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Executive Summary

It'swell kowvnthat technology is changing at an increasingly rapid pace and
that many public libraries throughout the United States are attempting to
adopt new technologies to better reach theirpateaiesjournals,

blogs, and at library confesepoafessiabsin the fieldavecontinually
discussed the best methods for using web technologies to enhance the
success of the public libhakgeeping with this discusiidate 2007 the

Library Research Service (LRS) designed the first itertiSn Bblice

Libraries and the Use of Web Technslodiedn the midsaof
conversatidargely focused loest practices, this study was envisioned

from its inceptias a longitudinal study with sexeial Primarily,
attemtorecordhe landscapé web technology adoption by public

libraries in the United States. While moslisefdheséhus fahas

focused on what should and should not be done to better use technologie:
there has ngetbeen much reseaestamininjowand hownany

libraes actuallgreadopting variongbtechnologies. This study attempts

to put that in perspective. Anotheioimiétiis study is to examine the
characteristics of the libraries that are adopting technology in an attempt tc
tease ouhe factors thatld them to try eatious tools. We dswa

interested in determimihgtheor nothe adoption siecifitypes of

technology leads to "success" as traditionally defined in public libraries. Tt
report represents the second iteratioefiaechat, of the study. It

capturea changing landscape of web technology adoption by public
librariesindlooks further into the characteristics and successes of libraries
that adopt technology.

The first iteration of this study found relatively low adoption levels of more
interactive web technologies, despite the popularity of "Web 2.0" themes il
thenational literature and conference dialog. Depending on the type of
technology, the increase in adogi#ofor public libraries rafrgaa

very little, if any, to incredible leaps and Boaradsa that was most
embraced during the two years bettudas was social networking,
especially among the largest libraries. Most notably, the social networking
site Facebook moved from a relatifactmmo near ubigintiarge

librariesfor libraries serving communities of at least 500,00@epeople, t
ratio of those with a Facebook presence jumped from barely one in ten in
2008 (11%) #out ob (80%) in 2010. Similar, though less drastic

increases were foumdibraries serviotiper population grquppw the

estimated percentage of all phbdiéds in the United States to have a
Faceboogresenceose ningold, from onlyp2rcenin 2008 to J&rcent
in2010Li braries® use of other -soci al
sharing site Flickr, sargé increases aisell During th&udy,
researchemsoooked for the presence of a web site directed at mobile
usersVery few public libranese targeting mobile users atlihe

time of the studbut outreach to mobile technokegess likenarea
potentiallpoised for axplosion similar to that of use of social networking
sitesWhereas a few years ago social media was a topic of heavy
discussion at conferences and in library literatumesritopic du jour
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tends to be mobile devices. Most notable is a stnescohierences,
such as Handheld Librarian, dedicated specifically to mobile devices.

Moreraditional public libkaep technologies, such as web presence and
online account access, seem to have plateaued. Nearly all libraries that
serve over 25,000 people already had some of these basic services by
2008, so there was muchhoom forrgwth. Based oourresearch, the

smallest libraridigl nosee much increasebasic online servjegther

In fact, a lower percentage of libraries serving fewer than 10,000 people had
a web presence at all during this iteration of the suryegreasveidim

2008 (73% vs. 71%9me of the standard but slightly more interactive web
technologies, such as email reference and blogs, tell a similar story to that of
basic web services in that they showed little, if any, growth among most
population grai@ne of the feaxceptiwasin social media, which

saw exponential increases across the board; other than that, it was primarily
the largest librar{@isose serving more than 500,000) that demonstrated
substantial increases in their adoptioimritets.greater technology

adoption among the largest libirathes countwas a general theme in
comparing tleeralpublic library web technology landscape between

2008 and 2010. Insteadflatti@ningfthe percentages of libraries

adoptingertain technologies across the board sitretehe gap

between big and small librsmggewingn terms ahe technology offered

on their websites.

Just as ithe first version of the stilzharieshat were in the top twenty
percent of their population drasgd on theumber of technologies

adopted were labelearlyAdopters.Themost recent public library

statistical data available (Z6®8)the Institute of Museum and Library
Services (IML8)dicates thhibraries we identifiedeadyAdopters

again fared much better on traditional statistical measures than their peers,
both in terms of inputs and outputsideqigrs were bettended and

better staffed than other libraries and also saw greatsvigitguts
circulation, and programming. Thanfegmc&om thianalysiss that

public libraries that have been successful in the past, when measured by
traditional mearmve also chosen to put resources into the adoption of
newweb technologies.

Revisiting the observational data from the first iteration of the study,
researchers found thmtties identifiedEslyAdoptersn 2008 saw

signifiantly greater increases in visits and circulation between 2003 and
2008 than their peers whotigsken as active in the adoption of these
technologies. Regression analysis suggests that, even when controlling for
staff and collection expendituresicedoipiveb technologies is a predictor

of these increases.
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The national sample
comprised 584
libraries from across
the country, and
researchers also
studied the websites
of the remaining 105
Colorado libraries,

for a total of 689.

Introduction

In 2008, researchers at the Library Research Service (LRS) undertook the
U.S. Public Libraries and the Use of Web Tectstalbgiesth the

intent tdlocumerthe use of various Internet technologies on the websites
of public libraries throughouttitnn The results of that study set a

baseline for the adoption of web technologies nationwide by studying a
stratified random sample of public library websites throughout the United
States, and included a Colespegific section, with all publiddibia
Coloradanalyzed. From its inceptioty.®ePublic Libraries and the Use

of Web Technologitisdy was conceived as a longitudinal study, with

plans to revisit the sample libraries at regular intervals to track the changir
nature of technokxyon the web sites of public libraries throughout the
country and in Colorado. This report constitutes the results of the second
iteration of the study.

In the vein of the first study, this version was conduotgédras a

analysis, as opposed toreesuto the field. Please see the first report for

an explanation of the benefits and drawhhikmiethodology. During

the @ring of 2010, LRS staff members visited the web sites of 689 public
libraries in the United States, searching for the presence of various
technologies. The national sample was comprised of 584 libraries, while tt
remaining 105 were Colorado publieditirat had not been selected as

part of theationadample.

The results included here represe
quite possible that a library adopted a specific technology shortly after we
visited its web site. In suclse, ¢ar this study it will still be treated as not

usinghe technology in question. Also possible, though less likely, would be
libraries which abandoned technologies shortly after we visited their sites.

! Lietzau, Z. (2009) U.S. Public Libraries and the Use of Web Technologies
(Closer Look Report). Denver, CO: Colorado State Library, Library Research
Service.
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Literature Review

Libraries and Web 2.0

For several years, the concept of Web 2.0 has been infiltrating the library
world, sparking a movement that encourages librarians to reach out to
patrons wherever they are andto addresstechk y user sd® expect
greater convenience and intesactWihile numerous variations on the

theme of Libraryi2t@t is, how libraries can incorporate Web 2.0
technologies and thinking into their $engigdsad to perplexity over its
successful implementation, many explanations emphasize a dedication to
usercentered change, collaboration, and participation (Casey & Savastinuk,
2006; Holmberg, Huvila, Kroiengt & WidaNulff, 2008; Kwanya,

Stilwell, & Underwood, 2009; Maness, 2006; McClean, 2008).

Librarians who plan to incorporate Végiplz8tions on their websites

should be ready to continually investigate emerging technologies that
promote communication between librarians and users and that offer
increased customization of the library experience. In addition, those
responsible for im@ining Web 2.0 features must make a point of

evaluating those services to ensure that they are offering what is useful to,
and actually utilized by, patrons (Harinarayana & Raju, 2010; Kim & Abbas,
2010).

Some critics of the Library 2.0 model have identified it as a trend that

represents a popular butaatigcal idea for many libraries (Crawford,

2006).0ne librarian even likens the term Web 2.0 to a good joke that is

Ainever completely explicable, 0 saying that the

to strict interpret atadidonyd&iewpalntsi nt, 2009, p . 169) . T
have led togerceived division between library professionals who favor

adopting new and perhaps unproven Web 2.0 technologies and those who

prefer not to invest resources in experimightdagknowing that their

effortavill resulh useful outcomes (Kwanya et al., 2009; Rutherford,

2008a). Furthermore, some argue that the central tenets of Library 2.0 are

no different from what libraries have always attempted to do (Crawford,

2006; McClean, 2008). In other words, Libralgt BeDraaihing more

prof ound t heahanced prigressmraf teaditoralibrary

services and goalsdo to connect people and informat.i
Even if this statement is that,does not mdabrary 2.0 practices are

unworthy aofse or study.

In fact, espite these doubts and disagreements, Library 2.0 has persisted in
capturing the attention of librarians and library staff, and increasingly of
users as well. While a broader take on Library 2.0 characterizes the

mo v e me nutl tausr ea ofifc parti ci pati ono exten nd We !
(Holmberg et al., 2008, p. 677) it is largely through Web 2.0 technologies
that the usdibrary interactivity at the heart of the movement occurs (Casey

& Savastinuk, 2007; Holmberg et al., 2808§2009) acknowledges that
librarians cannot ignore the potential improvements that provision of Web
2.0 services could bring to their libraries, but cautions that simply
accumulating the tools as they become available and popular could cause
difficlties with workload, security, and intellectual property management (p.
173). With dozens of Web 2.0 applications to choose from, however, library

U.S. Public Libraries and the Use of Web Technologies, 2010 | 2



professionals have the option to weigh the necessary investments with the
potential benefits before chpagiich are appropriate for their purposes.

The continued presence and expansion of Web 2.0 features on library
websites have prompted researchers to attempt to measure the extent anc
impact of their implementation. This endeavor has proven to be as
mulifaceted as the effort to define Librdrgvi2e@er, aridw studies

thus facomprehensivelgscrib adoption of Web 2.0 technologies by

public libraries across the United States.

Current Research

Since the emergence of Web 2.0, conversation among library professional
has shifted from how these technglotgasiallgouldbe used in

libraries to how tlaeyuallyareutilized by staff gratrons Nevertheless,

the discussion of Library 2.9dtas translate into systematic study of

what libraries are doing on a large scale. Of all library types, academic
appears to be the most active in researching use of Web 2.0 tools in their
institutions.

In a 2008 study, Harinarayana anceiRajued the websites of 57 of the

top 100 university library websites around the world for their application of
Web 2.0 technologies. Their findings reved tfieadR&nd instant
messaging@the most frequently utilized tools, while sociadgetwork
sitesare much less common. Another study of 82 acat@aimliiew

York State produsimilar conclusions, adding tddage group of

commonly usecei®/2.0 tools (Xu, as cited in Harinarayana & Raju, 2008).
While these and other studiesddredlimited in sample size or by
geographic area, a more recent and larger study of U.S. academic library
websites yisddomparable results. Of 230 academic libraries across the
country, nearly 3 in 4 used RSS feeds and 2 in 3 maintain a blog (Kim &
Abbas, 2010). As in the aforementioned Kiodes] Abbas (2010)
recognizthat the more popular Web 2.0 tools tend to be those primarily
initiated and monitored by librarians, like blogs, rather than features that c:
for more active participaion @isers, such as tagging and bookmarking.

Most informative are studies thahedtidiearly conceptual discussion

about Web 2.0 with information on its current level of adoption. In additior
to offering basic quantitative data on the percentage of academic libraries
utilizing various Web 2.0 technologies, Kim and Abbas (20b@hexddres
aspects of the Library 2.0 discussion, including evaluation. The authors
claim that it is not enough for libraries to simply offer Wegheé}/0 tools
mustalsoexamine which ones are actually utilized by patrons in order to
increase user partitipn and make it worthwhile for librarians to maintain
the Web 2.0 services (Kim & Abbas, 2010). Similarly, Harinarayana and
Raju (2008) urge librarians to contemplate how adoption of Web 2.0 tools
will improve service quality.

In addition thesdewlargescale studies, taeademiliterature includes
many case studies on individual wu
2.0 technol ogi es. Joint (2010) d
with virtual reference, detailing the mmnxlisary staff reached about its
effectiveness and how they revised their approach to incorporating Web 2

3| Library Research Service



functionality into the library system. Sucltospdloiste valuable
practical information to the field by exgt@patgntial pitfabéWeb 2.0
services.

In special libraries, the research appears to be more limited. Nevertheless,
the subject has caught the attention of medical and health sciences
librarians, for example, who recognized earlyyogritiang

technologies thatbava t t r a c t ettheyrisksmangisabzatiomt er e st
and missed opportunities to work collaboratively with both users and
colleagues (Connor, 2006¥pite of this interasdst research in special

libraries is still limitethaoreticaliscussioof the pros and cons of

different tools and suggestions for implementation (Miranda, Gualtieri, &
Cocci a, 2010; O6Del |, 2010) .

Public Library Research

While the research done in academic and special library settings can
certainly offer insight into iboavies can and do use Web 2.0 tools, these
institutions have goals dlistinctrom those of a public library.

Consequently, it is especially important for a study such as this one to
investigate adoption of Web 2.0 technologies specificaliaithiarp

settings. Unfortunately, the literature in this area is lacking, tending toward
case studies and broad narrative accounts that focu
experience, use of a single tool, or annotated descriptions of what various
tools do. Irddition, few of these stuidiess specificadly the United

States. Little quantitative evidence is available on the exteéh§to which
public libraries a whole have adopted various Web 2.0 tools.

One of the more comprehensive studies to date of Web 2.0 use in libraries
includes both qualitative and quantitative information about 120 public and
academic libraries in North America, Europe, and Asia (Chua & Goh, 2010).
The researchers attempt taifigéme prevalence of Web 2.0 tools on

library websites, how the #oeissed, and whether they enhtaiece

guality of the websites. Similar to findings in other studies, blogs, RSS
feeds, and instant messag@the most common Web 2.0 tools, all of

which require mamgolvemenin the part of the librarian than the user

(Chua & Goh, ). North American librareesignificantly ahead of

their Ewpean and Asian counterparts in adopting Web 2.0 applications,
particularly instant messagingoaial setworking. A slightly higher

number of academic than public librariesng the Web 2.0 tools

included in the study, but the researchers found the welmgiugliality

and academic libraries worldevigee comparable wreted on acaleof

12 quality dimensipnedetermined by the researchesis as usability

and ease of acces#/hen split by geographic region, however, North
Amer i can | i ifeofsignificarglohigheedouadity tham hosain
Europe and Assaiggestintipat the presence of Web 2.0 applidations
particularly those enhancing information sharing (e.g. instant messaging,
social networkinghich showed the greatest degree of difference between
libraries in North American and the rest of thhaverk ptive
influence on the websitebs overall guality (Chua &

In their study examining whether Library 2.0 training should be incorporated
into LIS education, Mon and Randeree (2009) investigate the use of Web

U.S. Public Libraries and the Use of Web Technologies, 2010 | 4



2.0 technologies in 242 plibliaries across the United States. A brief
report of their findings notes that blogs, social networking sites, and RSS
feeds were the most common Web 2.0 tools and that most libraries using
themattempto train their staff the new technologiBsough the

researchers admit tdae to the small sample size, the data collected
cannot be generalized to all public libraries in the United States, they
conclude that Web 2.0 technologies are sufficiently prevalent to necessita
fiLi br ar yinlL2S pfbgrams (Man &Rianderee, 2009).
Notuncommonintheld@et ur e ar e accounts such
description of the pro¢dee¥ancouver Public Library underwent to

develop an online presence that would be meaningful and relevant to
patrons. I n des cprioribzistratggict he | i br a
mangement of its web presence and detailing how it uses aritkmanages
chosen Web 2.0 tools, Cahill (2009) demonstrates how thoughtful

i mpl ementation all owed the 1|i6b

ra
sacrificing quality or control o

r
(
Mc C1 €6@a08¥isits tmine public librarirghe U.Sffes similar, but

less detailed descriptions of how the libraries were using various web
technologies in 2007, with a brief update on the status of those services tr
following year. McClean (2008% malketempt to compare the libraries

but does remark that for all them, investment in Web 2.0 applications is an
ongoing process, concluding that
pinnacleo (p. 447). Simhetaal gt atC
that forces librarians to be flexible, responsive to user feedback, and
prepared to adapt their u¥eebf2.0 tools based on user needs (p. 148).
Such qualitative information was
investigationintopubl | i br ari esd adoption of
it raised. The author, intent on offering insight into how to develop a
successful execution plan, discusses interview responses that revealed wi
librarians decided to implevient2.0 tools, hoey adapted to the

demands the technologies placed on staff and resources, and what hinder
their success (Rutherford 2008b) .
helpful for librarians interested in using Web 2.0 applications, her inclusior
of just s@n public libraries contributes little to an overarching assessment
of the web technologies public libradesualsing on a widespread

basis.

Conclusion

Studies such as Chua and Gohds (2
provide useful insight into what libraries are doing with various Web 2.0
technologies, butyrare few and far between. The majority of the

literature on Library 2.0 tends toward descriptions or explanations of Web
2.0 tools and how they might be used in.liMmti@esearch on the

subject iBkewis@rastically limited in scope, by géogragion, type of

library, sample size, or Web 2.0 tools included in the study. Few attempts
have been made to identify, on a largb®epldlic libraries across the
United States amerrently usingeb 2.0 technologies.

In addition to enumerathe various technologmesdiscussing their
adoption rate within librarésgarch on Library 2.0 implementation should
consider whether ormagiceable improvemewtsuin librarieadopting
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the technologie# handful of studies endeavddtess thissue
primarily in a qualitative manner, and none considetraiiipriah
measures bfi b r a rsi seich és visits ang air¢ulgaticconnection
with their use of Web 2.0 tools.

The changingr perhaps still ambigiipatire of what constitutes Web

2.0 and howe concepelates to libraries praviistantighallenges A next step in

to systematstudythat attempts to ideritdw libraries are usivigb 2.0 !'esearchmg Library 2.0
technologies aifithey are doisgsuccessfully. In many cases it is Istomeasure p
impossible to gauge actual patron usseapftieations, which is just as actual usage of Web 2.0

important, if not more important, than simply identifying their presence ona  [00s, butalready

[ i br ar yFordhess eedssobttireiedtudiesikeU.S. Public discussion is reaching

Libraries and the Use of Web Technategiescial to understanding beyond that concern to
whatii br ari es are currently trying. the next generationof g h o't
establish th&revalence, and when possible the permaféfete 2.0 web service

applications before feasibléo move on to gauging their use.

It is clear that further research issaegés assess how libraries have

embraced Web 2.0 technologies anidingveaffecs library services

and use. Before researchers are even able to fill this current need, however,
discussion is already turning to the next phase: Web 3.0. This third

generation of web séacilvatee es will emphasize fimachine
understandingd of information, with natur al l anguag
and artificial intelligence technologies |l eading to

intuitive us e RO1Epx13D.rRemimsceatdfthe Webr an d a
2.0 debate, parts are divided over howdsopid the semantic web will

become a reality (Baumann, 2010), but Miranda (2010) posits that when it
does, librarians stand to play a pivotal role in its developtient. Until

library professionals still have numerous angles of the Web 2.0 movement to
explore.

U.S. Public Libraries and the Use of Web Technologies, 2010 | 6



Methodology

Sample

Public libraries of different sizes have vastly different characteristics in terr
of inputs and usage, and these differences no doubt appear in the realm o
web technology usage as well. To address these disparftass, a strati
sample of public libraries was generated for the first iteration of this study
based on each |l ibraryds | egal ser
libraries were randomly selected from the 2005 Public Library Report, as
collected and repoigdMLS. One hundred libraries were randomly
selected from each of the following service population groups: below 10,0(
served; 10,000 to 24,999 served; 25,000 to 99,999 served; and 100,000 tc
499,999 served. In addition, all 83 public librariesritryttbatserved

at least 500,000 people were included in the study.

The same libraries were used and expanded upon as the basis of the 201
edition of the study, which relied upon 2007 IMLS data to group the librarie
by legal service area popul&aiween 2005 and 2007, one library's legal
service area population moved from below 500,000 to above that threshol
In addition to the original study libraries, the sample for the 2010 edition of
the study included an additional fiverltigraries fnoeach population

group, bringing the total number of libraries in the sample for each
population group to 125, as well as all 84 libraries that served at least
500,000 people.

Survey Design

The survey instrument used for this edition of the study built upon the
strengths and weaknesses of the tool used during the original incarnation.
Many ohe data elements used in the initial survey were used again during
this iteration with little to no modification. Again, LRS staff looked for the
presence of blogs and RSS feeds, virtual reference, and social networking
when assessing the web presereelifraries in the study. A few

categories were dropped or significantly changed for inclusion this year,
based on difficulties during the first round. For example, researchers did n
emphasize personalized online account features, primarily betause with
a library card it can be difficult to evaluate these features. In addition, som
data elements were added during this iteration. A significant addition was
the social networking tool Twitter; in 2008, Twitter use among public librari
was nearly nagistent, but this was clearly a social networking site that
needed study by 2010. Included in the 2010 study were the following
categories of technologies:

e Basic Website/Catald@ the library have an online presence,
provide access to the online ag@nd offer the ability to sign up
for a library account online and immediately start using resources?

o Extended Websitdid the library's website have a search box and
"share thidype interface, offer an email newsletter, provide audio
or video fileand attempt to cater to mobile devices?

¢ Blogs/RSs&did the library have a blog or blogs or provide RSS
feeds for blogs and other content?

7| Library Research Service




¢ Virtual Referencehich types of remote reference services did
the library provide, including instant messagih@nd text
messaging?

e Social Networkingdjd the library have a presence on various
social networking sites?

¢ Enhanced Cataladid the library's catalog offer users the ability
to review and rate items, add tags, or make recommendations?

During the spring of 2010, LRS staff members examined the websites of the
public libraries included in thg &huthe presence of these data
elementsAfter identifying the percentages of libraries in each population
group that adopted a particular web technology, researchers extrapolated
the sample results to estimate the total number of libraries across the
country that are expected to utilize that tool, based on study results. This
process required multiplying the percentage ofridirasiesd one of the
technologies@ach population group by the total number of libraries in that
population group nationally. The sum of the number, afi Eltiraries
population groupsjng a particular twak divided by the total number of
public libraries in the country tagielerall perceio determine

estimates of the percent of patrons served by libraries with each web
technology, tharae procedure was ubedjnstead multiplyinghey

total population served by each groupth&éhempftheLSA

populatianofall libraries using a particulamvésdiviedd bythe total

population served by all libiiartbe country

Data Analysis

Two types of data analysis were coraftetektermining which libraries
gualified as Early Adopters, according to treinsanriedekefining

their level of web technology adbyptiba presence of specific tools on
their websitelSarly adopters are those libraries scoring in the top 20
percent of each population group. A complete descripiaexof the
appears prior to the Early Adopter results. In theiestatgsts, Wwere
performed to determine whether there wesargidifierences between
Early Adopters and all other libraries on the input and output measures.
Unless otherwise noted, all comparisons differ significantly at p < .05.
Second, regression analyses were conducted to determine whether
technology adopti@mains a significant predictor of various usage
measures when controlling for monetary inputs.

U.S. Public Libraries and the Use of Web Technologies, 2010 | 8



More than 1 in 4
public libraries in
communities of fewer
than 10,000 people
DON'T have a web
presence.

National Results

As in itéirst iteration, a primary purposessidbnd RSweb

technologies study was to examine a sample of public library websites in t
United States to determine the prevalence of specific web technologies an
the characteristics of the public librarieeth deemed to be "Early

Adopters" of these technologies. In addition, the Yistt 202t serve

as a baselingg this secomdportvill include a comparison totd008

notehow the popularitghatechnologies has changed. This edition of th
study will also offer a chance to revisit the libraries idemtfied as Ea
Adopters in the last sty examine whether they have seen increases in
more traditional library statistics, using more current data than was availak
during the last report.

Landscape of Library 2.0 - by size of Service Population

The first piece of this seetitbexamine the rate of adoption of various

web technologiegpublic libraries in the United States and discuss how
adoption rates have changed in the twioepeaen studies. Findings will

be related based on the size of the libraries' legal service area population.

Web Presence, Patron Access, and Online Card Signup
As was found in the 2008 edition of the study, most libraries in the sample

have a web presenonly one library serving at least 25,000 people did not

Percentage of U.S. Libraries with a Web Presence, Online Patron Account Access and On
Library Card Signup in 2010, by Population Group

Chart 1

0%

10%

1 | | | | | | | JOO%
500,000 and Over 100%
W 38%
100%
100,000 - 499,999 98%
e 9%
99%
25,000 - 99,999 90%
e 9%
94%
10,000 - 24,999 85%
P 6%
71%
Under 10,000 45%
F 1%

20%

Web Presence Online Patron B Online Library

30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Account Access Card Signup
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have a website that study authors could f@lubfsdePercentages of

libraries with a watesence for smaller communities changed only slightly

(88% to 94% for libraries serving 124009 and ¥8to 71%or those Nearly all libraries
serving fewer than 10,000). In addition to a web presence, most libraries TSBV(')%% rgf?gf ;Tliir;e
offer online accessfmatron's library card aotodll libraries serving at a C’ cess to
least 50,000 offer this access, and 98 peftieose serving between accounts.
100,000 and 499,999 offer this, up fpemcé&ain 2008. The percentage

of libraries that offer account access has increased across the population

spetrum, and now nearly half (45%) of libraries serving fewer than 10,000

have such access. Study authors also searched for the ability to sign up for

a library card online and to start using library r@smupsssentage of

libraries observed to offepftiorwas greater in 2008 than18,20

making it seem as thatiggservicavas shrinkingpweverthe

requirements for this data element were stricter in the current study than in

the previous one. Whereas in 2008 study authors searchéiesolely for

ability to sign up for a card, in 2010 they placed emphasis on being able to

start utilizing library resources (such as subscription databases)

immediateliMore than o#kird of the largest libraries (38%) offered such

an online card signgr smagér libraries this was not a common effering

it was found on the websitlessihan Iin10public libraries in all

population groupswseg fewer than 500,000 people

Blogs / RSS Feeds

One of the first AWeb 2.00 technologies that public
to patrons was a blog where they could relay information and interact with

their communities. In 2008, the study noted that even thasugh this w

Chart 2
Percentage of U.S. Libraries with Blogs in 2008 and 201(
By Population Group
80%
. 71%
70% = 2008 N B Only libraries
60% S/ serving more than
50% 2010 - 500,000 showed
399, 43% substantial increase
40% — in thei
in their use of blogs.
30% 29% 29% |
16%
20% o 14% |
(3]
O% '_- T T T 1
Under 10,000 10,000 - 25,000 - 100,000- 500,000 and
24,999 99,999 499,999 Over

*Please note: due to a database error, during the 2008 study the percentages of libraries
serving fewer than 100,000 people with a blog-repsraeChart Dresents
corrected numbers.
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RSS feed use has
grown - nearly 9
out of 10 libraries
serving at least

500,000 uses RSS
feeds.

http://www.flickr.com/phot
dullhunk/3541653049/
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comparatively basic new technology, overall adoption among public librari
was relatively | ow. Two years | at

(seeChart 2 The only group that saw a significant chpamgeritage of

libraries with blogs was those that serve at least 500,000 people, which ro
from 5percendf libraries to percentFor all other population groups,

the increase in percentage of libraries with blogs was minimal, if it increas
at alland in none of those groups did over half of the libraries have a blog.

Chart 3
Percentage of U.S. Libraries with RSS Feeds in 2008 and 20.
By Population Group

100%

(o)

90% = 2008

80% |
0% 2010 66%
c0% 60% B
50% 47% -
40% 37% -
30% 23%  21% —

20% 7% 10% = B

il L L
0% | . T

Under 10,000 - 25,000 - 100,000 - 500,000 and

10,000 24,999 99,999 499,999 Over

89%

In 2010 an increased percentage of public libraries in this study offered RS
feeds, which can be used to push such content as blog posts and new iter
in the catalog out to users@beet B Unlike adoption of blogs, which

seemed to stagnate excephgriie largest public libraries between 2008
and 2010, study authors found an increase in RSS feed usage for each
population group. Nearly 9 of out 10 (89%) libraries serving at least 500,0
people provided RSS feaslsliB out of 5 (60%) of thoseirsgr
100,00@99,999. On the other end of the spectrum, adoption among the
smallest libraries was also growing, rising fremt @008 to 10

percent in 2010.




SearctBox ElectronidewslettérSharing Interface

In addition to comparing landscape statistics from the 2008 study, some new
variables were added to the 2010 iteration of the survey. Some of these new
variables consistedunfctionthat libraries may have provided8rb@00

were nancluded in the study, for exampétalog searbbx throughout

a | i dite aad the @lslity to subscribe to an electronic newsletter. Others
examined website offerings that were not present or prevalent in 2008,
including the optfon users to share library content via applications such

as ShareThis and AddThis.

Chart 4
Percentage of U.S. Libraries with a Search Box, Electronic Newsletter, an
Sharing Interface in 2010, by Population Group

7 | | | | | | | |
500,000 and Over 63%

W 49%
100,000 - 499,999 459
WSE‘F}

25,000 - 99,999 29%
* 22%
10,000 - 24,999 25%

* 149
0,
Under 10,000 i"(o /{7 14
60

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

93%

70%

=)

58%

41%

Search Box E-Newsletter M Sharing Interface

Of these examplagatalog search lembeddedn the home page and

on other pages is thature most likehhawvebeernin gace for a number

of years, ands woultie expectethis variable had the highest level of
adoption across population gio@@d @seeChart 1 Researchers

found such a search box on the websites of nearly all libraries serving at
least 500,000 people. The percentage of librariefuwittiothédity

drops considerably among groups serving smaller populations, with only
about 1 inlibraries (14%) of those serving fewer than 10,000 providing it.

The electronic, email, newsletter is another technology that is not entirely

recent, butsadoption among libraries is@tiparativelyw. Even in the Hal f of the
largest librariebetoption to subscribe to one or more electronic websites offer a sharing
newsletters was found in fewer than 2 out of 3. Only a handful of the interface that allows users

smallest libraries offered this option to pass content on to

One of the newer technologies resesachetssvas the option to share others through their social

library content viac&l networking and an interface such as ShareThis. networking sites or email.
Though this isamewhatew phenomenon, it appears that it may be

gaining traction. Nearly half (49%) of the largest libraries are already using

ShareThis on their sites, and a decent proportiber ibsanes are

using it as well.
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SMS Reference
moved from an
offering in only 1
library in the 2008
study to a noticeable
presence.

Electronic Reference

Many public libraries are using the web to bring one of the most traditional
library servicgsefereno@ online (se€hart b Virtual reference is

embraced in one way or another by most large public libraries and by a hi
percentage of smaller public libraries. As in 2008, email continues to be th
most popular form of virtual reference, wilemellf of libraries in
communities of at least 100,000 previgiihgeference servidéss is

in spite of the fact @10 email reference nundretswer than those

of 2008due to a stricter definition of "email reférendet the 2010

study the email link needed to be explicitly for reference questions, where:
in 2008 a cont)Llatrefarenae isbfft@dikby wa s s
many public librarieg has not seen significant incredemnia years

between studies eldmiytype ov¥irtual referentieat has seen much

movement is SMS (text message) reference. In 2008 the presence of SMS
reference was found in only one public library in trel$koalgh is

still quite rare, it seems to atrsctedomeattenbnrecently.

500,000 and Over

100,000 - 499,999

25,000 - 99,999

10,000 - 24,999

Under 10,000

Percentage of U.S. Libraries with Email, Chat, or SMS Reference in 20

ql?,%

4%
VA

2%

Charts

By Population Group

| N A [ S [ — S
.

30%

87%

20%
34%

13%

0% | 13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Email Chat mSMS
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Social Media Presence

Of all the webchnologiesxamined in this styplyblic libraries have
seen the greatest change in social medhdssg This arena, which
was nonexistenteavyears ago, andamwhich very few public libraries

had ventured even in 2008, has seen a veptabiereof growth. Facebook is by far the
Facebook in particular has seen tremendo8susef 10 (80%) public MOST POPULAR social
librarieserving 500,000 or more péaplke presence there, and media site used by public
Facebook representatvasstrong in nearly all population ranges. More libraries. Flickr held that
than half of the lieea in the study serving 108,99®99 people (58%) honor in 2008, but Twitter

and 25,0009,99%eopl€56%,)and nearly half (44%) of those serving
10,0024,99%ad a Facebook presence. Even among the smallest ) _
libraried those in communities with fewer than 10,0@rEsople in rival to the photo-sharing
5(18%) was interacting with patrons on Facebook. Many libraries were also  site in 2010.

using Flickr and Twitter, and a fairly large proportion was moving into

posting videos with official YouTubega®s®lany libraries stillshad

MySpace presence, thoughtd not grown much since 2008, and

researchers noted that many of the public library MySpace sites appeared to

not have been updated since the last study.

has emerged as a close

Chart 6
Percentage of U.S. Libraries with a Presence on Various Socii
Media Sites in 2010, by Population Group

500,000 and Over 68%
52%

58%

100,000 - 499,999 o 38%

=26%
56%

319
25,000 - 99,999 22% %

0%
8%
44%

18%

10,000 - 24,999

Under 10,000

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

M Facebook Flickr Twitter MySpace ® YouTube
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Nearly 1in 5 libraries in
communities serving
fewer than 10,000 people
have a Facebook
presence - a higher
percentage than those
who have an electronic
newsletter. 4in 5
libraries serving over
500,000 are on
Facebook.

FACEBOOK
popularity has
grown by almost
700% in two
years. FLICKR
use has more

than doubled.

As mentioned, Facebook was the social media site with the highest rate of
adoption by libraries in the studZ(set), and the increase in Facebook

use by public libraries is truly dramatic. In 2008, the only population with mo
than 5 percent adoption was the group of those serving at least 500,000 pec
with 1 in 10 (11%) having a Facebook presetweydarsdter,

participation in each population group had grown by a factseuéatlleast
20104 in 5of the largest libraries had a presence on Facebook. For libraries
serving 100,0d@9,999 people, the adoption rate jumped from 5 percent in
2008 to 5gercent in 2010. Fsity percent of public libraries serving- 25,000
99,999 were on Facebook in 2010, compared witdraey ih 2008.

Chart 7
Percentage of U.S. Libraries Using Facebook in 2008 an
2010, by Population Group

0,
zg; W 2008 80%
(]
2010

70% —
60% 56% 58% [
>0% 44% —
40% —
30% -

20% 18% -

10% 59 ﬁ —
0% 1% % 1% ||

Under 10,000 - 25,000 - 100,000 - 500,000 and
10,000 24,999 99,999 499,999 Over

While social media adoption by public libraries grew significantly across the
board between 2008 and 2010, libraries serving at least 500,000 saw the m
dramatic increases. Facebook adoption rose from 11 percent to 80 percent
between those years, ansktlerge libraries also were more than twice as
likely to have a presence on Flickr in 2010 (63%) compared with 2008 (30%
Although MySpace has seen a general decrease in use, large public librarie
are still adopting it; usage rose from 30 perc@nbib2@@rcent in 2010.

Chart 8
Percentage of U.S. Libraries with a Presence on Various Socii
Media Sites in 2008 and 2010, Libraries Serving 500,000+
90% m 2008 80%
80% 2
70% 2010
° 63%
0,
()
40%
30% - 30% 30%
20% 1 11%
10% - —
o . B
MySpace Flickr Facebook
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Audio / Video

Researchers also looked for the presence of audio files (e.g., podcasts) and

video on websitdiepercentageflibraries with audio files on their

websites grew slightly between 2008 and 2Chauspestil] these

types of files remain a rarity on public library websites, especially those

serving small communitidsotiyeas, researchers found no aueso f The presence of VIDEO
for any library that served fewer than 10,000 people, and only one library files h d
that served 10,680,999 had such a presence in 2010. As with many other lles has SUrpasse
pieces of data collected in this study, the bulk of the movement occurred in ~ that of AUDIO files on
the largest librariese Percentage of public libraries serving at least public library websites.
500,000 people thadvidedudio files rose fronp2cent to J&rcent.

Chart9
Percentage of U.S. Libraries with Audio Files on their
Websites in 2008 and 2010, by Population Group
0,
2(5) ; = 2008 32%
4 |
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25% 22%
20% —
15% |
10% o 6% [
5% 0, Zu Zu 4/0 —
() 0
O% O% T O% 1/0 T - T - T 1
Under 10,000 - 25,000 - 100,000 - 500,000 and
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Based on theendobservetbrlibraries in this study, it would seem that

video is surpassing audio on public library websites. In 2008, researchers

found no video presence on websites for any libraries serving fewer than

100,000 people, and even among the largestthieradegin rate was

very low (seéehart 10 Though far from ubiquitous, video is making an

entrance into public libraries of all sizes. In 2010, more public library

websites had video files than audio files for all population groups except the The percentage of

largest, compareith audio files being much more prevalent in 2008. libraries serving more
than 500,000 with audio

Chart 10 files on their websites
Percentage of U.S. Libraries with Video Files on the rose from 22% to 32%

Websites in 2008 and 2010, by Population Grou . .
yrop P and those with video

= 2008 21% files jumped from just 4%

20% — 0
’ 2010 17% to 21%.
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5%
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Only the larger
libraries were
beginning to offer
mobile-friendly
versions of their
websites, but this
feature is likely to
become more common
in the next few years.

http://www.flickr.com/photos/babyben/475671(

Mobile

In the 2010 edition ofstively, researchers looked for the presence of
mobildriendly versieaf the library websites, as well as the presence of
libranspecific gadgets, such as FirefempliMyhile usewébview

mobile devices is skyrocketing, at the time of therstgd0(®) there

was little evidence of public library websites being styled specifically for
mobile devices. Researchers found no such websites for libraries that
served fewer than 100,000 people and located the presence of a mobile si
in only 3 perdeof libraries serving between 100,000 and 499,999 and 12
percent of public libraries serving at least 500,000 peophte. Just as
presence of public librasesocial networking sitesibarsignificantly

over the last few yedrns, likely the percentage of libraries with mobile
siteswillincrease steadily in the near futufact, when researchers

revisited the websites of libraries serving more than 500,000 in March 201
they identified mobile versions for 26 of them, compaead &gd,a y

which raises the percentage of the largest libraries viitbnaigbile

websites from 12 percent to 21 percent.
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EstimateResults for All U.S. Public Libraries

Based on the national stratified sample of libraries included in the study,
estimatesan be madwithe percentage of public libraries overall that are
utilizing various teologies on their websidmrt 1emonstrates the
estimated percentagallgbublibraries using a variety of technologies.

Overall estimates of

As seen earlier in this section, most of these estimatieshaame=d public Iib

significantly from 2008. A similar perceritagaeaxf bveralldmweb _
presence, and online account access has risen only slightly (from 56% to various Web 2.0 tools
63%)ltseemghat the other technologies appear on the wdbsges of have not changed
than on¢hird of public libraries in the United States. Even a presence on much since 2008.
Facebook, which at the time of this study was adopted by an estimated 32

percent of public librariamtisypicakspecially for the smatliabtic

libraries.

Again, these are estimates of the number of libraries that provide each

technology, and &eavily influenced by the fact thatG®zehzent of

public libraries in the United States serve fewer than 10,000 people. At the

other end of the spectrum, the 84 public libraries serving at least 500,000

people actually serve né@bercentahe countr yfsées popul ati on
Table L

Chart 11
Estimated Percentage of U.S. Libraries Using Various Web 2.0 Technologies in :
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Despite somewhat low
percentages of the
numberof libraries
offering some web

technologies,
substantially more
patrons across the
country are served by
libraries that use them.

Tablel: Number of People Served by Public Libraries in the United
States, by Population Range (2008)

Number of | Number of Percentage of

Population Range i aries | People Servec Total Population

Under 10,000 5,422 18,801,973 6%

10,000- 24,999 1,764 28,264,701 10%
25,000 - 99,999 1,508 72,448,653 25%
100,000- 499,999 439 88,286,494 30%
500,000 + 84 87,737,218 30%
Total 9,217 295,529,039 100%

Note: Due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100

So, while the percentage of libraries adopting vateachselepies is
relatively low, a much higher percentage of the United States is actually
served by libraries with such technologies avail@hbrti(4e

Viewed this way, more than half of people in the United States are served
public librari¢isat offer multiple web technologies, such as RSS feeds and
email reference. Three o&#ahericans (60%) can connect with their
libraries on Facebook, and nearly everyone can access their library accou
online, via theilgic libraries' web presence.

SMS Reference
Audio Files

Video Files

Online Card Signup
YouTube

MySpace

Sharing Interface
Twitter

Flickr

E-Newsletter

Blog

Chat Reference
RSS Feeds

Email Reference
Facebook

Search Box

Online Account Access
Web Presence

Estimated Percentage of U.S. Library Patrons Served by Various Web 2.0 Technologies in

Chart 12
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Early Adopters

The libraries included in this study fall along a continuum of web technology
adoption. Usitlge technologies examined, researchers deveiogexi a

to define the level of web technology adoption for the libraries. Whereas
during the 2008 study researchers uspdinifflexhat was

essentially one point per item iimdireduring thieiation of the study

The 44-point Early
Adopter index includes

researchers developed a differéstightly more complicatest.ind tools and features
Some items from the earlier study were not used, and new items were researchers identified
added. In addition, there was snibtlety included in sonex iteins. as important indicators
For instance, durthgs version of the study researchers looked for a ofal i brwebyd:

search box on the library's website. If the public library website had a search .  , , yness.
box on most pages, it was awarded two points, while if it only included the
search box on the home page wrpafges, iteceived just opeint.

There are numerous ways in which public libraries can bekdefined as "
Adopters" in terms of adoptimelntechnologies, and thex ek

focused on the technologies identified as critical to the study authors. The
followig table enumerates the items used tdcaldfitydoper status.

Table2: Early Adopterindex ltems

Index Item/Category Definition / Points
Basic Web Site / Catalog
Web Presence 1 point if the library had a web presence

1 point if users could sign up for a library card and immediately use
library resources (e.g., databases)

Online Card Access 1 point if users could access their library card information
Extended Website

Online Card Signup

1 point if the library website had a search box on the home page, 2
points if there was a search box on most library web pages

1 point if the library website had an interface which allowed users to
directly share library content through their social networks, email, etc.
1 point if the library offered one generic newsletter, 2 if the library
offered an array of newsletters for users to choose from

Search Box

Sharing Interface

E-Newsletter

Audio Files 1 point if the library used podcasts on its site
Video Files 1 point if the library used video files on its site
2 points if the library had a website specifically formatted for mobile

Mobile Devices

devices
Blog Presence 2 points if the library had at least one blog
Blog Subscribe 1 point if users could subscribe to the library's blog(s)
Recent Post 2 points if the library blog had been updated within the previous two
weeks
2 points if the library blog had been commented on in the previous two
Recent Comment weeks

1 point if the library offered an RSS feed with its blog, 2 points if the

RSS Feeds library offered multiple RSS feeds
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Table2 Continued: Early Adopter Inddxems

Virtual Reference

Chat Reference

3 points if the library provided chat reference

SMS Reference

3 points if the library provided SMS reference

Email Reference

MySpace Presence

Social Networking

3 points if the library provided email reference

1 point if the library had a presence on MySpace

Facebook Presence

1 point if the library had a presence on Facebook

Facebook Catalog

1 point if the library had a search box embedded in its Facebook page

Facebook IM Reference

1 point if the library had chat reference embedded in its Facebook page

Facebook Fans

1 point if the library was at or above the median for number of Facebook
fans for its population group

Flickr Presence

1 point if the library had a presence on Flickr

Twitter Presence

1 point if the library had a presence on Twitter

Twitter Followers

1 point if the library was at or above the median for number of Twitter
followers

YouTube Presence
Enhanced Catalog
User Comments / Reviews

1 point if the library had a channel on YouTube

1 point if the library's OPAC offered user comments or reviews

User Ratings

1 point if the library's OPAC offered user ratings

Recommendations

1 point if the library's OPAC provided dynamic recommendations based on
the user's search

Tags

1 point if the library's OPAC allowed users to look for items based on tags

Tag cloud

1 point if the library's OPAC offered a tag cloud

69 libraries
reached half of
the possible
Early Adopter
index score in
2010. Only 1 did
in 2008.
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In an effort to keep these categories relatively balanced, study authors
attributed multiple points to some categories, essentially deeming them
more important. The most obvious example of this was in virtual reference
There were few data posge@ated with virtual reference, but authors felt
that it was an important piece of web technologyibrapybliedsites.

Each data eleménthis category could earn three points, which made the
overall weight of the category (nine possiblim fioimtsjth the others.

Based on the number of libraries receadiogablyigh scores on this

indexit would appear that adoption of various web technologies is
increasing among public libraries in the United States. While in the 2008
version of the study only one library scored at least half of thegxossible
points (Hennepin County Libnéy//hclib.org), during this iteration 69
libraries in the sample reached a score of 22 points, or half of the possible
indexscore. As would be expected, most of these libraries were from the
largest two population groups (37 from libraries servb@Qed0€ast

and 20 from those serving 1004880999), but there were 12
representatives from libraries serving fewer than 100,000 people, including
from communities of under 25,000. These included Rocky River Public
Library in Ohio (@8ex points, wasite: http://www.rrpl.org), Keen Public
Library in New Hampshire (26, http://www.keenepubliclibrary.org), and
Merrick Library in New York (23, http://merricklibrary.org). For all libraries,
Sacramento Public Library (http://www.saclibrary.org) ledh86way




points on thisdex with New York Public Library (http://www.nypl.org) close

behind at 34.

As in the first version of this study, researchers identified the eightieth

percentilsndexscore for each population group. Libraries scoring at or Libraries that scored in
above the eightieth percentile (i.e., the top twenty percent of libraries in each e top 20% of their
group) were labeledi&arly Adopters.” These libraries were then population groups on

compared to the rest of the libraries in the study, using traditional statistics the web technologies
as reported nationally by the Institute for Museum and Library Services index are Early
(IMLS). Libraries that were classified as Early Adepgeitdzendly
higher per capita measures than their peers for nearly every ratio reported ~ A\COPIErS.
by IMLS.

Inputs
Similar to the 2008 findings, Early Adopter libraries have significantly higher
ratios on traditional input statistics than their peers.

Again, lfaries that adopted web technologies had significantly higher
staffingpumbers than their peers, both in terms of librarians and total staff
(seeChart 18 Early Adagtibraries ha¢b percent more total staff than

other libraries in the studyparethan twice as many librarians per

capita, a huge disparity. This gap in librarians appears to be growing, up
from 5@ercengreater in the 2008 studyakes sense that libraries with
higher staff numbers are more likely to adopt web teEiirnetegies

people to implement these initiatives,daftet thle difference here is
astounding, and potentially growing among the professional ranks.

Chart 13
U.S. Libraries: Average Library Staffing Levels in 201( Early Adopter libraries

By Early Adopter Status have twice as many
1.0 librarians as non-early
0.8 0.74 adopters.

0‘6 0.51

0.4 I
0‘2 0- 17

-
0.0 A

Librarians per 1,000 Staff per 1,000

Full-Time Equivalent
Staffing per 1,000 Served

M Early Adopter Not Early Adopter

The gap between pulliiaty technology haves andatgeappears to

be growing in the financial inputs area as Wélh(c&@ Libraries

classified as Eaflglopters brought imp@gcentore money in terms of

average local revenue per capita, and were able to translate this into 68
percenhigher expenditures per capita on staff. As with librarian staffing, this
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- gap appears to bewging up from 58ercenand 44percent
Early Adopter libraries respectivedyduring the 2008 study. Again, the expectation would be that

have a local income 69% EarlyAdopters have more financial resources, but the size of the gap is
hlgher, and staff dramatic
expenditures 44%
greater, than non-early
adopters. Chart 14
U.S. Libraries: Average Library Local Revenue and Stal
Expenditures in 2010, by Early Adopter Status
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More funding generally leads to larger collections, and in the case of audic
and video materials and Early Adopters this is playing out @havell (see

15. Libraries in the study that had done more with their web presence had
an average of 312 audimstper 1,000 served in their collection,

compared with only 198 for other libraries in the study. Early Adopters alsc

Libraries that are not had avideatemsper 1,000 served ratio that was slightly higher than their
early adopters have peers 304 to 240though this difference was not slyssignificant.
noticeably fewer
a}udlo and video Chart 15
holdings than those U.S. Libraries: Average Audio and Video Holdings in 201(
that are. By Early Adopter Status
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Despite this, and in a continuing trend from the previous study, researchers
found that Early Adopter libraries did not house significantly more print titles
or computers per capita than their counterparts. In fact, Early Adopter
libraries had fewer coengyped,000 servatian other librarieghese

two areas of library collections are among the more traditional offered, and

as a result most libraries have books and compptessibligfgat the Early Adopter libraries
more innovative oiigébe Early Adoptérare noinvesting as much in DO NOTave

these aredhatare already mature because they are devoting more significantly more print
resources to adopting newer sendisetith the previous stpdwt volumes per capita

volumes and computeese among the very few input statistics collected
by the IMLS where EAdiorlibraries were not significantly
outperforming their peers.

Table3 shows the differences between Early Adopter libraries and their
counterparts on other input statidtissnumbersTable3 were up

slightly from the previous study, with the trends in differences between Early
Adopter libraries and their counterparts remaining essentially unchanged
with the exception of computers per 1,000 served, which flipped, more or
less. Not surprisindtarly Adopter libraries spent a far greater percentage

of their collection budgets on electronic materials. They also had more
subscriptions per capita and higher overall collection expenditures.

Table3: U.S. Libraries: InpuRatios for Selected Statistics in 2010, by Early Adopter Status
=101 Not Early Percent Greater for

Statistic

Adopter  Adopter Early Adopters
Print Volumes per Capita 4.10 3.95 4%
Computers per 1,000 Served 1.13 1.43 -21%
Subscriptions per 1,000 Served* 10.78 7.88 37%
Collection Expenditures per Capita* $6.90 $3.99 73%
Electronic Expenditures per Capita* $0.81 $0.37 119%
*p<.01
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The gap between Early
Adopters and non-early
adopters in circulation
per capita increased
from 53% to 66%
between 2008 and 2010.

Early Adopters report
higher outputs than
non-early adopters in
all measures collected
by IMLS.

Outputs

Generally, as inputs rise, so do outputs, and this trend is seen again with t
libraries in our study. Early Adopter libraries, which tended to have higher
input ratios, have significantly higher output measures boavds t

Most notably, welvvy public libraries have much higher visits and
circulation figures, two measures traditionally used to indicate library
success (seéehart 16 Early Adopter librariestae thanwisits per

capita, versus fewer théor their peers. In terms of circulation per capita,
patrons d@arlyAdoperlibrarieshieck out an average of oveor4 items

per year (11.33 versus 6.81). Similar to the input measures, the gap
between Early Adopting libraries and their couaypiprzasdo be

growing for input measures as well, with Early Adopters outperforming the
peers by 5@ercenin visits per capita, ang&@enin circulation per

capita during thtisrationcompared with fidrcenand 53ercent

respectively durihg first study.

Chart 16
U.S. Libraries: Average Visits and Circulation per Capite
By Early Adopter Status
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Consistent with the fiosihdf the study, Early Adopter libraries continued

to outpace their peers in all output measures collecte@diydMLS.

illustrates the differences in other commonly collected output ratios.
Interestingly, the only output statistic where the détersscébrly
Adoprlibraries and others has narrowed is Electronic Users per Capita.
Other libraries may be beginning to catch up, but Early Adopters still see G
percengreater use in this area.

Table4: U.S. Libraries: InduRatios for Selected Statistics in 2010, by Early Adopter Status
=F14)% Not Early  Percent Greater for

Adopter  Adopter Early Adopters
Reference Questions per Capita* 1.32 0.83 59%
Program Attendance per 1,000 Served* 511 310 65%
Children's Program Attendance per 1,000 Served* 14.68 9.73 51%
Children's Circulation per Capita* 4.04 2.29 76%
Electronic Users per Capita* 1.64 1.23 33%

*p<.01
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Revisiting 2008 Early Adopters and Output Data

A longerm goal of this study is to try to determine specifically whether and
how adoption of web technologies contributes to library success, as
measured by traditiatedinitionsSimply put, does adoption of web

technologies lead to greater uselibiréing (i.e., more visitskagter

circulation)? Analysgisnbining 2008 usage ftata IML&inavailable

when the first iteration of the study was published) and 2008 web technology
adoption dasaiggests that adoption of web technologies may lead to

greater outputs such as visits and circulaticima(sag

Chart 17
U.S. Libraries: Average Increase in Visits and Circulatior
per Capita, by 2008 Early Adopter Status
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Public libraries that were identified as Early Adopters during the 2008
version of the study achieved significantly greater increases in both visits
and circulation per capita than theierpauts between 2003 and 2008.

Early Adogtlibraries saw a rise in average annual increase in visits per
capita during that fpe@r span that was twice as great as their

counterparts in libraries that did not adopt as much web technology. Even
more ipressive, average catah per capita in Early Adliptaries

increased by 1.43, nedtimes as great as the 0.36 average increase in
other libraries.

In both years of the study, public libraries that were identified as Early
Adopters of web technologies tended to have higher pesdapita ratio
nearly all statistics, whether input or output by nature. Higher inputs in terms
of dollars and staffing lead to greater outputs. A natural conclusion is that
better funded public libraries have made that choice to pursue the
implementation of waht®logies, though it is difficult to determine

whether this technglagoptioindependentlyads to greater outputs. In

an attempt to tease out some of the subtleties of this relationship, study
authors performed regression analgstermine whetkechnology

adoption remains a significant predictor of various usage measures when
controlling for monetary ingtdsthis analysi008 data for collection
expenditures per capita, staff expenditures per capita, andeEarly Adopt
status served asl@pendent variables, with per capita output measures as
the dependent variable. This analysis was performed for both visits and
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Early Adopt
Visits per capita
increased at a rate twice
as great as non-early
adopters between 2003
and 2008. Their
circulation per capita
increased at a rate 4
times as great as non-
early adopters.

Researchers performed
regression analysis in an
attempt to determine
whether technology
adoption independently
contributed to the higher
outputs reported by
Early Adopters.




circulation per capita, as well as program attendance, a relatively new

nationally collected statistic for which 2003 dateawaitable.
Controlling for staff and
collection expenditures,
classification as an Early

The beta values in the tables below illustratévihetrelagth of each
predictor in relation to the others included in the analysis. These results
suggest that, as would be expected, the financial input variables are stron

Adopter was a predictors of output measures. Even controlling for these, however, the
significant predictor of identitiation of beirag EdyAdopteremains a significant predictor for
higher visits, circulation, visits, circulation, and program attendance per capita (Sggdrables
and program attendance 7). Early evidence suggests that using web technologies to reach out to
per capita. patrons can pay dividends in temadittbhal output statistics.

Refinement of this studligefuturemight allow researchers to arrive at
stronger conclusions.

Table5: Predictors of Library Visits per Capita (all data from 2008)
Adjusted R
Square? Predictors Beta

Visits per Capit 0.43 Staff Expenditures per Capita 0.26**
Collection ExpendituresCapita  0.38**

Early Adopter 0.12*
*p< 001
*n< .01
Table6: Predictors of Library Circation per Capita (all data fron2008)
Adjusted R
Square Predictors Beta

Circulation per 0.64 Staff Expenditures per Capita 009

Capita
Collection Expenditures per Ci 0.69**
Early Adopter 0.10**
*p<.001
*p<.01
Table7: Predictors of Library Programttendance per Capita (all data
from 2008)
Adjusted
R Square Predictors Beta
Prograw{i\ttendance 0.29 Staff Expenditures per Capita 0.20
per Capita
Collection Expenditures per Ci 0.33**
Early Adopter 0.11*
*p<.001
*p<.01

2 Adjusted R square indicates the proportion of variation in the dependent
variable accounted for by the predictors. In the case of Table 5, the adjusted R
square value indicates that 43% of the variance in visits per capita has been
explained by the three predictorst staff expenditures per capita, collection
expenditures per capita, and Early Adopter status.
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Colorado Results

In addition to the libraries included in the national sample, the study
examined all 114 Colorado public libraries. This section discusses the
degree to which these libraries have implemented various technologies on
their websites, whether use of tireotegies has increased or decreased
since the 2008 study, and how Colorado libraries compare to the national

sample.

Landscape of Library 2.0 A higher percentage
of smaller libraries

WebPresence, Patron Access, and Online Card Signup in Colorado have a

Nearly 9 out of 10 (87%) Colorado public libraries have a wele@resence (s web presence than
Chart 18 Since 2008, web presence for libraries serving more than 25,000 the!r Peers
people has not changed, and Colorado lags slightlycbehiional nationally.
sample for libraries serving 259009 (93% to 99%). In contrast,

Colorado libraries serving smaller communities saw an increase in web

presence. All libraries serving 1B08¥D now offer a website, and web

presence for those sanfewer than 10,000 jumped from 7 out of 10 in

2008 to nearly 8 out of 10 in 2010 (71% to 79%). This has kept web

presence of Colorado libraries ahead of the national sample in the smallest

popul ation groups. Orneepuldiibraresat age t hat Col oradods s
have is thepportunity to build a library wdbsitegh the Plidkatolkit.

Chart 18
Percentage of Colorado Libraries with a Web Presence, Online Patron Account Access ¢
Online Library Card Signup in 2010, by Population Group
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Total 75%
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Web Presence Online Patron Account Access B Online Library Card Signup

® Plinkit is a multi-state collaborative supported by state libraries and
consortia to provide libraries in Colorado, Oregon, lllinois, Texas, Michigan,
Virginia with a template for creating a website using open source software.
For more information on Plinkit, visit http://www.plinkit.org/
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Web presence and
online account access
stayed the same for the
two largest population
groups, but showed
substantial increases in
the smallest libraries.

The number of smaller
Colorado libraries with
blogs doubled between

2008 and 2010.

Justlike web presence, online access ts@Etconnts remained the

same for the largest Colorado public libraries. Libraries serving smaller
populations experiengezhter growih offering online account access

than they did in web presence, risim@Snoercent to 95 percent for

libraries serving 10;,2a0099 and from 48 percent to 60 percent for

libraries serving fewer than 10,000. Again, Colorado is keeping up with
larger libraries across the country but pulls ahead noticeably when it come
to snaller libraries providing online account(aoogsare 95% of

Colorado libraries serving 1290099 with 85% nationwide, and 60% of

the smallest Colorado libraries with 45% of the smallest.nationwide)

Overall, in 2010, about the same percentalgeaniolibraries offered the
option to sign up for a library card online and immediately start using resol
as in 2008. By population group, the only increase was for libraries servin
10,0006 24,999 people (5% to 14%), while all other groupsisasa d

Even so, Colorado is consistently ahead of the national sample in offering
online card signup, with 9 percent of Colorado libraries providing this optio
compared to an estimated 4 percent of libraries across the country.

Blogs / RSS Feeds

Sine 2008, blogs have grown in popularity among all Colorado libraries
except those serving 25989099, where use of this platform has plateaued
at less than one third (29%), just as in the national s&hpkt {8edhe
percentage of smaller lésarsing blogs doubled (from 6% to 12% for
libraries serving fewer than 10,000 and from 10% to 19% for libraries servi
10,00e24,999), and that of the largest libraries rosgémanti® 67

percent These increases keep Colorado libraries #teeadtmal curve

in their adoption of blogs; interestingly, national adoption rates in 2010 hoy
close to those of Colorado libraries in 2008.

Chart 19
Percentage of Colorado Libraries with Blogs in 2008 and
2010, by Population Group
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60% 2010
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*Please note: due to a database error, during the 2008 study the percentages of librar
serving fewer than 100,000 people with a blog-repsrbedChart 1@resents
corrected numbers.
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RSS feeds were a litiézed tool in 2088east among smaller

librariebut have since escalated into one of the more popular Web 2.0

technologies included in this study. Overall, use of BRBEdemdslo Col orado | i
libraries hdaacreased by 177 persamte 2008, pushing this technology
well past blogs in rate of adoptioGliaee2) The greatest
advancement came in libraries serving2Z5d®¥) without o

libraries now providing RSS feeds, compared toliedih&1008.

Even a quarter of the smallest librareR88dieeds while more than 4
in 10 libraries serving 16220999 have them. All but the largest
Colorado libraries are considextadsdy of the national sample in offering
RSS feeds.

of RSS feeds increased
by 177%. Even 1 in 4 of
the smallest libraries
offers them.

Chart 20
Percentage of Colorado Libraries with RSS Feeds in 200
and 2010, by Population Group
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1in 2 Colorado library
websites features a site
or catalog search box,
while only 1 in 3 libraries
does nationally.

Nearly 2 out of 5 libraries
in Colorado offer e-malil
newsletters and a
sharing interface.

SearcltBox Electronic Newslett8haring Interface

Inclusion of a sitecatalog search box was apparent on half of Colorado

|l i brariesdéd websites, with 3 out o]
libraries serving 10,2499 (71%) enabling searchinGlisee2)L

Somewhat surprisingly, the percentageed §braimg 25,000,999

the second largest population Greap notably smaller, with search

boxes on less than 3 out of 5 (57%) websites. The search function, likely
not a new feature of most | ibrari
the néonal sample as in Colorado, particularly among smaller libraries.
While 1 in 2 Colorado library weflesiteses search box, less than 1in 3
(30%) libraries nationally has one. Among libraries serving more than
25,000, about the same percent@géoohdo and national libraries offer a
search box, but in the smaller population groups, Colorado libraries are
noticeablghead.

Electronic newsletters ar@asyon for the largest Colorado libraries as a
search box, with 75 percent offering some kind of bulletin, but their
popularity plummets as library size shrinks: just 5 percent of the smallest
libraries offer an electronic newsletter. Overall usaniof mbecdietters

by Colorado libraries (18%) is the same as that of a nfaatuneaver
sharingnterface. Adoption of amshiatierface is more evenly distributed
among population groups in Colorado libraries than those in the national
sample, wittb percent of the smallest and 33 percent ofsthe large
Colorado libraries offegifgature such &harefiis, compared to 6

percenof the smallest and 41 penfahe largest libraries nationally.

Chart 21
Percentage of Colorado Libraries with a Search Box, Electronic Newlsette
and Sharing Interface in 2010, by Population Group
] | | | |
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Electronic Reference

One out of 4 Colorado libraries provides email refeehag &ze
This is a modest decrease from 2008 peecg e s due t o
stricter definition of what

with libraries nationally in offering email reference arahiaeteead

percentage experimenting with SMS reference (1%). That translates to just

llibrary in the state of Colorado, but some libraries dfexdtkidasy
those serving fewer than 10,6808onwide are trying out the technology.

qualifie
was not sufficient in the 2010 version of the study). Colorado is consistent

Chart 22
Percentage of Colorado Libraries with Email, Chat, or SMS
Reference in 2010, by Population Group
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By far, the most populeeference tool in Colorado libraries is chat
referenceMinor increases since 2008 have resultédrarias seng

more than 100,000 and at least half of smallenblrariesgidinge

service. Nationwide, chat reference still takes a back seat to email, but
Colorado libraries are well ahead of the curve with this technology (see
Chart 28 The prevalendechat reference in Colorado libraries is due
primarily to a statewide service, AskGeltvalls provided by the

Chart 23
Percentage of Colorado and National Libraries with Chat
Reference in 2010, by Population Group
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Every Colorado library
serving more than
100,000 people offers
chat reference, which is
more popular than email
reference throughout the
state, but not nationally.

Only 1 Colorado library
that provides chat
reference does not use
AskColorado, the
statewide chat reference
service.



In 2008, no Colorado
libraries had a Facebook
profile; now, 1in 3 uses
the social networking
site to reach patrons.
Flickr and Twitter are the
next most popular social
media tools.

Colorado State Lib@mnly one Colorado library offering chat reference

does not use AskColorado). Itis important to note tiotheestatds

offer similar statewide chat reference services, and researchers noticed th
these locations typically had a higher percentage of libraries offering chat
reference. In other words, Colorado is likely not the only state to have suc
high perentages of libraries with chat reference, but the small sample size
for other individual states makes it impossible to draw definitive conclusior
about them beyond the national level.

Social Media Presence

In 2008, less than 5 percent of Colorado libraggpesienenting with

any social mediadthey usednlyMySpace and Flickr. Two years later,

the popularity of social media has skyrocketed and expanded to include a
greater variety of options. In p
exploded; whereas in 2008 researchers found no ColoradoHibraries on t
social networking site, more than 1 out of 3 (34%) now have a profile for
their organization. Three out of 4 (75%) of the largest libraries, 1 in 2 (529
of those serving 10;2d(099, and 1 in 5 (21%) serving under 10,000 have
a Facebook presencekinmit by far the most popular social media site for
libraries of all sizes except those serving23000which use Flickr as

much as Facebook (both at 36%). The photo sharing site, followed by
Twitter and YouTube, has found favor witH &t 1€4Sblorado

libraries, while MySpiaocace the most common social media tool for
librarie§i s the | east preferred. Col o
reflects that of libraries nationally, with Colorado libraries just edging ahea
in use dfacebookElickr, Twitter, and YouTube.

100,000 and Over

25,000 - 99,999

10,000 - 24,999

Under 10,000

Percentage of Colorado Libraries with a Presence on Selected Social Networking Sites
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Chart 24

2010, by Population Group
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Audio / Video

Colorado libraries have made a notable leap forward in incorporating audio
and video files inteittwebsites. In 2008, only 5 libraries included audio

files and just 3 featured video; now, nearly 1 in 10 (9%) libraries includes
video files on its web&@e&z=Chart 26 Colorado libraries outpace the

national sample in video files, with twice as high of a proportion (42%
comparedto 19%jlefl ar gest | i br ar i Audidis websit
less popular, with just 4 percent overall adoption (25% among the largest
libraries)As service population decreases, use of audio and video files also
drops. No libraries serving fewer than 25,000 people offered any kind of
audio file on their websites.

Chart 25
Percentage of Colorado and National Libraries with
Video Files on their Websites in 2010
50%
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In the201national sample, less thparcent of librarieand only those
serving more than 100,000 peapiempted to make their websites
compatible with mobile devices. aNpimor€olorado libraries

attempted to offer mobile access (less thaut 8%€ontrast to the

national sample, smaller libraries within theestete be experimenting

with the option. While just 7 percent and 5 percent of Colorado libraries
sening 25,0009,999 and 10,000,999, respectively, cater to mobile
devices, they are ahead of the national dibnagits their size in

adopting this latest technique to reach out to patrons.

Nearly 1 in 10 Colorado
libraries includes video
files on its website,
comparedto 1in3
nationally.

Across population
groups, slightly more
libraries in Colorado
than nationwide provide
a mobile-friendly version
of their website.

t hem.
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Just 4 web tools and
features included in the
study have been
adopted by more than 1
in 2 Colorado libraries.

Colorado: All Libraries

The majority of Colorado public libraries have websites that offer patrons
online access to their accoamtsat leasialf hae a site or catalog

search box and offer chat reference s@e@tdsart 26 About a third

of Colorado libraries use RSS feeds or Famatbeghnd that,

implementation of various Web 2.0 technologies drops to just 1 in 4 librarie
or less. Natial estimates follow a similar curve, but Colorado libraries
maintain a higher percentage of use for all technologies except MySpace
and SMS reference.

By summing the LSA populations of all Colorado libraries utilizing each We
2.0 tool, it was posstiol determine an estimated percentage of Colorado
library patrons served by the various technologies. While some Web 2.0
technologies were relatively uncommon on library websites, all but 1
included in this study reach at least 1 in 4 Coloradtrtibsafsega

Chart 2)¢  Although fewer than 9 out of 10 (87%) Colorado libraries have &
website and 3 in 4 (75%) offer online access to accounts, nearly 100 perce
of Colorado patrons are served by a library with a website and online
account access (998d 88%, respectively). Almost 9 out of 10 (88%)
Colorado patrons have access to a chat referentaweritde

estimated percentage of patrons nationwide (44%).
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Since 2008, the largest increases in Colorado library patrons served by any
Web 2.0 technologies came with Fa@otmk65%), RSS feeds (50% to

67%), blogs (48% to 62%), and Flickr (18% to 51%). A large majority of :
Colorado patrons also have libraries offering email reference (67%) and a All but 1 of the tools in
search box (72%). In addition, electronic newsletters are among the Web ~ the study reach at least 1
2.0 bols servingansiderabfgercentage of Colorado library patrons, but in 4 Colorado library
they are much less available to-jloens/nationwide. Three out of 4 patrons, and nearly
(73%) Colorado patrons can access an electronic newsletter through their 1009 of patrons can
libraries, while just 2 out of 5) (@&96nwide can do the same. The

statistics for video and audio files and online card signup tell a similar story:
while less than 4 in 10 Colorado library patrons have access to any of these
on their library websites, the nationwide estimatezunoviealathat

amount. SMS reference is the only Web 2.0 technology that a higher
percentage of patrons nationwide than in Colorado can access through their
l i braries6 websites (2% of Colorado patrons compare

visit their libraries and
access their accounts
online.

Chart 27
Estimated Percentage of Colorado Public Library Patrons Served b
Various Web 2.0 Technologies in 2010
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Nearly 1 in 10 Colorado
libraries scored at least
half of the possible
points on the Early
Adopters index.

Colorado Early Adopters
employ 67% more
professional librarians
per 1,000 served than
non-early adopters.

37| Library Research Service

Colorado Early Adopters

Ten Colorado libraries, or nearly 1 in 10 (9%), scored at or above the half
way point on the Early Adoipiges compared jost slightly more

libraries in the national sample (i29¢ored at least 22 points. This

was a noticeable improvement over 2008, when no Colorado libraries
scored half tliedexpointsNot surprisingly, 6 of the 10 highest gtorers
2010serve morian 100,000 patrons. Two libraries serving at least
25,000 and one library from each of the two smallest population groups
made the cut.

Colorado public libraries identifiearigsAdopters boadiagher per

capita ratios than weanlyadoptersofr all but one of the key measures
included in this report. In 2008, the differences were statistically significan
for only 4 input statistics and no outputs; this time, the differences in 7 inpt
and 4 output measures rated as statistically signifitasttcases, the

gaps between Colorado libraries that are Early Adopters and those that ar
not have widened since 2008.

Inputs

Coloradpublic libraries that qualify as Early Adopters employ 67 percent
more professional librarians per 1,000 served and 33 percent more staff
members overall than libraries that are not early(sekphbenrs 28

These differences hgrawvn since 20Q8]icating thaaiyAdopter

libraries in the state are increasing their staff sizes more quickly than
libraries that are notwatvy. Colorado librariegardless &harly
Adoptertatus’ employ considerably more staff per 1,000 served than all
libraries nationwide.

Chart 28
Colorado Libraries: Average Staffing Levels,
by Early Adopter Status
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Since 2008, Colorado Early Adopters have surged ahead of other libraries in
the staté not to mention Early Adopters natibnmioleal revenue per

capita, generating 92 percent more money-teiyramopters in

Colorado (compared to 64% more in 26@3)a€29. In contrast, the

gap between the two groupsdé staff e
at 57 percent maoe Early AdoptetdotwithstanditigeirEarlyAdopter

status, Colorado libraries are spending 7 more dollars per capita on staff
expenditures than their peers nationwide.

Chart 29
Colorado Libraries: Average Local Revenue and Staf
Expenditures, by Early Adopter Status
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It does not appear that the increased revenue brought in by Colorado Early
Adopters went toward collestipendituresn fat, the gap between

Early Adopteand other libraries shrank in total collection expenditures

(from 64% to 55% greater for Early Adoptdexteomdceexpenditures

(from 19 to 16% greater for Early Adopters) between 2008 and 2010.
Even sdgarly Adopters remained considerably ahead of other libraries in
the state, spending neanhpre dollars on collections expenditures per

capita and more than twice as much on electronic expenditures per capita
(seeTable ®elow.

Colorado Early Adopters
reported 92% more local
revenue per capita than
non-early adopters.

Colorado Early Adopters
spend nearly twice as
much on electronic
expenditures per capita
than non-early adopters.

per
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Not surprisingly, thearly Adoptébraries also had more audio and video
holdings (se@hart 30 The gap for video increased drastically from 16
percent more for Early Adopters in 2008 to 70 percent more in 2010
(compared to 27% more for Early Adopters nationally). Though the
difference in audio was not statistically significant, Early Addpters gai
notable ground in this area. In 2088amMopadopters held 12 percent
more audio volumasdby 2010 Early Adopters had not only caught up
with but surpassetther librarieseaching 44 percent naadio items per

Just as in the national 1,000 served
sample, Colorado Early
Adopters have Chart 30
considerably more audio Colorado Libraries: Average Audio and Video Holdings,
and video items in their by Early Adopter Status
collections than non-
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M Early Adopter Not Early Adopter

A similar scenario occurred with computers per 1,000 served. Two years
ago, Colorado libraries that weEarptAdoptessvned 33 percent more
computers per 100€erved than Early Adopters, but by the time of this
study Early Adopters had taken the lead with 13 percenT aines) (see
In addition, Colorado Early Adopters noticeably outpace their peers
nationwide, reporting twice as many computers pEvédts
national Early Adopters. Although these numbers did not emerge as
statistically significant, they nevertheless fall in line with the predominant
trend of Early Adopters reporting higher input ratios than other libraries. T
only instance iiah this is not true is print volumes per capita, for which
Early Adopters trail their counterparts, though by a smaller percentage tha
Colorado Early Adopters in 2008.

have twice as many
computers per 1,000
served as Early
Adopters nationwide.
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Table 8: Colorado Libraries: Input Ratios for Selected Statistics, by Early Adopter Status
Percent Greater

Percent Greater

Statistic A(I;:Is;glér ’\AI\%tOEfglry for Early for Early
Adopters in 2010 Adopters in 2008

Collection Expenditures per Capita* $8.04 $5.18 55% 73%
Electronic Expenditures per Capita* $0.80 $0.37 116% 194%
Computers per 1,000 Served 2.84 2.51 13% -33%
Subscriptions per 1,000 Served 13.61 10.8 26% 14%
Print Volumes per Capita 5.35 5.81 -8% -21%
*p<.01

Outputs

In 2008, Colorado Early Adopters repoeatnigbers than rearly
adoptelibraries for every output measure included in the study. The same
held true the second time around; however, while nondfefd¢hess di

were statistically significant in the previous study, half of them were in 2010.

Perhaps the most common output statistics referenced as measures of
library success are visits per capita and circulation per capita. In these two
areasFarlyAdoptetibraries in Colorado far outpaced their counterparts,
reporting more than 12 visits and 13 items circulated per cegila to non
adopt er s Tulatioa (seeChast laTmaldis@Gepancyr ¢

between the two groups has increasedlyrasima 2008quadrupling

for visits per capita (from 18% to 72% in 2010) and more than doubling for
circulation (from 26% to 62%).

Chart 31
Colorado Libraries: Average Visits and Circulation per
Capita, by Early Adopter Status
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In addition tdtracting more users to their physical library buildings, Colorado
Early Adopters are drawing more users to their virtual(peeJetdes.

This makes sense, as libraries that invest in enhancing their websites have
more to offer users electribpic@haisparithetween Early Adopters and
nonearlyadopters in electronic users per isapifae what it was two years

ago (63% in 2010, compared to 32% jrbR088gn so, nearly adopters

in Colorado report more electronic users thaddpeehg nationwide

Colorado libraries also reported considerably higher program attendance and
wi t h

chil drends pr o geadyrmadoptdrstinethre dtatenagaen,
edging out nationwide Early Adopters.
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report higher visits and
circulation than non-
early adopters, with the
difference increasing
since 2008.

Even nonearly adopters
in Colorado report

more electronic

USers than Early
Adopters nationwide.
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Table 9: Colorado Libraries: Output Ratios for Selected Statistics, by Early Adopter Status

Statistic

Pecent Greater Percent Greater
for Early for Early

Early Not Early

Adopter | Adopter

Adopters in 2010 Adopters in 2008

Reference Questions per Capita 1.15 0.83 39% 48%
Program Attendance per 1,000 Served 687.76 518.25 33% 22%
| KA RNBy Qa [/ ANDdz | 4.42 3.03 46% 15%
/Ses/e)\df RNBYyQa t NRINIY 248 15.95 55% 19%
Electronic Users per Capita* 3.16 1.94 63% 32%

*p<.01

Overall, Colorado Early
Adopters report higher
statistics that are
traditionally used to

measur e
success than non-early
adopters, but in contrast
to 2008, the majority of
those differences are
statistically significant in
2010.
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Although not all are statistically significdiffe tbecesetweearly

Adopteand nowrarlyadoptelibraries in Coloradwdiacreased for
program attendance, childrends pr
circulation since 2008 (&agled). The only measure that shows non

early adopters closing the gap is in reference questions per capita. In all
others, Early Adopters have jumped ahead by leaps and bounds.

Summary

Reflecting trends seen in the national SotgldodtlyAdopter

libraries reped higher inputs and outputs than -@idriyosdopters for

most IMLS measures used in this study. While the same was largely true
the 2008 study, few of the differences were actually statistically significant
This time around, the majority tadistically significant, adding weight to

the previous observationBirdyAdopters of web technologies rate higher

in various measures traditionally used to quantify library success. Perhap
unsurprisingly, the statistical significance of therseeditfends to

appear in more input than output measures, but that has begun to change
While it may seem obvioustithtAdoptelibraries are more likely to

have larger staffs or higher expenditures, the differences between their
outputs and thodenorearly adopters is growing, revealing that there is in
fact a connection between increased use of web technologies and service
deliverables that was not so apparent for Colorado libraries in 2008. It cot
be that it simply took some time for ldmémgation of these changes to
impact outputs.




Conclusion

Since the firdeb Technologrsdy, public libraries across the United
States have made varying degrees of progress in adopting Web 2.0 tools.
Using the 2008 results as a baseline, tlstug@1@as an opportunity to
identify new web technologies and track changes in what libraries are
adopting, as well as identify characteristics of those libraries.

In generalh¢ results of the 2010 study reveaiasiatveb technologies

areincreasig i n use on pwith somwolsigainingiar i es 6 websites,
popularity rather quickly and others appearing tofstagxataple,
l i brariesdé6 use of soci al media sites took off while

includinglogs has slowexhd newptions such as SMS reference have
not yet had a chance to gain much tRegardless of the tool in

guestion, most growth was concentrated in the largest libraries, where
adoption of new technologies increased at a faster rate than in smaller
libraries

Perhaps nsotellings the increasing number of libraries scoring higher on
the Early Adoptémdex | t s no | onger just a handful that stand
experimenting witkb technologies, and as a result the standards for
gual i fyi ngpasr an Thidibrases!thare idahtified
asEarlyAdoptersend to be better staffed and better funded, and continue
toreport higher outputs that are traditional indicators cfigticesss,

visits and circulatiBarthermoreegression alysigevealethat over

time, Early Adopters repanreater increases in thasas than nen

Early Adopteesyen when controlling for staff and collection expenditures,
adoption of web technologies was a strong predictor of such increases.
What remains unclear is whether these libraries are successful because
they have investedénvicesuch as new web technologies, or if they
adopted the Web 2.0 tools bedamsedd the staff and resofraes

result of their previous suéceEsmairatin them

Obviously, web technologies wil/l continue to evolve
use obuchtools.In the coming years it is probadtlébraries will

abandon sometbéoriginalveb technologiesfavor of new ones that

betterrespond® e r s 6 c¢ h &and inforrgatian seeking tealsits.

Areas to watatclude social media, which has already exhibited massive

growthSMSreferenceandmobileeompatibilitf librarEwebsits which

is likely to become more common as thegmneaaity of wehabled

mobile devices increadasaddition to monitoring the mere presence of

various web tools and the number of libraries that use them, a next step is to

evaluatbowthe librariésand their patranastilize the tools and whether

they contribute to increased value in services.
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Appendix A

I LR Library Research Service
ll Research and Statistics about Libraries

Public Libraries and the Use of Web Technologies, 2010

* indicates required question
Basic Website
Library Name

*1. Does this library have a web presence?

i i
Yes No

2. What is the library's web address (if different from the address provided)?

Look for the presence of a catalog and/or site search box on the library's
site. If found, determiitesibn most (or all) pages, or primarily just
available from the home page.

3. The library's website has a search box...
On most pages
C On the home page

Not on home page

4. Does the library's website offer a "share this" type interface (from the
libray site only)?

T i
Yes No

Patron Communication

5. How does the library offer an email newsletter?
1 newsletter for all
Focused / Customizable newsletter

No newsletter

6. Does the library have at least one blog that you can find?

Yesr No C
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7. Does the library have a blog that you can subscribe to via RSS?

Yesr No C

8. What is today's date?

9. What is the date of the most recent blog post you can find?

10. What is the date of the most recent blog comment that you can find?

11. How does the library offer RSS feedshfogrmamtent?
Customizable feeds
Noncustomizable feeds only

No notblog feeds
Online Catalog

Search for something popular in the library catalog and respond to the next
guestions based on theesarch results.

To answer this question:

User comments/reviews are text reviews by patrons of specific items
User Ratings are numeric/star ratings of specific items in the catalog
Recommendations are systeroreated recommendations based on the
user's search (ideally matching it with other users- Setretseaho
liked this...")

Tags are usegenerated tags applied to specific items in the catalog

12. Does the online catalog offer theddlowi

Yes No

User comments/reviews 1 f“
User ratings of items ¢
Recommendations f“

User-generated Tags ©
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13. If the library catalog has tags, does it incorporate them in any of the
following ways?

Local General (e.g Yes, but
(library- . N can't tell None
based) LibraryThing) which
Tagcloud C C C
Recently added o - - -
tags
Most popular - ~ - -
tags

Patron Account

14. Does the library offer online access to the patron's account?

Yesr Nor

15. Can you sign up for a library account online, and start using library
resources?

Yesr No C

For the following question, look for evidence that the library is marketing
specific "my library card" features by searching on the library's home page
thecatalog page, and the online card signup area.

16. Which of the following "my library card" features does the library marke
™ Reading History
Wish List
Recommendations
RSS Notifications

SMS (text) Notifications

B . . .

Email Notifications
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Virtual Reference

For the following question, please include only those services where the
library is actively soliciting questiansa "contact us" email link is not
sufficient.

17. Which of the following types of reference services does the library
provide?

- Chat
-

-

SMS (text messaging)

Email

18.For Colorado Librariesuld you find the presence of AskColorado on
the library's website?

Yesr Nor

Social Networking

For "Number of members", in MySpace use friends, Facebook use Fans or
Members (for groupdickr use Contacts, YouTube use Channel presence
and number of Subscribers, Twitter use fodoweérsse commas in

your numbers!

19. Describe the library's presence in the following:

Presence Embedded Embedded Number of contacts
Catalog IM

MySpace I r r |

Facebook r r r I
Flickr r r r I
Twitter r r r I
YouTube r r - I

ANV files

20. On the library website, could you find the presence of the following?
r

-

Audio Files (e.g., podcasts)
Video Files
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Gadgets

For the purposes of this question, "gadgets" is defined as a piece of
software that users can put on their computer that makes the public library
resources more useful. Examples of this assplisrcyFirefox aoiaks,

Libx plugins, iGoogle gadgatsbookmarkets.

21. Were you able to locate any-fipemific "gadgets" that the library
was marketing?

Yesr No ©

Mobile

Very vague question heteeck out the site on a mobile device and
determine whether the library's site was readabieobiidldevice.
Leave blank for now if you don't have access to a mobile device.

22. Did the library attempt to cater to mobile devices?

Yesr Nor Can‘ttel,r
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