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Se lecting aulomalM library 5ysl凹的 is a complex and often difficul l process 

lhal most lib開 ry admi恥~tral0rs will have 10 go lhrough, and different librari<:$ 
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m.'昀肌 Th~ 盯。g剖"喀則licant a1tilUde changes helween 1ìbrarians wilh aψlomated 

syslems already in lheir librar;es and lh01!e WilhoUl aUlom糾紛n occu訂 ed in the 

M削5 of system ∞ 51 and vendor seleClio肌 Adminislralors from 1ibraries without 

叫tomation considered lhe "ySletn CQsll0 b.. lhe dominanl faClor, while lihrarians 

with automaled systems operating in their 位braries had learned from lheir 

experience and put much more emphasis On performance, and were mOre w山0" 。

"盯ch for the computer systetn that would besl meet their needs. 

K~y..ord$ , 
Surveys- automation; Public libraries-Connec!icul; Cooperalive library 

syslems 

lntr吋uction

I n this electronic age the development of information techn olo 

gy affects every asp ect of library ser v ices. I n te r ms of l ibrary 

automation, t h e n ew advancement in telecomm unication a n d 

computer technologies has already t urned it into an on-going process 
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in wh ich librarians keep looking for more powerful and relìable 
systems to improve the ir serv ices. Coping with library automation 
systems has become an ind ispensable part of li brary administrators 
professional lives 

Selecting automated library systems is a complicated decision 
mak ing proce田 that requires careful planning, comprehensive 
assessment and evaluation. Most library admin istrators wiU have 
to go through 出的“fficult process of decision making, probably 
several times in their professional careers. Technology break 
through, library staffing , national economy and local polîtics may all 
have impacts on such decision-making process. How do library 
administrators reach their decîsions on new computer technologies 
in general and 8utomat的n 叮stems in specific? Will experience 
make any difference when librarians select automated systems? 
Are they all facing same problems and seeki間g for the same 
answers? The purpose of this exploratory study is to identify the 
factors that influence library administrators decision-making proc的S

regarding automation before and after they have been through the 
process. Although the survey were conducted a few years ago and 
focused only on publ ic librarians, decision- mak ing process, the 
findings are still valid in today 's library management, and could be 
applied to other areas and other aspects of library infonnation 
servlces 

Meth咄咄盯

The scope of this research was all the public libraries in the state 
of Connecticut. For the past two decades computer technologies 
had div ided libraries into two wo r1ds: libraries with automated 
systems and libraries without automated systems. In early 199日 s

in Connecticut there were 195 public librari帥; half of them had 
installed automated systems and were offering computerized serv 
闊的 The remaining libraries belonged to the “developing world" 
where pencîls and punch cards sti ll played important roles in 
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daily operation. Since Connecticut was at the midpoint of its 
l ibrari間， automation process. the viewpoints of the two groups of 
library administrators became the base for this comparative study 

In late 1990 quest的nnaires regarding library autom剖100 were 
sent to all d irectors/ lihrarians of public libraries in Connecticut 
Elig ible respondents were chosen from The Ðlrectory 01 Con 1lecticut 
Libraries and Media Centers.' They induded clirectorsl head 
librarians from all public libraries and those that func tion as puhlic 
libraries.2 Branch libraries were excludecl from this stucly. The 
mail survey was conducted in two steps. Fir針， those lihraries 
W自thOU1 automaúon were iclentified from the state dîrectory , and a 
two-page questionna îre was sent to each elîgible respondent. At 
the beginnîng of the question n創re a filter question was asked in 
order to eliminate unqualified answers. For those f阻ed-alternat ive

questions, standardîzing alternative responses were listed in both 
alphabetical and reverse order so that order bias could be mînîmized 
Of the 1日 8 questionnaires sent out 58 (53%) were returned. Of 
those 58 respondents, 8 indicated that they were already in the 
process of computerized services 

Two weeks after the first group was contacted, similar 
questionnaires were mailed to 85 directors/ librarians whose libraries 
had automated systems listed in the state directory, and those 8 
libraries în the first group who identified themselves as in the 
process of compu阻rized services. Sixty (64%) responded , and of 
those 58 libraries provided useful data. Thus the combined total 
response rate for the survey was 59% 

Background Data on Connecticut P ublic Libraries 

Serving a population of 3,777,000, there were 195 public 
libraries in Connecticut冶 169 municipal ities, with 164 designed as 
principal public librarîes in early 1990s.3 Only five of the state's 
public libraries served a population over 100,000. In the fiscal year 
19闖一 1991 when this study was conducted, public libraries in 
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Connecticut had a total income of over $曲 million， and an 
opera tÎng expenditure of $ 22 per capita. Primary support for 
public library services came from local property taxes. Total 
expenditures for public library servic自 from local tax funds were 
about $ 70 million, which was 87% of its total income in 1990-1991.4 

Principal public libraries also received state aid grants based on 

equalization and incentive components, as well as a base grant 
State grants were made available to both principal and non-principal 

libraries for construction through general funding , and automation 
through bonding 

Fourteen percent of public librari剖， mcome was spent on 
materials in 1冊。一 199 1. The total book co lJection in public libraries 
in Connecticut was over 12 milIion volume屯. or 3.76 per capita 

They ranged in size from New Ha ven, the largest. with a collection 
of over 574,000 volumes, to Hartland, the sma l\est, with only 4，∞o 
volumes. A lI public libraries in Connecticut opened a grand total of 

..::'~" : 8,000 hours per week, and circulated over 23.7 million volumes in 
p玉 fiscal y且， 19帥一l的1， averaging ove r 7 volumes per 目pita.s

The following two tables presented some quantitative data on 
Connecticut pu blic libraries which would be helpful for the 
understanding of sample groups and the interpreting of the survey 
findings. These data were on the third annual census of the Federal 
State Cooperative System for the fiscal year of 1990-1991, the same 
year this survey was conducted 

Table 1 General Statistics of Connedicut Public Libraries 

P叩ullllion 01 Leglll 8e間Ice Arell 0' Public LJbraries in Connect阻"'
POPIA ulatton ,.., 2SOO 民100 10α. .治∞ 500ω '''''岫of Legal " 1。

啥。

'。 '。 宜。 " e。
Se rvic... A.....a 嗅到 2'" 4啟讀9 俠'" U'"' ''"'。

頭1999 "盟199 TOlal 
Population 加6 3四， ，阻扭扭'"日扭曲12 研油7 '1190翎 1 6107國 3行7018

Percen l a區e 。 。 9 2.8 as 24.8 11.9 , .. '" "沁
Lib開n~ " 28 G的 " m 18 5 '" Percenlag ... 。 5 10.3 14.4 '" " .. '"' '.3 '.6 1∞ 
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Ranges 01 Slze 01 Collecti個's 01 Public Llbraries In C個，necfic tJt

國x>ks & Serial 0" 叫咱 '01 HXXlO 101 2.扭曲"咀岫!o 1000助" “l<XX沁
in Volumes 4漠視9 致'" ~嗅到9 4頭搶9 錢"" 4到略99 or ID(Ire TCltal 

Libraries 9 .. " 3s " 3 '" Pe rce'甘.，. 。6 S2 2喝 4 ~ 21.8 17.2 t1 i∞ 

制呵es 01 Weekly Pub1ic Llbrary Sorvice Hωrs In Coon缸Ilcut

Public Servi<:e 0 101 !o ωm 恥。~ to 4010 切"“ω10"
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Table 2 Financial Statistics of Connecticu t P ublic Libra ries 

Ranges 01 Operating Expenditures 01 Public Llbraries in Connecficu\( ' 0.0) 

Total 。'"閥割E刷 l翩翩翩制間 4刷刷 祖泌的 l恨拍“m
Operatiog " ω ω '" t。 '" ω '" Ex!>"nditure ... .盟'" 單峙的 1妞"的 399型. 6扭扭曲 堅間'"耳目艷油 T囚.，

Librari曲 3 “ " 2過 3s 18 12 21 173 

Percentage 1.7 19.7 12.1 15 22 10.4 6.9 '" 1∞ 

Ranges 01 Public Llbrary Expenditures per Capita In Connectic l/l($O.o) 

。 3 5 7 9 12 15 m 30 
lture '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '。 '" w oEoexpr pezeCanatd ll ng 

per L.aplta 。 99 2.99 4.99 6.99 8.99 11.99 14.凹的甜甜 99 more TOI.I 

Librari目 2 9 3 6 8 13 15 " " 36 173 
Percenlage 1.2 52 1.7 3.5 84_6 7.5 8.7 19.7 27.2 20.8 1ω 

M∞"∞ 01 Oper8ti呵 Expenditures 凶 Public Libraries in Connect阻ut( $O.O)

Type Slaff Colle<:lion Olhers TOlaJ 

Expenditure 5咐:…呵呵

p"何nlage 的 14.1 17.9 ∞ 

S凶'"地 01 Oporaling Incα110 of Publlc Ubraries In C開nacticut ( $O .O)

[ncome $ource Loullocome 5181e [noome F~era! 10∞me Olher In∞me TOI“ 
Income 

Percentagt 

69815933 

86.5 

，.提泌96

2 

216484 

0.3 

P relimina r y F indings 

901447可5 80752988 

11.2 l∞ 

As mentioned earlier, fifty percent of public libraries in Con 

nec t i cut did not have automated sys間ms when the s urvey wa s 
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conducted. Of this group of libraries surveyed, 24% (12) libraries 
indica阻d they had some kind of plans to automate in the next few 
years-4% (2) in the coming year, 18% (9) in the next 5 years and 
2% (1) not sure when. Seventy-six percend38) of the non-auto 
mated libraries do not have any plans to automate, at least in the 
next five years. The reason most often cited for not automating 
was budget constraints. Other reasons mentioned were : the size of 
the library, lack of staff and space, not principallibra ry, and priori
ties other than automation. After data were collected, it was not 
surpri sing to see that the majority of li braries were interested but 
could not afford and support automation 

The average length of service in their librari自 for this first 
group of librarians was 11.73 yea rs, and 8. 14 years as directors 
When asked whic h network they prefer to join if th叮 could， 41% 
(11) said BIBLTOMATION Oocal CARL network )\ 33% (9) opted for 

tht主 stand- a lone systems, 15% (4) for LTON Oocal Dynix network ) , 
立足 7% (2) fOf CIRCCESS (Jocal CARL network ) , and 4% (1) for LEAP 

Oocal CLS I network) . The total of librari es that preferred to join 
the existing library networks was 67%. Since almost a lJ Iibraries in 
this group were small to middle-size libraries w自由 limited resources, 
strong system supports would be critical to their mission of success 

The second group, composed of those Iibraries with automated 
systems in place, made up nearly 50% of the public library popula 
tion in Connecticut. OI those libraries responded, 91%(53) had 
already automated their library services, Î.e. , at least had a circu 
lation module in operation and 80% of their collection in computer 
databases. It took an average of 1.84 years for them to accomplish 
their goals. The remainmg 9% (5) were still in the pr缸ess of 
installing systems and building up databases 

The average length of service in their Iibraries for this group of 
librarians was 10.98 yea rs, 8. 17 years as directors. When asked 
whether they would select the same systems if they could do it agaio, 
67% (39) of librarians 閥id yes, 28% (16) 00, and 5% (3) were unsure 
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From the findi ngs one cou ld see that even t hough the majority of 

th is group were satisfied with t heir current systems, a large p or tion 

of librarians were look ing for different approaches. Most of them 

belonged to the existing library n etworks in the state, namely, 
Bibliomation, CircCess, LION and LEAP. The reasons that 

librarians cited for not choosing the same systems were: down 

time, slow response t ime , modules needed not avai lab胎， and not 

integrated systems, etc. It was dear that they were seeking new 

systems that would be powerfu l and reliable enough to meet their 

increasing demands. Several of them did switch to stand-along 

systems after this survey was conducted. With the fast develop 

ment of computer an d telecommunication technolo卸的， more and 

more new integrated libra ry systems had become readily available 

recently. It should be noted that all the existing library networks in 

Connecticut had listed the continuing system upgrades as priorities 

Tabulation of the Results 

The results of themail survey from both responding graups 

were tabulated below for comparison 

T.ble 3 Factors in Librariar渦， Decision-Making Process 

Group [ Group D 
Wi.hoUl AUloma1Íon 叫你 Au(Om糾紛

How Important is each lactor in yωIr over訓 decis酬 making pl悅目的﹒

Hardw3re & Software Mainlenance 8.12% 12.2O'!‘ 

Library Board Decision 13. 18% 9.2:主%

p"曲nnel 叫.h Compu.er Knowledge 3.36% 8. 1少，‘
Retros ]X:ctive Conve間'"" 8.79% 的 '''''
Space Limit 9.82% 2.9'% 
S.aff Training 1 2. 12萬 13.62% 

Syslem COSl 36.97% 21.14% 
Vendor Sel <:<:lion 7.64% 16.64鳴

Others 5. 50~‘ 
TOlal 1∞αm 1∞，由"

• Each ",.ponde n' ...a. .,k....:l '" a"" g n ‘阱tcen'aø" 胸 eaçh ,,1 th~ la<."," s。 愉“，， " 盪 '0'81
'" ，瞬間岫恤酬，~ne<l ",u.lOO '0 1ω The percenl.~"" 仙 ea<:h fac'<>r w~r< ,h.., averaøed 
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What are th j3 mo晒t Important lactors lor selecting computer systemst 

Adaplabilily & Flexibilily 224 2.69 

l)Qcumen1ali()n 4.43 4 缸9

Expendabilily 3.03 3.10 

Respcmse Time 3'" 2.81 

User Friendliness 1.76 2.87 

O，he時 '.85 
tEach r的ponden' ，.... ..ked '0 rank u<h faetOl w,th 1 b~nø ,he m開'，mp<man， . nd 6 be'n~ 

,he le..' ;mporlanl. Th. ,.nking .""',,. for each fo"ωr W~re 帥~n ."","s“ 
What are the most impo巾flt factors 1叮 selectiflg vendors? 

CoUeague's Re<:ommenda1ion 3.4 1 4.69 

Consulta.刊 's Recommendation 3.901 4.61 

COntrac! Offer 338 3.49 

Demonstration & On-sile ViS;l 3." 3.24 

Maintenanct' Contracl 3.91 3.82 

Vendor Size & Pnformance 3.09 2.10 

üthe間 6.0< 

What are the most important system modules1 

A缸IUls>uon 3.57 4 ∞ 

Cataloging 2.51 2.'" 
Circulation 1.54 1ω 

Online PubJic Access CataJog 3.00 2$也

Se rial COntroJ 4.37 4.47 

Are fuU MAAC records usel叫& importaflt? 

Y~ 33.33% 咕， 84.48% \49) 

No 12.82% \5 8.62% (5 

NOI Sure 目前% 21 6 到"'''
Total 1∞ω% >J 1∞∞% ，58 

Whal are the mωt practical ways 10 c∞verl collecti肌s? ( Mulli-answers are 
酬。wed)

C=m叮叮.J Serv;ce 

Library Slaff 

Volunteers & Friend. 

Ùlhen 

28.21~地 11

56.4 1恥 22

25.6喝，地\0

2.56% I 

的川、 \1

75 紛%，44

2瞞你的

8.62% (5 

What are the most pract 個 1 ways to fund aulometlon? ( Multi-a的wers are 
allowed) 
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Federal & S!a!e Granl 
Library B吋，<<
Local Fund Ra ising CampB嚕。
Pri禍te Fund 

83.7S'l1. (31) 

24.32% (9) 

29.73'16(}]) 

10.BI% W 

42.86'J(， 包4l

的 64% (39)

14.29% (B) 

'"品制 17l

Overall Factors in Decision-Making Process 

9 

Library administrators from both groups agreed that the system 
cost was the most important factor in their decision.ma king process 
regarding automat自on. Nevertheless there was a sign ificant d iffer 
ence in how important it was. As Chart 1 shows, the cost factor 
was 16% more important fo r G roup 1 than for Group 11. Librari自

without automation regarded the cost as the dominating factor 
because budgets were so tight. For the Group 11 librarians cost was 
still the most important factor but no longer a dominating one; 

instead, more emphasis was put on selecting systems from different 
vendors tha t would best fit their needs 

Receiving 13.18% of the weight, library boad decision was 
surprisingly listed as the second most important facto r by Group 1 
libr<t rians. Th is was probably because that alllibrary boards were 

made of community residents, locaJ polîtics had to become a very 
importa nt factor in library administ問問間， decision.making process 

Chart 1 Overall Fadors in Deeision-making Pr的e鋪

sys!em 岫t

boørd decision 
s!aff t ，ainin~ 

space limi\ 
，~叫 C個時間l個
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vcndor seleclion 

compu!的""閻明，，'

。)Ih~π

。 5 
~ 

10 15 20 25 或 35 40 ;，~ 

。 G'QUP 1 • GroU]) [J 
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Since most of those Iibraries were small to middle-size libraries wÎth 
tight budgets, the boards' willingness and involvement would 
definite!y play an important role in their automation pr凹的S

Those librarians felt that strong support from the board must be a 
vital part of their library automation projects. A conservative 
board as the governing body of the library, unwilling to make any 
commitment, could simply delay 5uch process for years 

From Group 1 to Group Il the board deci訓。n as a faClür 
was downgraded to number six by falling aboul 4%. This was 
probably because boards of those librar i凹 with automated systems 
were already involved and real ized the bene訂的 of automation and 
would therefore incline more favorably towards it. Nevertheless, 
the board involvement and the factor of local community politics 
should never be underestimated, since they could have such strong 
impacts on libraries' strategic planning, fund appropriation, and 
staffing 

Librarians from both groups sha red simi lar views on staff 
training. lt w甜 rated as the number three factor in the decision 
making process by both groups. Another significant variation 
between the two grou ps existed in the opinions concerning space 
limits. From Group 1 to Group 11 , physical space as a factor 
decreased abOUl 7%. This indicated that for Group 1 librarians, 
space limit was a factor that they had to consider seriously. If a 
library had to go through an expansion in order to put in machîn帥.>t
certainly required a lot of time, money and work. For those Group 
II librarians with automated systems already instaJled, upgrad ing 
their computers was more important 

The decreased weights from cost, space and board decîsion in 
Group 1 were shifted to the following factors în Group 11 : vendor 
selectinn, increasing 9%; personnel with computer knowledge, 4.76% ; 
hardware and software maintenance, 4.08%; retrospective conver 
sion,1.83%. Other factors listed by library administrators included 
network capabìlity, performance of the consortium , staff IÌme and 
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Fadors 自 n Seleeting Computer Systems 

ln the deci5ion-making process oí choosing computer systems, 
the Group I !ibrarians rated usedriendliness the most i01portant, 

while the Group II librarians ranked adaptability and nexibîlîty as 

the O105t î01portant factor. S ince most staff of the Group l libraries 

did not have automation experience, library administrators preferred 

systems that could be easily learned and comfortably handled when 

looking for computer autOO1a tÎon. Librarîans whose co01puter 

system s were already in operation had learnecl fro01 their experience 

that select ing an automatecl system which best fit their specific needs 

was more important in the long run 

Chart 2 Factors in Selecting Computer Systems 

user fr;endliness 
adaptability & 
。ex;bility

expandabi1i ty 

re~p附 se ttme 

documentat;otl 

other 

。 2 
o Group ! 

月 4 

_ Croup 11 
5 6 

Response time, the number four factor on the first group's Ii叭，

was upgracled to the second most important system selection fa ctor 

by librarians with automation experience. This indicated that the 

latter had learned the impor阻nce of more powerful and reliabl e 

computer systems. Other system-related factors listed by this group 

of librarians were : system support , reliabili呵， vendor reputation and 

MARC (Machine-Reada ble Catalogue) capability 

Li brarians from both groups shared th e same po int of vÎf' w 

regarcling the relative importance of individual computer system 
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Chart 3 臼mputer System M吋ules

2 
o Group 1 

3 
• Group 11 

4 s 

modules. They all agreed that circulation function was the most 
important module in their library services. It was followed by 
cataloging and online public access catalog (OPAC) ; acquis自 tlon

and serial control we re listed at bottom. This result was easily 
understandable. Till today ci rculation is still regarded by many 
public librarians as the most important measure of their librari間，
performance, even though the importance of prov iding a wide range 
of library servi ces in the information age has been reali甜d by more 
and more library service professiona l. For this reason circu lation 
module had become the primary focus of library automation 
prOJec筒， espec ially at their early stages. As a matter of fact , at the 
beginning the majority of automated systems installed in Connecti 
cut libraries were circulation systems with cataloging functions 

Truly integrated library turnkey systems such as CARL, Dynix , 
Innovaq and others did not make their presence in Conn前ticut until 
early 1990s 

Faetors in Vendor Se lection 

Selecting computer systems and choosing vendors were two 
closely related aspects of the dec時ion-making process regarding 
library automation. Vendor size and performance, demonstration 
and on.site visit , and contract offering were all seen by both groups 
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Chart.4 Fac: ton; in Vendor Selec:tion 
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other 
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13 
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of lîbrarîans as the most împortant factors în the vendor selection 
process. Rapidly technological advancement had constantly re 
shaped the automation market. To su rvive and succeed librarians 
had to seek a vendor with an excellent performance record and 
strong system support. Financial stability was regarded by all 
library administrators as an indispensable criterîon for selecting 
vendors 

Some 、la riatÎons exÎsted between the two groups' Iists 
CoUeagues' recommendation dropped from fourth place in Group 1 
to sÎxth in Group 1I . Those Iibrarians who had automated systems 
in place put the maÎntenance contract as the next important vendor 
selection factor. They learned from experience that vendors' 

rel iability would be critical to the smooth operation of their systems 
By com paring the range variations in average ranking scores 
between the two groups, as Chart 4 showed, it was safe to say that 
the second group of librarians had more pragmatic views of vendor 
selection 

Other factors mentioned by library administrators in their 
vendor selection process were: affordab山ty ， system spec ification , 
building up of database. upgrading support, and honesty 

Funding and Other Issues 
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System cost , as mentioned earlier, was regarded as the single 
most important factor in the library administrato間， decision-making 

process regarding automation. However, librarians from the two 
groups had twO different approaches toward funding issues. The 
overwhelming majority of librarians from the first group had put 
their greatest expectations on federal and state grants (84%) , with 
minor regard for loca l fund令凹的ing efforts (30%) ; while lìbrarians 
with automated systems running in their libraries believed that the 
capital should mainly come from their Qwn budgets (71%) , plus 
some federal and state su pport (44%) . By ohserving the pol山，， 1

and economic climate io recent years, it was c1ear that the latter was 

a more practical approach and the one m。“ like l y to prevail in the 
future. According to a repo口 from the statewide database task 
force “automation developments in Connecticut have largely come 
from the bottom up with some limited financia l support and 
encou ragement from the state.岫 The Connecticut State L自 brary
1990-1991 statistics also showed that 87% of a11 public library 

funding came from local taxes, 11.2% from other secto rs, and merelly 
2.3% came from state and federal grants.7 In short, if librarians 
really planned to automate their Iibrari凹， they had to stand firmly on 
their own feet and support systems through their own efforts 

Another divergence between the two groups occured in the 
views toward the MARC records. The majority (54%) of the first 

group of librarians were unsure whether MARC records were useful 
and impor阻nt for their library services. Nevertheless, for system 
upgrading and networking , MARC records would be not only useful 
but essent ia l. The second group of librarians-those with auto 
mated systems in their libraries-had much more appreciation of the 
importance of MARC records 

Retrospective conversion should never be unclerestimated by 
library administrators when they made up their minds toward 
automation. Collection convers ion was the most time-consuming 
segment of every library's automation process. This survey indicated 
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that both groups of Iîbrary administ rators agreed that library sta ff 
would provide main efforts in data conversion, with some ass自stance

from volu nteers, friends of li brari凹， and commercial services 

Condusion 

Selecting a utomated library systems is a complex and often 
difficult process that most library administrators will have to go 
through, probably several times in their professional careers. The 
librarians surveyed in this study identified computer system cost 
as the most important factor in the decision. making process; 
experience did make a difference. Cost as a facto r fell more than 
40% from Group 1 to Group 11. Those lîbrarians with automated 
sys間ms running in their libraries had learned from 出ωr expeTl ence 
and put much more emphasis on searching for the computer systems 
that would best meet the ir specific needs 

The complex nature of library automation projects led to a 
variety of approaches. User friendliness of the system, library 
board decision and space limits were given significant consideration 
by the first group of librarians while adaptability and nexibility 

response time and maintenance support were emphasized by Group 
11 libra rians. Based on this sludy it was obv岫us that librarians with 

automated systems running in their libraries had clearer views and 
more practical approaches toward lib ra ry computer automation 

This survey focused only on public libraries in the state of 
Connecticut, and the size of library as a variable was not considered 
in the original design. Further re這earch with a large sca le stratified 
random sampl ing of different libraries would certainly provide more 
comprehensive information on this subject 

Noles 

I D，r~，附，“<c巾E仰ory 01ι品o帥""ut ，山E“叫u叫， L扣"h翩帥"叫莒"“間n叫dM~.叫d玖'0 L位~"I.間 ["d，晶M叫ιd品1m愕.gF.何m吋d，川"愕" I叫躇妙 .4. Qu凶叫<<

R4~rt:習盯 2ωo L，必hm“rI~軾'S. ["[0ο，剛訓“呻，酬 ω叫，d M.必'<dω ιC'"I.間 ，川" L品;.;."仰""耐H叫tir叫u叫I (New York , LDA 

Publishers, 1嘲

2 “Public library.. i. here rlefined 8. a library which ...ceives il fu nding in whole or in pan 
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fromJωaJ tax IUM., and it seTVes its residents w;thOul charging" borrower's card fee. no maUer 

w恥th"r such a lib悶ηis incorporaloo as a pri~ate ass恤，訕。且 N，ω..I~tur 0/ A JSOl'1atl"I! 0/ 
c，"咐，叫 1"b~a，'Y Boo~d， (ÜC10be , 1棚、 3

3. Some l0wns may bave more tban one puhlk library , The s!a te law re<ju;，伺 the loca1 

rnunicipal governing 3uthor;t;es (聽lectmen. council. aldermen、 ro detennine which is the 

principal public library 10' thei r own town or c;ly. Since June 30. 19870叫 y tbose Jibrar閃電 witb

the "principal public !ibrary~ rlesignation have been eligible 10 receive 51..!e a;d monies. lbid 

4. Nalional Center for Education Statistics (NCES , Publ,c Libr(Jn~ 凹 的e U.S: 1990. 

W的hinglon ， D.C. : Office 01 Educational R...ea rch and Irnprov..menl, U.S. Depanment , 1992. 

NECS 92.028 

5. lb.J. 

6. /'ro.udi"g Acn紛 10 Co"n<<ticu,.s L,brary R~jou'.ce> : SÙltewide Data如se T as /t "Qrc~ 

Final R~po"". (April 1990) : 3 

7. Nalìonal C制靶，已0. Eduωtion S!aÜ$ !Ìcs lNESC九 /-'u bbr Libr(J. ~i的 in tht U.S 位老m

Wa5h;nglon , D.C. : Of l;ce 01 Educ剖開nal R~earçh and Improvemen! , U.S. DepaT!men! ,1992 

NECS 92一ω8

ApI"'nd ix I 

S"" 句 “b，間 Automation in Connetli.ut 

b your library in the proces5 01 compute.ized service ( 5!ar!吋 0' lin;$hed a叭。 mal;on ' ? 

[l No [) Y個 (You can $Iop he.e ) 

Doe5 your library have 3ny plan !O aUlOmate? 

[ 1 No [ 1 Yes 

[1 no. why? 

If yes, when do you plan \0 au !Oma!e your !;\)rary? 

[ 1 Nexl yea. [ 1 Nex! ~ ye8r電 [ ] No\ sure 

ln your op;n;on how ;mp<:>r!ant ;s ..ach follow;ng faclor;n your l;brary.s aUIOnta !Ìon procesû 

(Pleasl! delerm;ne percen!agl! of ead fac!or ;n the d位;s;on.ntak;ng proces!\. TOlal= 1ωw 

一'‘ Hardware & Sùftware ma;ntenance 一.% L;brary board decis;on 

% Penonn 叫 w;thωmpuler knowledge % Retrospect;ve conv"rs;on 

一%sρace lim;t 一% 51a!1 lrainìn~ 

'‘ 5ys!em cOst % Yendor select;o~ 

% Olher Pleasespecif .,. 

Whal !acton would you consider moS! if .,.ou 8re going 10 choose 3 compu\er 昀 s!em l \Please 

rank all 01 them with 1 be;ng th" most ;mponant & 6 being !he leaSI im p<:>nant 

1 Adaptabi1i ty ) Decurnen叫0"

] Expendability ) Response lime 

[ ] User friendl;n t""S$ [ 1 O,her Specily 
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Assuming you are going co se!開 a vendor, what would be the most important factofll for your 

d蛇ision making proce!-S? (P!ease rank th~m 叫你 1 being the m~t important & 7 being the 

least imponant ) 

1 Colleagu嚕， ~∞mmend別ion

[ J Contract offer 

[ J Maintel、 ance COntract 

] Consu!妞"“ .ecommend帥'"

[ 1 Demonstra lÌon & on ,5Ì te visit 

[ ] Vendol 到ze & perfonnance 

[ 1 Other (P!ease8pecify) 

What modu!es (functÎons ) 01 a !ibrary automation syslem do y叫 think 8re the mOSI imponanl 

for your!恥叫brary?<P!ease rank them by numb"r. 叫Ih 1 b"ing Ihe most impo巾的& 6 being the 

!easl imponantl 

[ ] C81810ginll [ 1 A閃ul"tlon

[ 1 口rculalion

[ ) Se rial c個問l

[ ] Online public 間間s calalog 

( ] Oth~r ( Pl倒se specify、

Do yO l1 consid". Ihe f l1 ll MARC (Machine , Readable Catalogingl recQrds to be l1sefl1J and 

important for your library's aUlomalÌon scrvice 。

[ 1 No [ Jyes [ 1 Nα【 Sure

[1 yes , are you goin包 10 use lull MARC records in your lib閥門，

[] No [] yes 

[f no, why? 

Whal way would y個伺nsider is Ihe mOSI praclical for yOl1' library 10ωnven i,s coll e<"lion inlO 

cOmputerized database 。

1 Commercial services 

[ 1 Volunt~"， & Iriends 

( ] Library staff 

[ 1 由her \S!><'C i1y 

What way wO l1!d yO l1 consider 的 moS! praclical for your library 10耐ure enough funds to meet 

10lal 仙tomatton c沛，筒，

[ 1 Federal & .,Me grant 

1 Local fund raising campaign 

t 1 O,her (Please specify 

( ] Lihraηbudget 

[ ] Pri\'3'e fund 

[/ you c0111d au的 mate your library 'oday , which u"twork wo叫d you join? 

1 Bibliom叫ion ( ] CircCe .. ~ 

[ 1 LEAI' { ] LION 

[ 1 Sta叫 alone sy甜m ( J Other Specily 

How many years have yO I1 been working in ,his Library? Oplional 

How many y"ars ha\'e yO I1 be<'n working as the Oirector? Optional 

Appendix 11 

S" f\可"y: Library AUI創mation in Conn~di."t 

[s your library in the process 01 compu刊 rized service stan,d or linished a U!ommiOfi 。

( ] Yes [ 1 No }'叩開n 別op her~ 
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When did you 818"10 auromale your lihra旬，

When did you f;"'Sh your a ll1omaliOll (have automated circu 酬。n service 3r1d 80% 01 CoUKlion 

的 computer database) ? 

[n your op 酬。 n how impor旭削凶 each faClor in your library 's automation process? \Please 

detennine percen!age 01 "ach faCl0r in the decisωn.making pr忱的.. 1。叫~Iω%

一% Hardw&re & ω/tware maintenance % Library boord decision 

% Personnel with compuler k冊 wledge % RetrospectivO" conversion 

'lb Space lim;! 一'lb Staff 1m;恥"'

一一% 5yst"m 1'0前 ,‘ Vendor selec t恥。 n

'‘ Qlher I Pleasespe<:ify、
Whal faCl0tS wo叫 d you 間的 der most when ch∞sing a compuler syst...m' \Please rank all 01 

them by nwnbers w;th I heing the mOSI impom別是 6 bein j! the least ;rnporlam 

[ 1 Ada岫p叭"耐bil圳u吋y & fle加岫，<岫，.. 訓u測，削吋 [ 1 D扭e“帕叫cα凹=血rn<凹叫n叫"釗t昀

[ 1 EKp仰e內 dabiJ恥ity [ ] R剖，0"'吋e t1me 

[ 1 u山s晰er fr; 側圳‘1州lin闖e“‘ • [ 1 臼her ,5pecify 

What are the m。前 imporlan， /aClor~ for your decision.making process when selecl;ng a vendor? 

'"“se rank Ihem by numbers 憫Ih I being Ihe mQSI imporl8nr & 7 being the leasl imponanl 

1 Col1eague's recommendalion 

1 Contract of/er 

1 Maimenance cOntract 

[ 1 Other Plωse specify 

1 Consultan t's reeommendal昀n

1 DemOnSlralion &開 創le Visil 

[ 1 Vendor size & perfonnance 

Whal modules \functions 01 a library aulomal的n ~ySlcm do you Ihink are Ih.. mOSI imponant 

for your library? 們 eue r8nk them by numbers wilh 1 bei可 Ihe m05' important & 6 being the 

岫則 Impona叫

[ 1 A叭IUI$'IIOn

[ 1 Circ叫“昀n

( 1 Serial control 

[ 1 Calalogins 

[ 1 Online p 凶 blic 8CCe!的 calalog

[ ] Olher ， PI削總 specify

Do ynu consider Ihc lull MARC 、 Machine.Readable C間loging reeords 10 be u叫ul ano 

important lor yo叮 library.s aUlomalion service? 

[ 1 N。 [ 1 y自 ( 1 NOI 5ure 

Is your library in Ihe process 01 converting ils b甜的graphic reen吋 s 10 MARC formal? 

[ 1 \'es [ 1 N。
Whar WaS Ihe 叫間，“l 叫 for yo四 library 10 cOnvert ils c甘甜lon Imo 叩開lenz吋

dalaha嘿，

1 Commerci訓 ~ervlcel!

1 Volunteers & Iri缸，d.

[ 1 Libra內 slaff

[ 1 Olher ， 5 用 ify

Whal 叫 Ihe m081 praclical way for your Jibrary 10 sO'C ure enough lunds 10 m僧1 lOlal 

8uIOma1l0n c帥，

1 Fedcral & Slale sram [ ] Libra可 budgel
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[ 1 Local fund raising campaign 

[ 1 Other (Please specifyl 

( 1 Privale fund 

( 1 

" 

[f you could do it again, would you ch∞ se the S3m" aUlomal的n sy.tem a. you have 1I0W? 

[ 1 yes ( 1 N。
[f 110. which SYSlem do you prefer and why 。

How many y制 rs have you òe"n wo巾 ing in this Library ? 、。"的naJ)

How rnany yea rs have 仰 u lJ.een working as the Direc(O r~ (Oplionall 


