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Executive Summary
This report documents an eighteen month research project, “Models of Embedded
Librarianship”, which was carried out from January 2008 to June 2009, and funded by
the Special Libraries Association under its Research Grant program.
The term “embedded librarianship” is widely used in the professional literature. It
describes a variety of service innovations in a variety of organizational settings. It is used
to describe the work of an academic librarian who participates in an academic course on
an ongoing basis, teaching information literacy skills. It encompasses the work of
librarians in a research institute or corporation whose offices are moved from a central
library to their customer groups, so that they can work more closely with the members of
those groups. It includes the role of a medical librarian who goes on “rounds” and
participates in clinical care teams.
In this project, we sought to gain a better understanding of the similarities and
differences among embedded library service programs, and to develop insights into
practices that enable them to succeed. Our project had four goals:
•

To define criteria of “embeddedness” for library and information service
programs

•

To define indicators of success and identify successful (model) programs

•

To collect data about the practices followed by model programs in initiating,
operating, and evaluating their services

•

To develop recommendations for other librarians seeking to implement
embedded services.

To achieve these goals, we conducted two surveys, made four site visits to embedded
library service providers, and monitored the professional literature. The membership of
the Special Libraries Association (SLA) was defined as the population for the study.
We found that embedded library services are widespread among the SLA membership.
Forty-five percent of respondents who provide direct library and information services to
information users in an organization said they deliver specialized services to one or
more groups. Embedded services were found to be widespread among all organization
types and industry sectors in the study. They were most prevalent in larger
organizations.
Embedded librarians (those providing specialized services) were not sharply
distinguished from their non-embedded peers in ways that we expected. Librarians
providing specialized services are more likely than others to receive funding from their
customers. However, they are not more likely to be located with customer groups, nor
are they more likely to be supervised by a non-library manager.
Given the limited differences in funding, location, and supervision, we focused the
subsequent stages of the study on all those who provide specialized services within their
organizations. These we considered “embedded librarians.” These librarians report a
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range of activities that strengthen their relationships with their customer groups and their
knowledge of their customers’ work. The following seven were cited by more than 50%
of the embedded librarians responding:
•

Collaborated on or contributed to your customer group's work

•

Met more than once with a few regular customers to discuss information needs
and present results to them

•

Provided training on information resources or information management tools
away from library facilities, such as in a customer's office, a conference room, or
classroom

•

Met (in person or virtually) with senior members (e.g., executives, managers,
supervisors) of your customer group to discuss information-related needs and
services

•

Attended a meeting, class, or conference devoted to your customers' area of
expertise (not oriented to librarians)

•

Attended your customer group(s)' meetings to learn about their work and
information needs

•

Collaborated on or contributed to your customer group's electronic
communications and/or collaborative workspaces, including email, wikis, blogs,
and other web-based workspaces.

We also found that librarians who are co-located with their customers and receive
funding from their customers tend to do more of these activities than other librarians.
Embedded librarians have background in both librarianship and in the subject matter
important to their customer groups. We found that 84% hold an ALA-accredited Master’s
in Library or Information Science. Forty-four percent also hold a Bachelor’s degree in a
field relevant to their customers, and 23% hold a relevant advanced degree. (Some
respondents may hold both a Bachelor’s and an advanced degree relevant to their
customers’ work.) Embedded librarians also have extensive relevant informal education
and practical experience: 50% report having more than five years’ work experience in a
field related to their customers’ work, and 78% have attended relevant classes or
conferences. Embedded librarians overwhelmingly report that their employers provide
some form of support for their continuing education, and we found no significant
relationships between the level of librarians’ subject experience and their educational
activities. Continuous learning is important to embedded librarians across the board.
Embedded librarians tend to provide complex, value-added services to their customer
groups, but in many cases they also continue to provide basic library services as well.
The following were performed by over 50% of respondents:
•

Training on the use of information services

•

Ready reference, quick fact checking, citation verification

•

In-depth topical research

•

Information resource development (such as evaluating resources, negotiating
with vendors, etc.)
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•

Current awareness, news alerting

•

Produce electronic or print “how to” manuals, pathfinders, etc.

•

Evaluating, synthesizing summarizing the literature

•

Content management for web, intranet and wiki sites

•

Sharing instructional responsibility (such as participating with subject faculty in a
classroom instruction)

The embedded library services model is widely distributed across different organization
types and industry sectors. We found that embedded services tend to occur more
frequently in larger organizations (those with over 500 employees), and that over half of
embedded services programs have been in existence for 10 years or more. As noted
previously, among all direct service providers, 45% reported that they provide
specialized services to specific groups – our definition of “embedded librarianship.”
Academic librarians are significantly more likely to say they provide embedded services,
but government, corporate, and nonprofit organizations also report widespread adoption
of this model. Similarly, educational institutions were the largest industry segment, but
legal services, financial services, professional services, and media organizations
accounted for roughly equal percentages of the embedded library service providers in
the study. In six sectors, more than half of service providers reported that they are
embedded. These sectors are:
•

Education

•

Financial services

•

Information services

•

Technology

•

Biomedical and pharmaceutical

•

Media

We did find some differences in the nature of embedded services and activities of
embedded librarians across organization types. In particular, academic librarians are
more likely to provide training on information resources in non-library locations, and
appear to engage in fewer relationship-building activities.
Having explored the individual and organizational characteristics of embedded librarians,
we defined criteria for the selection of successful programs, and studied factors that
differentiated successful programs from others. Our criteria for success included an
increase in the number of librarians providing services to the customer group; an
increase in demand for services from the customer group; and an increase in the
number of different services provided to the group. We identified eleven respondents
who had experienced increases in all three, and sixteen who had not experienced
increases in any.

Models of Embedded Librarianship

Page 6

Twenty-two factors were identified that differentiated the two groups. We categorized
these factors into four themes:
•

Marketing and promotion: successful programs are more likely to benefit from
word of mouth advertising; use printed promotional materials; and give
presentations at new employee orientations.

•

Service evaluation: successful programs are more likely to measure outcomes
in financial terms; to use their metrics as justification for the continuance of their
embedded services; to collect anecdotes about their services; and to count
research projects, documents delivered, reference questions, and attendance at
training sessions.

•

Services provided: successful programs are more likely to provide
sophisticated, value-added services, specifically in-depth research, competitive
intelligence, training away from library facilities, sharing of instructional
responsibility with subject faculty, and data analysis. They are also more likely to
provide document delivery services.

•

Management support: successful programs were more likely to be established
without needing approval from organization management; to benefit from the
customer group manager’s participation in integrating the librarian into the
customer group; and to have the customer group provide input to the librarian’s
performance review. They were more likely to have a written agreement for the
service delivery; to have the authorization of the library manager to initiate
services; and to require the embedded librarian to participate in continuing
education.

In conclusion, we find that embedded library services are widespread and effective.
Successful embedded librarians are excellent relationship-builders, with strong
knowledge of their customers’ work, and they deliver highly sophisticated, value-added
services.
We are concerned that current programs depend too much on the excellence of
individual librarians. We recommend that many library managers renew their efforts to
lead and support embedded librarians, taking five specific actions:
1. Hire library services staff who can build relationships
2. Enable them to learn about the parent organization and the subject domain of
their customers
3. Empower them to identify and offer the services that their customers need most
4. Build manager-to-manager alliances and communicate effectively with customer
managers
5. Support the embedded librarian’s work by enabling them to reach back into the
central library staff for support and to share knowledge with other embedded
librarians in the organization; by promoting embedded services effectively; and
by systematically evaluating embedded services.
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1 Introduction and Overview
1.1 Background
“Embedded Librarianship” is not a new concept. Rather, it is an expanding trend and a
term used to cover a range of initiatives and service concepts. The development of new,
digital information resources and related economic and administrative changes have
made embedded librarianship critically important to librarians and information
professionals. This project addresses the profession’s need for greater knowledge of
the spread of embedded services, the common factors in the embedded services model,
factors associated with success, and guidance for the development and operation of
embedded library services.
As early as the 1970s, medical librarians began to join interdisciplinary health care
rounds, along with pharmacists, social workers, and other professionals, to augment the
expertise of M.D.s and deliver improved medical care.(Cimpl, 1985) More recently,
academic librarians, encouraged in part by the ubiquity of digital information resources
and the expansion of distance education programs, have developed new programs to
take their instructional services out of the library and into the classroom – whether
physical or virtual. These programs have often gone by the name of “embedded library
instruction”. (See for example Ferrer-Vinent & Carello, 2008) While less prominent in the
literature, initiatives to embed librarians and library services have also been reported in
research institutes and other organizations.
Commonly, embedded librarianship programs start by shifting the location of delivery,
not changing the nature of the service itself. However, they have a way of evolving into
new modes of highly customized and contextualized services, with new roles and
responsibilities for the librarians.
In health sciences libraries, the initial idea was that the librarian would perform literature
searches – a standard library service – but would be better able to identify search needs
by joining the clinical care team on its rounds. But as this initial change took hold, the
nature of the service changed. The librarians began to “project themselves not as
information ‘servers’ who trail the team in an auxiliary capacity, but as an integral part of
the group with a specialized expertise that can contribute vitally to clinical situations.”
(Giuse, 1997) Ultimately, the clinical medical librarian has led to the concept of the
informationist, a health care professional who combines professional knowledge in
information and library science with equivalent knowledge in medical sciences. The
informationist is able not only to search and retrieve relevant literature, but read it,
analyze it, and present a synthesis of it to the medical doctors and clinical care teams.
(See Davidoff and Florance 2000 for a description of the informationist skills and roles.)
Similarly, in higher education, librarians have gone beyond taking their standard
bibliographic instruction presentations into the classroom or the class website. Dugan, of
Purdue University, describes a “proactive embedded librarian approach [that] combined
conventional classroom instruction with semester-long monitoring and research
assistance on a point-of-need basis.” (Dugan, 2008) Purdue’s program, as Dugan points
out, is derived from another program at the University of Michigan, in which librarians
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serve as semester-long information consultants to student project teams in the Ross
School of Business. (Berdish & Seeman, 2008)
This type of growth in depth, sophistication, and complexity of library services has also
been noted elsewhere. Weddell describes an embedded library services program in an
agricultural research institute, involving librarian outreach and relationship building to
specific customer groups, along with some physical office moves of librarians into
customer office areas.(Weddell, 2008) In a follow-up communication, she writes that as
a result of developing embedded library services, “the work is at a much higher level
than before, there is more in depth research required and as the trust has built up so has
the requirement for more analysis of results.” (Weddell, personal communication, 2009)
From experience and from our reading of the literature, we have formulated a concept of
embedded library services that involves much more than the transfer of traditional library
operations into new physical and virtual locations. Rather, it involves focusing on the
needs of one or more specific groups, building relationships with these groups,
developing a deep understanding of their work, and providing information services that
are highly customized and targeted to their greatest needs. In effect, it involves shifting
the basis of library services from the traditional, transactional, question-and-answer
model of reference services to one in which there is high trust, close collaboration, and
shared responsibility for outcomes.
While physical co-location, direct funding of services by the customer, and sharing of
management responsibility between library and customer group management may be
features of embedded library services, we believe that a more complete way of
differentiating embedded library services is needed. We propose the following list of
attributes to distinguish embedded from traditional modes of library service. Embedded
services are:
•

Customer Centric not Library Centric

•

Located in their Workplace not Our Workplace

•

Focused on Small Groups not Entire Populations

•

Composed of Specialists not Generalists

•

Dependent on Domain Knowledge not only Library Skills

•

Aiming for Analysis and Synthesis not simply Delivery

•

In Context not Out of Context

•

Built on Trusted Advice not Service Delivery

As this review has shown, the model for embedded library services was established well
before the advent of today’s Internet-based digital information resources, available any
time and any where to anyone with a network connection. Yet the technological
revolution in digital information, and related economic and organizational changes, have
raised the importance of embedded services in a dramatic way. Library users, whether
M.D.s, students, or advanced research staff, no longer need to rely on libraries and
librarians for basic discovery and access in the way they once did. As the Special
Libraries Association noted, “Business leaders think Google is all they need.”
(Positioning SLA for the future: Alignment initiative results and recommendations2009)
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When the Educause Center for Applied Research studied the information technology
skills of undergraduates in 2008, they found that “79.5% give glowing reports of their
ability to search the Internet effectively and efficiently.” (Salaway, Caruso, & Nelson,
2008) Saunders has summed up the situation nicely, “The Internet and Google have
changed the information landscape. Libraries now compete for a share of the
information market.” (Saunders, 2007) In this competitive environment, it is not
surprising that many libraries report flat or declining demand for traditional reference
services.
The challenge and the opportunity for librarians and information professionals is to apply
their skills in ways that increase the value of their services. As the SLA Alignment
Project has noted, there must be a new emphasis on:
•

“[T]he quality of information, the efficiency of dissemination, and the level of
analysis which I[nformation] P[rofessional]s uniquely provide”

•

“[R]elevance, access and timeliness vs. the packaging and format of distribution”

•

“[R]efram[ing] the skill sets of IPs in terms of better end-products and bottom-line
results” (Positioning SLA for the future: Alignment initiative results and
recommendations2009)

We believe that the embedded library services model offers a uniquely powerful way to
achieve these strategic goals for the profession. By enabling librarians to build
relationships, establish trust, and understand the work of their users – whether teaching
faculty, students, researchers, clinicians, business leaders, or others – it provides the
environment in which the value, alignment, and visibility of information services can all
be heightened to a new level.
In this project, we set out to develop awareness and insights into the growing trend of
embedded library services. We sought to explore the common features of these
services across many types of libraries and information centers, in many types of
organizations, as represented by the membership of the Special Libraries Association.
We collected information about their initiation, services delivered, marketing and
promotion, management, and evaluation. Most importantly, we hoped to identify factors
that were associated with success, and to develop recommendations that can help other
librarians to develop successful embedded services programs.
We established four project goals:
•

To define criteria of “embeddedness” for library and information service programs

•

To define indicators of success and identify successful (model) programs

•

To collect data about the practices followed by model programs in initiating,
operating, and evaluating their services

•

To develop recommendations for other librarians seeking to implement
embedded services.
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1.2 Report Overview
This final report consists of five sections, plus four appendices.
•

Section 1 provides the background and justification for the study and an overview
of the methodology.

•

Section 2 discusses our survey findings regarding the distinctions between
embedded and non-embedded librarians, and the attributes shared by individual
librarians and information professionals functioning in embedded service roles.

•

Section 3 reviews findings having to do with the organizational and administrative
characteristics of embedded library services programs, as reported in survey
responses and site visits.

•

Section 4 reports our identification of successful programs, and analysis of the
factors that appear to differentiate successful programs from other programs.

•

Section 5 proposes actions that librarians and library managers can take to
enhance their chances for success in initiating, operating, and sustaining
embedded library services programs. These recommendations are derived from
the analysis of success factors in Section 4, and are synthesized into a “Virtuous
Cycle for Embedded Library Services.”

The four appendices contain supplementary and detailed information. Appendix A
provides a summary of responses to the two surveys we conducted. Appendix B
presents summaries of the four site visits we conducted to gain in-depth knowledge
about successful programs. Appendix C gives details of the statistical analyses methods
and findings that are referred to in the body of the report. Finally, Appendix D provides a
summary of the literature content analysis that was carried out during the project.
The report concludes with a bibliography of literature pertaining to embedded
librarianship. Sources listed include case studies, reviews and analytical papers, and
concept papers that provide insights into the general context of embedded librarianship
within the profession of librarianship and within broader management and societal
trends.

1.3 Methodology
The study encompassed three major data collection phases. In the first phase, a short
survey was administered for the purpose of identifying individuals directly involved in the
delivery of embedded library and information services. In the second phase, a longer
survey was administered to those who qualified as embedded librarians from the first
survey. In the second survey, detailed information was collected about the longevity and
growth of their programs. We also collected detailed information about the initiation,
operation and management, and evaluation of the embedded services. In the third
phase, we identified four successful examples and arranged to conduct in-depth, on-site
interviews with the embedded librarians, and in some cases their managers,
representative customers, managers of customer groups, and library colleagues. In
addition, a fourth activity, monitoring the relevant professional literature, was conducted
as an ongoing, background activity.
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A timeline showing the progression of the study is presented as Figure 1.1
Fig. 1.1: Project Timeline

1.3.1 Literature review and content analysis
The literature review began with a bibliography of 77 articles and other documents
compiled by Shumaker and Tyler in 2007. A spreadsheet was prepared in which each
row represents a document, and each column represents an attribute of embedded
library services. Notations were made in the appropriate cell of the spreadsheet to
indicate the treatment of the attribute by the article.
The initial bibliography was updated by searches in major Library and Information
Science databases, including Emerald, Library and Information Science Abstracts
(Cambridge), Library Literature and Information Science (WilsonWeb), and Library,
Information Science, and Technology Abstracts (Ebsco). Searches were updated by
establishing alerts in each database. Only documents judged relevant to embedded
librarianship were included in the spreadsheet. The final spreadsheet contains 156
documents, and is presented as Appendix I.

1.3.2 Survey Phase 1
The goal of the Phase 1 Survey was to identify embedded librarians. We began by
identifying librarians and information professionals whose primary job function is the
direct delivery of information services within an organization. By “Direct Delivery” we
mean reference librarians, instruction librarians, public services librarians, information
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analysts and others whose primary job involves interacting with information seekers in
order to provide information to them.
We began by drawing a random sample of 3,000 names from the membership list of
over 10,000 individual members of the Special Libraries Association. The Phase 1
Survey was developed in the SurveyMonkey web-based survey system, pre-tested, and
released via email notification to the sample population on July 9, 2008. We offered a
drawing for two Amazon gift certificates as an incentive for participation. Each individual
in the sample received a unique URL, enabling tracking of responses. Two follow-up
notices were sent to non-respondents, and the survey was closed on August 1, 2008. A
total of 1001 completed responses were received, for a response rate of 33%. The
number of responses is sufficient to ensure that, at the 95% level of confidence, the
population estimates derived from this study will fall within +/- 3.2% of the true SLA
population parameters.
The survey contained nineteen questions, including three eligibility questions.
The first was whether the respondent was currently employed. Forty participants
responded that they were not currently employed and were dropped from the survey.
All the remaining 961 respondents were asked to identify their organization and industry
affiliations. We were unable to compare the respondents’ organization or industry type
with corresponding data in the original random sample to verify that the response
sample is representative of the sample as a whole. SLA does not collect this information
from its members. Of the 961 employed respondents:
•

43% represented For-profit organizations,

•

19% represented Academic institutions;

•

15% represented Government Agencies;

•

14% represented Not-for-profit organizations; and,

•

7% represented “Other” organization types.

The remaining two organizational types were Public, 2%, and School, 0.4%.
The second qualifying question related to the respondent’s work responsibilities. We
sought to include in the study only those with direct responsibility for the delivery of
services, and to exclude managers and others without such responsibilities as their
primary duty. All but nineteen (942) of the 961 employed respondents provided their
primary work responsibilities. Their answers were:
Manager
Librarian
Webmaster
Support Staff
Faculty
Vendor
Self Employed
Other
Total
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Of these categories, Librarian, Webmaster, Support Staff, and Other were identified as
possibly engaged in direct delivery of information services, and advanced to the third
qualifying question. There were 617 respondents who met these criteria.
The third qualifying question asked whether the respondent provides specialized
services to one or more customer groups within the organization. Of the 617, 278 (45%)
indicated that they provide specialized services to a specific customer group within their
organization. For purposes of our study, this group was defined as Embedded
Librarians and deemed eligible to participate in the Phase 2 Survey. However, only 234
of the 278 indicated a willingness to participate in a follow-up survey. These 234
became the pool for the Phase 2 Survey.
It should be noted that the percentage of respondents providing specialized services
held steady (within 1 – 3 percentage points) for three of the four most common
organization types (Government, Academic, For-profit, and Not-for-profit) as we filtered
out those who were not embedded librarians. However, the Academic group proved the
exception: it constituted 28% of the 278 providers of specialized services. Graph 1.2
depicts the distribution of respondents by organization type through the three qualifying
questions.
Graph 1.2: Distribution of Respondents by Organization Type
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A summary of the survey and responses is provided in Appendix A. Survey Results,
Phase 1 Survey.

1.3.3 Survey Phase 2
As noted above, analysis of Phase 1 Survey responses identified 278 direct providers of
specialized library and information services deemed eligible for the Phase 2 Survey. Of
these, 234 indicated willingness to participate in a follow-up survey. These became the
pool for Phase 2.
The Phase 2 Survey instrument was developed and pre-tested using SurveyMonkey.
The survey was released on November 10, 2008. As in Phase 1, the incentive of a
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drawing for two Amazon gift certificates was offered for participation. Individual response
was tracked using unique URLs, and two rounds of follow-up emails were sent to nonrespondents. T he survey was closed on November 30, 2008 with a total of 130
responses, for an overall response rate of 56%.
A summary of the Phase 2 Survey questions and responses is included in Appendix A.
Survey Results, Phase 2 Survey.

1.3.4 Interviews
The final phase of the project was to conduct site visits and in-depth interviews with a
small number of exemplary embedded library service providers. Potential interviewees
were identified by filtering Phase 2 Survey responses for criteria including longevity (both
individual employee longevity in the current position and longevity of the embedded
services program) and growth (including demand for services, number of services
offered, and staff size increases). The resulting list was prioritized based on text
comments provided by the respondent: those who provided interesting and extensive
comments about their programs were put at the top of the list. Respondents were then
contacted by telephone and asked if they would be willing to host a one to two day visit,
be interviewed, and arrange interviews with library management, customer
management, and customer/colleagues. Two respondents who were contacted declined
or failed to respond, but six others expressed interest. Of those, four visits were
conducted: two with For-profit organizations and two with higher education institutions.
Site visits were conducted from March to early May, 2009. In addition to the librarians
themselves, we spoke with library managers or directors in all four cases; with
customers or non-library colleagues in three cases, and with managers of teams and
organizations where the librarians were embedded in three cases. The interview script
for interviews with the embedded librarians is included in Appendix B. This script was
modified when interviewing library directors, customers/colleagues, and customer
managers. Summaries of the four site visits are also included in Appendix B.
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2 Characteristics of Embeddedness
What does it mean to be an embedded librarian or information professional in an SLA
organization today? Are there any common characteristics that define an embedded
professional? Our first research goal was to answer these questions and establish a set
of defining characteristics to distinguish embedded from other direct service providers.
Our literature review provided initial insights into the factors that distinguish embedded
librarians from other service providers. These include:
•

Location with a customer group (see, for example [Allen, 2003], [Brown & Leith,
2007], and [Boyd, 2004]);

•

Partial or full funding by a customer group (see, for example, [Seago, 2004] and
[Moore, 2006]); and,

•

Supervision by a non-library manager (see, for example, [Davidoff and Florance,
2000] and [Hearn, 2005]).

We analyzed these factors through an analysis of two groups identified in the Phase 1
Survey. A group of 617 direct service providers (62% of the survey respondents) was
identified in Survey 1. This group was further subdivided into two subgroups based on
“yes/no” responses regarding the provision of specialized services to any single
customer group in their organization. (Appendix A: Survey Results, Phase 1 Survey,
Q14). Those answering “yes” to this question (278/617= 45%) were identified as the
research project’s embedded librarians, and those answering “no” were considered not
to be embedded (339/617=55%). We then looked for significant differences between the
embedded librarians and non-embedded service providers by comparing each group’s
responses to questions regarding work location, supervisors, and funding sources.
Survey 1, Questions 9 – 13 inquired about each of these factors.
The first level of analysis performed on Phase 1 Survey results included traditional
statistical methods of Correlation Analysis and Chi-square Analyses. In addition, a
variety of data-mining techniques were used, including Factor Analysis, Correspondence
Analysis, and Logistic Regression. A significance level of α = 0.05 was employed in all
statistical analyses. (See Appendix C, Data Tables and Methodology, 2.1 Background)
This means that the results of these analyses had only a 1 in 20 probability of occurring
randomly.
One particular statistical method yielded important results. A contingency table was
created for Question 14 (In your position, do you provide any specialized services to any
single customer group within your organizations?) broken down by the survey questions
funding, location and supervision (Questions 9-13). Chi-squared tests of association
were then performed on the tables using only the “yes/no” responses to Question 14 (the
embedded and non-embedded populations). (See Appendix C. Data Tables and
Methodology, 2.1 Background). The discussion that follows is based primarily on the
findings from this analysis.

2.1 The Role of Funding and Work Location
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We found significant associations between some sources of salary funding and
embedded service providers. We also found a significant relationship between primary
work location and funding sources, in general. No relationship was found between who
the supervisor is and whether a respondent is an embedded service provider.

2.1.1 Funding
In the Phase 1 Survey, we asked three questions related to salary funding to understand
whether any relationship exists between funding sources and the provision of
specialized services:
•

Question 11: Does your organization have a specific budget designated for
library and information services expenditures?

•

Question 12: Is your salary funded COMPLETELY by a library or information
services budget?

•

Question 13: Is any part of your salary directly funded by one or more customer
groups?

Funding of service providers’ salaries from a library budget is most common for both
groups:
•

Most respondents in both groups of embedded (53%) and non-embedded (49%)
service providers were more likely to indicate a library budget as the sole-source
of salary funding, when there is a specific library budget. It is surprising that a
larger percentage of embedded than non-embedded service providers are more
likely to say they are fully-funded by a library budget.

•

Equal proportions (24%) in each group of embedded and non-embedded
respondents indicated that their salaries are funded by customer groups (in part
or in full), even when there is a library budget.

•

A larger percentage (19%, almost a fifth) of non-embedded respondents than
embedded respondents (9%) did not know the source of their salary funding.
The high percentage of non-embedded “don’t know” responses may explain the
smaller percentage of non-embedded service providers (49%) indicating that
their salaries are completely library-funded.

Similarities between the two groups diminish when we look at respondents who said
their salaries are funded either by a combination of library and customer funding or by
customer funding alone. The Chi-squared test of association found that funding by one
or more customer groups has a significant association with providing specialized
services (p = 0.0004). (See Appendix C, Data Tables and Methodology, 2.2.1 Funding
for data on all results discussed in this section).
•

We found a statistically significant positive relationship between customer
funding and “embeddedness.”

•

Embedded respondents indicated that they are more likely to receive all or
partial salary funding from a customer group than non-embedded (23% vs.15%).

Table 2.1 presents details on the customer funding analysis by embedded and nonembedded respondents.
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Table 2.1: Customer funding of salary by embedded and non-embedded
respondents

Q13 Is any part of your salary funded by one or more customer groups?
Q14 In your
position, do you
provide
specialized
services to any
single customer
group within
your
organization?

Yes, all
of my
salary

Yes,
part of
my
salary

Yes (N=278)

18.4%

5.0%

12.2%

11.2%

53.2%

100%

No (N=320)

8.8%

5.9%

17.8%

18.1%

49.4%

100%

Total (N=598)

13.2%

5.5%

15.2%

14.9%

51.2%

100%

No, none
of my
salary

Don't
Know

Did not
answer
(Answered
“yes” to
Q12,fullyfunded by
library
budget;
skipped
Q13)

Correlation analysis reinforced this relationship, finding a significant positive relationship
between customer funding and embedded respondents and a negative relationship
between customer funding and non-embedded respondents.
•

Respondents who answered Question 13, “Yes, part of my salary is funded by a
customer group” were very likely to answer Question 14, “Yes, I provide
specialized services”(r = 0.26103, p<0.0001).

•

Conversely, non-embedded respondents tended not to indicate that they receive
funding from a customer group (r = -0.21196, p=0.0002).

2.1.2 Location
We also examined whether there were differences between embedded and nonembedded respondents (Question 9: Where is your primary work area located?). The
literature on embedded roles suggests that embedded service providers are more likely
to be located with a customer group. Neither Correlation Analysis nor the Chi-squared
tests of association found any significant statistical relationships between embedded
respondents and work location with a customer group. The contingency table below
shows that a clear majority in each group (59% embedded, 65% non-embedded) is
located with other library staff and not customer groups.

Models of Embedded Librarianship

Page 18

Table 2.2: Primary work location by embedded and non-embedded respondents
Q9 – Where is your primary work area located?
Q14 In your
position, do you
provide
specialized
services to any
single customer
group within your
organization?

Located with
other
library/information
staff

Located
with one
or more
customer
groups

Neither

Located
at home
or
another
tele-work
site

Other

Total

Yes (N=278)

59%

26%

7%

3%

5%

100%

No (N=320)

65%

19%

9%

2%

5%

100%

Total (N=598)

62%

22%

8%

2%

5%

100%

Primary work location does appear to affect funding sources for both the embedded and
non-embedded respondents, even though it was not found to be a distinguishing
characteristic of embedded service providers. Correlation Analysis performed on all of
the factors (location, supervision and funding) found a number of statistically significant
relationships between location and funding that are worth noting. These are:
•

All direct service providers located with other library/information staff are more
likely to have their salaries completely funded by a library budget (r = 0.33048, p
< 0.0001), and not likely to have mixed funding sources (r = -0.39341, <0.0001).

•

Embedded respondents who are located with library/information staff are much
more likely to have their salaries funded completely by a library budget than nonembedded respondents with a similar work location (p = 0.0001).

Table 2.3 shows the percentage of embedded and non-embedded respondents who
reported that they are located with other library/information staff and that their salaries
are completely funded by a library budget.
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Table 2.3: Primary work location with other library/information staff and salary
funded by a library budget by embedded and non-embedded respondents
Q9: Located with library/information staff
Q12: Is your salary funded completely by a library or
information services budget?

Q14: Provide specialized
services to one or more
customer groups
(N=153)
Q14: Provide services to
everyone within the organization
(N=204)

Yes

No

Don’t know

79%*

11%

10%

61%*

17%

22%

*Differences between embedded and non-embedded respondents answering “yes” to
the two questions are statistically significant at the .05 level.
Note that the percentage of embedded respondents who are located with library staff
and completely funded by a library budget is significantly higher than that for nonembedded respondents. This finding is statistically significant at the .05 level, as well.
We do not know why location seems to have a stronger correlation with customer
funding for embedded service providers.

2.1.3 Summary
Using the reported characteristics of location, supervision and funding, we found fewer
differences between embedded and non-embedded respondents than expected. Our
analysis establishes one attribute that can be said to be associated with the role of the
embedded service provider: customer funding of salaries. We also found work location
to be related to customer funding. The lack of significant relationships between the
other characteristics and our embedded respondents, using multiple statistical analysis
techniques, suggests that other factors are of greater importance in defining embedded
service providers.
The strong relationship between customer funding and embedded service providers may
be critical information for library directors looking for alternative funding sources. In our
analysis, establishing embedded roles and programs is a crucial element of securing
customer funding for positions. Locating them away from the library and with the
customer groups may prove to be equally important.
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2.2 Nature of the Embedded Role
This section shifts focus to the role embedded service providers play in their customer
groups’ work and how that role is shaped. The literature consistently describes a
transformation in the service provider’s role from the traditional customer/service
provider relationship to that of customer group or team member. (See Appendix D:
Literature Content Analysis.) Our data supports this proposition and indicates that a
dynamic set of interactions between embedded professional and customer group
members facilitates and characterizes the embedded role. These interactions include:
•

Reciprocal communications;

•

Domain knowledge learned on the job; and,

•

Targeted, value-added products and services

We used a series of questions in the Phase 1 and 2 Surveys to study embedded service
providers’ interactions with customer groups, their domain knowledge, and the types of
services provided. In Phase 1, we focused on activities and interactions with customer
groups. (See Appendix A, Survey Results; Phase 1 Survey, Question 17). Phase 2
questions centered on levels of education, experience and training, and specific types of
services. (See Appendix A, Survey Results; Phase 2 Survey; Questions 13 – 17 and
Questions 18-20). Our goal was to explore the type and extent of the interactions and
relationships with customer groups and whether they are significant in shaping the
embedded role. The discussion in the following sections is based on data analysis
performed on these Phase 1 and Phase 2 Survey questions.

2.2.1 Building Relationships
In Phase 1 Survey, Question 17, we asked embedded respondents only to indicate
whether they had engaged in each of 10 activities with their customer group(s) in the last
six months. The activities fall into four general categories:
•

Meeting with the customer group to gather and share information;

•

Supporting the group(s) work through various activities;

•

Engaging in social interactions with the customer group; and

•

Meeting with customer group leaders to review performance.

Analysis of the responses to Question 17 indicates that embedded respondents are
highly connected with their customer groups, engaging in multiple, complex interactions.
They interact with groups to understand their work and related information needs,
contribute to their work product, learn their subject domain, and sometimes meet
informally as colleagues.
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2.2.1.1

Interactions with Customer Groups

.A frequency table was created to identify the combinations of Question 17 activities that
respondents selected most often. We found five combinations of activities that were
selected at least six or more times.
•

In the most frequently chosen combination, all of the ten activities were selected
by 19 respondents;

•

In the second most frequently chosen combination, nine of the ten activities were
selected by 13 respondents;

•

In the third, fourth and fifth most frequently chosen combinations, eight of the ten
activities were selected by seven (3rd and 4th place) and six (5th place)
respondents.

Table 2.4 shows each of the ten activities and the combinations selected by embedded
respondents.
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Table 2.4: Combination of activities performed with customer groups by frequency chosen
Met with a
customer
manager to
review my
performance

Provided
training on
information
resources or
information
management
tools away
from library
facilities,
such as in a
customer’s
office, a
conference
room, or
classroom.

Attended a
meeting,
class, or
conferenc
e devoted
to your
customers’
area of
expertise
(not
oriented to
librarians).

Met (in
person or
virtually with
senior
members
(e.g.,
executives,
managers,
supervisors)
of your
customer
group to
discuss
informationrelated
needs and
services.

Attended
your
customer
group(s)’
meetings
to learn
about their
work and
informatio
n needs.

Met more
than once
with a few
regular
customers
to discuss
information
needs and
present
results to
them.

Collaborated
on or
contributed
to your
customer
group’s
work.

Collaborated on
or contributed to
your customer
group’s
electronic
communications
and/or
collaborative
workspaces,
including email,
wikis, blogs,
and other webbased
workspaces.

Had
lunch
with
membe
rs of
your
custom
er
group.

Attende
d social
events
held by
your
custome
r group.

Frequenc

19
13
7
7
6

What is notable about this is the high number of interactions that embedded respondents are engaging in with customer groups on a
regular basis.
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Table 2.5 presents individual activities selected by 50% or more of the embedded
respondents. Six of the seven appear in the above frequency table.
Table 2.5: Top seven activities reported by embedded respondents
Response
Percent

Response
Count

Collaborated on or contributed to your customer group's
work

74.5%

205

Met more than once with a few regular customers to discuss
information needs and present results to them

66.2%

182

Provided training on information resources or information
management tools away from library facilities, such as in a
customer's office, a conference room, or classroom

65.8%

181

Met (in person or virtually) with senior members (e.g.,
executives, managers, supervisors) of your customer group
to discuss information-related needs and services

63.6%

175

Attended a meeting, class, or conference devoted to your
customers' area of expertise (not oriented to librarians)

58.9%

162

Attended your customer group(s)' meetings to learn about
their work and information needs

58.9%

162

Collaborated on or contributed to your customer group's
electronic communications and/or collaborative workspaces,
including email, wikis, blogs, and other web-based
workspaces.

58.5%

161

Activities

Answered Question

275

Note: the categories do not add up to 100% or 275 because respondents could select
more than one category and because three categories with a response rate of less than 50% and
“other” responses have been omitted.

Four of the seven activities focus on strengthening knowledge of the customer groups’
work and related information needs and are as likely to be initiated by the embedded
service provider as by the customer.
The three remaining activities are customer-centric, involving the delivery of value-added
services, targeted to their work needs (e.g., training at the customers’ location and
collaborating on work and blogs, wikis, etc.). A majority of embedded respondents (50%
or more) are engaging in multiple interactions that build relationships. The number,
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frequency and level of interactions suggest a strong focus on building and strengthening
relationships with the customer groups. We also see a level of participation in the
customer organizations (e.g., participating alongside customers in work-related meetings
and learning opportunities) that is usually outside the traditional customer/service
provider relationship.
2.2.1.2

The Role of Location and Funding

Primary work location and salary funding were found to foster relationships by
influencing the number and types of interactions embedded service providers have with
their customer groups.
•

Primary work location was found to have a statistically significant association with
an increase in the number of activities performed. Correspondence Analysis
clearly showed that those located with one or more customer group(s) tended to
check more activities in Question 17 (p < .001). (See Appendix C. Data Tables
and Methodology, 2.3.2 Location and Funding)

•

Salary funding by a customer group was found to have a statistically significant
relationship with the types of interactions embedded service providers have with
their customer groups. Correspondence analysis found that those who indicated
their salaries are completely funded by a customer group are more likely to
attend the customer groups’ social events and to meet with a customer manager
for a performance review. (See Appendix C. Data Tables and Methodology,
2.3.2 Location and Funding)

These two factors suggest, not surprisingly, that primary work location with and full
salary funding from a customer group are associated with closer interactions and
building stronger relationships with the customer group.

2.2.2 Domain Knowledge
Embedded librarians are known for their depth of knowledge in their customer group’s
subject domains. We wanted to understand how they acquired their knowledge and
whether a degree in a related subject was a requirement for these positions. We were
also interested in the extent to which the acquisition of domain knowledge might be
related to relationship building with the customer group. In The Phase 2 Survey, we
asked a series of five questions that focused on:
•

Degrees in library and information science and in customer group(s) subject
area;

•

Methods for acquiring domain knowledge in the customer group; and

•

Support of and participation in continuing education.

(See Appendix A. Survey Results; Phase 2 Survey, Questions 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17)
2.2.2.1

The Role of Education

We expected to find a high rate of undergraduate and graduate degrees in subjects
related to the customer’s domain and a significant relationship between related degrees
and success factors. What we found was somewhat different. We also wanted to
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understand the extent to which the acquisition of domain knowledge might be related to
building a relationship with the customer group.
While a substantial percentage (44%) of respondents have an undergraduate degree in
a related field, far fewer (23%) have a post–graduate degree. Fewer still (13%)
indicated that they have a degree in progress in a related field. The most common
educational background for a very large majority of embedded respondents (84%) is a
Master’s Degree in library and information science, which suggests the continuing
importance of the information professional’s skills in embedded roles.
Correlation Analysis performed on the questions related to educational background and
several success factors (increases in staff size, demand for service and number of
services provided, as well as the respondents’’ evaluation of the embedded program) did
not find any significant relationships between this study’s success markers and
educational background.
.
Table 2.6 shows the percentage of responses for each educational level.
Table 2.6: Educational Level of Embedded Respondents
Education

Percent of Embedded Respondents

Master's degree in Library Science
or Information Science (ALA
accredited) (N=121)

84%

Bachelor's degree in a field relevant
to your individual customer group's
area(s) of specialization (N=121)

44%

Post-bachelor's degree in a field
relevant to your individual
customer group's area(s) of
specialization (including Master's,
Ph.D., J.D., M.D., etc.) (N=121)

23%

Other degree in Library Science or
Information Science (N=121)

9%

Note: the categories do not add up to 100% because respondents could select more than
one category and because “other” category was omitted.

2.2.2.2

The Role of Experience and Training

In the Phase 2 Survey, we asked respondents about training and work experience
related to their customer group’s area of specialization. Survey results showed a 50/50
split between those with five or more years of work experience in a related field or
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subject and those with less than five years of experience. Many are acquiring domain
knowledge through their work experience, but just as many are not. The most common
path to domain knowledge is not necessarily through experience, but through
participation in classes and conferences in the customer’s subject area.
Table 2.7 shows the percentage of responses for four categories of acquired domain
knowledge.
Table 2.7: Experience and Training of Embedded Respondents

Experience and Training

Percent of Embedded
Respondents

5 or more years of work experience in a related field or
subject matter
(N=121)

50%

Classes or conferences in a related field or subject matter
(N=121)

78%

Certification in a related field or subject matter
(N=121)

17%

Degree in progress in a related field or subject matter
(N=121)

13%

Note: the categories do not add up to 100% because respondents could select more than
one category and because “other” category was omitted.

Many embedded respondents appear to be acquiring domain knowledge primarily on the
job. In Table 2.5: Top seven activities reported by embedded respondents, 60% of
respondents reported attending a class or conference related to their customers’ area of
expertise in the last 6 months. Our analysis shows embedded service providers to be
active, continuous learners who find and take advantage of opportunities (particularly
those available to their customer groups) to learn their customer groups’ work and
advance their domain knowledge.
2.2.2.3

Domain Knowledge Requirements

These findings suggested another question: Are subject degrees and/or subject
specializations required of new-entry, embedded librarians now to compensate for any
lack of substantive work experience in their customer groups’ subject domains? A
comparison of respondents with 5 or more years of experience with those with less than
5 years found that those with the greater experience (5 or more years) are the ones
more likely to possess undergraduate and post-graduate degrees in a related subject
area and not the other way around.
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Table 2.8: Type of Degree by embedded respondents with 5 or more years of
domain-related experience and by embedded respondents with less than 5 years
of domain-related experience

5+ Years of
Experience

Less than 5 Years
of Experience

52 (86.2%)

50 (82%)

5 (8.3%)

6 (9.8%)

Bachelor's degree in a field relevant to your
individual customer group's area(s) of specialization

34 (56.7%)

19 (31.1%)

Post-bachelor's degree in a field relevant to your
individual customer group's area(s) of specialization
(including Master's, Ph.D., J.D., M.D., etc.)

19 (31.7%)

9 (14.8%)

16 (27%)

9 (15%)

Degree

Master's degree in Library Science or Information
Science (ALA accredited)
Other degree in Library Science or Information
Science

Other
Totals

60

61

Note: differences are not statistically significant.
These findings suggest that organizations, in general, are not emphasizing subject
degrees and/or subject specializations for new-entry embedded librarians in place of
experience. This may indicate that an information professional’s education and skills
outweigh the need for domain knowledge, which many embedded service providers are
allowed to acquire on the job.
2.2.2.4

Continuing Education Support and Longevity

Even though a large majority, 85%, of all respondents said that their organizations
support continuing education, only 45% of respondents reported that continuing
education is required to either gain or update domain knowledge. This suggests that
embedded service providers are a very pro-active group of professionals, with a high
degree of curiosity that drives them to learn their customers’ subject domain.
Both the more and less experienced groups of embedded service providers reported
receiving organizational support for continuing education in almost equal proportions:
•

86.7% of those with 5 or more years of domain-related experience, and

•

83.6% of those with less than 5 years of domain-related experience.
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A slightly larger percentage of respondents with 5 or more years of domain-related
experience reported receiving more continuing education support in three areas. This is
consistent with the findings reported below on continuing education and longevity.
Table 2.9 shows the response rates and percentages of type of continuing education
support by embedded respondents with 5 or more years of experience in the domain
and by embedded respondents with less than 5 years of domain-related experience.
Table 2.9: Type of continuing education support received by embedded
respondents with 5 or more years of experience in the domain and by embedded
respondents with less than 5 years of domain-related experience.

5 + years of
experience

Less than 5 years
of Experience

Reimburses some or all of tuition costs

41 (78.8%)

42 (82.4%)

Reimburses costs to attend conferences in a
related field or subject area

49 (94.2%)

43 (84.3%)

Provides or sponsors courses in-house in a related
field or subject area

26 (50.0%)

23 (45.1%)

Provides release time from work to attend courses
or conferences

47 (90.4%)

45 (88.2%)

1 (1.9%)

8 (15.7%)

Types of CE Support

Other (please specify)
Totals

52

51

When experience in a related field or subject matter is removed, it can be seen that both
groups rely on classes and conferences, while those with less experience rely almost
exclusively on them to gain domain knowledge.
Table 2.10 shows the number and percentage of each type of training and experience
reported by embedded respondents with 5 or more years experience in a related field or
subject and by embedded respondents with less than 5 years of experience.
Table 2.10: Training and Experience by embedded respondents with 5 or more
years of domain-related experience and by embedded respondents with less than
5 years of domain-related experience

Training and Experience
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Less than 5 years of
Experience

5 or more years of work experience in a related
field or subject matter

60 (100%)

0

Classes or conferences in a related field or
subject matter

49 (81.7%)

45 (73.8%)

Certification in a related field or subject matter

15 (25%)

6 (9.8%)

Degree in progress in a related field or subject
matter

11 (13.3%)

5 (8.2%)

Other (please specify)

4

7

Totals

60

61

Correlation Analysis performed on the questions regarding education, training and
continuing education, indicated a number of significant relationships between longevity
(either of the embedded position or the program) and support of continuing education.
(See Appendix C: Data Tables and Methodology, 2.7).
•

The longer a respondent reported they had been embedded, the more likely they
are:
• Provided release time to attend courses or conferences (r = 0.20515, p =
0.0221, average = 0.89);
• Reimbursed for costs for continuing education (r = 0.32494, p = 0.0002,
average = 0.89);

•

The longer a respondent reported that specialized services have been provided
to customer groups by their organization, the more likely that:
• They have attended classes or conferences in a related field or subject
matter (r = 0.37498, p = <0.0001, average = 0.78);
• Their organization supports continuing education or training for specialized
service providers (r = 0.20962, p = 0.0447, average = 0.93);
• Their organization reimburses some or all of tuition costs. (r = 0.20309,
p=.0415).

No causality can be inferred from these relationships. We do not know whether
continuing education opportunities encourage embedded librarians to remain longer in
their positions; or, whether a certain length of time in an embedded position is required
before an organization will offer more continuing education opportunities to its library
staff; or, whether something else altogether is occurring.
2.2.2.5 Summary
The prevalence of domain knowledge among our survey respondents, whether acquired
through formal education, experience, or other means, demonstrates the importance of
understanding the customer’s work. Further, the presence of some statistically
significant relationships between education and longevity reinforces the inference that
domain knowledge is of great importance. Finally, the absence of large gaps between in
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educational level between embedded librarians with greater than 5 years’ experience
and those with less than 5 years’ experience suggests that education and experience
are not substituted for one another. Embedded librarians with less experience are not
required to have more education; those with more experience do not have less
education. Both groups appear to be learning on the job.

2.2.3 Services
The literature on embedded services documents an evolution in the level of services
provided by professionals in these roles. To examine this in our embedded population,
we asked respondents in the Phase 2 Survey to indicate which of 19 types of services
they provide to their customer groups. (See Appendix A, Survey Results; Phase 2
Survey, Questions 18, 19, and 20.) Services ranged from basic to complex and were
organized into three question categories:
•

Reference and research services,

•

Technology-related services, and

•

Training and education services.

Individual service types were grouped under appropriate questions as answer choices.
A review of the responses to the three service-related questions shows that close to half
(9) of the 19 services are performed by a majority of respondents (50% or more). Of
these nine services:
•

Five are in the category of Reference and Research;

•

Three are Training and Educational services; and

•

One is a Technology-Related service.

Table 2.11 presents the nine services in order of largest to smallest percentage of
responses.
Table 2.11: Services performed by 50% or more of respondents

Services

Percent of Embedded
Respondents

Training on the use of information services (Q20a) (N=113)

91%

Ready reference, quick fact checking, citation verification (Q18b)
(N=113)

91%

In-depth topical research (Q18e) (N=113)

88%

Information resource development (such as evaluating resources,
negotiating with vendors, etc.) (Q18a) (N=113)

84%

Current Awareness, news alerting (Q18f)
(N=113)
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Produce electronic or print “how to” manuals, pathfinders, etc.
(Q20e) (N=113)

75%

Evaluating, synthesizing summarizing the literature (18d) (N=113)

60%

Content management for web, intranet and wiki sites (19a) (N=113)

58%

Sharing instructional responsibility (such as participating with
subject faculty in a classroom instruction) (20b) (N=113)

54%

Examining the nine responses grouped under their question categories, a picture
emerges of the services that characterize embedded librarians.
•

Services cluster around reference and research. Of these five services, three
are complex, value-added services (in-depth topical research, evaluating and
synthesizing the literature, and current awareness) and involve some level of
analysis.

•

One of the three Training and Educational services (sharing instructional
responsibility with a faculty member) is both collaborative and complex, requiring
sophisticated skills to render effectively.

•

Technology-related services are on the low-end of the percentage scale.
Content management is the only service in this category to receive 50% or better
of the responses.
• Document repository management ranks as the second most-performed
service in the Technology-Related Services category, with a 46% of the
responses (see Appendix A. Survey Results; Phase 2 Survey, Question 20
for all responses in this category).
• Both content management and document repository management are
elements of knowledge management services. Performing these services
successfully frequently requires a close familiarity with the related subject
domain, making them likely candidates for embedded services.
• The remaining technology services ranked in the bottom third of the
percentage rankings.

Embedded respondents indicated that they continue to perform work that does not
require domain expertise alongside high-value services.
•

“Ready Reference” tied with “Training” for the number one spot on the “nine most
frequently selected services’ list;

•

Inter-Library Loan/Document Retrieval received a 46% response count.

This may be indicative of the cumulative nature of embedded professionals’ work, which
we observed during the site visits. Services and tasks are layered on top of one another
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and are not often relinquished. This may be in part due to the lack of reach-back, also
observed during the site visits.
Chart 2.12 shows the percentage of responses for all 19 services ordered from largest
percentage of responses to smallest.
Chart 2.12: Services Performed by Embedded Respondents by decreasing
percentages
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2.3 Summary
Analysis of the Phase 1 and Phase 2 Survey results provides a set of characteristics that
help describe the roles of embedded service providers in SLA organizations.
• They are not as sharply distinguished from non-embedded librarians by virtue of
their location, funding, or supervision as we had anticipated. Customer funding
does indeed help to distinguish them as a category, but it is still not the most
common funding source for embedded librarians.
• They engage in important relationship-building activities with their customers; in
many cases, their relationships are fostered by co-location and by direct funding
from their customers.
•

They possess extensive knowledge of their customers’ work, sometimes gained
through formal education, but often through work experience and learning
opportunities shared with their customer groups.

•

They perform complex, sophisticated services, involving collaboration and
analysis, but may also retain responsibility for other basic services.

We believe that the distinguishing factors for embedded librarians are ultimately their
relationships with their customer groups. Future research will be needed to verify this.
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3 Organizational Characteristics
This chapter presents analysis of the organizational environments in which embedded
service providers function. We started the research project with a number of
fundamental questions, such as:
•

How long have embedded programs been in existence and in which
organizations?

•

How widespread is the practice across different organization and industry types?

•

What differences exist in services and other characteristics based on
organizational type?

•

Are there any barriers to the adoption of the embedded model in certain types of
organizations or industries?

In the Phase 1 Survey, we asked all respondents to identify the organization and
industry type in which they work, as well as the size of their organization. (See Appendix
A, Survey Results; Phase I Survey, Questions 2, 3 and 4). In The Phase 2 Survey, we
asked respondents to indicate the number of years they have been embedded in their
positions, and the number of years embedded services have been provided in their
organizations to both their individual customer groups and to all customer groups within
the organization. (See Appendix A, Survey Results, Phase II Survey, Questions 8, 12,
and 40)
We employed Correlation Analysis to identify associations among these characteristics
to track the spread and adoption of the embedded library services model. Finally, we
analyzed the data for differences among organization types regarding the adoption of
embedded services. (See Appendix C. Data Tables and Methodology for details.)

3.1 Organization and Industry
The data regarding both organization and industry type suggests that the embedded
model is widespread. All 961 respondents were asked to identify the organization type
in which they work: Academic, For-profit, Not-for-profit, Government, Public and School
(Appendix A: Survey Results, Phase 1 Survey, Question 2). Specialized service
providers were found in each of the four most common organization types in SLA
(Academic, For-profit, Not-for-profit, and Government), in varying proportions. These
proportions differed only slightly from the original population of 961 SLA members.
•

The For-profit sector makes up the largest group in both embedded and nonembedded populations, which is not unexpected in a sample of the SLA
membership.

•

Respondents from Academic institutions are more likely to say they provide
specialized services than respondents from any of the other organization types.
• The proportion of embedded to non-embedded service providers is
significantly higher among academic librarians (61% embedded to 35% nonembedded).
• A Chi-square test for association between variables found a significant
relationship between providing specialized services (Phase 1 Survey,
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Question 14) and type of organization (p < 0.0001). Correspondence
Analysis confirmed an association between Academic Institutions and Phase
1 Survey, Question 14 “yes” responses (the determining question/response
for embedded service provider). (See Appendix C. Data Tables and
Methodology, 3.2 Embedded Librarians Survey 1 Results.)
Figure 3.1A presents the percentage of embedded service providers out of all direct
service providers in Phase 1 Survey by organization type.
Figure 3.1A: Distribution of specialized service providers by organization
Figure 3.1 B: Distribution of specialized service providers by the 5 industries with
the highest percentages
Fig. 3.1A

Fig. 3.1B

In the Phase 1 Survey, all respondents identified their employer’s industry from 17
industry types (based on similar lists in prior SLA surveys; see Appendix A: Survey
Results, Phase 1 Survey, Question 3). We found embedded service providers present
in all of the 17 industry types. Correlation Analysis did not find any statistically
significant relationships between any one industry type and embedded service providers.
(See Appendix C: Data Tables and Methodology, 3.2 Embedded Librarians Survey 1
Results, 8/22/08) This suggests that embedded service providers are not more likely to
be found in one industry over another.
Figure 3.1B, above, shows the industry types with the five largest percentages of
embedded service providers. This “top 5” list represents a range of industry types, from
Education, to Legal to Media. With the exception of Education, the percentage of
embedded service providers in each type is almost equal.
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We also analyzed the percentage of embedded to non-embedded service providers by
industry type. In fully a third (6), embedded outnumber the non-embedded service
providers. Only two out these six industries appear on the “top 5’ list, further supporting
the finding that the embedded library services model is widespread.
Figure 3.2 shows the percentages and response counts of the six industries that have a
larger percentage of embedded to non-embedded service providers.
Fig. 3.2 Embedded Response Counts and Percentages by Industry Type
Industry Category

Embedded Response Count
(Percentage)

Education

77 (59%)

Financial Services

20 (56%)

Information Services, Data Processing

7 (54%)

Information Technology (Computers and technology)

7 (54%)

Biomedical and Pharmaceutical

11 (52%)

Media

19 51%

Taken together, these findings suggest that there are no barriers to the adoption of the
embedded library services model associated with organization or industry type.

3.2 Organization Size
The size of the organization was found to have a positive correlation with the presence
of embedded library service programs. Larger organizations are more likely to employ
the embedded services model. A Chi-square analysis was performed on a contingency
table with Phase 1 Survey, Question 14 (the “yes” and “no” answers to Question 14,
delivery of specialized services) broken out by organization population size . From this
analysis, we found that the variables of size and embedded and non-embedded services
have an association (p = 0.001). (See Appendix C, Data Tables and Methodology, 3.3
Embedded Librarians Survey 1 Results, 8/22/08).
A Hypothesis test was then performed on the proportions of specialized and nonspecialized service providers in organizations of more than 500 and less than 500
employees. We found a statistically significant difference between the two groups by
organization size (p=0.0018). Specialized services tend to be provided in organizations
that employ 500 or more people. Non-specialized services tend to be provided in
organizations that employ less than 500 people.
Table 3.3 shows the contingency table on which the analysis was performed with the
response counts.
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Table 3.3 Contingency table with size of organization by specialized and nonspecialized service providers.

How many people
would
you estimate are
employed by your
organization in all
locations?

Yes, I provide
specialized
services
to one or more
Customer groups.

1
2 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 99
100 to 499
500 to 999
1000 to 2499
2500 to 9999
10,000+
Not sure
Total

0
1
6
18
50
32
34
60
71
6
278

No, I provide
services to
everyone within
my
organization
0
10
13
29
71
28
38
60
57
14
320

Not
sure

Total

0
0
1
2
3
2
0
1
6
4
19

0
11
20
49
124
62
72
121
134
24
617

We did not find any significant associations between the organization type in which
specialized services occur and the size of the organization. At this time, we do not have
the data to explain the relationship between embedded information services and larger
organizations. One hypothesis is that the greater likelihood of large library staff sizes and
of specialized customer groups in larger organizations presents more opportunities to
implement specialized services.
We believe that further research is needed on the delivery of information services in
smaller organizations, especially the practices of “solo librarians.” One hypothesis is
that solo librarians and others in small organizations may engage in many of the same
activities and have many of the same attributes as embedded librarians, but without
specializing – simply because the small size of the parent organization does not lend
itself to specialization.

3.3 Longevity and Growth of Embedded Programs
In the Phase II Survey, we asked embedded service providers a number of questions
concerning the length of time in their embedded positions and the length of time
specialized services have been offered to their customer groups in specific and within
their organizations in general. (See Appendix A, Survey Results, Phase II Survey,
Questions 3, 8, and 40). We found that a large majority of specialized service providers
are in well-established, stable programs. Survey results show the following:
•

75% (72/96=75%) of respondents are in programs in existence for seven or more
years.

•

63% (60/96=63%) of respondents are in programs in existence for 10 or more
years.
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•

40% (29/72=40%) are in programs in existence for seven or more years and
have also been in their embedded positions for seven or more years.

Correlation Analysis performed on Phase 2 Survey, Question 3, related to length of time
in the position, and Question 40, related to longevity of the embedded program, found an
association between the variables (r=0.238, p=0.0161). (See Appendix C, Data Tables
and Methodology, 3.4 Phase II Analysis and Conclusions) In other words, embedded
service providers in long-term positions tended to indicate that specialized services had
also been in existence in the organization for a higher number of years than those who
were not in long-term, embedded positions. This finding suggests stability in both staff
and programs.
We did not collect comparable data on non-embedded service providers and cannot
comment on how this phenomenon in the embedded community relates to direct service
providers in the SLA community at large.
Table 3.4 shows the length of time embedded service providers indicated they have
been in their positions by the length of time embedded programs have been in existence
in the organization.
Table 3.4 Contingency table with length of time in embedded position by longevity
of embedded program in the organization.

Q40 To your knowledge, how many years total have customized and
specialized information services to individual customer groups been
offered in your organization?

Q3 How long
have you been
employed
in your current
position?

Less than a
year
1-2 years
3-4 years
5-6 years
7-9 years
10 or more
years
Grand Total

Less than
1 year

1-2 years

2

1

1

5
3

3

9

3-4 years

3
1
1
2
7

5-6 years

7-9 years

10 or
more
years

Grand
Total

4

7

3

4
2

13
10
10
7
16

20
21
13
12
23

5

12

60

96

2
4
2

Based on the cross tabulations performed on the questions regarding longevity and
growth combined with a visual assessment of the data in Chart 3.5, we can make some
limited statements about growth.
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•

The majority of embedded programs were implemented 10 or more years’ ago;

•

There has been some, modest growth in programs during the last 9 years; and,
we may be seeing an upswing in program growth in the last 3 – 4 years.

Chart 3.5 shows the percentage of embedded library service programs by the number of
years in existence as reported by specialized service providers.
Chart 3.5 Percentage of embedded programs by number of years in existence
To your knowledge, how many years total have customized
and specialized information services to individual customer
groups been offered in your organization?
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Less than 1-2 years 3-4 years 5-6 years 7-9 years
1 year

10 or
more
years

Not Sure

Two questions in the Phase 2 Survey allowed us to analyze data regarding staff
changes over time and provided limited data regarding staff growth as another indicator
of embedded program growth.
•

Survey 2, Question 8 asked about changes, from the time the respondent started
in the position until today, in the number of specialized service providers that also
provide services to the same customer groups as the respondent.

•

Survey 2, Question 41 asked about changes in the total number of specialized
service providers in the organization since January 2007.

Note that we are measuring and comparing two time periods. Question 8 measures staff
changes over an indefinite, longer term. Question 41 measures changes over the 22month period preceding Survey 2
Correlation analysis performed on these two questions found a statistically significant
relationship between the variables (r=0.387, p<0.0001 and Question 8 average = 1.08,
Question 41 average = 0.963, where 2 = increased, 1 = stayed about the same, and 0 =
decreased for both questions).
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•

The averages for these two questions indicate that most respondents reported
that embedded staff size had stayed about the same. (See Appendix C, Data
Tables and Methodology, 3.5 Phase II Analysis and Conclusions)

•

Survey 2 was conducted in November 2008, as the U.S. and global economies
first began to experience serious problems. We do not know what effects, if any,
this might have had on the findings.

This aside, the data suggests that overall growth in the numbers of embedded service
providers has been flat.
Table 3.6 shows changes in the number of specialized service providers who also
provide services to the respondents’ customer groups (in addition to the respondent) and
changes in the total numbers of specialized service providers since January 2007 until
November 2008.
Table 3.6 Contingency table with changes in number of specialized information
providers who also provide services to respondents’ customer group by changes
in number of specialized service providers in the organization.

Q41 To the best of your knowledge, has the number
of library or information professionals who provide
specialized services in your organization increased,
decreased or stayed about the same since January
2007?

Q8 From the time you first
began providing specialized
information services to an
individual customer
group(s) until today, has the
number of librarians or
information professional
who provide the same
services to YOUR
CUSTOMER GROUP(s)
increased, decreased, or
stayed about the same?

Decreased

Decreased
Stayed the same
Increased
Grand Total

3
16
2
21

Stayed
about the
same

6
47
5
58

Increased

1
4
12
17

Grand Total

10
67
19
96

To sum up our analysis of longevity and growth, the overall impression is one of stable,
long-lived programs.
•

Embedded services have existed in many organizations for a long time; but,
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•

New programs have continued to be established at a modest rate over the past
decade or so.

There are factors related to growth that we did not study, such as attrition among
embedded programs and the absolute number of staff increases and decreases. Still,
based on the evidence we did collect, the impression is one of limited growth over time.

3.4 Organizational Differences
To understand whether embedded services differ by organization type, we looked for
organizational differences in the way in which embedded service providers interact with
customer groups (Phase 1 Survey, Question 17). We performed two types of analysis
for each possible pairing of organization type and activities reported in Question 17.
These analyses used were:
•

A series of hypothesis tests; and

•

A series of relative risk tests.

Only those results that were significant at the α = 0.10 level or less were considered.
(See Appendix C, Data Tables and Methodology, 3.6: Relationship between Q2 and
Q17, S1, for a full description of the methodology)
Both the hypothesis and risk analysis found a number of significant differences in the
organizations’ approach to interactions with customer groups. For this study, we have
included only the differences that are common to both types of analyses. Table 3.7
presents the data regarding these organizational differences. The differences between
organizations were significant at the α = 0.05 level for both the pooled hypothesis test
and the relative risk test, unless stated otherwise.
Table 3.7 presents the results of both the hypothesis and risk analysis by activity with
interpretations of the results by organization type.
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Table 3.7 Significant differences among organizational types by Question 17
regarding interactions with customer groups
Question

Significant
differences

Relative Risk

Q17a

•

Academic less
likely than Forprofit

• 0.35454

• 0.164 < RR < 0.766

•

Academic less
likely than Notfor-profit

• 0.329545

•

•

Academic
more likely
than
Government

• 1.341991

• 1.032 < RR < 1.745

•

Academic
more likely
than For-profit

• 1.273078

• 1.067 < RR < 1.519

•

Academic
more likely
than Not-forprofit

• 1.55671

•

•

Government
less likely than
For-profit

• 0.77037
α = 0.10

• 0.60 < RR < 0.99

• p = 0.0289

•

Government
less likely than
Not-for-profit

• 0.672464

• 0.483 < RR < 0.936

• p = 0.0117

•

Academic less
likely than Forprofit

• 0.806638
α = 0.10

• (90% CI:
0.664 < RR < 0.98)

• p = 0.0287

•

Academic vs.
Not-for-profit

• 0.704122

• 0.536 < RR < 0.924

• p = 0.0131

Q17b

Q17d

Met with a
customer
manager to
review my
performance

Provided
training on
information
resources or
information
management
tools away from
library facilities,
such as in a
customer’s
office, a
conference
room, or
classroom.
Met (in person
or virtually) with
senior members
(e.g.,
executives,
managers,
supervisors) of
your customer
group to discuss
informationrelated needs
and services.
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95% RR Confidence
interval

P Value
calculated
from Pooled
Hypothesis
Test
• p = 0.0020

• p = 0.0074
0.131 < RR < 0.827

• p = 0.0069

• p = 0.0051

• p = 0.0015
1.077 < RR < 2.25
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Question

Significant
differences

Relative Risk

Q17e

•

Academic less
likely than
Government

• 0.709647

• 0.506 < RR < 0.996

P Value
calculated
from Pooled
Hypothesis
Test
• p = 0.0271

•

Academic less
likely than Forprofit

• 0.653954

• 0.494 < RR < 0.866

• p = 0.0006

•

Government
more likely
than Not-forprofit

• 1.409722
α = 0.10

• (90% CI:
1.039 < RR < 1.912)

• p = 0.0201

•

Academic less
likely than
Government

• 0.681818

• 0.531 < RR < 0.876

• p = 0.0024

•

Academic less
likely than Forprofit

• 0.657919

• 0.528 < RR < 0.82

• p = 0.0000

•

Academic less
likely than Notfor-profit

•

•

0.507 < RR <0.857

• p = 0.0034

•

Government
less likely than
For-profit

• 0.693333
α = 0.10

• (90% CI:
0.483 < RR < 0.996)

• p = 0.0362

Q17f

Q17g

Q17i

Attended your
customer
group(s)’
meetings to
learn about their
work and
information
needs
Met more than
once with a few
regular
customers to
discuss
information
needs and
present results
to them
Collaborated on
or contributed to
your customer
group’s work

Had lunch
with members
of your
customer group

0.659091

95% RR Confidence
interval

Academic institutions differ the most from all other organization types in the activities
they are less likely to perform. Academic and For-profit organizations appear to have
the most differences between them and might be said to be at opposite extremes in an
embedded model spectrum.
•

Academic respondents’ interactions with customer groups are more likely to
involve training activities rather than other types of service or relationship
building activities:
• Academic respondents are more likely to provide training on information
resources away from library facilities than are For-profit, Not-for-profit or
Government respondents.
•

Academic respondents are less likely to collaborate on or contribute to their
customer groups’ work than respondents from the other three organizations.
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•

Academic respondents are less likely than respondents in the other three
organizations (particularly For-profit) to engage in non-service related,
relationship-building activities. For example, as a group, they are less likely
to:
•

•
•

Meet with senior members of their customer group to discuss
information-related needs and services than either For-profit or Not-forprofit respondents;
Attend customer group(s)’ meetings to learn about their work and
information needs than either For-profit or Government respondents;
Meet with a customer manager for a performance review than either Forprofit or Not-for-profit respondents.

Government respondents also appear to be less likely than respondents in For-profit and
Not-for-profit sectors to engage in some relationship-building activities. For example,
they are less likely to:
•

Meet with senior members of their customer group to discuss informationrelated needs and services than either For-profit or Not-for-profit
respondents;

•

Have lunch with a customer group member than For-profit respondents.

Overall, the hypothesis and relative risk tests suggest that Academic respondents, and
Government, to a lesser extent, are engaging in fewer relationship-building interactions
with customer groups than the For-profit sector. The significance of these organizational
differences may be a fruitful area for future research.

3.5 Summary
Based on this analysis, the embedded library services model is present in all of the
major organization and industry types in the SLA community. It appears flexible enough
to have been adapted by a diverse number of industries, ranging from biomedical, to
legal to educational. Correlation Analysis shows the embedded model to be well
established in SLA organizations: the majority of programs date back ten or more years
and have long-term staff. The embedded model has stood the test of time, including the
retention of a fair number of long-term positions, adding to its overall stability. Finally,
although the embedded model has achieved excellent market penetration, there appears
to be room for growth in the mid- to smaller size organizations and perhaps outside of
academic organizations. Based on our analysis, the embedded service model has a
strong foundation and potential staying power.
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4 Models of Success
Having identified criteria for defining embedded library services programs, and
characteristics of embedded programs, our next research goal was to identify and study
successful programs that might provide models for others seeking to establish similar
programs. In particular, we wished to identify management strategies for initiating,
operating and sustaining, and evaluating embedded services that might be related to
success.

4.1 Indicators of Success
Unfortunately, success is generally difficult to measure for library and information
services programs. They rarely if ever have their own financial statements, and their
contributions to organizational financial results are generally indirect and diffuse. In the
absence of direct financial measures, we relied on other attributes like growth and
longevity as indicators of success. Four questions in the Phase 2 Survey were related to
successful outcomes:
•

Question 8: From the time you first began providing specialized information
services to an individual customer group until today, has the number of
librarians or information professionals who provide the same services to your
customer group increased, decreased, or stayed about the same?

•

Question 21: From the time you began providing specialized information
services to this particular customer group until today, has this group’s
demand for services increased, decreased, or stayed about the same?

•

Question 22: From the time you began providing services to the customer
group you have worked with the longest until today, has the number of
services you provide increased, decreased, or stayed about the same?

•

Question 41: To the best of your knowledge, has the number of library or
information professionals who provide specialized services in your
organization increased, decreased, or stayed about the same since January
2007?

A fifth question called for the respondent’s subjective assessment of success:
•

Question 37: Overall, how successful do you think the delivery of specialized
information services to your customer group(s) is at this time?

A summary of responses to these questions is included in Appendix B. Pie charts
showing the distribution of responses are given below.
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Fig. 4.1 Staffing over Time

Question 8: Staffing Over Time

9%

4%

16%
Increased
Stayed About the Same
Decreased
Not Sure

71%

Fig. 4.2 Customer Demand over Time

Question 21: Customer Demand Over Time

3%

2%

27%

Increased
Stayed About the Same
Decreased
68%
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Fig. 4.3 Number of Services Provided

Question 22: Number of Services Provided
1%

3%
29%

Increased
Stayed About the Same
Decreased

67%

Not Sure

Fig. 4.4 Self-Evaluations
Question 37: Self Evaluations

0.9%

0.0%
0.9%

6.9%

29.3%

Very successful
Successful
Neither successful nor
Unsuccessful
Unsuccessful
Very unsuccessful

62.1%
No Opinion
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Fig. 4.5 Staffing Changes since January 2007

Question 41: Staffing Change Since Jan. 2007

6%

17%

22%

Increased
Stayed About the Same
Decreased
Not Sure
55%

Ultimately, we decided to focus on Questions 8, 21, and 22 as key success indicators.
Question 37 was set aside for two reasons: it called for a subjective judgment instead of
an assessment of objective facts; and the overwhelming majority of respondents, 91%,
responded that they were either Very Successful or Successful, so that it did not provide
a good way of separating respondents into two groups. Question 41 was set aside
because it focused on short term performance (January 2007 to late 2008), and because
we felt the unanticipated economic recession of 2008 might have skewed the results
negatively.
We found that a small number of survey respondents reported increases in each of the
three questions, 8, 21, and 22. There were eleven respondents in this group. Similarly,
we found that a small number, 16, reported no increases in any of the same three
questions. These two groups we labeled as Group 1 – those reporting increases in all
questions – and Group 2 – those reporting no increase in any of the three questions. We
focused on these two groups in our analysis of success factors, omitting consideration of
the large majority of respondents who gave mixed responses.
Table 4.6 presents the composition of Group 1 and Group 2.
Table 4.6: Composition of Group 1 and Group 2

Group 1 (n=11)
Group 2 (n=16)

Question 8:
Staffing Over
Time

Question 21:
Demand over
Time

Increased
Stayed the
same or
Decreased

Increased
Stayed the
same or
Decreased

Question 22:
Number of
Services Over
Time
Increased
Stayed the
same or
Decreased

Table 4.7 presents an analysis of Groups 1 and 2 by organization type. It shows that
diverse organizations were included in both groups in similar proportions.
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Table 4.7: Group 1 and Group 2 By Organization Type

Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q2 S1 – Which of the following categories best describes the type of
organization in which you work?
Government
Academic
For-profit Not-forOther
Total
profit
1
3
5
1
1
11
9.1%
27.3%
45.5%
9.1%
9.1%
2
6
6
2
0
16
12.5%
37.5%
37.5%
12.5%
0%
3
9
11
3
1
27
11.1%
33.3%
40.7%
11.1%
3.7%

4.2 Factors Associated with Success
It was possible to analyze the responses of these two groups for significant differences
using the Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value technique. (See
Appendix C for details.) The following differences in answers between Group 1 and
Group 2 were identified at the p = 0.05 level where a value of p = 0.05 means that there
is a 5% probability that the observed difference in answers, or any greater difference,
was a random event. Differences in response do not imply causality; what we can say is
that the differences are associated with reported increases in staffing, demand, and
number of services provided.
Twenty-two differences between the answers of Group 1 and Group 2 were found at the
p=0.05 level of significance or below. Table 4.8 presents them in order of significance
from lowest p value to highest.
Table 4.8 Significant Differences between Group1 and Group 2
Question*

Factor

p-value

Q33j

Word of Mouth
Promotion

0.00005

Q34k

Financial Measures
Tracked

0.0005

Q35

Metrics Used to Justify
Services

0.0005

Q34b

Research Projects
Counted

0.001

Q33f

Print Promotions Used

0.003

Q25

Authorization by
Organization
Management Required

0.007
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Interpretation
Group 1 is much more likely to
benefit from Word of Mouth
advertising
Group 1 is much more likely to
use financial measures to
evaluate performance
Group 1 is much more likely to
use metrics to demonstrate the
value of and justify services
Group 1 is much more likely to
count research projects as one of
its metrics
Group 1 is much more likely to
promote services using print
media
Group 1 is much less likely to
require organizational
management approval to initiate
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specialized services
In Depth Research
Group 1 is much more likely to
0.008
Q18e
Performed
perform in-depth research
Group 1 is much more likely to
Survey 1,
Provided training away
0.008
provide instruction or training
Q17b
from library facilities
away from a library
Data Analysis
Group 1 is more likely to perform
Q18h
0.011
Performed
data analysis
Anecdotes on Impact
Group 1 is more likely to collect
Q34m
0.014
and Value Collected
anecdotes as one of its metrics
Group 1 is more likely to involve a
Customer Manager
customer manager in integrating
Q29b
Integrates Librarian into 0.016
the librarian into the customer
Group
group
Group 1 is more likely to count
Documents Delivered
Q34c
0.016
documents delivered as one of its
Counted
metrics
ILL/Doc Delivery
Group 1 is more likely to provide
Q18c
0.017
Service Provided
document delivery services
Competitive Intelligence
Group 1 is more likely to perform
0.017
Q18g
Provided
competitive intelligence
Group 1 is more likely to share
Shared Instructional
Q20b
0.017
instructional responsibility; to coResponsibility
teach
Formal Orientation
Group 1 is more likely to publicize
Q33a
Used to Promote
0.021
its services through formal
Services
orientation programs
Customer Contributes
Group 1 is more likely to have
Q36d
Input to Performance
0.024
input from the customer group in
Review
the librarian’s performance review
Group 1 is more likely to have a
Written Agreement
Q30a
0.034
written agreement with the
Exists
customer group
Group 1 is more likely to require
Library Manager
Q26b
0.039
the library manager to authorize
Authorized Service
specialized services
Group 1 is more likely to require
Continuing Education
Q15
0.046
the librarian to participate in
Required
continuing education
Group 1 is more likely to count
Reference Questions
Q34a
0.047
reference questions as one of its
Counted
metrics
Group 1 is more likely to count
Training Attendance
0.048
Q34f
attendance at training sessions as
Counted
one of its metrics
*All questions are from the Phase 2 Survey except where noted.
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4.3 Success Themes
The twenty-two significant attributes can be grouped thematically to present a survey of
practices that Group 1 (Successful) programs engage in significantly more frequently
than Group 2 (Other) programs. These themes include: marketing and promotion;
service evaluation; services provided; and management support.
Three significant attributes are grouped under the category of marketing and promotion:
•

Word-of-mouth promotion;

•

Use of printed promotional materials such as brochures, flier, or posters; and,

•

Promotion through presentations at formal new-employee orientations.

The importance of word of mouth is not surprising. One expects that a successful, highly
valued service will be actively promoted by its users through communication with other
users and potential users. What may be more surprising is the importance of the other
two media, especially when contrasted with newer media and electronic media, such as
blogs and websites. This is perhaps a reminder that traditional and low-tech media still
have their place in promoting information services.
Seven different factors, or one-third of all factors significant at the .05 level or better, are
related to the theme of service evaluation. The two most significant of all (p=.0005) are
that:
•

Financial outcomes, such as Return on Investment or cost avoidance, are
measured; and,

•

Service metrics are used to justify the continuation of services.

These factors suggest that demonstrating the impact of specialized information services,
if possible in financial terms, may be of the utmost importance in persuading
organizational decision-makers to support these programs.
The presence of the third factor, collection of anecdotes about the impact of specialized
services on customer work and outcomes, suggests that evaluation factors need not
always be quantitative in nature. The other four service evaluation factors are all counts
of research projects, documents delivered, reference questions, and training session
attendance. It is somewhat surprising that these factors, which relate to activity but do
not directly demonstrate value, appear, while other factors do not. Apparently these
metrics may still be useful in the operation and management of specialized library and
information services programs.
Six significant factors relate to the nature of services provided. Four are sophisticated,
value-added services:
•

In-depth research,

•

Competitive intelligence,

•

Training that is held away from library facilities,

•

Shared instructional responsibility with subject faculty, and data analysis.
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This clustering of activities supports a theme encountered in much of the literature: that
the nature of the librarian’s work becomes more sophisticated, with an emphasis on
expert analysis and judgment, as the librarian becomes embedded in the customer
group’s work. The presence of the sixth significant factor, document delivery, is perhaps
a reminder that basic service needs do not disappear as more advanced tasks are
added. Rather, they may form an essential infrastructure.
The fourth and final theme is that of management support. Six factors are grouped under
this theme. They are:
•

Authorization from any level of management in the organization was not
required prior to the initiation of specialized services

•

A manager/leader of the customer group facilitated the integration of the
service provider into the group

•

The customer group contributes feedback to the librarian’s performance
review

•

A written agreement exists between the customer group and the service
provider group

•

Authorization was required from the library/information group manager for the
initiation of specialized services

•

Continuing education related to the customer group’s area of specialization is
required of the embedded librarian

Taken together, these factors suggest a strong engagement between library /
information service management and management of the group receiving the embedded
library services to support the specialized services. In successful programs, higher level
management authorization is not as likely to be required, and library managers are able
to authorize the initiation of specialized services. Customer managers are more likely to
provide active support through helping the embedded librarian become integrated into
the group, and by providing input to the librarian’s performance review. Documentation
of the agreement is more likely to exist (this may take the form of a librarian’s job
description), and there is a requirement for continuing education.

4.4 What’s Missing
Our discussion of success factors would not be complete without a discussion of some
factors that we expected to be related to success, but that were not found to be
significantly related in our analysis.
The following factors were analyzed and found not significant at the p=0.10 level or
below:
•

Question 13, Education level

•

Question 14, Relevant training or work experience

•

Question 16, Support for continuing education
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•

Question 27, Documentation at time service was initiated

•

Question 28, Type of documentation created at service initiation (Note:
Answer 28c, “Performance plan specifying delivery of services to the group”
could not be analyzed because none of the respondents in Group 2 checked
this option. No significant statistical difference was found between Group 1
and Group 2 in all other options of Q28.)

•

Q32, Written reports to library management or executives outside the
customer group

Some of these factors, such as possession of the MLS degree and, to a lesser extent,
possession of a Bachelor’s degree in a relevant field, were widespread in both Group 1
and Group 2. Others, such as creating a written agreement at the time services are
established, were infrequently reported by both groups. Some of these factors may
merit future study. All we can say at present is that they do not appear to be related to
our model of success.
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5 Conclusion and Recommendations
5.1 The State of Embedded Librarianship
Our research has confirmed a number of important facts about embedded librarianship:
It is alive and well. Almost 50% of direct information service providers deliver
specialized services to one or more specific customer groups in their organization, which
we consider the essential characteristic of embeddedness.
It is widespread. We found embedded library services programs in diverse types of
organizations and diverse industry segments. Higher education institutions predominate
both in the literature and in our survey, but For-profit, Not-for-profit, and Governmental
organizations are also well represented. Legal, Financial and other professional
services, Media, and other industries, are well represented – along with Health Services,
which pioneered the concept through its clinical medical librarian programs and has
developed a rich literature.
It is growing. While 60% of respondents said that embedded services programs had
been in existence for over ten years in their organizations, the numbers of programs in
existence for shorter periods indicates steady, if gradual, growth.
It depends on the relationship-building skills of the librarian. We have identified
seven activities that the majority of embedded librarians engage in that show close
collaboration with customers and shared responsibility for outcomes. The importance of
relationship building skills was reinforced by our site visits and interviews with embedded
librarians. Librarians who succeed in building strong working relationships see
themselves and their roles as not limited to their job description. They volunteer for
administrative and social roles that enable them to build relationships. They look for
ways to contribute to their organizations in unexpected ways. They are sometimes
considered “not just a librarian” by others in the organization – and they use this image
to exploit opportunities to bring their information professional skills to bear in novel ways.
It depends on the librarian’s knowledge of the customer domain – however that
knowledge is acquired. To participate fully in customer organizations and take on
shared responsibility, embedded librarians develop a good understanding of the
customer’s organization and work. In some cases this may require relevant academic
degrees. However, there appear to be many successful embedded librarians who have
acquired their domain knowledge on the job.
It changes the nature of the librarian’s work. Embedded librarians perform a variety
of sophisticated, value-added services. They contribute to their customer groups through
activities like product testing, organizing symposium series, and participating in
curriculum reviews: activities that are not generally thought of as roles for librarians. At
the same time, they continue to be responsible for many traditional services, such as
document delivery. The layering of complex, value-added functions on top of basic
services means that embedded librarians are in great demand, very busy, must be
highly motivated, and run the risk of burnout.
It is succeeding largely because of the outstanding skills and exemplary
dedication of individual embedded librarians. In our research, through surveys and
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site visits, we have come to think that many of the successful embedded librarians in our
profession today are swimming upstream. They are achieving wonderful professional
accomplishments and providing great value to their organizations, but their role and their
needs may be dimly perceived and poorly understood by both library and customer
managers. They are local heroes, but their successes may evaporate unless more
effective management support can be brought to bear.

5.2 The Virtuous Cycle for Embedded Library Services
In the course of our research, we have come to the view that there is a critical need to
strengthen the management of embedded library services. Just as the embedded role
calls for new skills on the part of embedded librarians, it calls for new management
strategies. Therefore, we propose a series of steps for those who are managing library
and information services.
We present this series of management steps as the “Virtuous Cycle for Embedded
Library Services” -- a model for management action to develop and sustain this
promising service model and achieve a strategic repositioning of information services in
the workplace.

4.

5.

•
•
•

3.

Build alliances and
communication with
customer
management

Empower them to
offer the right
services

2.

Support
librarians’ work
Reachback and
sharing among
librarians
Effective
promotion
Systematic
evaluation

1.

Let them learn
the organization
and the subject
domain

Hire staff who can
build relationships

In the following paragraphs, we elaborate on this model.
5.2.1 Hire Staff Who Can Build Relationships
In his management classic, Good to Great, Jim Collins says, “get the right people on the
bus.” (Collins, 2001) Our first recommendation echoes his principle. The sine qua non of
embedded library services is the librarian’s ability to establish strong interpersonal
relationships with customers. As our survey data and site visits show, these librarians
excel at relationship building and are highly motivated. We believe that the expansion of
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5.2.2 Let Them Learn the Organization and Subject
Our survey results and site visits have both demonstrated the importance of the
librarian’s domain knowledge. Note that by “domain knowledge” we mean both
knowledge of a specific academic or professional domain, such as biosciences or
securities law, and knowledge of the workings of an organization. Our site visits in
particular have highlighted the importance of both kinds of knowledge. Our research has
also indicated that formal academic study, continuing education, and on-the-job learning
all play a part in the development of the necessary knowledge. The key question for the
manager is, how will librarians in your organization acquire the knowledge they need.
We believe this is essentially a local decision. Does your organization place value on an
academic degree, and will you therefore make possession of a degree a hiring
requirement? Or are you in an environment where you can hire relatively junior
employees without extensive domain knowledge, and give them opportunities to learn on
the job?
5.2.3 Empower Them to Offer the Right Services
Our research found a range of services being delivered by embedded librarians. The
common threads among successful programs were that the range of services increased
over time, and that sophisticated, value-added services were layered on top of basic
library and information services. We infer that as librarians gain trust and credibility with
their customer groups, they are pulled into new roles and functions, depending on the
priorities of their customers. Library managers must encourage this flexibility and give
embedded librarians the freedom to shift their roles in response to customer needs.
5.2.4 Build Alliances and Communication with Customer Management
This step may pose the greatest challenge for library managers, but we believe that it is
essential. Without it, embedded library services will not achieve optimal scale and
sustainability, nor deliver the organizational benefits that they are capable of. This step
incorporates practices from the themes of evaluation and management support
highlighted in our analysis of models of success.
The analysis indicates that successful programs are more likely to include measurement
of activities, and assessment of the value and impact of services. Further, these
programs communicate their metrics to customer management. The metrics are used as
evidence of the importance of embedded library services. We believe that managers of
successful embedded library services programs should pay careful attention to both
evaluating their services and sharing that evaluation with their own superiors as well as
their counterparts in the customer organization.
Another practice noted in our analysis of successful programs is the engagement of
customer management in activities such as integrating the new embedded librarian into
the group and providing input to the librarian’s performance review. We see these
activities as tangible signs of the manager’s buy-in to the embedded service. We find it
hard to imagine how an embedded service can thrive in the absence of this buy-in.
Some managers “get it” and even go so far as to initiate embedded services for their
organization. Others need to be marketed to, and we believe it is the job of library
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managers to do this management-level marketing and to develop this buy-in among key
customer managers.
In fact, these two activities, communicating the value of the service to the customer
management, and soliciting help and feedback from the customer management, should
constitute a set of intertwined, mutually reinforcing management functions.
5.2.5 Support Librarians’ Work
The final recommendation in our “Virtuous Cycle” model requires almost as great a shift
in management approach as the previous one. We have already discussed promotion
and evaluation as differentiators of successful programs. We believe that the manager
must lead these activities, and not leave them to the individual embedded staff.
We also believe, based on interviews rather than our survey data, that managing
embedded services raises new staff management and coordination challenges.
Both survey data and site visits raised the issue of the embedded librarian’s workload.
We believe the library manager must take a role in helping staff to manage this
workload. One strategy we suggest is to provide the ability for the embedded librarian to
“reach back” into the central library staff for assistance. Another is to form staff teams,
each with its own lead embedded librarian, and other library staff members who provide
backup and support – and thereby gain opportunities to learn the customer domain. This
model is being developed at the MITRE Corporation and was the subject of a paper
presented at the 2009 SLA Conference by Trimble. (Trimble, 2009)
A related management challenge is to maintain collaboration and communication among
embedded librarians. In an organization where there are several embedded librarians,
each working with different customers, there is a risk that as ties to customers
strengthen, ties to other librarians will weaken. Such an outcome is not desirable, and
we do not think it is inevitable. Rather, we believe that the energetic and creative library
manager can find ways to retain the collegiality that is the hallmark of library culture.
Through library group projects, social occasions, or simple staff meetings, we believe
that embedded librarians can retain their strong connection with a common library
operation, even while building close relationships with their customers.

5.3 A Parting Word
We began this project with optimism about the embedded library services model. We
conclude it with our optimism strengthened. We have seen that resourceful and
energetic librarians are employing it successfully in organizations of many different
types. We have seen that they share certain characteristics, which we believe contribute
to their success. We have also come to realize how much we do not know, nor
understand, and how much remains to be done in exploring this topic. We hope that
others will add their stories and their insights, and we look forward to learning from them.
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Appendix A: Survey Results

Embedded Librarianship Survey 1
1. Which of the following best describes your work status as of today? (Check one only)

Full-time (35+ hours, including
independent consultant)
Part-time (under 35 hours, including
independent consultant)
Not employed

Appendix A

Response

Response

Percent

Count

86.8%

869

9.2%

92

4.0%

40

answered question

1,001

skipped question

0
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Appendix A: Survey Results
2. Which of the following categories best describes the type of organization in which you work? (Check one only)

Government agency (other than

Response

Response

Percent

Count

15.4%

148

Public Library

2.0%

19

School (Primary or Secondary)

0.4%

4

18.9%

182

42.9%

412

13.8%

133

6.6%

63

answered question

961

skipped question

40

public library or school system)

Academic Institution (postsecondary education)
For-profit companies or
organizations
Not-for-profit companies or
organizations (other than public and
school libraries, government

organizations,
non-profit
academic
institutions)

Other (please specify)
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3. Which one of the following categories best describes the work of your employer? Please read the entire list
before deciding. (Check one only)

Education (Primary, Secondary,

Response

Response

Percent

Count

20.0%

188

1.8%

17

6.4%

60

3.5%

33

5.2%

49

1.0%

9

2.8%

26

4.8%

45

3.2%

30

6.1%

57

Museums and Historical Sites

1.5%

14

Legal Services, including Law Firms

12.9%

121

7.9%

74

2.1%

20

Transportation Services

1.3%

12

Utilities

0.5%

5

Wholesale and Retail Trade

0.7%

7

or Higher)
Primary industries: Agriculture,
Forestry, Mining etc.
Media: Broadcasting,
Entertainment, Publishing and other
media services
Trade and Professional
Associations
Financial Services, including
Accounting
Grantmaking and Giving, Social
Advocacy
Biomedical and Pharmaceutical
Manufacturing
Health Care and Health Services,
including Hospitals
Information Services, Data
Processing Services
Manufacturing (other than
pharmaceutical and biomedical)

Professional Services, including
Consulting (other than legal)
Information Technology
(Computers and Technology)
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Appendix A: Survey Results
Other (please explain)

18.2%

171

answered question

938

skipped question

63

4. How many people would you estimate are employed by your organization in all locations? If you are selfemployed, how many people do you employ, including yourself? (Check one only)
Response

Response

Percent

Count

1

1.5%

14

2-9

2.5%

24

10-24

2.9%

27

25-99

7.9%

74

100-499

20.1%

189

500-999

9.9%

93

1000-2499

13.6%

128

2500-9999

18.3%

172

10,000+

20.3%

191

Not sure

3.2%

30

answered question

942

skipped question

59
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5. Is there a library, information center, or similar information or knowledge services unit (such as a department)
within your organization?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Yes

89.9%

809

No

10.1%

91

answered question

900

skipped question

101

6. Is there at least one individual in the organization who is PRIMARILY responsible for providing library,
information, or knowledge services to all or part of the organization?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Yes

63.0%

85

No

37.0%

50

answered question

135

skipped question

866

7. How many individuals in total provide library or information services in your organization?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

None

3.1%

29

1

12.5%

117

2-5

26.9%

252

6-10

13.1%

123

11-25

13.2%

124

More than 25

31.2%

293

answered question

938

skipped question

63
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8. Which of these position descriptions Most Closely matches the responsibilities of your position? Please read
the entire list before responding. (Check only one)
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Chief, Executive, Director,
Manager, Head - responsible for
management of one or more

29.6%

279

53.1%

500

3.3%

31

3.6%

34

1.0%

9

2.2%

21

departments, divisions, locations or
areas within a department
Librarian, Information
Specialist, Researcher,
Information or Knowledge
Analyst - responsible for
professional information and
knowledge services, with little or
no administrative responsibility.
Services may include in-depth
research and analysis, reference,
information literacy instruction,
information organization,
thesaurus construction and
maintenance, acquisitions and
collection development, etc.
Webmaster, IT, Technology
Specialist - responsible for
services involving the application
of various technologies to solve
information related problems,
including development of webbased sites, content management,
database design
Support Staff - responsible for
assisting and supporting director,
managers, librarians and
specialists, under general or direct
supervision
Professor, Academic Instructor responsible for instructing students,
conducting research
Vendor, Sales Manager or
Representative - responsible for
developing or marketing information
products or training
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Owner, Principal, Consultant self-employed in own business
Other (please specify)

1.7%

16

5.5%

52

answered question

942

skipped question

59

9. Where is your primary work area located? If you perform work in more than one location, choose the location
where you spent the largest percentage of your time since January 1, 2008.
Customer Group means all those persons within your organization who work for a definable unit, such as a
department, division, project or practice group, and to whom your library/information center provides services.

Located with other
library/information staff

Response

Response

Percent

Count

61.9%

382

22.0%

136

8.8%

54

2.6%

16

4.7%

29

answered question

617

skipped question

384

Located with one or more customer
group(s)(employees to whom I
provide library or information
services)within my organization
Neither; not located with other
library/information staff nor with
customer group
Located at home or another telework site
Other (please specify)
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10. Let's define your supervisor as the person who is responsible for your formal performance review and who
has primary responsibility for hiring decisions for your position. Is your current supervisor:

A librarian or information

Response

Response

Percent

Count

57.5%

354

36.9%

227

5.7%

35

answered question

616

skipped question

385

professional
A non-librarian whose is primarily
responsible for activities other than
library or information services
Other (please specify)

11. Does your organization have a specific budget designated for library and information services expenditures?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Yes

81.8%

503

No

11.4%

70

I don't know

6.8%

42

answered question

615

skipped question

386

Response

Response

Percent

Count

12. Is your salary funded COMPLETELY by a library or information services budget?

Yes

57.2%

313

No

26.5%

145

I Don't Know

16.3%

89

answered question

547

skipped question

454
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13. Is any part of your salary directly funded by one or more customer groups?
Customer Group means all those persons within your organization who work for a definable unit, such as a
department, division, project or practice group, and to whom your library/information center provides services.
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Yes, all of my salary

26.0%

79

Yes, part of my salary

10.9%

33

No, none of my salary

31.6%

96

I don't know

31.6%

96

Comment

27

answered question

304

skipped question

697

14. In your position, do you provide specialized services to any single customer group within your organization?

Yes, I provide specialized services
to one or more customer groups
No, I provide services to
everyone within my organization
Not Sure
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Response

Response

Percent

Count

45.1%

278

51.9%

320

3.1%

19

answered question

617

skipped question

384
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15. Are you assigned to provide services exclusively for one or more defined customer groups? Or, are you
assigned to do both: provide specialized services to some customer groups and general services to others in
your organization?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

I am assigned to work exclusively
for one or more defined customer

21.5%

64

78.5%

234

answered question

298

skipped question

703

Response

Response

Percent

Count

groups in my organization.
I am assigned to do both,
provide specialized services for
some customer groups and
general services to others in my
organization.

16. How many defined customer groups are you assigned to work with?

None

4.1%

12

1

18.2%

54

2-4

45.3%

134

5 or more

32.4%

96

answered question

296

skipped question

705
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17. Which of the following activities have you done with your customer group(s) since January 2008? (Check all
that apply.)

Met with a customer manager to
review my performance

Response

Response

Percent

Count

20.4%

56

65.8%

181

58.9%

162

63.6%

175

58.9%

162

66.2%

182

74.5%

205

58.5%

161

45.5%

125

47.3%

130

Provided training on information
resources or information
management tools away from
library facilities, such as in a
customer's office, a conference
room, or classroom
Attended a meeting, class, or
conference devoted to your
customers' area of expertise (not
oriented to librarians)
Met (in person or virtually) with
senior members (e.g., executives,
managers, supervisors) of your
customer group to discuss
information-related needs and
services
Attended your customer group(s)'
meetings to learn about their work
and information needs
Met more than once with a few
regular customers to discuss
information needs and present
results to them
Collaborated on or contributed
to your customer group's work
Collaborated on or contributed to
your customer group's electronic
communications and/or
collaborative workspaces, including
email, wikis, blogs, and other webbased workspaces.
Had lunch with members of your
customer group
Attended social events held by
Appendix A
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Other (please specify)

6.2%

17

answered question

275

skipped question

726

18. Thinking about the defined customer group you have been working with the longest in your current position,
how many years have you been providing specialized services to that customer group?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Less than a year

16.8%

48

1-2 years

24.6%

70

3-4 years

15.8%

45

More than 4 years

42.8%

122

answered question

285

skipped question

716

Response

Response

Percent

Count

19. Are you willing to participate in the next survey in this research project?

Yes

81.4%

232

No

18.6%

53

answered question

285

skipped question

716
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20. Would you like to enter the drawing to win a $100 Amazon Gift Certificate?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Yes

83.0%

831

No

17.0%

170

answered question

1,001

skipped question

0

21. Name
Response
Count
829
answered question

829

skipped question

172

Response

Response

Percent

Count

22. Organization Address

Organization

94.0%

768

Street address

98.0%

801

Street address 2

37.5%

306

City

99.3%

811

State / Province

97.7%

798

Postal code/ Zip code

98.3%

803

Country

93.8%

766

answered question

817

skipped question

184
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23. Telephone
Response
Count
799
answered question

799

skipped question

202

24. Email address
Response
Count
827

Appendix A

answered question

827

skipped question

174
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Embedded Librarians Survey 2 - Final

1. I have read and understand the materials relating to this survey, and I consent to continue.
Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

100.0%

130

No

0.0%

0

answered question

130

skipped question

0

2. In the first Embedded Library Services Survey, you indicated that you provide customized and specialized information
services to one or more individual groups that you do not provide to everyone else in your organization. Today, are you still
providing these services to any individual customer group(s)?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

97.7%

125

No

2.3%

3

answered question

128

skipped question

2

Response

Response

Percent

Count

3. How long have you been employed in your current position?

Appendix A

Less than 1 year

11.2%

14

1-2 years

25.6%

32

3-4 years

21.6%

27

5-6 years

12.0%

15

7-9 years

10.4%

13

10 or more years

19.2%

24

answered question

125

skipped question

5
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4. At the time you assumed your current position, did your responsibilities include providing customized or specialized

information services to an individual customer group(s)?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

77.6%

97

No

18.4%

23

Not Sure

4.0%

5

answered question

125

skipped question

5

5. Today, how many individual customer groups are you working with to provide specialized or customized services?

Appendix A

Response
Percent

Response
Count

1

12.2%

15

2-3

35.8%

44

4-5

26.0%

32

More than 5

26.0%

32

answered question

123

skipped question

7
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6. From the time you first began providing specialized information services to an individual customer group(s) until today, has

the number of groups you work with increased, decreased, or stayed about the same?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Increased

48.0%

59

Decreased

1.6%

2

Stayed About the Same

50.4%

62

Not Sure

0.0%

0

Comment

18

answered question

123

skipped question

7

7. In addition to you, how many OTHER librarians or information professionals in your organization currently provide customized
or specialized information services to the SAME CUSTOMER GROUP(S) that you serve?
If you work with multiple groups, consider all groups, and all librarians providing specialized services to any of them.

Response
Percent

Response
Count

0 (in addition to me)

41.0%

50

1 (in addition to me)

16.4%

20

2 (in addition to me)

10.7%

13

3-5 (in addition to me)

13.9%

17

More than 5

13.1%

16

Not Sure

4.9%

6

answered question

122

skipped question

8
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8. From the time you first began providing specialized information services to an individual customer group(s) until today, has

the number of librarians or information professionals who provide the same services to YOUR CUSTOMER GROUP(s)
increased, decreased, or stayed about the same?

Response

Response

Percent

Count

Increased

16.4%

20

Decreased

9.0%

11

Stayed About the Same

70.5%

86

Not Sure

4.1%

5

If there has been an increase or decrease, please describe

19

answered question

122

skipped question

8

9. Thinking about the individual customer group you have been working with the longest, how many years have you been
providing specialized information services to this particular customer group?

Appendix A

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Less than 1

12.4%

15

1-2

25.6%

31

3-4

23.1%

28

5-6

13.2%

16

7-9

11.6%

14

10 or more

14.0%

17

answered question

121

skipped question

9
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10. Is your relationship with this particular customer group open-ended, with no expected termination date; or is it a finite

relationship with an expected termination date (such as the end of a project or a consulting agreement)?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Open-ended (no termination date
expected)

90.1%

109

Finite (termination date expected)

5.8%

7

Not Sure

4.1%

5

Comment

12

answered question

121

skipped question

9

11. Are you the first person in your organization to provide specialized information services to this particular group?

Appendix A

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

36.4%

44

No

57.0%

69

Not Sure

6.6%

8

answered question

121

skipped question

9
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12. In total, how many years have specialized information services been provided to this particular customer group?

Please include the combined number of years that you and any others have provided specialized information services to this
customer group.

Appendix A

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Less than 1

3.9%

3

1-2

6.5%

5

3-4

5.2%

4

5-6

5.2%

4

7-9

6.5%

5

10 or more

59.7%

46

Not Sure

13.0%

10

Comment

9

answered question

77

skipped question

53
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13. Have you attained any of these levels of education?

For each, please check "yes" or "no."

Response

Yes

No

84.3% (102)

15.7% (19)

121

9.1% (11)

90.9% (110)

121

43.8% (53)

56.2% (68)

121

23.1% (28)

76.9% (93)

121

Count

Master's degree in Library Science
or Information Science (ALA
accredited)

Other degree in Library Science or
Information Science

Bachelor's degree in a field relevant
to your individual customer group's
area(s) of specialization

Post-bachelor's degree in a field
relevant to your individual customer
group's area(s) of specialization
(including Master's, Ph.D., J.D., M.D.,
etc.)

Appendix A

Other (please specify)

25

answered question

121

skipped question

9
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14. Do you have any training or work experience in a field or subject matter related to your customer group’s area(s) of

specialization?
For each type of training, or experience, please check "yes" or "no".

Response
Count

Yes

No

in a related field or subject matter

49.6% (60)

50.4% (61)

121

Classes or conferences in a related
field or subject matter

77.7% (94)

22.3% (27)

121

Certification in a related field or
subject matter

17.4% (21)

82.6% (100)

121

Degree in progress in a related field
or subject matter

13.2% (16)

86.8% (105)

121

5 or more years of work experience

Other (please specify)

11

answered question

121

skipped question

9

15. In your current position, are you required to participate in continuing education of any kind to acquire or update knowledge
in a related subject area?

Appendix A

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

44.6%

54

No

53.7%

65

Not Sure

1.7%

2

answered question

121

skipped question

9
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16. Does your organization support continuing education or training for those who provide specialized information services?

Response

Response

Percent

Count

Yes

85.1%

103

No

6.6%

8

Not Sure

8.3%

10

answered question

121

skipped question

9

Response

Response

Percent

Count

17. In what ways does your organization support continuing education or training?
Check all that apply.

Reimburses some or all of tuition
costs
Reimburses costs to attend
conferences in a related field or

80.6%

83

89.3%

92

47.6%

49

89.3%

92

8.7%

9

answered question

103

skipped question

27

subject area
Provides or sponsors courses inhouse in a related field or subject
area
Provides release time from work to
attend courses or conferences
Other (please specify)
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18. What types of reference, research and resource development services do you provide to your individual customer group(s)

and to others in your organization?
For each service listed below, please indicate whether you, PERSONALLY, do or do not provide the named service.

Response
Count

Yes

No

83.5% (101)

16.5% (20)

121

91.7% (110)

8.3% (10)

120

delivery

46.2% (55)

53.8% (64)

119

Evaluating, synthesizing,
summarizing the literature

59.3% (70)

40.7% (48)

118

86.0% (104)

14.0% (17)

121

80.0% (96)

20.0% (24)

120

41.4% (48)

58.6% (68)

116

44.8% (52)

55.2% (64)

116

Information resource development
(such as evaluating resources,
negotiating with vendors, etc.)

Ready reference, quick fact
checking, citation verification

Interlibrary Loan and/or document

In-depth, topical research

Current awareness, news alerting

Competitive intelligence

Data analysis (such as trends,
industry, research)

Appendix A

Other services (please specify)

14

answered question

121

skipped question

9
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19. What types of technology related services do you provide to your individual customer group(s) and to others in your

organization?
For each service listed below, please indicate whether you, PERSONALLY, do or do not provide the named service.

Response
Count

Yes

No

58.0% (69)

42.0% (50)

119

31.9% (38)

68.1% (81)

119

software (such as SPSS, SAS, etc.)

11.1% (13)

88.9% (104)

117

Computer and/or network systems
management

9.2% (11)

90.8% (108)

119

22.0% (26)

78.0% (92)

118

47.5% (56)

52.5% (62)

118

Content management for web,
intranet, and wiki sites

Structured database development
and/or management (such as
relational or XML databases, etc.)

Manipulation of data using analytical

Information architecture

Document repository management
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Other services (please specify)

12

answered question

119

skipped question

11
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20. What types of training and educational services do you provide to your individual customer group(s) and/or to others in your

organization?
For each service listed below, please indicate whether you, PERSONALLY, do or do not provide the named service.

Response
Count

Yes

No

91.7% (110)

8.3% (10)

120

53.8% (64)

46.2% (55)

119

47.1% (56)

52.9% (63)

119

manuals, pathfinders, etc.

75.6% (90)

24.4% (29)

119

Manuscript preparation and/or coauthorship

30.3% (36)

69.7% (83)

119

Training on the use of information
resources

Sharing instructional responsibility
(such as participating with subject
faculty in classroom instruction)

Author or contribute to ecommunications (such as blogs,
wikis, RSS feeds, podcasts)

Produce electronic or print "how to"

Appendix A

Other services (please specify)

4

answered question

120

skipped question

10

Page A-26
Page 12

Appendix A: Survey Results
21. From the time you began providing specialized information services to this particular customer group until today, has this

group’s demand for services increased, decreased or stayed about the same?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Increased

68.9%

82

Decreased

2.5%

3

Stayed About the Same

26.9%

32

Not Sure

1.7%

2

Comment

10

answered question

119

skipped question

11

22. From the time you began providing services to the customer group you have worked with the longest until today, has the
number of services you provide increased, decreased or stayed about the same?
Please respond to this question in relation to the services you indicated you provide to your customer group(s).

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Increased

67.2%

80

Decreased

3.4%

4

Stayed About the Same

28.6%

34

Not Sure

0.8%

1

Comment

10

answered question

119

skipped question

11
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23. Were you involved in any way in the process of initiating specialized services to any individual customer group in your

organization?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

67.2%

80

No

32.8%

39

In what way were you involved?

60

answered question

119

skipped question

11

24. To your knowledge, who made the first move to initiate specialized services to customer groups in your organization?
Please check the one box that best describes who made the first move to initiate specialized services.

Response
Percent

Response
Count

10.1%

12

52.1%

62

10.1%

12

(not the Customer Group nor the
Library Group) made the first move

6.7%

8

Not Sure

13.4%

16

Other (please specify)

7.6%

9

answered question

119

skipped question

11

Customer Group made the first
move.
Library/Information Services Group
made the first move.
Customer Group and the
Library/Information Services Group
made the first move simultaneously
Someone else in my organization
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25. To your knowledge, was authorization from any level of management in your organization required prior to the initiation of

specialized services to customer groups?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

45.4%

54

No

35.3%

42

Not Sure

19.3%

23

answered question

119

skipped question

11

26. To your knowledge, who in your organization authorized the initiation of specialized services?
Check all that describe the level of authorization that was required to initiate services.

Authorization required from
customer group manager/leader

Response
Percent

Response
Count

31.5%

17

48.1%

26

53.7%

29

9.3%

5

answered question

54

skipped question

76

Authorization required from
library/information group
director/manager
Authorization required from
organization's senior/executive
management
Other authorization (please specify)
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27. Relationships between information service providers and customer groups may be formal, with documentation that defines

the service relationships; or informal, without any documentation. AT THE TIME that specialized services were initiated to any
of your individual customer group(s), was formal documentation created to define the service relationship or was it not
created?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes, documentation was created

21.0%

25

No, documentation was not
created

59.7%

71

Not Sure/Not Applicable

19.3%

23

answered question

119

skipped question

11

Response
Percent

Response
Count

48.0%

12

Written job description of librarian /
information professional specifying
services to the customer group

48.0%

12

Performance plan specifying delivery
of services to the group

40.0%

10

Other documentation (please
specify)

20.0%

5

answered question

25

skipped question

105

28. What type of documentation was created AT THE TIME specialized services were initiated?
Check all that apply.

Written agreement between the
customer group and the service
provider group (such as a library)
describing the service provider's
and/or the customer group's
responsibilities
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29. At the time you first began providing specialized services to a customer group, how were you integrated into that customer

group?
Please check each box that indicates how you were integrated into your customer group at the time you first began providing
specialized services.

Response
Percent

Response
Count

26.3%

31

21.2%

25

30.5%

36

into the customer group; no one
else facilitated the integration.

28.0%

33

Not Sure/Not Applicable

10.2%

12

11.9%

14

answered question

118

skipped question

12

A liaison, mentor, contact, etc. from
the customer group was designated
to facilitate integration.
A manager/leader of the customer
group facilitated the integration of
the service provider into the group.
A manager/leader from the
library/information group facilitated
the integration of the service
provider to the customer group.
Service provider integrated themself

Other method of facilitating
integration (please specify)
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30. AT THE PRESENT TIME, are any of the following types of documentation in place with any of your individual customer group

(s)?
Check all that apply.

Response
Percent

Response
Count

14.6%

13

64.0%

57

Performance plan specifying delivery
of specialized services to the
customer group

27.0%

24

Other documentation in place
(please specify)

22.5%

20

answered question

89

skipped question

41

Written agreement between the
customer group and the service
provider group (such as a library)
describing the service provider's
and/or the customer group's
responsibilities
Written job description of librarian /
information professional specifying
services to the customer group

31. Do you submit any written or verbal reports on the services you provide to a manager/leader in your customer group(s)?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

49.1%

57

No

46.6%

54

Not Sure/Not Applicable

4.3%

5

Comment

17

answered question

116

skipped question

14
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32. Do you provide any written or verbal reports to anyone outside of your customer group(s) (such as a library/information

group leader or organization's executive management) regarding the specialized services you provide?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

62.4%

73

No

36.8%

43

Not Sure/Not Applicable

0.9%

1

If yes, to whom do you provide reports? (please specify)

37

answered question

117

skipped question

13

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Formal new-employee orientations

51.3%

60

Formal presentations to the
customer group

45.3%

53

58.1%

68

Service provider seeks out new
group members

41.9%

49

One-on-one meetings/consultations
with customer group members

73.5%

86

Printed promotional materials such
as brochures, fliers or posters

37.6%

44

55.6%

65

33.3%

39

33. How do members of your customer group(s) learn about the services you offer?
Check all that apply.

Participation in customer group’s
teams, projects, client work, etc.

E-communications such as blogs,
web content, etc. authored by the
service provider
Information on the customer group’s
web-site or other customer group ecommunications
Customer manager refers new
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Page A-33
Page 19

group members to the service

44.4%

52

Word of mouth

84.6%

99

Other (please specify)

9.4%

11

answered question

117

skipped question

13
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provider

34. Are these or any other type of information or measurement data collected for the purpose of evaluating services?
Please check "yes" or "no" for each. Check "not sure" if you do not know. Describe any other information or data
measurements in use in the "Other" box.

Yes

No

Not Sure/Not
Applicable

Number of reference questions
answered

69.0% (80)

27.6% (32)

3.4% (4)

116

Number of research projects
performed

56.9% (66)

33.6% (39)

9.5% (11)

116

44.0% (51)

43.1% (50)

12.9% (15)

116

33.6% (39)

50.9% (59)

15.5% (18)

116

63.8% (74)

30.2% (35)

6.0% (7)

116

59.5% (69)

33.6% (39)

6.9% (8)

116

50.0% (58)

42.2% (49)

7.8% (9)

116

50.0% (58)

42.2% (49)

7.8% (9)

116

21.6% (25)

59.5% (69)

19.0% (22)

116

27.6% (32)

54.3% (63)

18.1% (21)

Number of documents delivered

Number of items circulated

Number of training sessions
delivered

Attendance at training sessions

Number of hours spent in various
activities, or working for different
customers

Surveys of customer satisfaction

Learning outcomes of students

Costs of information services
delivered

Appendix A
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Financial measures, such as cost
savings, avoided costs, or return on
investment of specialized

25.0% (29)

59.5% (69)

15.5% (18)

116

16.4% (19)

61.2% (71)

22.4% (26)

116

72.4% (84)

21.6% (25)

6.0% (7)

116

information services

Contribution of specialized
information services to profit and
loss or other organizational financial
measures

Anecdotes of impact of specialized
information services on customer
work and outcomes

Other information or measurement data

10

answered question

116

skipped question

14

35. Is the measurement data used in any way to justify the continuation of specialized services to any of your individual
customer groups?
Response

Response

Percent

Count

Yes

43.1%

50

No

31.0%

36

Not Sure/Not Applicable

25.9%

30

Please describe how it is used.

26

answered question

116

skipped question

14
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36. Are any of your individual customer groups involved in your performance review in any way, or do you not receive a formal

performance review?
Check the one response that best describes your performance review process.

I do not receive a formal
performance review.
I receive a formal performance
review and my customer group(s) is
solely responsible for it.

Response
Percent

Response
Count

6.0%

7

2.6%

3

4.3%

5

35.3%

41

44.0%

51

7.8%

9

answered question

116

skipped question

14

I receive a formal performance
review and my customer group(s)
shares responsibility for it with
someone else outside the customer
group.
I receive a formal performance
review and my customer group
contributes feedback to it, but
someone else outside my customer
group is responsible for it.
I receive a formal performance
review but my customer group
does not contribute any feedback
to it; someone else outside my
customer group has sole
responsibility for my performance
review.
Other situation (please specify)
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37. Overall, how successful do you think the delivery of specialized information services to your customer group(s) is at this

time? Check one.

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Very successful

29.3%

34

Successful

62.1%

72

6.9%

8

Unsuccessful

0.9%

1

Very unsuccessful

0.0%

0

No Opinion

0.9%

1

answered question

116

skipped question

14

Neither successful nor
Unsuccessful

38. Please describe the most important factors in the success, or lack of success, in the delivery of specialized, customized
services to your customer group(s)?

Response
Count
77

Appendix A

answered question

77

skipped question

53
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39. In a previous question, we asked about the number of librarians or information professionals that provide services to the

same customer groups you serve. Now we would like to know the total number of librarians or information professionals in
your organization that provide customized and specialized services to all customer groups.
Please include yourself in the count.

Response
Percent

Response
Count

1 (I am the only one)

16.4%

19

2-4,

25.0%

29

5-7

14.7%

17

8-10

9.5%

11

More than 10

28.4%

33

Not Sure

6.0%

7

answered question

116

skipped question

14

40. To your knowledge, how many years total have customized and specialized information services to individual customer
groups been offered in your organization?

Appendix A

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Less than 1 year

2.6%

3

1-2 years

8.6%

10

3-4 years

6.0%

7

5-6 years

5.2%

6

7-9 years

10.3%

12

10 or more years

55.2%

64

Not Sure

12.1%

14

answered question

116

skipped question

14
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41. To the best of your knowledge, has the number of library or information professionals who provide specialized services in

your organization increased, decreased or stayed about the same since January 2007? Check one.

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Increased

17.2%

20

Decreased

21.6%

25

Stayed About the Same

55.2%

64

Not Sure

6.0%

7

answered question

116

skipped question

14

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

87.8%

101

No

12.2%

14

answered question

115

skipped question

15

42. Would you like to enter the drawing to win a $100 Amazon Gift Certificate?

Appendix A

Page A-39
Page 25

Appendix A: Survey Results
43. Please provide your contact information so that we may notify you if you win the drawing.
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Response
Percent

Response
Count

Name:

100.0%

100

Company:

100.0%

100

Address:

100.0%

100

Address 2:

45.0%

45

City/Town:

100.0%

100

State:

87.0%

87

ZIP/Postal Code:

100.0%

100

Country:

100.0%

100

Email Address:

100.0%

100

Phone Number:

96.0%

96

answered question

100

skipped question

30
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Embedded Librarians Survey 2 - Final
1. Please describe the most important factors in the success, or lack of success, in the delivery of specialized,
customized services to your customer group(s)?

Response
Count
77
answered question

77

skipped question

53

Response Text
1

I work for a scholarly society/vendor. I serve three major customer groups.
1) Organizations that purchase our products
2) Student leaders who manage our branches at their schools
3) OPur organization's sales & marketing, and product development teams.

Nov 10, 2008 1:18 PM

Our goal with all of these groups is to become a partner in their efforts; the skills
and tasks required for each are very different but sympbiotic. We are noted for
anticipating needs, and providing a level of personal service that is unusual and
longlasting.
2

Better understaning and specialized service contributes to the bottom line of the
company.

Nov 10, 2008 1:40 PM

3

Since my job is a new initiative, the concept of having an embedded librarian is
Nov 10, 2008 2:15 PM
new. Most managers/directors are used to doing their own research and CI and it
has been hard to change their behavior. I also lack management support to put
processes in place, as our Director has too business units reporting to him. Upper
management likes the "idea" of having a formal CI and market research arm, but
has lacked in support of suggest direction and company resources needed to
make it a success.

4

If students become self sufficient, and no longer send requests to our department, Nov 10, 2008 2:23 PM
then there has been some success. Work on no news is good news, but
continued and ongoing outreach is going on.

5

word of mouth has been very important - referrals made

6

knowing their subject specialties; getting myself on list-serves regarding those
Nov 10, 2008 2:44 PM
specialties; their individual work styles in terms of how much assistance they want
from me as opposed to doing their own research; how easy it is to find materials
on sub-specialties; how much their specialties involve web-related content work

7

It is a priority to my organization, and I am given the time to do a good job. The
customer groups are very appreciative of my services, and I am providing a level
of support to them that they have never had before.

8

Because we have no catalog, I believe my services are restricted. Once we have Nov 10, 2008 3:01 PM
an online catalog, I believe more people will use the library and receive more
information faster. I have been trying to get a ILS system since the day I started.
It is very frustrating working within DOD restrictions.

9

We develop a relationship with the group. We understand their project.

10

The most important factor is meeting expectations. They won't come back if they Nov 10, 2008 3:28 PM
are not happy with the work!

11

Feedback has been very positive.

Nov 10, 2008 2:33 PM

Nov 10, 2008 2:54 PM

Nov 10, 2008 3:20 PM

Nov 10, 2008 3:32 PM
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Response Text
12

Financial support from service group for database subscriptions; training support
from library to maintain expert searcher status; quarterly resource
awareness/training sessions presented to client group to maintain interest and
expand clientele.

Nov 10, 2008 3:32 PM

13

Timeliness, open communication, and flexibility.

Nov 10, 2008 3:36 PM

14

Interest on their part. Ability to convey the worth of it to them

Nov 10, 2008 3:37 PM

15

Keep trying news ways to reach out to students and faculty. Time, time, and more Nov 10, 2008 3:43 PM
time. Having an office in their building makes me easier to find.

16

Without it, the organization wouldn't have any access to professional library
service.

Nov 10, 2008 4:13 PM

17

Always looking for new ways to communicate - never stumped -we have the
Sherlock Holmes mentality- also continuous improvement.

Nov 10, 2008 4:16 PM

18

Everyone in the customer group knows me. Customers are sent to me
Nov 10, 2008 4:18 PM
immediately upon hire. I am proactive in keeping customers current about internal
and external publications, documents and/or events. I am the first "go to" person
in the customer grouup.

19

Feedback messages from satisfied customers

20

Slow sustainable growth is best indicator. Pulses are not reliable. Eventually, the Nov 10, 2008 4:43 PM
service will plateau and a decline will be noted signalling need for some review.

21

Impact on student learning w/our integrating with global projects program, as for
Nov 10, 2008 4:52 PM
faculty liaison services, it is evident that faculty like to have specialized contact
and content/research help available to them, integration with our Center for
Entrepreneurship and Innovation helps to increase attendance at workshop
becuase they help promote them, they also love having a specifiic library contact
to refer people to. So factors which are important: personal interaction with
customer, giving them feedback and summary of work with special groups to help
them understand value of librarian, various methods of communication depending
on preference of customers, integration with high level strategic teams at the
organizations in order to be visible to leaders and connectors on campus,
customized messages to specific groups, a can-do attitude, money to take
division heads or new customers out to lunch and/or to provide them with
engaging, informative interactions

22

The most important factor in our success has been the ability of higher level
Nov 10, 2008 5:08 PM
management to understand the value of what we do. When we have people in
charge that recognize the value of our mission, we are able to do much more.
Without that understanding or vision, it greatly hampers our ability to expand or
improve our level of service. Also, our interaction with the IT department has
been tenuous at best. When they are on board with what we're doing, we are
able to serve our customers much better. When they are not, we suffer. Lately
they have put an iron clamp down on all technical initiatives. Since we don't really
fall into their domain, yet have a technical database and perform technical
services, we are sometimes hampered by their ability to assist or lack of desire to
assist.

23

Immediacy is an important aspect for many of the customer groups I serve. I
interact a great deal more with the customer groups my workspace is physically
close to and feel more in touch with there needs. There can be a great deal of
conflict when determining roles & responsibilities. Often there are control issues
between my group and at least one customer group

24

Being part of the team seamlessly.So that you partner with them rather than have Nov 10, 2008 6:19 PM
a client/customer relationship

25

marketing - how well the services are known by the customer group

Nov 10, 2008 6:45 PM

26

Highly responsive customer service/response times; expertise, persistence.

Nov 10, 2008 6:47 PM

Nov 10, 2008 4:19 PM
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Response Text
27

Brought in to manage projects where my expertise is needed. They took the right Nov 10, 2008 6:49 PM
first step in recognizing they could not deliver the needed results without the help
of an expert in library science. Accepting and recognizing that expertise was the
most important factor in the success of the project.

28

- Quality & thoroughness of materials/information provided to customer group
- Timeliness of delivery of materials/information to customer group
- Continual feedback to customer group during information gathering in order to
ascertain changes in need or clarification of need.

29

not all potential clients in group are aware of availability of specialized information Nov 10, 2008 7:36 PM
services

30

Flexibility, willingness to try new things, new technology; some subject knowledge, Nov 10, 2008 7:43 PM
lucky to make some good contacts when I started the job

31

1. Commitment of customer group to participate in subject matter knowledge
transfer (e.g. keeping content current)
2. Communication between customer group and myself

Nov 10, 2008 8:08 PM

32

Communicating success stories to both managers and users to underscore the
worth of the service.

Nov 10, 2008 8:30 PM

33

Open, informal communication between information professionals and clients is
crucial.

Nov 10, 2008 8:36 PM

34

the IR will be launched to our clients in 2009

Nov 10, 2008 9:13 PM

35

communication, and sufficient time to specialize

Nov 10, 2008 9:49 PM

36

Accurate perception of needs; thorough employment of resources; timely delivery Nov 10, 2008 10:03 PM
of relevant results.

37

Being responsive to their needs. Building up relationships over time is also key. I
find face-to-face interactions to be a crucial factor in this.

38

There is still much that could be done. Not being physically housed with the
Nov 11, 2008 1:49 AM
customer group is a huge negative. There is a diminished sense of belonging to or
"ownership" by the group. Where information specialists (and library) are housed
within customer accommodation, services are integrated much more easiliy.
Physical housing in a general or "main" library facility often results in a dilution of
services and time spent on duties other than for the designated customer group.
Casual social encounter does not occur natrurally but has to be factored into a
visitation regime. Desk-top access to so many electronic resources give rise to the
perception that fewer services are required. Virtual services have not kept pace
with the changes in user behaviours and expectations.

39

We in the research library are aware of what the teams are looking for, are
knowledgeable on the industries they are looking into, and provide them with the
data/information they are asking for as well as some data/information that they
may not have asked for but that may be relevant.

Nov 11, 2008 4:09 PM

40

Members of the customer group have to be willing to let me in. Many of them are
independent and self-sufficient, and come to me only when they are in a hurry or
as a last resort.

Nov 12, 2008 6:18 PM

41

ablilty to return relevant and factual information in a timely manner.

Nov 12, 2008 9:46 PM

42

Expectations clearly set and communicated, regular communications between
provider and customer group, willingness to experiment on the part of customer
group

Nov 13, 2008 3:54 AM

43

I think that visibility, persistence, and providing excellent service have been the
most important factors in my success.

Nov 13, 2008 5:29 PM

44

Communication between myself and the customer group. It is important to know
Nov 14, 2008 12:03 AM
the goal and what is possible for the library to do to contribute to its achievement.
(Good Reference Interview)
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Response Text
45

a major factor in success is the number of electronic journals that our university
licenses. a major problem is material available electronically to which we do not
have access, like the early years of journals and titles not included in various
deals & bundels

Nov 14, 2008 12:37 AM

46

Knowledge of the customers' information needs.
Establishing customer confidence in my info searching and retrieval skills.
Responding in a timely manner to requests.

Nov 14, 2008 3:48 PM

47

customer feedback, formal survey responses on content, timing, and impact.

Nov 16, 2008 2:31 PM

48

lack of internet accessiblity and slow speed of internet especially in developing
country like Pakistan.

Nov 16, 2008 8:08 PM

49

Success is that students know how and where to find the relevant information for
planning their career strategies. Biggest barriers to success are lack surprising
lack of information literacy skills and English Language skills

Nov 17, 2008 2:10 PM

50

Restructuring of the library has been a distinct problem. I have proposal for new Nov 17, 2008 2:23 PM
outreach plans but can not get approval until we've restructured (and they require
some $). Although I wish to continue to focus on a distinct customer group,
integration with wider library outreach services would be beneficial, to learn and
share from each other's experiences. This position was conceived of as a
wildcard, no clear expectations or goals. Now, lacking a supervisor, I find myself
groping in too many directions, hunting for the most fruitful project to undertakewhich can be a slow and frustrating process...

51

Our success is heavily dependent on turnaround time, and the speed at which
Nov 17, 2008 2:32 PM
unsolicited (but highly relevant) information is passed along. Among the executive
groups, success is determined by brevity - spelling out or making reference to the
salient points in a document to save as much time as possible.

52

being part of the team; timely response to team members; open communication;
continuous improvement of products based on customer feedback

Nov 17, 2008 3:16 PM

53

Shareholder input

Nov 17, 2008 3:19 PM

54

Effective 2-way communication

Nov 17, 2008 4:15 PM

55

People don't really care whether I am there or not until they need my help - just
once - then they are converted and ask for my help regularly.

Nov 17, 2008 5:02 PM

56

understanding needs of group; providing relevant, timely information

Nov 17, 2008 5:42 PM

57

Qualified and motivated reference staff. Large investment in information
resources. Ongoing training initiatives.

Nov 17, 2008 6:02 PM

58

Making and keeping contact with the faculty and staff. The College of
Nov 17, 2008 6:41 PM
Engineering is a 15 minute walk from the library so this is a challenge. However, I
have been given office space over there and I have instituted office hours this
semester (mostly for student drop-ins for research) but I have noticed that faculty
look for me at those times for consultation. And this has resulted in some
interesting projects.

59

I provide high quality, timely research services to my customer groups, but would
like to be able to allot more time to current awareness, training, and providing
specialized, targeted information to these groups.

60

Most important have been an attitude that respects the user regardless of their
Nov 17, 2008 6:57 PM
skills or experience using the latest library tools & services; a willingness to say
yes to suggestions; attendance at their departmental meetings & councils to learn
what their needs are without them having to contact me directly to ask for
assistance (sometimes they don't know that I can help them); my willingness to do
trainings on their unit (I go to them; I don't require that they come to me), and
honestly... just being a friendly, approachable person who they're happy to see.

61

Motivation -- I have a fantastic boss.
Nov 17, 2008 7:23 PM
Education -- my boss will answer ANY question so I am never stuck or in doubt as
to how to procede.
Reputation -- my boss has built a sterling reputation for her library. Faculty is
thrilled with her products.
Appendix A
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Response Text
62

need more knowledge & better integration to deliver better services. Also need
more $ to buy better access to online reference resources.

63

I have established a reputation for prompt, valuable service with end users. They Nov 18, 2008 3:06 PM
trust me and rely on me.

64

Interpersonal relationships with senior scientists and laboratory management.
Good relationships, including their knowledge of the quality of work delivered by
the information service, increases their promotion of our services to their
coworkers/employees. The caveat here is that we must always deliver high
quality service to maintain credibility.

Nov 18, 2008 4:35 PM

65

Timely, accurate and referral to another service if I cannot help

Nov 20, 2008 4:17 AM

66

Highly skilled staff.
Highly skilled library manager who insures that corporate management is
informed and aware of our contributions.
Appropriate tools.

Nov 20, 2008 2:53 PM

67

Getting the faculty interested in library education, stressing the value of being
information literate to students

Nov 20, 2008 11:54 PM

68

In early stages so hard to fully evaluate success as of yet. Would like to
implement more robust system, with more robust software, but budgetary
concerns have held up procurement process. Various other priorities related to
Analyst title, so not able to fully dedicate time to development of KM system and
services.

Nov 23, 2008 7:54 PM

69

Speed and accuracy of information retrieval; creativity of searches used to gather Nov 24, 2008 11:47 PM
required/requested information that others couldn't obtain.

70

Because my clients are reporters, sucesses is measured by not having to run
corrections on information in the paper, and being successfully led by the
information I provide to sources they can interview for stories, and the details I
add to stories being accurate, informative and exlcusive to our paper.

71

We are very short of qualified staff to provide competent service. This company
Nov 27, 2008 12:07 PM
considers the word "librarian" to apply to a worker who can read who sits in the
library. The management views the library as a "sheltered workshop" for "ladies"
who cannot do other work. The engineers are the ones who do understand what I
do for them and who support my work.

72

The key is to provide th customer exactly that information for which they are
looking.

Nov 28, 2008 12:14 PM

73

Access to scholorlarly journals; my excellent search skills are time savers.
relationship with IT helps obtain quick tech response on a variety of issues.

Nov 28, 2008 12:46 PM

74

regular communication with members of the customer group

Nov 28, 2008 8:47 PM

75

My participation in the group has provided more visibility for myself and library. I
have increased my costumer base.

Dec 1, 2008 7:00 PM

76

I am always available for ad-hoc requests, I give them top priority just about all of Dec 3, 2008 6:53 AM
the time, I have developed subject matter expertise in that sector so I'm pretty
good at delivering results, I'm always working to make each report a little bit better
than the last one...

77

Knowledge of the research topics of each group and of information science and
services.
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Site Visit 1 Interview Summary
Overview
Program 1 interviews were held at two locations in Washington D.C. and New York on
two separate days in March 2009.
Interviewees were:
•

Chief Library & Records Officer

•

Knowledge Management Analyst, Tax and Benefits and Compensation
(embedded staff)

•

Global Research Librarian, Business Development (embedded staff)

Organizational Environment
Program 1 is in a large, international law firm with approximately 2000 attorneys and 28
offices, ten in the U.S. and eighteen in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. The firm is
described has having a collaborative culture that has moved away from a central, global
headquarters. The firm’s major practice groups include Corporate, Finance,
Environmental, Litigation and Tax. Practice areas span the U.S and international offices
and operate in a virtual environment. At the time of the first interview, the firm had
downsized its attorney population by about 200 in response to the economic downturn.
The impact of this change on operations and the embedded program are not yet known.
Administratively, the library is a firm-wide department within the firm’s Global Support
Services group, which includes Records, Docket, Conflicts and Knowledge
Management. The Chief Library and Records Officer oversees these Global Support
Services. Library staff totals approximately 70 world-wide. All U.S. office libraries are
staffed and managed at the local level by an Information Resources Manager who is
also responsible for local Records and Dockets operations. With the exception of a few
global positions (see below), staff library staff reports to local managers. Currently, 25
reference librarians are organized into two job grades: Reference Librarian and
Research Librarian. A third grade, Senior Research Librarian, is under consideration.

Embedded Library Services in the Organization
Four types of embedded services were described by he Chief Library and Records
Officer.
•

Knowledge Management Analysts. Four Knowledge Management Analysts
(KMA) are partnered with six Knowledge Management Attorneys to provide
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dedicated knowledge management services to some, but not all, practice
groups. KMA positions are classed as “global:” staff is assigned to work
directly for Practice Group Leaders, and report to a global Manager of
Knowledge Systems. Positions are not located with the Practice Group
Leaders they serve but are dispersed between the U.S. and Europe.
•

Global Research Librarians. Two Global Research Librarian (GRL) positions
serve a firm-constituency. One is fully embedded in the firm’s Business
Development (BD) department, working directly with BD staff (80-100) on
project teams. The other, is partially embedded with the BD Department and
also serves firm-wide attorneys and the Chief. Both Global Research
Librarians are broadly responsible for all geographic areas of the firm.
Services focus on marketing and competitive intelligence research and
analysis. They are “global” in an administrative sense, meaning that they are
not tied to a geographic or practice area, but serve the firm as a whole and the
worldwide BD staff in particular. Administratively they report to the firm-wide
Director of Libraries.

•

Merger & Acquisitions Virtual Team. Five reference librarians specialize in
the area of mergers and acquisitions and are that practice group’s ‘go to” team
for research and other projects. Members of the Virtual Team are located in
offices throughout the U.S. M&A attorneys contact all five via a single,
dedicated email address. These reference librarians are not fully embedded in
the M&A Practice and have retained other general reference duties.

•

Company Representation Practice Embedded Services. Approximately
fifteen librarians are paired with an attorney to support content on an intranet
site that tracks regulatory filings made on behalf of a client. Each librarian is a
content steward for designated topics on the site; the paired attorneys provide
input on accuracy and authority of the content. As librarians have become
knowledgeable about the topics they steward they have also become the
research specialists in these areas. These librarians are not fully embedded
and retain general service responsibilities.

History and Management of Embedded Services
The Chief Library and Records Officer is a strong proponent for embedded services and
has encouraged the formation of embedded programs to meet the changing needs of
the firm and its practice areas. Embedded library services have developed steadily over
the last 10 years or so either out of existing relationships (e.g., the Knowledge
Management Analysts and Global Research Librarians) and services or from specific
needs articulated by the practice groups (e.g., Mergers & Acquisitions Virtual Team and
the Company Representation Services).
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As programs have grown, the numbers of staff serving in fully or partially embedded
roles have grown to over 15, with several other staff members waiting in the wings to
join. Typically, staff is not hired directly for embedded positions. Instead, all personnel
begin as generalists, even those with area knowledge, to ensure a good grounding in the
firm’s culture and practice areas and to build credibility with the attorneys. Embedded
librarians are self-selecting, volunteering for embedded assignments as needs arise.
The Chief’s approach to managing the embedded programs is to allow staff to develop
their own roles in conjunction with their customer groups’ needs. As result, roles have
expanded and the spectrum of services and products offered to the practice groups have
grown.
There is no pattern of locating embedded library staff with practice groups, with each
other, or, in some instances, with other library staff. Like the global practice groups they
serve, embeddeds tend to interact with customer groups and each other via the use of
technology.
All staff in the umbrella organization the Chief manages takes the same 12 courses via
an internal training program. Specific subject degrees are not required to assume an
embedded position and much of the subject expertise is gained on the job domain
knowledge is required In this way. The firm supports continuing education, such as
paying for conferences and educational programs, and staff receives support from the
groups they are in embedded with encouragement to attend in-house seminars.
Embedded programs have been initiated informally without written agreements
articulating the embedded roles. The Chief noted that the firm does not require ROI or
other success measurements, maintenance of statistics or other data to justify the
continuation of the programs. Accordingly, there are no formal evaluations of the
programs. The Chief does collect and acknowledge kudos received for work well done.
Growth in the demand for services within the programs and demand for new programs
are proof of success.

Nature of Embedded Services: Knowledge Management Analyst,
Tax
The Knowledge Management Tax Analyst began work at the firm 12 years ago as
Technology Manager for the firm’s New York office library and assumed her current
embedded position 4-5 years’ ago. She has a Masters of Divinity, but not an MLS, and a
strong background in information technology prior to and in her positions at the firm. Tax
subject knowledge was acquired initially as a liaison between IT and the Tax Practice
helping develop a web site and content for the practice group. From there, special
projects were taken on including development of a Precedent Forms Library and a Meta
Data structure.
The embedded position grew out of these successive projects and, most importantly,
from increasing knowledge of the tax subject area, learned over time, and the resulting
credibility with group members as her skills and knowledge were recognized. She also
noted the positive effects of a dynamic relationship with the Tax Practice Group Leader.
who picked her for the position and referred her to others in the Tax Group for KMrelated projects, most notably to the Head, Benefits and Compensation Group. Along
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the way, the KMA has begun to specialize further in the work of Benefits and
Compensation. The KMA’s embedded role has been so successful that she has been
asked to take on the Environmental Practice as a customer group.
The KMA noted that the Tax Practice Group Leader tapped her for the KMA position,
encouraged her increasing knowledge in the tax area, and integrated her into the group.
She emphasized that the Leader’s management skills and style were crucial to her
success in her role: he recognized her information-related skills and allowed her to build
her knowledge in the tax area so that she could ultimately apply these skills more
effectively. The Leader has also been instrumental in growing her work, promoting her
to others in the Group as her knowledge has grown. The Head of the Benefits and
Compensation Practice did the same. Although most communications are with these
two group leaders, the KMA noted that her work puts her in the midst of the entire Tax
Group’s work all of the time. For example she,
• Subscribes to and monitors all tax-related email lists for attorney work product
(only the Tax Practice Group Leader also reads all email lists);
• Attends all [virtual] meetings of the Tax and Benefits and Compensation
practices (virtual);
• Attends webinars on specialized, department-related subjects, particularly those
on very current issues such as distressed credit;
• Manages departmental email lists and creates working groups.
The level and number of services provided to the Practice Group have increased as the
KMA has become more embedded. Projects are layered on projects; no tasks or
responsibilities have been removed. Complexity has also increased as the nature of the
work has shifted from data extraction to analyzing sources to identify primary, relevant
information. Initial tasks for the tax Department included:
• Developing the online Work Product Library; capturing and adding work product
from email lists;
• Developing and maintaining taxonomies;
These tasks remain and on top of that she is now responsible for:
• Tracking pertinent changes in legislation and regulations;
• Using alerts and manual scans to track fact patterns in legislation, SEC filings,
etc. to identify information of interest and create content on blogs and webpages
• Evaluating of Tax e-resources; and
• Responding to the “un-asked” question identified in departmental email
communications.
In addition, the KMA has taken on non-tax related tasks, such as:
Tracking and maintaining firm-wide policy information on the firm’s Intranet.
Management
The Tax KMA is located in the New York office, but the position is classed as global:
• Not administratively attached to any location;
• Reports to a newly-instituted Global Manger on the West Coast);
• Serves specified global practice group[s] in a virtual environment.
Funding is provided by the library budget. Day-to-day work and tasks stem from the five
practice groups that make up Tax Department. The KMA has a dotted line report to the
Head of the Tax Department. Although her embedded role extends to the entire
Department, the majority of her work is generated by the two practice leaders (also
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located on the West Coast). Within these working relationships, the KMA is selfdirected: the KMA contributes to her task expansion as she becomes aware of, and
tracks new issues.
Performance reviews are done by the Global Manager and the Chief, Practice Group
leaders do not provide formal input, although thank yous/kudos are tracked by the Chief
Library and Records Officer.
Support
The Knowledge Management Analyst functions within the umbrella structure the Chief
Library and Records Officer oversees but is not directly connected to the Library Group
or the reference librarians. Because of her subject knowledge, reference and research
questions are sometimes directed to her. On these occasions, she relies on the Global
Research Librarian in her office and other librarians for specific research strategies.
Face-to-face interaction with members of the Knowledge Management Group is
infrequent but virtual meetings do take place and the Global Manager provides
coordination of technology solutions and applications and is a resource when questions
and issues arise,
Success Factors
No formal review is done on how the KMA’s embedded services directly benefit the Tax
Practice or the firm. The KMA noted that she seeks continual shareholder feedback on
the products and services she provides. The close working relationship with and
continual feedback from the customer groups ensure value delivered. Direct feedback
from shareholders and the steady increase in demand is the tangible proof of success.
None of the KMA’s customers or managers was interviewed for their take on the
success of the programs. Nevertheless there are a number of strong indicators in the
KMA’a interview of the value of embedded services to the organization:
•

Organizational knowledge – the KMA is the one person in the Tax Practice
(besides the Group Leader) who truly works across the entire Practice (e.g., she
monitor all email), knows who is working on what matters, understands emerging
issues and can network people across groups.

•

Work product – captures attorney work product and other relevant documents
from attorney emails that no one else is capturing and makes them accessible
without attorney effort (email is not auto-archived).

•

Knowledge feeds – pro-actively captures and makes accessible highly relevant
new knowledge, such as regulatory changes, information on new issues, etc.

•

Cross-departmental support - Attorneys outside the Tax Practice, such as from
Litigation, are seeking out the KMA to create products to monitor tax-related
issues.

The KMA considers these to be critical factors in the success of the program:
• Leadership – both the Tax Practice Leader and the Benefits and Compensation
Head have a very accessible management style, promoting a collegial
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relationship and have provided her a framework of trust and acceptance in which
she has been able to learn and grow.
•

Full inclusion in the practice – from the beginning, the Tax Practice Leader
brought her in as a member of the Tax Practice, involved her in meetings and
webinars, refers others to her.

•

Curiosity and persistence - personal traits that have promoted a history of selflearning (noted that she had taught herself to use the Wang system long ago).

Future – Potential Impacts
These issues could impact continuation and expansion;
•

Increasing Specialization - As the KMA has gained more specialized knowledge
in Benefits and Compensation, demands are rising proportionally for support in
this area. It is becoming increasingly difficult to balance expectations of
generalist support for the Tax Practice and specialist support for the Benefits and
Compensation Group.

•

Cross-departmental support – As the KMA’s knowledge in the Tax and subspecialty domains deepens and awareness of her capabilities widens, research
requests are coming to her. This creates a conundrum for her: her expertise is in
systems and knowledge management, not reference; but her domain expertise
makes her a natural choice for many Tax attorneys for research assignments.
To accommodate this demand, more formal process for involving research
librarians in KMA projects will be needed.

Nature of Embedded Services: Global Research Librarian
The Global Research Librarian (GRL) has been with the firm for four years: as a
reference librarian for the first two years, and as a fully embedded librarian with
Business Development for the last two. She has an MLS and experience in business,
marketing and competitive intelligence research first as in the business division of a
large public library and then as a firm research librarian. She is now fully embedded in
the work of the Marketing and Business Development Department (BD).
The GRL’s embedded role evolved from a long-term working relationship with BD and
BD’s need for dedicated competitive intelligence research to support firm expansion. The
Chief Marketing Officer initiated the GRL’s new role and integrated her into the
department by:
• Introducing her new role and function to BD staff members;
• Including her as a team member in all meetings;
• Sending her to other offices to meet BD staff; and
• Promoting her research capabilities.
The GRL noted a marked changed in her role from the outset: although the competitive
intelligence research work continued, her level of responsibility and accountability in the
research process grew. Instead of supplying a piece of the information for a BD product,
she is fully invested in the process, with responsibility for the outcome. As a result, her
work has shifted towards analysis and synthesis of the data. As an example, the GRL

Appendix B

Page B-6

contributed a market research component to a major report that was used by the firm’s
Executive Committee in their decision to open a new, international office.
Today, the GRL embedded services include:
• Research contributions to RFP’s, firm capabilities for client pitches, dossiers on
potential clients and markets companies, market research, competitive
intelligence;
• Problem solving an approach as part of a BD team (As she put it, “puzzle
through a question together.”);
• Participation in regular Global Business Development managers’ conference
calls;
• Proactively addressing new initiatives and other needs she identifies in these
meetings;
• Monitoring current issues and creating news alerts, e.g. she maintains a blog on
Asian business opportunities;
• Evaluating e-resources.
Currently the GRL estimates she spends about 20% of her time on long-term projects
and 80% on immediate daily questions.
Management
The GRL is located in the New York office with other research librarians.
Administratively, she is part of the Global Services Team and reports to the firm-wide
Director of Libraries, located in Los Angeles. Functionally, she is tied with the firm’s
research librarians, participating in the firm reference librarians’ monthly conference call.
In all other respects, she functions as a member of BD Department. She noted that she
has lost the sense of engagement she had with other library staff because of her
embedded role.
The process for performance reviews and embedded program evaluations is similar to
that described for the Knowledge Management Analyst. The GRL is evaluated by the
Director of Libraries and both the Director and the GRL collect any feedback provided by
BD staff. As part of a working BD team, the GRL may get feedback directly from other
members. But, she admits this can also be more of a challenge when everyone is a
team member and everyone is expected to perform. As a result, the GRL is not always
aware of how her work impacts the firm, of the ROI of her work.
BD members learn about embedded services through a combination of the BD Chief’s
promotion and the GRL’s proactive initiatives. The GRL noted that she has worked with
almost of all BD staff. In addition, she makes it a point to meet all new BD staff and she
provides research training to all new BD managers.
Support
The two Global Research Librarians share some work responsibilities related to their
non-embedded work, including:
• Resource evaluation;
• Librarian training in competitive intelligence research; and
• Special projects for the Chief Library and Records Officer.
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The relationship with the firm’s research librarians was described as one of give and
take. The ability to reach back to general research librarians for certain types of
research support is extremely important in times of overload. The GRL often relies on a
particular reference librarian for back-up that she trained in corporate research. At
times, it is more expedient to route some work from the firm’s Asia offices to the West
Coast Reference librarians because of their familiarity with the work in these offices.
In turn, the Global Research Librarians’ serve are a resource for the research librarians
for competitive intelligence and market research questions. Because the GRLs’ work
puts them in contact with more of the firm’s research librarians than any other of the
library staff, they have better knowledge of who is doing what. They share this inside
knowledge with the library staff.
Success Factors
None of the Global Research Librarian’s customers or manager was interviewed
regarding the success of the embedded role. Like the Knowledge Management Analyst,
the GRL largely credits the leadership of the Chief of BD in the success of her
embedded role, particularly these characteristics:
• Acting as an executive champion;
• Integrating her into the group through introduction and inclusion in key meetings;
• Facilitating face-to-face meetings;
• Continually encouraging BD staff to incorporate her research abilities into their
teams.
The embedded role has given the GRL an increased insight into the firm’s work, goals
and strategies, by placing her closer her to that work. She in turn shares this inside
information with other library staff. Having this information provides the reference
librarians an opportunity to operate closer to the firm’s work and, in turn, provide more
pro-active and value-added products and services. In effect, both the GRL’s embedded
role and her on-going relationship with the non-embedded librarians benefit library
services by bringing understanding of organizational needs into library planning and
operations. The GRL noted that she sees visible differences in how librarians are
working with the attorneys to provide services now.
Other observed success factors include:
• Establishing credibility with the Chief in a pre-embedded position;
• Earning credibility with and trust of BD staff from the outset;
• Building relationships with all BD staff;
• Domain knowledge and research capabilities combined with confidence in self as
a professional.
Future – Potential Impacts
Workload and demand for services are increasing and the Global Research Librarian
sees no reason to expect a change in this pattern. A concern is that the GRL still has
some general library responsibilities and balancing these with embedded responsibilities
– especially during peak workload periods – can be difficult. This is a potential inhibitor
to taking on more non-traditional roles and to growth of the program.
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The GRL sees an ongoing pay-off for the library from her embedded role. Her dual
functions as library staff and BD team member allow her to act as a conduit for
knowledge about the firm to the library staff, better targeting library products and
services. For the future, keeping her office in the library will help serve this purpose.

Future of Embedded Services
Global Support Service’s embedded programs are successful and expanding. The firm’s
collaborative culture combined with the Libraries’ reputation for excellence and the
Chief’s policy of never saying “no” makes this fertile ground for the development of
embedded library programs. In addition, the Libraries have a staff eager to take on
embedded roles.
The Chief expects the demand for Knowledge Management Analysts to expand soon to
other practice areas. Global Research Librarians are working at capacity and demands
are increasing. The M&A Research virtual team has proven so valuable that Chief is
considering a similar model for the Corporate Finance practice.
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Site Visit 2 Interview Summary
Description of the Organization
Site visit 2 was held during a one-day period in March 2009.
Site 2 is a medium-sized private, independent technological university located in the
northeastern United States. It offers more than 50 undergraduate and graduate degree
programs in science, engineering, technology, management, the social sciences, and
the humanities and arts, leading to the BS, MS, ME, MBA and PhD degrees. The
campus community includes over 4,000 students and over 300 faculty members.
Organizational structure:
The Provost is the chief academic officer and second-ranking administrator in the
organization.
The Library is placed within the administrative reporting structure of the Vice President
and Chief Information Officer, which is a parallel organization to the Provost’s. The
Library Director carries the rank of Assistant Vice President. Within the library, an
Assistant Director supervises Access, Reference/Instruction, and ILL services, which
includes 3 nondegreed staff, and 8-9 full time equivalent staff holding the MLS degree.
The Manager of Outreach and Instruction reports to the Assistant Director.

Interviewees
•
•
•
•

Manager, Outreach and Instruction (employed by the organization for 4 ½
years)
Dean, Interdisciplinary and Global Studies Division (IGSD) (Length of
employment unknown)
Associate Professor, Dept. of Biology and Biotechnology (20 years)
Assistant Vice President for Library Services (1 ½ years)

Nature of Current Embedded library services work
Two embedded services were discussed:
Instructional and consulting services for the Interdisciplinary Global Studies Division
During junior year, students have the option to enroll in a 1 term (7 week), 9 credit
course in which they prepare a proposal paper regarding a specific site and project
available to them. If their proposal is accepted they then spend the following 7-week
term on the site, performing the project. Sites and projects may be U.S. or in foreign
countries. 50% of students do an off campus project. Students work in project teams
(typically 7 to 9 students).
Projects develop the students’ skills in research methods, writing, and critical thinking.
Most students are engineering and science majors but the projects give them the
opportunity to use social science concepts and methods. They must understand and
incorporate the social impacts of the projects in their work.
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The role of the librarian is critical in enabling students to learn the research skills and
use the literature in unfamiliar areas. The Manager, Outreach and Instruction, reminds
course instructors to schedule instruction sessions. The Manager, Outreach and
Instruction, and one other librarian share the duty of providing embedded instructional
services to the students, either by coming to the classroom or having students come to
the instructional lab in the library.
In addition, each project team is assigned a consulting librarian. Student project teams
are told at the first class meeting that they need to schedule consultations. Teams
quickly learn that meeting with the librarian is critical to mastery of information literacy
skills, and to the success of their project proposals. Initial meetings with the librarians
typically take place during the first week of the project. Approximately 8-9 librarians, or
all the public services professional staff including the Assistant Director, share duties as
counselors to project teams.
Great Problems course (first year experience)
As result of a recent first year experience review, the institution has established a Great
Problems course which students can enroll in during freshman year. (Topic examples
are: climate change, energy independence.) Due to the labor intensive nature of the
course, not all students are able to enroll at this time. The institution would like to expand
it.
One interviewee, an Associate Professor of Biology, was the instructor for a section of
the Great Problems course. Librarians come to the classroom, or classes go to the
instructional lab in the library, to receive information literacy instruction. Librarians also
create a custom Blackboard page with information resources relevant to the specific
topic of the Great Problems section and links to digital library resources, web resources.
This service has been offered to all sections of Great Problems and the professor
believes all instructors have accepted the offer – so all students in Great Problems
receive the instruction and custom resources.

History of Embedded Services
Instructional services for the Interdisciplinary Global Studies Division program were
offered before the current Manager, Instruction and Outreach, arrived. However, she
changed the nature of the relationship and made the services much more valuable to the
project teams. (See Success Factors below.) The Manager was hired to do outreach but
without a specific set of tasks to achieve her goals.
The Great Problems seminars were established within the past 2 years as a result of a
task force recommendation. The Task Force was being formed shortly after the Manager
arrived and she volunteered to serve, which gave her the opportunity to offer embedded
information literacy and library instructional services.
Both current services, those to the IGSD relationship and for Great Problems were both
initiated by library staff. The former was begun by a past library director but has been
strengthened and intensified by the Manager, Outreach and Instruction, while the latter
was initiated by the Manager.
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In neither case is there a written agreement in place that articulates the roles of the
embedded librarians. In both cases, integration of the embedded librarian into the faculty
activity was accomplished through the initiative of the Manager. Shortly after taking her
present position, she volunteered for the faculty committee to review the first year
experience. This volunteer position in turn enabled her to make contacts with the Dean
of IGSD and others. Her participation in this and subsequent success with IGSD
established her credibility.
There were no specific actions taken by library or customer management to introduce
her or integrate her into the customer groups.

Management of Embedded Library Services Today
Supervision is solely by library management. Funding is provided by the library budget.
Ther is no formal process for the Dean, IGSD, or individual instructors in the IGSD or
Great Problems programs to provide input to annual performance reviews. Customer
thank yous/kudos are taken into account as part of the annual review process.
The Manager and other librarians all have offices in the library; none have offices in
other areas such as academic departments. There are no satellite/branch libraries.
Students become acquainted with the Manager and others through the Great Problems
and IGSD services, and seek them out for unrelated work afterward.
It was noted that some librarians are hesitant to take on instructional roles, which will
become a constraint on future growth. However, all degreed professional librarians have
been receptive to taking on a consulting role with project teams as well as individual
students.

Training and education requirements
The Manager has attended engineering conferences as well as librarianship
conferences and will attend Association for Science and Engineering Education this
June. She has also audited courses and attended individual lectures to increase her
technical knowledge.

Success Factors
Services to the Interdisciplinary Global Studies Division are viewed as highly successful.
The nature of projects makes it an excellent opportunity for librarians. Because it is
interdisciplinary, social science and physical science/engineering/technology disciplines
must be brought to bear. Faculty are specialists; students are mostly engineering
majors, thus everyone is outside their comfort zone. The broad knowledge and
information literacy expertise of librarians become critical to overcoming the knowledge
gaps. The requirement to do a project proposal, and within it, a literature review, form an
opportunity for students and faculty to come to grips with research in unfamiliar fields.
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The success of the current IGSD program model has been documented in the literature.1
The authors, DiBiasio and Mello, cite two information-related process assessments: “
• Does the team effectively use a variety of information-gathering techniques and
information resources?
• Does the team consistently and accurately determine whether information is
credible and relevant to tasks?
The authors also present at least one information-related product assessment:
• Did the team analyze the data or information collected in an appropriate fashion?
In the same study, a difference in achievement was noted between students engaging in
on-campus projects, without the benefit of advisory services, and those engaging in offsite projects, having the benefit of advisory services – which include the information
consultants from the library staff. The latter group scored significantly higher in all
assessment criteria, including the following: “Relevant literature consulted and
synthesized”. The Dean attributed the improved performance to the work of the
embedded librarians.
The Associate Professor of Biology reports that she can see the differences among
sophomores between those who took the Great Problems course as first-year students
(and had contact with the librarians) and those who didn’t. The information literacy skills
developed in the Great Problems course stay with the students and enable them to
perform better.
At the end of the Great Problems course, students write Reflections on the course.
Approximately 10% (5 or more of 50) mention the value of librarian involvement.
“[The Manager, Instruction and Outreach] is not just a librarian.” – Associate Professor of
Biology.
The Assistant Vice President noted the following success factors:
• Ability to connect (with faculty)
• Understanding of the curriculum and curricular goals and objectives
• Service on faculty committees (the Assistant Vice President would like to
institutionalize librarian involvement in faculty committees)
The Assistant Vice President also articulated that the role of senior library management
has been to give the Manager/embedded librarian the freedom to develop the role.
The Associate Professor of Biology noted that:
• Library staff are proactive
• Library staff have baked cookies as a promotional tactic!
• The use of a scavenger hunt for information resources in library has proven to be
an effective instructional tactic
• The Library staff demonstrate a commitment to the goals of the institution; they
volunteer and participate
• The Library staff conduct themselves as professionals.
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Exposure to library services and resources via embedded relationships carries over –
students who gain this exposure continue to be active library users for the rest of their
academic career.

The Future
The embedded services program has strained library resources, and library
management has been cobbling together resources to continue to support it. A pilot
project will be initiated that may lead to a strategy for the future. It involves the increased
use of students and paraprofessionals at the reference desk, which could free up
librarians for expanded embedded roles.
On a similar note, since the Library is part of the institute’s information technology (IT)
organization, some IT help staff will be moving to the library, and may take a role in
providing library public services. Other opportunities for collaboration and synergy
between library and IT staff are also being explored. For example, Sharepoint is being
used as a collaboration tool for IGSD project teams, so IT and Library staff may create
synergies by delivering seamless collaboration with the teams for both technical support
and information literacy.
Library management feels a need to document the value and provide better evidence to
support ongoing sustainment and potential growth of embedded services.
The Associate Professor of Biology also anticipates resource constraints in the institution
as a whole and suggested the possibility of training advanced students to assist with
some tasks.
1

DiBiasio, D., Mello, N.A. (Fall 2004) Multi-level Assessment of Program Outcomes:
Assessing a Nontraditional Study Abroad Program in the Engineering Disciplines.
Frontiers: The Interdisciplinary Journal of Study Abroad, vol. 10, p. 237-252.
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Site Visit 3 Interview Summary
Description of the Organization
Site Visit 3 was held over a two-day period in April 2009.
Program 3 is the health science center of a large public university in the eastern United
States. The health science center comprises six colleges, and is administered by a
Senior Vice President of the university. It comprises almost 7,000 students at all levels
from undergraduate to doctoral; and has a total annual budget of over $1 billion. It
includes a hospital and other medical treatment facilities and has a total faculty and staff
population of an estimated 10,000 or more.

Organizational structure
Until recently, the library for the center reported to the Senior Vice President, and not to
the university library system. Recently, administrative responsibility has shifted, and the
health sciences library director now reports to the director of university libraries. The
impacts of this change on operations are not yet known.
Within the health science library, the Head of Reference reports to the library director
and the Genetics Institute director. There are five reference librarians in the reference
unit.

Interviewees
•
•
•
•
•

Director, Health Sciences Library (employed by the organization for 1 ½
years)
Head of Reference (recently promoted to this position; has been functioning
as an embedded Reference Librarian; employed at the library 14 years;
embedded almost 8 years)
Professor and Department Head, Dept. of Molecular Genetics and
Microbiology (length of service unknown)
Associate Professor, Dept. of Molecular Genetics and Microbiology (9 years)
Associate Director and interim Director of a specialized institute in the health
science center. (length of service unknown)

Nature of Current Embedded library services work.
The following embedded services were discussed:
Specialized services to the Genetics Institute (GI)
This is a virtual institute made up of faculty most of whom hold appointments in
academic departments elsewhere in the university. Approximately 200 faculty belong to
the Institute, but only thirty are housed in the Cancer/Genetics Research Building where
the Institute staff reside.
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•
•
•

•

•

•
•

The Reference Librarian is the facilitator for the GI website. She oversees the
content, does not code.
She also is responsible for inviting faculty to join the Institute – she identifies
faculty anywhere in the University who are working in genetics.
She tracks publications by GI faculty and researchers using PubMed. Each
member is monitored by name. She sends this information to the institute’s public
relations person; who then writes up announcements for on and off campus
publications.
She is the organizer of the Seminar Committee. She has strengthened the
seminar series since taking this on. Almost every week during the academic
year, the GI presents a seminar. About 2/3 of speakers are on-campus, and
about 1/3 are invited speakers from elsewhere. When offsite speakers are
invited, there is a luncheon to which graduate students and post-doctoral
researchers are invited.
She is also on the committee for the annual Symposium, e.g. “Florida Genetics
2009”, which include 4-5 high profile speakers from other institutions as well as
presenters from on campus – there were 119 poster presentations in all last year.
She edits the abstracts and creates the program; she also facilitates promotion of
the event, runs the online registration, and helps determine which speakers to
invite. She sometimes hosts speakers, and has been named co-chair of the
committee for 2010.
She is a member of the Executive Committee of the Genetics Institute and
contributed to its strategic plan; she wrote the bioinformatics section of the plan.
She also serves as liaison to the Genetics Institute’s Ph.D. program

Specialized Services in Bioinformatics
• The Reference Librarian holds a joint appointment in the Molecular Genetics and
Microbiology Department. She attends faculty meetings of the department;
shares information, hears concerns, lobbies for initiatives.
• The Reference Librarian consults with faculty who have molecular-related
research questions.
• The Reference Librarian serves as library liaison to four departments in the
College of Medicine: Molecular Genetics, Biochemistry, Physiology, Anatomy.
Teaching
• Teaching and consulting on genetics, genomics, proteomics and bioinformatics
• The Reference Librarian teaches 3 of 15 classes in the Bioinformatics course,
Fall terms, and has done this for several years. The goal of the course is to
“teach Ph.D. students how to retrieve information, identify and select
bioinformatics tools” to process it. An example of such a tool is the Basic Local
Alignment Search Tool (BLAST). The Librarian covers topics such as the use of
tools provided by the National Center for Biotechnology Information (NCBI), how
to use a protein structure manipulator in searching, etc.
• College of Medicine: the Reference Librarian teaches one session to first year
medical students (requires 2 one-hour sessions plus homework)
• Teaching for undergraduate Genetics course: students use resources from the
National Center for Biomedical Information (NCBI) to research a genetic disorder.
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•

•
•

The Reference Librarian meets with each student twice during the term. (Spring
term: she teaches two 2-hour sessions)
Teaching for Junior Honors students: these are students who have been
admitted to medical school – 12 students per year. The Reference Librarian
teaches 2 sessions – 4 hours total on bioinformatics. This takes place during the
first week of Fall term.
Teaching for undergraduate Biophysical Chemistry: the Reference Librarian
teaches PubMed and protein structure searching, three times per year.
The Reference Librarian meets with incoming College of Medicine Ph.D.
Students twice during the fall term.

Participation in a Bioinformatics Initiative
The Reference Librarian was named as key personnel in the area of biomedical
informatics in connection with an application for a Clinical and Translational Science
Awards (CTSA) grant and assisted with some of the reviewing of the grant prior to
submission.
She is a member of the Biomedical Informatics Academic Program planning committee,
which will create the new academic program in biomedical informatics. The program is
expected to start with certificate and ms degrees, and grow to full Ph.D.
Summary: The Reference Librarian’s heaviest time commitment is teaching.

History of Embedded Services
Embedded services were initiated approximately 8 years ago
Starting in the mid-90s there were the first liaison assignments to Nursing and Dentistry.
In the late 90s a new strategic plan established the model of a liaison for each College.
Within 2-3 years, the College of Nursing and the Genetics Institute agreed to pay for
their liaison/embedded librarians. However, no other colleges have followed suit.
The Librarian initiated the relationship with the Molecular Genetics and Microbiology
Department by attending a faculty meeting, where she presented the liaison program.
She showed that she was knowledgeable in important areas, such as National Library of
Medicine and National Center for Biotechnology Resources, DNA sequencing. She was
then invited to participate in the department Journal Club: a forum in which faculty would
gather to discuss a pertinent scholarly article. She became an active participant, and
contributed to the meetings. From this point, her role in the department grew, and in turn
led to other embedded engagements enumerated above.
No written agreements were created when embedded services were initiated, and none
are in place today.

Management of Embedded Library Services Today
As noted, the Reference Librarian holds a joint appointment in Molecular Genetics and
Microbiology Department and Library and co-teaches the Bioinformatics course.
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The Genetics Institute pays the embedded librarian’s salary. Her time is not closely
tracked; there’s no formal review of how embedded librarian spends her time or
contributes to the Institute. The Institute feels that it does gain formal access to her
service by paying the salary, and is aware of her work with various courses and other
components of the health science center.
The Genetics Institute director does not participate actively in the Reference Librarian’s
performance review, but was instrumental in initiating and contributing to a recent
promotion package for her.
All Reference Librarians split general reference and liaison (embedded) duties. Of the
other five Reference librarians:
• Four others have significant teaching responsibilities
• One builds tutorials for distance education and monitors class Blackboard
discussions
• Librarians serve on Curriculum Committees
The Reference Librarian publicizes her services by sending notices to new faculty and
students; email once per year. (She finds that Post-doc researchers are hardest to reach
– there’s no good way to find out when they are hired and who they are.)
Benefits to the library: the embedded model is actually more efficient. It’s better to do a
class session for 20 students that is planned and developed than 20 ad hoc sessions for
individual students at the reference desk.
It is good promotion for the library and results in better learning for the students.

Training and education requirements
The Reference Librarian holds an advanced degree in a natural science discipline in
addition to her Library Science degree. The Genetics Institute pays for one conference
annually for her. One other Reference Librarian also receives support from the groups
they are embedded with, such as paying for one technical/scientific conference per year.

Success Factors
The embedded librarian’s contribution is incorporated in student evaluations of the
Bioinformatics course. The course is highly rated, and the librarian is highly rated as an
instructor. Even though students may not absorb all the material presented, they do
leave the course with an appreciation of the importance of using advanced techniques,
and often consult with the librarian during their subsequent coursework and studies.
The Project Director sees the value of embedded services in the librarian’s
organizational knowledge. He referred to a presentation by Oregon Health showing that
biostatisticians and librarians are most highly connected people in the health science
organization. The reason is that both work across organizational structures with many
different individuals and groups.
Success factors are considered to be:
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•
•
•
•
•

Professional credentials (advanced degree in a related field and demonstrated
knowledge) give credibility.
The librarian’s domain expertise and personal characteristics are both essential
to success in the role.
Build personal relationships. An introvert can do this! They work!
Get outside your comfort zone.
Have courage, creativity. Take a risk! Not everything works – don’t be
discouraged when something you try doesn’t work.

The Future
There are several concerns: over sustainability and scaleability of the embedded
services program; over a feeling of overwork on the part of the embedded librarian (she
works well over 40 hours per week), and over declining resources.
Recent budget cuts have led to loss of 2-3 positions. Another embedded librarian left
and the position has remained vacant for a considerable period. As a result, the position
has been cut to half time. Unfortunately, there was a lack of documentation and
evaluation to demonstrate the value and the role that the person had been playing in the
group she was embedded with.
Despite the constraints on resources, demand is increasing, as measured by number of
classes taught, students, number of emails received from customers. An important
element of the increase is in nontraditional responsibilities. For example the Reference
Librarian is Co-Chair of the Annual Symposium for 2010. Also, she is experiencing an
increase in invitations to participate in initiatives and grants.
The library director sees the possible establishment of a single service point model in the
library as a way to release librarians from desk duty and enable them to focus on
embedded responsibilities. It’s anticipated that this will be a major effort – which will also
require attention to staff development.
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Site Visit 4 Interview Summary
Overview
Interviews were held on May 1, 2009 at Program 4’s offices in the Mid-Atlantic United
States.
Interviewees were:
• Business Manager, Information and Computing Technologies (library’s direct
report, 4 years in position)
• Senior Research Analyst (embedded librarian, also has title: Senior Consultant
and Account Manager; 35 years with organization);
• Research Analyst (embedded librarian, also has title: Consultant; 31 years with
Organization)
• Competitive Intelligence Manager, Applied Bio-Sciences (Customer Manager)

Organizational Environment
Site 4 is in a Fortune 500 science-based company headquartered in the Mid-Atlantic.
Operations are organized into 5 business “platforms;” global functional departments
support these platforms. Approximately 60,000 are employed in the U.S. and 12 other
countries. Products and services focus on the areas of food and nutrition, performance
materials, apparel, safety and security, construction, electronics and transportation.
Approximately 5 years’ ago the company downsized, selling off one of its oldest
divisions, Textile & Fibers, and reducing its work force by some 20,000. The company
website, notes, however, that in 2006 34% of its profits were generated by products
introduced in the last 5 years.
The company’s Central Library is located on a campus with Central Research and
Development. Approximately 2000 work on the campus, which is split between scientific
Research and Development and business Research and Development. The embedded
librarians interviewed for the Case Study serve the scientific research and development
community and the market/business community. The Central Library is one of 3
departments (Computational Biology and IT and Information Sciences) within the
Information and Computing Technology Group (I&CT), headed by the Business
Manager. According to the Business Manager, approximately 40 staff members work for
the Information Sciences/Central Library. Of those, 5 staff members, including the two
interviewees, function in some capacity as embedded librarians. A Manager within
Information Sciences/Central Library oversees the embedded positions (this person was
not interviewed).
The downsizing has had an impact on the continuation and expansion of embedded
services. When the company downsized, it also consolidated its two library facilities into
one and eliminated about 1/3 of its staff. As a result, 4 embedded positions were
eliminated, substantially altering the functions of both of the embedded interviewees.
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Company philosophy, communicated on its website, emphasizes “science and
innovation” combined with creating “shareholder and societal value.” The company is
also committed to the concept of a single, global company that promotes internal and
external collaboration. This is usually a very hospitable environment for embedded
programs. The future of the embedded programs, however, may be at risk (for reasons
discussed further in the study). The Business Manager noted that a goal was to enlarge
the embedded program, but he has not achieved that yet and he is transitioning to a new
position.

Embedded Library Services in the Organization
Three to four embedded programs were discussed by the Business Manager and the
two embedded interviewees. These included:
Embedded in groups within Business Platforms and related business units – Central
Library pairs research analysts, who possess a high degree of domain knowledge
(particularly in biology or chemistry) with science R&D groups to perform highly
specialized work. Groups, and the embedded librarians who work with them, work
across geographic boundaries and may also work across Platforms. Some embedded
librarians may provide services exclusively to their groups and not to others in the
organization. Most seem to do both: provide embedded services for a group and
provide traditional reference services to the company population. Currently, five
analysts, of a staff of 40, work in this way. Embedded roles require a particular skill set:
a high degree of competency in group’s domain and a willingness to move outside the
comfort zone of traditional library roles. The Central Library may lack staff with these
skills and/or not be actively nurturing them within its staff.
Embedded in a specialty library, e.g. Occupational Health Safety Library - this program
was downsized when the facility moved and some work absorbed by Central Library;
Embedded at a plant site - 10-25 information providers are situated at company plant
sites. These are local employees, hired by site management, to meet the information
needs of on-site staff. Some have an MLS, others do not. They may not be embedded
in the sense that they have a high-degree of domain expertise, are incorporated into a
group’s work and accountable for the outcome.
Embedded in foreign offices – information providers located in international offices, in
India and China; may be equivalent to embedded librarians at a plant sites and not a
separate embedded program.

History of Embedded Services
Embedded services date from the mid- to late 1970’s and were begun on the single
initiative of an individual, the current Senior Research Analyst and her gradual move
from Central Library to the Textile and Fabric Group. The Senior Research Analyst’s
(formerly a government documents librarian) involvement in a hazmat regulations course
caught the attention of a Vice-President in Textile and Fabrics. The VP encouraged
further involvement in both the domain and the work of the group. At the time, the VP
needed a reliable and convenient way to stay on top of the developments in the industry.
The immediate result was a highly successful current awareness product that expanded
in coverage and content over time to become a globally disseminated report, Textile
Appendix B

Page B-21

Update. The Senior Research Analyst became fully embedded in the Textile and
Fabrics research lab as her knowledge and the resulting work grew. The position
continued until about 2004 when this division was sold.
At least one other embedded position was added within a few year’s of the Senior
Research Analyst’s. This position, held by the current Research Analyst, was not part of
the Central Library. Like the Senior Research Analyst’s, it evolved over time and in
response to a specific set of circumstances: the librarian’s pre-existing domain
knowledge in health science and regulatory research, her initial concentration in
toxicology and occupational safety and health at the company, and a work location at the
testing lab (Health and Environmental Sciences). As her domain knowledge deepened,
her role grew. She noted that she was pulled more and more into the work of various
groups at a time when more and more chemicals were coming under federal regulations.
Her role as an embedded eventually included information services for the toxicology
testing lab, management of the Occupational Health and Safety Library, specialized
information services in toxicology and occupational health to a global population, Her
embedded role in toxicology and agriculture continued until about 2004/2005 when the
Occupational Health and Safety library was downsized
The Senior Research Analyst was integrated into the Textile and Fibers group by a
senior group leader, solidifying her position as an embedded librarian within the group.
The customer leader, initiated the services, introduced and expanded her services to the
global, group population, brought her into all group meetings, and facilitated her learning
experience. Through the customer leader, the Senior Research Analyst was fully
incorporated into the group as a member vs. an outside service provider. Most notably,
the customer leader served as a mentor, encouraging the expansion of the embedded
role, and telling the librarian “not to be classified by schooling.” The Research Analyst’s
role was also initiated by customer leaders reaching out to involve librarians in the
competitive information and regulatory end of chemical-related projects. It emphasized
the importance of management support in the expansion of her role.
Both embedded librarians also took pro-active steps to integrate themselves into their
customer groups by acquiring the domain knowledge in their customer’s fields necessary
to gain credibility. The Senior Research Analyst sought out internal and external training
and attended courses at the Institute of Textile and Technology to learn about textile
machinery, practices, and laboratories. The Research Analyst took toxicology courses
from the Toxicology Lab. She was able to tell the scientists she worked with of her own
hands-on experience, that she “had walked the cornfields” just like them.
The embedded librarian program apparently grew to include 10 or more embedded
positions until 2004/2005. At that time, the Research analyst noted the Central Library
lost at least 4 of its embedded positions. Details on the nature of these embedded roles
are not known. The Business Manager noted that there are a total of 5 librarians
remaining in embedded roles (including the two interviewees). The exact nature of the
services these other three provide is not known.
The Business Manager noted that these three embeddeds, along with the two
interviewees, are the only library staff for which there are specific fee-for-service
contracts (Service Level Agreements) for their services with customer groups. Although
this would indicate both a high degree of domain knowledge and value-added workproducts as well as a close working relationship with the groups to warrant separate
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service contracts for their work, the Business Manager commented that the
relationships and roles of the other three embedded librarians are not equally strong and
well defined.
The level of management support and customer relationships described by the
interviewees, may provide some clues to the difference in their and both the other
embeddeds particularly those at considered embedded at a plant site. Both
interviewees were originally brought in by management that wanted/ and encouraged
larger roles from the start. Expectations from both sides involved were not for traditional
library services.

Management of Embedded Programs Today
Embedded library programs are now administered by the Central Library and the
embedded librarians report within this organizational structure. The Research Analyst
noted that now she reports fairly far down the chain: to a supervisor who reports to a
manager who repots to the business manager. Both the Senior Research Analyst and
the Research Analyst also have an informal reporting relationship with their customer
managers: the Research Analyst with the VP and Technical Directors of the businesses
she serves; the Senior Research Analyst to the VP of the fibers group, Technical
Directors of the business platforms she serves, and to the account managers she works
with.
Both have offices within the Central Library complex and not with their customer groups.
The Central Library uses a funding model based on requesting specific funding
allocations from each of the business platforms. The Senior Research Analyst’s position
is funded by these general contributions to the library annual budget. The Research
Analyst is funded through Service Level Agreements between the library’s parent
organization and her customer groups.
There is no formal process for customer managers to provide feedback for performance
reviews; nor are there processes for evaluating the benefits to the organization or to the
Central Library of the embedded programs/services. The Research Analysts’ current
customer manager noted that, although it might be possible, he does not currently
contribute to this embedded’s review. He does use continual and extensive interaction
with the embedded librarian to assess value. He noted that demand for services has
expanded, requiring the embedded to pull-in other librarians to perform more routine
work.
The Research Analyst does create case studies with outcome measurements for the
work she contributes to customer projects. The Senior Research Analyst collects email
acknowledgements of her contributions. The Business Manager, as well, tracks emails,
thank yous/kudos, anecdotes, and some quantitative indicators to assess information
services in general and embedded services in specific. These measures are not used to
justify continuation of services. As a consequence, the Business Manager noted as a
consequence that the key challenge is “right-sizing”: how does the manager know that
the right amount of information services is being provided?
Education and Training
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When the interviewees first began to move into their embedded roles, there were no
specific educational or training requirements. Each brought strong professionals skills in
regulatory and business research experience. Each accrued scientific domain
knowledge on the job and as they went. This situation would probably not be repeated
today for any new embedded positions. The Research Analyst’s customer manager
stated that any replacement for the current embedded would have to come with a strong
background in bio-technology and chemistry. The Business Manager concurred that a
background in those subjects would be necessary to assume an embedded position
now.
To attain specialized domain knowledge, both interviewees attended internal and
external courses in the science and technology of their customer groups. Both receive
support from their customer groups to attend classes. Both also attend technical and
scientific conferences. Additionally, the Senior Research Analyst is on the Board of the
American Fiber Manufacturing Association (representing the VP), participates in ASTM
Technical Committee (COTCO) and is US delegate to ISO for Fibers.
Internal Communications and Support
Both of the embedded librarians and the Business Manager agreed that some of the
library staff are reluctant to take on embedded roles. Both embeddeds are concerned
that continuance of existing embedded roles may be at risk because embedded roles,
serving global business needs, are not sufficiently promoted by the Central Library. Both
embedded librarians mentor other library staff on how to movie towards embedded roles.
The Research Analyst noted that she was brought into the Central Library in part to help
library staff “get out of the library” and into customer projects. She has been able to
reach back to other library staff and coordinates their work in support of her current
customer group. The Senior Research Analyst encourages staff to volunteer for focus
groups run by the Marketing Group and to hand-deliver research to customers.
Both embedded librarians participate in a monthly conference call with embedded
librarians at company plant sites. They shared a concern that these positions are not
valued or used optimally to the company’s benefit because they tend to be:
Local, one-off positions;
Do not fit easily into the plant site job classification scheme; and
Usually placed on the bottom rung of the local organization.
Both embedded librarians suggested that the embedded program overall and local
information services would be strengthened if these positions were incorporated into a
single organizational structure serving the company’s global information needs.

Individual Embedded Positions Today
Both the Senior Research Analyst’s and the Research Analyst’s functions have changed
markedly over the last 5 years. The Senior Analyst now splits her time between her
embedded functions and a new role as Account Manager, soliciting allocation funding
from the business platforms. After the OHS library was downsized, the Research
Analyst worked for more than 3 years embedded in a Market Research task team
involved in all aspects of managing the introduction of a pesticide product. She only
recently moved to the Central Library to work on special projects. Today she is
embedded in content management projects for four competitive intelligence teams.
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Although both are attached to the Central Library, both librarians have retained
distinguishing aspects of their original, embedded roles. In particular, each described
non-traditional relationships with their customer groups, including:
Full partnership in the groups they serve, reversing the traditional client/customer
relationship;
Co-responsibility for team’s objectives and accountability for outcomes;
For the Senior Research Analyst - participation in all aspects of the Textile & Fiber
business: focus groups, research discussions, new group acquisitions;
For the Research Analyst - equal partner at the table, participation in customer groups’
global conference calls to stay abreast of current issues; participation in all aspects of
the project team research and business discussions;
Interaction with and outreach to all levels of the customer group;
Direct participation in the work of their groups: e.g., textile test trials, walking the corn
fields;
For the Senior Research Analyst – participation in customer group’s professional
organizations
The depth of their integration into their groups directly affects the depth of their work
product. As a result of her embedded role, the Senior Research Analyst communicated
directly with the FTC to change the name of fabric to a globally consistent term,
improving the supply chain processes. The Research Analyst’s work on the Market
Research team was so successful that it has become a “best practice” to include an
information professional on all product launch teams.
The Senior Research Analyst’s remains a specialist in textiles and fibers, now
embedded with the company’s bio-fibers and advanced fibers businesses and continues
to produce the globally distributed, textile news product and to be highly involved in
business’s regulatory work. She also plays an embedded role in the organization that
acquired the company’s textile business, as a consultant involved in the transfer of
propriety documents to the new entity.
As a part of the Central Library and a specialist, the Research Analyst is tasked with
finding new projects and project teams to collaborate with. The competitive intelligence
team within a platform found itself with a limited resources and infrastructure and in need
of both content and structure for current intelligence. The Research Analyst now fills
that function, identifying, selecting and populating a CI databases that she structured
and manages. Other content management work includes tagging/taxonomy, access
controls/permissions, and copyright/IP compliance for the CI Database.

Success Factors
The embedded librarians’ contributions to the organization are reflected in the
accomplishments described above, increasing demand for services (the Senior
Research Librarian continues to work as consultant for the acquiring company; the
Research Analyst’s has needed to bring in other librarians to meet demand); and best
practices instituted (another best practice modeled on work contribution is the practice of
putting an information professional on all teams reviewing the acquisition of small
companies.
The Business Manager sees the value of embedded services in the level of service I&CT
delivers to the company and in the willingness of business platforms to pay for this

Appendix B

Page B-25

specialized domain knowledge. The CI Manager sees multiple benefits in embedded
services:
• Ability to engage the embedded librarian in a new project from the start, enabling
her to understand and structure the project;
• Depth of knowledge, enabling the embedded librarian to determine what is and
isn’t important for inclusion in the database;
• Ability to “hire” internal expertise to supplement a thin staffing structure for critical
projects.
Both embedded librarians serve as conduits to the resources in the Central Library and
their parent organization, providing a level of service that would not be available through
traditional library roles. The CI manager noted that the embedded librarian has brought
in and manages additional professionals when the need arose.
The two embedded librarians consider these to be critical factors in their success:
• Management integration and support;
• Executive champion/mentor;
• Relationships with the groups: “We see ourselves in a community;”
• Finding a place at the table and consistently showing up;
• Full participation in project teams and mutual responsibility for achieving
objectives;
• “Breaking bread” with the group/team/etc. and socializing;
• Taking on non-traditional roles and being visible in them;
• Passion for the work, commitment, not treating it as a 9-5 job;
• Seeing and treating yourself as a professional;
• Being an equal colleague with a unique set of skills and knowledge;
• Gaining domain expertise outside a traditional library environment;
• Presentation skills and curiosity;
• Reaching out to customer/colleagues with something they value (e.g.,
information).
.
The Business Manager and the CI manager consider these characteristics to be critical
success factors:
• Proactive;
• Depth of technical knowledge;
• Business knowledge;
• Understanding of the group’s information needs;
• Information source expertise (e.g., knowing where to find needed information);
• Personal qualities (“not shy”).

Future
A number of opportunities exist for expansion of the embedded program.
The two embedded librarians and the Business Manager noted that there are unmet
needs within the company for embedded services.
Not all business units are equally served by the embedded services program; some are
aware of the inequality in service received from I&CT.
The company is focusing on increased collaboration among and within business
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platforms. “Collaboration creates greater opportunities for the entire company and
increases our productivity at the same time.”
In addition, all consider these areas good candidates for the expansion of embedded
services:
• Competitive Intelligence;
• Marketing; and
• Business R&D.
Despite these opportunities, there are a number of concerns about:
• Sustainability and scaleability of the existing embedded services;
• The embedded program largely rests on two individuals: one working at capacity
and the other with dual embedded and library functions;
• Both embedded librarians may be close to retiring and there are no visible
succession plans in place;
• Declining resources; and,
• Lack of staff with requisite expertise.
Downsizing led to a loss of approximately 1/3 of the library’s staff, including 4-5
embedded positions. Restrictions in place inhibit the Central Library from expanding
staff numbers. It was noted that some librarians are hesitant to move into embedded
roles: the Business Manager’s intention was to increase the number of embedded roles
but was not able to accomplish (perhaps because of a lack of “takers.”). A potential
workforce, the plant site embedded librarians, are tied to their geographical locations.
Despite the constraints on resources, a demand may be rising from a global workforce
that is urged to act as one workforce. An important element of the demand is for
nontraditional responsibilities, as illustrated in the recent “best practices”, cited above, to
include information professionals on business units’ teams and in the Senior Research
Analyst’s prominent role in organizing the company’s research technology symposium.
Existing librarians’ hesitancy to take on non-traditional roles will become a constraint on
future growth.
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Site Visit Interview Script
Models of Embedded Librarianship
Phase 3 Interview: Embedded Librarian
Organization Name:
Location:
Date:

1. Interviewee Data - Basic (ask all or confirm important points from survey)
Name:
Position title:
History in the Organization
Years employed by the organization:
Position changes: (e.g, have you always been in the role of Library
Director?)

2. Tell us about your work. For example, who are your customers and how
many; what services do you provide to them; what are you working on right
now; how do you interact with your customers?

3. Description of the Organization
Size of Org (e.g., number of employees, number of offices):

Locations (e.g., North America, U.S. only, global, etc.)

Organizational structure:
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4. Tell us about the Library Organization
Staff size:
Location: Where are others located?

Support: Who supports your work? How?

Communication and Interactions:
librarians in the organization?

With other Embeddeds? With other

Services to non-customer groups?

5. History of Embedded Services
How many years have EL services been in offered in the organization

How were these services initiated?
Who took the first step? Where did it start (e.g., with a specific customer
group)?

Was there anything in writing, such as an agreement, a memorandum of
understanding between departments?

How was the embedded librarian integrated into the customer group?
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What were the initial tasks/functions?

Can you characterize the relationship between the EL and the customer
group? …the EL and the Library? ….the EL and other librarians w/in
org?

6. Embedded Library Services Today
Description of organization and management of embedded library services now
(e.g., who supervises, who pays salaries, who performs evaluations,)

Where are they located? (e.g., located with customer groups? ….with
library group?

On average, how many customer groups does each EL work with?
are assignments made?

How

Is more than 2 EL assigned to work with a single group?

How are decisions made to increase numbers to a single group? …to assign an
EL to a new group?
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Have #’s been increasing over the last 2-3 years? (# of new groups provided
service, # of EL’s, # of groups each EL handles): Increasing (per survey)

Training and education – any requirements?

7. Other Changes Over Time
Changes in services provided over time? What’s been added; what’s been
eliminated? Increase or decrease in demand?

Demand? How is demand tracked and evaluated?

Interactions with customer groups, e.g. more, type, quality?

Funding from customer groups, e.g. same or changed over time?

8. Success Factors
In your estimation Has the program been successful? Place on it a scale of 1 –
5, with 3 being right in the middle – where would you say your orgs program
would be?
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Per survey: very successful
How is success evaluated and determined? How do you and the organization
know the program is successful? Measures in place? Reports to customer
groups?

What do you do to insure success?

What benefits does the organization recognize from the program? How is that
communicated to org’s management?

What benefits are there to the library org from the EL program?
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What’s the downside – if any? What are the problems?

9. The Future

Outlook and future plans for information services: embedded and otherwise

10. Wrap-Up
Anything we haven’t asked that you think we should know? What advice would
you give to a colleague embarking on an EL program?
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Appendix C: Data Tables and Methodology
Note: Section numbers refer to Chapters and Sections in the body of the report.

2. Characteristics of Embeddedness
2.1 Background
Traditional statistical methods of correlation analysis and chi-square analyses were
employed wherever appropriate. In addition, a variety of data-mining techniques were
also used to gather information. These techniques include Factor Analysis,
Correspondence Analysis, and Logistic Regression. Wherever possible, p-values to
indicate whether a result was statistically significant were included. It was assumed that
α = 0.05 was the target level of significance.
The predominant data-mining method used in these analyses is Correspondence
Analysis. This type of analysis attempts to find patterns in the data based on chi-square
distances from a computed central measure, very similar to a mean. Graphs are
produced that plot variables based on these differences on two coordinate axes. Those
variables that appear close together on the graph can be assumed to have similar
characteristics and are marked with green circles.
Factor Analysis also uncovers underlying patterns in the data by grouping variables into
similar factors or categories. Logistic Regression identifies which variables have the
strongest influence on the outcome of dichotomous variables. Several of the questions
in the survey are designed to have yes or no answers.
2.2.1 Funding
A significant association exists between Q14 and Q13 when “Don’t know” is included
(p = 0.0004) as well as when it is omitted (p = 0.0014). Therefore, whether a person’s
salary was directly funded by one or more customer groups is related to whether a
person provides specialized services.
Q13 -- Funded by Customer
Yes, All Yes,
No,
Part
None

Q14

Don't
Know

Did not
answer

Yes

51
18.3%

14
5.0%

34
12.2%

31
11.2%

148
53.2%

278.999
100%

No

28
8.8%

19
5.9%

57
17.8%

58
18.1%

158
49.4%

321
100%

Total

79.271
13.2%

33.109
5.5%

91.3
15.2%

89.293
14.9%

307.026
51.2%

598
100%
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Correlation analyses were performed on Q14 with Q9, Q10, Q12, and Q13. Although
significant correlations exist between many of the Q9, Q10, Q12, and Q13 categories
and the categories of Q14, the strength of these correlations were quite weak. The
strongest correlation found with any of the categories in Q14 was the correlation
between Q14a and Q13a. r = 0.26103, p <0.0001. This indicates that the responses to
questions 13 and 14 moved in the same direction; that is, if a person checked “Yes” for
Q13, there was a good chance they checked “Yes” for Q14.
A negative relationship existed between Q14b and Q13a. r = -0.21196, p = 0.0002.
This would indicate that if they answered “No, I provide services to everyone within my
organization.” to Q14, they tended not to check “Yes, part of my salary” to Q13.
Reviewing all correlations between the categories of these 5 questions, several other
important relationships have been found. Only those significant correlations where
> .30 or r < -0.30 are listed below.

Survey Question
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Survey Question
Q9a: Located with
other
library/information
staff

Q9a: Located with
other
library/information
staff

Q9b: Located with
one or more
customer groups

Q12b: No - salary
not funded
completely by a
library or
information
services budget
Q12b: No - salary
not funded
completely by a
library or
information
services budget
Q12c: I don’t know
if my salary is
funded completely
by a library or
information
services budget
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With Question:
Q12a: Yes –
salary is funded
completely by a
library or
information
services budget
Q12b: No salary not
funded
completely by a
library or
information
services budget
Q13a: Yes, all
of my salary is
directly funded
by one or more
of my customer
groups
Q13a: Yes, all
of my salary is
directly funded
by one or more
of my customer
groups
Q13d: I don’t
know if my
salary is
directed funded
by one or more
of my customer
groups
Q13a: Yes, all
of my salary is
directly funded
by one or more
of my customer
groups

r
0.33048

p
<0.0001

Interpretation
If checked
Q9a, likely to
check Q12a

-0.39341

<0.0001

If checked
Q9a,
not likely to
check Q12b.

0.29633

<0.0001

If checked
Q9b, likely to
check Q13a.

0.33464

<0.0001

If checked
Q12b, likely to
check Q13a

-0.59141

<0.0001

If checked
Q12b, not
likely to check
Q13d

-0.33048

<0.0001

If checked
Q12c, not
likely to check
Q13a
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Survey Question
Q12c: I don’t know
if my salary is
funded completely
by a library or
information
services budget

With Question:
Q13d: I don’t
know if my
salary is
directed funded
by one or more
of my customer
groups

r
0.58123

p
<0.0001

Interpretation
If checked
Q12c, likely to
check Q13d

Additional crosstabs were done, dividing the database into the categories of Q14 then
doing crosstabs on Q9 against Q10, Q12, and Q13. Only one significant relationship
was found. A chi-squared Goodness-of-fit test was done comparing the responses to
Q12 for those who answered Yes to Q14 and Located with library/information staff to
Q9, with the responses of those who answered No to Q14 and Located with
library/information staff to Q9. It was found that those who answered Yes/Located with
library responded significantly differently than those who answered No/Located with
library in answering Q12. (p = 0.0001) The following is a table of these results.

Q14 Yes
Q14 No
Total
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Q9: Located with library/information staff
Q12: Is your salary funded completely by a library or information
services budget?
Yes
No
I don’t know
Total
120
17
16
153
125
35
44
204
245
52
60
357
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3. Organization and Industry Characteristics
3.2 Organization and Industry
1. Is there any association between industry type (Question 2) and Question 14?
Q2: Which of the following categories best describes the type of organization in which
you work? (Check one only)
Q 14: In your position, do you provide specialized services to any single customer group
within your organization?
Yes, I provide
specialized
services to one
or more
customer
groups.
Government agency (other than
public library or school system)

No, I provide
services to
everyone within
my organization.

Not
sure.

Total

44

51

1

Public Library

0

0

0

School (Primary or Secondary)
Academic Institution (postsecondary education)
For-profit companies or
organizations
Not-for-profit companies or
organizations (other than public
and school libraries, government
organizations, non-profit
academic institutions)

0

1

1

96
0
2

78

44

5

127

120

148

9

277

30

51

0

81
34
617

Other

6

25

3

278

320

19

For purposes of analysis, the category “Public Library” was eliminated.
A very small number of people in the category “School (Primary or Secondary)”
responded. A chi-square test for association between variables was done both including
the “School” category and excluding it. It was found that in both cases, an association
existed between whether a person provided specialized services and the type of
organization they were in. (p < 0.001 for both)
The following chart shows the percentage in each organization category that is made up
of those who provide specialized services, those who do not provide specialized
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services and those who are not sure. (Boxes in each organization category add up to
100%.) Public Library and School have been eliminated.

The following chart compares the percentage allocation of those who provide special
services to those who do not or are not sure in each of the organizational categories. In
academic institutions, the percentage of those who provide specialized services is quite
different from the percentage of those who do not or are not sure. These two categories
have similar percentages allocated to Government, For-profit, and Not-for-profit. (All
blue boxes add up to 100%; all red boxes add up to 100%; and all green boxes add up
to 100%.) Public Library and School have been eliminated.
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“Yes/No” categories appear similar throughout except for Academic Institutions.
A Correspondence Analysis also separated out providing specialized services and
academic institutions.
2. Is there any association between industry segment Question 3 and
Question 14?
Q3: Which of the following categories best describes the work of your employer?
(Check one only)
Q14: In your position, do you provide specialized services to any single
customer group within your organization?

Education (Primary, Secondary, or Higher)
Primary industries: Agriculture, Forestry. Mining, etc.
Media: Broadcasting, Entertainment, Publishing and
other media services
Trade and Professional Associations
Financial Services, including Accounting
Grantmaking and Giving, Social Advocacy
Biomedical and Pharmaceutical Manufacturing
Health Care and Health Services, including Hospitals
Information Services, Data processing Services
Manufacturing (other than pharmaceutical and
biomedical)
Museums and Historical Sites
Legal Services, including Law Firms
professional Services, including Consulting (other than
legal)
Information Technology (Computers and technology)
Transportation Services
Utilities
Wholesale and Retail Trade
Other
Total
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Yes, I
provide
specialized
services to
one or
more
customer
groups.
77
3
19

Not
sure.

No, I provide
services to
everyone
within my
organization.

Total

49
8
17

5
0
1

131
11
37

7
20
2
11
12
7
19

14
16
4
9
13
13
23

0
0
0
1
0
1
2

21
36
6
21
25
21
44

2
23
20

6
38
22

0
2
1

8
63
43

7
3
1
2
43
278

5
7
4
3
68
319

1
0
0
1
3
18

13
10
5
6
114
615
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A chi-square analysis has determined that the variables are independent (p = 0.319).
That is, the employers’ work does not influence whether a librarian described
themselves as providing specialized services or not. Eliminating “Other” (Q3) from the
employers’ work categories and “Not Sure” from the Specialized Service categories
(Q14) still indicates that the variables are independent. (p = 0.096).
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3.3 Organization Size
3. Is there any association between industry size (Question 4) and Question
14?
Q4: How many people would you estimate are employed by your organization in all
locations? If you are self-employed, how many people do you employ, including
yourself? (Check one only)
Q14: In your position, do you provide specialized services to any single customer group
within your organization?

How many
people would
you estimate
are employed
by your
organization
in all
locations?
1
2 to 9
10 to 24
25 to 99
100 to 499
500 to 999
1000 to 2499
2500 to 9999
10,000+
Not sure
Total

Yes, I
provide
specialized
services to
one or
more
Customer
groups.
0
1
6
18
50
32
34
60
71
6
278

No, I
provide
services to
everyone
within my
organization

Not
sure

0
10
13
29
71
28
38
60
57
14
320

0
0
1
2
3
2
0
1
6
4
19

Total

0
11
20
49
124
62
72
121
134
24
617

A chi-square analysis was performed on the contingency table and it was found that the
variables have an association. (p = 0.001).
A Correspondence Analysis shows a fairly clear pattern between the number employed
and whether a person provides specialized services. It can be seen that specialized
services tend to be provided for companies that employ 500 – 999 and 10,000+ people.
Non-specialized service tends to be provided to companies that employ between 10 and
499 people.

Appendix C

Page C-9

A hypothesis test comparing the proportions of specialized to non-specialized service
providers in organizations with more than 500 and less than 500 people found that there
is a statistically significant difference between the two groups by organization size
(p=0.0018).
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3.4 Longevity and Growth of Embedded Programs
Phase II analysis for the Embedded Librarianship Research Project attempts to
determine relationships between the questions considered “Measures of Success” and
the questions grouped into the categories “Education,” “Types of Services,” “Initiation
Phase,” “Implementation,” and “Evaluation.”
Correlation analyses were performed using the questions in “Measures of Success”
against the questions in each of the other question groups. The following report
contains the results of these analyses, listing the correlations that were statistically
significant at the α = 0.05 level.
Many of the question responses were recoded to make the direction of the correlation
analyses more consistent. Questions of measurement were recoded so that
measurement values, such as “very successful”, were recoded so that higher numbers
represented more positive ratings. (Q37) Another example of recoding would be any
question that asked the respondent to answer “Increased/Decreased/Stayed the same.”
These were recoded so that “Increased” = 2, “Stayed the same” = 1, and
“Decreased” = 0. Any “Yes” or “No” questions were recoded with “Yes” = 1 and “No” = 0.
Every attempt was made to indicate when variables involved in the analysis had been
recoded.
After the correlation coefficients were determined, the average of the questions was
used to help interpret the results. Correlations of all possible pairing of questions are
available but only those with significance at the α = 0.05 level are presented in this
report. The averages of all variables were computed in SAS.
At the end of each section of analyses, graphs and tables from Correspondence
Analyses performed in both the statistical package, SAS, and the open-source software
package, R. Each of these packages offers a unique perspective on Correspondence
Analysis; the analyses are richer for combining both results. In addition, since neither
SAS nor R addresses statistical significance of Correspondence Analysis, significance
was examined by using the method devised by Michael Greenacre in Correspondence
Analysis in Practice, 2nd ed. It was found that none of the analyses would be considered
significant under this method. However, general information about the relationships
between questions can certainly be seen and will be useful.
Correspondence Analysis attempts to identify those variables, or questions in this case,
that behave in a similar manner. The analysis develops “profiles” for rows and columns
and compares how closely each row and column matches these profiles. Profiles can
be thought of as a list of the average responses to each of the questions involved in the
analysis. The graphs presented show the “distance” each question’s responses and
each participant’s responses are from these profiles. Those closest to the expected
values hover around the axes; those that differ from most other responses are at a
greater distance from the axes.
•

Q3 with Q40
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A positive correlation existed between the length of time a person indicated they were in
their current position and to their knowledge, the number of years in total that
customized and specialized information services have been offered in their organization
to individual customer groups. (r = 0.238, p = 0.0161) This indicates that the longer a
person was in their current position, the longer they felt, in years total,
customized and specialized information services had been offered to individual
customer groups by their organization. The average for Q40 was 5.0, 7 to 9 years.
•

Q8 with Q41

A positive correlation existed between the number of librarians or information
professionals who provide the same services to the respondent’s customer group and
the number of librarian or information professionals who provide specialized services in
the respondent’s organization since January 2007. (r = 0.387, p < 0.0001) This
indicates that the number of librarians or information professionals who provided
services to the respondent’s group and the number in the entire organization who
provide services tended to move in the same direction. Questions 8 and 41 were
both recoded with “Decreased” = 0, “Stayed about the same” = 1, and “Increased” = 2.
The average for Q8 was 1.08 and the average for Q41 was 0.963. This would indicate
that most felt that both measures had stayed about the same. The fact that the
average for Q41 dips below 1 would indicate that some respondents reported a
decrease in the number providing services to their customer group as well as
decreases in the number providing services in the organization since 2007.

3.6 Organizational Differences
Q17 Which of the following activities have you done with your customer group(s) since
January 2008?

Two types of analyses were performed for each possible pairing of organizations and
responses per question category: 1) a series of hypothesis tests and 2) a series of
relative risk tests. The first analysis was a traditional hypothesis test comparing the
response proportions of two different organizations for a particular activity in Q17. Each
was a pooled hypothesis test on independent samples. Because the number of people
who answered “Other” for organizational type was so small, this type of analysis could
not be done on that category. Only those results that were significant at the α = 0.10
level or less were considered.
The following table lists the results that were significant at the α = 0.05 level unless
stated otherwise.
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Q17a: Met with a customer
manager to review my
performance

•
•
•

Q17b: Provided training on
information resources or
information management
tools away from library
facilities, such as in a
customer's office, a
conference room, or
classroom

•

Q17d: Met (in person or
virtually) with senior
members (e.g., executives,
managers, supervisors) of
your customer group to
discuss information related
to needs and services

•

•
•

•
•
•

Q17e: Attended your
customer group(s)’ meetings
to learn about their work
and information needs

•

Q17f: Met more than once
with a few regular customers
to discuss information needs
and present results to them

•

•

•
•

Q17g: Collaborated or
contributed to your
customer group’s work

•
•
•

Q17i: Had lunch with
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•

Government was statistically
significantly lower than For profit
(α = 0.10)
Academic was statistically
significantly lower than For profit
Academic was statistically
significantly lower than Not for
profit
Academic was statistically
significantly higher than
Government
Academic was statistically
significantly higher than For Profit
Academic was statistically
significantly higher than Not for
Profit
Government was statistically
significantly less than For profit
Government was statistically
significantly less than Not for Profit
Academic was statistically
significantly less than For profit
Academic was statistically
significantly less than Not for Profit
Academic was statistically
significantly less than Government
Academic was statistically
significantly less than For profit
Government was statistically
significantly less than Academic
(α = 0.10)
Government was statistically
significantly less than For profit
(α = 0.10)
Government was statistically
significantly less than Not for profit
Academic is statistically significantly
less than Government
Academic is statistically significantly
less than For profit
Academic is statistically significantly
less than Not for Profit
Government was statistically

•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

P=
0.0854
p=
0.0020
p=
0.0074

p=
0.0069
p=
0.0051
p=
0.0015

p=
0.0289
p=
0.0117
p=
0.0287
p=
0.0131
p=
0.0271
p=
0.0006
p=
0.0683

•

p=
0.0699

•

p=
0.0201

•

p=
0.0024
p=
0.0000
p=
0.0034
p=

•
•
•
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members of your customer
group

Q17j: Attended social
events held by your
customer group

•

•

significantly less than For Profit
Academic was statistically
significantly less than For Profit (α =
0.10)
Government is statistically
significantly greater than Not for
profit
(α = 0.10)

•

•

0.0362
p=
0.0923
P=
0.0800

The second type of analysis is a Relative Risk, or Risk Ratio, analysis. This procedure
is more commonly found in medical studies in which an experimental group is compared
to a control group. However, it is also an appropriate measure of the performance of two
independent groups against each other. It may be more comfortable to substitute the
word “chance” for “risk” as you follow the discussion and interpret the results. The RR
is merely the proportion in one organization type who checked a particular category in
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Q17 divided by the proportion in another organization type who also checked the same category. A RR that is significantly different
from 1 indicates that the two proportions differ. Statistical significance is determined by whether 1 is contained in the confidence
interval built around the RR. If the confidence interval contains 1, then the two proportions are not statistically significantly different.
The RR analysis was done because it focuses on the relative difference between proportions, rather than the absolute difference as
does the traditional hypothesis tests done on proportions above. It is also easy to interpret RR in everyday language.
As above, only those results that were significant at the α = 0.10 level or less were considered. The results presented were
significant at the α = 0.05 level unless noted. The following table lists the significant relative risks.
Q17a: Met with a
customer manager to
review my performance

Q17b: Provided training
on information resources
or information
management tools away
from library facilities, such
as in customer’s office, a

Relative Risk
0.272222

Confidence Interval
(95% CI: 0.107 < RR < 0.694)

For profit
25.6%

0.35454

(95% CI: 0.164 < RR < 0.766)

Academic
9.1%

Not for profit
27.6%

0.329545

(95% CI: 0.131 < RR < 0.827)

Academic
9.1%

Other
57.1%

0.159091

(95% CI: 0.061 < RR < 0.413)

For profit
25.6%

Other
57.1%

0.448718

(95% CI: 0.22 < RR < 0.914)

Government
15.6%

Other
57.1%

Academic
9.1%

Academic
80.5%

Government
60.0%

1.341991

(95% CI: 1.032 < RR < 1.745)

Academic
80.5%

For profit
63.2%

1.273078

(95% CI: 1.067 < RR < 1.519)
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Interpretation
The probability that Government will check this category
is statistically significantly less than Other. (Other is likely
to check this category 1/.272222, or approximately 4
times as often as Government.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than For profit. (For profit is
likely to check this category 1/0.35454, or approximately 3
times as often as Academic.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than Not for profit. (Not for
profit is likely to check this category 1/0.329545, or
approximately 3 times as often as Academic.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than Other. (Other is likely to
check this category 1/0.159091, or more than 6 times as
often as Academic.)
The probability that For profit will check this category is
statistically significantly less than Other. (Other is likely to
check this category 1/0.448718, or more than 2 times as
often as For profit.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly higher than Government.
(Academic will check this category approximately 4 times
to every 3 checks by Government.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly higher than For profit. (Academic
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conference room, or
classroom.

Q17d: Met in person (or
virtually) with senior
members (e.g., executives,
managers, supervisors) of
your customer group to
discuss informationrelated needs and services

Q17e: Attended your
customer group(s)’
meetings to learn about
their work

Q17f: Met more than
once with a few regular
customers to discuss
information needs and
present results to them
Q17g: Collaborated on or
contributed to your
customer group’s work

Academic
80.5%

Not for profit
51.7%

1.55671

(95% CI: 1.077 < RR < 2.25)

Government
53.3%

For profit
69.2%

0.77037
α = 0.10

(90% CI: 0.60 < RR < 0.99)

Government
53.3%

Not for profit
79.3%

0.672464

(95% CI: 0.483 < RR < 0.936)

Academic
55.8%

For profit
69.2%

0.806638
α = 0.10

(90% CI: 0.664 < RR < 0.98)

Academic
55.8%

Not for profit
79.3%

0.704122

(95% CI: 0.536 < RR < 0.924)

Academic
44.2%

Government
62.2%

0.709647

(95% CI: 0.506 < RR < 0.996)

Academic
44.2%

For profit
67.5%

0.653954

(95% CI: 0.494 < RR < 0.866)

Government
77.8%

Not for profit
55.2%

1.409722
α = 0.10

Academic
54.5%

Government
80.0%

0.681818
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(90% CI: 1.039 < RR < 1.912)

(95% CI: 0.531 < RR < 0.876)

will check this category approximately 5 times to every 4
checks by For profit.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly higher than Not for profit.
(Academic will check this category approximately 3 times
to every 2 checks by Not for profit.)
The probability that Government will check this category
is statistically significantly less than For profit (α = 0.10).
(For profit will check this category 1/0.77037, or
approximately 4 times to every 3 checks by Government.)
The probability that Government will check this category
is statistically significantly less than Not for profit. (Not for
profit will check this category 1/0.672464, or
approximately 3 times to every 2 checks by Government.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than For profit (α = 0.10).
(For profit will check this category 1/0.806638, or
approximately 5 times to every 4 checks by Academic.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than Not for profit. (Not for
profit will check this category 1/0.704122, or
approximately 3 times to every 2 checks by Academic.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than Government.
(Government will check this category 1/0.709647, or
approximately 3 times to every 2 checks by Academic.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than For profit. (For profit
will check this category 1/0.653954, or approximately 3
times to every 2 checks by Academic.
The probability that Government will check this category
is statistically significantly higher than Not for profit (α =
0.10). Government will check this category approximately
3 times to every 2 checks by Not for profit.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than for Government.
(Government will check this category 1/0.681818, or

Page C-16

approximately 3 times to every 2 checks by Academic.)

Q17h: Collaborated on or
contributed to your
customer group’s
electronic
communications and/or
collaborative workspaces,
including email, wikis,
blogs, and other webbased spaces

Q17i: Had lunch with
members of your
customer group

Academic
54.5%

For profit
82.9%

0.657919

(95% CI: 0.528 < RR < 0.82)

Academic
54.5%

Not for Profit
82.8%

0.659091

(95% CI: 0.507 < RR < 0.857)

Academic
54.5%

Other
85.7%

0.636364

(95% CI: 0.442 < RR < 0.916)

Other
85.7%

Government
60.0%

1.428571
α = 0.10

Other
85.7%

Academic
53.2%

1.609756

(95% CI: 1.114 < RR < 2.325)

Other
85.7%

For profit
59.8%

1.432653

(95% CI: 1.023 < RR < 2.007)

Other
85.7%

Not for profit
58.6%

1.462185
α = 0.10

Government
35.6%

For profit
51.3%

0.693333
α = 0.10
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(90% CI: 1.034 < RR < 1.974)

(90% CI: 1.019 < RR < 2.098)

(90% CI: 0.483 < RR < 0.996)

The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than for For profit. (For profit
will check this category 1/0.657919, or a little more than 3
times for every 2 checks by Academic.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than for Not for profit. (Not
for profit will check this category 1/0.659091, or a little
more than 3 times for every 2 checks by Academic.)
The probability that Academic will check this category is
statistically significantly less than for Other. (Other will
check this category 1/0.636364, or a little more than 3
times for every 2 checked by Academic.)
The probability that Other will check this category is
statistically significantly higher than Government. (α =
0.10) (Other will check this category 3 times for every 2
checked by Government.)
The probability that Other will check this category is
statistically significantly higher than Academic. (Other will
check this category approximately 8 times to every 5
checked by Academic.)
The probability that Other will check this category is
statistically significantly higher than For profit. (Other will
check this category approximately 3 times to every 2
checked by For profit.)
The probability that Other will check this category is
statistically significantly higher than Not for Profit. (α =
0.10) (Other will check this category 3 times for every 2
checked by Not for profit.)
The probability that Government checked this category is
statistically significantly less than For profit. (α = 0.10)
(For profit will check this category 1/0.693333, or
approximately 3 times for every 2 times checked by
Government.)
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Interpretations of the relative risks are given in the table above. In addition to the interpretations listed in the table, relative risk can
be explained in terms of risk (“chance”) reduction, which is 1 – RR, when RR < 1, or RR – 1, when RR > 1. In the first row of the
table, the RR of Government compared to Other in Q17a is 0.27222. By risk reduction, Government is 1 – 0.27222, or 72.8% less
likely to check Q17a than Other. If RR is greater than 1, as in Q17b, it can be said that Academic is likely to check this category
1.341991 – 1, or 34.2% more times than Government.
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For the most part, both types of analyses found the same significant differences in
proportions. “Other” could only be analyzed using RR. Significant differences between
“Other” and other organizational types account for most of the differences between the
two types of analyses. None of the organization types that were significantly different at
the α = 0.10 level in the pooled proportion hypothesis tests were significant in the RR
analysis.
The following table lists the findings common to both types of analyses:
Question
Q17a
Q17b

Q17d

Q17e

Q17f

Q17g

Q17i

Significant differences
Met with a customer manager to
review my performance
Provided training on information
resources or information management
tools away from library facilities, such
as in a customer’s office, a conference
room, or classroom.
Met (in person or virtually) with
senior members (e.g., executives,
managers, supervisors) of your
customer group to discuss
information-related needs and
services.
Attended your customer group(s)’
meetings to learn about their work
and information needs
Met more than once with a few
regular customers to discuss
information needs and present results
to them
Collaborated on or contributed to your
customer group’s work
Had lunch with members of your
customer group
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•
•
•
•
•

Academic vs For profit
Academic vs Nor for profit
Academic vs Government
Academic vs For profit
Academic vs Not for profit

•
•
•
•

Government vs For profit
Government vs Not for profit
Academic vs For profit
Academic vs Not for profit

•
•

Academic vs Government
Academic vs for Profit

•

Government vs Not for profit

•
•
•
•

Academic vs Government
Academic vs For profit
Academic vs Not for profit
Government vs For profit
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4. Models of Success – Analysis of Group 1 / Group 2
Differences with Respect to Initiation, Management, and
Evaluation of Embedded Services

Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q2 S1 – Which of the following categories best describes the type of
organization in which you work?
Government
Academic
For Profit Not for
Other
Total
profit
1
3
5
1
1
11
9.1%
27.3%
45.5%
9.1%
9.1%
2
6
6
2
0
16
12.5%
37.5%
37.5%
12.5%
0%
3
9
11
3
1
27
11.1%
33.3%
40.7%
11.1%
3.7%

Three types of statistical analyses were used to compare the responses of Group 1 to
Group 2. Where possible, a Normal distribution comparison of proportions from
independent samples was done to determine if a significant difference existed between
the proportions and in which direction (greater than or less than). In many cases it was
not possible to use this technique because the number of respondents checking (or not
checking) a particular category was less than 5. Analyses in which this type of
comparison could be done are noted in the discussion below.
Relative risks were also computed as a way of quantifying the relative differences in
proportions. Although most relative risks were not significant, a few were and are so
noted in the discussion below.
A third method of analysis was employed that is based on the Binomial distribution. This
analysis is called Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value. It is
discussed in An Introduction to Categorical Data Analysis, by Alan Agresti, 2nd ed.
(Hoboken, NJ: Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2007), pp. 13 – 16. This method relies on the
computation of Binomial probabilities and uses the sum of the appropriate probabilities
to determine p. It differs from other Binomial methods in that it uses only half of the
probability of the observed value in the sum of probabilities; hence, the mid P-value. All
tests were one-tailed, allowing for conclusions of greater than or less than in comparing
Group1 to Group 2. Results are reported in terms of significance at the α = 0.05 and
0.10 levels.

Significant Differences
In the Phase 1 Survey, Question 17 answers were analyzed for possible significance.
Only one category, “Provided training on information resources or information
management tools away from library facilities, such as in a customer’s office, a
conference room, or classroom” had a significant correlation with group number.
(r = -0.49728, p = 0.0083). This would indicate that the lower the group number, the
more likely a person was to check that they provided training. Further analysis was
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done to determine whether Group 1 and Group 2 acted differently for this category of
Question 17. It was found in the chi-squared, Fisher’s Exact Test, and the relative risk
analyses that Group 1 and Group 2 did indeed act differently for this category (at the
α = 0.05 level). Further details are supplied below.
The following table gives the count and percentages in Group1 and Group 2 who
checked each of the categories of S1 Q17.
Group 1 (n = 11)
Group 2 (n = 16)
Statistical
conclusion
Met with a customer
1
3
Group did not
manager to review my
9.09%
18.75%
influence response
performance
to this category
Provided training on
9
5
Group 1 and
information
81.82%
31.25%
Group 2 acted
resources or
significantly
information
differently in their
management tools
responses to this
away from library
category.
facilities, such as in a
Relative risk was
customer’s office, a
2.62 (95% CI:
conference room, or
1.20 to 5.70).
classroom
Interpretation:
Group 1 was
almost 3 times as
likely to check
this category as
Group 2.
Attended a meeting,
7
11
Group did not
class, or conference
63.64%
68.75%
influence response
devoted to your
to this category
customers’ area of
expertise (not oriented
to librarians)
Met (in person or
9
9
Group did not
virtually) with senior
81.82%
56.25%
influence response
members (e.g.,
to this category
executives, managers,
supervisors) of your
customer group to
discuss informationrelated needs and
services
Attended your
8
10
Group did not
customer group(s)’
72.73%
62.50%
influence response
meetings to learn about
to this category
their work and
information needs
Met more than once
8
10
Group did not
with a few regular
72.73%
62.50%
influence response
customers to discuss
to this category
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information needs and
present results to them
Collaborated on or
contributed to your
customer group’s work
Collaborated on or
contributed to your
customer group’s
electronic
communications and/or
collaborative
workspaces, including
email, wikis, blogs, and
other web-based
workspaces.
Had lunch with
members of you
customer group
Attended social events
held by your customer
group
Other
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9
81.82%

11
68.75%

6
54.55%

9
56.25%

4
36.36%

7
43.75%

7
63.64%

8
50.00%

0
0%

1
6.25%

Group did not
influence response
to this category
Group did not
influence response
to this category

Group did not
influence response
to this category
Group did not
influence response
to this category
Group did not
influence response
to this category
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In the Phase 2 Survey, questions 13 through 20 and 24 through 36 were analyzed. The
following are the statistically significant differences found between Group 1 and Group 2.
Q15: In your current position, are you required to participate in continuing education of
any kind to acquire or update knowledge in a related subject area? (Yes answers)
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.0456).
Q17: in what ways does your organization support continuing education or training?

a) Reimburses some or all tuition costs: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on
Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the
α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.094).
c) Provides or sponsors courses in-house in a related field or subject area: Small
Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.075).
d) Provides release time from work to attend courses or conferences: Small Sample
Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly
higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.094).
Q18: What types of reference, research, and resource development services do you
provide to your individual customer group(s) and to others in your organization?
c) Interlibrary Loan and/or document delivery: Small Sample Discrete Inference
based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at
the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.017).
e) In-depth, topical research: Relative risk is significant at α = 0.05. RR = 1.4545
(95% CI: 1.0453 to 2.0239). Group 1 checked In-depth topical research 45% more
often than Group 2. (Or: Group 1 checked “In-depth” 3 times for every 2 times checked
by Group 2.) Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is
statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.008).
g) Competitive Intelligence: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid Pvalue: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05
level. (p = 0.017).
h) Data analysis (such as trends, industry, research: Relative risk is significant at
α = 0.05. RR = 2.133 (95% CI: 1.0547 to 4.3150). Group 1 checked Data analysis
113% more often than Group 2. (Or: Group 1 checked Data analysis more than twice
as often as Group 2. Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value:
Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level.
(p = 0.011).
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Q19: What type of technology related services do you provide to your individual
customer group(s) and to others in your organization?
f) Document repository management: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on
Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly lower than Group 2 at the
α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.073).
Q20: What types of training and educational services do you provide to your individual
customer group(s) and/or to others in your organization?
a) Training on the use of information resources: Small Sample Discrete Inference
based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at
the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.051).
b) Sharing instructional responsibility (such as participating with subject faculty in
classroom instruction): Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value:
Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level.
(p = 0.017).
Q24: To your knowledge, who made the first move to initiate specialized services to
customer groups in your organization?
b) Library/Information Services Group made the first move: Small Sample Discrete
Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than
Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.073).
Q25: To your knowledge, was authorization from any level of management in your
organization required prior to the initiation of specialized services to customer groups?
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly lower than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.007).
Q26: To your knowledge, who in your organization authorized the initiation of
specialized services?
b) Authorization required from library/information group director/manager: Small
Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.039).
Q29: At the time you first began providing specialized services to a customer group,
how were you integrated into that customer group?
a) a liaison, mentor, contact, etc., from the customer group was designated to facilitate
integration: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is
statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.088).
b) A manager/leader of the customer group facilitated the integration of the service
provider into the group: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value:
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Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level.
(p = 0.016).
f) Other method of facilitating integration: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on
Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the
α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.089).
Q30: AT THE PRESENT TIME, are any of the following types of documentation in place
with any of your individual customer group(s)?
a) Written agreement between the customer group and the service provider. Small
Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.034).
c) Performance plan specifying delivery of specialized services to the customer group.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.062).
Q31: Do you submit any written or verbal reports on the services you provide to a
manager/leader in your customer group(s)?
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.064).
Q33: How do members of your customer group(s) learn about the services you offer?
a) Formal new-employee orientation: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid
P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05
level. (p = 0.021).
e) One-on-one meetings/consultations with customer group members: Small Sample
Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly
higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.010 level. (p = 0.074).
f) Printed promotional materials such as brochures, fliers, posters: Relative risk is
1.8182, and is significant at the α = 0.05 level (95% CI: 1.0762 to 3.0718). Group 1
will check this box 81.8% more than Group 2. (Or: Group 1 will check this box
almost twice as often as Group 2.) Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid
P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05
level. (p = 0.003).
i) Customer manager refers new group members to the service provider: Small
Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.010 level. (p = 0.061).
j) Word of mouth : Relative risk is 5.0909, and is significant at the α = 0.05 level
(95% CI: 1.2921 to 20.0586). Group 2 will check this box 5 times as often as
Group 2. Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is
statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.00005).
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Q34: Are these or any other type of information or measurement data collected for the
purpose of evaluating services?
a) Number of reference questions asked: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on
Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the
α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.047).
b) Number of research projects performed: Relative risk is 2.4545, significant at the
α = 0.05 level (95% CI: 1.1388 to 5.2906). Group 1 checks this box 5 times to every
2 times Group 2 does. Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value:
Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level.
(p = 0.001).
c) Number of documents delivered: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid
P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05
level. (p = 0.016).
d) Number of items circulated: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid Pvalue: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10
level. (p = 0.095).
f) Attendance in training sessions: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid Pvalue: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05
level. (p = 0.048).
i) Learning outcomes of students: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid Pvalue: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10
level. (p = 0.061).
j) Costs of information services delivered: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on
Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the
α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.093).
k) Financial measures, such as cost savings, avoided costs, or return on investment or
specialized information services: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid Pvalue: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05
level. (p = 0.0005).
m) Anecdotes of impact of specialized information and services on customer work and
outcomes: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is
statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.014).
Q35: Is the measurement data used in any way to justify the continuation of specialized
services to any of your individual customer groups?
Relative risk is 2.6667, significant at the α = 0.05 level (95% CI: 1.0289 to 6.9116).
Group 1 checks this category almost 3 times as often as Group 2. Small Sample
Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly
higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.0005).
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Q36: Are any of your individual customer groups involved in your performance review in
any way, or do you not receive a formal performance review?
d) I receive a formal performance review and my customer group contributes feedback
to it, but someone else outside my customer group is responsible for it. Small Sample
Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly
higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.024).
e) I receive a formal performance review but my customer group does not contribute
any feedback to it; someone else outside my customer group has sole responsibility for
my performance review. Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value:
Group 1 is statistically significantly lower than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level.
(p = 0.064).

Analysis and charts

Group 1
n = 11
Group 2
n = 16
Total

Q13 - Have you attained any of these levels of education?
Master’s
Other degree in Bachelor’s
Post-bachelor’s
degree in
Library Science degree in a field
degree in a field
Library Science or Information
relevant to your
relevant to your
or Information
Science
individual
individual
Science (ALA
customer group’s customer group’s
accredited)
area(s) of
area(s) of
specialization
specialization
(including
Master’s, Ph.D.,
J.D., M.D., etc.)
“Yes” answers
“Yes” answers
“Yes” answers
“Yes” answers
10
1
6
3
90.9%
9.09%
54.5%
27.3%
14
0
7
3
87.5%
0%
43.8%
18.8%
24
1
13
6
88.9%
3.7%
48.1%
22.2%

Q13 Master’s Degree in LS, etc.: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis test.
Relative risk is not statistically significant. Therefore, there is no difference between
Group 1 and Group 2.
Q13 Other degree in LS, etc.: Cannot do either Normal distribution hypothesis test or
relative risk analysis
Q13 Bachelor’s degree in a field relevant, etc.: Normal distribution hypothesis test found
Group 1 and Group 2 not statistically different. Also, Normal distribution hypothesis test
found Group 1 not to be significantly greater than Group 2. Relative risk was not
significant. Therefore, there is no difference between Group 1 and Group 2.
Q13 Post-bachelor’s degree in a field relevant, etc.: Cannot do Normal distribution
hypothesis test. Relative risk is not statistically significant. Therefore, there is no
difference between Group 1 and Group 2.

Appendix C

Page C-27

A visual analysis of a chart below of responses to Q13 broken down by Group appears
to confirm the impression that Group 1 and Group 2 do not behave differently in terms of
education.

Group
1
n = 11
Group
2
n = 16
Total
n = 27

Q14: Do you have any training or work experience in a field or subject matter
related to your customer group’s area of specialization?
a) 5 or
b) Classes or
c) Certification
d) Degree in
more
conferences
in a related
progress
years of
in a related
field or
in a
work
field or
subject
related
experie
subject
matter
field or
nce in a
matter
subject
related
matter
field or
subject
matter
6
8
3
1
54.5%
72.7%
27.3%
9.1%
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7
43.8%

10
62.5%

3
18.8%

3
18.8%

13
48.2%

18
66.7%

6
22.2%

4
14.8%
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Q14a: Neither the Normal distribution hypothesis tests (one and two tailed) nor the
relative risk is significant.
Q14b: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Q14c: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Q14d: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
A visual examination of the following chart shows that although the percentages are
similar in all categories, Group 1 exceeds Group2 in all but the final category of Q14.
Group 2 has more with degrees in progress in a related field or subject matter.

Group 1
n = 11
Group 2
n = 16
Total
n = 27

Q15: In your current position, are you
required to participate in continuing
education of any kind to acquire or update
knowledge in a related subject area?
Yes
7
63.6%
6
37.5%
13

Q15: Cannot do the Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.0456).
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Group 1
n = 10
Group 2
n = 15
Total
n = 25

Q16: Does your organization support
continuing education or training for those
who provide specialized information
services?
Yes
10
100%
13
86.7%
23
92.0%

Q16: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.

Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q17: In what ways does your organization support continuing education or training?
a)
Reimburses
b) Reimburses
c) Provides
d) Provides
e) Other
some or all
costs to attend
or
release time
tuition costs
sponsors
from work to
conferences in
courses in- attend
a related field
house in a
courses or
or subject area
related
conferences
field or
subject
area
10
9
7
10
0
100%
90.0%
70.0%
100%
0%
n = 10
n = 10
n = 10
n = 10
n= 0
11
13
6
11
1
84.6%
100%
46.2%
84.6%
100%
n = 13
n = 13
n = 13
n = 13
n=1
21
22
13
21
1
91.3%
95.7%
56.5
91.3%
100%
n = 23
n = 23
n = 23
n = 23
n=1

Q17a: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.094).
Q17b: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Q17c: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.075).
Q17d: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.094).

Appendix C

Page C-30

Group
1
Group
2

Q18: What types of reference, research, and resource development services do you provide to your
individual customer group(s) and to others in your organization?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
h.
g.
Information
Interlibrary Evaluating,
InReady
Current
Competitive Data
resource
reference, Loan
synthesizing, depth,
awareness, intelligence analysis
and/or
(such as
development quick fact
summarizing topical
news
document
trends,
(such as
checking,
the literature research alerting
delivery
industry,
evaluating
citation
research)
resource
verification
negotiating
with vendor,
etc.)
10
10
7
7
11
10
7
8
63.6%
100%
80%
90.9%
90.9%
70%
90.9%
70%
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
n = 10
n = 11
n = 11
n = 10
n = 10
14
14
5
7
11
13
5
6
87.5%
87.5%
31.3%
43.8%
68.8%
81.3%
31.3%
37.5%
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
24
24
12
14
22
23
12
14
88.9%
88.9%
44.4%
53.8%
81.5%
85.2%
46.2%
53.8%
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27
n = 26
n = 27
n = 27
n = 26
n = 26

Q18a, 18b, 18d, Q18f: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is
not significant.
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Q18c: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.017).
Q18e: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is significant at
α = 0.05. RR = 1.4545 (95% CI: 1.0453 to 2.0239). Group 1 checked In-depth topical
research 45% more often than Group 2. (Or: Group 1 checked “In-depth” 3 times for
every 2 times checked by Group 2.) Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid
P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05
level. (p = 0.008).
Q18g: Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is
statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.017).
Q18h: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is significant at
α = 0.05. RR = 2.133 (95% CI: 1.0547 to 4.3150). Group 1 checked Data analysis
113% more often than Group 2. (Or: Group 1 checked Data analysis more than twice
as often as Group 2.) Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value:
Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level.
(p = 0.011).
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Group
1
Group
2
Total

Q19: What type of technology related services do you provide to your individual
customer group(s) and to others in your organization?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
Content
Structured
Manipulation Computer
Information Document
management database
of data
and/or
architecture repository
management
for web,
development using
network
intranet, and and/or
analytical
systems
wiki sites
management software
management
(such as
(such as
relational or
SPSS, SAS,
XML
etc.)
databases,
etc.)
6
1
2
0
1
3
54.5%
9.1%
20%
0%
9.1%
27.3%
n = 11
n = 11
n = 10
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
7
2
0
2
2
8
43.8%
12.5%
0%
12.5%
12.5%
50.0%
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
13
3
2
2
3
11
48.1%
11.1%
7.7%
7.4%
11.1%
40.7%
n = 27
n = 27
n = 26
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27

Q19a: Normal distribution hypothesis tests were not significant. Relative risk was not
significant.
Q19b, Q19e: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not
significant.
Q19c, Q19d: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Cannot do relative risk
analysis.
Q19f: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly lower than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.073).
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Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q20: What types of training and educational services do you provide to your
individual customer group(s) and/or to others in your organization?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
Training on
Sharing
Author or
Produce
Manuscript
contribute to eelectronic or preparation
the use of
instructional
and/or coinformation
responsibility communications print “how
(such as blogs,
to” manuals, authorship
resources
(such as
wikis, RSS
pathfinders,
participating
feeds, podcasts) etc.
with subject
faculty in
classroom
instruction)
11
7
5
8
0
100%
63.6%
45.5%
72.7%
0%
n = 11
n= 11
n= 11
n= 11
n= 11
13
5
8
10
1
81.3%
31.3%
50.0%
62.5%
6.3%
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n= 16
n= 16
24
12
13
18
1
88.9%
44.4%
48.1%
66.7%
3.7%
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27
n= 27
n= 27
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Q20a: Normal distribution hypothesis tests cannot be done. Relative risk is not
significant. Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is
statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.017).
Q20b: Normal distribution hypothesis tests cannot be done. Relative risk is not
significant. Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is
statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.017).
Q20c: Group1 is not significantly less than or different from Group 2 (Normal distribution
hypothesis test). Relative risk is not significant.
Q20d: Normal distribution hypothesis tests cannot be done. Relative risk is not
significant.
Q20e: Neither Normal distribution hypothesis tests nor relative risk can be done.
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Group
1
Group
2
Total

Q24: To your knowledge, who made the first move to initiate specialized services to
customer groups in your organization?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
Customer Library/information Customer Group
Someone
Not
Other
Services Group
group
and the
else in my
sure
made the first
made the
Library/Information organization
first move move.
services Group
(not the
made the first
Customer
move
Group nor
simultaneously
the Library
group) made
the first
move
0
8
1
0
2
0
72.7%
0%
9.1%
0%
18.2%
0%
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
0
8
1
2
4
1
0%
50.0%
6.3%
12.5%
25%
6.3%
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
0
16
2
2
6
1
0%
59.3%
7.4%
7.4%
22.2%
3.7%
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27

Q24b: Cannot do the Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not
significant. Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is
statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.073).
Q24c, Q24e: Cannot do the Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not
significant.
Q24a, Q24d, Q24f: Neither Normal distribution hypothesis tests nor relative risk can be
done.
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Group 1
Group 2

Q25: To your knowledge, was
authorization from any level of
management in your organization
required prior to the initiation of
specialized services to customer
groups?
3
37.5%
n=8
7
77.8%
n=9
10
58.8%
n = 17

Q25: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly lower than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.007).

Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q26: To your knowledge, who in your organization authorized the initiation
of specialized services?
a.
b.
c.
d.
Authorization
Authorization
Authorization
Other
required from
required from
authorization
required from
customer group
organization’s
library/information
manager/leader
senior/executive
group
director/manager
management
1
3
1
0
33.3%
100%
33.3%
0%
n=3
n=3
n=3
n=3
1
3
4
1
14.3%
42.9%
57.1%
14.3%
n=7
n=7
n=7
n=7
2
6
5
1
20%
60%
50%
10%
N = 10
n = 10
n = 10
n = 10

Q26a and Q26c: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not
significant.
Q26b: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.039).
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Q26d: Can do neither Normal distribution hypothesis tests nor relative risks.

Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q27: Relationships between information service providers and customer
groups may be formal, with documentation that defines the service
relationships; or informal without documentation. AT THE TIME that
specialized services were initiated to any of your individual customer
group(s), was formal documentation created to define the service
relationship or was it not created?
3
30%
n = 10
4
36.4%
n = 11
7
33.3%
n = 21

Q27: Normal distribution hypothesis tests cannot be done. Relative risk is not
significant.
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By sight, it appears that the proportions are not different.

Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q28: What type of documentation was created AT THE TIME specialized
services were initiated?
a.
b.
c.
d.
Written
Written job
Performance
Other
agreement
description of
plan specifying documentation
between the
librarian/information delivery of
customer group professional
services to the
and the service
specifying services
group
provider group
to the customer
(such as a
group
library)
describing the
service
provider’s
and/or customer
group’s
responsibilities
1
2
2
1
50%
100%
100%
50%
n=2
n=2
n=2
n=2
2
1
0
1
66.7%
33.3%
0%
33.3%
n=3
n=3
n=3
n=3
3
3
2
2
60%
60%
40%
40%
n=5
n= 5
n= 5
n= 5

Q28a, Q28b, Q28d: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not
significant.
Q28c: Neither Normal distribution hypothesis tests nor relative risk can be done.
By sight in the chart below, Group 1 and Group2 appear to act differently.
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Group
1
Group
2
Total

Q29: At the time you first began providing specialized services to a customer group, how
were you integrated into that customer group?
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
A liaison,
A
A manager/leader Service
Not
Other
mentor.
manager/leader form the
method of
provider
sure/Not
Contact,
of the customer library/information integrated
applicable facilitating
etc., from
group
integration
group facilitated
themselves
the
facilitated the
the integration of
into the
customer
integration of
the service
customer
group was the service
provider to the
group, no
designated provider into
customer group.
one else
to facilitate the group
facilitated
integration
the
integration
4
3
5
1
1
2
36.4%
27.3%
18.2%
45.5%
9.1%
9.1%
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
3
1
6
3
3
1
18.8%
6.3%
37.5%
18.8%
18.8%
6.3%
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
n = 16
7
4
11
4
4
3
25.9%
14.8%
11.1%
40.7%
14.8%
14.8%
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27
n = 27

Q29a: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.088).
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Q29b: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.016).
Q29c: Normal distribution hypothesis tests are not significant. Relative risk is not
significant.
Q29d, Q29e: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not
significant.
Q29f: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.089).
Q29f responses: Information Center also created some service marketing brown bag
lunches and e-newsletters. In these we offer to attend customer team meetings. These
team meetings facilitate relationships with new customer groups. (Group 1); None of
these. (Group 1);retiring predecessor assisted in integration (Group 2)
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Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q30: AT THE PRESENT TIME, are any of the following types of
documentation in place with any of your individual customer group(s)?
a.
b.
c.
d.
Written
Written job
Performance
Other
description of
agreement
plan specifying documentation in
librarian/information
place
between the
delivery of
professional
customer
specialized
group and the specifying services
services to the
to the customer
service
customer group
provider
group
2
3
3
1
50%
75%
75%
25%
n=4
n=4
n=4
n=4
1
7
3
5
11.1%
77.8%
33.3%
55.6%
n=9
n=9
n=9
n=9
3
10
6
6
23.1%
76.9%
46.5%
46.5%
n = 13
n = 13
n = 13
n = 13

Q30a: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.034).
Q30c: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.062).
Q30b, Q30d: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not
significant.
Q30d responses: None of these. (Group 1); post orders (Group 2); none (Group 2); No
documentation (Group 2); Library Mission & Vision statements which delineate the
assistance we provide to the various customer groups with whom we deal (Group 2); We
have begun to tighten up all our processes by documenting them via process charts in
Visio. While we don't have a contract, per se, these serve as nearly the same thing for
internal purposes (Group 2).
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Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q31: Do you submit any written or verbal
reports on the services you provide to a
manager/leader in your customer
group(s)?
Yes
7
63.6%
n = 11
6
40%
n = 15
13
50%
N = 26

Q31: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.064).
One respondent in Group 2 checked “Not sure/Not applicable.”
Q32: Do you provide any written or verbal reports to anyone outside of
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your customer group(s) (such as a library/information group leader or
organization’s executive management regarding the specialized
services you provide?
Yes
4
36.4%
n = 11
6
37.5%
n = 16
10
37.0%
n = 27

Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q32: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant. By
sight, these proportions appear to be similar.
Q33: How do members of your customer group(s) learn about the services you offer?

Group 1
Group 2
Total

a.
Formal
newemployee
orientation

b.
Formal
presentations
to the
customer
group

6
54.5%
n = 11
4
25%
n = 16
10
37.0%
n = 27

6
54.5%
n = 11
6
37.5%
n = 16
12
44.4%
n = 27

c.
Participation
in customer
group’s
teams,
projects,
client work,
etc.
8
72.7%
n = 11
9
56.3%
n = 16
17
63.0%
n = 27

d.
Service
provider
seeks out
new group
members
11
100%
n = 11
14
87.5%
n = 16
25
92.6%
n = 27

e.
One-on-one
meetings/
consultations
with
customer
group
members
5
45.5%
n = 11
4
25%
n = 16
9
33.3%
n = 27

f.
Printed
promotional
materials such
as brochures,
fliers, posters
10
90.9%
n = 11
8
50%
n = 16
18
66.7%
n = 27

Q33 (cont.): How do members of your customer group(s) learn about the services you
offer?

Group 1
Group 2

g.
E-communications
such as blogs,
web content, etc.
authored by the
service provider
4
16.7%
n = 11
8
50%
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h.
Information on the
customer group’s
web-site or other
customer group ecommunications
5
45.5%
n = 11
9
56.3%

i.
Customer
manager refers
new group
members to the
service provider
6
54.5%
n = 11
5
31.3%

j.
Word of
mouth

k.
Other

7
63.6%
n = 11
2
12.5%

0
0%
n = 11
2
12.5%
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Total

n = 16
12
44.4%
n = 27

n = 16
14
51.9%
n = 27

n = 16
11
40.7%
n = 27

n = 16
9
33.3%
n = 27

n = 16
2
7.4%
N = 27

Q33a: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.021).
Q33b, Q33c, Q33d, Q33g: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk
is not significant.
Q33e: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.010 level. (p = 0.074).
Q33f: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is 1.8182, and is
significant at the α = 0.05 level (95% CI: 1.0762 to 3.0718). Group 1 will check this
box 81.8% more than Group 2. (Or: Group 1 will check this box almost twice as
often as Group 2.) Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group
1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.003).
Q33h: Normal distribution hypothesis tests are not significant.
Q33i: Normal distribution hypothesis tests are not significant. Relative risk is not
significant. Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is
statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.061).
Q33j: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is 5.0909, and is
significant at the α = 0.05 level (95% CI: 1.2921 to 20.0586). Group 2 will check
this box 5 times as often as Group 2. Small Sample Discrete Inference based on
Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at the
α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.00005).
Q33k: Can do neither Normal distribution hypothesis tests nor relative risk.
Q33k responses: New attorneys are given a memo detailing the available electronic and
print sources. I rely on word of mouth recommendations about my research skills
(Group 2); E-mail list-servs (Group 2).
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Q34: Are these or any other type of information or measurement data collected for the
purpose of evaluating services?
a.
Number of
reference
questions asked
Group 1
Group 2
Total
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9
81.8%
n = 11
9
56.3%
n = 16
18
66.7%
n = 27

b.
Number of
research
projects
performed
9
81.8%
n = 11
5
33.3%
n = 15
14
51.9%
n = 27

c.
Number of
documents
delivered

d.
Number of
items
circulated

6
60%
n = 10
4
26.7%
n = 15
10
40%
n = 25

4
40%
n = 10
3
21.4%
n = 14
7
29.2%
n = 24
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Q34 (cont.): Are these or any other type of information or measurement data collected
for the purpose of evaluating services?

Group 1
Group 2
Total

e.
Number of
training sessions
delivered

f.
Attendance at
training
sessions

6
60%
n = 10
6
40%
n = 15
12
48%
n = 25

8
72.7%
n = 11
7
46.7%
n = 15
15
57.7%
n = 26

g.
Number of
hours spent in
various
activities, or
working for
different
customers
5
45.5%
n = 11
5
33.3%
n = 15
10
38.5%
n = 26

h.
Surveys of
customer
satisfaction

7
70%
n = 10
8
57.1%
n = 14
15
62.5%
N = 24

Q34a: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.047).
Q34b: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is 2.4545,
significant at the α = 0.05 level (95% CI: 1.1388 to 5.2906). Group 1 checks this
box 5 times to every 2 times Group 2 does. Small Sample Discrete Inference
based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at
the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.001).
Q34c: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.016).
Q34d: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.095).
Q34e: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Q34f: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.048).
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Q34: Are these or any other type of information or measurement data collected for the
purpose of evaluating services? (cont.)
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
Learning
Costs of
Financial measures,
Contribution
Anecdotes
of specialized of impact of
outcomes of
information such as cost savings,
avoided costs, or
information
students
services
specialized
return on investment or services to
delivered
information
specialized information profit and loss and
services
or other
services on
organizational customer
financial
work and
measures
outcomes
Group 1 2
3
5
2
9
25%
33.3%
45.5%
25%
81.8%
n=8
n=9
n = 11
n=8
n = 11
Group 2 1
2
1
0
7
7.1%
15.4%
7.7%
0%
50%
n = 14
n = 13
n = 13
n = 14
n = 14
Total
3
5
6
2
16
13.6%
18.5%
25%
9.1%
64%
n = 22
n = 27
n = 24
n = 22
n =25
Q34g: Neither Normal distribution hypothesis tests nor relative risk are significant.
Q34i: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.061).
Q34h: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Q34j: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.093).
Q34k: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.0005).
Q34l: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Q34m: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.014).
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Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q35: Is the measurement
data used in any way to justify
the continuation of specialized
services to any of your
individual customer groups?
Yes
8
88.9%
n=9
3
33.3%
n=9
11
61.1%
n = 18

Q35: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is 2.6667,
significant at the α = 0.05 level (95% CI: 1.0289 to 6.9116). Group 1 checks this
category almost 3 times as often as Group 2. Small Sample Discrete Inference
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based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically significantly higher than Group 2 at
the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.0005).

Group 1
Group 2
Total

Q36: Are any of your individual customer groups involved in your
performance review in any way, or do you not receive a formal performance
review?
c.
b.
a.
d.
e.
I receive a
I receive a
I do not
I receive a
I receive a
formal
formal
receive a
formal
formal
performance performance performance
formal
performance
review and
performance review and
review and my review but my
my customer customer
my
review
customer group
group(s)
customer
group
does not
shares
group(s) is
contributes
contribute any
responsibility feedback to it, feedback to it;
solely
responsible for it with
but someone
someone else
someone
for it
else outside
outside my
else outside
my customer
customer group
the customer group is
has sole
group.
responsible
responsibility
for it
for my
performance
review.
0
0
0
7
4
0%
0%
0%
63.6%
36.4%
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
n = 11
0
1
0
5
9
0%
6.7%
0%
33.3%
60%
n = 15
n = 15
n = 15
n = 15
n = 15
0
1
0
12
13
0%
3.8%
0%
46.2%
50%
n = 26
n = 26
n = 26
n = 26
n = 26

Q36b: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Q36d: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.05 level. (p = 0.023).
Q36e: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly higher than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.064).
Q34f: Cannot do Normal distribution hypothesis tests. Relative risk is not significant.
Small Sample Discrete Inference based on Mid P- value: Group 1 is statistically
significantly lower than Group 2 at the α = 0.10 level. (p = 0.064).
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Appendix D: Literature Review
The literature review began with a bibliography of 77 articles and other documents
compiled by Shumaker and Tyler in 2007. A spreadsheet was prepared in which each
row represents a document, and each column represents an attribute of embedded
library services. Notations were made in the appropriate cell of the spreadsheet to
indicate the treatment of the attribute by the article.
The initial bibliography was updated by searches in Library and Information Science
databases, including Emerald, Library and Information Science Abstracts (Cambridge),
Library Literature and Information Science (Wilson), and Library, Information Science,
and Technology Abstracts (Ebsco). Searches were updated by establishing alerts in
each database. Only documents judged relevant to Embedded Librarianship were
included in the spreadsheet. The final spreadsheet contains 156 documents, and is
available in digital form only due to its size when printed. A summary of the article
content analysis is provided as Figure A3-1.

3.1 Highlights of Content Analysis
Articles were read and examined for the presence of information that closely paralleled
the questions in the Phase 1 and 2 Surveys. The goal was to find how closely the
available documentation paralleled the survey results. While many articles presented
case studies of embedded librarianship programs, others were of a general or theoretical
nature and did not lend themselves to extensive analysis of this kind. Further, it was
noted that many case studies focused heavily on the nature of services provided, with
little or no treatment of topics such as initiation, marketing, management, and evaluation
of embedded services programs.
Notwithstanding the fact that the literature content analysis is not directly comparable to
the survey results, several interesting observations can be made:
•

Organization type: Academic institutions accounted for 57% of the institutions
that could be identified in the literature analysis, but only 28% of embedded
librarians (specialized service providers) in the survey. Evidently, the literature
contains a disproportionate number of articles about academic libraries. It may
also be the case that academic librarians are underrepresented in the Special
Libraries Association, from which the survey sample was drawn.

•

Industry sector: Educational institutions of all levels represented just under half
(48%) of all institutions that could be identified in the literature. Health sciences
libraries were a strong second at 27%, and “Other” was third at 14%. No other
industry was represented in more than 4% of the articles. The survey results
show a much different picture, with Education leading at 28%, while Legal
services, Professional services, Financial services, and Media are all ahead of
Health services in their survey representation.
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•

In the literature 59% of articles described embedded librarians working in
libraries, with 36% in customer office areas and 5% at home or another telework
site. This distribution is quite similar to the survey results. In the survey, 59% of
those providing specialized services worked in library areas, 26% in customer
office areas, and 15% at home or other locations.

•

In both the literature and the survey, the majority of respondents combine
responsibility for specialized services and general library services. Seventy-eight
percent (78%) of specialized service providers gave this answer in the Phase 1
survey, while 63% of the articles that gave this information had mixed
responsibilities.

•

The Phase 1 Survey asked embedded librarians whether they engaged in any of
ten activities related to building relationships with and knowledge of their
customer groups. In the literature content analysis, we also attempted to identify
instances of the same ten activities. The respective rankings are quite consistent,
with the exception of “Met more than once with a few regular customers” (ranked
2 in the survey but 5 in the literature) and “Collaborated or contributed to
customer group electronic communications” (ranked seventh in the survey but
second in the literature):

Activity
Collaborated on or contributed to your
customer group's work
Met more than once with a few regular
customers to discuss information needs and
present results to them
Provided training on information resources or
information management tools away from
library facilities, such as in a customer's
office, a conference room, or classroom
Met (in person or virtually) with senior
members (e.g., executives, managers,
supervisors) of your customer group to
discuss information-related needs and
services
Attended your customer group(s)' meetings
to learn about their work and information
needs
Attended a meeting, class, or conference
devoted to your customers' area of expertise
(not oriented to librarians)
Collaborated on or contributed to your
customer group's electronic communications
and/or collaborative workspaces, including
email, wikis, blogs, and other web-based
workspaces.
Attended social events held by your
customer group
Had lunch with members of your customer
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Survey Rank
(1)

Literature Rank
(3)

(2)

(5)

(3)

(1)

(4)

(6)

(5 – tie)

(4)

(5 – tie)

(7)

(7)

(2)

(8)

(8 – tie)

(9)

(8 – tie)
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group
Met with a customer manager to review my
performance

(10)

(8 – tie)

3.2 Fig. A3-1 Summary of Literature Content Analysis

Question

1. Which of the following categories best
describes the type of organization in which
you work? (Check one only)

2. Which one of the following categories
best describes the work of your employer?
Please read the entire list before deciding.
(Check one only)
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Response
Government agency (other than
public library or school system)
Public Library
School (Primary or Secondary)
Academic Institution (postsecondary education)
For-profit companies or
organizations
Not-for-profit companies or
organizations (other than public
and school libraries, government
organizations, non-profit
academic institutions)
Other (please specify)
Education (Primary, Secondary,
or Higher)
Primary industries: Agriculture,
Forestry, Mining etc.
Media: Broadcasting,
Entertainment, Publishing and
other media services
Trade and Professional
Associations
Financial Services, including
Accounting
Grantmaking and Giving, Social
Advocacy
Biomedical and Pharmaceutical
Manufacturing
Health Care and Health Services,
including Hospitals
Information Services, Data
Processing Services
Manufacturing (other than
pharmaceutical and biomedical)
Museums and Historical Sites
Legal Services, including Law
Firms
Professional Services, including
Consulting (other than legal)

Number
6
1
4
69
16

2
24
60
1

3
0
1
0
0
34
0
0
0
2
5
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3. How many people would you estimate
are employed by your organization in all
locations? If you are self-employed, how
many people do you employ, including
yourself? (Check one only)

4. Is there a library, information center, or
similar information or knowledge services
unit (such as a department) within your
organization?
5. Is there at least one individual in the
organization who is PRIMARILY
responsible for providing library,
information, or knowledge services to all or
part of the organization?
6. Where is your primary work area
located? If you perform work in more than
one location, choose the location where
you spent the largest percentage of your
time since January 1, 2008. Customer
Group means all those persons within your
organization who work for a definable unit,
such as a department, division, project or
practice group, and to whom your
library/information center provides services.

7. Let's define your supervisor as the
person who is responsible for your formal
performance review and who has primary
responsibility for hiring decisions for your
position. Is your current supervisor:
8. Does your organization have a specific
budget designated for library and
information services expenditures?
9. Is any part of your salary directly funded
by one or more customer groups?
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Information Technology
(Computers and Technology)
Transportation Services
Utilities
Wholesale and Retail Trade
Other (please explain)
1
2-9
10-24
25-99
100-499
500-999
1000-2499
2500-9999
10,000+
Not sure

0
0
2
0
17
0
0
0
1
0
1
3
0
5
41

Yes

96

No
Yes

2
112

No
Located with other
library/information staff
Located with one or more
customer group(s)(employees to
whom I provide library or
information services)within my
organization
Neither; not located with other
library/information staff nor with
customer group
Located at home or another telework site
Other (please specify)
A librarian or information
professional
A non-librarian whose is primarily
responsible for activities other
than library or information
services
Other (please specify)
Yes
No
I don't know
Yes, all of my salary
Yes, part of my salary

1
39

24

0
3
25
25

7
7
43
0
19
8
2
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Customer Group means all those persons
within your organization who work for a
definable unit, such as a department,
division, project or practice group, and to
whom your library/information center
provides services.
10. Are you assigned to provide services
exclusively for one or more defined
customer groups? Or, are you assigned to
do both: provide specialized services to
some customer groups and general
services to others in your organization?

11. How many defined customer groups
are you assigned to work with?

12. Which of the following activities have
you done with your customer group(s)
since January 2008? (Check all that
apply.)
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No, none of my salary
I don't know

4
40

Comment
I am assigned to work exclusively
for one or more defined customer
groups in my organization.
I am assigned to do both, provide
specialized services for some
customer groups and general
services to others in my
organization.
None
1
2-4
5 or more
Met with a customer manager to
review my performance
Provided training on information
resources or information
management tools away from
library facilities, such as in a
customer's office, a conference
room, or classroom
Attended a meeting, class, or
conference devoted to your
customers' area of expertise (not
oriented to librarians)
Met (in person or virtually) with
senior members (e.g., executives,
managers, supervisors) of your
customer group to discuss
information-related needs and
services
Attended your customer group(s)'
meetings to learn about their
work and information needs
Met more than once with a few
regular customers to discuss
information needs and present
results to them
Collaborated on or contributed to
your customer group's work
Collaborated on or contributed to
your customer group's electronic
communications and/or
collaborative workspaces,
including email, wikis, blogs, and
other web-based workspaces.
Had lunch with members of your
customer group
Attended social events held by

10

26

45
0
18
7
3
8

89

38

55

67

59
78

84
8
8
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13. Thinking about the defined customer
group you have been working with the
longest in your current position, how many
years have you been providing specialized
services to that customer group?

your customer group
Other (please specify)
Less than a year
1-2 years
3-4 years

More than 4 years
Customer initiated the service
relationship
Librarian or library manager
14. How did the specialized service
initiated the service relationship
relationship get started?
External circumstances forced
the service relationship
Gone up
15. Since initiation of the service
relationship, the level of time, budget, etc.
Gone down
devoted to specialised service has:
Stayed the same
How is the service sustained/operated? In effect, how does library
management know/decide the service is working effectively?
How do you monitor relationships with the customer?
How do you monitor/maintain communications with librarians who are split apart
into diverse customer groups?
Are there any actual/formal metrics of the service? If so, what metrics are
tracked?
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96
9
11
13
19
9
24
8
37
0
1
25
31
13
37
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