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ABSTRACT:

The objective of the paper is to evaluate the homepages of university libraries based
on the criteria such as Authority, Purpose, Coverage, Currency, Objectivity,
Accuracy, Superstructure, Graphics, Use of colour, Content, Readability, Page
layout, Hyperlinks, Promotions, Searching and FAQ which were proposed by
Benjamin Keevil. The study coversthe libraries of the universities of the south Indian
states viz. Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh and Kerala. The result of the
study shows that majority of the libraries homepages have the compatibility with all
the browsers. There is the link among the web resources, but no direct link of the
libraries homepages among the universities. It was surprised that there was no
regular updates of them. Further, they contain their missions and visions. Majority of
them don't have Web OPAC's, information on the current news, notice,
administrative structures and Ask Librarian’s link including the committee of the
libraries whereas they have links to e-resources under consortia.

Keywords. Website analysis, University Libraries, South India, evaluation criteria,
Library homepage.

Introduction

In the digital world, the most of the activities take place with the help of Information &
Communication Technology. Advancement of technology has made things so easy, provided
one has to adopt oneself into the virtual world. ICT has amost entered into all fields.
Research goes on now and then to modify and update the necessary applications to every
field of activitiesby ICT. Sir Tim Berners-Lee, the British computer scientist had invented
the ‘www’ in 1989. Gradually, the development of internet took place and has become a part
of everyone's life too. Website plays the dominant role of exchanging the information and
ideas via mails, audios, videos and graphics etc., whereas it is the medium of communication
which is easily affordable and accessible to all.

With the help of UGC/ AICTE, the national agencies are here to support the development of
the libraries of universities for sharing the resources among themselves. The motto of the
Library is to disseminate the offline or online resources as per the present requirement of the
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users because of the advanced technologies in handling the information by various modes.
Most of the libraries of universities have all types of resources for learning, teaching and
research activities. But the availability of the existing resources in them would serve the
purpose of the usersif they are available in their libraries homepages with the link.

Objectives:

The major objectives of the study are:

To reveal the authority of website designer and devel oper;
To know the contents;

To investigate the coverage,

To know the organisation of library homepage;

To identify and improve the search efficiency;

To study the layout of the homepage;

To analyse the supporting tasks and feedbacks;

Nogo,rwdpE

M ethodology:

Questionnaire method is widely used for collecting the data in social science research where
it is a reasonable tool for gathering of data from huge, different, mixed and scattered social
group (Kothari, C. R. -2007). In the present study, questionnaire method has been adopted for
collecting the data from the respondents.

A structured questionnaire was designed for the pilot study and it was redesigned and
finalized based on the responses and suggestions which are driven from the pilot study. Based
on UGC/ NAAC accredited list of universities from the UGC website and institutes which are
considered for the national importance, only twenty seven universities have been selected for
the research out of ninety six universitiesin the states of South India.

Scope and Limitations:

The study is confined to the evaluation of libraries homepages of twenty seven universities
have been selected, out of ninety six universities in the entire south India. Universities with
the potential for excellence, agricultural, women’s university, technological, the national law
School of India University, Language and Heritage University and institutes of the national
importance from the states like Andhra Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, Karnataka and Kerala have
been considered for the present study. The target population for the study includes faculty
members, research scholars, students and others (For example, lab technicians, lab assistants,
web-masters etc.).

Data Analysisand I nter pretation:

The data has been collected through the questionnaires by visiting personally and conducting
interviews. There are various formulas for calculating the required sample size based on the
data collected is to be of categorical or quantitative in nature. For the present study, the
sample techniques proposed by Robert V Kregecie and Daryle W Morgan (1970) were
adopted.

B X’NP(1-P)
= d2(N—1) + X2P(1— P)
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Where,

S- Therequired sample size

X2- Thetable value of X* for 1 degree of freedom at the desired

confidence level (3.841)

N - The population size

P - The population proportion

(Assumed to be 0.50 since this would provide the maximum sample size)

d -the degree of accuracy expressed as P (i.e. margin of error=5.0 percent).

About 977 questionnaires were distributed with 99.0% confidence level at the degree
of 0.03 of accuracy. A total of 815 questionnaires were received with 83.42%
response.

Category of respondents

Table-1 Category & number of respondents

No. of
Sl No. Category r espondents Per centage
1 Students 150 18.4
2 Research Scholars 405 49.7
3 Faculty members 223 274
4 Others 37 45
Tota 815 100

Table-1, shows the category of respondents. Nearly fifty percent 405 (49.7%) of them are
research scholars, it is followed by faculty members are 223 (27.4%), and 150 (18.4%) are
students and only 37 (4.5%) are others. Others included are technical assistants, webmasters,
and Computer lab in charge of respective universities.

Information Dissemination

Table-2 Ratings of information dissemination
Respondents

Rating
Research | Faculty Total
scale Students Scholars | Members Others

Poor | 4(17.4) | 17(739) | 2(87) | 0(0) | 23

Attributes

w o
= o= | Average | 39(19.7) | 92(465) | 55(27.8) | 12(6.1) | 198
80 193 112

o
E55 | Cod |84(208) | o | org | 1844 | 407
= Q@
5 §§ 2o | 23(138) | 94(563) | 46(275) | 4(24) | 167
B R < ood

E2 2 | Excdlent | 0(0) | 9(450) | 8(400) | 3(150) | 20
o © Mean =2.95 CV=27.45 0=0.01

7 118 247 158

% g Poor | 217) | 54 | (200 |29 | 54
28 | Average ((11037) 79(653) | 25(207) | 4(33) | 121
= Good | 15(16.0) | 44(46.8) | 29(30.9) | 6(6.4) | 94
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Very
Good 3(70) | 27(62.8) | 8(186) | 5(116) | 43
Excellent 1(7.7) 8(61.5) | 3(23.1) 1(7.7) 13
Mean =1.6 Cv=6181 p=0.00
Poor 30(17.6) | 86(50.6) | 45(26.5) | 9(5.3) | 170
8
g Average | 17(19.5) | 35(40.2) | 31(35.6) | 4(4.6) 87
ﬁ 102
5 Good 57 (25.2) (45.1) 56 (24.8) | 11(4.9) | 226
= Very 147
% Good 37(14.1) (55.9) 71(27.0) | 8(3.0) | 263
4
.5 Excellent | 9(13.0) | 35(50.7) | 20(29.0) | 5(7.2) 69
Mean =2.96 CV=42.66 p=0.073

In Table-2, A question was asked to rate whether homepage is compatible with different
browsers like Internet explorer, Netscape Navigator, Opera, Google Chrome and Mozilla
Firefox or not. Out of 815 respondents, 407 have rated as very good who are research
scholars (47.4%), faculty members (27.5%), students (20.6%) and others (4.4%). Majority of
them have agreed with the existing library homepage where it has the compatibility with all
the browsers. 198 respondents have rated as average who are research scholars (46.5%),
faculty members (27.8%), students (19.7%) and others (6.1%). It is depicted from the above
table that compatibility of websitesis very good. It is also supported by chi-square test value
p=0.016; Mean value =2.95, Coefficient of Variation = 27.45 holds good.

With regard to ‘links to other libraries in the library homepage, majority of the respondents
(544) rated as poor who are research scholars (45.5%), faculty members (29.0%), students
(21.7%) and others (4.9%). It is understood from the data that there are no links to other
libraries on the websites. The support of Chi-square test (p=0.00) indicates significant. There
is an association between the attribute and the rating scale. The Mean (1.6) and CV (61.81)
indicate negative.

Regarding the ‘links to web resources on the library homepage, 263 respondents rated as
good who are research scholars (55.9%), faculty members (27.0%), students (14.1%) and
others (3.0%). It is clear from the above table that web resource links are provided in the
library homepage across the universities. The support of Chi-square test (p=0.07) indicate
insignificant. The Mean value (2.96) and CV (42.66) are aso holds good. Therefore, it is
inferred that majority of the libraries homepages have ‘ links to web resources.
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Information Sear ching

Table 3. Ratings of information Searching

Respondents
. Ratin
Attributes scaleg Student | Research I\IZZ(T::]Jlljté/r Others Total
S Scholars S
o4 212 140
Poor 200) | (45.0) (29.8) 24(5.1) | 470
Q 14
g Average (14.1) 58 (58.6) | 24 (24.2) | 3(3.0) 99
S 20
E Good (15.3) 71(54.2) | 36(27.5) | 4(3.1) 131
o) Very 16
g Good azo | % (60.6) | 17(18.1) | 4(4.3) %4
= Excellent | 6(28.6) | 7(333) | 6(286) | 2(95) | 21
Mean =1.89 CVv=63 p=0.11
15 11
; Poor (15.3) 47 (48.0) | 25 (25.5) (112) 98
61 165
= Average 179 | (185) 98(28.8) | 16(4.7) | 340
& 58 143
%. Good 203 | (500) 77(269) | 8(28) | 286
Very 15
% Good (19.2) 44 (56.4) | 17(21.8) | 2(2.6) 78
§ Excellent | 1(7.7) | 6(46.2) | 6(46.2) | 0(0)
Mean =2.46 Cv=35.7 p=0.09

With the reference of ‘date of last updates’ of the libraries’ homepages, most of the research
scholars rated as poor followed by faculty members (29.8%), students (20%) and others
(5.1%). It is clear from the table-3, that the university authority had not updated library’s
homepage. It is also supported by Chi-square test (p=0.11) which indicates highly
insignificant. There is an association between attribute and rating scale. Therefore it is
inferred that there is no regular updates of the library homepage across universities in South
India

In the matter of ‘latest news and flash’ the data depicted reveals that majority (45.8%) of the
research scholars rated as an average followed by faculty members (28.8%), students
(17.9%) and others (4.7%). It is clear that the ‘latest news and flash’ in the library’s
homepage is not updated regularly. The verification of Chi-square test (p=0.09) indicates
highly insignificant. The Mean (2.46) and CV (35.7) hold dlight negative. Therefore, it is
inferred that the ‘latest news and flash’ in the library homepage is not updated.
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Table 4: Ratings of authority of information

Attributes Rating Respondents Total
scale Students I;ceﬁ?)?;(rjz l\/|I: :r%ut!gs Others
Poor 94 (20.0) | 212 (45.1) | 140 (29.8) | 24 (5.1) | 470
- Average | 14(14.1) | 58(58.6) | 24(24.2) | 3(3.0) | 99
ey Good | 20(15.3) | 71(542) | 36(27.5) | 4(3.1) | 131
g Very Good | 16 (17.0) | 57 (60.6) | 17(18.1) | 4(43) | 94
Excellent | 6(28.6) | 7(33.3) | 6(286) | 2(95) | 21
M ean =2.86 CV=36.86 p=0.51
Poor 5(417) | 6(500) | 1(83) 000 | 12
§ Average | 20(17.2) | 67(57.8) | 22(19.0) | 7(6.0) | 116
8 Good | 77(226) | 152 (44.7) | 95(27.9) | 16 (47) | 340
§ Very Good | 40 (13.5) | 156 (52.7) | 88(29.7) | 12(4.1) | 296
'§ Excellent | 8(15.7) | 24(47.1) | 17(333) | 2(39) | 51
Mean =2.95 Cv=255 p=0.03
< Poor éi’_é) 187 (44.6) | 112 (26.7) | 18(43) | 419
g Average | 24 (14.0) | 89(52.0) | 50(29.2) | 8(47) | 171
% Good | 11(13.6) | 41(50.6) | 24(296) | 5(62) | 81
e Very Good | 7(9.1) | 49(63.6) | 16(20.8) | 5(6.5) | 77
g Excellent | 6(9.0) | 39(58.2) | 21(31.3) | 1(15) | 67
M ean =2.02 CV=65.14 p=0.00

The table-4 depicts the ‘ratings of information’. In response to links related to ‘ copyright’, the
majority are research scholars and rated as good followed by faculty members (29.8%),
students (20%) and others (5.1%). It is also verified statistically and same is depicted in the
table.

With reference to the design and contents of the libraries homepages, it reveals that the
majority of the research scholars rated as good followed by faculty members (27.9%),
students (22.6%) and others (4.7%). It is clear that the design and contents of libraries
homepages are updated. It is supported by statistical analysis as shown in the table.

While observing the ‘independent domains' for library website, it reveals that majority of the
research scholars (44.6%) opined that there is no separate domain for library website,
followed by faculty members (26.7%), students (24.3%) and others (4.3%). It is clear that
there is no separate domain for library website. It is statistically verified and same is given in
the table. Therefore, it is inferred that the library websites are not there in most of the
universities of the South India.
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Table 5: Ratings of website Index

Respondents
Attributes Rating scale Students Resear ch Faculty Others Total
Scholars | Members

% o Poor 12(23.1) | 25(48.1) | 11(21.2) | 4(7.7) | 52
3 g ‘gg Average | 77(21.5) | 162(45.3) | 102(285) | 17 (4.7) | 358
cgl Good 53(17.6) | 150(49.8) | 87(289) | 11(3.7) | 301
Bw® | VeyGood | 7(7.7) | 61(67.0) | 19(20.9) | 4(44) | 91
3 > Z Excellent 1(7.7) 7 (53.8) 4 (30.8) 1(7.7) | 13
= Mean =2.57 Ccv=32.27 p=0.05

Table-5 reveals that majority of the research scholars (45.3%) opined that the library
homepage is indexed for some extent followed by faculty members (28.5%), students
(21.5%) and others (4.7%). It is clear from the data that the library homepage is indexed for
some extent. It is also supported by Chi-square test (p=0.05), Mean (2.57) and CV (32.27)
which show negative trend.

Table-6: Ratings of Information Contents

Rating Respondents
Attributes <ale Students Research | Faculty Others Total
Scholars | Members
Poor 26(26.8) | 32(330) | 35(36.1) | 4(41) | 97
©
8 Average | 51(21.0) | 122(50.2) | 62(25.5) | 8(3.3) | 243
c
2 g Good 54 (16.6) | 172(52.8) | 84(25.8) | 16(4.9) | 326
S
>E Very Good | 18(13.7) | 72(55.0) | 36(275) | 5(38) | 131
5 Excellent | 1(5.6) 7(389) | 6(333) | 4(222) | 18
—
Mean =2.66 Cv=35.84 p=0.00
Poor 59 (17.3) | 163 (47.8) | 104 (30.5) | 15(4.4) | 341
Q Average | 9(19.1) | 18(38.3) | 16(34.0) | 4(85) | 47
L Good 35(20.6) | 89(52.4) | 42(24.7) | 4(24) | 170
P Very Good | 42 (18.8) | 117 (52.2) | 54 (24.1) | 11(4.9) | 224
= Excellent | 5(152) | 18(545) | 7(21.2) | 3(9.1) | 33
Mean =2.46 CV=55.71 p=0.46
o Poor 10 (12.7) | 47(595) | 18(228) | 4(5.1) | 79
8 'g Average | 20(18.9) | 43(40.6) | 36(34.0) | 7(66) | 106
§ £ Good 58(22.5) | 126 (48.8) | 64(24.8) | 10(3.9) | 258
& 5 | VeryGood | 54(165) | 169 (515) | 93(28.4) | 12(3.7) | 328
WE | Excelent | 8(182) | 20(455) | 12(27.3) | 4(9.1) | 44
Mean =3.18 CV=32.96 p=0.23
» Poor 41(17.0) | 112(46.7) | 78(32.3) | 10(4.1) | 241
g '§ Average | 28(26.4) | 46(43.4) | 26(245) | 6(5.7) | 106
Good 34(15.3) | 121(54.7) | 60(27.1) | 6(27) | 221
131
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Very Good | 42 ((20.0) | 111 (52.9) | 47 (22.4) | 10(4.8) | 210
Excellent | 5(135) | 15(40.5) | 12(32.4) | 5(135) | 37
M ean =2.65 CV=47.46 p=0.03
o Poor | 115(23.7) | 215 (44.2) | 138(28.4) | 18(3.7) | 486
= Average | 20(17.2) | 56(48.3) | 33(284) |(6.0) 116
o Good 12(9.0) | 80(60.2) | 34(256) | 7(53) | 133
-§ VeryGood | 2(36) | 33(60.0) | 16(29.1) | 4(7.3) | 55
5 Excellent | 1(40) | 21(840) | 2(80) | 1(40) | 25
- Mean =1.79 CV=62.69 p=0.00
= Poor 25(35.2) | 27(380) | 18(25.4) | 1(14) | 71
& Average | 62(17.5) | 174(49.2) | 98(27.7) | 20(5.6) | 354
§ 8 Good | 52(17.9) | 141(485) | 86(29.6) | 12(4.1) | 291
£ B [ VeryGood| 11(113) | 62(639) | 21(216) | 3(31) | 97
= Excellent 0(0) 1 (50.0) 0(0) 1(500) | 2
© Mean =2.51 CcV=32.71 p=0.00
Poor 10(238) | 22(524) | 9(214) | 1(24) | 42
> Average | 33(19.3) | 80(46.8) | 47275 | 11(6.4) | 171
3 Good | 74(18.8) | 202(51.4) | 104 (26.5) | 13(3.3) | 393
- Very Good | 29(15.0) | 98(50.8) | 56(29.0) | 10(5.2) | 193
© Excellent | 4(26.7) | 3((20.0) | 6(40.0) | 3(133) | 15
M ean =2.96 CV=28.96 p=0.38
Poor | 100(30.1) | 133 (40.1) | 84(25.3) | 15(4.5) | 332
% Average | 33(11.0) | 170(565) | 90(29.9) | 8(27) | 301
g = Good 9(9.9) | 50(54.9) | 27(29.7) | 6(55) | 92
S |VeryGood| 7(10.1) | 39(565) | 16(232) | 7(10.1) | 69
- S | Excellent | 148 | 12(57.0) | 6(286) ) 21
Mean =1.95 CV=53.84 p=0.00
Poor 0(.0) 4(364) | 6(45 | 1091 | 11
[ Average | 24(22.9) | 48(457) | 28(26.7) | 5(4.8) | 105
= Good | 71(19.8) | 168(46.9) | 105(29.3) | 14(3.9) | 358
«% Very Good | 47(16.0) | 162 (55.3) | 73(24.9) | 11(3.8) | 293
) Excellent | 8(16.7) | 23(47.9) | 11(229) | 6(125) | 48
Mean =3.32 CV=24.74 p=0.06
5 Poor 1111 | 7778 | 1211 | 0(0) 9
g Average | 6(9.2) | 32(492) | 21(323) | 6(9.2) | 65
5 Good | 66(21.3) | 144(465) | 85(27.4) | 15(4.8) | 310
= Very Good | 61(17.6) | 184 (53.0) | 93(26.8) | 9(26) | 347
§ Excellent | 16(19.0) | 38(45.2) | 23(27.4) | 7(83) | 84
3 Mean =2.83 CV=418 p=0.09
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ORAC \
g IJuis



| nternational Journal of Library and Information Studies

| Vol. 5(4) Oct-Dec, 2015 www.ijlis.org ISSN: 2231-4911 |

Table-6 indicates ‘the ratings of information contents’ viz. library vision and mission, Web
OPAC, eresources under consortia, Librarian profile, the current news and notices,
administrative structure, ICT facility, library achievement, useful links for users and contact
information on the library homepages.

With respect to Library vision and mission on the homepage, 405 respondents have rated
good, the majority of them are research scholars (52.8%) followed by faculty (25.8%),
students (16.6%) and others (4.9%). It is clear that the homepage contains library vision and
mission. It is supported by Chi-square test value p=0.00 which shows highly significant.
There is an association between the respondents and the attributes. The mean value 2.66 and
co-efficient of variation 35.84 holds good. It is seen from the table that library homepage
proves the vision and mission statements.

Concerned with Web OPAC of library on the homepage, 341 respondents have rated poor, in
which, 47.8% of them are research scholars followed by faculty members (30.5%), students
(17.3%) and others (4.4%) whereas 224 have rated very good, in which 52.2% of them are
research scholars followed by faculty members (24.1%), students (18.8%) and others (4.9%).
It is clear that the mgority of the library homepages don’t have Web OPAC. It is supported
by Chi-square test (p=0.46) which indicates highly insignificant. There is an association
between attribute and rating scale. It is supported by the mean value 2.46 and co-efficient of
variation 55.71. It is inferred that majority of the library homepages don’t have link to Web
OPAC across the universities.

With reference to e- resources under consortia, the data given in the table shows that the
library homepage contains links to e-resources under consortia. It is verified statistically and
results are depicted. Therefore, it isinferred that majority of the library homepages have links
to e-resources under consortia.

Concerned with the staff details and librarian’s profile, the data depicted in the table clearly
indicates that the library homepage doesn’t contain them. The data is statistically tested and
found the same. Therefore, it is inferred that the majority of the universities library
homepages don’t contain library staff details and librarian’s profile.

With regard to current news and notices and administrative structure of the library, it is
revealed that majority of the research scholars rated as poor followed by faculty members,
students and others. It is clear from the analysed data which is shown in the respective
attribute. The result of the analysis is aso tested statistically and found that the library
homepages don't contain information on current news and notices and administrative
structure of the library. Therefore, it isinferred that the majority of the library homepages do
not contain information on the current news, notices and administrative structure of the
library.

With reference to the availability of ICT facility on the university library homepage, 393
respondents rated good, in which research scholars are 51.4% followed by faculty members
(26.5%), students (18.8%) and others (3.3%). It is clear that the ICT facility availability on
the homepage is good. It is supported by Chi-square test p=0.38 which shows insignificant.
There is an association between the rating scale and attribute. The value of Co-efficient of
variation 28.96 and Mean value 2.96 proves good. Therefore, it is inferred that the maority
of the universities' library homepages have ICT facility.
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Asfar aslibrary achievement concerned, the data depicted in the table reveas that the library
homepage doesn’t contain information on library achievement. The data is aso supported by
Chi-square test (p=0.05) which indicates significant. There is a consistency in the responses
which are obtained. The value of mean (1.95) and CV (53.84) also shows negative trend.
Therefore, it isinferred that majority of the library homepages on the websites of universities
have no information on library achievement.

In the matter of the useful links of library homepage, the data shown in the table reveals the
opinion of the respondents like research scholars that the homepages have the useful links
followed by faculty members (29.3%); students (19.8%) and others (3.9%). It is clear that the
homepages have useful links. It is also tested and verified by x* analysis (p=0.06) which
indicates insignificant. There is a consistency in the obtained responses. The value of Mean
value (3.32) and CV (24.74) holds good. Therefore, it isinferred that majority of the library
homepages contain the useful links across the universities of the South India.

With regard to contact information, 347 respondents have rated as very good, in which there
are research scholars more than fifty percent (53.0%), followed by faculty members (26.8%),
students (17.6%) and others (2.6%). While 310 respondents have rated as good, in which
46.5% of them are research scholars followed by faculty members (27.4%), students (21.3%)
and others (4.8%).

It is found that there is a contact information on library homepage. It is statistically proved
by Chi-square test value p=0.09 which shows insignificant. There is an association between
the attribute and rating scale. The value of mean 2.83 and co-efficient of variation 41.8 holds
good. Therefore, it is inferred that majority of the library homepages contain contact
information.

Table 7. Ratings of Search efficiency

Respondents

Attributes Total

Rating = . T
scale esearc aculty
Students Scholars | Members Others
Poor 48(18.3) | 129(49.2) | 69(26.3) | 16(6.1) | 262
Average | 40(20.4) | 92(46.9) | 56(28.6) | 8(4.1) | 196
Good 39(20.3) | 108 (56.2) | 42(21.9) | 3(1.6) | 192
Very Good | 20(14.0) | 74(51.7) | 42(29.4) | 7(4.9) | 143
Excellent | 3(13.6) 2(9.0) 14 (63.6) | 3(13.6) | 22
Mean =2.34 CVv=50.14 p=0.00

search engines

Search option
linked to any

Table-7 describes the ratings of search efficiency. With reference to the * search option linked
to search engines’, the data depicts that the library homepages do not have search option
links to other search engines. It is also tested statistically and the results are given in the table.

Therefore, it is inferred that the library homepages do not have search option links to other
search enginesin the university website.
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I nformation Know How

Table No.8: Ratings of the or ganisation of website

. Rating Respondents
Attributes <ale Students IgceﬁearCh Faculty Others Total
olars | Members
= Poor 40(23.8) | 90(53.6) | 35(20.8) | 3(1.8) 168
§ @ Average | 25(20.5) | 58(47.5) | 32(26.2) | 7(5.7) 122
S -% Good 55(18.4) | 136 (45.5) | 95(31.8) | 13(4.3) | 299
> % Very Good | 25(13.4) | 114(61.3) | 39(21.0) | 8(4.3) 186
S = Excellent 5(125) | 7(175) | 22(55.0) | 6(15.0) | 40
- Mean =2.76 CV=41.95 p=0.00
§ Poor 72 (16.3) | 225(50.9) | 127 (28.7) | 18(4.1) | 442
g Average | 23(23.2) | 51(51.5) | 21(21.2) | 4(4.0) 99
S Good 38(27.5) | 58(42.0) | 36(26.1) | 6(4.3) 138
- Very Good | 11(9.9) | 65(58.6) | 28(25.2) | 7(6.3) 111
g Excellent | 6(24.0) | 6(24.0) | 11(44.0) | 2(8.0) 25
5 M ean =1.99 CV=62.2 p=0.00

Table-8 revedls the attribute library rules and regulations, working hours, terminology and
consistency, clarity and conciseness of the text and background colour of the homepages, the
majority of the research scholars rated as good followed by faculty members, students and
others. The datais clearly depicted in the table. It is also tested statistically and found correct.
Therefore, it isinferred that the library homepages contain them in the university website.

With regard to library committee, the maority (50.9%) of the research scholars opined that
the information about library committee is not available on the library homepages followed
by faculty members (28.7%) students (16.3%) and others (4.1%). It is clear that the library
homepages do not contain information about library committee. It is verified statistically by
Chi-sguare test (p=0.00) which indicates highly significant.

There is an association between the attribute and the rating scale. The value of Mean (1.99)
and CV (62.2) aso indicates negative trend. Therefore, it is inferred that majority of library
homepages of university websites do not contain information about library committee.
Supporting tasks:

Table 9: Ratings of Supporting Tasks

Rating Respondents
Attributes <ale Students Research | Faculty Others Total
Scholars | Members
- Poor 117 (20.4) | 280 (48.8) | 148(25.8) | 29(5.1) | 574
; Average 2(4.9) 25(61.0) | 11(26.8) 3(7.3) 41
=C Good 14 (13.6) | 49(47.6) | 39(37.9 1(1.0 103
_ﬁ < Very Good | 16 (17.6) | 50(54.9) | 22(24.2) 3(3.3) 91
8 Excellent | 1(16.7) 1(16.7) 3(50.0) 1(16.7) 6
< Mean =1.66 CV=66.63 p=0.03
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Poor 61(18.8) | 151(46.5) | 97(29.8) | 16(4.9) | 325
« E Average | 25(19.4) | 66(51.2) | 31(24.0) | 7(54) | 129
8¢ Good | 49(20.7) | 115(485) | 64(27.0) | 9(3.8) | 237
88 |VeyGood| 13(109) | 73(613) | 28(235) | 5(42) | 119
t= Excellent | 2(40.0) 0 (0) 3(60.0) 0(0) 5
Mean =2.2 CV=5156 p=0.15
ec Poor 62 (17.4) | 169 (47.5) | 108(30.3) | 17(4.8) | 356
S € Average | 18(18.9) | 44(46.3) | 24(25.3) | 9(9.5 95
= Good | 52(23.9) | 103(47.2) | 58(26.6) | 5(2.3) | 218
= Very Good | 17 (12.8) | 82(61.7) | 28(21.1) | 6(45 | 133
@ g Excellent | 1(7.7) | 7(538) | 5(385) 0(0) 13
oL Mean =2.2 Cv=5481 =002
Poor 73(21.6) | 134(39.6) | 112(33.1) | 19(56) | 338
= Average | 22(15.1) | 89(61.0) | 29(19.9) | 6(41) | 146
g Good | 33(19.3) | 82(48.0) | 49(28.7) | 7(41) | 171
3 Very Good | 21(13.8) | 97(63.8) | 31(20.4) | 3(20) | 152
1? Excellent | 1(125) | 3(375) | 2(25.0) | 2(25.0) 8
Mean =2.19 CV=54.26 p=0.00

Table-9 shows the rating of supporting tasks through different attributes. It reveas
availability of FAQ, the majority of the research scholars (48.8%) rated as poor followed by
faculty members (25.8%), students (20.4%) and others (5.1%) whereas 103 respondents rated
as good. It is clear from the table that FAQ is not available in library links on the website. It
is also tested statistically by x* analysis (p=0.03) which indicate significant. There is a
consistency in the obtained responses. The value Mean (1.66) and CV (66.63) holds poor.
Therefore, it isinferred that FAQ is not available in the library links on the website.

Concerned with the feedback mechanism, it is found from the data depicted in the table that
the feedback mechanism is also not available in the library links on the website of
universities in the south India. It is also verified by Chi-square test value (p=0.15), Mean
(2.2) and CV (51.56) which indicate poor.

With regard to the question point to seek answer, we can see from the table that the library
links on the website don’'t have question point to seek answer or clarification. It is supported
by Chi-square test value (p=0.02), Mean (2.2) and CV (54.81). Therefore, it is inferred that
the library links on the website don’t have point to seek answersto certain questions.

With regard to ‘ Ask Librarian’ tasks, the majority (338) of the respondents rated as poor. It is
clear that the ‘Ask Librarian’ option is not available on the website. It is statistically proved
by x? analysis (p=0.00) which indicates significant. There is a consistency in the obtained
responses. The Mean value (2.19) and CV (54.26) indicate negative response. It is inferred
that the mgority of the library homepages do not contain * Ask Librarian’ option.
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Table 10. Ratingsof print option

Rating Respondents
Attributes esear Total
sale | students| R ch | Faculty Others
Scholars | Members
Poor 99 (16.9) | 305(52.0) | 155(26.5) | 27 (4.6) | 586
< Average | 8(16.3) 28 (57.1) 13 (26.5) 0(0) 49
-§_ Good 17 (22.1) | 38(49.9) 20 (26.0) 2(2.6) 77
k= gg(% 19(23.8) | 29(36.2) 25(31.2) 7 (8.8) 80
[an
Excellent | 7(30.4) | 5(21.7) | 10(435) | 1(43) | 23
Mean =1.65 CV=69.98 p=0.05

Table-10 shows the ratings of the print option. The majority (52%) of the research scholars
opined that the print option is not available followed by faculty members (26.5%), students
(26.9%) and others (4.6%) who rated as poor. It is clear that there is no links of the print
option on the university website. This is also supported by Chi-square value (p=0.05
significant), Mean (1.65) and CV (69.98). Therefore it is inferred that the print option on the
library homepage is not available across the websites of the universitiesin South India.

Findings:

The findings of the study are as follows:

» Compatibility of the library homepage is very good.

* Thereareno linksto other libraries.

e Theweb resource links are provided in the library homepage.

« University authority is not updating library homepage regularly.

» Thedesign and contents of library homepage is updated.

* A few library homepages are indexed in popular search engines.

» Library homepage holds vision and mission statements.

* Magjority of library homepages do not have Web OPAC.

* Mgjority of the library homepages have link to e-resources under consortia.

* Mgjority of the university library homepages do not contain library staff details and
librarian profile.

* Magjority of the library homepages don't have the information about library
achievement.

* Mgority of the library homepages contain contact information.

* Thelibrary homepages do not have search option link.

e Magjority of the library homepages do not contain information about library
committee.

* FAQisnot available in the library homepage.

* Feedback mechanism is not available in the library homepage.

e ‘Ask Librarian’ optionisnot available.

Conclusion:

Since the universities are considered to be major platform for the research activities in
academic environment. Authority should certainly think about the scope of procurement and
dissemination of available resources to the needy. Resource sharing is possible only when the
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memorandum of mutual understanding is there among the universities. The objectives of the
study show that there are very few universities which have the standard websites of their
libraries where as the majority of the universities do not have the separate library website
rather alink has been provided. The study strongly recommends to all the universities to have
the separate website for the libraries. It will facilitate the research scholars and faculties who
are working mainly on the activities of research and development. The universities should
have the common platform to share the resources among them to avoid duplication of
procurement cost.
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