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Selection and Implementation of 
Integrated Systems in 

Ohio Libraries 
A survey of Ohio libraries identifies trends in library automation. 

Carolyn Radcliff & Jeffrey Gatten 

0 hio has long been a leader in library 
automation. From the founding of 

OCLC in the late 1960s to the current 
project creating a single state-assisted 
university libraries information system, 
Ohio has been a pioneer in applying tech­
nology to libraries. 1 Individually and 
cooperatively, Ohio's libraries have been 
at the forefront of library automation. 

In Ohio, as elsewhere, the degree of 
automation among libraries varies great­
ly. Some Ohio libraries arc operating 
their second or third integrated system, 
while many others are considering the 
purchase of their first. Automation is be­
coming more accessible as the cost of 
technology decreases and cooperative ef­
forts make joint purchases possible. 

Interestingly, few studies have been 
conducted that examine the processes 
used to select and implement integrated 
library systems. Public and academic li­
braries in Ohio were surveyed regarding 
these processes in relation to satisfaction 
with the integrated systems. 

Carolyn Radcliff is a reference librari­
an at Kent State University. Previ­
ously, she was assistant to the direc­
tor for library systems of Ohio Library 
and Information Network (Ohio­
LINK). Jeffrey Gatten is the head of 
collection management at Kent State 
University. He was the systems li­
brarian there from 1986 to 1990 dur­
ing the installation and implementa­
tion of NOTIS. 
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Limitations of the Study 

The study was limited to public and ac­
ademic libraries in Ohio with holdings 
of more than 50,000 volumes. Law and 
health sciences libraries were excluded, 
as were regional or branch campus 
libraries . 

The survey responses reOect only 
the knowledge and impressions of library 
directors or their designees. Other staff 
members may think differently about the 
selection and implementation processes. 
Similarly, satisfaction with the system 
may differ among staff members. 

In addition, this study evaluated 
only those issues related to the selection 
and implementation of integrated sys­
tems and excluded other methods of au­
tomating library functions, including 
CD-ROM-based systems and the automa­
tion of single functions only. 

Review of the Literature 

Automation in libraries has evolved 
from early in-house developmental ef­
forts, through commercially developed 
modules, to the purchase of fully inte­
grated systems. Articles were first pub­
lished about the development of local 
systems, then about the purchase of 
stand-alone components, and now cen­
ter on integrated systems and network­
ing . Automation surveys are conducted 
regularly by the Association of Re­
search Libraries, Library Journal, and 
Canadian Library Journal. 

An early ~tudy (1973) of twenty­
seven automated libraries described the 
state of mechanized circulation, acquisi­
tions, and cataloging activities·. These li­
braries were working independently on 
automating individual library functions.2 

As automation of individual mod­
ules became the primary focus of auto­
mation efforts, studies were done that 
concentrated on these modules.3 Acquisi­
tions and serials control were the mod­
ules most often purchased separately . 
However, this trend has diminished as 
vendors have added these and other mod­
ules to their integrated systems. 

Camp et al. studied 210 academic li­
braries in 1986 and found that 85 percent 
of them had some type of online system, 
including membership in a bibliographic 
utility, interlibrary loan network, or a un­
ion list of serials. While fewer than 10 
percent of them had integrated systems, 
over half the libraries without a system 
were planning to implement one. The au­
thors found that there was a positive cor­
relation between the size of the library 
and the presence of automation - that is , 
the larger libraries were more likely to be 
automated than the smaller ones.4 

Also in 1986, the Association of Re­
search Libraries conducted a study of 
twelve of its members in order to exam­
ine the ways in which automation deci ­
sions were made. The participants dem ­
onstrated a variety of approaches to 
automation, including in-house develop­
ment, vendor-delivered systems, soft­
ware-based systems, and combinations of 
these options. 

Prepurchase and design decisions 
were made using a variety of processes. 
Committees were widely used, with dif­
ferent committees established for differ­
ent stages of the project. Libraries that 
purchased systems generally used Re­
quests for Proposals (RFPs) . Most li­
braries did not use consultants, probably 
because of the expertise available in the 
libraries.5 

The annual survey of the automated 
library systems marketplace in library 
Journal reports on the previous year's 
performance of vendors and identifies 
trends in library automation. The survey 
covering 1989 noted a slowing growth 
rate of installations and an increasing em­
phasis by vendors on foreign markets. 

Libraries are demonstrating fore­
thought in their planning, which includes 
linking microcomputer workstations to 
integrated systems, linking integrated 
systems to each other, and sharing access 
to other electronic resources. "For many 
libraries, the traditional automated li­
brary system will serve as a foundation 
(rather than the primary focus) for a larg­
er network of information technologies 
and serv ices.'.6 
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Selection Process 

Despite the plethora of literature on li­
brary automation, there is little informa­
tion about the processes used by libraries 
to select an integrated system. The pro­
cess of automating is a complicated one, 
with many factors affecting the success 
of the decision. 

Information on which processes 
have been successful or unsuccessful 
would be of great interest to libraries 
about to undertake the selection and im­
plementation of an integrated system. 
Thus, this study was conducted to pro­
vide insight into the selection and imple­
mentation processes that contribute to 
system satisfaction. 

Methodology 

A questionnaire was distributed to direc­
tors of academic and public libraries in 
Ohio with holdings of more than 50,000 

volumes . Libraries were identified using 
the number of volumes per library report­
ed in the Stale Library of Ohio's Statis­
tics of Ohio Libraries 1989.1 In two cas­
es where there were no listings for the 
number of volumes, the American Li­
brary Directory was used to obtain the 
informalion.8 

Library directors were asked about 
the type and size of their libraries, plans 
for integrated systems, and the percent­
age of and sources for machine-readable 
records in their libraries. Respondents 
were also asked Lo indicate whether their 
libraries had or were in the process of ob­
taining an integrated library system. The 
concept of an "integrated library system" 
was defined as that which "uses a com­
mon database, central processing unit, 
and access for at least two library func­
tions." 

In addition, directors were asked to 
complete a series of questions about 
their integrated systems and the pro­
cesses used Lo select and implement the 
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systems as well as their levels of satis­
faction with the processes used and the 
systems themselves. They were also 
asked lo consider how they might 
change the selection and implementa­
tion processes and if they would choose 
the same system over again. 

Questionnaires were mailed to 205 
library directors. The number of re­
sponses was 161 (78 .5 percent). Ques­
tions were designed to examine the are­
as of selection processes and 
satisfaction with selection processes; 
implementation processes and satisfac­
tion with implementation processes; and 
satisfaction with the installed system in 
relation to the selection and implemen­
tation processes. Summary descriptive 
data is presented in Table 1. 

Results 

One hundred and seven (66.5 percent) of 
the responses were from public libraries 

Only DataLib Provides Complete Flexibility 
in Library Automation 

• On-line Public Access 

• Cataloging 

• Acquisitions 

• Serials Management 

• Circulation 

• MARC Import/Export 

Datalib 
Centel Federal Services Corporation 
11400 Commerce Park Dr., Reston, Va. 22091 

Computers in Libraries 

DataLib is the proven integrated library management 
system. Since 1983, complete customization and 
outstanding customer support have led Fortune 500 
companies and government agencies to DataLib . 

DataLib's flexibility allows you to design your database 
your way ... materials you'll want to search, what they'll 
look like, and how you'll find them ... MARC or 
non-MARC records. Why force your information to fit a 
vendor's preconceived format? Only DataLib does it all 
the way you want it. 

Call us today to start managing your information your way. 

Call us at 800-843-4850 
or703-758-7005 
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and fifty-three (32.9 percent) were from 
academic libraries. This proportion of re­
sponse accurately reflected the popula­
tion as originally identified (67 .8 percent 
public and 32.2 percent academic). Ten 
percent of the libraries reported volume 
holdings of 700,000 or more, 19.4 per­
cent indicated holdings between 200,000 
and 699,999 volumes, 30 percent indicat­
ed holdings between 100,000 and 
199,999 volumes, and 40.6 percent of the 
libraries reported volume holdings be­
tween 50,000 and 99,999. One library 
did not indicate size. 

Ninety-one (56.5 percent) of the li­
braries indicattd that they currently 
have or are actively involved in the pro­
cess of selecting and implementing an 
integrated system. Among the academic 
libraries, nineteen (35.8 percent) indi­
cated that they have installed integrated 
systems. Of the public libraries, forty­
nine (45.8 percent) have installed inte­
grated systems. 

Sixteen libraries reported holdings 
of 700,000 volumes or more, fifteen 
(93.7 percent) of which have integrated 
systems. Integrated systems exist in thir­
teen (41.9 percent) of the thirty-one li­
braries with 200,000 to 699,999 volumes, 
in nineteen (39.5 percent) of the forty­
eight libraries with 100,000 to 199,999 
volumes, and in twenty-one (32.3 per­
cent) of the sixty-five libraries with 
50,000 to 99,999 volumes. 

Integrated System Plans 

When asked about plans for an integrated 
system, thirty-two libraries (19.9 percent 
of all respondents) reported that they 
planned lo purchase a first system in 
1990. Twenty-nine (18 percent) libraries 
plan to purchase a first system sometime 
in 1991 or 1992, and twenty (12.4 per­
cent) libraries plan to purchase sometime 
after 1992. 

Nearly half of the responding li­
braries either do not have plans to pur­
chase a first system, or did not respond 
lo this question. Eighteen (11.2 percent) 
of respondents are planning a signifi­
cant upgrade (i.e., the addition of func­
tions not currently available or the addi­
tion of a CPU) in 1990, and seventeen 
(10.6 percent) are planning to upgrade 
in 1991 or later. 

Machine-Readable Records 

Of the 155 libraries responding to ques­
tions about machine-readable records, 
seventy-two (46.5 percent) indicated they 
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Table 1. Summary Table of Automation in Ohio Libraries 

Response 

~ .Q.f Library 
Public 
Academic 
No Response 

Volumes 
700,000+ 
200,000 -
100,000 -

50,000 -

699,999 
199,999 

99,999 
No Response 

Records in 
Machine-Readable~ 

n 

107 
53 

1 

16 
31 
48 
65 

1 

76% - 100% 72 
51% - 75% 19 
26% - 50% 14 

0% - 25% 50 
No Response 6 

Geographic Extent .Q.f System 
Main Library Only 10 
Main & Branch Libraries 26 
Multi-Institutional 20 
Cooperative Efforts 11 
No Response 94 

Computing Environment 
Mainframe 
Minicomputer 
Microcomputer 
No Response 

M.a.io.J;: Functions Installed 
Circulation 
Cataloging 
Online Public Catalog 
Acquisitions 
Serials Control 

System Selection Process 
Used Consultant 
Used Committee(s) 
Used RF! 
Used RFP 
Other Methods 

30 
27 

6 
98 

53 
48 
36 
28 
17 

18 
26 
27 
29 
18 
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Table 2. Relationship Between Selection Process Satisfact ion and System Satisfact ion 

Implemented 
System 

Ve r y 
Satisf i ed 

Ve r y Sa t is f ied 16 

Satis f ied 6 

Dissatisfied 0 

Very Dissatisfied 0 

N = 51 

Selection Process 

Very 
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied 

4 

18 

1 

1 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Pearson chi - square significance .01770 

Easy and Efficieryt d Management! 
Information Retried ~f!!;,~f!er to manage your resutts. 

h · process an 
Simplify the searc ,ng 

1nr· 

Pro-Cite® Manage reference information and format bibliographies automatically. 
Share data files easily between the Macintosh and IBM PC versions. 

Biblio-Links® Transfer downloaded records to a Pro-Cite database from 
BRS, DIALOG, MEDLARS, and other online, 

CD-ROM, and library services. 

Personal 
Bibliographic 
Software, Inc. 

Pro-Search™ Search DIALOG or BRS information services 
faster and more easily.* 

J>m.C,cr and lhbho lmh Vt' n:1m rr-.td tr;Mkrn.ul.<1 of ~ noru.l Bibliogr.tphic S0ft11uc-. Inc. ~ 
· r ru-Su.n:h· m.ail 1\ u,«I ulMkr ;a hcrnst from Nnrth !IJ) Sy,1rm1, Ill('., o .. Tl(r of 1ht l'ro Sun;:h u~m.ul . 

Call or write.for 111ore i1ifor111atio11 : 
P.O. Box 4250 
Ann Arbor, MI 48 106 
Tel (3 13) 996- 1580 
Fax (3 13) 996-4672 
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Table 3. Implementation Process Satisfaction and System Satisfaction 

Implemented 
System 

Very Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Dissatisfied 

Very 
Satisfied 

11 

9 

0 

Implementation Process 

Very 
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied 

9 1 0 

18 2 0 

0 2 0 

Very Dissatisfied 0 1 0 0 

N = 53 
Pearson chi-square significance .00074 

have between 76 percent and 100 percent 
of their records in machine-readable 
form. Nineteen (12.3 percent) libraries 
have between 51 percent and 75 percent 
of the records converted, and fourteen (9 
percent) libraries have between 26 per­
cent and 50 percent of their records con­
verted . Fifty (32.3 percent) libraries indi­
cated they have between O percent and 
25 percent of their records in machine­
readable form. 

One hundred and four libraries re­
ported plans to have first or additional 
records converted to machine-readable 
form. Of t11ese 104 libraries, thirty-nine 
(37.5 percent) plan to use OCLC as a 
source for those records; twenty-nine 
(27.9 percent) plan to use a CD-ROM 
product (e.g., Bibliofile); eleven (I 0.6 
percent) plan to use a commercial service 
such as Blackwell North America or Ut­
las, and thirty-three (31.7 percent) plan to 
use an in-house process. Six (5 .8 percent) 
libraries plan to obtain machine-readable 
records from sources others than those 
itemized above. 
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Installed Systems 

Twenty-three different systems or combi­
nations of systems were reported in use 
in sixty-eight libraries. Thirteen libraries 
indicated that al least one part of the sys­
tem was developed in-house, with five li­
braries reporting that they had developed 
the largest part of their systems in-house. 

The most commonly reported in­
stalled function was circulation (fifty­
three libraries) . Forty-eight libraries have 
a catalog module, thirty-six an online 
public access catalog, twenty-eight an ac­
quisitions module, and seventeen have 
serials control. 

Forty-eight libraries use a manage­
ment reports module, forty-seven have a 
reserves component, thirty-one an au­
thorities control component, thirty-one a 
collection development component, and 
twenty-nine use their integrated systems 
for interlibrary loan. 

Twenty-five have the capability to 
use keyword and Boolean searching, and 
twenty-five use electronic mail. Matcri-

als booking is a part of fifteen systems. 
Six libraries reported using their systems 
to provide gateway access to external da­
tabases and five have some type of docu­
ment delivery component. 

Five libraries have systems that pro­
vide other functions, including newspa­
per indexing. Keyword and Boolean 
searching is the most often mentioned ca­
pability that libraries plan to install 
(twenty-eight libraries by 1992). 

When asked about the geographic ex­
tent of their systems, ten libraries said that 
their systems are in the main libraries only, 
and twenty-six reported that their systems 
arc in branches as well as the main library. 
Twenty libraries reported tllat their sys­
tems are multi-institutional, and eleven li­
braries said tlrnt tlleir systems are part of 
cooperative efforts. 

Computer Environment 

Sixty-three libraries responded to a ques­
tion regarding the local computing 

May 1991 

• 



T 

t 

I 
) 

I 

t 
I 
> 

• 

environment. Of Lhese sixty-Lhree, thirty 
(47.6 percent) indicated Lhat Lheir sys­
Lems run on mainframe computers, 
Lwenty-seven (42.9 percenL) Lhat Lheir 
systems run on minicomputers, and six 
(9 .5 percent) Lhat Lheir systems run on 
microcomputers. Fifteen (23 .8 percenL) 
libraries reported that Lhey share Lhe com­
puter Lhey use wiLh anoLher agency (e.g., 
university administration) . 

TwenLy-one libraries indicated hav­
ing beLween one and ten public termi­
nals , Lwenty-two have beLween eleven 
and Lhirty public terminals, and sixteen 
have more Lhan thirty public terminals. 
Twenty-one libraries reported having be­
tween one and ten staff terminals, twenty 
between eleven and thirty staff terminals, 
and eighteen have more than Lhirty staff 
terminals. Thirty-eight libraries offer dial 
access into their catalogs. 

Computers in Libraries 

Reasons for Not Automating 

Among Lhe reasons cited by Lhe sixty­
nine librari es that do not have and are not 
in Lhe process of acquiring an integrated 
system, lack of funds was listed by 62.9 
percent of the libraries answering this 
section. The other reasons were: waiting 
for cooperative effort with other libraries 
(34.8 percent), lack of personnel exper­
tise (23.2 percent), and waiting for better 
systems (17 .4 percent). 

Six libraries indicated Lhat lack of 
support from a governing board was a 
factor in not having an integrated sys­
tem. Only four library directors indicat­
ed that Lhey perceived no need for an 
integrated system in Lheir libraries. For­
ty-two percent indicated that there were 
additional reasons for a lack of an inte­
grated system. 

Selection and Implementation 
Processes 

• 

Forty-three of Lhe respondents indicated 
Lhat Lhey were directors during Lhe selec­
tion process, and forty-seven were direc­
tors during implementation. Eighteen li­
braries reported using a consultant during 
Lhe selection process and eleven used a 
consultant during the implementation 
process. Forty-five libraries used one or 
more committees at some point during 
Lhe selection and implementation pro­
cesses. Requests for Information (RFI) 
were used by twenty-seven libraries, and 
Requests for Proposals (RFP) were used 
by twenty-nine libraries. Eighteen librar­
ies used other processes, including site 
visits and vendor demonstrations. 

Of Lhe fifty-seven libraries Lhat an­
swered questions about the lengLh of time 
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they spent on the selection process, 
thirty-three (57.9 percent) reported that 
the process took up to a year. Twenty li­
braries (35.1 percent) spent between one 
and two years on the selection process, 
and four libraries (7 percent) took longer 
than two years. 

When asked about the implementa­
tion process time frame, forty-four li­
braries responded, with sixteen of them 
(36.4 percent) indicating that they took 
less than a year to implement their sys­
tems. Nineteen libraries (43.2 percent) 
took between one and two years, and 
nine (2 percent) libraries took over two 
years to implement their systems. In ad­
dition, eighteen libraries indicated that 
their implementation processes were not 
complete at the time they submitted the 
survey. 

Satisfaction with Selection and 
Implementation Processes 

While the sample size was not large 
enough to determine the statistical signif­
icance of the survey results, some sug­
gestive results were obtained. First, of all 
the selection processes used, including 
consultants, committees, RFI, and RFP, 
only the use of an RFP appeared to be 
relevant to satisfaction with the selection 
process . Of those libraries that were 
"very satisfied" with the selection pro­
cess, nearly two-thirds used an RFP. 

Second, in the case of satisfaction 
with the implementation process, the use 
of committees appeared to be relevant 
while the use of consultants was not. 
Nearly two-thirds of the respondents 
were very satisfied used one or more 
committees during this process. 

Satisfaction with the System 

Respondents were asked about their sat­
isfaction with their systems. Out of fifty­
nine who answered, fifty-four (91 .5 per­
cent) were either satisfied or very satis­
fied with their current systems. Five (8 .5 
percent) were dissatisfied or very dissat­
isfied. Forty-one (69.5 percent) respon­
dents indicated they would choose the 
same system again, and ten (16.9 per­
cent) indicated they would not. 

Several respondents mentioned that 
they could not answer if they would 
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choose the same system because the mar­
ket is different now, and they would need 
more information before deciding. 

The relationship between satisfac­
tion with the selection process and satis­
faction with the system is difficult to es­
tablish, but of those libraries that were 
very satisfied with the system, sixteen 
(80 percent) were also very satisfied with 
the selection process (Table 2). 

In addition, it might be assumed that 
the relationship between satisfaction with 
the implementation process and current 
satisfaction with the system would be 
equally high, but of those libraries that 
were very satisfied with the system, only 
eleven (52 percent) were also very satis­
fied with the implementation process 
(Table 3). 

Conclusion 

Several trends in library automation have 
been identified through this survey. First, 
almost all of the participating libraries re­
ported that an integrated system is now 
or will be their chosen method of auto­
mating library functions and services. 

Second, cooperative efforts are per­
mitting more libraries to enjoy the advan­
tages of an integrated system, either 
through joint purchasing agreements, or 
by presenting an opportunity for libraries 
to join established networks. 

Third, there is a trend toward more 
functionality in integrated systems. 
Whereas a few years ago vendors did not 
offer - and libraries did not expect -
much beyond the four major functions of 
an integrated system (cataloging, acquisi­
tions, circulation, and public catalog), to­
day libraries have installed or are plan­
ning for numerous secondary functions 
such as management reports, collection 
development, and document delivery . 

Lack of funds continues to be a 
major reason for not automating library 
functions. Perhaps in part because of a 
growing understanding of automation 
on the part of library staff, lack of staff 
knowledge or expertise does not appear 
to be preventing automation in libraries, 
nor is it a hindrance in the successful 
selection and implementation of inte­
grated systems. 

The use of RFPs during selection, 
and the use of committees during im­
plementation, appear to be relevant 
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when looking at satisfaction with the 
system. While system satisfaction can­
not be directly predicted by the pres­
ence of these activities, it would be use­
ful to examine the selection and 
implementation processes more closely 
when attempting to identify the keys to 
a successful automation. 

It also would be useful to explore 
the selection and implementation of inte­
grated systems in libraries outside Ohio. 
With more libraries participating in joint 
automation ventures, investigation into 
the decision-making processes of such 
ventures would be an appropriate exten­
sion of this study. 

Notes 

1. The Ohio Library and Informa­
tion Network, also known as OhioLINK, 
is a project sponsored by the Ohio Board 
of Regents. OhioLINK will link academ­
ic libraries to a union bibliographic data­
base, act as a gateway to electronic infor­
mation resources, and facilitate 
cooperative collection development and 
resource sharing among its member insti­
tutions. 

2. Lawrence Buckland, et al., Sur­
vey of Automated library Systems; 
Phase I Final Report. Los Angeles : Cali­
fornia State University, 1973. 

3. Patti Sue Foil and Bradley D. 
Carter, "Survey of Data Collection Sys­
tems for Computer-Based Library Circu­
lation Processes," Journal of library Au­
tomation 9 (September 1976): 222-223. 

4. John A. Camp, et al., "Survey of 
Online Systems in U.S. Academic Li­
braries," College & Research libraries 
48 (July 1987): 339-350. 

5. Association of Research Librar­
ies, Automated library Systems in ARl 
libraries. Washington, DC: Office of 
Management Studies, Association of Re­
search Libraries, 1986. 

6. Robert A. Walton and Frank R. 
Bridge, "Automated Systems Market­
place 1990," library Journal 115 (April 
1, 1990): 55. 
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