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ABSTRACT 

CHERRI SHELNUTT 

AN EXPLORATION OF THE EXPERIENCES OF PIONEERING ONLINE 
LIBRARY AND INFORMATION SCIENCE GRADUATE STUDENTS 

IN THE 1990S 

MAY 2011 

This researcher explored the impact of the experience of early library and 

information science (LIS) online graduate courses from the perspective of the 

pioneering students involved in such courses in the 1990s. The study identified 

some of the experiences of LIS graduate students who took courses online 

during the 1990s, the time period marking the beginning of this form of 

educational delivery in the library and information studies field. Focusing on 

Rogers' theory of the diffusion of innovation, the researcher used an online 

questionnaire with quantitative questions as well as open-ended ones. This 

historical study obtained descriptions, experiences, and stories from 185 early 

student participants in their own words. The more quantitative questions 

provided background information about the LIS online graduate courses from a 

student perspective. Using coding, the researcher analyzed the text responses 

and identified categories commonly reported by the early LIS graduate students 

who participated in this study. The resulting categories expand knowledge about 

LIS education in general and early LIS online learning in particular. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Most American Library Association (ALA)-accredited library and 

information science (LIS) programs in the United States currently offer at least 

some of their graduate courses through distance learning, often online. In the 

academic year 2007-2008, for example, ALISE statistical reports show that 48 

programs offered courses away from campus, frequently using Web or Internet 

delivery. Library and information studies online distance learning course delivery 

today emerged out of the application of gradual changes in educational theories 

and available technologies. Influences include previous methods of delivering 

distance education, developing educational theories, and technological 

breakthroughs. 

With the development of tools such as the Internet, the World Wide Web, 

email, and other computer technologies in the latter half of the twentieth century, 

new types of distance delivery methods became possible. In addition, changes 

in educational philosophy such as constructivism and andragogy brought about 

openness to new ways for instructors and students to interact and learn together. 

As these developments in technology and education intersected in the 

late-twentieth century, individual LIS faculty and instructors explored avenues for 

bringing the tools and theories together to serve LIS graduate students in new 

I 



ways. Early, somewhat rudimentary online distance learning methodologies 

began to appear in a few LIS programs through the work of these individuals. 

Gradually, these innovative and creative efforts increased and began to influence 

each other until widespread LIS online distance learning began to emerge 

around the United States from about 1993 to 2000. 

Reports about personal experiences are available from faculty members 

who have worked in early LIS online learning (Barron 2003; Jenkins 2000; Frank 

1999). In addition, employer perceptions about students who used distance 

education methods to earn an MLS have also been studied (Kim and Kusack 

2005). A few recent studies briefly mention pioneering online LIS graduate 

students as part of broader studies on other topics (Kazmer 2007; Wilde and 

Epperson 2006). However, while early students in online graduate LIS learning 

courses and programs experienced the phenomenon first-hand, little research 

has been located which focuses primarily and specifically on the recollections 

and experiences of the pioneering students involved. Documenting their stories 

in a formal research project is the next logical step in exploring this phenomenon. 

While some LIS online student participants have published preliminary, 

brief, and usually informal reports of their individual experiences (Fortin 2007; 

Glover 2005; Hays 2005; Sparnon 2004; Austin 2002; George 2002; Montague 

2002; Galligan 1998), a clear gap remains in the scholarly literature. A formal 

research project to gather and analyze the experiences and stories of some of 

the LIS graduate students who participated in the earliest days of online LIS 
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course delivery during the 1990s will be one of the main contributions of this 

research. 

Research Problem 

The purpose of this study was to explore and describe experiences of 

graduate online LIS students as they participated in graduate courses in ALA

accredited programs and schools across the United States and Canada during 

the mid- to late-1990s. The research goal for this research project was the 

development of a representation of the experiences and stories of early LIS 

online graduate students. 

Based on this researcher's own experiences as an LIS student taking 

graduate online courses in the 1990s, it was anticipated that stories and 

experiences of other early LIS online learning participants would be diverse but 

that common categories would arise. Data gathered from students who took 

part in early LIS online graduate courses were analyzed from the perspective of 

the students. Thus, this research aimed to develop a deeper understanding of 

the experiences of early students in LIS online learning and of this time period in 

the history of the LIS field. 

Research Question 

This research looked at experiences of early student participants in LIS 

online learning. To that end, the research question for this dissertation was 

'What were the experiences and stories of early pioneering students in LIS online 

graduate learning in the 1990s?' Sub-questions included: 
3 



• What is a general description of LIS online graduate students in the 

1990s? 

• What did LIS graduate students experience as part of this online learning? 

• What factors influenced the experience? 

• How did perceptions about whether LIS online students thought of 

themselves as pioneers help shape the experience? 

• What overall evaluations did participants give about their experiences with 

LIS online courses? 

Focusing on the reported experiences of early pioneering students in LIS 

online graduate learning, the researcher developed an online questionnaire that 

could be completed in approximately 45 minutes to one hour. Preparatory 

survey questions gathered general information about such things as the online 

LIS courses attended in the 1990s, as well as the tools and formats used in those 

courses. In addition, information about one online course taken in the 1990s 

elicited information about experiences and levels of satisfaction with those 

specific courses. The survey (see Appendix C) covered four general areas: 

• General Information (Section A with 1 O questions) 

• An LIS Online Graduate Course in the 1990s (Section B with 8 questions) 

• Experiences with LIS Online Learning in the 1990s (Section C with 6 

questions) 

• Concluding Thoughts (Section D with 1 question). 
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The resulting data was analyzed using both quantitative and qualitative 

methods. Quantitative data was organized and developed so that comparisons 

could be made amongst the responses of all participants, as well as of those who 

did or did not consider themselves pioneers. Text responses from participants 

were coded for categories, using more qualitative methods. 

Theoretical Basis for Study 

Everett M. Rogers in his work Diffusion of Innovation, originally published 

in 1962, provided a model used as the theoretical underpinning for this 

dissertation research. As noted in the fifth edition of that work, Rogers described 

innovation as "an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an 

individual or other unit of adoption" (2005, xx) . 

Before reviewing Rogers' theory in more detail, it is important to note that 

while Rogers is arguably one of the best-known proponents of the diffusion of 

innovation model, he was not the first to study innovation and how it spreads 

(Katz, Levin, and Hamilton 1963). Indeed, Rogers (2005, 41) acknowledged the 

contribution of Gabriel Tarde's work, The Laws of Imitation (1903). In that 

research, Tarde studied factors related to successful or unsuccessful adoption of 

an innovation. Rogers noted that Tarde viewed the diffusion of innovations as "a 

basic and fundamental explanation of human behavior change" (2005, 41 ). 

Other studies about the diffusion of innovation were conducted by 

twentieth-century anthropologists and sociologies such as Wissler (1923) and 

Bowers (1937). Innovation research was also conducted in fields of study such 
5 



as rural sociology, the area of Rogers' own dissertation work (Rogers 2004, 

2005; Katz, Levin, and Hamilton 1963). In another example, Katz and Lazarsfeld 

(1955) investigated innovation in mass communications, as did Berlo (1960). 

Mort (1951) studied the role of innovation and change in education, as did 

Havelock (1973), Hall, Wallace, and Dossett (1973), Dooley and Murphrey 

(2000), and Shea, Pickett, and Li (2005). In a retrospective look at his own work, 

Rogers noted that about 5,000 studies of diffusion of innovation have been 

conducted in a wide variety of academic disciplines over the last six decades 

(2004, 13). 

According to Rogers' theory, the diffusion or adoption rate of an innovation 

(such as LIS online graduate course delivery) usually follows a Bell curve (2005, 

280-281 ). In his view, innovators are the first in a system to adopt a new 

innovation and would comprise the initial 2.5% of a Bell curve, followed by early 

adopters who make up the next 13.5% (2005, 280-281 ). Early majority comes 

next at 34% of the adopters, followed by later majority who also make up about 

34%. Laggards are the last to adopt an innovation and comprise the final 16% of 

the curve (ibid.). It should be noted that this adopter classification system as 

designed by Rogers is not symmetrical, since three categories are to the left of 

the mean and only two are to the right. 

This researcher did not expect that the online survey would be able to 

reach all possible students who took LIS online graduate courses in the 1990s, 

so findings cannot replicate a completed Bell curve about student adoption of the 
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new innovation of LIS online learning. However, survey results showed that 

some survey respondents did note that they began to participate as soon as LIS 

online courses were available, clearly a characteristic of innovators and early 

adopters. 

In developing the research question and sub-questions used in this 

project, Rogers' work provided a framework. For example, in order to explain 

different rates of adoption among the various groups from innovators to laggards, 

Rogers mentioned five characteristics of innovations as perceived by individuals 

(2005, 15-16). These characteristics included: 

1) Relative advantage or the degree to which an innovation is perceived 

as better than the idea it supersedes (Rogers 2005, 229). In LIS education, face-

, to-face courses were frequently the standard format for course delivery prior to 

the availability of LIS online learning. This research looked at whether LIS online 

learning was perceived by participants as better than any face-to-face courses 

taken around the same time (see survey question B-8). 

2) Compatibility or the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being 

consistent with the existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential 

adopters (Rogers 2005, 240; Christo-Baker 2004, 89). If an innovation is 

incompatible with values and norms of a social system, it will not be adopted as 

rapidly. In this research study, participants were asked why they chose online 

learning, and many discussed how it fit with their current needs and life situations 

such as work or personal schedules ( see questions B-4 and C-1 ). 
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3) Complexity or the degree to which an innovation is perceived as difficult 

to understand and use. Rogers noted that new ideas that are simpler to 

understand are adopted more rapidly (2005, 16). In this research, survey 

participants were asked about the formats and tools used to deliver the LIS 

online courses they took, many of which were new and rapidly evolving 

technologies at the time. Participants also commented about which tools and 

formats were favorites and how using those affect their online learning 

experiences (see questions A-4, A-5, and 8-7). 

4) Trialability or the degree to which an innovation may be experimented 

with on a limited basis. Rogers noted that new ideas that can be tried on the 

installment plan will generally be adopted more quickly (2005, 258). In this 

research study, participants were asked about how many LIS online graduate 

courses they took and when to see if that affected student perceptions about the 

course delivery experience (see question A-1 and A-6). 

5) Observability or the degree to which the results of an innovation are 

visible to others, since the easier it is for individuals to see the results of an 

innovation, the more likely they are to adopt (ibid.). In this study, the researcher 

asked what participants accomplished through taking LIS online courses, 

focusing on the visible results gained by using this type of course delivery 

method (see question A-8). 

Rogers also noted in his work about the diffusion of innovation that early 

adopters help trigger the critical mass of acceptance when they adopt an 
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innovation (2005, 283, 343). The current research project was designed to help 

discover whether or not early student participants in LIS online learning actually 

thought they were participating in something innovative. It was hoped that 

survey findings and analysis would show if participants did see themselves as 

pioneers, innovators, and early adopters experiencing a new model of course 

delivery in the LIS field. 

Many researchers in the field of education have referenced or built on 

Rogers' model of the stages in the diffusion of innovation. For example, Christo

Baker found that faculty saw distance education as a relative advantage over 

other delivery methods in terms of flexibility (2004, 88). Others did work about 

early and later adopters in academic settings, primarily focusing on faculty. For 

example, Burdett showed that early adopting faculty used course Web pages for 

much more than basic information needs, adding a variety of communication 

technologies (2003, 88). Montgomery ( 1999) studied faculty attitudes toward 

technology-based distance education and acceptance of innovation, as did 

Challis (1998) and Walsh (1993). Faculty adoption of online course technologies 

in LIS online learning in the 1990s might be another interesting area to explore in 

future research. 

In this research project, however, a key idea was whether or not student 

participants considered themselves to be pioneers or trailblazers when taking LIS 

online graduate courses in the 1990s and why. Throughout the research, special 

attention was paid to the answers provided by those who thought of themselves 
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as pioneers (self-reported pioneers or SRP) and those who did not (non-self

reported pioneers or NSRP). In this instance, pioneer would be somewhat 

analogous to Roger1s categories of innovators and early adopters. Later analysis 

in Chapter V will discuss whether perceptions about pioneer status resulted in 

differences and/or similarities between the SRP and NSRP groups. 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions about online learning guided the study: 

1. Distance education is a viable educational delivery choice, including its 

online formats. 

2. Online learning using computer-mediated tools developed in the field of 

library and information studies in the 1990s. 

3. Many LIS graduate students took at least one online course during that 

ti me period. 

4. The experiences of the early pioneering LIS graduate students are 

important to building a full historical account of the development of LIS 

education in the United States and Canada. 

5. Survey participants will answer truthfully about their experiences as LIS 

online graduate students in the 1990s. 

Definitions 

For purposes of this study, distance education refers to some physical 

separation between the location of the teacher and the learner. Distance 

learning is a similar term but focuses on the student perspective. Online 
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encompasses a wide-range of delivery tools such as email, Websites, course 

management systems, and other digital or electronic resources which a student 

can access via a computer (Morabito 1999). Early years in this study will be 

limited to the 1990s. Generally, the word pioneer focuses on persons who were 

innovators, trailblazers, or groundbreakers in some field or endeavor and is used 

in this study in relation to the development of LIS online learning and delivery. 

Limitations of Study 

The limitations of this study include a designated time period covering only 

the 1990s which were the early years of LIS online graduate education. In 

addition, the sample size turned out to be 185 active participants out of a 

theoretical pool of hundreds. 

Methodology 

This historical research design used purposeful sampling through self

selection and snowballing techniques (Richards and Morse 2007; Merriam 1998). 

Research participants in this study were persons who completed at least one LIS 

graduate online learning courses in an ALA-accredited master's degree 

programs and schools in the United States and Canada in the 1990s. Survey 

participants self-reported their own personal experiences with and perceptions 

about LIS online graduate courses as students at that time. 

In order to reach as many of the early LIS online learning students, 

invitations to participate were posted to various library and information listservs, 

such as Publib, Fiction_L, and JESSE. In addition, participants were 
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encouraged to mention the research project and online questionnaire to other 

possible participants. A request for participation was also sent to the ALA

accredited graduate schools and programs to disseminate to alumni through 

whatever mechanisms are available such as listservs or newsletters ( see 

Appendix A). 

For a period of about 5.5 months, an online questionnaire (see Appendix 

C) composed of both closed- and open-ended questions was available online to 

persons who were early LIS online learning graduate students as defined above. 

At the end of the study, the investigator analyzed and coded the data gathered in 

order to develop categories from the experiences of early LIS online graduate 

students (Creswell 2003; Rossman and Rallis 2003). 

Significance to LIS 

This research study is a timely topic as many of the early pioneers in LIS 

online learning are still available to share their stories and experiences, and this 

research will make a significant and original contribution to existing scholarship 

about graduate learning in the field. First, gathering and analyzing the 

experiences of early student pioneers in LIS graduate online learning leads to a 

deeper understanding of the experiences and perspectives of participants in LIS 

online graduate learning, helping to fill a gap in the current research literature. 

In addition, this study enhances the historical record of education, both in 

library and information studies and in the larger field of distance learning. This 

issue is also important due to the foundations early student pioneers helped 
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provide for the later evolution and development of graduate online LIS learning, a 

delivery format which has continued to grow and expand in this new century. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This research study explores the experiences of early pioneering students 

in American Library Association-accredited graduate library and information 

science (LIS) online graduate courses in the 1990s. For purposes of this study, 

on/ine encompasses a wide-range of delivery tools such as email, Websites, 

course management systems, and other digital or electronic resources which a 

student can access via a computer. Early years in this study is limited to the 

1990s. Relevant literature will be included and reviewed in the following 

categories: Distance education, distance learning, online learning (including 

technology and learning theories), and LIS online learning in the 1990s. 

Most American Library Association-approved library and information 

programs in the United States currently offer at least some of their gradual~ 

courses through online distance learning. Library and information studies online 

distance learning course delivery as experienced today emerged out of the 

application of gradual changes in educational theories and available 

technologies. Possible influences include previous methods of delivering 

distance education, developing educational theories, and technological 

breakthroughs. 
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Literature Searches 

In preparation for this literature review, the researcher conducted a 

number of literature searches using terms such as distance and online education, 

distance and online learning, and library and information science history. Tools 

used in these searches included online databases from the Texas Woman's 

University and other libraries. Primary among the databases used were Library, 

Information Science & Technology Abstracts with Full Text (LISTA), Library and 

Information Science Abstracts (LISA), Library Literature, Dissertation Abstracts 

Online. In addition, Google Scholar provided access to some research in

progress. These searches were conducted August 2005 through May 2007, 

followed by periodic currency searches every few months up to 2011. 

Thus, a thorough literature review for this research focused on several 

broad areas. First, published research about distance education and online 

learning in general was examined, including the development of appropriate 

technologies. In addition, applicable education theories were noted. Next, 

literature specific to library and information (US) online distance learning was 

reviewed. 

Factors Contributing to LIS Online Learning 

Several developments combined to bring about LIS online distance 

learning and will be addressed in this literature review. First, past experience 

demonstrated that distance education in diverse formats was a viable option for 

education in the library and information studies field, as well as others. In 
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addition, learning theories shifted toward collaborative and participatory learning 

which recognized that adult learners could successfully construct learning without 

a teacher physically present on site. Third, genuine technological changes such 

as the Internet, the World Wide Web, email, widespread use of personal 

computers, and increasing online access combined to open a new world of 

learning through computer-mediated communication (Logan and Hsieh-Yee 

2001 ; Anderson and Garrison 1998; Harmon 1998). This dissertation research 

study builds on this knowledge base, bringing previously unexplored voices into 

the conversation . 

Distance Education as a Viable Option 

Although this study specifically concerned students in online learning, it 

was built upon an understanding of the larger field of distance education. 

Distance education has been defined as institution-based formal education with 

the learning group separated from the instructor and where interactive 

telecommunication systems are used to connect the learners, resources, and 

instructors (Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, and Zvacek 2003). In general, 

distance education is any educational or learning process or system in which the 

teacher and instructor are separated geographically or in time from his or her 

students, or in which students are separated from other students or educational 

resources (Moore and Kearsley 2005; What 2005; Westbrook 2002). 

Educational communication among students and teacher in distance 

education often occurs non-contiguously, involves two-way communication, and 
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uses technology to mediate that communication (Sammons 2003; Simonson et 

al. 2003). This freedom from the restrictions of time and space means that many 

persons who might have been barred from educational opportunities in the past 

are now able to participate more fully (Moore and Kearsley 2005). 

Five generations of distance education have been identified, based largely 

on the technological tools that support each generation ( Garrison and Archer 

2003): correspondence courses in the nineteenth century (Phipps and Merisotis 

1999), broadcast radio and television, open universities, teleconferencing, and 

Internet/Web (Moore and Kearsley 2005). Others define these as first generation 

distance education during the correspondence era, second generation during 

radio and television delivery, and third generation with computer-mediated tools 

(Anderson 2003; Bates 1993). 

Distance education began in the United States with correspondence 

courses in the nineteenth century (Moore and Kearsley 2005; Phipps and 

Merisotis 1999). For much of the twentieth century, distance education relied on 

the technology of the printed word, along with pen, paper, and the post office 

(Garrison and Archer 2003; Hanna 2003; Peters 2003). As a result, collaboration 

and cooperative learning was not available to students in this format (Anderson 

2003). 

Depending largely on correspondence study, Illinois Wesleyan University 

offered courses and degrees in an in absentia program even before the 

University of Chicago opened its correspondence program in 1892 (Pittman 
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2003). In 1926, a Carnegie Corporation study of private correspondence 

programs showed more students enrolled in correspondence schools than in all 

higher education institutions combined (Feasley 2003). However, by the 1960s, 

Wedemeyer suggested changing the term correspondence study to independent 

study (Garrison 2003). 

By the early 1900s, some faculty members traveled off-campus to meet 

with students (Meyer 2002). Since then, various electronic technologies have 

been used to deliver the educational experience, from one-way delivery and then 

later interactive two-way television and radio to the Internet and other online 

technologies (Emmerson 2005; Barron 2003; Hanna 2003; Logan and Hsieh-Yee 

2001 ). 

Often, social influences affected the mode of distance education delivery. 

For example, the success of the Public Broadcasting Service in the 1960s 

influenced the use of instructional television in the United States in the 1970s and 

1980s (Saba 2003). At that time, broadcast telecourses had large budgets and 

enrollments (Pittman 2003), although learner-centeredness was not always a 

hallmark of the delivery method (Granger and Bowman 2003). 

As recently as the early 1990s, distance education was still regarded as a 

structured two-way exchange between teacher and student (Hanna 2003). This 

was gradually replaced by a model with teacher and students connected 

synchronously via tools such as interactive television (ibid.). The third model has 
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students connected in a dynamic and possibly asynchronous way with the 

instructor and other students (ibid.). 

The growth of distance education is also reflected in the various national 

and regional organizations devoted to it. For example, the National Home Study 

Council was founded soon after release of the Carnegie study of correspondence 

schools (Feasley 2003). By 1959, this organization was approved as a national 

accrediting organization, and it was renamed the Distance Education and 

Training Council in 1994 (ibid.). Another important organization, the United 

States Distance Learning Association, was formed in 1987 with local chapters 

beginning in 1993 (ibid.). On the international level , the International Council for 

Open and Distance Learning began in 1938 (Bunker 2003). 

Distance learning. Although the term distance education with its implied 

emphasis on the teaching part of the process was used in the past, the term 

distance learning with a focus on the learner is used in the United States in 

recent years. This reflects the recognition that education and learning can focus 

on different and perhaps distinct parts of the process (Merriam and Brockett 

1997). This distinction is important since the participants in this research 

reported on their experiences as students in this online delivery process. 

Like the broader term distance education, distance learning generally 

refers to some physical or time separation of teacher and learner, the use of 

technology and media, two-way interaction and communication, students taught 

more as individuals than as groups, and the influence of an educational 
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organization (Picciano 1999). While this separation of teacher and learner in 

space and time can and has been accomplished in different ways, it is 

fundamental to the concept of distance in education and learning, and flexibility is 

one perceived benefit of distance education and learning (Bouhnik and Marcus 

2005). The United States Distance Learning Association defines distance 

learning as "the acquisition of knowledge and skills through mediated information 

and instruction, encompassing all technologies and other forms of learning at a 

distance" (USDLA 2010). 

Many research studies have delved into various aspects of distance 

learning. For example, the 'no significant difference' debate questioned, 

sometimes contentiously, whether distance and face-to-face learning were 

equivalent. The debate continued in various forms as online learning entered the 

mainstream with many comparisons between distance and other forms of course 

delivery (Phipps and Merisotis 1999), including an entire Website devoted to 

cataloging such studies (Western 2006). Interestingly, the earliest research cited 

at that Website was a Ph.D. dissertation from 1928 which compared test scores 

of college classroom and correspondence students enrolled in the same subjects 

and showed no differences in test scores of college classroom and 

correspondence study students enrolled in the same subjects (Western 2010). 

Evaluation and quality assurance in distance learning is an important part 

of the process, reflected in various principles and models of good practice 

(Becker, Osborne, Van Nostrand, Winn, and Ziehr 2004; Keeton 2004; J. Moore 
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2004; Pelz 2004; Bourne and Moore 2003; Miller and King 2003; Rovai 2003; 

Sherry 2003; Sanders 2001; Western 1999; Wood, Chickering and Gamson 

1987). Accreditation in higher education is also a significant aspect of distance 

learning (American 2003; CHEA 2002; Council 2001 ). Participants in this study 

addressed experiences related to perceived best practices. 

Distributed learning. In the mid-1990s, the term distributed learning 

began to appear in the educational technology literature ( Granger and Bowman 

2003). This point of view specifically looked at the learner context, not just at the 

delivery method, emphasizing additional learning resources such as libraries and 

other support personnel (ibid.). Thus, distributed learning can take place in either 

traditional or distance instruction (Dillon and Greene 2003). 

Online learning. This specialized sub-set of distance learning depends 

extensively on computer-mediated technologies such as the Internet, the World 

Wide Web, email , and Web browsers. The earliest stirrings of online learning in 

the 1980s used simple email and chat (Morabito 1999), and the tools evolved 

into the multiple technological tools that emerged in the 1990s (Sutton 2001 ). At 

that time, this form of learning was sometimes called 'virtual learning' (French, 

Hale, Johnson, and Farr 1999) or some variation of 'computer-assisted 

instruction' (Mathew and Dohery-Poirier 2000). 

Within education, the term online learning can mean several different 

things. For some, an online course is currently defined as one that has at least 

eighty percent of the course content delivered online while other uses of online 
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technologies result in so-called blended, hybrid, or Web-facilitated courses (Allen 

and Seaman 2004, 2008, 2010). Individual states may define electronically 

delivered courses as they wish with some considering distance learning as any 

course where more than fifty percent of the learning takes places with the 

instructor and student in different physical settings (Higher 2004). 

For several years, the Sloan Foundation defined an online course as one 

"having at least eighty percent of the course content delivered online" (Allen and 

Seaman 2004, 2007, 2010). The Sloan Foundation also reported that other uses 

of online technologies may result in so-called blended or hybrid courses with 

thirty to seventy-nine percent delivered online or Web-facilitated courses with one 

to twenty-nine percent online, while traditional courses were defined as ones with 

no online tools used. Asynchronous learning takes place with the instructor and 

student in different physical settings at different times (Bruce 2004; Clark 2003; 

Texas 2002). 

However, such polished definitions were not available at the beginning of 

LIS online learning. Rather, they have evolved over the decade since. During 

the time covered in this dissertation research, the meaning of online was 

changing and developing, often one course and one program at a time. 

Other issues in online learning include preparation, class size, 

compensation, and intellectual property rights for the courses created (Toyama, 

Murphy, Bakia, and Jones 201 O; Kingma and Keefe 2006; Means, Picciano 

1999). In addition, a picture has emerged of successful teaching methodologies 
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in online distance learning (Ko and Rossen 2004; Simonson et al. 2003; White 

and Weight 2000). 

Literature about faculty experiences with online learning (Montague and 

Smith 2004; Kisner 2001; Smith, Lastraand, and Robins 2001) is easy to find, as 

is available literature about student or faculty perceptions about online learning in 

various fields (Lao and Gonzales 2005). For example, some studies compared 

student perceptions of online versus campus instruction (Beard and Harper 2002; 

Carey and Gregory 2002). 

Much is known about a correlation between student satisfaction and the 

quality of instructor-student interaction (Picciano 2002; Woods 2002; M. Moore 

1998) with written messages from instructors considered a key to students 

feeling connected in the online distance learning environment (Han, Dresdow, 

Gail, and Plunkett 2003; Bischoff 2000). Instructors who themselves model a 

high level of participation in online learning often motivate students to participate 

more, as well as reducing the student's sense of isolation (Garrison 2003; 

Schwartz and White 2000). Studies have shown that effective online instructors 

provide frequent, consistent, and timely feedback for the class as a whole and for 

individual students (Bischoff 2000). In addition, online learners have a greater 

opportunity to develop their skills when feedback is both relevant and timely (Han 

et al. 2003; Schwartz and White 2000). 

Skills as a facilitator are also important when working with adults as the 

online instructor promotes learning by using students' names, asking open-ended 
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questions, and asking for clarification (Addesso 2000; Merriam and Brockett 

1997). An effective online syllabus helps with online learning and includes such 

things as a course description, a brief biography of the instructor with contact 

information, a schedule of readings and assignments, and a review of class 

policies (Fullmer-Umari 2000). 

Many successful online learners, for example, find an internal locus of 

control important which connects directly with the educational theory of 

constructivism (Dillon and Greene 2003; Picciano 2002; Merriam and Caffarella 

1999). Particularly among early online learners, a sense of personal 

independence as a learner may have contributed to success (Moore and 

Kearsley 2005). Learner expectations help form the basis of satisfaction for adult 

online learners, along with a sense of relevance about what they are learning as 

the key to successful learning, a finding that also ties in with constructivism (Han 

et al. 2003). Support services such as access to electronic libraries helped 

develop quality online learning experiences (Rudestam and Schoenholtz-Read 

2002). 

Learning Theories Shifted 

Distance or online learning is also intimately intertwined with certain 

learning theories from the discipline of education. Changes and growth in 

educational philosophy brought about openness to new ways for instructors and 

students to interact and learn together. 
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Changing face of higher education. In the 1950s, about 90 percent of . 

college students were 18 to 21 years of age (Connick 1997, 8). Resident college 

campuses made sense in the 1960s and 1970s, although the average age of 

college students began to increase by the 1970s. By the late 1990s, however, 

only 52 percent of college students were 18 to 21 (ibid.). By the 1990s, higher 

education was increasingly adult-centered, often focused on adults who might 

have families and jobs (Rudestam and Schoenholtz-Read 2002; Hiltz 1994). 

Andragogy. Proponents of andragogy, the study of adults and how they 

learn, hypothesize that adults and children learn differently (Knowles, Holton, and 

Swanson 1998). Andragogy grew out of humanistic and progressive 

assumptions and emphasized that adults need to be involved in planning and 

evaluating their own instruction, that experience, even mistakes, provides the 

basis for adult learning activities, that adults are most interested in learning 

subject with immediate relevance, and that adult learning is problem-centered, 

rather than content-oriented (Keairns 2003; Merriam and Caffarella 1999; 

Merriam and Brockett 1997). 

Further, andragogy assumes that adults become more self-directed over 

time, that their personal experiences affect learning, that their readiness to learn 

is based on environment and events in the adult's life, and that they have a 

problem-centered orientation to learning (Cercone 2008; Meyer 2002; Lyman 

1999· Merriam and Brockett 1997; Jarvis 1993). This emphasis on self-direction , 

grew out of the writings of John Dewey and Carl Rogers and was popularized 
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through the work of Malcolm -Knowles (Garrison 2003). Eventually, andragogy 

became defined more by the learning situation than the specific age of the 

learner (Merriam 2001 ). 

Participation by adults is usually voluntary (Rudestam and Schoenholtz

Read 2002). .By the mid-1990s, it was clear that students in higher education 

were adults and that they were "older, must balance other life and career 

priorities, and prefer to attend college on a part-time basis" (Oblinger and 

Maruyama 1996, 1 ). 

Constructivism. The central role of experience in adult learning clearly 

relates to constructivism, another important educational theory with great 

influence in education by the end of the twentieth century (Morphew 2002; 

Merriam and Caffarella 1999). Constructivism emphasizes learning by doing with 

meaningful, real-world relevance (Whitis 2001 ; Driscoll 2000), and that students 

will have an active part in assessment (Keairns 2003; Huang 2002). 

Constructivism's learner-centric approach (Leonard 2000) is the opposite 

of instructivist learning theory which centered on the instructor or another 

authority figure dispensing information to the learner (Cercone 2008; Rudestam 

and Schoenholtz-Read 2002; Diaz 2000; French 1999; Oblinger and Maruyama 

1996). This constructivist emphasis on student-centered learning and the 

subjective application of learning to one's own life situation and learning needs is 

relevant in much online learning today (Haythornthwaite et al. 2007). 
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As a whole, constructivism promotes student-centered learning 

methodologies (Oblinger and Maruyama 1996) and posits that students learn 

through discovery, by doing rather than observing (Brown 2000; Connell and 

Franklin 1994). In essence, learners construct their own knowledge bit by bit as 

they try to make sense of their experiences (Granger and Bowman 2003; Huang 

2002; Morphew 2002; Driscoll 2000; Merriam and Caffarella 1999). 

Constructivist principles suggest that the main focus of learning should be on 

engaging students both with the content and with other students (Hanna 2003), 

forming learning communities (Dresang and Robbins 1999). This learner

centered emphasis reflects the humanistic roots of constructivism, and had many 

implications for online learning (Merriam and Brockett 1997) during the time 

period covered in this study. 

Using the technology tools described later in this review, constructivist 

learning can be incorporated in online learning (Morphew 2002). Indeed, "the 

core of the e-learning context is a collaborative constructivist transaction" 

(Garrison and Archer 2003, 4). 

Collaborative learning. Collaborative learning includes extensive 

communication and self-direction with both teachers and students as active 

partners in the learning process (Lautenbach 2008; Whitis 2001 ; Oblinger and 

Anderson and Garrison 1998; Maruyama 1996; Hiltz 1994 ). Use of Web-based 

tools can result in the creation of a learning community, regardless of time and 

place (Haythornthwaite, Kazmer, Robins, and Shoemaker 2004; Garrison, 
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Anderson, and Archer 2003; Sammons 2003; Palloff and Pratt 2001 ). Many 

online learning courses today incorporate collaboration, interaction, and 

cooperative learning (Connell and Franklin 1994). Vygotsky, another learning 

theorist, emphasized the social context of learning which has now become an 

integral part of effective online learning from a constructivist viewpoint (Huang 

2002; Driscoll 2000). 

Based on work done in the 1970s and 1980s, Moore introduced the 

concept of transactional distance between instructor and student which was not 

only physical but also about the relationship between the two partners in the 

educational process (Bouhnik and Marcus 2005; Garrison 2003; Gibson 2003; 

Saba 2003; Amundsen 1993; M. Moore 1993, 1989). Later, Moore and Kearsley 

suggested this transactional distance can be a factor even on campus or in a 

physical classroom as the use of distance technologies in traditional classrooms 

grows (Dillon and Greene 2003). 

Technological Changes 

The use of computers in learning helps to break down barriers of time and 

location, making collaboration possible in networked environments (Anderson 

and Garrison 1998; Oblinger and Maruyama 1996). In online learning, 

cyberspace can become "the medium in which the self is constructed in diverse 

ways" (Rudestam and Schoenholtz-Read 2002, 16). 

During the mid- to late-1990s, computer-mediated learning incorporated 

many of the technological tools emerging at the time, offering new opportunities 
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for collaborative learning and improving access to higher education for adult 

college students (Anderson and Garrison 1998; Hiltz 1994 ). Overcoming 

previous barriers of distance and time, as well as boundaries imposed by 

traditional institutions (Rudestam and Schoenholtz-Read 2002), these new 

technologies united "not only the separated teacher and student but also the 

students with other students" (Whitis 2001, 3). Indeed, some regard the personal 

computer and the peripherals it incorporates as "allowing the digital learning 

environment not only to determine the structure of the learning process but to 

reconstitute it," thereby bringing about pedagogical changes such as more 

interactivity, individualization, and independent learning" (Peters 2003, 89). 

Technologies which appeared prior to and during the early days of LIS 

graduate online learning were mentioned by participants in this project. With the 

development of the Internet, the World Wide Web, email , and other computer 

technologies in the latter half of the twentieth century, new types of distance 

delivery methods became possible, as shown in tables 1-4. 

Table 1 on page 30 shows that in the 1960s, the Advanced Research 

Projects Agency Network (ARPANET) was a collaborative effort to create a 

nation-wide computer network via telephone lines (Shea-Schultz and Fogarty 

2002). This comparatively small network originally created for scientists and the 

research community to reach computers developed into what became the 

worldwide, people-centered Internet of later decades (Abbate 1999). 
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Table 1: Emergence of Technologies Affecting Online Learning: 1960s 

Year Technology Reference 

1960s Computer assisted instruction first attempted using (Rudestam and 
time-sharing computers Schoenholtz-Read 

2002) 

Packet switching invented separately by Paul Barran (Abbate 1999) 
in U.S. (1960) and Donald Davies in England (few 
years later 

1965 Digital Equipment Corporation introduced first small (Abbate 1999) 
but powerful microcomputers 

1968 Intel founded (Segaller 1999) 

1969 ARPANET commissioned by the Department of (Zakon 2006) 
Defense for research into networking 

Birth of Internet in Len Kleinrock's laboratory [Note: (Segaller 1999) 
See also Vinton Cerf in 1973 below] 

Telnet protocol (Hafner and Lyon 1996) 

Late Field of computer networking still in its infancy (Abbate 1999) 
1960s 

During the 1970s, Donald Davis, Paul Barran, Vint Cerf, Bob Kahn, and 

colleagues contributed to the creation of the Internet, a network of networks of 

computers (Zakon 2006; Bemers-Lee 1999; Reid 1997). The Internet developed 

and expanded over the coming decades to grow into an integral facet of online 

distance learning due to the easy accessibility and use it provided (Keller 2004; 

Leiner et al. 2003; Oblinger and Maruyama 1996). Indeed, the Internet has been 

called "one of the longest overnight successes" (Reid 1997, xx) . Only about 
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2,000 computers had access to the Internet in 1985, but 159,000 did by 1989 

(Abbate 1999, 186). 

The computer microprocessor was invented in 1971 , and the first 

computer designed for personal use was developed that year by Xerox scientists 

(Connick 1997). A personal computer was on the market by 1975 (Moore and 

Kearsley 2005). Bulletin boards were developed in the 1970s (Rudestam and 

Schoenholtz-Read 2002), and email became the most popular and influential 

service on ARPANET, moving the system from a computing focus to a 

communication one (Abbate 1999). Table 2 on page 32 summarizes some of the 

technologies that emerged 1970s. 
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Table 2: Emergence of Technologies Affecting Online Learning.· 1970s 

Year Technology Reference 

1970s Donald Davis, Paul Barran, Vint Cerf, Bob Kahn, and (Zakon 2006; Berners-
colleagues contributed to the creation of the Internet Lee 1999) 

A recreational mailing list for 'science fiction lovers' (Abbate 1999) 
was apparently allowed to operate on ARPANET 

1970 First computer conference system designed by (Rudestam and 
Murray Turoff SchoenhoJtz-Read 2002) 

Alohanet by Norman Abramson and others used (Abbate 1999) 
radio channels, rather than telephone ones 

1971 FTP (file transfer protocol) made it possible to share (Hafner and Lyon 1996) 
files between machines as peers 

Ray Tomlinson of Bolt, Beranek, and Newman (BBN) (Zakon 2006; Segaller 
computing firm invented email program to send 1999) 
messages across a distributed network. 

Microprocessor was invented (Moore and Kearsley 
2005) 

Michael Hart allowed to start what became Project (Abbate 1999) 
Gutenberg on ARPANET with his posting of the 
Declaration of Independence 

1972 First computer-to-computer chat takes place at (Zakon 2006) 
UCLA 

ARPANET demonstrated for attendees at the First (Abbate 1999) 
International Conference on Computer 
Communications in Washington; excitement built 

Email started to take off working with first email (Abbate 1999; Segaller 
programs by Ray Tomlinson 1999; Hafner and Lyon 

1996) 
First email management programs by Larry Roberts (Segaller 1999) 

1973 Bob Kahn posed Internet problem (Zakon 2006; Hafner and 
Lyon 1996) 

Vinton Cerf sketched gateway architectu~e (Zakon 2006; Hafner and 
Lyon 1996) 
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Table 2 Continued 

Kahn and Cerf presented basic Internet ideas at U. K. (Zakon 2006; Hafner and 
conference Lyon 1996) 
First computer designed for individual use at Xerox's (Connick 1997) 
Palo Alto Research Center 

Bob Metcalfe designed Ethernet (as part of his (Abbate 1999; Segaller 
dissertation work on packet networks); used cable for 1999; Young 1998; 
transmission; helpful for local area networks (LANs) Hafner and Lyon 1996) 

Satellite links to ARPANET started (Abbate 1999) 

1974 Cerf and Kahn published a protocol for transferring (Zakon 2006; Segaller 
packets of information (TCP) 1999) 

TELNET (first public packer service) opened (Zakon 2006) 

Intel launched 8080 microprocessor (Segaller 1999) 

Ted Nelson wrote manifesto Computer Lib in which (Abbate 1999) 
he encouraged ordinary people to learn to use 
computers; proposed way of organizing information 
using 'hypertext' to link pieces of information 

1975 Ed Roberts' Altair personal computer came on the (Moore and Kearsley 
market; was on the cover of Popular Electronics as 2005; Abbate 1999; 
what it called the world's first personal computer; Segaller 1999) 
sold as a kit priced at $379 

Paul Allen ran Basic software he and Bill Gates (Segaller 1999) 
wrote on the Altair 

1977 Demonstration of an internet interconnecting three (Abbate 1999) 

networks 

Number of 'plug and play' personal computers such (Abbate 1999) 
as Apple II, Commodore PET, and the TSR-80 

1978 First personal computer that was truly personal, (Segaller 1999) 
affordable, and usable by nearly anyone - Apple II 

1979 USENET established; brought new opportunities for (Zakon 2006; Abbate 

social interaction 1999; Young 1998) 

Emoticons suggested by Kevin MacKenzie (Zakon 2006; Hafner and 
Lyon 1996) 
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Table 2 Continued 

1970s, Bulletin board systems developed (Rudestam and 
late Schoenholtz-Read 2002) 

Thriving market developed for personal computers; (Abbate 1999) 
now in hands of teenagers and other enthusiasts 

Several important events took place in technology realms during the 

decade of the 1980s (see table 3 on pages 36-37). For example, the first version 

of the Windows operating system for computers shipped in 1985 (Friedman 

2005). Email became available to greater numbers, as long as both the sender 

and the receiver were members of the same online network (Morabito 1999) and 

became one of the early tools used in LIS online distance learning. Of particular 

value to online learners was the fact that email and other online discussions 

could be saved for future use (Sammons 2003). 

Also in the early 1980s, satellite telecommunications enabled one-way 

broadcasting to off-campus locations (Meyer 2002; Kostopoulos 1998). Later in 

that decade, microwave-based interactive video became another tool for 

expanding distance learning opportunities. Even as late as 1996, live video 

instruction was still the fastest growing distance learning delivery mode 

(Ostendorf 1997). Many schools of library and information studies began to use 

some form of television delivery but most eventually abandoned it in favor of 

online computer-mediated delivery, a tool which opened entirely new 

technological access to distance learning through the community-building tools of 
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the Internet and the World Wide Web (Garrison 2003; Hanna 2003; Chepesiuk 

1998; Douglas 1996; Liebscher and McCaffrey 1996). 

By 1989, Tim Berners-Lee proposed the World Wide Web. He saw it as a 

way for communication through shared knowledge. The Web became an 

essential building block in the development of communities and collaboration not 

bounded by time or location (Picciano 2002). "It wasn't until the World Wide Web 

came into existence that U.S. distance learning programs began to flourish" 

(Brigham 2003, 124). At the end of the 1980s, many of the small but important 

components for online distance learning such as personal computers, email , the 

Internet, and the Web were nearly all in place for what would become an 

explosion of learning online in the next decade. Technologies from the 1980s 

are show in table 3 which starts on page 36. 
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Table 3: Emergence of Technologies Affecting Online Learning.· 1980s 

Year Technology Reference 

Early Introduction of commercial online systems such as (Abbate 1999) 
1980s CompuServe, AOL, and Prodigy 

1980s Satellite telecommunications enabled one-way (Meyer 2002) 
broadcasting to off-campus Jocatjons 

National Science Foundation took over responsibility for (Abbate 1999; Reid 1997) 
the Internet when ARPA gave it up 

1981 BITNET started as a cooperative network among IBM (Zakon 2006; Abbate 
systems; provided email services 1999; Young 1998; 

Hafner and Lyon 1996) 

Arrival of the IBM PC (Abbate 1999; Segaller 
1999) 

Ethernet available from 3Com for workstations (Abbate 1999) 

1982 Sun Microsystems started (Segaller 1999) 

Ethernet available from 3Com for personal computers (Abbate 1999) 

CSNET opened Internet to any computer science (Abbate 1999) 
institution (including academic, commercial, and 
nonprofit) witting to pay dues; precedent for opening 
access beyond ARPA contractors 

1983 Desktop workstations began (Zakon 2006) 

TCP/IP adopted in place of ARPANET (Abbate 1999; Young 
1998; Hafner and Lyon 
1996) 

Department of Defense split MILNET off of ARPANET (Abbate 1999) 

1984 Domain name system introduced (Segaller says in (Zakon 2006) 

1983] 

Advent of Apple Macintosh (Segaller 1999) 

Mid- Network builders outside the U.S. began to use TCP/IP (Abbate 1999) 

1980s 

1985 First version of the Windows operating system shipped (Friedman 2005) 
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Table 3 Continued 

Symbolics.com was the first registered domain (Zakon 2006) 

1987 First Cisco router shipped (Segaller 1999) 

1988 CERT (Computer Emergency Response Team) formed (Zakon 2006) 
in response to Internet worm incident 

First school in public education went on the Internet (Partee 2002) 

1989 Tim Berners-Lee proposed the World Wide Web (Picciano 2002; Young 
1998) 

By November 1990, the World Wide Web was up and running (Berners

Lee 1999), acquiring 50 million users within four years (Whitis 2001 ). Windows 

3.0, which made personal computers more "user-friendly," was shipped in 1990, 

as well (Friedman 2005). There was a growing realization that the Internet and 

Web meant that education was becoming even less site- and time-bound (Meyer 

2002) as applications of technologies increased considerably in the late 1980s 

and 1990s (Granger and Bowman 2003). The Open University in the United 

Kingdom, for example, added online capabilities to expand its distance education 

programs (Morabito 1999). 

Although some colleges and universities continued adding land-based 

systems for interactive video during the 1990s, networks and computer stations 

were also installed on many higher education campuses, including ones with 

library and information studies programs (Meyer 2002). In 1993, for example, the 

University of South Florida library and information studies faculty moved into new 

facilities where they had networked computers on their desks. Their faculty 
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members were on the Internet and using email as their mode of communication, 

so some LIS educators were aware of and using newer electronic online tools 

(Carey and Gregory 2003). 

By the mid-1990s, at least 80 programs of various types worldwide were 

offering courses partially or completely via computer-mediated communication 

(Hiltz 1994). For students, computer-mediated communication offered both 

positives and negatives. For example, students could use these tools from 

anywhere at anytime with no travel (Parise 2000). Computer mediation made it 

easy to share communication, and all students in the class would have an equal 

opportunity to participate. However, few online courses were offered, particularly 

at the beginning of the service. Also, access to a computer was required, as was 

at least some technical skill, and feedback was sometimes delayed, particularly 

in asynchronous courses (ibid.). Technology developments during the 1990s are 

shown in table 4 which starts on page 39. 
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Table 4: Emergence of Technologies Affecting Online Learning: 1990s 

Year Technology Reference 

1990 Electronic Frontier Foundation (EFF) founded by Mitch (Zakon 2006) 
Kapor 

First commercial provider of Internet dial-up access (Zakon 2006) 

World Wrde Web was up and running by November; (Abbate 1999; Berners-
incorporated both text and images (later adding audio Lee 1999) 
and video) ; changed the look and feel of the Internet 

Windows 3.0 which made personal computers more (Friedman 2005) 
"user-friendly" was shipped 

Tim Berners-Lee wrote the software for the first World (Segaller 1999) 
Wide Web server 

ARPANET formany decommissioned (Abbate 1999) 

1991 World Wide Web released by CERN; distributed over (Zakon 2006; Abbate 
the Internet 1999) 

1992 Gopher search tool Veronica released by University of (Zakon 2006; Abbate 
Nevada; made it easier to locate documents on the 1999; Young 1998) 
Internet 

Graphical browser Mosaic developed at University of (Shea-Schultz and 
Illinois [Young says in 1993; so do Hafner and Lyon] Fogarty 2002; Hafner and 

Lyon 1996) 

Term 'surfing the Internet' coined by Jean Armour Polly (Zakon 2006) 

Commerce allowed to flourish on internet after (Segaller 1999) 
amendment to National Science Foundation Act of 
1950 to allow commerce 

Derphi first nationar commerciar onrine service to offer (Young 1998) 
Internet access to its subscribers 

1993 U.S. White House came online (Zakon 2006) 

Mosaic released to the public; increased popularity of (Abbate 1999; Reid 1997) 

the Web 

WNW proliferated at a 341 ,634% annual growth rate of (Zakon 2006) 

service traffic 
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Table 4 Continued 

1994 Commercial Internet Service Providers (ISPs) replaced (Abbate 1999) 
the old NSFNET backbone of the Internet; opened 
Internet to much larger segment of the public 

OnJjne stores arrived (Zakon 2006) 

First banner ad appeared online (Zakon 2006) 

Netscape founded; Navigator browser released in beta (Abbate 1999; Segaller 
(a commercial version of Mosaic); included security 1999; Reid 1997) 
features (SSL) to support financial transactions 

1995 Sun launched JAVA (Zakon 2006; Segaller 
1999) 

RealAudio appeared (Zakon 2006) 

Regjstration of domajn names no Jonger free (Zakon 2006) 

Windows 95 launched with Internet Explorer browser (Segaller 1999) 

1996 VWWV browser war between Netscape and Microsoft (Zakon 2006) 
with frequent releases (in beta) 

1997 Googre.com registered as a domain name (Googre 2011} 

Blackboard LLC founded by Pittinsky and Chasen (Bradford et al 2007) 

1998 Open source software came of age (Zakon 2006) 

GoogJe jncorporated (GoogJe 2011) 

Google named top search engine by PC Magazine (Google 2011) 

As these developments in technology and education intersected in the 

late-twentieth century, individual LIS faculty and instructors explored avenues for 

bringing the tools and theories together to serve LIS graduate students in new 

ways. Early, somewhat rudimentary online distance learning methodologies 

began to appear in a few LIS programs through the work of these individuals. In 
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1998, the U.S. Congress passed an amendment to the Higher Education Act of 

1965 which provided opportunity for some innovative technology-based distance 

education projects (Whitis 2001 ). Gradually, these innovative and creative efforts 

to develop computer-mediated instruction increased and began to influence each 

other until widespread LIS online distance learning began to emerge around the 

United States from about 1993 to 2000. 

LIS Online Learning in the 1990s 

In order to place this proposed research project in its historical context, it 

is also important to understand the history of online learning, including in the field 

of library and information science. The earliest stirrings of online distance 

learning in the 1980s used early forms of email and chat (Morabito 1999). 

With the arrival of the more widely available Internet in the 1990s, many 

colleges and universities began to participate in this delivery format, using a 

growing number of online tools and software. It was estimated that "the 

penetration of technology into the curriculum range from 5 to 10 percent" in 1995 

(Oblinger and Maruyama 1996, 11 ). However, over 1.9 million students were 

studying online by the fall of 2003 with nearly all public colleges and universities 

having offered at least one online course (Allen and Seaman 2004). By 2007, 

almost one in every five higher education students was taking an online course 

(Allen and Seaman 2007). 

Since this project about pioneering LIS students concentrated on the 

decade of the 1990s, it is important to have a general overview of the 
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development of LIS online learning in various ALA-accredited schools and 

programs during that time. That period saw a diffusion of the innovation of online 

learning in library and information studies, as in many other disciplines in higher 

education. Indeed, library and information science as a field has been a leader in 

higher education Web-based course offerings (Gregory 2003). 

In addition to a selective review of the literature, some historical 

background of US online learning can be found in the annual Library and 

Information Science Education Statistical Reports published by the Association 

for Library and Information Science Education (ALISE). Such sources provided 

specific information about distance learning methodologies and curricular 

changes in programs across the country. Data from this and other sources were 

combined to gain a preliminary understanding of the landscape of online LIS 

graduate learning in the 1990s (Barron 2003; Main 1998; Daniel and Saye 1997 -

2001; Oder 1996). 

Library and information programs offered few courses annually in the first 

few years of online learning but a good many each year by the end of the 1990s. 

The preliminary information about the emergence of online LIS graduate learning 

at programs across the United States during the 1990s that follows in the next 

section of this review is summarized in table 5 which starts on page 43. 
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Table 5: Early Appearances of Online Learning in LIS 

Year University with LIS Program or School Online Delivery Format 
Used 

1993 Syracuse University Email; online discussions; 
Internet; other online tools 

1994 University of Tennessee Various degrees of Web 
presence 

1994 Drexel University Planned to conduct four 
courses electronically 

1995 University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Proposed LEEP program to the 
Provost 

1996 University of Buffalo Blended course first 

University of Illinois Started LEEP program with 
online components 

University of Rhode Island Help for campus courses via 
email and online discussions 

University of South Florida Primarily email 

University of Southern Mississippi Internet-enhanced courses 

1997 San Jose State University Web-based virtual classroom 
for at least one course 

University of Missouri-Columbia Web-based courses began 

University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Began to incorporate Web-
based courses 

1998- University of Arizona Courses via the Internet 

1999 
University of Buffalo Planned to offer more Internet 

but not sure when did first ones 

Drexel University Courses via the Internet 

Emporia State University Courses via the Internet 

Florida State University Moved to exclusively Web-
based 
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Table 5 Continued 

University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Courses via the Internet 

University North Carolina at Chapel Hill Courses via the Internet 

University of North Texas One course via the Internet 

Rutgers University One course via the Internet 

University of Rhode Island Courses via the Internet 

Southern Connecticut State University Courses via the Internet 

Texas Woman's University One course via the Internet 

University of Tennessee Courses via the Internet 

1999 University of Kentucky Began using the Internet to 
deliver courses 

In 1993-1994 

In 1993, the Syracuse University School of Information Studies began to 

use email for instructor-student and student-student interactions. In addition, 

they had online discussion groups, and their first cohort of students to use the 

Internet and other online tools for courses started that year (Small and Settel 

2003). This entry into rudimentary course delivery online marks an unofficial 

beginning of LIS online distance learning. 

By 1994, the University of Tennessee School of Information Sciences 

faculty began to use varying degrees of Web presence for their courses (Whitney 

and Hoemann 2003). Drexel planned to offer four courses electronically during 

the 1994-1995 academic year (College 1994). The transition to library and 

information studies programs using online learning was underway. 
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In 1995-1997 

By the fall of 1995, other visionary LIS faculty members were considering 

how to integrate online tools more fully into LIS education. For example, in 1995, 

Dean Estabrook proposed to the Provost of the University of Illinois that the 

Graduate School of Library and Information Science start the Library Education 

Experimental Program (LEEP) Master's degree program with online components 

that summer (Montague 2006; Haythomthwaite and Kazmer 2004; Estabrook 

2003, 1997). 

"Millions of people were accessing the Web" by 1996 (Berners-Lee 1999, 

108) as increasing numbers of individuals owned personal computers with 

browsers, Internet access, email , and the Web. Most of the technology tools 

were ready to support the wide use of online distance learning delivery 

throughout academia. 

That same year, a faculty member in the University of South Florida LIS 

program delivered a children's literature course online, essentially through email , 

still the most popular activity on the Internet at the time (McGreal· 1997). A total 

of three courses were offered that school year (Carey and Gregory 2003). San 

Jose State University's School of Library and Information Sciences used Web

based virtual classroom for teaching information retrieval (Main 1998). 

The University of Southern Mississippi School of Library and Information 

Science offered Internet-enhanced courses (Norton 2003), and the University of 

Illinois started its first LEEP cohort (Estabrook 2003; Tyler 2001 ; Estabrook 
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1997). At the University of Rhode Island Graduate School of Library and 

Information Studies, several faculty offered help for campus courses via email 

and online discussions (Carson 2003). The University of Buffalo's School of 

Library and Information Studies offered their first blended course using Internet 

tools (Oder 1996). 

Other LIS online learning plans were developed in 1996 (Daniel and Saye 

1997). For example, the University of Missouri-Columbia School of Information 

Science and Learning Technologies program created their first Web-based 

course which was released the following year (Kochtanek, Seavey, and Wedman 

2003). The Rutgers University Professional Development Studies program 

offered some certificate asynchronous courses on the Internet, including LIS

related ones (Vandergrift and Novick 2003). 

A 1997 U.S. Department of Education survey showed 47,500 online 

courses of all types (Rhoda 2005). By this time, more and more schools of 

library and information studies were joining the national trend. That year, the 

University of Southern Mississippi SUS offered Internet-enhanced courses 

(Norton 2003). In addition, the Florida State University School of Information 

Studies decided course delivery would become exclusively Web-based (Burnett, 

Burnett, and Latham 2003). In addition, the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 

School of Information Studies began to incorporate Web-based courses in its 

graduate curriculum (Fong, Senkevitch, and Wolfram 2003), while the University 
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of Missouri-Columbia program offered its first Web-based course (Kochtanek et 

al. 2003). 

In 1998 

The Association for Library and Information Science Education annual 

report for 1997 -1998 (Daniel and Saye 1999) noted that various schools and 

programs were in the planning stages for online course delivery. For example, 

Buffalo planned to use more Internet delivery in the future, and Illinois intended to 

incorporate emerging technologies but did not define them. Indiana planned to 

use more interactive TV and Internet applications. North Carolina-Central 

planned to incorporate the Internet in distance offerings, while Queens and 

Southern Mississippi planned to offer courses via the Internet. San Jose 

intended to use Web-based resources and Southern Connecticut prepared to 

offer courses electronically. 

For the 1997 -1998 academic year, a Department of Education survey 

reported enrollment in college-level distance courses was 1.3 million (Rhoda 

2005). Another report said 1.6 million higher education students were enrolled in 

distance learning with 2,270 courses and 1,520 degree or certificate programs 

(Meyer 2002). This growth of courses and students from 1995 to 1997 -1998 was 

reflected in LIS online distance learning, too. 

Statistical reports from the Association for Library and Information Science 

Education show that in 1998-1999, Arizona and Drexel offered courses via the 

Internet while several other schools were offering at least a few Internet courses. 
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For example, North Texas, Texas Woman's, and Rutgers offered one each, 

Rhode Island offered two, and North Carolina-Greensboro offered three courses 

(Daniel and Saye 2000). 

Tennessee had five courses on the Internet during 1998-1999 and 

planned to migrate from television to synchronous Web-based delivery. Emporia 

and Southern Connecticut offered six courses via the Internet, while Wisconsin

Milwaukee had nine, South Florida had ten courses, and Southern Mississippi 

offered twelve. Florida State offered fifteen courses, and Illinois offered eighteen 

(ibid.). Clearly momentum was building in the last half of the 1990s, and this was 

reflected in the experiences of participants in the proposed study. 

In that same year, Buffalo, Missouri, and other schools planned to offer 

more Internet courses. Indiana planned a trial run with Web delivered courses, 

while Kentucky, Hawaii, Louisiana State, and North Carolina-Central were 

considering or' already planning to use the Internet for courses. South Carolina 

continued with interactive television but used email , etc. to support all courses 

(ibid.). 

By 1998, the Syracuse University program began using WebCT, a 

commercial online course delivery platform (Small and Settel 2003). Prior to this 

time most schools had used some combination of tools like email and electronic 
' 

discussion lists (Carey and Gregory 2003) or some sort of home-made or in

house delivery platform (Smith, Lestraand and Robins 2001) for online courses. 

Other LIS schools moved to increasingly available commercially designed course 
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management systems such as WebCT, Blackboard, and TopClass (Minielli and 

Ferris 2005; Anderson 2003). The University of North Texas made WebCT the 

university-wide online delivery system (Swigger and Turner 2003) but it is unclear 

whether the School of Library and Information Sciences was involved at that 

time. The University of Wisconsin-Madison School of Library and Information 

Studies offered its first course in WebCT in 1998 (Pearlmutter 2003). 

The University of Southern Mississippi started offering hybrid classes in 

1998 with face-to-face meetings supplemented by online classes but it is unclear 

whether the LIS program was involved (Norton 2003). Nationwide, an estimated 

710,000 college and university students took a variety of online higher education 

courses in 1998 (Rhoda 2005). Entry into onl ine learning by LIS schools 

continued to percolate the following year, as well. In 1999, the University of 

Kentucky School of Library and Information Science began using the Internet to 

deliver courses (Sineath 2003). The University of Southern Mississippi SLIS 

offered its first fully online course using WebCT (Norton 2003). 

In 1999 

Some library and information science programs experimented with 

blended online distance learning in 1999. For example, the University of Rhode 

Island program had one professor offering a blended course with a meeting at 

the beginning of the term, plus two meetings in the middle. The rest of the 

course was delivered online using WebCT (Carson 2003). Indeed, by the end of 

the 1990s, more than half of the accredited LIS programs offering distance 
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learning were using at least some Internet-based technologies for course delivery 

(Zepp 2000). 

The 1999-2000 school year saw more movement among LIS schools 

toward online distance learning. The Association for Library and Information 

Science Education statistics for that school year (Daniel and Saye 2001) show 

that Clarion's school planned to offer more Internet courses, as did Florida State 

and Kentucky. Clark Atlanta was planning for its first course utilizing distance

learning technologies. Hawaii and North Carolina-Chapel Hill planned at least 

one Web-based course. 

Also in 1999-2000, the North Texas library and information program 

continued developing course offerings on the Web, as did Southern Mississippi, 

Texas, and Texas Woman's. Rhode Island still used some television delivery but 

wanted to add Internet courses, as did Oklahoma and Tennessee. San Jose 

planned to offer Web-based courses, and Wayne State wanted to increase the 

amount of electronic course delivery with off-campus classes Southern 

Connecticut was beginning a two-year assessment of online courses (ibid.) 

Before leaving the growth of online learning in LIS graduate programs 

during the mid- to late-1990s, it should 'be noted that other formats of course 

delivery outside the scope of this study continued to be used fairly extensively. 

The KALIPER project, a partnership between the W.K. Kellogg Foundation and 

ALISE, showed this was particularly true mid-decade (Julien, Robbins, Logan, 

and Dalrymple 2001 ). For example, some programs persisted with face-to-face 
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distance classes, while others continued to experiment with some sort of 

televised delivery (Westbrook 2002). While online learning in LIS was expanding 

rapidly, not all programs had made the transition by the turn of the century. 

Research specifically about LIS online distance learning is available and 

the quantity is growing. Several researchers have looked at various facets of LIS 

online distance learning at individual schools, including student and/or faculty 

perceptions. For example, LIS researchers have compared online and face-to

face versions of the same courses, frequently comparing the two formats as 

taught by the same instructors (Gregory, 2003; Buchanan, Xie, Brown, and 

Wolfram, 2001 ), as well as the role of mentoring for online students (Buchanan, 

Myers, and Hardin 2005). 

Most LIS research about online distance learning has focused on current 

students and/or faculty (Small 1999) with little work of a retrospective nature. A 

few long-term studies revealed some of the changes in LIS online distance 

learning at individual schools (Small 1999; Small and Paling 2002; Carey and 

Gregory 2002; Gregory 2003). 

Reports about personal experiences are available from faculty members 

who have worked in LIS online distance learning (Barron 2003; Jenkins 2000; 

Frank 1999). In addition, employer perceptions about students who used 

distance education methods to earn an MLS are available (Kim and Kusack 

2005). A few recently-published studies briefly mention pioneering online LIS 
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graduate students as part of broader studies on other topics (Kazmer 2007; 

Wilde and Epperson 2006). 

Early LIS Online Students 

In the decade of the 1990s, a new course delivery structure emerged that 

enabled students from around the world to participate in library and information 

education courses at schools throughout the United States and Canada, often 

without having to ·leave :home at all. Persons who were unable, due to work and 

family obligations, to move to a new location to study and obtain the credentialing 

degree needed to work as a professional librarian were now able to do so from 

home. Time and distance were no longer barriers to becoming a library or 

information professional. 

Individual library and information faculty members, many of whom were 

themselves early adopters of new technologies and concepts (Palloff and Pratt 

2001; Oblinger and Maruyama 1996), were willing and committed to combining 

all of these threads in practical and innovative ways. The resulting course 

delivery methods used and improved during the 1990s profoundly changed the 

ways in which potential library and information graduate students may obtain a 

needed professional education. 

Previous research efforts traced and documented some of the early 

development and changes in LIS online learning at individual schools, although 

these endeavors were not limited to students only (Frey, Alman, Barron, and 
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Steffens 2004; Barron 2003; Gregory 2003; Garey and Gregory 2002; Small and 

Paling 2002; Oder 2001; Smith et al. 2001; Kazmer 2000; Small 1999). 

Student and/or facutty perceptions about distance learning course delivery 

at individual LIS schools, while not limited to online learning, have also been 

explored (Wilde and Epperson 2006; Bunn 2004; Frey et al. 2004; Kazmer and 

Haythornthwaite 2004; Gregory 2003; Small and Paling 2002; Buchanan et al. 

2001; Kazmer and Haythornthwaite 2001 ). Comparisons of online and face-to

face versions of LIS courses have demonstrated a general satisfaction with 

online delivery methods (Gregory 2003; Smith et al. 2002; Buchanan et al. 2001 ; 

Small 1999). 

However, work remains to be done about early pioneering LIS online 

graduate students and their experiences. Although early students in online 

graduate LIS learning courses and programs experienced the emerging course 

delivery methods first-hand , little research has been located which focuses 

primarily and specifically on the recollections and experiences of the pioneering 

students involved. 

Some LIS onl,ine student participants have published preliminary, brief, 

and usually informal reports of their individual experiences. For example, several 

described the flexibility they experienced in online learning such as the ability to 

attend classes at any hour of the day or night, right from home (Fortin 2007; 

Hays 2005; Sparnon 2004). Others shared anecdotes about being part of online 

courses at specific LIS programs, such as the one developed at the University of 
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Illinois, one of the earHest LIS programs to offer an online focus (Montague 2002; 

Galligan 1998). Glover (2005) reported on some of the common misconceptions 

about online degrees. However, a clear gap about the student experience 

remains in the scholarly literature. Documenting in a formal research project the 

stories of some of the LIS graduate students who participated in the earliest days 

of online LIS course delivery during the 1990s is needed. This investigator's 

project to gather and analyze these very experiences helps meet a clear gap in 

the I iterature. 
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CHAPTER 111 

METHODOLOGY 

This research explores the early years of online learning in graduate 

library and information (LIS) American Library Association-accredited schools 

and programs, focusing on the experiences and stories of LIS graduate students 

who were early adopters of online learning offered by LIS schools and programs. 

As research into a largely unexplored facet of LIS online graduate learning, this 

study has both exploratory and descriptive elements (Marshall and Rossman 

1999). 

Purpose 

The purpose of this research was to develop a deeper understanding of 

the experiences of those early graduate students in LIS online learning. Those 

student experiences form an important part of the historical record of the 

development of LIS education in the United States and Canada. In addition, the 

study results describe online learning during the time. 

The researcher was particularly drawn to this topic, based on her own 

experience in LIS online course delivery which started in January, 1998. In the 

decade since that time, the investigator has observed and participated in online 

graduate courses at four different schools of library and information studies, two 

each in Florida and Texas. This personal experience with graduate LIS online 
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learning can add authenticity to this investigation, particularly with its qualitative 

aspects (Biklen and Casella 2007). 

While this personal experience with online learning during the 1990s might 

seem to bias the researcher for or against the delivery format, this researcher 

took several steps to increase reliability. For example, an audit trail documented 

all of the meticulous, detailed steps in the research process. A daily log of 

participant results was maintained throughout the 5.5 months the survey was 

open as the researcher tracked survey responses. In addition, a separate daily 

log consistently documented each step taken in the on-going data collection 

process, including such things as when and where calls for participation were 

sent, as well as how many participants took part. The researcher also checked 

and rechecked throughout to be sure that the findings were consistent with the 

data collected. 

Research Question 

A broad central question or problem frames this research, with several 

sub-questions to provide depth and details. The primary research question for 

this research project was: What were the experiences and stories of early 

pioneering students in LIS online graduate learning in the 1990s?' This question 

encompassed several aspects: 

■ What is a general description of LIS online graduate students in the 

1990s? 

■ What did LIS graduate students experience as part of this online learning? 
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• What factors influenced the experience? 

• How did perceptions about whether LIS online students thought of 

themselves as pioneers help shape the experience? 

• What overall evaluations did participants give about their experiences with 

LIS online courses? 

Having decided on an approach with both quantitative and qualitative 

aspects, the investigator made sure such aspects fit the research questions 

(Patton 2002). Quantitative demographic questions can provide numerical 

information about such things as age, gender, and numbers of courses taken. 

The open-ended questions, on the other hand, would provide data to help 

explore student experiences as described in a student's own words. The 

combination of the two would reflect a rich understanding of what it was like to be 

an LIS online graduate student in the 1990s. 

Population 

When considering the population, this investigator had to decide whether 

to study participants from any online LIS program or school, or whether it might 

be a more manageable project to study a section of the country or a specific time 

period. After consideration, the researcher chose to limit this particular research 

project to participants who attended one of the participating ALA-accredited LIS 

programs (see table 5). In addition, the researcher selected the 1990s for this 

research project since those were the early years of online LIS graduate learning. 
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SampHng 

Purposeful sampling resulted in a group of 294 participants who were 

experienced and had first-hand knowledge of LIS online graduate studies in the 

1990s from the student perspective. Of those, 185 participants went on to 

answer at least some of the questions on the survey. Research participants in 

this study were persons who took LIS graduate online learning courses as 

students in ALA-accredited master's degree programs in the United States and 

Canada in the 1990s. Participants met two basic criteria: 

• Completed at least one online US graduate course from an ALA

accredited school or program during the 1990s 

• Were willing to take part in the online survey 

Participants were adults who learned about the online survey and then 

self-selected to take part. Their responses on this questionnaire depended on 

self-reporting of events which occurred as much as a decade or more past, so 

the survey used recognized memory prompts to help participants focus on the 

events under question (Baldwin 2000; Tourangeau 2000). For example, in this 

research, one memory prompt was asking when courses were taken to help 

anchor responses to a particular time in the lives of participants (Weinhardt, 

Forsyth, Carey, Jaworski, and Durant 1998). In addition, participants were asked 

why they chose to take LIS online courses in the 1990s which helped focus their 

responses in relation to life events and circumstances occurring around the times 

LIS online courses were taken. 
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Messages were posted in various library and information outlets as 

described below in the 'Data Collection' section, inviting students who 

participated in US online graduate courses in the 1990s to participate. In 

addition, participants were encouraged to mention the research project and 

online questionnaire to other possible participants, using recognized 

snowball and chain techniques (Creswell 2007; Richards and Morse 2007; 

Rossman and Rallis 2003; Merriam 1998). For instance, one participant tweeted 

about the survey to her Twitter followers, and someone else used Facebook. 

Data Collection 

After preparation and review, the actual data collection process began in 

2009 and continued into 2010. 

Survey Instrument 

An online survey questionnaire titled 'Online LIS Graduate Students in the 

1990s' was mounted at a SSL-enabled site on Survey Monkey at 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=cLnda8Z 2blhSs3LV 2baqOq4w 3 

d 3d . Since the survey link was long and difficult to remember, a project 

Website was created which included a link to the survey itself. In order to aid 

memory and name recognition among potential participants, the dedicated 

project Website was created and housed at www. lisonline1990s.com . Potential 

participants could learn about the survey at the project Website and then 

continue on to the survey if they desired. During the time the survey 
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questionnaire was open, 1,914 visitors clicked on at least one page of the project 

Website. Figure 1 shows the opening page of the project Website. 

HQme: 
About 
Survey 

.Q.Q.01w 

~ 

liso11li11el990s.com I 
Welcome to the 'Online Library and 
Information Science (LIS) Graduate 

Students in the 1990s' project. 

To learn more about the project 01- link to the survey, 
please click on one of the links on the navigation bar 
to the left: 

About: Describes more about the project 

Survey: Provides a link to the online survey 

Contact: Provides email addresses 

Figure 1: Opening page of project Website 

One reason SurveyMonkey was selected as the online survey platform is 

that all of their standard survey designs, including the one used for this survey, 

meet U.S. Federal Section 508 certification standards for accessibility. In 

addition, in order to protect anonymity, the survey questionnaire could be set not 

to save the IP address of any computers used in the survey. Also, participants 

were never asked to provide their names or other contact information, so the 

survey was both as accessible and as anonymous as possible. 
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During the process of creating and pre-testing the survey instrument, 

several different question formats were used as the researcher sought the best 

ways to query LIS online student participants from the 1990s. The proposed 

questions were then discussed and reviewed by dissertation committee members 

who made recommendations and suggestions. After those changes were 

incorporated, a short version of the survey was used as a pretest in April, 2009, 

with 23 doctoral students who agreed to be pre-test participants. After trying out 

the survey, they made suggestions to improve ease of use and flow. The 

suggestions were considered and many were incorporated into the final version 

of the survey which was then mounted at the site listed above. 

In its final official form (see Appendix A), the online survey was designed 

to take no more than 45 minutes to one hour to complete, and participants noted 

their responses by selecting preconfigured buttons and/or adding text in narrative 

boxes. It began with an IRS-approved 'Consent to Participate' statement (see 

Appendix 8), followed by radio buttons offering a choice between either 'I Agree' 

or 'I Disagree' with the details of the 'Consent to Participate' form. Only persons 

who selected the 'I Agree' button were able to enter the actual survey which had 

25 questions in four broad areas: 

• General Information (Section A with 10 questions) 

■ An LIS Online Graduate Course in the 1990s (Section B with 8 

questions) 
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• Experiences with LIS Online Learning in the 1990s (Section C with 

6 questions) 

• Concluding Thoughts (Section D with 1 question) 

For this historical study, some of the questions were distinctly quantitative 

and some more qualitative in nature. For the quantitative questions, all pre

configured survey buttons were set to automatically randomize the choices so as 

to minimize ordering bias. These quantitative questions provided demographic 

and other numerical information, and the SurveyMonkey format enabled answers 

to be filtered to help identify patterns during later analysis. Examples of this 

quantitative portion of the survey included questions in Section A about such 

things as age, gender, and number of online courses taken in the 1990s. 

Other questions, particularly in Sections B through D of the survey, were 

open-ended and designed to elicit text that could be analyzed through more 

qualitative means such as coding to find categories which was done by hand. To 

prepare for this coding, individual Word document files were created for the 

responses of each survey participant. In addition, separate Word files were 

created for each of the survey questions, listing all answers given to that 

particular question. In these survey question documents, answers were 

identified by the participant number which was chronological assigned by 

SurveyMonkey. Those numbers were then used to identify which participants 

thought of themselves as pioneers at the time and which did not by checking 

responses to question C-4. 
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In a few instances, both quantitative and qualitative approaches were 

combined within a single survey query. Questions of this type offered both pre

configured button choices ( a quantitative tool) and text box space for further 

comments ( a more qualitative aspect). Figure 2 shows an example of several of 

the formats used in survey questions. 

LIS Online Graduate Students in the 1990s E 

A: General Information {cont} 

A-8: Hid y:om LIS online 91 ,ulu,1te c.•H11selsJ in the ·t~t.~!Os, he.Iii you accomp.lish any of the followhHJ?· (Please chect.. all that a1i1,ly) 

r Pay increase 

r New job or position 

" Some other degree 

,. MLS degree 

Other (please specify) 

,. 20-29 .. 30-39 

Other (please specify) 

A:to: Wh,lt is )' •HII ge1ule1 ? 

Female 

Figure 2: Example of survey formats 

,.. 40-49 

Lifelong learning 

Continuing education 

r Certification 

,. MIS degree 

,. 50-59 

Male , 

,. 60 or above 

The combination of demographic information and written descriptions 

about the first-hand experiences of early LIS online graduate students was 

designed to describe and analyze some of the experiences of the students 

themselves. In addition, however, results help develop a more complete 

understanding of this time in the historical development of LIS education. 
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Invitation to Participate 

Since the target audience for the survey was persons who participated in 

LIS online graduate courses from any of the ALA-accredited programs in the 

1990s, it was important to reach a broad range of potential participants. The 

researcher was interested in input from persons who might now live around the 

world and work in many types of libraries or in other professions. Thus, 

invitations to participate were distributed far and w1de, using online tools such as 

email and listservs. 

First, using information provided online for each of the ALA-accredited LIS 

graduate programs, a contact list was developed with email addresses for 54 of 

57 schools (see Appendix C). Beginning October 15, 2009, an email with the 

Texas Woman's University !RB-approved 'Invitation to Participate' letter (see 

Appendix D) was sent to each. A few LIS programs did not show an email 

contact address online, so paper copies of the invitation were mailed to those 

programs on October 19, 2009. 

The request asked LIS schools to disseminate survey information in their 

preferred formats to current and past students and other interested persons. 

Incorporating a snowballing technique, the email also included permission to 

forward the 'Invitation to Participate' to others outside the programs and schools, 

and representatives of some schools emailed to let the researcher know they 

were forwarding the invitation. Soon thereafter, similar requests for participation 
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were emailed to various state and regional library and information organizations 

throughout the United States. 

In addition, the 'Invitation to Participate' was sent to other venues for · 

posting during October, November, and December 2009. For example, several 

library and information listservs were chosen specifically because they are read 

by many librarians and information professionals who might have taken online 

LIS graduate courses in the 1990s or who knew others who did so. Examples 

include Publib for persons interested in public libraries and Fiction-L for persons 

who are interested in fiction. In addition, the invitation was sent to Jesse, a 

listserv devoted to discussing library and information science education issues. 

Invitations were also sent to various lists operated by divisions and groups 

within the American Library Association, as well as those of such organizations 

as the American Society for 'Information Science & Technology (ASIST), the 

Medical Library Association, and the Special Libraries Association (SLA). An 

invitation was also sent to 'Tame the Web,' a long-time library and information 

blog. 

Incorporating snowballing technique, information about the survey was 

mentioned by others in a variety of places, including on Facebook and in Twitter 

messages. A search for the survey Website and name found mentions by 

persons who wanted to share the survey with their peers. Tables show those 

contacted in the initial call for participation which took place from October through 

December, 2009, beginning with October 2009 in table 6 on page 66. 
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Table 6: Initial Call for Participation: October 2009 

Initial Call for Participation: October 2009 When 

JESSE listserv 15 Oct 09 
US schoofs (51) 15 Oct 09 
TWU SUS doc students (24) 15 Oct 09 

State library associations (30) 16 Oct 09 

Tame the Web blog 19 Oct 09 

Fiction L 23 Oct 09 

Remainder of state associations (16) 25 Oct 09 

Cassandra listserv (TWU SUS) 26 Oct 09 

MEDLIB-L 28 Oct 09 

BUSLIB-L 29 Oct 09 

COLLDV-L 31 Oct 09 

The November 2009 invitations to participate are summarized in table 7 

on page 67. 
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Table 7: Initial Call for Participation: November 2009 

Initial Call for Participation: November 2009 When 

FEDLIB-L 4 Nov 09 

NMRT-L 7 Nov 09 
RUSA-L 7 Nov 09 

LIBADMIN-L 11 Nov 09 
LITA-L 11 Nov 09 

ALSC-L 12 Nov 09 
FAFLRT-L 12 Nov 09 

SLA Knowledge Management Division 17 Nov 09 
SLA Texas Chapter 17 Nov 09 

SLA Arizona Chapter 18 Nov 09 
SLA Boston Chapter 18 Nov 09 
SLA DC Chapter 18 Nov 09 
SLA FL Chapter 18 Nov 09 

SLA Hudson Valley Chapter 18 Nov 09 
SLA Legal 18 Nov 09 
SLA Museum, Arts, & Humanities Division 18 Nov 09 

SLA Eastern Canada Chapter 19 Nov 09 

SLA New Jersey Chapter 19 Nov 09 

SLA Pacific Northwest Chapter 19 Nov 09 

SLA Pharmacy/Medical Technology 19 Nov 09 

SLA PHT Division [ 19 Nov 09 

SLA Princeton-Trenton Chapter 19 Nov 09 

SLA San Andreas Chapter 19 Nov 09 

SLA Southern Appalachian Chapter 19 Nov 09 

SLA Cincinnati Chapter 20 Nov 09 

SLA Philadelphia Chapter 20 Nov 09 

SLA Southern California Chapter 20 Nov 09 

SLA Virginia Chapter 20 Nov 09 

ASCLA from ALA 30 Nov 09 

PLA-CLLNMGMT (from ALA) 30 Nov 09 

SLA Australia and New Zealand Chapter 30 Nov 09 

SLA Europe Chapter 30 Nov 09 

SLA Minnesota Chapter 30 Nov 09 
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December 2009 invitations are shown in table 8. 

Table 8: Initial Call for Participation: December 2009 

Initial Call for Participation: December 2009 When 

SLA Academic Division 1 Dec 09 
SLA Georgia Chapter 1 Dec 09 
SLA Leadership & Management Division 1 Dec 09 
SLA Rocky Mountains Chapter 1 Dec 09 
SLA Solo Division 1 Dec 09 
SLA Toronto Chapter 1 Dec 09 
SLA Wisconsin Chapter 1 Dec 09 

SLA Geography & Maps Division 2 Dec 09 
SLA IT Division 2 Dec 09 
SLA Oklahoma Chapter 2 Dec 09 
SLA Social Sciences Division 2 Dec 09 

ASIS& T SIG History and Foundations of Information Science 3 Dec 09 
ASIS-L (whole organization) 3 Dec 09 

Mountain Plains Library Association 5 Dec 09 
New England Library Association 5 Dec 09 

Pacific Northwest Library Association 5 Dec 09 
RUSA History Section 5 Dec 09 

Southeast Library Association 12 Dec 09 

In January, 201 0, the researcher attended the annual conference of the 

Association for Library and Information Science Education (ALISE) which was 

held in Boston in conjunction with ALA Midwinter. While presenting at a works

in-progress poster session at ALISE on January 14, the investigator talked with a 

number of persons about the survey. Business cards with information about how 

to participate in the survey were distributed throughout the ALISE conference, 

and at ALA Midwinter the following weekend. 
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In the weeks before the survey was set to close, a second call for 

participation was sent to several of the large library and information lists, 

beginning on March 2, 2010. Table 9 shows where and when the second call 

was issued. 

Table 9: Second Call for Participation: March 2010 

Second Call for Participation: March 2010 When 

ASIS 2 Mar 10 
JESSE 2 Mar 10 
Publib 2 Mar 10 
RUSA-L via ALA site 2 Mar 10 

ALSC-L via ALA s.ite 3 Mar 10 
Fedlib-L 3 Mar 10 
ILI-L via ALA site 3 Mar 10 
libadmin-I via ALA site 3 Mar 10 
LIT A-L via ALA site 3 Mar 10 
nmrt-I via ALA site 3 Mar 10 

ASCLA-L via ALA site 4 Mar 10 
F AFLRT via ALA site 4 Mar 10 
LIBREF-I 4 Mar 10 

SLA IT Division 8 Mar 10 
SLA Solo Division 8 Mar 10 

SLA Academic Division 9 Mar 10 
SLA Leadership & Management Division 9 Mar 10 

SLA Social Sciences Division at 9 Mar 10 

SLA Geography & Maps Division 10 Mar 10 

SLA Knowledge Management Division 10Mar10 

Other Aspects of Data Collection 

Throughout the entire survey period, a daily log was kept which showed 

number of participants, invitations issued, and other project activities by the 
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investigator. After the survey data collection closed, quantifiable data was 

formatted into tables and charts for visual display in Chapters IV and V. Tables 

were created by the researcher using Word, and bar charts were created via a 

chart-making tool in SurveyMonkey. 

In addition, text comments were added to Chapters IV and V to illustrate 

some of the answers to open-ended questions, although analysis of those results 

took place in Chapter V. Participant quotes were selected to illustrate the 

information described in tables and figures. For example, if persons who 

identified themselves as pioneers (SRP) answered a question with mostly 

positive responses, then quotations reflecting those answers were included. 

However, quotations reflecting a variety of outlooks were included in order to 

mirror the range of responses to a given question. 

In summary, the survey questionnaire was open on SurveyMonkey for 

about 5.5 months, from October 14, 2009, through March 31, 2010. During that 

time, 294 participants went at least as far into the survey as the 'I agree' button 

with 292 selecting 'I agree.' Of those, 185 (63.4%) continued on as active 

participants to answer at least some of the questions, and 112 participants 

(38.1 % ) out of 292 completed the entire questionnaire. As described further in 

the findings, it is possible that participation tapered off due to any of several 

causes, including possible time constraints as the survey moved from easy-to

complete button choices in many of the earlier questions to potentially more time

consuming text boxes later. Table 10 on page 71 summarizes. 
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Table 1 O: Summary of Participation 

Summary of Participation Total 

Clicks on the project Website at www.lisonline1990s.com 1,914 

Reached the 'I Agree' button on the survey 294 

Clicked 'Yes' on the 'I Agree' button to enter the survey 292 

Answered at least some of the questions 185 

Answered all questions on the survey 112 

Answered the pioneer question (C-4) 110 

Analysis 

This project necessitated a variety of analyses. To prepare for those, 

separate Word files were created for each of the 294 participants who reached 

the 'I agree' button, and all answers were copied from the survey results and 

pasted directly into the files. SurveyMonkey creates individual numbers for all 

participants, based on the order in which they entered the survey, and the 

researcher used those numbers to name the individual files. Thereafter, 

separate Word files were created for each of the individual questions on the 

survey, and participant answers were transferred to the question files, including 

the participant number and date of participation for each answer. These findings 

were then ready for analysis, as shown in Chapters IV and V. 

For quantitative aspects, the investigator tallied results, preparing tables, 

charts, and histograms to visually display the results. SurveyMonkey can be set 

to filter and crosstab quantifiable survey data, and the researcher used those 
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features to compare demographic ·information with some of the answers provided 

by the early LIS online students. 

Question C-5 asked participants to list up to four words that best describe 

their experiences with online LIS graduate courses in the 1990s. Results were 

tallied, and text results from those responses were formed into visual word 

clouds using Wardle at www.wordle.net. Resulting displays give prominence to 

the words which occurred most frequently. 

As described previously, all answers provided by online survey 

participants were transcribed into individual Word files, one per participant. The 

researcher then used SurveyMonkey to find all answers given to each individual 

question. Those answers were copied into separate Word files set up for each 

individual question in the survey. By the end of that process, all answers given to 

a question were available in separate files. 

Using those files, the researcher then coded the open-ended answers by 

hand, one question at a time. In this process, the researcher first read each text 

response to a particular question, identifying the topic of each comment. Since a 

participant might choose to write two or three paragraphs in answer to one 

question, several different topics could be addressed within one answer. 

Possible topics depended on the question under discussion. For example, 

in question 8-5 about what it was like to be part of a selected LIS online course, 

participants commented most often about topics such as the materials and 

formats involved in the LIS online course, the role of professors, whether or not 
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the participant found a sense of community in the course, the role of other 

students, and overall satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the course. These 

became the categories for written responses to that question. 

After the categories were identified, the researcher evaluated each written 

comment for tone, whether positive, negative, or neutral. In nearly all instances, 

participant comments were clear and unambiguous in tone, reflecting strongly

held views on most matters. The researcher checked and rechecked the 

grouping of data into categories as part of emergent thinking (Rossman and 

Rallis 2003). When all answers for a question were analyzed for category and 

tone, the researcher then created a table for the results, listing the categories 

found , along with percentages of positive and negative responses in each 

category. The process was repeated for other questions in the survey, and 

results are shown in tables in Chapter IV. 

Once this data was collected and analyzed, the researcher again 

addressed the value, accuracy, and reliability of the findings by asking such 

questions as: 'Are all transcripts accurate? Are the results believable? Are 

alternative conclusions considered?' (Richards and Morse 2007; Rubin and 

Rubin 2005). This helped insure that text comments were handled in such a way 

that results were as free from researcher bias as possible. The results of this 

analysis, including visuals, are displayed in Chapter V. 

During one aspect of the analysis, special attention was paid to responses 

of persons who answered question C-4 about whether or not they considered 
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themselves to be pioneers. The responses of the groups of self-described 

pioneers and non-pioneers to various survey questions were then compared with 

each other and with the responses of all participants to see if differences 

occurred. As described in results displayed in Chapter V, both similarities and 

differences were found between the answers provided by survey participants 

who identified as pioneers (SRP) and those who did not (NSRP). 

Increased reliabil·ity and rigor were achieved in this project by 

documenting all of the meticulous, detailed steps in the chronology of the 

research process. For example, a daily log was kept throughout the period in 

which the survey was opened, noting the number of participants each day and 

which questions each participant answered. Consistent, accurate research notes 

helped produce an audit trail that can be one key to increased reliability in the 

research project ( Gorman and Clayton 2005; Rubin and Rubin 2005; Shenton 

2004; Rudestam and Newton 2001 ). The researcher also discussed how the 

results are consistent with the data collected to show trustworthiness (Richards 

and Morse 2007; Rudestam and Newton 2001 ; Merriam 1998). 

Some scholars have equated validity ('truth' value) in quantitative studies 

with credibility in qualitative ones (Gorman and Clayton 2005; Silverman 2000). 

Credibility is adequately representing the topic under study (Bradley 1993) and 

was demonstrated in this project by making sure that questions, data, and 

method all fit together well in the analysis (Richards and Morse 2007 ; Rossman 

and Rallis 2003). 
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To establish credibility, the researcher endeavored to be authentic, 

transparent, and critical, and to operate with integrity about personal views and 

biases. In addition, the researcher checked to be sure that the overall essence 

of the experience of the participants was clearly acknowledged. 

Ethics 

All applicable requirements set by the Texas Woman's University (TWU) 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) were observed and followed. This included a 

detailed informed consent form (see Appendix B) at the beginning of the online 

questionnaire. In a procedure approved by the TWU IRB, each participant 

agreed to this informed consent agreement prior to beginning the online survey. 

Potential participants were reminded that they were free not to participate or to 

stop at any time. All participants were informed in writing of potential risks and 

benefits, the purpose of the research, and other applicable information. 

Ethical behaviors were followed in all research procedures, and data was 

gathered and reported with respect for human rights, particularly the right to 

personal privacy and confidentiality. Controls were in place to protect the 

anonymity of all research participants, with no names of individual participants 

reported in the dissertation or in any subsequent publications. 

Conclusions 

In summary, once the survey data was collected and coded, analysis of 

the findings began and relevant categories about the experiences of early LIS 
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online graduate students were identified. Findings from data collection will be 

discussed in Chapter IV and conclusions discussed further in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER 'IV 

FINDINGS 

The project Website and survey were open for about 5.5 months. During 

that time, the project Website had 1,914 visitors as shown in the following table. 

Table 11 : Survey Project Website Visitors by Month 

Time Period Survey Was Open Project Website Visitors 

October 14 - 31 , 2009 327 
November 1-30, 2009 436 
December 1-31, 2009 267 
January 1-31, 2010 225 
February 1-28, 2010 225 
March 1-31,2010 434 

Total Visitors 1,914 

Out of those visitors, 294 persons linked from the project Website to the 

actual survey ( see Appendix A), at least as far as the entry point of the 'I agree' 

button with 292 selecting ·,,, agree.' Those 292 persons comprised the more 

narrow pool of survey participants. 

Of these potential contributors, 185 out of 292 (63.4%) continued beyond 

the entry point to answer some portion of the survey questions. These 185 

participants will be referred to through the chapter as the active participants. Of 

the 185 active participants, 112 went on to complete the entire questionnaire for 

an overall completion rate of 38.1 % out of the 292 who entered the survey. 

Participants were free to leave the survey at any time without explanation or 
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penalty, so no reasons for stopping were given by those did not complete the 

survey. However, the completion rate may relate to time constraints or other 

similar circumstances among the potential survey participants. 

The survey had 25 questions in four broad areas: 

• General Information (Section A with 1 O questions) 

• An LIS Online Graduate Course in the 1990s (Section B with 8 

questions) 

• Experiences with LIS Online Learning in the 1990s (Section C with 

6 questions) 

• Concluding Thoughts (Section D with 1 question). 

Results from the survey will be discussed in the order in which the 

questions appeared on the actual survey. The quantitative questions were 

designed to elicit data about demographics and similar quantifiable information. 

For this online survey, buttons were used for some choices and were usually set 

to allow more than one answer per question. 

Other than the Agree/Disagree choice before entering the survey and the 

first question about years in the decades of the 1990s, survey buttons were set to 

randomly rotate so that list order would not unduly influence participant choices. 

Button results are shown in bar charts created in SurveyMonkey and labeled as 

'figures.' 

Text boxes were included with some button questions to allow space for 

additional comments, and results are displayed in tables created by the author. 
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Also, in sections B through D, many closed-ended questions had large text boxes 

for participants to type in their answers. Results from these written responses 

have been coded to discover the categories, and the researcher created tables to 

displays those findings. 

The findings for some open-ended questions include sample comments to 

illustrate the rich and often detailed answers provided in some answers. When 

quoting from responses written in the survey text boxes, any spelling or 

typographical errors are corrected for ease of flow and reading. 

Survey Section A: General Information 

Section A is comprised of 10 general questions, many of which use 

buttons. A few of the questions in this section have a text box for additional 

comments, but these questions were not designed for the rich, detailed 

responses that are found in other sections of the survey. 

Question A-1: During the 1990s, in which year(s) did you take an online LIS 

graduate course? [Please check all that apply] 

The first question on the survey collected one type of quantifiable data. 

From a series of preconfigured buttons, one for each year of the decade, 

participants could check all years that applied. The results are shown in table 12 

on page 80. 
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Table 12: Years Took Online Courses (Question A-1) 

Year How Often 

185 persons responding 
1990 16 
1991 18 
1992 18 
1993 23 
1994 31 
1995 27 
1996 28 
1997 51 
1998 83 
1999 89 

Tota·1 Selected Years 384 

With 185 active participants responding, this question was answered more 

often than any other on the survey. The data show increasing participation 

across the decade from a reported 16 taking online courses in 1990 (8.6%) to 89 

by 1999 (48.1 %). Some who answered this question took LIS online graduate 

courses during more than one year for a total of 384 selected years. As a result, 

survey participants who responded on this query averaged taking LIS online 

graduate courses for 2.1 years. 

Figure 3 on page 81 was prepared using tools in SurveyMonkey and 

summarizes information from active participants for question A-1: 
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Figure 3: Question A-1 Active participants 

Out of the 185 active participants who answered at least some of the 

survey questions beyond the 'I agree' button, 11 O also answered question C-4 

about whether or not they considered themselves pioneers or trailblazers when 

they took LIS online graduate courses in the 1990s. Of the 110 who answered 

question C-4, 57 said they considered themselves pioneers and will be 

designated as se1f-reported pioneers or SRP. The 53 active participants who 

answered the question but did not report thinking of themselves as pioneers are 

designated as non-self-reported pioneers or NSRP. 

As mentioned in the literature review, the word pioneer is commonly used 

to describe persons who were innovators, trailblazers, or groundbreakers in 

some field or endeavor and is used in this study in relation to the development of 
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LIS online learning and deljvery. 1n both the call for participation and the consent 

form at the beginning of the survey, participants were told that the data gathered 

from student participants in early LIS online graduate courses would be analyzed 

from the perspective of the students to develop a deeper understanding of the 

experiences of pioneering students in LIS online learning in the 1990s. The 

terms pioneer and trailblazer were markers to give participants a cognitive 

framework without narrowing the definition too much so that self-reporters could 

freely select the term pioneer or not. 

Since perceptions about being a pioneer or not provide important 

information about the overall research question for this study, specific data from 

survey participants who also answered question C-4 are provided for many of the 

questions in the survey. In those instances, extra tables and figures are used to 

show possible similarities and differences between SRP and NSRP responses to 

a particular question. Further demographic information about the two groups is 

provided other questions in Section A, including table 32 about age and figure 27 

about gender. 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 57 participants: Answers are 

shown in figure 4 on page 83. 
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A 1 : Ou ·no tit 1 Os, in 

Figure 4: Question A-1 SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 53 participants: 

Answers are displayed in figure 5 on page 84. 
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Figure 5: Question A-1 : NSRP 

Figures 4 and 5 show slight differences between SRP and NSRP as far as 

the years in which LIS online courses were taken. For example, the peak year of 

participation for the SRP group was 1998, but the peak for NSRP was a year 

later. In addition, the SRP mentioned greater participation in the mid-1990s than 

reported by NSRP. In addition, no one in NSRP mentioned using any LIS online 

learning tools in courses in 1990. 

In summary, 185 participants answered this question with the majority 

reporting attendance at LIS online graduate courses in the late 1990s, 

particularly in 1998 and 1999. Of those participants, 57 persons said they did 

consider themselves pioneers at the time (SRP) and 53 did not (NSRP). 
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Question A-2: Schools or programs from which you took LIS online 

graduate courses in the 1990s 

Question A-2 collected only one type of data via a text box in which 

participants could write the name of the school (or schools) from which they took 

LIS online graduate courses in the 1990s. Written results from 182 persons were 

categorized by the name of the LIS school or program. Representing attendance 

at 44 different schools or programs offering LIS online graduate courses in the 

1990s, 182 of the 185 active participants (98.4%) answered this question, 

totaling 190 answers. Most survey respondents named only one program, 

although 6 persons reported taking online LIS courses at more than one school 

during the 1990s. Results are shown in table 13 which starts on page 86. 
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Table 13: Programs & Schools Mentioned by Survey Participants (Alphabetical) 
(Question A-2) 

LIS Program or School - Alphabetical How Often 

182 persons responding 
Alabama, University of 2 
Alberta, University of 5 
Arizona, University of 10 
Buffalo, State University of New York 11 
Catholic University of America 2 
Central Florida, University 1 
Clark Atlanta University 1 
Dominican University 2 
Drexel University 2 
Emporia State University 15 
Florida State University 8 
Hawaii, University of 3 
Illinois - Urbana-Champaign, University of 23 
Indiana, University of 2 
Iowa 1 
Kent State University 3 
Kentucky, University of 1 
Long Island University 1 
Louisiana State University 3 

Maryland, University of 1 
Michigan, University of 3 
Missouri , University of, at Columbia 4 
Montreal, University of 2 
North Carolina, University of, Chapel Hill 1 
North Carolina, University of, Greensboro 3 

North Texas, University of 7 

Oklahoma, University of 2 

Pratt rnstitute 1 
Queens College 1 

Rhode Island, University of 1 

San Jose State University 4 
Simmons College 3 

South Carolina , University of 9 

South FJorida, University of 10 
Southern Connecticut State University 3 

Southern Mississippi , University of 2 

State University of New York (SUNY) Albany 2 

Syracuse University 12 

Tennessee , University of 6 
Texas Woman's University 6 
Wavne State University 2 

Western Ontario, University of 1 
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Table 13 Continued 
Wisconsin - Madison, University of 6 
Wisconsin - Milwaukee, University of 2 

Total answers 190 

In answer to this question, six programs were mentioned 1 O or more times 

each. The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign was named most often at 

23 times (12.1%), followed by Emporia w ith 15 (7.9%) and Syracuse with 12 

(6.3% ). The State University of New York at Buffalo came in fourth with 11 

(5.8%). The University of Arizona and the University of South Florida were each 

mentioned 10 times (5.3%). 

Remaining schoo'ls in the top ten most frequently mentioned by survey 

participants included the University of South Carolina (9 times at 4 . 7% ), Florida 

State University (8 times or 4.2%), and the University of North Texas (7 times at 

3.7%). Tenth place was a tie among Texas Woman's University, the University of 

Tennessee, and the University of Wisconsin in Madison (6 times each at 3.2%). 

Results for the ten most frequently named schools are shown in table 14 on page 

88. 
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Table 14: Programs & Schools Mentioned by Survey Participants (Top Ten) 
(Question A-2) 

LIS Program or School - Top 1 O Mentions How Often 

(Tie for 10th place) 
Illinois - Urbana-Champaign, University of 23 
Emporia State University - KS 15 
Syracuse University 12 
Buffalo, State University of New York 11 
South Florida, Un1versity of 10 
Arizona, University of 10 
South Carolina, University of 9 
Florida State University 8 
North Texas, University of 7 
Tennessee, University of 6 
Texas Woman's University 6 
Wisconsin - Madison, University of 6 

Total answers 123 

Several of these frequently-mentioned programs were among the early 

providers of LIS online graduate course delivery, and this may be reflected in the 

number of times they were mentioned by survey participants. For example, as 

noted in Chapter II , Syracuse LIS graduate courses included some online tools 

by 1993, and the University of Illinois began the LEEP program in 1996, while 

Buffalo had a blended course that same year. 

Question A-2 was answered by 110 persons who also responded to the 

later question about whether or not they considered themselves pioneers. Table 

15 on page 89 shows the number of times schools were mentioned by the SRP 

and NSRP groups. 
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Table 15: Programs & Schools (Question A-2) 

LIS Program or School 

SRP NSRP 
Alabama, Universitv of 1 
Alberta, University of 1 2 
Arizona, University of 4 4 
Buffalo, State University of New York 3 4 
Central Florida, University 1 
Drexel University 1 
Emporia State University 5 3 
Florida State University 3 3 
Hawaii, University of 1 
Illinois - Urbana-Champaion, University of 13 7 
Indiana, University of 2 
Kentucky, University of 1 
Louisiana State University 3 
Missouri, University of, at Columbia 1 
North Carolina, University of, Chapel Hill 1 
North Carolina, University of, Greensboro 1 1 
North Texas, University of 3 3 
Pratt Institute 1 
Queens College 1 
San Jose State Unjversjty 1 2 
South Carolina, University of 3 4 
South Florida, University of 4 5 
Southern Connecticut State University 1 1 

Southern Mississippi , University of 1 

Syracuse University 7 4 
Tennessee, University of 3 

Texas Woman's University 1 3 
Wisconsin - Madison, University of 1 1 

Wisconsin - Milwaukee, University of 1 

Total answers 59 58 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). Question A-2 was answered 

by 57 SRP participants. This group of participants mentioned 20 different 

schools a total of 59 times, an average of 3.0 mentions per school. The two 

schools mentioned most frequently by SRP were the University of Illinois (13 

times at 22.0%) and Syracuse University (7 times at 11.9%). 
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Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). This question was 

answered by 53 NSRP participants who mentioned 24 different schools a total of 

59 times, for an average of 2.5 mentions per school. The most frequently 

mentioned schools were the University of Illinois (7 times at 11 .9%) and the 

University of South Florida (5 times at 8.5% ). While the University of Illinois was 

among the most frequent answers from SRP, as well , the University of South 

Florida was not. This difference may relate to the fact that NSRP participants 

took more of their LIS online courses later in the decade, a time when more 

schools were beginning to offer such courses. 

In summary, 182 persons answered question A-2, mentioning a total of 44 

different schools. Of those participants, 57 were SRP, and 53 were NSRP. 

Question A-3: Reasons selected schools or programs [Please check all 

that apply] 

This survey question gathered two types of data. First, buttons were used 

for 7 pre-formatted options (financial aid available, friend suggested it, in-state 

tuition, knew someone there, location, offered a course I needed, and 

reputation). Participants could check as many of the buttons as applied. In 

addition, a text box was provided for participants to provide comments about why 

a particular school or program was selected. Table 16 on page 91 summarizes 

the results. 
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Table 16: Reasons Programs & Schools Selected (Question A-3) 

Reason Programs & Schools Selected How Often 

171 persons responding 
Financial aid available 28 
Friend suaaested it 23 
In-state tuition 74 
Knew someone there 17 
Location 119 
Offered a course I needed 47 
Reputation 60 

Subtotal of button answers 368 

Additional text comments 58 

Total answers 426 

A variety of reasons for selecting particular schools or programs were 

mentioned by the 171 out of 185 active survey participants (92.4%) who 

responded to this question. These participants checked the preconfigured 

survey options a total of 368 times or an average of 2.2 button responses for 

each person. In addition, 58 text comments were provided, an average of one 

for every 2. 9 participants who engaged this question. 

Among the closed-ended, button choices, 'location' was selected by 119 

persons (70.0%), while 'in-state tuition' with 74 responses (43.3%) and 

'reputation' at 60 (35.1 % ) were next most often selected. At first glance, it might 

seem odd that students who participated in online US courses would select 

'location' as a reason for taking such courses. However, as the text comments 

described below will illustrate, online courses kept participants from having to 

travel to physical locations. For many, having the option of an anytime, anyplace 
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'location' in cyberspace meant that they could obtain LIS degrees and still 

continue on with jobs, family, and other place-bound commitments. Figure 6 

summarizes responses to the pre-designed button options from active 

participants who answered question A-3. 
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Figure 6: A-3 Active participants 
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Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 51 participants identified as 

SRP with results summarized in figure 7 on page 93. 

92 



: Re so s. ou u dl s O()f o rogra.ms ne c al pp ) 

15~-----------------------

.. ...:-•· .. 

Figure 7: A-3 SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 43 participants. 

Results are summarized in figure 8 on page 94. 
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Figur.e 8: Question A-3 NSRP 

Text comments. Since the intent of this survey was to obtain rich 

descriptions about the experiences of US onl·ine graduate students in the 1990s, 

participants were also offered an option to provide more information in a text box. 

For this question, 58 participants (33.9% of those answering A-3) did add a text 

comment, in addition to checking one or more of the button answers. 

Twenty SRP participants wrote comments about question A-3 with 

references to location as the most frequent text comment. Results are 

summarized in table 17 on page 95. 
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Table 17: Reasons for Programs & Schools- SRP (Question A-3) 

Reasons Schools & Programs Selected - SRP How Often 

20 persons responding 
Able to continue working 1 
Availability 1 
Combined online and face-to-face 1 
Degree fully online an option 2 
Distance learning option 3 
Flexible schedule 1 
Funding assistance 2 
Location 7 
No schools nearby 2 
Online 3 
Reputation 1 

Total text answers 24 

Sample comments about why SRP participants selected a particular 

program or school include the following: "In one sense, its location - the Internet. 

I live in [a city] , which does not have a library school. .. .This was the first ALA

accredited program via the Internet that I'd heard of.n Another noted that the 

program selected was the "only program at the time that provided fully-online 

program without a semester on campus." A third participant wrote, "This was a 

course on the Internet - it was a big deal back in 1993!" 

Among NSRP participants, twenty-four added comments about why a 

particular school or program was chosen. Three answers tied for first place, 

including that the school was accredited, funding assistance was available, and 

courses were online. This was different from the single most frequent text 

answer noted by the SRP group which was location, and the differences will be 
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discussed further in Chapter V. AH NSRP text results are summarized in table 

18. 

Table 18: Reasons for Programs & Schools - NSRP (Question A-3) 

Reasons Schools & Programs Selected - NSRP How Often 

24 persons responding 
Able to continue work.ina 1 
Accredited 3 
Attended this school previously 1 
Availability 1 
Combined onl1ne and face-to-face 1 
Curiosity 1 
Delivery format 2 
Fit circumstances 2 
Fundina assistance 3 
Location 1 
No campus residency 2 
No nearby schools 1 
One year program 1 
Online 3 
Professor 1 
Recruited 2 
Specialist degree brouaht higher pay 1 
To stay current 1 

Total text answers 28 

Sample comments from NSRP participants included several reasons for 

selecting a particular program or school. One person noted wanting "to keep 

myself up-to-date with library services." Another chose a school where "I could 

pay with a credit card!" A third SRP member wrote of selecting a program where 

"courses were completely online with no requirement for campus residency." 

In addition, a few persons who did not answer the pioneer question chose 

to write comments about the reason a school or program was selected. One 

wrote, "I was working full time and needed an online degree program." Another 
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participant mentioned, "I was able to complete my degree without an on campus 

visit. " A third responded, "Both parents received their MUS from the same 

school." 

In summary, 171 persons answered question A-3, selecting from the 

button choices a total of 368 for choosing various schools. Of those, 51 SRP 

participants answered question A-3, as did 43 NSRP participants. Additional text 

comments were provided by 58 of the participants. 

Question A-4: What formats and tools did you use in any of the online LIS 

graduate courses in which you participated in the 1990s? [Please check all 

that apply] 

Survey question A-4 gathered two types of data. First, buttons were used 

for 7 pre-formatted options (chat, course management system, email , interactive 

television, listserv, supp·lemental face-to-face meetings, and Website). 

Participants could check as many of the buttons as applied. In addition, a text 

box was provided for participants to offer further comments about formats and 

tools. Table 19 on page 98 summarizes both kinds of results. 
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Table 19: Formats & Tools (Question A-4) 

Format or Tool How Often 

163 persons responding 
Chat 58 
Course management system 83 
Email 128 
Interactive television 40 
Listserv 83 
Supplemental face-to-face meetings 99 
Website 89 

Subtotal of button answers 580 

Additional text comments 41 

Total answers 621 

A variety of tools and formats for LIS online graduate courses were 

mentioned by 163 persons (88.1 % of 185 active participants) who checked 580 

items for an average of 3.6 tools each. Indeed, this question had one of the 

highest response rates in the survey. By far the most frequently cited tool was 

email which was checked as one of the tools used in online LIS learning by 128 

participants (78.5% ). This mirrors findings from a 2007 Pew research study that 

email was the favorite application of long-time Internet users when they first went 

online (Wells 2008). 

Supplemental face-to-face meetings were checked 99 times (60. 7%) in 

the survey for second place. Websites at 89 times (54.6%) and listservs at 83 

times (50.9%) nearly tied for third place. Figure 9 on page 99 summarizes the 

answers selected from the preconfigured buttons for this question. 
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Figure 9: A-4 active participants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 57 participants: Email was 

the most frequently mentioned tool or format for SRP, followed by supplemental 

face-to-face meetings and course Websites tied for second place. Button 

responses for SRP are shown in figure 10 on page 100. 
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Figure 10: A-4 SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 53 participants: As for 

the SRP group, email was also the most frequently selected button response 

from NSRP. However, supplemental face-to-face meetings stood alone in 

second place for NSRP. It is interesting to consider if the stronger ranking of 

face-to-face meetings by the NSRP group might relate to their perceptions that 

they were not pioneers or trailblazers. For example, future research could 

explore whether or not NSRP attended more face-to-face meetings than did their 

SRP counterparts. Button answers to question A-4 are shown in figure 11 on 

page 101. 
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Figure 11: Question A-4 NSRP 

Text comments. As with many of the closed-ended questions in this 

survey, each participant who responded to question A-4 could also write a text 

answer in the text comment box. In addition to selecting any or all of the button 

choices, 41 (25.2%) gave text answers, as well. All text comments for this 

question about other formats and tools were written by persons who later 

answered the pioneer question. 

Of the text comments, 16 were written by SRP participants. They 

mentioned 13 different formats and tools 1 the most frequent of which was 

occasional face-to-face meetings 1 as shown in table 20 on page 102. 
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Table 20: Formats and Tools- SRP (Question A-4) 

Formats and Tools-SRP How Often 

16 persons responding 
Chat 4 
Discussion forums 2 
Email 1 
Face-to-face occasionally 5 
Interactive television/radio 2 
Mainframe on campus 2 
MOO 2 
Real-time lectures 1 
Snail mail 1 
Streaming audio 2 
Telephone 1 
Video 1 
Website 3 

Total text answers 27 

SRP participants wrote about several different formats and tools. One 

commented, "This was back in the days of UNIX - so there was no Web or 

WebCT." Another said that in the "first year, we used a MOO. Also, instructors 

lectured using Real Audio." These and other examples illustrate some of the 

many technology changes and developments discussed in Chapter 11. 

A third participant who attended a program with a face-to-face component 

at the beginning of each semester noted: 

"Every new semester, I traveled to [the school] campus. This 
allowed me to meet faculty and fellow students and to visit the library, 
bookstore, school academic counselors, etc. During the course of the 
semester we used an elementary chat. ... sometimes it worked, but more 
times than not it didn't because the students were scattered around the 
world. We relied on email and snail mail (our final reports had to be 
submitted both ways) ." 
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Nine NSRP participants, however, wrote text comments mentioning only 6 

different tools and formats with discussion forums holding a slight edge. Their 

comments are summarized in table 21 . 

Table 21 : Formats and Tools - NSRP (Question A-4) 

Formats and Tools- NSRP How Often 

9 persons responding 
Discussion forums 3 
Face-to-face occasionally 2 
First Class (course management system) 1 
Lotus Notes 1 
Streaming audio 2 
Video 1 

Total text answers 10 

Sample comments about formats and tools from NSRP participants 

include, "We used Lotus Notes for the primary form of communication including 

chats. We also had several in-class meetings." Another reported a course that 

used "online bulletin board through AOL." A third person wrote, "After reading 

the posted class information online, we were expected to post [a] discussion 

within a particular time period." 

In summary, 163 persons answered question A-4, checking a total of 580 

items from the list of formats and tools, averaging 3.6 for each participant. 

Additional text comments were provided by 41 participants, of whom 16 were 

SRP and 9 were NSRP. 

Question A-5: If you used more than one format or tool, which one did you 

prefer? 
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This survey question also gathered two types of data about a preference 

of tool or format. First, buttons offered the same pre-formatted options as the 

previous question (chat, course management system, email , interactive 

television, listserv, supplemental face-to-face meetings, and Website). 

Participants could check as many of the buttons as applied. In addition, a text 

box was provided for comments, and table 22 summarizes both kinds of results. 

Table 22: Preferred Formats & Tools (Question A-5) 

Preferred Formats & Tools How Often 

128 persons participating 
Chat 7 
Course management system 47 
Email 28 
f nteractive television 12 
Listserv 15 
Supplemental face-to-face meetings 32 
Website 14 

Subtotal of button answers 155 

Additional text comments 29 

Total answers 184 

Several tools and formats were mentioned as preferred by 128 of 185 

active participants (69.2%) who answered this question, with a total of 155 button 

answers or an average of 1.2 answers each. Course management systems 

( such as Blackboard or WebCT) were cited as the most preferred tool or format, 

chosen by 47 (36.7%). There was a near-tie for second place with supplemental 

face-to-face meetings receiving 32 mentions (25.0%) and emai·I noted 28 times 

(21.9%). Results are provided in figure 12 on page 105. 

104 



on 

:,{}~---------------------

· •·+------

t" ----~ 

, • t ,., ... 

Figure 12: Question A-5 Active participants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 42 participants: A course 

management system was the most popu'lar tool for this group, followed by a 

more distant preference for supplemental face-to-face meetings. It should be 

noted that the format for these face-to-face meetings varied. For example, the 

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign used a 'boot camp' approach in their 

LEEP program, bringing all new students together on campus at the start of the 

program (Montague 2003; Galligan 1998; Estabrook 1997). Other programs 

offered occasional weekend face-to-face meetings supported by an online 

environment for the rest of the semester (Carey and Gregory 2003). A course 

Website was the third most popular tool. Results are displayed in figure 13 on 

page 106. 
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Figure 13: Question A-5 SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 46 participants: For 

NSRP participants, a course management system was the most frequent format 

choice, followed closely by supplemental face-to-face meetings, similar to the 

findings among SRP. However, email was third choice for NSRP. Again , it 

would be interesting for future research to explore why NSRP participants as a 

group rated face-to-face supplemental meetings so much more highly than did 

the SRP group. Button answers are shown in figure 14 on page 107. 
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Figure 14: Question A-5 NSRP 

Text comments. As far as text comments in response to question A-5, 

16 SRP wrote text about their preferred formats or tools. Occasional face-to-face 

meetings were mentioned most in text comments, although that format was in a 

somewhat distant second place for button responses by this group. Clearly, 

although face-to-face meetings were not the favorite tool for SRP, the meetings 

did merit written comments. Results are summarized in table 23 on page 108. 
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Table 23: Preferred Format or Tool- SRP (Question A-5) 

Preferred Format or Tool-Text Comments SRP How Often 

16 persons responding 
Chat 2 
Discussion forums 3 
Don't recall 1 
Email 3 
Face-to-face occasionally 5 
Interactive television/radio 3 
Lectures 2 
Link to Web pages 1 
Multimedia formats 1 
No preference 2 

Total text answers 23 

Sample SRP comments about this question included: 

"I did not have a preference; I liked the way the course came 
together as a whole because of the strengths of each format working 
together. The chat allowed for detailed questions and discussion during a 
presentation and was good for small group discussions. Email and 
bulletin board posts allowed classmates to work independently on their 
own time and come back together with their results. Face-to-face 
meetings helped to match an online identity to a stronger idea of the 
individual behind that identity, and allowed for longer, more in-depth 
sessions. " 

Another participant noted, "Knowing what I know now, I would have much 

preferred a course management system, but we didn't have one at that point." A 

third person liked "chat among all participants combined with instructor lecture + 

links to Web pages." 

Nine NSRP participants added comments about preferred tools and 

formats in this text box with the most frequent text answer as 'no preference.' 

Their answers are summarized in table 24 on page 109. 
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Table 24: Preferred Format or Tool - NSRP (Question A-5) 

Preferred Format or Tool: Text Comments- NSRP How Often 

9 persons responding 
Course management system 1 
Discussion forums 2 
Don't recall 1 
Face-to-face occasionally 1 
Lotus Notes 1 
No preference 3 

Total text answers 9 

Sample comments about preferred tools and formats from NSRP 

participants included, "I loved using Lotus Notes; it was the best 

email/collaboration program I have ever used." Another stated that "I liked that 

the lectures and chats were saved on our Course Management System so that 

we could listen and participate and not have to take notes." A third wrote, "It was 

a painful course ... the technology just wasn't 'there' yet." 

Only one person who did not answer the pioneer question wrote about 

preferred formats or tools, noting that "I don't know that I'd say I preferred the 

supplemental face-to-face meetings, but we loved them for the social and 

friendship connections. " 

In summary, 128 persons answered question A-5, mentioning a total of 

155 preferred formats and tools. Of those, 42 were SRP and 46 were NSRP. 

Additional text comments were provided by 29 participants. 

Question A-6: About how many LIS online graduate courses did you 

complete in the 1990s? 
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Unlike many of the questions in section A, this question about how many 

online courses were completed in the 1990s gathered only one type of data. 

Preconfigured buttons offered participants six options (1 course, 2-4 courses, 5-

7, 8-10, 11-13, and 14 or more). Two participants checked two boxes instead of 

one, so there are 158 total responses. Results are summarized in table 25. 

Table 25: Number of LIS Online Courses Completed in 1990s (Question A-6) 

Number Completed How Often 

156 persons responding 
1 25 
2-4 54 
5-7 20 
8-10 15 
11 - 13 31 
14 or more 13 

Total answers 158 

Question A-6 was answered by 156 of 185 active participants (84.3%). 

Fifty-four (34.6%) took between 2 and 4 LIS online graduate courses in the 

1990s. The next most frequently reported number of courses was 31 (19.9%) in 

the 11 to 13 course range. The latter reflects participants who may have taken all 

or nearly all of their coursework for the MLS (or equivalent) degree online. 

Results are shown in figure 15 on page 111. 
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Figure 15: Question A-6 Active participants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 57 participants: From 2 to 4 

courses taken in the 1990s was chosen most frequently, followed by 11 to 13. 

Results are in figure 16 on page 112. 
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Figure 16: Question A-6 SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 53 participants: The 

most frequent answers about the number of online course were 2 to 4, followed 

by those who reported taking only 1 course. Overall , the NSRP group reported 

taking fewer online courses than did the SRP group. Experiencing fewer online 

courses meant less exposure to the online learning process, and this might have 

had some influence on NSRP perceptions about whether or not they were 

pioneers. Results are shown in figure 17 on page 113. 
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Figure 17: A-6 NSRP 

In summary, 156 persons answered question A-6 about the number of LIS 

online graduate courses completed in the 1990s. Of those, 57 were SRP and 53 

were NSRP. 

Question A-7: What were the subject areas of LIS online graduate courses 

you completed in the 1990s? [Please check all that apply) 

This survey question gathered two types of data. First, buttons were used 

for eight pre-formatted options (adult services, children's services, information 

organization, information sources and services, management or administration, 

technology, type of library, and young adult services), curriculum areas common 

to many LIS programs. Participants could check as many of the buttons as 
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applied. A text box was also included for additional written responses. Table 26 

summarizes both kinds of results. 

Table 26: Subject Areas of LIS Online Courses (Question A-7) 

Subject Area How Often 

143 persons responding 
Adult services 30 
Children's services 25 
Information organization 90 
Information sources and services 92 
Management or administration 70 
Technology 89 
Type of library 40 
Young adult services 17 

SubtotaJ of button answers 453 

Additional text comments 48 

Total answers 501 

When asked about subject areas for their US onfine graduate courses in 

the 1990s, 143 of 185 active participants (77 .3%) answered with a total of 453 

button responses or about 3.2 answers each. Three of the choices nearly tied for 

first place among responses selected. Information sources and services was 

checked 92 times (64.3%), information organization 90 times (62.9%), and 

technology 89 mentions (62.2% ). Introductory courses about information 

organization sources and services and about information organization were part 

of many LIS programs, so that could account for the high numbers reported. 

The prevalence of technology courses may relate to the new and evolving nature 

of technology as discussed in Chapter II. Management or administration was a 
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more distant fourth with 70 participants (49.0%). Answers are summarized in 

figure 18. 
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Figure 18: Question A-7 Active participants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 50 participants: Technology 

was the most frequent answer for the group, noticeably ahead of information 

sources and services. Information organization was in third place. SRP 

participants may have mentioned technology most often because they took 

courses earlier in the 1990s when online delivery technologies were newer, and 

perhaps graduate courses were offered to help with learning how to use the new 

technologies. Button answers are shown in figure 19 on page 116. 
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Figure 19: Question A-7 SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 47 participants: Button 

responses about course subject areas from NSRP participants showed courses 

about information sources and services taken most frequently, followed by 

technology in second place. The relegation of technology to second place may 

relate to findings later in the survey about the bel ief among some NSRP 

participants that they already felt comfortable with the online technologies before 

starting online courses. Figure 20 on page 117 displays the results. 
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Figure 20: A-7 NSRP 

Text comments. In addition to the button choices, a text box was 

provided for participants to comment about other online courses taken. Forty

eight persons provided additional information or responses, citing courses such 

as marketing, intellectual freedom, and library services to distance learners. 

Nineteen SRP wrote text comments about the subject areas of LIS online 

graduate courses taken in the 1990s. Their most frequently supplied answer was 

cataloging (5 at 16%). Results are show in table 27 on page 118. 
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Table 27: Subject Areas of LIS Online Courses - SRP (Question A-7) 

Course Subject Areas - SRP How Often 

19 persons responding 
Advanced probfems 1 
Cataloging 5 
Cognitive science 1 
Collection development 2 
Don't remember 1 
Government documents. and resources 3 
Grant wrjfjng 1 
Independent study 1 
Indexing and abstracting 1 
Information literacy 1 
Instructional design 1 
Intellectual freedom 1 
Internships 1 
Leadership and change 1 
Legal and ethical issues 1 
Libraries, information, and society 1 
Preservation 1 
Research methods 3 
Systems theory 3 
UNIX 1 

Total text answers 31 

Among NSRP participants, 16 added comments in this text box naming 

particular LIS online courses, naming collection development most frequently (3 

at 13% ). Results are summarized in table 28 on page 119. 
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Table 28: Subject Areas of LIS Online Courses- NSRP (Question A-7) 

Course Subject Areas - NSRP How Often 

16 persons responding 
Bibliographic instruction 1 
Cataloging 1 
Collection development 3 
Databases 1 
Don't remember 2 
Government resources 1 
Grant writing 1 
Indexing and abstracting 1 
Intellectual freedom 1 
Internet 1 
Introduction to library science 1 
Legal and ethical issues 1 
Library services for distance learners 1 
Marketing 1 
Professional library writing 1 
Reference 1 
Special libraries 1 
Storytelling 1 
Systems 1 
Web development 1 

Total text answers 23 

In summary, 143 persons answered question A-7. Of those, 50 were in 

the SRP group, and 47 were NSRP. Additional text comments were provided by 

48 participants who listed a total of 30 course subject areas, plus a category for 

those who did not remember the name of the course. 

Question A-8: Did your LIS online graduate course(s) help you accomplish 

any of the following? [Please check all that apply] 

Survey question A-8 gathered two types of data. First, buttons were used 

for 8 pre-formatted choices ( certification, continuing education, lifelong learning, 

MIS degree, MLS degree, new job or position, pay increase, and some other 
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degree). Participants could check as many of the buttons as applied. In 

addition, a text box was provided for participants to provide further comments 

about what the LIS online graduate courses helped accomplish. For this 

question, 149 participants responded, and table 29 summarizes the results for 

both kinds of data. 

Table 29: LIS Online Courses Helped Accomplish (Question A-8) 

Courses Helped Accomplish How often 

149 persons responding 
Certification 14 
Continuing education 10 
Lifelong learning 24 
MIS degree 10 
MLS degree 127 
New job or position 63 
Pay increase 29 
Some other degree 7 

Subtotal of button answers 284 

Additional text comments 21 

Total answers 302 

This question addressed things the LIS online courses helped accomplish, 

and 149 of 185 active participants (80.5%) checked at least one answer for a 

total of 284 responses or an average of 1.9 answers per person. As might be 

expected since a master's degree is expected for employment as a professional 

librarian, the most frequently checked button was the MLS degree which was 

selected by 127 individuals (85.2%). The next most popular answer was 'new 

job or position' chosen by 63 (or 42.3%) of those who answered th is question. 
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Button answers from active participants are summarized in figure 21 with 

the MLS degree the most popular thing the LIS online courses helped 

participants accomplish. New job or position was a distant second. 
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Figure 21 : Question A-8 active participants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 56 participants: Button results 

are shown in figure 22 on page 122 with MLS as the most popular answer. 
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Figure 22: Question A-8 SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 51 participants: 

Results are summarized in figure 23 on page 123, again showing obtaining the 

MLS degree as the leading thing that LIS online courses in the 1990s helped 

accomplish. 
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Figure 23: Question A-8 NSRP 

Text comments. Twenty-one (14.1 %) of active participants who 

answered question A-8 added other information in the comments box. Most 

listed a specific designation for the LIS master's degree such as Master of 

Library and Information Studies (MUS) or Master of Science in Information 

Science (MSIS). The majority of those who wrote comments later answered the 

pioneer question. 

Of SRP participants, 10 wrote text comments. Again, the most frequent 

answer cited a degree other than MIS or MLS. Answers are summarized in table 

30 on page 124. 
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Table 30: LIS Courses Helped Accomplish - SRP (Question A-8) 

Courses Helped Accomplish - SRP How Often 

1 O persons responding 
Certification 
Degree other than MIS or MLS 
Largest salary increase of my life 
Needed degree as 'union card' 
New job or career 
Promotion 
Technoloav skrns 

Total text answers 

Sample comments about what the US online course 'helped SRP 

participants accomplish included: "I attained an MUS, got provisional 

professional certification, got a promotion in my library system to a librarian 

position and got the biggest pay increase in my life." Another stated: 

2 
4 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

12 

"I originally signed up because I felt I needed a "union card". I'd 
been working as an archivist for nearly twenty years in academic and 
special collection libraries, so I really thought that this would be so much 
jumping through hoops - reviewing things I already knew. I was so 
pleased that [this program] offered me so much." 

Among NSRP participants, 6 added comments about what the course 

helped them accomplish. Their answers are summarized in table 31 with a 

degree other than MIS or MLS as most popular response. 

Table 31: LIS Courses Helped Accomplish - NSRP (Question A-8) 

Courses Helped Accomplish - NSRP How Often 

6 persons responding 
Degree other than MIS or MLS 4 
New job or career 1 
Skills would later use when taught online 2 

Total text answers 7 
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One NSRP participant commented on what the LIS online course helped 

accomplish: "It was my introduction to WebCT, which helped me get my first job 

- they used WebCT at the school - and which helped me later teach online in 

WebCT, Blackboard, D2L and E-Learning." Another participant had a similar 

experience, reporting that online courses provided uexperience with the set up of 

on line classes." 

In summary, 149 persons answered question A-8, mentioning a total of 

284 things the online LIS online graduate courses helped accomplish. Of those, 

56 were SRP participants and 51 NSRP. Additional text comments were 

provided by 21 participants. 

Question A-9: What was your age range during the LIS online graduate 

courses you took in the 1990s? 

This question gathered two types of data. First, radio buttons were used 

for 5 pre-formatted age groupings (20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60 or above). 

One participant checked two buttons since her age overlapped two categories, 

providing this explanation in the text box. In addition, a text box was provided for 

participants to provide further comments age, and two did so. Table 32 on page 

126 summarizes both types of results. 
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Table 32: Age Range During LIS Online Courses (Question A-9) 

Age Range During LIS Courses Times 
Mentioned 

154 persons participating 
20-29 49 
30-39 43 
40-49 48 
50-59 14 
60 or above 1 

Subtotal button answers 155 

Additional text comments 2 

Total answers 157 

Using buttons, this question was answered by 154 of the 185 active 

participants (83.2% ). Regarding age during LIS online courses in the 1990s, 

participants in three categories, 20-29, 30-39, and 40-49, nearly tied for most 

frequently reported. Forty-nine respondents (31 .8%) were in the 20-29 year 

range, 48 (31 .2%) in the 40-49 year range, and 43 (28.0%) were 30-39. Persons 

50-59 were in a distant fourth place with 14 (9.1 % ), and only one person reported 

being 60 or above at the time. The cluster of participants in the 20-49 age range 

reflects the changing face of post-secondary education, illustrating that higher 

education became more adult-centered in the 1990s (Rudestam and 

Schoenholtz-Read 2002; Connick 1997; Hiltz 1994). Figure 24 on page 127 

summarizes choices of active participants from among the pre-defined 

selections. 
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Figure 24: Question A-9 Active participants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 57 participants: Ages 20-29 

was first choice, followed by the 40-49 range. The results are shown in figure 25. 
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Figure 25: Question A-9 SRP 
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Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 53 participants: In this 

case, first place was evenly divided between ages 20-29 and 30-39 with the 40-

49 range close behind. NSRP participants were much more evenly spread 

across the age range of 20-49, compared to the SRP results. Perhaps this age 

difference may have had some influence on perceptions about whether or not 

one was a pioneer. Results are shown in figure 26. 

-9: nge during LIS online g du te cou .. s ,OIJ too in e 
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Figure 26: Question A-9 NSRP 

Two persons noted in the text box that they were in age-ranges that 

overlapped two categories (29-30 and graduated at 50). In summary, 154 

persons answered question A-9 about age during online LIS graduate courses in 

the 1990s. Of those, 57 were SRP participants and 53 NSRP. 

Question A-10: What is your gender? 
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This question used radio buttons so that only one of the two choices could 

be selected. A comment box was not offered. Of the 156 out of 185 active 

participants (84.3%) who answered this question about gender, 136 (87 .2%) 

were female and 20 (12.8%) were male. This is reflective of a profession with 

more female than male practitioners. Table 33 summarizes results. 

Table 33: Gender (Question A-10) 

Gender How Often 

--
156 persons responding 

Female 
Male 

Total answers 

Figure 27 shows the results for all participants who answered this 

question. In this question, similar results are found in SRP and NSRP. 
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Figure 27: Question A-10 Active participants 
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In summary, 156 persons answered question A-1 O about gender. 

Of those, 56 were SRP participants and 53 were NSRP ones. 

Overall , questions in Section A of the survey had the highest response 

rate. As discussed elsewhere, this might be due to several things. For example, 

most of the questions in this section had button options which made it simple to 

respond by checking a button. In addition, this section was the first, so high 

participation rates may reflect an initial interest in taking part in the survey. 

Survey participants in Section A revealed a good deal of information. For 

example, many took online courses in the last several years of the decade, 

although some did so in the early- to mid-1990s ( question A-1 ). Participants took 

courses in 44 different LIS programs, with the University of Illinois at Urbana

Champaign, Emporia State, and Syracuse University mentioned most often 

( question A-2) . In both button and text comments, participants said location was 

the main reason they selected a particular program, although by location many 

included online or cyberspace as a location (question A-3). 

Email was the most frequently mentioned tool or format (question A-4) , 

although a course management system was the preferred one (question A-5). 

The most frequently reported number of online courses taken was between two 

and four ( question A-6), and frequently mention course topics were information 

organization, information sources and services, and technology (question A-7). 

Participants noted most often that the LIS online courses helped them 

accomplish obtaining an MLS or equivalent degree (question A-8). Most 
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reported being in the 20-49 age range (question A-9), and most participants were 

female (question A-10). 

However, it should be noted that these results provide an overall look at all 

survey participants. A fuller picture emerges when the results for those who 

considered themselves pioneers at the time (SRP) and those who did not 

(NSRP) are compared. Those differences are analyzed further in Chapter V. 

Survey Section B: An LIS Online Graduate Course in the 1990s 

Section 8 of the survey was composed of 8 questions and focused on a 

single LIS online graduate course chosen by the participant. In question 8-1, 

survey participants could name any LIS online graduate course taken in the 

1990s. Then, the remainder of the questions in section 8 focused on that 

particular course. 

Question B-1: What was the name of the online LIS graduate course? 

This survey question gathered one type of data with a text box provided 

for participants to name an online LIS course taken in the 1990s. It was 

answered by 123 people, 66.5% of the 185 active participants and more than the 

112 who went on to complete the entire survey. Grouping the text response 

answers by topic, the most frequently cited online courses in Section 8 related to 

technology. Thirteen participants noted that they were not able to remember the 

actual name for the specific courses they wanted to discuss. Table 34 on page 

132 summarizes the results with answers grouped by categories. 
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Table 34: Selected LIS Online Course in the 1990s (Question 8-1) 

Courses Mentioned - By Categories How Often 

123 persons participating 
Administration or Management 8 
Collection Development 6 
Distance learning services 1 
Foundations of Service 1 
History of Libraries 1 
Information - organization (including cataloging , indexing, etc.) 6 
Information - retrieval 2 
Information - systems 4 
Intellectual Freedom 1 
Introduction to Information or Library Science 6 
Issues & Trends 2 
Literature - Multicultural 1 
Literature - Youth 7 
Marketing 1 
Reader's Adviso,rv - 1 
Research Methods 3 
Services - Youth 3 
Social Informatics 1 
Sources & Services - Business 1 
Sources & Services - Government 4 
Sources & Se.rvices - Reference 6 
Sources & Services - Science 1 
Sources & Servjces - SocjaJ Sdence 1 
Technology - Internet 5 
Technoloav - Other (including database management, Web design , etc.) 12 
Type of Library - Academic or Research Libraries 1 

Use and Users 1 

Subtotal of courses named 88 

Do not remember, etc. 13 

Total answers 100 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 56 participants: Among 

specific courses mentioned by SRP participants, a course in reference was 

mentioned most often (6 times at 10% ), followed by cataloging and classification 
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and by those who did not remember the name of the course (5 each at 8%). 

Table 35 summarizes the results. 

Table 35: LIS Online Graduate Course in 1990s- SRP (Question B-1) 

Courses Mentioned - SRP How Often 

56 persons participating 
Cataroging and crassification 5 
Children 's materials and services 3 
Collection development 2 
Database management 1 
Digital libraries 1 
Don't remember 5 
Government materiaJs and services 3 
History of libraries and books 2 
Indexing and abstracting 1 
Information services and systems 4 
Instructional design 1 
Intellectual freedom 1 
Internet 1 
Introduction to profession 4 
Management 2 
Marketing and planning 1 
Multimedia materials and services 3 
Political and social issues 1 
Reference (including specialized areas) 6 

Research methods 3 
Senior services 1 
Special libraries 1 
Technology 3 

Telecommunications 1 
Use and users 1 
Web design 2 
Young adult materials and services 4 

Total answers 63 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 49 participants: A 

course in collection development was mentioned most often (7 times at 14%) by 

NSRP participants with the Internet and management tied for second (5 each at 

10%). Interestingly, none of those answers were among the top three for SRP. 
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However, with a wide variety of library and information course topics, it is not 

surprising that the two groups focused on different areas when selecting a course 

to discuss. Table 36 summarizes NSRP answers. 

Table 36: LIS Online Graduate Course in 1990s - NSRP (Question 8-1) 

Courses Mentioned - NSRP How Often 

49 persons participating 
Cataloging and classification 1 
Children's materials and services 1 
Collection development 7 
Don't remember 3 
Government materials and services 2 
Human computer interaction 2 
Information retrieval 2 
Internet 5 
Introduction to profession 2 
Issues and trends 2 
Library services for distance learners 1 
Management 5 
Marketing 1 
Multicultural literature 1 
Multimedia materials and services 2 
Reader's advisory 1 
Reference (including specialized areas) 3 
Research tools 1 
Storytelling 1 
Systems 2 
Technicar services 1 
Technology 3 
Young adult materials and services 2 

Total answers 51 

In summary, 123 persons answered question 8-1 about the name of a 

specific online LIS graduate course taken in the 1990s. Of those, 56 were SRP 

participants and 49 were NSRP. 
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Question B-2: From which LIS school or program did you take this 

course? 

This question was open-ended with a text box provided for participants to 

name the school or program from which the course mentioned in question B-1 

was taken. Table 37 summarizes the results. 

Table 37: Program or School from Which Took Selected LIS Online Courses 
(Question B-2) 

Program or School How Often 

125 persons participating 
Arabama, University of 1 
Alberta , University of 3 
Arizona, University of 8 
Central Florida, University of 1 
Dominican University 1 
Drexel University 2 
Emporia State University 9 
Florida State University 6 
Hawaii, University of 2 
Illinois - Urbana-Champaign, University of 21 
Indiana University 2 
Kentucky, University of 1 
Louisiana State University 3 
Missouri, University of 3 
North Carolina - Greensboro, University of 2 
North Texas, University of 6 
San Jose State University 2 
Simmons College 1 
South Carolina, University of 6 
South Florida, University of 9 
Southern Connecticut State University 2 
Southern Mississippi, University of 2 
State University of New York at Buffalo 10 
Syracuse University 10 
Tennessee, University of 3 
Texas Woman's University 5 
Wisconsin - Madison, University of 1 
Wisconsin - Milwaukee, University of 1 

Total answers 124 
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This question was answered by 125 people, 67 .6% of the 185 active 

participants. Their answers were entered in the text box provided with 124 

results. For the selected courses discussed in section B, participants mentioned 

ones taken at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (21 participants or 

16. 9%) most frequently, followed by a tie between the State University of New 

York at Buffalo ( 1 O participants or 8.1 % ) and Syracuse University ( 1 O participants 

or 8.1 % ). As noted in Chapter II , the University of Illinois, SUNY Buffalo, and 

Syracuse were among the first schools to offer online LIS graduate courses, so 

their frequent mention by survey participants was not unexpected. Other 

possible reasons that courses from these programs were mentioned most 

frequently wi II be discussed later in Chapter V. 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 57 participants: This question 

was answered by 57 SRP participants who mentioned 19 different schools a total 

of 57 times, for an average of 3.0 mentions per school. The most frequently 

mentioned schools were the University of lltinois (13 times at 22.8%) and 

Syracuse University (7 times at 12.3% ). Table 38 on page 137 summarizes SRP 

responses. 
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Table 38: Program or School for LIS Online Course - SRP (Question 8-2) 

School or Program - SRP How Often 

57 persons participating 
Alberta , University of 1 
Arizona, University of 3 
Central Florida, University of 1 
Emporia State University 5 
Florida State University 3 
Hawaii, University of 1 
Illinois - Urbana-Champaign, University of 13 
Indiana University 2 
Louisiana State University 3 
North Carolina - Greensboro, University of 1 
North Texas, University of 3 
San Jose State University 1 
South Carolina, University of 3 
South Florida, Un1vers1ty of 4 
Southern Connecticut State University 1 
Southern Mississippi , University of 1 
State University of New York at Buffalo 3 
Syracuse University 7 
Texas Woman's University 1 

Total answers 57 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 52 participants: The 

NSRP participants mentioned 21 different schools a total of 52 times, an average 

of 2.5 mentions per school. The most frequently mentioned schools were the 

University of Illinois (7 times at 13.5%) and the University of South Florida (5 

times at 9.6%). Both SRP and NSRP mentioned a University of Illinois course 

most often, although second choices differed. Table 39 on page 138 

summarizes how many times schools were mentioned by participants in the SRP 

group. 
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Table 39: Program or School for LIS Online Course - NSRP (Question 8-2) 

School or Program - NSRP How Often 

52 persons participating 
Alabama, University of 1 
Alberta, University of 2 
Arizona, University of 4 
Drexel University 1 
Emporia State University 2 
Florida State University 3 
Illinois - Urbana-Champaign, University of 7 
Kentucky, University of 1 
Missouri, University of 1 
North Carol ina - Greensboro, University of 1 
North Texas, University of 3 
San Jose State University 1 
South Carolina, University of 4 
South Florida, University of 5 
Southern Connecticut State University 1 
State University of New York at Buffalo 4 
Syracuse University 3 
Tennessee , University of 3 
Texas Woman's University 3 
Wisconsin - Madison, Univers.ity of 1 
Wisconsin - Milwaukee, University of 1 

TotaJ answers 52 

In summary, 125 persons answered question 8-2, mentioning a total of 28 

schools. Of those, 57 SRP participants answered, as did 52 NSRP ones. 

Question 8-3. What semester and year did you take this course? 

This question about year and semester the selected course was taken 

was open-ended with a text box which was completed by 121 people, 65.4% of 

the 185 active participants. In some instances, participants named more than 

one possible year for when a course was taken, in which case the year written 

first was counted for purposes of the tally in the table above. Over half of the 
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courses chosen for discussion in Section B were completed in either 1998 (29 for 

24.0%) or 1999 (38 for 31 .4%). This is understandable since many programs 

were offering LIS online courses by the last years of the decade, as described in 

the literature review in Chapter II. 

Twenty-two participants or 18.2% of those answering this question could 

not remember or did not identify the years in which their selected courses were 

taken. One participant typed an answer outside the range of the 1990s. 

Comparing the stated years with other answers from this participant, it is likely 

this represented a simple keyboarding mistake. Table 40 summarizes the results 

about the year in which a selected course was taken. 

Table 40: Year Took Selected LIS Online Course (Question 8-3) 

LIS Online Graduate Course - By Year How Often 

121 persons participating 
1990 1 
1991 2 
1992 0 
1993 4 
1994 5 
1995 4 
1996 5 
1997 10 
1998 29 
1999 38 

Year not stated (could not remember, etc.) 22 
Year outside of 1990s 1 

Total answers 121 
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Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). This question was answered 

by 57 SRP participants who most frequently mentioned 1999 (13 times at 22.8%) 

and 1998 (12 times at 21.0%). Table 41 shows the years mentioned by 

participants in this group. 

Table 41 : Year Took Selected LIS Online Course - SRP (Question 8-3) 

LIS Online Course - By Year - SRP How Often 

57 persons participating 
1990 1 
1991 1 
1992 0 
1993 3 
1994 2 
1995 3 
1996 3 
1997 7 
1998 12 
1999 13 

Year not stated (could not remember, etc.) 12 

Total answers 57 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP}. This question was 

answered by 49 NSRP participants who most frequently mentioned 1999 (19 

times at 38.8%) and 1998 (13 times at 26.5%). The NSRP percentage of 38.8% 

in 1999 was higher than for the SRP group (22.8%) and might be one indication 

that some NSRP participants came to LIS online learning slightly later than their 

SRP counterparts. Results are displayed in table 42 on page 141 . 
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Table 42: Year Took Selected LIS Online Course - NSRP (Question 8-3) 

LIS Online Course - By Year - NSRP How Often 

49 persons participating 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 1 
1994 3 
1995 0 
1996 2 
1997 3 
1998 13 
1999 19 

Year not stated (could not remember, etc.) 8 

Total answers 49 

In summary, 121 persons answered question 8-3, listing the year in which 

a selected online LIS graduate course discussed in Section 8 was taken in the 

1990s. Of those, 57 SRP participants answered, as did 49 NSRP ones. 

Question B-4: Why did you take this course online? [Please check all that 

apply] 

Survey question 8-4 gathered two types of data. First, buttons were used 

for 7 pre-formatted options ( enabled me to work and go to school, fit my 

schedule, friend suggested it, liked the professor, only way offered, preferred 

online courses, and saved money). Participants could check as many of the 

buttons as applied. In addition, a text box was provided for participants to 

provide further comments about reasons for taking this particular LIS online 

course. 
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Question B-4 was answered by 119 people, 64.3% of 185 active 

participants. In this instance, participants could select more than one answer 

with a total response of 259 answers or an average of 2.2 per participant. The 

three most popular answers were 'Enabled me to work and go to school' which 

was chosen 69 times (58.0% of participants who answered this question), 'Fit my 

schedule' which was checked 66 times (55.5%), and 'Only way offered' 

mentioned 59 times (49.6%). Table 43 summarizes both types of results. 

Table 43: Why Took Selected LIS Online Course (Question 8-4) 

Why Took Selected Online Course How Often 

119 persons responding 
Enabled me to work and go to school 69 
Fit my schedule 66 
Friend suggested it 4 
Liked the professor 23 
Only way offered 59 
Preferred online courses 26 
Saved money 12 

Subtotal button answers 259 

Additional text comments 38 

Total Answers 297 

Button answers from active participants are summarized in figure 28 on 

page 143. 
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Figure 28: Question 8-4 Active participants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 54 participants: SRP group 

members most often reported choosing the online course because it enabled 

them to work and go to school with 'fit my schedule' as the second most frequent 

answer. Button answers for SRP are displayed in figure 29 on page 144. 
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Figure 29: Question B-4 SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 50 participants: For 

the NSRP participants, their most frequent reason was 'only way offered' with 

'because it fit my schedule' as the second most popular answer. At least for the 

single course mentioned in Section B, primary motivations differed between the 

two groups, although 'fit my schedule' was second choice for both. Button 

responses for NSRP are shown in figure 30 on page 145. 
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Figure 30: Question B-4 NSRP 

Text comments. In addition to the button response discussed above, 

many participants also chose to add comments in the available text box about 

why they chose a particular LIS online course. Thirty-eight persons (32.0%) 

added information ranging from one word to a full paragraph. 

Eighteen SRP participants wrote text comments, and their most frequently 

stated reason was that the course was required (7 at 33%), followed by the 

reason that taking the course online saved one from having to commute (5 at 

24%). Results are grouped by categories in table 44 on page 146. 
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Table 44: Why Took Selected LIS Online Course - SRP (Question B-4) 

Why Took That Online Course - SRP How Often 

18 persons responding 
Course offered 1 
Desired more background on subject 1 
Elective 1 
First online course 1 
Interested in topic 2 
Location 1 
My school did not offer 1 
Required 7 
Saved from having to commute 5 
Work at a government library 1 

Total text answers 21 

Sample comments include one from a participant who answered as a 

pioneer wrote: 

"I took my entire MLS program online because there was no library 
program where I lived and because it enabled me to continue working. I 
took this particular course because it fit an elective requirement for the 
degree and because I was attracted to the subject material ." 

Another commented that the course "fit a requirement, and I lived five 

hours from the school so it saved me a lot of travel time.11 A third stated, "We had 

a fairly rigid course outline - we took what was offered each semester and had 

very few choices." 

Fifteen NSRP participants added comments in this text box. In this case, 

the most frequent answer was that the online course saved from a commute (3 at 

20%), followed by the participant lived in another state (2 at 13%). Results are 

shown in table 45 on page 147. 
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Table 45: Why Took Selected LIS Online Course - NSRP (Question 8-4) 

Why Took That Online Course-NSRP How Often 

15 persons responding 
Appropriate to mv job 1 
Course offered 1 
Curiosity 1 
Lived in another state 2 
No library schoo,I in my state 1 
Part of program 1 
Required 1 
Saved from having to commute 3 
To learn applications 1 
Used free tuition but had to take courses left after others enrolled 1 
Was oraduate assistant 1 
Worked full time 1 

Total text answers 15 

Sample comments about why a course was taken online from NSRP 

participants included, "I didn 1t have time to travel. 11 Another noted that work 

obligations made the online course a good choice: "I had to work fulltime while 

getting my masters.1
' A third participant wrote that there was "no library school in 

my state, so it was the only way I could go to school at the time." 

In summary, 119 persons answered question 8-4, using buttons to select 

a total of 259 reasons for taking the course described in Section 8 . Of those, 54 

SRP participants answered, as did 50 NSRP. For button responses, 'enabled 

me to work and go to schoo:I' and 'fit my schedule' were the most frequent 

answer. In added text comments, the 38 participants who responded most often 

mentioned that the course 'saved [one] from having to commute.' Clearly, 

convenience was an important consideration in LIS online learning. 
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Question 8-5: What was it like to be part of this online course? 

This open-ended question had a text box provided for participants to 

describe what it was like to be part of the online course named in section B. 

It was answered by 114 people, 61.6% of 185 active participants. Participants 

reported that experiences with other students were highly positive (78%), as was 

overall satisfaction with the selected course (73%). Survey participants also 

gave positive reports about a sense of community (63%), professors (58%) and 

materials and formats (54%). It is important to note that these answers describe 

what it was like to be part of one selected LIS course in the 1990s, not the totality 

of all LIS online courses taken. Table 46 summarizes the results. 

Table 46: Being Part of Selected LIS Online Course (Question 8-5) 

Being Part of That LIS Online Course How Often 

114 persons participating 
Materiars and formats - positive 35 (54%) 

Materials and formats - negative 30 (46%) 

Professors - positive 23 (58%) 

Professors - negative 17 (42%) 

Safjsfaction overaJJ - posWve 79 (73%) 

Satisfaction overall - negative 29 (27%) 

Sense of community - positive 24 (63%) 

Sense of communtty - negative 14 (37%) 

Students - positive 18 (78%) 

Students - negative 5 (22%) 

Total text answers 274 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). Th·is question was answered 

by 55 participants, and comments were more often positive than negative. For 
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example, 62% expressed positive feelings about a sense of community, 70% of 

their comments reflected a positive sense of overall satisfaction, and 75% had 

positive comments about their experiences with other students. 

However, stronger differences showed up in reported feelings about other 

topics. In the closest results, SRP participants were almost equally divided 

between positive and negative comments in their feelings about course 

professors (53% positive and 47% negative). Comments about materials and 

formats were a bit more split at 57% positive and 53% negative. SRP results are 

shown in table 47. 

Table 47: Being Part of LIS Online Course - SRP (Question B-5) 

Being Part of LIS Online Course - SRP How Often & 
Percentage 

55 persons participating 
Materials and formats - positive comments 17 (57%) 
Materials and formats - negative comments 13 (43%) 

Professors - positive comments 8 (53%) 
Professors - negative comments 7 (47%) 

Satisfaction overall - positive comments 30 (70%) 
Satisfaction overall - negative comments 13 (30%) 

Sense of community - positive comments 13 (62%) 
Sense of community - negative comments 8 (38%) 

Students - positive comments 9 (75%) 
Students - negative comments 3 (25%) 

Total text answers 121 
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One SRP participant wrote this comment about being part of the online 

course: "It was scary, new, and a lot of work. t have never worked so hard in my 

entire life on one cJass. But jt was greaU tt opened a whole new world to me." 

A second participant wrote, 

"Excellent. I appreciated the flexibilrty online learning offered me. 
This class was about designing interfaces for information systems, such 
as library Websites or databases. We were able to apply learning about 
interfaces as part of the e.xperjence of takjng the course onJine." 

A third SRP participant stated, 

"I found it to be really interesting, and found that the class engaged 
me in ways that a traditional class did not. The online format encouraged 
interactivity with the whole class, rather than just a few people I already 
knew or those who sat near me ,in the cJassroom. The professor really 
capitalized on the online format to try jnnovative things with her teaching, 
and I felt she really used the format of the class and the tools available to 
their fullest potential." 

Not all responses from SRP participants were positive, however. One 

example is the comment that being part of the class was ua pain! The technology 

never worked properly, and a big part of each class was wasted on 

troubleshooting." 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 50 participants: 

Among NSRP, many wrote posWve comments about several aspects of 

experiences in a selected course. For example, 78% reported positive feelings 

toward their experiences with other students, similar to the 75% positive outlook 

by the SRP group. Also, NSRP wrote comments that were 73% positive about 

their overall satisfaction wtth this LIS online course, close to the 70% satisfaction 

rate reported in comments from the SRP group. 
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In the NSRP group, 63% of comments about a sense of community were 

positive, nearly identical to the 62% from SRP. Similarities continued in 

comments about materials and formats with NSRP positive 54% of the time, 

close to the 57% of SRP. For NSRP, their reported experiences with course 

professors were spl it at 50%-50%, stiH d ose to the 53% positive reported by 

SRP. At least for text reports about a sing-le selected course, SRP and NSRP 

participants expressed fairly similar opinions about what it was like to be part of 

the chosen course. One possible explanation is that participants were able to 

focus here on a sing~,e LIS on1line course that stood out ,in memory, not 

necessarily one that represented their viewpoints about the total experience of all 

of the online courses they took. NSRP results are summarized in table 48. 

Table 48: Being Part of Selected LIS Online Course - NSRP (Question B-5) 

Being Part of That Online Course - NSRP How Often & 
Percentage 

50 persons participating 
Materials and formats - positive comments 20 (54%) 
Materials and formats - negative comments 17 (46%) 

Professors - positive comments 10 (50%) 
Professors - negative comments 10 (50%) 

Satisfaction overall - positive comments 43 (73%) 
Satisfaction overall - negat,ive comments 16 (27%) 

Sense of community - positive comments 7 (64%) 
Sense of community - negative comments 4 (36%) 

Students - positive comments 7 (78%) 
Students - negative comments 2 (22%) 

Tota1 text answers 136 

151 



Comments from NSRP participants about what it was like to be part of an 

online course included both pros and cons. One wrote: 

"Exhausting -iit fe'lt like class never ended, but it was also 
engaging. I was working 40hrs a week at the time and it aUowed me the 
flexibility to work from my home, 100 miles from campus, with students in 
a similar situation. I also thought the quality of discourse was better with 
the online students who were generaHy older and more experienced." 

Another found the onJine course experience "Very frustrating. Most 

students had dial-up modems and the download process was very slow because 

we had large graphics to download." A third participant had a different viewpoint: 

"Very interesting and convenient. Participation by students was lively and 

extremely useful. [The] professor obviousiy knew what he was doing." 

Overall, for question B-5, comments were slightly more negative among 

the NSRP group, but the two groups were close. For both, comments about 

experiences with other students and about overall satisfaction with the selected 

LIS online course were strongly positive. This may be a reflection of the use of 

constructivist educational theory which emphasized collaborative learning and 

real-life applications (Hanna 2003; Dresang and Robbins 1999; Merriam and 

Brockett 1997) in many of the LIS online learning courses selected for discussion 

in Section 8. 

Unlike most other open-ended questions, 8-5 also had comments from 

several active participants who did not identify as either SRP or NSRP. One 

wrote: "It was an interesting experience but more exploratory than anything else 

because online learning was strn very new." 
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Another suggested: 

"I loved it. It was very intellectually compelling, I loved the on line 
interaction with my dassmates, it compared wel'I with my other graduate 
school experience as a PhD candidate in cultural anthropology at [ another 
university]." 

A third active participant wrote, 

"It was an excellent experience with a lot of interaction from [the] 
professor and from the class. The assignments were challenging, much 
more than most of my campus classes to date. Our professor encouraged 
all students to think and learn about libraries and services and was 
knowledgeable about the profession. Students felt they were part of a 
learning community." 

In summary, 114 persons answered question 8-5, offering text comments 

about what it was like to be part of the online LIS graduate course described in 

Section B. Comments ranged from quite negative to highly positive. 

Question B-6: How satisfied were you with this course? 

This question about satisfact,ion was created using radio buttons so that 

participants could select only one answer. Options included very satisfied, 

satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, dissatisfied, and very 

dissatisfied. 

For question 8-6, 120 active participants (64.9%) eval,uated their 

satisfaction with the course they chose to discuss. 'Very satisfied' was the most 

frequent choice with 60 responses (50.0%), and 'satisfied' was next with 31 votes 

(25.8%). Overall , 102 participants (85.0%) noted some degree of satisfaction 

with the online US course chosen for discussion, whi;le only 18 (15.0%) 

expressed any dissatisfaction. Table 49 on page 154 summarizes the results. 
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Table 49: Satisfaction with Selected Online Course (Question 8-6) 

Satisfaction Rate with }That Course Y£~i .-, . ~ How Often _j 4a .. ' 11,/ • 

- , 
•¼1,.1 ;_ ~, 1-~-- !;;.' 

,;~ 120 persons participating 
~ -. ~ ·:-- "~ 

_.,j;""'- ~~~~ •. ·. [ ... 
Very satisfied 60 
Satisfied 31 
Somewhat satisfied 11 
Somewhat dissatisfied 9 
Dissatisfied 4 
Very dissatisfied 5 

Total answers 120 

Button choices are also shown in figure 31 . 

, ... S, ,. , 

Figure 31: Question 8-6 Active participants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 57 participants: For the SRP 

group, overall satisfaction rates for the selected course were high (47 persons at 

82%), and dissatisfaction was low (10 at 18%). Results are in figure 32 on page 

155. 
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Figure 32: Question 8-6 SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 52 participants: For 

the NSRP group, overall satisfaction rates were sJightJy higher ( 44 persons at 

85%) than in the SRP group, and dissatisfaction rates were lower (8 at 15% ). It 

is important to remember that findings in Section B apply only to a single 

selected course, not to overall perceptions about all US online learning courses 

taken during the 1990s. Results for the NSRP group are displayed in figure 33 

on page 156. 
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Figure 33: Question 8-6 NSRP 

In summary, 120 persons answered question 8-6 about satisfaction with 

the selected online LIS graduate course described in Section B. Of those, 57 

were SRP participants and 52 were NSRP. 

Question B-7: Please describe things you liked or disliked about this LIS 

online graduate course. 

Another open-ended question, 8-7 provided a text box for participants. It 

was answered by 104 people or 56.2% of the 185 active participants, and the 

results are summarjzed in table 50 on page 157. 
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Table 50: Likes or Dislikes about Selected LIS Online Course (Question 8-7) 

Likes or Dislikes about That Course How Often 

104 persons participating 
Materials and formats - positive comments 54 (65.8%) 
Materials and formats - negative comments 28 (34.2%) 

Professors - positive comments 15 (53.6%) 
Professors - negative comments 13 (46.4%) 

Schedule - positive comments 35 (95%) 
Schedule - negative comments 2 (5%) 

Sense of community - positive comments 11 (34.4%) 
Sense of community - negative comments 21 (65.6%) 

Tech no logy - positive comments 10 (38.5%) 
Tech nor ogy - negative comments 16 (61.5%) 

Total answers 205 

Persons who answered this question about likes or dislikes related to a 

selected LIS ontine course wrote 205 comments of which 125 were positive 

(61.0%) and 80 (39.0%) negative. The greatest number of comments were 

devoted to materials and formats (82), followed by schedule (37) and community 

(32). The least number of comments were about the role of professor (28) and 

technology (26). 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). This question was answered 

by 54 SRP participants who wrote more positive comments about their likes and 

dislikes about the selected course than negative ones (62% to 38% ). For 

example, this group wrote quite favorably about how US online learning fit with 

their schedules (96% positive) and their feelings toward the materials and 

formats used (65% positive). Comments about professors reflected some 
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negativity (55% negative), as did whether there was a sense of community in the 

LIS online course discussed (59% negative). However, technology received the 

most negative comments (73% ). This last finding ,is not surprising as technology 

played a large role in online learning and many of the new technologies and 

course delivery systems introduced in the 1990s had a sometimes steep learning 

curve. Results are summarized in table 51. 

Table 51 : Likes or Dislikes about Selected LIS Online Course - SRP (Question 
8-7) 

Likes and Dislikes about That Course - SRP How Often 

54 persons participating 
Materials and formats - positive comments 26 (65%) 
Materials and formats - negative comments 14 (35%) 

Professors - positive comments 5 (45%) 
Professors - negative comments 6 (55%) 

Schedule - positive comments 22 (96%) 
Schedule - negative comments 1 (4%) 

Sense of community - positive comments 7 (41%) 
Sense of community - negatjve comments 10 (59%) 

Technoloav- positive comments 3 (27%) 
Tech no logy - negative comments 8 (73%) 

Total answers 102 

Sample comments from SRP participants regardjng their likes and dislikes 

about the course were as varied as the percentages would indicate. For 

example, one wrote: 

"The course conducted via a listserv was not particularly enjoyable. 
There was no face-to-faoe interaction1 no discussion, just postings of our 
field research and book reviews. NonetheJess, I learned a great deal from 
the class. " 
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However, another participant had a different view: 

"I liked the diversity of the student body. We had people from all 
over the U.S and from au kinds of different -libraries. J also liked mastering 
the technology, which in retrospect was pretty easy to master, and the fact 
that I didn't have to expend energy (and money) on getting to class. I 
could put all of my energy toward the class and learning. It's so much 
easier to learn when you're comfortable." 

For some SRP students, the course had both positives and negatives. 

One person who participated in a hybrid course with both online and one on

campus session noted, "I liked the convenience factor; I hated Blackboard 

because it was just out of beta, was slow and unreliable on my dialup connection 

at home. I reaUy hated getting up at 5 or 6 AM to get to class on the Saturday 

[we met] onsite!" 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). This question was 

answered by 49 participants. NSRP participants who answered question 8-7 

wrote 63 positive comments (59%) about the se.lected courses and 43 negative 

ones ( 41 % ). This was only a few percentage points less than the 62% positive 

comments of the SRP group. NSRP results are summarized in table 52 on page 

160. 
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TabJe 52: Likes or Dislikes about Selected LIS Online Course-NSRP (Question 
8-7) 

Likes and Dislikes about That Course - NSRP How Often 

49 persons :participating 
Materials and formats - positive comments 26 (67%) 
Materials and formats - negative comments 13 (33%) 

Professors - positive comments 9 (56%) 
Professors - negative comments 7 (44%) 

Schedule - positive comments 13 (93%) 
Schedule - negative comments 1 (7%) 

Sense of community - positive comments 3 (21%) 
Sense of community - negative comments 11 (79%) 

Technology- positive comments 5 (38%) 
Technoloav- negative comments 8 (62%) 

Total answers 96 

In the NSRP group, comments related to scheduJe were the most positive 

(93%), followed by materials and formats (67% positive). This was similar to the 

results for SRP. NSRP group members wrote comments about the role of 

professors that reflected slight negativity (56%), similar to percentages reported 

by the SRP group (55%). 

Stronger differences between the two groups were evident in the way 

NSRP participants wrote about technology with 62% negative comments, 

compared to 73% negative as reported by SRP. This greater ease with 

technology among NSRP participants might be explained by the statements of 

several that they were early adopters of technology and already felt comfortable 

with technology before starting LIS online courses in the 1990s. 
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The most striking difference between SRP and NSRP, however, was 

noted in whether or not participants wrote about finding a sense of community in 

the selected courses. NSRP participants wrote 79% negative comments about 

lack of community in the online course, while SRP wrote only 59% negative 

comments. This findjng may relate to the stated motivation for taking the 

selected course since NSRP gave 'it was the only way offered' as the most 

frequent reason while SRP chose 'it enabled me to work and go to school.' 

Perhaps some NSRP felt forced into using online learning more than their SRP 

counterparts did. Or, the difference may have to do with the subject matter of the 

course and how well it lent itself to the kinds of collaborative or group 

experiences which can help build a sense of community in online courses. 

Participants in the NSRP group reported both likes and dislikes about 

being in the course. Comments often related to technology1 as noted by one who 

stated: 

"As I already mentioned, when the online session didn't work, it was 
difficult to know if it was my problem or the schools. Generally it was the 
school, as it was still a new system. t also found out that AOL was not 
very compatible with WebCT at that tjme, but Netscape Navigator was. 
This was found out through trial and error on my part." 

Some participants had positive experiences with the technology, however, 

as one wrote: 

"The professor was very organized and made excellent use of 
online courseware and technology. Provided me with an opportunity to 
experience on line ·Iearning ( all of my other MLS classes were in traditional 
on-campus classroom format). There was nothing to dislike - it was a 
great entree into 21st-century learning." 
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Many others NSRP participants agreed that an effective professor made 

the difference. As one wrote, "I loved the professor! We communicated mostly 

by email , and he made me feel like I was his only student. When 11 submitted 

assignments, he always made helpful comments." 

In summary, 104 persons answered question 8-7 about likes and dislikes. 

Of those, 54 were SRP and 49 were NSRP. 

Question B-8: If you took a fac,e-to-face course around the same time as 

this online one, how did the two compare? 

As were most of the questions in section 8 , this question was open-ended 

to allow plenty of room for participants to comment through the text box feature. 

This question was answered by 95 peopte or 51.4% of 185 active participants. 

More than one-fourth of participants who answered this question did not take a 

face-to-face course near the online one 1 so they could not make a comparison. 

About one-third of participants reported taking a face-to-face course concurrently 

and preferring the face-to-face experience. 

Table 53: Comparison with Face-to-face Course (Question 8-8) 

Comparison with Face-to-Face Course How Often 

95 persons participating 
Did not take face-to-face courses around that time 26 (27%) 

About the same 15(16%) 

Preferred face-to-face course 30 (32%) 

Preferred online course (including occasional F2F meetings) 13 (14%) 

Too different to compare 3 (3%) 

Commented on other topics 8 (8%) 

Total answers 95 
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It should be noted that this question, the last in section B, was answered 

the least number of times of any question in the first two sections. This decline in 

numbers migM be due to the incJusion of more open-ended questions in section 

B than in part A. Open-ended questions can take more thought and time, so 

some participants could have declined to answer due to time constraints or 

perhaps fatigue. 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). This question was answered 

by 51 participants, nearly one-third of whom reported that they did not take a 

face-to-face course around the same time as the online one so could not make a 

comparison. Of the remaining SRP participants, comments showed that 13 

(25'%) preferred the face~to~face course, while 11 (22%) preferred the online one. 

Results summarized in table 54. 

Table 54: Comparison with Face-to-Face Course- SRP (Question B-8) 

Comparison with Face-to-Face Course - SRP How Often 

51 persons participating 
Did not take face-to-face (F2F) courses around that time 16 (31%) 

About the same 5 (10%) 

Preferred face-to-face course 13 (25%) 

Preferred online course (including occasional F2F meetinQs) 11 (22%) 

Too different to compare 3 (6%) 

Commented on other topics 3 (6%) 

Total answers 51 

Comments included some from those who preferred face-to-face such as, 

"I much prefer the traditional classroom. I enjoyed the interaction between the 
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faculty and students. It was much more spontaneous. If something needed 

clarification, you got your answer right then." 

Others clearly preferred online: 

"I did take online and face to face classes during the same 
semester. The online classes had more meaningful activities, were more 
interactive, had a faster pace, and there was no wasted time whatsoever. 
It is amazing how much time can be wasted in face-to-face classes." 

A few noted that they Jiked online and face-to-face equally well: 

"At the time ·I did this online course, I was completing my MLIS in a 
library school that was primarily face-to-face. I think both kinds of courses 
at the time had strengths and weaknesses. I certainly enjoyed meeting 
my classmates face-to-face, but I also liked being able to interact with 
students in the onl1ine course who were not necessarily living [where I 
do] .. .. this variety of perspectives and experiences made the online course 
really interesting." 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 41 participants: For 

NSRP participants, 20% of those who answered this question said they did not 

take any face-to-face courses around the same time as the online one chosen for 

evaluation in Section B. This is only about one in five, compared to nearly one in 

three of SRP participants who reported no face-to-face courses. Remaining 

NSRP participants also wrote comments indicating a strong preference for face

to-face courses (41%) over onJjne courses (5%). The difference is much greater 

than in SRP participants who showed 25% preferred face-to-face courses and 

22% online ones. Results are summarized in table 55 on page 165. 
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Table 55: Comparison with Face-to-Face Course - NSRP (Question B-8) 

Comparison with Face-to-Face Course - NSRP How Often 

41 persons participating 
Did not take face-to-face courses around that time 8 (20%) 
About the same 9 (22%) 
Preferred face-to-face course 17 (41%) 
Preferred online course (including occasi-onal F2F meetings) 2 (5%) 

Too different to compare 0 
Commented on other topics 5 (12%) 

Total answers 41 

One NSRP participant wrote, "I still prefer face-to-face; I feel that it suits 

my learning abilities much better then being onfine." Another said 1 "The online 

course was convenient in that I didn't have to make the 1-hour drive, but I still 

preferred the face-to-face courses over the online course.'' A third person 

suggested a combination of online and face-to-face: 

"I thoroughly enjoyed both formats 1 live and online. However1 online 
professors tend to (in my experience) have us write more papers - I guess as 
visible proof that we're participating in the class and not (virtually) sleeping in the 
back of the cyberspace room. I remember doing more work for the online 
classes. So, I would recommend to people to take 2 in-person classes and 1 
online class per semester, if they're going to schoo·1 fuH-time. " 

In summary, 95 persons answered question B-8 about comparisons 

between the online LIS graduate course discussed in Section B and any face-to

f ace courses taken around the same time. Of those, 51 SRP participants 

answered as did 41 NSRP. For this question, noticeable differences in the 

comments of the two groups reveal that NSRP more often took face-to-face 

courses at the same time as the selected online ones, and they expressed a 

much stronger preference for the face-to-face format than did SRP. Perhaps this 
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inclination toward face-to-face LIS courses over onl·ine ones might have some 

effect on whether or not NSRP students thought of themselves as pioneers when 

taking online courses. 

The eight questions in Section B dealt with participant perceptions about a 

single self-selected onhne LIS graduate course taken in the 1990s. While the 

number of participants who answered questions in Section 8 dropped off from 

the previous section, it is worth noting that in Section 8 an increasing percentage 

of persons who answered a question here also answered the pioneer question 

(C-4). In quest1on B-1 , for exampJe, 85.4% of participants who answered that 

question also responded to the pioneer question. By 8-8, the last question in this 

section, 96.8% of participants who answered the question also responded to the 

pioneer one. In other words, participants who answered questions through 

Section 8 were likely to continue on to the end of the survey. 

Many of the participants answered the text portion of Section 8 questions 

with detailed responses. In review, participants most often reported on a 

technology course (question 8-1 ), frequently from the University of Illinois 

(question 8-2) and taken in 1998 or 1999 (question 8-3). Three reasons for 

selecting the particular course were nearly tied for first: enabled me to work and 

go to school, it was the only way offered, and it fit my schedule (question 8-4). 

Participants also reported in Section 8 that being part of the selected 

course was more often positive than negative (questiion 8-5), and the great 

majority expressed some degree of satisfaction with the course ( question 8-6). 
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When reporting likes and dislikes about the selected course, participants gave 

more positive responses about schedule, materials and formats , and professors 

but more negative comments about technology and a sense of community 

(question 8-7). When asked to compare a face-to-face course taken about the 

same time as the online one, nearly one-fourth reported they did not take a face

to-face one, and one-third said they preferred the face-to-face course ( question 

B-8). Again , it should be noted that SRP and NSRP resutts sometimes varied 

from the answers provided by the total group of participants, as well as from each 

other. Similarities and differences reported by SRP and NSRP are analyzed 

further in Chapter V. 

After discussing a selected LIS online course in Section B, participants 

could continue to Section C to describe their overall experiences with LIS online 

learning in the 1990s. 

Survey Section C: Experiences with LI~ Online Leaming in 1990s 

In Section C of the survey, participants moved from the narrow focus on a 

single online course in Section B to the bigger picture. Composed of 6 

questions, Section C looked at experiences with the entirety of one's experience 

with LIS online learning in the 1990s. In general, fewer persons answered the 

primarily open-ended questtons in Section C. However, of the 112 persons who 

went on to complete the survey, most did respond to questions here. 

As noted about the drop off in text portions of section B, it is possible that 

the time and effort needed to think about and complete text boxes in section C 
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impacted the number of participants. Close-ended questions like most of those 

in section A could be answered more quickly and easily since those questions 

just required checking button choices from a list of pre-configured options. 

Section C questions, however, required more thought and a longer time 

commitment to complete. That said, many participants were generous with their 

time and gave very thorough, informative answers in Section C. 

Question C-1: Describe how you decided to participate in online LIS 

graduate courses in the 1990s. 

As were most of the questions in section C 1 this question was open-ended 

to allow plenty of room for participants to comment through the text box feature. 

Multiple answers were allowed. This question about deciding to participate in LIS 

online learning was answered by 111 participants, (60.0%) of 185 active 

participants. Schedule was given as the most frequent motiivat,ion (42%). 

Specific reasons an online schedule worked wen included family obligations, 

other schools were too far away to travel, job responsibilities, time management, 

and so forth . The second most commonly mentioned motivation was that online 

was the only way a course or program was offered at the bme (30% ). Table 56 

on page 169 summarizes results. 
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Table 56: Decision to Participate in LIS Online Learning (Question C-1) 

Decision to Participate How Often 

111 persons participating 
Not offered focaHy 6 (5%) 
Only way offered at the time 35 (30%) 
Fit my schedule 0ob, family, etc.) 49 (42%) 
Wanted a quality program 8 (7%) 
Wanted to try something new 7 (6) 
Other 11 (10%) 

Total answers 118 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). This question was answered 

by 57 participants. For these participants, deciding to participate in LIS online 

learning in the 1990s was often because the flexibility of online learning fit the 

person's schedule in some way (46%). The next most frequently mentioned 

motivation centered on online as the only way a course was offered at the time 

(26%). Some persons who thought of themselves as pioneers also reported that 

they wanted a quality program (9%) or desired to try something new (5%). Table 

57 describes SRP results. 

Table 57: Decision to Participate in US Online Learning- SRP (Question C-1) 

Decision to Participate - SRP How Often 

57 persons participating 
Not offered 'locaHy 4 (6%) 

Only way offered at the time 17 (26%) 

Fit my schedule 0ob, family, travel , etc.) 30 (46%) 

Wanted a quality proaram 6 (9%) 

Wanted to try something new 5 (8%) 

Other 3 (5%) 

Total answers 65 
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Sampte comments from SRP participants as to how they decided to 

participate in LIS online learning varied. One wrote: 

"I started in a local library school program but was unhappy with the 
quality in relation to the cost and so looked to transfer after taking several 
classes. At first I resisted looking into an online program because I 
thought I wou]d feel too solitary and would miss the classroom experience. 
The opposite turned out to be true because I felt much more connected to 
my classmates in [our program] than I ever felt to the people I sat in a 
room with one evening a week in the local program." 

Another person commented, "The class was only offered online during the 

semester in which I needed to take it" A third part,icipant noted, "I wanted to 

learn about computer technology, did not want to quit my job in order to get a 

degree, and did not want to uproot my life in order to get degree. I wanted to 

participate in trailblazing program." 

Did not consider themse·1ves pioneers (NS.RP). Question C-1 was 

answered by 53 NSRP participants who gave nearly equal weight to two reasons 

for deciding to participate in online learning. Their most popular choice was that 

on line fit their schedules (36% ), lower than the 46% reported by SRP 

participants. :1n addition, 34% of the NSRP group commented that online 

learning was the only way a course was offered at the time, higher than the 26% 

noted by SRP. As mentioned in the previous section, taking online courses 

simply because they were 'the only way offered' may have influenced self

perceptions about whether or not one was a pioneer. Few NSRP participants 

wrote that they wanted to try something new (7%) or attend a quality program 

(4%). NSRP results are summarized in table 58 on page 171. 
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Table 58: Decision to Participate in LIS Online Learning- NSRP (Question C-1) 

Decision to Participate - NSRP How Often 

53 persons participating 
Not offered rocaffy 2 (4%) 
Only way offered at the time 18 (34%) 
Fit my schedule {job, family, etc.) 19 (36%) 
Wanted a quality program 2 (4%) 

Wanted to try something new 4 (7%) 
Other 8 (15%) 

Total answers 53 

NSRP group members gave a variety of explanations about deciding to 

participate in LIS online learning. For example, one made the decision "mostly 

by default. This was the fastest way to complete the program." Another 

participant stated, "The classes I wanted to take for my degree were only offered 

on line, so I took the classes in that format" A third NSRP mentioned, "I was an 

early adopter of technology and jumped at the chance to participate in [these] 

on line classes .... " This final comment is an example of an NSRP who had 

already used many online tools by the time LIS online courses were taken and 

who, therefore, did not feel fike a pioneer doing something new. 

In summary, 111 persons answered question C-1 about how they decided 

to participate in online US graduate courses in the 1990s. Of those, 57 were 

SRP and 53 were NSRP. The most popular reason given overall was that online 

learning best fit in with the participant's schedule ( 42% ). 

Question C-2: What were some of the highlights (positive or negative) of 

your online LIS graduate studies in the 1990s? 
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This open-ended question about highlights was answered by 95 (51.4%) 

of 185 survey participants. For this question, all reasons were more often rated 

positive than negative. Schedule was the most positive highlight at 100% 

positive, followed by overall satisfaction (89% positive) and the role of professors 

(76% positive). Table 59 summarizes results. 

Table 59: Highlights of LIS Online Courses (Question C-2) 

Highlights of US On1ine Courses How Often 

95 persons participating 
Materials and formats - positive comments 37 (54%) 
Materials and formats - negative comments 31 (46%) 

Professors - positive comments 22 (76%) 
Professors - negative comments 7 (24%) 

Satisfaction overall - positive comments 25 (89%) 
Satisfaction overall - negat,ive comments 3 (11%) 

Schedule - positive comments 24 (100%) 
Schedule - negative comments 0 (0%) 

Sense of community - positive comments 24 (63%) 
Sense of community - negative comments 14 (37%) 

Tech no logy - positive comments 12 (63%) 

Technology- negative comments 7 (37%) 

Total answers 206 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). This question was answered 

by 51 SRP participants with a total of 108 comments about highlights of online 

graduate courses, of which 77 (71 % ) were positive and 31 (29%) were negative. 

The most positive comments were written about satisfaction overall with online 

learning and its effect on personal schedules with both at 100%. Highlights 
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related to professors and instructors were also high for SRP at 79% positive, and 

participants reported favorably about a sense of community at 63%. The two 

areas where SRP comments were more evenly divided between positive and 

negative were about technology (57% positive) and materials and formats (53% 

positive). Comments are summarized in table 60. 

Table 60: Highlights of LIS Online Courses- SRP (Question C-2) 

Highlights of LIS Online Courses - SRP How Often 

51 persons participating 
Materials and formats - positive comments 20 (53%) 
Materials and formats - negative comments 18 (47%) 

Professors - positive comments 11 (79%) 
Professors - negative comments 3 (21%) 

Satisfaction overall - positive comments 19 (100%) 
Satisfaction overall - negative comments 0 (0%) 

Schedule - positive comments 11 (100%) 
Schedule - negative comments 0 (0%) 

Sense of community - positive comments 12 (63%) 
Sense of community - negative comments 7 (37%) 

Technology- positive comments 4 (57%) 

Technology- negative comments 3 (43%) 

Total answers 108 

SRP participants wrote quite a few comments about the highl·ights 

(positive or negative) of US online learning in the 1990s. One observed, 

"The technology segments became obsolete very quickly. Back then we 
were dialing in to the campus mainframe and using Gopher, Veronica, etc. The 
experience was very frustrating; since all home computer set-ups were unique; 
technical assistance was a nightmare. " 

Another person also commented about using early technologies: 
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"POSITIVE: I enjoyed making contact and interacting with 
professionals around the world through this program. I also learned how 
to work with technology and not to be afraid of it but to embrace new 
developments. NEGATIVE: I missed not being able to fully engage with 
students and professors during a class. This was due to technical 
problems and because the technology was not as wel I developed as it is 
now." 

A third participant noted a sense of community that developed as faculty 

and student worked together on a new program format: 

"Since I was in the first cohort of the program, there was a real 
feeling of collaboration between the faculty and students to make the 
program work. We fett a bit like pioneers, and that was enjoyable. The 
technology was barely up to the task but it was adequate. I feel that both 
the instructors and students worked harder in the onHne courses than they 
would have if it had been in person.,, 

Another mentioned professors, as well: 

"I met some great professors and got some leads on job 
opportunities through the dasses J took_ 1 feel like I met .librarians from 
more diverse places than I would in a traditional school setting. 
Sometimes I could go to ctass in my pajamas! :) The online degree gave 
me greater flexibility in location and time that I was in class .... I could tell 
that the professors and administration of the program were proud of it and 
were very interested in making it successful.

11 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). This question was 

answered by 44 participants who reported schedule as the most positive highlight 

of LIS online learning (100%) which was similar to the results from SRP. 

Comments about professors were 73% positive for the NSRP group, slightly less 

positive than in the SRP group (79% ). However, comments about overall 

satisfaction were only 67% positive in the NSRP group, but 100% positive in the 

SRP group. Thus, the overall satisfaction rate is one of the more striking 

differences between the comments of the two groups in the entire survey. 
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On other topics, comments about technology were 67% positjve for the 

NSRP group, more than the 57% for SRP participants. This is an interesting 

finding, since the report of less positive experiences with technology might have 

been expected to cause SRP to view overall satisfaction with LIS online learning 

less favorably and NSRP more so, but results for this question showed that the 

opposite happened. Possible reasons for this disparity are discussed further in 

Chapter V 

Answers touching on sense of community were 63% positive in both 

groups, perhaps one result of constructivist educational theory as mentioned in 

Chapter II. Materials and formats was the topic most evenly divided between 

positive and negative with a 57% positive rating for the NSRP participants and 

53% for SRP. NSRP results are summarized in table 61 on page 176. 

175 



Table 61: Highlights of LIS Online Courses- NSRP (Question C-2) 

Highlights of LIS Online Courses - NSRP How Often 

44 persons participating 
Materials and formats - ;positive comments 17 (57%) 
Materials and formats - negative comments 13 (43%) 

Professors - positive comments 11 (73%) 
Professors - negatrve comments 4 (27%) 

Satisfaction overall - positive comments 6 (67%) 
Satisfaction overall - negative comments 3 (33%) 

Schedule - positive comments 13 (100%) 
Schedule - negative comments 0 (0%) 

Sense of community - positive comments 12 (63%) 
Sense of community - negative comments 7 (37%) 

Technology - positive comments 8 (67%) 
Technofogy- negative comments 4 (33%) 

Total answers 98 

Some comments from NSRP partjcipants reflected overall satisfaction with 

LIS online learning: 

"I got to attend one of the best library schools in the country without 
having to move. I developed Web skills in addition to learning the 
curriculum. Because of on-campus sessions, group projects and 
synchronous class s·essions with chat1 I developed strong social 
connections with my classmates, more so than if J attended evening 
classes aimed at commuters who arrived from work and headed directly 
home after class. The faculty and administration were very committed to 
the success of the students, providing lots of support to ensure that 
technology was never a barrier to education." 

However, other participants reported more negative highlights from the 

experience. One commented about technology, 

"Well , to a great degree much of the online conversation consisted 
of chat notes of people saying "I can't get audio" or "we can't get a picture 
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here at my computer1" This would often go on for a very good portion of 
the online discussion/chat. Later, technology improved to the point that 
we no longer had these issues." 

Another wrote, 

"Looking back now, t can see that the class helped me to get over 
my discomfort with new technologies - very important for a future librarian . . 
However, it was often an exercise in frustration. I was often so out of my 
depth that I didn't even know how to articulate the questions I needed to 
ask. Also, the Web board in the course software intimidated me. If you 
posted wrong, you got a list of complaints rather than an answer to your 
question." 

Some discussed both :positive and negatjve highlights, such as the 

participant who wrote, 

"Positive: I thought that offering courses in both formats allowed 
students more flexibility. For example, many of the graduate level face-to
face courses were offered at night which meant that a student would have 
to be on campus after dark. The evening online courses allowed a 
student to be 'in dass' in the comfort of hjs/her own home ( or other 
location). 

"Negative: Some instructors couldn't get the hang of teaching 
online. Believe it or not, it's possible to lose control of a class even when 
they are not physically present. Many times students would carry on 
conversations or just interrupt while the instructor was sending messages. 
Also, students would often think that they were send1ng a private message 
to a classmate but mistakenly broadcast it to the entire class." 

In summary, 95 persons answered question C-2, and a strong difference 

emerged between the feelings of SRP and NSRP participants about overall 

satisfaction. Some 51 of the persons who answered question C-4 were SRP and 

44 were NSRP. 

Question C-3: What was the best LIS online graduate course you took in 

the 1990s? The worst? Please explain why. 
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This open-ended question was answered by 96 persons (52.0%) out of 

185 active participants. Many of the courses named as best or worst were 

specific to a particular program or school . Jn total, however, the greatest number 

of positive comments about why a course was either the best or the worst 

discussed overall satisfaction (77% positive) and a sense of community (67%). 

The more negative comments, on the other hand, touched on the role of 

professors (58% negatjve) and on materials and formats (57% ). Reasons are 

summarized in table 62. 

Table 62: Reason LIS Online Course Was Best or Worst (Question C-3) 

Reason LIS Online Course Was Best or Worst How Often 

96 persons participating 
Materiafs and formats - positive comments 18 (43%) 
Materials and formats - negative comments 24 (57%) 

Professors - positive comments 33 (42%) 
Professors - negative comments 46 (58%) 

Satisfaction overaJJ - positive comments 23 (77%) 
Satisfaction overall - negative comments 7 (23%) 

Schedule - positive comments 0 
Schedule - negative comments 0 

Sense of community - positive comments 2 (67%) 
Sense of community - negative comments 1 (33%) 

Technology- positive comments 1 (50%) 
Technology- negative comments 1 (50%) 

Total answers 156 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). For SRP, 53 participants 

offered 11 O comments about why they considered a particular LIS online course 

178 



the best or worst. By far the most SRP comments, whether positive or negative, 

were written about the role of the course professor with negative comments 

about professors (58%) more prevalent than positive ones (42%). This negativity 

about professors often had to do with the professor's perceived absence from the 

online course. Written comments by SRP indicated a more negative view of the 

materials and formats used (55%) than a positive one ( 45% ). tn spite of these 

negative responses, comments about overaU satisfaction were strongly positive 

(79%) for SRP participants, but they mentioned few things about either 

technology or a sense of community. Comments from SRP are summarized in 

table 63. 

Table 63: Reason LIS Online Course Was Best or Worst- SRP (Question C-3) 

Reason LIS Online Course Was Best or Worst - SRP How Often 

53 persons participating 
Materials and formats - positive comments 13 (45%) 

Materials and formats - negative comments 16 (55%) 

Professors - positive comments 24 (42%) 

Professors - negative comments 33 (58%) 

Satisfaction overall - positive comments 15 (79%) 

Satisfaction overall - negative comments 4 (21%) 

Schedule - positive comments 0 

Schedule - negative comments 0 

Sense of community - positive comments 2 (67%) 

Sense of community - negative comments 1 (33%) 

Technology - positive comments 1 (50%) 

Technofoav negative comments 1 (50%) 

Total answers 110 
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One SRP participant commented about the importance of the instructor's 

role: 

"I only took one [online course], and it was a major disappointment. 
I think the course really depends on how well it was organized and 
designed and how much effort the person conducting it is willing to invest. 
To be successful , you are going to spend a lot of time and effort in 
developing and executing a successful experience for your students." 

Another student wrote along similar lines: 

"[The] worst was [the] course where the instructor hadn't figured out 
the difference between what's needed for in-person teaching and online 
teaching. It was difficult for [the instructor] to establish an onl ine presence 
in the class." 

However, some comments about overall satisfaction were positive, as 

illustrated by the participant who wrote, "The best course was a management 

course; the content was truly fascinating and the professor kept it moving. (We 

used case studies and couldn't believe people did that stuff ... little did we know!). " 

Positive satisfaction was echoed by a participant who wrote, "The best 

was [this] course because the book discussions were conducive to online 

learning, the instructor was available and willing to take risks with us, and the 

assignments were interesting and relevant. " 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). This question was 

answered by 43 NSRP participants who wrote 46 comments about why a 

selected LIS online course was the best or worst taken, with 22 of the comments 

positive and 24 negative. For this group, many comments were about the role of 

instructors in the course with 58% negative and 42% positive, identical to views 

about the topic in the SRP group. 
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For question C-3, comments about materials and formats were 62% 

negative for NSRP participants, compared to 55% of the SRP group. 

Participants in the NSRP group made comments about an overall sense of 

satisfaction which were 73% positive, while comments by SRP participants were 

79% positive. In an unexpected departure from responses to other survey 

questions, NSRP participants did not make any comments here about schedule, 

a sense of community, or technology. For NSRP participants, the role of 

professors and of materials and formats apparently trumped other factors in 

determining a best or worst LIS online course. Table 64 summarizes NSRP 

answers as to why an LIS online course was best or worst. 

Table 64: Reason LIS Online Course Was Best or Worst- NSRP (Question C-3) 

Reason LIS Online Course Was Best or Worst - NSRP How Often 

43 persons participating 
Materials and formats - positive comments 5 (38%) 

Materials and formats - negative comments 8 (62%) 

Professors - positive comments 9(41%) 

Professors - negative comments 13 (59%) 

Satisfaction overall - positive comments 8 (73%) 

Satisfaction overall - negative comments 3 (27%) 

Schedule - positive comments 0 

Schedule - negative comments 0 

Sense of community - positive comments 0 

Sense of community - negative comments 0 

Technology positive comments 0 

Technofogy negative comments 0 

Total answers 46 
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In the text comments about the reasons a course was considered best or 

worst, one NSRP participant stated, 

"I do not remember the title of the worst on line class that I took. I 
do remember that it was the worst one because the teacher did little to 
!11ake the class interesting and to take full advantage of the technologies 
involved with the course site ( such as the "chalkboard" feature and putting 
students into smaller discussion groups to then come back and report to 
the larger group later)." 

Another participant expressed another side of using online tools: 

"I think [this] course was the most difficult in this format because of 
all the group work and group interpersonal dynamics. At this time the 
collaborating tools were not well developed in course management 
systems ( chat rooms, etc.) and were very frustrating and confusing to use. 
There was lots of emailing, and it was hard to come to a final cohesive 
product." 

Among the positive comments by NSRP participants about why the LIS 

online course was best or worse, one person wrote, "The best class was [this 

course]. The content was utterly eye-opening, making me see the world in ways 

I had never considered previously and altering my careers plans as a result." 

Overall, 96 persons answered this question and later answered question 

C-4 about whether or not they considered themselves pioneers when they took 

online LIS graduate courses in the 1990s. This was the first survey question in 

which all participants who answered a question also responded to the later 

pioneer question. Among those who answered question C-3, 53 were SRP 

participants and 43 were NSRP. Comments by the SRP group were slightly 

more positive than the NSRP group regarding an overall sense of satisfaction in 

the course selected as best or worst of all LIS online courses taken. 
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Question C-4: When you took LIS online graduate courses in the 1990s, 

did you think of yourself as a pioneer or trailblazer at that time? If so, 

please share some of the reasons in the box below. 

This question gathered two types of data. First, radio buttons offered a 

yes or no option. Then, a text box was provided for participations to offer more 

information or a further explanation of their choice. The idea of possibly thinking 

about oneself as a pioneer or trailblazer (or not) during online learning in the 

1990s was introduced to participants at the beginning of the survey. For 

example, the dissertation title in the consent form (see Appendix 8) and the 

invitation to participate (see Appendix C) mentioned pioneering students, as did 

the explanation of the purpose of the research. 

Question C-4 about pioneer status was answered by 110 (59.5%) of 185 

active participants. Opinions were nearly evenly divided between those who 

those of themselves as pioneers or trailblazers at the time (57 at 51 .8%) and 

those who did not (53 at 48.2%). Table 65 summarizes both kinds of responses. 

Table 65: Pioneer or Trailblazer (Question C-4) 

Yes 
No 

Pioneer or Trailblazer 

11 O persons responding 

Subtotal button answers 

Additional text comments 

Total answers 

Figure 34 on page 184 shows the button results. 
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How Often 

57 (52%) 
53 (48%) 

110 

78 
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Figure 34: Question C-4 Acbve part•dpants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). Text comments were added 

by 52 persons. Most frequently stated reasons that SRP participants gave for 

believing themselves to be pioneers related to new technologies introduced at 

the time (20 answers at 47%) and that online degrees and programs were new at 

the time (18 responses at 42%). Clearly, for SRP participants, the newness of 

the experience was important. A few SRP also noted that ~t being an exciting 

time or that they felt like guinea pigs in their onHne courses. SRP results are 

summarized :in table 66 on page 185. 
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Table 66: Pioneer Question: SRP (Question C-4) 

Pioneer Question - SRP How Often 

52 persons participating 
Already comfortable with technology by time took online courses 0 

Doing what was need to get my degree 0 

Exciting time 2 (4%) 

Felt like a guinea pig 3 (7%) 

Online courses and deorees a new option at the time 18 (42%) 

Online courses and deorees had been around a while by then 0 

New technologies emerging like Web, Internet, and courseware 20 (47%) 

Total answers 43 

Since this question is at the heart of this research project, several 

comments from participants who considered themselves pioneers at the time 

they took LIS online courses in the 1990s are included here. For example, one 

SRP participant echoed some of the ideas reported in findings by Rogers (2005) 

about early adopters and innovation: 

"I think that we all realized that this was a new medium, a new way 
of learning. I also think that was one reason it was a great program. It 
brought together people who were risk takers and innovators. Not all of us 
fit that model, but most did. This was not a pedestrian bunch; we were 
sprinting." 

Others in the SRP group wrote similar explanations such as, "In every 

way. We knew we were the first class at [our school] and we were proud of that 

fact. I can't help but think that we made things better for future students." 

Another participant said, "It was the first year of the program, so we were 
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pioneers. The technology was still rather primitive and we pushed it to its limits 

(tried video over modems - didn't work too well) ." This was echoed by someone 

who suggested, "When I went to [the University], the Web was only about 4 years 

old and we did feel like we were embarking a new adventure in education." 

Another SRP group member wrote: 

"I was working in an academic library during my undergraduate 
years and preparing for graduate school when I heard about the program 
offerings. The other staff thought I was nuts to try it but my boss was very 
excited about the program and the potential it had. My boss' excitement 
really told me this was something I should do (my boss was visionary, the 
staff was not). I knew going in that I would be a part of something special, 
I just didn't know how special it would be." 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). This question was 

answered by 53 participants. Text comments were added by 26 persons, and 

the most frequently stated reasons for not thinking of themselves as pioneers 

had to do with simply doing what was needed to get a degree (7 participants at 

47%), a response not mentioned by the SRP group at all. The second reason 

NSRP participants gave for feeling they were not trailblazers was that online 

courses and degrees had been around a while by then (5 at 33%). This answer 

was not mentioned by SRP participants, either. Clearly, reasons for thinking of 

themselves as pioneers or non-pioneers varied greatly between the two groups, 

and some possible reasons for these differences are discussed in Chapter V. 

Results for NSRP are summarized in table 67 on page 187. 
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Table 67: Pioneer Question: NSRP (Question C-4) 

Pioneer Question - NSRP How Often 

26 persons participating 
Already comfortable with technology by time took online courses 3 (20%) 

Doing what was need to get my degree 7 (47%) 

Exciting time 0 

Felt like a guinea pig 0 

Online courses and degrees a new option at the time 0 

Online courses and degrees had been around a while by then 5 (33%) 

New technologies emerging like Web, Internet, and courseware 0 

Total answers 15 

Sample comments from NSRP participants included: "I was comfortable 

using the Internet, so it didn't strike me as unusual to study this way. It was only 

after I graduated that others commented to me that I was a pioneer and a risk

taker." Another participant stated that "I was just doing what I had to do to earn a 

degree." A third commented, "I was ahead of the curve in terms of technology, 

and the onl ine class formats and management were not, so no." 

Another NSRP participant answered, "Not really- I was naive enough to 

believe most schools would offer such programs in 1-2 years. Instead, it took 

almost a decade for most. .. " Another noted that "I just thought I was doing stuff 

on the computer." 

Even among those who did not think of themselves as trailblazers, some 

mentioned that the process itself was new. For example, one NSRP participant 
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noted that "I didn't personally, but the university's attitude was that this was very 

cutting edge." Another agreed: 

"Not myself, but I felt like I was part of the technology movement in 
libraries. I remember taking a typing class in high school, DOS and 
Gopher in undergraduate, GUI and dial-up in the mid 1990's and then in 
library school everything seemed to start exploding. Also, having the 
ability for T1 lines at school was great. The ability to remember and have 
experience with all the 'computer' aspects has helped me when I assist 
physicians that graduated in the 1980's or before because I can show the 
connections how it was to where it is now." 

In summary, 110 persons answered question C-4 about thinking of oneself 

as a pioneer or trailblazer at the time. Of those, 57 were SRP and 53 were 

NSRP. Since the focus of this research was pioneers in online LIS graduate 

courses in the 1990s, this was a pivotal question. Thus, results for all other 

questions in the survey include information about how many participants also 

answered question C-4. 

Question C-5: What four words best describe your experience with LIS 

online graduate courses in the 1990s? 

This question provided four text boxes in which participants could write up 

to four words ( one per box) in order to best describe their experiences with LIS 

online graduate courses. Question C-5 was answered by 101 persons (54.6% of 

active participants). The first text box was completed by all 101 ( 100% ), the 

second blank by 100 (99.0% ), the third by 94 (93.1 % ), and the fourth line by 86 

(85.1 %). 

This question was answered by 101 participants, and the first text box was 

completed by all 101 persons (100%), the second blank by 100 of them (99.0%), 
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the third by 94 (93.1 %), and the fourth by 86 (85.1 %). The words most 

frequently mentioned to describe the participants experiences with LIS online 

learning in the 1990s were convenient (23 times), interesting (19 times), 

challenging (16 times), frustrating (15 times), exciting (11 times), and innovative 

(10 times). 

A composite word cloud of all words entered in the word boxes for this 

question was created using Wardle and is displayed in figure 35 . 
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Figure 35: Question C-5 Word Cloud - Active participants 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). 53 participants: For this SRP 

group, the first and second text boxes were completed by all 53 ( 100% ), the third 

blank by 52 (98.1 %), and the fourth line by 50 (94.3%). Among SRP participants, 
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the words most frequently mentioned were challenging (12 times) , convenient 

(1 O times), innovative (10 times), and interesting (8 times) . Word choice results 

are shown in figure 36. 

C 

Figure 36: Question C-5 Word Cloud - SRP 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 48 participants: In this 

instance, the first text box was completed by 48 NSRP (100%), the second blank 

by 47 (97.9%), the third by 42 (87.5%), and the fourth by 36 (975.0%). Among 

NSRP participants, the words most frequently mentioned were convenient (14 

times), frustrating (1 O times) , and interesting (1 O times) . A composite view of all 

words entered in the word boxes for this question was created in Wardle and is 

displayed in figure 37 on page 191 . 
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Figure 37: Question C-5 Word Cloud - 'No' to pioneer question 

It is noteworthy that SRP group members did not include frustrating as 

one of their most frequently used words as the NSRP group did. In addition, 

innovative was not among the top words mentioned by NSRP. These word 

choices may reflect an important difference between the two groups. For 

example, perhaps the very sense of innovation helped the SRP group think of 

themselves as pioneers, or perhaps that feeling of doing something new helped 

to reduce the frustration level for SRP participants. These and other possibilities 

will be discussed further in the conclusions as reported in chapter V. 

In summary, 101 persons answered question C-5, of whom 53 were SRP 

and 48 were NSRP. Overall, frequently used words included convenient, 

interesting, challenging, frustrating , exciting, and innovative. 
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Question C-6: Looking back at your experience in LIS online graduate 

courses in the 1990s from your perspective today, how would you evaluate 

it overall? 

This open-ended question was answered by 99 persons, 53. 5% of active 

participants. When asked to provide an overall evaluation, persons who 

answered question C-6 rated LIS online learning in the 1990s with words which 

were coded into categories ranging from bad to excellent. The most popular 

category was 'excellent' with 29 comments (33%). 'Great' (24 at 27%) and 

'average' (23 at 26%) nearly tied for second place. Only 13 (14%) participants 

described the experience as 'bad' or 'poor' overall. Table 68 summarizes results. 

Table 68: Overall Evaluation (Question C-6) 

Overall Evaluation How Often 

99 persons participating 
ExceHent (best ever, highest honors, highry recommend, wonderful, very 29 (33%) 
valuable , experience of a lifetime, cutting edge, one of best experiences of my 
life, best part of my training, extremely glad took the course, outstanding , 
wonderful experience, grade of A, grade of A-, grade of A+) 

Great (high marks, quite worthwhile, very satisfied, very good, grateful for 24 (27%) 
experience, great experience, glad took it, great, interesting, loved it, fine, 
quite valuable , really enjoyed, very good, very neat experience, worthwhile, 
grade of B) 

Average (adequate, informative but not best, good, good at time, not bad, 23 (26%) 
some growing pains, did what it was supposed to do, did what needed, good 
background, good experience) 

Poor (insufficient, needed improvement, school was not ready for it) 7 (8%) 

Bad (not a fan, sucked, would have preferred F2F, painful , would not do it 6 (6%) 

again) 

Total answers 89 
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Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). This question was answered 

by 50 participants. Among SRP group members, the majority of evaluative 

comments fell into the 'excellent' category with 17 comments (37% ). 'Great' ( 13 

at 28%) and 'average' (11 at 24%) were next, while only 7 pioneers (11 %) used 

phrases that indicated the experience was 'bad' or 'poor' overall. Table 69 

summarizes the results. 

Table 69: Overall Evaluation - SRP (Question C-6) 

Overall Evaluation - SRP How Often 

50 persons participating 
Excellent (best ever, highest honors, highly recommend, wonderful , very 17 (37%) 
valuable, experience of a lifetime, cutting edge, one of best experiences of my 
life, grade of A+) 

Great (high marks, quite worthwhile, very satisfied, very good, grateful for 13 (28%) 
experience, great experience, grade of B) 

Average (adequate, informative but not best, good, good at time, not bad, 11 (24%) 
some growing pains, did what it was supposed to do) 

Poor 2 (4%) 

Bad (not a fan, sucked, would have preferred F2F) 3 (7%) 

Total answers 46 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). 49 participants: Among 

NSRP participants, descriptions that can be categorized as 'excellent' and 

'average' tied for first with 29 comments each (28%). 'Great' (24 at 25%) came 

in third. As a result, 8 (19%) of the NSRP group described the experiences as 

'bad' or 'poor' overall , higher than the 11 % among SRP. This may be due to 
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some of the frustrations discussed by in previous survey questions. NSRP 

results about an overall evaluation are shown in table 70. 

Table 70: Overall Evaluation - NSRP (Question C-6) 

Overall Evaluation - NSRP How Often 

49 persons participating 
Excellent (best part of my training, extremely glad took the course, 12 (28%) 
outstanding , wonderful experience, grade of A, grade of A-) 

Great (glad took it, great, interesting, loved it, fine, quite valuable, really 11 (25%) 
enjoyed, very good, very neat experience, worthwhile) 

Average (did what needed, good, good background, good experience, good 12 (28%) 
for time) 

Poor (insufficient, needed improvement, school was not ready for it) 5 (12%) 

Bad (painful , sucked, would not do it again) 3 (7%) 

Total answers 43 

Jn summary, 99 persons answered question C-6 about an overalJ 

evaluation of the experience of online LIS graduate courses taken in the 1990s, 

of whom 50 were SRP, and 49 were NSRP. Written comments about the 

experience ranged on a continuum with more participants rating the experience 

as average, great, or excellent than those reporting it as either poor or bad. 

Overall , Section C included many rich, descriptive text comments which 

shed light on the experiences of those who took online LIS graduate courses in 

the 1990s. Participants revealed that the most common reason for participating 

in online learning was that it 'fit my schedule' (question C-1 ). Highlights of the 

online learning experience were more often felt to be positive than negative 

( question C-2). When asked why a course was best or worst, overall 
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satisfaction and a sense of community were often rated as positive reasons, 

while the materials and formats, as well as the role of professors, received more 

negative comments (question C-3). 

Participants identified themselves slightly more often as SRP than NSRP 

(question C-4). The words most frequently mentioned to describe the 

participants experiences with LIS online learning in the 1990s were convenient, 

interesting, challenging, frustrating , exciting, and innovative ( question C-5). 

When asked for an evaluation of LIS online learning in the 1990s, most described 

it as either average, great, or excellent ( question C-6). As in other sections, it is 

important to remember the SRP and NSRP results often varied from these 

general results and from each other. For that reason, SRP and NSRP 

differences are analyzed further in Chapter V. 

Survey Section D: Concluding Thoughts 

Section D was composed of one final question. It was included in the 

survey to provide an opportunity for participants to add any other thoughts or 

comments which would help in describing the experience of taking part in online 

LIS graduate courses in the 1990s. 

Question D-1: Please feel free to use the space below to share stories 

about any other experiences or outcomes that you feel were important to 

you as a graduate student taking online LIS courses in the 1990s. When 

you are finished and ready to submit the questionnaire, please click the 

'Submit' button on the next page. 
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This optional question was also open-ended and designed to gather text 

comments. It was answered by only 27 (14.6%) of the 185 active participants, 

but the descriptions they provided tended to be full and rich. 

Considered themselves pioneers (SRP). This question was answered 

by 13 participants. Sample comments include one that stated, "I enjoyed the 

experience very much and wouldn't take any more courses in a face-to-face 

environment." 

Another SRP participant noted: 

"I was surprised by how well we students got to know each other, 
primarily through the chat rooms and discussion boards used in the 
courses. I think the one weekend per semester on-campus requirement 
made a big difference in fostering interactions. I definitely enjoyed the 
experience." 

A third noted: 

"I'd be interested to know if the reasons for an online degree have 
changed since I graduated - it seems like the benefits are still the same. 
One concern when we graduated was that employers would look at the 
online degree differently than a face-to-face [one], but that was never an 
issue when I applied for jobs. I have been able to help encourage staff to 
get their degrees online and become library professionals, which is also 
rewarding." 

Did not consider themselves pioneers (NSRP). This final question was 

answered by 11 NSRP participants. Sample comments include one from a 

participant who noted that "I have subsequently become an adjunct LIS instructor 

using the online format. Experiencing this as a student was excellent preparation 

for me." 
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Another participant wrote, "Any particular technology is just a pedagogical 

tool. The success of the program was a result of outstanding faculty and an 

institutional commitment to the success of the students." A third person wrote, 

"The understanding of technology: uses of technology, types of technology, limits 

of technology, community based on technology, continue to be incredibly 

valuable professionally ten years later." 

Overall, 27 persons answered question 0-1 with additional concluding 

thoughts, of whom 13 were SRP and 11 NSRP. 

As this chapter has shown, many interesting and sometimes surprising 

findings resulted from the research survey. Section A used many button 

responses and collected basic information about participants, looking at things 

such as when they took LIS online courses in the 1990s, the materials and 

formats used, gender, and age. In Section B, participants could select one single 

LIS online course from the 1990s about which they wanted to answer some 

questions. Then, Section C moved participants from a narrow look at one LIS 

course to the overall experience of LIS online learning courses in the 1990s. 

Finally, Section D provided space for participants to add any information that 

might not have been shared in the other sections. Conclusions based on 

analysis of these findings are reported in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

This research project has provided a look at the experiences of 185 active 

participants who took LIS online graduate courses in the 1990s and answered 

questions in this survey. In reviewing project results, this chapter will look at the 

answers to the research question and its five sub-questions, paying particular 

attention to results from participants who noted whether or not they considered 

themselves to be pioneers at the time of their early LIS online courses. Then, 

characteristics of Roger's diffusion of innovation theory will be reviewed in light of 

survey findings. Finally, suggestions for future research and contributions to the 

LIS field will be noted. 

Research Question 

The research question for this dissertation was 'What were the 

experiences and stories of early pioneering students in LIS online graduate 

learning in the 1990s?' Survey questions were designed to elicit information via 

button responses and open-ended text comments. To better understand various 

aspects of the research question, five sub-questions examined different parts of 

the experience. 

Sub-question 1: What is a general description of LIS online graduate 

students in the 1990s? 
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The first sub-question gathered facts about survey participants, resulting 

in demographic and other more quantitative data that provide a general 

description of participants. Of 292 persons who entered the survey, 185 went on 

to answer at least some of the questions and are referred to here as active 

participants. The following description encapsulates the overall responses from 

those participants and serves as a background for later analysis. 

Age. During the time when taking 1990s LIS courses, active participants 

reported their age range as a virtual tie between 20-29 and 40-49, followed 

closely by 30-39, so most were between 20-49 years of age. This is an example 

of the changing face of higher education in the 1990s noted earlier, as more 

adults participated in post-secondary education in the 1990s (Rudestam and 

Schoenholtz-Read 2002; Connick 1997). It should be noted that SRP 

participants most often reported being in the 20-29 age range, while NSRP 

participants reported a tie between 20-29 and 30-39, followed closely by 40-49. 

Overall , the SRP group was younger than their NSRP counterparts. 

Gender. Participants were primarily female (87%) which is expected in 

the library and information profession which is made up of more women than 

men. 

Institutions. Active participants reported taking courses from a total of 44 

different LIS programs during the 1990s. The most frequently mentioned 

programs were the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Emporia State 
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University, Syracuse University, the State University of New York at Buffalo, the 

University of South Florida, and the University of Arizona ( see table 14 on page 

85). Among active participants, the most often selected reasons participants 

chose a particular program were location, in-state tuition, and a school's 

reputation. 

Course loads. Among these active participants, the most frequently 

reported total number of LIS online courses taken in the 1990s was 2 to 4, 

followed by those who took as many as 11 to 13, and some who took only one 

online course. Clearly there was a wide range in the number of online courses 

taken at the time which will be explored further in the remaining sub-questions. 

The most frequently mentioned subject areas for the LIS online courses were 

information sources and services, information organization, and technology. In a 

time of many technological changes such as the World Wide Web and the 

spread of personal computers as described in Chapter II , it is not surprising that 

many technology-related courses were part of LIS online learning in the 1990s. 

Formats. For active participants, the formats and tools reportedly used at 

the time were email in first place, followed by supplemental face-to-face 

meetings, Websites, and listservs. Preferred formats and tools were course 

management systems which were developing rapidly in the 1990s, supplemental 

face-to-face meetings, and email. Overall satisfaction among all participants was 

more often positive than negative. Survey results showed that most active 
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participants took their LIS online courses in the second half of the decade (72% ), 

including nearly a fourth in 1998 and 1999 alone. 

Reasons. Active participants reported several things were accomplished 

by the LIS online courses in the 1990s. The most frequent response was 

obtaining a MLS degree, followed by a new job or position, and a pay increase. 

This emphasis on practical efforts to improve one's circumstances may be linked 

to the life situations and needs of many survey participants in the 20-49 year age 

range, relating to andragogy and constructivism (Merriam and Brockett 1997). 

Sub-question 2: What did LIS graduate students experience as part of this 

online learning? 

Participants were given the opportunity to choose up to four words to 

describe their experiences with LIS online learning in the 1990s (see question C-

5). These words were tallied and revealed that participants overall most often 

described the LIS online learning experience from the student perspective as 

convenient, interesting, challenging, frustrating , exciting, and innovative (see 

figure 35 on page 189). 

A few quotations will illustrate the word choices. For example, one 

participant wrote, "I liked the convenience factor'' while another noted, "I found it 

to be really interesting and found that the class really engaged me ... . " One 

mentioned that "the assignments were challenging, much more than my campus 

classes to date." Another said, " ... the course management systems were very 

frustrating and confusing to use." Although frustrating , online learning was also 
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exciting as noted by the participant who wrote, " ... my boss was very excited 

about the program and the potential it had." A participant mentioned that "[the 

program] brought together people who were risk takers and innovators." 

Sub-question 3: What factors influenced student the experience? 

Many participants discussed factors which influenced their experiences 

with LIS online learning during the 1990s. Coding participant comments for 

categories revealed some of these influential areas to be available technologies, 

delivery tools and formats used in the online course, the role of instructors, 

development (or lack) of a sense of community, other students, and personal life 

situations of the participants themselves. 

When considering highlights of the online learning experience, analysis 

showed that descriptions from participants were very positive (100%) concerning 

how well online learning worked with the schedules and life situations of 

participants (see question C-2). In addition, comments were more often positive 

(89%) than negative about overall satisfaction when describing highlights of LIS 

online graduate studies. Comments were generally positive about the role of 

instructors (76% ), technology (63% ), and a sense of community in the course 

(63% ). A positive sense of community may reflect one outcome of constructivist 

educational theory as described in Chapter 11. With an emphasis on learning by 

doing and collaboration with other students in creating real-world applications, 

constructivist principles may have contributed to the building of community for 

online students, regardless of time or place (Merriam and Caffarella 1999). 
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However, comments about materials and formats used in the courses 

were more evenly divided, with just 54% of the comments positive so that 

materials and formats likely account for some of the frustration mentioned in sub

question 2. As described in the discussion of technological and educational 

changes in Chapter II , many online learning tools and formats were new and 

rapidly evolving during the 1990s. This shifting landscape may have contributed 

to frustration as early LIS online students had to contend with new versions of 

barely familiar course tools, as well as brand new online tools just entering the 

market during the 1990s. For example, course management systems such as 

TopClass, Blackboard, WebCT, and more opened in the 1990s, and many LIS 

programs tried one or more of these as they searched for the best choice for their 

students. 

In summary, participants reported feeling positive toward various factors in 

the whole LIS online learning student experience at the percentages noted: 

• Schedules - 100% 

• Life situations - 100% 

• Overall satisfaction - 89% 

• Role of instructors - 76% 

• Technology - 63% 

• Sense of community - 63% 

• Tools and formats - 54% 
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However, differing views about satisfaction were noted by participants 

when asked about why a single LIS online course was chosen as the best or 

worst of the whole online experience. In this case, written comments about 

overall satisfaction were only 73% positive in question C-3, and comments about 

professors were more negative than positive (58% vs. 42%), as were comments 

about materials and formats ( 57% negative). 

Part of this difference may be explained by the fact that question C-2 was 

about highlights from a// LIS online courses taken in the 1990s, while question C-

3 focused on one single online course designated by the participant as the best 

or worst LIS online learning experience of the decade. A participant might 

consider the overall experience of LIS online courses positive or negative, but 

could choose to describe very differently his or her satisfaction with a single 

course which stood out in memory as the best or worst. 

Something similar resulted when participants commented about what they 

liked or disliked about a single selected course in Section B. In that case, 

participants wrote positive comments about factors such as how the online 

course fit with participant schedules and life situations (95% positive). 

Comments about formats and tools used in that course were also positive (66% ). 

Views about the role of professors, however, were almost equally divided (52% 

and 48% negative), and thoughts about a sense of community in the online 

course were negative at 68%. Technology in the selected courses was another 

factor that elicited more negative views (67%) than positive ones (33%) in 
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Section B. As mentioned earlier, online learning technologies were changing so 

rapidly in the 1990s that a certain degree of frustration may have been part of the 

experience. 

To reiterate, this research revealed occasional differences between 

findings about the whole of the LIS online learning experience in the 1990s 

compared to thoughts about a single course. It could be that when asked to 

focus in on and describe a single LIS online learning course, more strongly-held 

feelings (positive or negative) may have come to mind. Participants might have 

experienced a single memorable course in ways that did not necessarily reflect 

the totality of that student's entire LIS online course experience during the 1990s. 

It should be noted again that results concerning the factors mentioned 

above are for all active participants. However, some differences appeared in 

results for those persons who self-reported as pioneers (SRP) and those who did 

not report thinking of themselves as pioneers (NSRP). These similarities and 

differences will be discussed in sub-question 4. 

Sub-question 4: How did perceptions about whether LIS online students 

thought of themselves as pioneers help shape the experience? 

One of the sub-questions considered throughout this study was whether or 

not participants thought of themselves as pioneers when they took LIS online 

courses in the 1990s and if survey results were different for the two groups. 

Results showed that some participants thought of themselves as pioneers at the 

time of their LIS online courses in the 1990s, and others did not, occasionally 
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resulting in different viewpoints and experiences. It is clear from responses to 

survey question C-4 that participants who answered that question were almost 

equally divided between the 57 participants who said they thought of themselves 

as pioneers or trailblazers at the time (52%) and the 53 who did not (48%). 

Results for this sub-question will be discussed in the following order: 

• Those which show little or no difference between the answers of pioneers 

and non-pioneers 

• Findings which showed both similarities and differences between the two 

• Answers which show marked differences between the experiences of 

pioneers and non-pioneers 

Little or no difference. In some survey questions, few differences were 

reported between the two groups. For example, SPR and NSRP groups both 

reported that an LIS online course most often helped accomplish the same goals: 

an MLS degree, a new job or position, or a pay increase ( see question A-8). In 

addition, in text comments for this question, the most frequently added answer 

from both groups was that the course helped in obtaining some degree other 

than MIS or MLS. Responses were also similar when participants were asked to 

discuss a selected course, and classes from 1999 and 1998 were most 

frequently mentioned by both SRP and NSRP groups (see question B-3). 

As far as what it was like to be part of a selected course, positive 

comments about other students were noted by both SRP (75%) and NSRP 

participants (78%). In addition, overall satisfaction with the LIS online course 
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was 70% positive for SRP and 73% for NSRP. Both groups noted a sense of 

community in the course, 62% and 64% respectively (see question B-5). Some 

degree of satisfaction with the selected course was noted by 83% of SRP and 

82% of NSRP (see question B-6). 

Similarities were also reported in how participants described the best or 

worst LIS online course taken in 1990s (see question C-3). For the SRP group, 

the role of the professor was viewed negatively 58% of the time, with slightly 

negative feelings about formats and tools (55%). However, those who thought of 

themselves as pioneers still were positive (79%) about their overall experience 

with LIS online learning. The NSRP group, on the other hand, reported similar 

feelings about the role of professor (59% negative) but they were slightly more 

negative about tools and formats (62%), and slightly less positive about 

satisfaction overall (73% ). 

These examples illustrate survey questions where responses of SRP and 

NSRP participants were alike in many ways. However, responses to other 

questions revealed a combination of differences and similarities between the 

views of the two groups, as described in the next section. 

Similarities and differences. One example of the mix between 

similarities and differences was in the age of participants. SRP participants 

during LIS online courses in 1990s reported that they were in the 20-29 range at 

the time, followed by those who were 40-49. For the NSRP set, ages in the 20-

29 and 30-39 ranges tied for first, with 40-49 close behind (see question A-9). 

207 



Thus, SRP participants overall were slightly younger at the time than their NSRP 

contemporaries which might be reflected in a slightly different outlook toward the 

experience and may have related to perceptions about pioneer status. 

In another example of the mixture of differences and similarities between 

the two groups, SRP reported attendance at 20 different LIS schools or 

programs, while NSRP mentioned 25 schools (see question A-2). As shown in 

table 15 on page 89, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign was 

mentioned most frequently by both groups, but Syracuse University came in 

second for SRP while the University of South Florida (USF) was second for 

NSRP ( see also question 8-2). One possible explanation is that the University of 

Illinois at Urbana-Champaign and Syracuse programs drew from a more national 

audience, perhaps including those who particularly wanted the online learning 

experience, while USF students were often from in-state. Another explanation 

might be that Illinois and Syracuse were offering LIS online graduate courses a 

few years earlier than did USF (see table 5 on pages 43-44). 

Both self-reported pioneers and non-pioneers chose location as the first 

reason a particular program was selected from the preconfigured button answers 

( see question A-3). SRP participants selected reputation as the second reason, 

followed by in-state tuition. For NSRP, in-state tuition was second, followed by 

the online course was one the student needed. In the written text comments, 

however, SRP participants kept location first, while NSRP had a three-way tie 

between an accredited program, funding assistance, and that the course was 
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online. Clearly, some motivations differed between the two groups. Table 71 

compares the reasons for selecting programs and schools. 

Table 71: Reasons for Programs & Schools- Comparisons (Question A-3) 

Reasons Programs & Schools Selected SRP NSRP 

Preconfigured buttons: 1ocation First First 
Preconfigured buttons: reputation Second 
Preconfigured buttons: in-state tuition Third Second 
Preconfigured buttons: a course the student needed Third 

Text comments: location First 
Text comments: accredited program First- tie 
Text comments: funding assistance First- tie 
Text comments: course was online First- tie 

In both groups, the preferred formats and tools selected showed email as 

the first button choice ( see question A-4 ). However, supplemental face-to-face 

meetings and course Websites tied for second among SRP. For NSRP, 

supplemental face-to-face meetings came in second. Text comments about 

face-to-face supplemental meetings were noted most often for SRP respondents, 

and discussion forums were slightly ahead for NSRP participants. 

Differences also occurred when participants were asked why they took the 

selected LIS online course. On the one hand, SRP participants used button 

responses to note that the course enabled one to work and go to school, followed 

by the fact that it fit into the schedule, and online was the only way a course was 

offered. For NSRP participants, on the other hand, the first reason noted was 

that online was the only way a course was offered, followed by fitting one's 

schedule and the fact that the onl ine course enabled one to work and go to 
I 
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school was third (see question B-4). Perhaps the slight age difference between 

the two groups reflected different life situations and demands so that pragmatism 

was a bigger consideration for some in the NSRP group. 

In text comments about this question, the SRP group said that the course 

was required , followed by taking it online saved having to commute. For NSRP, 

the online course saved from a commute first, and the next most frequent answer 

was that the participant lived in another state. Clearly, some motivations for 

choosing LIS online learning were different for the two groups. 

Another area reflecting both similarities and differences between the 

experiences of SRP and NSRP participants had to do with what participants liked 

or disliked about the LIS online course (see question B-7). In text comments, 

both groups rated schedule the most positive factor (SRP at 96% and NSRP at 

93%), followed by materials and formats (65% and 67%, respectively) . 

Differences were revealed when participants commented about what they 

disliked in the LIS online course. 

For example, NSRP participants were negative 79% of the time about 

whether there was a sense of community in the online course and 62% negative 

about the technologies involved. However, while the SRP group was also 

negative about some experience with technology (73% ), SRP participants were 

only slightly negative (59%) about a sense of community in the course. It is 

interesting to speculate about the possible reasons for development of 
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community in these LIS online courses back in the 1990s, and future research is 

warranted to learn more about why community did or did not develop. 

How individuals decided to participate in LIS online learning also showed 

both similarities and differences between the two groups (see question C-1 ). For 

SRP, the most frequent reason given was the course fit into the person's 

schedule (46%), followed by online was the only way the course offered (26%). 

For the NSRP group, that the course fit with one's schedule (36%) and that the 

course was only offered online (34%) were nearly tied for first place. 

When asked to think of four words to describe the LIS online experience in 

question C-5, SRP noted they found it challenging (mentioned 12 times) , 

convenient (1 O times), innovative (10 times), and interesting (8 times). NSRP 

also described the online experience as convenient (14 times) , and interesting 

( 1 O times). However, they did not mention innovation, saying instead that the 

course was frustrating (1 O times). This difference as to whether the LIS online 

experience was innovative or frustrating may be a useful finding and could be 

explored further in future research. 

The way participants described the LIS online experience overall also 

revealed similarities and differences between the two groups (see question C-6). 

Both reported the experience to be more positive than negative with SRP using 

mostly positive comments, writing that courses were either excellent (37% ), great 

(28% ), or average (24% ). NSRP also reported positive views on the overall 

experience with excellent or average tied for first at 28% each and great in third 
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place (25%). Examples of positive comments included, "best course ever," 

"highly recommended," and "the experience of a lifetime." However, negative 

words and phrases were somewhat higher in the NSRP group at 19% while only 

11 % of SRP reported negative feelings. Some negative comments described 

online courses as "painful," "needed improvement," and "would not do it again. " 

Marked differences. In a few instances, responses to survey questions 

reflected noticeable differences between SRP and NSRP. As mentioned earlier 
' 

52% of participants who answered the pioneer question said they viewed 

themselves as pioneers, and 48% said did not (see question C-4). However, the 

reasons cited for those choices were quite different. SRP participants most 

often mentioned new technologies introduced at the time (47% of responses) and 

that online courses were new when they took their courses (42%) as important 

reasons to think of themselves as pioneers. On the other hand, NSRP 

participants reported that in taking online courses, they were only doing what it 

took to get the degree (47%). The second most common reason for NSRP was 

that online courses had been around for a while so it was not a trailblazing 

experience (33% ). 

Attitudes about face-to-face (F2F) meetings were also quite different for 

the two groups. Comparing the selected online course with a face-to-face course 

around the same time showed that nearly one-third of SRP participants did not 

even take a F2F course around the same time, while 25% preferred F2F and 

22% preferred online (see question 8-8). In the NSRP group, however, only one 
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in five did not take a face-to-face course, and NSRP also expressed a stronger 

preference for F2F courses (41 %) and less for online ones (only 5%). These 

results seem to substantiate the idea mentioned in the previous paragraph that 

many NSRP respondents participated in online courses mainly because that was 

what it took to get a degree. 

Even the number of LIS online courses taken in the 1990s differed with 

only 47% of SRP participants taking fewer than five online courses in the 1990s, 

while 62% of NSRP took less than five (see question A-6). Subject areas for LIS 

online courses completed during the 1990s differed too, with SRP mentioning 

technology most often, followed by information sources and services, and 

information organization. In text comments, cataloging was mentioned most 

often by the SRP group (see question A-7). For NSRP, on the other hand, 

courses about information sources and services was the most frequent answer, 

with technology and information organization next. In text comments, the NSRP 

group mentioned collection development most often. 

The subject areas of the selected LIS online courses discussed in Section 

8 differed between SRP and NSRP, as well. SRP mentioned reference courses 

most often , followed by cataloging and classification courses second and 'don't 

remember' in third place. For NSRP participants, collection development 

courses were mentioned most often, followed by a tie between the Internet and 

management for second place ( see question 8-1 ). 
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One of most striking differences between the two groups in the entire 

survey had to do with positive and negative highlights about the LIS online 

course experiences (see question C-2). While both groups wrote more positive 

than negative comments about the experience, the rates differed. For example, 

the SRP group reported 100% positive results for both how on line learning fit 

their schedules and in overall satisfaction. This group was also highly positive 

toward professors (79%) and about a sense of community in online courses 

(63% ). For the NSRP group, however, while comments about schedule were 

100% positive and professors had a 73% positive rating, overall satisfaction was 

only 67% which was markedly lower than the reported satisfaction rate in the 

SRP group. 

In summary, self-reported pioneers and non-pioneers reported both similar 

and different answers to survey questions. One of the most noticeable 

differences involved the reasons participants thought of themselves as pioneers 

or not. For example, persons in the NSRP group more often mentioned that they 

took LIS online courses because that was what it took to get the desired degree 

(question C-4). The NSRP group also expressed a stronger preference for face

to-face courses than did SRP, as well as less interest in online courses (see 

question B-8). SRP respondents expressed strong satisfaction ( 100%) with the 

overall experience of online learning, while comments from NSRP participants 

were much less positive ( question C-2). It would seem that SRP participants 
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more often chose the new LIS online learning delivery in the 1990s, a trait noted 

by Rogers (2005) in his work on the habits of innovators and early adopters. 

Sub-question 5: What overall evaluations did participants give about their 

experiences with LIS online courses? 

Although participants sometimes found aspects of their LIS online courses 

in the 1990s troublesome, overall satisfaction for participants as a whole was 

more often positive than negative. It should be noted here that while some 

people remember ( and thus self-report) pleasant events more than unpleasant 

ones, this generalization is not absolute (Bradburn 2000). Other research shows 

that people seem to remember intensely unpleasant events more vividly than 

pleasant ones (Kihlstrom, Eich, Sandbrand, and Tobias 2000). In addition, topics 

in this survey were not about threatening, socially unacceptable, or illegal 

behaviors, so bias toward presenting oneself only in a socially desirable way was 

less likely to influence responses (Schaffer 2000). 

In spite of the many challenges of using a delivery format that was clearly 

in its early stages and often full of technological challenges, a majority of survey 

participants found the overall experience satisfying to some degree. For 

example, in response to question 8-6, 102 of 120 participants (85%) rated the 

selected course reviewed in Section Bas either somewhat satisfactory, 

satisfactory, or very satisfactory. In addition, text comments written about overall 

satisfaction in question C-6 showed that 86% of participants thought of the 
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experience as either average, great, or excellent. Only 14% expressed 

dissatisfaction through terms that described the experience as poor or bad. 

Reflections on Diffusion of Innovation Theory 

Everett Rogers' work about the diffusion of innovation served as a useful 

theoretical tool for this research exploring experiences of LIS online graduate 

students in the 1990s. Rogers noted five distinct groups in the adoption of an 

innovation: innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards. 

In order to explain different rates of adoption among the various groups, Rogers 

mentioned five characteristics of innovation as perceived by individuals who may 

adopt that innovation (2005, 15-16). These characteristics included relative 

advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability. 

1) Relative advantage or the degree to which an innovation is perceived 

as better than the idea it supersedes. Findings and analysis of responses to the 

online survey showed that some participants felt that LIS online learning was 

better than any face-to-face courses taken around the same time, while others 

did not. This perception about possible advantages of online learning was 

analyzed to see if it bore any relation to whether or not a person felt like a 

pioneer at the time of LIS online courses in the 1990s. 

Nearly one-third of SRP participants who answered question 8-8 did not 

even take a face-to-face course at the same time, compared to only 20% of 

NSRP. This seems to indicate a higher degree of participation in online learning 

by the SRP group, while NSRP participants were more likely to take courses 
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face-to-face. In addition, only 25% of SRP respondents said they preferred face

to-face, while 41 % of NSRP did, so preference for online delivery was higher for 

persons who thought of themselves as pioneers or trailblazers. 

2) Compatibility or the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being 

consistent with the existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential 

adopters is another characteristic of innovation that Rogers mentioned. In this 

research study, participants frequently discussed how well LIS online learning fit 

with their current needs and life situations such as work or personal schedules. 

Convenience was an important part of the LIS experience for many survey 

participants. For example, the two most popular answers to question 8-4 about 

why a participant took a selected online course were that it 'enabled me to work 

and go to school ' which was chosen by 58.0% of participants and 'Fit my 

schedule' which was checked 55.5%. Question C-1 looked at LIS online learning 

overall , and participants gave similar responses about convenience factors found 

in online learning. 

3) Complexity or the degree to which an innovation is perceived as difficult 

to understand and use. Rogers noted that new ideas that are simpler to 

understand are adopted more rapidly. Many participants commented about 

favorite tools and formats for online learning but also expressed some degree of 

frustration with the challenges of understanding and using many new 

technologies. For instance, email was the most frequently mentioned tool for LIS 

online learning and was already familiar to many online (see question A-4) . 
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However, learning to use new technologies was a frequent source of frustration 

and often affected how a participant viewed the online learning experience ( see 

question 8-7). 

4) Trialability or the degree to which an innovation may be experimented 

with on a limited basis. Rogers noted that new ideas that can be tried on the 

installment plan will generally be adopted more quickly. Many LIS graduate 

courses are offered in a timeframe of 16 weeks or less, and students usually only 

take a few courses in a semester. That meant students had the opportunity to try 

online learning on a limited basis in the 1990s before committing to completing 

an entire degree program online. For example, some participants found the 

initial LIS online course experience satisfying and took more online courses, 

while others found the single experience so unsuccessful that they did not try it 

again. As a result, some survey participants took only one LIS online course 

during their graduate work, while others took 10 or more (see questions A-1 and 

A-6) . 

5) Observability or the degree to which the results of an innovation are 

visible to others, since Rogers' theory suggests that the easier it is for individuals 

to see the results of an innovation, the more likely they are to adopt. Findings 

from this survey showed that many participants felt LIS online courses helped 

them obtaining a specific masters degree which was needed to open the door to 

new employment, higher pay, and other tangible results. These visible results , 

combined with the convenience factor, undoubtedly influenced many to give LIS 
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online learning, particularly in the later years of the 1990s when the online option 

was becoming more widely available ( see question A-8). 

Rogers also noted in his work about the diffusion of innovation that early 

adopters help trigger the critical mass of acceptance when they adopt an 

innovation (2005, 283, 343). The current research project showed that some 

early student participants in LIS online learning thought they were participating in 

something innovative, although others did not. It is clear that adoption of LIS 

online learning grew among participants in this research as more reported taking 

online courses in the last half of the 1990s than in the first half. Future research 

might explore further just when the critical mass of acceptance was reached 

concerning LIS online learning, but indications are strong from this project that 

the last few years of the decade saw growing acceptance of LIS online learning 

as a viable option. 

Overall , the diffusion of innovation model Rogers proposed served as a 

good theoretical model for this research into LIS online learning in the 1990s. 

Many students reported that they did think of themselves as pioneers and 

trailblazers at the time, although others did not. Even among those who did not 

think of themselves as pioneers, some thought that online learning itself was 

something new and innovative. 

Reflections on the Research Process 

The research topic has been of interest to this researcher for several 

years, so it was a good fit for dissertation work. However, the researcher was 
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very pleased to see the level of interest in this project expressed by others, both 

during the survey itself and afterward in the analysis process. During poster 

sessions at the Association for Library and Information Education (ALISE) 201 O 

and 2011 conferences, for example, many attendees stopped by to talk with the 

researcher about the project, preliminary findings, and future work about LIS 

online learning in the 1990s. 

Overall , the researcher was very pleased with the number of participants 

who self-selected to take part in the survey, as well as with the depth of 

responses provided by many participants. Of those who initially entered the 

survey, 185 went on to answer some questions as active participants. Providing 

a project Website at -vww.l1sonline1990s.com to introduce the survey made it 

easy for participants to take part in and locate the survey. In addition, sending 

requests to multiple library and information listservs, biogs, and other online 

resources, as well as to the LIS schools and programs, brought an excellent 

turnout. It was well worth the time involved to send out multiple invitations to 

participate. 

Participants were very generous with their time, sharing thoughts and 

experiences from the student perspective of LIS online learning in the 1990s. In 

addition, many participants made information available to other possible 

participants using social media tools such as Twitter and Facebook, so this 

increased interest in the survey, as well. 
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If this research project were planned and carried out today, a few 

modifications might be made to the research design. For example, since some 

of the survey questions included open-ended text boxes, completing the entire 

survey could take 30 minutes to an hour. In order to increase the completion 

rate, it might be useful to ask fewer questions so that more participants would 

continue on to the later sections which focused of written text answers. Another 

option might be to move some of the open-ended text box questions found in 

Sections C and D to the middle of the survey, instead of the end, in hopes that 

participants would answer more of them before fatigue set in. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Several avenues for further research and exploration derive from this 

study. For example, a similar survey could be developed for instructors and/or 

teaching assistants in LIS online graduate courses offered during the same time 

period to see how their perceptions of the experience compared with those of 

students. 

Another interesting avenue of research could be a similar project among 

current LIS online graduate students, or perhaps with those who took LIS online 

courses in the decade of 2000-2009. Again, those results could be compared 

and contrasted with findings from the current study to see if similar things matter 

in the student experience of today. It might also be useful to add some face-to

face interviews with participants from the 1990s and beyond. 
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A third possible research focus could be to look further at the importance 

of on-site or other face-to-face meetings for these early participants and the 

applications that might have for online delivery today. Additional possibilities 

include the absence or presence of a sense of community within online learning, 

as well as further study into curriculum materials and formats. 

Significance to the Field 

This research offers a look at the beginnings of LIS online learning from 

the student perspective, offering a baseline for future studies about the 

experiences of LIS online graduate students during the 1990s. Results 

document the experiences of some early students, noting the things that worked 

well at that time, some of which might still have application today. In that regard , 

the role of the professor and the importance of community in online learning are 

still timely considerations. 

In closing, it is important to recognize the contributions of early LIS online 

learning students from the 1990s, whether or not they considered themselves 

pioneers at the time. Illustrating the role of early adopters of new ideas (Rogers 

2005), participants in LIS online learning in the 1990s helped open and develop 

an educational path that has become an increasingly prevalent delivery method 

in twenty-first century library and information studies. 
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Section A: General Information 

Question A-1. During the 1990s, in which year(s) did you take an online LIS 

graduate course? [Please check all that apply] Button choices included each of 

the calendar years from 1990 through 1999. 

Question A-2. Schools or programs from which you took LIS online graduate 

courses in the 1990s 

Question A-3. Reasons selected schools or programs [Please check all that 

apply] Button choices included financial aid available, friend suggested it, in-state 

tuition, knew someone there, location, offered a course I needed, and reputation . 

Question A-4. What formats and tools did you use in any of the online LIS 

graduate courses in which you participated in the 1990s? [Please check all that 

apply] Button choices included chat, course management system, email, 

interactive television, listserv, supplemental face-to-face meetings, and Website. 

Question A-5. If you used more than one format or tool , which one did you 

prefer? 

Question A-6. About how many LIS online graduate courses did you complete 

in the 1990s? Button choices were set to allow only one response and included 1 

course, 2-4 courses, 5-7 courses, 8-10 courses, 11-13 courses, and 14 or more. 

Question A-7. What were the subject areas of LIS online graduate courses you 

completed in the 1990s? [Please check all that apply] Button choices included 

adult services, children's services, information organization, information sources 
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and services, management or administration, technology, type of library, and 

young adult services. 

Question A-8. Did your LIS online graduate course(s) help you accomplish any 

of the following? [Please check all that apply] Button choices included 

certification , continuing education, lifelong learning, MIS degree, MLS degree, 

new job or position, pay increase, and some other degree. 

Question A-9. What was your age range during the LIS online graduate courses 

you took in the 1990s? Button choices included age groups of 20-29, 30-39, 40-

49, 50-59, and 60 or above. 

Question A-10. What is your gender? Button choices included female and male. 

Section B: An LIS Online Graduate Course in the 1990s 

Question B-1. What was the name of the online LIS graduate course? 

Question B-2. From which LIS school or program did you take this course? 

Question B-3. What semester and year did you take this course? 

Question B-4. Why did you take this course online? [Please check all that 

apply] Button choices included enabled me to work and go to school , fit my 

schedule, friend suggested it, liked the professor, only way offered, preferred 

online courses, and saved money. 

Question B-5. What was it like to be part of this online course? 

Question B-6. How satisfied were you with this course? 

Question B-7. Please describe things you liked or disliked about this LIS online 

graduate course. 
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Question B-8. If you took a face-to-face course around the same time as this 

online one, how did the two compare? 

Section C: Experiences with LIS Online Learning in the 1990s 

Question C-1. Describe how you decided to participate in online LIS graduate 

courses in the 1990s. 

Question C-2. What were some of the highlights (positive or negative) of your 

online LIS graduate studies in the 1990s? 

Question C-3. What was the best LIS online graduate course you took in the 

1990s? The worst? Please explain why. 

Question C-4. When you took LIS online graduate courses in the 1990s, did you 

think of yourself as a pioneer or trailblazer at that time? If so, please share some 

of the reasons in the box below. 

Question C-5. What four words best describe your experience with LIS online 

graduate courses in the 1990s? 

Question C-6. Looking back at your experience in LIS online graduate courses 

in the 1990s from your perspective today, how would you evaluate it overall? 

Section D: Concluding Thoughts 

Question D-1. Please feel free to use the space below to share stories about 

any other experiences or outcomes that you feel were important to you as a 

graduate student taking online LIS courses in the 1990s. When you are finished 

and ready to submit the questionnaire, please click the 'Submit' button on the 

next page. 
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Available online at: 
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Note: The return of your completed questionnaire constitutes your informed 
consent to act as a participant in this research. 

Section 1 - Welcome! 

Thank you for your willingness to participate in this survey. The data gathered will 
be used as part of my dissertation research. All responses are anonymous and 
all results will be treated to protect the privacy of participants. You are free to 
stop the survey at any time with no penalty. 

Please read the consent statement on the following page before you begin the 
survey. Thank you, again. 

Section 2 - Consent to Participate 

TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

• The title of the study: An Exploration of the Lived Experiences of Early 
Pioneering Graduate Students Who Participated in the Beginnings of Library and 
Information Science Online Learning in the 1990s. 

• An explanation of the purpose of the research. 

The purpose of this study is to explore and describe the lived experiences of 
graduate online LIS students as they participated in graduate courses in ALA
accredited programs and schools across the United States and Canada during 
the 1990s. The data gathered from student participants in early LIS online 
graduate courses will be analyzed from the perspective of the students to 
develop a deeper understanding of the experiences of pioneering students in LIS 
online learning and of this time period in the history of the LIS field. 

• A description of the procedures to be used in the study. 

Purposeful sampling will help locate participants who were early LIS online 
graduate students who completed at least one LIS graduate online learning 
courses in an ALA-accredited master's degree programs and schools in the 
United States and Canada in the 1990s. 

Participants will be adults who self-select to take part. In addition, participants 
are encouraged to mention the research project and online questionnaire to other 
possible participants. Participation is completely voluntary, and participants are 
free to stop the survey at any time with no penalty. 

259 



Data collection will be via an anonymous online survey at 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=cLnda8Z 2blhSs3LV 2baq0q4w 3 
d 3d which will be available for a period of three months. The anonymous 
online questionnaire is composed primarily of open-ended questions and will take 
a maximum of 45 minutes to one hour to complete. Please note that there is a 
potential risk of loss of confidentiality in all email, downloading, and internet 
transactions. 

Al I requirements set by the Institutional Review Board of Texas Woman's 
University will be observed and followed, particularly protecting the right to 
personal privacy and confidentiality. Controls will be in place to protect the 
anonymity of all research participants, and no names of individual participants 
will be gathered or reported in the dissertation or in any subsequent publications. 

Once the data-gathering period is completed, the answers provided by survey 
participants will be coded for themes using qualitative analysis techniques and/or 
software. 

At the completion of the research, findings will be reported in the dissertation 
format used by the Graduate School of Texas Woman's University. Following an 
appropriate defense of the research and dissertation, copies of the accepted 
dissertation will be submitted to all appropriate sources. It is expected that 
results of this research study will be reported in articles in the LIS literature, as 
well. 

• The expected maximum total time commitment for the participant: maximum of 
45 minutes to one hour. 

• Identification of loss of confidentiality as a potential risks . 

Any potential identifiable data such as transcripts of the online survey will be 
stored in a locked cabinet. At the end of five years beyond the conclusion of the 
research study and the resulting dissertation, all potentially identifiable data will 
be destroyed. 

Confidentiality will be protected to the extent that is allowed by law. 

The researchers will try to prevent any problem that could happen because of 
this research. You should let the researchers know at once if there is a problem 
and they will help you. However, TWU does not provide medical services or 
financial assistance for injuries that might happen because you are taking part in 
this research. 
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• A description of any direct benefits to the participant: None, apart from 
contributing to a greater understanding of the student experience in early LIS 
online graduate courses during the 1990s. 

• If you have read and understand this consent form and agree to participate 
under the terms described therein, please click the 'I Agree' button to begin the 
survey. (If you do not wish to participate, you may press 'I Disagree' to exit the 
survey.) 
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My name is Cherri Shelnutt, and I am a PhD candidate in the School of Library 
and Information Studies at Texas Woman's University. I would sincerely 
appreciate your help as I conduct research for my dissertation on "An Exploration 
of the Lived Experiences of Early Pioneering Graduate Students Who 
Participated in the Beginnings of Library and Information Science Online 
Learning in the 1990s." 

Why is this study being done? 

The purpose of this qualitative study is to explore and describe the lived 
experiences of graduate online LIS students as they participated in graduate 
courses in ALA-accredited programs and schools across the United States and 
Canada during the 1990s. This study will contribute to a deeper understanding 
of the experiences of pioneering students in LIS online learning and of this time 
period in the history of the LIS field. 

What is the target audience for this research? 

I am primarily interested in LIS graduate students who took at least one online 
graduate course in ALA-accredited programs and schools during the 1990s. 

Has this research been approved? 

This research has been granted "Exempt Status" by the Texas Woman's 
University Institutional Review Board. This means that this research is: "involving 
cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement tests, surveys, interview procedures, 
or observation of public behavior" in which participants cannot be identified, 
including "anonymous surveys." 

Please note that there is a potential risk of loss of confidentiality in all email , 
downloading, and internet transactions. 

In order to participate, please go to the online survey at 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=cLnda8Z 2blhSs3LV 2baqOq4w 3 
d 3d . Once you follow the link and the online survey opens, you will be able to 
begin the survey. When you have completed the survey, you may click 'Done' to 
submit the survey. Thank you so much for your help in this research . 

Cherri Shelnutt 
Doctoral Candidate 
School of Library and Information Studies 
Texas Woman's University 
Denton, TX 
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cshelnutt@twu.edu 
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Alabama, University of 
School of Library & Information Studies 
http://www. sl is. ua. edu 
Tuscaloosa, AL 35487-0252 - sent 15 October 2009 

Albany, State University of New York 
http://www. albany. edu/cci/informationstudies/index. shtm I 
College of Computing & Information 
Albany, NY 12222 - sent 15 October 2009 

Alberta, University of 
http://www. slis. ualberta. ca 
School of Library & Information Studies 
Edmonton, AB T6G 2J4 - sent 15 October 2009 

Arizona, University of 
http://sirls.arizona.edu 
School of Information Resources & Library Science 
Tucson, AZ 85719 - sent 15 October 2009 

British Columbia, University of 
http://www. slais. ubc. ca 
School of Library, Archival & Information Studies 
Vancouver, BC V6T 1 Z1 - sent 15 October 2009 

Buffalo, State University of New York 
http://gse.buffalo.edu/lis 
Department of Library & Information Studies 
Buffalo, NY 14260-1020 - sent 15 October 2009 

California - Los Angeles, University of 
http://www. is.gseis. ucla.edu 
UCLA Graduate School of Education & Information Studies 
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1520 - sent paper 19 October 2009 

Catholic University of America 
http://slis.cua.edu 
Washington, DC 20064 - sent 15 October 2009 

Clarion University of Pennsylvania 
http://www. clarion. edu/libsci 
Department of Library Science 
Clarion PA 16214-1232 - sent 15 October 2009 

' 
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Dalhousie University 
http://sim. management. dal. ca/ 
School of Information Management 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 83H 3J5 - sent 15 October 2009 

Denver, University of 
http://www. du. edu/LIS 
Library & Information Science 
Denver, CO 80208 - sent 15 October 2009 

Dominican University 
http://www. gsl is. dam. edu 
Graduate School of Library & Information Science 
River Forest, IL 60305 - sent 15 October 2009 

Drexel University 
http://www. ischool. drexel. edu 
The iSchool at Drexel 
Philadelphia, PA 19104-2875 - sent 15 October 2009 

Emporia State University 
http://slim.emporia.edu 
School of Library & Information Management 
Emporia, KS 66801 - sent 15 October 2009 

Florida State University 
http://www.ci.fsu.edu 
College of Information 
Tallahassee, FL 32306-2100 - sent 15 October 2009 

Hawai'i, University of 
http://www. hawaii. edu/lis 
Library & Information Science Program 
Honolulu, Hawai'i 96822 - sent 15 October 2009 

Illinois, University of 
http: //www. I is. ui uc. edu 
Graduate School of Library & Information Science 
Champaign , IL 61820-6211 - sent 15 October 2009 

Indiana University 
http://www. slis. indiana. edu 
School of Library & Information Science 
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Bloomington, IN 47 405-3907 - sent 15 October 2009 

Iowa, University of 
http://slis.uiowa.edu/~slisweb/ 
School of Library & Information Science 
Iowa City, IA 52242-1420 - sent 15 October 2009 

Kent State University 
http://www. sl is. kent. edu 
School of Library & Information Science 
Kent, OH 44242-0001 - sent 15 October 2009 

Kentucky, University of 
http://www. uky. edu/C I S/SLI S 
School of Library & Information Science 
Lexington, KY 40506 - sent 15 October 2009 

Long Island University 
http://www.liu.edu/palmer 
Palmer School of Library & Information Science 
College of Information & Computer Science 
Brookville, NY 11548-1300 - sent 15 October 2009 

Louisiana State University 
http://slis.lsu.edu 
School of Library & Information Science 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 - sent 15 October 2009 

McGill University 
http://www.mcgill.ca/sis/ 
School of Information Studies 
Montreal, Quebec H3A 1 Y1 - sent 15 October 2009 

Maryland, University of 
http://www.clis.umd.edu 
College of Information Studies 
College Park, MD 207 42 - sent 15 October 2009 

Michigan, University of 
http://www. si. umich. edu 
School of Information 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48109-1107 - sent 15 October 2009 
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Missouri-Columbia, University of 
http://sislt. missouri. edu 
School of Information Sciences & Learning Technologies 
Columbia, MO 65211 - sent 15 October 2009 

Montreal, University of 
http://www.ebsi. umontreal. ca 
[Site in French] 

North Carolina - Chapel Hill, University of 
http://sils.unc.edu 
School of Information & Library Science 
Chapel Hill NC 27599-3360 - sent 15 October 2009 

North Carolina - Greensboro, University of 
http://lis.uncg.edu 
Department of Library & Information Studies 
Greensboro, NC 27 402-6170 - sent 15 October 2009 

North Carolina Central University 
http://www.nccuslis.org 
School of Library & Information Sciences 
Durham, NC 27707 - sent 15 October 2009 

North Texas, University of 
http://www.lis.unt.edu/main/ 
School of Library & Information Sciences 
Denton, TX 76203-5017 - sent 15 October 2009 

Oklahoma, University of 
http://www.ou.edu/cas/slis 
School of Library & Information Studies 
Norman OK 73019-6032 - sent 15 October 2009 

' 

Pittsburgh, University of 
http://www.ischool.pitt.edu/ 
School of Information Sciences 
Pittsburgh, PA 15260 - sent 15 October 2009 

Pratt Institute 
http://www. pratt. edu/sils 
School of Information & Library Science 
New York NY 10011-7301 - sent 15 October 2009 

' 
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Puerto Rico, University of 
http://egcti.upr.edu 
[Site in Spanish] 

Queens College, City University of New York 
http://gcpages. qc. cuny. edu/GSLIS 
Graduate School of Library & Information Studies 
Flushing, NY 11367 - sent 15 October 2009 

Rhode Island, University of 
http://www. u ri. ed u/ artsci/1 sci 
Graduate School of Library & Information Studies 
Kingston, RI 02881-0815 - sent 15 October 2009 

Rutgers University 
http://www.scils.rutgers.edu 
School of Communication, Information, & Library Studies 
New Brunswick, NJ 08901 -1071 - sent to 15 October 2009 

St. John's University 
http://www.stjohns.edu/libraryscience 
Division of Library & Information Science 
Queens, NY 11439 - sent 15 October 2009 

San Jose State University 
http://slisweb. s1su. edu 
School of Library and Information Science 
San Jose, CA 95192-0029 - sent paper 19 October 2009 

Simmons College 
http://www. si mmons. edu/gslis 
Graduate School of Library & Information Science 
Boston MA 02115-5898 - sent 15 October 2009 , 

South Carolina, University of 
http://www.libsci.sc.edu 
School of Library & Information Science 
Columbia SC 29208 - sent 15 October 2009 

South Florida, University of 
http://www. cas. usf. edu/lis 
School of Library & Information Science 
Tampa, FL 33620-7800- sent 15 October 2009 
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Southern Connecticut State University 
http:/ /www. southern ct. edu/ils 
School of Communication, Information & Library Science 
Information & Library Science Department 
New Haven, CT 06515 - sent 15 October 2009 

Southern Mississippi, University of 
http://www. usm . edu/slis 
School of Library & Information Science 
Hattiesburg, MS 39401-5876 - sent 15 October 2009 

Syracuse University 
http://www.ist.syr.edu 
School of Information Studies 
Syracuse, NY 13244-4100 - sent 15 October 2009 

Tennessee, University of 
http ://www. sis. utk. edu 
School of Information Sciences 
Knoxville, TN 37996-0341 - sent 15 October 2009 

Texas -Austin, University of 
http://wwwischool.utexas.edu 
School of Information 
Austin , TX 78712-0390 - sent 15 October 2009 

Texas Woman's University 
http://www. twu . edu/cope/slis 
School of Library & Information Studies 
Denton TX 76204-5438 - sent 15 October 2009 

' 

Toronto, University of 
http://www.fis .utoronto.ca 
Faculty of Information Studies 
Toronto Ontario M5S 3G6 - sent 15 October 2009 

' 

Valdosta State University 
http://www.valdosta.edu/mlis/ 
Master of Library & Information Science 
Valdosta GA 31698 - sent 15 October 2009 , 

Washington, University of 
http://www.ischool.washington.edu 
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Information School 
Seattle, WA 989195-2840 - sent 15 October 2009 

Wayne State University 
http://www.lisp.wayne.edu 
Library & Information Science Program 
Detroit, Ml 313-57-1825 - sent 15 October 2009 

Western Ontario, University of 
http://www.fims.uwo.ca/mlis/index.htm 
Faculty of Information & Media Studies 
London, Ontario N6A 587 - sent 15 October 2009 

Wisconsin - Madison, University of 
http ://www. sl is. wi sc. edu 
School of Library & Information Studies 
Madison, WI 53706 - sent 15 October 2009 

Wisconsin - Milwaukee, University of 
http://www.uwm.edu/Oept/SOIS/ 
School of Information Studies 
Milwaukee, WI 53211 - sent 15 October 2009 
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