
Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

All methods adhere to the Office of Management and Budget’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Statistical Surveys (September 2006).

B. Collection of Information Employing Statistical Methods

Methods overview

The following offers a detailed explanation of the statistical methodology of data collection 
and analysis for three surveys: national telephone survey, library and public access computing center 
survey, and the trainers of trainers survey. All methods adhere to the Office of Management and 
Budget’s Standards and Guidelines for Statistical Surveys (September 2006), from here on referred to
as the code.

National Sample Telephone Survey

The purpose of the national telephone survey is to provide information about users, access, 
and uses of government information at the federal, state, and local level. Only 22% of the general 
population is considered to be low-access, defined as those who have never used the Internet or e-
mail and do not live in Internet-connected households.2 A special stratum of 450 pre-identified low-
access individuals will be surveyed with an extended instrument in order to better meet the goals of 
the study, thereby over-sampling this special population of interest (Table 1). Any individuals who 
are determined to be low-access in the main instrument will also be given the extended instrument.

Table 1—National and Pre-Identified Low-Access Populations Sampling Frame

Survey Universe Sample
Completed
Interviews

Expected Response
Rate

National Telephone
Survey

201,200,000 6,666
2,000

30%

Low Access National
Sample

44,264,000
2,376 (including low-access obtained

from national sample)
900

38%*

*The expected response rate is 55% for the pre-identified low-access sample and 30% for the low-access individuals in the general population.

The method of household selection used for the general population will be random digit 
dialing within the continental United States in order to obtain a representative random sample, 
including households with unlisted telephone numbers. In accordance with section 3.2 of the code, all
response rates will be calculated using weighted and unweighted measures, and item response rates 
will also be calculated to account for item non-response. Since the projected response rates are less 
than 70%, an analysis to determine if non-respondents are random will be conducted on the whole 
and at the item-level by estimating bias of respondents using percentages from respondent 
demographics and census data. In accordance with section 4.1 of the code, and in order to reduce 
non-response bias and increase the value of survey data, the national sample will be post-stratified to 
match national parameters for sex, age, education, race, and Hispanic origin, as taken from the U.S. 
Census.3
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The pre-identified sample of low-access individuals mentioned above will be derived from 
previously conducted Pew surveys that identified these respondents. Over-sampling this subgroup of 
interest will give the final analysis more power in regards to inter-group comparisons due to the 
larger sample size.

A degree of accuracy is needed in order to permit generalizations to the general population 
and to be able to compare those in the general population with access to those who are low-access. In 
compliance with section 1.3 of the code, we assume the national household survey will elicit a 
response equivalent to that which Pew usually receives for national surveys, 30% (Table 1). We 
expect that the response rate for the low-access sub-sample will be 55%, because these individuals 
have been previously contacted and agreeable in past surveys regarding Internet access (Table 1). 
These response estimates were suggested by Pew based on their success with national telephone 
surveys and telephone interviews with the pre-identified low-access population.

Table 2 shows 95 percent confidence intervals for sample proportions (50%, 70% or 30%, 
90% or 10%) estimated from the national sample (n=2000) of the general population. Table 3 shows 
95 percent confidence intervals for sample proportions (50%, 70% or 30%, 90% or 10%) estimated 
from the sub-sample (n=1,560) of the general population who are non-low access individuals. 
Assumptions necessary for the estimation calculations seen in Tables 2 and 3 include: a normal 
distribution, a large enough sample size, and homogeneity of variance between the two sample 
groups.

Table 2—National Sample Sampling Assumptions

Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95%
Population Size 201,200,000 Population Size 201,200,000 Population Size 201,200,000
Sample Size 6,666 Sample Size 6,666 Sample Size 6,666
Response Rate 30% Response Rate 30% Response Rate 30%
Completed Interviews 2000 Completed Interviews 2000 Completed Interviews 2000
Sample Proportion 50% Sample Proportion 70% Sample Proportion 90%
Standard Error 1.118% Standard Error 1.025% Standard Error 0.671%
95% Confidence Limit ± 2.191% 95% Confidence Limit ± 2.009% 95% Confidence Limit ± 1.315%

P1:P2=50:50
National Sample

 P1:P2=70:30  P1:P2=90:10

Table 3—National Non Low-Access Sampling Assumptions

Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95%
Population Size* 156,936,000 Population Size* 156,936,000 Population Size* 156,936,000
Sample Size* 5199 Sample Size* 5199 Sample Size* 5199
Response Rate 30% Response Rate 30% Response Rate 30%
Completed Interviews 1560 Completed Interviews 1560 Completed Interviews 1560
Sample Proportion 50% Sample Proportion 70% Sample Proportion 90%
Standard Error 1.266% Standard Error 1.160% Standard Error 0.760%
95% Confidence Limit ± 2.481% 95% Confidence Limit ± 2.274% 95% Confidence Limit ± 1.489%

 P1:P2=90:10 P1:P2=70:30P1:P2=50:50

*78% of general population is not Low Access

Non Low-Access Individuals in General Population

The sampling assumptions of the national sample (n=2000) include a confidence level of 95%
and a response rate of 30%. Assuming a rate of occurrence in the sample of 50%, the standard error 
for whole universe estimates will not exceed 1.118% for the national sample (Table 2) and not exceed
1.266% for non-low access individuals in the general population (Table 3). These conditions afford a 
95% confidence limit of ±2.191% for the general population (Table 2) and ±2.481% for non-low 
access users in the general population (Table 3). The sampling assumptions for rates of occurrence of 
70% or 30% and 90% or 10% are also displayed in both Table 2 and 3.
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Table 4 shows 95 percent intervals for sample proportions estimated from the combined low 
access samples, i.e., pre-identified low-access individuals (n=450) and those occurring in the national
sample (n=440).

The sampling assumptions of low-access individuals in the national sample and the pre-
identified low-access users sample include a confidence level of 95% and a response rate of 30% for 
the national survey and 50% for low-access user sub-sample. The worst possible scenario affords a 
standard error of 1.676% and a 95% confidence limit of ±3.285% (Table 4). The sampling 
assumptions for rates of occurrence of 70% or 30% and 90% or 10% are also displayed in Table 4.

Table 4—Pre-Identified Low-Access Populations Sampling Assumptions

Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95%
Population Size* 44,264,000 Population Size* 44,264,000 Population Size* 44,264,000
Low Access Subset Sample Size 900 Low Access Pre-identified Sample Size 900 Low Access Pre-identified Sample Size 900
Low Access Pre-identified Response Rate 50% Low Access Pre-identified Response Rate 50% Low Access Pre-identified Response Rate 50%
Low Access from General Pop Sample Size* 1467 Low Access from General Pop Sample Size* 1467 Low Access from General Pop Sample Size* 1467
Low Access from General Pop Response Rate 30% Low Access from General Pop Response Rate 30% Low Access from General Pop Response Rate 30%
Completed Interviews 890 Completed Interviews 890 Completed Interviews 890
Sample Proportion 50% Sample Proportion 70% Sample Proportion 90%
Standard Error 1.676% Standard Error 1.536% Standard Error 1.006%
95% Confidence Limit ± 3.285% 95% Confidence Limit ± 3.011% 95% Confidence Limit ± 1.971%

Subset of Low Access Individuals and Pre-identified Low Access Individuals in General Population

*22% of general population is Low Access

 P1:P2=70:30P1:P2=50:50  P1:P2=90:10

In compliance with section 1.3 of the code, methods to maximize response rate for the 
national sample include the use of expertly trained interviewers as well as the over-sampling of our 
study population. We also chose to use a pre-identified list of cooperative low-access individuals for 
our specialized sample. The rate of response of these individuals should be greater than that of the 
general population since they were willing to provide information in the past. The sampling 
assumptions that define the differences between low-access users from the national sample and from 
the pre-identified sub-sample are defined in Table 5.

Table 5—Standard Error of the Difference Between Low-Access Users From National Sample and
Low-Access Users From Pre-Identified Special Low-Access Users Sub-Sample.

f1 225 f1 135 f1 45
f2 220 f2 132 f2 44
n1 450 n1 450 n1 450
n2 440 n2 440 n2 440
p 0.50 p 0.70 p 0.90
q 0.50 q 0.30 q 0.10

(P*Q *((1/n1)+(1/n2)))^0.5 0.0335222 (P*Q *((1/n1)+(1/n2)))^0.5 0.0307236 (P*Q *((1/n1)+(1/n2)))^0.5 0.0201133
Standard Error of the Difference 3.352% Standard Error of the Difference 3.072% Standard Error of the Difference 2.011%

P1:P2=70:30

Standard Error of the difference between low-access users from national sample and low-access users from the pre-identified low-access users sub-sample.

P1:P2=90:10P1:P2=50:50

The standard error of the difference between low-access users from the two samples affords a 
maximum of 3.352% in the worst case scenario of 50:50 (Table 5). As with the other charts, 30:70 
and 10:90 distributions are also displayed.

The national survey instrument was carefully designed and refined through literature review 
and discussion with significant sources, in compliance with sections 1.1-1.2 of the code. The first of 
such sources was Randall Pinkett, who has worked extensively within Camfield Estates, a primarily 
African-American housing community, to set up high-speed Internet access and classes to develop 
computer skills. His advice was invaluable when it came to learning about how low-income people 
access information, and he also provided some insights into how he framed his user questionnaire for 
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low-access individuals. Subsequently, roundtable discussions with local information providers 
(librarians, government officials, public health providers, etc.) were held to learn more about the 
information gathering strategies and referral processes that low-income persons employ and 
experience. We were also able to refine the specific categories of government information we had 
initially drafted based on the input from people in the field.

Once the preliminary instrument was designed, in compliance with section 1.4 of the code, it 
was put through a series of field tests. The instrument was put into a Web-based entry system to 
guide interviewers through the process. Interviewers at the Library Research Center (LRC) were 
trained how to properly administer the survey before telephoning a random sample of local phone 
numbers from the 2006 Champaign/St. Joseph/Savoy & Urbana Illinois Yellow pages. The 
interviewers successfully completed nine interviews for each instrument in order to stay within the 
OMB limits of testing before OMB approval. The feedback from the interviewers helped to further 
refine the structure and wording of the instrument in order to elicit more accurate results with a 
higher participation rate. After modification, the instrument was then sent on to Pew and Lee Rainie, 
Ph.D., for further testing which included another pretest with a sample of nine respondents. The 
pretest interviews were monitored by Pew staff and conducted using experienced interviewers who 
can best judge the quality of the answers given and the degree to which respondents understand the 
questions. After the pretest, Pew made the necessary alterations to the questionnaire. The main 
telephone survey will be administered by Pew and overseen by Lee Rainie, Ph.D., in consultation 
with Leigh Estabrook, Ph.D.

In compliance with section 2.3 and 3.3 of the code, data collection will utilize highly 
experienced and trained telephone interviewers that will use a computer assisted telephone 
interviewing (CATI) system in order to ensure valid and accurate collection of survey data. In 
compliance with section 3.4 of the code, the respondents’ phone number, the only individually 
identifying piece of information, will not be recorded or in any way attached to the respondents’ 
survey results.

The purpose of the national telephone survey is to provide information about users, access, 
and uses of government information at the federal, state, and local level. These measures will 
collectively describe the user needs and be used to evaluate whether or not these needs are being met 
by public access computing centers, public libraries, and trainers of instructors. The research being 
conducted is exploratory in nature and is groundbreaking in its investigation of user satisfaction with 
access to government information on a national scale.

The data obtained from the instrument fall into four major categories: descriptive information 
regarding the transaction, outcome perceptions of transaction, perceptions of government and 
community, and demographic information.

Information gathered regarding the government information transaction includes: type of 
government information sought (Q4, Q9, Q10, and Q43), sources of government information (Q3, 
Q11, Q12, Q13), modes of information retrieval (Q2, Q14, Q15, Q22, Q37, Q43, Q46, Q47), details 
about information retrieval from libraries (Q16, Q17, Q18, Q34, Q36a), and details about information
retrieval from public access computing center (Q23, Q24, Q25, Q26, Q27, Q28, Q34, Q36).

Outcome perceptions of the transaction include satisfaction with the mode of retrieval (Q19, 
Q20, Q21) and success of search (Q29, Q30, Q31). Opinion of government and community include 
trust in government (Q39) and others (Q38), community perception (Q1), and privacy concerns (Q32,
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Q33). In addition to standard demographic information (D1-D12), Internet and computer use (Q5, 
Q6a, Q6b, Q7, Q8, Q8b, Q44a, Q44b, Q45a, Q45b, Q45c, Q45d, Q45e, Q45f, Q45g) and perception 
of technology (Q41, Q42) are addressed in this instrument.

Basic demographic information is included because the literature indicates they are significant
predictors of Internet use.2 This study will be the first to define and quantify the types of government 
information the public is seeking,4 as well as the success of these searches. Satisfaction with 
government information is shown to be highly associated with demographic variables.4

Personal characteristics of the respondents will also be measured and used as independent 
variables in regard to our outcome measures of mode and type of information sought. The respondent
characteristics used include trust in people, perception of information overloading, perception of 
computers, media modality preferences, community satisfaction, and trust in government.

Level of access will also be used as an indicator variable. The general description of low-
access will be used to identify three different levels of access in users as defined by Pew. These three 
access levels will be used to test the validity of our instrument against past Pew instruments as well. 
Access definitions range from highly wired (those with a T1 line, wireless connection, or DSL-
enabled phone lines or a cable modem who are Internet users) to moderate users (who have a dial-up 
connection in the house but may or may not be Internet users) to the truly off-line (who have never 
used the Internet/e-mail and are not Internet-connected at home).2 These categories are a starting 
point for describing the various levels of access and may be broken down further after data collection 
depending on the distribution of persons within those groups.

Analysis of the national survey will begin with frequency tables, appropriate univariate 
measures, and item response rate for the entire instrument. Then we will weight the sample based on 
census information and recreate the frequencies with weighting. These weights will allow our data 
take on parameters of a distribution much like the US census, thus allowing us to use parametric tests 
for hypotheses testing. Several of the questions within the instrument are Pew trends questions, 
specifically: Q1, Q2, Q3, Q5, Q6a, Q6b, Q8, Q8b, Q15, Q35, Q38, Q39, Q41, Q42, Q43, Q44a, 
Q45a, Q45b, Q45c, Q45e, Q45g, Q47, web-A and D1-D12. The trend data for the Pew trend 
questions will be given to the Library Research Center for trend analysis and comparison with the 
data collected via the national telephone survey. The trend measures will be used to discuss changes 
over time as well as to demonstrate the validity of the responses as compared to recent trends. FIPs 
codes will also be given to the researchers so geo-spatial analysis will be available to enrich the other 
results of the survey. One such example of use will be to determine the effect of distance from a 
public library on the respondents’ perceptions and use of public libraries.

The researchers hypothesize the following:

H1. There will be significant differences between the three Internet access level groups.

H2. There will be significant differences in the type of government information sought, 
demographics, Internet and computer use, perception of technology, community and 
government perceptions, and security opinions between groups that have different preferred 
modes of information delivery.
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H3. There will be significant differences in demographics, Internet and computer use, perception 
of technology, type of information sought, and mode of retrieval between groups that report 
different levels of successful information retrieval.

H4. There will be significant differences in demographics, Internet and computer use, perception 
of technology, type of information sought, and mode of retrieval between groups that report 
different levels of satisfaction with information retrieval transaction.

H5. There will be significant differences in demographics, Internet and computer use, perception 
of technology, type of information sought, and mode of retrieval between groups that report 
different types of government information sought.

H6. There will be significant differences between low-access subgroups who use libraries and 
those that do not use libraries.

H7. There will be significant differences between low-access subgroups who use public access 
computing centers and those that do not.

H8. Low-access individuals are significantly less likely to use public access computing centers.

H9. Low-access individuals are significantly less likely to use libraries.

The researchers hypothesize that demographic characteristics, including geographic location 
and “low-access,” will affect the type of information being accessed, the preferred and utilized mode 
of delivery, where the information is accessed, reasons for utilizing the specific mode and place of 
access, satisfaction with the information transaction, and success of search. In order to test these 
hypotheses, parametric and nonparametric statistical tests will be employed to determine if significant
differences between the demographic groups exist. Most of the variables in the instrument are 
nominal or ordinal variables and thus will require non-parametric tests to test the significance of the 
differences between the groups. Since there is only one sample for the tests, contingency tables will 
be produced and a chi-square test will be used. There are no ratio measures. Age will be post-coded 
into four age-ranges in order to create an ordinal-level variable. Interval-level data will be tested 
using a t-test (z-test where K=2). We will not be able to reject the null hypotheses for all tests where 
p>.05 and we will reject the null hypothesis for all tests where p<=.05.

In order to test the hypotheses, parametric and nonparametric statistical tests and scatter plots 
will be employed to determine if significant differences between the groups exist. Most of the 
variables in the instrument are nominal or ordinal variables and thus will require non-parametric tests 
to test the significance of the differences between the groups. Since there is only one sample for the 
tests, a chi-square test will be used. Two-tailed tests will be used for hypotheses H1-H7 and one-
tailed tests will be used for H8 and H9. For trend purposes, Pew’s age ranges of 18-29, 30-49, 50-64, 
and 65 and over will be used.2 Interval-level data will be tested using a t-test (z-test where K=2). All 
tests will use a significance level of .05 or less.

Due to the possibility of interaction between the significant covariates and a desire to test the 
directionality and strength of the variables, multivariate statistical analysis will be used to further test 
hypotheses that have two or more separately significant covariates. Since none of the hypotheses 
have more than one criterion variable, dependence analysis can be used for all multivariate analyses.
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H1, H4, and H5 will utilize regression analysis with dummy variables. H1, H2, and H3 will 
utilize discriminate analysis. Hypotheses H6-H9 will utilize binomial logistic regression. H1, H3, and
H4 will utilize Spearman’s Rank Correlation or binomial regression depending on the distribution of 
results. H2 and H5 will utilize discriminate analysis or binomial regression depending on the 
distribution of results.

It is hypothesized that the type of government information being accessed will affect the 
respondents’ success, satisfaction, and mode of delivery of the information retrieved. Questions have 
been pre-tested that identify user information in the context of a “major event,” where these major 
events will map back to the predefined categories of government information used in the 
librarian/public access computing center and trainers surveys for further analyses described in the 
Final Analyses section.

Many of the questions in the national phone survey will be enriched by the data gathered in 
the other surveys described in the following sections. Types of government information accessed, 
preferred and utilized mode of delivery of government information, use, satisfaction, and success of 
government information retrieval from a public library and/or public access computing center are 
some of the variables in the national survey which will be used to supplement analysis of the other 
surveys conducted.

This portion of the project was designed in consultation with or under the direct supervision 
of Edward Lakner, Ph.D. (LRC); Lee Rainie, Ph.D. (Pew); Leigh Estabrook, Ph.D. (LRC); and 
Megan Mustafoff, MS (LRC).

Public Access Computing Center/Public Library Survey

The primary purpose of the public access computing center/librarian survey is to determine 
the frequency and scope of training, formal or otherwise, available to the public from public access 
computing centers and public libraries. In addition, the instrument will assess the depth and 
frequency of program evaluations. Sources of training for trainers will also be surveyed in order to 
define the study population of the trainers of trainers survey discussed in the next section.

Table 6—Public Access Computing Center and Library Sampling Frame

Type of Provider Universe Sample Expected Response Rate

Public Access Computing Sites 3,066 1500 70%

Public Libraries serving populations over 100,000 5085 508 70%

Public Libraries serving populations 100,000 to 5,000 4,7135 692 70%

Public Depository Libraries 1,242 300 70%

In accordance with section 2.1 of the code, the sample of public libraries will be stratified 
according to the size of the libraries’ legal service area.6 The universe listing used for this sample is 
the 2004 Federal State Cooperative System (FSCS) annual directory of public libraries published by 
the National Center for Education Statistics.5 The sample will include 100% (N=508) of libraries 
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serving populations over 100,000 identified in the 2004 FSCS.5 Taking a census of these libraries is 
imperative to generalize results to the majority of the US population because 58.91% 
(N=286,720,441) of citizens in legal service areas are covered by these libraries which represent only 
5.52% of the public library universe (N=9,208).

For medium-sized public libraries, those serving populations of between 5,000 and 100,000, a
systematic random sample of 692 public libraries will be selected from the 2004 FSCS.5 Medium-
sized libraries represent around 22% of the public library universe (Table 6).

Libraries serving populations under 5,000 are highly homogenous and serve only 2.86% of 
U.S. citizens. It is more efficient and informative to concentrate resources on larger libraries that 
offer more varied services and serve a collective 97% of the US population that live in a legal library 
service area.

The proposed sampling procedure6 of public libraries assures that a representative sample will 
be selected from the public library universe.

The sample of public depository libraries will be a random sample of 300 libraries, almost 
25% of the 1,242 public depository libraries in the universe listing. The universal listing is taken from
the Federal Depository Library Directory available from the Government Printing Office’s (GPO) 
Web site.7 For purposes of this study we will be taking a random sample of 300 federal depository 
libraries for inclusion in the public library survey.

Table 7—Public Library Sampling Assumptions

Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95%
Population Size 508 Population Size 508 Population Size 508
Sample Size 508 Sample Size 508 Sample Size 508
Response Rate 70% Response Rate 70% Response Rate 70%
Completed Surveys 356 Completed Surveys 356 Completed Surveys 356
Sample Proportion 50% Sample Proportion 70% Sample Proportion 90%
Standard Error 1.454% Standard Error 1.332% Standard Error 0.872%
95% Confidence Limit ± 2.849% 95% Confidence Limit ± 2.611% 95% Confidence Limit ± 1.710%

Libraries Serving Populations over 100,000
P1:P2=50:50  P1:P2=70:30  P1:P2=90:10

Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95%
Population Size 4,713 Population Size 4,713 Population Size 4,713
Sample Size 692 Sample Size 692 Sample Size 692
Response Rate 70% Response Rate 70% Response Rate 70%
Completed Surveys 484 Completed Surveys 484 Completed Surveys 484
Sample Proportion 50% Sample Proportion 70% Sample Proportion 90%
Standard Error 2.152% Standard Error 1.972% Standard Error 1.291%
95% Confidence Limit ± 4.218% 95% Confidence Limit ± 3.866% 95% Confidence Limit ± 2.531%

Libraries Serving Populations 100,000 to 5,000
P1:P2=50:50  P1:P2=70:30  P1:P2=90:10

Table 7 describes the sampling assumptions, confidence limits, and standard error (for 
percentages) of the two strata of the public library sample, in accordance with section 5.1 of the code.
Libraries serving over 100,000 persons will have a standard error of 1.454% in the worst case 
scenario, assuming a rate of occurrence of 50%. The 95% confidence limit in this same scenario is ± 
2.849%. Rates of occurrence as high or low as 90% or 10% afford more favorable precision as 
demonstrated in Table 7. Overall the standard error will not exceed 1.454% for this stratum. Since 
this stratum is a census, issues of sample estimation should not be problematic; however, issues of 
non-response may come into play.
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Medium-sized libraries serving populations 100,000 to 5,000 will have a maximum standard 
error of 2.152% and a 95% confidence limit of ± 4.218% in the worst theoretical case (using the 
sample portioning 50:50). Alternative scenarios are calculated in Table 7 for comparison; however, a 
rate of occurrence of 50% is used for calculation maximum values of standard error.
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Table 8—Federal Depository Sampling Assumptions

Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95%
Population Size 1,242 Population Size 1,242 Population Size 1,242
Sample Size 300 Sample Size 300 Sample Size 300
Response Rate 70% Response Rate 70% Response Rate 70%
Completed Surveys 210 Completed Surveys 210 Completed Surveys 210
Sample Proportion 50% Sample Proportion 70% Sample Proportion 90%
Standard Error 3.146% Standard Error 2.884% Standard Error 1.888%
95% Confidence Limit ± 6.167% 95% Confidence Limit ± 5.652% 95% Confidence Limit ± 3.700%

Federal Depository Libraries
P1:P2=50:50  P1:P2=70:30  P1:P2=90:10

Federal depository libraries will have a maximum standard error of 3.146%, and at most a 
95% confidence limit of ± 6.167%. Again, alternative scenarios are calculated in Table 8 for scenario 
comparisons.

All libraries will be mailed a first-class paper invitation on Institute of Museum and Library 
Science (IMLS) letterhead as well as a pre-coded paper survey with a pre-paid return envelope. 
Administering a paper survey to public libraries is preferable to a Web-based survey because it 
matches their preferred modality. The letter will be addressed to the library director or current 
director as listed in the 2006 Public Library Data Service Directory (PLDS)8 and the 2005 American 
Library Directory9 for libraries not listed in the PLDS. The 2006 PLDS will be used for current 
library address and director information. The cover letter will include the Web address of the online 
version of the survey in order to give the respondent more response options in an effort to ease 
burden.

In compliance with section 2.3 and 3.3 of the code, all surveys returned by mail will be 
subject to “double data entry,” where responses from each paper survey questionnaire are entered and
reviewed separately by independent coders. The files are then subject to an item-by-item comparison 
which lists the ID number and variable name for all items where the entered values do not match. By 
resolving data inconsistencies, survey data sets are produced that are virtually error-free.

In accordance with section 3.2 of the code, all response rates will be calculated using 
weighted and unweighted measures, and item response rates will also be calculated to account for 
item non-response. If the actual response rates are less than 70%, an analysis to determine if non-
respondents are random will be conducted on the whole and at the item-level by estimating bias of 
respondents using percentages from respondent demographics and the 2004 Federal State 
Cooperative System (FSCS)5 annual directory of public libraries. In accordance with section 4.1 of 
the code, and in order to reduce non-response bias and increase the value of survey data, the national 
sample will be post-stratified to match national parameters for sex, age, education, race, and Hispanic
origin, as taken from the U.S. Census.3

The testing of the library survey was conducted to comply with section 1.4 of the code. The 
survey was sent via first class mail to five public libraries in the state of Illinois. The library directors 
were contacted by phone within two weeks of the initial mailing in order to elicit suggestions and 
comments to help strengthen the instrument. Dr. Leigh Estabrook recommended these libraries based 
on her professional knowledge that these library directors would offer constructive feedback.

In compliance with section 2.1 of the code, it is proposed to draw a sample of 1,500 public 
access computing centers. The universe of public access computing centers is defined as all sites 
listed in the Community Technology Center Network (CTCnet)10 and in HUD’s Neighborhood 
Networks member directory.11 In total, there 3,303 public access computing sites listed between these 
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two directories, and 3,066 are non-duplicated between the two lists. We propose to take all 1,292 
non-duplicated sites listed in CTCnet and sample of 208 of the unduplicated sites from HUD’s 
Neighborhood Network because we are interested in CTCs in all locations, not just those found in 
housing developments. Therefore, HUD will be used to supplement the CTCnet list (Table 9). 
Duplicate sites were left out of the HUD’s Neighborhood Network population since the contact 
information was more timely and complete in CTCnet’s directory.

Table 9

Mailing List Directory Population (N) Unduplicated (N) Sample (n) Sample %
CTCnet 1504 1292 1292 100.00%
HUDs Neighborhood Network 1799 1774 208 11.72%
Total 3303 3066 1500 48.92%

Public Access Computing Center Sample

This survey will be sent out electronically, and, due to the absence of e-mail addresses from 
HUD’s Neighborhood Network on-line directory, we will only take a sample of sites from that 
directory. The sample of Neighborhood Network sites requires extensive searches to find valid e-mail
addresses. In addition, as invalid e-mail addresses are discarded from the CTCnet universe, after an 
attempt to find a valid e-mail address, the sample taken from Neighborhood Network sites will be 
proportionally increased to account for these lost cases. These two lists were chosen to represent the 
universe of public access computing centers after consultation with Randall Pinkett, Ph.D.; Paul 
Adams, Director of Prairienet; and a review of literature of current public access computing center 
member directories available. Due to lack of expert information at the time the proposal was 
developed, this methodology has been modified from what was originally proposed.

The public access computing center survey will only be administered as a Web-based survey. 
Due to the nature of public access computing centers, high turnover of volunteers is a strong 
possibility; thus, a double notification method is preferred. Public access computing center directors 
will be sent an e-mail invitation and mailed a first-class paper invitation on Library Research Center 
letterhead.

Administering a Web-based survey to computing centers is preferable to a paper survey 
because it matches their preferred modality. In compliance with section 2.3 and 3.1 of the code, this 
Web-based survey will minimize data entry errors and work as a data editing mechanism since only 
the respondent will be entering data. To minimize entry error from the respondent, validation rules 
have been applied where appropriate to survey fields. For example, only numbers are allowed in 
numeric fields. In addition to validation rules, logic checks and infallible skip patterns built into the 
Web collection system will increase valid and reliable reporting of data. For example, if a center 
indicates it does not offer any tutorials on finding government information, they will be unable to 
indicate the topics covered in the tutorials and the evaluation measures used for tutorials.

Table 10—Public Access Computing Center Sampling Assumptions
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Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95% Confidence Level 95%
Population Size 3,066 Population Size 3,066 Population Size 3,066
Sample Size 1,500 Sample Size 1,500 Sample Size 1,500
Response Rate 70% Response Rate 70% Response Rate 70%
Completed Surveys 1050 Completed Surveys 1050 Completed Surveys 1050
Sample Proportion 50% Sample Proportion 70% Sample Proportion 90%
Standard Error 1.251% Standard Error 1.147% Standard Error 0.751%
95% Confidence Limit ± 2.453% 95% Confidence Limit ± 2.248% 95% Confidence Limit ± 1.472%

Public Access Computing Centers
P1:P2=50:50  P1:P2=70:30  P1:P2=90:10

In compliance with section 2.1 of the code, Table 10 describes the sampling assumptions, 
confidence limits, and standard error for the public access computing center universe. A confidence 
limit of ±2.453% with a standard error of at most 1.251% can be expected for this sample.

In order to comply with section 1.4 of the code, the pre-testing of the public access computing
center survey included sending the survey via e-mail to six public access computing sites. These 
public access computing centers were chosen based on the expert advice of Paul Adams, director of 
Prairienet. In compliance with section 1.4 of the code, these public access computing centers were 
chosen for pre-testing because they are very active in their communities and are located in different 
regions throughout the nation, which results in a more representative testing sample. The public 
access computing center directors were again contacted by phone within two weeks of the initial 
mailing in order to elicit further suggestions and comments to help strengthen the instrument.

The purpose of the public access computing center and public library survey is to provide 
information about the frequency and scope of training, and depth and frequency of program 
evaluations available within the U.S. These measures will collectively describe the current state of 
government information help provided to users of public access computing centers and public 
libraries.

Public Access Computing Center Analysis

The data obtained from these surveys will be analyzed separately for public libraries and for 
public access computing centers. The data obtained from the public access computing center 
instrument falls into several categories: mode of government information training available (Q12, 
Q15, Q16, Q17, Q18, Q19, Q20, Q21, Q22, and Q23), type of government information discussed in 
training (Q13), evaluation (Q14), and institutional demographic information (Q1-Q11).

Due to the fact that this information has never before been collected, there is no way for the 
results to be verified using trend questions or population estimates. Basic frequencies and univariate 
statistics will be run and, depending on the outcomes, additional hypotheses will be generated and 
tested.

H1: There will be significant differences between public access computing centers that train on 
different types of government information.

H2: There will be significant differences between public access computing centers that offer different
modes of information retrieval.

H3: There will be significant differences between topics covered and modality of dissemination by 
community demographics.
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Community demographics will be gathered from census data using the zip codes of the public 
access computing centers and their satellite locations. Although there is no literature available on 
public access computing centers user base by proximity, one assumption of this project is that public 
libraries and public access computing centers function similarly enough that the proximity of use 
theory12 can be applied to public access computing centers.

Public Library Analysis

The quantitative data obtained from the public library instrument falls into several categories: 
mode of government information training available (Q11, Q14, Q15, Q16, Q17, Q18, and Q19), type 
of government information discussed in training (Q10), evaluation (Q12), and institutional 
demographic information (Q1-Q9, Q20, and Q22). The qualitative data collected identifies promotion
activities (Q25) and how training and collections developed over time (Q23 and Q24).

Due to the fact that this information has never before been collected, there is no way for the 
results to be verified using trend questions or population estimates. Basic frequencies and other 
appropriate univariate statistics will be run, and, depending on the outcomes, additional hypotheses 
will be generated and tested.

H1: There will be significant differences between public libraries that train on different types of 
government information.

H2: There will be significant differences between public libraries that offer different modes of 
information retrieval.

H3: There will be significant differences between topics covered and modality of dissemination by 
community demographics.

Community demographics will be gathered from census data using the zip codes of the public 
libraries and their branches. There is quite extensive and long standing literature regarding the 
increased use of public libraries with respect to proximity;12 thus, using community demographics 
should give a fairly accurate representation of the libraries’ user base.

Public Access Computing Center and Public Library Analysis

There are several items that are comparable between the public library and public access 
computing center in order to identify significant differences between training in public libraries and 
training in public access computing centers. The specific questions are noted in Table 11 below:

Table 11

Comparable Questions for the Public Library and Public
Access Computing Center Surveys

Question Number from the
Public Access Computing

Center Survey

Question Number from the
Public Library Survey

1 2
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2 8

8 3

9 4

6 5

7 6

8 7

12 11

13 12

14 13

15 18

16 19

17 14

18 15

19 16

20 17

21 18

These questions will be analyzed using contingency tables (chi-square) for nominal and 
ordinal variables and a t-test (z-test where K=2) for interval-level data (Q1, Q3, Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, and 
Q8) from the public library survey.

Trainers of Trainers Survey

Note about trainers of trainers for public access computing centers:  The researchers are not at
this time including a survey of the trainers for CTC trainers in the request to OMB.  In our work to 
date we have not been able to define a universe from which we could draw for such a survey.  
Moreover, based on information from Paul Adams, CTC administrator on our grant and member of 
CTC Net Board, we believe there is very low of incidence of train the trainer.  We are still working to
confirm whether or not such a survey will be possible.  If not, we will not be able to conduct a 
comparison of CTCs and libraries regarding sources and types of training as originally stated in our 
methods section.  If we are able to carry out such a survey, we will return to OMB with the necessary 
documentation.
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The purpose of the trainers of trainers survey, hereafter called the “trainers survey,” is to learn
more about where library and public access computing center staff get their training. Discovering 
how the trainers decide on what topics to cover may be a key to understanding who are the real 
gatekeepers of this knowledge and how they decide to dispense it.

Due to the absence of a definitive list of trainers, the researchers conducted a hand search of 
advertisements and notices for training in the professional literature and a Web/database search for 
information about education and training. The result of this search has lead the researchers to define 
the universe of trainers as all 50 national ALA-accredited library schools,13 all 50 state libraries, and 
all 50 state library associations (Table 12).

Table 12—Trainers of Trainers Sampling Frame

Survey Universe Sample Expected Response 
Rate

ALA Accredited Library 
Schools

50 accredited library 
schools13

50 accredited library 
schools

100%

State Libraries 50 state libraries 50 state libraries 100%

State Library Associations 50 state library associations 50 state library schools 100%

Due to the population size of the trainers, the researchers will endeavor to get complete 
coverage of the population through the use of persistent follow-ups via mailing and phone calls. 
Because of the complete coverage of this population, there are no sampling assumptions, as no 
sample is taken.

In compliance with section 1.4 of the code, pre-testing of the LIS schools survey was 
administered to a maximum of nine members of faculty/staff, including the dean, of the Graduate 
School of Library Information Science at the University of Illinois. Pre-testing of the State Library 
Associations and State Library survey was accomplished using the Washington State Library and the 
Illinois State Library. In all cases of testing, the respondents were asked to comment on difficulty of 
understanding, areas of improvement, and general observations.

In compliance with section 2.3 and 3.3 of the code, the trainers of trainers survey will be 
administered electronically. Electronic submission will decrease minimize respondent burden, 
maximize reporting accuracy due to the absence of coding and data entry, and minimize the cost due 
to the lack of expenses associated with paper mailings. To minimize entry error from the respondent, 
validation rules have been applied where appropriate to survey fields. Logic checks and infallible 
skip patterns have also been built into the Web collection system.

All trainers will be sent an electronic invitation addressed to the director or dean, respectively.
The invitation will also ask that the respondent forward on the survey to the person at their institution
with the most knowledge about training offered or course topics, respectively. Initially, there is no 
paper mailing with this survey due to the degree of technical abilities present in this population. 
However, in cases where electronic mail bounces back, IMLS letterhead will be used to send out a 
paper invitation via first-class mail.
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Library Information Science (LIS) schools

Data obtained form LIS schools will be analyzed separately from state library/association 
data. The instrument for LIS schools assesses the optional and required coursework necessary for 
general graduation or specialization. Specifically, the instrument evaluates the degree to which 
courses address finding government information and instructing underserved populations (Q1-Q3) as 
this knowledge provides the basis for assistance. The instrument also evaluates business skills taught 
in library schools (Q4a and Q4b). It is important to evaluate the degree to which future librarians are 
being taught key business skills (e.g., communications, event planning/programming, budgeting, and 
public relations/marketing) because these are the skills needed to plan and execute training programs 
for the public. The instrument also covers the context of government information and service to 
underserved populations in any continuing education courses offered (Q5). Demographic information
about the institution will be collected from the ALA directory that contains this information.13

In accordance with section 3.2 of the code, all response rates will be calculated using 
weighted and unweighted measures, and item response rates will also be calculated to account for 
item non-response. An analysis to determine if non-respondents are random will be conducted on the 
whole and at the item-level by estimating bias of respondents using percentages from responding 
institution demographics from ALA-accredited library schools registry.13 Weighted and unweighted 
frequency tables with univariate statistics will be created.

Most of the variables in the instrument are nominal or ordinal variables and thus will require 
non-parametric tests to test the significance of the differences between the groups. Since we are using
only one sample for our tests, contingency tables will be produced and a chi-square test will be used. 
Interval-level data will be tested using a t-test (z-test where K=2). A significance level of .05 or less 
will be used.

State Library/Library Association

The state library/association instrument quantitatively covers basic institutional demographic 
information (Q1-Q6), perceptions of training (Q5 and Q6), mode of training (Q7-Q9, Q11-Q12, and 
Q14-Q15), and topics covered in training (Q10 and Q13). Qualitatively, the instrument covers how 
the state library/association determines which topics to cover (Q16).

In accordance with section 3.2 of the code, all response rates will be calculated using 
weighted measures; item response rates will also be calculated to account for item non-response. An 
analysis to determine if non-respondents are random will be conducted on the whole and at the item-
level by estimating bias of respondents using percentages from responding institutions by Department
of Education region.14 There are no pre-gathered data sets that offer descriptive measures to compare 
state library/associations on; since each state has only one of each institution type, regional analysis 
will be used instead. Weighted and unweighted frequency tables with univariate statistics will be 
created based on regional response weighting.

Most of the variables in the instrument are nominal or ordinal variables and thus will require 
non-parametric tests to test the significance of the differences between the groups. Since there is only 
one sample for our tests, contingency tables will be produced and a chi-square test will be used. 
Interval-level data will be tested using a t-test (z-test where K=2). A significance level of .05 or less 
will be used.
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Final Analysis

In compliance with section 5.1 of the code, the purpose of the national telephone survey is to 
provide information about users, access, and uses of government information at the federal, state, and
local level. These measures will collectively describe the user needs and be used to evaluate whether 
or not these needs are being met by public access computing centers, public libraries, and trainers of 
instructors.

In compliance with section 5.1 of the code, the analysis plan for the public access computing 
center/public library survey is to determine the frequency and scope of training, and depth and 
frequency of program evaluations available within the U.S. Significant geographic differences in 
regard to frequency and scope of training and evaluation throughout the U.S. will also be reported.

In compliance with section 5.1 of the code, the analysis plan for the trainers of trainers survey 
includes determining the overlap between what information citizens want (obtained from national 
telephone survey), the information distributed by libraries and public access computing centers, and 
the information offered to trainers. This will allow significant differences between the primary 
information providers (trainers and library schools), mid-level information providers (libraries and 
public access computing centers), and end-users (the public) to be identified.

These three surveys provide a unique perspective on the state of access to government 
information for the specific population they are targeting, (general population, providers, and trainers 
of providers). Together the data offered from these three data sets will create a three-dimensional 
image of the problems in the process of disseminating government information to the public. From 
the national survey we can determine what the public needs, how they currently get it, how they 
would like to get it, and their perception of the help provided by libraries and public access 
computing centers. The provider survey determines what government information topics are covered 
and the mode of delivery by libraries and public access computing centers. The trainers of providers 
survey illustrates what government information topics are being taught to future providers, how these 
topics are being decided upon, and the mode of delivery to the providers. Together, the information 
from the surveys moves from a static snapshot of three different populations to a dynamic illustration 
of information dissemination. An analysis of these three data sets can show us where the 
shortcomings and missing pieces fall when moving from what is taught to providers, to what the 
providers teach, to what the public needs.

Since there will be three different data sets, the first step will be to identify the relationship 
between the samples. That is, of those in the national sample going to libraries/public access 
computing centers, are the libraries/public access computing centers reporting the same topics and 
modes of information dissemination available as are reported by the libraries and public access 
computing centers themselves? Is the distribution of topics covered at libraries approximately the 
same as the topics being taught to the trainers? Contingency tables and a chi-square test will be able 
to identify if there are any significant differences between the samples based on these criterion.

If the three populations are not related based on these criteria, further tests will be employed 
to evaluate whether specific groups within those populations are responsible for the effect, or if one 
sub-group is particularly disjointed from the rest of their population. These tests are very exploratory 
because there is no literature on this information currently.
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Once the literature review and mailing list gathering had been executed, it was clear some 
changes needed to be made to the budget in order to increase the success of the project. The budget 
drafted in the proposal was moved around slightly, within the 10% guideline, in order to 
accommodate the approved methodology change The public access computing center mailing lists 
may have many outdated e-mail addresses so an additional paper mailing is necessary to 
accommodate for bounced e-mails. Table 13 describes the revised cost estimates for this 
methodological change.

Table 13

Wave # No. Mailed No. Returned Response Rate Mailing Method Mailing Cost Printing Cost
Wave 1 1500 450 30% 1st Class Mail (0.41)*1500=615 (.05)*1500=75
Wave 2 1050 263 25% 1st Class Mail (0.41)*1050=431 (.05)*1050=53
Wave 3 787 339 43% Certified Mailing (1.34)*787=1055 (.05)*787=40
Overall 3337 1052 70% N/A $2,101 $168

Photocopying and Mailing Methods and Cost for Public Access Computing Center Survey
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Consultant, contractor, grantee phone list

A list of telephone numbers and names of persons contributing technical expertise to this 
methodology as cited within the document:

Consultant, contractor, grantee phone list

Name of Person’s Consulted Affiliation Phone Number

Paul Adams, Ph.D. Prairienet (217) 333-5218

Leigh Estabrook, Ph.D. LRC (217) 333-4209

Edward Lakner, Ph.D. LRC (217) 244-3301

Mary Mallory, MLS UIUC Gov. Docs Library (217) 244-4621

Megan Mustafoff, MS LRC (217) 398-1028

Lee Rainie, Ph.D. PEW (202) 419-4500

Lauren Teffeau, MA LRC (217) 333-5881

Shells:

The following pages contain the shells of graphs that will be used to display results. The final 
tables will be readable in print version; however, for continuity, the larger charts have been used so 
that the zoom feature of Microsoft Word or Adobe Acrobat can be used to view the detail of the chart
instead of breaking the chart into smaller subsections as will be done for printing of the larger tables.
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Demographic Variables

% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

Distrust of Government

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of people

No distrust of people

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No government benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Student

Retired

Not employed

Government employee

Not a government employee

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Housing and Property

Most Recent/ 

Important Event

Ever in last 2 

year

Health, Nutrition, and Food

Most Recent/ 

Important Event

Ever in last 2 

year

Law and Politics

Most Recent/ 

Important Event

Ever in last 2 

year

Family (or household), 

Neighrborhood, Community

Most Recent/ 

Important Event

Ever in last 2 

year

Edcucation, Jobs, Military

Most Recent/ 

Important Event

Ever in last 2 

year

Frequency and Percent of Users Seeking Specified Type of Government Information by Demographic Variables
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Demographic Variables % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

Distrust of Government

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of people

No distrust of people

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No government benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Student

Retired

Not employed

Government employee

Not a government employee

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

Users Seeking Government Information Using Specified Source by Demographic Variables

Newpspaper, 

Magazine and 

Books

Government 

Office or 

Agency

Professional 

Advisor
Internet

Television or 

Radio
Public Library

Public Access 

Computing 

Center

Friends or 

Family
Other

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05
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Demographic Variables % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a concern

Privacy not a concern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

Distrust of Government

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of people

No distrust of people

Library within 2 miles

No library within 2 miles

Public access computing center within 2 miles

No public access computing center within 2 miles

Information overload

Like having so much information

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Student

Retired

Not employed

Government employee

Not a government employee

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

Other

Users Seeking [Specified Type of Government Information] Using Specified Source by Demographic Variables
Government 

Office or 

Agency

Professional 

Advisor
Internet

Television or 

Radio
Public Library

Public Access 

Computing 

Center

Friends or 

Family

Newpspaper, 

Magazine and 

Books

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05
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Demographic Variables

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Distrust of people

No distrust of people

Library within 2 miles

No library within 2 miles

Public access computing center within 2 miles

No public access computing center within 2 miles

Privacy a concern

Privacy not a concern

Aware of Government 800 numbers

Unaware of Government 800 numbers

Information overload

No information overload

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

Demographic Characteristics of Low-Access Users
Low-Access User Not Low-Access User

% (n) SD % (n) SD
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Demographic Variables

% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a concern

Privacy not a conern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Newpspaper, Magazine and Books

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Precieved User Success in Seeking [Specified Type of Government Information] Using Specified Source by Demographic Variables
Professional Advisor

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Friends or Family

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Television or Radio

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a concern

Privacy not a conern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Demographic Variables

User Success in Seeking [Specified Type of Government Information] Using Specified Source by Demographic Variables (cont.)
Internet

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Public Library

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Public Access Computing Center

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Government Office or Agency

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Other

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful
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Demographic Variables

% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a concern

Privacy not a conern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Somewhat 

Satisfied

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Somewhat 

Satisfied

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Very 

Satisfied

Very 

Satisfied

Somewhat 

Satisfied

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Very 

Satisfied

Somewhat 

Satisfied

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Very 

Satisfied

Government Office or Agency Professional Advisor Internet/Ask Someone To look on Int Newpspaper, Magazine and Books

User Satisfaction in Seeking [Specified Type of Government Information] Using Specified Source by Demographic Variables
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a concern

Privacy not a conern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

User Satifaction in Seeking [Specified Type of Government Information] Using Specified Source by Demographic Variables (cont.)
Television or Radio Public Library Public Access Computing Center Friends or Family Other

Demographic Variables

Very 

Satisfied

Somewhat 

Satisfied

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Very 

Satisfied

Somewhat 

Satisfied

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Very 

Satisfied

Somewhat 

Satisfied

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Very 

Satisfied

Somewhat 

Satisfied

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Very 

Satisfied

Somewhat 

Satisfied

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a concern

Privacy not a concern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

State Federal Local State Federal

Send an E-mail

Mode of Contact and Level of Government Contacted at aGovernment Office or Agency by Demographic 

Variables

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Phone

Demographic Variables

Write a letter

Local State Federal Local

29



% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a conern

Privacy not a concern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Internet Public Library Public Access Computing Center Government Office or Agency

Somewhat 

Successful

Not too 

SuccessfulDemographic Variables
A Lot Some

Only a 

Little

Not 

Successful

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

Not too 

Successful

Not 

Successful

Very 

Successful

Somewhat 

Successful

Amount of Information Obtained Using Specified Source by Demographic Variables

Not 

Successful

Not too 

Successful
None at All

Very 

Successful
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a conern

Privacy not a concern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Government Office or AgencyInternet

Reasons for not getting information (Amount of information obtained="None at all")
Public Library Public Access Computing Center

Didn't have 

info

Didn't find 

info
No help Other

Didn't have 

info

Didn't find 

info
No help Other

Didn't have 

info

Didn't find 

info
No help Other

Demographic Variables

Didn't have 

info

Didn't find 

info
No help Other
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a conern

Privacy not a concern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

use computer

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Use Internet Do Not Use Int.

Internet and ComputerUse

Demographic Variables
No int. 

proxiy

internet 

proxy

Do Not Use 

e-mail
use E-mail
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a concern

Privacy not a concern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Library within 2 miles

No library within 2 miles

Public access computing center within 2 miles

No public access computing center within 2 miles

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

Very Likely
Somewhat 

Likely

Somewhat 

Unlikely
Very Likely

Somewhat 

Likely

Somewhat 

Unlikely

Very 

Unlikely

Future Use of Specified Sources when Seeking Government Information Using by Demographic Variables
Public Library Public Access Computing Center

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Very 

UnlikelyDemographic Variables
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Demographic Variables

% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Low-access

Not low-access

Privacy a concern

Privacy not a concern

Community satisfaction

Community dissatisfaction

No Distrust of Government

Distrust of Government

Men

Women

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic

White

Black or African-American

Asian

American Indian or Alask Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Mixed Race

Other

Disabled

Not Disabled

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000to under $25,000

$25,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $60,000

$60,000to under $100,000

More than $100,000

Government benefits

No governmetn benefits

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Retired

Not employed

Less than 8th grade education

Less than high school education

High school graduate/GED

Technical, trade or vocational certificate

Some college or Associates Degree

Four-year college graduate

Post-graudate training or profesional

Children

No Children

Age range 1

Age range 2

Age range 3

Age range 4

TOTAL

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Write Letter Home Work Library
Friend or 

Neighbor
Phone In Person

Visit Web-

Site
E-mail

User Satisfaction in Service from Specified Source Seeking [Specified Type of Government Information] by Demographic Variables
Government Office or Agency Internet Public Library

Mode of contact Used Internet at Assistance provided Assistance Not Provided Sources used for Information Seeking

Public 

Access 

Computing 

Center

House of 

Worship
Hotel

Cell 

phone/PDA

/Blackberry,

etc.

One-on-

One 

instruction 

in using 

computer/in

ternet

Tutorials or 

classes 

taught by 

library 

personnel

Elctronic/In

teractive 

help 

mechanism

printed 

helpmateria

ls

Internet
reference 

book

Reference 

Services

No 

Assistance 

offered

Did not 

requiire or 

seek 

assistance

library does 

not offer 

assistance

newpaper/

magazine

reference 

material

coputer for 

library 

materials

computer 

for internet 

information

No one was 

available
other
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Patron Fee

No Patron Fee

Aboved median computer termials

Below median computer termials

Above median lab FTE

Below median lab FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Patrons per week range 1

Patrons per week range 2

Patrons per week range 3

Satellite locations range 1

Satellite locations range 2

Satellite locations range 3

MAJOR FUNDING SOURCE:

patrons fees

donations

federal funding

state/city funding

community taxews

private sector grants

foundation grants

Law and Politics Recreation

Family (or household), 

Neighrbohood, 

community

Education, Jobs, Military Housing/Property
Health, Nutrition, and 

Food

[Evaluation type] for mode of education by Demographic Variables
[Evaluation Type]

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Demographic Variables
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% (n) SD Mean/Median SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Patron Fee

No Patron Fee

Aboved median computer termials

Below median computer termials

Above median lab FTE

Below median lab FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Patrons per week range 1

Patrons per week range 2

Patrons per week range 3

Satellite locations range 1

Satellite locations range 2

Satellite locations range 3

MAJOR FUNDING SOURCE:

patrons fees

donations

federal funding

state/city funding

community taxews

private sector grants

foundation grants

instant messaging/chatIn person
Approach to in person 

reference
telephone email

Reference Services
Mode of reference services

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Demographic Variables

36



% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Patron Fee

No Patron Fee

Aboved median computer termials

Below median computer termials

Above median lab FTE

Below median lab FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Patrons per week range 1

Patrons per week range 2

Patrons per week range 3

Satellite locations range 1

Satellite locations range 2

Satellite locations range 3

MAJOR FUNDING SOURCE:

Patrons fees

Donations

Federal funding

State/city funding

Community taxews

Private sector grants

Foundation grants

Family (or household), 

Neighrbohood, 

community

Education, Jobs, Military Housing/Property
Health, Nutrition, and 

Food

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Law and Politics Recreation

[Mode of training] for government information by Demographic Variables
[Mode of training]

Demographic Variables
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Patron Fee

No Patron Fee

Aboved median computer termials

Below median computer termials

Above median lab FTE

Below median lab FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Patrons per week range 1

Patrons per week range 2

Patrons per week range 3

Satellite locations range 1

Satellite locations range 2

Satellite locations range 3

MAJOR FUNDING SOURCE:

Patrons fees

Donations

Federal funding

State/city funding

Community taxews

Private sector grants

Foundation grants

Law and Politics Recreation

Family (or household), 

Neighrbohood, 

community

Education, Jobs, Military Housing/Property
Health, Nutrition, and 

Food

[Evaluation type] for mode of education by Demographic Variables
[Evaluation Type]

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Demographic Variables
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% (n) SD Mean/Median SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Patron Fee

No Patron Fee

Aboved median computer termials

Below median computer termials

Above median lab FTE

Below median lab FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Patrons per week range 1

Patrons per week range 2

Patrons per week range 3

Satellite locations range 1

Satellite locations range 2

Satellite locations range 3

MAJOR FUNDING SOURCE:

Patrons fees

Donations

Federal funding

State/city funding

Community taxews

Private sector grants

Foundation grants

instant messaging/chatIn person
Approach to in person 

reference
telephone email

Reference Services
Mode of reference services

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Demographic Variables
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Demographic Variables

Above median staff FTE

Below median staff FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Training in mission

Training not in mission

Training is very important

Training is important

% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Demographic Variables

Above median staff FTE

Below median staff FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Training in mission

Training not in mission

Training is very important

Training is important

Other

In-person virtual In-person virtual on-line print other

Class

In-person virtual

In-person virtual

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Workshops

In-person virtual

Tutorials

In-person virtual

Resource Materials

on-line print other

Other

Modes of training offered for government information by Demographic Variables

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Modes of general training offered by Demographic Variables

Class Workshops Tutorials Resource Materials
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Demographic Variables % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Above median staff FTE

Below median staff FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Training in mission

Training not in mission

Training is very important

Training is important

Demographic Variables

% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Above median staff FTE

Below median staff FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Training in mission

Training not in mission

Training is very important

Training is important

internet government info. underserved pop.

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

State library/association headquartersAffiliate/staellite office member library other

Modes of training offered by Demographic Variables

Site of trainine Information training topic
Frequency of training on government 

information per year

Median Mean SD

[Mode of training] for government information by Demographic Variables
[Mode of training]

Family (or household), 

Neighrbohood, 

community

Education, Jobs, Military Housing/Property
Health, Nutrition, and 

Food
Law and Politics Recreation

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05
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% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Above median staff FTE

Below median staff FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Training in mission

Training not in mission

Training is very important

Training is important

Community information/informatics

% (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD % (n) SD

Above median staff FTE

Below median staff FTE

Above median budget

Below median budget

Training in mission

Training not in mission

Training is very important

Training is important

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

PR/Marketing

Business Skills

Topics covered in courses offered in LIS schools

BudgetingCommunications Event Planning

Assits the genral public on internet searchGovernment Documents
Instructing Underserved 

populations

Finding Government 

Information

Instructing Underserved 

populations

Finding Government 

InformationDemographic Variables

Finding Government 

Information

Instructing Underserved 

populations

OptionalRequired all LIS Required for Spcialization Optional Required all LIS Required for Spcialization Optional

Government Documents Community information/informatics

Courses offered in LIS schools

***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05

Demographic Variables

Business Skills

Required all LIS Required for Spcialization Optional

Assits the genral public on internet search

Required all LIS Required for Spcialization
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