ERIC "access.points" in the ﬁ.S. in
1980.

*

B.4 "Access Ppint Screener Questionnaire
. =

The following is the basic questionnaire used in the Access Point .
Screene; Survey. " The one illustrated 1s the one sent tro known CIJE subscribers

The following section illustrates the Separate versions of Section Snthours

devoted to user support) also used in the survey. ‘

AN
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i NIE No. 2454 . Form Approved B .
. . FEDAC No, 492
Approval Explros: Aprl 1981

ERIC COSTAND USAGESTUDY . ,
' ACCESS POINT SCREENER SURVEY

THIS 1S A SURVEY OF ORGANIZATIONS WRICR PROVIDE ACCESS TO THE PRODUCTS AND SERVICES
PRODUCED AND SUPPLIED BY TRE EDUCATIONAL RESQURCES INFORMATION CENTER {ERIC). TO QUALIFY

FOR PARTICIPATION IN THIS SURVEY. YOUR ORGANIZATION SHOULD CURRENTLY DO ONE OR MORE OF THE °
FOLLOWING: o

-

1. Subscribe to Resourceas in Educc:tion (RIE)..which is published for ERIC by the Governmen\ )
Printing Office (GPO). .

. 2. Subscribe to Current Index 1o Journals In Educc:tlon (CIJE), published for ERIC by Oryx
Press.

3. ‘Conduct — or moke orrangements for conducting — computerized searches of the
ERIC bibliographic dotobase (either baich or on-line).

4. Maintain a collection of ERIC documents in either microfiche or pcperCOpy format.

5. Provide assistonce to Individuals of orgonizations in using or oblaining any ERIC
products or services.

BY "YOUR ORGANIZATION"” WE MEAN THE ORGAN.IEATIONAL UNIT OR DEPARTMENT AT THE FOLLOWI NG

ADDRESS WHICH 1S RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING ANDIOR PROVIDING ACCESS TO ONE OR MORE OF
(‘\ . THE ABOVE ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES: . o

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 1S INCORRECT OR INCOMPLETE, PLEASE SUPPLY THE CORRECT NAME AND ADDRESS
BELOW:

This report is authorized by legislation (20 USC

Agency Afiliction: _ " 122le). while you are notrequited fo respond,
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION . your cooperation is needed lo make ® the results S,
KING RESEARGH.'INC. \ ;" of the survey occurate gnd timely. "

/ ) NOTE:

it is King Research’s policy not 10 reveal the nomes ond oddresses
of stugy paniciponts 1o anyone other thon lis own stot! members
. Who ore direchY Involved In Ihe study.

. I3
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co ' DEFINITIONS

THE FOLLOWING ARE DEFINITIONS OF SOME OF THE MOST IMPORTANT TERMS USED THROUGHOUT THIS A
QUESTIONNAIRE: . ?

. . ¢ .

YOUR ORGANIZATION  The orgonizaiionol unit or deporiment which Is responsibie for
maointaining and/or providing access 1o ERIC products of services.
(e.9.. o college or university library, a school disirict’s centrol medio
resources center. o stote educolion agency’s information resowce
center, eic.). This questionnalre should e completed from the
perspective of this orgonizotionol dnlt or deporiment.

PARENT ORGANIZATION The lorger orgonization In which 0}rour orgonizotion is administra-
. tively situated (e.9.. o unlversity Or university department, o

research center, 0 stote ogency. an intermediote service agency.
Q school district, etc.).

0 OTHER ORGANIZATIONS * Orgonizotions other 1ho.n Yyour own organizotion or porent 6rgonizq«'

- tion (e.9.. other colieges. universities. school districts, componies, or - _ |
stote agencies, eic.). i




C ) 1.D. NUMBER

' ]’ SECTION 1

DESCRIPTION OF
YOUR ORGANIZATION

NOTE: THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION IS'TO PROVIDE US WITH A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE ORGANIZA-
'ﬂONAL CONTEXT WITHIN WHICH ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES ARE PROVIDED.

i4 Please suppty the name. titie, ond ielephone number of Ihe individual in your organizo- [

tion who can answer any questions we might have concerning your responses 1¢ this
. quesiionnalre :

. Name: ‘ - - ' B
Title: _ .
Telephone number (with area code): ' y

1,2 Which of the following best descrlbes your orgapizaﬁon? (Please circle cppropricie code
. , number.)

Coilege or university library of resource center (central campus tacllity) ...c.eveinieinnn 04
C Col!egq or university library or resource center (deparimental Icclli'fy] PP OPPPRRIOON & V.
State educalion OGENCY ..o s s sre s 03
Schooi ibbrary or media center (10¢al school Of BUEING 18VET) «...o.vvveriienveeresvenresnennne.. 04
School library or media center (headguarters of distiict 1OVET) ... eeseerenrssiessmenns 08
Schoot district Ré&D center 06 .
ERIC ClOATINGROUSE 1ovvvvnreemersiassissasmessoniesissssssssisssssssisserssssonssssssresssossssassssssesesssosessssssssss 37
Other FEderally-suppOorted CIBATINGROUSS ... ussessssesss o sseasssesssssesses sossssss OB
Nit-supported educational Kb OF CONION ... i i s ssessmsssssne 09

Intermedicte service provider (provides educationai services fo mulii-countv N
. or mum"diﬂ”c‘ |aveld e gtf BOCES CESA ACES! ECSU Q'C] LLR] n R L L R AT N Y] 10
- PUb“C “braw -unna.nnunun.n”u”-.u””:nu.n-”tn”ta.q_nan”nnnnunn.n..nn.a..annu.ununu..n.......- 11

) SOC’BWOTGSSOCiOﬂOﬂ u-n”n----"---””t-”..na.nnnn.a.-.nnnnn.nnn..”n”n”n”-nn-’f-‘-n--..a..........". 12

‘Business gr Corpormion BERE AR R r R R R PR R R PR R R RN RN TR R P T R R RN R R RN R PR AR RN R 13
Other (please describe):

" - - . TR I TTEINY) ‘!4

1.3 s one ot yourerganization's primary functions to provide information services? (e.Q.. '

- documents. stalistics. literalure searches, answers lo questions. etc.)? (Please circle
— 10r2) . .

a . _ . Yes ..... veerommrns 4

No “""“"""."""""“‘"""""""'229""""""" 2
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1.4

1.5

1.6

4.7

Which of the following categorles best descrlbes *he largest single groups of users of your
organization’s services?

Employees of or studen! affillated with your organilzation or ts parent organization ............ 1
Employees of or students afflliated with ofher OrgANIZatONS ......coivvrceernicni e 2
Other (describe):.

Are the services provided by your organization infended primarily to support or promote ©

activities associated with teaching, eaucation or training?

Yes i+ =
o S D

Which of the following categorles best describes your organlzailon s primary source of
fmanclal support: . )

College or university budget ... R N S

State funds (other than college or unlversily budgei) / prrarrers sy rver s s snv saes £
Federal grant(s) or contract(s) ... / 3
Private tunding (e.g.. foundcﬂlon doncﬂlons etc.) ... O .
Direct billsng of charges tor serwces rendered (other thon Federal grants oF,

contracts) .. P S .

Local, county, or dtsiricl school budget ... e e
City. counly or-municipal budget [oiher Ihan school budgel) SRR
Other [descnbe]

What was your organization’s tolal overall annual budget for the most
recent year for which your annual butiget data is available? {Include S
budget for nort- ERIC as well as ERIC -related activitles)




PREFACE TO SECTIONS 2-8

J

ESTIMATING USAGE OF ERIC
| PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

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 1S ACCEPTABLE. WE REALIZE THAT ERIC -
RELATED, STATISICS 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
. CHEF CONCERN 1S THAT YOU BE CONFIDENT THAT THE NUMGERS YOU SUPPLY ARE AS REALISTIC AS
POSSIBLE! -

-

DON'T MAKE “WILD" GUESSES. IF YOU HAVE NO BASIS FOR MAKING AN ESTIMATE, PUT A “DK" FOR
"DON'T KNOW" IN THE SFACE PROVIDED.

IF YOUR ESTIMATE S "NONE." FOR WHATEVER REASON PUT A ZERO [0] IN THE SPACE PROVIDED.

USE WHOLE NUMBERS ONLY. DO NOT USE DECIMALS, FRAC“ONS. OR RANGES. (FOR EXAMPLE. 40.5
SHOULD APPEAR AS "14," 2', SHOULO APPEAR AS "2 " AND 40-20 SHOULD APPEAR AS THE MID-
POINT, "45.")

UNLESS ReRQUESTED OTHERWISE, PLEASE SUPPLY DATA ON AN.AVERAGE, PER MONTH BASIS. TAKE INTO
ACCOUNT.THE 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 MONTHLY TOTAL.

{conlinued on next page)




SECTION 2

S RESOURCES IN EDUCATION (RIE)

NOTE: THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH ERIC 'S RESQOURCES 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-
: TlQN JOF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE OTHERWISE, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 21
\

24 HOw many subscriptions o RIE does your organlzailon currently recelve? (Include paid,

‘U.S. Deposltory Ubrary, and free subscripiions. it any):
Q) Subscriptions to monthly RIE . :

ALl Ve rr AN E i P s

b} Subscriptions to seml-c:nnual RtE I:

During which manths do the hlghesi amounts and lowest amounts of RIE use occur at vbur
. organlzahon? (Use the monih codes displayed in the box at the left.)

4

AN e 04 Ul OF

08 . L
Sep ........ 09 ) Monih with highestRIE use ..............

Oct .. 10 b) Mortth with lowest RiE use

....06 v 12

On the average, how maay times per month does your organization’ 5 staf.consult
RIE? (Please base your estimate on the number of individual information requests
which sesult in RIE use by your organization’s siafi. Include your organization's staft

- use'as well as staft assistance to requestors. whether or not requestars are physu:l——_'!
- -cally present. Insert numbet in box, zero if none. Insert “DK™ fof Don't Know.)

To the best of your knowledge. is the amount of unassisted use made of RIE by individuals
other than your staft greater than, less than, of about the same as thé number reporied
in%¥2.3?(Circle 1,2, 3,4, 0 5)

Greater than ..
LESS RGN et et v e
About the same

Don'tknow _

NOH QDPHCADIE .......orre e agir e




R

3.3

34

SECTION 3

CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCATION (CIJE)

NOTE: THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WiTH ERIC 'S CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCA-
TION {CHIE), PUBLISHED FOR ERIC BY ORYX PRESS. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT CURRENTLY
SUBSCRIBE TO THE MONTHLY OR SEMI-ANNUAL EDITION OF CIJE, PLEASE CHECK THIS 80X [J AND SKIP 10
SECTION 4. OTHERWISE, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION #3.1.

Howe many subscriptions 10 Current Index to Journais in Education (CIJE) does your organi-

2alion currently receive? (Insert number in space. zero (0) if none. Inciude bolh paid and
froe subscriptions.)

Q) Subscriplions 1o monthly CUE I:

b] Scbscrplions tosemi-annuUQl CIJE ..o e

During which months do lhe highest amounts and lowest amounts of CIJE use occur at

your arganization? (Use the month codes displayed in the box at the left.)

Jan ... 04 Jut ..., 07 .

if; gg ?:g gg b Q) Monih with highest CIJE use :]
’:f;’v """" gg Sgl 121 by Month with towest CUEUSE e ]
Jun ... 08 Dec ... 12

On the average. how many times per month does your organization's statf consult

ERIC s Current Index to Joumals in Education [CUE)? (Please base your estimate

on the number of individuai information requests which resull in CUE use by your
organization s sk stafi. Include your organization's statf use as well as staff assistance

to requestors, whether or nol requestors are phvsu:ollv present. insert number in

box. zero if none. Insert "DK'” for Dont Know ) ... l:l

To the best of your knowledge. Is the amdunt of unassised 'use made of CIJE by individ-
uals othar than your staff grecter than. less than, or about the same as the number
reported abave in #3.3? (Circle 4, 2. 3, 4, ar 5))

Greater QR «....ovvvevevereor e ens oo A
LESSthQN (oo e
ADOUHINE SAME (e 3
DOntKNOW oo 4
) Not applicable ................. e 5
233
o’ Page 7
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SECTION 4 -

ERIC DOCUMENTS

THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH YOUR ORGANIZATION'S COLLECTION 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 CR FILED TOGEIHER IN ..
ONE LOCATION. EXAMPLES OF ERIC DOCUMENTS ARE THE THESAURUS OF ERIC DESbRIPTORS; ERIC
REPORTS WHICH MAY BE IDENTIFIED THROUGH THE “ED” NUMBER ANNOUNCED IN RIf; OR ERIC'S “INFOR-  —~
MATION ANALYSIS PRODUCTS" (|AP's). IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT HAVE A Cf LLEC_JTION OF ERIC ~
DOCUMENTS, CHECK THIS BOX (J AND SKIP TO SECTION 5. OTHERWISE, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH Q?ESTION

. . ! 3
¥4, . ‘ : J e
4.1 Does your organization currently maintain a collection of ERIC mlcrofiche? (circle {1 or 2)

r b (=1 OUPORTORPURPUU SURTUR

. a

Fl

CINO ettt esresrnnenne Soeres 2 (SKIP O $#4.43)

-
1

4.2 s your organization curently a Standing Order Customer (SOC) for ERIC microfiche by
which it receives regular shipments of ERIC reports on microfiche? (Circle 1or2)

- . -
es P R R Iy P ‘

No : . 2 Coeer T
oooooooo B N N NN AR PR ) .
' - * . ' . -

4.3 s your ERIC microfiche collection a "closed collection.” i.e.. does G user réquire the .
assistance of a stoft member 1o boih retrieve and re-file ERIC microfiche? (Circle 1 o 2:]

k(= OISO UOUUII PP UPUORIIRPPPEPOPRR. |
O vt cirirer i rreeerrererrresee s s et s rrreressrrrtsananes 2

4.3 Approximately how many ERIC microfiche dré In your organization’s collection? (Insert {he
number in the opprapriote box. depending on whether your estimate is based on (0) the
number of Individuol pieces:of microfiche or (b) the numDer of individua! repor fitles:)

Q) Numberofingiividuclpiacesofmicroliche.....m..............-:.............................;.[:' -
b) Number of individual L LT T I

4.5 During which months do the hlghesi amounts cndolowesl amounis of ERIC microfiche use
occur el your organization? (Use the month codes displayed in the box al the left.)

o _
Jon 2l 0% Jule. 07 : _
Mo os s ge | e e e e ]
Apr ... 02 Oct ... 10 . : n S ‘
RIS Dz | mcrotcns e oot
. ?ogeé ' 23'1'- \
. ’  Be16 .




4.6 On ihe average, approximalely how. many {imes per month Is your ERIC microfiche col-

. lection used? (Estimale the number of times ERIC documents on microfiche are retrieved.
from the coliection, éllher by your organization’s staff of by Individual requestors. Include
use of ERIC microfiche in your organization’s tacility as weil as retrievai of ERIC microfiche
for copylng or distribution to other organizations.) (As above. report usage for either the ¢
number of individuai pleces of micrbfiche of the number of individual report titles. Insert
"OK* for Don't Know.)

a) Number of fimes individual pleces of microfiche used ...........ccc e e ineennnn, |:l

b} Number of times Individuai report titles used................... b

‘4.7 Please indicate below how many pleces of each of the following types of egquipment (in
. @good working order) are focaled in your organization’s facilities or are available for use
. by your organizafion’s staff or users:

a) Microtorm readers (equipment whlch can be used for reading microfiche only
or for.both microfilm and microfiche} ... SRTRORTTY, TOTTSUOOOTOUURRORION l:]

(e} Mtcroform reader-porinter (can be used for recdlng microfiche c:s well as for
making paper coples from microfiche} ... éo

¢) Other mlcroﬂche-lo-pcper duplsccrhng eqmpment [e g high speedg

prmler] TS SRS [:'

4.8 Onihe average, how many duplicate pages on paper per month are made trom your
orgcmzchon $ ERIC microtfiche? (Inser number in space. zero (0) if none. ]

. ~ \ c:] Made by individual users (unassisted by your organization’s staff) ... :: -
! t
N b} Made by yoir organization’s slc:ﬁ !:|

SR L

. . 49 Approximately what percent of 4.8b above, if any, is produced in response 1o requests
forwarded to you by other information providers (e.g.. librarians. media specialists. link-
ing agents, eic.) employed by organizations other than your parent orgcnizcﬂon’?
{Insert percentin box, zero (0) it none. Use "NA" ifd 8bis zero] m

4,40 Does your organization have cccess fo eqmpmenl whuch can be used to duphccle ERIC
microfiche onto macrohche’?

YOS ovviiieeeiirsevressisserssnssaessratosssmsssnssssress 4 :
NG 1o vrrrrerees srrererraressesssresrornissorsorsnnennees 2 SKID 10 #4.12)
4.41 On the average, how many duplictite ERIC microfiche are produced e month
- using this equipment? {Insert number in H¢x. 2ero (01 NONE.) ..o e !:]

4.12 Approximately what percent of the above microfiche, it any. is produced in }es-

ponse to requests forwarded to yCu by other imormation providers (e.g.. librarians, \
media specialists. linking agents. eic.) employe ] by organizations other than your
parent organization? (insert percent in box, zero M) ifRoNe) ...,

4.43 Does your organization have o deposit account with the ERIC Document Reproduction
Service (EDRS). which is operated by the Compute, Microtiim Internationat Corporation
(CMICY in Artington, Virginia?

L= TR OO PO UURRTPUPRRN 4
N O e e e 2
DOM KO OW L e e K}
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!
1 3, I
! 1
. Iy .

_ 4.14 Approximately how many copies of the Thesaurus of ERIC Descripiors {any edition I
of versian) does your organization own? (Insert number in box. zero (0} if none.) ......... |:l |
f

" 4.45 Does your organization currently maintain a collection of ERIC documents in papercopy?
(A collection” is defined as a|groun of aoCuments which are shelved of filed togelher in
one location. Please exciude from your fesponse newsietters, promolional brochures,
announcement lists, specialized biblicgraphies, ar other documents provided and dis-
tributed only by individual libgaries, Clearinghouses, of non-ERIC organizations. Also
exclude any other documen s which are not assigned ERIC “ED” identitication numbeirs.)

Yes,............. S PP TR PR | :
NO it re s e eneeen . 2 {SKIP 1O S@ction 5)

- ., )

A o, i
4.16 Approximately how many paper coples of ERIC documents are in’yaur organiza-
tion's collection? {Include documents obtained from EDRS as well as any ERIC '
documeént oblained from any other source, such as clearinghouses, state .
-bgencies, of libraries. Count multiple copies of the same document litle
separately.} :,

.
*

4.17 Approximately how many times per month is an ERIC papercopy document’
retrieved, copied. or borrowed from YOur COIBCHONT? .......covvieiceitieri e et eee i

4.18 Approximately what percent of #4.47, if any. is accounted for by requests forwarded
to you by other information providers (e.g.. librarians. media specialists. linking - ’:)
agents. elc.) emplo\(ed by organizations olher than your parent orgcnizctjon? % ?

SECTION 5

ERIC DOCUMENT ORDERING
AND RECEIVING

NOTE: THIS SECTION DEALS WITH THE ACTNITY OF YOUR ORGANIZATION IN ORDERING OR RECEIVING

ERIC DOCUMENTS OTHER THAN RIE OR CLIE DURING THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS. CONSIDER ERIC

DOCUMENTS TO BE ANY MICROFICHE OR PAPERCOPY DOCUMENTS ORDERED OR RECEIVED FROM THE -
ERIC DOCUMENT RERRODUCTION SERVICE (EDRS) OR FROM ANY OTHER SQURCE 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 CIJEOR

COMPUTERIZED SEARCHING OF THE ERIC BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION HAS

NOT ORDERED OR RECEIVED ANY ERIC DOCUMENTS DURING THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS. PLEASE

CHECK THIS BOX O AND SKIP TO SECTION 6. OTHERWISE. PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION #5.4.

5.1 P ease estimote the approximate number of ERIC documents ordered of fece:ved by your
oiganization auring the past rwelve months: -

ORDERED ORD,ERED
OR,RECEIVED OR RECEIVED o

FROM EDRS FRON OTHER SOURCE

e

C: ERIC MIictohicne COSUMEA!S ..o, , \:
t; ERIC papercopy deoumenis ... P [ TR
N

i Page 10 e
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SECTION 6

COMPUTERIZED SEARCHING
. | | OF THE ERIC
" . BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE

| NOTE: THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITI:I YOUR ORGANIZATION'S CONDUCT OR ORDER-
f ING OF COMPUTERIZED SEARCHES OF THE ERIC SISLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION HAS
l NOT CONDUCTED OR ORDERED ANY ONLINE OR BATCH SEARCHES OF THE ERIC DATABASE DURING THE

PAST TWELVE MONTHS. PLEASE CHECK THIS 80X [0 AND SKIP TO SECTION 7. OTHERWISE. PLEASE
CC@ITINUE WITH QUESTION #6.4.

6.1 During which months do the highest amounts and lowest amounts of ERIC computer
searching occur at your organization? (Please yse the month codes displayed in the box

at the lefl.) . ! [
Jan ........ 01 Jut......... 07
feb ........ 02 Aug........ 08 . @) Monih with highest amounts
Mar........03 Sep ........ 09 +of ERIC S2QrChing ..cvcvvveveeesiivnriee s [:]
' Apr .......04 - Oct..... 10
May .....08 Nov ... 44 b) Month with lowest amounts )
C June ....... 06 Dec ........ 12 |' . of ERIC searching :l

6.2 Have sigi members of your organization conducled on-line computer secdches of the
ERIC bibliographic database during the past twelve months? (By "conduct” we mean
that your statt members actually performed the online search through direct interaction

¢ : with a computer terminal.) . _ ‘
I Ye% -‘-‘------‘vuuvvt‘-“ltyl‘|...‘Il.t"'ttl'l““‘unt-----|-‘---|-‘ 1 . ‘ 1
NO ot cerevrserere s serssssnsnessssersneenn e 2 (OKIP 10 #6.6) .

6.3 On the average. how many online searches of Ihe eRIC bibliographic dalabase are con-- .
ducted by statf members of your orgonization per month? (Please base your response on )
the number of requests you receive which result in your performing an online search, ’
regardiess of Ihe number of search commands or descriptor comblnations which are
Used durmg the course of a.single terminal session.)

f ‘ " ) Searches per month of only the ERIC dataBOSe w.....u.rernenrcrnerrrcccesirrsrireccsneees 1:[ ‘
= - b) Searches per month of the ERIC database in combination .
[ . . with other dafabases .. ﬁ: P

S TOA (@ +B=C) et e s e R T E:!

- & 4 Fpproximately what percent of 8.3¢, if any. is conducted in response 1o requests for-

— v.arded to you by other information providers (e.g.. librarians, media specialists. linking ;
: . agents. eic.} employed by organizations other than your pc:rent Orgcnuzohon’? v o)
o - X
\‘l . * . - B .
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Please estimate Ihe percent of online searches per month of ERIC which are conducled
by your organizalion using Ihe followmg syslems: .

LOCKRBOA ....ou.ieveitie ettt et seas st st et esesas e ena b st e st Y ,

Systern Development Corporation (SDC) ... e sene e %
BRS . eerceseeeses e eee s ces s ee e e e e e et et s %
Other online system (describe): B

TOI oo s s s s s s s L 100%)

6.6 On the cv'erc:ge. how many requests per.month for online searches (of any -
database) does your organization transmit to other organizations? ... [:] |
. 6.7 Approximately what percent of 6.4 Include searches of the ERIC billos '

graphic database? (insert percent In box: use "NA" If your response to 6.61szer0) .| %| -

6.8 Have staff members of your organization conducted of made arrangements for bcﬂch
computer searches of the ERIC bibhogrc:phlc database? ) !

Yes ... Fetrmrenreaeerae e taas s e
1T NO e e e e feeerae e 2 (Skip 1o Seclion 7)
6.9 On the average. how many batch searches per month of the ERIC bibtiographic "73
database are conducted or cmc:nged for by staff members of your organizalion? (inser )

number i in box, zera (0)it none.) ... [:

6.10 For each of the batch ERIC search tasks below. please indicate who'is responsible for
pertorming Ihat task mosl of the time . . . (1) staff memibbers of your organization. (2} staff
of other depariments in-your parent organization, or (3) statf of organizations other than
your parent organization? (Circle 4, 2. or 3 for each task.)

Staft Category

1. 0 2. Other 3. Other
WM bepariment’s

Qrganization’s
, staft | st staff

@) Negotialing. receiving. or clarifying
the request . 4 2

. b) Constructing the search statement
(i.e., selecting descriptors. construct
ing search logic. efc.) . 1 2

C; Running the batch secuch on the , ] )
computer _ 1 2

. €, Reviewing or screening the search
cJtiput

mge 12
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SECIION 7

TRAINING AND PUBLISHING ACTIVITIES

NOTE: THISSECTION DEALSWITH TRAINING AND PUBLISHING ACTIVITIES ENGAGEDIN BY YOUR ORGANI
ZATION WHICH ARE RELATED TO ERIC PRODUCTS AND SERVICES.

7.4 Which (it ony) ot tha following ERIC -reloted octivilies hos'}our orgonizotion engc:géd In
during the past twelve months? (Circle 4 for yes, 2 tor no, 3 for don’t know.)

S : DON'T
YES . NO KNOW

0) Formal froining sessions for students or
employees ot your orgonizofion or its
parent orgonizotion (e.g.. lectures,
tours, supervised hond-on instruction)
which concentroted primorlly on ERIC
products ond ServiCos ...

Formo! trolning sessions tor individuols
_ outside your organizotions or its porent
orgonizotion which concentroted
: pnmonlv on ERIC producis ond
services . . .

Formol iro:n:ng sessions for students or
employees ot your orgonizotion or
parent orgonizotibn which included
ERIC olong with other informotion -
prodiucts or services

Same Qs (c). but conducted tor individ-
uois outside your orQOnizohon of
parent orgonizotion




7.2

7.3

During the last twelve manths, approximately haw many indlviduals has yaur
arganization tralned ta yse ERIC products or services durng the caurse of any at
its regularly canducted training sesslans. classes ar educational prcgrcms’?
{insert number in space, zeralf nane, "DK” far Dan't Knaw.) ...

During the past IWalve maonths, aprraximately how many of the fallawing types af publi-
cations has your arganization praduced which either cancentrated on ar were based

’

an ERIC ? {Far each publication type, please supply () the number of ditterent items
produced as well as (b) an estimaie of the fatal number of caples distributed.

)

b)

c)

.d]

e)

N

- Publicatian
Type

Issues af Newsletters {brlef. reguiarly-
produced publications designed ta
keep peaple up-to-date abaut happen-
in@s within a pcmculc:r c:rgc:mzcﬂc:n ar
fleld]

Specuc:l:zed b;bhogrc:phues (hsts of biblio-
graphic references andfar absfracts
which deal with specitlc fields ar
subjects) ... S

Analytical or review publlcc:tic:ns {publi-
cations which analyze. synthesize, or
criticize the literature in a specific field -
(TG TH] o ]1=T o | S

Other (please descrlbe)

Other {please describe) _

Page 44
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'w.

SEQTION 8: HOURS DEVOTED TO CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS
IN EDUCATION (CLIE) 4

L

PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT SUBSCRIBE TO ERIC 'S5 CURRENT INDEX TO JOUR:
NALS IN EDUCATION [CIE) [J, AND SKIP TO SECTION 9. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DCES SUBSCRIBE 1O CIIE,
PLEASE CON11 NUE WITH QUES‘HON #8.4.

é"i For eoch employee colegory below, plec:se estimate how mony hours on an overc:ge
monthly basis, are devoted by your orgonization's staff tc User Support activities associ-
afed with ERIC's Current Index to Journals in Educc:ﬂon (CUE). Pleasse include staff time
devoted 1o the following:

. Negoﬂohng requests which resutt in the consulllng of CIJE by tequestors or your
ofganization’s staff

* Consulting. examining, or searching CIJE
¢ Showing people how to use CHE

* Copying and/or distributing pages of CUE in response to requests for informc:hon

Please exclude stalt fime devoted to:
* Formatl orientafion or training progrc:ms given by your stoh‘ which cover ERIC

Sy

' : AVERAGE OR HOURS PER
EMPLOYEE - DEFINITION APPROXIMATE MONTH FOR
CAIEGORY -~ . HOURLY RATE* CURRENT INDEX TO
. : JOURNALS IN
: EDUCATION

a) Information | "‘Bachelor's degree or higher in an

Professional information profession such as
library or information services,
media services of production. or
computer science.

b) Education 8achelor's degree or higher

.  Professional {andlor certification) in education
or an education-related field
{e.q.. counseling. educational
psychology. eic.).

c) Other An individual with a bachelor's
Professional degree ot.higher in a field other
thon [g) or (b).

d) Technical or Persons with less than o bache-
Clerical . lor's degree. other than tempo-
’ rary or part-time student
empioyees.

e] Student. Students employed on a tempo- .
Empioyees rary or part-time basis, o - he.

»

‘Clogse inc;u&ie fringe benefils. pension. hospilalization. and other labor dverhead items.

Page 15 241 - ‘
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SEGJION 9

INCOME FROM THE SALE OR DIS IBUTION OF ERIC PRODUCTS _
OR SERVICES ‘

NOTE: THIS SECTION DEALS WITH YOUR ORGANIZATION'S INCQME FROM THE SALE OR DISTRIBUTION OF

ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES. EiTHER FROM CHARGES LEVIED ©)N INDIVIDUALS OR FROM CONTRACTUAL
. OR FORMAL ARRANGEMEN?‘S WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS. IF DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS YOUR

ORGANIZATION HAS NOT DERIVED MORE THAN $100 IN INCOME
. INFORMATION PRODUCTS OR SERVICES., PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX
. CONTINUE WiTH QUESTION #9.1.

AND SKIP TO #9.2, OTHEQWISE. PLEASE

+1

94 The purpose of thjs quettion is 1o obtoin on estimote of the income ydur orgonlzotion hos
' derived during the past 12 months from providing ERIC Informotion products or services.
. Twa income types ore considered: (1) income from contractuol or other formal orrange-
' " ments with other orgonizotions. ond (2) income from soles to or poyment by individuols.
By “co Il'mociucﬂ of other arrongements” we mean ogreements whereby your orgonizo-
tion is feimbursed, by orgonizotions other-thon ERIC , on on annuol. monthly, of othes
. regular bosis. By “Individuols” we meon students of employees of ony orgonizotion
. {including your own) who pay for ERIC products ond servicas. ©.9.. who poy for hord-
copies of ERIC microfiche reports. Please igclucle only the income derived from ERIC
products or services excluding income derived from, for exomple. searches of biblio-

\ graphic dotoboses other thon ERIC. ) TR . ( D
5. . CONTRACTUAL INDIVIDUAL
o - ’ . ARRANGEMENTS PAYMENTS
. o) Sole. copying. of reproduchon of ERIC
\ poper of microfiche documents ............... . Is | [s ]
b) Computerized searching of the ERIC . ‘ ‘

bibliogrophic datobose by itself.or in

conjunction with other dotoboses
- ¢) Olher information services based on use ~.
T of ERIC products of services '[dé_sc:ibe]_: A
~ - .
_ . — R I | s |
d) TOGI(@£B+C) eeroorereomroerss e |8 | B |

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE: PLEASE RETURN IT
WITH ANY EXPLANATGRY COMMENTS, OR QUESTIONS TO:

ng Reseorch. Inc.
. P.O.Box 71
Rockville, Md. 20850

9.2 i

k._l),

Page 16 .
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ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY
— REQUEST FOR COOPERATION —

_____——_.._-.-.-——-( “--_.—-..

! Dear Eric Provider:

l The purpose of this Request for Cooperation is to ask for your organization’s help In Fart
I 2 of the ERIC Access Polnt Survey. Part 2 Is the Access Point Primary Survey. In the Primary

| Survey we-will ask a sample of ERIC “access poin” organizations 1o monitor the use of @

| particutar ERIC product or service for a period of up 16 three weeks during the first three

_ months of 1984, Using the ERIC Request Card {specimen enclosed). cooperating organizations |
C wilt supply us with information from which we will develop a sampile of ERIC requestors. We
will then survey these individuals by mail to study the uses they mcke of the ERIC inform ation
; obtained from your organizafion. .
|

We will ask you to monitor requests for and/or'use of ERIC products and services in one
of Ihe following cciegorles

1. Resources in Education [RIE) : ‘ N
[ 2. Current Index o Journals in Educafion {CUE)

3. ERIC Documents (microfiche and hardcopy, including |occ:lly-produ'ced ERIC
documents and bibliographies)

4. Computer searches of the ERIC bibliographic database.

wb have circled the category which we will ask you (if you agree to cooperate) to monitor
dunng the special data collechin period. (ERIC Clearinghouses: we will ask you to monitor

i only one category per week during the Fall, for a totcl of four weeks.)

' Based on estim@les of ERIC usage reported in your Screener Survey, we will supply you

e | with ERIC Request Ca:ds plus instructions for their compietion. During your assigned data

collection period. you should assign. statf to monitor theERIC product or service we have
| idenlified above. Each time any individual (including your organization’s staff) requests or
| .+ uses the ERIC—product of service durmgihcﬁ time. your assigned monitor should fill out a Re-
[ quest Card. In'most cases. only the fitst tew questions will require contact with the ERIC user.
| while Ihe rest of the questions can. for the most parf. 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 cards to (1) estimate the number of limes ERIC is requested or used at sampled
-

«

.\

orgonizations, and {2) develop a sample of ERIC requestors with whom we will conduct the
- mail survey as described above.

a

-

243
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o

Some additiona! detalls:

(1} The data collection perlod (up to three weeks) we assign to you wilt be based on your
hours of service as well as on a random selection process hased on your Screener
Survey responses

(2) The names and addresses of all Individuals irvolved In the survey will he desiroyed
offer the survey Is completed. Only the Project Director and other key Individuals on
the King Research sttt will have access to these names and addresses.

(3) The Primary Survey and its subsequent ERIC Requestor Survey are not an evoluoﬂon
of your organlzation’s performance. We are solely interested in obtalning unbiased
data on ERIC usage. No data will be linked with any Individuals or specific organizc

t.ons'in our fina! repor. In fact, we wlli only acknowiedge your organization’s parici-
patlon in this project f you request us'to do so. ‘

Whether or not you are able to pariclpate. please chack the approprlate box helow
and supply us with the requested information: {4) the name and telephone number of a
coniact person al your organization who can monltor your organizations particlpation in
Phase 2: (2) your organization’s hours of service during the Winter: (3) a brlef description of
the physical and organlzational location of your organization’s ERIC-reloled operations:
or (4) the reasons for your inabilily o paricipate.

We are asking you to volunteer. some statf time lo participate in this project. We realize
that you may recelve such requests to aid in filling out surveys. Qur response is that all the
data collected in this study is designed to help improve the undersstanding of how ERIC |s
used. Ultimately, this will ald in improving what Is already the premier Information system In { 3
education and educational research. Since ERIC Is such a highly decentralized Information

system, it Is imperative that we obtain a good picture of the ERIC usage which is facllitated
by access points such as your organization.

If you have any queslloné obon.rt'your cooperation in Phase 2 of this.study. please do

not hesitate to call the Project Director, Dr. Dennis McDonald (collect) at [202] 864-0640 or
. the Survey Director. Ms. Kathy O8rien (collect) at (301) 884:6766.

O Yves: we can porticipcie in Phase 2 .0 No: we cannot particl-
of the Access Point Survey.”The name. pate in Phase 2 of the
title. and tetephone number of our " Access Point Survey. for

contact pefson are: the following reasons:
Name: “

Title:
Telephonse:

Piease return this form ond (4} your organi- King Research. Inc.
zation’s hours of service and (2) a brief - | P.O. Box 74
description of your ERIC operations to Rockville. MD 20850

This study is sponsored by the National Institute of Ec:lucolion under contract number
400-79 0060 -




PLEASE ERIC ] cosT and USAGE STUDY USE
PRINT — ERIC REQUEST CARD - BLACK INK

This is a voluntary survey being conducted under contract to the-National Institute of Education
{NIE) by King Research, Inc., P.O. Box 71, Rockville, Maryland 20850, (301} 881-6766.

AN

MONTH

1.0. NUMBER

NAME OF REQUESTOR:

MAILING

ADDRESS

P ﬁ\v\‘\w\k

INCLUDING
ZIP CODE:

Q\\&w\;\

’c\‘\A

TELEPHONENUMBEFI( )

D \\’%‘

Area Code ™ \*'\ NUMBER

TITLEOR
TOPIC OF
REQUEST:

1. TYPE OF PR DUCT OR SE RVICE IN.
VOLVED (chlé’ﬂﬁbpllcable codes)
p ERIC's RIE : '
ERICSCIJE ... ¢
ERIC Online Search
ERIC Batch Search
ERIC Micrafiche
ERIC Printed Repart
ERIC Printed Bibliography
Other Printed Indexes
Other Computer Databases
Other Documents
Othel:'(Describel

3. WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED BY
STAFF? (Circle 1,2, or 3}

Requestor.was a
Staff Member .

4. HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED?
. {Circle 1, 2, 3, or 4)

In Person

Telephone

"Other {Describe}

2. WAS THE ERICTHESAUHUS USED?
[Clrciel 2, or 3)

5. HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED?Y
(Circle all applicable codes)-
. 1nPerson
Telephone

Other |Des¢ribe)
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Separate Versions of Secrion 8 -

+

Separate versions of this section were used in the Screener Survey

s

;:deﬁenézhg upon the list from which the access point was éambleé, i.e. organi-
" zations sampled from the list of RIE subscribers received the questionnaire
“with the RIE pection 8, and so on, : .- :
- . ’ "t
All ERIC Clearinghouses (and the Facil;ty)vreéeived all four
versions of the Section 8 (RIE, CIJE, Searches, Documents), and this group .

also received the Section 8 de?oted.fo ERIC ";eferral sérﬁices"..




ur o

. ) : o

SECT[ON 8 HOUPS DEVOTED TO PESOUQCFS IN EBUCATION (RIE)

PLEASE CHECK HEI\E IF YOUI? ORGANIZAIION DOES NOT SUBSCRIBE IO ERIC'S RESOURCES IN EDUCATION

QUISUON Ho A -',

ey

R

For each empiovco calegory below, please eshmate how many houis, on an average -

‘ monthly bass, Qre dovoled Dy your organizalion’s stalff 1o User Suppor! achvilics assoc
- oled wih ERIC'S Resomccs m Educohon {RIE). Include ime devoled 10 the {oliowing:

gy O, AND SKIPTO S [CIIOh'I Q. if YOUR ORGANIZATION DOLES SUBSCRIBE 1O RIE, PLEAST CONTINUE WITH -

e

. Nego::olmg roquesl.. whrch resuit m :ho comulhng of Rif by requestors of your ozgcm-‘: B

Tzahon's sicff

! o

. Conwihng exomining or ,ecuchung RIE
. Shcwmg people how 10 use RIE

Piecso exc\ude s1c1rt hme devoted ia ..‘ -

. K . Copymg cwcﬂor d: Inbuhng pcges ot RiE n re.,ponso 1o tequests for lntormcxhcn

by

. EMPLOYEE .-

' AVERAGE OR

. HOURS PER .. .+ |.°

AT 'APPROXIMATE . MONIHFOR . | 5.0

Ll categoRY g | - “HOURLY RATE® |+ RESOURCES IN | "
DR NI TP REIY _ . EDUCATION ~ i N
> RN »r-h "'-,'L-"_' "_ RAEROR PN ._,»‘ IO A oL "

. ot t o "“ -'.. Sl -"...'- t - : " v - . -
- ’;': o] ,nt'\rmosaoﬂ. Bcch&orsceg{ee of h'.gher in cm 1o N
R Floiess:oncl information profession such as -7 ' - - oo M
b ey lipiary or information services, S ih. KA B :

S f-"; '“_,;"-'- ‘media sezwces of producho o1’ R . ,'; :

v o COmpu1er science.. . R
TR Education™ + ‘Bdchelor's degree of higher. " ° .
. o o Pratessionpal L |- (@ndfor certification) in gducation |. . :

S b e L u L of.an education-related field CS__ e

R '(e.0.. counseling, edL.cchoncl o

vl ’ psYChology. ete.). :

L i H
1 ¢) Other 1 AN lr]dldeCll with @ bochelo. [ .
: Profess.ona! | "Gegree or higher in @ field other | $ int. i
| {0} or to) : 5. ;
N I
CY TeChmST. of ' 'Persons with 1ess than a bache: ‘- |
Ciznca, _ ; ioi's degree, other thantempo- | S /hr,
‘ Copotcyy of pait-time empioyess. t .
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SECTION 8: HOURS DEVOTEDTO ERIC COMPUTER SEARCHING

PLEASE CHECK RERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT CONDUCT OR MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR COM-
PUTER SEARCHES OF THE ERIC BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE [J, AND SKIP TO SECHION 9. IF YOUR ORGANI-

TON DOES CONDUCT OR MAKE ARRANGEMENIS FOR SEARCHES OF THE ERIC DATABASE, PLEASE CON
TINUE WITH QUESTION #8:4.

8.4

For eoch employae colegory below. pPlaase estimote how MOy hours, On an average

rmonthly basis, ore devoted by your organization’s staff to conducling or making arrange-
menis tor any computer secrchas which resulf in searching the ERIC biblicgraphic
database. Please include slaft time devoled to 1he {ollowing:

L4

= Negotiating requests which resuu In sec:rches of the ERIC bibliogrophic datobase
= Consitucting seQrch stotements : '

= Interocting wilh or operating the computer system

= Reviewing or screening the search cutput

Please exclude the following:
= Time devoted 10 searches which do not include ihe ERIC database
» Formal orientation or 1rQining programs which cover ERIC

= Obtaining, copymg or disiribuling documents reirieved through the ERIC search

EMPLOYEE
CALRGORY

DEFINITON

AVERAGE OR
APPROXIMALTE
HOURLY RATE"

ROURS PER
MONTH FOR
ERIC COMPUIER
SEARCHING

¢) Information
Professional

Bocheior's degree ar higher in on .

information Profession such as
ibrory or informotion services,
media semnices of produchion. of
computer science.

Education
Frotessional

8achelor's degree or higher
(andlor certification) in education
o an education-related tield
(e.g.. counseling. education
psychology. etc.).

c) Other
Professional

An individugl with @ bachelor’s
degree of higherin Q f:eld other
than (a) or {b).

d) Tecrn zai of
Ciencal

Persons with iess than Q bache-
or's aagree. olher than tempo-
rary O pert-tima student
empidyess

. Stuzenis emgloyed cn a temoo

CSlfy Or pc.’t'hme felel iR

nr.

I
3
1
|

pt::"l‘ICﬁ nospilul’cl . Clnd
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secnom a HOURS DEVOTED TO ERIC DOCUMENTS

. PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT HAVE A COLLECTION OF ERIC DOCUMENTS .,
- ‘AND SKIP TO SECTION §. [SEE SECTION 4 FOR A DEFINIIION OF "ERIC DOCUMENTS."} IF YOUR ORGANIZA-

TION DOES HAVE A COLLECTION OF ERIC DOCUMENTS, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION #8.1. .

84

= Far each employse colegary below. plecse estimote how many hours. on on cvercg'e

" -5 monihly basis, are devoled by your orgonizotion’s stoff 1o User Support activities

.t

b

i
J
i

' \ .

“I \ -'J

_: Ty Journdls in

o, el b

Educchon [CIJE]

f Pledse exciude Ihe following dcﬂvmes from User Suppori. -

e Formo! onentohon or 1rdinmg progroms gwen by your stoff which cover ERIC IR .
v e Consulling or using ERIC's Resources in Educcmon (RIE] or ERIC s C:ur:ent Index 10 SR

e Tsrne spen! prepdnng or. dlstubulmg iocoliy produced documems newsleners or "“
b:bhogrdphnes whlch normduy do not feceive ERIC . ED ldenimcohon nurnbers

L associoted with ERIC documents, Plecse Include slott time devoted to the following:

w4 3

e Negohotmg reQUests which result in consulting. retrieving. of copying ERIC documents. -

e Consunmg remevmg or copymg ER!C docwnems in reSponse o :equesis {or m!ormd '
tion or. documents, KR .

‘e Shmeg people how to con*ult ;etrleve or copy ERIC dOCuments NN S
. Distnbut-.ng copnes o{ ERIC docurnems in response 10 indwuduol orders or |equesis “ .

e
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intormotion profession such c:s‘
j_librdry or information services,
" | medio setvices or produchon or
‘computer science,

NG R A

Bcchelor H degree or htqher inan . ;

LI N
[

fhr.

5.b) Education
| Profess:ondl

" Bacheldr's'degree or highet . . -

*’[c:nd!orrcertmcct:on] in educcmor\

i1 | ©of on education-related field ..

(e.0. counsehng educc:t'.ondl
' psvchology. efc.). -

5 I

c] Other
Pr018551..,'\c1!

1 "'an individual with o bochelor's |
degree of highes in ¢ field dihe_r
thon {Q) or (B).

5

he.

d) Tecnn o
-, Cenecd

Persons with l1ess inan o bache-
ig's degree. other than tempo-
rary of port-time stucent
e employees. S

S_
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¢ OCVOTED TO USING PARTICULAR ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES.

REPGRT ON STAFF TIME OEVOTED TO PROVIDING REFERRAL SERVICES, IRRESPECTIVE OF THE
INFORMATION SOURCES USED BY YOUR STAFF wHEﬁ‘FR‘GUTﬁlN'G_WEC?m

OE

OR INOIVIDUALS WHOM THAT REQUESTOR CAN THEN CONTACT TO OBTAIN INFORMATION OR
ASSISTANCE. )

8.1

SECTION 0: 1I0UNRS DEVOTED TO PROVIDING REFERRAL SERAVICES

A

TE: IN THE PREVIOUS FOUR QUESTIONS YOU REPORTED YOUR ORCANIZATION'S STAFF TIME
IN THIS QUESTION, PLEASE

RAL SERVICES.
FINITION: A "REFERRAL" DCCURS WHEN YOUR ORCANIZATION RESPONDS TO AN INFORMA-

UEST BY SUPPLYINC THE REQUESTOR WITH NAMES OF PROCRAMS, ORCANIZATIONS,

For each employee caltegory "below, please estimate how many hours, on an averd9e monthly

basls, are devoted by vour organization's staff to providing referral services. Please include
staff time devoted 1o the following: : -

¢ Negotiating requests which result In your providing referral services

s Consulting, retrieving, or copying any documents to suppor! your development of a response
¢ Contacling any other paerson or organization to support your development of a response

¢ Contacting the requestor in order 10 provide a response

Please exclude the following activities:

¢ Time spent ob!alning, prenaring or distributing information products or services which are
not designaed primarily o support your referral services.

N - -
AVERAGE OR HOURS PER MO,
EMPLOYEE DEFINIMON APPROXIMATE gg;ﬁ‘l‘gé‘s'-
CATEGORY HOURLY RATE* o
Q) Information Bachelor's degree or higher in an
Protessional information profession such as )
’ " library or infdrmalion services, $ inr.
.media services or preduction. or '
computer science. . }
b) Educdtion Bachelor's degree or higher
Professional (ondlor cenitication) in education
or an educotion-reloled field $ __Ihr. '
(e.9., counseling. educationC ¢ \
psychology. etc.). - * ' !
c) Other An individuo! with 0 bachelor’s
protessional  -| "degree or higher in a field other 5 Ihr.
: "I than (0] or (b).
d) Technicg! or Persons with less thon a bache-
Ciericat . lor's degree, other thon tempo- S Ihn
‘ . rary of parnt-ime studeni )
. employees.
e) Swecent Students employed on a tempo- .
Empioyees rary ‘or pan-time basis, S /hr

*Please include fringe benetits, pension, hospitalization, and other labor Ove[l;\edd itemns.

—_—

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

£.1 '0On the average. aparoximately how many requests per month does
, your organization receive which result in your providing referral
i services?

£.3 , Approximalely what percen! of the above referral requests are
"sausfie¢ by reiying primarily on RIE, CIJE, the ERIC database,

"or ERIC cocuments which are availabie for sale through EDRS?
. [l el

~JU

3
[+
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B.5 Screener Questiounaire Flle Peseription

II L L .
On the followlng pages are displayed the description of the SPSS
records for the Screcoer 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. ' .

n
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A0 Al AMSIG, 009 LTVITZ.CLASS "0

1
Pl £raine 1y :
i £ 7Y LOMME Y NUN 10 SAVE FRIC COMPLTTID DATA AND PROGIAM
q J/PROCLIN UD OSN-CCIAPP . PROCLIB.DISP=%HR

T P A {1 L1
[} J2TTOAMCOL 00 UNTI=3350,05N WYL . H2ZKRT 1. ERTCCOMP , D1SP={DLY) .
’ !/ SPACTE-(TRK, {20, 0}, ALSE),OCK"NLKS) IE G200, VOL*SER=TSD Y

n J7T10Mm GOt 11 OSH-WYL . M2KRI 1  CLARDATA DISP-(DLD KEEP},
" /7 ONLT=3240,V0L: STR=TS0I,
10 / DEN-(RTCTM-TN {RFCL=00 . BLKS1ZE=T720)

N // DD DSH-WYL M2KRIY ERIC.OATAZ.0ISP={OLD.KELP),

172 /7 UNIT=22%0 . VOL-S5ER~TS01,0CB={RECFM«TB.LRECL~AC.ALKST ZE=720)
1 //%YS1IN OO »
L] HUMRERED YES
19 Iy NAME FRIC SAVE RUN USING 1O CARDS PER CASE
16 DATA LIST FIXED (t0) / 1 ID1 ¢-5 CARD1 &
17 1P B-10 Q1P2 11-12 Q1P3 1]
E Q1P 14 Q1Ps5 15 Q1P6 1617
19 QIPT 18-25 Q2P0 2T Q2P 1A 2D-29
a0 Q2p18 30-31 Q2P2A 32- 33 Q2P2R 34-35
ot Q2pP3 36-39 Q2P4 40 QarPo 41
Pl . QIP1A 42-43 QIPIB 44-45 Q3P2A 4G-47
27 QabP2p 48-49 0Q3IP3 50-53  Qap4 54
24 Q4p0 55 Q4P1 56 04P2 57
b1 © Qap3 58 Q4P3A 59-66 Q4P4B 67-74
kI QAPSA 75-76 Q4PSB TT7-78/ 2 1D2 ) CARD2 6
27 Q4PGA B-15 Q4P6ER 16-23 Q4PTA 24-26
n QaPrT8 27-29 04PTC 30-32 Q4PAA 33-40
T 29 Q4PBB 41-48 ,
) an. _Q4P9 49-5% Q4P10 52 Q4P11 53-57
£ a1 QAP 12 S8-60 Q4P 13 61 Q4P14 6263
a2 ' Q4P15 £4 Q4AP16 65-72 Q4P1T T3-T7
a3 v Q4p18 78-80/ 3 1D3 1-5 CARDI 6
o QSP0O '8 QS5P1A1 9-14 QOSP1A2 15-20
15 *QupiBY 21-26 Q5P1B2 27-32 Q6PO 33
{3 Q6P 1A 34-35 Q6P1IB 36-37 Q6P2 38
a7 : QGPIA 39-42 Q6PIB 43-46 Q6PIC 47-51
an - Q6Pr4 52-54 Q6PSA 55-57 Q6PS58 58-60
9 ' Q6PSC 61-63 S5P50 .64-66 Q6P6 6T-TO
an Q6P7 71-73 Q6PS°74 Q6PI 75-78/ 4
11 104 1-5 CARDS 6
a7 QeP10A 8 QeP10@ 9 Q6P 10C 10
17 Q6P 100 14 QTP1A 12 QT7P1B 13
14 QIP1C 14 QTPID 15 QTP2 16-20
15 QTPIAL 21-23 QTPIA2 24-29
16 Q7p3B1 30-32
17 . Q7r3n2 133-38 QTPIAC1 39-41 Q7IPIC2 42-47
a8, ' Q7paD1 48-50 QTPID2? S51-56 QTPIEY 57-59
STa) QTPIE2 60-65/ 5 105 1-5 CAROS €
. 56 . Q8POA B QSPIAIA 9-12 QBP1AZA 13-16
51 QSP1BIA 17-20 QBP1B2A 21-24 QSPIC1A 25-28
52. Q8P 1C2A 29-32 QBP101A 33-36 Q8P1D2A 37-40
53. ) . OSP1E1A 41-44 QSP1E2A 45-48 QSP2A 49-52 Q8PIA 53-55/
54 6 1D6 1-5 CARDG 6
56. . QBPOR B QSP1AIB 9-12 QBSP1IAZB $3-16 . L Badly |
56 . . 9SPIBIB 17-20 Q8P1B2B 21-24 Q8SPICIB 25- 28 “Jas
57. Q8PIC2B 29-32 UBPIDIB 13-36 QSP1028 37-40
Q  sg. Q8PIEIB 44-44 OQSP1E2B 45-48 Q8P28 49-52 QBPIB 53-35/
ERIC se. 7 107 1-5 CARO7 6
oEEn | 60. . Q8P0OC B QBPIAIC 9-12 QBP1AZC 13-16 o




anPinIC 17-20 QBPHIZC 21-24 QBPICIC 25-28

QsPIC2C 29-32 QBPIDIC 33-3¢ Q8P1D2C 37-4D

QNMEIC 41-44 QBPIE2C 45-48 QBP2C 49-52 QBPIC H1-55/
nion 1-5 CARDE 8

anPon A QBPIAIL 5-12 QOP1A2D 13-16

Qarinio 17-20 QBPIA20 21-24 QAPICID 25-28

Qnpi1C20 29-32 QBPIDID 33-3G Q8P1D2D 37-4D

ONPIEID A1-44 QBPIE20 AB-48 QBP2D 49-52 Q8PI0 53-85/7
T 100 1-5 CARDD 6

QNPOE 8 QBPIAIC §-12 QBPIA2E 13-16 '

Qnpinik 17-20 QBP (B2E 21-24 QBPICIE 23-28

QBP1C2E 29-32 QBPIDIE 33-36 QBPID2E 37-40

ANPIEIE A1-44 QBPIE2E AD-48 QBP2E 4n-92 QBPIE BI-n8/
10 Ip10 1-8 CARD1ID &

QoPO N QoPiAi 9-16 QOP1A2 17-24

Qopin1 25-32 QopiB2 33-40 QopiCy A+-48

Q9P1C2 49-56 QIPID1 S7-54 QopiD2? 65-72

nio 73

THPUT MEDTLM TAPE

M DF CASFO UNKMNOWN

MISSTHG VALUES QIR , 01P4,Q10%5,Q10(0 )}/

Qira(os,990)/

V2P 1A ,Q2P 1B8,Q2P2A,Q2P2B(77.98,99)/
Q7r4,Q3r4(7,8.9)}/

QIP1A,.QIPIB ,QIP2A,QIP2(TT.08,99)/
Q4pr1,Q4P2,Q4P3(7,9)}/
Q4PSA,Q4PSB(77,98,99)/
W471n(777,998,599)

IS51MG VALUES QAP 17.Q4P11{(77777,999098,99800}/
QAPTA . Q4P78B,QAP7C.Q4P9( 777,998,999}/
Qip{10,Q4P13(7,.8,9)}/
©AP12(777,99A, 999}/
Q4p14{77,98,00}/

Q1P 15(3,7,9)

MISSING VALUES QSP1A2,Q5P181,Q5P1B2(777777,999998,999999 )/
Q6p1A,Q6PIB(77,98,00)/
Q6P2,Q6PB,Q6P 104, Q6P 108 ,96P10C ,Q6P10D(7,9)/
Q5P38(7777,9998,9999)/

Q5P4,Q6P5A ,Q6P5B,Q6P5C, Q6PSD(777,998,999)/
Q6P6(7777,9998,9999)/

. Q5P7(777,998,000)/ g
Q6P9{7777,99948,9999) : .

MISSING VALUES QTPIA,Q7PIg,Q7PIC.Q7PID(3,9)/ .
Q7P3AL,QTPIB I, GTPICI,QTPI01,Q7PIEI(777,998,999)/
Q7PIA2,Q7PI82,Q7TPIC2,Q7PI02,Q7PIED

, (777777 ,9999908, 999999}

MISSING VALUES QBPDA,QBPCE,QBPOC, QBPOD,QBPDE(7)/
QaP1A2A,QBP1A28 QBP1A2C,QBP1AZD.QBP TA2E,
QBP1B2A,Q8P{B28,Q8P1B2C,QBP 1B20,08P1B2E, y
QBPIC2A,.QBP1C28,QBPIC2C,QBP1C20.QBPIC2E.
Q8P 1D24,08P 1028, Q8P 1D2C, Q8P 1020 ,08P 1D2E .
QBP1E2A,.Q8P1E2B,08P1E2C, OBP|E20.0BP|E2E
“(7777,9998,9999)}/
oap|n1a.oaplnla oap|A|u.oapln|o.oaP|ntE.
QBpiBtA,QBPIBIB, Q8P 1B IC.QBPIB1D0,Q8PIBIE,
QBPIC1IA,QBPICIB,QBPICIC,QBPICID,QBPICIE.,
QBpP101A,Q8P1018,0BP101C.QBP1010,Q8P 1D IE,
QBP1E1A.QBPI1EIB. QBPI1EIC,QBPIEID,QBPIEIE
(7777,9998,9999) .

MISSING VALUES QBP2A,QBP2B,Q8P2C,QBP20,Q8P2€(7777,9008,9000)

MISSING VALUES QBPIA,QBPIB,Q8P3C,QBP30,Q8PIE(777,908,900)
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PAruiText Provided by exic [N

L

MITTING VALUES
MISSING VALUES

MISTING VALUES

MISSING VALUES
MISSTNG VALYIES

*
'

MIRSRTMNG VALUES

MISGING VALUES

VAR LARELS

Qara(7,9)

QOP1A1,Q5P1A2,QDP IO, QOP1B2, Q9P IC T, 09P|c2.
99,101, Q9P I02( 77777776, ADAABHAD, 99999904 )
QAP 16,Q9P At ,QOP IAZ, Q9P 1B1, Q0P ID2 , Q9P 11, Q9P 1C2,
Q9P 10+,Q9P102{(77777777,060006088, 29159999)
Qari1G6(77777776)

Qir7(777777664,950959744)/

Q70 2(77777,99990,99999)/
QaAraB(T71717171160,7777717176, 99999904 )/
oaraci77777,99998,99999)/
02pP3(7777,9998,8999)/
QAPAA(77777776,90999904)/

QAPGALTTITITITIIGO, 11777776, aaaauuoo)
oansn{99999934)/

narpa(77777776,80888880, 99999984)/
090102{77777776)/
QsP1a1(777777,999998,999999)/
04060(777777?6 aaaaaeao 99999536 )
Q4APGH(99999984)/

QIr3(77177,9998,9999)/

QIP1B2(7771711176)}/

QGPIA(7777,9998,9999)/
Q4ar8A{77777776.83880800. 99999984)

Q1Pr2 DRGANIZATIDN DESCRIPTIION/

Q4P3 PRIMARY FUNCTION IN SERVICES/

21P4 wHICH 1S LARGEST GROUP OF USERSL/

Q1P5 ARE SRvS PROMDTING £0 DR TRNING ACTIVITIES/
N1PG SDURCE DF FINANCIAL SUPPORT/

Q1P7 MDST RECENT YEAR BUDGET DATA/

Q2P0 DDES DRG SUBSCRIRE TD RIEZ/

Q2p 1A # RIE CURRENT SUBSCRIPTIDNS/

Q2P1B # CURRENT RIEf SEMI-ANNUAL sues/

Q2P 2A MONTH HIGHEST RIE USE/

Q2r32B MONTH LDWEST RIE USE/

02P3 ¥ TIMES STAFF CONSULTS RIE PER MONTH/
Q2r4 # UNASSISTED Rde® USE COMPARED TO STAFF/
N3IPD DDES DRG HAVE SUBS TD ClJE?/ .
QIP1A # MDNTHLY CYIJE SUBSCRIPTIONS/ v
QIP 1B # SEMI-ANN ClVf Sues/

QIP2A MONTH HIGHEST CIJE USAGE/S

QIP2ZE MONTH LDWEST ClJE USAGE/

QIPI # TIMES STAFF CONSULTS clJE PER MONTH/
Q3P4 "UNASSISTED ClJE USE COMPARED TO STAFF/
Q4r0C DDES DRG HAVE ERIc DDCUMENTS?/

Q4P 1 DDES DRD HAVE £Rlc MICROFicHE?/

Q4P2 15 DRG SDC FDR £RIC DDCUMENTS?/

Q4p3 IS THE ‘MICROFICHE A CLOSED COLLECTION?/
Q4P4A # IND PIECES MICROFICHE?/

Q4P4E # IND TITLES u!cnorlcuﬁf

QAPSA MDNTH HIGHEST FICHE USAGE/

QAPSE MONTH LOWEST FICHE USAGE/

Q4PGA # TIMES PER MONTH FICHE USED/

Q4PGEB # TIMES FICHE TITLES USED/

QAPTA ¥ MICROFDRM READERS/

Q4P78 # MICROFDRM READER-PRINTERS/

Q4P7C # DTHER MICROF ICHE TD PAPER EQUIPMENT/
Q4P8A # DUPE PAGES MADE BY IND USERS/ ® P
Q4PSE # 'DUPE PAGES-MADE BY STAFF/

Q4P9 # DUPE PGS MADE BY STAFF FDR OTH DRG/
Q4P 10 CAN DRG DUPLICATE MICROFICHE?/

Q4P11 # DUPLICATE MICRDFICHE MADE PER MONTH/




- -.;_1
GAP12 % OF Q4P11 FORWARDED DY OTH INFOR PROVIDERS/
Q4r13 DOES ORG 1IAVE DEPDSIT ACCOUNT WITH EORS/
74P14 # COPIES THESAURUS ERIC UESCRIPTORS/
Q4113 DOES ORG HAVE ERIC ODCUMENTS IN PAPER?/
Q4P iG # CRIC PAPER DOCUMENTS/
Q4P17 # TIMES PAPER COPY BORROWED DR USED/
Q4P 18 % PAPER 0OC BRRWED BY REQ FROM OTH DRG/
Q510 J4AS DRG RECETVED ERIC DOCUMENTS?/
Pal'iat # FRIC MICRU\I-’ICIIE ORDERED rROM EDRS/
A5 182 # FRIC MICROFICHE ORDERFO FROM OTH SOURCES/
ohr 101 "4 PAPER 0OC OROERED FROM EORS/
Q5P4N2 # PAPER 0DOC ORDERED FROM DTIER SOURCES/
QGPO HAS DRG PERFORMED ONLINE SEARCHES?/
6P IA MONTH WITH HIGHEST # ERIC SEARCHES/
OGP 'D MONTH WITH LOWEST # ERIC SEARCHES/
QGP2 1AS STAFF USED THE ON-LINE DATABASES?/
QGPIA # STAFF SEARCHES JUST ERIC DATABASES/
QGPI0 # STAFF SEARCHES ERIC AND DTIHER DATABASES/
AGPIC ¥ SRCHES ERIC + 'ERIC AND DTHER OATABASES/
Q6P4 % OF SRCHES SENT 8Y OTHER INFO paovlozas/
Q6PSA % SEARCHES USING LOCKHEED/
QGPSB % SEARCHES USING SOC/
QGPSC Y SEARCHES USING PRS/ .
06P50 % SEARCHES USING OTHER SYSTEMS/
QGG # ON-LINE SEARCHES SENT TD DTHER ORG/
GGP7 % SRCHES SENT TO OTH ORG ON ERIC ODATABASE/S
N6 HAS STAFF MADE BATCH ERIC SEARCHES?/
QGPY # BATCH SEARCHES ERIC BY STAFI/
Q6P 10A NEGDT, RECEIVE OR CLARIFY REQUEST/
QGP108° CONSTRUCTING SEARCH STATEMENT/
Q6P 10C RUNNING BATCH SEARCHES/
Q6P 10D REVIEW THE SEARCH OUTPUT/
Q7P 1A HELD TRAINING SESSIONS EMP WITHIN ORG/
Q7P 10 TRAIN SESS PEDPLE DUTSIDE DRG/
7P 1C TRN SESS ORG EMP ERIC AND OTHER DATABASES/
D7P10 SAME AS 07P1C BUT OUTSLIDE ORG/
Q7P2-# PEDPLE DURING LAST YEAR TO USE eatc/
D7PIA1 ¥ NEWSLETTERS PROOUCED/
Q1PIAZ # COPIES NEWSLETTERS OISTRIBUTED/
Q7P381 # SPEC BIBLIDGRAPHIES PRODUCED/.
Q7P382 # SPEC BIBLIOGRAPHIES ODISTRUBITED/
Q7P3C1 # ANALYTIC DR REY PUB PROODUCED/
Q7PIC2 # ANALYTIC OR REV PUB OISTRIBUTED/
Q7P301 # ITEMS PRODUCED DTHER/
Q7F302 # COPIES OISTRIBUTED DTHER/
Q7PJ3EA # ITEMS PRODUCED OTHER/
Q7PJEL # COPIES DISTRIBUTED OTHER/
QB8P 1A1A INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/S
08P 1A2A INF PROFESS. HRS PER MONTH/
QB8P 1B1A EQUCATIONAL PROF. HRLY RATE/
08P 1B2A -EDUCATIONAL PROF. HRS PER MONTH/
08P 1C1A DTHER "PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/S
GBPIC2A DTHER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/
Q8P 101A TECH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/
08P102A TECH DR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/
QBP1E1A STUDENT HRLY. RATE/OBP1EZA STUDENT HRS PER MONTH/
QBPZA AVE # REQTS RECVO PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/
Q8P3A % OF REFERRAL REQTS OF QBP2A SATISFIEQ/
QB8P1A1B INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/
Q8P 1A2B INF PROFESS. HRS PER MONTH/
08piB1B EDUCATIONAL PROF. HRLY RATE/ ‘\
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QAP 1A28 COUCATIONAL PROF, HRS PER MONTH/
ANR1C N DTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/
OnR1Cc28 D1HER PROFESSIONAL RS PER MONTH/
MNP 1018 TFCH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/
thP102A TECH DR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/
QnPIF 18 STUDENT HRLY RAVE/QOP{E2D STUDENT HRS PRER MONTHI/
QAr21 AVE # REQTS RECVD PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/
QPR3 Y, OF REFERRAL REQTS DF QB8P28 SATEISFIED/
gnri1AIe INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/
NARIA2C INF PROFESS. HRS PER MONTHY/
QBPIBIC EDUCATIONAL PROF, HRLY RATE/
QBr102¢ EDUCATIONAL PROF. HRS PER MONTH/
NBr Ic1c DTHER PROFES5SIONAL HRLY 'RATE/
Naric2c DTHER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/
QAP 1D1C TECH DR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/
QnPt02¢ TECH OR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/
AP 1EIC STUDENT HRLY RATE/QBPIE2C STUDENT HRS PER MONTH/
QAP2C AVE # REQTS RECVDO PER MONTII FOR REFERRALS/
0BPAC % OF REFERRAL REQVS DF QBP2C SATISFIED/
QBPIAID INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/
QBr1A20- INF PROFESS. HRS PER MOMTH/
08P 1610 EDUCATIONAL PROF. HRLY RME/S
QBri1820 EOUCATIOMAL PROF. HRS PER MONTH/
OBP 1C 1D DTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/
- 0OBP1C20 DTHER PROFESSIDNAL HRS PER MONTH/

QBP 1010 TECH OR-CLERICAL HRLY RATE/ .
QBP 1020 TECH DR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/
GBP1E10 STUDENT HRLY RATE/QBPE20 STUDENT HRS PER MONTH/
17820 AVE # REQTS REcCVD PER MONTH FOR REFERRLS/
onrib % OF REFERRAL REQTS OF QBP20 SATISFIED
GBP {A1E INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/
OBP1A2E INF PRDFESS. HRS PER MONTH/
OBPIBI1E EDUCATIGNAL PROF. HRLY RATE/
OBP 1B2E EDUCATIONAL PROF., HRS PER MONTH/
OBP IC1E OTHER PROFESSIDNAL HRLY RATE/
RBP1C2E DTHER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/
OBRI1D1E TEcH DR CLERICAL. HRLY RATE/
OBP {02E TECH DR cCLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/ °
NBP1E1E STUDENT HRLY RATE/QBP.tE2E STUDENT HRS PER MONTH/
QBP2E AVE ¥ REOTS RECVD PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/
OBPIE % OF REFERRAL REQTS OF_Q8P2E SaATISFIED/
Q9P tA1 AMT CONT ARRNGMNT SaALE DR REPD ERIC pOc/
DOP1A2 AMT IND PAY SALE OR REPD ERIc DODc/
QOP{B1 AMT CONT ARRNGMNT SRCH ERIC DATABASE/
09P 182 IND PAY SRCH ERIC DATABASES/ .
Q9P 1C1 AMT CONT DTHER SRVC BASECC ON ERIc PROD/
QoP1c2 IND PAY DTH SERVICE BASED OMN ERIc PROD/
QoP 1Dt AMT CONT TOTaAL/
Q9P 102 TOTAL IND PAYMENT/

VALUE LABELS OIP3,QIP5,Q04P1,04P3, Q4P 10,04P15,06P2,.06P8 (1)}YES
(2)n0 {T)NGT APP (B)OON’T KNOW (9)ND RESPONSE/

Q2P2A,Q2P28,03P24A,04P5A,04P58, Q6P 1A, Q6P 1B,

03rP28 {OllleUARY

(O2)FEBRUARY (D2)MARCH (04)APRIL (D5)MAY (0O6)JUNE
{(07)uuLY (DB)aucuST {(O9)SEPTEMBER ( tD)}DCTODBER

{ t1INOVEMBER { 12)OECEMBER (77)NOT aAPPL

{98 )00ONT KNOW {99 JUNKNOWN/

Q4P t,0Q4P2,04P3,Q4P 10, Q4P 1S, Q6P2,06PR .
04P12,07P14,Q07P18.07P1¢,Q7P10 (1)YES (2)NO
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VALUE LADGELS

VALUE LABELS -

AL1OCATE

[F

ir

IF

1rF-

IF

IF

1F
IF

LABELS
LABELS
LABELS

LABELS

LABELS

‘(2)NDT CHECKED (7)NA

i

it

(3)DONT KNOW (7)Nnr APPL (s)nour KNOW (9 )UNKNDWN/

Q1P6 (1) COLLEOE OR UNIV BUDGET (2)STATE FUNDS
(I)FED GRANTS OR CONTR {4)}PRIVATE FUNDING
(5)0IR DILLING OR CHARGE (6)SCHODL DUDGET
(7)0TH THAL: SCH BUDG (8)OTHER (DJUNKNOWN/

02r4.03P4 (1)GBREATER TIAN (2)LESS THAN ts)aaour THE SAME
(4)DON’'T KNOW (B)INDT ApPPLICABLE/

Q6P 108, QEP 10D, QGP 10C, OGP tOD (1 )OWN STAFF
(2}011ER DEPT STAFF (2) OTHER ORG STAFF (7)NOT APP
(n)DDN'T KNOW (9 )UNKNOWN/

01p2 (1)CEN CAMPUS FAC (2)0DEPARTMENT FACILITY

(A)STATE ED AGENCY (4)LDC SCH LID CENTER

{S)HEAD SCH L18 CENT (6)SCH DIST R3D CENT

(7)ERIC CLEARHOUSE (8)DTH FED SUPP CLEAR

(9INIE-SUPP LAB DR CL {1D)INTERM SERV PROV

(11)PUDLTC LIORARY (12)SDC OR DRG

€13)BUSIN OR CORP (14)OTHER (9B8)DON’T KNOYW (99)UNKNOWN
0210.Q3P0.Q4PO,Q5P0,.Q6P0 (1) NO (2)YES

Qaroa, 08POA , QBPOC, QBPOD, 0BPOE (1 )CHECKED BOX

TRANSPACE 50000 i

(D2P1A GT 97 AND Q2PID G\ 97 AND Q2P2A GT 97 AND 02pP28
GT 97 AND D2P3 GT 0997 Anp Q2P4 GT 4) RIESUB»2

(Q2P1A EQ O AND Q2PIB EQ 0 AND Q2P2A GT 97 AND Q2P28
GT 97 AND Q2P3 GT S997 AND Q2P3 GT 3) RIESUB=2

(Q2P0 €Q 1) RIESUB =3 .

(RIESUB NE 2 AND NE 2) RIESUB =1

(Q3ri1a GT g7 AND Q3IPIB GT 97 AND Q3IP2A GT 97 AND QIP2B
GT 97 AND Q3P3 GT 9997 AND QIP4 GT 4) CIJESUR=2

(QIP1A EQ O AND QJPIB EQ O AND 0QIP2A GT 97 AND QIP2B GT
97 ANO QJPJ GT 9997 -ANO QIPJ GT 3) CIJESUR™2

(Q3PO.EQ 1) CIJESUB w3 .

(CIJESUB NE 2 AND NE 3} CIJESUB =t

RIESUR (1)R1E SUBSCRIBER (2)NDT RIE SUBSCRIBER/
CIJESUB (1)cIJe- SUBSCRIBER (2)NOT CIJE SUBS

RIESUB (3) CHETKED BOX/CIJESUB (3)CHECKED BOX

102 (1)cH & FaciL (2)R1e LiST (3)CIJE LIST
(4)SRCH LIST (S)FICHE LI1ST (6)DEP ACCT LIST
(7)EORS ORDER LIST

(Q4P1 EQ 1 DR Q4P2 EQ }) ERICFICH =1

{Q4P1 EQ 2 DR EQ 9) ERICFICH =2

{Q4PO €0Q 1) ERICFICH =3

ERICFICH (1)HAS FICHE (2) ND FICHE (3)CHECK BOX

{(Q06P2 EQ 1 OR Q6PB EQ 1 DR (QsP3JA GT O AND LT 7777 OR (
D6PJIB GT O AND LT 7777 OR (0Q6PIC GT O AND [LT 7777 DR
(Q6PZ GT O AND LT 7777))))) ERICSRCH =1

(06PO €0 1) ERICSRCH =3

(ERICSRCH NE 1 AND NE 3) ERICSRCH =2

ERTCSRCH (1)MAS SEARCH (2)}NO SEARCH (3)CHECK BOX

(102 €0 6 DR Q4P13 EQ 1) DEPOSIT =t
(DEPOSIT. NE 1) DEPOSIT =2
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VALUIF 1ADEN S BFPOSIT {t) HAVE DhPDSIT {2)ND DEPOSIT

1r (102 -EQ 7 OR {QSP1A{1 GT O AND LT 777777 OR
(O5P181 OT O AND LT T777777))) EDRS %1

tr (EDHS NE 1)} EDRS =2

VAL UE 1 ARFLS EoRS (t)HAS EORS (2)ND EORS

1F (RIESUE EQ t AND CIJESUS NE t AND ERICSRCH NE ¢t
ANG) ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT NE t AND EDRS NE t)GRP =t
T -+ (REFSUB NC {1 AND CIVESUB EQ t AND ERICSRCH NE t AND
- ERICFICH NE t AND DEPDSIT NE { AND EDRS NE t) ORP =2

fRIESUN NE t AND CJJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
FRICFICH NE t AND DEPDSIT NE {1 AMD EDRS NE t)} GRP =3

{RIESUD NE t AND CIVESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NE { AND
ERICFICH EQ t AND DEPOSIT NE t ANO EDRS NE t) GRP =4

(REESUB NE { AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NE t AND
FERICFICH NE t AND DEPDSIT ED t AND EDRS NE t) GRP. =5

{RIESUB NE t AND CIJESUB NE t AND ERICSRCH NE { AND
ERICFICH NE t AND DEPDSIT 'NE t AND EDRS EQ t} GRP =6 -

{RIESUB EQ t AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH NE t AND
ERICFICH NE t AND DEPDSIT NE + AND EORS NE 1) GRp =7

(RIESUZ EQ 1 AND CIJESUB NE t AND ERICSRCH EQ 1 AND
ERICFICH NE { AND DEPDSIT NE t AND EORS NE t) GRP =B

{RIESUB EQ {1 AND CIJESUB NE {1 AND ERICSRCH NE t AND
ERICFICH.EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT NE t AND EDRS NE t} -GRP =9

{RIESUB EQ t AND CEIJESUB MNE "t AND ERICSRCH NE t AND
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ ¢ AND
EORS NE t) GRP = 1D

{RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIVESUS NE t AND ERICSRCH NE t AND
ERICFICH NE { AND DEPDSIT NE 1 AND EORS EQ t) ORP =1t

{RIESUB ME t AND CIJESUB EQ t AND ERICSRCH EQ {1 AND
ERICFICH NE t AND DEPDSIT NE f AND EDRS NE t) GRP =12

{RIESUB NE 1 AND CIVJESUB EQ t AND ERICSRCH NE { AND
ERICFICH EQ t AND DEPDSIv NE t AND EDRS NE 1) GRP =13

{RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ t AND ERICSRCH NE t AND
ERICFICH NE {1 AND DEPDSIT EQ {1 AND EORS NE t) GRP =14

(RIESUB ME t AND CIJESUB EQ t AND ERICSRCH NE {1 AND
ERICFICH NE | AND DEPDSIT NE t AND EDRS EQ t) GRP =15

{RIESUB NE t AND CIJESUB ME { AND ERICSRCH EQ t AND
ERICFICH EQ {1 AND DEPDSIT ME {1 AND EORS NE t).GRP LR 1]:]

»
fRIESUB NE t AND CIJESUB WE t AND ERJCSRCH EQ 1 AND 225553
ERICFICH NE {1 anp OEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE {) GRp =7

(RIESUB NE + AND CIJESUB NE + AND ERICSRCH EQ {1 AND:
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT NE 1 AND EORS EQ 1) GRP »1B

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC M £y




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Hill}
{RIESUD NE 1 AND CIJESUR NE {1 AND ERICSQCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ | AND EDRS NE

(RIFSUD NE 1 AND CIJESUD NE 1 ANO ERICSRCHY
ERICFICH EQ ¢ AND DEPDSIY NE | AND EDRS EQ

{RTESUN NE 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICTICN NE | AND DEPQSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS EQ

(RIESHD EQ 1 AND CIJESUR £Q 1 AND ERICSRCH
FRIGCTICH NE | AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS NE

(RIESUD EQ 1 AND CIJESUR EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
TRIGCTICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT NE 1 AND EDRS NE

(RTESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUD EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICTICH ME 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE

(RIESUB EQ 1 AMD CIJESUD EQ | AND ERICSRCH
fRICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT NE {1 AND EDRS EQ

(RIESUB EQ 1 AMD CIJESUQ NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
TRICFICH EQ {1 AND DEPDSIT NE 1 AND EDRS NE

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND cCIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH NE {1 AND DEPDSIT ECU;1 AND EDRS NE

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUR NE 1 ANR ERICSRCH
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEFDSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ

{RIESUD EQ 1 AND CLJESUR NE. 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND CLJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICIICH EQ ' AND DEPDSIY NE 1 AND EDRS EQ

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUE NE 1 AND ER]CSRdH
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT FQ { AND EDRS EQ

(RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT NE 1 AND EDRS NE

(RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ [ AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE

{RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT NE 1-AND ERRS EQ

{RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE

(RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 ANﬁ ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT NE {1 AND EDRS EQ

(RIESUB NE 1 AND clJESUB EQ 9 AND ERLICSRCH
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS EQ

(RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIY EQ 1 AND EDRS NE

{RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB NE- 1 AND ERICSRCH

259,
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NE
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NE
1)

e
1)

NE
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NE
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NE
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EQ
1)

£Q
1}

EQ
1)

NE
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NF
1}

NC
1)

EQ
1)

EQ
1)

EQ
1)

NE
1)

NE
1)

NE
1)

EQ
1)

EQ

t AND
GRP =19

1 AND
GRP =10

1 AND
GRP =21

1 AND
GRP »22

I AND
GRP =22

1 AND
GRP ~24

1 AND
GRP =25

1 AND
GRP =26

1 _AND
GRP =27

1 AND
GRP =2B

I AND
GRP =29

1 AND
GRP =30

1 AND
GRP »M

1 AND
GRP =32

1 AND
GRP =32

1 AND
GRP =34

1 AND
GRP =15

1 AND
GRP =3¢

1 AND
GRP =37

1 AND
GRP =38

1 AND -
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528,

929
530

o1,

532
530

G530 .
S35,

536

538 .
939,
510
541,
$542.
$a3.
£44 .
549,
Y516 .
7.

548,

\

CRICTICII EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NL 1 AND EDRS éO

{RILSUN NL 1| AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
FRICTICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT €EQ % AND CORS EQ

(RIESUN NE 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERJCSRCH
FRICTICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EORS EQ

(RiFﬁUﬂ FQ 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
tn[crlgn EQ 1 AND DEROSIT NE 1 AND EDRS NL

(r1CSUB FO 1 AND CIJESUB €EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
FRICEHICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE

{RITSUN FQ 1 AND CIJESUB FQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
CRICTICH NE 1 AND DEPBSIT NE t AND EDRS EQ

{RILSUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUD €Q 1 AND ERICSRCH
TRICFICH EQ ' AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
FRICTICH €0 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AN EDRS €0

(RITSUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB EQ { AND ERICSRCH
TRICTICH ME 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ {1 AND EDRS EQ

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUR NE AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ t AND EDRS NE

(RIESUDB EQ 1 AND CIJESUR NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ Y AND DEPDSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND CLJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ t AND EDRS EQ

(RTESUB EQ 1 AND ClJESURt NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS EQ

(RIESUB ME 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE

{RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ:1 AND DEPDSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ

{RIESUR NE t AMD CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS EQ

{RIESUB NE | AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH NE ' AND DEPDSIT NE 1 AND EDRS NE

{RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS EQ

(RIESUB NE 1 AND CIJESUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPQSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS EQ

{RIESUB EQ 1 AND CIJESUB €0 t AND ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EO 1 ANO DEPDSET EQ | AND EDRS NE

{RIESUB €0 | AND CIVESUB EQ 1 AND_ERICSRCH
ERICFICH EQ § AND DEPOSIT NE | AND EDRS EQ

1)

Lo
1)

NE
1)

+)

EQ
1)

‘EQ
A}

NL
1)

NE

NE
L

EQ
1)

EQ
1)

EQ
1}

NE
1)

EQ
1)

EQ
1)

EQ
1)

NE
1)

NE
1)

EQ
1)

EQ
1)

EQ
)

GRR =39

1 AND .
GRP »40

t AND
GRP =A{

1 AND
GRP =41

Y AND
GRR =40

1 AKD
GRP =44

1 AND
GRP =A%

1 AND
GRP =44

1 AKD

GRP =47

1 AND
GRP =48

1 AND
GRP =49

1 AND
GRP =50

1 AND

GRP =5t

1 AND
GRP =52

1 AND
GRP =53

1 AND
GRP =54

1 AND
GRP =55

1 AND
GRP =56

1 AND-
GRP *57

1 AND
GRP =58

1 AND
GaP =59




[y . (airoul 1g 1 AND CIJESUN EQ 1 AND ERICHSRCH Lg 1 AND
"t PRICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSET TQ 1 AND LDAS 1Q aar =G6o
fete B (REESHE (O 4 AND CIJESHDB £0 1 AND ERICSHON NO 1 ANO
e (RICIIGH EQ § AND OGEPDSIT EGQ 1 AND EDRS £ GHE »0A
LN IRITSUE EQ 1 ANG CLJESUN NE 1 AND ERICSHCH I AND
W . LHIGIICIE FQ § ANO DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND EURS EQ GRP =2
W

nTh (i 5SUn NF 1 AND CIJESUR EQ 1 AND ERICSRCH 1 AND
SR ITRICELCIE £EQ 1 AND DEPOSTIT EQ f AND EDRS E£Q GRI »G)

T

t

o fritSn EQ + AND CIJESUD EQ ) AND ERICSACH I AND
1
|

rRicricy EQ | AND DEPDSIT EQ | AND EDRS EQ GRI* =G4

“
I
Wy

Tt i tGRI" F2 ¢t DR 3 OR 4 OR C DR S5 ANO 1ID2 EQ 2)
LT wEIQHPY = 29 .7
o f .
“an (G 1O 2 O/ 0 OR 20 AND 102 EQ ) WEIGHIY = 1. D
LIV
Nl (Gl FD 3 O 23 O/ 30 DR 55 AND 1D2 Eq 4)
YN WEICHTY » 2.2
’, !'k
NI (GRP EQ 5 AND [02 EQ 6) WEIGHT1 = 20.1
|
IR (GRP EQ 6 AND 102 EQ 7) WEIGHTY = 209.5
Wl
nir {GRP F 7 AND 102 EQ 2 OR (GRFP EQ G) AND ID2 EQ 7))
LR WETGHTY = 11,9
LI |
U (GRP EQ 7 AND [D2 EQ 3) WEIGHTH
LRSI |
T {GRP EQ 8 AND 1D2 EQ 2) WEIGHT!
Bt
At (GRP ERD B AND [D2 EQ 4) WEIGHTH
GA%
Shg (GRP EQ O AND 1D2 EQ 2) WEIGHT1 =
“At “
i (GRP EG 9 AND 1D2 EQ 5 DR (GRP EQ 59 DR 64 AND 1D2 EQ 3)})
snn WEIGHTY = 2.7 )
LeRe 1Y
frry (GKf EQ 10 OR 22 AND (02 EQ 5 DR (GRP EQ 44 AND
g 102 EQ 2})) '
0 WETGIHTT = 7.1
LI |
nan {GRPM EQ 11 AND EQ 2) WEIGHT{1 = 18.9
'oar .
€7 (GRP EQ 1t AND EQ 7) WEIGHT! = 27.5
SR
LG (GRP EQ 13 AND EQ 5) WEIGHT1 = 2.9
(s34 10]
G (GRP EQ 14 Eg 6 DR (GRP EQ 18 AND 1D2 EQ 4)})
ROV WEIGHT1 = . :
(k] '
[ GRP EQ 1% EQ 3 H = 9.4
( } WEIGHTH 9
G0%
606" (GrP £Q 18 EQ T) WEIGHT1 = 28.0
[k -
GO8 . (aRP EQ 22 EQ 2) WEIGHTt = 7.5
[ 4l] -
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WA#:
(GRP 1 22 AND TD2 €0 ) wWEIGgnt ot - 3.5

(GRP L 22 08 44 AND ID2 rg 4 on (GHP £ 4% AND
2 rg 6}
WrLoHtd « 0.

(¢l 1) 23 AND 1D2 WETGHT

e 10 22 a0 102 FQ 1) WEIANTY

LAGHP ter 20 AND 102 EQ 9) WEIGHT

{aop ¥ 2f AND 102 EQ 2) WEIGHTY

(Grr 10O AND 102 £0 ) whIGHE!

[Gae £0 AND [D2 EQ 7) WEIGHTH

(Gop £Q AND ID2 EQ 2) WEIGHT{ =

fGRP €0 26 DR 49 DR 62 AND [D2 EQ 4} WEIGHTY = O.P
(GRP EQ 26 OR 45 DR 4G AND ID2 EQ 5) WEIGHTY = 1.7
(GAP EQ 27 AND 102 EQ &) WEIGHT{ = D.8

(GRP £Q 28 AND 102\50 2Y WEIGHTY = 1D.2

(GRP EQ 28 AND 1D2 EQ 4 DR (1D2 €2 1)) uzldurn
(GRP EQ 28 ID2 EQ 7) WEIGHTt = 1a.8

{GrP EQ 29 102 EQ 2) HEIGHTA

(GRP EQ 29 AND 102 EQ 5) uexgnri

(GaP EQ 30 AND 1D2 EQ 2) WEIGHTH 2

{crP FQ 3D OR 39 AND ID2 E@ 5) WEIGHTY = 2.5

(GRP EQ 30 AND 102 EQ 7) WEIGHTt = 17.7

{GRP EQ 40 AND 1D2 EQ &) WEIGHTY = 1.5

(GRP EQ 42 AND 102 EQ 2) WEIGHTI = &.2

{GRP EQ 42 DR S8 AND 102 EQ 3) WEIGHTY = 2.8

(GRP EQ 42 OR 58 OR 59 DR &4 AND 1D2 EQ 4 DR (GRP EQ
€D AND jD2 EQ 6))

WEIGHTI = 0.6

(GRP EQ 42 AND ID2 WETGHT §

(GRP EQ 44 102 WEIGHT |

(GrP Eo 44 1D2 WEIGHT ¢

(GrRP EQ 45 1p2 . WEIGHT §

. (GrP EQ 45 102 WEIGHT t
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A4 A0 MG Yy LEVIN? L CLASS D
FERINE L ) )
AT OMME MY HEUF ST TOR TARLES USING CRICOMPY #6R1CMORE
ZAPRDCY IR DD BSNCCOLAPE PROCLINDL, OTI%P- 511 ~
PP '3 W N A ! . .
SAENONE 0010 1 UMD -00%0 DGN=WYL H2ZKRI 1, FRICOMP . D15P=(D1D) |
A4 vnl SRS . ’
A/Y5IH Dy - 5
FOIRELE 1T D ¥i'h '
UM HNAML CREC TABLES #25A TO #2050

TV IR I 3 N FHICOUMP D
ALacatr THANSPDAGT ~ 30000

11 (1) ED F1010 OR 11070 DR 11030 DR 12020 DR 12020 DR
17040 DR 13030 OR 13040 DR 14010 DR 14020 DR 140030
or 14040 DR 15010 OR #5020 DR 19030 OR 150430}
HIWTYPF L »

(T £0 12010) NEWTYPEL » 2

(0102 EQ | OR {IDY EQ 31230.DR.31230 DR 43290 OR
N5 140) ) '

NFWTYPEY = 3 .

(21?2 £ 2 0% {10+ EQ 22420 OR 44080} ) NEWTYPEY = 4
{101 EQ 2'-1211 OR 24440 QR 41140 OR 4213b ar 12240 OR

4420t O® 44420 OR 25450)
NEWTYPEY = 5

toir? EQ 3 OR (101 EQ 21140 DR 42350)) NEWTYPEY = 6
{1D1 £E0 393140 OR 51200 QR 64060) NEWTYPEY = 7

{101 Eb 21160 OR 22180 oR 23|é0 OR 43160 QR 52090 OR
54110 OR 62040 OR 42140)

NEWTYPE 1 "8: .

(NP2 EH B) NEWIYPEL = 9

{01p2 EQ 9) NEWTYPEY = 10

(GtP2 EQ 10 OR (ID1 EQ 44110)) NEWTYPEL = 1|

{ogpz EQ 6) NEWTYPEL = {2

(Q1P2 EQ 5) 'NEWTYPEY = 13

(Q1P2 EQ 4) NEWTYPE{L » 14

to}p} EQ 11 OR (1D1 EQ 34290)) NEWTYPEY = {5 R
{n1Pr2 Eq 12 oR (1D1 EQ 24200 OR 21240)) NEWTYPEY = 16
(Q1P2 EQ.13 OR (ID1 EQ 72040)) NEWIYPEY = 17 _
(01P2 -EQ 14 AND ID1 EQ 21330 QR 22200 OR 23320 QR
24070 DR 24350 OR . 2%140 OR 25240 OR 25440 OR 31509

DR 34200 DR 34260 QR 3%180 OR 44080 DR 42160 QR
42440 OR 43010 QR 44280 QR 45360 OR 45400 OR 61080
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':51 | (GHP F0' a6 AND 102 EG 2) WCIGHT)
:;ﬁ: (GRP FQ 46 AND 102 EQ 3) WEIQIIY
::&: - (GRP [0 49 AND 102 [Q 7) WEIGHIY = (1.5
t;; {nnvlro AND fD: EQG 2) WELIGHTY = ¢.D

Grn . b .
"Gty (mér' gy sp pR 59 DR 64 ANG ID2'EQ S) WEIGHTY = .2
R
Ny (GRP [0 DR 64 AND ID2 EQ 6) WEIGHTY = D.5
ik} - "
nb (GRP EQ 59 AND ID2 EQ 2) WEIGHTY » 5.9
Ry . . Ll
nne T (Gnr £9Q AND IDZ EQ T) WEIGHT! » 8.6
onnyg .
1
CHH (crr EQ 61, AND ID2 EQ 2) WEIGHTH 7.0
(i} :
. 3 -
ey {GRr F£O 61 AND ID2 EQ J) WEIGHTH 1.6
61 . R
6o (crr EQ 61 AND ID2 EQ S5) WEIGHTH 1.6
[N . ]
G4 (GRP EGQ G4 AND ID2 EQ 2) WEIGHTY = 5.9
695 .
66 . . VAR LABELS RIESUB SUBSCRIBES JO RESOURCES IN EDUCATIDN-RIE/
a9t CIJESUB SURS TO CURRENT INDEX 7O JODURNALS TN EQ-CIJE/
6 . ERICSRCH CDNOUCTS ERIC DATA BASE SEARCHES/
609, ERICFICH HAS ERIC MICROFICHE/
100, DEPDSIT HAS EDRS DEPDSIT ACCDUNTS/
10 EDRS DRDERS DOCUMENTS FROM EDRS/
702 . QAPDA RIE/
703. 08P08 CIJE/ !
7004, 08PDC DDCS/
105 - Q8POD SRCH/
706 QAPDE GLHSE & FACIL/
7¥7 . .
70R RCAD INPUT OATA
109" ,
710. FREGUENCIES GENERAL=ALL
T
Tz SAVE FILE ERICCOMP
713 FINISH :
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i S23020 QR 19000)
NiWwlYreEd ~ 1n

VALUE LARLLS NEWTYPEY (1) gkrIC CLRISES (2) ERIC FACILITY
\ {3) CAMPUS MaIN LID (4) CAMPUS OEPT LIB

{5) CAMPUS OTH 0ORG (G) STATE EO AGCY (7) STAIU {1D
() FEDERAL LI® (D) OTHER FEO OHSE (t0) NIE LAY OR CTH
(11)% INTERM SRVC PROV (*?) S5CIH OIST RAD CTR
(19) SCH LIB DISTRICT (14) SCH L1O LOCAL
(1%) ruLIC LTORARY (16) SOCIETY O# AS550C
(17) DUSINESS OR CORP (10) OTIER

(NfWTYFEY EQ £ DR 2) NEWTYPEZ = 1
{(NFWTYPEY EQ 3 OR 4 ON 5) NEWTYPEZ = 2

{NCWTYPEY EQ 6 OR 7 OR D.OR O OR 10 08 11 OR 12 OR {3
OR 14 QR t5 OR 16 OR 17 OR tn)
NEWTYPEZ * 3 . :

VAL IIE LAIELS NEWTYPEZ (1) ERIC CLHSE & FAC (2) ACADEMIC AcCC PTS
(3?) OTHER ACC PTS

VAT LARFLS NMEWFYPr{ TYPE OF ORGANIZATION-LONG/
NEWIYPE2Z TYPE OF ORGAMIZATION-SHORT

If (ERTCFICH EQ 1 OR (Q4ap15 EQ 1)) ERICODC = 1
ir (ERICFICH NE 1 ANO (Qap15 NE 1)) ERICODC ~ 2
VALUE LADELS ERICOOC (1) HAS ERIC 00CS (2) NO ERIC 0OCS

VAR LABFLS ERICOOC HAS ERIC MICROFICHE OR PAPER COPY/
RIESUB SURBSCRIBES TO RESOURCES IN EOQUCATION-RIE/
ClJESUB SUBS TO CURRENT INOEX TO JOURNALS IN EO-CIJE/
ERICSRCH CONDUCTS ERIC OATA BASE SEARCHES/
ERICFICH 11AS ERIC MICROFICHE/
OEPOSIT HAS EDRS DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS/
EORS ORDERS OOCUMENTS FROM EDRS

(RIESUB EQ + AND {CIJESUB NE 1 AND (ERICSRCH NE
(ERICOOC NE 1})))
OVERLAP=1

(RIESUB NE 1 AND (CIJESUB EQ {ERICSRCH NE
(ERICOOC NE 1))))

OVERLAP~2 )

(RIESUB ME 1 ANO (CIJESUB NE (ERICSRCH EQ
(ERICOOC NE 1)))) ’

OVERLAP =2

(RIESUB NE 1 AND (CRJESUS ME (ERICSRCH NE
(ERICDDC Eq 1)))) s
OVERLAP=4

(RIESUB Eg 1 AND (CIJESUB EQ (ERICSRCH NE
(ERICOOC NE 1))))
OVERLAP=S

(RIESUB £q 1 AND {CIyESUB NE (ERICSRCH EOQ
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vALUE LABELS

fCaIcnoc Nt
OVIRLAI 6

{RIESUD NE
(ERICDOC EO
OVIRI AR 7

fRILSUD NC Y
(eRICOOC EQ
OVERLAP =D

(RICSUD EQ o
(ERICDOC NE
OVERLAP+9

(RIESUD EQ 1
(re1c¢noc cqQ
OViRIAP= 1D

(RICSUR NE 1
(ER1CDOC EQ
OVERLAP=1)

{RIESUD EQ 9
(ERICDOC EQ
OVERLAP= 12

(RIESUB EQ 1
(ERICODC EQ
DvERLAP=13

(RIESUB EQ 1
(ERICDDC EQ
OVERLAP=14

{RIESUB NE 1
(ERICODC NE
OVERLAP= {5

1

AND (CIJESUD
IRRRY

AND (CIJESUA
11))

AND (CIJESUD
1N

AND (CIJESUD
IRRR R

AND (CIJESUD
IRRR Y

AND (CIJESUD
N

AND (CIVJESUR
10

AND (ClJesuB
1M

AND (CIVESUB
1)y

EQ

(EXICSACH EQ

v

- [ERICSACH

{ERICSRCH

(EQICSRCH

{ERICSRCH-

| (ERICSACH

AND

(ERICSRCH

(EQICSRCH

(ERICSRCH EQ

VAR LABELS
If

If

VALUE LABELS

. IF .

E

1F
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*{OVERLAP EQ S DR € DR 7 OR 8 DR 14)

OVERLAP (1)ONLY RIESUS (2)ONLY CIJESUB (3)ONLY ERICSRCH
(4)ONLY ERICODC (S)RIE AND CIvE (6)RIE AND ERICSRCH
(7)SRCH AND ERICDDC (B)CIJE AND ERICDOC (9)RIE-CIuUE-

SRCH (10)RIE-SRCH-ERICOOC (11)CIJE-SRCH-DDC (12)RIE-
CIJE-0OC {13)R1E-CIVE-SRCH-DDC
(14)RIESUB-ERICODC (15)CIJESUB~ERICSRCH

DVEARLAP ERIC ACCESS PDINY OVERLAP PDTS AND SVCS
(ERICSRCH EQ 1) ERICSCH2=1

. .
(ERICSRCH EQ 2 OR 3) ERICSCH2-2

ERICSCH2 (1)ERIC SRCHES (2)ND ERIC SRCHES
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(OVERLAP Eg 1 OR 2 OR 2 OR 4)
OVERLAP2~1

DVERLAP2=2

(OVERLAP EQ 9 OR 10 OR 11 DR $2)




o OVERLAP2+3
R rd '
T3 HE I {oviRLAP EQ 13} ’
1A i OVERLAP2=a
| it .
FLRL VAILUE LANEL S oviRLAP2 C1)nNLY ONE {2)ONLY TwD (3)ONLY THREE
e {4)ALL FOUR
tiy :
1 s (6r2 g 1 DR (QGP3AA GT O AND LT 7777 OR

)

' 197 (O6PIN Gt O AND LT 7777 OR (Q6PIC QT 0 AND LT »
: 190 COIITIN))
' 1.4 NN INE = 1.

1%

t16G L (Q6PO EQ 1) DNLINE=2

194 4

ton g {RicSu EQ 1 OR (cluesuu EQ 1 OrR {ERICOOC £qQ 1 OR

1n {tricsucH EQ | OR (ERICFICH EQ 1-OR {ONLINE EQ 1)))))) [

RIF] ACCPT =1 .

RIS

T I {ACCPT NE 1) ACCPT™2

ik

i e (Q4PrGA LT TTI77760 ANO QAPGB LT 77777776)
T ] * MOMLI CHF =Q4PGE

ISR -

207 IF (GAPGA LT 77777760 AND Q4p6B g 77777776) *
Jon MONF FCHE = (Q4P6A/1.6)
M : )
210 13 {0APrGAa GE 77777760 AND Qap6n LT T7777776) .
A1 ' MONF 1CHE =QapeR ) vt
o7 210 .
! 2171 . (4PGA GE 77777760 AND Q4PGD GE 77777776)
© 211 © MONFICHE=77777777
- 215 ASSION MISSING MONFICHE {(77777777) .
C 26 VAR LABELS MONFICHE # TIMES PER MO. FICHE TITLE§ RETRIVED/
717 . !
LX) ir (Q6P2 EQ 1 OR (Q6P3A GT O AND LT 7777 OR
219 ) (O6PIB GT O AND LT 7777 DR (Q6P3C GT O ANO LT
220 TIITNNNY - "
271 ONLINE=1
277 .
229 1F , {0eP0 EQ 1) DNLINE®2 -
w224 : :
Y225, 1F {QaPsa LT 77777760 AND QaP6B LT TTI77776)
76 - MNEWF ICHE=Q4peR" 12
227
27a IF (QdP6A LT 77777760 AND Q4PGB GE 77777776)
220, . NEWF ICHE={Q4P6A/ 1.6 12
.230 )
231 © IF (QaP6A GE 7TTTTTEO AND Q4PeB LT T7777776) - ) .
292 NEWF ICHE =Q4P6B=12 _
233
204 " (QaP6A GE 77777760 AND Q4PGB GE 77777776) -
235, NEWF ICHE=TTTT7777
PR
. 237 COMPUTE SRCHTRAN={ (O6P7/100) "06PG) N
298. VAR LABELS SRCHTRAN # MONTHLY REQ FOR ERIC FORWARDED TO OTH ORGS/
. 219 ’ . '
240, " COMPUTE ToTscHS = ({Q6P6+QBPACL06PT) " 12)
241, VAR LABELS TOTSHCHS ANNUAL1ZED SEARCHES/
242 : Lo -
243, WEIGHT WEIGHT 1 :

ERIC | . - 267

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




APPENDIX C
" * ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY
DESCRIPTION OF METHODS

Description of Survey

The fipal question in the Access Foint Screener Survey was a request
for access point participation in the Access Point Primary Survey. A;cess
Points were asked to volunteer to collect the names and addresses of ERIC
Requestors using the Request Card, a sample of which was 1ﬁc1uded as part of

the Screener questionnaire.
. ?

Altogether, 249 access polnts agreed to participate in the Primary

Survey. The ERIC Clearinghousés and the ERIC Fac111t§ were asked to monitor
RIE, CILIE, ERIé searching, and ERIC documents. Remailning access polnts were
asked to monitor one of these categories, depending upon the sample list from
which ﬁhe‘aééess_point was drawn for the Screener Survey.
Access polnts which volunteered to particlpate ip the Primary Survey
were assigned 10, 20, or 30 Request Cards to be filled ocut over a period of up
to four yeeks. These ipnitial assignments yere made based on the monthly démand

reported in the Screener Survey, as follows:

Monthly Requests
Number of Reported in -
’ Request Cards Access Point
ERIC Category Assigned Screener Survey

RIE, 10 10 or fewer
CIJE, and 20 11-20

Searching 30 ' more than 20

EXIC .
Dacuzents ‘ 200 or more

201-300
more than 300




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

Forms 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 menitored, (b) the identification number of-
the access poiqt (carried over from the Screener Survey), (¢) 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.

0f 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 (&) too busy to participate, and/or (b) not enough ERIC
use to Justify participation.

-

Survey Management

Request Cprds 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%), April (3&.1%5, 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 oécurred neither at the high

point ror 2t the low point of ERIC usage.




-
-

Table C.1 Parcticipstion in the Access Point Screcner Surviy
by ERI1IC Cacegory

ERIC humber of Number Humber Number
Category Access of Accesso of of
.Points Points Request Request
which which Cards Cards
Agreed Actually Distribu- Re~
to Parcici~ ted celved
Participate pacted

RIE 61 S 1,210 332
CLIE 57 26 1,280 280
Searching 113 70 2,450 1,216
Documents 69 47 1,410 800
— I

Total 3p0! 170 * 6,350 2,628

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

1The access points in ERIC Clearinghouses & Facility category (n=17) were
asked to monicor ERIC products and services in all four categories; thus,
they appear in each row of these two columns.

A




I
In terms of the coverage of all ERIC requests occurrlng during the

data collection period, many of the access points which participated reported
that their "take'" of Request Cards under;eported thelr actual ERIC demand
during the data collection period, either beeause staff were not avallable
during all service hours or because the ERIC product being nonitored was out
of sight of the reference desk or other monitoring point. Because 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 }he Screéner Survey into "assisted",
"unassisted", and "staff uge" catego}ies. (Details on calculations contribut=-

1Q§,to estimating total annual usage by these types of use are giveh in
Appendix ¢.)

Not all the Request Cards returned were “useable" for the purpose
of aéveloping the Requestor Population Survey sample. Approximately 30 per-
cent were returned without either the topic or Fitie of the request or with-
out the name and.address of the requestor. Despite this, nearly all of the

access poilnts which supplied Request Cards were covered in the Requestor Popu-
lation Survey mailout.

<y

The Instruction Manual .

A copy of the instruction manual sent to :.the participating Primary

Survey access points is displayed on the following pages.




King Research, Inc, . :
P. 0. Box 71
Rockville, Md. 20850 '

(301) 881~6766

ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY -
ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY
INSTRUCTION MANUAL

A. These instructions are for:

-

@ ‘- ~

»

(Note: Your "“ID Number" 13 in the upper. right-hand corner of the label.)

B. You are nnnitoring che following.

1. Resources in Education (RIE)

2. Current Index to Journals in Education (CIJE)
3. Computer searching of the ERIC Data Base "
4. ERIC Documents

C. Your assignmenc is as follaws.‘

. 1. Begin filling out the Request Cards two working days after
] you receive these instructions. :

2. is the CDtal number of Request Cards which-you
- should fill'ouc. .

3. _Concinue filling out the Requesc Cards until your supply
1s used up or wntil four weeks have passed from your
start date, whichever comes first.

L . N

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.




Section

ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
ACCESS POINT PRIMAKY SURVEY
INSTRUCTION MANUAL

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Title

Purpose and Description of the Study //

How to Fill Out Request Cards 4
How to Keep Track of or "Tally" Reqﬁgsta
What Counts as a Request? ff

When Should a Request Card be Fiiled out?

How to Contact King Research/When King Research Will
Contact You

When to send Request Cards to King Research
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i
Purpose and Description of the Study

During the course of data collection, you will receive requests for
information abour the overall study. Users will also be interested in why in-
,fomacion is being collecred on thelr own particular uses. On» sidc of the
Request Card containg a description of the Burvey for which you are collucting

dara. Cards are reproduced on the next two pages.




i FLEASE
i

|EERIC | COST and USAGE STUDY USE
PRINT : ~ ERIC REQUEST CARD —

BLACK INK

This is a voluntary survey being conducted under contract to the National Institute of Education
{NTE} by King Research, Inc., P.O. Box 71, Rockville, Maryland 20850, {301) 881-6766.

MOMNTH QAY

1.D. NUMBER

NAME OF REQUESTOR:
MAILING
ADDRESS
INCLUGING
Z1p CODE:
TELEPHONE NUMBER ( )

Area Cooe NUMBER
TITLE OR Please Insert the numbor of ERIC
TOPIC OF documents (microfiche or paper-
REQUEST: copy) used, if applicable:

1. TYPE OF PRODUCT OR SERVICE IN.
VOLVED (Circle all applicable codes)

ERICSRIE ... ... ......cc.cu.. 0
ERICSCIE .. ... ... . . 02
ERICOnline Search .. ........... 03
ERICBawch Search . ... .......... 04
ERICMicrofiche . ... ........... 0s
ERICPrinted Report . . ........... 06
ERIC Printecd Bibliography . . ... . ... 07
Other Printed Indexes . ... ..., .. . 0B
Qiher Computer Databases ., .. ... .. 09
QmerDocuments ... ..o e .. 10

Qrmer (Desaroel

3. WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED BY
STAFF? (Circle 1,2, or 3)

s = 1
Ho . e . 2
Requestor was a

Staff Member . ................ 3

- 4. HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED?

{Circle 1, 2, 3, or 4)

inPerson ... ..., .. . e 1

Telephone .. .. ... it iir s, 2
B - T 3

Other (Describe) . -
! 4

2 WAS THE ER'C THESAURUS USED?
Carzie 1.2 073}
Va e ~ 1
‘ e e e 2.
Tiontt Know

5. HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED?
{Circle al} applicable codes}

rd
InPerson ., , ..., .. ... ....... 1
Telephone . . .. i i 2

Mot e 3
Other (Describe; '




DESCRIPTION OF
THE ERIC COST AND
USAGE STUDY

This st dy is being conducted by King Research, Inc., under contruct
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 assoclated with ERIC products and services. ERIC is a

national system which is responsible for the following information products and
services: .

1. Resources in Education (RIE), a monthly journal which abstracts
and indexes the educational report {iterature. 7

2, Current Index to Journals in Education {CIJE), a monthly journal
which covers the educational periodical literature.

3. ERIC documents in both microfiche and papercopy.

5. The ERIC bibliographic database, which is accessibie 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 orgamzatlons which pmvide 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 sampie of these
users of ERIC wil! 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 wili 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 décade. NIE will use the data for planning, policy development. and re-
search purposes. The most important questions we hope this study will
answer are {1).how is access to ERIC provided throughout the United States,
{2) who uses ERIC and how, and (3) how much does this usage cost?

o

Naturally, all cooperation in this survey is voluntary. We beiieve that a
high degree of cooperation will ultimately tead 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.

¥ you have any questions on the conduct of the survey, please contact:

Colleen Schell

Survey Director

King Research, Inc

P.0O. Box 71

Rockville, Maryland 20852
(301} 88i1-6766
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2. How to Fill Out Request Cards

Scts of ERTC Request Cards are includcd’in-this data collection package.
One side of the Request Card contaiﬁs'p 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 uﬁich

vou vwvill answer by'circ]ing the appropriate code. .

Detailed instructions ocn how to £111 out the request card arc as

follows: ' - .

fOAL Honth,“bay and ID. Your organization's ID code will already be

stamped on the Request Card and is needed for our recordkeeping
purposes. (The IDf identifies your organization.) The monqp
.and day will be filled in by you indicating the date of the re-
. . quest. .Moncth and day information 1s necessary so thdt esti-
| mates of daily or_éeekly usage can be compared with estimates of

monthly usage.obtained in the Screener Survey which was conducted

' ' earlier.
Use the following codes for Month: . Use the following
' L ' . . codes for Day:
January......... 01 N £75 £, . 07 (o )
February........ 02 August......... 0B 02 h
March..... vesees 03 September...... 09 03 .
Aprile...ooi.ll. 04 October..... ... 10 04...etc. }
Maye.ooosonnsn.s 05 November....... 11 through
June.....v.v.0.. 06 December..... .12 )1

. Sare of Reouestor, Mazilinc Address Including Zip Code, and

L}

Telephone Number. The name and current .Railing address of the

requestor will be filled in'by you. By current, we mean 2
mailing aﬂdr;ss where the requestor can be reached over the next

Telighr weeks. o nearly-all'ingtances, the mailing address
should be the requestor’s-cutrrent residence.

+
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Also, you will peed to ask the requegtor for his/her current

telephone number -- a number where the requestor can be reached

over the next eight weeks.

o )
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 ERIé product being us!d
during this data collection period. Once the survey analeig

is completed, all records of names and addresses will be des-

troyed.

Title or Topic of the Request. In this space, we are asking you

to briefly describe why the requestor is requesting.or u;ing the
particular ERIC product. This description ¢an be specific or
general, depending on the requestor's reSpohse. For example, if
the requestof initially asks for a specific document, the docu-
ment title will be written in this space. If the requestor has
a topical or sﬁbjeét request, a brief description of the request -
topic will be recorded.

:
The title or topic of the réquest will  be used in the survey of
ERIC requestors. The Requesf 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.

Exaoples of the topic or title of the request are:
-

Topics: 1. C(Classroom observation techniques

F.
.

Pass Zail grading

Titles: 1. - Assessing Bilingual Instructional Practices
. w ks

zand OQutcomes: A Precision Avproach to 2n
0ld Dilemma : '

Identifving Future Research and Training

[

Programslfor Universitv-Brsed Secondarv

Education Depsriments

C-'(0 .
- 278

— - s




il

Please note: 1f you are monitoving requests

for ERIC documents (microfiche or papercdpy),
please insert the number of documents (report

titles on microfiche or papercopy), if appli-
cable.




Scestfen 1. Type of product or service involved., Circle the

aumber(s) next to the product or service belng used or requested .
5¢ the requestor. CIRCLE AS MANY NUMBERS AS APPLY. Remember
onc of the clreled numbérs must be the ERIC product or service

uuich You have been assigned to monitor.
Definitions of the categories in Q.1 are:

01, ERIC'S RIE....ee..v00uvusssss. Rosources in Education, a monthly
' journal which abstracts and in-
dexes the educational report
literature.

02. ERIC's CIJE....vvvvenenvesnss. Current Index to Journmals in Edu-
h catlon, a monthly journal which,
covers the educatilonal periodi-
cal literature. I

03. ERIC’s Online Searching....... Computerized searching of the ERIC
bibliographlc database, usually
conducted through use of a terminal
interacting via telephone lines

. wlth a host ..uputer.

04. ERIC's Batch Searching........ Computerized searching of the ERIC
" . ' " bibliographlc database, usually
ot ) conducted by grouping several re-
e 5 quests together for submission at
one time to a host computer.

05. ERIC's Microfiche............. Pages photographically reduced to

' . © fit on an index=-card slzed piece
of fi1lm, requiring use of a magni-
fying device to read. '

: “ -

", . ~.

06. ERIC's Printed Report......... -Any report produced or squlied by
ERIC, usually with an "ED" identi-
fying number, which is printed on
paper.

87. ERIC's Printed Bibliography... Any list of bibliograﬁhic references
: ) {(other then computer printout) which
- . - . is produced and distributed on paper
= , by ERIC or any of.its 16 Clearinghauses

08, Other Printed Indexes......... Any printed indexing or abstract-
- ing publication other than RIE or
CIJE, for example Psychological
Abstracts, Education Index,

~Reader's guide, etc.

G

Q0¢. (Cther Computer Databases...... ‘Computerized searching of databases
other thar ERIC.

- -

: .
1. Other DOCURERLS ...y vesseas.... Microfiche or documents not produced
’ ) or supplied by ERIC..

- e ::he:_(describe).............. Any other product-or service not
SR included above.

< ) 12 pgy




The datn generated by sorting and tabulating cards by these
categories will be compared with estimates obtained in'che
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 conmnection 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 ﬁFIC,Descriptors.

Question 3. ya§ Requestor Assisted by Staff? Circle the number

\
next to the cace%rry which is appropriate to the request. Cir-

cle one number on*?.

' \
1f your staff assiqted the requestor, circle "1".
If your staff did nbt assist the requestor, circle "2".
i

1f the requestor was a staff member, circle "3".

-

-

This information is needed to provide help colestimaté unassisted
uses of ERIC. : L

Question 4. How was request received? Circle the number next to

the actual method by which the reque:t was received. Circle one

nuzber on’ .

the request was received in person, circle "1".
: - . . f tran
request was received by telephone, circle ""2%.

request was received by mail, circle "3".




1f you circle 4 "other", please describe briefly what the other

‘uethod is in the space provided.

Analysis of this queétion will provide basic information on how
physical access to ERIC is initiated. . ¢

Question 5. How was response delivered? The instructions

for Question 5 correspond to those in Question 4. 1In many cases
the response will be identical. Examples of cases where it may

differ are when requests are feceivad=by telephone, and then re~ S
sponded to by mail. .

In summary, the few data items on the request card will allow us to

generate descriptions of the general characferistics of ERIC requests. In "
the wveeks followlng, a sample of requestors will be contacted to measure their

use of and satisfact;an writh the ERIC product oT service. -3

3. Bow to Keep Track of or "Tally" Requests

We would like to have a Request Card completed each time your"aséigned
ERIC product or service 1s rEQUested or used during the data collection period.
We realize this may not be possible if wany 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 cherefore

useful. the analysis will be.

. nat Counts as 2 Request?

-

4 recuest occurs anv time an individual, assisted or unassisted by your

stafi, e5%s Lo use or uses the assigned ERIC product or service you ‘are monitoring.

-~
¥

Any vefuzsts ~nitlated DY elepnonp or mail requasts or inquiries of this ERIC
Trodust s=rvice snould ziso be con51dered Each separate request needs a Requpst
Cevi 2= lz=ad,  Feor exarmlie, the same requestor may usg the same ERIC product/

sgvvize zezr tirpses duriag che data collection period This.would count ‘as ten

- D

-

v
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5. When Should a Request Card be Filled Qut?

A Request Card should be filled out whenever an individual reqguests
or uses the ERIC produc¢t or service which your organization has been aasigned

to monitor.

The following guldelines will help you in decidiag when to £1i1ll out
a Request Card: A Request Card should be filled out when you observe someone
using }Bhr assigned ERIC product or service. The Request Card should be filled
out only if the ERIC product oxr service you are monitoring is actually requested
or used. The Request Card should also be filled out eath time your assigned

p)
product or service 1s used by ‘a2 staff member. . \\

)
. AN
In other words, we would like you to fill out a Request Card each ti
an individual (including a me Jr of vour staff) obtains, reads, copies, or ofher-

wise uses the ERIC product or sé te assigned to your organization to monitor.

These Request Cards réflect reques;s or usage of your assigned ERIC product or

‘service for: !

‘\“\"""\f""f

1. Assisted usage (your staff helps the potential ERIC user
with the product or service). Requests gre "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 followiné:

® 4 librarian helps a teacher search for relevant ERIC

. documents using RIE by helping the teacher identify rele~
vant ERIC descriptors, - ///

\
i , '

“#

e A-student assistant vectrieves an ERIC microfiche from
"closeé" ERIC microfiche collection in response to

.\nu

anothexr student's-microfiche request.

e A libraria. performs an online _compuxer search of the ERIC

blbliograp“it database for a Studcnt teacher.

’ co o ZZEQML

- - .




*3¥
-

Unassaisted usage (the potential ERIC user is familiar yich

the ERIC product or service and helps (him/her) sglf to the
‘information). Requests are "unassisted” when the Yequestor
uses the ERIC product or service without the help of a staff-
member. Examples of such instances are the following:

o A student retrieves a fiche from an "open" collection

for his own use.

® A professor does her own online searching of the ERIC

1

database.

e A teacher examines CIJE on his own to identify relevant

: - &
. journal articles. ™~ , -

You will run into some situations which require -you to make judgementé

about the requestor and the use of the ERIC product or service. Two specific

instances may arise which will require special considerations when ybu‘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 Guestion such as "where are your copies of RIE?" 1g this a :

staff-assisted request? Generally, no; "direz*ional” and related types of re-

quests should be excluded from the "

staff-assisted” category since these do not
invoive you ia the actual use of the ERIC product or service which vou have been

asked t@ Zoaitor.

The second instance may arise when vou approach a requestor to f£111

gut the data in the Request Card. What if a requastor, after you have asked him

iy
Q
e
-5
Ve
Y]
]

-2zz and address, asks you to help him? Should vou then classify this
as a "stzfi-asszisted” request? It depends. If you end up actually helping the

sersen use CIJE 22€ vou have been assigned to wmonitor CIJE, you should certainly

c-16
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- classify this as a staff-pssisted request. If, on the other hand, the individunl
asks you to h::lp him or her obtain or use Some information product or service
gihggathan the one you have been asked to monitor, then YOulshould not clascify
this as a staff-assisted request. '

{n the following page we have outlined some imusual sitsations and des-

cribed what you should do 1f 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.




EXAMPLES OF

*

"PROBLEM" SITUATIONS

IF...t

“[ENII.Q

.the requestor uses several different
types of ERIC products or services,-
in addition to the one assigned to
vour 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 1is monitoring ERIC computer
searching.

.the‘requestor refuses to supply
‘name and address,

YOou go up to a requestor to ask for
his/ner name and address and the re-
questor then asks for your assis-
tance 1n using ERIC, 1is .this
"assisted" or "unassisted” use?

.you have a closed collection, re-

quiring that the requestor seek
staff assistance.

..a requestor gilves you or Your staﬁf
a lisr of ED numbers.

.vou receive directional requests '
such as "whaore is the ERIC micto-
fich collectzion?" or "what hours
are the ERIC microfiche collection
available?"

.this is gonsidered an

.» these

..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.)

..walt 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 with; 'ERIC
may be dependent upon the type of
assistancenprovided

"assisted”
request. :

L

..be sure to ask tihe requestor What

is the tépic or nature of the re-
quest.

"directional” requests_are
not within the scope of this
study and therefore a Request
‘Card *should not be completed.:

R...the number of Request Cards you send us at

{ the week should approximate the number of

s wnich resulted in the total number of requests
assigned ERIC product or service.

c-18
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How to Contact King Research/When King Research Will Contact You

You can call King Research at anvy time before or during data collection,

The person to contact 1s Colleen Schell, Survey Director. If szhe is unavailable

Both are very willing
to respond to any request you way have and/or any questions’on the project and
data collection. Als

Dr. Dennis McDonald, the Project Dircector can help you.

o, 1f you run {nto any problems, they will be glad to help
in any way possible. A

i

When you call, pleasc call collect at (301) 881-6766 for Collcen Schell,.

or

(202) 393-2619 for Dennis McDonald.

i
The mailﬁng address for King Research is:
!

King Rescarch, iInc.
P, 0. Box 71
Rockville, Md. 20850

When te Sead Request Cards to Kiag F&§éar£h

Included in your data coilec;ion materizls ave Transmittal Logs and

return envelopes’ for sending the Request Cards. back to King Reseazeh.

At the end of each weak of data gollection, You must return the com—
pleted request cards and a transmittal log in the postage-pald returm envelopes
Lo:

.

B, Inc.

r.ing Researc

Rockville, ¥d.i208IC

Ylease vubber band all the complered Regquest Cards regether and 111

wus 2 Transmittal Leg For each packafe vou send. The transmittal logp asks for::

o




Total number of Request Cards sent; _

Does this number approximate the number of .requests which
resulted in the use of your assigned ERIC produ;t/scryidc;
If no on item 2, why not ~= describe what circumstapces
made it difficult to collect request cards for the addi-’
tional uses; and ‘

If no on item 2, how many actual uses of your assigned
ERIC product/service wéfe made,

Send the package to King Research on each Monday follqwiﬁg a week of

data collection. Please call Colleen Schell at King Research if you are unmable
to send the package at the desired time,

*

Also, when you return your last packag: of Request Cards to as, pleasc
also returmn the filled-out Final Transmittal Log.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR
CONTINUING COOPERATION.




" Ring Research, Inc.
P, 0. Box 71 .. .
Rockville, Md. 20850
(301) 881<6766

THE EﬁIc COST AND USAGE STUDY

"t TRANS}ETTAL LOG

FOR‘ ‘ERIC REQUEST CARDS

Return thig Log at' the end of
each week during which you are
v monitoring ERIC.

Ll

N

1D# - - DATE:
, : (Manth) ~ (Day)

R .

Total Number of Completed
: Request Cards in this package:

(Enter Number)
s LA )

Check the -box to the fight if

the number of Request aards does
not approximate the tota{ number
of ‘requests which resulted in the

use of ¥your assigned ERIC preduct

or service: '_

(“heck Box)
Briefly explain the reasons for the
added requests: i '

1

1

Kumbter of Actual Requests:
_ s (Enter Number)

Slenature of Staff Member

Telephone Number of Staff Member.




EATE

& ! [

King Re?earch,\ﬁnc.

2., 0. 3ax 7L _
Rockvilie, d. 20850°
(301) 88126766 :

1

THE ERIC QOST AND USAGE STUDY
" FINAL TRANSMITTAL 1.0G
FOR ERIC REQUEST CARDS
l\k ) N

Please return this Log with your Final
shipment of Request Cards, along with the
! ' weekly Transmittal Log.
“y ‘ o o . 1
f

r DATE:

tMonthi

(Day)

3o~

Insert the total number of Request Cards returne. s'uze
you began monitoring ERIC for this study ...cceeeceerccecsconnes

How many "working days" did 1t take you to complete
‘these ERIC Bequest Cards? (For example, 1f you are ‘
open for service 6 hodrs per day, 6 hours would count ’

\8-5 Oﬂe "working day.") .oooo‘oo...oo..T.oooooooo...v"....ooooooroo‘o

 Altogether, excluding holidays, semester breaks (1f .
applicable) and closing during the summer, etc., how
many "working days" 1s your organization open during

year? . o
the Ea. .....?...............'....9.............................

It.is poesible that the number of ERIC requests you receive
varies from month-to-month and season-to-season. -Based
on the number of ERIC requests you have observed in this
survey, please estimate how these requests vary from
month-to-month.

.

R
v

JaN FEﬁ -MAR AFPR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV' DEC

For example, if you observed 10 requests in March, and March
15 dormally twice as busy as January, insert "10" in the March
Sox and "5"-in the January box. - This will help us adjust the
simher of requests you have observeq for %gasonal variations.




n

- ’ c.4 Request Card

"
L}

A copy of the Request Card used in the Primary Survey is displayed
'. P 1 r

on the next page.

- L
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L1 w \? -
J (Name of acceses polnt was inserted here.)

& . — " i -
PLEASE {ERICS] COST and USAGE STUDY USE
PRINT . -r ERIC REQUEST CARD ~ BLACK INK

This is a voluntary survey being condu.cted under contract to the National Institute of Education
. {NIE) by King Research, inc., P.O. Box 71, Rockville, Maryland ‘20350. {301) 881-6768,

-

3

MONTH DAY 1.D. NUMBER .
NAME OF REQUESTOR:
MAILING . , -
ADDRESS - , K]
, INCLUDING
ZIP CODE:,
TELEPHONE NUMBER ( ) N\
© AreaCode . - NUMBER o
Please insert number of ERIC docu~
$g;?g 82 ments (microfighe or papercc'py)
REQUEST: used, 1if applicable

o,

1. TYPE OF PRODUCT OR SERVICE IN-
VOLVED (Circle all applicable codes)

ERICSRIE . ...........ccc.u.. 01

ERIC's CEIJE ............. e 02

“ERIC Online Search «v v nn-nn. 03

ERICBatch Search « v v .o vv v v us 04

ERIC Microfiche «.........c..... 05

ERICPrinted Report . ... ......... (0]]

. * ERIC Printed Bibliography . ........ 07

Other Printed Indexes ... -..c.... 08

, Other Computer Databases . - . ... ... 09
OtherDocuments . ... oov e e ... 10"

Other (Describel ' {

3. WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED BY
© STAFF? (Circle 1,2, or 3)

L2 TP 1
No ..o v eiar e et i aiaranas 2
Requestor was a
SraffMember ... .. ... vy 3
4. HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED?
(Circle 1, 2, 3, or 4} :
InPerson ... v ninnnenn. 1
TelePhoNe . . .o v veee e 2
Mail .. ... A et 3
Other (Describe} _
: . 4

. 2. WAS THE ERlCTHESAURUSUSED’
{Circle 1,2, or 3) .

B -2 1
2 T .2
Bon't Know ....... e e 3

5 HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED?
(Circle all applicable codes)

InPerson .. v irnnnnnnn e 1
Telephone . .. .................. 2
Mail ... e e 3
Other {Describe)

4

*

c-24
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Request Card File Description

R

3 -

7

Listed on the following pages is the description for individual

-

. .
W .

Request Caxrd recorda.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




R

B A Fuiimext provided by R

" INPUT- MEDIUM  TAPE
N OF 1CASES UNKNO
- MISSING VALUES MONTH(E8 ,99)/

7 Jon (M516,9309) LEVITZ ,CLASS=Q

/*NOSETUP
// *COMMENT 'RUN 10 SAVE ERIC REQUEST CaRD DATA AND Pnuannu
//moel 1 oo DSN=CCIAPP.PROCL18,D1SP=SHR .
/!  EATC SPSS
/701041001 DO, UNIT=33%50,DSNeWyL . H2XR1 1 ,RQSTCARD, 01SP=(DLD),
//  SPACE=(TRK,(20.10),RLSE),DCB=BLKSIZE=6200, VOL"SER=TSO
//rT0Bro01 DD DSN=WYL.H2ZKRI1,.ERICRQST ,DISP=(0LO KEEP) P !
// UN1T=3350,VOL=SER=TSO9, *
// DCB={RECFMarB,LRECL=BO, BLKSIZE-TQO)
J/SYSIN 0D +
NUMRERED YES
RUN "NAME RENUEST CARD
DATA 1.15T rIxro (1) / 1 ERICTYPE |
| SAMPLE 2
: REP 3
REPSEQ 4-5"
TAPESUB ©
SERIAL 7-8
ORGTYPE 9-10
IONUM {-1p *
APNUM l:‘ﬁ
101 2-6 .
MONTH t1-42
DAY 13-14 ’
ZIpP 15-19
OOCNUM 20-22
Q1P1 23
Q1P2 24
Q1P3 25
41Pa 26
Q1PS 27
Q1FG 28
Q1p7 29
QipPB 30
QiP9
QP10 32
Q1P11 33
Q2 34
Q3 35
04 I8
Q5°37

. DAy(8a.99)/
* ZIP(00008.00009)/
OOCNUM(B888,999)/
Q1P1 TO Q1P11 (9)/
Q2 \{s)/ -
. Q3 T0 o5 (8,9) .
VAR LABELS 10U, UNIQUE REQUESTOR 10 NUMBER/
APNUM 1ST OI1GIT €QUAL ASSIGNED ERIC PRODUCT/
101 UNIQUE ACCESS PODINT IDENTIFIER/
DOCNUM #ERIC DDCUMENTS USED FICHE OR .PAPER/
Q1iP1 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC RIE/
Q1P2 TYPE OF PROBUCT ERIC CIvE/S . )
. QIP3 TYPE OF PRODUCT €RIC ONLINE SEARCH/
. QP4 TYPE OF PRODUOT £2§ BATCH scnncu/

- - L]




T0.
7.

&
74,

7.
75,

9,
B0,
B1.
82.
83.
B4,
85.
86.
87.
88 ..
89.
90.
9.
92,
93.
94,
95,
.96,

.\

0AfS TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC MICROF ICHE/
Q16 TYPE DF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTEO REPDRY/
Q1" TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTED BIBLIOGRAPHY/

" QiPD YYPE DF PRODUCY - OTHER PRINTED INDEXES/

.Q1P9 TYPE OF PRODUCT - DTHEN COMPUTER OATAHASES/

Q1P 10 .TYPE DF PRODUCT ~ OTHER DDCUMENTS/
G1P11 TYPE OF PRODUCT ~.PTHER = DESCRIBE/

‘. 02 ERIC THESAURUS USED?/
{3 WAS REQUESTDR ASSISTED BY: STAFF?/

VALUE LABELS

‘\l,

LF

Kl

v

=

LDCATE

W\hﬁ LABELS

" TRANSPACE=30000

04 HDW WAS REQUEST RECEIVEQ?/
Q9 HOW WAS RESPONSE QELIVEREC?/

MONTH (1)JAN “(2)FEB (3)MAR  (4)APR
(8)MAY (B)JUNE {7)JULY (B)AUG
(9)SePT (10)pcT (11)NOV  (12)OEC/

QIP1 TD Q1Pa1 . (1)YES 'l2)N0 (9)ND RESPDNSE/

Q2 (1)YES (thu (3)0DN*T KNOW .
{)ND RESPONSE/ A

03 (L)YES (2)80 (3 )RASTR-STAFF MEMBER

* (B)ODN'T know  (9)ND RESPONSE/

04,08 (1)IN PERSON (2)TELEPHDNE (3)MATL
-(4)DTHER {9IMORE THAM. DNE USEC
(8)DON’'T kNOCW  (9)ND RESPONSE/

.
*

(101 EQ 11010 DR {1020 DR 11030 DR 12020 OR 12030 DR
13010 DR 13030 OR 13040 OR 1401D DR 14020°DR 14030
OR 14040 OR {5010 DR 15020 OR 15030 DR 15040)

NEWTYPEY = 1 ) . ] ) A

T “01 EQ 120{0) NEWTYPE! = 2

»

 NEWTYPE1 = 8§ ~

luncrvpe ‘€0 1 pR (101 EQ 31230 eR 31330 QR 43280 OR
-55140) )
NEWTYPE! = 3 - |

(DRGTYPE EQ 2 DR lll}i EQ 22420 of 44080)) NEWTYPE! = 4

(ID1 EQ 242” OR 24440 oR 4||40 DR 42‘30 OR 42240 DR
44201 OR 44420,0R-28450) ' .

(DRGTYPE EQ 3 OR (ID1! EQ 21140 un 42350)) NEWTYPE1 = &
)

{ID1 EQ. 33140 OR 81200 OR saoso) NEWTYPEY = 7

(101 EQ 21160 OR 22180 OR 23160 OR 43160 OR a:oso oR
54110 DR 62040 OR 42140)
NEWTYPE1 » 8

A

(ORGTYPE EC 8) NEWTYPE1 =9 .- © 0qr
- R . 5

{DRGTYPE EG 9) NEWTYPEY = {0
(ORGTYPE EQ jO DR (1Of EQ 44110)) NEWTYPEY = 11
(onarvpe ES 6) NEWTYPE( » 12
luncrvpe EQ 5) NEWTYPEY » 13




PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

122,
MR
124

1%

126G
127,

10
[BAdl)
1t
(MR}

[
1.3,
11,
105,
196 .
137,
130,
tag.
110,
141,
142,

147

114
145 .
1416 .

147

Q1B.
49
150.
151,
152,
. 153,
154,

155

156 .
57.
158 .
59.
160 .
161,
162.
163,
164 .
-1

Il

VALUE LABELS

VALUE CLABELS

VAR LARELS

- FREQUENCIES

SAVE ‘FILE
FINISH

'(ORGTYP§ EE 4) HEWTYPE! .= 14

-

it

(ondiYPE eq 11 OR (1D1 EQ 34290)) NgﬂTXPEl « 15

. {ORGTYPE EQ 12'09 {ID1 EQ 24200 OR 21240)) NEWTYPE| = |q

(ORQIYPE gQ 13 OR (ID1 EQ 72040)) NEWTYPE! = 17

(ORGIYPE FEQ 14 AND TD1 EQ 21330 OR 22200 QR 23320 OR
24070 OR 24350 OR 23140 OR 23240 OR 25440 OR 31800
UR 34200 OR 34260 OR 35180 OR 41080 OR 42160 OR
42440 OR 43010 OR 44280 OR 45360 OR 43400 OR 61080
OR 3030 OR' 73080)

MEWTYPEY « 1B A ) Y

NEWTYPE1 (1)} ERIC CLRHSES (21‘E§1c FACILITY
{3) CAMPUS MAIN LIB {4) CAMPUS OEPT LIB ,
(5) CAMPUS OTH ORG (g) STATE ED AGCY (7} STATE Ll8
{8) FEOERAL LIB (P OTHER FEO CHSE {t0) MNIE .LAB'OR CTR
{11) INTERM SRVC PROV {12) SCH OIST R&D CTR
(13) ScH LiB OISTRICT {(14) SCH LiB LOCAL
(15) PUBLIC LIBRARY (16) SOCIETY OR ASSOC
{17) BUSINESS OR CORP (18) OTHER

(NEWTYPE1 EQ 1 DR 2) NEWTYPE2 = 1
(NEWTYPE1 EQ 2 DR 4 OR 5) NEWTYPE2 = 2 -

' . v,
(NEWTYPE!1 EQ 6 OR 7 OR B OR 9 OR 10 OR 11 OR 12 OR 13
OR 14 OR {15 OR 16 OR {7 OR 1B)
NCWTYPE2 = 3 . n

Newtvpez (1) ERIC CLHSE & FAC (2) ACAOEMIC ACC PTS
(3) OTHER AcCC PTS

NEWTYPE1 TYPE OF ORGANIZATION-LONG/
NEWTYPE2 TYPE OF ORGANIZATION-SHORT

GENERAL=ALL -

RQSTCAROD
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LYY
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PArulext provided by enc

Ja9
Je9
Jg9
Je9
Je9
Je9
Ja9
Ja9
Ja9
Je9
Ja9
Je9
Jag
Ja9
Ja9
Je9
Ja9
-3J09
Ja9
Ja9
Ja9
Jag
Ja9
Ja9
Je9
Jag
Ja9
Ja9
Ja9
b .}
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. APPENDIX D N
- REQUESTOR POPULATION SURVEY
" DESCRIPTION OF METHODS
The purpose of the Requestor Population Survey was to obtain data

on the use of ERIC products and services monitored du{ing the- course of the
Accesa Point Primary 3urwey. Included were questions describing the purposes )
for which ERIC information was sought, satisfaction with and evaluatian of
the info;mﬁtiqn obtailned, and awareness and use of other ERIC products and -

services. - L .

Concgggull Design L ’ -
]

) !
The surve§ was designed to answer the following major questions:
Who uifs ERIC? . )
' How isgaccess obtained to ERIC?

for what purpose is ERIC used?
|

_Why an
" How usefullis ERIC?

+

§

During the\early stﬁges of this project, we ingroducéd the qbncept
of  the ERIC'"requestér"; a term we preferred to use instead of the term "user".-
We introduced this férm since we felt that the term "user" in the context of
infoRmation services and_ systems is i11-define& and possibly misleading, for
the following reasons:

F]

1. ERIC is a system where 2 poteﬁtially large p;oportionﬂGf "users”
function as inpermediaries for otﬁer ﬁsers. In other words,
indivi&uals whé obtain ERIC products and serviées may, in fact,
do so with the ittent of passing along ERIC(information (in an
original or synthesized form) to others. '




v

The concept of "usage" 1g. itself ill-dpfinéd since usage is
rcally composed of a varich of funccions not all of which.

are direccly mcasurable or reporcablc. '

"Usage" is_also_diffichlc to meaaure since information préducﬁs
or services are often used in combination, 1.e. a single request for
information may result in access to a varilecy pf different ERIC '
and non-ERIC producc; and sérvices, depengenc'nog only upon the
ﬁaCure of the request itself but also upon the availabilicy (and

‘ affordabilicy) of'véribus products and sé:viceq.

\‘ .
We cthus approachéﬁ the conduct of cthe Requestor Populﬁcion Survey as
a means by which. our understanding of the "use" of ERIC information could be

‘enhanced; cthis. in turn, could expand our understanding of inforpation ﬁsgge in
general,. “ o . '

,

. | )

Questionnaire and Suréey Design

Ano~aer detision made very early in the study was that che survey
sk a&d be conducted with v~eclfic requestors concerning Chelr use of a'specific
producc or service requested or obtained during a specific contact with, or
visit to, a specific ER;C'access:poinE. ihis raised cercaip survey and ques-
cionnai;e design problems, the primary one being the degree to which a scan—;
dardized questionnaire cétld\ﬂ; developed which would still enable tﬁe surveyed
requestor to react to a s%eclfic ERIC preduct or service requ;éc. Thig was
" compounded vy the fact that ERIC ptoducts hnd services are often used in'com-
binacion with other ERIC and non—ERIC inforﬁétion servides. In ocher words,
if we asked a requestor to evaluaeé his or her use of RIE, would ic be possible
to separate out satisfaction with RIE without taking into account possible use
‘of ERIC microf{the? o o ‘ -

- L]




During the course of qucstionnuirc dcvalopmcnt and prt;tcnt:l.ng,1

made the following dcaign decisions:

Il
*

.1. One standurdized qucatiannairc would be developed for conduc~
‘ ting the chucator Population Survuy.

Requestors would receive copies of the Request Card collected
during the Access Point Primary Surveyfu The Request Card sup-
plied the following information critical to the requestor's
assessment of the ERIC- product or service monitored during the
érimnry‘Survey; name of the acéess polint; name and address of
requestor; topic or title of request; nusher of documents
obtained, 1if any; types of ‘ERIC and non-ERIC products end
scryices used; wte;hef_or not the ERIC thesaurus was used;
whether the reqﬁeaﬁor w85 asaiéteq by access point staff; howi
the access polnt was contacted; how a response to the request

wasg recelved. ' Voot

Regpondents would be ssked to describe the clrcumstances gur-
rounding their request so thst the frequency with which two or
more ERIC products'o:'services were used could be taken into

account. .

Questionnaire ltems

" Questisns on the Requesko: Population Survey questionnaire were

divided into the following groups: = .

lue would like to scknowledge rhe help and support provided by Elsie Leonard
and George "Ira'" Stencil of the Maryland State Department of Education's Medis
Services Center, who helped by providing feedback on questionnaire design as
well as the names and addresses of ERIC requestors with wvhom we pretested the
questionnaire.

-3 30}




Mm'Group 1: Questions referring specifically to the ERIC product or
’ service apecified on the copy of the Request Card\ﬂzich

accompanied the Trestionnaire (questions 1 through 16).

Group 2: Questions referring to other ERIC orgenizations, products,
and services which' may have been contacted or utilized for
the request topic specified on the ERIC Request Card

;

~ (questions 17 through 19) : : 7
! . ]
Group 3: Standard demograshics such as age, sex, income, and employ-
- . ment status tQQEStions 20 through 24, identicaI to the
- . " démographic’ questions asked on the Education Pobulation
Survey questionnaire):

. Table D.1 displays the sample’size’and return rate for the mail
questionnalre Reduestor Population Survey, conducted during the months May.
through July, 1981, based on a sampie of Request Cards, the majority of which
were filled out during March and April,'198i.- Given a specified samplefsize' .
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 alweys poasible to do this, as
was the case for CIJE requestore sampled from the cafegory "Other Access Points"., ..
Thus, most of the analyses in this report are presented subdivided either by .
ERIC Category or by Type of Afcess Point, rather than both simultaneously,

Sawpling weights were calculated on the basis of returns.
‘generated by regquestors sampled frem individual access points; all acceds’
.~points which provided Request Cards were represented with one or more
mailed=-out questionnaires 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.

P

") . . D4
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Table D.1 Sample Size (uj) and Reéponae Rates (n,) 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
' o, o, n, . Dy ny n, ny na
RIE 72 32 70 " 35 6 6 148 73
CLJE 47. 25 79 26 3% 23 165 74
' Documents 9 65 147 74 144 19 - 387 - 158
Searches' 127 58 146 - 69 - 27 103 300 230

Total 342 180 442 204 216 151 1000 535

SOURCE: King Research, Inc,, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population
Survey, 1981. ’ . :




Requestor Population Survey Questionnaire o

®
The Requestor ?Epulntion Survey questionnaire iardiaplayed on the

next pages, along with its cover letter. The reader should note also that

the'requéator‘a'Request Card (collected during the course of the Access Point

Primary Survey) Qaﬁ photocopiled oﬁto the back of ' the cover letter prior to

mail-out so that the vequestor would be reminded of the topi& or title of

. his/her requeét, the ﬁcceas point contacted, and the type of ERIC product

or service used.




UNITED STATES | DEPAHTMENT oF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208

kol

Dear ERIC User:

Recently you requested a product or service that is supported by
the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC).® This product or service
is 1dentiffed on the back of this letter. ERIC products and services are
supported, in part, by the National Institute of Education and intended to
provide information about the access to the research and practice literature
ol education. The ™IE has contracted with King Research,, Inc. to conduct a
stuéy of ERIC. The study will gather information about costs associated with
the production and distribution of ERIC resources as well as 1nformation about
the people such products and services are reaching.

A voluntary national survey of persons who have recently requested

ERIC information 1s being conducted as part of the study. You have ‘been
selected as one of the 1,000 persons being asked to participate in the study -
by completing the enclosed questionnaire. The 1nformation you- provide will
be raported only in summary form and individusls' names will not be associated
wizh specific responses; it is King Research’s policy not to reveal the names
¢f survey respondents to anyone other than staff members who are responsible

. for conducting the survey. While King Reseatch does assign an identification
achber to each sampled individuzl, this identification. number 1s used only for
“Zcllow-up and other internal record keeping purp¢ses. It will be impossible to
link neames to identification numbers once the survey is completed.

The completed questionnaire should be returned to King Research, “Inec.,
ir. tle enclosed postage-paid envelope. If you have any questions about this

suzra2v, please call collect Ms. folleen Schell, Surver Director, King Research,
irz., a2t (301) 881-6766.-

-,

Thanx vou for‘yogr cooperation.

-E;3>t»oid ;{Zﬁ;éﬁﬁt_

nic M:tDonald, Ph.D. . Joseph Heinmiller, Ed D.
fzrs Director i Progect Officer

7T Zis:t and tsage Stud> } _ national Institute of Educatlon
Research and. Educational Practice Unit

Tlease complete and return this questicnnaire within the next :-wo weeks.

o1 305,

ol




. ,
U.5. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

. .

FORM APPROVED

" Approval Expirea:’
May 31, 1981
I.D. Number:

F

This study s belng conducted by King
Research, lnc, under contract with the

FEDAC No. 5223 . ‘\

National Institute of Educatlon.

—m

&

ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
SURVEY Of ERIC REQUESTORS

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING ITEMS BEFORE BEGINNING THE QUESTIONNAIRE:

A. Several questlons refer to:
& the information product or services speclfied on the ERIC Request Card which
is copled on the back of the accompanylng letter

& the date specified on the ERIC Request Card {the date you used or requested
the product or service)
I

e the topic or title of your request (a brief descrlptlon of the information toplc
or Item you requested)

& the organlzation from which you obtalned the ERIC product or servige, as specl-

fied nt the top of the ERIC Request Card. N
Please answer the questions as directed by referring to the appmprlate ltem on’
the ERIC Request Carg whlch Is copled on the back of the accompanying letter.

B. Please answer thls questionnaire ever. If you requested or obtained the Information
speclfied on the ERIC Request Card for someone else.

L
*

,PLEASiE NOTE: There-are many types of information products and services such as
indexes, computerized databases, bibliographles, etc. Unless otherwise noted,
throughout this questionnalre we willl be concerned prlerlly with those informa-

tlon products and sercices which sre provlded by the Educational Resources
- Information Center- (ERIC),

&

This report is authorized by legislation (20
U.S5.C. 122]e). While you are not required
. " to respond, your cooperation Is needed to~
, 4 - make the results of the survey accurate and
' ) timely.

T
ED 215 D
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1.  Which oll‘ the foliowing categories best describe how you used or epplied (or Intended
o use or apply) the Information obtalned from the ERIC product or gervice specified
on the ERIC Request Cnrd?n (CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY.)

To support tha'tuchlng, tralning, or guldance of my own or someone

cise'sstudents . . ... ¢ ¢ s e s e e s e s s e e e e e e e s 1 : @
. . I't\ To suppdn my studylng inaclass l was taking . . . . . . . . . . . 2
S ' Torupport my own research profect . « . o .+« s o 4 o 4 s . s . 3
~~.... To help plan, manage, administer or evaluate an organization's activities
. le.g., a school. schogl district, state agency, or other organlzation) .. 4
| dld not Intend to use or apply the Information myself since | was _
~ obtalning It for someone else’suse . . . . ¢« « + ¢« v 4 o e e 0 . . 8
‘ don'tremember . . . . 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 e s s 4 s e e e ame o B
. TOther {please describe):
" } i e e e e ?

2. Prior to the date on the ERIC Request Card, had you been aware il;at this type of
ERIC product or service existed? (CIRCLE 1, 2, OR 3.)

' " Yes . s s s * @ o.o._o P | ! \

NO..-. . ..oooo L]

Don't Know Io . s s s s . o'o . 3 -

3. Approximately how much time have you spent so far.on reading, examining, searching,
or consulting the particular ERIC product or service which Is specified on the ERIC f-\
. Request! Card? (INCLUDE ONLY TIME SPENT IN CONNECTION WITH THE PARTICULAR ° . \;)
TITLE OR TOPIC WHICH IS MENTIONED ON THE REQUEST CARD. INSERT AFPROX-
IMATE NUMBER OF HOURS AND MINUTES .IN BOX, ZERO (0} IF NONE: USE "DK" FOR
"DON'T KNOW. ") ' .

_Hours " Minutes

8., How did you first find out that this type-of ERIC -product or service existed? (CIRCLE 5"
CODE NUMBER OF MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE CODE
NUHBERO ’ B . o C

‘meateacher. professor, oremployer . . . . . . . . . . . . . o 01

1

From a friend, colleague, or fellow student .+ . + + + + < ¢ & s.0 & « N

From the staff at a library, magla center, A/V depariment, Information
center, or clearinghouse ., Ji. . . . .

s s s 4+ s s s s e s * +» 03

Found out about It by myself while doing research In a library, media

center, A/V.department, information center, or clearinghouse . . . . . 04
S

Read about It In @ book, report, or other document . . ’ 05

. L ; 'Received a notice or advertisement about Itinthemail . . « « . « . « 06 o

Saw it described In a poster at or near my place of employment or_study . 07
, . N .
Y " ‘Heard abaut 1t at a professional conference 2> « .+ + + + ¢« « « o . s+ + 0B

"Read about It In a journal, magazine, or news'etter. .« . « . s e s o o D9

- - : !

Idon'tremernber....._......‘...

L T T R B B 10

Q ' Othel; (describe) :

. - - 307




7c.

OR "NA".) | ' S

On the dete speclfied 6n the ERIC Request Card, “didf you obtalr,
ERIC product or service so that It could sctually be.read or ¢xumined You order
or request It for dellvery orexamination at & later tima? (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OF

MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.) . . )
. Obtalned bhf;lcal access to 12 on the date s'pm::lflendl . .« . 1
Ordered or requested it for delivery or exfamlnatlo.n ot a Jator time 2

Both’ofthelboveo;...I.u-....---..... 3

Other (describe):

N I Y ] ll

L]

| .
When you used, obtained, or requested the ERIC product &r service spaclficd on the
ERIC Request Card, did you have specific euthors or documents in mind, or were you
searching for information on a specific toplc without having specific authors or docu-
ments In mind? . (PLEASE -CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPROPRIATE
RESPONSE. ) R S ‘

t

| had specific authors or documents In mind . . g 1

| was searching for Information on a specific toplc .

L] L] L] - L} ..o L] 2

Bothoftheabove. . . . . . o ¢« v o o o o o ¥ aa s oo o s o 3

Nelther of the alyove {please describe):

. = = " = = "l

ry

d—

When yéni used, obtalned, or requested the ERIC product or service specifled on the -

.ERIC Request Card, approximately how many documents {e.g., articles, books,
reports, etc.) did you hope to ldeni'l'f'g by using this ERIC product or service?

(INSERT NUNBER IN BOX, ZERO. F NONE. INSERT “NA" IF YOU DID NOT HAVE

* A SPECIFIC OR APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF DOCUMENTS IN MIND.}

Number of docurnents'
hoped to identify

Again, wheri.you used, obtalned, or requested the ERIC product or service specified
on the ERIC Request Card. approximately how many documents did you actually ldentify

- using this ERIC product or service? (INSERT ER IN BOX, ZERO (0) IF NONE.

INSERT "NA® If YOUR RESPONSE TO 7a WAS ZERO (0) OR “NA".)

-+

Number of documents
actually identifled

Of the documents you actually iden fied ln.questlr.;rp 7b, how many of these documents -
do you expect to be relavant to Mie topic or title of &our request? (INSERT NUMBER
IN BOX. ZERO (0) IF NQNE. 1 SERT "NA" IF roqn RESPONSE TO 7 WAS ZERO (0)

Number of
_relevant documents




B. If you Identifled titles of any useful or relevant documents (quastion 7c above}, have
‘ " You heon able t0 obtaln access to these documents so that You could read or examine
, them? (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OF MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.)

No relevant documents were Identlifled . . . . . . . cee e Y O
1 did not need to obtaln access to these documents . « . « « o « « . . '
i have not.yet tried to obtaln access to the Identiflad documents . .
Have obtalned dccess to hone df the documents even though l have tried .

2
3
L

Have ohtalned accautomgof thadocuments . . « « Jo o oo oo § [ -
Have obtalned access to most of the documents . . . . . . . 6
7

Have obtalned access to all of ‘the documents « « . « + « + ¢ &+ o o &

Other (please describe):

8.  Has the Information you obtalned from the particular ERIC product or gervice helped

. you to identify any Information sources other than documents which are useful or
relevant to the title or toplc specified on the ERIC Request Card?‘ (CIRCLE 1. 2, OR

Yes . . o+ . .. . . . =3 (continue with @110)

NO LI R T B ] o- . s = 0w 2

(akip to @#11)
Don't Know « « + + ¢ + &

10. . Please clrcle the code numbers corresponding to those othey lnforﬁall’on sources which ‘ O
you identified from the ERIC product or service speclﬂed on the ERIC Request Card.
(CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY.) :
Names of individuals who could be contacted for additional Information . . 3

Names of u[ggr;izatlons which could be contacted. for further Information . 2

Names of L%nms or projects (e.g.. demonstratlon pro]ecu. research
tc.

. . projects, e * o s s s s a4 s s s s s s s e s 4 s a o arel B
Other sources of addltional useful or refevant Information {please *

i - L a im n
K3 . v - - - - - - n

11.  Overall, how satlsfied are yoﬁ with thednformation You ohtained from the ERIC prbduct
or service spectiled on the ER1C Request Card? fCIRCLE‘APPROPRIATE CODE NuSBER.)
1

nglesalisfied.-...........-..-‘- .. ./:.o..

soﬁe\\‘h‘t Satisﬂed‘o " & ® 8 = 8 8 % & s & ® ‘o . s ‘. .c . -o’ . . 2 ’ -

Nelther satisfied nor dissatisfied « v . + « « o o o o o o o & - 3 ‘
Somewhatdiss-atisﬁed.‘......a.'....s.....x..- K - .

Highly dissatisfied « « « . « « o o o « o o« o o .

L] 5




mentloned an your ER]JC Request Carc In th future? (CIRCLE I gRr 2.)
Ya’ - - -

No , , .

For each of the attributes listed below, plense rate on & 1-to-5 scale the,_lnfurmatl&n ;
you obtalned fraom the ERIC product ur service specified on the ERIC Request Cerd. |

fUSE_“f;,FOR "LOW" AND "§" FOR “HIGH", WITH 2, 3, OR 4 FOR RATINGS BETWEEN
1 AND §. ) '

o ATTRIBUTE " | Low HIGH

&g;_e\l;;m (degres ta which the ERIC product or
service provided you with or directed you to In-
formation directly related to the titia or topic of
Yuul’_ mu“t] - [ ] - - bl - [ ] [ ] - Ilo [ ] . . [ ] -

Complateness (degree to which the ERIC product
or service provided you with or directed you to
all the Information you needed) . . . . . . . .

Practicality {degree to which the ERIC product’
or serviCe provided you with or directed you to
.infarmatlon which was practical or Immediately
usedbla for your needs) . . . . . . . . . . .

APProPrlateness (degree to which the ERIC
product or service provided you with or directed
you to Information which was prasen ate
technical level or level of detall which was eppro-
priatetoyour needs) . . . . . .4 o . s e
Newness (degree to which the ERIC preduct or

service provided you with or directed you to

Information about which you ware previously un-

a*‘ra - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. - - - - 1 2 3 q sl

Did you, yuﬁrself. pay out of your own funds for using or abtalning the ERIC product

or service which Is specified on the ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE 20R 2.)
i

Y”‘o‘o " s & s & * = s 8 = » 1

NO o v oo o oo o o p o ive 2 (skip to 9416)

Approximately how much did you, yt;urself, pay for using or abtalning this ERIC
product or service! (INSERT DOLLARS AND CENTS IN Box.) b )

L - ‘ ) . $ ‘o

J

e - : .:"l .
Excluding the product or service Identlt’ad on the ERIC Request Card, sppr‘oklmately

“how many times during the past six months have you had questions, /problems. or
Information needs whi¢h lead to your using or obtainlng the same tR!Gﬁ’ of ERIC product

or service specified on the ERIC Request Card? (INSERT N "IN BoX. ZERO (0)
IF NONE.) e .

times

314




Have you ever contacted any ‘of the following ERIC organizations in connectlon with the
toplc or title speclfled on the ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE 1 FOR "YBS" 2 FOR "NOv, L
OR 3 FOR *WOT SUREY.) . ,

- . Not
ERIC ORGANIZATION NAME Yes

_ ; | No Sure -. ‘.
- ) - | 0

Adult, Carear ¢ Vocational Education

" Tlearinghiouse (Ohilo State U Columbus, OH) 1 2 3 !

2) Counseling & Personnel Servlcel
Clearlnghouso (0. of Michlgan, Ann Arbor, .
M1) 1 1 '3

3} Educatlonal Manag ent L
- Tlearinghouse (U. of Oregon, Eugens, OR): 1 2 3 ’ .

8)  Elementary  Early Child Educatl})n ] . ’
p Clearlngl%use (0. of l_lllnois. Urbana, IL) 1 3 '
5) Handica%Eed § Gifted Children . ' ‘
. earinghouse (Councll tor Exceptional .
. IChlldren, Reston. VA) 1 Co2 3
6) Higher Education Clezringhouse’
o léwrgo Wa?ﬁlngton U., Washington, DC) N I 2 3

7)  Informatlon Resources Clenrlnghousa ' \
{Syracuse U, Syracuse, NY) 1

Junlor Colleges Clearinghouse ’ _—
[U. of Callfornls, Los Angeles, CM I L 2 3 . .
%) Languages § Lin uilths Clearinghouse )
(Tenter for Ippiiea Cingulitks,
. Arlington, VA) - 1 2 3 )
10)  Reading § Communication Skills ' _ ' |
- earinghouse (Natlonal Councii of - . - 3

Teachers of English, Urbana, 1L} . 1 2 3

1%1)  Rural Education £ Small SChOO|l!
" Clearinghouse (New Mexico State U,
Las Cruces, NM) - ‘1 2 3

. 12)  Sclence, Mathc

matics, & Environmental - :
 Education Clearinghouse (Dhio State U, , - e

Columbus, OH) ] . ) 1 2 3

. 13)  Soclal Studles/Soclal Sclences < °
‘Educatlon Clearinghouse {Boulder, CO) v 2 3

v B 14)  Teacher Education Clearinghouse _
{Amer. Assoc. of Golleges for Teacher
- _ Education, Walhington De) ) ] 2 3

| - T
185) Tests, Measurements & Evalustion
Ciearinghouse (Educational Testing -

Service, Princeton, NJ) ' 1 L: 3 _
16)  Urban Education Clearinghouse . 7 )
. . * TColumbia U,, New York., NY) ' 1 2 '3
17} ERIC Processing and Reference . -
' Facility {Bethesda, M'D] : 1 2 3 s

18) ERIC Document Reproduction Service :
. TEDRS, Arlington, VA) b 2 3




In addition to tha ones specified on the ERIC Rpquest Card, which of the following
ERIC products and services have You used or obtained In connection with the tople

or title SEoclﬂod on'the ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE I, <,-OR 3 FOR EACH
L - ' ' ‘

-
1

.
-

ERIC PRODUCT OR SERVICE CATEGDRY

RIE {Resources in Education, & monthly ERIC
Journal which abstracts and Indexes the
educatlopal report literature). . . . . . .

LJE {(Current Index to Journals in Edufa-
tion, a ntonthly journal which covers the
_educational periodical literature) . . . . .

Com%uter Surch’lng of ERIC {7omputerized -
saarching of the graphic dstabase,
often conducted through use of a terminal
Interacting via telephone with » computer,

or conductad by grouping several requests
together for submission at one time to a
computer). .« . ¢+ 4 4 e 4 e e s e s
ERIC Microfiche (pages photographically
reduced to fit on an Index-card-slzed plece
of film, requiring use of a magnifying or
projection device to read) « « « + o .. .

ERIC Prlnzed Rﬁgr’t {any report produced
or suppl Y 1C, which Is printed on
paper, usually with an "EO" Identifying
number] . . .0« s . 0 e e s e e e e

Printed Bibllography (any list of blblle~
graphic references, other than computer
printouts from an online or batch search
of the ERIC database, which 13 produced
and distributed on paper by any ERIC
organization) . . . ¢« . s ¢ s e . . e

ERIC Referral SQNE es (the provision by
any ERIC organization of names of programs,
Individuals, or organizations which can
contacted by the requestor for additional
Information. Referral services are often
provided In person, by phone, or by -
letter Instead of through distribution of

previousiy-produced printed reports, docu-
ments, or bibllographles.) . . . . . . . +

u}g.- (any other ERlc/prbduct or service
" not Included above. /Please describe.) . .




3
I

Llsteﬂ; below are major categories of Inforl:jnatlon products or services which are producod
and/or distribiited by sources other than ERIC. For each category, ploaso Indicate If at

any tims you used or obtained It In connectlon with the topic or thle speclfled on the
ERIC Requast Cord. (CIRCLE 1.7, OR JFOR EACH CZEEEGORY.)
INFORMATION' PRODUCT

) OR —~ | NOT
SERVICE CATEGORY USED| | USED

Other printed document: (l.e., books,
al'tldﬂla I’epdl‘lS] » ’ L] L] » L] L] » ‘o
Other organizstions or departments \
separate from tha one on the Request
Card (l.a., other librarles, Clearing-
houses, etc.} . . . . . . . . . .
Experts or people knowledgeabls in the
srea of my request ., , ', ... . . .
./ M

My own friends, coffeagues. students,
or other personal acquaintances . .

/
Computerized Informatlon systems-- .
textual; numeric, or blbllographic data-
bases or retrleval systems . . ... , . .
Prerecorded audic or visual sources {l.e.,
recorcs, cassettes. slides, etc.) . . . .+,

Other. (describe):

= Fl

Other {descrlﬁe) :

Other (describe):

Finally. a few questions for statistical purposes only ... What Is yaur éga?

‘ Under 25 R SR 1
zsmgu».'. ' . 2
‘3510 44, . Ve e 3
u5 to SN . .
55 to 64 .

65 and over




- 5 . / i . v ’ . " R . -
Voo _ i . . i
) 21, , What is ihe hignest degree you have obtalied? ' '

High school diploma or less . , ... . ,

. . 1

( | Associste degree Ce e e s e s s 2
; | 'Bachelor's degree e e | -

- _ " Master's d_a;rae N

Master's degree 'plus postgraduate coursework . . . . , 5

DOCIOPBI8 « » 4 + + s 5 + s 2 s « s s ¥ s « v o s 6 M

LaworMedlcaldagre;'. T

¥

Other (please describe): a .
L I ‘ ' o

—_ 22,  Which of the following.categories best descrlbes your current employer or primary -t
P affillation? (CIRCLE ONE ONLY.) ' £

! hY
Junlor college'or two year college . . . . . . . . ., .0

Four year collegs orrunlversity e e s s e v e . . 02

State education agef:-u':y. s e s s s . , . 03

- - ' Other siate government agency . . . . . . \ o8 IR
“ " Localschooldistrlct « « o 4 . . .« .. .+ e . .05 o

* Local goveﬁmeﬁft AGENCY + » 4 « s 4 4 4 s s s a . . 06
r'_\ - El&nefmryschc':ol........."......_..07 _ ,
T Secondary school + o . . . e e e e e e e .08 . o f
~~' Federal government agency . . . P e s 09 . : . ( . T

h Socloty or assoCiation . .+ s s 4 Lt w4 4 s s g e 10 _ - . .

Research frm . . . . . e S AL K -
. Consulting firm. . ., . « &+ & 4 4 4 3 « « 2 2 2 4 . 12 = - )

- - - -
¥

Private business or corporation 4 . . ... . . . . . .12 T f

| Other: (please descelbé) ;-

» o« 18

L - . -
L I

" | .» Not employeci by or affiliated with any o;ganizatiph s s 15 BCE §

= - . . ' '
=

23,  To which of the following job- g¢ school-rélated functions do you regularly devote the

N .. largest proportion of your time? (CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF THE 40ST APPRO-
PRIATE RESPONSE.} - , : .

N Administration, supervision, management, or plaghing . . . . .

L " Research or evaluation. . . . . . . .,

5
T P LI T 2 " L\ K2 -
n - * .

Teaching, training, orcounseling . . . . . . . . . . . . .3

. " Information support (e.g., librarian, information specialis) . . . .8 = 7 - -

- ' . E ot
a . .

Student'- P T i LR T IR c LI T ] “ 5

Other (please give job titie and function): .

L

\)4 . e i . I —\ . r ~ T - . - ll




. For statisticsl purposes only . which of the foliowing categorios describes your total .
Intome {bafore taxes} for 19807 Include Your Income only. Do nat Include the |ncome .
of other immediate famlly membars who sre living whth you. {CIRCLE ONE NUMBER.)

$3500000r MOre .+ « o 4 . 4 4 w4 . ., Ol
$30,000 but less than %35,000 ., , . . ., . 02 ®
525.‘000 but less than $30,000 . . . . , . 0]
$20.000 but lass than $25.000 ., . . . . . 04

$(5, 000 but less than %20,000 , . . . , . 05
$10,000 but |ess than %35,000 , ., . . . . 06

$5,000 but less than $10,000 . . . . . . 07

Under 45,000 . . « « « « + + . . . 08

NO |n!:ornn . . . a. . . . - . . " - . - 09

Prefer nottoenswer . . . . . . - + .+ . 10

/

THANK YOU! PLEASE RETURN THIS KING RESEARCH. INC. ®
QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE ADDRESS P.O., BOX N
AT THE RIGHT IN THE ENCLOSED, ROCKVILLE, MD 20850
POST-PAID ENVELOPE.




Requegtor Population Survey File Description

-

Listed on the next phges is the description of the SPSS file des-

cription for the merged Requeat'Card/Requestor Population Survey database

{(all returmed Requestor'questionnaires were merged with their Request Card),




/7 won (mM318,9300) ,LEVITZ,CLASS*Q
/ *NOSETUD] )
//*COMMENT RUN TD SAVE ERIC REQUESTDR 3 CARD DATA SET
//PRGCLIB DD DSNeCCIAPP . PROCLIB.DISP=SHR
/7  EXEC SPSS,PARM='3 12K’
//FTDAFOO1 DD UN1T«3350,DSHN-WYL . H2KR1 {. ROTRCOP 1,
// pisp=(DLD). \ )
// SPACE={TRK,{20, D) ,RLSE},DCBBLKSIZE=6200, VOL=SER~TSDI
//FTDAFOOt DD DSH=WYL.H2ZKR11.ROTRROST.DISP={SHR).
// UNIT=323%0D,VDL=SER=TSDI,
/7 DCR{RECFMsFA,LRECL=80,BLKSIZE«72D)
//SYSIN DD *
NUMAFRED YES
RUN NAME ~ REQUESTDR CDMPLETED
DATA LISt FIXED {3}/ IDNUM 1-10
N ERICTYPE |
SAMPLE 2
REP 3
REPSEQ 4-8
TAPESUB &
SERIAL 7-0
DRATYPE 9-1D
APNUM 1-5
1ot 2-%
"
12
13 .
t4
13
186
17
1]
19
20-22
23-24
25-26
25~26
27
28
29-34
32-24
39-37%
38-39
40 ¢
a4t
42
43
44
4%
45
a7
40
49
1
st
62
53-57
58-60
61
62

S D DN DA -

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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€3 CEdiiD
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122.
123.
124",
FL
126.
127.
120,
129,
130.
191,
102,
197,
4.
195
176,
137.
198,
139"
140,
fAt,

INPUT MEDTUM
N OF GASES

~ MISSING VALUES

RCOAPS 27

aCiPe 28

RCQIP7 20

€QiPe 30
1PD 31
pto 22

ACQIPY1 33

ACA2_34

RCOY 2%

Rcgd as

R 7

ROWEIOMT 3B-41

TAPE
UNKNOWN

Q1P1 TD ¢iP? (8.,9)/
Q2 (98)/
ori{ (aee,098)/

: qar2 {08,89)/

~

VAR LABELS

.04 {68,98)/

05.06 (0,9)/ ,

Q7A 10 Q7C (777.889,888)/
oo {e6,a9)/ .

QY (9)/

e10p1 70 Q10P4 {(7.,8)/
Q14.012 {B,9)/-

Q430 TO Q13PS (6.0)/

otq (8,9)/

018 {777.77.808.88,999.98)/"
Q16 (8BR,999)/

QI 10 QuIPI6 {9)/
gleri TO Q16PE (B)/

Gi9p) 10 Giop? (9)/

Q20 {8)/

021 (99)/

022 {99}/

Q23 {9}/

024 (99)

Q1Pt INFD USED FOR TEACHING,GUIDING STUOENTS/
Q1P2 INFO USEC TO SUPPORT OWN STUDY FOR CLASS/
Q1P3 INFO USED TO SUPPORT OWN RESEARCH PROUVECT/
Q1P4 INFO USEO TO PLAN. EVAL ORGANTNL AcTiv/
Q{PS INFO USEO FOR SOMEONE ELSE'S use/

QiPG 1 OON*‘T REMEMBER/.

Q1P7 OTHER/ . °*

Q2 P10 YOU KNOW OF ERIC Bssoae?/

Q3P1{ HOURS SPENT ON ERIc/

Q3P2 MINUTES SPENT ON ERIC/

04 HOW 010 YOU LEARN OF Enlc1/

05 ACCESS 10 ERIC/

06 TYPE OF INFO SQUGHT/

QTA NO, OF DOCUMENTS HOPED TO !DENT!FV/

Q78 TOTAL NO. OF DOCUMENTS TOENTIFIEO/

Q7C NO. OF HELEVANT DOCUMENTS 10ENTZFIEO/

Q8 ABILITY TO ACCESS DOCUMENTS/

GO OID ERIC HELP FIND NON-DOCUMENT SOURCES?/
G10P1 OTHER SOURCES IOENTIFIED - INDIVIOUALS/
010P2 OTHER SOURCES Y0ENTIFIED ° UROANIZATIONS/
Qi0b3 OTHER suﬁfﬁfg TOENTIFIED - PROJECTS/

-~




PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

il

VALUE LABELS

Qi0P4 DTHER SOURCES IDENTIFIED ~ OTHER/

Q19 SATISFACTION WITH ERIC/ - .

Q12 WOULD YOU USE ERSC AGAINZ/

Q13P§ RELEVANCE/

Q13P2 COMPLETENESS/

D13P3 PRACTICALITY/

01304 APPROPRIATENESS/

Q13P8 MNEWNESS/

Gi4 olo YOU .PAY FOR ERIC YDURSELF?/

o8 PRICE PAlD/

Q16 USES OF SAME ERIC SERVICES IN PAST & MONTHS/
Q#7P1 ADULT, CAREER & VOCATIONAL EDUCATION/
Q97P2 COUNSEL ING 8 PERSONNEL SERVICES/

D17P3 EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT/ .
Q17P4 ELEMENTARY 8 EARLY CHILOHODD EOUCATION/
QI7PS HANOICAPPED & GIFTED CHILOREN/ .

. DY7P6 HIGHER EDUCATIDN/

Q17P7 INFORMATION RESOURCES/
Q¥7P8 JUMEOR COLLEGES/ '

" QI7P9 LAMUAGES & LINGUISTICS/

Qi7P10 READING & COMMUNICATION SKILLS/
D17P11 -RURAL EDUCATION 8 SMALL SCHOOLS/
Q17P12 SCIENCE, MATHEMATICS, 8 ENVIRONMENTAL Ep/
Q7P 12 SOCIAL STUDIES - SDCIAL SCIENCES EDUCATN/
Q17P14 TEACHER EDUCATION/

QI7PI5 TESTS, MEASUREMENTS 5 EVALUATIDNS/

Q7P 16 URBAN EDUCATION/ -
Q17P47 ERIC FACILITIES/

Q17P 48 ERIC DOCUMENT REPRODUCTION SERVICE/
oYoPY RIE/ '

Q18P2 CluE/ o

- Q18P3 COMPUTER SEARCHING DF ERIC/

D18P4 ERIC MICROF ICHE/ .

Q18P5 ERIC PRINTED REPORT/

Qi8P6 ERIC PRINTED BIB/ - .
Q18P7 ERIC REFERRAL SERVICES/

Q18P8 OTHER ERIC PROOUCT OR SERVICE/ -
Q19P1 DTHER PRINTED DDCUMENTS/ .

Q19P2 DTHER DRGANIZATIONS OR DEPARTMENTS/
Q19P3 EXPERYS/ - :

Q19P4 FRPENDS DR PERSONAL ACQUAINTANCES/
Q19P8 COMPUTERIZED INFORMATION SYSTEMS/
Q19P6 PRERECORDED AUDID DR VISUAL SOURCES/
QI19P7 DTHER PRODUCTY DR SERVICE CATEGORY/
020 AQE GROUP/

Q21 CEGREES/

Q22 CURRENT EMPLDYER/

Q23  PRIMARY JO& -FUNCTION/

Q24 INCOME FOR 1930/

1ONUM, UNTQUE REQUESTOR 10 NUMBER/ - -
APNUM3ST DIGIT 'EQUAL ASSIGNED ERIC PRODUCT/
109 UNIQUE -ACCESS POINT IDENTIFIER/

QP4 1O Qip7 (1)VES (2)ND oo
© {(8)DUN’T KNOW (DING RESPONSE/

Q2 (t)YES (2)NO0 (I)OON‘T KNOW

9)NO RESPONSE/ -
Q3P+ (BBEB)YDON’T KNOW (O890)NO RESPONSE/
Q3P2 (88)DDN'T KNOW (B9)NO RESPONSE/
a4 {1)TEACHER DR EMPLOYER (2)FRIEND

(3)L1BRARY OR INFORMATION CENTER STAFF




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

— , o
(A)SELF SEARCH AT LIBRARY., ETC,
{%)}000K, REPORT OR DOCUMENT
(aiMAtL AD (7)POSTER AD (W)CONFERENCE
{DIMAGAZINES OR MNEWSLETTERS

tO)DON’T REMEMBER (11)JOTHER
B8 YOON'T WNOW (DB)NO RESPONSE/
{1)}ACCESS ON DATE SPECIFIEOD
{2JOROERED ON OATE SPECIFIED
(3)00TH (4)OTHER {(B)OOMN’T KNOW
(9)NO RESPOMSE/
{1)SPECIFIC AUTHORS OR DOCUMENTS
{2)sPeciric TOPIC (3)BOTH
‘(4)NEITHER (B)DOMN’T KNOW
{(9)NO RESPONSE/
Q7TA TO Q7C {777)NOT APPLICABLE
(0BB)DON'T KNOW
{999)ING. RESPONSE/

08 (1)NO RELEVANT OQOCUMENT

{2)IND NEEO TO ACCESS
-{3INGT YET TRIED TO ACCESS
(4 )NOT ABLE TO ACCESS
{E)HAVE OBTAINED SOME
{&)JHAVE OBTAINED MOST
{7)HAVE OBTAINED ALL
{B)OTHER (08)DON'T KNOW
{99)IND RESPOMSE/

09 gi)ves (2IN0 (I)OON'T KNOW

9INO RESPONSE/

Q10P1 TO Q10P4 {1)VES (2)N0

{7INDT APPLICABLE
{2)N0 RESPONSE/
Q011 (1)JHIGHLY SATISFIED
{2)SOMEWHAT SA7TISFIED
,  CIINEITHER SAT OR DISSAT
(4)SOMEWHAT OISSATISFIED
(S)IH1GHLY OISSATISFIED
{e)DOMN'T UNOW (D)NO RESPONSE/
012 (1IVES (2)M0 (B)DON'T HNOW
(0)NO RESPONSE/
Q13P1 TO Q13p8 (HJLOW (2)MEO-LOW
{aImeoIum (AIMED-HIGH
(8)HIGH (8)OON’T KNOW
{9)ND RESPOMSE/

014 (1VES (2INO  (BIOON’T KNOW

(9)}ND RESPONSE/
Q15 {777.77)NMOT APPLICABALE
(8B8.BA)DON’T HNOW,
{999,99)N0 RESPONSE/
016 (8BB)DON'T KNOW (29B)NO uesponse/
o ?Pi T0 017P18 (1)YES (2)IND
{3)INOT SURE
: . (2INO RESPONSE/
Q18p1 TC Q18p8 {(1)USED {(2)INOT USED
N (IINOT SURE
{9 ING RESPONSE/ ’
019PI 10 019P7 lt:useq (2)NOT USED
IMNOT SURE”

(90 RESPONSE/
020 (1)JUNDER 28 (2)2% TO 34 .
{(3)a8 71D 44 (A4)48 TO B4

(3)358 10 64 {(6€)6S ANO DVER

321
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VALUE LARELS

-
-
-

VALUE LABELS

MISSING YALUES

VAR LABELS

n T
i
(8)NO RESPONSE/
021 (1)HIGH SCHOOL OR LESS
(2)ASSOCIATES OEQREE
(3)BACHELOR’S DEGREE
(4)MASTER'S OEQREE )
(S)MASTER’S PLUS POSTGRAOUATE WORK
(6 )ODCTORATE
{7ILAW OR MEOICAL OEQREE
+(B)OTHER (O)NO RESPONSE/
022 (1)TW0 YEAR COLLEQE (2}FOUR YEAR: COLLEQGE
(3)STATE EDUCATIOMAL AGENCY
(4)OTHER ‘STATE GOVERNMENT AGENCY
{B)LOCAL 5CHOOL BISTRICT
(6)LOCAL GOVERNMENT AQENCY
(7)ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
(8)}SECUNDARY SCHOOL
(9JFEDERAL COVERNMENT AQENCY
(10)SOCTETY DR ASSOCIATION .
(11JRESEARCH AQENCY ({2)CONSULTING FIRM
( I)PRIVATE BUSINESS OR CORPORATION
- (14YOTHER (18)NOT EMPLOYED
(99)N0 RESPONSE/
023 {1)MANAQE, PLAN OR 'SUPERVISE
(2)RESEARCH (I)TEACHING OR COUNSELING
(4) INFORMATION SUPPORTY
(s)STUDENT (B)OTHER
(9)NO RESPONSE/ '
924 (1)$3%5.000 OR MORE
(2)%30.000 T0 $34,990
(32)¢28,000 T0O $29,999
(4)320,000 T0 $24.099
(5)$ 15,000 10 $190.9000
(6)$10,000 YO $14.099
(7)$3.000 10 $0.0899
(8 )UNDER '$5.000
(9)nn 1NcoME  ({O)PREFER NO ANSWER
{99)NO RESPONSE/

ERICTYPE (2)RJE (I)CIVE (A)SEARCHES (3)OOCUMENTS/
SAMPLE ( {)CLHSE-FACIL-EORS (2)RIE (I)CIJE .
(4)SEARCH SVCE (S)FICHE COLLECTION

(6)OEPOSIT ACCT (7)EDRS ORDERS

(8)TAPE SUB-NOT ACCRT SAMPLE/ )
TAPESUA (O)TAPE SUBSCRIBER ({)NOT TAPE SUBSCRIBER/
RCERICTY (2IRIE (B)ICIUVE (4)SEANCHES (3)DOCUMENTS/
RCSAMPLE (1JCLHSE-FACIL-EORS (2)RIE (3)CIJE

(4)SEARCH SVGE (S)EICHE € LECTION

{(6)DEPOSIT ACCT (7)EORS ORDERS .

. {B)TAPE SUB-NOT- ACCPT SAMPLE/ ’

.RCTAPES (O)TAPE SUBSCRIBER (1)NOT TAPE SUBSCRiBERé

MOMTH(OSB.98)/

oav(es.n9)/

219 (00008 ,00009)/

rCOOCNUM(880 ,009)/

RCQIPY TO RCOIPIS (B)/

RCG2 (9)/

RCG3 TO RCGS (0.8) )
RCIDNUM UNJOUE REQUESTOR ID NUMBER/

RCAPNUM 1ST 01aIT EQUAL ASSIGNED E£RIC PRODUCT/
RCI03 UNIGUE ACCESS POINT- IOENTIFIER/




» R
RCOOCNUM #ERIC DOCUMENTS USED FICHE OR PAPER/
RCOIPY1 TYPE OF PRODUCY ERIC RIE/
RCO1P2 TYPE OF PROOUCY ERIC ClJE/
RCOYPI TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC ONLENE seuncu/
RCOIP4 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC BATCH SEARCH/,
RCOYPS TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC MICROFICHE/
RCOYPG TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTED nenonr/
RCOIP? TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTED BIBLIDGRAPHY/
RCOIPE TYPE OF PRODUCT - OTHER PRINTED LNDEXES/
RCO{PO TYPE OF PRODUCT ~ OTHER COMPUTER DATABASES/
RCOYP1D TYPE OF PROOUCT -~ OTHER DOCUMENTS/
RCOIP11 TYPE OF PRODUCY ~ OTHER -~ OESCRIGE/
RCD2 ERLIC YHESAURUS USED?/
RCO3-WAS REQUESTDR ASSISTED @Y STAFF?/
RCOA HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED?/
RCOS HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED?/

. VALUE 1LABELS  MONT) (1)JaAN (2)Fel  (2)MAR  (4)APR
(8IMAY (SBIJUNE (T)uuLY ({(8)AaUq
(9)sepy {(10doct (11)MOV  (12)DEC/

VALUE LADELS RCOIP! YO RCOPYY  (1)VYES (2)NO (9)NO RESPONSE/
RCO2 (1)YES (2)NO (3)OON’T KNOW \
(9)NO RESPUNSE/
RCOI (1)YES (2)ND (J)ROSTR-STAFF MEMBER
(B8)OON'T xoW (O)NO RESPONSE/ .
RCD4,.RCDS (1)IN PERSON (2)TELEPHONE (J3)MAIL
(4JOTHER (S)MORE THAMN DNE USED :
(R)OON'T KNOW (B )IND RESPONSE/
DRGTYPE .RCORGTYP {1)COL OR UN-ccF (2)COL OR UN-OF
(J)STATE ED. AGCY (4)SCH LIB-LOCAL ¢
(5)SCH LIB-HOOTRS DR OIST (8)SCH OLST RAD CTR
(7)ERIC CLRHSE (6)OTHER FED SUPPORTED
(9INLE-SUPPORTED (1D)INTER SVCE PRVD
(19)PUBLIC LIBRARY (12)S0C DR ASSOC '
(13)8US DR CORP (14)OTHER {1S)ERLIC FaCILLTY/

ALLNCATE TRANSPACE =50000 .
ey . '

RECONE ROA (11} (272) (3°3) (4%4) (8 THRU 11+8). (ELSE"D)

MESSING VALUES ROA (9)

VAR LABELS RO4 HOW LEARNED OF ERIC. RECDOED

VALUE LABELS . RD4 (1)TEACHER DR EMPLOYER (2)FRIEND

: (3)LISBRARY DR INFORMATION (4)SELF SEARCH ar L18R
(3)OTHER (BIND RESPONSE

RECODE " -Ro20 (1%1) (202} (3=2)} (4-4) (5,6»3) (ne9)

MISSING VALUES RO20.(9)

VAR LABELS RO20 AGE. RECODED

VALUE LABELS RO20 (1JUNDER 25 (2)28 TO 04 (3)35 TO 44 (4)4% TO 54
. (5)}35 AND OVER (B)NO RESPONSE

RECQOE RO24 (1,2%1) (32} (4=3) (8%4) (E+3) (7,8.99%6)
VAR LABELS RO21 DEGREE, RECODED p—
VALUE LABELS RO2Z4 (1FASSDC OEGREE DR LESS (2)BACHELORS DEGREE
) }s)nasrens OEGREE (4)MASTERSePOST' GRAD WK
3)DDCTORATE (G)DTHER ANo NO RESPONSE

RECOUE . (1.201) (3,492} (3%3) (704} (B°8)

(8.9 THRU 18,0976}
VAR LABELS . CURRENT EMPLOYER, RECOODED
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%7 . VAL.UE LABELS

AN

129,

400,

A3, - RECODE .
412, VAR LABELS

497, VALUE LABELS

a3,

115,

116, -

aar,

A0, RFC.DDF
139, :

140, VAR LABDELS

- CoA4 VALIIE LABELS

112,
LF
«oA44,
A4%,
EPT N
AA7. IF
440,
. 449,
450,
45¢,
152, 1F
. 453.
454, IF
455 .
456.
457,
458. 1F
. 459
, 460, IF
161%,
162
463, :
64, IF
165 .
466, IF
A67.
~ 468, TF %
469,
470, -
AT,
472, . 1F =
473,
T Aa74. 1F
475, .
176, TF
. 477, s
178. IF
479, -
480, IF
481 . =
482. IF
183, %
l 484, I1F
AR 1.1 8
ERIC  aes. I¥
et i e 487 ’

Kl

9z-a_

- [
(IDI EQ 11010 OR 11020 t1030 OR 13020 OR 12030 OR - - '

] J;,' * i?ﬁih: N
RO22 (1)COLLEGE OR UMIVERSITY {2)STATE GOVT AGCY

. {3)LOCAL SCH DISTR (4)ELEMENTARY SCHL

' . (B)SECONOARY $CHL (6)OJHER OR NG RESPONSE b A

" 023 (121) (202) (3+3) (404) (8+8) (6.9+@) o RGN © .

RO23 PRIMARY JOB FUNUTION. RECOQOED ' ,
RO23 ( $IMANAGE ,PLAN OR SUPER (2)RESEARCH .
{3)TEACHING OR COUNSEL!/
(4)INFORMATION SUPPORT (8)STUDENT
(ﬂ)ornsn OR NO ntspousu

RO24 t1-|} (2=2) {3.3) (4-4) (8=8) (6=a) (727) (Aen) ‘ *
(a9} {10,80°10) v .

RQ24 tncoME, RECDOEOD

RO24 (1)e38, 000 OR MORE (2)%30 Q00 TO $34.999
{3)%29.000 TO $%20,999 (4)%20,000 TO $24,999
(5)$15.000 TO $19,399 (6)$10,000 TO $14,999
{7)45.000 TO $9,000 (B)UNDER $8,000 .
(9)NO TNCOME (10]N0 ANSWER

% {3010 OR 13030 OR {3040 OR 140{0 DR {4020 OR 14030 :
DR 14040 OR 18010 OR 1802C DR {5030 OR 18040) !
MEWTYPEY » 1 { . /

I3
{10t £Q 12010) NEUTVPEt .2

(oRaTYPE EQ 1 OR [lUifEO 31230 oR 01330 OR 43290 OR
85 $40) ) i . ' .
_NEWTYPEL o 3 ; .

(ORGTYPE EQ 2 or (1DV EQ 22420 on 44080)) NEWTYPE( » 4

(int ko 24211 OR 24440 OR 41140 on 42130 OR 42240 OR
44201 OR 44420 OR. 254%0) )

N NEWTYPEL = 8 / ! : T

-

!

(ORQTYPE £Q 3 OR (lot EQ 21140 OR 42350)) NEWTYPE: » &
(101 Eg 33140 DR 31200 DR saosdl NEWTYPEY » 7

" (1Dt EQ “21460 on 22180 OR 23160 OR 43160 OR 52090 OR
5410 OR 62040 OR .42 40} ;
MEWTYPE! * 8 /-

(DRGTYPE EQ B) NEWTYPES = ©

(ORGTYPE EQ O) NEWTYPES » tO

o, . _
(ORQTYPE EQ 10 OF (D1 EQ 44110)) NEWTYPEY o
(ORGTYPE EQ &) NEWTYPE! » 12
5 N JI.J’ - .
(ORGTYPE .€EQ B) NEWTYPE) = 13 : o
J 324
{CRATYPE €0 4) NEWTYPE - 14
(ORGTYPE £g 11 OR {1DY Eo 34290)) NEWTYPES = 19 o .

(ORGTYPE EQ 12 OR (lop’eo 24200 OR" 21240)) NEWTYPEY * 1@
foom et ‘ » :



il
(DROTYPE €G- 13 OR (101 £Q 7:oao)) NEWTYPE] = 17

(OROTYPE EQ 14 AND (01 EO 29330 OR 22200 OR 23320 OR
21070 QR 24360 OR 28140 OR- 28240 OR 28440 DR 31800
OR 74700 DR 34260 DR 38180 DR 41000 DR 42160, OR
42440 OR 4300 OR 44280 OR 48360 OR 48400 OR 61080
DR £3030 DR 73080}

NEWTYPEY = 18

VALUE LADELS NEWTYPEY (91)ERIC CLAHSES (2)ERIC FACILITY
(3)CAMPUS wAIN LIB {4)CAMPUS DEPT LIB
(8)CAMPUS DTH ORO (B)STATE ED AGCY (7)STATE LIn
(8)FEDERAL L1ID (9)YOTHER FED CHSE (10INIE LAB DR CTR
(11JINTERM SRvC PROV (12)5CH DIST R&D CTR
(13)SCH LIB DISTRICT (14)5CH LIB LOCAL
(1s)}ruBLIC LIARARY (1G6)SOCIETY DR ASSOC
{(17)BUSINESS DR CORP (18)DTHER

(NEWTYPEY €O 1 DR 2) NEWTYPEZ = |
(NEWTYPEY £Q 3 OR 4 OR 8) NEWTYPEQ = 3

-.(NEU?*“E'.EQ 6 DR 7 DN‘B DR D DR 1D OR 11 OR 43 DR 13
OR 14 OR 1S OR 18 DR 17 DR 18)
NEWTYPE2 = 3 ’

VALUE LABELS NEWTYPEZ (1)ERIC CLHSE 8 FAC (:)acaoenlc AcC PTS
{3)DTHER ACC PTS

VAR LARELS NEWTYPEY TYPE OF DRGANIZATION-LONG/ A
NEWTYPEZ TYPE OF DROANIZATION-SHORT
1r (RC103 EQ 41010 DR 11020 DR 11D30 DR $3020 DR 12030 OR
13010 Or 13030 DR {3040 DR 14010 DR.140320 DA 14030
DR 14040 OR {3010 DR {48020 DR ISD3D DR {1%040)
RCTYPEY » | . .

(RCIDY EQ l:qlo) RCTYPEY = 2 - s

'(RCOAGTYP £ 1 or {RCIDD EQ 31230 OR 31330 OR 43290 OR
855140)) - ) s
RCTYPE| « 3

(RCOROTYP EQ 2 OR {(RCI1D3 EQ 22420 OR 44080)) RCTVPE' v 4

»

(RC103 EQ 24211 OR 24440 OR 41140 DR 42130 DR 4::40 OR
44201 DR 444:0 OR. 254%0)
RCTYPE] = B

(FCORGTYP EQ 3 oR (RCI0d €Q 21140 QR 42380)) RCTYPE} = 6
{RCID3 EO 33140 OR 81200 DR 64080) RCTYPEY » 7
(RCID3 EQ 21180 OR 22180 OR 23160 OR 43460 DR %2090 OR

54110 OR 62040 DR 42440}
RCTYPEY =8 . .

(RCOROTYP gQ B8) RCTYPEY « 9
{RCORGTYP EQO B) RCTYPE! = D

(RCOROTYP €Q 10 OR (RCIDI EQ 44110)) RCTYPEY » 19
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VAR LABELS

{RCORGTYP EQ 6) RCTYPE! =

(RCORGTYP EQ B) RCTYPEY) =

(ncnno;&ﬁ EQ 4) RCTYPE! * W . -
(nconorgé €0 11 OR (nc:ﬁa EQ 34200)) RCTYPEW {Uf&uﬂ
(RCORGTYP EQ 12 OR (RC10J gQ 24200 PR 21240) ndrépee-is
(RCORGTYP EQ 13 OR {RC103 EQ 72040)) ncf7951 . (7 ,

(RCORGTYP E€gQ 14 AND RCIDY EQ 21330 OR 22200 OR 23320 OR
24070 DR 24300 OR 28140 DR 28240 OR 28440 OR 31500

- DR 34200 OR 34265 OR 35180 OR 41080 OR 42160 OR

42440 OR 43010 OR 44280 OR 48360 OR 4%400 OR 61080
OR 63030 OR 73C30)° .

" RCTYPE1 = {8

VALUE LAMELS

RCTYPEY (1JERIC CLRHSES (2)ERIC FACILITY
(3)campus MALN Lig (4)CAMPUS- DEPT LIB

. (S)CAMPUS OTH ORG (B)STATE ED AGCY {7)STATE LID
(8)FEDERAL. LIR {9)OTHER rED CHSE (10)NIE LAB OR CTR.
(Tt)INTERM SRVC PROV (12)SCH DO1ST RAD CTR
€13)SCH L1D OISTRICT (14)SCH L18 LOCAL
{1s)rupLIC LIBRARY (16)SOCIETY OR ASSOC
( 17)RUSINESS OR CORP ( {8)OTHER

(RCTYPE! EQ 1 OR 2) RCTYPE2 =

- (RCTYPEY EQ 3 OR 4 R 5) RCTYPE2 * 2

VALUE LABELS

MISSING vALUES
VAR LARELS
vaLUE LABELS

1F

MISSING vALUES
VAR LABELS
vALUE LABRELS
1F

. If

(RCTYPE 1 EQ 6 OR 7 OR 8 OR & OR 10 on 11 OR 12 CR 13
OR 44 OR 15 OR 1¢ OR 17 OR ls)
RCTYPE2 = 3

RCTYPE2 {1)ERIC CLHSE & FAC (2)ACADEMIC ACC PTS
(3)OTHER ACC PTS .

" RCTYPEY TYPE OFf ORGANIZATION-LONG/

RCTYPE2 TYPE OF DRGANIZATION-SHORY

((nar+ LY g98) AND (Q3P2 LT a8))
HOURS=(0QaP 1+ (QaP2/60))

{(03P1 GE B88) ANG (aapz ‘GE 88%)
HOL"S=999 : .
HOURS(999)

HOURS HOURS

HOURS (999)DONT KNOW OR NO RESPONSE

((Q7a €T O AND LT 777) AND (ofb GE O AND Q7B LT 777))
PROP1=(Q7D/07A) .
€Q7A EQ O OR Q7A GE 111 OR Q70 GE 777)

PROPiI=999 . . - ~
PROP t(999) .Eiiatj
PROPY RATIO DOCS TO # OF DOCS

PROP ¢ (999 )MA-DK-NR .

({078 GT O AND 07B LT 777) ANp (07C GE O AND Q7C LY
777)) PROP2={(7C/Q78)

{07B gg O OR Q78.GE 777 OR Q7C GE 777)




] N
S THI PROP2 000
6, M1SSINQ VALUES PROY2(0DD)

ri? VAR LARELS PROPZ RATIO RELEV DOCS TO # oocsS
610 VALIE LARELS  PROP? (DDOINA-DK-NR
614, '

615, FREQUENCIES GENERAL=ALL
Lo T

617. ' SAVE FILE RQTRCOP
‘a1n, !

6in EINESNH
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APPENDIX E (
. . . EDUCATION POPULATION SURVEY '
' DESCRIPTION OF METHODS’

8 o

‘EE.I_ Description of Sample

) The purpose of the Education Population' Survey was to measure the
\use\and avareness of ERIC via a mail questionnaire survey ‘among members of the
U.s. educational community in general. The ability to do this was depepdent
upon the ability to construct a8 sample which could be chosen with known proPa- : "
bility from a specific. population so that survey responses cohld be.prajéctéd "
back to that°popdlatian. Table E.l shows héw the sample vas cons;fucted.

. ) . PR
- With the cooperation of NIE staff, decisions Qere made concerning . w
the.specific educationai-communitigs which would. be 'studied. These categorie:. &7‘
are listed in column.l of Téble E.1l. '
In column 2 under “original estimate" are liSted our initjal esti-
mates Of the population sizas 1in each of thege categories.: These are drawn

from data supplied by NCES and data drawn from the'Edutational_lgformation -

.

Market Study. Altogether, these estimates produce a rotal of 2,2&8,239 indi-
"viduals in the U.S. educational community. '

In column 2 are given the list sizes Pproduced by Ehe Educatjonal
Directory, a firm which specializes in updating and selling mailing lists of
individuals within the U:Su education;L community. Here we see that the ' ’
cbverage of Practitioners 1is substantially léés in the Edutational.Directo;y: . ‘
for Practitioners than ‘in ﬁhe NCES gsﬁimates, 2,647,339 vs. 1,620,487, " After e
discuséions with Educational Directory staff, we determined that therreééon )
for this discrepancy was due both té (1) under-reporting because of the dif-
fidﬁl ty of collecring individual téachers, names and addresses, and (2) dif-
ferences in definitions within some categories (e.g., the Educational Directory

includes some nom-instructional staff with various teacher categories) ’ - .

i N , Ta e o ee—

i "




Table E.1 Description of Education Population Survey Sample

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 1, 6.
Population Original Esc. Used  Sample Response Weighting
" Category Escimate for ! Factor
Weighting '
Praccicioners _ .
Teachers 2.4 million! 1,512,800° 400 122" 12,400
Principals 104,679" 79,415% 100 35 2,269
' School Librarians, other _° 142,660 34,272%%" 100 34 1,008
2,647,339 1,626,487 600 191 —
Administrators
School District Staff 65,0007 123,538%°® 100 38 . 3,251
Intermediate Agency 3,ch02 —_— _ -—_— —
State Education Staff 9,5002 6,9684f6 100 _67 1104
g 77,900 130,506 200 105 ° ——
Academics & Cogsultants
Dept. of Ed._peans 23’0002,3 1,7022 . 50 23 74
Dept. of Ed. Faculty q 39,996 100 44 P09
Ed. Consultants — ‘ 1.9394 50 A3 153
23,000 43,687 200 80 _
Grand Totals & 2,748,239 © 1,800,680 1,000 376 —
SOURCE: i;ng Pesearch, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population Survey, -
8L.
. .__-—'—‘""'"—H"-!"_

lFigures taken from NCES Projections of Educational Scatlstics for 1980.

2F:I.gurea taken from The. Educacional Information Market :Study, Study of Information
Requirements in Education (ED 135411).

3Includes both faculcy and deans of depts. of Education.

4Figures publishea by Educational Directory, che source of mailing liscs used for sample
development.

5Includes school librarians only.
6Includes intermediace agency staff.

7Hailroht dare was April 14, 198i. One mail reminder was sent to non-respondents in
May 198l. Receipt of questionnaires was closed on June 25, 1981.

-
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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.

He‘decided that, sincg the Educational Digtctory 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 Population éurvey.l However,
- the problem arose as to which populailon the survey results ghould be pro-
jected; the NCES/Educational Information Market Study population, or the
Educationai Directory population? We opted for the latter, basel on the fqlf

-

b

lowing reasoning:

;. Given that thé 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. éﬁen though this results 1n an apparent un@e;estimate in the
Practitioner population size, Practitioners are still the
major populat19n category studied, and their responses arej
st11l weighted more highly than the other two population

categories.

-

*

Dividing the estimated population size (column 3) by the resbansés -
recelved in each category (doluqn 5) yielded the weighting factors used to
. project survey responses up to tﬁe pdpulation.total of 1,800,680. (The reader
should note that this is only the "educdtional community' in the U.S.; it does
éot-completely reflect the potential user population for ERIC since (1) stu-

dents were not explicitiy sampled, and_(2) a substantial market existslfor ERIC

]

In actuality, more than a dozen separate 1ists were purchased, *each with the
specified minimum of 1,000 names per 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
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.

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 1-3.  Awareness and use of ERIC in general

Questions 4-15 Questions about the ERIC product or service used
' most recently - I

Questions 16-20 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.




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ;
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCA]'ION '
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208 7
/%

s
4

-

s
4

< April 14, 1981

Dear Educator: ' . i

. The Natiog%l Institute of Education of the U.S. Department of Education
has contracted with King Research, Inc. to conduct a study of the Educational
Resources Information Center (ERIC). With central guidance and financial,
assistance from the NIE, ERIC offers information about the research and
practice 1iterature of education through a host of products and services that
include Resources ‘in Education, Current nt 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 serviceés are reaching.

A voluntary natidnal survey of - persons from the e¢ducation community is
being conducted as part of the study. You have been selected randomly as a
representative- from 8 subcommunity of persons ERIC is intended to serve.

Since there were only 1,000 names selected for the entire survey, your response
to the enclosed’questionnaire is very important. The information you provide
will be reported only 4in summary form and individuals' names will not be
associated with specific responses; it is King Reésearch’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 campleted 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.

‘Thank you.for your cooperation.

Depnis McDonald, Ph.D. . Joseph Heinmiller, Ed.D.

Project Director . Project Officer .
King Research, Inc. Natiomal Institute of Education

i

Research and Eduéatipnal Practice Unit

P.S. DPlease complete-and return this questionnaire by May 1, 1981,

4 2-5 3q2 -




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION -

FORM APPROVED
FEDAC No, 5223
Approval lExptrcs: .
) May 31, 1981
° 1.D, Number;-

This study |s belng conducted by King
Research, Inc. under contract with the
Natlonal Institute of Education. -

ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY
EDUCATIONAL POPULATION SURVEY _ -

'PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIDNS hEFDRE BEGINNING THE QUESTIONNAIRE:

For most questions In' this questionnalre. you wlll circle 8 number next to a category
which most closely corresponds to your response. For a few questions you wlll be
asked to write In your response. - <

Not all qQuestions wilt apply to you. Therefore, please follow any Instructions noted
within the context of & question. These Instructions wlll appear In parentheses { }.

™

n

PLEASE NOTE: There are many types of Information products and services. such as
Indexes, computerized databases, blbllographies, etc. Throughout this questionnaire,
we wilt be concerned primarily with those Information products and services which are
provided by the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC),

+

1. Prior to recelving this cover tetter and gdesilonr;aira. had you ever heard of. the
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)?" (CIRCLE 1, 2,°QR-3.)

I - . Yes L] L] L] L] - L] : LI - L] '

Ségl"t hel'e "o . . o_ . . e e . . . Io 2
’ Not Sure L T T 3

.

This report is authorized by legisiation (20
« U.5.C. 1221e). While you are not required .
ED 215 C ~ to respond, your cooperation {s needed-to
. make the results of the survey accurate and
timely. g :




Havc you ever used or obtained any of tho following types of ERIC Information products or aervlces to obtaln Informa-
tion for yourself or for someone else? (CIRCLE I IF YOU ARE NOT AWARE OF THE ERIC PRODUCT OR SERVICE,

2IF YOU ARE AWARE OF IT BUT HAVE NEVER USED IT, 3 iF YOU HAVE USED IT DURING THE PAST 4 WEEKS,

4 IF YOU HAVE USED IT DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS, 5 IF YOU USED IT OVER 12 MONTHS AGO, AND BJF YOU
USED IT BUT DON'T REMEMBER WHEN} R

. f

Used Used Used Used But
Quring Quring Over 12 - Qon't

Tl Past Past 12 Months . Remember
Product or Service ¥ Weoks Months Ago When

"

RIE (Resources In Educatlon, a monthly
ERTC Journal which abstracts and indexes
the educatlonal report literature)

CIJE {Current. Index to Journals in
Educatlon, a monthly ERIC journal which
ovnr)s tﬁe educational perlodical liter-

ature

Computer Searching of ERIC (Computer-
Tzed searching of the ERIG 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)

ERIC Microfiche (pages photographically .
reduced to fit on an index-card-sized
piece of film, requiring use of a magni-
fying or projection device to read)

ERIC Printed Report (Any report
produced or supplied by any ERIC
crganization, which is printed on paper,
usually. with an “ED" identifying number}

ERIC Printed Bibliography (Any list of
biblicgraphic references. other than
computer printouts from an cutline or
batch search of the ERIC database,
which is produced and distributed on
paper by any ERIC organization)

ERIC Referral Services {The provision
By any ERIC organization of names of
programs. individuals. or organizations
which can be contacted by the requestor
far 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 biblicgraphies)

Other (Any other ERIC product or
service not inciuded above. Please
describe. ) :




=t

+

NOTE: |F YOU CIRCLED "3*, "y, "5", OR "g“ FOR ANY OF THE ERIC PRODUCTS OR

, SERVICES IN QUESTION 3, PLEASE CONTINUE—WITH QUESTION 4, OTHERWISE,

PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 16,

4,

6. -

Which type of Enlc,pmduct or service from Questlon 3 did you use or obtaln most recently?

E NAME OF THE PRODUCT OR SERVICE USED MOST RECENTLY.
~  YOU USED SEVERAL ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES AT THE SAZE TIME, CHOOSE THE
. ONE WHICH YOU SPENT THE MOST TIME USING.)

{(PLEASE INSERT T

IF

Briefly, please describe the question, problem, or Informatlon need which lead you to use

or obtain this ERIC product or service:

' L
+ .

-

How did you*first find out that thls typé of ERIC product or servlce existed? fPLEASE

CIRCLE THE TODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. PLEASE CIRCLE

ONLY ONE NUMBER. ) 3
From & teacher. professor. oremployer . . . . ., . ¢« + . .
From a friend, colleague, or fellow student . . . . .«

From the staff at a llbrary, medle center, AV department informatlon
- center, or clearlnghouse « . . . . . . .

4 & % 4 & & & = LI )

Found out about It by myself while.dolng research in a library, media

center, AV department, informatlon center, or clearinghouse . . . . .’

+ &

Read about It In 2 l?ook.“report, or other document . . Leoe e e e
fecelved 3 notlee or advertisement about It In themall . . . , . . .
Saw It described In a post,er at or near my place:of employment or study.
Heard gbout it at a prbfess‘lona! conference . . . et e s s e e s
. Reed:about Rina ioum.al. magazine, or newsletter . . <. . .
I don't remember . . . e e e e e e

‘ Other (describe) :

4 & 8 & &+ B8 8 &+ s 0w

+

L]

When you used or obtalned thle ERIC product or service, did you have speclfic authors
or documents in mind, or were you searching for information on a specific topic without

01
02

03

0y

05
0§

07
08

05 -

10

"

having specific authors or documents in mind? fPLEASE CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF

THE MOST APPROPRIA TE RESPONSE i
| had speci‘f‘c authors or documents Inmind ., ., . ., . ..
| was searching for information on a specific topic. . . . . . .

Both Of the ‘above L e e L R A

Neither of the above {(please describe) : :

-

-

-




F

B, L.ace ald you obtaln physics, sodess  tnls ERIC product or service so that you could ‘.
actually read or examine RT (FLEASE .CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPRO-'
. BRIATE RESPONSE.) , ' ' o s

I did not obtaln physical access to a product or service which

could be read or examlned . . .. . . . 0 0 v w0 0w e e e 1

From a teacher. professor, or employér . . e e e e « 2 P

From a friend, cgllugua, or fellow student

L] . . L] - 4 a . . L] 3

From a llbrary, medla center, A/V department, Information center,
ornon-ERIC clearinghouse . . . « « « & ¢« « ¢« ¢ 0 0 e w0 o 4

From an ERIC Clanrlngh'nusti. the ERIC Facllity, or from the ERIC
Document Reprodugtion Service (EDRS) . .,

« 4 4 A& r 4 4 4 4 a4 u -

" I don" rmamb.r L] L] L] L] . L] L] * ) 6 wr i

Other (please describe) ! . ’ \

L] . . L] 7

*
-

9, wﬂlch of the.iollowlng éategorles best describe how you usedl or applled (or Intended to
use or apply} the information obtalned from the ERIC product or service you used or
. obtained most recentlyl (CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY.)

To support the teaching, training, or guldance of my own or Qomeune : ‘ ’
else's 8!.ud0nt$ L] L] . L] . L] L] L] . . LR | . . L] . . . L] - . . L] o« 1

)To”'support my study InaclassIwastaking « . . « « . ¢ 4 000 - 2

To support my own research project « . . . . . « @ 4o« o« o« 3

. To help plapn, manage, administer or evaluate an organlzation's activi-
. . tles {e.g., a school, school district,” state agency, or other organlzation) u .

" 1 did not intend to use or apply the Information myself since | was
obtalning It for someone else’s use « « . « « « « D @000 5 _

Ydon'tremember . . . « « « 4t 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 . 6

. Other {please describe) :

*

L

10. Overall, how s;usged were you with the lnformatlon you obtalned from the ERIC product
or service which you used most recently! (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPRO~-
PRIATE RESPONSE.) - .

Highly satlsfied . « « . « « « « .« .

a a a ll 1
Somewhat satlsfied . . . . « . . « ¢« .« . « . 27 ; -
'Nei'ther satisfied nor dissatisfied . . . . e 0. 3 ' w
Somewhat dissatisfied. . . . . . . . « . L. ) ; g
Highly dissatisfied . . . . . . . e e . 5 ) ' .-
1. Did the information which you obtained from that ERIC p;roduct or sgrvice.help you to
identify any other Information sources or documents which you found to be usefut or - )
: ~ relevant t0 the question, problem. or information need you identified in question is?
' ) (CiRCLE 1, 2, 3, OR 4.} .

Yes . v v s e 4+ « e« « « 1 ({continue with @#12a)

L8

8 A 3

(skip to Q#14)

Don't Know’ . - « » + « « .

)

Don‘t Remember" .’ e e e e

F -4




12a, Please clrcle the code numbers corresponding to those addltlonal information sources which-
you Idettified from the ERIC product or service you used or oEtalned most recently.
(CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY.)

Names of individuals who could be "
contacted for additional Information. , .1 I2b. NOTE: If you clrgled 3", approx-

) Imately how many documents did you
. Names of organizations which could identify ch ware useful or rel:-
‘be contacted for further information . . vant to Yhe question, problem, or
information need you identlfied In
Tities of Eocuments (e.g., reports, questlon #51 (INSERT NUMBER IN

articles, s, etc. N BOX: USE "0" FOR "NONE" AND
"DK" FOR "LION'T KNOW" ORIt
Names of Qrograms “or projects (e.9., * "DON'T REMEMBER".)
demonstration prolects,. research .

projects, etc.) ,

Other sources of addltlon‘al useful
or rg]evant information (please’
descrlbel

13.  If you identified titles of any useful or-relevant documents (reSponse #3 o question t2a),. )
have you been abie to obtaln access to these documents 50 that your could raad or examlne
them? (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OQF MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. J

'No re!evant dotuments were Identified .. . « « « . .

I did not need to obtain access to these documents .

L}

I have not yet trled to obtaln access to the identified documents

Have obtained acgess to. none of the documents even though'l have tried
" Have obtalned access to m of the ‘documents . .
Have obtained access to most of the dgcumepts . .

Have obtained access to all of the documents . .« .

Other (please describe) :

Durlng the past slx months, approximately how many other times have you had questions,

problems. or information needs which lead to your using or obtalning the type of ERIC

product or service you used most recently? (INSERT NUMBE.R IN BOX ZERO (0) IF -~
NONE ) - - r - - - L] - - r r - |. - L] - - - - -

times -

- ]
.

15. Based on your past expersence. would. you ‘use the type of ERIC product or service
(which you used most recently} in the future? (CIRCLE 10R 2.}

Yes'l.....

No

r




16, | Finally, a faw questions for statistlcal purpo'ses only ... What ls your age?
& Unter 25 , . . . '

25t0 34

.35 to 44

45 to 54

55 to 64 ,

'65 and over

- High school diploma or less

Assoclate degree ., . . . .

Bachelor's degree . . . . . . .. &
Master's degree . . o .. P
Mz?sgar's‘ degree plus postgraduate coursew
‘Doctorate ., . . . + « + 4 . &

alaw or Medical degree . . . .

Other (please describe) ;

[

". Which of the following categorles best describes your current employer or prlmary
affiliatlon? (CIRCLE ONE ONLY.)

* Junior college or two year college . . )]
_Four year college or university . - ) 02
Staile education agency . . . . . : 03
) Oth;r state government agency . I e o4
l.oc.al school district .' . “ Ve 05
) Local government agency . “ ' 06
Eleme;itary school . .- 07 "
Seconciary school . . . . . . ‘. 0B
Federal government agency . . . e 09
" Sociéty ar association.. , . R I . . -. 10
Research firm .. . . . o . ' S .M
Consulting ﬂrm . I. . . .« . . . 12
Pl:ivate business or_corporation . ; P

Other,{plegse describe) :

Not employed by or affiliated with any
orgamzatlon C v e e s .




19. 'To which of the foliowing job- or school-rslated functions do you regularly devote the

largest proportion of your time? (CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPRO-
PRIATE RESPONSE, )

. Adminlstration. supervision. management. or planning . . % . . . . . . 1 3
Researchorevaluation . . . . . . . . . « . J v v v v v v o o . 2 . -
s Tuchll)g, tralning, or coﬁnsellng s e s s s s s e e 4 o e e s e n o 3

Informatlon support (e.g.. lbrarlan. Information speclallst) . . . . .

Studant fa LA I A A L L ) .

. . . " 4 s o+ 2 0w » 5

Other [blgase glve job title.and function):

-

b

20,  For statlstical purposes only. which of the followlng catagorles describe your total Income
. (before taxes) for 19867 Include your income only. Do not Include the Income of other -
. : immediate famlly members who are Tiving With you. (CIRTLE ONE NUMBER.) oo

$35.000 0K more « + » + « o« » « o 01
$30,000 but less than $35,000 . , . 02

° §25,000 but less than $30,000 , . . 03
$20,000 but less than $25,000 . . . o&
$15.000 but less than $20,000 . .., 05
$10,000 but less than $15,000 , , ., 06
$5.909 but less than $10,000 . . . . 07
Under $5,000 . . e 4 « & e + o o 0B

v No lncome L L - L L L L L L L L 09

ll -
Prefer nottoanswer . . . . . « « 10

“
v

THANK YOU! “PLEASE RETURN THIS ,
, QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE ADDRESS - _§'g° gg)s(s%acu. INC.
‘. AT THE RIGHT IN THE ENCLOSED. ~ "P.0.
k BOST PAIL ENVELOPE. . ROCKVILLE. MD 20850

, <. E-12




Description of Education Population Survey Databasge

The following pages list the structure of the SPSS file used for

data analysis.
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= - ey B A A I R R

/7 JOB (M51G,9309),LEVITZ,CLASS=0

/' NUSE 1Up
// ~COMMENT

RUN TO SAVE EOUCATION POPULATION WITH RECODED VARIBLES

//PROCLIB DD DSN-CCIAPP .PROCLIB,DISP=S1HR

//  EXEC SPSS

//F104F001 DD UNIT*3350,05N~WYL H2KR11. quczopz.

// o1sp=(0LOD),

/7 SPACE=~{TRK,(20.10).RLSE). ocu-nLKSIZE-Gnoo VOL=SER=TSD1
//FTOBFO0T1 DD DSN*WyL .H2KRI1.ERICEPDOP,DISP={DLD,.KEEP), :
/7 UNIT=3350,VOL=SER=TS0I, .

// ocO={RECFM~FfB®, LRECL=B0,BLKSIZE=720)

//5YSIN DD °
MIMBERED
RUN NAME
DATA L1ST

YES

EOUCATIDNAL POPULATION RRCODED

FIXED {1} /9 POPT?PEI 1

SEANUM 2-4

IONUM 1-4

Q1 5
Q2P1,.Q2P2,Q2P3,;Q2P4,Q02P5,Q2P6,Q2P7,0Q2PR, Q2P9,Q2pP 10,
Q2P11.02P12,02P13,02P14,Q02P15,02P16,Q2P17,Q2P 18 6-23
RQ2P1{,RQ2P2,RQ2P3 ,RQ2P4 ,RQ2P5,RQZPG,RQ2P7 ,RQ2PE,
ROQPS.RQQPdO.RQQP!!.RQQP'Q.RQQPt3.ﬂ02P|4.R02P|5.
RQ2P16,RQ2P 17 ,RQ2P 1B 6-23

Q3P1.Q3P2,03P3, Q3P4 ,Q3P5,Q03P6,03P7,Q03Pg 24-31

. RQ3PT, RQSPQ RQ3P3.RQIPA, R03P5 RQﬂbG RQSP? RQ3IPE 24-31

INPUY MEDIUM
N DF CASES

MISSING VALVES

Q4 32-33
RQ4 32-33

ERTCUSER 32~33

Q6 34-35

RQG 34-35

ot 36

Q8 37-38

Q9P1.Q9P2,Q9P3,Q9P4, Q9PS, QPG ,QIPT 39-45
Q10 46

Q11 47 -
Q$2AP1,0Q12AP2,Q12AP3,Q12AP4 ,Q12APS  48-52
Q128 53-55

RGI2B 53-55

Q13 56-57

Q14 SB8-60

RG14 5B-60

Q15 61

Q16 62

RQIE 62

Q!7 63

RQI7 53

Q18 64-65

RQ8 -64-65

Q18 68

RQ19 66

Q20 67-68°

RG20 6€7-68

TAPE
UNKNOWN

Q2P TO Q2P18 (9)/
Q3p1 TQ Q3pB8 (9}/
g4 (77,88,99)/

.96 (77,88.99}/




07 (7,0,8)
oo (77.00.90)}/-
QoPy TD Q9PT (7.0.9)/
010 (7,8,9)/
oii (7.9)/
Q12aP1.70 Q424P8 (7.8.0)/
‘Qfan (777,000,999)/ .
012 (77.088,90})/
014 (777.880,0D9)/
013 (7.08.0)/ .
Q16 TD Q17 (B)/
cla (99)/
219 (9)/
020 (99}
vAQ LABELS POPTYPEY POPULATION careonnv LORG vehs:on/
SERNUM 10 NUMOER/
21 HAD YOU HEARD DF ERIC Bsroa57l
02P1 ADULT. CAREER & VOCATIONAL ‘EDUCATION/
02P2 COUNSELING & PERSONNEL SERVICES/ °
02P3 EOUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT/
02P4 ELEMEMTARY & EARLY CHILDHODD EOUCATION/
02P3 HANOICAPPED & GIFTED CHILOREN/.
Q2P6 HIGHER EOUCATION/ M
02P7 INFORMATION RESOURCES/
" Q2P8 JUNIOR COLLEQES/
02P9 LANGUAGES & LINGUISTICS/
02P10 READING & COMMUNICATION SKILLS/ .
Q2P 11 RURAL EOUCATION & SMALL SCHOOLS/ -
02P12 SCIENCE. MATH & ENVIRONMENTAL EOUCATION/
) Q2P 13 SOCIAL STUOIES. SOCIAL SCIENCES EOUCATN/
' Q2P14 TEACHER EDUCATION/
02P15 TESTS, MEASUREMENTS & EVALUATION/
02P 16 YRBAN EODUCATION/
02P17 ERIC PROCESSING & REFERENCE/
02P 18 ERIC ODCUMENT nennooucr:ou SERVICE/
Q3P1 RIE/S
Q3P2 CluE/
Q3P3 COMPUTER SEARCHING OF ERIC/
03Pr4 ERIC MICROFICHE/
Q3PS ERIC PRINTED REPORT/
03P6 ERIC PRINTED RIBLIDGRAPHY/
03P7 ERIC REFERRAL SERVICE/
O3P8 OTHER/
04 TYPE OF ERIC SERVICE USED Rsceanvl
06 HOW D10 YOU FIRST LEARN OF ERIC?/
07 WHAT WERE YOU SEARCHING FOR?/
08 WHERE DID YQU OBTAIN ACCESS TD ERIC?/
09Pr+ SUPPDRT TEACHING OF STUDENTS/ - -~
Q9P2 SUPPORT OWN CLASS STUDIES/ . -
. Q9P3 SUPPORT SELF RESEARCH PROJECT/
“09P4 TD MANAGE OR EVALDAYE ACTIVITIES/
Q9PS5 DETAIN INFQRMATION- FOR SOMEDNE ELSE/
Q9PG OON'T REMEMBER/ . .
Q9P7 OTHER/ .
Q10 SATISFACTION/ ..
041 DID INFORMATION LEAD To OTHER 50unc557d
Q12AP1 INDIVIDUALS/
C12AP2 DRGANIZATIONS/
Q12AP3 DOCUMENTS/
012AP4 Pnooﬂaus nk PROVECTS/

ERIC. 342




012AP% OTHLR/

Q120 'HOW MANY DOCUMENTST/

Q13 AOLE TO OBTAIN ACCESS TO DQCUMENTS?/
QI4 DTHER TIMES YOU HAD GQUESTIONS/

"G15 WOULD YOU USE SAME SERVICES AGAINZ/
016 AGE/

017 DEOREE/

010 CURRENT EMPLDYER/

Q19 PRIMARY JDO FUNCTION/

Q70 INCOMG CATEODRY OEFORE TAXES/

VALUE LARELS  POPIYREL {I)TEACHERS {(2)PRINCIPALS
{(2)5CHOOL LIDRARIANS (4)SCHOOL DISTRICT STAFF
{S)STATE EOUCATION STAFF
(G )JACADEMIC DEPT. HEADS TN EOUCATIDN
(7)FACULTIES OF EO. DEPTS
(B)EDUCATION CONSULTANTS/

Q1 (1)veEs (2)N2 (3)INOT SURE/

G2P1 TO 02Pt8 (1)NDT AWARE

(2)AWARE DUT ND CONTACT

{3 }CONTACT IN PAST 4 MD

{2)CONTACT IN PAST 12 M

(S)CONTACT DVER 12 MD

(6)CONTACT DON'T REM WN/

Q3P1 TO 03PB ( 1INOT AWARE

{2)AWARE BUT NEVER USED

(JJUSED IN PAST 4 MONTHS:

(4)USED (N PAST 12 MNTHS

(5 JUSED DVER 12 MONTHS AGO

(GJUSED OON’T REMEM WHEN/

o4 (1JRIE (2)ClUE

(3)JERIC COMPUTER SEARH

{4)ERIC MICROFICHE

(5 }ERIC PRINTED REPORT -

(6)ERIC PRINTEO BIBLIDGRAPHY

(7)ERIC REFERRAL SERVICES

{8 )OTHER/ :

06 (1)TEACHER DR EMPLOYER

(2)FRIEND (3)LIBRARY. ETC. STAFF

. (A)SELF SEARCH (%)O00K, REPORT OR DODCUMENT

(6)MAIL AD (7)PDSTER AD AT JOB

(A)PROFESSIONAL CONFERENCE .

(9)JOURNAL ., MAGAZINE

{10}OON'T REMEMBER

( 11)OTHERY

07 (1)SPEC AUTHORS OR DOCUMENTS

(2)INFORM ON SPEC TOPIC -

(3)DOTH  (4)INEITHER/

08 (9)010 NOT OBTAIN ACCESS

{2)FROM TEACHER OR EMPLOYER

(3)FROM FRIEND (4)L1IBRARY, ETC.

(S)FROM ERlC ) )

(G)ODN'T REMEMBER (7)0THER/

Q9P1 TO Q9P7 (1)YES (2)NO/

Q10 (1JHIGHLY SATISFLIED . ,

(2)SOMEWHAT SATISFIED (3)NEITHER 343

(4)SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED

€8)HIGHLY DISSATISFIED/

ot {1)YES (2)N0 (3)DON'T KNOW -

(4)0ON'T REMEMBER/

Q12aP1 TQ Q12aP5  (1)YES (2)NO/
Prares oot enc] . )




+

013  (1)NO ODCUMENTS I10ENTIF1€D

(2)ND .NEED FOR DOCUMENTS '

(2INOT YET TRIED TD ACCESS (4)ACCESSED MOME
(B)ACCESSED SOME (G)IACCESSED MODST . .
(7)ACCESSED ALL (8)OTHER/ v
015  (1)ves (2)n0/ '

216 (1JUNDER 25 (2)25 TO 234

(2)35 TO 44 (4)38 TO p4 (B)S5 TO G4

()69 AND OVER/

217 (1)HIOH SCHOOL DIPLOMA OR LESS.
{2)ASSOCIATE OEGREE (3 }BACHELOR'S DEGREE
(AJMASTER’S DEQREE (B)MASTER*S + PSTORO WK
(G)ODCHORATE (7)LAW OR MEOICAL CEGREE ' (8)OTHER/
018 (1)UR DR 2 YEAR COLLEGQE i '
(2)UNTVERSITY OR 4 YEAR COLLEGE

(J)STATE EDUCATION AGENCY

(4)OTHER STATE GOVERNMENT AGENCY

(SG)LOCAL SCHOOL OISTRICT

(G)LDCAL GOVERNMENT AQGENCY

(7)ELEMENTARY SCHODL (8)SECONDARY SCHOOL
(9)FEDERAL QOVERNMENT AGENCY

{10)SOCIETY DR ASSOCIATION

( 11)RESEARCH FIRM tileUNSULTINa FIRM
(13)PRIVATE BUSINESS

(14)OTHER (18)NOT eupLoveo/

019 (1)ADMINISTRATION

"{2)RESEARCH DR EVALUATION

{3)TEACHING OR COUNSELING

(4)INFORMATION supponr (5)STUDENT

{6 )OTHER/

020 (1)%35,000 DR MORE

{2)$20.000 TO $234.,999 (3)%25,000 70 $29,999
(4)320.000 TO $24,939 (5)%1%3,000 TO $19,939
(6)%10,000 TO $14,999 (T)$5.,000 TO $5.999
(8JUNDER %5.000 (9)ND INCOME (1D)PREFER ND ANSWER/

ALLOCATE TRANSPACE=30000

IF . (POPTYPE1 EQ
1F {POPTYPE1 EQ
1F (POPTYPE1 ED
IF (POPTYPEI EQ
IF (POPTYPE{ EQ
IF {POPTYPE1 EQ
IF (POPTYPE1 EQ
IF . (POPTYPE! €Q

EOWEIGHT = 12400
EOWEIGHT»2269
€OWEIGHT ™ 1008
EOWE IGHT=3251
EOWEIGHT = 104
EOWEIGHT=74
EOWEIGHT =909
EOWEIGHT = 153

@ v TR B LI S -
Y t mt mt et ' et

IF _ +(pOPTYPE1 EQ 1 OR 2 OR,3) POPTYPE2"1
1F (POPTYPEY EQ 4 OR 5) POPTYPEZ=2
1F (POPTYPEt EQ & OR 7~DR 8) POPTYPE2"2

VAR LABELS POPTYPE2 POPULATION CATEGORY-SHORT VERSION/
VALUE LABELS' POPTYPE2 (1)PRACTITIONERS (2)AOMINISTRATORS
(J)ACADEMICS 8 CONSULTANTS/

RECODOE i ﬁoa (1=1) (2=2) (2=3) (4=3) (5,6"5)
(7,8%6) (88.99«8) (77-7)/
RQ2PY 70 RO2P18 (1=1) {272) (3 THRU 6+=3)

{9=9)/
RO3P1 TO RQIP8 (1= 1) (272} (2 THRU 6=3) (9-9)/
ERICUSER (77=2) (ELSE=1)/ .

344
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n0120 (4 THRU B+1) (6 THRU 10%2) (1 THRU 203}
(777=7) (BNBen) (D90e8) (ELSC=4)/
2Q14.(0n4) (1,292) (2,4,8e2) (777=7)
(nnneg) [099-9] (ELSE'd)/
RO1G (4,2n4) (D92) (4=3) (8,Gr4) (B=9)/
Ra17 (1,2=1) (202) {(4=3) (Brs) (G=5) (D,.D°0)/
ROIO, (1,2%1) (2,422) (8e0) (Tna) (D=5}
(G, 41 THRU 14,99-G)/
RQ19 (1=4) (2«2) (3%3) (4~4) (5+8) (G,DeG)/
Q20 (#=1) {2922} (2=2} (4e4) (30} {6»&)
. (7e7) (0=08) (10,9929)/ )
106G :e-i)itz-zl (3=3) (d»a) (3 THRU 11=8) (77~7)
L EL ]

MISSING VALUES RO4 {7)/
- ROG {7.9)/
RO2rY TO rO2P18-{D)/
RQIP+ TO ROGPB (0)/
Ra128 (7.9)/
RA14 (7.8.9)/
ROMG (9)
VAR LABELS RO2P# ADULT, CAREER B VOCATNL EODUCATN. RECODED/

: RO2P2 COUNSELING 8 PERSONNEL SLRVICES, RECODED/
RO2PD) EOUCATIONAL .MANAGEMENT, RECOOED/
RO2P4 ELEMENTARY 8 EARLY CHILOHD EOUCTN, RECODE/.
RO2P5 HANDICAPPED & GIFTED CHILOREN., RECOOED/
RO2P& HIGHER EOUCATION. RECODEQ/
RO2P7 INFORMATION RESDURCES. RECOODED/
102P8 JUNIDR COLLEGES. RECOODED/
RO2P9 LANGUAGES & LINGUISTICS. RECOOED/
RO2P 10 READING & COMMUNICATION SKILLS. RECOODEOD/
RO2P 11 RURAL EOUCATION & SMALL SCHOOLS. RECODED/
RG32P12 SCIENCE, MATH & ENVIRMNTL EDCTN. RECOODED/
RO2P12 SOCIAL STUOIES. SOCL SCl1 EOUCTN, RECODED/
RQ2P 14 TEACHER EOUCATION, RECDDED/
RO2P1S TESTS. MEASUREMENTS 8 EVALUATN, RECOOED/
RO2P 16 URBAN -EOUCATION, RECODED/
RO2P17 ERIC PROCESSING & REFERENCE. RECODED/
RO2P 16 PRIC OOCLUMNT REPROODUCTN. senvtce. RECOODED/
ROJIP1.RIE, RECODED/
aoav:“ctue. RECODED/

“03ra COMPUTER SEARCHING OF ERIC, RECODED/

ROJP4 ERIC MICROFICHE. RECODOED/ .
ROJPS ERIC PRINTED REPORT. RECOOED/
RO9P6 ERIC PRINTED BIBLIOGRAPHY. RECODED/
ROJIP7 ERIC REFERRAL SERVICE. RECODED/
ROJIP8 OTHER. RECODED/
RJ4 ERIC TYPE. RECODED/
ERICUSER, ERIC USER/
RO 128 OOCUMENT NUM, RECOOED/ v
RO14 OTHER TIMES YOU HAD QUESTIONS. RECOODED/
ROYS AGE, RECODED/
R0O17 OEGREE. RECODED/
RO18 EMPLOYER STATUS. RECOOED/
RO ¥9 -GREATEST FIME SPENT, RECOOEOD/ ' 345
RO20 IMCOME. RECODED/
ROG HOW LEARNED DF ERIC. necoozol

Rl ‘ VALUE LABELS RO2PY TO RO2P1S (1)NOT AWARE (2)AWARE BUT NO CONTACT
e . . - (J)HAVE CONTACTED (8)NO RESPONSE/ |,




Not : v HE
3r1 To ROIPA (1)AMARE "(2)AWARE BUT ND CONTACT ,
(IJUSED (9)NO -RESPONSE/

R34 {(1)RIE (2)CIJE {J}ERIC COMPUTER SEARCH
(A)ERIC MICROFICHE (B)eRIC PRINTED pOC
(G)OTHER (TINOT APPLICABLE
(H)DON’T KNOW pr NO RESPONSE/

G (1)TEACHER prR EMPLOYER

(2)FR1ENO  (DILIBRARY, ETC. STAFF

(A)SELF SEARCH (%)OTHER

(rINOT APPLICAGBLE (9)MO ﬂESPDNSt/

fRICUSER (1)YES (2)NO/

ROI28 {1)1-%5 00OCS (2)6-10 QoCS (3)11 =20 pOcs
(4)MORE THAN 20.00CS (T)NOT APPLICABLE
(BY0ON’'T KNOW (S)ND RESPONSE/

RO1A (1INONE (2} or 2 TIMES (3)0-3 TIMES

. (4)6 Oor MDRE TIMES (7)NOT APPLICABLE
(D)OON'T KNOW (S)ND RESPONSE/

ROIG (1)UNOER I8 (2)38 TO 44 (3)45 TO 54
(4)59 AND OVER {9)NO RESPONSE/

RO17 {1V )ASSDCIATE DEGREE OR LESS (2)BACHELDR’S OEGREE
{3IMASTER’S DEGREE (4)MASTERS + POSTGRO WK
(5)00CTORATE (6)OTHER AND NO RESPONSE/

RO18 (1)COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY (2)STATE GOVT AGENCY
(3)LDCAL SCHOOL DISTRIC (4)ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
(S)}SECONDARY SCHOOL (G)DTHER OR NO RESPONSE/

RO19 (1)AOMINISTRATION (2)RESEARCH DR EVALUTN
. (3)TEACHING DR COUNSELG (4)INFORMATION SUPPORT
" (5)STUDENT (6)OTHER DR ND. RESPONSE/

0020 (1)%35,000 or MORE (2)%30,000 To $04,999
(3)$25,000 To $29.999 (4)$20,000 10 $24,999 -
(5)%15,000 To $19.999 (6)$10,000 TO $14,999
(7)%5.000 To $9.999 (A)UNDER $%5,0000
(a)ND ANSWER/

v

LIST CASES CASES=JT6/VARIABLES=ALL
FREMIENCIES GENERAL =ALL

SAVF FILE ERICEDP2

FINISH

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




) APPENDIX F
‘ 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 acress
?to Resources in Education. While we had to abandon this-approach.because
of the limitations of the database and its structure (i.e., SPSS ig get up
for‘survey anai}sis and 1t would have been necessary to impute for 'many
missing valuéq'in order to implement this model), this 1is an exampie of
.an approach which might Ibe taken in the future to further analyze this

database.




o
Computerization of the HIE Cost Model

As part of our analysis of ERIC system coets, we computcfized the
cnlculntion of access point costs for providing access to Resources in
Education (RIE). The reader should note that these costs. reflect the pro-
vigion of access and do not reflect other RIE-related costs such as document
abstracting and indexing,'daﬁnbase preparation, printing, and disctribution.

Our g0al was to examine cogts incurred by the access points in their provi-

sion of RIE to individual requestors, excluslve of any training activities
which might be conducted at the acceqélpoint level.

The computation facilities of SP55 were used in develéping this
cost model. While SPSS ié a general purpose statiétical packagé, it ‘does
not possess the same tacilitiés for mndelling as would, for example, special
sof tware desigﬁed specificaliy for simgla:idn and modeliing.' Because of
:?15, we have made certain simplifications and estimates in procedures which
are outlined below. -He'present,the details of éomputation here as an example
of the further amalysis which might he conducted of the data {n the Accessg

Point Screener Survey database. -

‘Purpose of RIE Cost Model

To determine the total annual cost of su?scribing and providing
access to RIE, and to (a) disaggregate this cost bé type of ERIC access point,
and’ (b) calculate a unit _cost per access point for RIE.

"

Hodef Components

The components for the RIE Cost Model are the following:

TOTCOST = ACQPROC + USERSUP + SUBPRI + OH
where ' ’ "
_ TOTCOST = Total cost
AéaPROC = Annual labor cost for acquiring and processing monthly
or semi-annual RIE .
USERSUP = Annual labor cost for providing user support services

) -_\‘..-
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where

SUBPRI = Adjusted price for subscribing to monthly or semi-annual
RIE

OHh = Administrative overhead cost, excluding fringe benefits,
: pension, hospitalization, and other labor overhead items.

Descfiggion of Input Variables

ACQPROC : g

ACQPROC = ((AxG)+(BxH))

1
-

Am the number of monthly RIE subscriptions received by the acces:
point (variable Q2PlA from the Access Point Screener Survey
quescionhairp),’sec to_zero (0) 1if this variable has missing

data.

G = estimated annual unit labor cost for acéuiring and processing
the monthly RIE. Source: site visits to ERIC access points
conducted during 6ctober and November of 1980. Values:

$13.12 for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility

$ 8.18 for Academic ACCESS‘?OinCS

$16.83 for Other Access Pojnts

B = the onumber of RIEsemiPaqnualsubscriptions received by the
access point (variable Q2P1B), set to zero (0) if this variable
‘has missingjdaCa. - .

H = estimated annuailunit cost for acquifing?andﬁpxocqssiné the

xgééi—annual RIE. Values used:

’ §$ 2.17 for fRIC Clearingﬁbuses and Facilicy

$ 1.83 for Academic Access Polints

$ 4.04 for Other Access Points




USERSUP
USERSUP = J

J = the Bummation of the hours of RIE user Support per month times
. the hourly rates of each, from Section 8 of the Access Point
Screener Survey (QBPlAlA, QBPlBlA, Q8P1C1A, QBPID1A, Q8P1ElA,
Q8P1A2A, QBP1B2A, Q8P1C2A, QBPlDZA, and Q8PLE2A) times 12 (to
aqnual%;e the monthly data provided in the screener). When the
SectionﬂB values were missing, average values were calculated
\\H_) and_iuseeeed as fDllowei‘\\

-

ERIC . Academic Other _
. Clearinghouses ~ Access Access

Employee & Facility - Points " _Poipts
Category Hourly Hrs. per Hourly ' Hrs. per Hourly Hrs. per, '

rate -month ragfe . mouth, rate month

a) Information  $11.73 18.08 . $11.04 9.40 $ 9.38 11.92
professional :

b) Education . $13.15 - " B.25 ¢ $11.01 1.20 $19.48 1.52
professional. . .

a) Other $12.60  17,70° §$ 7.95 0.25 $ 5.92 1.56
professional " ' . .

'd) Technical or $ 8.35 15.46 $ 4.08 5.63 $ 5.66 0.79
clerical NN

e) Student =~ $4.10 ' 8.00 $.2.71 6.07 $ 0.00 0.00

"

employees Co. -

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)




E » estimated adjusted subscription price for the monthly RIE, based
on: the fact that GPO. supplies 1022 fice subscriptions to Federal

' Deposito;y Libraries. Source: the adjusted monthly RIE subscrip-
tion price derived uBing the following formula.

s Adjusted ﬁrice = (Total subscriptions - 1022) k $42. 70
. « Total Subscriptions

Values:
" 0 for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility

$28.39 fof Academic and Other Access Points

.
L
2

B = the number 6fsemi—annualRIE BubScriptions received by the access

points (Q2P13) !

) T F = estimated adjusted subscription price for the semi-annual RIE,
based on the fact that GPQ supplies 1022 free subscriptions to
. Federal Depository Libraries. Source:

Adjﬁsted Price = (Total subscriptions - 1022) x $15.00
. Total subscriptions _

Values:
0 fon ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility

. $.6'19 for Academic and Other Access Points .I "

L

[o}:] (overhead?l

ol = K({(AxG)+(BxH)+J)

where
K = the administrative overhead rate applied to salaries plus fringe
benefits. Source: site visits to.ERIC access points cﬁnducted
during Qctober and November 1980 and data on overhead rates
avallable from Clearinghouses. ‘
Values:
- ) 317 for clearinghouses R
- . - 54% for Academlc and Other Access Points

(AxG)+(BxH) = the total labor and labor-related overhead associated

) with RIE (monthly and semi-annual) acquisitidn and procession.

L) ¥

J = labor-relatéd 'uter Support costs :;E;l_

=3




Calculation of Unit Costs.

Unit costs (RIEUNIT) for providing RIE are calculated as follows:

-

RIEUNIT = TOTCOST + RIEREQ

TOTCOST = Total access polnt cost, as cglculated above

RIEREQ /= Number of times per year RIE is consulted by staff, cal-

culated as 12 x Q2P3, vwhere Q2P3 1is from the Screener
ﬁqueationnaire and equals the number of times per month

that RIE is ‘consulted by access point staff for_ their own
ugse or in response to individual users’ requests. Yhen
Q2P3 1s missing from a Screener, its value. is imputed by"
inserting the following average figures, derived from the
Access Point Screener Survey:
1, ERIC Clearinghouses & Facility * 304 per mo.
2. Academic Access Polints 30 per mo.

3. Other Access Points 8 per mo.

-

The Dataﬁasé Used for Calculations
4ll 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 employvee category; only

those organiiations sampled from the CILJE subécriber list were asked aboutOCIJE;

and so on.

Of the initial 1,063 Screener questionnaires 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: '




!

AL Number of B. Number of C. Wedghting
. Access . RIE Access Factor
Type of Points 4in " Points Supply=- (A + B)
Access Population ing Section 8
Point " which Sub- Data
scribe to .
" 3 RIE

ERIC Cledringhouses & 17 17 1.
Facility :

Academic Access Po:l_ﬁts _ 1,566 - 72 21.75

Other Access Points 1,125 55 20.45

L

! Not
Total 2,708 ' 144 Calculated

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

The welghting factor, C, was applied to "blow back" the survey-observed values
to the total values so that the total across all three access peint types would

more closely approximate the true totals.

Tk




APPENDIX G

WEIGHTING CALCULATIONS




IR T T oy

-

In this appendix we givelche methods used for calculating the .

deighCS for the access polnt screener surveyY and the requester survey.

Access Point Screener Survey

*

The access polnt sereener Bufvey presented a problem because of
,) .the overlap of information collected from a single questionnaire. It 1is noted
that the questionnaire used for the screener survey collecged data about
~several categories of ERIC informétion products and Bervicés provided by the
respondenc organization, plus training and publihhing activities. This presented
a pfoblem in making estimates of total ﬁost and usaée,since some organizations
. were cho§en'from one list (e.g.,‘glg subscribers) but they also reported cost
and usage data related to other ERIC 1nformatioﬂ 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 kneﬁ 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 o§er1ap. Fof‘exgmple, we will be sampling from six
lists as follows:

(1) RIE subscribers
(2) CILJE subscribers
(3) Directory of ERIC Search Services

(4) EDRS deposit accounts
.~ (5) EDRS demand order customers

(6) Standing order customer3 from the Directorv of ERIC
Microfiche Collections




‘There ﬁre E 6Cj Ewhere j=212, ..., 6) mutually'excluqive and exhaustive
3 : .

combinations of overlap that must be computed indepbtndéntly in ordci to

estimate the total number of access points ag well ag cost and usage data.

The general equation used for estimation of totﬁla from the 63
combinations of overlapped strata is: '

where: X is the estimated total for che entire population

across h strata: h =1, 2, ..., 63

Ni is the total access polnts found in the ith
1ist: 1=1, 2, ..., 6

n, is the number of sampled access points from the
ith 1dst: 1 =1, 2, ..., 6 ‘
xij is the jth observation (e.g., cost, usage, or

0, 1 for access point) from the samples taken from ]
the ith list: 1 =1, 2, ..., 6and j =1, 2, ..., n,
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.

Here E Xij is merely the number of access poilnts observed in che ith over-
1}
lapped stratum. In the screener survey, the E Xij could be number of requests,

. 13

"cost or other such observed variable.

356
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Requestor Survey

The requestor survey presented a different kind of problem concerning
calculation of weights. The requestor survey congisted 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) ataff and assisted requests made. 1n each of the sampled’
access points and, hence, good estimates of the population totals of number of
requests. Using this knowledge the weights were caiculated by the following
ratio estimation method: ' '

Agsisted Request Weight (within an access point) =

L

: Tu____ T ap(a)

EE : Ta
Tap(a)

i

where: (1) Ta 1s the estimate of total requests that are assisted

by access point staff

T! i1s the specified annual number of requests from

th:pizz access point (summed over actual reponses). The
estimate 1is adjusted by (n /n +n ) where na is number of
assisted requests and. A is number of staff requests (reported
on the primary survey request card) v

(For document requests the adjustment was [na/na + ng + nu])

-




(3) r, Is the number of asgisted requents responded to

T

from the ith access polnt (requentor survey questionnaire)

Stafi Requept Weight (within an accens point) =

+
Ts T ap (n)

T
4

&

where: (1) TS is the estimate of total requests by staf{ by access
L1
point\

T;p(s) iz the specified number of requests from the ith

access point. The estimdté is adjusted by (neina + na)

where né and n_ and defined above

L is the number of staff requpsts responded to from the

]

ith access point -

It i5 nored that the above method for calculations of weights

provide an automatic means of acebunqing for non-responses and for missing
. : unt

items on responses.

The-means of estimating weights for unassisted requestc has a
further complication in that we do not have estimates-for the population totals
for the number of unaséigted requests., However, we do ‘have an estimate of
the annual number of unass?sted;.as;isted énd staff requests for the access
points chosen in Ehe-5urvey (l.e., from the access point follow-up survey;'.
Utili;ing‘these data, we came up with the following equation for calculating

ﬁeighté to use. for unassisted requests. This equation is as follows:




-

a* »

Unassisted Request Weight  (within an acccs? point) -
_ . .

T

S .
8 Tap(u) ~ '

' r . '
E : Tap(U) s " , Y .

* s * ' ~

where: (1) Tu 1s the cstimate of total requésts that are
) K|
unassisted

L

(2) T;p(u) i1s the speéificd annual number of }equesta
from the ith access point. The estimate is adjusted
(nu/na + ns) where n is number of unassisted

requests reported on the primary Survey-request card

(3) T, 1s the number of unassisted requests résponded‘ta-

from the ith access point (requestor survey questionnaiie).

;/’,’,ﬁht\\ﬁmhw The total number of weights calculated for the requestor survey is

as follows: o !
Agsist. Unassist. Staff Total .
RIE ) '
CL 11
AC 10
Other - 1
' 22
CIJE .
CL 7
AC 8
Other 3
18
N Seérches
CL © 15
AC 41
Other ;g
: 68
' L
' Doc s
cL’ 14
AC . a2 '
Other _3
41




