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Preface
In 2007 we set out to prepare a workshop for academic librarians on
the general topic of library quality improvement and assessment. Our
hope was to distill some basic principles of library quality improvement
and assessment, provide a few examples of best practices, and to present
this overview in a single workshop day. From our mutual interest in the
topic and our professional experience working both together and
separately in multiple academic libraries, we thought the task would be
relatively straightforward. We are still laughing at our ambition and our
naivety.

As we began the literature review, we were quickly overwhelmed by
the depth and breadth of the scholarship and, to be frank, surprised by
its international scope. Borrowing from business and higher education
excellence models, academic librarians around the world had published
their ideas and their research on efforts to measure library quality, to
devise metrics and methods for control, and to make continuous
improvements in library quality in response to a universal demand for
greater accountability in higher education. Much of the best and most
interesting work was reported in journal articles and conference
proceedings. The nature of these venues gives the impression that the
literature is fragmented, making it difficult to grasp as a coherent whole.
We wished there were a few books, or better yet, a single book that
would provide a thorough, logical, and integrated view of academic
library assessment, evaluation, and quality improvement—a book that
would draw together and relate the essential information and
understandings necessary for academic librarians to work toward quality
improvement in the context of their own institutions. This book is an
attempt to fulfill our own wish.

We would like to thank the many, many authors upon whose work we
have drawn for this book—for their scholarship and creativity, and for
having shared information and ideas with the profession through their
publications. Without them, there would have been no basis for this
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book. We would also like to thank our spouses, Chuck Twardy and
Karen Marks, for their endless patience and support.

Gail Munde
Ken Marks
November 2008
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Quality, assessment and evaluation

Defining quality
What is quality? Most of us believe that we know quality when we see it.
Whether this is actually the case is another matter. We bring so many
assumptions to our view of the world that our biases automatically color
our assessment of reality. Are there varying levels of quality? Does quality
depend on circumstances? If quality is essential, under what circum-
stances will “good enough” be an adequate and acceptable level of
quality? Does quality change over time? Will today’s high quality fail to
meet future quality standards? How does the library world’s concept of
quality match up with the views of quality of other segments of society?

How quality is defined will depend on the environment and the
observer. The International Federation of Library Associations and
Institutions (IFLA) publication Measuring Quality states:

The definition of quality has developed from the product-oriented
aspect of control and inspection to a broader service-oriented
concept that involves the whole organizational structure. Quality in
this sense is fitness for purpose, that is to say, a service or product
should supply or perform as it is intended to. The “purpose” of a
service or product is defined by the customers. Quality in this sense
is neither an isolated standard nor the highest standard; it is defined
by the needs of the clientele of the individual institution.1

The International Organization for Standardization (OIS) Standard
11620 defines quality as the “totality of features and characteristics of a
product or service that bear on the library’s ability to satisfy stated or
implied needs.”2

Green has identified a number of concepts of quality:

1
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The traditional concept of quality is associated with the notion of
providing a product or service that is distinctive and special, and
which confers status on the owner or user ... The notion of
exclusivity is implied. Second, there is the notion of quality as
conformance to a specification or standard. The definition of
quality adopted by most analysts and policy makers in higher
education is that of fitness for purpose. Exponents of this approach
argue that quality has no meaning except in relation to the purpose
of the product or service. Quality is judged in terms of the extent
to which a product or service meets its stated purpose(s).

One version of the “fitness for purpose” model concentrates on
evaluating quality in higher education at the institutional level. 
A high quality institution is one that clearly states its mission 
(or purpose) and is efficient and effective in meeting the goals it has
set itself. During the last 20 years, the definition of quality most
often used in industry has evolved and is no longer given solely in
terms of conformance to a specification but in terms of meeting
customers’ needs. High priority is placed on identifying customers’
needs as a crucial factor in the design of a product or service.3

No wonder that defining, and then applying, quality is so difficult for
academic librarians. They are faced with concepts that are not only
drawn largely from business and industry, but are then cast in terms of
higher education in general, and finally applied to academic libraries.
The reality is that to a large extent library quality will be defined by the
parent institution. In writing about Monash University, Pernat affirms
this belief with the following observation:

Fitness of purpose means that the university must create its own
agenda for its own unique situation and that purpose at all levels
needs to be agreed. Fitness of purpose applied to the library
involves examination of the alignment of the library’s mission with
that of the university.4

How can libraries confirm that the library’s and university’s mission
statements are in alignment? Often, librarians view the institutional mission
simply as another statement filled with glittering generalities to be given lip
service or ignored. Many times the library mission statement is written
without any attention to the university’s mission. It is the responsibility of
the library director to ensure alignment between the two mission statements.

2
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A dramatic international shift in the perspective of librarians toward
quality has occurred in the past 10 to 20 years. Historically, academic
library quality was thought to be determined by the size of the collection
and the size of the budget. It was a numbers game. The shift has been to
the concept of the customer-centered library. Hiller and Jilovsky name
seven fundamental changes in the library environment that are responsible
for this shift:

� explosive growth in networked electronic information and consortial
purchasing

� noticeable changes in library use patterns

� new library organizational structures and strategic planning

� instability of library and institutional funding

� increased complexity of navigating the information environment

� moves towards outcomes-based assessment in higher education

� accountability for library expenditures.5

The shift has been inevitable as parent institutions have become
concerned about outcomes, and the contributions that units make to the
achievement of those outcomes. If quality is defined by the customer,
then the library should focus on that reality. Hiller and Jilovsky identify
the following characteristics of a customer-centered library:

� All services and activities are viewed through the eyes of customers.

� Customers determine quality.

� Library services and resources add value to the customer.

� Data-based decision making is a cornerstone of the customer-centered
library in which:

� decisions are based on facts, research and analysis

� services are planned and delivered to maximize positive customer
outcomes.6

According to Hiller and Jilovsky, North American academic libraries
continue to have difficulties in implementing the steps that would lead to
a customer-centered library. This also appears to be a challenge
internationally. One of the reasons for this may be that librarians
historically have had difficulty listening to their customers. This is
changing, but not quickly enough. A second reason may be that
librarians have not been trained to work in an environment where
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decisions are based on the analysis of data and integrated into a regular
planning cycle.

Another reason for the difficulties may be the fact that each
stakeholder group has a different concept of what quality means to it.
Poll has identified three stakeholder groups: the users (actual and
potential), the financing authorities (university, community, commercial
firm, etc.), the library’s staff, and goes on to say:

Their view of the library’s quality will always differ. While users
judge on the quality of services they use, authorities will be
interested in the library’s benefit to the institution it has been set up
to serve and in the library’s cost effectiveness. Staff, on their part,
look to the quality of their working conditions, to further
education and to the library’s organization.7

The challenge for librarians is how to reconcile these potentially
conflicting views of quality. This becomes more difficult if librarians
determine that the relative importance of the stakeholder groups will
shift from time to time.

Although each stakeholder group has its own concept of quality, an
unanswered question remains: what are the characteristics or criteria
that make up quality? Poll has adapted work done by Peter Brophy to
construct a chart of criteria as shown in Table 1.1.8

The characteristics noted in the chart are appropriate for users, but
hardly seem relevant to the other two groups of stakeholders—
authorities and staff. Authorities will have criteria that include financial
control; effective use of resources; outcomes and impacts; planning; and
internal and external cooperation. Staff will have criteria that relate to
both their physical and organizational working conditions; opportunities
for professional development; involvement in planning; involvement in
governance; and reputation of their library. Balancing the achievement of
these disparate stakeholder criteria is a challenge for library
administrators. It is important for a director to remember the following
statement by Barrionuevo.

Quality is a relative concept, closely linked to the level of user
expectation and requirements. The relative nature of quality leads
ultimately to excellence, a mobile, unattainable concept, the
achievement of which requires effort, the assimilation of change,
and a forward-looking and positive approach.9

4
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Quality, assessment and evaluation

Criterion Definition Example

Performance A service meets its most
basic purpose

Making key information
resources available on
demand

Features Secondary characteristics
which add to the service but
are beyond the essential core

Alerting services

Reliability Consistency of the service’s
performance in use

No broken web links

Conformance The service meets the
agreed standard

Dublin Core

Durability Sustainability of the service
over a period of time

Document delivery within
2 days

Currency Up-to-dateness of information Online catalog

Serviceability Level of help available to
users

Complaint service

Aesthetics Visual attractiveness Physical library, website

Usability,
accessibility

Ease of access and use Opening hours, website
structure

Assurance/
competence/
credibility

Good experience with staff’s
knowledgability

Correct reference
answers

Courtesy/
responsiveness/
empathy

Accessibility, flexibility and
friendliness of staff

Reference service

Communication Clear explanation of services
and options in jargon-free
language

Website, signposting in
the library

Speed Quick delivery of services Interlibrary lending

Variety of
services offered

May clash with quality, if
resources are not sufficient
for maintaining quality in all
services offered

Broad collection,
reference service in walk-
in, mail, and chat forms

Perceived quality The user’s view of the service Assessment by
satisfaction survey

Table 1.1 Criteria by which library quality is judged



All librarians want their libraries to achieve excellence, but few
understand the linkage between quality and the consequences of
accepting and internalizing change, and planning for the future.

Leadership from the director is essential if a library is to be committed
to achieving and maintaining quality and, ultimately, excellence. The
library administrator is properly placed to monitor the institution’s
evolving commitment to and definition of quality, thereby ensuring that
the library maintains effective alignment of its own efforts to embed
quality. As a director considers the issue of quality, the question of how
to pursue quality arises. Does the library use total quality management,
quality assurance, quality control, quality enhancement, or quality
management philosophies, processes and techniques? Each of these has
its own proponents and disciples who argue their particular philosophy
represents the only “true” way to quality. Many of these approaches rely
on the existence of some type of standard against which library activities,
resources, services, and programs might be measured. An important
question is whether the standard against which measurement occurs is
externally imposed or established internally by the library. Another
absolutely critical question is: what do we really mean when we use the
word “measurement”?

Measurement
Measurement has been the downfall of many academic libraries. They
have collected many data on every facet of the library’s activities and
environment, but have had no plan for processing the information. It
seems that while data collection should be useful, quite often the data
found in a library is

� gathered but has little relevance in the decision-making process;

� gathered for a specific purpose, but then not used;

� used to justify a decision (and sometimes gathered after the decision
is made);

� requested even though sufficient information is available to make a
decision (some data manipulation and analysis may be required);

� not used even though some people will complain about the lack of
information; and

� not in itself as important as just having it.10

6
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Most librarians can remember an experience involving data collection
when the staff opinion was that the activity was “busy work.” When
that opinion becomes the prevailing view, then measurement will be
flawed and assessment is doomed.

An often-overlooked fact is that measurement is more than collecting
numbers; it is the process of gauging a library’s performance. Data
collection is often considered to be routine reporting, and performed
without any thought as to how those activities being measured are
performed, or their effect on library stakeholders. Cullen presents
another aspect of performance measurement:

Performance measurement is a highly political activity, and must be
seen as such, at the macro and micro level. We must look outwards
to social and political expectations made of our institutions and
ensure that they meet the needs and expectations of our significant
client or stakeholder groups; we must use our planning and goal-
setting activities in a services meaningful way, incorporating
appropriate measures, to demonstrate our response to this external
environment, and our willingness to align our aspirations to
broader corporate goals. But we must also look within and seek 
to promote an organisational culture which acknowledges the
political nature of measurement. This means using performance
measurement to:

� indicate the library or information service’s alignment with broader
organisational goals

� demonstrate the integration of information with the key activities of
the organisation, or of the community

� support the library’s position as the organisation’s primary
information manager and service provider.11

Because academic libraries have traditionally been viewed as a common
good and an essential part of any university, the idea that all library
activities now have political implications may be unsettling to many
librarians. Librarians have been reluctant to play the political game
required to garner the budgetary resources necessary to keep their
libraries competitive. Also, they have been reluctant to market
themselves and their organizations, perhaps based on the assumption
that it is somehow unprofessional. Librarians are learning, but it has
been a painfully slow process.

7
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Assessment
What is the relationship between measurement and assessment? Often,
assessment, evaluation and accountability are used interchangeably,
which confuses the individuals trying to understand what a library is
doing. Frye states that

when we assess our own performance, it’s assessment, when others
assess our performance, it’s accountability. That is, assessment is a
set of initiatives we take to monitor the results of our actions and
improve ourselves; accountability is a set of initiatives others take
to monitor the results of our actions, and penalize or reward us
based on the outcomes.12

A decade ago, Dow offered the following interpretations of assessment:

Today assessment is the word most often associated with the
measurement of educational outcomes. When asked what that
means, responses normally have fallen into three categories. The first
category relates to evaluation of student learning prior to admission
to college … A second commonly understood meaning of assessment
is the measurement of student performance taken while he or she is
enrolled in course work … The third interpretation of assessment
places emphasis on the outputs of the educational experience,
measuring what students have learned by the time they graduate …13

The third definition is the ultimate challenge to libraries as they become
increasingly required to present information delineating their contributions
to student development. The critical departure from past measurement
efforts is in the focus of measurement. The institution and the library are no
longer the focus; the focus is now on the student and what is gained from
time in the university and the library. Dugan expressed it as:

Assessment measures changes in library users as a result of their
contact with an academic library’s programs, resources and
services, such as student known content, developed skills and
abilities, and acquired attitudes and values. Therefore, assessment
is comprised of statements about what students will know/think/be
able to do as a result of their contact with library programs, not
statements about what the library should/could do to bring about
desired outcomes.14

8
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One matter to be clarified at this point is the use of the word
“assessment.” It actually refers to “self-assessment.” Assessment
imposed by an external entity is an audit; assessment conducted by the
library on its own initiative is a self-assessment. Evans provides a
detailed and useful discussion of the stages of self-assessment, in which
she identifies seven distinct stages:

1. Identify the role of self-assessment

2. Commit to the process

3. Identify the self-assessment team

4. Choose the self-assessment model/approach

5. Piloting/training/planning

6. Undertake the self-assessment: manage the process

7. Identify priorities for improvement/plan actions/implement actions

8. Review. The final stage is a review of what has been achieved, i.e.:

� whether the objectives have been reached

� whether the performance targets have been met

� whether the planned timescales have been achieved.15

The challenges of self-assessment
Troll Covey identified five challenges related to assessment that can assist
libraries that are struggling to collect data that will help to confirm their
contributions to positive student outcomes:

1. Gathering meaningful, purposeful, comparable data.

2. Acquiring methodological guidance and requisite skills to plan and
conduct assessment.

3. Managing assessment data.

4. Organizing assessment as a core activity.

5. Interpreting library trend data in the larger environmental context of
user behavior and constraints.16

Hiller, Kyrillidou, and Self identified a series of issues that augment Troll
Covey’s challenges. They note “these issues were likely to fall into the
following areas: library leadership, organizational culture, library
priorities, sufficiency of resources, data infrastructure, assessment skills

9
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and expertise, sustainability, presentation of results, and the ability to
use the results to improve libraries.”17

Typically, librarians have collected statistics as required by
institutional authorities, governmental agencies, or professional
associations. Sometimes the requests overlapped, and sometimes the
requests were in conflict. Making the activity more challenging was the
fact that data definitions might change from year to year and any
opportunity for longitudinal analysis was lost. The result was an
assortment of statistics that reflected the resources, services, and
activities that could be most easily counted. In one sense, this might not
have been a bad situation for the library, as the likelihood of having
library staff with the requisite analytical skills and comfort level to work
with data was minimal. This remains the situation in many libraries
today. Even when library staff did have the requisite skills and aptitude,
it often didn’t matter because there was an overwhelming flood of data
to be managed, manipulated, and stored. Managing data continues to be
challenging, even today. Responsibility for data collection and
management can be delegated by the library administrator, but one thing
that cannot be delegated is the leadership role, the essential responsibility
to instill throughout the library the importance of accurate data
collection and to make self-assessment an integral part of the library’s
existence. It is the library administrator’s responsibility to be certain that
analysis and interpretation are done within the context of the parent
institution and the community of users. It is the library administrator’s
responsibility to manage the establishment of an effective organizational
culture. This can be a persistent challenge for library administrators, as
it takes so long to change cultures, and cultures can fail without constant
attention. Given all of the challenges and issues surrounding the prospect
of conducting a self-assessment, it is no surprise to find the vast majority
of libraries doing only marginal self-assessment.

The challenges noted above beg questions of how to avoid or minimize,
and eventually to meet them. Creating a self-assessment plan, or outlining
a self-assessment process, is a logical place to begin. In a study of library
directors’ thoughts about assessment and decision making, Beck outlined
some of the beginning questions as:

� How do you manage assessment?

� What do you want to learn from assessment?

� What do you want to accomplish once you understand the assessment
data?

10
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� How will you use your data in your planning process to establish
priorities?

� Will creating a data farm support decision making?

� How do you develop collaborative partnerships with campus units 
in the development of instrument design and administration, data
analysis, data validity and reliability issues?18

Myriad sub-questions could fall under each of the bulleted items. Is this
a formative or summative assessment? Does the assessment focus on
individuals or groups? When assessing undergraduate students, is the
focus on skills, knowledge, retention, attitudes, or behavior? Will the
library be using a management information system (MIS) to manage its
data farm? Will it create its own MIS or will it purchase one? (There are
only a handful of libraries that have taken this step, as it involves a
significant commitment of funds and skilled staff to maintain.) What is
the status of relationships with campus units that could collaborate with
the library and offset the absence of needed skills in instrument design,
and management and analysis of data collected? Collaboration with
other campus units may be the only viable option for many libraries.

It is the library administrator’s responsibility to lead the library to
answers to Beck’s questions and related sub-questions. Until these
questions have been answered, the library should not embark on
establishing a self-assessment plan or process. If the requisite preparatory
work has been done and has involved the library staff and relevant units
on campus, then the library should have positive responses to these
questions posed by Matthews:

� Are student learning goals identified?

� Will the library’s contribution to helping students achieve their goals
be addressed by the assessment procedure?

� Are multiple assessment measures used?

� Are the measures understood and valued by all stakeholders?

� Does the plan identify the people (committees) involved and the
processes that will be used?

� Are the results of assessment having an impact on the planning
process so that changes are made to improve the impact of the library
on students, faculty and researchers …?19

Preparatory work involves using a number of existing tools and
processes available in the management and public sector planning fields.

11
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Many libraries have employed some of these resources, but most have
never used them in an integrated or consistent manner. The resources
include a survey for determining whether a culture of assessment exists
in a library; a number of excellence frameworks for creating a baseline
of information about the library and for creating a strategic plan; the
Balanced Scorecard to monitor a limited number of performance
measures; benchmarking tools; and finally, assistance in identifying a
limited set of performance indicators to provide data related to the
desired outcomes identified by the library. In further chapters, these
resources are addressed in detail, along with information on the
academic library’s role in the success of major user groups, user
satisfaction measurement methods, and comparative library analyses.
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Creating a culture of assessment

Introduction
Academic libraries have been considered unique organizations, and this
has encouraged academic librarians to develop a myopic view of the
library in society. The long-held view that academic libraries provided a
fundamental societal “good” fostered a belief that there was no need to
justify or defend them. One result of this view was the creation, over
time, of a distinctive culture in academic libraries. This culture was
reflected in the widely held belief that librarians were the gate keepers to
knowledge and, in such an important position librarians could believe
they knew what was best for their patrons. There was no need to consult
with patrons or collect data because librarians could make decisions
based on their experience, anecdotal reports, or their feelings. As society
has changed, so has the view of the supposed “good” provided by
academic libraries and librarians. Today, the assumption is that academic
libraries, along with other cultural and educational institutions, should
justify their support by demonstrating the value of their activities and the
contributions of academe to society.

A cultural change is required before academic libraries can build the
capacity to justify their support and demonstrate the value of their
efforts. Before an organization’s culture can be changed, there must be
an understanding of what culture means. Lakos and Gray define culture
as part of a social system:

Organizational culture refers to an organization’s overt and covert
rules, values, and principles, and is influenced by history, custom,
and practices. These are an enduring set of tenets and norms that
form the basis of a social system and allow the members to
attribute merit and meaning to the external and internal events they
experience.1
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Changing a library’s culture is a protracted process that requires sus-
tained leadership from the library director. Unless or until the library
director is convinced that cultural change is essential, it is highly unlikely
that any change effort will be successful. Leadership in this undertaking
must be visible to all members of the library. The belief that permanent
organizational change can occur in a year or two, and without the
engagement of all library personnel, is simply wishful thinking. A decade
may be required before the fundamental alterations in the library’s
culture become embedded.

Library and management literature are both filled with various terms
related to organizational change. “Culture of continuous improvement,”
“culture of excellence,” “culture of quality,” “culture of involvement,”
“culture of evidence,” “culture of curiosity,” and “quality culture” are
some of the descriptive terms devised to describe transformational changes
in organizational culture. Lakos introduced the concept of a “culture of
assessment” to academic libraries in 1998:

A Culture of Assessment is an organizational environment in which
decisions are based on facts, research and analysis, and where
services are planned and delivered in ways that maximize positive
outcomes and impacts for customers and stakeholders. A Culture
of Assessment exists in organizations where staff care to know
what results they produce and how those results relate to
customers’ expectations. Organizational mission, values, struc-
tures, and systems support behavior that is performance and
learning focused.2

The critical statement in Lakos’s definition is decisions are based on
facts, research and analysis and services are planned and delivered in
ways that maximize positive outcomes and impacts for customers and
stakeholders. Achieving these two states represents a fundamental
organizational change for many libraries. Operating a library under
these two conditions means abandoning management by anecdote,
management by “gut” feeling, and management by the “seat of your
pants.” The decision to move to a culture of assessment can be daunting,
and is not to be taken lightly. Every aspect of a library’s operation and
all library personnel will be affected.

Matthews has suggested there are a number of reasons why a culture
of assessment is not frequently fostered in any library. Among them are
the following:
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� the perception that one can’t measure what the library does

� lack of leadership

� the library not having control over its outcomes

� the possibility of using such information against the library

� lack of skills

� the move to increased demand for electronic resources and services

� old mental models

� the status quo being preferred.3

Covey adds further insight to the reasons for the widespread failure of
libraries to move to a culture of assessment:

In the context of rapid change and critical need for data and
accountability, libraries appear to be unwilling, unable, or unaware of
the need to:

� articulate beliefs, behaviors, and assumptions of a culture of assessment;

� assess the belief, behaviors, and assumptions of the existing culture;

� identify gaps between the current and desired frame of reference;

� develop action plans to close the gaps.4

In reality, librarians are comfortable in their current cultures and don’t
want to change, even if those cultures are outdated and their inhabitants
in danger of extinction.

The concept of a culture of assessment was revised further and
updated in 2002 by Lakos and Phipps with their description of the
hallmarks of an assessment culture:

A Culture of Assessment exists when:

� The organization’s mission, planning, and policies are focused on
supporting the customer’s information and communication needs.

� Performance measures are included in organizational planning
documents such as strategic plans.

� Administrators are committed to supporting assessment.

� Staff and leaders recognize the value of assessment and support and
participate in assessment as part of their regular assignments. Individual
and organizational responsibility for assessment is addressed explicitly.
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� Continuous communication with customers is maintained through
needs assessment, quality outcome and satisfaction measurements.
Relevant data and user feedback is routinely collected, analyzed,
and used to set priorities, allocate resources and make decisions.

Support System:

� Assessment activities can be supported by a Management
Information System or Decision Support System.

� All services, programs and products are evaluated for quality and
impact.

� Staff continuously improve their capability to serve customers and
are rewarded for this. Rewards support removing barriers to quality
customer service.

� On-going staff development in the area of assessment is provided
and supported. Staff appreciates feedback and support for
achievement of performance and learning goals.

� Units have defined measures for their processes and services from
the customer point of view.

� Units and staff have customer focused S*M*A*R*T goals which
are monitored regularly.5

Evaluating your library’s culture
Even a cursory review of the above characteristics should permit a librarian
to determine whether they work in an organizational culture of assessment.
It is unusual for many academic librarians to conclude from this listing that
a culture of assessment exists in their libraries. Before making a decision to
begin the process of changing the organizational culture, there should be a
more formal evaluation or assessment to determine where the library’s
present culture lies along the path to becoming a culture of assessment.
Lakos, Wilson, and Phipps have created a questionnaire that can be useful
in making this organizational evaluation (Figure 2.1). 

The results of the questionnaire can be instructive, and can reveal to
library leadership how much work needs to be done toward establishing the
foundation for a culture of assessment. Cullen cautions against
indiscriminate use of the questionnaire, noting: “this instrument, while
useful when used at the organizational or library leadership level is less
appropriate to investigate the extent a culture of assessment has permeated
to the lower levels of staffing, and in particular, to those managing
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operational units, or at the cutting edge of customer service.”6 This is an
important distinction to make, as it is clear that an organization’s culture
exists at different levels. It is critical that the view from all ranks and levels
within a library organization be known and understood, but it is not at all
evident that there is a suitable instrument for distribution to the lower levels
of staffing. Until all levels of the organization are polled, the result may be
an organizational view of library culture that is inaccurate or wrong. This
possibility affirms the fact that cultural change is a lengthy process.

Matthews proposes a quick way to evaluate the culture of assessment
in a library by considering a series of questions. Does your library

� articulate a clear vision of the future that inspires employees?

� maintain consistency between words and actions?

� know what customers/users really care most about?

� know how well the library is doing to satisfy customers in terms of
what the customers care most about?

� encourage the use of performance measures and analysis to assess
problems and services?

� use resources efficiently? (Are we doing things right?)

� use resources effectively? (Are we doing the right things?)

� encourage employees to develop performance measurement skills?

� know how the library’s policies and practices make the library “difficult”
to do business with?

� demonstrate a constant pursuit of excellence?

� recruit talented people?

� learn from its mistakes?

� seize opportunities when they present themselves?

� work constantly to improve productivity and eliminate bureaucracy?

� communicate the value of your library to interested and key
stakeholders?7

Once a library has determined where it is on the path to establishing a
culture of assessment, there are a number of issues identified by Lakos
that must be examined. Some of these must be explored in the context of
the parent institution, i.e.,

� Where does the institution focus its efforts and resources to make the
most effective transformation to a culture of assessment?
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Figure 2.1 Evaluation questionnaire “Do you have a culture of 
assessment?”

DO YOU HAVE A “CULTURE OF ASSESSMENT?”

Background: If your organization has developed a culture of assessment it will have
“built in mechanisms” that will embed and reinforce a focus on customers,
continuous assessment, and the use of measurement for planning and 
decision-making.

Directions: Below is a list of possible mechanisms that would be evidence of an
‘operating’ culture of assessment. Read each item and evaluate whether your culture
is weak or strong. For each item circle the number that most represents reality in
your organization.

1 = NOT AT ALL OR NEVER 
6 = IN ALL CASES OR ALL THE TIME 

 • The organization’s mission, planning, and policies are focused externally—on
supporting the customers’ need for access to information

1 2 3 4 5 6

 • How performance will be measured is included in organizational planning
documents such as strategic plans

1 2 3 4 5 6

 • Leadership commits to and financially supports assessment activities.

1 2 3 4 5 6

 • Staff recognize the value of assessment and engage in assessment as part of
their regular assignments.

1 2 3 4 5 6

 • Individual and organizational responsibility for assessment is addressed
explicitly—in job descriptions or is otherwise communicated formally.

1 2 3 4 5 6

 • Relevant data and user feedback is routinely collected, analyzed, and used to
set priorities, allocate resources and make decisions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6
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Figure 2.1 Evaluation questionnaire “Do you have a culture of 
assessment?” (Cont’d)

• Staff are rewarded for work that demonstrates improved service quality or better
outcomes for customers.

1 2 3 4 5 6

• On-going staff development in how to do effective assessment and
measurement of results is provided and supported

1 2 3 4 5 6

• Units within the Library have defined their critical processes and established
measures of success from the customer point of view

1 2 3 4 5 6

Adapted from Amos Lakos (University of Waterloo) and Betsy Wilson (University of Washington) – 1998
Revised and updated by Shelley Phipps (University of Arizona) – 2002

• Individual staff have specific and measurable goals and progress toward them is
reviewed periodically with others in the unit or their supervisor.

1 2 3 4 5 6

SUPPORT SYSTEMS

• Staff are supported to continuously improve their capability to serve customers
and are rewarded for this

1 2 3 4 5 6

• Services, programs and products are evaluated for quality and impact
(outcome).

1 2 3 4 5 6

 • Assessment activities are supported by a Management Information System or
Decision Support System.

1 2 3 4 5 6

Source: Reprinted with permission of Amos Lakos from http://lakmau.com/
CulAssessToolkit/Culture-of-Assessment-revofiq.pdf.



� What are the characteristics of leadership that bring about the
transformation toward a culture of assessment?

� How do we sustain a culture of assessment over time?

� How can we balance assessment that stresses collaboration with the
one-on-one nature of student and faculty relationship? How can we
balance the tension between collaboration and one-on-one
approaches?

� How do we transform a traditional research culture so that it values
scholarship of assessment?

� What steps are necessary to keep the focus on student learning outcomes?

� How is institutional culture formed/shaped/changed? Who sets the
norms and constraints that define institutional culture? Who are the
drivers/definers of culture in an institution? How do internal and
external forces affect culture?

� Given increasing globalization, where can we make international
comparisons of assessment approaches?8

What happens if, after answering these questions, a disconnect is apparent
between the institutional and library cultures? How can they be brought
into alignment? What can the librarians do if the various stakeholder
groups have potentially conflicting cultures? As noted earlier, establishing
a culture of assessment is not easy, and it will not happen quickly. Change
will happen slowly, and in concert with the larger institution. Lakos again
provides a series of hallmarks to guide libraries in their efforts to focus
efforts toward establishing a culture of assessment:

The library needs to be externally focused. The focus has to be on
delivering value to customers. In libraries, the purpose is defined by
creating learning and research outcomes for the customers, listening
to the voice of the customer and closing the decision-making loop 
in the library’s processes to create outcomes that are needed and
measurable.

� The library’s mission, planning, and policies are focused on
supporting the customer’s information and communication needs.

� Performance measures are included in library planning documents
such as strategic plans.

� Library administrators are committed to supporting assessment.

� Staff and leaders recognize the value of assessment and support 
and participate in assessment as part of their regular assignments.
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Individual and organizational responsibility for assessment is
addressed explicitly.

� Continuous communication with customers is maintained
through needs assessment, quality outcome and satisfaction
measurements. Relevant data and user feedback is routinely
collected, analyzed, and used to set priorities, allocate resources
and make decisions.

� A Management Information System or Decision Support System
supports assessment.

� All library services, programs and products are evaluated for quality
and impact.

� Service standards are identified and services and processes are
measured against these standards.

� Staff continuously improve their capability to serve customers and
are rewarded for this. Rewards support removing barriers to quality
customer service.

� Units and staff have customer focused S*M*A*R*T goals which
are monitored regularly.

� On-going staff development in the area of assessment is provided
and supported.9

Many libraries may be meeting some of the prerequisites, or meeting
them partially. Internationally, there may even be a handful of libraries
that meet all of them. For most libraries, it seems futile to hope that all
of the conditions can be met simultaneously. The task of deciding which
elements to focus on first will depend on conditions within the library
and the parent institution. There are two conditions in Lakos’s above list
that deserve immediate attention: performance measures, and a
Management Information System. 

Blixrud has listed a more concise list of essential assets for the
academic library moving toward a culture of assessment. They include:

� resources (i.e., time and money)

� individual and institutional buy-in

� access to individuals to evaluate

� expertise to conduct evaluation

� project management experience

� appropriate benchmarks
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� conceptual clarity

� measurement and design requirements

� instrument validity and reliability.10

In addition to these assets, Matthews suggests four initiatives that must
be firmly established to assist the library in moving toward a culture of
assessment: listening to the voices of 

� the customer

� the library’s staff members

� the process

� the organization.11

Locating the library’s position along the path to a culture of assessment
is a first step. It can be based on a very brief and necessarily limited
analysis of what the library is doing. However, a more thorough and
extensive assessment is essential before the library can begin to make
significant changes to its organizational structure. Fortunately, there are
a number of quality or excellence frameworks to lend structure and
stability to the library’s further investigations. The decision to use one of
these frameworks should be carefully considered, as each requires
substantial investment of time and resources, but they also will provide
the clearest indication of the challenges ahead for the library. This
underscores the reality that creating a culture of assessment will be slow
and sometimes painful, but absolutely necessary if the library is to
respond successfully to future institutional and societal expectations.

Notes
1. Lakos and Gray, “Personalized Library,” 170.
2. Lakos, “Culture of Assessment as a Catalyst,” 313.
3. Matthews, Library Assessment in Higher Education, 6–7.
4. Troll Covey, “Academic Library Assessment,” 163.
5. Lakos, “Building a Culture of Assessment.”
6. Cullen, “Operationalising the Focus/Values/Purpose Matrix,” 87.
7. Matthews, Strategic Planning and Management, 105.
8. Lakos, “Culture of Assessment as a Catalyst,” 313.
9. Ibid., 313–16.
10. Blixrud, “Mainstreaming New Measures,” 4.
11. Matthews, Strategic Planning and Management, 100.
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Frameworks for quality improvement

In the early 1980s global recognition by the private sector economy of
quality as a key concept resulted in the development of a number of
assessment/measurement instruments to evaluate an organization’s quality
standing. The first of these instruments to be established was the Malcolm
Baldrige National Quality Award, formally created in 1987. The next year,
with the endorsement of the European Commission, 14 companies formed
the European Foundation for Quality Management. During the same
period, a third framework was developed, the Australian Business
Excellence Framework, formerly known as the Australian Quality
Council’s Framework. All three frameworks are remarkably similar.
Following their lead, many US states and nations have created their own
quality or excellence frameworks using one of the three as a model.

These quality frameworks, as well as the many derived from them, are
based on a self-assessment conducted by an organization to seek
confirmation of its quality standing. Porter and Tanner define self-
assessment as “a comprehensive, systematic and regular review of an
organization’s activities and results referenced against an appropriate
business excellence model.”1 Regardless of the model chosen, the steps
of the self-assessment process are universal, and they underscore a
prerequisite organizational commitment:

1. Define objectives and scope of the self-assessment

2. Select the quality framework to be used

3. Select the assessment team

4. Plan the assessment

5. Collect the needed data

6. Access the data and information, including clarifications

7. Prepare the feedback

8. Review the feedback and begin action planning.
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Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award
The growing lack of competitiveness within the American economy
during the 1980s prompted US President Ronald Reagan and the US
Congress to commission a study of the underlying causes. The study
concluded that there had been a widespread failure of quality, and
acknowledged that action must be taken. One of the recommendations
was to establish a prestigious award to be given to private sector
organizations that exemplified extraordinary quality in their operations.
The US Congress passed legislation in 1987 to create the Malcolm
Baldrige National Quality Award for Performance Excellence. Initially,
the award was intended for large corporations, and the first was
presented in 1988 to Motorola. There was immediate interest in the
process supporting the award from small businesses, health-care
organizations, government agencies, and educational institutions.

Interest within the education sector was set against a background of
debate about the appropriateness of the Baldrige framework for
educational organizations. Winn and Cameron summarized the issues
thus:

Among the areas of controversy are the relevance of the term
customer in education, the uniqueness of the production system in
education, the independence (professionalism) of organization
members in education organizations, and the difficulty in specifying
and measuring outcomes and improvements in, especially higher
education.2

The debate continues today, reflected by the fairly limited use of the
framework by higher education institutions, which resulted in the later
development of separate versions for health care, government, and
education. The version for education was completed in 1992, and the
first award to a university was made in 2001, to the University of
Wisconsin-Stout.

An organization may choose to submit application materials for
consideration for the Performance Excellence in Education Award, or it
may use the self-assessment process solely for internal purposes. Many
organizations choose the latter option. It is important to note that the
process is scalable; the organization could be a university, a college, a
community college, or a division, college, or department within a larger
institution. There is no size requirement.
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All versions of the Baldrige Award are based on the concept of self-
assessment, which implies internal study and learning. An early step in
the self-assessment process is completion of an organizational profile as
outlined in the annual Educational Criteria for Performance Excellence.
The profile comprises two sections. The first focuses on a description of
the organization, with sub-sections concentrating on organizational
environment and organizational relationships. The second section covers
organizational challenges, with sub-sections concentrating on the
competitive environment, strategic context, and performance
improvement system. According to the Education Criteria for
Performance Excellence, the organizational profile is of critical
importance because

� it is the most approprite starting point for self-assessment and for
writing an application;

� it helps you identify potential gaps in key information and focus on
key performance requirements and results;

� it is used by the Examiners and Judges in application review, including
the site visit, to understand your organization and what you consider
important (you will be assessed using the Criteria requirements in
relation to your organization’s environment, relationships, influences,
and challenges, as presented in your Organizational Profile); and

� it also may be used by itself for an initial self-assessment. If you identify
topics for which conflicting, little or no information is available, it is
possible that the Organizational Profile can serve as your complete
assessment, and you can use these topics for action planning.3

The last bullet statement could be adopted by most educational
organizations as the first step in any self-assessment, and provides a good
sense of the challenge the organization may face if completing the full
application. This is particularly useful for the organization trying to
build its culture of assessment.

The Education Criteria for Performance Excellence are based on a set
of interrelated core values and concepts that includes:

� visionary leadership

� learning-centered education

� organizational and personal learning

� valuing workforce members and partners
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� agility

� focus on the future

� managing for innovation

� management by fact

� social responsibility

� focus on results and creating value

� systems perspective.4

Seven criteria make up the Baldrige Education Excellence framework.
They and their relationships are illustrated in Figure 3.1.

The criteria are focused on a purposely limited set of key organizational
performance areas, and leadership is evident as the critical force of the
framework. Leadership drives strategic planning and ensures focus on
students, stakeholders, and market. All activity in these criteria influences
and informs Criterion 4: Measurement, Analysis and Knowledge
Management. Criteria 1–4 control Workforce (faculty and staff) focus, as
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Figure 3.1 The seven criteria of the Baldrige Education
Excellence framework

Organizational Profile:
Environment, Relationships, and Challenges

2
Strategic
Planning

1
Leadership

5
Workforce

Focus

7
Results

6
Process

Management

3
Student,

Stakeholder, and
Market Focus

4
Measurement, Analysis, and Knowledge Management

Baldrige Education Criteria for Performance Excellence Framework: A Systems Perspective

Source: Reprinted from Education Criteria for Performance Excellence, 2008. Baldrige
National Quality Program, National Institute of Standards and Technology, U.S.
Department of Commerce:  Gaithersburg, MD:  2008, p. iv.
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well as Criterion 6, Process Management activities. Together, these six
criteria lead to Criterion 7, Results. The double-headed arrow in the
middle of the chart represents feedback from results to leadership,
informing the development of a continuous series of action plans and
programs. The criteria are based on results-oriented requirements, but do
not prescribe

� how your organization should be structured;

� that your organization should or should not have departments for
quality, planning, ethics, or other functions; or

� that different units in your organization should be managed in the
same way.5

Each criterion has sub-criteria that, in turn, have questions associated
with them. The questions provide the basis for self-assessment of each
criterion as follows:

Leadership

1.1 Senior Leadership

How do your senior leaders lead?

1.2 Governance and Social Responsibilities

How do you govern and address your social responsibilities?

Strategic Planning

2.1 Strategy Development

How do you develop your strategy?

2.2 Strategy Deployment

How do you deploy your strategy?

Student, Stakeholder, and Market Focus

3.1 Student, Stakeholder and Market Knowledge

How do you obtain and use student, stakeholder and market
knowledge?

3.2 Student and Stakeholder Relationships and Satisfaction

How do you build relationships and grow student and stakeholder
satisfaction and loyalty?

Measurement, Analysis, and Knowledge Management

4.1 Measurement, Analysis, and Improvement of Organizational
Performance



How do you measure, analyze and then improve organizational
performance?

4.2 Management of Information, Information Technology, and
Knowledge

How do you manage your information, information technology and
organizational knowledge?

Workforce Focus

5.1 Workforce Engagement

How do you engage your workforce to achieve organizational and 
personal success?

5.2 Workforce Environment

How do you build an effective and supportive workforce environment?

Process Management

6.1 Work Systems Design

How do you design your work systems?

6.2 Work Process Management and Improvement

How do you manage and improve your key organizational work 
processes?

Results

7.1 Student Learning Outcomes

What are your student learning results?

7.2 Student- and Stakeholder-Focused Outcomes

What are your student- and stakeholder-focused performance results?

7.3 Budgetary, Financial, and Market Outcomes

What are your budgetary, financial, and market performance results?

7.4 Workforce-Focused Outcomes

What are your workforce-focused performance results?

7.5 Process Effectiveness Outcomes

What are your process effectiveness results?

7.6 Leadership Outcomes

What are your leadership results?6

Completing a self-assessment using these criteria and answering each
question in full is too daunting a task for one person. If the self-assessment
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is to be successful, it must involve as many people as possible from the
organization, but have strong support from leadership. Without the
support of top leadership, the outcomes of a quality improvement effort
are likely to be unsuccessful. The Performance Excellence Process
describes the leaders’ role as essential, but indirect:

With few exceptions, leaders do not have direct impact on
organizational outcomes. Their influence is felt through the
systems and processes they establish and manage … The basic
management tasks of leaders—gathering and utilizing information,
planning strategically, effectively managing and developing
organizational employees, and designing a well-oiled process for
producing outcomes—create the critical outcomes related to
quality in the organization.7

Although a limited number of higher education institutions and their
subdivisions have submitted an application for consideration for the
Baldrige Award, the global impact of the Baldrige Performance
Excellence Process has been significant. It has served as the basis for a
number of quality improvement frameworks adapted throughout the US
and Europe, including by US regional accrediting bodies.

Academic Quality Improvement Project
(AQIP)
The Higher Learning Commission of the North Central Association of
Colleges and Schools has developed an alternative approach to the
traditional decennial accreditation/reaccreditation process for
universities. The alternative, an adaptation of the Baldrige criteria for
self-assessment, called the Academic Quality Improvement Project, was
introduced in 1999, and by 2007 there were 180 institutions
participating. The Higher Learning Commission allows an institution to
maintain its accreditation while participating in the AQIP. This option is
available to those institutions within the region administered by the
North Central Association. Institutions outside the North Central
Region may choose to pursue the AQIP as the framework for quality
improvement. The Higher Learning Commission makes it quite clear
that units within a university/college may participate in the AQIP
framework even if the parent institution is not prepared to do so. The
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Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools has also adopted a process similar to the AQIP.

AQIP has formulated a set of 10 statements, identified as Principles of
High Performance Organizations, which are:

� A mission and vision that focus on serving students’ and other
stakeholders’ needs.

� Leaders and leadership systems that support a quality culture.

� Respect for people and willingness to invest in them.

� Agility, flexibility, and responsiveness to changing needs and conditions.

� Fact-based information-gathering and thinking to support analysis
and decision-making.

� Broad-based faculty, staff, and administrative involvement.

� A learning-centered environment.

� Collaboration and a shared institutional focus.

� Planning for innovation and improvement.

� Integrity and responsible institutional citizenship.8

Any library fully investigating the AQIP principles will recognize that
choosing this as an alternative to the Baldrige Educational Criteria for
Performance Excellence is going to be just as challenging. The AQIP
identifies nine categories, and similar to the Baldrige process, a series of
questions falls under each category. The nine categories are:

1. Helping students learn

2. Accomplishing other distinctive objectives

3. Understanding students’ and other stakeholders’ needs

4. Valuing people

5. Leading and communication

6. Supporting institutional operations

7. Measuring effectiveness

8. Planning continuous improvement

9. Building collaborative relationships.9

Each category has one overarching question augmented by four factored
groups of additional questions that an institution must be prepared to
answer. The factored groups are:
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Context: Questions that explain how a particular system is realized in
a given college or university.

Processes: Questions that ask how an institution has designed and
deployed processes that help it achieve its overall goals.

Results: Questions that ask about the performance of institutional
processes, whether their performance results meet requirements of
stakeholders.

Improvement: Questions that ask how the institution promotes
systematic improvement of its processes and performance in each
category.10

European Foundation for Quality
Management (EFQM)
Fourteen major European corporations concerned with the issue of
quality and competitiveness came together in 1988 to create the European
Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM). The Malcolm Baldrige
Award provided a model for the EFQM. Three years after its formation,
the foundation introduced the EFQM Excellence Model®. Companies
wanting to confirm the quality excellence of their operations could use the
excellence model framework to determine whether or not they met the
performance levels. Companies across Europe quickly moved to use 
the framework as a method to demonstrate their commitment to
improving the quality of their operations. While recognizing that it was
not a perfect match for non-profit organizations, many in the European
public and non-profit sectors attempted to apply the excellence model to
their activities. To better meet their needs, a public and voluntary sector
version of the excellence model was introduced in 1996.

The excellence model is a diagnostic tool based on the principle of self-
assessment. Hides, Davis, and Jackson have identified five self-
assessment methods from which an organization can choose:
questionnaire, matrix chart, workshop, pro forma, and award
simulation. The excellence model is a questionnaire model, as are the
models discussed earlier. Hides et al. further identified eight stages of
self-assessment: creating management commitment, communicating 
self-assessment plans, planning self-assessment, establishing teams 
and training, conducting self-assessment, establishing action plans,
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implementing action plans, and review.11 It is possible that some of these
stages can be conducted simultaneously.

The excellence model is based on eight concepts:

1. Leadership and constancy of purpose

2. Continuous learning, innovation and improvement

3. People development and involvement

4. Partnership development

5. Customer focus

6. Management by processes and facts

7. Corporate social responsibility

8. Results orientation.

The EFQM Excellence Model® consists of nine criteria, five of which are
considered enablers, and four that are identified as results. The enabler
criteria are leadership, people management, policy and strategy,
resources, and processes. The results criteria are people satisfaction,
customer satisfaction, impact on society, and business results. The nine
main criteria are supported by 32 sub-criteria.

In 2000, the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE)
sponsored a project to evaluate the benefits of applying the EFQM
Excellence Model® in higher education, and devised an adaptation for use in
higher education institutions. The project, directed by the Centre for Integral
Excellence, Sheffield Hallam University for the Consortium for Excellence in
Higher Education, concluded in 2003 with the publication of EFQM
Excellence Model Higher Education Version 2003. The six consortium
members included Sheffield Hallam University, University of Durham,
Cranfield University, Salford University, Ulster University and Dearne Valley
FE College. The institutions tested four of the five self-assessment methods
reported by Hides et al., and adapted the EFQM Excellence Model® for
higher education. The concept model is illustrated in Figure 3.2.

Regarding the HE version of the EFQM Excellence Model®, Mattison
and Kuldvee note that it is built upon an integrated vertical alignment at
every level of the institution:

The adapted higher education model has five developmental stages
of quality management: Activity-oriented, process-oriented, system-
oriented, chain-oriented, and total quality management-oriented.
The lowest level—activity-oriented level—is the fundamental level
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of quality management, based on the individual responsibility for
quality. Total quality management can’t be achieved by the higher
education institution without individuals, and especially academics,
taking responsibility for it.12

An early step in creating the HE version of the model was to benchmark
against the Baldrige Award criteria. The benchmark exercise indicated that
the Baldrige Award had two additional values when compared to the HE
version of the EFQM Excellence Model®, which were agility and future
focus. These were included in EFQM HE version. Table 3.1 compares the
EFQM Excellence Model® definitions with summarized interpretations for
further and higher education.

The EFQM Excellence Model® Higher Education Version uses the
same nine criteria and 32 sub-criteria as the original excellence model.
The descriptions of the criteria and the details of the sub-criteria in the
higher education version were modified from their original statements to
reflect the special needs of higher education institutions along each of
nine criteria, described briefly below.

Leadership

Outlines the responsibilities of leadership as developing the mission,
vision, values and ethics of the organization; ensuring the function of
management systems; engaging directly with the community and society;
promoting a positive organizational climate within the university, and
championing change.
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Figure 3.2 The EFQM Excellence Model®
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EFQM Excellence Model® definitions
(2003)

Interpretation for further and higher
education

Results orientation

Excellence is achieving results that
delight all the organization’s
stakeholders

Focusing clearly on and
understanding students and other
customers, their needs,
expectations, and values.

Customer focus

Excellence is creating sustainable
customer value

Anticipating, balancing, and meeting
the current and future needs of
students, staff, and others.

Leadership and constancy of purpose

Excellence is visionary and
inspirational leadership, coupled with
constancy of purpose.

Clearly demonstrating visionary and
inspirational leadership, which is
transparent and open, [and] … which
is shared by everyone in the
institution.

Management by processes and facts

Excellence is managing the
organization through a set of
interdependent and interrelated
systems, processes and facts.

Understanding and systematically
managing all activities through a set
of interdependent and interrelated
systems and processes.

People development and involvement

Excellence is maximizing the
contribution of employees through
their development and involvement.

Developing, involving, and engaging
staff, maximizing their contribution in
a positive and encouraged way.

Partnership development

Excellence is developing and
maintaining value-adding
partnerships.

Developing meaningful and mutually
beneficial relationships, both
internally and externally.

Corporate social responsibility

Excellence is exceeding the minimum
regulatory framework in which the
organization operates and to strive to
understand and respond to the
expectations of their stakeholders in
society.

Understanding, appreciating, and
considering positively the way in
which the institution interacts with
and impacts on the local and wider
society.

Table 3.1 The EFQM Excellence Model® definitions and their
interpretations for further and higher education



Policy and strategy

Outlines the basis of policy and strategy to meet the present and future
needs of stakeholder groups, with decision-making based on evidence
from performance measurement, research, and learning; continuous
review, and deployed through a framework of key processes.

People

Outlines the needs for workforce planning, management and
improvement; for identifying, developing and sustaining competencies;
enabling an involved and empowered workforce that is listened to,
recognized, and rewarded.

Partnerships and resources

Outlines the necessity of developing and managing internal and
external partnerships, finances, physical assets, technology and
information and knowledge.
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Continuous learning, innovation and improvement 

Excellence is challenging the status
quo and effecting change by using
learning to create innovation and
improvement opportunities.

Stimulating, encouraging, managing,
sharing, and acting on learning and
experiences, making changes using
innovation and creativity, and
enabling continuous improvement. 

Agility 

The ability to react quickly to the
changing demands of students and
stakeholders in terms of speed of
response and flexibility to deliver.

Future focus 

Understanding the short- and longer-
term factors that affect the
organization and the education
market and planning to take account
of these.

Table 3.1 The EFQM Excellence Model® definitions and their
interpretations for further and higher education (Cont’d)

Source: Consortium for Excellence in Higher Education. EFQM Excellence Model Higher
Education Version 2003, 5.



Processes

Processes are systematically designed, managed and improved to
generate value for students, staff and other stakeholders and are
innovative in their approach. Academic programs are designed and
developed based on stakeholder needs and expectations.

Customer results

Measures of perception, as well as internal performance indicators are
used to monitor, understand, predict and improve university
performance.

People results

Measures of perception, as well as internal performance indicators
are used to monitor, understand, predict and improve staff
performance.

Society results

Measures of perception, as well as internal performance indicators are
used to monitor, understand, predict and improve performance for the
local community.

Key performance results

Key performance indicators are used to monitor, understand, predict
and improve key performance outcomes.13

The same self-assessment options mentioned earlier for the original
excellence model are applicable to the HE version. The simplest and
easiest option is the questionnaire method. It is the most direct way to
begin, and the questionnaire can be distributed to an entire library staff,
allowing for the best sense of the organization status vis-à-vis the culture
of assessment. If the library staff is ready for a more extensive self-
assessment effort, using workshops to prepare them for a more rigorous
organizational self-analysis is an appropriate step. The EFQM HE version
suggests that the workshop approach comprises five distinct phases:

1. Training

2. Data collection

3. A scoring workshop

4. Prioritization of improvement actions

5. A review of progress.14
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Finally, simulating the process of applying for an EFQM Excellence
Model® Award will be the most challenging, but has the highest potential
for reward. There is no obligation to actually submit the analysis for
award consideration, but following the process may yield enormous
benefits for the organization.

The original excellence model provides a structure, called a pro forma,
for each of the 32 sub-criteria. Completing these forms can be an
exhausting task for any organization, but again, the information gained
would be invaluable for organizational quality improvement. Although
the HE version of the EFQM Excellence Model® is widely available, it
has not been adopted widely by higher education institutions. This is not
surprising, given the natural conservatism of academe, mixed with an
antipathy toward any measurement/analysis tool from the private sector.
In spite of the approach taken in many European countries of mandating
some type of quality improvement effort, the professoriate has
demonstrated great tenacity in preserving the status quo.

The long-term successful application of the EFQM Excellence Model®

Higher Education Version, or any national adaptation, will depend upon
leadership decisions at the very top of the institution and its governing
authorities. Such leadership would have to be extraordinarily stable and
politically astute in order to persevere in establishing a culture of quality
excellence—a process that may take, at a minimum, a decade.

Australian Business Excellence
Framework (ABEF)
The Australian Business Excellence Framework was developed in 1987,
the result of a joint effort by the Australian government and industry.
The ABEF is similar to the previous two frameworks in structure,
providing eight principles, seven categories, and 17 items. There are
three types of category: drivers, enablers, and results, defined as
follows:

An organisation’s strategies are usually Drivers. Enablers are the
processes, tools and approaches that support an organisation’s
pursuit of its goals and objectives. “Results” are the organization’s
measures of success; they provide comparison against past
performance and organizational objectives.15
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The eight principles are:

Leadership: Lead by example, provide clear direction, build
organizational alignment and focus on sustainable achievement of
goals

Customers: Understand what markets and customers value, now and
into the future, and use this to drive organizational design, strategy,
products and services

Systems thinking: Continuously improve the system

People: Develop and value people’s capability and release their skills,
resourcefulness and creativity to change and improve the organization

Continuous improvement: Develop agility, adaptability and
responsiveness based on a culture of continual improvement,
innovation and learning

Information and knowledge: Improve performance through the use of
data, information and knowledge to understand variability and to
improve strategic and operational decision-making

Corporate/social responsibility: Behave in an ethically, socially and
environmentally responsible manner

Sustainable results: Focus on sustainable results, value and outcomes.16

The seven categories of the ABEF and the supporting items are
distributed as shown in Table 3.2.

The ABEF provides an assessment matrix, enabling an organization to
evaluate its position in relationship to the business excellence principles.
This is accomplished using a feature called the “learning cycle” that
consists of four factors: approach, deployment, results, and
improvement. Each factor has a series of questions that is used to
determine the organization’s position in terms of performance and
business excellence (Table 3.3).

The University of Wollongong Library won the Australian Business
Excellence Award in 2001: the culmination of many years of leadership
within the library, the commitment of library staff, and the establishment
of a strong culture of assessment.

The three quality frameworks discussed in this chapter are so similar
that it is not evident there are advantages to adopting one over another.
The important action is to make a choice, and prepare the library for the
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process of self-assessment. Self-assessment using an excellence/quality
framework will result in a thorough examination of the library’s strengths
and weaknesses. It will be a demanding exercise if done with
thoughtfulness, an understanding of why the self-assessment is necessary,
and the involvement and participation of all library staff. However, the
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Category Supporting item

Leadership Leadership throughout the organization

Leading the organizational culture

Society, community and
environmental responsibility

Strategy and planning Strategic direction

The planning process

Information and knowledge Generating, collecting and 
analyzing the right data to inform
decision-making

Creating value through applying
knowledge

People A great place to work

Building organizational capability
through people

Customer and market focus Gaining and using knowledge of
customers and markets

Effective management of customer
relationships

Customer perception of value

Process management, improvement,
and innovation

Identification and management of
processes

Process improvement and innovation

Process outputs

Success and sustainability Measuring and communicating
organizational performance

Achieving sustainability

Table 3.2 Australian Business Excellence Framework categories
and supporting items

Source: SAI Global, The Business Excellence Framework, 16–29.



potential benefits are exciting to consider, as is suggested by Porter and
Tanner:

Organizations using self-assessment quickly realize a wide range of
benefits. Studies of leading European companies carried out at the
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Factor Questions

Approach—Thinking
and planning

What are you trying to achieve for the item—what is
your intent?

What goals have been established?

What strategies, structures and processes have
been developed to achieve your intent, and why did
you choose them?

What quantitative and qualitative performance
indicators have been designed to track progress?

How does your approach align with the Business
Excellence Principles?

Deployment—
Implementing and
doing

How have those strategies, structures and
processes been put into practice?

What is the depth and breadth of their
implementation throughout the organisation?

To what extent have they been accepted and
integrated as part of normal operation?

Results—Monitoring
and evaluating

What are the trends in the performance indicators
for this item?

How do these results compare with best-known
performance?

Improvement—
Learning and
adapting

What is the process to review the appropriateness
and effectiveness of the Approach and its
Deployment for the Item?

How do you use the Results from the Item to do
this?

What have you learned, how have you captured this
learning, and how have you used the learning to
improve the Approach and its Deployment?

Source: SAI Global, The Business Excellence Framework, 33.

Table 3.3 The Australian Business Excellence Framework
learning cycle



European Centre for Total Quality Management have found the
companies:

� Experience a greater focus on continuous improvement

� Are able to measure the progress of the organization more effectively

� Experience improved senior management commitment to continuous
improvement

� Have increased the awareness level of TQ throughout the organization

� Have more focused and strategic action planning

� Have improved employee commitment to or involvement in continuous
improvement

� Have improved operational performance

� Have improved customer satisfaction

� Have improved financial performance.17

The results of the self-assessment will provide a strong foundation on which
to build the library’s strategic plan, will permit the identification of
performance targets and indicators, and will ultimately facilitate the library’s
demonstration of its contributions to the outcomes of the parent institution.

Notes
1. Porter and Tanner, Assessing Business Excellence, 2.
2. Winn and Cameron, “Organizational Quality,” 509.
3. Baldrige National Quality Program, Education Criteria for Performance

Excellence, 2008, 4.
4. Ibid., 48.
5. Ibid., 54.
6. Ibid., 33–47.
7. Ibid., 508.
8. Academic Quality Improvement Program, Introduction to AQIP, 2.
9. Dew and Nearing, Continuous Quality Improvement in Higher Education,

70–1.
10. Ibid., 2
11. Hides et al., “Implementation of EFQM Excellence Model,” 196–7.
12. Mattisen and Kuldvee, “Quality Management vs Quality Control,” 1–2 
13. Ibid., 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 36.
14. Ibid., 198.
15. SAI Global, The Business Excellence Framework, 14.
16. Ibid., 10–11.
17. Porter and Tanner, Assessing Business Excellence, 161–3.
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Strategic planning, the Balanced
Scorecard and benchmarking

Strategic planning
Strategic planning has been an integral part of the business world since
the mid twentieth century. Its adoption by the academic community
came somewhat later, during the 1970s, although the acceptance of
strategic planning throughout academe has been less than thorough.
Presidents, chancellors, rectors, vice presidents, vice chancellors, and vice
rectors embraced the process, but its reception at lower levels of the
academic administration was less than enthusiastic. Deans, directors,
and department chairs were reluctant to adopt this intrusion from the
business world, arguing that their activities were different, and not
amenable to the constraints of planning.

Eventually, strategic planning was accepted by the deans, directors,
and department chairs for their units. Faculty and staff went through
the motions, and the resulting documents were often exercises in fiction
that ended up in an administrator’s bottom desk drawer. The demand
for greater accountability focused attention on strategic planning, and
its potential for requiring organizational units to commit action to
funding was attractive to administrators. Linking strategic planning to
budget preparation and funding requests had a remarkable influence on
the willingness of middle management to engage in the planning
process.

When creating a strategic plan, the academic library should be aware
that its plan will be a subset of the parent institution’s strategic plan.
Linkages between the institutional plan and the library plan must be
evident. The process of establishing any strategic plan must be clearly
defined, and must be an integral part of the institutional management
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system. There are three questions the university strategic planning group
should ask the library:

� How can information resources and technologies best support
institutional priorities?

� How can we best organize our information resources and technologies
to make the strongest contribution to the identified priorities?

� How can we best deploy our limited human and fiscal information
technology resources so that all graduates are information literate?1

By the time a library has determined its developmental position as a
culture of assessment and has used a strong framework for initial self-
assessment, it should have a wealth of information to share with the
strategic planning group. The planning group should use this
information as it moves through the well-known steps of strategic
planning: mission, vision, values, SWOT (strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities, and threats), goals and objectives.

The best goals and objectives are SMART, an acronym for specific,
measurable, achievable, realistic, and timely. There is no specific
sequence to be followed in creating SMART objectives, but each
descriptor must be met. The SMART acronym has been frequently
discussed in popular business media, but its origin is uncertain. Briefly,
SMART goals and objectives are:

Specific: Goal and objective statements are concrete, detailed, well-
defined, and actionable. They describe action to be taken, explain
why the action is important, identify who will be responsible, and
describe the condition or status that will exist when they are
reached.

Measurable: The outcome of a goal or objective must be measurable.
If an outcome can be observed or recorded, then it is measurable, and
a measure and accompanying metric should be identified. The best
measures have the capacity to track progress toward a goal or
objective, and help motivate those involved in the action. If you can
measure it, you can manage it.

Achievable: Goals and objectives must be practical and achievable. If
the outcome(s) are set too far into the future, involve factors not under
the library’s control, or present insurmountable limitations or
constraints on action, then they will be impossible to achieve. They
should stretch the library organization, but not break it.
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Realistic: Goals and objectives that are achievable may not always be
realistic. They do not have to be easy, but the library should have the
resources and the means to achieve them—funds, staff with the
required knowledge and skills, a reasonable timeline, and leadership
support. The library should be able to achieve them without radically
reordering its priorities.

Time-bound: Also referred to as “timely” in some SMART descriptions,
means setting a deadline for the achievement of the goal or objective.
Deadlines need to be both achievable and realistic. If no timeline is
projected, it undermines any sense of urgency, reduces motivation, and
permits other priorities to intervene. Too short a deadline creates
resistance; too long a deadline creates apathy.

Goals and objectives that aren’t SMART are fundamentally useless.
There is no possibility of achievement, and certainly no possibility that
anyone will be held accountable.

When the planning process is at the goal-setting stage and goals have
been set, people often consider the exercise complete. If that is the view,
strategic planning will never accomplish what it is capable of achieving.
There are three additional steps: the formation of targets or action plans,
the establishment of milestones, and the identification of desired
outcomes. Follow-through after goal setting is essential if the strategic
plan is to be fully implemented. These three critical elements are most
commonly missing from library strategic plans. One reason is lack of
commitment; another is fear. If there are targets/action plans, milestones,
and outcomes, the library becomes immediately more accountable. In
these instances, any positive results of strategic planning are sheer luck.
Dew and Nearing summarize the process of action planning as:

The objective of creating action plans is to define what specific steps
will occur to implement a key strategic action, to define who will be
responsible for each step, and to define a time frame for the completion
of each step. A major action plan may include numerous steps with
completion dates (sometimes called milestones) defined for each step.
In some cases, it is beneficial to define points in time when progress on
the implementation of a plan will be formally reviewed. It may also be
beneficial to clarify or define the end point of an action plan.2

Markless and Streatfield add three important points regarding the use of
milestones, or targets, which can be easily overlooked in planning.
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1. A mixture of process and impact targets should be used.

Process targets are intended to make changes in what people do … It
is usual to see development plans bristling with process items. Process
targets are important, but processes can be changed radically without
leading to real differences in the impact of services.

Impact targets are aimed at improving the quality of the service;
they are focused on real achievements … Impact targets can be
concerned with the whole community or parts of it. Impact targets
lend themselves to more precise quantification than process targets but
it would be a mistake to see them all in terms of numbers …

2. Failure will result if too many impact targets are adopted at the
same time, because this will lead to confusion rather than concentrated
effort. Each impact target will necessarily drag a raft of process targets
along in its wake.

3. When setting targets it may be helpful to consider target zones …

� the historic zone. Targets in this zone are those which are behind
current performance, which is hidden to the extent that others
are not aware of its quality. By this means, standstill can be
represented as improvement—it is a means of “domesticating”
any threats that targets may offer.

� the comfort zone. Targets in this zone seek to keep improvement
very much within reach. They often reflect a belief that there is
really no need to improve.

� the smart zone. Targets in this zone are sufficiently ahead of the
present state of play to make a difference.

� the unlikely zone. Targets in this zone seek large improvements
through determination and high aspirations, or recklessness.
They can be a recipe for high risk and high stress.3

If librarians are honest with themselves, how many would acknowledge
that most of their targets/action plans (if they have even created them)
fall into the “historic” or “comfort” zones? These misconceptions allow
librarians to claim engagement in strategic planning when, in reality,
they are just going through the motions. The challenge is to select
targets/action plans that make a difference and that people really care
about, but are not within the “unlikely” zone. There can be enough
stress in an organization without setting its members up to fail at
fulfilling their targets/action plans.
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At the conclusion of the strategic planning process, every individual staff
member should be able to identify the strategies the library will pursue to set
itself apart from its competitors and move it toward its vision of the future.
Matthews identifies “three types of broad or generic strategies that can be
considered should any library wish to be more responsive to those it serves:
Operational excellence; innovative services; and customer intimacy.”4 He
notes that, regardless of the strategy chosen, “there is only one fundamental
question: How? Organizational strategies concern how to grow the
organization, how to satisfy customers, how to overcome the pressures of
competitors, how to respond to changing market conditions, and how to
manage the organization and develop organizational capabilities.”5

Measurement systems and the Balanced
Scorecard
Libraries have had the most difficulty with the “measurable” component of
the SMART acronym, and this bedevils the process throughout—in setting
targets, creating actions, identifying milestones, and describing outcomes.
Once identified and defined, measures are most useful as part of an
integrated comprehensive measurement system within the library. Without
relevant associated measures, milestones and outcomes are nothing more
than wishful thinking. Jacobson and Sparks provide the following advice to
consider when identifying measures and creating measurement systems.

1. Measure objectives or outcomes for each strategic objective …
Identify at least one measure. The measures can be qualitative and
quantitative and often you may choose to assign more than one
indicator to each objective. What is important is that the measures be
outcomes or “effect” indicators …

2. Measure selective inputs or drivers—selectively measure the inputs or
drivers to the strategic plan …

3. Define target points and include manager’s comments for each
measure that you define, [and] try to identify a target value …

4. Keep it simple—one of the traps that measurement systems fall into is
that they quickly become too burdensome and complex …

5. Communicate the system with an effective plan describing the
purposes and mechanics of the measurement system …

6. Revise the measurement system—strategy does not exist in a vacuum
but in a real work setting that is constantly changing or shifting …6
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If strategic planning is to be successful, it must reflect the library-wide
involvement of all professional and non-professional staff. Leadership must
be exercised from the very top for a sustained and sustainable process. Even
when these conditions are met, there are barriers that affect the success of
strategic planning. The Balanced Scorecard Collaborative has identified
four barriers to the successful implementation of a strategic plan:

1. Vision barrier: No one in the organization understands the strategies
of the organization.

2. People barrier: Most people have objectives that are not linked to the
strategy of the organization.

3. Resource barrier: Time, energy and money are not allocated to those
things that are critical to the organization. For example, budgets are
not linked to strategy, resulting in wasted resources.

4. Management barrier: Management spends too little time on strategy
and too much time on short-term tactical decision-making.7

These barriers continue beyond the strategic planning phase and, with
slight variation, can threaten all organizational activity. At one time or
another any library engaged in strategic planning has been affected by
one or more of these barriers. The challenge is to recognize that action
must be taken to protect the strategic plan from failure. Leadership must
recognize the challenges these barriers present, and take responsibility
for overcoming them.

The Balanced Scorecard framework (Figure 4.1), introduced in 1992 by
Robert S. Kaplan and David P. Norton, was the result of two years’ work
with a selected group of businesses.8 The motivation for creating the Balanced
Scorecard was to provide a more holistic system for the development and
deployment of strategic plans, one taking into account more than financial
performance. The framework focuses on achieving a balance between short-
and long-term objectives, financial and non-financial measures, lagging and
leading indicators, and external and internal performance perspectives. The
Scorecard comprises four perspectives—financial, customer, internal business
process, and learning and growth/innovation. Each of these perspectives
poses a question to help focus goal setting:

� Financial: how do we look to shareholders?

� Customer: how do customers see us?

� Internal business process: what must we excel at?

� Learning and growth/innovation: can we continue to improve and
create value?
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Each of the perspectives should have a very limited number of goals—no
more than four. Similarly, there should be only one measure for each goal.
It can be argued that if a goal has more than one measure, then there
really is more than one goal. The emphasis of the Balanced Scorecard is
to focus on goals that are most critical to the success of the company. In
their work, Kaplan and Norton found that, about 20 percent of the time,
goals were established for which no data could be collected. Kaplan and
Norton make the importance of measurement very clear:

Measurement matters: “If you can’t measure it, you can’t manage
it.” An organization’s measurement system strongly reflects the
behavior of people both inside and outside the organization. If
companies are to survive and prosper in information age
competition, they must use measurement and management systems
derived from their strategies and capabilities. Unfortunately, many
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S. Kaplan and David P. Norton. “The Balanced Scorecard—Measures that Drive
Performance,” Harvard Business Review 70, no. 1 (January/February 1992): 72.



organizations espouse strategies about customer relationships, core
competencies, and organizational capabilities while motivating and
measuring performance only with financial measures.9

An essential requirement of the Balanced Scorecard is a cause-and-effect
relationship between each of the four perspectives. For example, goals for
the learning and growth/innovation perspective must have clear, causal
relationships with the effects found in either the internal business process
or customer perspectives. Further, goals in these two perspectives must
have a causal relationship with the effects in the financial perspective.

Since the Balanced Scorecard was developed in the for-profit sector,
there may be a tendency to focus on the financial perspective as the most
important of the four. However, Kaplan and Norton make it clear that
three types of intangible assets in the learning and growth/innovation
perspective are essential for implementing business strategy:

� Human capital: The skills, talents, and knowledge that a company’s
employees possess.

� Information capital: The company’s databases, information systems,
networks, and technology infrastructure.

� Organization capital: The company’s culture, its leadership, how
aligned its people are with its strategic goals and employees’ ability to
share knowledge.10

These intangible assets are just as essential, and perhaps more essential,
in the public and non-profit sector as the for-profit sector.

The Balanced Scorecard drew immediate interest from public and non-
profit sectors, and Kaplan and Norton recognized these types of
organizations had certain difficulties and limitations in implementing the
Scorecard, which Kaplan noted directly:

In my experience, nonprofits have considerable difficulty in clearly
defining their strategy. I have seen “strategy” documents that run
upwards of fifty pages. And most of the documents, once the
mission and vision are articulated, consist of lists of programs and
initiatives rather than outcomes the organization is trying to
achieve. Such organizations, when implementing a performance
measurement system, typically measure progress in achieving
milestones on their initiatives. This is backwards. Initiatives should
exist to help the organization achieve its strategic objectives. They
are means, not ends. Strategy and performance measurement should
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focus on what output and outcomes the organization intends to
achieve, not what programs and initiatives are being implemented.11

Kaplan’s statement unwittingly, but accurately, describes the reality of
strategic planning and measurement for many academic libraries.

During the 1990s, significant steps towards instituting well-defined
quality programs were taken in many countries in Europe, the US, Japan,
Singapore, Australia, and New Zealand. As implementation efforts moved
forward, the Balanced Scorecard was considered a useful tool, but with one
significant shortcoming for public and non-profit organizations: that it put
too little emphasis on the customer perspective and too much emphasis on
the financial perspective. Government organizations and non-profit groups,
such as higher education and libraries, are not committed to building
shareholder equity, so financials were not the ultimate goal. Instead, high-
quality customer service was the goal.

To develop an integrated quality library management system for academic
libraries, three German academic/state libraries (the University and Regional
Library, Münster, the Bavarian State Library, Munich, and the State and
University Library, Bremen) decided to adapt the Balanced Scorecard for
academic libraries. Speaking about the process, Poll noted that adaptation

“translates” the planning perspective of an institution (mission,
strategic vision and goals) into a system of performance indicators that
covers all important perspectives of performance: finances, users,
internal processes and improvement activities.

The system thus integrates

� Financial and non-financial data

� Input and output data

� External perspective (funding institution, users) and the internal
perspective (processes, staff)

� Goals and measures taken

� Causes and results.12

Representatives of the three libraries decided to reorient the Balanced
Scorecard (Figure 4.2). The result, illustrated below, places the customer
(users) perspective at the top, and the financial (finances) perspective to
the left, to reflect its fundamental importance, but only in service to the
customer (users).13
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The illustration of the Balanced Scorecard framework for libraries
shows the relationship between the measure or metric, the target value,
the actual value achieved, and an indicator. Poll noted: “One great
advantage of the Balanced Scorecard is that it can visualize relationships
of cause and effect among target values, evaluation data, and actions
taken.”14 The general methodology of the Balanced Scorecard was
retained, and limitation of goals and development of appropriate
measurements were considered critical to the success of the method in
academic libraries.

Another example of the adaptability of the Balanced Scorecard to
higher education comes from the University of Southern California,
Rossier School of Education. A faculty committee revised the scorecard
for use in the school and
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made some minor modifications in the wording of the four perspectives
and of the questions that define them. “Financial perspective” was
replaced with “academic management perspective,” and instead of
asking “How do we look to shareholders?” we asked, “How do we
look to our university leadership?” (In public institutions, this question
might be expanded to include “statewide coordinating boards” or
“system wide administrators.”) For the original “customer perspective”
we substituted “stakeholder perspective” and identified students and
employers as our most significant stakeholders. (For public institutions,
this stakeholder set could be expanded to include elected officials and
other stakeholders who have influence over budget appropriations for
higher education.) We kept the original names of the two remaining
perspectives.15

The University of Virginia (UVA) Library, which has a long history of
data gathering and statistical reporting among US academic libraries,
decided to implement the Balanced Scorecard in the late 1990s. James
Self noted the rationale for adoption as:

In essence the Balanced Scorecard enables us to gain better control
of our statistical operations. By limiting the number of scorecard
metrics, it forces us to decide what is important, and to identify
those numbers that truly make a difference. It also introduces some
balance into our statistical work. Like many libraries, we have
collected many data regarding resources and user services, but
other areas have not received the same attention. The BSC compels
us to take a focused look at finances, internal processes, and the
future. Another important aspect of the BSC is the assigning of
targets for goals. We not only decide what measures are important;
we also state what constitutes success for each measurement.16

The UVA Library assigns two targets to each goal. One is a stretch target,
which challenges library staff to achieve significant change. The other target
is less challenging, but represents meaningful progress toward the goal. In
discussing UVA Library’s implementation of the scorecard, Self noted a
general staff opinion that choosing the appropriate metrics may be the most
critical step in implementation, for the choice of metrics reflects the values
of the library. Adopting the scorecard requires a library to confront
decisions that historically have been avoided. While choosing the metric or
measurement is critical, technique is an equally important aspect of choice:
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The nature of the measurement is equally important. Do we count
the number of times we perform a task? Do we measure the cost of
performing a task? Do we calculate the time it typically takes to do
the task? Or do we survey our customers and ask them how well we
perform the task? Any of these techniques might be appropriate, but
our choice of techniques is reflective of the library’s priorities.17

The UVA Library is one of the few US academic libraries to have fully
adopted the Balanced Scorecard, and its Management Information
Services unit maintains a well-developed website to present complete
scorecard metrics, targets, and results along the four perspectives.18

Several Australian university libraries have implemented the scorecard,
notably Monash University, which also publishes its scorecard results.19

Organizations considering the Balanced Scorecard approach to total
quality management have been advised by Niven to first address the
following tasks:

� Developing your rationale for using the Balanced Scorecard.

� Determining resource requirements and availability.

� Deciding where to build your first scorecard.

� Gaining senior leadership support and sponsorship.

� Forming your Balanced Scorecard team.

� Providing training to your team and other key stakeholders.

� Developing a communications plan for your Balanced Scorecard
implementation.20

Niven also provides a number of key steps in establishing a Balanced Scorecard
system for government and non-profit agencies. These steps represent a
substantial departure from traditional library management thinking:

1. Develop or confirm your mission, values, vision, and strategy.

2. Confirm the role of the Balanced Scorecard in your Performance
Management framework.

3. Select your Scorecard perspectives.

4. Review relevant background materials.

5. Conduct executive interviews.

6. Create your strategy maps.

7. Gather feedback.
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8. Develop performance measures.

9. Develop targets and initiatives.

10. Develop the ongoing implementation plan.21

The decision to employ the Balanced Scorecard should not be taken
without extensive and thorough consideration of its impacts on the
library. As with any quality improvement system, the decision commits
already scarce staff resources and time to successful implementation.

Benchmarking
The notion of benchmarking comes from the business world and it has
been widely used in industry for a number of years. Benchmarking simply
means measuring something against a standard, and may have its earliest
meaning as a notch or mark made on the surface of a workbench for use
as a measurement template. In writing about libraries, Shaughnessy notes
that benchmarking can benefit an organization in several ways.

� It permits the best practices from any industry to be incorporated into
an organization’s processes or operations;

� It can help break down ingrained operational and behavioral
responses and create a more receptive climate for change;

� It can facilitate innovation through the substitution of technologies or
other systems designed to improve performance.22

The practice of benchmarking in higher education, and specifically in
academic libraries, has been sporadic. Although librarians have prided
themselves in their willingness to share information and knowledge, they
have been reluctant to embark on sustained benchmarking. One reason
for this may be that, properly done, benchmarking requires a significant
investment of time and careful preparation. It typically takes much
longer to accomplish than is planned. Finding partners who are willing
to make the investment of time and resources also can be an obstacle.
There have been many informal benchmarking exercises, but formal,
continuous benchmarking has been a rare practice. Formal or informal,
very little has been written about benchmarking activities among
academic libraries, with the exception of Australian libraries. They have
pursued benchmarking in a more formal manner and have written about
their experiences.
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There are many definitions of benchmarking, all of which are
remarkably similar. White presented this definition:

Benchmarking is an ongoing, systematic process for measuring and
comparing the work processes of one organization to those of
others that exhibit functional “best practices.” The goal is to
provide an external standard for measuring the quality and cost of
internal processes, and to help identify where there may be
opportunities for improvement.23

A fundamental problem in this definition is the identification of “best
practices.” Although statements of good practice have been released by
library associations, there is no comprehensive clearinghouse to identify
and collect information on best practices. There are no standards to
describe best practices exactly, or review panels to determine what
libraries follow them.

The Consortium for Excellence in Higher Education (UK) provides
some clarification of the general term “best practice” in its description of
the essential characteristics of benchmarking.

Continuous: Benchmarking should not be treated as a “one-off”
exercise; it should be incorporated into the regular planning cycle of
the organization and the management of key processes.

Systematic: It is important to ensure that a consistent methodology is
adopted by the organization and that it is followed. It is equally
important that processes are in place to ensure that good practice is
shared across the organization.

Implementation: Benchmarking helps to identify gaps that exist
between current performance and “Best Practice”, and also how “Best
Practice” performance has been achieved but in order for improve-
ment to occur, a set of actions must be implemented.

Best practice: It is not necessary to identify the absolute “Best
Practice” in the world in order for benchmarking to be successful.
“Good or Superior” practice is probably a more accurate phrase.24

Some authors have identified four categories of benchmarking, while
others have listed five, but the Centre for Integral Excellence defines no
fewer than seven different types of benchmarking.

Performance or competitive benchmarking: A process whereby
organizations use performance measures to compare themselves against

68

Surviving the Future



similar organizations. This is common practice in higher education
where universities compare themselves with others in terms of market
share, retention rates, research performance and costs. Benchmarking
using this approach can also be undertaken within an organization by
comparing the performance of individual business units.

Functional or generic benchmarking: Functional or generic
benchmarking involves partnerships of organizations drawn from
different sectors that wish to improve some specific activity or process.

External benchmarking: This type of benchmarking can enable the
comparison of the organization’s functions and key processes against
good practice organizations. The key driver can be the search for
improvement or breakthrough opportunities in business processes.

Internal good practice benchmarking: This is achieved by the
establishing of good practice organization-wide through the comparison
of internal activities or operations. The key driver is the sharing of good
practice in cross-cutting activities, for example, by carrying out process
improvement.

International benchmarking: ... benchmarking can be undertaken
internationally as well as nationally.

Process benchmarking: This approach focuses on specific processes 
or operations. In higher education examples might be enquiry
management, enrolment or timetabling.

Product benchmarking: Of relevance in the private sector and
increasingly in the HE sector is product benchmarking, a practice that
would seek to identify opportunities for improvement from comparisons
of product in terms of cost, quality and features. In the HE case this
would be equivalent to comparing courses or programmes of teaching.25

While any of these approaches to benchmarking could be applied by an
academic library, functional benchmarking is probably the most familiar
and widely applied type. Librarians usually want to compare what is
being done in functional departments, e.g., cataloging, interlibrary loan,
stacks maintenance, etc. There should be plenty of opportunity for
internal benchmarking, but little appears to have been written about
libraries conducting this type of investigation. Benchmarking in libraries
has focused on data collection for comparison of inputs and outputs. As
the interest in performance measurement has grown, one might expect
the focus to shift toward benchmarking outcomes, but this does not seem
to be happening.
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Assuming there is some interest in benchmarking, exactly how would
the library proceed? First, it would be important to know your own
library as an organization, understand its goals and objectives, and know
its internal and external customers. Peischl suggests the following steps
for benchmarking in academic libraries:

Pre-benchmarking: Deciding what is to be measured; how to measure;
and what partners or criterion will be used in the process.

Benchmarking: During this stage the process of gathering data,
measuring outputs and estimating targets is formulated. This lengthy
process involves many staff and much organization time.

Post-benchmarking: The results are in; the process of analysis is
started and the future goals are formulated. An action plan, a strategy,
is created and set in motion.

Review/renew: During this phase review of the strategy, resetting goals
and continuous planning for improvement lead back to the first step
of pre-benchmarking.26

Determining what to benchmark and how it will be measured is
important, but even more critical may be finding a partner(s) for the
project. All parties to benchmarking should expect that collecting data
will be more time consuming than anticipated. If processes are being
benchmarked, there may be very little documentation to describe them.
If there is documentation, it may have little relevance to the way in which
the process is actually performed. It is also possible that staff may not be
terribly enthusiastic about sharing how they do their work. Before
embarking on a benchmarking project, a number of considerations need
to be addressed by library administration:

� Commitment is essential from both participants in the project and
management.

� Process thinking: All staff have to stop thinking in terms of distinct
functional areas and start thinking in terms of processes. Establishing
cross-functional benchmarking teams encourages this change.

� Benchmarking methodology: Benchmarking works best when it is
guided by a structural approach, which outlines the main steps and
provides guidance for the team.

� Involvement in all aspects of the project by the participants.

� Planning is essential.
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� Training to equip benchmarkers with the skills to: Analyse processes;
collect and analyse data; develop performance indicators and
measures; manage projects; liaise with other organizations and
communicate, and where appropriate implement findings. Apply
continuous improvement and benchmarking tools such as:
flowcharting, cause and effect diagrams, brainstorming, performance
gap analysis, work mapping, Imagineering, multivoting, and surveys,
questionnaires and focus groups.

� Continuous improvement culture: Successful organizations operate in
an environment where improvement strategies are integrated into the
way things are done.

� Benchmarking is a gradual process that takes time and happens in
small steps.

� The project chosen must be meaningful to the library and fit in with
its strategic plan.27

It is easy to understand why so many librarians abandon benchmarking
before they begin. Even when willing and ready to engage in benchmarking,
there are opportunities for error, which Henczel enumerates, and which are
restated below:

Collaboration versus competition: Benchmarking is often difficult when
potential external partners are also competitors, as “commercial
sensitivity” often prevents them from revealing details of their processes.

Non-standard data collection methods: Methods for collecting data
are not consistent or standardized, so comparisons may not be valid.

Changing environment: Continuous measurement and comparison
does not easily reflect change in environmental variables.

Reliance: There is a danger of becoming reliant on benchmarking
rather than seeking inventive or innovative process improvements, and
it can stifle creativity.

Resources: Benchmarking requires a significant commitment of
resources with no real guarantee of tangible benefit.

Identifying partners: Identifying potential benchmarking partners can
be difficult.

The people factor: Often the adaptation of a process is not successful,
as its success was dependent on the skills and expertise of those using
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it in the initiating environment. It can be difficult to distinguish human
talent as a factor separate from internal processes.

Inappropriate adaptation: It may be tempting to benchmark processes
that are not strategically important just because you think that
someone else may be doing them better than you.

Innovative and efficient processes: Benchmarking is less useful to
organizations in the lead, especially in unique environments. It can,
however, be very useful to followers who are looking for better ways of
doing things.

Best practice: Best practice is not always appropriate. Best practice can
be unique to an environment or situation and will not necessarily
adapt successfully to a different environment.28

Unless leadership is committed to benchmarking, the process won’t succeed.
One of the most difficult and challenging activities is determining what to
benchmark—that is, to develop performance indicators. Librarians in
Europe, Asia, and Australia are acquainted with the importance of
performance measures, but librarians in the US have not developed a similar
level of familiarity. Garrod and Kinnell note that “Performance indicators
provide hard quantitative data on the relationship between different
variables and thus enable comparisons to be made, e.g. between different
time periods and different operational methods.”29 Performance indicators
must be established before a benchmarking project begins, and must be
agreed to by all partners in the project. This creates a competitive hurdle if
one library believes a particular performance indicator gives another of 
the partners an unfair advantage. In a perfect world, Poll suggests that
performance indicators would:

� Mirror the full extent of library services,

� Consider electronic as well as traditional services,

� Help to demonstrate the importance and impact of libraries,

� Further comparison between the participating libraries,

� Avoid unfair treatment of individual libraries,

� Allow for special conditions in the libraries (every library seems to be
unique!)

� Yield results that are easily understandable, even for politicians

� And, in spite of all that, consist of only a few measures that should
preferably be collected from the normal library statistics.30
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Whether or not a library chooses benchmarking as a quality
improvement practice, performance indicators have to be addressed, for
they provide the basis of measurement and the development of
meaningful library metrics. Benchmarks are embedded into the Balanced
Scorecard method, which uses them to set targets and report results.
Chapter 5 reviews established performance indicators adopted by
various library organizations, as well as the role of indicators in
determining impacts and outcomes.
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Performance indicators

Introduction
In pursuit of establishing a culture of assessment, librarians have
conducted self-assessments using a variety of quality frameworks,
created strategic plans to set goals, considered benchmarking internally
or externally, and linked their strategic plans to a Balanced Scorecard
structure that focuses on a handful of performance measures to
document whether the library is moving forward according to plan. The
key action at this stage becomes performance measurement.

Performance measurement means collection of statistical and
other data describing the performance of the library and the
analysis of these data in order to evaluate the performance. Or, in
other words: Comparing what a library is doing (performance)
with what it is meant to do (mission) and wants to achieve
(goals).1

Librarians have been collecting statistical data about their libraries for
decades, but nearly all of these have been about inputs to the library
(financial resources, staff, equipment, etc.) or outputs (books circulated,
volumes added, reference questions answered, interlibrary lending and
borrowing, etc.). Data have been compiled and reported vigorously, but
whether or not they were analyzed within the contexts of library mission
or goals has been quite another matter. Authors writing about library
performance have used the terms “performance indicators,”
“performance measures,” and “performance criteria” interchangeably.
For our purposes, we will use the term “performance indicators.”

During the late 1980s, a growing international interest in conducting
more focused forms of performance measurement arose. An IFLA
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Working Group was established to develop guidelines for performance
measurement and, early in the process, agreed upon its intentions:

� To concentrate on academic libraries (according to the section).

� To include only measures that would be applicable in all countries
(developing as well as developed) and to all kinds of academic libraries
(small or big, computerized or not, with free access or closed stacks).

� To measure effectiveness, not efficiency (cost-effectiveness). Because of
the immense differences between budgetary and financial conditions
for libraries in different countries, we could not hope to develop
indicators suitable for all …

� To include “overall” indicators (for example user satisfaction with the
whole library) as well as indicators for separate activities.

� To concentrate on user-oriented indicators (that excludes, for
example, indicators for collection preservation).2

The group’s efforts resulted in the 1996 publication of the IFLA
Guidelines for Performance Measurement. A revision of the Guidelines
is currently in process (2008) and, unfortunately, not available as of this
writing. The focus of the 1996 Guidelines was the description of a series
of performance indicators. Performance indicators were defined as “a
qualified statement used to evaluate and compare performance of a
library in achieving its objectives.” They can be categorized generally 
as input, process, output, and outcome. The Guidelines qualify per-
formance indicators in a series of statements:

� A performance indicator should be appropriate (valid) for what it is
supposed to measure … A performance indicator is applied in order to
answer a particular question, and the results should provide the answer.

� It should be reliable (accurate). This means it should be devoid of
ambiguity. This is an ideal demand which will not always be fulfilled,
e.g. where performance indicators try to analyze an attitude or
opinion, the results of which cannot be numeric.

� It should be reproducible; the same things should always be counted
or measured in the same way. To achieve this, the separate steps of the
indicator should be exactly described, and the activities, persons or
things measured precisely defined.

Given these qualifiers, it seems immediately obvious that identifying and
establishing good performance indicators can be a slippery business. It is
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critical that the library has complete control of the collections, services,
and programs it seeks to measure. Otherwise the library will be
measuring performance, but with limited potential for action to improve
that performance.

Establishing library performance
indicators
Matthews enumerates seven attributes of a sound performance
measurement system, including clarity of purpose, focus on service
objectives, alignment with library goals and objectives, balance across
overall library performance, the regularity with which performance
indicators are reviewed, and the vigor of the performance indicators
selected. He emphasizes the importance of selecting a balanced array of
performance indicators that describe and represent all aspects of library
operation. For example, he advises a mix of absolute and relative
indicators, or those which “stand on their own” and those useful for
comparison to other libraries; those which examine processes such as
cataloging; and those which examine broader services. He advises
considering both leading and lagging indicators, especially those with
potential diagnostic value, and including both qualitative and
quantitative measures in the mix. Vigorous performance indicators are
clearly defined and relevant, and do not lend themselves to
manipulation.3

One message in Matthews’s discussion is a reminder that the proof of
a good performance measurement system is in its application. If a library
is going to commit to developing a set of indicators, then it should
commit equally to making use of the data and of the results generated
from them.

The Guidelines document provides a foundational list of performance
indicators that reflect agreement on an international scale, and that
include 17 indicators covering general library use and facilities,
collection quality, catalog quality, availability of documents in the
collection, reference service, remote use, and user satisfaction. There are
no indicators for electronic resources and services in the 1996
Guidelines, reflecting its age and no doubt providing added impetus for
the revision now (2008) in process. Information on each of the 17
indicators includes a definition of the indicator, a description of what it
is intended to measure, a description of how data might be collected and
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results calculated, a review of how the results might appear, and a
bibliography of additional readings. Although it was agreed not to
include performance indicators on cost, there is a relatively lengthy
section on cost-effectiveness, as the Working Group recognized there
would be questions about costs and cost-effectiveness and wanted to
equip librarians to provide answers.

Poll, who has been a force in developing international guidelines for
performance measurement, and in library quality improvement in
general, provides an advance look at the forthcoming revision of the
Guidelines, which:

offers seven indicators especially intended for electronic services; a
great part of the other indicators combine the quality assessment of
both traditional and electronic services ... six indicators dealing
with costs of expenditures and seven indicators for measuring the
efficiency of processes … three indicators for the library’s
information and teaching services … The topic “library as a
physical place” is represented by six indicators ...4

She explains the purpose of the new indicators:

� to cover the full range of resources and services generally offered in
academic and public libraries;

� to consider traditional services as well as new electronic services and,
if possible, to combine them in “merged” indicators;

� to select indicators that have been tested and documented, at least in
a similar form to what is described in the handbook; and

� to cover the different aspects of service quality as shown in the
Balanced Scorecard, including indicators for the aspect of develop-
ment and potentials.5

The new edition of the Guidelines will clearly reflect the significant
changes of the past decade in academic library environments, and by
incorporating public libraries in its coverage reflect the many similarities
of purpose in performance measurement and improvement between
academic and public libraries. Poll also notes that six of the original
indicators have been deleted from the new edition, as their actual use
proved to be too difficult. She makes it very clear that the indicators in
the new edition do not include measures for outcomes, but they are still
under development. The total number of indicators will be 40. It was
decided “to develop and test two new indicators, as some crucial aspects
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seemed to be missing, one for the quality of the library website, another
for the overall cost of usage, including traditional forms of use (loans, 
in-house use) as well as downloads.”6

The International Organization for Standardization (OIS) published a
list of performance indicators for libraries in 1998, and an amendment in
2003. OIS is also working on an updated list of library performance
indicators. The 1998 OIS list does not include any performance indicators
involving electronic/networked technologies, services, or collections,
which will undoubtedly be corrected in the forthcoming edition. Each OIS
performance indicator contains an objective, a definition, methods for
gathering data and calculating the indicator, an interpretation, factors
affecting the indicators, sources, and related indicators.

While there are similarities between the OIS and IFLA lists, there are
also significant differences. Te Boekhorst describes them as primarily
differences in purpose:

Most of them [the differences] are directly related to the fact that the
ISO document is to provide a standard which is especially useful in
regard to terminology whereas the IFLA Guidelines are a selection of
user-oriented indicators:

� The ISO standard is “concerned with the evaluation of libraries of
all types” which makes it more difficult for librarians to decide
whether an indicator is useful for their type of library. The IFLA
Guidelines restrict themselves to academic libraries.

� In contrast to the IFLA Guidelines the ISO standards include cost
indicators, e.g., cost per title catalogued or cost per loan.

� The description of the ISO indicators is less detailed than that of the
IFLA indicators which might negatively influence their practical
application.

� In the interest of a precise definition the ISO performance indicators
have been thinned out or isolated, while the IFLA indicators are
more like clusters that are analyzed together in the interest of
practical application.7

A review of the literature on performance measurement projects reveals
that libraries have drawn performance indicators from both the IFLA and
OIS lists, and often supplemented them with unique local indicators. No
clear consensus was apparent, and the number of indicators selected var-
ied greatly. Nuut reported on a project in Estonia in which 20 perform-
ance indicators were chosen for analysis.8 Derfert-Wolf wrote about 
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a project in Poland involving library statistics and performance indicators
and listed 13 that had been used.9 A Swiss benchmarking project
involving a set of 87 primary data elements resulted in 41 performance
indicators, as reported by Niederer.10 The development of a quality as-
surance system in South African higher education was documented by de
Jager, in which the more modest number of 10 performance indicators
were selected for use in the system.11 A benchmarking project in Portugal,
described by Melo, Pires, and Tavelra, used 20 performance indicators.12

In all of these cases, the performance indicators represented an amalgam
of both the IFLA and OIS lists. Librarians appear to be selecting what
makes best sense for their individual libraries, given the local environment
and politics, and this makes good sense, for one size does not fit all.
Niederer presented a most interesting set of performance indicators
involving the use of staff time, perhaps to reveal something about the
nature of the library’s work climate:

� hours of absence (sick leave, etc.) per total staff hours;

� hours of further education per total staff hours; and

� hours of meetings per total staff hours.13

These are fascinating indicators, revealing both positive and negative
aspects of the library climate. Excessive hours of absence, especially
unplanned absence such as sick leave, may indicate morale problems; that
staff feel stressed or pressured to work harder. High per-staff hours of
further education may indicate that skill deficiencies are being addressed
by remedial training, or that the library values staff knowledge as a strong
asset. It is also possible that hours of further education could be a
“leading” indicator of change if preparations are underway to receive
new equipment, or launch new initiatives. Unusually high numbers of
hours spent in meetings may reveal an enormous waste of staff resources,
or simply high staff involvement in decision making and a highly
participative management style within the library. Performance indicators
are indeed useful, but measurement alone is not an evaluation.
Interpreting data in its most meaningful context remains as the ultimate
challenge.

In their article on Portuguese academic libraries, Melo, Pires, and
Tavelra discuss staff performance indicators for gauging “impact on
society,” which in their setting meant:

1. Collaborator satisfaction

2. Amount of academic publication
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3. Amount of academic publications and papers by library staff

4. Amount of training sessions for library users

5. The adoption of sustained development principles.14

Item three, “academic publications and papers by library staff,” is
unique in the literature, or at least is an indicator not found otherwise in
this review. It raises questions related to the tenure model, and to
financial support and encouragement for library faculty and staff to
research, write, and present. “Sustained development principles,” as
used in their article, refers to conservation or “green” principles. This
indicator was not found elsewhere, but it was evidently meaningful and
important to the library or libraries under consideration.

Seissl reported on an unsuccessful benchmarking project in Austria that
used 11 performance indicators.15 At the conclusion of the project, the
libraries decided to associate with an effort in Germany known as BIX—
The Library Index. The BIX project began in 1999, first involving public
libraries in Germany, and expanding in 2002 to include academic libraries.
The BIX Index for academic libraries groups 17 ratio or percentage data
indicators into four broad categories: resources/infrastructure, usage,
efficiency, and development. BIX is now operated and managed by the
German Library Association, standing as an example of successful col-
laboration in benchmarking.16

About the time BIX was created, the University and Regional Library,
Münster, the Bavarian State Library, and the State and University of Bremen
Library began a collaborative project to develop performance indicators to
support strategic objectives and actions. Their aim was a set of 20
performance indicators that could be used within the balanced scorecard
framework, which was adapted by moving the financial perspective to the
bottom of the hierarchy and replacing it with users/customers perspective.
The rationale was that although academic libraries don’t have to make a
profit, they do have to fulfill the expectations of their users. As analyzed 
by Ceynowa, the selected performance indicators and their equivalent
balanced scorecard perspectives are enumerated in Table 5.1.

In essence, this is the list of IFLA performance indicators updated to fill
the gap in performance data for electronic/networked technologies,
resources, and services. It is unclear whether the list of performance
indicators in the revised IFLA and OIS publications will include
additional items, or will remain the same in number. If the numbers
remain the same, some of the more traditional indicators may be dropped.
The comparison in Table 5.2, prepared by the authors on the basis of
present IFLA and ISO indicators, indicates their closest relationships.17
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Table 5.1 Performance indicator by adapted Balanced Scorecard
perspective

Perspective Performance indicator

User Percentage of target group attained (proportion of registered
users in the primary user group)

User satisfaction quota

Ratio of opening hours to demand

Incidence of use per member of the primary user group

Availability quota (proportion of immediate loans to total loans)

Proportion of the primary user group using the library’s
electronic services

Proportion of logins to electronic services from outside the
library (campus and external) to the total number of logins

Finance Per capita library costs for the primary user group

Library costs for each case of use

Relation of media budget to staff budget

Proportion of staff costs per library service to total staff costs

Proportion of expenditure on electronic resources to total
media budget

Business Staff productivity: processes handled per person, per year

Average media throughput times (from receipt of delivery to
availability)

The number of stages involved in providing a product unit (for
every library service)

The relation of staff costs for electronic services to
processing and the provision of electronic media

The relation of staff costs for conventional services to
process and provision of printed media

Future Share of the library budget in the overall budget of the
university or provider institution

Share of the expenditure for information and communication
technology

Number of in-service training measures per person 
(by service area)

Number of short periods of illness per person

Source: Klaus Ceynowa, “Managing Academic Information Provision with the Balanced
Scorecard,” 159–62.
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IFLA performance indicators OIS performance indicators

User
satisfaction

Two levels of user
satisfaction to be
measured: general
user satisfaction
with services of the
library as a whole
and user
satisfaction with
individual services
or components
thereof.

User satisfaction To assess the
degree to which
users are
satisfied with the
library services
as a whole or
with different
services of the
library.

Market
penetration

The proportion of
the library’s
potential users who
actually use the
library.

Percentage of
target population
reached

To assess the
success of the
library in reaching
a target
population.

No matching
indicator

Cost per user To assess the
cost of the
service of the
library related to
the number of
users.

Opening hours
compared to
demand

Relates the actual
number and
distribution of
opening hours to
the number and
distribution of
opening hours as
desired by the
users.

No matching
indicator

No matching
indicator

Library visits per
capita

To assess the
library’s success
in attracting
users of the
services.

Table 5.2 Comparison of IFLA and OIS performance
indicators
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IFLA performance indicators OIS performance indicators

Expert
checklists

The percentage of
titles enumerated in
an expert list or in a
bibliography which
are in possession of
the library.

No matching
indicator

No matching
indicator

Titles availability To assess to what
extent titles
owned by the
library are actually
available to the
users if required.

Availability The proportion of
the material
requested by the
user that can be
used in the library
(including copying)
or taken home
immediately.

Required titles
availability

To assess to
what extent titles
owned by the
library and in
demand by the
users are actually
available when
required.

No matching
indicator

Percentage of
required titles in
the collection

To assess to
what extent titles
in demand by the
users are owned
by the library.

Document
delivery time

The average time
between the
moment a user
starts with the
necessary
procedures to
borrow a document
and the moment the
item is checked out
or available at the
issue desk.

Required titles
extended
availability

To assess to
what extent titles
in demand by the
users are
immediately
available or can
be made
available within a
specified period
of time.

No matching
indicator

In-library use per
capita

To assess the
amount of usage
of materials
within the library.

Table 5.2 Comparison of IFLA and OIS performance
indicators (Cont’d)
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IFLA performance indicators OIS performance indicators

Collection use The ratio between
the number of
document uses
within a certain
period of time and
the total number of
documents in the
collection.

Document use
rate

To assess the
overall use of the
collection by
estimating the
proportion of
documents in use
at any one time.

Documents not
used

The percentage of
documents in the
lending collection
not used within a
certain period of
time.

Proportion of
stock not used

To assess the
amount of stock
not used during a
specified period.

No matching
indicator

Shelving accuracy To assess to
what extent
documents that
are recorded in
the library’s
catalog are in
their correct
place on the
shelves.

No matching
indicator

Median time of
document
retrieval from
closed stacks

To assess
whether the
retrieval system
is effective. 

No matching
indicator

Median time of
document
retrieval from
open access
areas

To assess
whether self-
explanatory
signposting and
correct shelving
all prompt
access to
documents.

No matching
indicator

Collection
turnover

To assess the
overall rate of
use of a loan
collection

Table 5.2 Comparison of IFLA and OIS performance
indicators (Cont’d)
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Table 5.2 Comparison of IFLA and OIS performance
indicators (Cont’d)

IFLA performance indicators OIS performance indicators

No matching
indicator

Loans per capita To assess the rate
of use of library
collections by the
population to be
served. May also
be used to assess
the quality of the
collections and the
library’s ability to
promote the use
of the collections.

No matching
indicator

Documents on
loan per capita

To assess the
overall rate of use
of the collection
by the population
to be served.

No matching
indicator

Cost per loan To assess the cost
of the services of
the library in
relation to the
number of loans.

No matching
indicator

Loans per
employee

To assess the
staff resources of
the library in
relation to the
number of loans.

No matching
indicator

Proportion of
stock on loan

To assess the
overall rate of
use of the loan
collection at a
specified point in
time.

Interlibrary
loan speed

The proportion of
documents requested
through local and
international
interlibrary loans that
are supplied within a
certain period of time,
say 7, 14, 21 and 21+
days (i.e., availability).

Speed of
interlibrary
lending

To assess
whether the
library is
providing an
efficient
interlibrary
lending service to
its users.
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IFLA performance indicators OIS performance indicators

Correct answer
fill rate

The proportion of
test questions
which are correctly
answered by the
reference service.

Correct answer fill
rate

To assess to what
extent the staff
are able to fulfill
the primary
requirements for a
good reference
service, namely to
provide correct
answers to
enquiries.

Known-item
search

The proportion of
titles sought by the
user and registered
in the catalog that
the user manages
to find.

Title catalog
search success
rate

To assess the
library’s success
in informing the
users where and
how to find a
title through
catalogs.

Subject search The proportion of
titles in the subject
or classified catalog
matching the user’s
subject that are
found by the user.

Subject catalog
search success
rate

To assess the
library’s success
in matching the
user’s subject
search in the
catalog and in
informing the
user where and
how to find
literature on a
subject.

No matching
indicator

Facilities
availability

To assess to
what extent
specified facilities
provided by the
library are
actually available
to the users.

No matching
indicator

Facilities use rate To assess the
rate of use of
specified facilities
provided by the
library.

Table 5.2 Comparison of IFLA and OIS performance
indicators (Cont’d)
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IFLA performance indicators OIS performance indicators

No matching
indicator

Seat occupancy
rate

To assess the
overall rate of use
of seats provided
for reading or
studying in the
library, by
estimating the
proportion of
seats in use at
any given time.

No matching
indicator

Automated
systems
availability

To assess to what
extent the
automated system
of the library is
actually available
to the users.

Acquisition
speed

The time period
between the day a
title is published
and the day it
arrives at the library.
Two aspects:
ordering speed and
delivery speed.

Median time of
document
acquisition

To assess the
degree to which
suppliers of
library materials
are effective, in
terms of speed.

Book
processing
speed

The time period
between the day a
document arrives at
the library and the
day it is available on
the shelf and/or in
the catalog.

Median time of
document
processing

To assess
whether the
different forms of
processing
procedures are
effective as to
speed.

No matching
indicator

Cost per title
cataloged

To assess the cost
of a specific policy
for producing
bibliographic
records.

No matching
indicator

User services
staff per capita

To identify the
number of
employees directly
serving users per
member of the
population to be
served.

Table 5.2 Comparison of IFLA and OIS performance
indicators (Cont’d)
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IFLA performance indicators OIS performance indicators

No matching
indicator

User services
staff as a
percentage of
total staff

To determine the
library’s effort
devoted to public
services in
relation to the
background
services.

Remote uses
per capita

The number of
remote uses from
access points
outside the library
or its branches by
members of the
primary user group
during a year in
relation to the
primary user group.

No matching
indicator

User
satisfaction
with services
offered for
remote use

Users’ rating of
their satisfaction
with the library’s
services offered for
remote use from
access points
outside the library
or its branch
libraries.

No matching
indicator

Table 5.2 Comparison of IFLA and OIS performance
indicators (Cont’d)

After cost-related indicators are removed from the OIS list, some
interesting differences emerge. Are some of the remaining OIS indicators
omitted from the IFLA list because they were considered too public
library oriented? That could be argued for “library visits per capita,”
“loans per capita,” “documents on loan per capita,” “proportion of stock
on loan,” and “facilities use rate.” Whatever the rationale, it remains that
many academic libraries select indicators from both lists.

Recognizing that many knowledgeable librarians are working to
develop reliable metrics in the electronic and networked environment,
Hsieh presents an interesting list of possible performance indicators for the
virtual library. His work identified 20 different indicators with 44 data
elements.18 Again, librarians prove that they are nothing if not thorough.
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Impacts and outcomes
Once a library has chosen it performance indicators, it is still to be
proven that they will help in determining the library’s contributions to its
institution’s outcomes. If a library cannot identify its contributions
toward the outcomes established within the institution’s strategic plan, it
runs the risk of being marginalized in the life of the institution.

The first hurdle facing the library is to determine whether its parent
institution has created a culture or environment that facilitates the
identification and selection of outcomes to fulfill institutional strategic
plans, goals, and objectives. There is an understandable assumption that,
institutionally, the structure of the strategic plan and its goals and
objectives is such that outcomes are evident and unequivocal. This is not
necessarily the case. Fraser, McClure, and Leahy created a series of
questions to examine its institutional environment for outcomes. The
essential questions, which examine the library’s relationship to the larger
institution, are summarized below.

� Is there a culture of assessment at your university? At your library?

� How does your university articulate its core values?

� Does your university measure itself—its outcomes—in terms of core
values?

� Has the culture of assessment remained constant at your university
(and at your library), or has it changed relatively recently?

� What does your university expect from the library in terms of
contributing to university outcomes?

� What does your university expect from the library in terms of
reporting data?

� How receptive do you believe your university administration is or
would be to library reporting based on outcomes assessment?

� Does your library currently focus on campus-wide, university-based
outcomes?

� Does your library collect data on its outcomes (impacts, effects)—and/or
on university outcomes—that occur outside the library’s domain?

� How do you see the way you assess your library’s performance
changing in the next few years?

� Assuming your library does not already do so, if it were to measure and
report its data in terms of university outcomes, would that affect the way
the library is viewed and funded by your university’s administration?



� What are the key activities that your library does to support the
research, education, and service goals of your university?19

Several of Fraser et al.’s questions challenge most libraries. “What does
your university expect from the library in terms of contributing to
university outcomes?” How many universities have explicitly and
publicly stated the outcomes they want to achieve? Not many. When a
university has made known the outcomes it seeks to achieve, how often
has there been a specific, focused discussion outlining its expectations for
the library? This type of discussion rarely takes place between the
academic leader and the library director. “Does your library collect data
on its outcomes (impacts, effects)—and/or university outcomes—that
occur outside the library’s domain?” Some libraries may collect data on
their own outcomes (if they have identified them), but it is unlikely that
any libraries collect data on other units’ outcomes. There may reasons
why this is not practical, feasible, or politically advisable. If so, then not
having outcome data for academic computing, for example, could
prevent the development of effective and rewarding collaborations.

Answers to the entire list of questions could provide a baseline from
which the library could move forward in pursuit of outcomes, impacts,
values, and benefits. Here it may be useful to look at the definitions and
relationships various authors have provided for four terms: outcomes,
impacts, values, and benefits. “Outcome” and “impact” have been used
interchangeably and synonymously, which only adds to the confusion.

Outcomes

Troll Covey states that “outcomes are measures of the impact or effect
that using library collections and services has on users. Good outcome
measures are tied to specific library objectives and indicate whether these
objectives have been achieved.”20 Cram differentiates further:

Distinguishing between intermediate outcomes and longer-term
outcomes draws attention to cause–effect linkages and identifies
lower-level outcomes that are within the control of the library. The
library may not be solely responsible for long-term outcomes, but
I suggest that though you may be judged on immediate outcomes,
those immediate outcomes cannot be established without reference
to the long-term outcomes which are a reminder of the moral
imperative that underlies all public service.21
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Fraser, McClure, and Leahy provide their research definition of
outcomes:

An outcome is a clearly identified result or end product that occurs
as a consequence of individual or combined activities from units at
the institution. It is a preferred or desired state and ideally clarifies
specific expectations of what should be products from the
institution. An institutional outcome can be defined and measured
in such a way that evidence is available to determine the amount or
degree to which the outcome does, in fact, occur.22

They go on to identify three types: outcomes of interest, desired
outcomes, and actual outcomes. Outcomes of interest:

are those outcomes—relatively few in number—on which a
particular university chooses to focus its attention at a given time,
taking into account the complex, ever-changing array of relevant,
local values … desired outcomes are the aspirational levels of
achievement or production an institution should set in advance to
determine whether it has attained success at a future time on some
important dimension of its operation. In other words, they are
specific goals or quality standards for outcomes of interest. Actual
outcomes are the real achievement or production levels for an
outcome of interest as measured at a given time.23

Gratch-Lindauer observes that “the word ‘outcomes’ is reserved for the
realized goals valued by various campus constituents.”24 Bertot and
McClure write that outcomes:

� Include the notion of an impact, benefit, difference or change in a user,
group, or institution based on the use of or involvement with a library
service or resource;

� Are predetermined based on a service/resource/planning process in
which the library engages to produce desired service/resource outcomes
through the setting of service/resource goals and objectives; and

� Involve measuring and demonstrating the extent to which library
services/resources meet the anticipated outcomes determined by the
library or imposed by the community the library serves (e.g., academic
institution, county, city).25

They go on to describe three types of outcomes:
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Anticipated: These are the outcomes for which the library plans and
by which the library intends to measure its success/failure in goals and
objectives attainment. The library expects to achieve certain outcomes
through its services/resources and then seeks to ascertain the extent to
which its services/resources achieved the anticipated outcomes …

Emergent: These are outcomes that emerge through the service/resource
planning and implementation process. Such outcomes are not the
immediate focus of the service/resource goals and objective—either
library or externally imposed …

Unanticipated: Once a service/resource is in operation, these are those
outcomes that derive from actual service/resource use or interaction
and can be ones that neither the library nor others predicted—nor
planned to assess.26

Poll writes that “definitions of library outcomes generally highlight the
effect on individual users or on users collectively.”27 She lists four
characteristics of outcomes, based on research. They “are not always
predictable, are generally rather an addition to previous experience than a
radical change in attitudes, will be higher if a gain in skills and competences
or a change in behaviour seems promising to the user, often become visible
only in long-term development.”28 Thebridge and Dalton define outcomes
as “the ways in which users are changed as a result of coming into contact
with the library’s collections and services.”29 They further note that
outcomes are directly linked to institutional goals. The Association of
College and Research Libraries (ACRL) Outcomes Assessment Task Force
declared that outcomes “are the ways in which library users are changed
as a result of their contact with the library’s resources and programs.
Satisfaction on the part of the user is an outcome.”30

Impacts

According to Brophy, an impact

can be defined in different ways, but in the context of library services
it may be most helpful to think of it as any effect of a service, product
or other “event” on an individual or group. It

� may be positive or negative

� may be what was intended or something entirely different

� may result in changed
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� attitudes

� behaviors

� outputs (ie what an individual or group produces during or after
interaction with the service)

� may be short or long term

� may be critical or trivial.31

Cram defines impacts as user driven: “the impact of a library is the
impact of the choices an individual makes of which items and services he
or she uses and the sequence in which he or she will use them.”32 Gratch-
Lindauer ties impacts to institutional effectiveness: “the word impact(s)
is used for those direct effects the library has on institutional outcomes,
or more indirect, the enabling effects that contribute to these
outcomes.”33 Poll views impacts as the connections between outcomes
and library goals and objectives, and with institutional goals and
objectives. She defines an impact simply as “the effect or influence of one
person, thing, or action on another.”34 Thebridge and Dalton take an
unreasonably comprehensive approach to impacts as being “any effects,
intentional or not, of a user’s contact with a service …”35

Value

Cram observes that “value is a psychological construct. It may be
intrinsic or extrinsic, but it is always subjective.”36 Poll defines value as
“the importance or preciousness of something, the perception of actual
or potential benefits.”37 It is surprising that librarians have not had more
to say about value. Perhaps user satisfaction is sometimes confused with
value? Is it possible for outcomes to be without value? If an outcome is
linked to the strategic plan goals and objectives, does it automatically
have value? If so, then how can value be described, then quantified? Is 
it possible for an outcome to be valued by stakeholders within the
institution and not valued by stakeholders outside the institution or
library? Value might be better examined as the value of a benefit.

Benefit

Poll defines benefit as “the helpful or useful effect that something has.”38

She links value to benefit, which necessitates some consideration of
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individuals’ perceptions. Perhaps this is another instance when “user
satisfaction” has been used as a surrogate for “benefit”? Can an outcome
have both value and benefit? Is one short term and the other long term?

These are difficult questions to wrestle with, particularly when most
librarians are just beginning to address the matter of performance indicators,
not to mention outcomes and impacts. As librarians begin to consider
assessing outcomes they should keep in mind four areas of assessment:

� Economic value. Assessing the market value or proxy price of the
library’s services or a single service.

� Social impact. Assessing the imputed value of the library, e.g. by social
audits.

� Information literacy/information retrieval. Assessing the impact of
library services on users’ information skills and the library’s role in
information retrieval.

� Academic professional success. Assessing the relation of academic/
professional success to the use of library services.39

There do not seem to be any recognized, established measures for assessing
academic library outcomes, and this has challenged our profession. Poll
describes them best:

Trying to show an impact of libraries on individuals and society is
obviously a much more difficult venture than counting outputs. The
following problems have appeared in most studies:

� A service can have different value and outcome for different user
groups. A training session in special databases will have less effect
on freshmen than on postgraduates who need these resources
directly for their work.

� Data that could be relevant for demonstrating impact are not
available because of data protection rules (e.g. individual data
about grades in exams).

� The data or correlations found in projects until now are in most cases
not comparable, as differing methods were used. Standardization of
methods will be necessary to allow for benchmarking of results.

� Long-term effects can often not be assessed if the users are no more
available for tests or surveys.

� All methods that have been tested until now are time-consuming.40
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It is tempting to ask “Why bother?” There are so many challenges
organizationally and statistically, and resolving them puts an enormous
stress on administrative leadership. Yet, this fact remains: if the library
can’t describe its contributions to the institution’s success in measurable
ways, its future is uncertain.

Poll suggests “the most urgent issue is to promote the library’s role, to
show what one library, what all libraries can do for their users and society.”41

Library researchers have identified a number of impact indicators very
similar in construction to many of the performance indicators mentioned
earlier. Powell notes that a number of performance indicators are good
potential impact indicators, and has drawn up a list to include:

1. Test scores

2. Employer satisfaction

3. Number and amount of research grants received

4. Publications

5. Course evaluations

6. Course grades

7. Time saved

8. Quality of papers

9. Ideas

10. Understanding

11. Plans

12. Skills

13. Progress.42

He recognized that many of the indicators in his list have been identified
elsewhere as performance or effectiveness indicators, but he believed
these might serve beyond being measures of outputs or performance.
Each library must decide the value of this, on the basis of institutional
reality. Can these indicators provide accurate and realistic assessments of
student learning or faculty success? The ACRL Task Force has provided
a set of questions that outcome assessment should attempt to answer:

� Is the academic performance of students improved through their
contact with the library?

� By using the library, do students improve their chances of having a
successful career?
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� Are undergraduates who used the library more likely to succeed in
graduate school?

� Does the library’s bibliographic instruction program result in a high
level of “information literacy” among students?

� As a result of collaboration with the library staff, are faculty members
more likely to view use of the library as an integral part of their courses?

� Are students who use the library more likely to lead fuller and more
satisfying lives?43

ACRL’s focus is centered entirely on undergraduate students, and this
might be reasonable if the sole mission of most institutions were to
educate undergraduate students. While most of the performance
indicators listed by Powell and ACRL’s questions would be applicable to
both undergraduate and graduate students, are there others that would
be more appropriate for graduate students? Similarly, what about
outcomes for faculty? What role does the library play in successful
faculty teaching and research, and in the success of undergraduate and
postgraduate education?
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The library’s role in successful faculty
research and teaching

Libraries exist because they add value to teaching, learning, and the
production and dissemination of knowledge. In general, we intuitively
believe that the better the university, the better its libraries. In the past,
“better” has often meant “bigger,” particularly in terms of collections
and financial resources. The availability of electronic access to
information having eroded the prominence of print collection size as a
measure of library quality, libraries have looked to other means of
measuring and demonstrating their value.

This forces libraries to a single, central assumption—that value is
determined by the receiver of the benefit, not by the provider of the
benefit. This leaves behind most traditional performance measures and
indicators, e.g., size of print collections, processing volume or work
throughput, and most measures of size and efficiency. Although these are
useful in describing the quality of internal operations, and some of them
have been correlated to user outcomes, they do not describe or measure
the value received by library users. The direct beneficiaries of the library
are the university’s faculty, its postgraduate and professional students,
and its undergraduate or baccalaureate students. What difference does
the library make to these groups? How does the library contribute to
their success?

A framework for faculty success
If libraries do not assess and report their contributions toward faculty
success, and instead direct their findings toward improvements in
collections and services, they run the risk of being viewed as general
utilities within their institutions—perhaps no more than a convenience

111

6



or amenity in the minds of administrators, faculty, and librarians
themselves. Library contributions to faculty success are indirect and can
be difficult to identify and measure qualitatively. Because of this, it is
easy to accept a passive role altogether, or to follow whatever best
practices have been established by prestigious libraries, or to simply
experiment until something seems to work. However, the library’s
contributions as an enabler of faculty success certainly can be established
and considered within the larger framework of a university’s mission and
goals.

Faculty and the current academic
environment
Faculty are a primary, perhaps the most important, user group of
academic libraries. Although the institution does not exist to serve
faculty per se, it can not advance knowledge or educate students without
an effective faculty. Faculty are the most expensive instructional resource
within institutions. Faculty salaries compose 85 to 90 percent of the
direct cost of instruction.1 If for no other reason than economics, the
institution has an overwhelming interest in seeing that faculty members
are effective and productive in their research, teaching, and service roles.
The institution’s investment in its faculty as an economic asset requires
hiring the best scholar-teachers, retaining them through tenure and
beyond, and ensuring their continued productivity. Although the
mechanisms for this vary greatly, depending upon the history, mission,
and degree offerings of the institution, libraries most certainly contribute
to these important objectives in measurable ways.

Faculties are not universal, homogenous bodies of scholar-teachers.
They are loose groups of individuals who may, from time to time, share
characteristics that affect their library needs and use. They can be
segmented by rank, employment status, and discipline, as well as by their
relative degrees of productivity. They are subject to numerous time
pressures and are often are faced with conflicting demands, e.g., teaching
vs. research, increasing program enrollments vs. improving the quality of
students admitted, and aligning program goals with sometimes disparate
institutional goals. Teaching is far more than direct classroom or online
instruction, and subsumes other roles—as curriculum builder, course
developer, advisor, mentor, and department or program advocate within
the division, college or school.
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Authoring publications is only the end result, and most visible part, of
research. Publication may follow months or years of examining a research
pathway, identifying fruitful areas of concentration, reviewing the literature,
designing studies, collecting and analyzing data or other information, and
writing. Given the increasing emphasis on sponsored research within
universities, we can add the process of finding and securing funding to these
research tasks and processes. In some cases, securing patents or other means
of establishing intellectual property rights may be as important as, or more
important than, research publications. Consequently, the most productive
faculty members are often those who have the least time to engage with the
library, and the least predictable schedules.

Depending upon the institution, a faculty can vary greatly in
composition, from part-time instructors who teach an occasional course or
two, to full professors deeply engaged in sponsored or personal research.
Faculty information and service needs are centered on two activities:
instruction at the undergraduate and graduate levels; and research, which
may or may not involve graduate students whose thesis or dissertation
research they supervise. If you agree that teaching and research are the
main intersections between faculty and the library, it only makes sense to
study these intersections, to propose measures of the library’s contribution
to both teaching and research, to evaluate the findings, and to use them to
drive quality improvement planning.

Critical factors in faculty research success

Time

Time may be the most critical factor in faculty productivity and success
in performing research. It is a myth that faculty spend all their time
outside the classroom doing research; in fact, they must struggle to find
adequate time for research and “work it” into their schedules. According
to the National Center for Education Statistics, US full-time faculty spent
less time on research than on teaching and administrative duties, except
for those in doctoral institutions, where faculty spent about 50 percent
of their time teaching, 28 percent doing research, and about 22 percent
on administrative activities. When all program areas in four-year or
higher institutions were averaged, faculty spent 58 percent of their time
on teaching, and an equal split of 21 percent on research and 21 percent
on administrative activities.2
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Despite the pressure to produce, and the amount of time available for
research, the American faculty member, on average, writes about two
articles over a 24-month period, as well as a book review, perhaps a
book chapter, and a monograph; he or she may make four presentations
at professional meetings.3

Full-time faculty members are chronically pressed for time and tend to
work in binges, when research time is identified within their schedules.
Can we demonstrate that the library saves time for faculty in performing
research, and translate this into return on investment (ROI) of faculty
salaries for the university, which we also know to be the highest direct
cost of instruction?

Collections and access

First and foremost in the minds of faculty researchers are the library’s
collections. It seems obvious that access to the results of others’ research
is the most basic requirement to examine the research path, formulate a
research agenda, identify gaps in the research, design specific studies, and
select possible publishing venues. In three separate studies, John Budd
has tracked faculty research productivity in institutions that were
members of the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) between 1991
and 2004. In the first two studies (covering 1991–93 and 1995–97), two
variables were associated with overall faculty research productivity: the
number of PhDs awarded by the institution, and the total number of
volumes in the institution’s library. To complement the total volumes
measure, in the third study (2002–4) he added total library materials
expenditure as a variable and found a slightly higher correlation between
overall research productivity and collection funding. Across all three
studies, he found three variables to be associated with institutional
productivity. In order, they were: total number of PhDs awarded, total
materials expenditure by the library, and total volumes in the library. As
noted earlier, faculty in doctoral institutions spend about one-third more
time doing research than do other faculty, so perhaps time spent on
research and materials available for research are two important factors
in overall faculty research productivity. At a minimum, Budd’s research
certainly supports a relationship between strong collections and faculty
productivity in research universities.4

Budd also tracked overall research productivity at ARL universities
and confirmed what other studies have indicated, both in the US and
internationally:5 that research productivity among faculty has increased
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over time. Budd found that per capita production of journal articles
increased from 3.56 per faculty member in 1991 to 4.24 in 2004. So,
despite the competing demands on faculty time, on average, faculty
members have become more productive researchers than in the past.

Can this be attributed in part to explosive growth in collections,
particularly electronic resources? Faculty access to digital resources—
their availability, ease and speed of retrieval, and ubiquity of delivery—
has very likely contributed to increased faculty productivity over time. A
number of studies support a relationship between the availability of
electronic resources and increased research productivity.6 Vakkari
summarizes them in the introduction to his study of faculty and doctoral
students at 22 Finnish universities. Study results from 767 researchers
representing all the broad disciplines indicated that “use of digital
libraries has led to a considerable decrease in browsing physical library
collections, saving their [faculty] working time” and that “the more
scholars perceive improvement in the access to literature in electronic
form, the more they publish internationally.”7

Why do academic libraries rarely point out that they have played a
major role in supporting such large savings in costly faculty research
time within their institutions? As expensive as online databases, full-text
journal subscriptions, and e-books can be, they cost a mere fraction of
the total investment the institution makes in annual faculty salaries.

In a 2008 study at the University of Illinois at Champaign-Urbana,
researchers collected data from 328 faculty members about their library
use in grant-writing activities and found:

Compared with the print environment, the median time for faculty
to find and access needed books and articles in electronic form
dropped from 7 to 2 hours per week, although the median time
spent reading did not change from 10 hours per week. Comments
repeatedly emphasized how much more efficiently they operate
with electronic resources to maintain current awareness, select
relevant articles, read more broadly, and identify related works.8

If an estimate of faculty time saved could be made by other libraries, then
those libraries could calculate an estimated number of faculty salary
dollars saved by their electronic resource collections, and faculty time
released to spend on higher-purpose activities.

In this same, very useful study,  researchers provided a formula to
calculate the ratio value of US$1.00 spent on the library to total grant
funds awarded, and found that the ratio was 1:4.38 at the University of
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Illinois at Champaign-Urbana. That is, for every library dollar spent, the
university received 4.38 dollars in grant funding. Again, this is not a
causal relationship, and library funding may not have a direct effect, but
it is an indicator of value added to faculty salaries and of successful ROI
in the library.

Communications

Competition for faculty time and attention, coupled with the growth of
collections and the attendant online access/delivery mechanisms, makes
communicating with faculty the third critical factor in supporting faculty
research productivity. E-mail alone will not ensure effective
communications, nor will offering periodic library instructional
opportunities for faculty. Finding out what faculty members want to know,
when they want to know it, and how they want to discover information
about the library to assist them in research are crucial elements that unite
faculty with research materials.

Recent studies of how faculty members use the library for research
reveal a set of recurring themes. Although certainly not true for every
faculty member or for researchers in every discipline, a general profile
can be summarized as:

Faculty rely heavily on electronic means to identify, retrieve and
acquire materials needed for research. Faculty rely less on the
library as a physical facility, visiting mainly to retrieve print items.
They are the most likely users of interlibrary loan and document
delivery, and most likely to extend searches beyond their “home”
library. They rely on personal contacts and networks of fellow
researchers, as well as on personal subscriptions gained through
society or professional memberships. They tend to overestimate
their knowledge of library services and resources. They prefer to
have their needs anticipated, rather than asking a librarian for
assistance.9

Of course, this profile is highly generalized and there are numerous
studies examining differences in research behavior and needs in various
disciplines,10 but it underscores the need for libraries to communicate
information on holdings, accessibility, and specific search tools in ways
that satisfy faculty preferences for communicating with the library and
that work within their individual schedules. They may be less able to
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schedule meetings in the library, want assistance only at the point of need,
and may prefer to have assistance “waiting” for them online, rather than
having to initiate a request for assistance. Determining faculty preferences
for the delivery of information is the library’s responsibility. Faculty
resistance to formal communication and instruction has been summarized
by one faculty member in the observation: “with many ICT [information
and communication technology] things it takes a lot of time up front to
save an uncertain amount of time in the future.”11

Jankowska concludes a study of faculty use of ICT at the University of
Idaho with the following suggestions for communicating with faculty:

Use ICTs to enhance the marketing of the e-resources and services
that are available.

Create flexible training and instructions that accommodate
faculty learning styles, preferences, and their busy time schedule.

Provide self-service instructions and training on how to access
and retrieve the e-collection and services.

Create Web-based tours, remote instructional presentations, and
virtual help.12

Critical factors in faculty teaching success
It’s hard to tease out successful teaching factors from student success
measures, since teaching success has been measured by student success, and
has been studied primarily by engineering backwards from the latter to the
former. Begun in 2000, the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE)
has collected survey data from undergraduate students in US and Canadian
four-year colleges and universities about their participation in programs
and activities that institutions provide for their learning and personal
development. The results provide an estimate of how undergraduates spend
their time and what they gain from attending college. Survey items on the
NSSE represent empirically confirmed “good practices” in undergraduate
education. That is, they reflect behaviors by students and institutions that
are associated with desired outcomes of college attendance. NSSE results
indicate the following actions by faculty members, beyond delivering
course content, that have a positive influence on student success:

1. Embrace undergraduates and their learning.

2. Set and maintain high expectations for student performance.
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3. Clarify what students need to do to succeed.

4. Use engaging pedagogical approaches appropriate for course objectives
and students’ abilities and learning styles.

5. Build on students’ knowledge, abilities and talents.

6. Provide meaningful feedback to students.

7. Weave diversity into the curriculum including out-of-class assignments.

8. Make time for students.

9. Hold students accountable for taking their share of the responsibility
for their learning.

The third NSSE finding, “Clarify what students need to do to succeed,”
is briefly explained as:

Do not leave students—especially newcomers—to discover on their
own what it takes to be successful. Become familiar with and
promote the available academic and social support resources such
as writing centers and tutoring support programs.13

Although not mentioned explicitly, this finding may have the greatest
implication for libraries. Libraries tend to be recognized for what they have
to offer “good” students, e.g., strong collections, assistance finding and
evaluating resources for assignments, and comfortable spaces to study and
work. “Good” students are not those who trouble the faculty member,
leaving him or her to wonder what more he or she could do to help the
student. Library programs and services provided specifically to assist
struggling students, especially newcomers, may have an impact on student
persistence and retention, and are discussed at length in Chapter 8. The
availability of such programs and services, and faculty awareness of
them, would be significant in terms of the assistance academic libraries
could offer to struggling students.

Part-time versus full-time faculty

In the US and Canada almost 50 percent of academic faculty are part-time
instructors who are also referred to variously as “contingent,” “non-
regular,” “adjunct” or “sessional.” At a minimum, US part-time
instructors teach 25 percent of all courses, and may teach as many as 65
percent of all courses.14 Although not as extreme in Great Britain and
India, the practice of employing part-time faculty is on an upward trend,
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especially in Latin American and Asian countries. More than 80 percent
of faculty members in Argentina and Mexico have part-time
appointments. According to the Center for International Higher
Education, a study of the professoriate in 14 countries found: “A growing
portion of the profession is part-time, and many full-time academics are
employed in positions that do not lead to long-term appointment. The
traditional full-time permanent academic professor, the ‘gold standard’ of
academe, is increasingly rare.”15

Assuming these part-time instructors do less research than teaching,
they have an equivalent or greater need than the full-time professoriate
for library information and services to support instruction. Although
employed in nearly every department, the numbers of US part-timers are
highest in the fine arts, business, and English and literature. They are
hard to contact, have no office or campus telephone, their roster changes
every semester, and often they feel no sense of affiliation with the larger
campus. They may know less about collections and services offered or
how to develop library assignments for the classes they teach. If these
faculty members are not identified and solicited for inclusion in service
activities, as well as evaluation activities that address library support for
instruction, then by extension, 25 percent to 65 percent of the student
instruction is not being taken into account.16 This population can be
“silent,” is easily overlooked, and difficult to identify, but may have a
disproportionate effect on the quality of instruction.

Communications

Communication methods developed by the library without faculty
consultation may on occasion be successful, but experimentation
uninformed by faculty preference wastes everyone’s time, and may
eventually erode the library’s credibility. Faculty may not be
uninterested, but they may not have time to listen when the library is
ready to talk. Messages from the library may be unclear about how the
faculty member will benefit from library services and collections or
where to begin and what to do next; may contain incorrect assumptions
about their needs; or may be delivered to the wrong audience entirely. In
separate studies, Stevens (US) and McGuiness (Ireland) present
information literacy as the classic example of libraries’ failure to connect
with faculty about what is considered an important student outcome.
Stevens concludes that the library’s information literacy culture was
developed without the input of teaching faculty, was disaggregated from
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the curriculum, and paid little attention to exactly how faculty were
expected to be involved in implementation.17 From in-depth interviews
with key faculty informants, McGuiness provides a snapshot of faculty
thinking on the development of information-literate students as:

[I]nformation literacy develops gradually and intuitively, through
participation in a number of different scenarios. The concept of
“learning by doing” featured strongly in faculty’s comments,
although the need for structured intervention and guidance was not
a key theme. Paradoxically, students’ personal motivation emerged
as both a positive and a negative influence on faculty’s approach to
pedagogy … [faculty suggesting] that the road to ILD [information
literacy development] is essentially a solitary journey, driven by the
student’s own personal interest.18

Few faculty members enter the professoriate with extensive backgrounds
in learning theory or instructional design, and much of the skill they gain
as teachers is learned through experience and self-initiated professional
development. The information literacy “message” is huge, complex, of
varying importance among disciplines, not directly involved in delivering
course content, and takes a long time for faculty to teach and students to
learn. To deliver the information literacy message, have it understood,
and persuade faculty from many disciplines to adopt it as another priority
for teaching requires transformational change at the university level. No
wonder progress has been difficult so far. Librarians have suggested a
number of approaches, each illustrating a different level of the
instructional hierarchy as an initial focus for the task—toward faculty
who develop and teach individual courses, and teach them in multiple
modes, i.e., face-to-face and online; toward departments that make
programmatic and curriculum decisions; and toward college and
university structures such as the freshman experience or general education
core. The larger and more complex the “message” to be communicated,
the larger and more complex will be the audience. Information literacy
may be the classic example of a large and complex message that needs to
be broken down by audience level within the hierarchy, and into smaller
and simpler sequential message “bites” that are presented as a benefit to
the audience, rather than as another chore to be taken on by the faculty.
It puts the onus on the library to be a good communicator on many levels
within the organization, and not on the faculty to be good listeners. The
topic of information literacy is broached here simply as an example, and
will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 8.
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Desirable faculty outcomes of library
engagement
Depending on the local history, culture, and environment within an
institution, and on whose perspective of quality is considered
(administrators, faculty members, librarians, students, etc.), there could be
many desirable faculty outcomes. If, however, we take only the perspective
of faculty members and choose only those factors identified directly by
faculty in previous research, then there are three recurring themes: time
saved, increased publications and funded grants, and support for instruction.

Any estimate of time saved by faculty that arises from library offerings
or services, that is not punishing to collect, and that can be replicated
and tracked over time would be useful. A measure that can be replicated
and tracked over time and that is meaningful in context is called a
metric. The most plausible way to develop a metric of time saved may be
to ask faculty members directly—by surveying a representative sample
and, if the findings warrant it, analyzing further by discipline, rank, or
other demographic. Such data, when averaged, could be multiplied by an
average cost of one hour of faculty time to produce a metric that has
meaning—a financial estimate of savings promoted by the library.

Faculty productivity in terms of publications and grants is typically
counted and tracked by universities and, although it is hotly contested
and much criticized, universities have been ranked according to data on
faculty productivity. Since library collection expenditures are thought to
be associated with improved productivity, an interesting metric might be
to divide each year’s expenditures for library materials by the number 
of publications for the year, to produce a library materials cost-per-
publication figure. Similarly, each year’s expenditures for library materials
could be divided by the number of grants awarded, and/or expressed as a
percentage of total grant funding awarded.

Support for instruction metrics might include figures such as the
number of hours of instruction and service desk assistance provided to
students divided by the number of hours students spent in class, to
determine the percentage of total instruction and academic support
provided by library staff. Students are often given an opportunity by
their universities to evaluate instruction at the end of a course. Is there
presently, or could there be, a question(s) about the student’s evaluation
of the instructor’s use or non-use of library assignments or reserve
readings in the course? This might produce some data on the level and
value of instructor-mandated library use.
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Creating customized metrics to express the value added by the library
to faculty success is difficult, and depends on the environmental and
cultural realities at individual institutions. The above are only meant to
serve as examples of metrics that advance libraries beyond the more
traditional performance measures. Performance measures have meaning
to librarians, but need to be placed in a larger context in order for them
to become meaningful metrics for quality improvement.

Faculty are an important user group and, as a general user category, are
typically pressed for time, prefer to acquire library awareness and training
through self-selected and self-controlled methods, and include a growing
proportion of part-time teaching associates. In order to be successful,
faculty 1) should have adequate collections and access, 2) should have an
awareness of library collections and access, and 3) should use them, and
expect their students to use them. Any metrics that describe current levels
of these three variables in the context of faculty success can be used to
establish baselines, track improvements, and identify and repair possible
disconnections between the three. For example, if a library believes its
collections and collection development activities to be at an adequate or
optimal level, but that use is lower than expected, then perhaps faculty
awareness is not what it should be, and communication would be a
priority for improvement. If use is judged to be higher than expected or
optimal, then additional investments in collections may be warranted.

Notes
1. Middaugh, “Measuring Higher Education Costs,” 89. 
2. Forrest, 2004 National Study of Post-Secondary Faculty. Percentages taken

from Table 19 E.D. TAB 2006-176. 
3. Middaugh, Understanding Faculty Productivity, 22.
4. Budd, “Faculty Publishing Productivity,” 230–9.
5. Cornet and Vollard note a number of studies in Tackling the Journal Crisis:

When Authors Pay with Money instead of Copyright (The Hague,
Netherlands: Centraal Planbureau, 2000) to illustrate the increase in
numbers of journals and articles published, and summarize by saying “Until
the 1960s, the number of articles published by each author was relatively
small, and many members of academic societies did not publish at all. Since
then, article output per author has increased. For instance, over the period
1983/84 to 1995/96 the article output of Dutch academics increased almost
70 per cent, whereas research expenditures stayed constant or declined and
the number of academics started to decrease in 1994.”

6. Notably and most recently, Franz Barjak’s survey of scientists in seven
European countries, “Research Productivity in the Internet Era,” 343–60.
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7. Vakkari, “Perceived Influence of the Use of Electronic Information
Resources,” 610.

8. Luther, “University Investment in the Library,” 10.
9. This profile was compiled from numerous articles based on faculty surveys

addressing their perceived needs and preferences for library resources, and
how they are used in research. Significant sources included: Weber and
Flatley, “What Do Faculty Want?” 1–8; Jirojwong and Wallin, “Use of
Formal and Informal Methods to Gain Information,” 68–73; and Leckie,
“Desperately Seeking Citations,” 201–8.

10. Discipline-based studies of faculty library needs, preferences and user
behaviors generally support the profile, but take into account variations in
scholarly communications and online availability of resources. Examples of
recent studies include: Wallis, “Information-Seeking Behavior of Faculty,”
441–6; Boyce et al., “Not All Users Are Alike,” 237–43; Belefant-Miller and
King, “How, What, and Why Science Faculty Read,” 91–112.

11. Jankowska, “Identifying University Professors’ Information Needs,” 58.
12. Ibid., 62.
13. Kinzie, Promoting Student Success.
14. Comments by Steve Street, reporting on the Tri-national Conference on

Contingent Academic Labor held in Vancouver, British Columbia on August
10–13, 2006, included an estimate that 45–50 percent of teaching is done
by part-time faculty in Canada, and two-thirds of the teaching is done by
part-time faculty in the United States. [Retrieved January 15, 2008 from
www.ccf-suny.org/newsroom.php?document=assembly]

15. Altbach (ed.), The Changing Academic Workplace, ix.
16. If you take the attribution by Steve Street of a comment to Cary Nelson,

President of the American Association of University Professors that two-
thirds of teaching in the US is provided by part-time faculty, then this would
be about 65 percent.

17. Stevens, “Beyond Preaching to the Choir,” 254–67.
18. McGuiness, “What Faculty Think,” 580.
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The library’s role in successful
postgraduate and professional

education

A framework for postgraduate and
professional student success
The population of postgraduate and professional students varies with the
nature and purpose of the institution, which runs the gamut from
distinguished research universities and institutes producing high
numbers of PhDs bound for careers in research or the professoriate, to
regional or specialized universities concentrating on producing
professionals to assume advanced careers in education, business, health
care and other fields. These students will be the research leaders, faculty,
and professional practitioners of tomorrow—the “stewards of the
discipline,” and as such, represent the greatest concentration of future
human capital within their respective countries. Second only to faculty,
postgraduate and professional students represent the largest investment
of the university’s academic resources. In number, they are usually two
or three times greater than faculty, but many times less than
undergraduate or tertiary student service populations.

The term “postgraduate and professional students” is generally used
to mean Level 6 of the International Standard Classification of
Education 1997 system, Cycles 2 and 3 of the Bologna Process
framework and “advanced research programmes” defined by the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).
Like faculty, but unlike undergraduate or tertiary students, these
postgraduate library users are relatively mobile and are likely to have
had experience with other academic libraries. They may come with a set
of expectations about the library gained from recent undergraduate
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experiences, or be returning to university mid-career and not know what
to expect of the library. Many may be non-traditional students, older
with families, and working part or full time while returning to university.
In the US it is not unusual for part-time students to outnumber full-time
students in advanced professional degree programs.

In general, advanced education in the US is more structured than in
Europe. The US postgraduate student takes more group coursework, and
may not begin to work closely with a faculty mentor/advisor until ready
to begin thesis or dissertation research. Progress toward a degree is
measurable in terms of specific course units awarded, whereas the
European model emphasizes greater customization of study by working
with a faculty teacher/mentor on a specific research project throughout
the program, with less emphasis on sequenced, formal coursework.

More students than ever are seeking an advanced education.
According to statistics provided by the OECD, the number of graduates
of tertiary-type A and advanced research programs (roughly equivalent
to master and doctoral degrees in the US) increased from 4.14 million in
1998 to 5.72 million in 2005 in the 30 countries tracked. Advanced
research program students accounted for 15 percent (or 875,020) of the
2005 total.1 According to the US National Science Foundation, 285,447
doctoral degrees were awarded by institutions in over 60 countries in
2004. A little more than half (149,601) were in science and engineering,
including the social and behavioral sciences. The remainder of doctorates
(135,846) were awarded in other disciplines.2 The most productive
countries outside the US, the UK and Canada in terms of postgraduate
production were those with growing economies: China, India, and South
Korea. Depending upon the country, an advanced education may
represent a significant investment of public funds. Recruiting, retaining,
and seeing that these students graduate have come to be seen as national
necessities, particularly in knowledge-intensive economies.

One of the most persistent problems in US doctoral education has
been the failure rate. “In the US, only about 57 percent of students who
start their PhDs complete them within 10 years, though there are
significant variations by discipline.”3 This statistic has varied little over
the past 25 years. It is so common there is a term to describe it—ABD,
or “all but dissertation.” The phenomenon is largely attributable to the
cost of doctoral education being borne by the student rather than by
the government. Frequently, a full-time student’s main support for
living expenses is earned through graduate teaching or research
assistantships carrying workloads equivalent to those of full-time
faculty members.
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Of those US students who do finish, time to degree varies by discipline,
but has also remained relatively stable across time. In 2003, the average
enrolled time to degree for all fields was 7.5 years. In general, science PhDs
had shorter average time to degree than the social sciences, the humanities,
education, health, and other professional degrees. The shortest was
chemistry, at 6.0 years, and the longest anthropology, at 9.6 years.4

At least two major efforts have been undertaken to study and develop
overall strategies to improve completion rates and shorten average 
time to degree. In the UK, the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher
Education has released a revised edition of its Code of Practice for the
Assurance of Academic Quality and Standards in Higher Education:
Postgraduate Research Programmes, and in the US, the Council of
Graduate Schools is midway through its PhD Completion Project.
Prominent universities currently examining quality improvement factors
in this area include Harvard in the US, and Imperial College, London. At
Harvard, the approach began with administrative policy:

A series of new policies in the humanities and the social sciences at
Harvard University are premised on the idea that professors need
the ticking clock, too. For the last two years, the university has
announced that for every five graduate students in years eight or
higher of a Ph.D. program, the department would lose one
admissions slot for a new doctoral student. The results were
immediate: In numerous departments that had for years had large
clusters of Ph.D. students taking eight or more years to finish,
professors reached out to students and doctorates were completed.5

At Imperial College, and throughout the UK, one prong of a broader
approach has been to address support systems for learning “soft” skills,
reflected in the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education’s Code
of Practice.

Mary Ritter, pro-rector of postgraduate and international affairs at
Imperial College, London, described its relatively newfound focus
on teaching doctoral students and postdocs “transferable skills,”
with the support of a government initiative and associated funding.
Imperial College now requires that all of its graduate students
complete a certain number of workshops offered within seven
broad skills areas: research skills and techniques, the research
environment (covering topics like peer review, pressure for results,
and obligation to the public), research management, personal
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effectiveness, communications skills, networking and team
working, and career management. The college offers more than 40
different workshops in topics like science and the media, the
commercialization of research, negotiation skills, writing skills,
thesis writing and stress management. Imperial College also
sponsors intensive three-day residential workshops on transferable
skills that each of its approximately 500 first-year Ph.D. students
complete in groups of 30 to 35 at a time.6

Postgraduate students and the current
academic environment
Advanced education has become a global marketplace. Not only has the
total population of advanced students increased over the past 20 years,
but so has its mobility. Despite currency fluctuations and restrictions on
student visas, the US still retains the lion’s share of international
students, some 22 percent of internationally mobile students in 2004.
The UK, Germany, and France accounted for 11 percent, 10 percent, and
9 percent, respectively. However, other countries host higher percentages
of international students overall. For example, in 2004, 17 percent of
students in Australian higher education were international students; 
in Switzerland and the UK, 13 percent; and in Austria, 11 percent,
compared with only 3 percent in the US.7

The Bologna Process, which is a current effort of the European Higher
Education Area to describe and standardize levels of advanced cycles
(degrees) across 46 countries, has made, and will likely continue to make
mobility even easier. The lack of “articulation,” or the ability to compare
and align coursework and levels of education across countries of origin
hampered placement of international students in the past, but this has
eased, and will likely continue to ease as the Bologna Process completes
its work in 2010.8

The Association of Research Libraries (ARL) and the Center for
Networked Information (CNI) held a forum in late 2007 to examine the
implications these changes in US and world higher education might have
for academic and research libraries.9 The major trend factors for US
schools, taken from a study by the Council of Graduate Schools, noted
the key areas as globalization, interdisciplinarity, the expansion of
professional (or practitioner as opposed to pure research) programs,
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broader inclusion of under-represented minorities, and general program
evaluation and quality improvement.10

The data on globalization of and global competition for the best
advanced students is in, and students appear to have a much broader
array of choices for postgraduate study than in the past. Globalization of
the scholarly community, fueled by the ease of electronic communication
and publication, contributes to the second important factor, a rise in
innovation. Interdisciplinarity is the degree to which a single researcher’s
or group of researchers’ efforts overlap disciplinary boundaries, or
connect aspects of two or more disciplines/subdisciplines to produce
more broadly informed results that also might have broader
applications. Interdisciplinary research is now being examined as a rich
platform for creativity and innovation, and a driver of global economic
competitiveness. Interdisciplinary research offers two productive
approaches: mining what is already known through recombination, and
the possibility of identifying entirely new fields of study altogether. Jim
Teeri, Director of National Recruitment for the Integrative Graduate
Education and Research Traineeship (IGERT), developed by the
National Science Foundation, explains it best: “In the last 10 years, there
has been a growing realization that the really big problems in science are
not going to be solved within one discipline. The big complex problems,
like those affecting the environment or advances in information
technology, will require expertise from many areas.”11

The implications of this for academic libraries are huge, and
immediately call into question the present discovery and retrieval
systems at our disposal, founded on more traditional, stable taxonomies
of knowledge. Likely it will become more difficult to discover and
retrieve the information needed by these world-class interdisciplinary
scholars, and also more difficult to develop altogether different ways of
teaching this very different brand of information literacy.

Professional, applied, or advanced programs for practitioners
(sometimes referred to as “taught qualifications”) have been on the rise in
the US. Partly due to the trend of people working longer and having
longer careers, and partly due to the shorter half-life of knowledge in
professions, more specialized applied research degrees are being offered.
These programs have multiplied, particularly in education, business
administration, and the health sciences and allied health fields. Many
professional societies have moved from bachelors (first) to masters
(second) degree as the entry-level credential, and created the need for
additional “transitional” or “clinical” degrees at the doctoral level that
are oriented toward evidence-based rather than “pure” research. Other
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professions, including librarianship and business administration, have
begun “executive” masters programs especially for working professionals
who have extensive field experience but need theoretical retooling
delivered on a fast-track schedule. These students are older, have more
financial resources, and are frequent participants in e-learning programs.

For the US, and perhaps other countries with heterogeneous
populations, there is the challenge of inclusiveness. Racial and ethnic
minority participation in US higher education shrinks as the educational
level advances, and minority groups are half as likely as their white
counterparts to earn graduate degrees. Education beyond the first degree,
particularly in immigrant populations, can be difficult to encourage. If
there is no money or outside financial support, it may not be considered
possible. If there is money from an outside source, it still may be
considered too much a self-indulgence to take study time away from
family responsibilities. Including all qualified citizens in advanced
education is a serious matter in the US because, as the minority
population has increased dramatically, the percentage of the overall
population with advanced degrees will shrink further if minority
participation does not keep pace. Demographic trends can have an
exceptional impact on workforce replenishment and national economic
success, and bear watching in every country interested in making
economic progress.

By now, it should come as no surprise that the Council of Graduate
Schools’ report includes evaluation and quality improvement as a key
assumption for the future: “The quality of graduate programs drives the
success of America’s higher education system. Efforts to evaluate and
improve all aspects of the quality of the U.S. graduate education
enterprise must be advanced and supported in order to foster
innovation.”12

Information literacy as the critical factor
in postgraduate student success
Recent research on graduate students and their libraries paints a picture
similar to that of faculties. Graduate students in general do not know
enough about the collections and services available to them, have little
facility in performing targeted searches, and rely on browsing and “trial
and error” as search techniques early in their studies. They suspect they
are not using the most efficient methods, but are unaware of what

132

Surviving the Future



assistance might be available. Several recent studies across multiple
countries and across general and specific graduate disciplines tend to
echo these general assumptions, with particular implications for
communicating with postgraduate and professional students, and for
instruction in searching to develop a general capacity for information
discovery, as well as to facilitate the literature review required by the
dissertation process.

Sadler and Given examined the postgraduate student’s library
experience from the perspective of ecological psychology, which offers a
holistic approach to studying the relationship between the library and the
student. They engaged eight social science students (six doctoral, two
masters) and three academic librarians at the University of Alberta in in-
depth interviews to determine and compare what each group saw as
benefits of library use. They used affordance theory as a framework.
“Affordance” is the assumption that the perception of utility, opportunity,
or potential usefulness is determined by the individual. An affordance can
be real (a benefit intended by the library) or perceived (a benefit not
intended by the library, but perceived by the student as a benefit). The
basic question posed was: “What affordances do graduate students
perceive in the library environment, and how might these differ from
what was intended by academic librarians?”

This is a most interesting question, and critical to making quality
improvements in desired library outcomes, because it puts the receiver
(student) of the benefit in charge, rather than the provider of the benefit
(librarian). Sadler and Given summarized their findings as:

While many of the students’ perceived affordances did not differ
dramatically from those intended by librarians, it is notable that
this was primarily the case for traditional library services (e.g.
reference services; book browsing). There were remarkable shifts,
however, between students’ perceived affordances and those of
librarians for newer, digital technologies and for some specific
services (e.g. information literacy instruction (ILI)). Two of the
most striking differences that emerged in this study, between
students’ and librarians’ perceived affordances, were related to ILI
and to communication with patrons about new library services. In
this university, librarians were using ILI and the library’s web site
almost exclusively for their communication with graduate students,
yet the participants in this study were not aware of ILI services and
did not read notices on the library web site, even with repeated
visits.
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One of the most powerful themes to emerge in this study is that
personal contact with librarians is an effective communication tool,
possibly the most effective tool the academic library has at its
disposal.13

Green and Macauley also used in-depth interviews with Australian and
American doctoral students studying education to examine their research
needs from a learner-centered perspective, e.g., how they developed the
topic proposal, how their research ideas were changed or modified as
they discovered the literature, and how they conceptualized their
individual personal learning styles and processes as applied to library
research.14 Rather than taking the skills-deficit approach, they sought to
discover individual student profiles, or inventories of motivations,
attributes as learners, preferences for discovery, and real-life descriptions
of how students went about the literature review process. The results led
them to believe that many of these students, who were also mature
professionals, had been engaged already as consumers of professional
literature and early on in their studies were accustomed to searching
familiar professional sources used to keep current in their fields. As their
role shifted from consumers of knowledge to producers of knowledge,
they began to use academic databases and rely on more scholarly
sources, moving from secondary to primary sources and gathering
alternative or conflicting results on their topics. Toward the end of their
work, they reported leaving the “sanctioned” literature to discover the
grey literature, technical reports, popular works, and work from fringe
disciplines. If this is a typical pattern for professional program students,
then information literacy approaches that begin with what the student
knows already, then work outward, might be more natural and more
effective. In interviews with Australian doctoral students, Nimon found
the desire for personalized, point-of-need instruction by students
preparing literature reviews to be sharply defined.15 Prior to developing
a compulsory course to teach the literature review process, she
interviewed faculty, doctoral students, and librarians who would be
teaching the course to assess their needs and gather their views:

the students were definite that what help was offered them, either
as part of a course or on an ad hoc basis, needed to be provided on
their terms only. Anything they undertook had to be both timely
and relevant in their personal terms. Some attacked the notion of
being asked to do exercises that were deemed “good for you” by
someone else. Indeed, they demonstrated that they were all
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independent, self-motivated learners (as one would hope) and
would be impatient with any course they did not judge to have
immediate returns for them.16

Chu and Law produced two reports from library instruction research on
students in their first year of doctoral study at the University of Hong
Kong that further support the idea that doctoral students know best
how they learn, and are exceptional learners, but haven’t yet identified
the best sources or searching techniques to become powerful and
efficient.17

They worked with 12 doctoral students (6 from education, 6 from
engineering) and found that initially, students were unfamiliar with
database sources important to their areas of study. The barriers identified
by students included: receiving no direct communication from their
faculty instructors or the library about useful databases; database product
names that were misleading or not descriptive; and variations in database
screen displays and protocols for use. Students identified three criteria for
databases they would consider useful: those with specific subject/
discipline relevance to their research; those that covered high-quality
academic journals; and those with full-text articles or links to the full 
text.

The second report followed the same group of doctoral students
through a series of five instructional meetings held over the course of a
year.18 From qualitative and quantitative measures, they were able to
develop a profile of how these students approached searching, and how
they learned to become better researchers. The students were all novice
searchers and “started from zero.” Students described their process as
starting with simple keyword searches to find one or several useful
articles, then linking to the subject heading provided that seemed the
most related. Most thought they understood subject searching, but did
not understand that subject terms were formal, precise terms that were
assigned by the database producer. They thought they were searching
their keywords by subject headings. Many of these searches were
unsuccessful, either finding no records (leading students to believe
there was nothing out there on their topics) or too many records
(leading students to patiently search through much unrelated material).
Domain experts were better able to identify and construct search
terms. As students began to find the initial body of work on their topics
and become familiar with the important authors and journals, they
began to use author/title searches as a preferred method of discovery.
Students were then taught how to use related terms, search operators,
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and delimiters in database searches, and were gratified to find these
techniques produced improved results. There were some discipline
differences, as one might expect, given the difference in compactness of
the literature between education and engineering. Chu and Law
concluded that library instruction is necessary indeed for
postgraduates, that being computer literate is not the same as being
information literate, and that the instruction offered should be
discipline specific.

A larger but more general survey of 317 graduate and professional
students at the University of Iowa by Washington-Hoagland and
Clougherty confirmed what we now know to expect: that students
were largely satisfied by library collections and services they knew 
and used, but unaware of the full range of services available, and
recognized their need for more information and general instruc-
tion/assistance.19

The notion that students will absorb library, information literacy, and
search skills over the course of their studies, or during the thesis/
dissertation literature review, is probably not correct. In fact, most of the
research over time supports the opposite. The belief that faculty advisors
or thesis/dissertation supervisors will focus on students’ information
needs or literature reviews is also unfounded. And perhaps most
insidious, students underestimate what they need to know, overestimate
search skills that might transfer from general computer use, and are
largely unaware that formal instruction is critical to their success, or
even available in their libraries.

From the research discussed, critical success factors for postgraduate
students would appear to include personalized communication and
customized information literacy support for two different purposes at
two different times. The first is a need early in the program for general
discovery skills; that is, to read widely within the discipline or
disciplines, become familiar with important databases and journals, 
and become broadly cognizant of important, enduring work in the
discipline. The second, later in the students’ experience, is personal,
individualized assistance in performing a comprehensive literature
review going well beyond the general or “sanctioned” literature and
deeply into the grey. From a business viewpoint, graduate and
professional students would be described as “low-hanging fruit” for
libraries—customers who need a product or service but are simply
unaware these exist, and there is little competition for provision of the
service.
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Desirable outcomes of library
engagement
Starting at the end of the process requires asking “What outcomes are
desired by the beneficiaries of the library’s collections and services?”
Graduate students, their faculty supervisors, and university
administrators would likely include as desirable outcomes: recruitment
of high-quality students into postgraduate and professional programs;
higher retention and completion rates; shorter time to degree; and
successful employment and professional productivity after graduation.
Librarians might add to this list the desire to equip graduates with
information and research skills that will carry beyond the dissertation,
and all of the desired outcomes would be predicated in part upon this
“transferable” skill.

Valuation of the library’s contribution toward the desirable outcomes
might be centered on transitional points in the students’ educational
experience. For example, during recruitment, what percentage of
prospective students is provided with information, or has access to
information about library collections, resources, and services? Is there a
link to the library’s home page from graduate information pages
elsewhere in the university’s website? Can prospective students arrange a
personal library tour prior to admission? Would library outreach to
prospective students result in the recruitment of better students?

What might be the best time during the student’s career to offer library
and/or information literacy tutoring or instruction? Should general
searching skills within the disciplines be offered during the student’s first
courses, as part of a “capstone” course tying together the program
objectives, or prior to the comprehensive exam? When and how should
personalized assistance in completing the literature review be offered?
Regardless of an individual library’s decisions, the best metrics will be
those that express gains in time to degree and degree completion rates for
each discipline or program, that result from a regular program of library
engagement, i.e., demonstrate that greater engagement with the library
improves the desired outcomes.

Postgraduate students, particularly doctoral students, are learning
expert research skills that will be essential to their careers and in their
role as “stewards of the discipline.” Because they may be burdened in
terms of financial, work, and family responsibilities during the years of
advanced education, postgraduate students can be a demanding service
population, requiring research assistance and personalized searching
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instruction entirely on their own terms. Given the high attrition rate at
the point of dissertation proposal writing, the dissertation literature
review may be a pivotal point for library intervention in order to reduce
time to degree and improve completion rates.

Notes
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The library’s role in the success of
undergraduate students

A framework for undergraduate student
success
The term “undergraduate” will be used to include programs that require
three or four years of study: 1st cycle programs (Bologna Process),
Tertiary A and B programs that require three to five years of study
(Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, or the
OECD), and Level 5A programs (ISCED). The differences among systems
are not always clear cut, but “undergraduate” will here be considered the
earliest university degree or qualification that prepares students for
workplace entry to a profession, e.g., nursing, teaching, accounting,
engineering, etc., or for advanced theoretical study. It will not include
two-year programs designed for the trades or for transfer to university, or
six-year or longer preparations such as medicine. Undergraduate students
will be those having their first experience of an academic library and
many, but certainly not all, will be young adults in their 20s.

According to the OECD, about 38 million students in 29 countries
were in Tertiary A programs during 2005, and another nine million
students were in Tertiary B programs. The US accounts for one-third of
Tertiary A program students, with Japan, Mexico and Poland reporting
the next largest numbers of students. The US also accounts for one-third
of Tertiary B program students, with the Republic of Korea, Japan and
Turkey reporting the next largest numbers of students.1 These are raw
counts only and do not reflect percentages of populations or average
levels of higher education obtained within countries. Using OECD
averages, students graduating in 2005 were from the following grouped
fields of study in rank order by size for both Type A and B programs:
social sciences, business and law; humanities, arts and education;
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engineering, manufacturing, and construction and health and welfare; 
life sciences, physical sciences and agriculture; and mathematics and
computer science.2

Like postgraduate enrollments, tertiary enrollments have also in-
creased, although in a slightly different pattern. UNESCO reports that
“More students than ever are seeking higher education in middle-income
countries, causing tertiary enrolment to skyrocket by 77 per cent over
the past decade, compared to 43 per cent in rich countries ...”3 The
recent OECD policy report, Tertiary Education for the Knowledge
Society, explains this explosive growth as a combination of diver-
sification, inclusion, and economics.

These days, tertiary education is much more diversified and
encompasses new types of institutions such as polytechnics,
university colleges, or technological institutes. These have been
created for a number of reasons: to develop a closer relationship
between tertiary education and the external world, including
greater responsiveness to labour market needs; to enhance social
and geographical access to tertiary education; to provide high-level
occupational preparation in a more applied and less theoretical
way; and to accommodate the growing diversity of qualifications
and expectations of school graduates.4

In numbers, undergraduate students are overwhelmingly the largest
service population of academic libraries, use more basic and resource
collections than advanced students, and have distinctly different
characteristics than postgraduate students. Depending upon the country,
they can be considered the most important student population if they
represent the pipeline for future economic growth. They are also the
most-studied service population of academic libraries, and the
professional literature is rich in reports on how and why these students
engage with their libraries, their expectations for services, and the
benefits of library use.

Undergraduate students and the current
academic environment
Major policy studies of undergraduate education have been undertaken
in the US and other countries, and despite cultural differences, a number
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of similar trends and concerns have been presented.5 OECD enumerates
the major global trends as:

� Expansion: Tertiary enrollment doubled between 1991 and 2004;

� Diversification by providers: New institution types, new offerings and
new delivery modes;

� More heterogenous student bodies: More women, older students and
students from diverse socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds;

� New funding sources and priorities: Increased public funding, and
funding that is increasingly targeted, performance-based and
competitive;

� Changes in style of institutional governance: Increasingly parti-
cipative, with leaders seen as entrepreneurs or coalition-builders;

� Global reach: Internationalization, cross-border collaboration, and
university–business partnerships.6

The trend toward “increasing focus on accountability and performance”
has not been overlooked, and the OECD report notes: “The development
of formal quality assurance systems is one of the most significant trends
that have affected tertiary education systems during the past few
decades.”7 The report makes an important distinction between quality
assurance (accountability, suggested by performance indicators) and
quality improvement (mechanisms to enhance quality rather than simply
force compliance with a bureaucratic standard). One can think of quality
assurance as the metrics themselves, and quality improvement as how an
organization uses them to improve the outcomes associated with those
metrics. A measure that can be replicated, tracked over time and that is
meaningful in context is called a metric.

Trends in the US include grave concerns regarding the present quality
of higher education, and a starkly critical Department of Education
policy paper, A Test of Leadership, illustrates erosion of the faith the
public once had in American higher education. The paper outlines the
following major challenges:

� Access to higher education is being limited by inadequate secondary
school [compulsory] preparation of students, lack of information
about college opportunities, persistent financial barriers, especially for
African-American, Native American and Latino students, increasingly
expensive college costs, and a broken system of financial aid [student
support].
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� Decreases in the quality of learning, declining literacy rates, rising
time to degree, and racial and ethnic gaps in student achievement have
made a once preeminent system of higher education now 12th in the
world for educational attainment.

� Accountability and transparency are lacking, to the point that there is
no accurate and consistent method of collecting evidence, comparable
across institutions, to determine how much students learn or whether
they learn more at one college than another.

� Lack of innovation in teaching and delivery methods, difficulty in the
alignment and transfer of credits between/among institutions, limits
on employer-sponsored visas that discourage highly qualified
international students in STEM disciplines from staying in the US, and
academic structures that do not encourage interdisciplinarity have
hampered the ability to find new solutions.8

It is likely that no country escapes criticism of its higher education
system or its results, especially for provision at the entry or
undergraduate level. Balancing the demand for unrestricted access, or at
least optimum inclusiveness, with the demand for improved quality
outcomes is difficult, and is highly resistant to the quick fix. National
issues and overarching administrative policy are important for informing
the missions of academic libraries, but the immediate goal must be to
connect libraries to the student learning outcomes that are, in part, under
our influence. According to the American Council on Education,

Some fundamental aspects of higher education, however, do not
and should not change. The most basic goals of an undergraduate
education remain the ability to think, write, and speak clearly; to
reason critically; to solve problems; to work collaboratively; to
acquire field-specific knowledge; and to acquire the judgment,
analytic capacity, and independence of thought to support
continued, self-driven, lifelong learning and engaged citizenship.
These critical goals of undergraduate education must endure.9

In addition to outcomes involving students’ skills, abilities, and
knowledge, broad indicators of overall institutional effectiveness also
bear consideration, as they are outcomes of success. Any discussion of
improvement must include completion or “survival” rates, time to
degree, and second-year return rates. Completion rates for under-
graduate students vary, depending on country and method of calculation,
but have become a priority for improvement in the US. The OECD
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completion rate for all tertiary students (including advanced research
programmes) averaged 70 percent in 2004.10 Although calculated on a
shorter period of time (five years) and only including students entering
directly after compulsory schooling, the US survival rate for
undergraduate students in 2001 appears dismal at 51 percent.11 Even
when US national figures are adjusted to other standard measures, it still
appears to perform poorly by comparison. For instance, “by measures of
university completion conventionally used within the US higher
education community, about 66–67 per cent of US university students
appear to complete their degree, a level that is measurably lower than the
UK’s rate of 82 per cent.”12

This exemplifies how deeply higher education policy is rooted in
culture. In US society, the assumption is that most students are capable
of undergraduate study—that “all the children are above average”—and
the lifetime economic benefits of an undergraduate degree have been
calculated and published so frequently in the popular press that the
impression may be that without one, citizens are doomed to subsistence
living. Fully two-thirds of US students enroll as undergraduates
immediately after completing compulsory education, but only about half
of them will finish a degree within five years. No stigma is placed upon
students who drop out after the first or second year, the belief being that
some higher education is better than none, even if incomplete. Students
are free to change their “major,” or course of study at any time, or to
change degree programs and/or universities entirely. In many cases, those
who drop out eventually return when they are older and, perhaps, wiser.
Funding a system that welcomes the majority of students is shared
among the states and the institutions, with the students or their parents
paying about 45 percent of the cost to attend public institutions.13 The
idea that anyone who meets the minimum qualifications and can find the
money “deserves a try” at higher education may be in contrast to other
countries, where the attempt may be more fully underwritten by the
government.

In part, this underpins one of the greatest challenges faced by US
universities, the return rate of students for the second year of the four-
year course of study. About one-fourth of the US student population did
not return for a second year of study in 2001, this figure being an
improvement of only 1 percent over its all-time low in 1996.14 This
statistic is commonly referred to in the US as student “persistence” (in
the positive) or “attrition” (in the negative), and the phenomenon has
been studied widely in the US and other countries. Many universities
have developed specific programs to address the problem, and the library

145

Undergraduate students



may have a critical role to play in its solution. Given the global
completion rate of 70 percent, there is probably application beyond the
US to what is known about the library’s role in both persistence and
completion for undergraduate students.

Desirable student outcomes to which libraries can and do contribute
include improvements in persistence, completion, general and specialized
knowledge in a field, and overall information literacy. Five critical
success factors are recurring themes in the recent literature and may
provide direction for quality improvement.

Critical factors in undergraduate student
success
What is known about undergraduate students as a group, about how
they use libraries, what they want their libraries to provide, and how
they benefit from library use? Recent findings reported in the literature
have in some cases been inconclusive, contradictory, or not generalizable
to other locations, but the volume of research reports certainly indicates
a high level of interest in exploring the relationship between students’
engagement with their libraries and the benefits in terms of positive
academic outcomes.

A review of recent research supports some basic propositions for
further consideration and to use as a basis for identifying meaningful
directions for quality improvement. The studies range in size from
longitudinal national studies with sample sizes as large as 300,000, to
single institutional studies with sample sizes as small as 1,000. Key
recurring findings are listed below and summarized by theme. The
individual supporting studies are then discussed in detail.

Library use and patterns of undergraduate use

� High-performing undergraduates use the library more than do
average or struggling undergraduates, minority students more than
white students, and students who do not have the resources to
purchase textbooks or personal computers more than those who do.

� Undergraduates are likely to develop a baseline frequency of library
use during the first year that increases with each year they progress
through a course of study, and expand their use of library services as
they make progress.
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� Students studying the humanities and social sciences use the library
more often than students studying math, science or business, and
males more than females.

� Library use patterns by undergraduate students have not changed
radically in the last 15–20 years, with one exception—a dramatic
increase in the use of indexes and databases.

The library as a learning environment

� Undergraduate students are most attracted to library building(s) for quiet
study space, to meet with classmates to work on projects, and to use
computer workstations for both academic and non-academic purposes.

� Improvements in the learning environment create a long-lasting
increase in library use.

Library use and learning outcomes

� Undergraduates who use the library for non-academic purposes may
benefit in terms of persistence.

� Undergraduates who use the library for academic purposes may
benefit in terms of academic performance.

� Undergraduates who use the library only to socialize benefit from
improved engagement with the institution and the educational
experience.

Information literacy and learning outcomes

� Library instruction for library use and for developing information
literacy do not appear to improve undergraduate student learning
outcomes directly, but have positive and beneficial secondary effects.

� Direct assistance from librarians is considered relatively unimportant
by undergraduate students in using the library.

Library funding, resource allocations and institutional
outcomes

� There may be a relationship between library funding and student
completion rates, and a modest relationship between library funding
and student retention rates at baccalaureate colleges in the US.
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� There may not be a relationship between library funding and library
use by undergraduates, and library size may not be a significant factor
in students’ self-reported gains in critical-thinking skills—in fact, a
larger library in terms of collections, complexity, and size may be a
deterrent to physical use of the library by undergraduates.

� However, the size, design and condition of the library building(s) are
central factors in library use by undergraduate students.

Library use and patterns of undergraduate use

How and why undergraduates use their libraries is surely one of the most
studied topics in library science. The majority of universities solicit
undergraduates’ participation in experience, engagement, or satisfaction
surveys at one or more regular points during their university experience.
In most cases, the questionnaires include items about students’
frequencies and reasons for using the library, along with personal
perceptions of their own academic success. In many cases the library
administers a separate survey to collect related information about
collections and services, as well as frequency and reasons for library use.
Consequently, a great deal is known about patterns of library use by
undergraduates, and the results are surprisingly consistent across time
and country.

In a 2003 study, Kuh and Gonyea examined the responses of more
than 300,000 US undergraduate students who participated in the College
Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) between 1984 and 2002.15

The CSEQ is a “tool that assesses the quality of effort students expend
in using institutional resources and opportunities provided for their
learning and development” and includes questions about students’
library experiences.16 The CSEQ is not comparable, but is similar to the
Course Experience Questionnaire in Australia and the National Student
Survey in the UK in that all three attempt to gather information about
students’ learning context and experiences.

Kuh and Gonyea found that each successive year showed a significant
increase in library use; that is, seniors (fourth year) use the library more
than juniors (third year), who use the library more than sophomores
(second year), who use the library more than freshmen (first year). A
study by Omehia, Boma and Okon found significantly higher library use
by fourth-year students than third-year students in a Nigerian
university.17
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The same results were also found in an earlier study by Whitmire, who
looked at undergraduates’ library experiences from a slightly different
perspective.18 She followed a cohort of 1,046 freshmen students selected
at random from CSEQ schools and tracked the group across the
1992–95 school years. Using CSEQ items on library use, combined with
data on student background characteristics collected from a second
survey (National Center on Postsecondary Teaching Learning, and
Assessment), she found that students used the library most frequently
and consistently as a place to study across their first three years of
college. However, over the three years, the frequency of use of 7 of the
11 library activities surveyed increased each year. In rank order they
were: using computers, reserve and reference reading, using journal
indexes, developing a bibliography, browsing book stacks, checking
citations, and reading basic references. She concluded that “if students
had successful library experiences during their early college years, they
continued engaging in these activities over time. Good, initial academic
library experiences were crucial for encouraging subsequent library
use.”19 It seems plausible that students establish a baseline pattern of
library use during their first year that increases in frequency and expands
and diversifies in terms of services used as their years in college progress.

Kuh and Gonyea also concluded from their study that “After
controlling for student and institutional characteristics, students of color
[Hispanic, Latino, Asian and Pacific Islander, and black students] use the
library more frequently compared with white students.”20 In a second,
later study, Whitmire confirmed that students of color used the library
more frequently than whites, and more often to read or study, ask a
librarian for help, and read basic references.21 This is a very interesting
finding when considered alongside the study by Omehia, Boma and
Okon, which surveyed third- and fourth-year students at the University of
Uyo (Nigeria). They used student survey results to determine whether
there were relationships between library use and academic discipline, year
of study, and socio-economic background. They found significant
differences between disciplines of study and year in the course of study,
but also found that 64 percent of the total variance in library use could
be attributed to the students’ economic status. That is, students with low
economic status made more use of library services than those with middle
or high economic status. The authors suggest this finding reflects an
earlier idea, posited by Agulou and Agulou, that “many do not have
enough money to purchase even the required texts, which are unavailable
in the local market, even if the students had the funds to purchase them.
The Nigerian undergraduate depends heavily on library resources.”22

149

Undergraduate students



Students, whatever their racial or ethnic backgrounds, who can not
afford to purchase textbooks certainly need strong undergraduate
collections, and may be using them to find material to substitute for
basic textbooks. Students who are minorities in a country or culture may
also feel more pressure to succeed, and some combination of financial
need, student self-expectation and/or family expectation probably plays
a role in their greater use of the library to study and discover basic
materials. They may be also less likely to own a computer.

Over a long period of time, numerous studies have confirmed
differences in library use by students based on academic discipline, and
more recent studies serve to confirm and extend the assumption that
students in the humanities and liberal arts use the library more often
than students in business, math and the sciences. Kuh and Gonyea found
that “students majoring in the humanities and pre-professional fields use
the library more often than those majoring in business, math or
science.”23 Omehia, Obi and Okon also found this to be true of students
at the University of Uyo (Nigeria), finding that “Students in the social
sciences and humanities use the library the most, while students in the
arts use it more than those in the sciences.”24 These disciplinary
differences are thought to be related to the nature of a field and
discipline-specific methods and flows of scholarly communication, but
they are also a function of pedagogy. The types of assignments and
methods used to grade students vary by discipline, and do so in ways that
affect library use. According to the Science and Engineering Indicators
2008,

� Most (83%) instructional faculty use lecture/discussion as the primary
instructional method for undergraduate classes.

� More than half of natural sciences and engineering faculty require
their undergraduate students to participate in group projects
(compared with 48% of social and behavioral sciences faculty), and
more than 60% require lab assignments (compared with 24% of
social and behavioral sciences faculty).

� The use of term papers increased in all disciplines between 1992 and
2003. Social and behavioral sciences faculty are more likely than
faculty in other S&E [science and engineering] fields to require
written work of their students: 85% of social and behavioral sciences
faculty require term papers of their undergraduate students compared
with 76% of agricultural/biological/health sciences faculty and 57%
of physical/mathematics/computer sciences/engineering faculty.25
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Applegate cautions librarians not to rely on one-time surveys of faculties
regarding their library assignments. She performed a longitudinal study of
faculties’ reported library assignment behaviors at a small private college,
collecting data during 1996–97, 2001–2, and 2003–4, and again at a
public doctoral university in 2004–5.26 She found a good deal of variance
in the data, due to changes in faculty teaching assignments, course
calendaring, the mix between full-time and part-time instructors,
individual year-to-year preferences, and faculty turnover. She concluded
that “Discipline is important, but not entirely determinative of the use of
library assignments.”27 Once again, we are reminded of the overwhelming
number of intervening variables that affect library use, almost none of
which are under the library’s control.

Whatever the student’s motivation for library use, it begs questions
about how often undergraduate students use the library and how they
spend their time in the library facility or on the library’s website. The
difference between physical and virtual library use has slightly
complicated the equation over the past 15 years or so, but provides
additional enlightenment about how students perceive the advantages of
each milieu and express preferences for each, depending upon their
academic purposes.

The Online Computer Library Center’s (OCLC) report, College
Students’ Perceptions of Libraries and Information Resources, reported
the responses of 396 survey respondents (about 12 percent of 3,349 total
respondents in a more general study of library and bookstore patrons)
who identified themselves as college students residing in Australia,
Canada, Singapore, the UK, or the US in 2005.28 Of these, 87 percent
reported they had visited a college library in person, and 57 percent
reported visiting an online college library (website). A further 64 percent
said that they used the library at least monthly (14 percent daily, 
34 percent weekly and 17 percent monthly), while 37 percent reported
using the library infrequently or not at all (21 percent several times a
year, 10 percent at least once a year, and 6 percent not even once a year).
One of the more interesting findings was that 88 percent of all
respondents said they expected their library use to increase during the
next three to five years. This could be the effect of over-reporting a
positive intention, or it could mean that students associate increased
library use with doing better in their studies. Students reporting monthly
or more frequent (daily or weekly) library use gave their purposes as:

� do homework or study (48 percent)

� use the computer/internet (45 percent)
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� use online databases (44 percent)

� research specific reference books (42 percent)

� borrow print books (39 percent)

� get copies of articles/journals (32 percent).

This pattern of purpose of library use is repeated in a number of study
results and provides a fairly typical profile of the in-library activities of
undergraduates. Dickenson reported on the library use of over 3,000
undergraduate students from nine Colorado (US) institutions of higher
education, who responded to an online questionnaire in 2005 asking
about the frequency and purpose of their library use.29 The report noted
a significant level of variation in responses among the institutions, which
serves as another reminder that local conditions affect everything, and
there is no globally valid and reliable profile of a “typical”
undergraduate library user. Even in a relatively small and coherent state
university system such as Colorado’s, individual school and campus
differences present seemingly insurmountable challenges to the universal
application of most research findings. Yet still, as to the purpose of
library use among undergraduates, there do seem to be some common,
almost universal patterns.

Key results of the Colorado study included a finding that
undergraduates spent roughly equal amounts of time accessing library
resources remotely and from computers in the library facility. The four
most important reasons cited by students for using their college or
university libraries were:

� quiet space for study

� availability of computers and other electronic resources

� availability of specific materials, and

� convenient location.

The most-used library services among surveyed undergraduates were:

� computer access

� electronic database/article access

� traditional printed resources, and

� meeting/study space.

Gardner and Eng surveyed 1,267 undergraduates at the University of
Southern California in 2003 and saw roughly the same results in terms
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of undergraduate students’ purposes for using the library.30 Their
particular interest was in discovering how “Generation Y” students were
using the physical library. “Gen Y” or “Millennials” are those students
born in or after 1982, making up the largest US generation since the
post-war “baby boom.” They share a set of cultural distinctions: they are
the most ethnically diverse, are ambitious and optimistic, and the most
technologically savvy of preceding generations, i.e., “born digital.” From
a list of 15 possible activities, students were asked to identify which they
performed in the library. In rank order, the following activities were
identified by more than 50 percent of respondents:

� study alone (80.6 percent)

� use a computer for class work (61.3 percent)

� study with a group (55.2 percent)

� use a computer for personal reasons (51.1 percent).

However, for studying alone, the library may not be the first choice of all
students. Vondracek was interested in why students chose alternatives to
the library at Oregon State University. In 2006 she conducted a number
of focus groups and then surveyed both users and non-users of the
library to learn more about their reasons for use or non-use.31 Including
non-users in the study population serves to advance the understanding of
a mostly overlooked group and informs the general discussion in the
literature. For frequent library users, the top choice for a place to study
alone was at the domicile (private home or room in a residence hall), but
the library was preferred for group study. Reasons given for the library
not being the most preferred place for solitary study were that it was
inconvenient, crowded, and loud. Frequent and infrequent users both
preferred the library for group study because of its comfort, i.e., room to
spread out books and papers, availability of group study rooms, and
convenience, i.e., it provided a central location or gathering place and
offered nearby opportunities to take breaks.

The library as a learning environment

The popularity of the library as a place to study, either alone or in a
group, for undergraduates is one of the most replicated findings in the
literature, and library use studies appear at least as early as 1933.32

Students do need and appreciate a quiet place to study and read, a place
to study and work in groups, and now, a place to use computers and
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access electronic resources. The return to “library as place” after years
of declining library visits and reference counts began during the mid
1990s, with a wave of library building projects. Shill and Tonner
identified more than 390 US and Canadian schools completing building
projects in calendar years 1995–2002 and solicited their directors’
participation in a survey to determine, among other things, the impact
space improvements had on use of physical library features.33 Use pre
and post change was determined by four measures factored together: exit
gate count, total circulation, in-house collection use, and reference
transactions. Of the 171 libraries responding, 80 percent reported usage
increases, with a median increase of 37.4 percent. Facility attributes most
associated with post-project gains in use were the number of data ports,
percentage of seats with wired network access, the number and quality
of public access computers, and the quality of the library instruction lab.
They concluded, “In short, a high-quality building does make a
difference, and students continue to use an improved facility even after
the novelty of a new library has worn off.”34

Simply by providing a stable, accessible and well-equipped learning
environment for undergraduate students, the library’s contribution is
apparent; otherwise, institutions would not support them. It may be a
tautology, but if there were no consumer demand for the library
“product,” it would have disappeared long ago. The enduring value of
centrality, or the library’s place as “the heart of the campus,” appears not
to have diminished over time. But what value does the library add to
undergraduate persistence beyond its role as provider of space for
learning? Is library use associated with other undergraduate learning
outcomes, and if so, what are those desirable outcomes and how are they
related to library use?

Library use and learning outcomes

If we return to use patterns discussed earlier, there is clear evidence that
library use increases in frequency, and the use of library services expands
and diversifies, as students persist through successive college years, so
there appears to be some longitudinal association between library use
and student success. The exact nature of the relationship is less
straightforward: which is the operative variable, and to what degree—
the student or the library?

Returning to the Kuh and Gonyea study, additional results indicated
that the level of academic challenge in the environment was positively
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related to library use and to higher student-reported levels of critical-
thinking skills. That is, at more demanding schools with higher
expectations for student effort, library use and gains in critical thinking
were related. The students who reported both were also more likely to
ask a librarian for help and to use indexes and databases.35 In a 2002
study, Whitmire examined the relationship between academic library
performance measures, undergraduate students’ library use, and self-
reported gains in critical thinking.36 Although the results were mixed,
depending upon the type of institution, one relationship was consistent
at all four types of institution: undergraduates who reported behaviors
associated with being an active student, i.e., participated more often in
class, took notes, interacted more with faculty instructors, and did more
writing, reported higher library use. Perhaps these highly engaged, high-
performing students use the library because they believe it is an
important component in their success “toolkit.” If the student is the sole
operative in the relationship between the library and student outcomes,
then the least we can say about the library is that the better the student,
the more important the library.

This knowledge is actually quite useful when applied to the other end
of the curve—the students who fail to return for the second year of
study. They were the least frequent library users, and least likely to use
the library for more than a place to study. They may not recognize
library collections and services as operative factors for academic
success, or may simply not have enough experience to judge their
relative importance. We could posit that their failure to recognize and
exploit the library during that first year of study contributed to their
overall academic failure, and that some intervention by the library
might have been beneficial. Kuh, Boruff-Jones, and Mark recommend
the following:

Librarians would do well to connect with students in the early days
of their first academic term to help them in the initial development
of the research and information literacy skills and competencies
they need to succeed in college ... They [librarians] must
collaborate with classroom faculty to design assignments that
require students to become familiar with information technology
and with student affairs colleagues who have ongoing contact with
students outside the classroom.37

The NSSE Documenting Effective Educational Practices (DEEP) study,
which examined schools with higher than expected graduation rates,
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provided an outline of what faculty could do to improve student
success, and was discussed in Chapter 6. The DEEP study also had
import for what librarians could do to improve student success and
ways the library could promote student engagement. The authors
suggested:

First, they [schools with higher than expected graduation rates]
teach students early on how to take advantage of institutional
resources for their learning. Second, they make available to
students what they need when they need it.

Involvement in classroom instruction gives librarians visibility
and helps them connect to students ... DEEP colleges take
advantage of librarians’ expertise by sewing them into redundant
safety nets that help enrich the student experience and promote
student success. [E.g., DEEP colleges worked to identify at-risk
students who could benefit from library instruction to reduce
library anxiety, involved librarians during the freshman year to
help prepare students for senior-level capstone projects, provided
the opportunity for job rotation between librarians and teaching
faculty, and ensured that their libraries worked closely with their
writing centers.]

One of the more effective ways to teach information literacy
skills systematically to large numbers of students early in their
college careers is to include librarians on the instruction team for
first-year seminars.

Librarians can help students adjust to college life by orienting
them to the library and library resources or just from personal
contacts and close cooperation with faculty members ... Spending
time with students ... is essential.

For librarians to engage students more effectively, they must not
only concentrate on content but also become familiar with and use
instructional design concepts and pedagogies that take students’
different learning styles into account.

To engage Gen Y or Next Gen students more effectively, librarians
should focus on how these students learn. [E.g., offer technologies on
a par with students’ preferences, design web pages that are more
exploratory and discovery-oriented than a “table of contents”
approach, embed library features into course management
systems.]38
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Toda and Nagata conducted a study of the relationship between library
use, the benefits of library use, and learning outcomes by surveying
former students of Bunkyo University (Japan) in 2003.39 Their
questionnaire was returned by 304 students, who reflected upon their
earlier student experiences. “Use” variables included such activities as
using the library catalog, using periodical databases, consulting librarians,
browsing through stacks (stocks), reading materials unrelated to a class,
and studying alone or in groups. “Benefit” variables included finding
information, gaining new perspectives or ideas, encountering books they
would not have found elsewhere, gaining a sense of fulfillment from
reading interesting books, spending time in an intellectually stimulating
ambience, access to information systems not otherwise available, and
improving search skills and knowledge. “Learning outcome” variables
included general knowledge, specialized knowledge, information
searching and utilization skills, and skills for investigation and reflection.
There were high positive correlations between 23 of the 64 possible
combinations of use and benefit variables, and between 13 of the 40
possible combinations of benefit and outcome variables. In addition,
those who rated “benefits” highly also rated highly the “degree of library
contribution” toward their learning outcomes. Discovering a basis for
linkage between library use, benefits of library use, and learning
outcomes, and confirming that the library contributed to the linkage, the
authors devised a second study to learn more about what specific library
uses or patterns of use were most associated with positive learning
outcomes.

For this study, Nagata, Todo, and Kytomaki used the results of two
focus groups to develop a paper questionnaire which was administered
at different times to students at three Japanese universities and one
Finnish university.40 When responses from the first university were
analyzed, four different clusters or types of users were revealed.
“Learners,” who were 66 percent of the total, used the library primarily
to study, to use resources and materials, and to do research. “Strollers,”
who were 7.6 percent of the total, used the library primarily to browse
for interesting books. “Extended users,” who were 6.4 percent of the
total, used the library primarily as a place to socialize and secondarily to
use computers. “Place and PC users,” who were 15.6 percent of the
total, used the library primarily to use computers. Subsequent survey
administrations at the three other universities revealed that not all user
types were present, i.e., “strollers”; and that other types appeared, for
example, a “resource users” type, separate from the “learners” type and
composed of students who had high interest in overall library resources.
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Three groups were present, although in different percentages, at all 
four universities: learners, extended users (social users), and place and
PC users.

Survey respondents were also asked what they thought they had
gained from their use of the library and were given a list of eight
outcomes from which to choose. The outcomes were improvement in 
1) technical or specialist knowledge in main subject of study, 2) gen-
eral knowledge, 3) new ideas or perspectives, 4) emotional satisfaction,
5) critical thinking, 6) information literacy, 7) fun of study and learn-
ing, and 8) developing the habit of learning by themselves (self-efficacy).

The strongest correlation coefficients (between 0.403 and 0.543) at
three universities were between library use for resources and research
and the acquisition of technical or specialist knowledge. Results from the
fourth university were eventually dropped because they were taken from
students in new academic fields who had used only a branch library, as
opposed to the three retained sets of results for universities where
students used a main library. “Strollers” were present as a separate user
type in only one university, but “strolling” as an activity was recognized
by students at all three universities, and was highly correlated with the
acquisition of general knowledge, new ideas and perspectives, and
emotional satisfaction.

The authors concluded that “Using the library for its materials or
[for] research purposes is the most likely usage that has a direct
connection to students’ achievement of educational outcomes.”41

Hardly a surprising revelation for many academic librarians, but few
other studies have actually confirmed what has been suspected—that
use of the library as a place to study and work in groups is a
convenience benefit, but use of library collections and materials is a
learning benefit. Bringing materials and collections together with
students is the highest function of academic libraries, and this inevitably
leads to a discussion of the relationship between information literacy
programs and learning outcomes.

Information literacy and learning outcomes

The search for evidence that students’ overall frequency and fluency in
using library materials and resources were somehow connected to
positive critical thinking and learning gain (as measured by student self-
report), coupled with increasing pressure for accountability, has resulted
in a fair explosion of research reports on information literacy programs
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and projects. During the 2000s, reports of single university and national
studies to test connections between library offerings and the
development of students’ information literacy skills, and to discover best
practices for optimizing student success became increasingly complex,
fragmented, and in some cases contradictory. However, a discussion of
the most promising results will inform all academic libraries in their
attempts to discover and maximize their contributions toward student
and institutional success through providing information literacy
instruction.42 Is there hard data to support the idea that information
literacy instruction has a positive effect on the development of critical-
thinking skills, student grade point averages, student persistence, or
student completion rates? Although it seems intuitively so, the present
answer would be no, at least not yet.

Developing students’ specific skills in finding, interpreting, evaluating,
and using information is unquestionably a worthy effort and resonant
with the enduring goals of undergraduate education: to produce
graduates who can think critically, find and use information, analyze and
solve problems, write and speak clearly, and who develop a capacity for
lifelong learning. The desirable outcomes seem to be clearly and con-
sistently agreed upon by all the stakeholders in higher education, but the
best ways to achieve those outcomes, how to distribute the efforts, and
how to measure progress are less clear. The following are key issues
discussed in the literature.

How best to define information literacy and produce
an inventory of observable, measurable, and
meaningful learning outcomes

In 2000 the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL)
developed the document “Information Literacy Competency Standards
for Higher Education,”43 which has influenced some US regional
accrediting agencies to include information literacy in their standards for
accreditation,44 and no doubt influenced the recent development of
instruments to measure students’ information literacy competency
levels.45 ACRL’s efforts have been criticized because the standards were
specified according to the librarian’s concept of information literacy and
may have excluded the ideas of other stakeholders (students and
faculties), and they have been seen by some as the librarian’s attempt to
create “instructional turf,” but they nonetheless generated a great deal of
interest and momentum.
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How best to design instruction in terms of pedagogy
and placement within curricula

There is debate about the effectiveness of the method, e.g., one-shot group
presentations to students enrolled in specific classes; mandatory or
voluntary for-credit courses; scheduled sessions open to any interested
student; instruction and assistance by appointment; self-directed learning
modules (online or paper). Koufogiannakis and Wiebe provide an
excellent review and meta-analysis of the literature on the methods and
effectiveness of information literacy delivery mechanisms for
undergraduate students.46 They successively filtered 257 articles down to
122 unique studies that met their topic inclusion criteria, 55 that met their
quality criteria, and 16 that further met the criteria of including a cognitive
assessment of instruction, i.e., pre- and post-tests, production of a
bibliography, or grades received on a specific assignment. They concluded
that the analysis pointed to three key factors that could affect practice:

� Computer assisted instruction is as effective as traditional instruction.

� Traditional instruction is more effective than no instruction.

� Self-directed, independent learning is more effective than no instruction.47

It seems clear that one of the reasons we have so little hard evidence that
library or information literacy instruction contribute to students’ academic
success is because institutions and their librarians simply have not collected
the data to prove it. Of the 122 studies meeting Koufogiannakis and
Wiebe’s criteria for topic and quality, only 16 used any form of assessment.
However, their conclusions about these 16 studies support a contention that
both traditional (face-to-face) instruction by library staff and computer-
assisted instruction produced better results than no instruction at all.

Who should teach these skills and at what point(s) in
the course of study? 

This discussion is difficult, because each institution and each library may
have either fragmented the instructional effort between teaching faculty
along departmental or program lines, or left it to individual faculty
members to sort out, or assigned part of it to librarians without any real
awareness of who is doing or not doing what in terms of attention to
information literacy. Many institutions have made a consolidated effort in
the first-year instructional program, embedding instruction by librarians
and/or teaching faculty into writing courses, courses identified as “writing
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intensive,” or entire general education programs.48 Others have placed a
secondary effort on discipline-specific instruction later in the course of
study, when the student is immersed in specialized or technical study. Both
points of intervention would seem to be useful—early on to improve
persistence, and later to improve completion. Whatever decisions are
made about information literacy requirements, instructional content,
delivery method, position in curricular sequence, and responsibility are
not as important as adopting an institution-wide, systematic, and
coherent plan. This returns us to a much earlier theme of the book:
quality improvement on any institution-wide scale is a long process and
requires commitment of time and resources. The library can not be an
independent operator in the process, or can not silo itself off from the rest
of the participants and expect transformational results.

How should information literacy skills be measured
and evaluated? 

If there is any recommendation that seems beneficial to the discussion, it
would be to eliminate students’ self-reported gains in information literacy
as the sole measure and to institute multiple measures, particularly those
involving demonstration of skills. In general, assessment should match
instruction. That is, whatever scheme is used for instruction (embedded in
specific courses or sequences of courses; taught for performance-based
assignments, for general education or discipline-specific skills; or one-off,
stand-alone instruction provided by librarians) complementary and
proportional measurements of information literacy gains should be
included. At best, measurements for each instructional activity will be
designed to produce an overall, summative indicator. This allows for a
great deal of customization by the individual institution and by individual
disciplines and avoids the expense of a one-size-fits-all indicator such as
average scores on national tests or exams. But again, customization based
on an individual institution’s mission and purpose requires a long-term
commitment to transformational change that many institutions have been
either unable or unwilling to make.

Library funding, resource allocations and
institutional outcomes

Are there relationships between total library funding, internal library
resource allocations and positive student and institutional outcomes? If
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money does matter, how does it matter, and to what end? Like so many
other questions, the answer is elusive and the relatively few large and
broad studies have not discovered universal results. Beginning with
broad, large-population studies, and then examining studies that are
more specifically about library expenditures, illuminates the role
libraries and their use of resources might play in the large picture of
student success.

US research examines institutional expenditures using a set of
national, standardized accounting categories. Library expenditures are
included in the category of “academic support,” which also contains
expenditures for museums, galleries, audio/video services, academic
computing support, academic administration, personnel develop-
ment, and course and curriculum development. The other standard
categories are: instruction, research, public service, student services and
institutional support. At one time or another, research has found that all
these categories of expenditures have been related to student engage-
ment and/or positive student outcomes. Pike, Smart, Kuh, and Hayek 
posited that the relationship between expenditures (including lib-
rary expenditures) and educational outcomes are indirect, due to the
mediating effect of student engagement.

We hypothesize that the inconsistent findings in studies of college
expenditures and student learning may be in part a function of
indirect and contingent effects of expenditures on educational
outcomes. Specifically, we believe that the effects of expenditures
on student outcomes are indirect because they are mediated by
levels of student engagement. We also believe that the relationships
are contingent on a variety of institutional and individual
characteristics ...49

Student engagement is a somewhat loose term to describe the behaviors
or dispositions students bring to their educational experiences, or that
are stimulated within the educational environment. In the positive,
student engagement is demonstrated through higher interest in academic
program content, higher effort exerted, and higher involvement in social
and academic activities offered by the school. In the negative, it is
demonstrated by uninterested or disaffected behaviors such as skipping
class, not studying, not turning in assignments, and failure to participate
fully in either the academic or social aspects of the educational
experience. Interest in student engagement as an important operator in
student success has not been limited to the US.
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“Engagement” has emerged as a cornerstone of the higher education
lexicon over the last decade. It has become a catch-all term most
commonly used to describe a compendium of behaviours
characterising students who are said to be more involved with their
university community than their less engaged peers. Engagement
refers to the time, energy and resources students devote to activities
designed to enhance learning at university. These activities typically
range from a simple measure of time spent on campus or studying,
to in- and out-of-class learning experiences that connect students to
their peers in educationally purposeful and meaningful ways.50

Student use of the library to study alone or in groups, to use library
materials and services, and to socialize, discussed at length earlier in this
chapter, would seem to be a plausible indicator of students’ level of
engagement. In the simplest terms, Pike and his co-authors found that
money does matter, but only indirectly, and matters more (or less)
depending upon the type and purpose of the institution and the level of
the student. Their study examined 2001 data from what is the “gold
standard” for measurement of student engagement in the US, The
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE); expenditure figures
reported to the US federal government through the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS); and, as a variable of
selectivity in admissions, data from the US News ratings. During the
2001 administration of NSSE, 177,103 first-year and senior (fourth-
year) students attending 321 universities participated in data collection.

For first-year students at public institutions, expenditures for academic
support (which includes library expenditures) had the highest association of
any expenditure category, with five of the six student engagement factors.
The five student engagement factors associated with academic support
expenditures, as grouped from questionnaire items on the NSSE, were: level
of academic challenge, active and collaborative learning, student interaction
with faculty members, and enriching educational experiences. Expenditures
for institutional support (general administrative services, executive direction
and planning, legal and fiscal operations, public relations, and
development) had the next highest correlations, with five of the six student
engagement factors. Neither of these findings held true for first-year
students at private institutions, or for seniors attending public or private
institutions. Given what we know from earlier studies of the library use
patterns of first-year students, these findings hint at a possible connection
between total library expenditures and the level of student engagement of
first-year students, which then would affect their success and/or persistence.
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A slightly older study examined institutional expenditures by public
universities in the US by the standardized expenditure reporting categories,
but also separated library expenditures from total “academic support”
expenditures for analysis both within the academic support budget and
independently. Hamrick, Schuh, and Shelley analyzed 1998 data reported
by 444 US public universities of all Carnegie types. They found library
expenditures not only to be positively associated with completion rates,
but to offer the best return on investment for improving completion rates.

Of the institutional expenditures categories included in the model,
instructional, library and academic support minus library
expenditures were significantly related to graduation rates in the
full model. These variables also had the greatest independent
effects on graduation, and each explained between 21% and 34%
of the variance in graduation rates when analyzed as sole
predictors.51

Based on these results [bivariate regression of independent variables
upon the dependent variable] the best “payoffs” in higher graduation
rates from strategically targeted institutional budgetary enhancements
would seem to come from increase per student expenditures for
instruction (+1.99 percentage points), followed closely by library
(+1.77) and more distantly by physical plant (+1.07) and nonlibrary
academic (+0.98) ... In the full model, for the same benchmark 10%
per student headcount increase in any one expenditure category ... the
greatest “payoff” is attributable to enhanced expenditures on library
(+0.92) and instruction (+0.80) ...52

This means for every 10 percent per student headcount increase in
library expenditures (10 percent of the per-student library expenditure
equaled an average of US$36.05 in 1998) an additional 1.77 percentage
points of graduation rate would result. The increase of 10 percent per
student headcount in instructional expenditures (10 percent of the per-
student expenditure equaled an average of US$428.29 in 1998) would
result in an increase of 1.99 percentage points of graduation rate. The
authors indicate they had no way of knowing exactly how library
expenditures would have broken down during 1998. For instance, if
resources were expended disproportionately on technology and access
infrastructure rather than collections, there would be no way to separate
the effect. Still, it certainly makes libraries look like a great bargain in
terms of institutional expenditures of all types.
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Another study posed the question more directly as, “Is there a direct
connection between campus-wide retention and the academic
library?”53 Mezick examined data on academic libraries at four-year or
higher schools collected by the Association of Research Libraries
(ARL) and the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL)
to compare specific library expenditures with fall-to-fall retention rates
at US universities that report these data as part of the IPEDS process.
Academic libraries reported data to the library professional
associations for the fiscal year 2002–3, but Canadian libraries were
deleted from the study because their data on retention would not have
been included in IPEDS. The universities were grouped into simplified
Carnegie-based categories of bachelor of arts, master of arts, and
doctoral institutions for comparison. Mezick’s results included two
important findings that associate different types of library expenditures
with retention.

Moderate relationships with student retention were indicated
between total library expenditures (r =+.505), total library materials
(r =+.569), and serials (r =+.597) for those institutions categorized
within the Carnegie Classification System as baccalaureate colleges.
The positive signs of all correlations calculated indicate that
expenditure and retention variables are directly related ... Costs
incurred in each of these three expenditure categories explain 26
percent, 32 percent, and 36 percent of the total variation in student
retention, respectively.54

In undergraduate colleges, library “money,” particularly for
collections, does appear to “matter” in terms of student retention.
There were lower, but significant, correlations between the number of
professional library staff employed and retention. These correlations
were 0.210 at bachelors-granting institutions, 0.054 at masters-
granting institutions, and the highest, 0.287, at doctorate-granting
institutions.

So, if money spent on the academic library does matter in terms of
student engagement, and retention and completion rates, is library
funding a formative or summative indicator—a leading or lagging
indicator—of quality? It probably has value as both. That is, a single
year’s data can be summative, reflecting the past, but longitudinal
funding trends within the academic library could have some predictive
value about future student and institutional success.
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Desirable outcomes of library engagement
There is enough evidence to say that use of the library—its collections,
staff, and physical facility—provides benefits to undergraduates that
however indirect, improve student engagement, general and specific
knowledge, and progress toward completion. Not only does the library
tend to support the university’s best undergraduate students, it supports
students who may be socially or financially disadvantaged. Intuitively we
may believe that information literacy instruction by librarians improves
overall critical-thinking skills, but unless libraries begin to collect the
data to demonstrate a relationship, the extent of any effect will remain
unknown.

Libraries have traditionally relied upon measures of volume to support
their contributions toward improved student outcomes, e.g., circulation,
door count, use of electronic resources, numbers of student instruction
sessions, etc., but these measures have no meaning unless they can be
provided in the context of improvement in student outcomes. Library
budget increases are often proposed as a library need rather than as a
student benefit, even though they appear to be associated with faculty
research productivity and student completion rates. It would be truly
courageous if libraries would select and use promising traditional
measures and tie them to measures of university-wide student outcomes
over a long period of time, say five to ten years. Would fluctuations in
student use of the library appear as fluctuations in student outcomes? We
can never hold all things equal in an environment as large and complex
as a university, but unless the best possibilities for converting volume
measures into metrics are tested, we will never know our value.

Colleges and universities all over the world are facing new challenges
and new realities for undergraduate education—increasing enrollment,
more competition among national and global providers, meeting
workforce demands for the twenty-first century, increasing costs, and a
renewed call for accountability. Academic libraries have begun to
respond to these challenges by searching for metrics to value their
contributions toward the outcomes desired by enterprise stakeholders,
including improved academic performance outcomes, retention, and
completion. Research performed in the last decade suggests five
recurring themes, or ways in which libraries forward those desired
outcomes and provide return on investment to their institutions.
Studying undergraduate library use patterns across time and countries
indicates that academic libraries remain central to the provision of an
adequate learning environment, and that this learning environment
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benefits students through improved student engagement and, for some,
improved academic performance. The widespread improvement of
undergraduates’ information literacy skills through library engagement
is in an early period of development, and is likely to remain so until it
becomes a priority within institutions. However, as an investment of
institutional capital, the library returns enormous value for money and
library expenditures tend to improve retention and completion.
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User satisfaction as a quality
indicator

Customer satisfaction has been extensively researched in the business
environment since at least the 1950s, and in academic libraries since the
mid 1980s. There is no single, agreed-upon definition of user or
customer satisfaction in either the business or library literatures, and no
agreed-upon standards for library user satisfaction. Satisfaction with a
product or service is defined internally by individuals, and is a construct
based upon sensory experience, personal perception, memory,
personality, comparisons with similar past experiences, and shifting
expectations. It seems simple at first—a library user is either satisfied or
not—but becomes complicated when trying to measure a person’s level
of satisfaction, and even more complicated when trying to predict future
behaviors based on a user’s present level of satisfaction. Satisfaction is a
temporary state, and may last only until the next need or desire presents
itself. Being satisfied during one service encounter tends to increase the
expectations for future encounters, and expectations ratchet upward
whenever a competitor introduces a “new and improved” product or
service, or one that is just as good, but more convenient or easier to use.

Is user satisfaction even important for academic libraries? Does it
affect retention, time to degree, completion rates, faculty productivity or
any of the other desirable faculty and student outcomes discussed
earlier? Satisfaction with the library’s collections, services, and facilities
is the basis of use, and without users, the library will not survive.
Satisfied library users are more likely to exhibit the same customer
loyalty behaviors that business organizations rely upon for success:
higher repeat business, faster acceptance of new services and products,
and user recommendations to non-users. High satisfaction among users
creates goodwill, credibility, and institutional capital for the library to
draw upon in a competitive academic environment. It can also contribute
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to “brand” loyalty and commitment to the institution by faculty, current
students, and alumni. In short, it is something every library wishes for its
service operation.

Despite the slippery nature of satisfaction, an unavoidable fact is that
no one can know a library user’s level of satisfaction except that user,
and there is no way to find out other than by asking directly. Thus, the
research on satisfaction is based almost entirely on collecting
information directly from users through survey, focus group and
interview methods.

Approaches to satisfaction research
There are a number of approaches to determining customer satisfaction
levels as market intelligence, and each offers a different insight into and
purpose for collecting and using data about customer satisfaction, and
by extension, into the related constructs of customer loyalty (repeat
business, ready acceptance of new products, recommending products to
others) and commitment (integrating the organization into other parts of
a customer’s life, e.g., making a donation of money, attending library
events or programs, joining a Friends of the Library group, etc.).
Satisfaction is part of the “Customer” perspective of the Balanced
Scorecard system of strategic planning and management discussed in
detail in an earlier chapter. Customer Relationship Management (CRM)
is a set of methodologies, software, and internet and/or telephone
capabilities that permit organizations to record and analyze business
transactions at the individual customer level. Examples of industries
where CRM is prevalent would include personal financial management,
banking, or other enterprises that collect data, usually online, about
individual user needs and past buying behaviors to predict future needs
and buying behaviors, to selectively offer new products, and to
encourage long-term relationships. Because the customer has many
choices among competing businesses, these organizations rely upon long-
term customer loyalty to stay in business, and typically operate in market
sectors that have higher costs for capturing new customers. Simultaneous
Multi Attribute Level Trade Offs (SIMALTO) is a well-developed survey
methodology that offers customers all possible combinations of benefits
and costs, allowing organizations to make logical decisions on products
and services on the basis of exact customer preferences, and to identify
“tipping points” between the costs and benefits of specific features.
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Certainly the most familiar and widely used model in academic
libraries is based on SERVQUAL, which uses the disconfirmation theory
of satisfaction. That is, the measure of satisfaction is the mathematical
result of the difference between a user’s perception of actual service
received, minus the user’s incoming expectation for service. Dis-
confirmation theory proposes the resulting number, whether negative or
positive, represents the gap between expectation and experience, i.e.

perception of service – expectation for service = satisfaction (+ or – gap score)

This concept is the basis of the LibQUAL+® service quality survey,
developed by the Association for Research Libraries (ARL), and which has
been used by numerous academic libraries in the United States, Canada,
Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, France, Ireland, the
Netherlands, Switzerland, Germany, Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden,
Egypt, the United Arab Emirates, and South Africa. A shorter version of 
the original 22-item questionnaire, LibQUAL+® Lite, is currently in
development. Although LibQUAL+® identifies itself as a survey of users’
perceptions of service quality rather than a satisfaction survey, it is
popularly taken to be a satisfaction measurement tool. So much has been
written about LibQUAL+®, and in such great detail, that interested readers
are referred to the chapter bibliography for direction to the recent literature.

Because user satisfaction, however it is measured, is temporary and
malleable, it should not be isolated to a single measurement tool, such as
the results of an annual survey. It is useful to note that all types of
customer satisfaction surveys reveal between 65 and 85 percent of
customers as satisfied customers, and this result has been found across
thousands of trials in all business sectors. Despite these relatively high
reported levels of satisfaction, business organizations continue to
experience some level of complaint and customer loss. This tendency for
people to report higher levels of satisfaction than they actually
experience is what the gap score between perceived and expected
satisfaction attempts to correct. It also begs the use of additional
measures to support user reports of satisfaction. There are multiple
measures to support user assessments of satisfaction, and these include
some of the familiar performance indicators, e.g., door count, circulation
count, service use counts, etc. These related performance measures can
serve as proxy or confirming measures of satisfaction. That is, they
would be expected to co-vary positively with satisfaction. For example,
if users indicated that they were well satisfied with collections, use data
for collections would be better than average or better than expected, and
should increase or decrease along with user reports of satisfaction. Some
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service quality experts say user satisfaction is the only thing that matters
and that nothing else is relevant, but traditional performance indicators
can provide supporting evidence to confirm users’ reported levels of
satisfaction. If there are disconnects between what users say about their
level of satisfaction and their actual behaviors, further investigation
would be required to determine the source of the discrepancy. Using
traditional performance indicators to support satisfaction measures has
some advantages and disadvantages. They are more objective because
they are observable behaviors, are easier to quantify, and are easier to
define and compare with other libraries. However, when used alone, they
are not valid measures of satisfaction because satisfaction can only be
imputed to them.

User-centered research
Attempts to explore user satisfaction, regardless of the method selected,
begin with interacting with users, and perhaps the greatest challenge is
defining the purpose of the research and deciding exactly what it is the
library wishes to know.

Does satisfaction mean how happy a user is at the end of a specific
transaction? Does it mean how happy a user is with a particular library
service or product? Does it mean how happy a user is with his/her overall
experience in the library? Does it mean happiness with the eventual
outcome of the service? Does it mean usefulness of the library resources
discovered by the user? Does it mean a user completely and totally
satisfied, or just satisfied enough not to complain? Does satisfaction
mean that an agreed-upon objective standard has been met?

User-centered measures of satisfaction in academic libraries have
typically been derived from three methodologies: unmediated survey
(paper or online), focus group, and key informant interview. Other
common methods include soliciting comments and complaints online or
on-site and collecting spontaneous or prepared testimonials from faculty
and students. These can be insightful, but are not descriptive of entire
service populations. There are disadvantages to user-centered data
collection as a gauge of satisfaction. Responses will be entirely subjective
perceptions, are dependent upon the willingness of users to take part and
the accuracy of the sample, and usually leave out non-users. But again,
there is no way to know the mind of the user otherwise, and user opinions
are the only ones that matter according to service quality experts. The
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customer is always right. The challenge is to select the most appropriate
method for collecting data, clearly define the library’s purpose and
objectives for the research, and design a set of effective questions.

Survey research

In survey research, the tendency of those genuinely curious to learn
about user satisfaction is to rush into questionnaire development, which
should be instead the final task prior to implementation. Before
questionnaire development, the surveyors must determine the objectives
of the survey, decide exactly what they wish to learn and from whom,
make decisions about how much data will be collected and for how long,
plan how the results will be tabulated and interpreted, and how and to
whom the results will be disseminated. A key decision prior to
questionnaire development is to determine whether the survey will be a
one-off administration, or repeated over time, such as annually. If the
survey is to be administered annually, for how many years should it be
planned? If the survey will be administered repeatedly over a period of
time, what environmental changes might the surveyors reasonably
predict during that period, e.g., opening a new facility, improvements in
technology that become available, etc.? Equally important to
determining the interval between survey administrations is to consider
the library’s reasonable capacity for action to improve quality during the
intervening periods. If a source of dissatisfaction is suspected, or actually
identified in survey results, is it actionable during the interval period?
Are sources of suspected dissatisfaction under the library’s control? If
not, then questionnaire items are wasted on the issue and may even
imply to users that the library can and will do something to alleviate the
problem once it has been identified. There is no advantage to including
survey questions asked out of curiosity, or to surveying users repeatedly
if no corrective action is taken as a result of survey findings. There is no
intrinsic value in measurement isolated from action. Or, as the farmers’
saying has it, “You can weigh a cow every day, but that doesn’t make her
any fatter.”

There are two common approaches to satisfaction surveys: transaction
surveys, which are administered at the point of service to individual
users, and total quality surveys, which are administered to a sample of,
or to the entire user population.

Transaction surveys ask directly about the users’ immediate
experiences before they can forget them and before they can generalize
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their responses to previous library transactions or to their entire history
of library use. Transaction, or point-of-service surveys are most often
used to determine satisfaction with a particular department or
departmental service, e.g., reference, circulation, computer use, etc., but
can also be delivered as the user exits the library. They capture only users
of the service during a specific period, but are useful in pinpointing local
quality issues such as staffing levels, staff performance, or adequacy of
computer workstations. Some suggestions for transaction survey
development include:

� Limit the survey to no more than three or four questions about a
specific transaction or library experience. If there are more questions,
consider using multiple versions of the survey and rotate versions.

� Depending upon the volume of transactions, determine whether you
will survey all users or a sample, e.g., every third or fourth user.

� Survey multiple days and multiple times until you reach a previously
determined participant volume. Do not stop the survey if the early
results seem conclusive, e.g., the first 25 or 50 users report similar a
level of satisfaction.

� Set up a parallel complaint-handling process during the survey period
and address specific complaints as soon as possible after receipt.

Below are general suggestions for all types of surveys.

� Be brief: Avoid long, introductory explanations and explain the
purpose of the survey in simple sentences. Ask the most important
questions first, before the user has the opportunity to become
impatient and rush through the survey. The first question should be
intriguing and easy to answer. It should make the respondents feel
they are knowledgeable and have something worthwhile to
contribute, e.g., “As a graduate student who uses the book collection,
how satisfied are you with the collection in your area of study?” Do
not offer too many choices for item responses, as there is a bias for
respondents to choose the last answer from a long list.

� Be clear: Use common terms and avoid library jargon entirely. If you
must use an unusual term, define it for the user. Avoid hypothetical
questions, e.g., “If the library were open longer, would you use it more
often?” Ask for opinions rather than facts, e.g., “I think the library
staff are discourteous to faculty,” rather than, “The library staff are
not courteous to faculty.”
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� Be direct: If several response choices are offered, they should be
mutually exclusive and distinct, e.g., “too difficult” and “too
complicated” mean the same thing in the minds of many. Avoid
questions that can be answered “don’t know” or “does not apply.”
Do not combine multiple questions into one, e.g., “Estimate your level
of satisfaction with the online catalog and the ease with which you are
able to find books in the library.”

� Be respectful: Do not phrase questions in a manner that implies
suspicion of a user’s motives or introduces a negative concept, e.g.,
“Would you use computers more frequently if you had more instruction
on their use?” Avoid offering a response choice such as “because I wait
until the last minute to do library assignments.” Do not ask for
demographic information such as age or gender unless it has a bearing
on the ability to improve the library’s performance. If it is useful to let
respondents know how long it will take to complete the survey, simply
say “This survey takes approximately 10 minutes to complete,” rather
than “This survey will only take 10 minutes of your time.” No one has
so much time that its value should be minimized or diminished. Thank
all respondents for their participation and accept turn-downs gracefully.

Focus group research

Focus groups are face-to-face interviews with a group of potential or
actual users. Discussions are led by a single facilitator and documented
either by recording the session (with permission) or by a note-taker.
Focus groups are generally used for one of two purposes—to explore the
participants’ beliefs or opinions about the library, or to follow up on
information revealed by a previous survey. Exploratory focus groups can
be used to test responses to new initiatives or the acceptability of policy
or service changes, to identify barriers to user satisfaction, or to
understand the strength and character of user dissatisfaction. Follow-up
focus groups seek deeper understanding of an issue or problem, usually
identified in a survey, by clarifying or interpreting meaning from the
users’ point of view, discovering misunderstandings, and asking
additional questions. Focus groups can be particularly useful in
understanding or interpreting conflicting results from survey questions.
For example, it would not be shocking for an undergraduate survey to
reveal that 50 percent of respondents think the library is too noisy and
50 percent think they should be able to talk loudly and use their cell
phones wherever they like in the library. A focus group could provide
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some insight into what types of user prefer quiet, for what purpose, and
when and where quiet is especially important. Participants might even be
able to make acceptable suggestions for resolving the conflict between
the two “camps” of users.

Below are some considerations and suggestions for planning focus
group discussions.

� The group should include no more than six to ten participants,
involve no more than five or six questions, and last no longer than 90
minutes.

� Participants should be people with similarities (e.g. graduate students)
or who are members of the same group (e.g. all members of the same
department or school), but who do not know one another well.
Eliminate participants whom you know to have an ax to grind, or
whose concerns and ideas are already known.

� The facilitator should not be a member of the library staff. Library
staff members have an ingrained service response, i.e., to offer
explanations and rationales, to provide additional information and
examples, and to answer questions directly. If participants have
questions about library practices or policies the facilitator should ask
the note-taker to write them down for referral to the appropriate
library authority. The note-taker should not sit at the table with the
group or speak to the group and should remain as unobtrusive as
possible.

� Whenever possible, do not wait more than five minutes for
latecomers. Get the group involved in the interview as quickly as
possible. Begin with factual questions before moving on to questions
of opinion or feeling and ask questions about the present before
asking about the past or the future. These techniques help anchor the
group, provide a structure, and get the participants on task before
unrelated conversations begin.

� The skilled facilitator often prearranges a brief interruption, e.g., to
take a phone call, and leaves the room for a few minutes at some point
late in the discussion. This action anticipates that during those few
minutes alone, participants are more likely to express their truest
beliefs or feelings, which might otherwise be held back out of
politeness or respect.

� The session should close by giving participants a final opportunity
to comment on the topic, or on any other library topic of their
choice.
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Key informant interviews

Personal, one-on-one interviews are directed toward understanding a
person’s knowledge, motivations, or the basis of their opinions and deep
beliefs. The key informant approach involves identifying and selecting
persons of some stature and influence; persons who have special
knowledge, experience or perspective, and who are in a position to
accurately articulate the needs of an entire service population or an
institution. Examples of key informant pools for library operations
research would include faculty curriculum committees, deans,
department chairs, groups of distinguished research faculty members,
higher-level IT staff, student library employees, library department
heads, etc. Key informant interviews are useful for discovering what the
most influential members of service populations or key administrators
think about the library, determining the strength of their support for
library initiatives or changes, understanding what faculty across an
institution might believe, or learning how key informants make decisions
external to the library, but that affect the library.

There are a number of advantages to conducting key informant
interviews. They are relatively quick and inexpensive and do not require
the development of a complex questionnaire. It is much easier to
schedule a single informant at his or her convenience than to schedule a
group meeting, and interviews can be conducted over the phone. Key
informants are limited in number, so the selection or sampling process is
easier. Conducting key informant interviews can provide legitimacy and
credibility not always associated with larger population surveys. Being
able to share with others the results of key informant interviews can be
impressive, e.g., “The most distinguished researchers in the university
believe our collections need to be strengthened by the inclusion of ...,”
“Based on their career histories, deans of the university believe services
provided by our library to be outstanding.”

Key informant interviews can also have disadvantages, and interview
results are not scientific in the statistical sense. Information gathered is
often general and impressionistic, and does not represent a cross-section
of the population. The key informant perspective can be colored by bias
against the institution and completely unrelated to library operations.
The number of key informants interviewed may be too small to make
meaningful within-group comparisons or across-group statements, and
because they are busy people, key informants can be difficult to schedule
during a short interval of time, e.g., the same week. However, key
informant interviews can be more useful and yield more significant
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information than other methods, particularly when exploring how
library policy affects larger service populations, or when external
support, collaboration, or partnerships are required to plan and
implement new library initiatives.

Analyzing qualitative data from user-
centered research
Qualitative data must be analyzed even though statistical tests and
measures are not appropriate, and there are some basic steps for
analyzing qualitative information. These can be applied to respondents’
oral comments or statements during focus group or interview sessions,
written comments offered at the end of survey questionnaires, and
“suggestion box” or web-based comments offered by library users. The
basic steps are to gather the text of the responses and read, organize,
label, and count them, identify patterns, and write a written summary. A
small group, i.e., three or four people, should read the comments or
transcripts at one sitting, and read them again at a further sitting a few
days later. This small group will perform the analysis and at its first
meeting will organize the comments into similar categories, e.g.,
concerns, complaints, praise, suggestions, strengths, weaknesses, similar
experiences, etc. At a subsequent meeting the group will label the
categories by theme, e.g., collections, noise, staff issues, service desks,
hours of library operations, etc. Comments can be additionally coded as
positive, negative or neutral. If there are enough responses and/or partial
responses, comments in labeled categories can be counted and rank-
ordered to identify priority issues. In addition to identifying priority
issues, there may be patterns in the comments that are associated with
certain conditions, e.g., all who used the library in the evenings made
similar comments, newer faculty or students were unaware of a library
service, graduate students misunderstood a basic policy, etc. One
member of the group should summarize the results by category, theme,
priority and pattern, with the rest of the group serving as readers and
drawing conclusions. Regardless of the results, the report should be
distributed as widely as possible.

User satisfaction is an elusive concept, and satisfaction can be difficult
to measure accurately, but satisfaction constitutes the basis of continued
library use. If library users are dissatisfied, they are disinclined to return,
to expand their own library use, or to explore the library, and they may
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share their dissatisfaction with others. Satisfied library users are more
likely to exhibit the same customer loyalty behaviors that business
organizations rely upon for success: higher repeat business, faster
acceptance of new services and products, and user recommendations to
non-users. High satisfaction among users creates goodwill, credibility,
and institutional capital for the library to draw upon. Information on
satisfaction can be used for strategic planning and evaluation, to develop
long-term relationships with customers, and to develop a competitive
edge. The most widely used standardized tool for gauging satisfaction
among academic library service populations is currently the LibQUAL+®

survey, which is based on the disconfirmation theory of satisfaction.
Other user-centered approaches to gauging user satisfaction include
transactional and general surveys, focus groups and key informant
interviews.
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Using group norms and peer
comparisons as contexts for quality

It seems intuitive to seek quality assurance by determining an
institution’s status and comparing it to the relative status of its
institutional peers. Collection of data on standardized measures for
comparison across institutional members of a group is a long-standing
and widespread practice in higher education. Lists of standards and
rankings abound, and are becoming more competitive than ever. In the
minds of many, status ratings and rankings are indicative of the relative,
if not absolute, quality of institutions in higher education.

Some ranking or rating systems have become popular as consumer
guides (sometimes referred to as “league tables”) to help potential
students select the best college or university “fit.” Since 1983, US News
& World Report has released grouped rankings of “American’s Best
Colleges.”1 Since 1998, The Princeton Review has periodically released
a report, “The Best ... Colleges,” selecting somewhere around 300 of the
“best” US colleges based on the results of student surveys.2 The Times
(UK) releases a similar report, the “Good University Guide.”3

More recently, national and world university ranking systems have
been established and have drawn enough attention to become the topic
of a series of annual international symposia held at the University of
Leiden, which also publishes a ranked list of the best 100 European
universities based entirely on faculty productivity bibliometrics.4 One of
the more interesting and controversial efforts to devise a rubric for world
university rankings was launched in 2003 by Shanghai Jiao Tong
University, the “Academic World Ranking of Universities” or ARWU.5

The “Shanghai Rankings” were developed for the purpose of Chinese
universities to determine their position among world-class universities
and identify and work toward improvement, but quickly provoked
curiosity and some criticism on an international scale. The Shanghai
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Rankings cover approximately 500 universities and are heavily based on
faculty productivity bibliometrics in the sciences. One year later, in 2004,
The Times Higher Education Supplement published its first list of
“World University Rankings.”6 The Times’s annual lists also include
about 500 universities, and rankings are based on peer review, faculty
productivity bibliometrics, and the proportion of international faculty
and students at each institution. Somewhat more flexible than the
Shanghai Rankings, the World University Rankings are subdivided into
national and regional rankings and broad fields of study, e.g., arts and
humanities, life science and biomedicine, social sciences, etc. Many
influential stakeholder groups in higher education, and at individual
universities, have become strongly attached to comparative indicators as
evidence of the relative quality of individual institutions. Although many
may doubt their real meaning and usefulness, an equal number seem
addicted to size and status rankings as evidence of quality, and academic
libraries have not been immune to the lure of creating their own rating
and ranking systems.

Gathering and reporting data on standardized performance measures
across academic libraries is a common practice. Once large national or
association data sets are collected, normative statistics such as averages,
percentiles, and rankings can be calculated or extrapolated in any number
of ways. Performance indicators such as those developed and/or used by
IFLA (international), OIS (international), ARL (large libraries in the US
and Canada), CAUL (Australia and New Zealand), SCONUL (UK and
Ireland), NCES (US), BIX (Germany) and ASIBU (France) can be shared
among academic libraries, and some of the agencies maintain searchable
interfaces to their databases. The varieties and uses of standardized
performance indicators for academic libraries are discussed at length in
Chapter 4, and perhaps the best single access point to complete
information about national standards, guidelines, performance indicators,
and comparative tools is a web page created and maintained by IFLA.7

Why compare your library to other
libraries?
Despite their debatable usefulness as absolute evidence of quality,
statistical norms for grouped libraries and one-on-one library
comparisons serve some very practical purposes. Internally, they can help
libraries to set actual and target benchmarks, identify or confirm library
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strengths and weaknesses, and help set future goals. When shared externally,
they can help library cohort groups to identify common problems and
spur collaborative problem-solving efforts, communicate goals and needs
to library staff and university administrators, and communicate their
special assets or distinctions. In some cases, library statistics are used as a
basis for peer-equity funding by government agencies. In many cases,
tracking library statistics and contributing them to the designated
collection agency is mandatory for receipt of federal, state, or regional
funding, or is regularly reported in some form to an accrediting or
auditing body. The practice also ensures transparency for public
institutions and encourages the free exchange of information. In short, the
tradition of collecting performance indicators and resource inputs/outputs
and using them to compare across groups is firmly embedded in the
culture of higher education and not likely to disappear anytime soon.

Peer and cohort comparisons
A higher and perhaps more meaningful purpose for systems of
classification, rating, and ranking is to identify institutions similar to
one’s own, and compare overall institutional and library statistics.
Institutions identified for general comparison are referred to as “peer
institutions” or “peer group institutions.” Comparison peer institutions
can be either “actual” peers or “aspiration” peers. Actual peers are
institutions that have been grouped by an agency on the basis of
similarities of purpose and mission, level and number of degrees offered,
full-time equivalent enrollments, and other gross measures. “Aspiration”
peers are selected by an individual institution to represent a model, or
what the institution might strive to become in the future. Lists of
designated peer groups have been generated by jurisdictional and
funding agencies, but may not always represent the best peer groups for
library comparisons. Such lists have usually been developed from highly
statistical, multivariate, cluster or factor analyses that compare gross
institutional characteristics, but not fine programmatic distinctions that
would be important for making academic library comparisons. Most
institutions have unique features or situations, such as their academic
libraries, and prefer a panel approach to identifying individual peers and
peer groups for libraries. The panel approach is non-statistical and relies
on the informed judgment of a group with specialized knowledge about
an institutional program or function. Academic libraries will frequently
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choose library peers outside their institution’s designated peer group
because of library considerations not included in the institution’s
classification methodology, e.g., specialized collections, similarities in the
intensity of library technology used, strength of information literacy
programs, seating capacity, character of student body, etc.

In general, institutional classifications are based on gross features such
as mission and purpose; full-time equivalent enrollment; number of
faculty members; number, level, and type of degrees offered and degrees
awarded; and funding from all sources, including grants and contracts.
Gross indicators are useful to establish a pool from which libraries can
refine a smaller list of library peers for comparison. Important library
characteristics for consideration in refining peer groups might include
the age of the institution, which affects print collection size and depth.
The oldest established libraries have been collecting so much longer and
have such large print volume collections that newer institutions,
whatever their current funding levels, would never be likely to catch up
in terms of size alone. Total library materials expenditures from all
sources and total staff size may be more important factors to consider in
selecting peers than collection size. Setting may have a profound effect
on library use patterns, and the residential or urban nature of the
institution, as well as the number of branch libraries, would be
important considerations for selecting peer libraries.

Accreditation and quality audits
As a rule, accrediting bodies do not compare institutions or their libraries
to one another, but compare the assets, activities, and outcomes of the
institution under review to a pre-determined set of qualitative standards.
Requirements for data and supporting evidence about the library vary by
accrediting body, but in general, the institution must demonstrate
maintenance and access to “adequate” library collections and provide
library services “adequate” to achieve its mission, goals, and objectives.
In addition to information about how the institution meets a set of pre-
determined standards, accrediting bodies have begun to request either as
a separate document, or combined with the standard report, a quality
audit and plan for quality improvement. Evidence of quality
improvement, discussed at length in Chapter 3 of this book, is based
largely on outcome data, reversing the past practice of using resource or
efficiency-based measures, and has changed the emphasis for academic
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library reporting. In the US, the trend has been toward integrating library
impacts, particularly information literacy, into broad student outcomes
and measures of student engagement, and away from reporting data on
traditional library performance indicators. In some cases, a formerly
required separate reporting section on library services and resources has
been eliminated altogether, with the library’s contribution evidenced
throughout in other relevant sections of the report.

Communicating the results
Regardless of the intended purpose or application of information
collected about the library, comparative or otherwise, and evidence
gathered to demonstrate its contributions on an institutional level, some
type of report(s) will be produced. When the results are dismaying to the
library, or in some way or other suspect, the practice too often has been
to simply disregard them or soften the reporting. This is a bad practice
and should be avoided. If libraries truly wish to improve, then all
information is valuable. Unless there are gross errors in methodology or
rigor, or the object of the measurement is something no one cares about
anyway, bad news can be a tangible payoff and provide an essential basis
for planning quality improvements. This key conviction differentiates the
fruitless exercise in measurement from finding the truest direction to
make lasting improvements in quality. All valid findings should be
reported as widely as possible within the library and the institution, and
to interested external stakeholders. Widely used venues for publication
of library study results have included a dean or director’s “state of the
library” address to library staff, articles in student newspapers, library
internal and external newsletters, the library’s website, faculty and staff
newsletters, library conference presentations, and presentations to
groups of institutional deans and directors, and presentations to teaching
faculty.

Notes
1. Owens, ed., America’s Best Colleges 2008.
2. Franek, The 366 Best Colleges.
3. Times Higher Education Supplement, Good University Guide. 
4. Leiden University, Center for Science and Technology Studies, The Leiden

Ranking.
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5. Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Institute of Higher Education, Academic
Ranking of World Universities. [Retrieved June 24, 2008 from http://ed.sjtu
.edu.cn/ranking.htm]

6. Times Higher Education—QS, World University Rankings. [Retrieved July 7,
2008 from www.topuniversities.com/worlduniversityrankings/]

7. IFLA, Information Resources on Library Statistics and Performance Measures.
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Toward surviving the future

Left to their own devices, most academicians and academic librarians
would ignore changes in their world and continue the familiar practices
of the past. Considerable anxiety over assessment, evaluation,
accountability, and quality control has been raised during the past
quarter-century, and this anxiety has often risen to the level of fear—of
losing control of daily operation of the library; of a forced abandonment
of the notion of the library’s role in scholarship, replaced by expectations
from the business world; and of being marginalized within a marginal
parent institution. These fears reflect very real fears of the parent
institution. Politicians, policy makers and funding authorities have their
own sets of expectations for the future. In order to survive the future
intact, academic libraries must face the uncertain and commit to
accountability, quality control and quality improvement. Failure to do so
may result in suspicion on the part of decision makers and funding
authorities that academics believe they should be exempt from
accountability. One might also wonder how much of the reluctance to
embrace a future grounded in accountability might be rooted in
librarians’ own self-doubts about the contribution of the academic
library to faculty, student, and institutional success.

Making a commitment to quality would have several beneficial effects,
one of which would be to establish the academic library as a model for
the rest of its parent institution. Such a commitment will not be easy and
will require fundamental changes in the operations of most academic
libraries. Most of all, it will take time—time to alter the way in which
academic libraries have organized themselves, delivered services,
managed resources, made decisions, and planned for the future.

Several management tools are available to academic librarians that can
facilitate their commitment to accountability and assessment for quality
improvement. Most of these have been developed outside the academic
world, but have been adapted or modified to apply to academe. Globally,
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only a handful of academic libraries have employed some of these tools,
and they appear to have done so in isolation. Library directors must
determine for themselves whether they are prepared to make the
leadership commitment to ensure the successful integration of
assessment and accountability into the fabric of the library. Such
leadership cannot be delegated.

All academic librarians should make the commitment to conduct
Lakos’s “Culture of Assessment” survey to understand their library’s
current organizational position in terms of assessment. The results of the
survey will provide them with the beginnings of an understanding of 
the work that lies before them. Library directors need to confront the
cultural reality of the library before any progress can begin and 
the library staff can start their education in assessment. Moving too
quickly toward a commitment to assessment and accountability, or
taking action prior to developing a culture of assessment, may do more
long-term harm than good.

When a library is ready to move forward from this point, there are
quality excellence frameworks that can be utilized to gain a thorough
understanding of the library organization. Global regional frameworks,
such as the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award, the European
Framework for Quality Management, the Australian Business Excellence
Framework, or any of the various national quality frameworks are
available to academic libraries. All require a commitment of scarce
library resources—time and money—to be of long-term value. The
results of these framework assessments will be sobering because they 
will no doubt expose any deficiencies in the library’s operations and
organizational structure. Library directors must take the key leadership
role in such analyses so the results can be used carefully and in a manner
that is positive and non-threatening. This is a very difficult leadership
goal to accomplish.

The results of a quality framework analysis provide information for
strategic planning that is more than just a “make-work” exercise or the
basis of yet another annual report. The usual library approach to
strategic planning stops at the identification of goals and objectives, and
omits performance targets, action plans, benchmarks or milestones, and
statements of desired outcomes with their companion metrics.

The Balanced Scorecard approach to measurement complements
strategic planning as a tool to measure change. One advantage to the
scorecard is its forced choice of a small number of critical metrics. Few
libraries have adopted the scorecard approach and integrated it with
management activities, let alone into their decision-making processes.
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Until such a vital connection between assessment and improvement is
made, it remains unlikely that academic libraries will be successful in
long-term assessment of anything they do. The Balanced Scorecard
requires librarians to think critically about those activities, services, and
collections that are most important to the library’s success. The
scorecard requires librarians to acknowledge and understand the
relationships between the financial, customer, internal processes, and
learning and growth perspectives of the library, and to develop the rigor
in evaluation and assessment so often avoided in the past.

One singular advantage of the Balanced Scorecard is that it requires the
identification of a limited number of indicators for monitoring. This goes
against the grain of academic librarians, who historically have collected
masses of data regardless of their meaningful value even to themselves,
much less to external stakeholders. If academic librarians are going to be
successful in demonstrating their contribution to institutional outcomes,
they will have to engage in thoughtful consideration of the indicators that
will provide the most accurate assessment of their value. We might prefer
to avoid this activity, for it is the ultimate measure of accountability.

Standardized library performance indicators are extremely useful for
peer and cohort comparisons, and collecting data for comparison to
institutional peers is a long-standing and widespread practice in higher
education. In the minds of many administrators and some potential
students, status ratings and rankings are indicative of the relative, if not
absolute, quality of institutions in higher education. However, they are
not outcome-based measures, and say little about the perceived value or
actual benefits imparted to faculty and students’ success.

Value should be determined by the receivers of the benefits, not by the
provider. Most standardized indicators are based on amounts of
resources expended or measure the efficiency of library operations and
can be useful for librarians and administrators, but they are not
transformative activities that improve library quality. In order to plan
quality improvements, the essential and first task is to ask broad
questions of faculty and students, and to listen to the answers.

Too often, we tend to think of the efforts undertaken in data collection
as the end instead of the means, and our facilities, collections, and
services as a banquet laid out for diners. We wait for them to partake,
and then count what they have eaten. There is no intrinsic value in data
collection and comparison. However, there is value in data collection as
part of a program of transformational assessment when the results are
directed toward making the quality improvements that have a direct
relationship with student and faculty success.
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Large studies of faculty in many countries indicate that the library’s
most significant contribution to their research, publication, and grant-
writing success has been in saving them time at critical and self-
determined points in these processes; almost as if they prefer calling the
ambulance when critically ill to seeing a physician regularly. Being expert
learners, they want a relationship with the library only when it has an
immediate benefit for them. This is counter to the way the academic
library has done business in the past, but is also counter to reality. The
library must change its approach and develop metrics to capture the
outcome in terms of transactional success in helping faculty meet their
research goals.

As to faculty teaching goals, they may view information literacy
instruction more appropriately as a general responsibility of students—a
choice to be made by learners. This leaves one to wonder whether the
large information literacy message should be directed toward individual
faculty members, or whether it is better directed toward curriculum
planners in the general education core. Libraries have done little serious
outreach to part-time faculty members who, as a group, teach a
disproportionate number of students; something between 25 and 65
percent of all classes. In order to impact teaching across a university, this
oversight cries out for correction.

In contrast to faculty members, research on how graduate students use
their libraries indicates that this group needs and wants personal contact
with a librarian. Graduate students may attribute different benefits to
library use than librarians intend, but customized assistance at the point
of need is especially desired during the dissertation-writing period, and
the more interdisciplinary their topics, the greater their need. Because
they are becoming expert learners in their disciplines, they are far more
likely than undergraduates to take responsibility for acquiring the
information literacy skills necessary for their individual academic
success, and later, their career success. One fertile approach may be to
reach these students at transitional points in time—during recruitment,
at orientation, or at the beginning of the proposal-writing process.

Studies of undergraduate library-use patterns across time and
countries indicate that academic libraries remain central to the provision
of an adequate learning environment, and that this learning environment
benefits students through improved student engagement, and for some,
improved academic performance. The widespread improvement of
undergraduates’ information literacy skills through library engagement
is in an early period of development, and is likely to remain so until it
becomes a priority within institutions. However, as an investment of
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institutional capital, the library does return enormous value for money,
and library expenditures may tend to improve retention and completion.

User satisfaction is an elusive concept, and satisfaction can be difficult
to measure accurately, but satisfaction constitutes a user’s basis for
continued library use. If library users are dissatisfied, they are disinclined
to return, to expand their own library use, to explore the library, and
they may share their dissatisfaction with others. High satisfaction among
users creates goodwill, credibility, and institutional capital for the library
to draw upon. Information on satisfaction can be used for strategic
planning and evaluation, to develop long-term relationships with
customers, and to develop a competitive edge.

If academic librarians can persuade themselves to use the available
assessment tools discussed in the early chapters of this book, and in their
proper sequence, they may establish themselves as leaders in the
assessment process at the institutional level. Demonstrating a willingness
to take the initiative in assessment will reduce the possibility that
external and inappropriate processes will be imposed by institutional or
governmental authorities. Librarians who are able to position themselves
as institutional leaders in assessment, evaluation, accountability, and
quality will strengthen the library’s position within the political structure
of the institution and possibly improve its share of institutional
resources. Academic librarians who choose not to step forward run the
risk of allowing others to control the assessment process and ultimately
determine the institutional future of the library. This is an unacceptable
alternative and threatens the very survival of academic libraries.
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