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ABSTRACT

This thesis is an empirically based, theoretical discussion of the process of
decision making in relation to Library Management Systems (LMS). Although
the conceptualization of the LMS decision process in rational terms, common
in many LMS selection models, may be useful in different respects, here the
process 1s viewed from a social constructivist stance. It is argued that due to
the complexities involved, the potential choice of an LMS does not necessarily
reflect the superiority of the chosen LMS based on objective inherent
qualities. Nevertheless, libraries continually choose new systems and in many
of these selection processes, the chosen system is perceived as the optimal
choice. In this study, therefore focus is placed on examining the way in which
this shared perception is constructed.

Three theoretical views are adopted as the research framework, including
Brunsson’s views on the process of decision making and its consequences,
Collins’s views on methodological symmetry and construction of conceptual
order, and finally Giddens’s views on duality of structure and the social order.
Observations, interviews, and document studies are the methods employed in
four different case studies that each lasted from 10 months to two years. In this
study an array of different factors were found to be influential during the long
process of the LMS decision making. It was also found that although the
norms of rationality were striven for, and shared perceptions of rationality
were constructed, the complexities involved did not allow a true rational
choice by determination of all the options, projection of future needs,
evaluation of the identified options, and selection of the optimal outcome.
Instead, the different activities and happenings during the process helped
construct a shared perception of the possible courses of action and optimality
of the decision outcomes. Based on this study and with the help of the
theoretical framework, it was suggested that an LMS choice is only one
potential consequence of the LMS decision process; other consequences
include legitimization, action, responsibility, and constructions of conceptual
and social order.

Through this study, the importance of the day-to-day actions and interactions
(at micro level) and their wider implications for the construction of shared
perceptions and shaping and reshaping of social structures are highlighted.
This thesis contributes towards an alternative conceptualization of the process
of LMS decision making. It may also have implications for the library
practice, LMS related research, and educational programs within LIS.
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PART ONE

his thesis examines the process of decision making with regard

Tto selection of Library Management Systems (LMS). The

traditional views on LMS selection process, which will be

presented later in the thesis, have strong ties to classical decision theories,
where the assumption of rationality is central.

A main aim of this study is to make room for and present an alternative view
of the LMS decision process as a social activity. In different sections of the
thesis, elements of LMS decision process are examined to show that the
traditional views, although very useful in some respects, are not the only, or
the most instructive lens through which the LMS decision can be analysed.
The theoretical framework of the study provides an alternative analytical tool
in examining and explaining some of the elements of the LMS decision
process.

Two strands of thoughts have been present throughout this study. One thought
has been to adopt a ‘from the outside’, a critical stance, in which various
issues and basic aspects of the area of the study are NOT taken for granted.
That 1s, by taking this stance, effort has been made to question why and how
certain aspects get to be taken for granted. The second prevailing thought has
been not to treat the actions of individuals in the LMS decision process and
the potential emerging structures as a dichotomy but rather to be mindful of
their interactions and the way they shape and enforce one another.

With these thoughts in mind, four research questions have been posed in this
study and various levels of analysis are attempted in order to answer these
questions.

kkok

The contents of the thesis are organized in three different parts where each
part, in turn, is subdivided into a number of chapters.

Part one, which comprises chapters 1 to 5, introduces the research topic,
related background, and the premises of this study. In chapter 1, I introduce
the topic and argue for the importance of, and the need for, this study. Further,
I present the research goals and then position this study in the relevant
research area. Chapter 2 is dedicated to clarifying some central themes, and



presenting the contemporary view of LMS selection as well as research on
LMS-selection decision making. In chapter 3, a brief overview of a number of
decision theories is provided as a background to what follows next. The
theoretical framework is presented in chapter 4, and chapter 5 is dedicated to
research methodology and related topics and discussions.

Part two 1s dedicated to case presentations. It includes chapters 6 to 8, where
three of the studied cases are presented. Although various levels of analysis
are already mixed with the presentation of the cases, these chapters are more
directly related to each case and are more empirically oriented than part three,
which extends the level of analysis.

Part three deals with further analysis and discussions of research findings and
conclusions. The chapters included in this part present the findings of the
study at an analytical level with a higher level of abstraction. The analyses
presented in these chapters draw from the full set of data in a cross analysis,
and are not directly associated with any one case. Chapters 9 and 10 are a
cross analysis of elements and practices involved in the LMS selection
process. I tie the various threads together by relating the findings back to the
theoretical framework in chapter 11, and then by directly answering the
research questions in chapter 12. Chapter 13, with a starting point in a
potential criticism of this study continues with an outline of a few research
contributions, suggestions for future research and a few theoretical reflections.
A short summary in Swedish forms chapter 14. A list of references and a
collection of appendices conclude the thesis.

The readers who are not familiar with common LMS related terms, which are
used in the thesis, are referred to appendix 7 for simple explanations.



Man cannot discover new oceans, unless he has the courage to lose site of the shore.

Andre Gide, (1869-1951)

1. Introduction

arious aspects of library management systems (LMS) are

studied and discussed within the field of Library and

Information Science (LIS). There is an abundance of literature
that presents and discusses the LMS selection process and related activities.
The majority of these are based on personal and organizational experiences,
and are written by the professionals in the field. Research on LMS selection
decisions remains limited. What is common in much of the existing writings is
that the selection of a new LMS is commonly described or investigated from
an implied rational choice perspective. Although the rational choice and utility
models have been challenged, as will be shown later in the thesis, the effects
of these challenges are not immediately visible in the mainstream LMS
selection models.

This study departs from the type of selection models that adhere to rational
choice in all its variations. A central aim of this thesis is to make room for,
and present an alternative view of the LMS selection decision as a social
activity. This study aims to take a closer look at the LMS selection and
decision process to outline possible aspects of the process that deviate from
the rational choice models. In this thesis, I argue for an alternative view of the
LMS selection and decision process where consensus in the final choice, and
shared perceptions regarding superiority of the selected system, are seen as
socially constructed.

1.1 Background and Motivation for the Study

Library Management Systems (LMS) constitute the main information system
(IS) used within libraries, and the investments made in the purchase and
upkeep of these systems make up a major cost to libraries. In a CPI (Capital
Planning Information) publication, a system budget of £1 million is reported
to be rather typical for larger academic libraries where the overall ‘cost of
ownership’ of such a system over a five-year period will be two or three times
the purchase cost (as cited in Muirhead, 1997: 21). The North American
automation market in 2004 was estimated to be worth $525 million, which
meant an increase of 5% as compared with 2003 (Breeding, 2005). Saarti
(2003) studied the cost of establishing automation in the Finnish public
libraries and found it to be “approximately 16.8 million Euros with annual



operating cost of about 5.7 million Euros”. Information Systems in general
have been shown to influence various aspects of organization (see e.g. Pfeffer
and Leblebici, 1977; Robey, 1977, 1981; Robey and Azevedo, 1994 cf. Kling,
1996). Various impacts of LMS in particular have also been reported (e.g.
Bichteler, 1986; Burkhardt & Brass, 1990; Cartee, 1990; Craghill, Neale, &
Wilson, 1989; Crawford & Rice, 1997; Howard, 1981; Johnson, 1991; Morris
& Dyer, 1998; Pungitore, 1986; Shaughnessy, 1982). There are indications
that the pivotal role and increased use of these systems are likely to continue.
Many trade journals and introductory textbooks report continual
improvements in computer technology in terms of capacity, memory and size,
networking facilities and standards, in addition to decreasing costs. Gordon
(2007) provides a rather recent look at technological trends within libraries.
These reports imply an improved and increased use of technology rather than
a retreat to the manual systems of the past. Felstead, (2004) reviewed papers
published on integrated library management systems between 1999 and 2003
and found a trend towards more open systems. Furthermore, with the extent
and dynamics of the LMS marketplace (see e.g. Duval and Main, 1992; Tedd,
1993; Leeves, 1994; Nordinfo, 1997; Thorhauge, Larsen & Thun, 1997), at
each system selection or migration point, any library is faced with an uncertain
situation and large number of products from which to choose (see e.g.
Breeding, 2005, 2007).

Meanwhile the actual systems have also evolved significantly since the early
modest in-house-built single modules (see e.g. Duval & Main, 1992;
Lindqvist, 1974; Tedd, 1993). Today, even in their simplest forms, LMS are
very complex and perform an abundance of functions (see e.g. Leeves, 1994:
393-401; see also product descriptions on different supplier websites including
SirsiDynix, Innovative, ExLibris, VTLS, Axiell). These functions range over a
wide spectrum from simple routine operations such as issues (also called loans
and check outs), and returns in the circulation module to covering
management of all aspects of administrative library work and even providing
user portals and acting as sophisticated gateways to internal and external
resources. As DeSanctis and Poole (1994) indicate, no clear indicators exist to
determine which technology properties or contingencies would consistently
lead to a positive outcome. A related difficulty according to them is “the
repeating decomposition problem: there are features within features ...and
contingencies within contingencies...” (ibid: 124). Therefore, the task of
selecting an LMS, a complex enterprise system, from among a number of
other similarly complex systems, poses a major challenge for libraries. These
factors, in conjunction with limited research (see section 2.4) in this area,
necessitate further investigation. The ambition with this study is to provide
insights and an alternative understanding of the issues involved to pave the
road for improved theories and practices.
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1.2 Research Aims and Objectives

The aim of this study is to investigate the process of LMS decision making
with an emphasis on examining the activities involved and the social aspects
of how and why a particular choice is made among all the possible options.
This is in order to explore an alternative analysis and conceptualization of the
LMS decision process.

What is of interest is to follow the process of LMS decision making and to
identify important events and junctures and their role, significance and order
(if any). Moreover, it is of interest to identify the people included (and
excluded) in the process, as well as examine the timing (when) and extent
(what) and role of the events and involvements. The questions under
investigation are:

e What practices (if any) are utilized in order to establish ‘matters of
facts’ in negotiations and formation of the final LMS choice(s)?

e What type(s) of questions are treated as having a taken for granted
answer and which become subjected to a decision making process?

¢ By the means of which mechanisms (if any), do various criteria that are
used during the LMS selection process achieve their status?

e How do various related beliefs achieve credibility in the LMS decision
process?

While trying to answer these questions, attention is paid to actions and
interactions between microsocial activities and potential structural features.

Another consideration has been to examine whether the assent reached is a
determined outcome of rational decision making or if other explanations are
needed. In other words, I investigate how the assent regarding the process and
final choice is negotiated and reached in the social activities and interactions
that take place during the LMS selection decision process.

1.3 Positioning the Study

LMS are used to hold and manage extensive information related to library
holdings, external information resources, library users, library suppliers,
library transactions, as well as managerial information required for operation
and management of libraries. The study of organizational resources, that are
required and used in production and management of information, form a field
of study called Information Resource Management (IRM), which in turn is a
sub-field of Library and Information Science. The concept of Information



Resource Management was born in the 70s. Since then, this concept has been
the topic of extensive discussions. Various views of IRM have emerged and
the concept has been defined in a variety of ways. A broad definition of the
term is as follows:

“IRM is a comprehensive approach to planning, organizing,
budgeting, directing, monitoring and controlling the people,
funding, technologies and activities associated with acquiring,
storing, processing and distributing data to meet a business need for

the benefit of the entire enterprise.” (Lewis, Snyder, & Rainer,
1995)

LMS are a main information resource within libraries. Therefore, a study of
the LMS (as an information resource) and its management falls within the
field of IRM. Furthermore, the management of other resources required for
LMS selection, purchase, implementation, management, and use also fall
within the bounds of IRM and Library Management. The ambition is that this
study will extend the field’s understanding of the process of LMS selection by
rethinking the concept of LMS decision process and outlining potential issues
and implications that need further attention by both practitioners and theorists
in the field.

In positioning this study within the subfields of IRM and Library
Management, a relevant consideration would be to outline what separates this
thesis from other potentially similar studies in other fields. The two
neighbouring fields that seem relevant are those of Diffusion of Innovation
(Dol) and Information Systems (IS). A further consideration is whether there
1s a notable difference between LMS and other commonly studied information
systems.

In the following sections, I will briefly address these considerations by
looking at potential differences between my study and typical studies
conducted in the neighbouring fields of Dol and IS. I will then outline a few
characteristics of LMS to allow a comparison between LMS and other
information systems that are commonly the subject of other studies.

1.3.1 Research within the Field of Diffusion of Innovation

Diffusion of Innovation (Dol) is an area of study that provides explanations
about the way in which a new idea or product spreads among, or is adopted by
individuals or groups of people. Dol theories examine the influencing factors
and relationships between innovations and their acceptance or rejection. The
main elements of the process of adoption are categorised as Knowledge
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Acquisition, Persuasion and learning, and Decision (Rogers, 1995; Prescott &
Conger 1995: 21). According to Rogers (1995), a degree of ‘uncertainty’ is
associated with diffusion of innovation, due to the newness of the idea.
Therefore, when faced with an innovation, one goes through a decision
process in order to reduce the uncertainty caused by the innovation to a
tolerable level in order to be able to decide to adopt or reject the innovation.
This decision process involves information-seeking and information-
processing activities to reduce the individual’s uncertainty about the
advantages and disadvantages of the innovation (c.f. Brunsson, 2007:15, 1.e.
“instead of waiting for uncertainty to be dissolved before the decision, the
decision can be used to dissolve uncertainty”’). Among the characteristics of
the decision-making unit that can affect the information seeking or knowledge
acquisition stages are socio-economic characteristics, personality variables,
and communication behaviour. Traditionally the diffusion research has been
concerned with adoption of innovation by individuals, however, diffusion
studies in more recent times have evolved to include diffusions in
organisational settings also. The stages of innovation process in organisations
is described by Rogers (1995: 391-404) as ‘agenda-setting’ and ‘matching’ as
part of the initiation phase prior to the decision point and then
‘redefining/restructuring’, ‘clarifying’, and ‘routinizing’ as part of the
implementation. Here organizations are commonly seen as “stable system of

individuals who work together to achieve common goals through a hierarchy
of ranks and a division of labor” (Rogers, 1995: 375, 403).

When a library selects a new LMS or when a library migrates to a new LMS,
the system that the library purchases is perceived to be new to that library.
Therefore, the new LMS is an innovation based on the definition of the term
innovation (e.g. Rogers, 1995: 5; cf. Zaltman, Duncan & Holbeck, 1973), and
the field of Dol can be seen to be of interest when studying the selection and
adoption of an LMS. Typical studies on adoption of LMS that could stem
from the field of Dol could for example include ‘the rate of diffusion of a
library system among the library world’, ‘the early or late adopters of a
particular LMS’, or ‘the factors that affect the adoption or rejection of a
particular system’, etc.

One could outline a number of differences between this study and those that
are typical of the Dol field. First, Dol research considers the whole process
from initiation to the adoption of an innovation, while I am mainly interested
in the decision process only. Although decisions and decision processes do
hold a place in Dol research, the decision process by itself is only one among
many stages and is not the main emphasis in Dol theories. In the stages of the
Innovation Process in an Organisation, what is termed as the matching stage is
followed by the decision stage (Rogers 1995: 392), but current diffusion



theories do not emphasise how this transition from one stage to the next is
made. As the decision process is very central to my study, the diffusion
theories do not provide the guidelines that I seek in this study. Second, Dol
research tends to side with the promoters of innovation rather than adopters
(Rogers, 1995: 114). In a typical Dol study, the emphasis is placed on one
innovation from the perspective of the promoter and then the process by which
this innovation is adopted or diffused among individuals or groups is studied.
In my study, the emphasis is rather reversed. Here one potential adopter (the
library) is faced with several innovations and tries to choose one among these,
hence leading to new issues that are not the focus of the Dol theories.

A third reason relates to one of the criticisms of diffusion theory, namely the
fact that although the diffusion process is theorized as a social one, the
complexity that this entails has not been dealt with adequately by the diffusion
theory (e.g. Alvarez, 1999; O'Donovan, 1998). In this study, analytical tools
are needed that allow a deeper analysis of the social aspects involved. Fourth,
mainstream Dol research seems to be based on assumptions that I do not want
to take for granted, I do not want to assume that individuals who come
together in forming an organization have the same common goal, or follow a
rational actor model of decision making. Instead of assuming that, I examine
how such assumptions become taken for granted. Dol studies mainly represent
the type of studies that could be termed ‘from within’, while I conduct a study
that could be described as of the type ‘from without’ or ‘from the outside’ (see
theoretical framework in chapter 4).

1.3.2 Research within the Field of Information Systems

The academic field of information systems (IS) has been a growing area of
research over the past three decades and provides a vast range of research on a
wide range of topics. This can be seen in the extensive research presented at
conferences such as ICIS (International Conference on IS — initiated in 19801)
and ECIS (European Conference on IS); in journals such as Information
Systems Research and Information Systems Frontiers. Further evidences can
be found in the growth of working groups (e.g. 8.2 — information systems in
organizations and society) of IFIP (International Federation on Information
Processing), and in publications such as Clarke and Lehaney (2000).

Within the field of IS, the relationships, as well as actions and interactions,
between information systems and individuals, groups, organizations, markets
and societies are main areas of concern. Hence, as well as covering a wide
range of topics, the research in this field employs various theoretical
perspectives, methodologies, analytical tools, and research settings. One can
find a number of different definitions of IS in Mingers and Stowell (1997).
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One of these definitions is given in an early section of the book (i.e. series’
forward) by Avison and Fitzgerald, which identifies the information systems
field as “the effective design, delivery, use and impact of information
technology in organization and society” (1997: xv). A broader definition by
UKAIS (UK Academy of Information Systems) is provided in a later part of
the book, which states:

“The study of information systems and their development is a multi-
disciplinary subject and addresses the range of strategic, managerial,
and operational activities involved in the gathering, processing,
storing, distributing, and use of information, and its associated

technologies, in society and in organisations”. (as cited in Avison,
1997: 114)

Neither of these definitions identify the study of decision making or system
purchases as central to the field of IS. This is not the case, however, for all
definitions of the field. Some definitions indeed include the acquisition of
systems for information use as an area of interest (e.g. a North American
definition cited in Avison, 1997: 116). Accordingly, one could argue that my
study would well fit within the field of Information Systems.

Although, due to sheer numbers it is difficult to attain a comprehensive
overview of the topics covered in the field of IS, general trends can be
outlined. In typical IS studies, the emphasis ranges over technical aspects;
design, development, and use of information systems; and the impacts of IS
and the imbedding context on one another.

In this study, the focus is not the technical aspects or the influences of an LMS
on its embedding organization or the various influences of the embedding
organizations or society on the design and development of these systems. The
influences that are central here relate to the actions by human agents and the
embedding structures that shape and are shaped by the LMS decision making
related activities. The focus is on the social interactions that emerge within the
decision process and their relationships with the decision outcomes. Unlike
some IS studies, the influences of the embedding context on the design and
technical functions of LMS are not the focal issues here.

Many scholars within the field of IS place the focus on the adoption of
information systems and accordingly the diffusion theory has been expanded.
Kwan and Zmud (1987) suggest a synthesis of the diffusion model and the
application implementation research and add task and environmental
characteristics to an earlier model. Cooper and Zmud (1990) further modify
this model by suggesting an implementation process that includes initiation,



adaptation, acceptance, routinization and infusion stages. The Theory of
Reasoned Action (TRA), by Ajzen (1988), is concerned with people’s actions
in relation to their traits (e.g. dominance, sociability, independence) and
attitudes (e.g. attitudes towards politicians, education, ethnic groups). In
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) by Davis (1989; Davis, Bagozzi, and
Warshaw, 1989), two theoretical constructs of ‘perceived usefulness’ and
‘perceived ease of use’ are central as determinants of user behaviour. Agarwal
and Prasad (1999) build on theories in different areas including Dol, social
psychology, and learning to propose a model in which the constructs of TAM
are viewed to mediate the relationship between individual differences and IT
acceptance. Lucas and Spitler (2000) found that TAM and its extended
versions were weak predictors of a large amount of variance in their
investigation, which was based on a field study as compared with earlier
experimental or quasi-experimental studies. A further focus in a vast range of
IS research is on finding ways of improving technology adoption effectiveness
and on reducing resistance. In the vast array of studies that are based on these
and related theories, focus is placed on the process of adoption and not pre
selection stages. Particularly in some areas such as ‘resistance to change’ and
‘conflict management’, much of the empirical research is conducted after
technology implementation (see Meissonier & Houze, 2010).

Unlike such studies, my focus is on the issues that emerge in the process of
decision making which precedes the point of selection and adoption. In this
thesis, I do not share the ambition of improving effectiveness of LMS
diffusion. I rather focus on extending the understanding of the LMS decision
process by attempting an alternative analysis of this phenomenon.

In the IS research that are of more relevance for this thesis, the social aspects
are brought in focus. Some such studies examine the social consequences of
implementation and/or diffusion of IT in different organizational settings (e.g.
Alvarez, 1999; Avgerou & McGrath, 2007; Davidson, 2006; Orlikowski &
Gash, 1994; Poole & DeSanctis, 1990; Sahay & Robey, 1996; Westrup, 1994)
and propose new approaches for studying such phenomena (e.g. Ancona,
Goodman, Lawrence, & Tushman, 2001; Sahay, Palit, & Robey, 1994). Some
explore the social roles of IS (e.g. Askends & Westelius, 2003), or the
complexities of social influences (e.g. Griffith, Fuller, & Northcraft, 1998).
Others discuss or re-evaluate research approaches and meta-theoretical issues
of information systems (e.g. Bostrom, Gupta, & Thomas, 2009; Klein,
Hirschheim, & Niss