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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 effectiveness. How-
ever some of the authors recently tried to synthesise all major approaches to
generate a model of library effectiveness encompassing all its variables. At-
tempt is made here to 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 effective-
ness.

The history of library effectiveness can be traced to 1938 when Walter C
Eells wrote "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 to one not having these titles. His main emphasis that time was measuring
book collection on the basis of latest publications. However, evaluation of the
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 attempted to compile the works on library effectiveness. Major
works were done by Reynolds (1970) by publishing "a select bibliography on
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measurement in library and information services" and Ottersen (1971) "a bibli-
ography on standards for evaluating libraries." Morse did ground breaking work
on library performance when he published "measures of library effectiveness" in
1968. He applied operational research and presented a mathematical model for
evaluating the library services. Most useful measures are obtained by processing
the data by means of a mathematical model chosen to represent some part of the
operation. These operations can be library use, book use, dependence of circula-
tion on time, prediction of circulation measures, effects of retiring, inactive books,
and when to buy a duplicate copy. His mathematical model is based on the data
gathered by various libraries 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 experts also who provided some kind of mathematical model of evalu-
ating library effectiveness.

White (1977) reviewed all these quantity measures of library effectiveness
and grouped them as overall measures of effectiveness, public libraries, aca-
demic libraries, Zones and Cores, Clapp-Jordan formula, current acquisition
model, capability index, failure surveys, other methods of collection measure-
ments, circulation prediction, queuing theory, circulation interference and the
Markov process, attitudinal research and benefit evaluation survey. He sums up
by saying "though not exhaustive, these quantity approaches are the major statis-
tical methods proposed for library evaluation. Some give rather gross approxi-
mation of overall effectiveness while others are more refined measures of vari-
ous library operations. None however can stand alone. No statistical approach
ca'n completely measure the quality of service or the value of information to the
user. Further, the method of determining the actual value of the variable is often
subject to debate. Even though they are useful, statistical measures leave out the
human element of a library operation." Some worth mentioning reviews on li-
brary effectiveness are by Evan et al. (1972), Strecher (1975), Du Mont and Du
Mont (1979) and Goodall (1988). Goodall reviewed almost 500 articles, books
and abstracts identifies that various methods employed to evaluate library per-
formance are essentially the variations of accessibility, cost, user satisfaction,
response time, cost! benefit ratio, and use. They conclude that the techniques
used are mostly mathematical and not relevant to the qualitative and quantitative
factors of the library service. Strecher (1975) reviewed 20 studies on library ef-
fectiveness and categorised them into four main approaches, namely, user satis-
faction, 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 practicable are the methods and
techniques? Goodall (1988) traced the historical performance of library meas-
urement through 1970s and 1980s based on a total of 59 studies. Even though
some studies are of importance, yet the research looks circular rather than collat-
eral. There is often a case of old ideas being brought forward with modifications



rather than improvements. She further, identified some fundamental difficulties
in attempting to measure the performance of library services. These reviews were
simple reviews and could not lead to general model of assessing library effec-
tiveness. It was only Du Mont and Du Mont (1979) who while assessing and
reviewing the literature on library effectiveness suggested an integrated model of
library effectiveness based on system theory. According to them there is no lack
of material treating the criteria of library effectiveness. However, what is re-
quired is integration of viewpoints discussing effectiveness. Library effective-
ness is a measure of a number of related factors: (1) goal achievement; (2) the
optimization of performance; (3) The degree of user satisfaction; (4) The use of
~uman resources; (5) The ability to survive. They identified that there is a con-
nection between organizational structure and library effectiveness. According to
them library effectiveness has been inconsistently related to one variable or an-
other and they suggested a model while integrating behavioural and organiza-
tional perspectives into an overall model of library effectiveness. This model is
based on inputs (human resources, other resources); library processes and activi-
ties and output (satisfied staff, efficient use of resources and some met demands).

Van House et al. (1990) published measuring academic library performance
for the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL). The measures
they included are materials availability and use (Circulation, in-library materials
use, total materials use, materials availability and request- materials delay), fa-
cilities and library uses (attendance, remote uses, total use rate, service point use
and building use) and information services (reference transactions, reference sat-
isfaction survey and online search evaluation).

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

Because effectiveness is commonly defined in very general terms as the 'ex-
tent to which a system or services achieve its objectives" it has little intuitive
meaning and can lead to paradoxical meanings. With this basic premise, Orr
(1973) asked simple questions about the library. How good is the library and
library services? And how much good does it do? He argued that goodness of
library services might be called quality and how much good it does may be called
the value. He further translated quality and value into effectiveness and benefit
respectively. On postulated (I) the other things being equal, the capability of a
service will tend to increase the resources devoted to its increase, but not neces-
sarily proportionately; (2) that, the other things being equal, the total uses made
of a service (Utilization) will tend to increase as its capability increase, but not



necessarily proportionately; (3) that, the other things being equal, the beneficial
effects realized from a service will increase as its utilisation increases, but not
necessarily proportionately; (4) that, the other things being equal, the resources
.devoted to a service will increase as its beneficial effects increase, but not neces-
sarily proportionately. These postulated relations were depicted by him in a
diagrammatic form as cause and effect sequence looped on itself. He further
discussed the direct and indirect measures of goodness of the library using closely
related management techniques-cost effectiveness analysis, cost benefit analy-
sis, system analysis, and planning-programme-budgeting-systems (PPBS). Orr's
classic model generated a lot of interest and many authors and experts followed
him either writing theoretically about it or trying to conduct empirical studies.
(Stecher, 1975; Buckland, 1982; Ralli, 1987; Line, 1990; Maguire and Willard,
1990; and Mackenzie, 1990). These authors tried to further explain the concept
of goodness in terms of quality and value.

According to Line (1990) the library that is able to 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 to distinguish between
direct and indirect values or direct usefulness versus long term or wider benefits.
Short term, direct and usefulness is the effectiveness and long term, wider ben-
efits to the society are termed as b'mefits. Measuring benefits is very difficult
proportion. Finally Line summed up the goodness of the library in the following
words "it ~hould be service oriented rather than collection oriented, but in order
to achieve good service for, say, a historian there has to be an extensive collec-

, tion. No collection, however "good" in itself, can constitute a good library unless
more attention is paid to the user than is sometimes the case. An academic li-
brary that is not easy to use and that does not offer personal assistance as re-
quired, possibly to a high level, that does not provide efficient online services
and interlibrary access services, cannot in my view to be considered a good li-
brary."

Orr offered six desiderata for measures. These are appropriateness,
informativeness, validity, reproducibility, comparability and practicality. Thus,
we can sum up the On"s model that the ultimate criterion for assessing the qual-
ity of a service is its capability for meeting the user needs it is intended to serve.
All other things being equal an increase in resources will lead to an improved
capability which in turn will improve utilisation leading to greater beneficial
effects which in turn will support more resources.

There is no single measure or variable which can encompass a whole phe-
nomenon known as effectiveness of libraries. Except for few experts (Du Mont &
Du Mont, 1979; Van House et aI., 1990; Childers and Van House, 1993; and
Abbott, 1994), literature does not through light if any author has viewed library
effectiveness in a holistic approach taking integrated view of all the variables of



library effectiveness rather than discussing one or the other variable. Ifidon (1986)
discussed that the effectiveness and evaluation of a library's performance depend
on the resources, the staff, user satisfaction and the cost. But his discussion of
these four factors is theoretical and no empirical study was conducted to find out
whether these factors actually influence the library effectiveness. The different
approaches of authors for assessing library effectiveness can be identified into
following broad categories:

Acquisition models

Book availability approach

Library use and service approach

Use satisfaction approach

Library staff and performance appraisal

System view approach

Latest trends of measuring effectiveness of library (SERVQUAL and
LibQUAL+)

Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL, 1968) issued a guide
to 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 order of importance. These are (1) prime evidence: books, reading spaces
and professional staff (2) secondary evidence: such as budget and planning docu-
ments and (3) special activities suggesting excellence: such as student book club
and publication. The details about each variable are provided as to how and what
is to be included. All the three variables must be adequate for the clientele and its
program and no library can bejudged to be satisfactory, no matter what other
activities or qualities it may offer. This guide emphasised the books and other
reading material as the most important component of the library for ascertaining
its effectiveness.

Clapp and Jordan (1965) in their pioneering work identified the quantitative
criteria for the adequacy of academic library collections. They attempted to es-
tablish the minimum core collection of library required for minimum adequacy
by establishing a formula based on the size of the student body, size of the fac-
ulty, number of departments, methods of instructions, availability of suitable
places for study and intellectual climate. The drawback of this formula is that it
has not been empirically tested and verified. In 1974, the Clapp and Jordan



formula was revised by Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL,
1974). This model takes into account the size of students, collection and staff
into consideration for assessing the effectiveness of the library. They do not take
into consideration (1) different needs of different disciplines; (2) impact of the
research in any area; (3) factors like increased cost, decreased budgets, better
bibliographical access and online availability of access to the information. It
would seem that a model or series of models could be developed that would
permit a university or group of universities to 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 currently pub-
lished materials an academic library should acquire each year. He identified seven
variables of the model. He also suggests that many other factors in education
such as student-faculty ratios, space allocations, and administrative support ra-
tios also depend on experience, judgement and comparison with other institu-
tions. Based on the assumption that primary mission of the academic library is'
to provide support for the instructional program of their parent institutions, Burr
(1979) described a method of evaluating library collections which will permit
the librarian to assess the adequacy of both the quantity and the quality of library
resources available to support specific instructional program offered by the uni-
versity. He developed a technique based on following criteria (1) it must provide
both a quantity and qualitative evaluation of the library resources (2) its conclu-
sions must be meaningful and (3) methodology must be economical without dis-
ruption of normal activities of the library. Finally, he sums up "whatever the
amount or resources of the financial support available to the library, materials
expenditures should accurately reflect institutional needs and priorities. Knowl-
edge of the specific strengths and weaknesses of the library's collections is man-
datory to determine those needs and priorities accurately. This method is an ef-
fective and economical means of addressing these vital issues." With all this
discussions and having acquisition model for libraries, some authors argue if it is
necessary to have written collection development policy in the libraries. Written
policy can be defined as crystallization of each library's understanding of how its
collection 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 significant investment in its
creation and maintenance. Its acceptance is by no means universal. Unless a
policy is continuously updated to reflect the changes at a college or university,
the document retains only its archival value. A better use of the bibliographer's
time would be an evaluation of how material 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 today's academic c<;>mmunities."



After developing qualitative library collections based on needs of the users,
another important factor for evaluating libraries are whether books and other
materials are available for use at the appropriate time or not. Many authors have
taken material availability and use as the criteria for ascertaining the library
effectiveness or one of the criteria (Van House, 1990). Basic premise is that the
higher the percentage of book availability better is the qualitative use of the •
library. Book availability studies indicate generally the success or failure rates of
users in locating the books in the library. Certain models were developed to
assess the success or failure rate of locating the books (De Prospo, 1973; Saracevic
etal., 1977; Kantoor, 1976, 1976a, 1984).

Kantoor's model of 1984 was adopted by Association of Research Libraries
in America. All these models have found that not more than 50% of the users can
locate 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 library without getting a book and thus dissatisfied. Revill
(1987, 1988,) reviewed the book availability as a performance measure and used
Kantoor'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 to incorrect classification numbers and failure to locate oversize and refer-
ence materials. Others who used Kantoor model are Fer! and Robinson (1986),
Ciliberti et al. (1987), Rahid (1990) and Jacobs (1995). Since Kantoor model
generated a lot of interest and literature, it is of importance to discuss it here. He
suggests four steps:

(a) Has the library acquired the desired title?

(b) If acquired, is it in circulation?

(c) If not in circulation, is it available on the shelf?

(d) If 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 category. Ciliberti
et al. (1987) made modification on expansion of the steps or branches involved in
know item searches and the addition of a parallel series of branches involved in
the successful completion of subject searches. Rashid (1990) added three more
factors to the initial four factors. These are user bibliographic information, col-
lection development policy, and acquisition policy, user performance at the card
catalogue, circulation procedure, library operations I functioning and the user
search at the shelf. Further, Rashid identified the status of untraced book titles
with one of the following factors; (1) The author Ititle information as written by
the library user and brought to the card catalogue was incomplete or was not



correct (2) book titles written 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
located in a special area as identified in the card catalogue (5) the book was
properly shelved but could not be found by the user because of an oversight (6)
the book was misshelved (7) the book was currently in circulation or in use in the
library (8) the book was kept in the pre-shelving area (9) the book was located in
the area not identified in the card catalogue (10) the book was checked out (11)
the book was missing (12) the book was not purchased due to the restrictions of
the collection development policy and (13) others. However, this evaluation
method although providing useful information, is expensive and disruptive to be
considered for the regular use in a busy library. But at the same time wealth of
data collected enables the library managers to gain insight into the collections
(Jacobs, 1995). He, further, in another paper compared the figures from a ques-
tionnaire-based book availability survey technique and from computer records 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
limits the computer monitoring techniques could act as a surrogate for book
availability surveys. Metz 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 the differences according to kind of use, variations in meas-
urement techniques and time period.

While all the above approaches try to assess success rates, certain authors
suggest measuring "failure rates." Major work in this regard is done by Schofield
(1971), Seymour and Schofield (1973) and Schofield et al. (1975). Library users
were asked to fill out one of the two "failure slips". One failure slip dealt with
searches for known items, other with searches by subjects. The authors then
searched the items again to determine the proportions of failure caused by:

(I) Items not owned by the library

(2) Items owned but not available

(3) Items available but not found by the user (Reader failure)

It 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 copies in the library. Thus, through availability/ failure studies, a
wealth of information are generated which may shed light on potential improve-
ments in the library services.

The ultimate goal or the objective of any library is to provide library serv-
ices in terms of supplying information as desired by the patrons. This objective
can be achieved by both traditional method or with application of latest informa-
tion technologies. Evaluation of library services will determine the effectiveness



and efficiency of the library and will further identify limitations and failures of
services. Library use and book collection were taken as the factors of evaluating
library as early as I940s besides personnel, budget etc. (Carnovsky, 1959). Among
the services, reference services get the maximum attention. Rothstein (1964)
reports a large number of studied discussing the measurement and evaluation of
reference service. The measurement and evaluation of reference service has been
more often discussed than attempted. Much of the literature is repetitive, falter-
ing and inconclusive. The other difficulties faced in measuring various services
are that they are ill defined as compared to circulation, acquisition, and catalogu-
ing and with little agreement on its components parts. It is further argued that
problem of evaluating reference service in all dimensions has not really been
attempted at all.

The problem can be summarised in his own words "In all types of libraries
and in all aspects of reference service, investigation has seldom gone beyond the
first stage of measurement-description in quantitative terms-to the ultimate goal
of full-fledged evaluation-rating or assessment of effectiveness and worth." Elzy
et al. (1991) also evaluating reference service with the flowing objectives: (1) to
estimate the probability that a user, walking into the library with a factual ques-
tion, would receive or be led to a complete and correct answer (2) to identify
conditions under which members of the reference staff perform well and condi-
tions under which they perform poorly (3) to determine to what extent student
users of the library judge staff members to be responsive and helpful and (4) to
identify ways in which the service might be improved. Seay et al. (1996) meas-
ured the quality of public library services with a view to improve it by using
questionnaire method by analysing patron perceptions about library services.
This model presents a method for quantifying and categorising patrons' com-
ments from a standard questionnaire in such a way that the results are organised
into seven principal service determinants. Theses service determinants are reli-
ability, responsiveness, assurance, access, communications, security and tangi-
bles. Twelve types of surveys were used to measure and evaluate users, services
and materials and conducted during 1968/1969 at Columbia University Libraries
and later evaluated (Mount and Fasana, 1972).

There have been several attempts to devise certain models of evaluating
library use and services. Worth mentioning is EQLIPSE (Evaluation and Quality
in Library Performance System for Europe). EQLIPSE started as project, is an
attempt towards an inclusive methodology for the measurement of in-house use
(Wynne and Clarke, 2000). The overall objective of EQLIPSE was to specify,
develop and validate an open IT-based system to support quality management
and performance measurement in libraries 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
libraries.



User studies are on in the most researched areas in library and information
science. These studies form a large body of literature in the discipline. Since user
studies first started in the late 1940s, their number has constantly increased. In
the nineties the implementation of conceptual theories, that flourished during
1980s, grew stronger as an increasing number of researchers acknowledged the
value of theses theoretical frame works and incorporated them into their research
design along with more sophisticated qualitative research methods. The nineties
also witnessed the tremendous growth and establishment of the intern~t as an
information provider in the information community. As a result, a number of
studies set out to investigate a plethora of issues concerning the impact of internet
on the user and the information community (Siatri, 1999).

One of the important components of user studies is user satisfaction of the
library services. Initially, user satisfaction studies started with the literal mean-
ing of explaining the user satisfaction in terms of user fulfilment and later on
pursued the study of customer satisfaction in terms of describing customer expe-
riences. Many reviews of user studied have been written (Menzel, 1966; Paisley,
1968; Wilson, 1981; D'Elia and Walsh, 1983; Siatri, 1999). The literature of user
satisfaction is at times confusing. The construct has not been developed and tested
in a systematic manner. Rather, it seems simply to have been accepted and used
as reasonable measure of library performance. Definitions differ; methods of
measurements differ; reasons for using the construct differ. Terminology is am-
biguous and sometimes contradictory (D'Elia and Walsh, 1983). They also iden-
tified two main approaches to user s~amely 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 measurement of satisfaction~ It is
based on the assumptions that users of libraries 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 satisfying the demands is the measurement 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 direct
relations with the efficiency of library staff. Andaleeb and Simmonds (1998)
identified that library user, especially students, accord significant importance to
the demean our of the library staff. They further suggested that it is a multi at-
tribute construct that must be instilled and inculcated, much like an attitude,
among the library staff. Although instilling the qualities of demean our among
the service providers and gaining their commitment to these qualities can be
challenging.

The other important variable for the user satisfaction is the resources and'
their management in the libraries. Therefore, we can say that library environ-



ment involves three interrelated elements: user expectation, library performance
and user satisfaction. What is central to all this is user? User's degree of satisfac-
tion with a service will evolve as the user develops a relationship with service
provider (Millson-Martula and Menon, 1995; Calvert, 2001). Brember (1985 and
1985a) applied soft system methodology linking user survey to the practical prob-
lems of library management. The outcome of the study was an indication of the
content of a useful model of the users and guidelines for deriving criteria for
effectiveness based on the model.

Applications of information technologies in the library and the internet has
also put lot of pressure on the library services and ultimately on higher le\;'els of
user satisfaction. When the user determines satisfaction with computer-based
retrieval situations, he focuses on four distinct aspects: users experience satisfac-
tion with the output of the research, Users will be satisfied or dissatisfied with a
particular service because of their view of the library; User satisfaction or the
dissatisfaction may result from the way the service is provided and user interac-
tion with the staff will affect user satisfaction (Tessier et aI., 1977). Further,
authors believed in three assumptions for the users' satisfaction. These are: (1)
The users' state of satisfaction is experienced within the frame of his own re-
quirements; (2) expectations may affect how a user approaches the service, what
he requires of it, how he interacts with it, and his assessment of its adequacy. In
other words we can say that user's state of satisfaction is experienced within the
framework of his expectations; (3) just as expectations may affect satisfaction,
other considerations such as costs in energy, time or money may work to com-
promise the users' definition of satisfaction. In other words users may seek a
solution within acceptable range instead of an ideal or perfect solution. The au-
thors conclude by saying that "we need to measure all the different aspects of
user satisfaction and we need to use all available methods to measure user satis-
faction. Only then, we can accurately adjust the conditions surrounding compu-
ter-based literature services to increase user satisfaction." Since the objective
methodologies are yet to develop and involve, it is the subjective methodologies
that we will have to depend upon. In other words, we will have to study user to
identify his satisfaction levels and thus, improve upon the effectiveness of the
libraries.

An important components of the library is library staff. In an effective aca-
demic library the professional staff can be the most valuable resource- the more
important than any other one component: books, card catalogue, documents etc
(Berkner, 1979). Every organization is a social system, a network of interper-
sonal relationships. A man may do an excellent job by objective standards of
measurement, but may fail miserably as a partner, subordinate, superior or col-
league. Any library evaluation has to take into consideration its staff as the im-



portant resource of the library. Therefore, assessment of library staffs' contribu-
tion and ability in carrying forward its goals and objectives becomes a necessity
for any model of evaluation. DeProspo (1971) identified discussions by the indi-
viduals and the supervisor on job content, setting of performance targets by the
employee, review of these with the supervisor as the evaluative checkpoint for
the performance appraisal. "How does one cope with the colleague in the selec-
tion department who refuses to buy interdisciplinary material out of his /her
departmental book budget, thus keeping carefully with in set financial limits,
building specialised collection and ignoring cross disciplinary approach?" this
question is asked by Berkner and he argues that straight management by objec-
tive approach is unlikely to solve the problem. According to him, managerial
abilities of the librarians should include the ability to supervise and organiza-
tional and leadership qualities.

Organizational and leadership qualities will enabre the librarians to able to
make decisions, willing to compromise, be self motivated and self controlled, be
able to organise, plan, and communicate the effective use of resources, maintain
good relationship with others, that expect that one will keep on growing, im-
prove one's performance and continue to develop. Therefore, assessing the or-
ganizational climate, leadership styles and job satisfaction of the librarians be-
comes the essential component for assessing the overall effectiveness of any li-
brary. Librarians' effectiveness will depend on the employee, the job, the super-
visor and the work environment and should not be limited to just the employee
(Johnson, 1972). Performance appraisals also help in effectively managing the
staff, which ultimately leads to effective library. They assist in various aspects
and these aspects are: (Hodge, 1983 and Berkner, 1979).

To make basis for recommendations for promotions salary increase or
terminations

To serve as basis for modifying or changing the behaviour

To provide performance feedback to employees

To develop an inventory of human resources for the use of manage-
ment- a record of available talent and potential among the staff

To provide a method of counselling and encouraging staff members to
grow and to plan for future' development.

To give the employee a chance to "know where he or she stands" in the
supervisor's estimation



System theory approach conceptualises the library as a whole for assessing
its effectiveness. It provides a useful way to find out what library is supposed to
do, what it does and how it achieves its objectives. The basic model has three
components namely input, output and outcomes. Inputs in the library are re-
sources like staff, materials and capital funding, Outputs are direct product of a
library's operations or the activities it carries out and outcomes are the uses made
by the consumer of a given output and the degree of satisfaction felt with those
outputs. The experts who worked on these lines are Du Mont and Du Mont (1979),
Childers and Van House (1993), Van House et al. (1990) and Abbott (1994).
Although a library is essentially a social institution steeped in human values of
all kinds, it can be viewed as a complex communication system charged with the
task of transferring information through space and time and such; it is particu-
larly amenable to engineering analysis. Mathematical models thus derived are
certain to provide a much better basis for the design and operations of library
system (Leimkuhler, 1966) He developed models based on system analysis for
acquisition, circulation, storage, loan period, duplication policies, availability
and obsolescence. The development was divided into three parts: The first growth
model involves a time series analysis of acquisitions, holdings, and circulations.
The second part storage model considers several aspects of book storage in a
manner that is analogous to modern inventory theory and the third part is avail-

·..ability models that treat the library as a stochastic service system and applies
some elementary queuing models to determine the availability and circulation of
single and duplicate copies.

Some libraries only recently hav.e been able tei move from inputs and outputs
into some systematic evaluation of quality of services across institutions at a
macro level. Du Mont and Du Mont (1979) suggests synthesised system model
for evaluating library effectiveness based on four perspectives. These perspec-
tives are (I) individual library employees and their expectations of the library (2)
library itself and its expectations of the environment (3) individual library patron
and his /her expectation of the library, and (4) society at large and its expecta-
tions of the library. The model suggests the study of inputs, library processes/
activities and outcomes. Almost similar model was suggested by Van House et al.
(1990) when they prepared a practical approach document for measuring aca-
demic libraries performance for the ACRL. This publication discusses the library
as general system model (inputs, processes, outputs and outcomes and feedback
library's impact on community as environmental factor). The document describes
in details what to be included or not included under each category and how to
measure them practically.



described the evaluative method for assessing the public libraries based on the
eight dimensions of library effectiveness. AMPLE (Model of Public Library Ef-
fectiveness) described by them shows how practically a public library can be
assessed for effectiveness. Buckland (1982) 'book isa searching application of
system theory to library operations and he uncovers the 'double feedback loop'
or 'two feedback mechanisms substantially independent of each other in impor-
tant ways whereby user feedback loops which determine demand in libraries are
separated from the supply feedback loops which controls the provision of library
services". This is based on his premise that library service's ability to control the
use made of it, is largely separate from its dealing with the sponsor.

Kyrillidou (2002) discusses lib'rary model and us'er roles in relation to the
transformative effects of technology. It explores how theses models are changing
our conceptualisation of library assessment models from a linear to a more cycli-
cal and dynamic perspective shaping relations among input, output, quality and
outcome indicators. He argues that defining outcome of the library is a big prob-
lem and the relation between the quality of electronic library services and out-
comes is yet another challenging issue where more research is needed and so far
evaluation has not been the integral part of the development cycle embedded in
the operation of the library.

The experts started using and experimenting evaluating techniques of other
discipline in libraries during late 1990s. These techniques were borrowed from
management, operational research, economics, commerce and other related sub-
jects. One of the important tool used is "benchmarking" The benchmarking is
measurements against standards, against one's own prior progress, or against
wherever a peer or competitor happens to be, Benchmarking is production ori-
ented way of talking about statistics. Statistics include more sophisticated.analy-
ses than those in a typical compilation of what we call library statistics, most of
which are just data 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 techniques. There are various meth-
ods of benchmarking and is basically derived from total quality management
(TQM) and based on following general principles (Garrod & Kinnell, 1996) :

A structured or systematic approach to finding improvements and im-
plementing best practice;

A continuous process of measuring products, services and practice 'against
leaders;

A focus on processes (individual process which are deemed visit to cus-
tomer satisfaction are suitable choices for benchmarking programmes);



An emphasis on learning. Benchmarking should not be regarded simply
as a comparative exercise or be totally results oriented.

The empirical studies conducted for measuring performance of the libraries
using benchmarking are Creaser (200 I) and Garrod & Kinnell (1996). Garrod &
Kinnell used benchmarking in UK library and information sector whereas Creaser
used the technique for schOol library services. Interest is growing and few or-
ganizations are acting as pathfinders, by testing and evaluating the techniques
involved. However, it is too early to assess how successful this method has been
and it needs further empirical testing to arrive a general conclusion. Rowena et
al. (1995) studied the stake holder perceptions of university library effectiveness
by studying their organizational effectiveness. This research is based on the 'mul-
tiple constituencies' model identified key performance indicators in university
libraries as perceived by six libraries as six separate stakeholder groups. Their
main finding was that stake holder groups have different perspective on library
effectiveness and knowledge of the expectations of each group provides better
information on which to make and justify a shift of resources from one service
area to another. Crawford et al. (1998) applied the stakeholder method to the
design of a set of user chosen performance measures to assist the British aca-
demic libraries in improving customer service. The study involved 15 institu-
tions and 10 stakeholder groups, consisting of 91 performance measures organ-
ised in four categories: assistance from library staff; provision of study space and
equipment; access to materials and equipments and management and adminis-
tration. They further identified similarities and differences within groups and
compared the results with the study by Rowena et al. (1995).

In the early 1980s, the impetus to measure and evaluate service quality
arose from the marketing discipline. The recognised leaders in this endeavour
were Parasuraman et al. (1988, 1991). Their research leads to SERVQUAL in-
strument for assessing 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 service and their theory eventually resulted in the
gap theory of service quality. The model summarises the five following gaps:

Customers' expectations and management's perceptions of these ex-
pectations.

Management's perceptions of customers' expectations and service quality
specifications.

Service quality' specifications and actual service delivery

Actual service delivery and what is communicated to customers about
it, and



The SERVQUAL has 22 items that are factorised into following five factors
(Parasuraman et aI., 1988 and 1991):

Tangibles (appearance of physical facilities, equipment, personnel and
communication materials)

Reliability (ability to perform the promised service dependably and ac-
curately)

Responsiveness (willingness help to customers and provide promote serv~
ice)

Assurance (knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to
convey trust and confidence), and

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

Library researcher recognised the potential of SERVQUAL to serve as tool a
for assessing the quality of library services as provided to the patrons. Associa-
tion of Research Libraries (ARL, 2000 and Cook, 2002) sponsored a pilot ad-
ministration of the SERVQUAL ins!:fument in 12 of its member institutions. Cook
and Thompson (2000) explored reliability and validity of scores from SERVQUAL
measurement protocol for evaluating the perception of library service quality.
Nitecki and Hernon (2000) also tested the SERVQUAL for measuring service
quality at Yale university libraries and Coleman et aI. (1997) conducted a survey
to measure service quality based on the same method. It is too early to say whether'
SERVQUAL can answer how to assess the effectiveness of the libraries even
though it seems to be the best tool available because libraries are also service-
oriented organizations. It needs further evaluation and empirical studies in li-
brary setting before any conclusions can be drawn.

The various empirical studies were conducted using SERVQUAL in aca-
demic libraries and tl1ese studies failed to recover five factors, instyad only three
factors were consistently recovered. These are tangibles, reliability and affect of
service. ARL who sponsored the research on SERQUAL tried to answer the ques-
tion, what other factors, if any should be incorporated into the assessment of
service quality in a research library? Answer to this question gave rise to
LibQUAL+ to assess the service quality in a research library. LibQUAL+ is
based on the same assumption as SERVQUAL that "only customers judge qual-
ity; all other judgements are relatively irrelevant." The investigators (Cook and
Thompson, 2001; Cook and Heath, 2001) after conducted surveys with faculty,
students and others, added 19 items to 22 items of SERVQUAL to measure the
additional factors. These 41 items clustered into following five factors, namely,
(l) Affect of Service (2) Reliability (3) Library as Place (4) Provision of Physical
Collection, and (5) Access to information. It was found that library users simul-



taneously think about library quality at multiple levels. Based on these promis-
ing results, a series of articles reporting the research reports about LibQUAL+
were published by ARL (ARL, 2001). LibQUAL+ tries to identify those dimen-
sions and measure the gap between expected service and perceived service in
each dimension. The empirical studies are continuing for the validity and reli-
ability of LibQUAL+ as a tool to measure the quality of library services.

Cook (200 I) identified more dimensions or factors that are relevant to li-
braries 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, Zeithamal, and Berry remerged from the analysis in the
library context, three others, perhaps unique to research library context, were
compelling: Ubiquity and ease of access to collection, the library as place, sub-
suming dual concepts of utilitarian space and of the library as a symbol of the
intellect and finally, the overwhelming drive on the part of users to be self reliant
and confident in navigating the information world. Whether self-reliance is a
component of library service quality or a result of service quality is unclear and
will be investigated in future research. Ubiquity and ease of access, library as a
place and self reliance emerged from the interviews with users as inescapable
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." Therefore, we can conclude
that LibQUAL+ hold promises in assessing service quality in the research library
environment. But a lot of research needs to conducted using LibQUAL+ using
different library environment before a generalised tool can emerge which can be
used in any library setting. The other characteristic of the LibQUAL+ is that it
assesses only the quality of service and can be taken as a holistic indicator for
library effectiveness.

This review of literature shows that 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 summarised as follows:

Measurement of "Goodness" of the library. Here the authors argue that
goodness of the library should be measured and goodness is translated
into value and benefits of the library, which will ultimately measure
library effectiveness.

Measuring materials availability as an indicator of library effectiveness.
The experts expressed the library performance can be evaluated in terms
of what the library is acquiring and quality of collection development.
Availability of the documents on the shelf when the users desire it, is



also taken as the indicator of library effectiveness. Various models of
acquisition and availability for assessing library effectiveness came into
existence

The other group of authors took users point of view for assessment of
library effectiveness. The library use, type of services provided to the
users and the user satisfaction of these services are the criteria for evalu-
ations of library. It is worth mentioning' here that majority of authors
take the view that it is ultimately user satisfaction and the quality of
service that will indicate the effectiveness of the libraries.

The various authors see library effectiveness from the perspective of
library staff. leadership styles, job satisfaction and performance appraisals
are some of the criterias taken which will identify whether the library is
effective or not.

Certain authors tried to apply various methodologies and models devel-
oped elsewhere in social science for assessing effectiveness in libraries.
Worth mentioning is the SERVQUAL which was developed as a tool for
marketing discipline for assessment of quality of service. The applica-
tion of SERVQUAL leads to a new modified tool LibQUAL+ to ascer-
tain the quality of library service.

Various experts viewed library from the system point of view and de-
scribed all the components of the library in terms of inputs, outputs,
processes and the outcomes. This view differs from others point of views
in the sense that experts take a holistic view of evaluating the library
effectiveness by evaluating the system as whole and not one component
or the other.

Goodall (1988), in his review on performance measurement sums up "It
would be wrong to 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 a circular nature that although plenty has been written on the subjects, there is
a surprising lack of originality in the writings. The research appears to be collat-
eral rather than cumulative; it is too often the case that old ideas are regurgitated
with modifications rather than improvements. However, one must not be too
critical as there are several fundamental difficulties in attempting to measure the
performance of library service." But, he concludes that libraries must be evalu-
ated in terms of the service they provide to the users: It is very clear that systems
view is the only approach that takes all the components of the library into consid-
eration for its evaluation. Even though there are various authors who have taken
system view approach of the library (Du Mont and Du Mont 1979; Van House et
aI., 1990; Childers and Van House, 1993 Abbott 1994), but Du Mont and Du
Mont who after summarising the various approaches, presented an integrated



model of library effectiveness. They integrated behavioural and organizational
perspectives in an overall model of library effectiveness. Their model is based on
following assumptions:

(I) The employee's expectation of the library: The behavioural study of organi-
zations makes it clear that certain organizational structures and/or styles of
management are more conducive to fulfilling these needs than others.

(2) The library's expectations of the environment: The library's flexibility and
the ability to learn and perform according to changing contingencies in the
environment.

(3) Individual patron's expectations of the library: Achieving effectiveness is
actually identifying and defining what information needs, and demands and
fulfilling these needs and demands, is the ultimate 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
library should perform efficiently. The quality of these benefits is an inter-
mediate concern, which leads to long-term satisfaction with library service.

These perspectives are combined to make a system model of library effec-
tiveness, which is shown as follows:

)
Human Resources
Other Resources

Library
Processes/Activities Satisfied Staff

""Efficient use of Recourses
Some met Dl'mands

Although the integrated approach to judging library effectiveness introduces
more complexity into designing systems for assessing the effective library, it
also seems to offer the precision necessary, if we are to measure the effectiveness
of what they do. Therefore, it is concluded that library effectiveness can not be
evaluated on a single criteria and there is a need to assess multiple variable si-
multaneously to actually know whether library is effective or not. Thus, we can
safely conclude that library effectiveness, as an integrated approach of three ba-
sic components of the library, namely, library staff, library users and the library
itself. Variables which should be included in any study of library effectiveness
are: Organisational Structure of the library, leadership styles of the librarians,
job satisfaction of the librarians, user needs and user satisfaction of the patrons
and the basic library inputs in terms of collection, finances, physical facilities
etc.
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