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How to use a survey as a marketing tool: a case study of
L oughborough University Library

Tracy Marshall and Sharon Reid

Abstract

With increasing competition from external inforneettisources, academic
libraries need to undertake strong marketing itivtees to redress the balance.
Evidence-based practice and evaluation of intesealices may help to secure the
future permanency of the academic library. In lighthis, an initiative was
undertaken by the Engineering Team at the Uniyetsidrary at Loughborough
University to market its services and resourcatecEngineering Faculty. A
survey was utilised as the marketing tool. It waglenavailable in electronic
format and marketed via the Library website, Tedog land targeted emails.
Evaluation of the results enabled the Team to &urthise its profile by taking
various issues directly to the Faculty and activebrketing avenues of
communication, training sessions and the InstihaidRepository. As a marketing
tool the survey approach was largely successfulabgect teams may wish to
use this approach as a component of their markstiategy.

1 Introduction

Marketing is that function of the organization tlwain keep in constant touch with
the organization’s consumers, read their needseldgvproducts that meet these
needs, and build a program of communications toesgthe organization’s
purpose.

(Kotler and Levy quoted in Duke and Tucker, 20(), 5

In keeping with a general thrust throughout thégssional workplace for
evidence-based practice, there is an evolving eoognised drive within the UK
academic library sector to evaluate its servicég fositive outcomes from a
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profile-raising marketing campaign are a useful mseaf addressing this need.
This article describes a case study carried oubaghborough University which
utilised a survey as a marketing tool to achieve abjective.

It is becoming increasingly accepted by libraryfpssionals that academic
libraries must actively market their services agsburces to users. Not least of
the reasons for this change in mindset is the teegdtify the very existence of
the academic library given the contemporary emphasiall things ‘virtual’. The
growing perception among users, particularly neersiss that everything they
require to pursue their studies can be obtaineeldtronic means, particularly
the Internet and powerful search engines like Gadgérhaps inevitably, users
have come to question the physical relevance af ith&itution’s library, given
the more generally held belief that all their imf@tion needs can be met by the
click of a button from the relative comfort of thedroom.

For the academic library, competition from otheurses has become a real force
to be reckoned with. The consequences of this haea brought sharply into
focus in recent years by a spate of staff restringjtand even redundancies in a
number of university libraries. There has beenlarost wholesale wakeup call to
the fact that, where they once reigned suprembeasltimate knowledge and
information provider, many academic libraries ncavé to justify their very
existence.

In particular, the role or pertinence of the preferal librarian has been called
into question. With institutional budgets increagynstretched, the question has
been raised as to whether the traditional libraisdmecoming expendable. There
has evolved a very real need to justify the releeanf this role to counter any
perception that it has become replaceable in thdenmoacademic arena.

There are many other reasons why marketing hasyieeovery real concept for
the academic library. Although space limits thdighio expand further, for some
institutions such reasons will include budgetargstmints, increasingly complex
resources available in an array of formats, cortipatfrom other institutions,
and, with the advent of student fees, the requirgntebe seen to be providing
value for money.

Although most academic libraries now involve thelvese in active marketing
initiatives for the library as a whole, there itléi evidence to suggest that
individual subject teams have adopted a similar@ggh. Given that academic
librarians in particular need to raise their pefid validate their role, it is
important that they receive the support and champgoof their subject Faculty
staff. With this end in mind, marketing the sergicé subject library teams has
never been more relevant.

In response to this need, the Library Engineeriagri at Loughborough
University believe that a survey has considerabtemtial as a marketing tool.
Simultaneously, it can raise awareness of sendndsesources as well as
providing evaluated data for profile raising adias.
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2 Background

For generations libraries have been seen as “rp&ggers in the information
industry” (Snoj and Petermanec, 2001, 314). As Keurf (2007, 8) states, the
library has been “the jewel in the university’'swrg the heart of the university,
the campus’s treasure”. This has meant that weaémtly academic libraries did
not need to consider competitors or market forsesye libraries believing
marketing “beneath the profession” (Duke and Tucké07, 52).

The last ten years has seen the creation of agpéetf ways to communicate and
access information. Libraries now have competifrom publishers, websites and
wikis, to name but three, all offering access forimation. Many users may feel
there is little point visiting the library if thegan access all the information they
need online, so perhaps it is unsurprising tha¥48 college students say they
use the internet more than the library” (Jonesegiat Duke and Tucker, 2007,
54). When identifying how to market our resourceghpps the idea that
“marketing the library means looking at everyththg library does for a user”
(Boden and Davis, 2006, 1) is a good starting point

There has also been a vast increase in electresources available from libraries,
including databases, e-books and e-journals, maithydiffering interfaces and
methods of access. These electronic resourcedtarevery expensive and for the
library to obtain value for money they must beyultilised. Librarians have a
vital role to play in ensuring these resourcesamget-marketed on a consistent
basis and in educating and training users to wsa #ffectively. Many students
do not understand the difference between webssteurees located via a popular
search engine and using a database to retrieveggewed articles and reports.

Usage statistics and survey results are all usedls for the librarian to show
value for money and “demonstrate the value and ainpiathose services to
institutional managers ever eager to cut costseg€er, 2006, 154). This need to
show the impact of our services suggests thatnigisie profile of the library
within the institution has become of key importance

Along with this increase in the need for librariasislls there is a similar increase
in user expectation and demand, as Kaufman states:

The demands and expectations of an on-demand dgemergrown up in the
digital age, who demand instant access deliverg, @ntrol.

(Kaufman, 2007, 7)

In order that the library meets user expectatiortsdemands, the librarian must
market its resources to keep in touch with thearsis‘If libraries do not keep in
touch with users, the users will find other alténres for their information needs”
(Duke and Tucker, 2007, 53). Marketing library n&®@s can be seen as a way of
achieving this.

The great changes in the work academic librariansldng with the changes in
information formats, styles of learning and ingtdnal management mean that
librarians can no longer afford to be passive oheoto maintain their role. As
Toft (2004, 42) says “"the role of the librariandaco-operation and collaboration
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between academics and librarians, is becomingrevee essential”. It is essential
that both academics and students realise the watKibrarians do, as without
this understanding there is a chance that theipo%f the Academic Librarian
will be undermined and finally considered unnecassahis is well

demonstrated in the actions of Bangor Universitgrelseveral subject librarians
were made redundant with the reasoning that tlositribution was “hard to
justify in value for money terms” (Tysome, 2005, 1)

Many academic libraries are now using marketingnegues to justify their
status. As Spalding and Wang explain:

Libraries are discovering that by using marketirrgqipiples and techniques they
can understand better their users needs, justifgiftg, communicate more
effectively with a variety of external audienced achieve greater efficiency and
optimal results in delivering products and servitest meet the identified needs
of their clients.

(Spalding and Wang, 2006, 494)

Although time consuming, the Library Engineeringafireat Loughborough
University agreed that a survey “can reveal int@ngsand important information
about user perceptions and priorities” (Bancrdd®8, 222). Certainly Weingart
and Anderson suggest that the main finding fronr gwevey was that

University libraries need to work harder to pubkeithe available electronic
resources, how to access them, and what each degdlss to offer.

(Weingart and Anderson, 2000, 132)

3 Context of the survey

In May 2007 the Library Engineering Team at Lougtaoigh decided to
undertake a broad-ranging survey of academic si#tifn the Faculty of
Engineering. From the outset, it was viewed as kenpioneering exercise in
service and resource promotion from which much @dad learned about subject
team marketing.

Surveys have always been an attractive tool tacatdilevels of user satisfaction
but have been largely ignored in terms of marketiay this reason, the
Engineering Team decided to adopt a new approatthoantilise the outcomes of
its ‘Have Your Say’ survey to inform the Team’saséigic marketing initiative.
This was viewed as a proactive and evidence-basath$of promoting the
Team'’s services and resources to academic stdfinnthie Faculty. It was also a
major part of an initiative to improve its servidteshe Faculty. As a result, it was
felt that the profile of the Team would be raiseghgicantly, in addition to
showing its customers that:

* The Team listens to their views, and
* The Team acts on them by providing the focussedcssr they need.

The survey was viewed as a timely follow-up to evjppus survey carried out in
2001 which had successfully informed the stratéelgiection of engineering
collection development. Team members were in ageaethat, in view of
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significant changes in both personnel and serviogigion since 2001, this was
an appropriate time at which to initiate a moreev&veeping, generic survey.

Rapid technological change has seen greater enspbrasinline resources,
including interactive training materials, and tliyent of Web 2.0 initiatives
within the Team such as the new blBgpadcast To date, the introduction of
new services has been on an ad hoc basis basepesoeption of what the
Faculty would like the Team to provide. It now seghan appropriate time at
which to introduce largely evidence-based stratpiioning and marketing.

The 2007 ‘Have Your Say’ survey was to be a meddeirmeans of gauging the
level of Faculty understanding, knowledge and agipt®n of the Team’s
services and resources. In addition, there wasgantineed to determine how
best the Team should adapt to meet the Facultgsiog and changing needs. By
marketing the Team'’s services and resources miwetiekly and adopting a
targeted marketing approach when necessary, itdimeibossible to distinguish
between the needs of different categories of stdffin the Faculty.

The Team decided to focus specifically on a nunobéssues. These included:

* How aware were the Engineering Faculty of the raosfgeervices and
resources provided by the Library Engineering Team?

* Why were the Engineering Faculty reluctant to askburces to the
newly created Institutional Repository and how dais be addressed?

* Which mode of news delivery and general commurocabetween the
Engineering Team and Faculty was preferred — [domil, RSS feed,
etc?

» What type of training for Faculty academics wouédrbost useful?

The promotion and marketing of the survey, evatunagf its results and
implementation of subsequent actions would allroeial in determining its
success as a marketing tool.

4 Survey design and distribution

The decision had been taken that a survey woulthtsppropriate means of
acquiring the data needed to determine team pahdyaction. Pitching the
format, style and tone appropriately was viewellegsto producing volume and
quality of feedback. From the start, it was fetitta democratic approach should
be adopted with all Team members encouraged tadmnritie type of questions
needed and how these should be formulated andrpeelsd his would have the
dual benefit of producing a broad range of intengsideas and sharing the
workload.

With this in mind, an initial brainstorming exereig/as undertaken to elicit ideas
and suggestions. From these, a draft was produbedhvadopted a purely open-
ended style of questioning. In spite of its fread aye-catching style, it was felt
that recipients may be put off by the level of paa thought and input required
to respond. Following Team feedback, this draft s#ssequently adapted
radically to incorporate these views and concerns.
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It was the Team’s perception that the final vergidppendix 1) was an example
of good practice, as it:

* Varied the style of questioning (open-ended, tiokds and yes/no
options);

* Ensured the right tone — concise and snappy witimtmoidating
guestions and the inclusion of sub-headings dedigmengage the
recipient. Thus: Have your say! -- Your most wantedelp!;

* Avoided professional jargon;
* Took no longer than 5-10 minutes to complete.

Overall, the aim was to engage the recipient bipndgryo convey the message that
completing the survey would be of potential berntefithem and was not a favour
to be carried out for the Engineering Team it3&hat could the Team do to
enhance their individual experience of our servanas resources? The survey was
then trialled by a couple of University academiod ao major revisions were
determined to be required.

The 2001 survey had adopted a traditional prinpgm@ach with copies being
delivered via the internal post. In view of thereasing availability of services
and resources electronically, it was decided tma®007 survey would best be
presented as an online version with printed copieg being distributed if
feedback proved inadequate. Internal online susadtyvare was utilised for this
purpose.

An online survey has to be promoted extensivelyas decided that to maximise
uptake a variety of methods would be adopted tolréae target audience, with
links to the survey where appropriate. As the syoancided with the launch of
Broadcast the Engineering Team blog, this was felt to beygpropriate place to
advertise the survey. Posts were included on theaty website promoting both
the newly established blog and the survey and tirdcs provided therein. On
the blog itself a post, complete with eye-catcleagoon, was also included to
direct readers to the survey (Figure 1).
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o | o, —_ l
of 2 J;,__z? Have your say!
L (BN 2 May 23, 2007
J) " Now’s your chance to give the Library Engineerirgpin a piece
;-?1 by of your mind! How? By filling in our short onlingeurvey which
e Ve asks if we can do anything better to help you. aMealways

working to improve the services we offer the Engiinag
Faculty, and need to understand what you want befercan deliver.

So, please take five minutes to fill it in. Theseailink from our “Blogroll” on the
right hand side of the screen or you can go dicect

http://picture-box.Iboro.ac.uk/Public/lUCCASS/sunghp?sid=44
Results will be reported in future Blog posts. ikgou!

No Comments »#Uncategorized wPermalink
Posted by Lizzie Gadd

Figure 1. Engineering blog post advertising ‘Havaul¥ Say’ Survey

All targeted personnel were also emailed, with subsequent follow-up
messages being sent a fortnight later. Recipieats given approximately four
weeks in which to respond.

5 Results

5.1 Response Rate

The survey received a total of 91 responses. Tnaber of staff in the
Engineering Faculty in 2005/6 was 561.35, makireggrdsponse rate
approximately 16%. Respondents were asked howwbeyd classify themselves
in terms of staff type. Almost half the respondemése PhD students. One-
guarter were academic staff, and just under ondeyusalaried research staff.
There are approximately 161 academic staff, 173 aonresearchers, and 361
postgraduate researchers currently in the Engimgé&raculty. The ratio of
respondents is almost exactly representative ofatget population.

5.2 Awareness of services

The majority of respondents were either aware ofiadl used, two of our key
services: book ordering and enquiry answering. & naas less awareness of our
training courses as 40% of the respondents wenganeathat we provided
information literacy training. However, only 23% ngaunaware that we provided
study skills training and almost one-third of resgents had used the service.

Individual induction appointments had been used byf the respondents (18%).
However, 53% were unaware that we offered individuductions. Similarly,
50% were unaware of our online newsletBmadcast
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5.3 Resources

Databases

Respondents were asked to list their “Top threetmwasated Library resources”.
The results produced 60 specific databases orghdsk of online collections.
Excluding databases we already had (e.g. Web eh8e), eight appeared more
than once in the list. Access to the full onlindlestion of IEEE/IET material via
IEEE Xplore was purchased within weeks of the syclesing. Further Science
Direct backfiles were also purchased after theesurv

Journals

At Loughborough University serial selection takéscp within the departments.
However, the survey highlighted four titles thatuMbbe considered “general”
titles (ScienceandNatureonline, theJournal of Learning Sciencnd theJournal
of Engineering EducatignSubsequently this request has been referrdeeto t
Library’s Collection Manager.

5.4 Training needs

Respondents were asked to complete the sentenoayld do with some more
training in...”. This question elicited answers fr@@ individuals, with a total of
23 suggestions put forward. These may be dividextive following categories:

Category No.
responses
Databases / journal article retrieval 10
Finding information quickly 3
RefWorks 1
Interlibrary Loans 1
Cross-referencing tools 1
Other / not relevant to Library 7

Table 1: Responses concerning training needs

The results indicate that additional time spentiatabase training would be
advisable for both academic staff and researchers.

5.5 Institutional Repository

The survey results showed that 50% of respondeerts familiar with the
Institutional Repository (IR). Nineteen of the Z3ponding academics said they
had heard of it, 50% of the research staff had jast25% of PhD students. The
second question asked respondents to completeriense, “I'd put my research
papers in the Institutional Repository if...”. Or#@ responses were received and
these are listed in Table 14.
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Theme No. respondents
Lack of time / not a priority 5

Copyright restrictions 4

Needs to be easier 4

Lack of incentive 2

Don’t know how 2

Already use the IR 2

Lack of central organisation 2

Other 2

Table 2: Responses concerning Institutional Repsdeposits

Most respondents answered that they did not hawe tio submit items to the
Institutional Repository. This was disappointiag,library personnel perform all
copyright checks and downloading of articles tolfRe

6 Key Outcomes

Good communication with the Faculty was viewedragssential component for
effective Team marketing. A major part of the dnvas to evaluate how to
improve those methods aimed at increasing commtioichetween the Library
Engineering Team and the Faculty staff. Libraryf$tauind that often members of
the Engineering Faculty are unsure of the basies) as how to order books or
who their Academic Librarian is, despite this imf@tion being on the Library
web pages. The Library Liaison Officer (often aluger) is appointed by the
department to provide communication between theudieyent and the Library.
However, it has been noted that often informatiomfthe Academic Librarian is
not communicated around the Faculty staff.

The survey opened up a number of marketing oppibisrior the Library
Engineering Team. It provided a vehicle to engagedussed dialogue with
academic colleagues in the Engineering Facultpuéh activities as meetings
with the Library Liaison Officers, utilisation ofi¢ Engineering Team blog,
targeted emails to staff and students and atteredandepartmental meetings. In
addition, the survey highlighted the need to uralerta number of tailored
training courses for staff and researchers to agdiese gaps in knowledge and
expertise brought to light by the survey. It alpottighted aspects of the service
that needed to be promoted more heavily: electn@sources, the Institutional
Repository and research induction interviews.

In the first instance, Academic Librarians informtéd Library Liaison Officers

of the survey results. These meetings allowed awedstaff and researchers to
discover exactly what their colleagues wanted fthenLibrary and whether these
were achievable.

This was further developed by the informal naturthe aforementioned staff
training courses which also encouraged conversationprovided an ideal forum
in which to promote the Team’s key resources andaas, as well as raising the
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profile of Team members and their individual roliésvas also a good
opportunity to discuss key issues between acadene®sarchers and Library
staff in a relaxed environment. The opinions ofd&raic staff on Library issues
were canvassed as well as training provided insatesy had specifically
requested when responding to the survey. The gmirthe courses was chosen
as the inter-semester period in January, when itrggtias finished, exams have
started but marking has not begun in earnest. dtedibn was also important:
Library staff ensured that a room was booked incérgral area of the
Engineering Faculty so that all academics couldhréteasily.

The content of the course focussed on survey regsomcluding the request by
Faculty staff for more 'instruction on databasebhis was achieved by
demonstrating the MetaLib portal and describingtyipe of information that
could be found using MetaLib. This demonstratioalti&ith the newly purchased
IEEE Xplore database which engineering academidsspacifically asked for in
the survey, highlighting the Team’s proactive natur

The electronic journal demonstrations focussecdherstienceandNature
magazines which were purchased after analysinguhey results. These
purchases were highlighted on the blog with thellea “You asked for it’
showing that the Team does listen to its users.THan was also very keen that
staff understood how to use the electronic journ@dsmany seemed unaware of
the digitization of academic journals, they mayédnbeen ‘missing out’ on this
important source of academic research.

The lack of awareness of research induction intevgiwas also discussed with
Faculty members as many of those attending thasse®were still not aware of
this service. Although Library staff already segttérs to all new Faculty staff
inviting them to visit their Academic Librarian,was felt that the uptake could
still be improved, and the opportunity was takemtarket these strongly.

The courses also provided an opportunity to comesinformation. For

example, some respondents appeared unaware oftzenoirthe Engineering
resources, requesting databases that were alrabdgried to. Instruction sheets
and literature highlighting the databases to whinehLibrary subscribes were
given to the attendees. Contact details of the Acad Librarians and further
information about the Team blog was also includethe literature. It was felt
that information regarding communication preferenaed service expectations
were gained. The opportunity was also taken tdgruiard the idea that the email
details of the Academic Librarians appear in apatémental handbooks to
encourage communication. Academic Librarians aspiested that they be
present at both staff meetings and undergraduafestident committees to
advertise services and heighten their profile. @dive departments, four now
have the Academic Librarian’s contact details wittiieir handbook, and three
out of five now invite the Academic Librarian tdextd staff and student
committees.

The results of the survey showed that email waptbferred form of
communication (75% of respondents). It was dectlatlemail would continue to
be used in a focussed way to highlight targeted®ses to researchers. Whilst
acknowledging this preference, with the advenheflilog the Team have decided
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to modify the use of email. Although it is stillagto give information about new
resources and courses, a link to the blog is noWded to provide further
information and encouragement to feed back torybstaff.

The Institutional Repository (IR) at Loughboroughitersity has been
successful, with over a thousand items depositéaeaime of writing. However,
there have been a disproportionately low numbdeais in the IR deposited by
the Engineering Faculty. In order to promote tReeffectively, the Library
Engineering Team used the survey to try to aseceway this has been the case.
As seen in the results section, many Faculty mesniedrthey did not have the
time to deposit items into the IR. It was also fodhat many Faculty members,
primarily researchers and PhD students, were ureaafadhe Repository,
suggesting that members of research staff prodysapers did not realise they
could submit them to the Repository. This encoulabe Team to consider how
best to target these particular sectors. Afteraxtirtig academic staff at the
‘Research training courses’ the team decided offall@ving actions to promote
the IR:

» to contact all departmental administrators to aagewhich students
were near PhD completion, thereby enabling the Tweatarget its
marketing at these students;

» to follow up the course with individual emails tbr@searchers in the
Faculty;

» to trace all new publications from staff in the &l&g and ask for copies
for the IR;

* to use the blog to advertise the IR on a regularsba

It is too early to be able to evaluate whetherdhmgions have had an effect.
Certainly the number of articles in the IR has @ased, but not dramatically. The
Team feels the promotion of the IR will be an omgpprocess that will need to be
reviewed regularly.

As outlined, a variety of methods are now usedrtprove the Team’s
communication with the departments. From a marggtierspective, it is hoped
that this will have an ongoing positive influenaeraising the profile of the
Engineering Team.

7 Conclusion

The 2007 ‘Have Your Say’ survey proved to be aulsefrketing tool for the
Library Engineering Team. It achieved its overaih avhich was to evaluate its
service and to subsequently promote and furthekeb#rto Faculty staff.
Although recognised that there would be a contimeedirement to review the
situation on a regular basis, it was no longer s&amey to rely to such an extent on
perceived Faculty expectations of the Team. Theesugarnered sufficient
evidence-based data for the outcomes to inforntegfi@planning and a series of
marketing activities for the forthcoming academeayand possibly beyond. It
also enabled the Team to target services moretegcand to determine
priorities.
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Although the survey was initiated to generate feelio help shape the Team’s
marketing strategy, it is worth noting that a syrisea very useful means in itself
for promoting Team services and resources. Put sintplygs a marketing
exercise which, from the outset, gave the profilthe Team a welcome lift.
Based on the evidence acquired, the Team has bée=todake a number of
issues directly to the Faculty and to market itsises and resources in a more
productive manner. This has included the abilitpddress any gaps in
knowledge and a lack of awareness of some resquacgsly through profile-
raising Faculty staff training sessions. A numbiesteps for further promoting the
IR are now in place and it is hoped that this Wéle a knock-on effect on
deposits from the Engineering Faculty.

Broadcastthe Engineering Team’s blog has been mentionedvdauof times
throughout this article. As it was launched simmgtausly with the survey it

would be inaccurate to describe its subsequenteaptomotion by the Team as a
direct outcome of the exercise. However, by sudabgaitilising the blog to both
advertise and link to the survey its potential asagor marketing tool has became
evident. It has provided the Team with a new aner@sting way of
communicating with the Faculty and has continuefiictarish. In time, when the
survey is repeated, it will be possible to fullyakate its effectiveness.

To a significant extent, the survey has opened ggnaral dialogue between the
Engineering Team and the Faculty. There now erigieater degree of mutual
understanding and recognition of the importancéhefrespective roles of
librarian and academic. The Faculty has been mae aware that Library staff
are keen to work cooperatively with them, not ldgstaking a participatory role
on departmental committees. It is hoped that Factdff will have a greater
appreciation of the benefit to themselves, espgdiaterms of specialist subject
knowledge, of enhanced communication between Raauld Library subject
team. Given the immense changes and challengesntiyrfaced by academic
libraries, it is essential that forward-thinkingdgprofile-raising activities are
undertaken as the norm to ensure their future aglew in the eyes of individuals,
faculties and institutions as a whole.

8 Benefits and lessons learned from the survey appr ~ oach to marketing

Making people aware of its existence and ensuriecgssibility is obviously key

to the success of an online survey. In this cégeacttual process of promoting the
survey was helped by the simultaneous launch of &aen blog. This provided
another helpful medium from which to link to thengy as well as securing a
useful means for marketing the blog itself. Thefifes of other forms of Team
communication, such as wikis and online newslettrald also be raised in this
way. A link from a news advertisement on the Ligraebsite to those resources
where the survey can be accessed is an excell@migpional tool.

An added benefit of the exercise lay in its valse@dearning experience. Not only
was the democratic approach adopted a useful wanvolving all Team

members in a shared activity, but also, much washteabout putting a survey
together and how best to promote it. Although asaterable amount of time and
effort by a number of people went into getting tHave Your Say’ survey right,
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mistakes were still made and for those planninigndar activity, the following
recommendations and suggestions may be helpful:

A healthy response rate is not guaranteed. Enkatall means of
marketing the survey are explored and if necessamy reminder emails
to recipients;

Avoid professional jargon — allow people from odesof the profession
to pass opinion as they will spot unfamiliar teimsnediately. With
hindsight, the inclusion of the term ‘informatiatetacy’ in this survey
was inappropriate;

Ensure all questions are well constructed to awoidlid or misleading
statistical outcomes — question 1 (Appendix 1)udeld tick boxes for
both ‘aware of and ‘used’. On analysis, it wasliceal that whereas
some respondents who had ‘used’ a service hadieksa the ‘aware
of’ box, others had deemed it necessary to tickuked’ box only.
Therefore, the subsequent graphical representafitire results was
somewhat misleading. If using online software, adgrswhether the
results will be graphically meaningful and accurate

Getting the wording right is key to the succesmdividual questions —
for example, if you provide a list of suggestiothg respondents may
simply select one of these options and not considaore broad-ranging
response (question 2, Appendix 1). Also, try teedeine whether the
wording could be misconstrued — the use of thegghildlost-wanted’ in
this question led some respondents to state thefienped or favourite
resources, some of which the Library already hél¢th hindsight, it
may have been helpful to add “which resources wgaldlike the
Library to obtain for you?” There is a fine linetlween ensuring the
guestions are succinct and to the point but alsarech meaning;

Be aware that some questions may elicit few regmria some cases, it
may be inappropriate, or at least unwise, to baagegic development
on these sparse outcomes. Further investigationb@anecessary;,

A survey may not provide all the answers — the fdrmeeds to be short
and snappy to ensure good feedback, but this may imeufficient
coverage of key issues. In other words, you mayrable to determine
everything via a single survey. In the Team’s dfforensure the survey
was of an optimum length, the opportunity to rdiseprofile of the
Team’s four Academic Librarians by including a gi@srelating to

their names and subject responsibilities was Tdsgt is an issue to be
addressed in a future survey.
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Appendix 1

Have your say!

Help us improve our service by answering as many of the questions below
as you can.

1 What we do

Which of the following services offered by the Library’s Engineering
Faculty team have you either used or are aware of?

Aware of Used

Book ordering ] ]
Answering enquiries [] []
Information literacy training ] L]
Study skills training ] L]
Interactive online training materials [ ]
One to one inductions ] O]

for new staff

Online newsletter for the
Engineering Faculty (Broadcast)

2 Your Most Wanted...

My top 3 most-wanted Library resources (journals, books, databases, etc)
are:

1.
2.
3.
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3 Help!
| could do with some more training in....

I'd find it useful if I could access an Engineering Librarian via MSN (or
similar). Y/N

4 Institutional Repository
Have you heard of the Institutional Repository? Y/N

I'd put my research papers on the Institutional Repository if...

5 News and views

What would be your preferred method of receiving news from the Library’s
Engineering Faculty team?

Via e-mall L]
From web pages O]
Via a Blog 0
Via an RSS feed L
Other

6 And you are...?

Dept: AA, EL, CV, CG, MM
Staff type : Academic, Research, PhD, Management, Administrative
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7 Anything else?

Is there any other way the Library’s Engineering Faculty team can support
your teaching and research? Please use this space to give us any other
comments.

Thank you for your time!
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