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Libraries are social organisations with a sense of direction. There seems
a general consensus that libraries should attempt to be effective but there is
lack of agreement on what the concept effectiveness means. Most of the au-

thors take one approach or the other to define the library effecti How-
ever some of the authors recently tried to synthesise all major approaches to
generate a model of Hbrary effecti ing all its iables. At-

templ is made here (o review various approaches for measuring library ef-
fectiveness with a view to identify multiple construct or variables rather than
a single variable which will measure library effectiveness. This is a part of
ongoing study conducted by the two authors for measuring library efTective-
ness.

0 INTRODUCTION

The history of library effectiveness can be traced to 1938 when Walier C
Eells wrole “Measurement of the Adequacy of a Secondary School Library: A
report on one phase of the co-operative study of secondary school standards.” He
found out the library having largest percentage of latest published titles is supe-
rior 1o one nothaving these tifles. His main :mgm.\ls that time was mmkv;unng
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performance of library and information system became a major concern only
during late sixties. Even though the bibliographical control was not significant,
still some authors attempied to compile the works on library effe ness. Major
works were done by Reynolds (1970) by publishing “a select bibliography on
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in library and services” and Oticrsen (1971) “a bibli-
ography on standards for evaluating libraries.” Morse did ground breaking work
on library performance when he published “measures of library effectiveness’
1968. He applied operational rescarch and presented a mathematical model for
evaluating the library scrvices. Most useful measures are obtaincd by processing
the data by means of u mathemstical model chosen 1o represent some part of the
operation. These operations can b library use, book use, dependence of circula-
tion on time, prediction of circulation measures, effects of retiring, inactive bouks,
and wheen 1o buy a duplicate copy. His mathematical model is hased on the daia
gathered by various librurics on different aspects. The only drawback of this
model is that it is dependent on the statistics provided by the library itself. There
were other dso who provided Kind of ical mode] of evalu-
ating library cffectivencss,

Whiie (1977) reviewed all thess quantity measures of library cffectivencss
and grouped them as overall measures of effectiveness, public libraries, aca-
demic Vibearkes, Zones and Cores, Clapp-Jordan formula, current acquisition
model, capability index, failure surveys, other methods of collection measurc-
ments, circulation prediction, queuing theary, eirculation interference and the
Markoy process, attitudinal research and benefit evaluation survey. He sums up
by saying “though not sy quantity are the major statis-
tical methads proposed for Tibrary evaluation. Some give rather gross approxi-
mation of overall effectivencss while athers are more refined measures of vari-
ous library operations. None however can stand alone. No statistical approach
cun completcly measure the quality of service or the value of information 1o the
user, Further, the mothod of determining the actual value of the varduble is ofien
subject o debate. Bven though they are uscful, statistical measures leave out the
human element of a library operation” Some worth mentioning reviews on li-
brary cffectiveness are by  Evan et al. (1972), Suecher (1975), Du Mont and Du
Mont (1979) and Goodall (1988). Goodall reviewed almost 500 articles, books
and abstracts identifics that vaious methods employed (o evaluate library per-
formance are essentially the variations of accessibility, cost, user satisfaction,
response lime, cost! benefil miio, and use. They conclude that the technigues
used are mostly mathematical and nol relevant to the qualilative and i

" factors of the library service. Sticcher (1975) reviewed 20 studics on library ef-
fectiveness and categorised them into four maln approaches, namely, user satis-
fuction, measure of capability, resource allocation approach and library use.

While summing up, certain questions remain to be answered. For example,
how valid are the results and how useful and praciicable are the methods and
techuiques? Goodall (1988) waced the hisworical performance of library meas-
wrement through 19705 and 1980 based on a lotal of 59 studies. Even though
some studies are of imporiance, yet the reseach looks circular rather than colla-
eral, There is often a case of old ideas being brought forward with modifications
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ruther than improvements. She further, identified some fundamental difficultics
in altempting t0 measure the perfornumnce of library services. These reviews wero
simple reviews and could not lead 10 general model of asscasing library effoc.
fiveness. It was only Du Mont and Du Mont (1979) who while assessing and
reviewing the litcrature on library effectivencss suggested an integrated model of
library effectiveness based on system theary. According ta them there is no lack
of material treating the eriterin of library cffectiveness, However, what is re-
quited is i ion of points discussing . Library effective-
ness is.a measure of o number of related factors: (1) goal schicvement; (2) the
optimization of performance; (3) The degree of user satisfaction; (4) The use of
buman resources; (5) The ability to survive. They identified that there is a con-
nection between organizational structure and library effectivencss. According w
them library effectiveness has been inconsistently related (o one variable or an-
other and they suggested o model while integrating behaviourl and organizi-
tional perspectives into an overall model of library effectivencss. This model is

based on inp resources, olher ; library processes and activi-
ties and output (satisficd siaff, efficient use of resources and some met demands),
Van House et al. (1990) published ing acadcmic library

fiar the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL). The measures
they included are materials avatlability and use (Circulation, in-library matecinls
use, lotal materials use, materials availability and request matedials delay), fo-
cilitics and library uses (atiendance, remole uses. tolal usc rate, service point use
and building use) and information services (reference transactions, reference sat-
isfaction survey and online scarch evaluation),

Evaluative checklist based on the Standards for the College Librarics devel-
oped by ACRL has eight factors, This checklist has been validated and fekl
tested, These factors are: objectives, collections, organization of materials, siall,
and delivery of service, facilitics, adminisiration and budget. According to ACRL,
checklist should help in evaluating the library for improving library services.

I MEASURING ‘GOODNESS' (ORR'S MODEL)

Because effectiveness is commonly defined in very general terms os the ‘ex-
tent 1o which a sysiem or scrvices achieve its objectives” it has litle intuitive
meaning and can Iead to paradoxical meanings. With this basic premise, Orr
(1973) asked simple questions aboul the lbrary. How pood is the library and
library services? And how much good docs it do? He argued that goodness of
library services might be called quality and how much good it does may be called
ihe value, He Further translated quality and value into effectiveness and benefit
respectively. O postulated (1) the other things being cqual, the capabitity of a
service will tend 1o increase the resources devoted to its increase, but not neces-
sarily proportionately; (2) that, the other things being equal, the 1oial uses made
of a service (Utilization) will lend (o increase as iis capability increase, bul not
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necessarily proportionately; (3) that, the other things being equal, the beneficial
effects realized from a service will increase as its utilisation increases, but not
neccssarily proportionately; (4) that, the other things being equal, the resources
devoted 10-a service will increase as its beoeficil cfects inoresse, but not neces-
sarily proponionaiely. These postulaied relations were depicted by him in a
disgrammatic Torm as cause and effect sequence looped on itself. He further
discussed the direct and indirect measures of goodness of the library using closcly
rolated analysis, cost beoefit analy-
sis, system analysis, and planning-programme-budgeting-systems (PPBS). Orr’s
clussic model generated a lot of interest and many authors and expents followed
him cither writing theoretically sbout it of trying o conduct empirical studics.
(Stecher, 1975; Buckland, 1982; Ralli, 1987; Line, 1990; Maguire and Willard,
1990; snd Mackenzie, 1990), These authors tried to further explain the coneept
of goodness in terms of quality and value.

According o Line (1990) the Hbrary that is able 1o meet a very high percent-
age of needs is very capable library and therefore one of high quality, Value on
the other hand is defined as beneficial effects. He tried o distinguish between
direct and indirect values or direct usefulness versus long term or wider benefits.
Sthon term, dicect and usefulness is the effectivencss and long term, wider ben-
efits 1o the socicty ane fermed as benefits. Measuring benefits Is very difficult
propontion. Finally Line summied up the goodness of the library in the following
words “it should be service oriented rather than collection oriented, but in erder
o achicve good service for, say, a historian there his 1o bo an extensive collec-
tian, No collection, however “good” in itsell, can constitule a good library unless
more atfention is paid o the user than is somedmes the case, An academic li-
beary that is not casy o use and that does nol offer personal assistance os e
quired, possibly to a high level, that does not provide efficient online services
and interlibriry access services, cannot in my view 1o be considered a good li-
brary™

Orr uIIv:rr:d !Il desiderata for measurcs. ‘I‘Ilm are appropriatencss,

i dity, and p Thus,
W G Sum up Lhc Oar's mode! that the ullimate crilerion for mmlhsqul—
ity of & service is its capability for meeting the user needs it is intended Lo serve.
All other things boing equal an increase in resources will lead o un improved
capability which in urn will improve utilisation leading to greater bencficial
effects which in e will support more resources.

These ks 0o single measure or variable which can encompass a whole phe-
nomenon knawn as effectiveness of libraries. Except for fow cxperts (Du Mont &
Du Mont, 1979; Vin House ef al., 1990; Childers and Van House, 1993; and
Abbot, 1994), literature does not through light if any author has viewed library
effectiveness in u bolistic approach taking integrated view of all the variables of
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library d!ectlm rather than dlicuumq one of the other variable. Hidon (1986)
i a libary's depead

on the resources, the stalf, user satisfaction and the cost, But his discussion of
theso four factors is theoretical and no empirical study was conducted o find out
whether these factors actually influence the library effectiveness. The differcat
approaches of authors for assessing library cffectivencss can be identified into
following broad categories:

* Acquisition models

*  Book availability approsch

*  Library use and service approach

*  Use salisfaction approach .

*  Library siaff and performance appraisal

*  System view approach

*  Latest trends of measuring effectiveness of librury (SERVQUAL and
LIbQUAL+)

2 ACQUISITION MODELS

Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL, 1968) issued a guide
10 methods of library evaluation in 1968 as an aid in judging the adequacy of an
academic library, These were categorised into three components based on de-
scending of i These are (1) prime
and stafl (2) secondary cvi us budget and planning docu-
menls and (1) special activities suggesting excellence: such as student book club
and publication, The details about cach variable are provided as to how and what
is 10 be included. Al the three variables must be adequate for the clicntele and its
program and no library can be judged 10 be satisfaciory, no matter what other
activities or quulitics it may offer. This guide emphasised the books and other
reading malerial as the most important component of the library for ascertaining
its effectiveness.

Clapp and Jocdan (1965) in their pioneering work identified the quantitative
criteria for the adequacy of academic library collections. They atiempied 1o es-
tablish the minimum core collection of library required for minimum adequacy
by:ﬂ.ﬁlhﬁlulfnmhhﬂmhliuﬂflhcalmmy.nuuﬂh: fac-
ully, number of dop methods of ity of suitable
places for study and intclicctual climate. The drawback of this formula is that it
has nol been empicically tested and verified. In 1974, the Clapp and Jordan

Mol 27 Na. 3 Diecermber 2002



#6 VEENA SARAF & MUHHAMAD MEZHAH UL-ISLAM

formula was revised by Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL,
1974). This model takes into account the size of students, collection and stafl
into consideration for asscssing the effectivencas of the library. They do ol take
into consideration (1) differcat needs of diffcrent disciplines; (2) impact of the
research in any area; (3) factors like increased cost, decreased budgets, better
bibliogruphical uccess and online availability of access 10 the information. It
would seem that 4 model or series of models could be developed that would
permil a university or group of universities 1o establish minimum annual acquisi-
tion rates.

“The model should provide for continuing acquisition that would change in

quantity over a period of years only as variables in the model suggested. Voigt
(1975) developed such a model for determining the number of corrently pub-

lished demic library year. He identificd seven
variables of the model. He also suggests that many other factors in cducation
such as student-faculty ratios. space and i live support ra-

tius also depend on expericnce, judgement and comparison with other institu-
tions, Based on the assamption that primary mission of the academic library is
10 provide support for the progrm of their parent insti Burr
(1979) described o method of evaluating library collections which will permit
the ibrarian 10 asscss the adequacy of both the quantity and the quality of library
resources, availuble to support specific instructional program offered by the uni-
versity, He developed a technigue based on following criteria (1) it must provide
both a quantity and qualitative evaluation of the library resources (2) its conclu-
sions must be i and (3) must be economical without dis-
ruption of normal activities of the library. Finally, he sums up “whatever the
amount of resources of the financial support available fo the library, matcrials
expenditures should accurmely reflect institutional needs and priorities, Knowl-
edge of the specific strengths and weaknesses of the library's collections is man.
datory to determine those necds and priorities accurately, This method is an ef-
fective and economical means of addressing these vital issucs.” With all this
discussions and having acquisition model for librarics, some authors argue if il is
necessary to hive wrilien callection development policy in the libraries, Writien

_ policy cn be defined as cr i of ach library's ling of haw jis.
callection can serve its mission. Writing the policy involves one of the librarian's
most challenging and confusing tasks of library collection, Snow (1996) argues
against it by saying “The written policy represents a sigaificant investment in its
vreation and maintenance. lis acceplance is by no means universal. Unless o
policy is continuously updased 0 reflect the changes at a college or university,
the document retains only its archival value, A betier use of the bibliographer’s
time would be an evaluation of how matcrial in the library is used, and why. He
might even find time to select books, periodicals, and computer software and all
‘other materials demanded by ioday's scademic communities™
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3 BOOK AVAILABILITY APPROACH

Alter o ! library collections based on needs of the users,
another unpuﬂanl lu:mt for evaluating libraries are whethor books and ather
mialecials are wvailable for use al the sppropriste time or not. Many authors have
laken maierial availability and use as the criteria for ascertaining the library
efleciivencss or one of the criteria (Van House, 1990). Basic premise is that the
higher the of book ility betier is the qi tive use of the

. Book availability studies indicale generally the success of failure rates of
users in locating the books in the library. Certain models were developed 1o
assegs the success or Milure rale of locating the books (D Praspo, 1973; Samcevic
etal,, 1977; Kantoor, 1976, 1976a, 1984),

Kantoor's model of 1984 was adopied by Association of Rescarch Libraries
in America. All these models have found that not more than 50% of the users can
Togute books in the library despite those libraries having acquired about 90% of
the materials sought. ‘Therefore it suggests that approximately 50% of the users
eventually leave the libraty without geiting a book and thus dissatisfied. Revill
(1987, 1988,) reviewed the book availability as a performance medsure and used
Kamoor's model in his library and made contributions of the practical experi-
ence at Liverpool. He found high level of availability. User failures were largely
due (o incorreet clussification numbers and failure (o locate oversize and refer-
ence materialy, Others who used Kantoor model are Ferl and Robinson (1986),
Ciliberti et al. (1987), Ruhid (1990) and Jucobs (1995). Since Kantoor model
gnnu:dnlnlul‘m!cmt and literature, it is of imponance to discuss it here. He
sugposts four Steps:

() Has the library acquired the desired title?

(b} I acquired, is it in circulation?
(¢} If not in circulation, is it uvailable on the shelf?
(d) I available on the shelf, can the user retrieve it successfully?

He used branching technique; the proportions of searches that overcome
each of these obstacles represent the probability of success for a catogory. Ciliberti
et al, (1987) made modification on expansion of the steps or brinches involved in
know item scarches and the addition of a parallel scrics of branches involved in
thee suceessful completion of subject searches, Rashid (1990) nddod three mors
factors o the inidal four factars, These we user bibliographic information, col
Tection d policy, and ion policy, user al the card
catalogue, circulation procedure, library operstions / functioning and (he user
scarch at the shcll, Further, Rashid identified the status of untraced book titles
with vpe of the following factors, (1) The author /title information as writien hy
the libeary user and brought 1o the card catalogue was. incomplete or was nol
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comrect (2) book iltles writien by the user was not owned by the library (3) the
call number of the book sought might not be recorded correctly (4) the book was
Tocated in o special area as identified in the card catalogue (51 the book was
properly shelved bul could not h: found by the user because of an oversight (6)
the book (7) the Iy in ci ion or in use in the
library (8) the book was kept I the prwh:lvinmma[')) the book was located in
the area nol ideatified in the card catalogue (10) the book was checked out (11)
the book was missing (12) the book was not purchased due 10 the resirictions of
the collection development policy and (13) others. However, this evaluation
method although providing useful information, is expensive and disrupiive to be
considered for the regular use in 4 busy library. But at the sume time wealth of
data collected enables the library managers 10 gain insight into the collections
(Jacobs, 1995). He, funher, in another paper compared the ligures from a ques-
lionnaire based book availubility survey technique and from computer recards of
the use of the library’s computer catalogue. Although several important differ.
ences emerge between the two sets of data, it is concluded that within specific
limiits the computer monitoring techniques could act as a sumogate for book
availability surveys. Mot and Litchfield (1988) tried to measure collection use
by bringing together circulation and in-house use along with that of current peri-
odicals by assessing he difforences according o kind of use, variations in meas-
wrement techniques and time period,

While all the above approaches iry (0 assess success. rales, cerain authors
suggest measuring “failure ries ™ Major work in this regard is done by Schofield
(1971), Seymour and Schoficld (1973) and Schoficld et al. (1975). Library users
were asked 1o fill out one of the two “failure slips”, One faflure slip dealt with
searches for known items, other with searches by subjects. The authors then
searched the items again 1o detennine the proportions of filure caused by:

(1) bems not owned by the library
(2) lems owned bul not available
(3) Tems available but not found by the user (Reader failure)

g T was found by the authors that 37 % of the user do not find desired item.
The authors suggest that failures surveys should be used for determining the need
for multiple copics in the library, Thus, through availability/ failure studics, a
wealth ol information are generated which may shed light on poteatial improve-
ments in the library services.

4 LIBRARY USE AND SERVICE APFROACH

The ultimate goal or the objective of any library is 1o provide library serv-
kees in terms of supplying information as desired by the patrons. This objective
can be achicved by both traditional method or with application of latest informa-
tion technologies, Evaluation of library services will determine the effectiveness
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and efficioncy of the library and will further identify limitations and failurcs of
services. Library use and book collection were taken as the factors of evaluating
library ss carly as 1940s besides personnel, hﬂdgu etc, (Carnovsky, 1959), Among
the services, reference services gel the maximum atiention. Rmh:lun (1964)
reports a large number of studicd di the ) of
reference service. The measurement and evaluation of refmwce service hus been
mare often discussed than anempted. Much of the Im.mum s repetitive, fulier-
ing and i “The other dil faced in various: services
are thal they are ill defined as compared to circulation, scquisition, and catalogu-
ing and with little agreement on its components parts. 1 s further argued that
jproblem of evaluating reference service in all dimensions has not really been
attempicd at all,

The problem can be sumimarised in his own words “In all iypes of libraries
and in all aspects of reference service, investigation has seldom gone beyond the
first stage of mcmlnmukwnmlm in quantitative terms-o the ultimaie goal
af full-fedged evaliati ing or of and worth." Elzy
et al. (1991) also evaluating reference service with the fowing objectivs: (1) 1o
estimate the probubility that a user, walking inta the ibrary with a factual ques-
tion, would receive or be led (0 a complete and correct answer (2) to identify
conditions under which members af the reference staff perform well and condi-
tions under which they perform poorly (3) 1o determine to what extent student
users af the library judge staff members to be responsive and helpful and (4) (o
identify ways in which the service might be improved, Seay et al. (1996) meas-
ured the quality of public Tibrary services with i view to improve it by using
questionnaire method hy analysing patron perceptions about library scrvices.
This model presents a method for quantifying and calegorising patrons’ com-
ments from a standard guestionnaire in such a way that the resulis arc organised
into seven principal service “Theses service i are reli-
ability, responsiveness, assurance, access, communications, security and lingi-
bles. Twelve types of surveys were used to measure and evalusle users, services
and materials and conducted during 1968/1969 at Columbia University Libraries
and later evaluated (Mount and Fasana, 1972).

‘There have been several attenpis to devise certain models of cvalunting
library use and services. Worth is EQLIPSE and Quality
in Library Performance Sysiem for Burope). BOLIPSE started as project, is an
atiempt towards ap inclusive methodology for the incasurement of in-house use
(Wynne and Clarke, 2000). The overall objective of EQLIPSE was ta specify,
develop and validae an open IT-hased system (o support quality management
and performunce measurement in librarics of all types. A comprehensive list of
performance indicators, gathered from a number of existing works, was consid-
ered but it proved impossible to produce a definitive list of indicators for all the
Tibraries.

Wl 27 Noa. 2 Decenber 2002



v VIENA SARAF & MUNHAMAD MIZBAH-UL-ISLAM

5 USER SATISFACTION APPROACH

User studies are on in the most researchied arcas in library and information
soience. Theve studies form a large body of literaturc in the discipline, Since user
studies first started in the late 1940, their number has constantly increased. In
the nineties the implementation of conceptual thearies, that flourished during

value of theses frame works and them into their repearch
design along with more sophisticated qualitative rescarch méthods, The ninctics
also witnessed the remendous pmlh and establishment of the internet as an

provider in the i As u resull, a number of
studies st out (o i i a plethora of i ing the impact of internet
an the user and the information commanity (Satri, 1999).

One of the important companents of user studics is user satisfaction of the
librury services. Initially, user satisfaction studies started with the literal mean-
ing of explaining the user satisfaction in terms of user fulfilment and later on

the study of customer satisfaction in lerms of describing customer cxpe-
riences. Many reviews of user studicd have been writlen (Menzel, 1966; Paisley,
I%Il Wilson, 1981; D" lﬂmwwhlﬂl 1983; Siatri, 1999). The lterature of uscr

hon is al has nol been developed and tested
in @ systematic manner. Rather, it seems simply o have been accepled and used
as reasonable measure of libeary performance. Definitions differ; methods of
measurenents differ; reasons for using the construct differ. Terminolugy is am-
biguous and sometimes contradiclory (I'Elia and Walsh, 1983). They also iden-
iified two main approaches 10 user siudi nely subjective and objective, In
the objective approach, library is the"unit of analysis and the proportions of the
items supplied by the library on demand is the measurcment of satisfaction. It is
based on the assumptions that users of librardes experience satisfaction of their
demands commensurate with the levels of library performance. While in the sub-
jective approach, the user is the unit of analysis and the user's opinion of how
well the library has performed in sutisfying the demands is the measurcment of
satisfaction. It is assumed that user evaluations are valid indicators of library
performance It is very evident that user satisfaction of library service has diroct
lations with the efficiency of library staff, Andaleeh and Simmonds (199%)
idenified that library user, especially students, accord significant importance o
the demeanour of the library stafl. They funher sugpested that it is a mulli at-
tribute construct that must be instilled and inculeated, much Tike an attitude,
among the library stafl. Although instilling the qualities of demeanour among
the service providers and gaining their commitment to these qualities can be
challenging.

The ather important variable for the user satisfaction is the resources and
their management in the libraries. Therefore, we can say thai library environ-
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mient involves theee interrclated clements: user expeciation, library performance
and user satisfoction. What is central 1o all this is user? User’s degree of satisiac-
tion wilh a service will evolve as the user develops a relationship with service
provider (Millson-Martula and Menon, IW) Calvert, 2001). Brember (1985 and

soft survey to the practical prob-
lems of ulmry mansgement. The ouleome of ubundy was an indication of the
content of a useful model of the users and guidelines for deriving critedia for
effectivencss based on the madel,

ol i in the library and the internet has
also put lot of pressure on the library services and ullimately on higher leyels of
user satisfaction, When the user determines satisfaction with compuler- hased

remricval situations, he focuses on four distinct aspects: users experience satisfac-
tion with the output of the rescarch, Users will be satisficd or dissatisficd with a
jparticular service because of their view of the library; User satisfaction or the
dissatisfaction may result from the way the service is provided and user inierac-
Tion with the staff will affect user satisfaction (Tessicr et al.,, 1977), Further,
authors believed in three assumptions for the users' satisfaction. These anc: (1)
“The users’ stale of satisfaction is exporienced within the frame of bis own re-
quircments; (2) expectations may aifect how o user approachus the service, what
hie requires OF it, how be interacis with it, and his sssessment of its adequacy. In
ather WDMS we can say that user's state of satisfaction is experienced within the
jons; (3) Just us may affect

odhn-muhhlunumd\umhumy,n e or money may work 1o com-

the users' definition of satisfaction. In other words users may seck 8
sulution within acceptable range instead of an ideal or perfect solution. The au-
thars conclude by saying that “we need (o measure oll the differcat aspects of
user satisfaction amd we necd 1o use all available methods (o measure user satis-
faction. Only then, we can accurately adjust the conditions surrounding compu-
ter-based lterature services o increase user salisfaction” Since the objective
methodologies are yel 1o develop and involve, it is the subjective methodologies
that we will have to depend upon. In other words, we will have (0 study user to
identify his satisfsction levels and thus, improve upon the effectiveness of the
libraries,

6 LIBRARY STAFF AND PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL

An imporant components of the library is library stafl. Inun effective aca-
mllmhmfmmﬂmmm“vuw:mmmﬂmm
important than any other one books, card catals
(Bedkner, 1979). Every organization is a sockal sysicm, a network of lnlerpo‘
sonal relationships. A man may do an excellent job by objective standards of
measurement, hut may fail miscrably as & partner, subordinate; superior or col-
league. Any librry evaluation has (o take into consideration its staff as the im-
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poriant resource of the library. Therefore, assessment of library staffs’ contribu-
tion and ability in carrying forward its goals und objectives becomes a necessity
for any model of evaluation. Delfraspo (1971) identified discussions by the indi-
wviduals and the supervisor on job content, seiting of performance targets by the
employee, review of these with the supervisor as the evaluative checkpoint for
the performance appinisal. “How does one cope with the collesgue in the selec-
tion department who refuses 10 bay interdisciplinary material out of his /her
departmental boak budget, thus keeping carelully with in set financial limits,
building speciafised collection and ignoring cross disciplinary approach?” this
question is asked by Berkner and he argues that straight management by objec-
tive approach is unlikely 1o solve the problem. According (o him, managerial
abilities of the fibrarians should include the ability to supervise and organiza-
tional and leadership qualitics. 2

Organizatianal and leadership qualities will enable the librarians o able to
make decisions, willing tw compromise, be sell motivated snd self controlled, bo
able to organi , und communicate the effective use of resources, maintain
good reladonship with others, that cxpeet that one will keep on growing, im-
prove one’s performance and continue 1o dovolop, Therefore, hssessing the or-
ganlzational climate, leadenship styles and job satisfaction of the librarians be-
comes the essential component for assessing the overall effectiveness of any k-
brary. Librarians’ effectiveness will depend on the employee, the job, the super-
visor and the work environment and should not be fimited to just the employee
(Johnson, 1972). Performance appraisals also help in effectively managlog the
staff, which ultimately leads to effective library. They assist in various aspecis
‘and these aspects are: (Hodge, 1983 and Berkner, 1979).

*  To assist In personal planning
*  To guide in job development

*  To make basis for recommendations for promotions salary increase o
terminations

*  Toserve as basis for modifying or changing the behaviour
* o provide performiance feedback 1 employees

* To develop an inventory of human resources for the use of manage-
ment- 4 record of available tlent and potential among the stalf

*  To provide a method of counselling and encouraging staff members to
grow and 1o plan for future development,

*  To give the employee a chance to “know where be or she stands™ in the
supervisor's estimation
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*  To clicit feedback from the cmployee
7 SYSTEM VIEW APPROACH

Systen theory approach conceptualises the library as n whole for sssessing
its effectivencss. Tt provides a uselul way 1o find out what libeary is suppased 1w
do, what it does and bow it achicves its objectives. The basic model has three
components namely input, output and outcomes. Inputs in the library are re-
sources like stafl, materials amd capital funding, Outputs are direct product of a
library's operations or the activitics it carries out and outcomes ar: the uses made
Ly the consumer of a given output and the degree of satisfaction felt with those
woutputs, The experts who worked on these lines are Du Mont and Du Mont (1979),
Childers and Van House (1993), Yan House ci al. (1990) and Abbout (1994).
Alhough a library is esscntially a social ingtitution stecped in human values of
all kinds, it can be viewed a5 a complex communication system charged with the
task of transferring information through space and lime and such; it is particu-
larly smenable o enginecring analysis. Mathematical models thus derived are
certain 1o provide & much betier basis for the design and operations of library
system (Leimkuhler, 1966) He developed models based on system analysis for
acquisition, circulation, storuge, loan period, duplication policies, availability
und obsolescence. The developrient was divided into throe parts; The first growth
‘mpdel involves a time scrics analysis of acquisitions, holdings, and circulations.
The second pan storage model considers several aspects of book storuge in a
manner that is analogous o modern inventory theory and the third part is avail
ability models that treat the library us a stochustic service sysiem and applies
some clementary queuing models to determine the availability and circulation of
single and duplicale copies.

Same libraries only recently have been able w0 move from inputs and outputs
into some systematic evalustion of quality of services across institutions at a
macro level. Du Mont and Du Mont (1979) suggests synthesised sysiem model
for evaluating library i based on four i These perspec-
tives are (1) individual library employecs and their expectations of the library (2)
library itself and its expectations of the environment (3) individual library patron
and his fher expectation of the library, and (4) socicty at large and iis expecta-
tions of the library. The model suggests the study of inpuls, library processes/
activities and outcomes. Almost similar model was suggested by Van House ct al.
(1990) when they prepared a practical approach document for measuring oca-
demic libraries for the ACRL. This i discusses the library
as genoral system model (inputs, processes, outpts and outcomes and feedback
libwry ‘s impact on community as environmental factor). The document describes
in dewsils what 1o be included or not included under each eategory and how to
measure them practically,

Later on Van House along with Childers (Childers and Van House, 1993)
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described the evaluative method for assessing the public Hbraries based on the
cight dimensions of library effcctiveness. AMPLE (Model of Public Library Ef.
fectiveness) described by them shows how practically o puhlu. library can be
nssessed for effectivencss. Buckland (1982) ‘book is a searching application of
system theory (o librury operations and he uncovers the ‘double feedback loop®
or "two feedback mechanisms substantially independent of cach other in impor-
tant ways wherehy user feedback loops which determine demand in libraries are
separaied from the supply fecdhack loops which controls the provision of library
serviees”. This is based on his premise that library serviee's ability 1o control the
wse made of it, is largely separate from its dealing with the sponsor.

Kyrillidou (2002) discusses library model and user roles in relation to the
transformative effects of rechnology. N explores how theses models are changing
our conceptualisation of library assessment models from a linear 10 o more cycli-
«al and dynamic perspective shaping relations among input, output, quality and
oucome indicators. He argues that defining oulcome of the library is a big prob-
bem and the relation between the guality of electronic librivy services and out-
comes is yet another challenging issue whero more research is needod and so far
evaluation has nol been the integral pant of the development cycle embedded in
the operation of the library.

8 LATEST TRENDS (SERVQUAL AND  LibQUAL+)

The experts started using and il of other
discipline in Ixhlmui during late 19905, Thenc techniques were borrowed from
research, and other related sub-

jects. One of the important wol used is “benchmarking” The benchmarking is
measurements against standards, against one's own prior progress, or against
wherever a peer or competilor happens 1o be. Benchmarking is production ori-
entod way of falking shoul statistics. Sttistics include more sophisticated nnaly-
scs than those in a typical compilation of whal we call library statistics, mast of
which are just dala elements, singly or in ratios- in a word benchmark (Prichard,
1995). In other words we cans say that benchmarking means collecting statistical
data and analyzing it using various statistical fechniques. There are various meth-
* ods of benchmarking and is basically derived from total quality munagement
(TQM) and based on following general prineiples (Garrod & Kinnell, 1996)

* A structured or systemalic spprooch to finding improvements and im-
plementing best practice;

* Acouti process of p
leaders;

* A focus on processes (individual process which are deemed visit fo cus-
tomer sutisfaction are suitable choices for benchmarking programmes);
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*  Ancmphasis on learing. Beachmarking should not be regarded simply
a5 A comparative exercise or be lotally results orienied.

The empirical studies conducied for measuring perfonmance of the librarics
wsing benchimarking are Creaser (2001) and Ganrod & Kinnell (1996). Gurrod &

Kinnell used bencl king in UK library and i seclor whereas Creaser
used the technique for school library scrvices. Intcrest is growing and fow or-
ions are acting as | by testing and evaluating the

lnwlw.d However, it is l.wenrly 10 assess how successiul this muhod has been
anel it needs further empirical testing o wrive a general conclusion, Rowena et
al. (lWS) uuthﬂt the :uh-. holder pmapnwu of university Hbrary elfectiveness
“This research s based on the *mul-
tiple constituencics’ model identified key performance indicators in univesity
libraries a8 porceived by six libraries as six scparule stakehokder groups. Theic
wain finding was that stake holder groups have diffesent perspeetive on library

and of the jons of cach group provides betier
information on which to make and justify a shift of resources from one service
arca 1o another. Crawford et al. (1998) spplied the stakeholder method 10 the
design of a set of user chosen performance measures 10 assist the British aca-
demic libraricx in improving customer service, The study invalved 15 institu-
tions and 10 stakeholder groups, conststing of 91 performance measures organ-
ised in four categories: assistance {rom libeary staff; provision of study space and
equipment; access 10 materials and equipments and management and adminis-
tration, They funher identified simitarities and diffcrences. within groups and
compared the results with the study by Rowena et al. (1995).

In the early 1980s, the impetus w0 measure and cvaluate service quality
arose from the marketing discipline. The recognised leaders in this endeavour
were Parasuraman el al. (1988, 1991). Their rescarch leads 1o SERVQUAL in-
strument for aysessing the customer perception of the quality of the service em-
pirically, They postulated that quality could be viewed as the gap between per.
ceived service and expected serviee and their theory eventually resulied in the
gap theory of service quality. The model sunmarises the five following gaps:

*  Customers’ expeciations and s p ions of these ex-
pectations.

. ions af 8 and servi iy
specifications.

*  Service quality specifications and actual service delivery

*  Actunl service delivery and what is communicaied (o cusiomers about
it, and

*  Customers' expected services and perceived service delivered.
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The SERVQUAL has 22 items that are factorised into following five factors
(Parasuraman ct al, 1988 and 1991):

*  Tangibles (appearance of physml facilities, equipment, persanncl and
communication

Rcllnh‘lllly (ability to perturm the promised service dependahly and ac-
curs

ee)
*  Assurance (knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability 10
convey trust and confidence), and

*  Empathy (the caring, individualized sttention the firm provides its cus-
tomers)

Library researcher recognised the poteatial of SERVQUAL to serve as tool a
for assessing the quality of library services as provided to the patrons. Associa-
tion of Rescarch Libraries (ARL, 2000 and Cook, 2002) sponsorcd & pilot ad-
ministration of the SERVQUAL insurument in 12 of its member institations. Cook
and Thompson (m)awmmiwuuy and walidity of scores from SERVQUAL

protocol for of library service qmuy.
Niteeki and Hernon (2000) also lealed the SERVQUAL for measuring service
quality at Yale unbversily libraries and Coleman et al, (1997) conducted o survey
o measure service quality based on the saime method. 1t s 1o carly to say whether
SERVQUAL can answer how 10 assess the offectiveness of the librarics even
though it seems Lo be the best 1ool available because libraries are also scrvice-
oariented It necds further evaluation and empirical studies in 1~
brary setting before any conclusions can be drawn,

The various empirical studies were conducted using SERVQUAL in aca-
demic librarics and these studics failed to recover five factors, instead only three
factons were weovered. These ibles, reliability and allect of
service. ARL who sponsored the rescarch on SERQUAL tried to answer the ques-

* tiom, what other factors, if any should be incorparated into the asscssment of
service quality in a research library? Answer 1o this question gave rise to
LibQUAL# to assess the service quality in a research library. LibQUAL+ is
based an the same assumption us SERVQUAL that “ouly customers judge qual-
ity; all other judgements are relatively irelevant” The investigators (Cook and
Thampson, 2001; Coak and Ficath, 2001) afier conducicd surveys with faculty,
studeats and others, added 19 items 10 22 jems of SERVQUAL 1o measure the
additional factors. These 41 items clustered into following five factors, namely,
(1) Affect of Service (2) Reliability (3) Library as Place (4) Provision of Physical
Collection, and (S) Access 1o information, It was found that library uscrs simul-
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tancously think about libeary quality st multiple levels. Bascd an these promis-
ing results, o series of articles reporting the rescarch reports about LibQUAL+
were published by ARL (ARL, 2001). LibQUAL+ wries 1o identify those dimen-
sions and measure the gap between expecied service and perceived service in
each dimension, The empiricel studies are continuing for the validity and reli-
ability of LibQUAL+ us & fool to measure the quality of library services.

Cook (2001) identilied mare dimensions or factors that are relevant 1o 1i-
biaries and which are not in the original SERVQUAL from where it originates.
Cook sums up in these words “while the dimensions of service quality estab-
lished by Parasuraman, Zelthamal, and Berry remerged from the analysis in the
library context, three others, perhaps utique (o rescarch library context, were
compelling: Ubiquity and ease of access to colloction, the library as place, sub-
suming dual concepts of utilitarian space aid of the library s a symbol of the
intellect and finally, the overwhelming drive on the part of users to be sclf reliant
and confident in navigaiing the Information world. Whether self-reliance is a
component of library service quality or  result of service quality is unclear and
will be investigated in future research, Ubiquity and case of access, library as
place and self reliance emerged from the interviews with users as incscapable
elements of the construct of quality library service. As such, these dimensions
will be explored in further LibQUAL+ evaluation studies in an iterative of build-
Ing and testing theory of library service quality” Therofore, we can conclude
that LibQUAL+ hold promises in assessing service quality in the research library
environment. But a 1ot of research needs to conducted using LIBQUAL+ using
different library before a twol ge which can be
used in any libary seiting. The other characteristic of the LIBQUAL+ is (hat it
nssesses only the quality of service and can be taken as a holistic indicator for
library effectiveness.

9 CONCLUSIONS

This review of lilerature shows tha there is no consensus among the various
authors as to what should be included in assessing the library effectiveness. Vari-
ous authors describe different variables for ascertaining library effectiveness.
The various approaches can be summartsed as follows;

*  Measurement of “Goodness™ of the library. Here the authars argue that
goodness of the library should be messured and goodness e translated
into value and benefits of the library, which will altimately measurc
libcary effectivencss.

¥ Measuring matcrials availability as an indicator of Hboary effectivencss.
The experts expressed the library performance can be evaluated in terms
of what the library is acquiring and quality of collection development,
Availbility of the documents on the shell when the users desire i, is
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ulso tken as the indicator of library cifectivencss. Various models of
nequisition and availabilivy for assessing library effectiveness came into
e

*  The ather group of authors took users point of view for assessment of
library effectivencss. The library use, type of services provided 1o the
wsers and the user satisTaction of these services are the criteria for evalu-
ations of library, It is worth mentioning here thal majority of authors
take the view that it is ullimately user satisfaction and the quality of
service that will indicate the elfectivencss of the librarics.

* The various auhors see library effecivencs from the perspetive of

library staff, , job
are some of the criterias taken which will identify whether the library is
effective or nol

*  Cenain authors tried to apply various methodologies and models dovel-
oped elsewhere in sociul science for assessing effectiveness in fibraries.
Worth mentianing is the SERVQUAL which was developed as a tool for
marketing discipline for assessment of quality of service. The applica-
tion of SERVQUAL leads 10 & new modificd 100l LiBQUAL+ 10 ascer-
tain the quality of library service.

*  Various experts viewed library from the systom point of view and de-
seribed all the components of the library in teems of inpuls, outputs,
processes and the vutcomes, This view differs from others point of views
inthe sense that experts ke a holistic view of evalusting the library
effectiveness by evaluating the system as whole and nol one component
or the other.

Goodall (1988), in his review on performance measurement sums up "l
would be wrong 10 suggest that no real progress has been made in the field of
performance measurement but one cannot help feeling that the research has been
of u circular nature that although plenty has been writien on the subjects, there is
a surprising lick of originality in the writings. The research appears (o be collat-

" eral rather than cumulative; if is too ofien the case thal old ideas are regurgitaied
with lifications rather than impr However, onc must not be 100
critical as there in ing to measure the
performance of library service.” But, he concludes that libraries must be evalu-
ated in terms of the service they provide 1o the users. It is very clear that sysiems
view is the only approach that takes all the components of the library inio consid-
erution for its evaluation. Even though there arc various authors who have taken
system view approach of the Hbrary (Du Mont and Du Mont 1979; Van House ¢t
al., 1990; Childers and Van House, 1993 Abboit 1994), but Do Mont and Dy
Mont who after summarising the various approaches, presented an integrated
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midel of library cffectiveness. They integrated behavioural and organizational

jperspectives in an overall model of library effectivencss. Their model is hased on

following assumptions:

(1) The employee’s expectarion of the library: The behavioural study of organi-
zutions makes it clear that certain organizational structures and/or siyles of
management are more conducive 1o Mulfilling these needs than others.

(2) The lbrary's expectations of the envirenmeni: The library's flexibility and
the ability to learn and perform sccording (0 changing contingencics in the
environment.

=2

(3) Individuai pagron’s expectations of the library: Achicving effectiveness is
sctually identifying and defining what information needs, and demands and

fulfilling these needs and demands, is the ultimaie goal.

(4) The environment’s (Society's) expectation of the library: Societal groups
have expectations of what the library can offer them. It is expected that
Tibrary shoukd perform elficiently. The quality of these benefits is an infer-
mediate¢ concem, which leads 1o long-term satisfaction with library service,

These perspectives are combined 1o make a sysiem model of library effec-
tiveness, which is shown as follows:

Inpurs Outpurs
Library |
Hicas F btk Satisfied Siaff
Other Resources Efficient use of Recourses’

Although the integrated approach 1o judging library effectiveness introduces
more complexity into designing systems for assessing the cffective library, it
also seems 1o offer the precision necessary, if we are to measure the effectiveness
of what they do. Therefore, it is concluded that library clfectiveness can not be
evaluated on a single criteria and (here is a need (o assess multiple varisble si-
multaneously 10 actually know whether library is effective or not. Thus, we can
safely conclude that library effectivencss, as an integrated approach of three bya-
sle companents of the library, namely, library siaff, library users and the library
itself. Variables which should be included in any study of library effectivencss
are: Organisational Structure of the library, leadership styles of the librarians,
job satisfuction of the librarians, user needs and user satisfaction of the patrons
and the basic librury inpuis in terms of collection, finances, physical facilities
ele.
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