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Abstract: The modern academic library environment is changing not only to cope with
technological advancements, but also to organise, preserve and make knowledge
accessible in real time. The current technological developments, the increased library
user expectations and users’ participation in the information chain e.g through social
media have been the major catalysts for automation. By 2013, Makerere University
(Mak) Main Library alone had over 474 Personal Computers (PCs) in its bid to integrate
Information Technologies (ITs) in library functions. However, in recent times, there has
been evidence of own laptops’ usage by Mak Library users. In response to this trend,
Mak Main library redesigned space in 2012 to provide data points to accommodate
laptop users as the wireless connection infrastructure could no longer handle the
exponentially increased user population at Mak library. The paper reports findings of a
quantitative study that investigated the usage of the Main library IT facilities, users’
preferences and whether the various IT facilities were meeting the users’ needs and
expectations. The findings revealed that 22% (1221) of the 5,472 library users, at the
time of collecting data, were found using library IT facilities, while the rest of the library
users 78% (4,251) were engaged in private study, discussions in the Group study
facilities or were using other library facilities and services. The 22% found using library
IT facilities reported to have used the following: 46% Learning Commons for
undergraduates, 4% Research Commons for postgraduates and researchers, 16% OPAC
terminals, 2% lab for users with disabilities, 10% laptop users’ lab and 22% own laptops
connected to the LAN in the rest of the Main library building. Of the 22% who used
library IT facilities, only 38% owned laptops, hence confirming the continued need for
library PCs. The study highlighted reasons for the preferred IT facilities and its
implications for policy on academic library service delivery. The findings confirmed that
Mak Main lib had tried to cope with the changing IT developments and user behavior to
remain relevant to the academic and research community served.
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1 Introduction

Makerere University is the oldest University in East Africa, having been
established in 1922. Since the 1990’s, there has been a proliferation of
Information Technologies (ITs) in the Ugandan higher education sector in
general with Makerere University (Mak) taking the lead at a national level.
From then, IT services and facilities have been gradually improving in quality
and quantity in most institutions and at a personal level. By 2013, Mak Main
library alone had over 474 Personal Computers (PCs) in its bid to integrate ITs
in all library functions and to address the National Council for Higher
Education’s (NCHE, a regulatory body) standard of 1 computer to 5 students.
This is coupled with the objective of supporting the Mak’s core function of
providing innovative teaching, learning, research and services responsive to
national and global needs. As the technological era increased demand for library
IT-driven services, Mak library inevitably started the automation drive in the
late 1990s (Musoke, 2007) with support from Mak, Government of Uganda and
development partners. In 2007, through the efforts of the University Librarian
and her team, Mak library won a competitive grant from the Carnegie
Corporation of New York (CCNY) to support library automation and the
acquisition of core textbooks (Musoke & Mwesigwa, 2013). Among other
things, 323 computers were procured using the grant to facilitate the setting up
of the Research Commons (100 PCc) for postgraduate students and researchers,
Learning Commons (150 PCs) for undergraduate students, a multi-purpose
training laboratory (32 PCs), Multi Media unit (10 PCs) for the first time at Mak
Main library, OPAC terminals (20), Computer laboratory (lab) for users with
disabilities (08) and (03) laptops. Earlier, Mak Main library had set up a lab for
users with disabilities (05 PCs and an Embosser), OPAC terminals (22 Thin
Clients), older computer labs and workrooms (124 PCs), lab for laptop users,
spaces in the main library with wired and wireless connectivity to the Local
Area Network (LAN), various software packages with support from the Swedish
International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA), Norwegian Agency for
Development Cooperation (NORAD), Uganda Telcom and Mak. In addition,
ordinary computer laboratories were set up in branch/College libraries (64 PCs).
In the case of Mak library, the increase in student population has brought about
the need to assess whether the IT facilities provided were coping with the
student numbers and what the students’ preferences were between using the
Mak library computers and their own personal computers (Laptops) while in the
Mak Main library. Consequently, in March 2014 Mak librarians conducted
desktop and laptop computer use study to, among other things, assess the level
of usage and preference by the students and other library users. The study would
then enable Mak library to determine whether its IT facilities were coping with
the population of library users and whether the facilities were meeting users’
needs.
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2. Scope of the study

The study was conducted at Mak Main library in March 2014. The Main library
IT facilities included: Learning and Research Commons, Laptop users’
computer lab, Computer lab for users with disabilities, wired data points and
Laptop users in the rest of the Main library building. The study focused on the
usage of desktop computers, laptops and OPAC terminals in the Mak Main
Library.

3. Significance of the study

The purpose of the study was to assess the usage of IT facilities including the
newly acquired computers at Mak Main library. Among other things, the study
results would provide information that may justify further investment in IT
infrastructure as Mak library continues on the journey to integrate ITs in all
library functions. Thus, the study results will benefit the library users, library
management and staff by providing the indispensable facts about the existing IT
usage trends. The study will then serve as the basis for future plans of action by
Mak and Library management who will have a better understanding of the
achievements, strengths and limitations of the IT facilities and services in the
library. Furthermore, as the study will provide current information about IT
facilities at Maklib, its findings may be relevant and useful to other academic
libraries in the developing world.

4. Objectives of the study
Mak library management commissioned the study to find out:
a) Who the actual users of the Main lib IT facilities were;

b) Whether the:
» lib users were aware of the existence of the various IT facilities in the
Main Library;

« users preferred Lib PCs or their own (laptops);

* various IT facilities were meeting the library users’ needs &
expectations;

* lib PCs were being fully utilised;

» T facilities were coping with the user population.

5. Research Questions
From the above objectives, the following research questions were designed:
1. Who are the users of the different IT facilities in the Main library?
2. Are the Main Library users aware of the existence of the different IT
facilities and services?
3. What is the preference of the library users between the library’s
computers and their own laptops; and why?
4. What are the library IT facilities and services used for?
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5. Do the library IT facilities and services meet the user needs and
expectations?

6. What are the views of users concerning the IT facilities and services in
the Main Library?

From the above objectives and research questions, the following indicators were
designed to guide the researchers in measuring the study outputs:

1. Number of users found at the Main Library IT facilities during data
collection by gender, College, course & category.

2. Number of respondents who were aware of the specified IT facilities
and services;

3. Number of users who preferred Library PCs to their laptops & reasons

for their choice;

Specified use of IT facilities and services by number of respondents;

5. Reported needs and expectations met and shortcomings by number of
respondents;

6. Specific comments about IT facilities and services made by
respondents.

e

6. Literature Review

In the current era, technology has taken the fore front as the major enabler of
learning and research in academic libraries. Several scholars have demonstrated
the fact that expectations and demands of library users in an academic
environment, where IT has been applied, have grown; hence the need to respond
to users’ preference for an IT-facilitated research, teaching and learning as well
as academic library service (Aviles & Eastman, 2012; McMahon & Pospisil,
2005; Gardner & Eng, 2005; Jonas-Dwyer & Pospisil, 2004; Shaw & Fairhurst,
2008). This was further supported by Katz (2002) who stated that there were
changing expectations in terms of ICTs in universities where there was early
adoption of technology, while the emergency of smart phones and palm top
computers meant that students conducted all their academic activities over the
internet. However, many institutions of higher learning in the developing world
are miles away from delivering such an environment for their students (Ramzan
& Singh, 2008; Natukunda, 2004). Much has been said about the need for IT
facilities to ably cater for the student population in academic institutions and
considerable research has been done in the Western world to assess the effect of
IT facilities on student progression and activities (Ani, Esin & Edem, 2005;
Wakeham & Garfield, 2005; Massis, 2011; Thompson, 2012).

The most relevant study retrieved was by Lugya & Mbawaki (2011) which
focused on the usability of the Mak library online catalogue interface as
reported by users. The rest of the studies related to the current study topic and
with a focus on Uganda and/or Mak library (Tibenderana, Ogao, Ikoja-Odongo
& Wokadala, 2010; Atwongyeire, 2010; Musoke, et al, 2005; Musoke &
Kinengyere, 2008; Okello-Obura, 2000; Nassali, 2001) focused on the genesis
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and progress of library automation, IT needs assessment, usage of IT to deliver
library services and usage factors of electronic resources usually from the
librarians’ point of view. Hence, the need to conduct the current study to find
out the users views about the library IT facilities. It was reported by Gould and
Gomez (2010) that a great amount of resources had been invested in ICTs in
developing countries. This confirmed that automation is a never ending effort —
a lesson learnt by Mak librarians (Musoke, 2010) as Mak library has been on an
automation drive for over fifteen years. However, with the availability of IT
driven resources from the various service providers coupled with the changing
user behaviour, there is need to assess whether the Mak library IT facilities still
serve the needs of users and whether Mak library is coping with the changing
trends. Babu and Krishnamurthy (2013) described such trends as a change of
emphasis from library automation to enhancing discoverability of library
resources.

Findings from some previous studies also suggest that there is high usage of the
internet and electronic resources by both students and staff in institutions of
higher learning, and where low-usage exists, it has been attributed to the
inappropriate computer-student ratio, that can be addressed by increasing the
number of computers. Due to the high costs of IT facilities and the growing user
population versus the National Council for Higher Education standard of 1:5,
Musoke (2008), Atwongyeire (2010) and Dadzie (2005) argued for increased
provision of PCs for library users, which is relevant in the context of Mak
library. That view contradicts Thompson’s (2012) who pointed out that with the
emerging of mobile technologies, there are questions whether libraries should
continue providing dedicated desktop computers and whether students still value
the access to the computers in the Library. Thompson (2012), Tenopir (2003)
and Kumar & Biradar (2009) further justify the need to conduct the current
study at Mak library. It was therefore timely to find out the views of users about
the improved IT facilities.

7. Research Methodology

The previous studies conducted on related topics either used qualitative,
quantitative or triangulation methods. For instance, the study of e-resources
usage in academic and research institutions in Tanzania used both qualitative
and quantitative methods (Manda, 2005).

The current study used mainly a quantitative method. To a less extent, an
observation method, which is qualitative, was used to identify the library users
with laptops and those using other IT facilities in the entire Main library
building. The observed IT facilities’ users were then requested to participate in
the study by filling a two-page questionnaire, which was the main data
collection tool. The questionnaire (in appendix) had 13 questions, 5 of which
were open-ended and focused on how and why to enrich the data.

Sampling: The sample was purposively selected to include all library users
who, at the time of collecting data, were found using laptops in different parts of
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the Main library building, OPAC terminals and computers in the laboratory
(lab) for users with disabilities and in the Learning and Research Commons.

The sample size was 1,221 library users out of a total of 5,472 users who were

in the Main library at the time of collecting data.

Data collection: was carried out once a day for six days from Monday 17" to
Saturday 22™ March 2014. In order to capture a greater diversity of library
users, data was collected at different times, that is, mornings, afternoons and
evenings as tablel shows:

Table 1: Day and time of data collection

Day Time Total Hours
Monday 17" March | Late afternoon (15:17 1 hr 54 mins
—17:11)

Tuesday 18" Morning (9:10 — 1 hr 45 mins
10:55)

Wednesday 19" Evening (18:00 - 1 hr 37 mins
19:37)

Thursday 20" Afternoon (15:00 — 1 hr 38 mins
16:38)

Friday 21° Midmorning (11:00 — 1 hr 36 mins
12.36)

Saturday 22" Morning (10:00 — 1 hr 58 mins
11:58)

Total 10 hrs 28 mins

The study covered all the five floors of the Main Library building targeting
users of IT facilities. Each new day of data collection, users of IT facilities were
asked whether they had previously completed the study questionnaire and those
who had done so did not repeat the exercise.

Data analysis: Quantifiable data was entered in a Google form and was
automatically analyzed by the Google spreadsheet application. While
qualitative data was categorized into themes.

8. The Findings
This section reports both the general findings and the specific answers to the
questions in the questionnaire (appendix 1).
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8.1. General findings

a) Comparing the Usage of IT facilities with other services and facilities in the
Main Library

The study revealed that 1,221 respondents (22% of the 5,472 library users of the
Main library at the time of collecting data) were actually found using IT
facilities, while 4,251 (78% ) were using the rest of the Main library facilities
and services. This implies that other services and facilities provided by the Main
library are still important to the majority of library users.

8.2. Specific findings

Answers to the specific questions in the questionnaire are provided in this
section.

8.2.1. The gender of library users who participated in the study (question 1)
The study revealed that there were more male respondents (79%) than females
(21%) as figure 1 below shows. That finding was not surprising as it was in line
with Mak student enrolment that had more males (53%) than females (47%) in
2013/2014 (Musoke & Mwesigwa, 2013). However, over the years, there has
been a steady improvement of female enrolment in higher education as a result
of Uganda Government affirmative action policy.

Figure 1: Respondents by Gender

Female
259 (21%)

Male
962 (79%)

8.2.2. Respondents by College and Course (question 2 and 3)

As indicated in table 2 below, there were differences in usage of the Main
library IT facilities by Colleges with CoCIS taking the lead at 24%, while CHS
(4%), COVAB (3%) and School of Law (2%) were the least users. This
confirmed that users from CoCIS who have to use computers for most of their
course work greatly benefitted from the IT facilities at Mak library. CoCIS was
followed by the College of Business and Management Sciences (CoBAMS)
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with 18%, and the College of Humanities and Social Sciences (CHUSS) with
17% of the respondents.

The low usage by CHS can be attributed to the fact that data was collected
during day when students and staff of CHS are in their college, situated 2km
away and with a fully-fledged and biggest branch library. For CAES, the low
usage may be due to the fact that majority of the postgraduate students and the
second year undergraduate students spend most of their time at the University
Farm, that is located over 15km away from the Main Mak campus. The
University Farm has a Library and computer facilities to support teaching and
research. Library users from the School of Law, on the other hand, tend to use
other library facilities as recently revealed by Musoke & Mwesigwa’s study
(2013).

Despite the differences in usage, Mak Main library IT facilities were generally
used by the different colleges and disciplines. It was an indicator that the
investments towards automation efforts at Mak library, that have been made by
Makerere University fee-paying students and their sponsors, Uganda
Government, Development partners such as CCNY, SIDA & NORAD, were
worthwhile.

It is also noted that Table 2 has some 24 respondents (2%) as external users.
Besides being an academic library, Mak Main Library plays the role of a
National reference library since 1972 (Musoke, 2010). Some of the external
users who participated in the study were students from other universities who
indicated their courses. However, to maintain consistency, such respondents
were taken as external users and their courses were not included in the
tabulation of courses for Mak respondents.

Table 2: Respondents by College and Course

College Number of Percentage
respondents

Computing & Information Science 296 24
(CoCIS)

Business & Management Sciences 213 18
(COBAMS)

Humanities & Social Sciences (CHUSS) 212 17
Agriculture & Environment Sciences 111 9
(CAES)

College of Education & External Studies 92 8
(CEES)

Natural Sciences (CONAS) 76 6



Qualitative and Quantitative Methods in Libraries (QQML) 4:787 809, 2014 795

Engineering, Design, Art & Technology 78 6
(CEDAT)

Health Sciences (CHS) 48 4
Veterinary Medicine, Animal Resources 32 3
& Biosecurity (COVAB)

School of Law 39 3
External Users 24 2
Total 1,221 100

The detailed list of courses undertaken by respondents per College (question 3)
was compiled in a three page table for future reference by the Mak Library
Management and the ICT section. The summary of the Colleges is provided
above.

8.2.3. Category of respondents (question 4).

The majority of respondents (89%) were undergraduate students, while 9% were
postgraduate students and 2% were external users (Figure 2). That finding was
expected given the fact that Makerere University had 49,691 students in the
2013/14 academic year of whom only about 5025 were postgraduates.
Furthermore, most of the postgraduate students are employed and they tend to
use facilities in their offices rather than the Main Library.

Figure 2: Category of respondents

External user, 24
%) T

Postgrad, 109
(9%)

Undergrad, 1088
(89%)
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8.2.4. Respondents’ awareness of the presence of different IT facilities in
the library (question 5)

The responses to this question were multiple as respondents were aware of more
than one IT facility. The study revealed that respondents were aware of the
various Library IT facilities as follows: 24% of the respondents were aware of
the existence of the Learning Commons, 21% lab for laptop users, 20% Online
Catalogue terminals, 15% ICT support services, 11% Research Commons and
9% Computer lab for users with disabilities. Given the fact that the Learning
Commons is a facility dedicated to undergraduate students, the highest
awareness of 24% is in line with what was reported in section 8.2.3 above which
showed that the majority of respondents (89%) were undergraduate students.
Other scholars have also reported the influence that awareness of IT facilities
has on their usage in academic libraries (Tibenderana et al., 2010). With a
bigger number of undergraduate students, the usage of the Learning commons is
expected. However, it has been noted that Mak Main library’s End-user
orientation and Information literacy sessions contribute greatly to the
undergraduate students’ awareness of the presence of all library resources and
services including IT facilities. The apparent lack of awareness among some
users, therefore, may stem from the fact that some students could have missed
the end-user sessions as revealed by Musoke & Mwesigwa’s (2013) study, and
had earlier been reported by a similar study in another developing country
(Boakye, 1999).

Table 3. Respondents’ awareness of the presence of different IT facilities in

the library

IT facility User awareness of the IT Percentage

facility

(Multiple responses)
Learning Commons 335 24
Research Commons 168 11
Computer lab for users 331 21
ICT support Services 238 15
Online Catalog Terminals 316 20
Computer Lab for users 132 9
with disabilities

8.2.5. Usage of the different IT facilities in the Library by the respondents
(question 6).

The study findings indicated that the most commonly used IT facility was the
Learning Commons (46% - 828 respondents) for undergraduate students (Figure
3). The finding confirmed that library users were still interested in the desktop
computers provided by Mak Main library. Previous studies agree with this
finding (Thomson, 2012; Byrne, 2013; Buhay & Best, 2014).
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On the other hand, the computer lab for users with disabilities was the least used
(28 respondents -2%). This could have been caused by the following factors:
a. The number of users with disabilities at Mak University (about 120) is
low as compared to the rest of the student population.
b. Itis difficult for some users with disabilities to go to the library if they
have no guides.
c. Some users with disabilities might not be aware of the presence of a
dedicated computer lab for their use.

The responses to this question were multiple as some respondents used various
IT facilities. The study findings revealed that out of the 1,794 responses, 68%
of them indicated usage of library-provided IT facilities as compared to the
usage of own laptop at 32% of the responses. The percentage was calculated as
follows:

Rlo of users of library IT facilities x 100 =
E’otal no of multiple responses

1213 100 = 68%
1794

Figure 3: Usage of different IT facilities in the Library by the respondents.

Your own laptop
in the computer
lab for laptop
users, 177 (10%)

Learning
Commons, 828
(46%)

Your own laptop

in different parts

of the library, 404
(22%)

Computer lab for

users with . Research
disabilities, Online cata(}ogue, Commons, 76,
28 (2%) 281 (16%) (1%)
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8.2.6. Respondents who owned laptops and those who did not (question 7)

Some 38% of the respondents owned laptops as figure 4 shows. The finding
confirmed that Mak Library management’s decision to innovatively create space
with wired Local Area Network (LAN) connectivity for laptop users was timely.

Figure 4. Respondents who owned laptops and those who did not

Yes No

The above findings indicated that whereas 469 respondents (38%) owned
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Figure 5: Preference of laptops to library computers

B Number of responses

Lack of awareness of library-provided computers
Study programme requirement to have a laptop
Speed of own laptops vs. library computers
Unclassified convenience/flexibility with own laptops
Low bandwidth
Absence of wireless internet connection
Privacy
Multipurpose usage of own laptops as notebooks...
User perception of safety from computer viruses...
Availability, accessibility and usage of own laptops... 51%
Customizability of own laptops due to ability to...

The overarching explanation given by respondents for preference of owns
laptops to library computers were the fact that they (computers) were fewer than
the number of library users - an indicator of the overwhelming usage and
pressure on library PCs. The NCHE recommended ratio is 1 computer to 5
students whereas the Maklib ratio was 1 computer to 47 students at the time of
collecting data. The high user to library computer ratio explains why the cross-
cutting theme derived from the reasons for the preference of own laptop by the
few (38%) of respondents who owned laptops, was the availability of own
laptops due to the inadequate number of library computers and accessibility
beyond the library opening hours. Maklib like some academic libraries around
the world (Thompson, 2012) has made deliberate efforts to address the
computer-user ratio.

An enabling environment that encouraged usage of laptops in the library was
provided by library management at Maklib when space already fitted with wired
LAN data access points was innovatively turned into a computer lab designated
for laptop users to facilitate access to the internet and to decongest the
Commons. Furthermore, data points were extended in the rest of the library
building to facilitate laptop users. Hsieh & Holden (2008) also reported the
preference of own laptops to library computers among library users.

This could also be explained by some of the security restrictions of using library
computers that were expressed by some respondents in the current study,
including restrictions not to save downloads on the library computers, which
necessitate use of external storage devices.
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8.2.8

a) Preference for library computers to own laptops

Question 9 was: If you use both the computers in the Library/Computer lab and
your own laptop, which one do you prefer and why?

Figure 6: Preference of library computers to personally owned laptops

Prefer PCs in the
Library, 122,
(26%)

Prefer own
laptop, 347,
(74%)

As already indicated, 38% of respondents who owned laptops were expected to
respond to this question; however, it was noted that there were six extra
responses, which means that some respondents who did not own laptops could
have answered this question. All lap top owners also used library PCs. When
asked about preference between library PCs and own laptops, 122 (26%)
respondents reported that they preferred the Library PCs to own laptops, while
the majority, 347 (74%), preferred their own laptops as seen in figure 6 above.
Despite that preference and ownership of laptops, Mak Main library users still
used library PCs, which agrees with Byrne (2013) who reported that the
convenience of not carrying a laptop, among other things, made students
continue using academic library PCs even when they owned laptops.

b) Reasons for preference of library computers to own laptops

The second part of question 9 required respondents to give reasons for
preference of library computers to own laptops. In order to analyse the
responses to this question, the authors categorised the responses by themes and
counted the thematic responses accordingly so that some statistical analysis was
made as seen below:
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Table 4: Reasons for Preference of Library Computers to Own Laptops

Reasons for Preference of Library Computers Percentage of
Response

Operational performance of library computers rated as 29.5%
satisfactory by users hence met academic work needs

Accessibility to internet connectivity 37.5%

The only available option as users did not own laptops 7%

Convenience and safety as it eliminates need to carry 26%
own laptop

According to table 4, most responses (37.5%) indicated that access to good
internet connectivity was the highest ranked reason for preference for library
computers. 26% responses revealed that users who owned laptops expressed
relief from inconvenience and insecurity that previously had to be borne if they
had to carry own laptops to the library. This finding is similar to what Byrne
(2013) reported as a reason why users expect academic libraries to invest in
provision of IT facilities such as computers. The study further revealed that
library computers at Maklib were in good working condition and ‘fit for use’
which partly explained why respondents preferred library computers 29.5% to
own laptops. This also justified continued library IT maintenance budget
resources.

8.2.9 Purpose for using Library Computers/Commons/Computer Labs.
Question 10 was: What do you use the Library/Commons/Computer lab for?
The study also found out what the library Computers/Commons/Computer labs
were used for in order for Library management to know where the IT resources
could be channeled for better utilisation. Respondents gave more than one
responses to this question. From figure7 below, the majority of respondents
66% used the Library computers to access electronic resources, 24% for
checking emails, etc. The findings of this study agree with Manda’s (2005)
whose respondents also indicated that they used computer resources for multiple
purposes.

Use of library PCs
The ICT section had innovatively installed monitoring software to inform
library management of what the library PCs were being used for. The study



802 Maria G. N. Musoke, Timothy Sentamu Andrew Mwesigwa

revealed that 66% of the respondents used library PCs to access online academic
resources, an indication of optimisation of the available PCs.

Figure 7: The purpose for using Library Computers/Commons/Computer
Labs.

For

checking

: To acce
other, 38 (4%) 24%) | electronic
S resources, 67

: (66%)
For typesetting

my course
work, 65 (6%)

8.2.10 Awareness of what can be accessed in the Library using laptops and
or smart phones

Question 11 was: Are you aware that while in the Library, you can access the
following services using your laptop and/or smart phone?

It was encouraging to note that most of the respondents were aware of the
resources that could be accessed in the library using various electronic devices
as figure 8 shows.

Figure 8: Awareness of what Library resources can be accessed using
laptops and or smart phone

Electronic
resources .
: Lib;
204 (15%) olnﬁg
Catalogue,

451 (33%)

Library
website , 696
(52%)
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8.2.11 General comments on the ICT facilities and services in the Library
a) Question 12 was: Comment on ICT facilities and services in the Main
Library?

Responses were categorized in two themes:
i) Appreciative messages included (684):
- E.g. “ICT facilities are really good”; “facilities are generally
good”; “the IT facilities are reliable”; “Am appreciative of the
service provided to those without laptops”.
It is encouraging to observe that majority of respondents
appreciated the IT facilities in the library.
i) Expressions of need to improve lib IT facilities & services
included:
« i) Bandwidth & wireless signal (1248 responses)
— E.g. “Improve the internet speed”; “Wireless network signal
should be improved”
» ii) No. of PCs (510 responses)
— E.g. “The computers are not enough... queues are
inconvenient”; “time allocation should be increased”

It was important to note that Mak was committed to making the IT facilities
better and it had already taken a move to improve the slow internet that was due
to low bandwidth. Mak had also changed its internet service provider to a faster
connection through the Research & Education Network for Uganda (RENU).
Consequently, plans were underway by the Directorate for ICT Support
(DICTS) at Mak to source for funds to revamp the wireless network.

b) Question 13 was: Any other comments are welcome.

Responses were also categorized in two themes:
a) Appreciative messages included (171):

- E.g. “Thanks for the good facilities”; “I thank the library
management for the good job and pray that this continues”; “I
recommend the services provided, please keep it up”.

b) Expressions of need to improve other lib facilities & services (513)
included:

- E.g. “I am disturbed by the noise outside the library vicinity and

on some floors within”; we need more discussion rooms”.

Response to some comments about Mak Main lib IT facilities and services
* To control noise, Library management has enforced the usage of
designated noisy areas and mobilized library security staff to be more
vigilant than before.
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9. Implications
This section highlights implications for library service delivery and
further research.

9.1 Implications for Library Service Delivery

The fact that only 38% of the respondents owned laptops at the time of
collecting data implied that Maklib needs to provide more space with a stable
wireless connection and Ethernet ports. Secondly, given that 62% of the
respondents did not own laptops, Maklib has to continue investing in PCs and to
regularly replace obsolete ones.

With the rapid advances in IT and the corresponding changing user behaviour,
there is need to conduct regular end-user training to keep the users updated with
the IT skills and knowledge.

The high usage of Learning Commons (46%) was an indicator that Mak
library’s change from mere computer lab was timely. The Commons need to be
regularly updated with software and hardware.

The change from a Comp lab to Commons has also created increased demand
for staff time and change in mind set in order to provide the support needed by
users. Hence, Mak librarians need to dedicate time to provide support to
researchers and postgraduate students to fully utilise the Research Commons.

9.2 Areas for further research

The current study should be extended to cover a longer period of time such as a
full academic year or a semester to show the trend of IT usage throughout the
year/semester. Such a study should have a representative sample of all library
users.

10. Limitations of the study
Some of the limitations identified are:

a. The timing of data collection at the beginning of the semester could
have had a higher computer usage than before examination time when
most students usually revise their lecture notes.

b. The students’ Guild campaigns in March could have affected the
library traffic and reduced the number of respondents.

c. Data was collected in only 6 days (Monday to Saturday) and it ranged
between 1:45 to 2 hours per day in March 2014. A longer duration of
data collection would probably have vyielded different results.
Furthermore, data was neither collected on Sunday nor after 7.30pm
during the week and yet the library opened up to 11.00pm. However,
given the fact that all library users who were using IT facilities in the
library at the time of collecting data participated in the study makes the
findings credible and a good starting point for further research.
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d. Library users who were found using IT facilities (22) versus the rest
(78%) only participated in the study. It is likely that the results could
be different if a representative sample of all library users found in the
Main library at the time of collecting data was used.

11. Conclusions

The presence of respondents from all colleges and disciplines was an indicator
that Mak main library services and facilities are needed. The findings
confirmed, among other things, that the majority of library users (62%) still
needed the PCs provided by Mak Main library as only 38% owned lap tops.
The high population of library users, vis-a-vis the number of computers has
created queues for computers that have compelled some students (38%) who
could afford to opt to buy/use their laptops. Mak Library had solicited for
funding to improve the Library user-computer ratio and to acquire various IT
facilities to enable it to cope with the changing IT developments and user
behaviour. Hence Mak library has remained relevant to the academic and
research community served.

Furthermore, the high awareness and usage of computer lab for laptop users
confirmed that the decision by Mak library management to create such space
was timely. As laptop usage continues to grow in an era of mobile technology
explosion, Mak library will continue investing in wireless infrastructure.
Furthermore, Mak managment has responded to the need to improve internet
speed by trippling bandwidth in April 2014, a timely move that Mak library
users had long been requesting for.

One of the lessons Maklib librarians had learned over the years was that
automation was a never-ending process due to the dynamic nature of IT, which
is changing the work of libraries in many institutions. It is essential to keep
updating IT facilities to be able to provide effective information services to the
users. The need for continuous professional development of librarians is key to
the sustainability of the automation process.

In general the study has demonstrated that technological change poses
challenges to both the library and its users. Although the results indicate that
Maklib is currently trying to cope with the changing IT trends, the ever
increasing student population implies that more needs to be done to maintain
and sustain the current automation efforts.
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Appendix
Questionnaire assessing the usage of IT facilities and Services in Makerere
University Main Library.
Dear Library user, please fill this short questionnaire to enable the Library to know the
usage of IT facilities and services to be able to plan better and improve the services.

1. Gender: [ Male J Female
2. College ...
3

Course (Please write the course in full)
4. Category of respondent (Please tick only one that best describes you)

[ Postgraduate [ Undergraduate [1 External User

5. Are you aware of the presence of the following IT facilities and services in the
Library?
e Learning Commons for Undergraduate students
Research Commons for Postgraduate students and researchers
Computer lab for Laptop users
IT support services
Online Catalogue terminals
Computer lab for Users with disabilities

6. While in the Library, do you use any of the following? Tick as many as you
have used.

Research Commons for Postgraduate students and researchers

Learning Commons for Undergraduate students

Online Catalogue

Computer lab for Users with disabilities

Your own Laptop in different parts of the library

Your own lap top in the Computer lab for Laptop users

7. Do you own a Laptop? [ Yes [1 No
If you don’t own a laptop, don’t answer questions 8 and 9.

8. If you use your laptop, why do you prefer using your own laptop to the computers
in the library?

9. If you use both the computers in the Library/Computer lab and your own laptop,
which one do you prefer and why?

a) Preference: 1 Prefer computers in the library 1 Prefer own
laptop

D) WY e

10. (a) What do you use the Library computers/Commons/computer lab for?
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e  To access electronic resources for my course work
e  For general academic reading/updating
e  For typesetting my course work
e  For checking email
e  Other
(b) If you have selected “Other” in the above question, please specify

11. Are you aware that while in the Library, you can access the following services
using your laptop and/or smart phone?

[J Library Online Catalogue [J Library website O Electronic
resources

12. Commenton IT facilities and services in the Main Library?

13.  Any other comments are welcome.



