The Evaluation of Service Activities
In Academic Libraries and Criteria
for Evaluation Selected by
Administrators of Those Libraries

Sally Ann Strickler

Administrators of academic libraries encoun-
ter financial challenges today as during no other
Period in recent years. Institutional leaders
demand accountability for costly materials,
Personnel, and services expenditures. Library
administrators have the significant responsibility
of carrying out academic library functions with
Inflated costs and decreased funding. Libraries
are being challenged to prove their worth. Effec-
tive allocation and use of resources becomes a
Necessity.

The Association of Research Libraries (ARL)
Office of Management Services (OMS) suggests
that libraries must assess library services on either
an ongoing or periodic basis. The Standards for
College Libraries and Standards for University
Libraries, prepared by the Association of College
and Research Libraries (ACRL), both require eval-
Yation of the library program. Each of the six
regional accrediting commissions states that ser-
Vices of the library should be regularly evaluated
1o determine the library’s effectiveness. Mindful of
the needs of administrators of academic libraries,
ACRL has prepared a manual of output measures
for academic libraries which will assist librarians
In measuring the impact, efficiency, and effective-
Ness of academic library activities.

The difficulty in assessing library service
Programs lies in the fact that available assess-
Ments do not measure the quality of service and
Must be cautiously interpreted. The literature
Yeveals a great concern regarding the topic and is
eplete with research on “evaluation of library
Services,” “measurement of library services,” “qual-
Ity values of library service,” and “indices of effec-
liveness of library public services.” None of the
Tesearch, however, has fulfilled the assistance

Promised, that is, to produce suitable, serviceable
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guidelines for the qualitative assessment of the
effectiveness of academic library services to be
used for measurement of service, effective plan-
ning, and assessment of user needs.

Whether librarians want to evaluate their
institutions or not, service agencies are currently
on trial in a culture that is developing a deep
skepticism, subjecting academic organizations to
scrutiny as never before. Librarians will need to

. . . Service agencies are
currently on trial in a culture
that is developing a deep
skepticism, subjecting
academic organizations to
scrutiny as never before.

come forward with evaluative data to support
their case, or fiscal authorities will assume that
evaluation. Library directors must look for criteria
other than quantitative or financial to determine
the success of their institutions. What are these
criteria? How do contemporary library directors,
faced with a complex, dynamic organization,
ensure that these criteria are met?

The following questions reflecting my interest
in this dilemma formed the major purposes of my
recent research project. I sought to determine:

1. Which library services are now being
evaluated?

2. How extensive is the current involvement
of academic libraries in evaluation?

3. What are the attitudes of academic library
administrators toward the evaluation of library
services?

4. What criteria do academic library admin-
istrators consider important for evaluating the
effectiveness of library services?
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5. What are the relationships among atti-
tudes toward evaluation, the perceived impor-
tance of evaluative criteria, and actual participa-
tion in the evaluative process?

6. What are the relationships between the
organizational and administrative characteristics
of the academic libraries and the levels of partici-
pation in evaluation? How do these characteristics
relate to the attitudes of academic library admin-
istrators toward evaluation?

The research survey involved one instrument
designed by the researcher. The items composing
the questionnaire were based upon the literature
review for this study to obtain information
relating to the following major areas of research
concern:

1. Management information — Included
were questions designed to determine the extent
to which libraries evaluate services, what services
are being evaluated, and what types of evaluations
are being used.

2. Perception of evaluation information —
Included were statements describing evaluation
of academic library services placed on a Likert-
type scale to allow the respondent to indicate
agreement or disagreement with the statements.

3. Ewvaluation guidelines information —
Included were factors considered by library ad-
ministrators to be important as meaningful cri-
teria for evaluating the effectiveness of academic
library services. A Likert-type format enabled the
respondent to indicate the degree of importance
of each factor.

4. General information — Included were
questions relating to the distinguishing character-
istics of academic libraries which do or do not
evaluate library services (e.g., size of collection,
size of library staff, size of student population,
public, independent, or church-related institu-
tion). This information was used to define sub-
groups for comparison and analysis.

The population from which the sample for
the study was drawn consisted of the chief admin-
istrative officers of 734 academic libraries whose
institutions are accredited by the Southern Asso-
ciation of Colleges and Schools (SACS) and are
listed in the member directory of the association.
A random sample of 417 was selected from this
group using a computer-generated table of
random numbers.

A pilot study was used to test the preliminary
draft of the instrument. Revised questionnaires
were sent to each of the chief administrative
officers in the random sample of SACS institution
libraries in September 1985. From the sample
population of 417, 348 responses were received
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for a return rate of 8345 percent. Of the 348
responses, 325 were usable for analysis, a valid
response rate of 77.94 percent.

Several aspects stand out as important in the
results of this study. First, as indicated in Figure

FIGURE 1.

Library Services Evaluated Most and Least Regularly,
by Library Services Area

0 Designates most regularly evaluated.
X Designates least regularly evaluated.

Catalog
O Observe catalog use unobtrusively.
X Monitor computerized catalog use statistics.

Reference Service

O Observe reference staff performance unobtrusively.

X Study reference staff performance using a test set of
questions.

Collection

0 Compare collection against recognized bibli-
ographies,

X Examination of collection by subject specialists who
assess the adequacy of the collection.

Materials Use

O Maintain statistics on circulation of materials outside
the library.

X Test document delivery success rate by use of
Document Delivery Test (DDT).

Bibilognplllc Instruction
Survey patrons on bibliographic instruction (how
well it is presented, how important it is to patrons,
what can be done to improve it, ete.).

X Measure effectiveness of bibliographic instruction by
a pre- and post-test study.

Physical Facilities

O Study facilities use (physical arrangement of mate-
rials, service points, furniture, equipment, etc,).

X Survey patrons on their evaluation of surroundings
(environmental climate, attractiveness, ete.)

Patron Use

0 Compare hours of service with those of similar
libraries.

X Measure average time patrons spend in the library.

User Needs/Satisfaction

0  Analyze feedback from library committee or
academic department liaison.

X Request diary-keeping of a sample of library users,
describing library services needs/use.

Online Bibliographic Searching and Information

Retrieval

O Maintain use statistics of online searching,

X Study search performance by comparing a search
against "standard” searches conducted solely for the
purpose of evaluation.




]

L, traditional quantitative activities dominate the
limited evaluation programs being performed in
the responding academic libraries, with few
reporting less traditional evaluation activities
Suggested in the literature. Administrators
apparently participate in less complex, easily
Collected statistical measures with little user
involvement. There was strong agreement among
institutions about the evaluation activities in
Which they do and do not participate.

Second, an overwhelming level of agreement
exists for support of evaluation as an essential
activity, even if the administrators do not partici-
Pate extensively in evaluation (see Figure 2).
Academic library administrators indicate that
evaluation techniques are available and accept-
able to librarians, that the profession is mature
enough, and that there is sufficient commitment
to formulate methods for evaluation. Their
enthusiasm is restrained, however, by the lack of
reward by their institutional administrations.

Figure 3 shows that strong agreement also
€Xxists on the importance of evaluative criteria
With unanimity among all library levels on the
Most and least important criteria for evaluating
academic library services. One interesting aspect
of the study is the fact that the most important
€valuative criteria are reflected in the least often
reported evaluation activities and the presence of

——

- . . the most important eval-
Uative criteria are reflected
In the least often reported
evaluation activities . ..

the least important criteria in activities in which
academic libraries most often participate.
Finally, there was high positive correlation, a
Mmeaningful relationship, indicated among atti-
tudes of the responding administrators toward
evaluation, their perceived importance of evalua-
tive criteria, and actual participation in evalua-
tion. It appears that those academic libraries
directed by administrators who indicate a positive
attitude toward evaluation and evaluative criteria
also participate in more evaluation activities. In
addition, most participation occurs in academic
libraries of medium size and budget, whose insti-
tutions are public and confer only bachelor’s and
Mmaster’s degrees. Interestingly, those libraries with
Mmore automated functions participate in more
€valuation activities, suggesting that library auto-
Mmation technology could be uséd to produce
evaluative information, as well as to provide an

FIGURE 2.

Academic Library Administrators' Attitudes Toward
the Evaluation of Library Services

Agreed Most Often (in rank order):

1. The evaluation of library services is an essential
activity.

2. The library profession is mature enough to
formulate valid evaluation methods.

3. Imperfect measures can be useful if their limita-
tions are appreciated.

4. To obtain useful administrative information,
libraries should not hire highly trained outside evalua-
tors to evaluate library services.

5. Evaluation techniques are available.

6. The use of non-threatening measures, such as
standard bibliographies and gquantitative numbers in
statistical reports, are acceptable to the library staff,

7. Evaluation of library services is not over-empha-
sized today and counter-productive to the true mission
of library services.

8. Library services are not a complex bundle of
intangibles not amenable to evaluation.

9. The library staff does not resist library service
evaluation.

10. Formula for evaluation are not too complicated
for the mathematically uninitiated.

Agreed Least Often (in rank order):

1. Evaluation of library services is extremely
threatening to the library profession.

2. Each library is not unique and should not be
assessed in the context of its own particular history,
constraints, uses, and environment.

3. The subjective judgment of library professionals
should not be respected.

4. General professional consensus of the library
profession is not necessary to achieve a commitment to
evaluate library services.

5. Academic library administrators have been in
the dark ages far too long by failing to recognize the
critical importance of evaluation.

6. There are rewards from my institution for such
a management approach.

7. Libraries are no more varied than other organ-
izations where tools of management science have been
applied profitably.

8. Evaluation is a high level of concern in my
institution. v

9. The difficulties in formulating universally
applicable measures for evaluation are not seemingly
insurmountable,

10. Evaluation should be the library manager's

watchword.

efficient delivery system for organizing and report-
ing this information, assuring better service to
library patrons.

Speculatively, as far as evaluation of academic
library services is concerned, bigger is not neces-
sarily better, Larger institutions may find difficulty
in initiating programs of qualitative evaluation
while small schools may be more able to maintain

Fall 1990—211



FIGURE 3.

Perceptions of Academic Library Administrators of
the Importance of Evaluative Criteria _

Most Important (in rank order):

1. The adequacy of the collection in supporting
curricular needs.

2. Interpersonal communication skills of the
members of the library staff.

3. The ability of the reference staff to answer
questions completely and accurately.

4. The maintenance of the collection and indexes
in an orderly arrangement.

5. The ability of the catalog and shelf arrangement
to disclose the holdings of particular items or materials
on particular subjects,

6. Job satisfaction of the members of the library
staff.

7. The maintenance of adequate hours of access
and professional staff assistance.

8. The provision of comfortable, attractive, quiet,
well-equipped facilities.

9. The ability of the bibliographic instruction pro-
gram to improve effective patron use of the library.

10. The provision of loan policies of optimal oppor-
tunity for students and faculty.

Least Important (in rank order):

1. The comparison of the collection against hold-
ings of other institutions.

2. The maintenance of reference assistance statis-
tics by counting and classifying inquiries.

3. The maintenance of statistics for circulation of
materials within the library.

4. The maintenance of statistics on the number of
patrons who use the library.

5. The speed with which a literature search can be
conducted.

6. The comparison of collection size with accepted
standards.

7. The comparison of seating and stacks facilities
with accepted standards.

8. The speed with which a reference inquiry can be
answered.

9. The maintenance of statistics for circulation of
materials outside the library.

10. The adequacy of the collection in supporting
faculty research needs.

patron-oriented public services and evaluation
activities.

A review of evaluation literature indicates
that complex and dynamic criteria have been
introduced for the qualitative evaluation of library
services in a seemingly endless list. The identifica-
tion of acceptable measures, however, has proven
extremely difficult. The criteria presented in the
literature may be too complex to be useful, an
obstacle to its value to managers. It appears that
the criteria selected as a result of this research
synthesize prior theory and information, combin-
ing these with the expressed preferences of the
responding administrators. The resulting struc-
ture could be of value as the library profession
moves toward the adoption of an evaluation
program acceptable to academic library admin-
istrators.

The following evaluative criteria, selected by
the responding academic library administrators
in this study as the twelve most important criteria
for evaluating the effectiveness of academic library
services, are suggested as guidelines for formu-
lating appropriate evaluative criteria. Listed with
the guidelines/criteria are examples of suitable
evaluation activities for gathering the pertinent
information needed for evaluation.

. .. those academic libraries
directed by administrators
who indicate a positive
attitude toward evaluation
and evaluative criteria also
participate in more evaluation
activities.

Tired of making
“permanent loans?”
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FIGURE 4.

Suggested Criteria for Evaluating the Effectiveness of
Academic Library Services with Evaluation Activities

1. The adequacy of the collection in supporting
curricular needs: (a) study distribution of funds for
collection by formula for individual subject fields, (b)
examination of collection by subject specialists who
assess the adequacy of the collections, (¢) analyze feed-
back from library committee of academic department
liaison.

2. Interpersonal communication skills of the
members of the library staff: (a) survey patrons on their
evaluation of the personal assistance available for finding
information.

3. The ability of the reference staff to answer
questions completely and accurately: (a) maintain statis-
tics on proportion of questions answered correctly, and
(b) study performance of reference staff using a test set
of questions.

4. The maintenance of the collection and indexes
in an orderly arrangement: (a) survey patrons on their
use of the catalog as an information finding tool, and (b)
study materials accessibility (difficult or delay in obtain-
ing materials),

6. The ability of the catalog and shelf arrangement
to disclose the holdings of particular it ems of materials
on particular subjects: (a) same as 4a and (b) same as
4b.

6. Job satisfaction of the members of the library
staff: (a) survey stafl members on the extent of their
satisfaction with their positions as related to promotion,
personal growth, salary, duties, etc,

7. The maintenance of adequate hours of access
and professional staff assistance: (a) compare hours of
service with those of similar libraries, and (b) analyze
reference use patterns,

8. The provision of comfortable, attractive, quiet,
well-equipped facilities: (a) study facilities use (physical
arrangement opf ‘materials, service points, furniture,
equipment, ete,); (b) analyze use of space for stacks and
seating by comparison with accepted standards; and (c)
survey patrons on their evaluation of surroundings
(environmental climate, atiractiveness, ete.).

9. The ability of the bibliographic instruction pro-
gram to improve effective patron use of the library: (a)
measure effectiveness of bibliographic instruction by a
pre- and post-test study; and (b) survey patrons on
bibliographic instruction (how well it is presented, how
important it is to patrons, what can be done to improve
it, ete.).

10. The provision of loan policies of optimal oppor-
tunity for students and faculty: (a) analysis of circulation
records, and (b) analysis of borrowing policy/privileges.

11. The ability of the online bibliographic searching
staff to retrieve relevant citations/items: (a) request
user to indicate which retrieved citations/items are
relevant, and (b) survey patrons on their use of the
online search service to find information.

12, The ability of the interlibrary loan service to
meet user needs satisfactorily in a reasonable length of
time: (a) analyze proportion of interlibrary loan requests
satisfied, and (b) assess time required to satisfy inter-

library loan requests.

Previous studies underscore the ability to
measure library effectiveness and the benefits of
qualitative measurement methods. Research
efforts have provided tools and methods for actual
decision making on measurement and evaluation
of effectiveness. No national standards have been
set, however, and there seems to be no move
toward general professional consensus on mea-
surement and evaluation of effectiveness. Library
administrators must explore all the possibilities
for a satisfactory tool to support, with more than
partial facts and figures, the previously intangible
worth, benefits, and effectiveness of libraries. It
will also be necessary for the library profession to
renew and affirm a commitment to and enthusi-
asm for the goal of truly effective library service,
strengthening its resolve to meet that challenge.

The true success of libraries must be mea-
sured by the services delivered to patrons. The
ultimate purpose of our libraries is to provide
information services. Evaluation can be a means
to that end.
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Instructions for the Preparation

of Manuscripts

for North Carolina Libraries

1. North Carolina Libraries seeks to publish articles, book
reviews, and news of professional interest to librarians in
North Carolina. Articles need not be of a scholarly nature, but
they should address professional concerns of the library
community in the state.

2. Manuscripts should be directed to Frances B. Bradburn, Edi-
tor, North Carolina Libraries, Joyner Library, East Carolina
University, Greenville, N.C, 27858.

N.C. 27604.

3. Manuscripts should be submitted in triplicate on plain white
paper measuring 8%" x 11",

4. Manuscripts must be double-spaced (text, references, and
footnotes). Manuscripts should be typed on sixty-space lines,
twenty-five lines to a page. The beginnings of paragraphs
should be indented eight spaces. Lengthy quotes should be
avoided. When used, they should be indented on both mar-
gins.

5. The name, position, and professional address of the author
should appear in the bottom left-hand corner of a separate
title page.

6. Each page after the first should be numbered consecutively
at the top right-hand corner and carry the author’s last name
at the upper left-hand corner.

7. Footnotes should appear at the end of the manuscript. The
editors will refer to The Chicago Manual of Style, 13th edition.
The basic forms for books and journals are as follows:

Keyes Metcalf, Planning Academic and Research Li-
brary Buildings. (New York: McGraw, 1965), 416.

Susan K. Martin, “The Care and Feeding of the MARC
Format,” American Libraries 10 (September 1979): 498,

8. Photographs will be accepted for consideration but cannot be
returned.

9. North Carolina Libraries is not copyrighted. Copyright rests
with the author. Upon receipt, a manuseript will be acknowl-
edged by the editor. Following review of a manuscript by at
least two jurors, a decision will be communicated to the wri-
ter. A definite publication date cannot be given since any
incoming manuscript will be added to a manuseript bank
from which articles are selected for each issue.

Issue deadlines are February 10, May 10, August 10, and
November 10.




