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Summary of the aim and methods of the study 
 
Aims: 

• To test user opinions of the library service to form the basis of a developmental strategy. 
• To determine the extent to which a multi-disciplinary service was being offered to all staff. 
  

Population: 
• 10% of staff in each occupational category for both registered and non-registered users at 

Lancashire Teaching Hospitals NHS Trust. The trust includes Royal Preston Hospital, Chorley Green 
Hospital & Sharoe Green Hospital.  Categories included: ambulance staff, medical, dental, 
scientific/technical, care assistant, nursing, administration/ clerical, scientific /technical, allied health 
professionals and managerial, medical students and nursing students. 

Intervention: 
• The library service itself, measured in the form of a questionnaire that included four point rating 

scales for seven of the questions and others to gather administrative and usage details.  
Comparison/Control: 

• None. 
 

Outcomes: 
• 26.58% of registered users and 29.8% of non-registered staff returned completed questionnaires.  
• Incentives may help to improve response rate: higher percentage of staff should be targeted in future 

surveys. 
• More detailed information is required from specific groups such as allied health professionals. 
• Preference for PubMed over NHS resources should be investigated. 
• Significant use of resources from home has prompted plan to allow library web pages to be accessed 

from Trust website. 
• Majority of respondents deemed their search skills adequate. This prompted concern among library 

staff that there could be a skills deficit which might be addressed. 
• Royal Preston & Chorley site ratings could inform new building extension   
• The service could target more general information needs in future such as those relating to trust 

policies and professional development. 
• Plans for universal targeting of non-users emerged such as notices attached to payslips. 
• The next stage of survey should include focus groups and interviews with specific groups. 
• Marketing working group to be formed and evaluated.   

 
 

 
Study methods: 

• In-house questionnaire.  
• Co-operated with Trust Research Manager to refine wording and quality of scoring for questionnaire. 
• Human Resources selected sample. Library staff prohibited from doing this due to Data protection 

Act. 
• Letter explaining confidentiality and the nature of the study accompanied questionnaires. 
•  Announcement on trust intranet requesting co-operation. 
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Main results: 
 

• Service and staff well respected, library environment popular across a range of disciplines. 
• Printed guides well received. 
• Identified reasons for non-use which were summarized as follows: entitlement; awareness; need; 

relevance; constraints & alternatives.  
 
Comments: 
 

• The study did focus on a clear issue & made a good case for the approach taken in the context of 
other non-user studies. 

• The outcomes were very broad.  
• The group wondered why the author decided to design their own questionnaire as opposed to using 

an established tool such as LIBQUAL. 
• The results of this study are not directly compared with the results of any other study. 
• Those involved in the collection of data were also involved in delivering the service. This did leave 

them open to charges of bias. However it would been very difficult and costly for any outside body to 
collect and analyse the results without any inside knowledge of the library service. The benefits 
probably outweigh any possible bias. 

• Reliance on HR to select sample was an unavoidable constraint. 
• The methods used to select users are clearly described. It is representative because library users 

are selected across the full range of disciplines. Author decided not to include users from other 
Trusts. This was seen as sensible. We cannot tell if the sample size is appropriate. (i.e. Where did 
figure of 10% come from?) It may be from Oppenheim book. (reference12) 

• Questionnaire is helpfully included in study (as appendix). It would probably not take long for users to 
complete the questionnaire. Respondents appeared to be confused by questions about 
comprehensiveness of library stock. These could have been reworded. The “don’t knows” could be 
people who do not borrow books. A further question(s) could have been included. Do you borrow 
books/journals? If yes, are the available titles a comprehensive reflection of your area(s) of interest? 

• A table showing the representation of questionnaire response rates for specific groups would have 
been useful, e.g. one could have included the total number of questionnaires rather than just the 
number returned e.g. 61/ 200. More graphs and tables could have been used. Lack of them may be 
an editorial constraint. 

• Although the authors were disappointed by the response rate, the group felt that 30% was a 
respectable return. The returns appear to be representative but this is not made explicit by the 
authors. For example, 50% of responses were nurses. This is the kind of breakdown we would 
expect in an acute trust.  

• The results have been analysed in an easily interpretable way. 
• Although the group could not tell if all the results were included in the analysis, the paper was felt to 

be generally trustworthy as negative or unfavourable replies were included.   
 

Journal Club’s conclusions:  
 

• The group felt that the methodology was sound and could be repeated. It is applicable to HCL and 
could be applied to Brookes by revising parts of the questionnaire.  

• The conclusions are an honest and objective interpretation of the results.  
• The only potential bias was either beyond the authors control or in omitting certain questions. 

However, the genuine intention to improve the service appears to militate against the latter.    
• The main negative criticism was that the study appeared over ambitious. Large sets of data make it 

difficult to make sense of what is important.  
• The list of acknowledgements shows that the study relies on a great deal of good will and co-

operation. It might be difficult and costly for many organisations to re-produce this kind of study.   
• More specific information is required from the various disciplines and this is acknowledged by the 

author. This might help to establish more clearly whether or not the groups were benefiting from the 
service. 

• The value in questioning non-users was acknowledged by the group. Often non-users were in fact 
using library services without realizing it, a situation familiar to Librarians in Oxford. 
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