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Reference services are the ~ost visible function of a library,
with reference staff serving as liaisons between user needs
and the resources of the library. The quality of reference
services rests in the capability of staff to define and meet user
needs. Currently, libraries are developing and using a pro-
liferation of instruments and methodologies to evaluate
reference services, with each library tailoring its data
collection to its own environment and needs.

Evaluating the performance of staff in reference services is a
useful and necessary management tool. The results from
evaluations can be used to help staff improve performance
and formulate personal goals, allocate staff and funds more
effectively, and identify areas of reference services that need
strengthening. Evaluation also demonstrates a willingness to
be responsive to the needs and concerns of the public.

This flyer and kit is based on two research efforts. The first
was a Fall 1986 SPEC survey on the collection and use of
management statistics. (Results of this survey are available in
SPEC Kit #134, “Planning for Management Statistics,” May
1987). An overwhelming majority of respondents indicated
that data were collected regularly for those ant'vities tra-
ditionally considered reference services. Among the 91
responding institutions, 87.9% regularly collected datz. about
general reference activities, 83.5% regularly collected data
about library or bibliographic instruction classes, and 90.1%
regularly collected data about computer literature searching.
To supplement the 1986 survey, in Spring-Summer 1987.
the researcher requested further information regarding
qualitative measures of reference services from 25 libraries
reporting high activities and interest in the area.

OVERALL REFERENCE SERVICES. Providing quality
reference services has always been a concern in libraries.
However, the concern has intensifizd over the past few years
as more and morc studies claim that only 50% of reference
queries are correctly answered by staff at reference desks.
Concern about staff performance, coupled with a rapidly
advancing technology, has given an immediacy to per-
formance evaluation in reference services. With the advent
of CD-ROM and computer networks that transcend he
physical limitations previously experienced in libraries,
information opportunities are expanding exponentially.
Clear-cut solutions to information requests are not as readily
available amidst this menu of information resources.

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION IN REFERENCE SERVICES

Libraries are realizing the value of long-term commitment to
ongoing evaluation of services, as opposed to reliance on
one-shot surveys. An effort is being made to pinpoint exactly
what contributes to excellent reference services. Some of the
institutions contacted have created proposals or policies for
measuring the quality of their reference services. Often these
suggested procedures draw on the criteria used to evaluate
individual staff members during annua! performance reviews.
These criteris have been broadened to create an overall view
of reference services staff and the services they provide.

Personal criteria (including behavioral characteristics and
knowledge of research strategies and information resources)
and guidelines for services (such as service to various cli-
entele groups) are being combined to present an overview of
staff and services. A number of institutions have expressly
stated that quality service is a function of quality staff: It
often is impossible to separate personal qualities from the
services provided. This is an undeniable given of public
services, and for this reason, individual performance is often
inseparable from the overall service when the evaluation
process takes place.

REFERENCE DESH SERVICE. Measuring performance
effectiveness at the reference desk is the most controversial
aspect of performance evaluation in reference services. The
literature details a number of approaches that have bee
used, including unobtrusive or intrusive observation, and
evaluation by peers, users of the services, or trained proxies.
Few institutions ar: eager to initiate any ongoing, systematic
evaluation of staff at the reference desk. In addition to the
controversy gencrated by collecting subjective judgments
about staff, another concern voiced by the institutions
contacted inctuded the drain on staff and tinances that
ongoing, systematic evaluation of desk service entails,

Quantitative data collection at the reference desk is a simpler
and more widely spread practice. Measurement techniques
focus on tangible variables that can be transliterated easily
into meaningful numeric data. For example, a typical mea-
sure.nent technique consists of the tallying of number and
types of reference transactions that transpire at a service
point during a specified time period. This type of data
gathering will give a fairly accurate reading of the quantity of
service being provided, but will tell administrators very little
about the quality of the service; in particular, it will provide
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no assessment at 24 of the behavioral characteristics of in-
dividual staff members, or their knowledge of research
strategies and information resources.

Most of the institutions which conduct some sort of quali-
tative examination of reference desk staff do so by soliciting
evaluations from either peers or users of the service. Ideally,
both groups should evaluats desk service. Studies have
shown that user satisfaction is often heavily influenced by
interaction with the staff; if the staff member has been
pleasant, the user will evince satisfaction whether or not their
information needs have been fully met. Evaluation by peers,
on the other hand, may lack an accurate assessment of the
subtle nuances present in an interchange between client and
staff. The most comprehensive view of an lilirary’s reference
desk service is presented when the quantitative data so com-
monly collected are supplemented by cualitative evaluations
gathered from a variety of user groups and peers.

ONLINE DATABASE SEARCH SERVICES. Although
the product of online database search services an online
database search lends itself readily to quantitative analysis, it
is difficult to gauge the quality of the search or the searching
techniques employed. As in reference desk service, most
institutions cumulate quantitative statistics about their
database search services. When qualitative evaluations are
sought, they are of two types: 1) evaluation by the user of
the search results as well as of the user’s interaction with the
staff member, and 2) a peer review process that uses criteria
emphasizing search strategies. Again, there is the conflict of
user versus peer perceptions of the service. Whereas the user
may be happy with any citations related to the research
topic, a colleague may detect flaws in the search strategy that
limited the number of useful citations retrieved. Evaluations
by both users and peers, used in conjunction with each other,
can provide valuable information about database search
services, and in particular whether effective use is being
made of two expensive resources—staff and electronically
retrieved information.

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES. Instructional services can
take any number of forms. The/ can consist of one-time
lectures, quarter-length classes, tours of and orientations to
facilities and collections, term paper clinics, and seminars.
They can be offered to students, faculty and library staff,
and, on occasion, to clientele outside the academic com-
munity. Most of the evaluation of instructional services
focuses on formal presentations; ¢.g.. classes or seminars
offeredd to students and faculty. Qualitative evaluation re-
garding staff performance of instructional activities is easier
for libraries to implement than qualitative evaluation of
reference desk and online database search staff in that aca-
demic models for instructional evaluation already exist.
Evaluations are sought most commonly from class or sem-
inar participants, and less commonly from library colleagues.
Data are collected regarding the usefuiness of the class or pre-
sentation, and the teaching/interpersonal skills of the li-
brarian. Instructional services are the only activities within

reference services where qualitative data are collected as fre-
quently as quantitative data. Library administrators have
greater access to ferdback regarding staff performance in the
instructional sewing.

TRENDS AND ISSUES. At present, qualitative data
collection for the purpose of evaluating reference services is
an imperfect administrative tool. Library administrators
traditionally have relied on quantitative data for decision-
making in reference services. Although appropriate for some
planning processes, this type of data provides only a partial
view of overall reference activities.

Despite the difficulty of the task, there is increasing interest
in measuring the effectiveness of reference s=rvices as li-
brarians become aware of the potential benefits. As pointed
out by Cronin (“Performance Measurement for Public Ser-
vices in Academic and Research Libraries,” OMS Occa-
sional Paper #9, February 1985), performance measurement
can provide administrators with an objective indicator of the
quality of service useful for supporting budget requests and
planning and allocating resources. At the departmental level,
the measures can help in setting priorities and pinpointing
activities which require more staff support and training. For
individual librarians, performance measurement provides a
baseline for developing personal objectives. And overall,
performance measures can encourage higher standards
among all library staff, resulting in better service for the
library user.

While the importance of performance evaluation is recog-
nized, the costs in terms of staff time and funding have been
cited as doterrents to the pursuit of any ongoing, systematic
evaluation. In spite of this, there is evidence of activity and
accomplis- ments. The primary focus for performance evalu-
ation in reterence services has been, until recently, on desk
service. Currently, kowever, libraries are beginning to look at
how to evaluate their entire array of reference services. Prog-
ress also is being made toward standardization of data col-
iection methodologies and instruments as more groups with-
in the profession examine this issue.

The SPEC Kit on Performance Evaluation in Reference
Services (#139, November-December 1987) contains pol-
icies and standards for overall reference services from 3
libraries; evaluation forms, survey results for reference desk
service from 2 libraries; evaluation procedures, forms, reports
for online database search services from 2 libraries; pro-
cedures, forms, survey results for instructional services from
4 libraries: and a selected reading list.

* %k ok

This flyer and kit was prepzred by Kathleen Gorman, Assis-
tant to the University Librarian, University of Minnesota Li-
braries, as part of the OMS Collaborative Research Writing
Program.

SPEC Flyer copyright® 1987 by Association of Research Libraries, Office of Management Studies. This SPEC Flyer may not be reproduced in any form
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INTRODUCTION

Reference service at the Alfred Taubman Medical Library has two primary
purposes:

-To locate accurate and appropriate information for users within
their time requirements,

~To educate users in efficient methods of conducting library research
and effective use of library resources.

As a step in improving the quality and consistency of refevence desk
service and tn increase the objectivity of performance evaluation, the
Reference Department of the Alfred Taubman Medical Library developed a
set of standards and identified criteria by which they could be measured.

In order to accomplish this task, the department, working as a group,
followed a series of steps:

1. A preliminary list of criteria or qualities associated with
good reference service was created.

2. Thecs criteria were reviewed and gruaped into three clusters:
behavioral characteristics; knowledge; and problem-solving skills.

3. A literature search was conducted, relevant articles and books
were reviewed by individuals, and findings shared.

4. The criteria originally proposed were re-examined and a second
list was generated.

5. From the revised list a core of five service objectives resulted.
These became the standards:

a. Reference desk staff convey an attitude and manner that
encourages users to seek assistance.

b. Assistance is provided at the appropriata level of need.

c. Reference librarians have a thorough knowledge of resources
and collections.

d. Reference librarians are able to plan and execute effective
search strategies for complex or extended reference questions.

e. Library services and policies are understood and described
to users whenever appropriate.

6. TFor each standard, indicators were identified ~ expected behavior

or knowledge that would indicate fulfillment of the standard and
could be used to measure performance.

13
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To supplement tnc standard relating to xnowledge of services and
pclizies, reference services were described, with levels of service
and policies outlined for each.

1n order to incorporate the standards into the annual process of
individual performance appraisal, a checklist of reference skills
was designed, addressing each of the standards and giving a choic:
of performance levels.

A process of pecer review, using the checklist, was agreed upon.
A program of staff development was proposed to provide initial

training and to stimulate continued growth and improvement of
reference skills.

IT. REFERENCE SERVICE STANDARDS AND INDICATORS

A,

Reference desk staff convey an attitude and manner that encourages
users to seek assistance.

Indicators:

Acknowledgement of people who approach the desk or are waiting
for service (when staff are occupied with another user).

People who seem to need help are offered assistance.

All questions are responded t¢ in a non-judgmental manner.

Unusual requests for service are responded to in a positive manner.
Possibilities are investigated or the request is referred to a

staff member better qualified to answer the question.

Alternatives are suggested if the request cannot be meu by the
library.

Time estimates for extended work are given, so requesters have
realistic expectations.

Assistance is provided at the appropriate level of need.

Indicators:

Ability to determine the real guestion; continued questioning
to be sure the problem is understood.

Being certain the person knows how to use the sources he or she is
being referred to; providing instruction in the use of sources if
needed. Sources include the card catalog, union list, indexes,
and other reference tools.

Alternative sources are suggested, including other libraries or
nen-library sources.

Services are suggested when appropriate, and pertinent information
about them is offered, even if not directly requested (e.g. ILL,

searches, book recommendations).

Questions are answered within %&me requirments of the user.

14
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Reference librarians have a thorough knowledge of resources
and collections.

Indicators:

Ability to answer questions accurately and efficientlv from
sources in the rcference collection.

Ability to provide accurate information efficiently about
collectior holdings and locations in the Taubman Library,
on order, or available elsewhere on campus.

Familiarity with and ability o apply basic catalog filing rules.

Familiarity with changes over the years in cataloging policies anc¢
practices that affect holdings information.

Ability to explain scope and comprehensiveness of Taubman collection
and general current selection policies of other collections on
campus. Referrals are made when appropriate.

Ability to describe coverage (subject scope, time period, sources

included) of relevant databases. Suggestions are made when appropriate.

Ability to explain different classifications and collections in
Taubman.,

Reference librarians ave able to plan and execute effective search
strategies for complex or extended reference questions.

Indicators:

Potential approaches are identified.

The alternative most likely tc produce the answer in the least
amount of time is selected.

The most complete answer is found with use of a minimum of resources.

The questions are answered accurately, appropriately, and within time
requirements of the requester.

Technical proficiency in NLM aud BRS system searching is maintained.

Library services and policies are understood and described to users
whenever appropriate.

1. Literature searches
Indicators:

Advises on appropriateness of computer search on alternative
data bases.

Provides information on alternative data bases.

Informs new requesters of fee schedules, major search options
(time periods, abstracts, online retrieval), turn-around time.

Suggests SDI searches.
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Able to distinguish use of reference search, quick search, and
regular search options and to apply them appropriately,

Material not owned

Indicators:

Determines if on order or in-process.

Identifies other campus locations.

Offers notification service.

Encourages requester to make purchase recommendations.
Suggests interlibrary loan.

Interlibrary Loan

Indicators:

Able to describe copyright compliance laws as they apply to
limits on photocopy requests.

Verifies that item is not owned on campus.

Determines accuracy of citation if necessary.

Informs requester of estimated turn-around time.
Accepts requests only from eligible users; suggests
alternatives for others.

Intralibrary loan and storage

Indicators:

Familiar with libraries from which loans are possible.
Accepts requests from eligible users only.

Checks forms for completeness and accuracy.

Knows what materials are in storage.

Informs users of turn-around time and pick-up location.
Photocopy services

Indicators:

Can describe different photocopy services available.
Knows charges and billing requirements.

Loan services

Indicators:

Can dascribe normal loan periods for material types.

Able to locate and interpret circulation records in Geac-
both in Public Query and staff functions.

Can interpret policy when necessary (if Circulation
supervisory staff is not on duty).

Tours and instructional programs
Indicators:

Able to explain clearly the layout and arrangement of
collections.

Can describe programs available on request for orientation
and instruction.

Suggests orientation programs7when appropriate.




Rare book collection access
Indicators:

Able to identify Rare Book Room materials.
Locates materials in Rare Book Room.

Describes policies for access and use of Rare Book
Room materials.

Can describe policies and procedures for duplicating
Rare Book Room materials.

Department library consulting
Indicators:

Able to identify standard reference materials, textbooks,
and journals appropriate for department library in health-
related disciplines.

Able to recommend organization and procedural alternatives
for department libraries appropriate to local collection
and needs.

ITI. SERVICE POLICIES AND GUIDELINES
A. User groups served by the Alfred Taubman Medical Library

1. Primary clientele:
Faculty, students, and staff of the Medical School, the
School of Nursing, the College of Pharmacy, and University
Hospitals.

2. Secondary clientele:
Faculty, students, and staff from other divisions of the
University of Michigan.

3. Tertiary clientele:
Health professionals working and/or residing in the
immediate locale.

4. Quarternary clientele:
The general public.

B. Levels of service provided to each user group

1. Primary clientele:
Primary clients are eligible to borrow TML materials, to
request computerized literature searches on a fee-for
service basis, to request materials not owned by the
library on interlibrary loan, to obtain extended reference
assistance in finding information or solving complex and
extensive bibliographic problems, to use all photocopying
services, and to arrange for specialized instructional
programs on the use of TML resources and services.

2. Secondary clientele:
Secondary clients have access to the same privileges outlined
above for primary clientele, with some limitations on the
instructional programs offered. Those programs will be
available to secondary clients when it is evident that the
nature of their work requiges instruction in the use of the

17
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health science literature¢. Interlibrary loan materials of a
health science nature will be reaquested for secondary clientele.

Tertiary clientele:

Tertiary clients may borrow TML materials, utilize the services
of the reference staff, request computerized literature
searches on a fee-for-service basis, and request interlibrary
loans for materials not owned by the library. Formal instruc-
tional programs will not be held for non-U.M. users.

Quarternary clientele:

Quarternary clients may utilize the facilities of TML, and
obtain assistance from the reference staff in finding infor-
mation, solving complex and extensive bibliographic problems,
and other services as decmed appropriate by the reference
librarian., Requests for computerized literature searches will
be referred to Michigan Information Transfer Souce (MITS).
Since the library does not collect materials for the general

public, every effort will be made to refer laymen to appropriate
sources and collections of information.

C. Guidelines for specific services

1.

Telephone requests for r=ference assistance

Both in-person and telephone requests for reference
assistance are accepted,

On-site requests normally take precedence over telephone

requests, but all requests should be answered as promptly
as possible.

The number of requests for vevification of citations,
holdings information, or other similar questions accepted
by telephone may depend on circums.ance. The librarian
should make a reasonable judgement, and offer a positive
alternative beyond what can be done immediately.

When on-site problems necessitate the librarian being
away from the desk, the assistance of another staff
member should be sought, an appointment made to continue
with the problem later, or another solution found that is
suitable to the requester,

Online reference searches

Online searching at the reference desk provides another tool
for the staff to use in answering reference questions. The
following criteria are designed to ensure consistent use of
this tool in order that library users and staff can distinguish
between the fee-based service and the reference search. To
qualify as a reference search all of the following statemerts
should be true:

The question is most effectively answered using an

online system.

Using an online system will not delay service to

other users.

The request suggests a simple formulation which should

yield a single piece of information.

An online system will require less time to answer

the question than consulting a printed index or other

reference tool.

The search can be run in less than 5 minutes.
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3.

Database searches

Requests:

Database searches are available to primary, secondary and

tertiary user groups, on a fee basis. Others are referred
to MITS.

Although it is preferred that search requests be made in
person, requests may be made by telephone or in writing if
more convenient for requester. Clinical staff are en-
couraged to request searches by telephone.

Results:

Searches will be run within twenty-four hours, and up to
twenty citations (without abstracts) printed online if

desired. A greater number of citations may be printed on-
line for an additional fee.

Offline prints are generally received within one week.

If the requester is dissatisfied with the results of a
search and the searcher believes there is potential for

improvement, the search will be rerun at no additional
charge.

Quick Search:

The purpose of the Quick Search is to provide a few

current references quickly at a minimal cost. Searches

will be run within 24 hours. A Quick Search is appropriate
if:

-Search does not exceed ten minutes online time (or 15
citations printed), whichever comes first.

~The current file of MEDLINE (current & years in BRS)
is the only file to be searched.

-The citation printed will consist of author, title, and
source only. No abstracts will be printed.

Selective Dissemination of Information (SDI) Searches:

-Searches are run monthly and billed quarterly.

-The minimum contract period is four months. Updates
requested for one to three months must be requested
individually and regular search fees apply.

Orientation and Instruction:

a. Tours:

The reference staff will provide primary, secondary, and
tertiary clients with orientation tours of the library.
Tours will be offered annuallv at the beginning of the Fall
term. Individual or group tours will be arranged to
accommodate special user needs or schedules.

1
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Librarv-Use Instruction:

Seminars providing an in-depth look at specialized
library research tools, resources, and services will
be arranged to meet specific information needs of
primary and secondary clients only.

Librarian instructors will provide formalized instruc-
tional programs for nursing, pharmacy, and medical
students.

Librarian instructors will serve as special liaisons
to the Schhol of Nursing and the College of Pharmacy.

One member of the department will serve as coordinator
of user education activities.

Instruction in the Use of Search Services:
Demonstrations of computerized search services will be
provided to primary and secondary clients only.

Demonstrations are designed to familarize patrons with
file capabilities and coverage, while also teaching the
essentials of search strategy formulation.

5. Interlibrary Loan (ILL)

ILL requests are accepted by telephone and in-person.

Primary, secondary, and tertiary user groups may borrow
materials on interlibrary loan; other requests will be
accepted if reasonable and the person has no other direct
access. JLL requests are verified and forwarded to "LL
office within 24 hours.

6. Consultation and Referral Services:

a.

Michigan Information Transfer Service (MITS)

When the librarian on duty at the reference desk determines
that the patron is not eligible for service at TML, the
librarian will inform the client of the services offered

by MITS.

Locating Information Elsewhere on Campus:

When the reference librarian determines that the TML does

not own the item sought, it is that librarian's responsibility
to determine if the material is available at another U.M.
library.

Standard bibliographic tools should be used to verify the
accuracy of the material sought.

Common sense should dictate the numucr of items to be

h,andled. The performance of this service should not
significantls slow down other reference desk work. Should

that occux, the librarian has the option of giving the user

the telephone numbers of the aforementioned units and suggesting
that he place the call himself. Additionally, the librarian

can also offer to provide the information at a later time.

This policy applies to both on-site and telephone requests.
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7.

¢. Departmental library consulting.

TML reference librarians will be available to provide advice
on the establishment, organization, and maintenance of
departmental libraries for the School of Nursing, the
Medical School, the College of Pharmacy, and University
Hospitals. Such requests should be referred to the Heazd

of the Department, who will arrange for a consultant.

Access to Rare Book Collections

The librarian on duty at the reference desk will accept
requests to use Rare Book Room material. He will notify
the backup librarian whose responsibility it is to retri=ve
the needed item.

In-depth questions regarding the use of Rare Book Room
materials should be referred to the Rare Book Coordinator.

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

The
are
the

The

standards form a basis for measuring individual performance. They
used in the annual performance appraisal process and to improve
quality of service provided.

review process includes the following steps:

a. A checklist of reference skills (see attachment) provides
a means for peer review.

b. Two librarians are scheduled at the reference desk during
the busiest hours, and assignments are rotated to allow
each librarian to work with all others.

c. Each reference librarian completes a checklist for every
other member of the department at four-month intervals.

d. Checklists are submitted to the department head for review
and follow~up discussion.

e. Information from these reviews are a component of the annual
performance evaluation.

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

a.

Reference questions requiring more than 5 minutes to answer are
recorded on a work form. Tools used and strategy followed are
reported on this form. The librarian is not identified.

The department head periodically reviews the forms to assess general
knowledge of reference sources, search strategy and problem-solving
skills.

Areas in which staff training or development are needed are identified
throuzh re' iew of questions and search strategies.

Group review sessions are scheduled to share knowledge of resources,
and problem-solving techniques.

Discussions include printed reference sources and online systems
or databases.

Basic skills such as interviewing are reviewed as needed.

12
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GHECKILIST OF RIFERENCE SRILLS ATTACHMENT

NAME _ DATE

To complete (nis cnecklist pica-e assess each librarian's skills using the
following parameters: 1) usvally perferms at this level, 2) performance needs
improvement, 3) performance nct observed. Select the number to the left of the
skill that best indicates leve’ of performance. 1f during the time period
involved you werc not able to assess this individual's performance, please
select number 3. Place an X in the ippropriite space.

SKILL LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE

ATTITUDE AND DEMEANOR:
1. friendly attitude 1. (D) (2) (3)

2. acknowledges users who approach desk cr

are waiting for assistance 2. (1 (2) (3)
3, assistance is offered to those in need 3. (1) (2) (3)
4. responses are non-judgemental 4, (1) (2) (3)
5. responds positively to unusual questions 5. (1) 2) (3)
6. suggests alternatives when Taubman Medical

Library (TML) cannot service request 6. (1) 2) (3)
INTERVIEWING, LISTENING, REFERRING:
1. skillfully interviews users 1. (1) (2) (3)
2. determines patron's ability to use source

referred to 2. (1) (2) (3)
3. instruction provided when appropriate 3. (O (@__ (3
4. sources recommended are a' appropriate level 4. (1) (2) (3)
5. regularly suggests alternate sources

or services 5. (1) (2) (3)
SEARCH STRATEGY:
1. identifies alternate approaches 1. (O () 3)__ _
2. chosen strategy is well planned 2. (1) (2) (3
3. finds complete answer with use of minimum

of resources 3. (1) (25 (3)
4, answers are appropriate, accurate and meet

user's time frame 4. (D) (2) (3)

KNOWLEDGE OF RESOURCES AND COLLECTIONS:

1. answers questions accurately and efficiently
using reference collection 1. (1) (2) (3)




ATIACHMEN

LE'EL, UF PERFORMANGE

2. determines collection holdings information
and/or status for TML and lniversity Library
(UL) by using:

a. card catalog 2a. (1) (2) (3)

b. RLIN b. (1) (2) (3)

c. Union List c. (1) (2) (3)

d. GEAC d. {1) (2) (3)
3. explains scope and selection policies of TML

and UL collections 3. () (2) (3)

4. describes coverage (subject scupe, time period,
sources included) of relevant databascs 4. (1) (2) (3)

5. effectively uses online sources when
appropriate 5. ()__ () (3)

TML SERVICES AND POLICIES:

1. 1identifies users eligible for service 1. ()__ (@ (3)
2. knows level of service provided tn each

user group 2. (D) (2) (3)
3. knowledgeable of full range of services provided

at reference desk 3. (1) (2) (3)

4. knowledgeable of full range of services provided
by Reference/Information Services department, TML
and UL, including:

a. online search services 4a. (1)__ (2) (3)
b. user education b (1)_ () _3)__
¢c. collection development c. (M___(@2__ 3y __
d. interlibrary loan d. (1) (2) (3)
e. intralibrary loan e. (). _(@)__ (3)_ _
f. photocopying f. (1) (2) (3)_
g. consulting on departmental libraries g. (1) (2) (3)
h. MITS h. (1) (2) (3)

Comments:
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NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

FIVE YEAR PLMN
TASK FORCE REPORT ON THE EVALUATION OF REFERENCE SERVICE

Task Force Members: Mary Henry (Chair),
Angela Carreno, Maryann Chach, Ree DeDonato.
Richard Glasford, Ann Volpe

Reference centers at Bobst Library strive t> maintain a high
standard of service in responding to the information needs of
students and faculty of NYU and affiliated institutions. This has
become a greater challenge in recent years with the growing
complexity of libraries and library technology, the proliferation of
services provided by reference librarians: and the increasing
sophistication of library users' information needs. These major
changes in technology, services and resources are transforming the
reference librarian's work. Reference must now be viewed within the
larger context of the growth of technology, and traditional views
based on past experience and practice must be revised to include new
possiblities for reference in the future.

Bobst Library has the central role in the delivery of reference
services at New York University, and in the years ahead, it must
continually evaluate its effectiveness in this role. Future
performance measurements must be compatible with the library's human
and financial resources. They must also be specific to the purpose
and goals of each reference center. Individual performance appraisal
is an important component of the overall evaluation of reference
service. In addition to ongoing evaluation of programs and
personnel, continued plarning for reference is also essential and
should be integrated with overall planning for public services.

Key issues in evaluating reference service and planning for its
improvement in the years ahead are described below.

1. Reference Training, Staffing and Staff Development

The reference librarian's role is a multifaceted one which typicaliy
includes reference service on and off the reference desk,
bibliographic instruction, online searching, and collection
development. In recruiting new reference faculty, the library seeks
candidates with strong backgrounds or potential in both public
services and collection development. This blend of activities is
appropriate for reference librarians, since public services and
collection development are complementary activities.
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Bobst Library Pive Year Plan
Reference Service

Page 2

Recruiting of new faculty with diverse skills means that public
services orientation must be tailored to each librarian's needs and
each reference center's demands. Orientation of faculty is not
currently emphasized, and this may need to be reassessed. New staff
training techniques ai'd aids, such as detailed procedural manuals
identifying areas of responsibility and goals for individual services
for each reference center, should be considered. The training of
reference support staff is important and also requires due
consideration.

Staff development activities have been actively supported at Bobst
Library and have enabled reference librarians to develop-skills and
learn about other centers and departments. In the years ahead, it
will be necessary to provide even more opportunities to learn about
new technology, new developments in technical services, and library
and camgas resources, activities and policies. Unexplored staff
development opportunities are numerous. Two that are strongly
vecommended are --2veloping and maintaining professional contacts with
other institutions in the city, and increasing familiarity with city
resources.

Recent job exchange arrangements have acquainted participants with
different clientele, reference resources and services in Bobst
Library and elsewhere on campus. Participation should be broadened
to develop a base of comwon experience and knowledge, to improve
referral service, and to increase the pool of qualified reference
staff available during staff shortages. A mechanism for exchanging
information and experience with technical services librarians must
also be considered.

Reference staffing, a recurring problem, can be addressed by defining
and maintaining adequate professional and support staffing levels to
insure optimum quantity and quality of reference service. Using
reference statistics currently collected can also assist in
evaluating and implementing staffing patterns which would avoid
disruption of other public service and collection development
activities for which reference staff is responsible. To maintain the
required staffing levels, contingency plans should be develcped to
provide for adequate starfing during professional leaves, vacancies
and recruitment. These could include "hotline" advertising, hiring of
temporary librarians, recruiting and training of staff from othar
departments, and compiling and drawing from lists of volunteers on
call.
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Bobst Library Pive Year Plan
Reference Service
Page 3

2. Automation's Impact on Reference Service

Access tO new technology, principally BobCat and RLIN to date, has
improved the gquality of reference service by enabling reference
librarians to respond more quickly and effectivaly to patrons'
information needs. As new technology evolves, reference librarians
mst keep pace with the changes and develop and refine their
searching skills in current and future databases. The demands cn
reference librarians are becaming mora complex in resporse to the
growing complexity of the library and research environment. Remote
access to the library's catalogs, direct patron access to commercial
and specialized databases and the use of personal computers are three
areas which are already affecting the role of reference librarians.

BobCat user studies thus far have provided valuable information on
current patterns of online catalog use. Data on user expectations
and user performance which is necessary in planning for BobCat
instruction needs to be gathered on a continual basis. Emphasis
must now shift from user satisfaction to more efficient user
performance as the BobCat database grows and users become more
familiar with computer technology. BobCat instruction at service
desks has provided reference librarians many more opportunities for
contact with patrons and for learning about users® approaches to
information technology. This experience should be drawn upon in
improving BobCat use instruction and in planning end-user searching
instruction in the years ahead.

Familiarity with user approaches to library research has enabled
reference staff to play an active advisory role in the development
of BobCat. Future BobCat znhancements recommended are:
center-specific sorts; subject authority online; author authority
improvement; improved browsing capability; a stop-list for foreign
languages; simplification of unifnrm-title searching; and searching
capability for new titles, by subject. Also recommended is the
appointment of a standing committee of public services and technical
services personnel to evaluate and make recommendations concerning
BobCat, RLIN and technology yet to be implemented.

RLIN provides acquisitions information not previously available as
well as faster access to current incormation on holdings of local and
regional libraries to which patrons are often referred. RLIN's
special files are increasing the awareness of and demand for
specialized’ research materials the library miqht provide. Although
there is currently no printing or direct patron access for RLIN at
RYU, the public need and the capability to provide it are a reality.
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Reference Service
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3. Reference Facilities

As the scholarly environment is transformed by new technolegy, the
delivery of traditional reference desk service is also being changed.
Online access at NYU to campus, regional and national resources makes
reconfiguration of reference service likely. Planning for this
reconfiguration is critical. Reference librarians will have t»>
evaluate the impact of new technologies on reference service anfd
advise on the new directions that reference service should take.
Whether and how much change can take place will depend on its
anticipated impact on the quality of service, and on staffing and
equipment issues. The flexibility that new technology affords
librarians may result in more personalized reference service and
better utilization of specialists' skilis.

To benefit fully from new technology, reference librarians must have
broader access to BobCat, RLIN and personal computer terminals and
printers in their service centers and office areas. Personal
computers, scon to be available to reference librarians, will improve
service by facilitating access to other forms of resources and
information not easily consulted in their present format, such as
individually created bibliographies and records. Personal computers
and printers will also simplify the development and updating of
instructional materials.

Existing space must be used to best advantage, and space available
for future reference facilities mist be assessed. Planning for
growth and the use of reference materials in new formats also needs
to be considered.

4. Reference Collection Management

In-depth assessment of the resources of each reference center is
needed to determine their adequacy in serving the needs of reference
staff and patrons. The reference collection development policy
should be revised as needed to provide selection guidelines for these
materials, and to reflect changes in selection pclicy as they occur.
Coverage of current and retrospective reference sources in unassigned
subject areas needs to be improved.

Reference materials in new formats, such as data files, are expected
to proliferate in the years to come, and reference librarians must be
able to evaluate and select materials appropriate for use in the
reference centers.

27
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S. Bibliographic Instruction

A wide variety of traditional and new instructional avenues are
available to facilitate better independent exploitation of the
library's resources, including new media. In the years ahead,

m- wers Of the reference staff should advise the new Referance
Librarian for Instructional Services on improving instructional
methods and materials. This important component of raferance service
is discussed in greater detail in the bibliograchic instruction
section of the five-year plan for public services.

6. Referrals

To insure consistent delivery of service, a clarification of
reference policy with regard to referrals within Bobst Library is
needed. Standardized referral procedures would clarify how much
groundwork should precede referrals to other reference centers and
other libraries, and when telephone verificati-n is necessary. How to
better familiarize staff with resources within the library, the
university and the metropolitan area should also be addressed.
Procedures and policies for public service referrals to technical
services units should also be evaluated to improve efficiency and
ease of access to library information.

7. Cther Public Services Areas

Reference~related assistance is routinely provided at the following
service points: Reserve, Current Periodicals and Microforms on the A
level, the Avery Fisher Center for Music and Media, Fales Library,
Tamiment and University Archives. How to improve communications and
increase familiarity between these areas and the reference centers
needs to be addressed. Selected basic reference sources should be
acquired for study areas with extended hours, and the Collection
Development Committee should determine the content, size and location
of these resources.

Recurring problems in communications and materials flow between the
reference departments and Circulation and Stacks must be addressed in
order to improve reference service in the years ahead. Problems
interfering most with reference service need to be resolved so that
reference staff can perform more effectively. Stacks management is
the most important of these issues, and one which affects reference
most directly. Other issues include change and photocopy machine
problems, room assignment issues, and inadequate and misleading
signage.

adm220
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THE
GEORGE
WASIIINGTON
UNIVERSITY

The Gelman Library | 2130 H Street. N W [ Washigton, D C 20052

Reference & Instruction Department

July 24, 1987

Dear Colleague:

I enclose copies of the performance standards we have defined
at Gelman Library for the areas of reference service, bibliographic
instruction, and online searching which you requested as a result
of discussions at the ALA Conference in San Francisco. While these
standards are specific to the context of reference librarian
positions at Gelman, we found some of the previous literature in
this area to be very helpful in preparing for our departmental
discussions, specifically:

1) Adams, Mignon S. and Blanche Judd, "Evaluating Reference
Librarians: Using Goal Analysis as a First Step," The
Reference Librarian 11: 131-145 (Fall/Winter 1984).

2) Schwartz, Diane G. and Dottie Eakin, “Reference Service
Standards, Performance Criteria, and Evaluation,"” The Journal
of Academic Librarianship 12: 4-8 (March 1986).

3) "CRD Reference Desk Performance Standards (Evaluation Form)"
and "CRD Reference pesk Performance Standards/Peer Review
Form," from the University of Arizona Library, unpublished
but supplied on request from the Univ. of Arizona Library.

We found fewer direct models in the literature for bibliographic
instruction and online searching, although there were a number of
checklists and documents we examined that dealt with evaluation
of teaching and public speaking and considered for bibliographic
instruction, and there was a checklist of "Points to Consider in
Evaluating the Effectiveness of Search Analysts" developed by

the Computer Search Service at the State University of New York
at Albany Library that was helpful in the online searching area.

Some of the items in the enclosed standards reflect the
organizational structure and internal communication mechanisms
in our particular institution, e.g., Renaissance Times is the
weekly library internal newsletter, and all librarians at Gelman
Library, both within our department and in otner library departments,
serve as subject specialists with collection development and faculty




responsibilities. If you have questions about what we mean in
any of the performance standards, feel free to contact me for
further explanations.

The standards themselves were developed by the department
at an all-day retreat this spring. In preparation for the
retieat, the departmental coordinators for reference service,
pibliographic instruction and online searching conducted
literature searches in their respective areas, distributed
copies of the most relevant materials to all department
members, asked for individual responses identifying the

broad criteria and suggested performance standards within

them For each area, and distributed compilations of those
individual responses to all department members prior to

the retreat day. The day itself was spent in group process
work discussing the compiled responses and reaching consensus
on retaining, revising or eliminating items from those lists.

We have not yet addressed the issue of how to use these
standards, although we see them as providing checklists of
specific behaviors that individuals can use in preparing self-
evaluations as a part of our performance appraisal process,
and also as a training tool for new staff. Qur Coordinator
for Bibliograpihic Instruction has also used the performance
standards in that area as a basis for designing an evaluation
instrument for BI sessions to be distributed to faculty and
students who participate in those sessions. Perhaps at a
future ALA meeting, I will have an update on how we have
actually put these standards to use!

I'm pleased at the interest expressed in our work on
these standards and would certainly welcome any comments
you may have after reviewing them.

Reddie Masters
Deborah C. Masters

Head, Reference & Instruction

Sincerely yours,
Department
|
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THE

GEORGE
WASHINGTON
UNIVERSITY

The Gelman Library [ 2130 H Street, N.W. [ Washington, D.C. 20052 [ (202) 994-6455
REFEPEMCE SERVICE PERFODRMANCE STANDADRDS
Goal: To provide quality reference scrvice through:
1. Inowledge of collections, policies, and resources:
2. A working rapport with patrons;
3. Cooperation with collcagurss.
Criterion 1: Knowledar cf collections, policies, and resources.

Performance Standards:

1. Continue to develop knowl~=dge of collections, policies, and
resourccs through such activities as:

--Examining new refcrenee tools

--Attending colleagucs' subject-related biblicgraphic
instruction classas

--Participating in (attending or presenting) work.shops on
reference tools and service (internal and external)

~=Rcads Recnaissance Times and the reference clipboard.

2. Usas ready reference materials (e.g., Sheehy and Daniells
guides to sources).

3. Consults appropriate reference scurces in sensible order.

4. Uscs desk files (Rolodex, “nnual Peport file, BPindery file,
etc.).

5. Uscs department's biblicgraphies.

6. Asks questions and sencks help from collecagucs after
exhausting obvious sources.

7. PReofers in-depth questions to subjeact specialist.
8. Uscs onlinc services for ready refercncc when appropriate.

9. Recommends materials and stratcgies consistent with the
user's level of expertise and particular needs.

15. Informs patrons of scrvice such as Research Consultations,
)3 . . .
Term Paper Assistance, and Online Searching, where appropriate.

11. Explains use of sources to users.

12. Appropriately refers uscers to other dcpartments, service

22




Reference Service 2
desks, collections, libraries, individuals, etc.

Criterion 2: A working rapport with patrons.
Performance standards:

A. Attitude and Demeanor:

1. Encourages initial interaccion through such activities as:
--acknowledging users who are waiting for help
--not appearing preoccupied
--appearing approachable by smiling, establishing eye
contact, etc.

2. Maintains courtesy, patience, and tact in dealing with
patrons.

3. Reassures unskilled, unsure users.

4. Leaves desk to assist user, if appropriate.

5. Listens attentively to questions.

6. Speaks clcarly; volume and tone of voice appropriate.
7. Balances demands dutring periods of peak activity.

8. Remains composed during periods of peak activity.

9. Shows a willingness to go heyond the minimum for primary
clientele.

B. Interviewing

1. Structures reference intervieuws to elicit information about
nature of request and patron status, and formulates an
aAppropriate response. For example, offers multiple or
alternative approaches to patron questions: provides effective
explanation of outside resources offered when appropriatec.

2. Varies communication to suit patron background.

3. Explains library terminology.

4. Encourages patrons to return if they are unsuccessful or nced
more help.

Hote: 1Issuz of dealing with difficult patrons identified as
nceding more departmental discussion.




Reference Service 3

Criterion 3: Cooperation with Collcagues
Performance standards:
l. On time for desk assignments.

2. Constructive response to environmental changes such as
changes of location, system up or down, disappearance of sources
from behind the desk, demise of the card catalog, extremes of
temperature.

3. Returns secured reference sources to truck before leaving
desk.

4. Identifies and responds to colleagues' need for assistance.
For example, helps out when not assigned at the desk; looks back
occasionally to check colleague left alone at reference desk:;
explains to patron a need to return to cover reference desk if
research question bhecomes over long.

5. Offers assistance to colleagues when requested.

6. Suggests Term Paper Assistance or Research Consultation
appointment if reference question is extensive.

Based on Reference & Instruction Department retreat 5/9/87 dcm
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GEORGE
WASHINGTON
UNIVERSITY

The Gelmmn Library [ 2130 H Street, N.W. [ Washington, D.C. 20052 [ (202} 994-6455
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PERFORHMANCE STANDARDS FOER OULTHE SEARCHTING
Criterion 1: Knowledgr of online systems,
Pcrformance standards:

1. Usnes Boolean logic ~ffacLively.

2. Uses commands an? i ochniques appropriate to system used (
e.g., tvurnation symbols). ’

Note: Appendin to ke Moveloped on commands - nd tachniques
relevant to each of systems used.

3. Choice of system ond search strategics reflact a knowledge of
system limitations and pricing structurecs.

4. Uses proper sign-on and sign-off procedures, with and without
autcmatic log-ons.

5. Keeps up-to-date on systen devnloprents by attending training
sessions and rcading update information from systems.

Criterion 2: Knowledge of online databasnes.

Performance standards:

1. Uses knowlzdge of databascs to assess whether a search is
appropriate.

2. Constructs workable scarch strategies by choosing appropriate
databascs, using appropriate thesauri and free-text search
techniques, and making appropriate use of fields.

3. Judges whcn a ready reference search is appropriate and

performs ready reference scarchcs on the appropriate system if
able.

Note: Need to further define departmental policies/procedures on
performing ready reference searches when system nceded is not
known by librarian involved in reference transaction.

4. Serves as a resource person in subject area databases, and in
tean subject arca databases.

5. Recommends other reference sources which will complement
online searching.

6. MAlters search strategy as needed (online or off).
25 ~
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Online 2

7. Keeps up-to-date on database developments-and new system
features by attending training srssions and reading update
information from database vendors and producers.

8. Investigates and/or scecks advice regarding unsatisfactory
search results.

Hote: Need for followup on responsibilities as subject
specialists to alert faculty and students in subject area of
online developments which affect them, and taking a lead in
evaluating the appropriateness of new databases/systems as they
relate to their subject arean. Are these responsibilities within
online searrhing or as subject specialists? Do they apply to
both scarchers and non-searchers, members of Reference &
Instruction Department only or also subject specialists outside
the department?

Criterion 3: Effective Communication

Per formance standards:

1. Conducts presearch intervicws to assess whether a search is
appropriate and to develop a basic grasp of the research need.

2. Listens to user explain search question; asks questions to be
sure search request is understood; helps users define unclear
search topics.

3. Puts users at ease and shows an interest in the search.

4. Explains searching terminology.

5. Explains in general terms how a computer scarch works.

6. Tells users reasons for choosing particular databases.

7. Explains advantages and limitations of computer searching
when relevant.,

8. ELxplains search strategy: paragraph qualification,
truncation, Boolean logic, positional opecrators, printing
formats, and other special fcotures used.

9. Explains choice of vocabulary and use of thesauri.

16. Shows user sample record and explains paragraph labels.

11. Explains costs before search.

12. 1Involves user in the search process and the evaluation of
results as time permits.
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Online 3

13. Provides follow-through assistance to help the patron
understand the results, locate the materials cited, and to
determine the next steps.

14. 1Is courteous and patient during the search appointment.
15. 1Instructs student/faculty/staff groups in BRS/After Dark
self-searching and consults with individuals on their search

strategies.

16. Prompts self-scarchers at a level appropriate for their
expertise.

Criterion 4: Reference Department/Subject Specialist Team Player

Parformance stand.rds:

1. Responds to requests for assistance with searching on
databases in own or team subject areas, or using system
expertise.

2. Accommodates reasonable requests for changes in s:>arch
schedule.

3. Consults with colleagues if unsure of contents of database,

search strategy, and systcm features.

4. Incorporates information about scarching into bibliographic
instruction sessions where appropriate.

5. Invites subject specialists to scheduled searches in their
areas, wherc appropriatec.

6. Shares "discoveries" with other staff members and the
Coordinator for Online Searching.

Crviterion 5: Knowledge of Procedures and Fquipment.

Performance stondards:

l. When referring patron for scheduling of search appointment,
identifies subject of scarch and system to be searched, and makes
sure search request form is filled out completely.

2. When making appointments for searches, identifies the most
appropriate appointment slot based on appointment schedule,

patron's schedule, and information on search request form.

3. Alerts assigned scarcher to any special details.
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Online 4

Bills patrons corrcctly.

5. Records scarch statistics correctly and promptly.
6. Uses searching equipment effectively.

7. Uses SMARTcom software effectively.

8. Uses basic troubleshooting techniques to analyze problems
with equipment, locates the probable cause of problems, and

corrects straightforward machine problems such as paper jams,
loose or unplugged cables, rebooting system, ink replacement,

etc. Reports more complex problems to appropriate departmental
staff.

Based on Rcference & Instruction Department retreat 5/9/87 dem




THE

GEORGE
WASHINGTON
UNIVERSITY

The Gelman Librory [ 2130 H Street, N.W. [ Washington, D.C. 20052 / (202) 994-6455

BIBLIOGRAPHIC INSTRUCTIOW PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
Criterion 1: Librarian is well-prepared for class.
Performance standards:

l. Discusses with faculty member assignment, if any, and goals
for BI session.

2. Familiarizes self with basic content of course and sources to
be included in session.

3. Precpares outline, list of sources, objectives for session.
4. Prepares handouts end visual aids to facilitatec learning,
consulting teaching file to see if similar handouts or visual

aids are available.

Criterion 2: Librarian presents ideas effectively during class
session.

Performance standards:
1. Comnmunicates goals of session to siudents.
2. Makes effective use of visual aids when appropriate.

3. Focuses on key concepts students must learn and tries not to
cover too much.

4. Incorporates exerciscs or other learning activities into
presentation where appropriate.

5. Encourages studenis to seck further assistance if necessary.

Criterion 3: During session, librarian responds to research
nceds and level of class.,

Performance standards:

1. Solicits questions from students and participation of
teacher.

2. Checks student comprehension through questions, class
activities, etc.

3. Encourages all students to participate.

4. Varies planned session and improvises as nccessary.

33

29




Bibliographic Instruction 2

Criterion 4: Librarian's sprech and non-verbal communication
expedites learning.

Performance standards:
1. Speaks and acts in a confident manner.

2. Speaks clearly, at appropriate volume, and at appropriate
pace.

3. Explains any nccessary library terminology.
4. llas good eye-contact with students.

5. Behaves courtecously toward class.

6. Communicates own interest in concepts and skills taught.
7. Minimizes distracting mannerisms.

Not«: !told for further departmental discussion: Classroonm
management techniques, ~.qg., wh~n students are talking to one

another in class and distracting others.

Criterion 5: Librarian provides cffective one-on-one sessions
wilh users.

Pexformance standards:

1. Checks completed term pape) assistance fil~ for same or
similar topic.

2. Prepures "resources" paper in advance of appointment.

3. Includ-s all necessary information {or the resources (title,
call number, ctc.).

4. Choosns sources/tools appropriate to user's level of
expertise and requirements of the papcr or project, and makes
adjustments if neccessary.

5. Explains how to use tools with user.

6. Illelps students focus or define their topics as necessary.

7. Teaches user a transferable search process vhen appropriate.
8. Uses cffective communication skills, e.g., checking student

comprehension through questions, conveying own interest in topic,

encouraging followup, ctc.
30

39




Bibliographic Instruction 3

9. Refers user to other librarjes, departments, otc. if
appropriatec.

Based on Reference & Instruction Department retreat 5/9/87 dem
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* Lolreague DeIny evaluaieuy
WIVERSITY OF ARIZDNA Date

LIGRARY

CRD REFERENCE DESK PERFORMANCE STANDARDS/PEER REVIEW FORM

SELDOM NOT FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES MOST OF COMMENTS (also circle
-ENOUGH THE -TIME phrases at variance
with your overall ratin:
T.” COMMUNTCATION STYLE WITH USERS
(Verbal and Non-verbal)
-<VERBAL: ] | | ]

Uses appropriate tone of voice;
communicates well through use of
clear, concise Engiish; uses good
telzphone etiquette; speaks with
proper volume and voice is not

too loud or soft; avoids unexplained
library jargon; gears speech to
user's leval of understanding

~<NON-VERBAL: I |
Uses appropriate facial expressions
and gestures; displays calm, esp.
when working with difficult users;
shows positive attitude toward users;
s approachable, alert, and willing
to be of assistance; gives complete
attention to user; respects
tonfidentiality; sincere; empathetic
and establishes good rapport with
user; puts user at ease; avoids
talking down to.user

TT. USER [NTERRCTION AT. THE REFERENTT DESK
AlTows user to shape question, rather than | |
assuming too quickly what is wanted; takes
user to information sources; treats all
users with courtesy, consideration;
explains information; interacts
effectively in order to understand
user's needs; determines appropriate
level of help needed; suggests users
return for additional help; refers 43
users to subject representative(s)
when necessary

W
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...SELNOM.  NOT FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES MOST GF COMMENTS (also circle
ENOUGH THE TIME phrases at variance
with vour overall rati;

. LUWURKER INTE IUN iHt R NCE DESK
Consults with other staff members as I | I i
necessary; is sensitive to colleagues’
information needs and contributes
constructively; pulls own weight;
knows when to ask for help; cooperates
with colleagues; knows appropriate time -

to assist colleagues working with users .. ... .. . .. T
IV, KNOWLEDGE OF CEEEECT!WS

Evidences good, general knowledge of | ]
CRD collection; has good judgement for
appropriate sources for answers; admits
uncertainty when unsure of proper
sources; keeps up-to-date on new tools
in CRD subject areas; shows good
knowledge of other collections;

.  understands the card catalog; demonstrates

w knowledge of Geac and OCLC; maintains
general knowledge .of -UAL-policies/procedures -

V. PERSONAL QUALTTIES/TRATTS EXHIBITED AT REFERENCE DESK
(TOWARDS USERS AND COWORKERS)
Shows good common sense; is flexible and a { ] | |
team player; shows sense 9f humor when
appropriate; is competent, congenial, courteous,
dependable, patient, tactful, diplomatic; copes
weil with changing situations; shows responsibility
as appropriate and can be decisive as necessary;
goes beyond the minimum required, rather than
.giving up easily .- ... -~ . . .. .. ..

KDDTYYONAL COMMENTS
44 45

L .




1 WIvERsITY of ARIZOW
LIBRARY

CRD REFERENCE DESK PERFORMANCE STANDARDS (Evaluation Form)

SELDOM NOT FREQUENTLY  SOMETIMES MOST OF
ENOUGH THE TIME

COMMENTS (exampl®s...)

COMMUNICATION STYLE
{(VYerbal and Non—-verbal)

1. Uses appropriate tone of volce

2., Communicates wel! (uses clear,
concise English)

3. Uses good telephone etiquette

4. Spesks with proper volume (volce Is
not too loud or soft)

5. |Is verbose

6., Uses appropriste facia! expressions
(smiles, looks concerned, as )
appropriate)

7. Uses nonverbal communication as
appropriate (head nod, eye contact)

8. Points vaguely to where Information
can be found

USER INTERACTION AT THE REFERENCE-DESK

1. Altows patron to shape question

2. Assumes too quickly what user wants

3. Treats all users wlth covrtesy and
cons ideration

4. Determines what level of heip Is
needed

Displays caim when working wlth
difficult users




SELDOM  NOT FREQUENTLY
ENOUGH

SOMET IMES

MOST OF COMMENTS (examples...)

THE TiME

Displays positive attitude toward users

1.

Explains tools and their relationships
fo users' questions

Friendly toward users

9.

Goes to tools with users (at least to
get them started)

10,

Interacts effectively with user In
order to understand his/her needs

11,

Is approachable (appsars alert and
willing to be of assistance)

12,

Knows when to stop glving Information

135

Listens attentiveiy (glves comp | ete
attention to user)

14,

Refers users to subject represantative
when necessary

15.

Reminds users to return for addl tional
help

16.

Sensitive to users' needs (respects
conflidentiallty; sincere)

17.

Shows concern for user threwgh
appropriate actions and words;

eapathetic and good rapport with
user; suts user at ease

13,

Talks down to user (condescending,
snhobb i sh)

19,

Uses [lbrary Jargon (GEAC, LC, shelf
list, etc.) without explanation

A
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SELDOM

NOT FREQUENTLY
ENOUGH

SOMETIMES

MOST OF
THE TIME

COMMENTS (exampl@S...)

20.

Volunteers extra Information when
appropriate (ex: When asked "Where Is

Abstracts,® does the staff
sember provide the location and ask
"Have you ever used the Index to
Dissartation Abstracts?™)

21,

Admlts uncertainty when unsure of
proper sources

111. COWORKER INTERACTION AT THE REFERENCE DESK

i.

Consults w!th other staff members
when necessary

94

2.

Cooperative In work with others
at reference desk

.

KNOWLEDGE OF COLLECTION

LI

Evidences good, general knowledge of
CRD collection

2.

Has good judgement for apiropriate
sources for answers

v.

FERSONAL QULITIES/TRAITS EXHIBITED AT THE REFERENCE DESK (BOTH IN RELATION 10 USERS AND COWORKERS)

i

Shows good common senss

2.

Possesses ¢ sense of humor, when
aopropriate

3.

is competent

4.

Shows self-contldence

5.

Is congenlial

6.

Is courteous

194 |
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7. Shors responsibliity as
appropriate (decisive’

8. Is fiexible (copes well with
changing situations)

|
9. Shows initiative (goes beyond the i
ainiaum required) |

10. Dispiays patience

11. Is reliabie (dependabie) |

|
12, Perseverss (does not glve up easlly) |

Le

13. Is tactful and dipiomatic

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:




University of Georgia Lioraries
Athens, Georgia 30602

November 13, 1986

Lynn Westbrook
Reference Dept.
2-8460

Dear Faculty Member,

We are pleased to note that students in your subject area make good
use of reference services. With a little help from you, I can learn
more about the perceptions these patrons held of our services. Essen-
tially, this help consists of distributing, collecting ¢ id returning
the enclosed surveys. I have included a brief instruction sheet and a
self-addressed envelope. The entire process should take no more than a
few minutes of class time.

Your particijation will improve our understanding of the reference
process. As & small return on your investment of time and energy, I
will be happy to send you a brief summa:y ot your class' surveys. You
mighe fiad it useful to knov more sbout your Jstudents' views of reference
servi~i v,

Thank you for your attention. I hope to hear from you socn.

Sincerely yorrs,

Ly Withork

Lynn Westhrook
Reference Librarian

An Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Institution




SURVEY DISTRIBUTION INSTRUCTIONS

. Choose any day between now and December 5.
. On that day, distribute the surveys to the students in your class.
. Urge them to complete and return th= surveys as soon as possible.

Collect and return the surveys, using the enclosed envelope, by the end of
exams.

1l
2
3
4.

“‘t if...

«e+ I'm not teaching the class listed above?

Please distribute the surveys to another class in the same department and let
me know which class eventually received them.

«ee I need more surveys?
Just give me a call at 543-6329. That's my home phone. You can leave a

message on the machine. Include your name, address and the numher of surveys
you nead. I'll get them out to you right away.

+es I"have questions?
Give me a call at 2-8460, 2-6663, 543-6329.

.o I'd like to fill out a survey myself or know of someone else who wants to?
Feel free to use extras or call for more. I only ask that you return such
requested surveys in another envelope so I can keep them separate from the
others. Every bit of data and every opinion will be helpful so please feel

free to join in. If your anonymity matters to you, be sure that the special
envelope does Zut have your return address on it.

A
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PLEASE DISCARD THIS FORM IF YQU ARE UNDER 18 YEARS OF AGE.

Thank you for voluntarily participating in this survey. Please do not sign your
| name. After completing this survey, please return it to ycur teacher. Returning
it indicates your willingness to have the survey used in the research oro ject.

Please answer the following questions based on your experience in the Main Library.

1. Have you ever wanted to ask for nelp at the reference desk and decided not to?
If s0, why?

2. What do you expect to happen when you ask a reference librarian for help?

2. Please give a brief description of your last encounter with a reference librarian.
What did you do? what did the librarian do?

Are you: ___ female male
__ freshman . sophomore Junior ____ senior
__Qraduate  __ faculty ___ UGA staff __ otrer

Thank you for voli'ntarily participating. Your support is appreciated.
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Uuiversity of Georgia

1987 ONLINE SEARCHER PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL PROCESS

I. Choose twelve searches for each searcher, following these
gu:delines:

Searches cover September - August, distributed fairly evenly
Searches cover a variety of databases and vendor systems
Descriptor and free-text searching are represented

Searches are long, showing modification

II. Examine each search using the following performance criteria:
Structuring of search
Use of term permutations and synonyms
Use of population group terms
Krowledge of commands
Modification of searches
Accuracy of input
Qverall performance
Make notes on each search.

I11. Rate each searcher by marking a point on the continuum for each
criterion.

| Unsatisfactory | Satisfactory | Good J Outstanding

IV, Discuss the twelve searches and the ratings with the searcher.
Allow one hour. Make the session instructional, indicating areas of
improvement and alternative search techniques. Modify ratings if
necessary.

V. Fill out the evaluation form.

Vl. Submit a copy of the form to the Head of Reference and the
searcher,
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vuwversity of Georgia

1987 ONLINE SEARCHER PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL

Name

Paid searches Raady Reference searches

Performance criteria

1. Structuring of search

1 Unsatistactory I Satis¥factory T Good 1 Outstanding T

2. Use of term permutations and synonyms

1 Unsatistactory 1 Satistactory | bood I vutstanding |

3. Use of population group terms

I Unsatistactory |  Satisfactory 1 Good I tutstanding |

9, Knowledge of commands

1 Unsatistactory | Satistaccory T bood ¥ Qutstanding |

3. Modification of searches

T Unsatistactory | Satistactory | Good | Uutstanding i
) 4. Accuracy of input

1 Unsatistactory 1 datistactory | Good | Uutstanding 1

7, Qverall performance

i Unsatistactory T Satistactory | Good I UOutstanding T

Comments

Other activities
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1986 ONLINE SEARCHER PERFCRMANCE APPRAJSAL

University of Georgia
Name JANE DOE

Paid searches 40 Ready Reference searches 10
Performance criteria
i. Structuring of search

X
| Unsatisfaztory | Satisfactory | Good Outstanding

2. Use of term permutations and synonyms

X
| Unsatisfactory | Satisfactory | Good Outstanding

3. Use of population group terms

| Unsatisfactory | Satisfactory |

Knowledge of commands

X
I Unsatisfactory | Satisfactory Outstanding

S. Modification of searches

X
| Unsatisfactory | Satisfactory Outstanding

6. Accuracy of input

| Unsatisfactory | Satisfactory Outstanding

7. Overall performance

| Unsatisfactory | Satisfactory Outstanding

Comments

Has shown improvement over the past year in all areas.

Runs well structured searches anc modifies them well.

Needs some improvement in the use of term permutations and synonyms
and in the use of population terms.

Other activities
Attended an ABI/INFORM workshop in February.
Presented a demonstration of INVESTEXT to other searchers in June.
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Alfred Taubman Medical Library

The Untversity of Michigan® 1135 E (atherine » Ann Arbor. MI 48109
Telephone Information: 313,763-3071

ONEINE SEARCH FVALUATION

In order te cvaluate and improve our computerized llterature searching services, we
would appreciate vour takies a tew minutes to complete thie questionnaire.  vYou may
Icave the completed questionnaire either with a reference !hrarian or in the Lihrarv's
suppestion hox, or drop {t in campus mail.

. At the time vou requested th:is wearch, how did vou plan to use the results?
(check most appropriate answer)

. RESEARCH PROIECT
___ GRANT PROPUSAL
_ PUBLICATION

DOCTORAL DISSERTATION
__ LECTURE/TEACHINC
__ TERM PAPER
. OTHER (specify) _ e e e
2. Was the purposc of this <earch to determine that no previous work had heen

done on this topic?

YES
NO

3. Does this search provide enough relevant citations to meet your needs?

YES
NO, but didn't expect to see anything
NO (please comment) _

4. Were the results of the search useful to you?

_YES
NO (please comment)

5. Among the total citations provided by this search, how many appear relevant
to the specific question or topic for which you submitted your search request”?

NONE
SOME
MANY
MOST
ALL

|11

6. Among the relevant citations provided by this search, how many are new to you?

NONE
SCME
MANY
MOST
A

|11 ]

7. Do you feel that the citations that are both relevant and previously unknown
to you are worth the cost of the search?

___ YES
___ NO (please comment)

PLEASE TURN OVER

ERIC “ 61
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8. Was the time lapse between submitting your search request and receiving your

results reasonable?

__YEs
NO (please cc ment)

9. Do you feel that the librarian who interviewed you understood vour search
topic?

___YES
___ NO (please comment)
!

10. Was this your first computerized literature search?

___YES
.

11. How did you become aware of our online search services?

___ COLLEAGUE

___ REFERENCE LIBRARIAN -
ONLINE DEMONSTRATION
LIBRARY BROCHURE

POSTER

OTHER (specify)

|11

12. Which of the following best describes you?

FACULTY/STAFF

HOUSE OFI'TCER
GRADUATE STUDENT
UNDERGRADUATE

OTHER (specify) _

11

improved, or questions relating either to our search services or to the
search which was just run for you, use the space below to comment, Please
include your name and telephone number if you would like us to contact you

13. If you have suggestions as to how any aspect of our search sarvices can be
regarding your suggestions and/or questions.

62
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ALFRED TAUBMAN MEDICAL LIBRARY
THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

ONLINE SEARCH SERVICE STATISTICS

Month

Year

Number of search interviews

Nuaber of searches
Number run §n MEDLINE
Number run in NLM non-MEDLINE files

Number run in non=NLM ¢iles
Average online tise (in sinutes)
Average formulation tise {(in sinutes)
Average turnaround time (in Jays)
Number of rerun searches

Number of active 5D! profiles

63
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SEARCHEP. FROFILE

SEARCHER: __BEGINNER

= W £ |w
Z | = — =
Ly L L — = T S
o — — = = = &
o — — o — = )
a. > — <T Q o
oo |2 |22 B |2 |2 |[E_
2E |2 |ZS|E B |E5 |82
o = = w = ) s = o
=2+ < S = — el == =
(FW R - - J - - - YR
S lE |EB g |€ |g= |8
It pe = < = = = < - It pe
QUARTER
1/1/83 - /8/ 13,8 [12.5 16 20 83 2/
3/ 31/ 83 17.87% 2,67
4/71/83 - S5V 9.5 8.0 15 17 J5 |1/
6/ 30/ 83 13,17 27
//1/83 - 28/ 6.6 6.5 13 12 .39 |0
9/ 30/ 83 12.8%
1/1/83 - 52/ 6.2 5.9 11 10 .62 |0
12/ 31/ 83 13,27
ANNUAL 217/ 9.9 9.0 14 16 .09 |3/
AVERAGE 147 1.47
DEPARTMENTAL 222/ 11.0 9.4 9 11 42 |5
AVERAGE 14,37 12.3%
i

ALFRED TAUBMAN MEDICAL LIBRARY
THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
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QUARTERLY SEARCHER PROFILE

1-1-83 10 3-31-83

S
A \
0 L Ll = >
) = E S =) o
§% —_ — o = 5 g§ S
ol |22 E |2 |53
E% = | 3 — S = = Eg = & E§
S5 |8 | B2l = |8 |EZ =B
L - - - - L -l | 0J .
o O W (L Rl =] L"JE gg gg az O
SEARCHER e | = ZE| ZIE| = | 22 | 2 e
A 46/ 13.8 10,5 8 9 35 0
10,5%
B 63/ 17.8 12.3 11 13 .56 2/
14.4% 3.2%
C 51/ /.7 €.6 9 8 .22 C
11.7%
D 52/ 12.9 10.9 8 aQ 6% 1/
11.9% 1.97
BEGINNER 78/ 13,8 12.5 16 20 .83 2/
17.87% 2,0%
E 15/ 10.9 /7.9 10 18 .53 0
17.27%
F 72/ 12.4 9,7 1C 22 . 36 3/
16.57 4,27
AVERAGE 62/ 12.8 10.7 11 15 .52 9/
14,27% 1,57
ALFRED TAUBMAN MEDICAL LIBRARY
THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
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A PROPOSED METHODOLOGY FOR THE EVALUATION OF
OF BIBLIOGRAPHIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIANS:
BEHAVIORALLY ANCHORED RATING SCALES (BARS)

DEBORAH A. SOMMER

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA
MARCH 13, 1986
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The University of Georgia Libraries has a strong and groving program of
bibliographic instruction. This program consists of orientations to the
library (both self-guided and formal tours - approximately 130 tours each
year involving 2800 participants), and instruction consisting of lectures on
basic library skills and subject-related sessions (approximately 220 sessions
involving 4500 participants).

As Bibliographic Instructicn Coordinator, I am in an unusual situation as
it pertains to personnel evaluation. As program coordinator, 1 rzceive
reports from two libraries, Science and Main; I may assign classes to 10 Main
Reference librarians, approximately 16 other Main Library librarians and refer
requests to the Science Library. I directly observe and evaluate the
instructional activities of the Reference Department and maintain records of
some nature cn all librarians participating in the program (approximately 35).
Because my position is in the Reference Department, my authority to evaluate
participants outside the department is limited. My evaluations of librarians
outside of the reference department are indirect (I don't always observe them
in the classroom) and consist merely of brief written comments to their
respective supervisors - primarily dealing with their level of activity rather
than their abilities or effectiveness. My role as evaluator in the Reference
Department has also been informal. For years, if performance appraisal has
even occurred related tc B 1., my predecessors and I have informally written
comments to the Head of Reference to be included on each librarian's annual
performance evaluation form. These comments have been based upon observation
of the 1librarian 1in the classroom, reports written by t»e librarian,
instructional materials developed by the librarian, level of participation and

letters and comments received about the librarian's instructional activities.
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It became evident this year as I prepared my comments that it was very

difficult to write an essay evaluation of each participant and it was equally
difficult for the Head of Reference to interpret my comments in concrete and
quantitative terms. At the same time, my appraisal interviews were more full
of "praise" (not to mention gratitude) than they were of specific areas for
development. My role as evaluator is not to determine raises, promotions,
work assignment, etc., but to provide information to my supervisor, my
colleagues and myself about performance and to gather information that is
specifically related to training and staff development.

Faced with this problem, I decided to explore the possibility of
developing a performance appraisal methodology/system that could be used
specifically for appraising the performance of librarians as bibliographic
instructors and at the same time provide useful information on training neecs.

Evaluation of reference services 1is area where there has been
significant activity in the literature. In a recent article, Powell states:
"a review of the literature indicated that ruck has been written on the
evaluation of reference services and reference effectiveness" (1984: 89). In
the same article, he summarizes research on the effectiveness of reference
staffs. Most evaluation tends to be of twa types - staff availability or
staff performance. (1984: 94). Only a small portion of the literature
described by Powell deals with the performance of the reference librarian.
Those studies that do address this aspect tend to focus more on the length of
tihe a patron must wait for service, amount of time spent on various duties,
and accuracy of reference questions answered. In another recent article on
the evaluation of reference desk performance, Young has this to say about the
literature of reference evaluat.un:

this literature largely consists of
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quantitative studies that focus on the
overall quality of reference services.
These are of no help in evaluating

individual performance. (1985:69)

Young proposes a performance appraisal method, Lehaviorially anchored rating
scales (BARS), that might be applicable to evaluating the performance of
individual librarians at the Reference Desk (1985:69-75).

Bibliographic instruction, now an undisputed component of a reference
librarian's work, is another area where the evaluation literature is growing.
In a 1980 article, Richard Hume Werking describes B.I. evaluation research by
saying:

although improvement in library

use skills (variously defined) is

the most common object of

bibliographic education and

thus evaluation, it is not the

only one. (80:155)
In a recent handbook written by the ACRL Bibliographic Instruction Section
Research Committee, descriptions are given of other significant types of
bibliographic instruction evaluation. These include attitude changes of
library users, impact of B.I. on student achievement or library use, the
effectiveness or comparison of instructional methods, and evaluation for needs
assessment, program justification or establishment of goals and objectives
(Werking, 1983:95-102). Though the performance of individual librarians is a
key component of ary bibliographic instruction program, no significant
attention hac been given to the evaluation of the librarian who does B.I. In
the same handbook, Adams briefly mentions "measuring teaching effectiveness"

in her chapter on data gathering instruments:
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Since few agree on what the characteristics

of a good teacher are, measuring teacher

effectiveness is difficult . . .

about all that can be measured are

appropriateness of content; usefulness

of materials or activities; and

presentation skills. (1983:75)
No data gathering instruments or formal evaluation techniques were suggested,
other than asking a colleague to observe or the inclusion of questions about
the presentation on questionnaires to students (Adams, 1983:75). With only
Young's suggestion, a 1look must be made at the literature in the area of
personnel performance appraisal to determine if BARS would be an appropriate
performance appraisal technique.

Performance appraisal has been bantered around in the business,
psychology and public administration literature for decades (Henderson,1930;
Latham and Wexler, 1981; Eichel and Bender, 1984). This is an area that has
also received much attention over the years in library literature {Johnson,
1972; DeProspo, 1971; Berkner, 1979, Reneker, 1982). There is no doubt a
consensus on the need for performance appraisal; the methods used for
appraisais, however, are many and varied. Eichel and Bender take a detailed
look at currently used performance appraisal techniques (1984).  Schneier and
Beatty identify six objectives of performance appraisal systems:

1. To provide feedback and improve performance.
2. To assess training needs.

3. ldentification of promotion potential.

4. Allocation of organization rewards.

5. Validation of selection techniques.
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6. Accuracy in measuring performance. (1979:67-69)
In my role as appraiser, 1 am interested primarily in objectives one, two and
six - to insure that participants maintain an accepted level of performance,
identify training and development needs and to conduct fair, accurate and
reliable evaluations. My supervisor, on the other hand, would also benefit
froam an appraisal system that provided information related to the other
objectiyés.

Figure I represents a comparison of four appraisal methods to the
objectives of a performance appraisal system identified by Schneier and
Beatty. Of the four techniques listed, behaviorally anchored rating scales
(BARS), best satisfy all objectives. In Stevenson's discussion of the
advantages and disadvantages of a number of appraisal systems wused in
libraries, she presents Figure II which gives the results of six appraisal
systems when compared to the following four criteria for a "good" system:
reliable and valid, job related, standardized, and practical (1984:10). Again,
the BARS method is the only method to alwavs satisfy at least three of the
criteria. Stevenson points out that no single appraisal method can satisfy
each criterion. Therefore, an appraisal method should be chosen based on the
purpose or objective of the evaluation.

"Many believe that BARS is one of the most useful aopraisal techniques
currently available" (Vincellete and Pfister, 1984:105). BARS was first
introduced in 1963 by Smith and Kendall as bahavioral expectation scaling
(1963:149-155). "A study by Frank J. Landv, et al., recommends BARS
especially for the potential benefits they offer for 'counseling and
feedback'" (Gruenfield, 1981:16). Stevenson describes BARS as a technique
that "forces u¢ te examine the components of job performance and to develop
standards that can be observed for each component" (1984:15). A major

advantage of BARS "is that they are far more specific in terms of identifying
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FISURE I

COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SYSTEMS TO
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL OBJECTIVES

Feedback/ Assessing Identification Reward Selection Measuring

Development Training of Promotion Allocation System Accuracy
Needs Potential Validation
Global Poor Poor Poor to Fair Poor Poor Poor
Trait Poor Poor Poor to Fair Psor to  Poor to Poor to
Fair Fair Fair
Behavior- Very Good Very Good Very Good Very Good Very Good Good
based* to to
excellent excellent
Effective- Fair to Fair to Fair to Good Very Good Fair to Very
ness based Good Good to Good Good
excellent to
excellent

* Only if behaviorally-anchorad.

SOURCE: Schneier and Beatty, 1979:68




FIGURE 11

COMPARISONS OF METHODS WITH CRITERIA
FOR A "GOOD" SYSTEM

RELIABLE J0B STANDARDIZED PRACTICAL
& VALID RELATED
ESSAY YES YES NO *
GRAPHIC * * YES YES
RATING
FORCED- YES * YES NO
CHUICE
CRITICAL YES YES NO NO
INCIDENT
M80 YES YES NO *
BARS YES YES YES NO

*These items are situational. Managers with good communication skills may
find the essay format relatively easy to use while those lacking facility with
words may consider it a difficult task. Some areas of performance lend
themselves to objective setting while others do not.

SOURCE: Stevenson, 1984: 10.
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employee behaviors relative to specific job dimensions" (Schneier and Beatty,
1979:71).

The evaluation of specific behaviors has also been used by Kellogg to
evaluate reference librarians at the University of Arizona (Young,
1984:72). Adams and Judd describe a method called “"goa® analysis" which also
utilizes a list of behaviors to evaluate reference librarians (1984: 131-145).
A technique focusing on observable behaviors could be useful and a BARS
performance apbraisa] system would meet the objectives of appraisal of
bibliographic instruction librarians at this institution.

A variety of methods have been proposed to develop a BARS (Latham and
Wexley, 1981:48-52; Schwab, Heneman, and DeCottiis, 1975:549-652; and Schneier
and Beatty, 1979:59-68). To develop a BARS appraisal system to evaluate B.I.
librarians, the following steps would be takeu:

1. Perform a job analysis. Interview or survey
supervisors, librarians doing B.I. and others
knowledgable about the job to identify "critical
incidents". Have them describe specific incidents
of effective and ineffective behavior. Compile a
list o these. For example, some of the incidents might
be: uses creative methods to present material; makes
little effort to provide for student interaction;
presents lecture using a search strategy method.

2. Develop the job dimensions. Have the same
individuals categorize these incidents into broad
overall job categories or "job dimensions".

For example, Presentation skills,

Material Development, Participation.
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3. Rate the incidents. Have the individuals

rate on a numerical scale what performance an

incident reflects. Only those incidents where

there is a high degree of agreement are retained.

The numerical value given t2 each incident is the

mean of all the ratings - this is the degree to

which the incident describes effective behavior

on the scale.
To clarify, Figure III shows what a BARS for “"Level of Participation" in the
B.I. program wight look like. Some writers include another step. That step
is to have another group, also familiar with B.I., complete steps 2 and 3.
The second group’s results would then be compared to the first group's. "The
standard deviation of the ratings for each incident represent the amount of
agreement among raters regarding the effectiveness level of performance
dzscribed by the incident (the lower the standard deviation, the greater the
agreement)" (Schwab, Heneman, and DeCotiis, 1975: 551). This process would
help insure the reliability of the scales.

The process of developing a BARS appraisal system is crucial to its
success. Studies have shown that participation in the development of the BARS
system can lead to more positive feelings toward the appraisal (Silverman ard
Wexley, 1984: 703-71l). The effective use of the system also requires the
rater to systematically observe and document a "representative sample of
incidents describing the employee's behavior throughout the appraisal period"
(Latham and Wexley, 1981:54). After the development of the BARS for B.I.
librarians, it will be necessary for librarians to be observed on a more
regular basis. The frequency of observation is another element that the
participating group can decide. Once the system is developed, it is important

that all raters be instructed in its use. Raters other than the B8.I].
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FIGURE ITI

BARS EXAMPLE

PARTICIPATION IN B.I. PROGRAM

[ TP Frequently volunteers for library instruction sessions.

Semmeeeee Willingly accepts all library instruction requests.

RO Willingly accepts most library instruction requests.

Jommmmeaeae Occasionally refuses library instruction requests.

2emmmmea e Frequently refuses library instruction requests.

) PR Always refuses library instruction requests.
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Coordinator might include: Head of Main Reference, Assistant Head of Main

Reference, Head of Government Documents, Supervisors of other Main Library

B.I. participants, Orientation Librarian, and Head of Science Reference. Some

studies show that a well-developed BARS can easily be administered by
untrained students (Harari and Zedeck, 1973:261-265 and Kinicki et al.,
1985:535-549). Hoﬁever, most professionals in the field of perconnel advocate
training to insure the success of an appraisal system. Once the system is
implemented, it 1is very important that the system itself be periodically
evaluated. As job dimensions change, it is necessary to revise the BARS
measuring them.

The above process illustrates why BARS may not always be practical.
Patten states a major criticism in the use of BARS: "if had one hundred jobs
and ten dimensions for each job, BARS construction would be a difficult and
expensive task" (Patten, 1982:150). Constructing a BARS for one activity will
be time consuming but it should also establish acceptable behaviors for
librarians to strive for, clearly identify training needs and provide a guage
of how B.I. librarians are performing. A bibliographic instruction
librarian's job is generic enough that once a BARS appraisal system has been
developed, it could serve as a model to be adopted by other librarians in

similar institutional settings.
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Pennsylvania State University

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PEER REVIEW
OF CREDIT INSTRUCTION

Curricular and Instruction Affairs Committee
Library Faculty Organization

1. Summative evaluation should be under the direction of the appropriate
department chief or campus academic officer, who will ensure that a
longitudinal representation of peer evaluation of credit instruction
is included in promotion and tenure dossiers.

2. Sutmative evaluation will be performed by tenured librarians of the
Pennsylvania State University whc have taught 2 course for credit.
Selection of the evaluator and date(s) for evaluation will be made by
mutual agreement detween the librarian - and the appropriate department
chief or administrative officer.

3. Summative evaluation will be carried out at least once per course/
semester.

4. Individual libraiians are encouraged to arrange for formative evalua-
tions of their teaching. The Coordinator of Instruction will assist
librarians in this process.

S. An evaluative instrument should be uczd “hich would codify responses to
individual teaching performance in. a consistent manner.

6. Evaluators are encouraged to have pre- and post- evaluation discussicns
with the librarians being evaluated.

7. Training of evaluators will be arranged by the Coordinator of Instruc-
tion.

8. Peer evaluations will be placed in the librarian's confidentisl file.

C. Whittingtor
April 20, 1987




tHE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY
The University Libraries
Pecer Review of Credit Instruction

Instructor: Evaluator:
Course: Semester: Date:
lowest average highest

Class Evaluation: rating rating rating

Al. Rate the clarity and organization of the 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
instructor's presentation.

A2. Rate the instructor's demonstrated knowledge 1 2 3 4 5 6 1
of the subject of the ciass.

A3. Rate the instructor's demonstrated enthusiasm 1 2 3 & S 6 17
for the subject matter. ’

A4, Rate the instructor's effective use of class 1 2 3 4 S 6 17
time.

AS5. Rate the instructor's use of examples and 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7
i lustrations.

A6. Rate the instructor's preparation for class. 1 2 3 46 5 6 7

A7. Rate the instructor's response to student 1 2 3 & S 6 17
questions and comments.

A8. Rate the instructor's creation of{ an 1 2 3 46 S5 6 17
atmosphere conducive to learning.

Comments:

Course Materials Evaluation:

Bl. Rate the clarity of course objectives. 1 2 3 4 S 6 1

B2. Fate the logic of the presentation of 1 2 3 46 5 6 ?
the material.

B3. Rate the relevancy of handouts, assign- 1 2 3 46 S 6 17
ments, and tests to course objectives.

B4. Rate the clarity of criteria for grades. 1 2 3 § S5 6 7

Comments:

Overall Evaluation. 1 2 3 4 S5 6 17

Comments:
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indiana University -

To: ¥Wi31 Al’s From: Julie Bobay, Instruction
Librarian
Dept.: English Dept.

Subj: Library Tours Dete: March 29, 1986

We are developing a nev proasentation on library research and
using the IU Librariea. This nev presentation will replace the
tour/presentation currently offered to Wi3l classes. VWe plan to
have the nev program ready this fall.

To ensure that our nev pregram moets i1hc needs of Basic
Composition students, ve vant to find out hov you fesl about the
library instruction given to your classes in ths past. We also
w=~nt to knov vhat library skills you feel are most important for
your students as they vork on W13) assignments.

Please take a fev minutes to respond to the questions below.
Your cooperation will give us valuable information that wve can
use as ve plan the newv program.

Please use the enclosed adcdressed envelope to return this
questionnaire to me by April 4, 1986. Thank you.

1. How often do you use library materials for your own research?

More than cnce a veek

At least once a month

Less than once a month

B

2, Do you use subject indexes other than the MLA Bibliography
for your reesearch? YES 0

> O o w0 > ey S —— - e o S G v

COMMENTS

- oo —- @ . o - o - - o o o - o o — - — g G — e S

3. For hov many semesters have you brought Wi31 classes to
the library for s presentstion? _____________
4. Name the most recent semester that you’ve scheduled a library
presentation for your W13l class.

oo
-
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S. Your WVWi3i class(es) vhich came for a library presentation
during the wost recent Gemester received a:

slide presentation in the Libraries’ classroom

guided tour of the 1library with indexes and
catalogs explained within th ' wvalking tour

- e e o s -

a combinstion of the slides and a valking tour

Other (lescribe)

6. In genercl, hov satisfied vere you with the library session:

Very satisfied

Satisfied, but could be improved

Dissatisfied

7. If you received the followving presentations in your sost
recent library session, please indicate your assesswment cf that
element:

a. VWalking tour of the lidrary 1o point qut locatjiong

Received right Should be

anount of time 5 4 3 2 1 excluded

Presentation Presentation

vas effective 5 4 3 2 1 vas ineffective
COMMENTS _

D S s S U L W s s T B s e A Ve T B W B S D B G Sl Tl iy W G Ve S A . e v i St

- - o - e - - . D - Y — T . - e e S S S — - ALS Ve G s > Sl D o W W S

b. Lesson on the card catslox

Received right Should be
amount of time S 4 3 2 1 excluded
Presentation Presentation
vas effective 5 4 3 2 1 vas ineffective
COMMEN T S o o o e e e e
o
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c. Lessed 90 periodicsl indexes

Received right Should be
amount of time S 4 3 2 1 excluded
Presentation - Presentation
vas effective S 4 3 2 1 vas ineffective
COMMENTS __ _— e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

d. Discusmion 9f hoy $o find & periedicel in the IU

Lidraries
Received right Should be
amount of time S 4 3 2 1 excluded
Presentation Presentation
vas effective S 4 3 2 1 vas ineffective
COMMENTS

8. Did your library session omit some information that you
thought vas important?

COMMENTS

- - - s - -

9. If it vere available, would you devote a second class session
in your Wi3l class to a more in-depth seasion on hov to usge the
library? YES NO

COHMMENTS

12. The research papers turned in by my students shoved evidence
that they:

s. vere successful in finding sppropriate books in the library

Very Not
Successful S 4 3 2 i Successful

b. vere suzcessful in iloceiing sppropriate periodical srticles in
the library

Very Not
Successful S 4 3 2 1 Successful

(]
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Indiana thiversity
W131 LIBRARY PROGRAM EVALUATI1ON

This year is the first for the W131 library presentations. We
would like to know whether you tound the presentations helpful.
Please help us by answering the questions belcw. We will use your
responses to inprove the presentation.

FOR EACH QUESTICN, PLEASE CIRULE THE ANSWER THAT BLST REPRESENTS
YOUKR OPINION.

1. 1 went to the Main Library and completed the seif-guided
tour:

aj) before the library presentation

b) atter the library presentation

c) I chose not complete the tour

d) 1 was not given the selt-guided tour by my instructor.

2. in doing library research, [ was able to find books on my topic
in the card catalog:

a) yes

b) no

c) I did not need books tor my research.

3. In doing library research, 1 was able to find articles on my
topic in a periodical index:

a) yes

b) no

c) 1 did not use periodical articles.

gl

was able to find the periodicals 1 needed using the Selected
ot Periodical Hoidings (red book).

a) always.

b) most of the time

c) sometimes

d) never.

. The library presentation (Circle as many answers as apply to
you)

a) was so boring I almost went to sieep.

b) was interesting. 1 did not know there was that much good
information in the library.

Cc) gave me more intormation than I wanted to ki.ow.

d) was too fast and confusing.

e) vold me a lot of stuft 1 already knew.

t) other (please explain) _




o

6. The most useful part of the library presentation was:
a) the self-guided tour
b) the information about the card catalog and subject terms
c) the section covering indexes to magazines and scholarly
Jjournals
d) the gsection about newspaper indexes.

7. The lecst usetul part of the library presentation was:
a) the seif-guided tov~
b) the information about the card catalog and subject terms
c) the section covering indexes to magazines and scholarly
journals
c) the section about newspaper indexes.

8. I asked tor help at the reference desk
a) yes
b) no
¢c) don’t remember.

9. All W131 classes should have “his class presentation
a) strongly agree
b) somewhat agree
c) don’t know
d) somewhat disagree
e) strongly disagree

10. Comments:

67
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Indiana University

Tor W13l Al's From: Julaie Bobay; Instruction
) Librarian

Dept.: English Dept. Dept: Library E172

Subj: Library Fresentaticons Date: November O, 1986

After trying cut the W13l library program for one semester,
we'd like tc ask your help in evaluating its effectiveress.
We will use your responses to this questiornnaire to make
modifications and improvements in the presentatiown,

Please use the enclosed envelope to return this questiormaire tao
me by November &1, 1986. Tharnk you.

I 336 33 I I I W I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

1. For how many semesters have you braught Wi131 classes to
the library for a presentation?

2. Did yau hand out the W13l Self-guided tour befcore the library
presentaticon?

a. If yes, did you check that yvour students did it?

What percentage of yocur students do you thirnk tock the
self—guided tour?

b. Do you think the self—-guided tour 1s an effective way to
orient studerits tc the Main Library?

Effective S 4

N
ro
e

Ineffective

WHY OR WHY NOT?

—— . — e s — — e S s o —————— —_— —— ———— — . $ S——— —— o ——— —————————— ——— ————————
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3.

Plrase assess the elementr of the library presentation:

a. Card Catalog

Received right
amount of time

Fresentation
was effective

Comments:

n

Should be
excluded

Fresentation
was ineffective

—— s — —— . — - ——" ————— ——— " — ——— . _— — — — —— —— — —— ——— - . T . ——

s ot A T . . . s . s . g ————— T —————————— " ———— 22} — ——— — - o > — - o ———— " — - S — ———

- — — —— o —— Y " T —— Y ——————— — . — —— —— ) Y~ T [ S S T —_ Y SV Y A S S S S S — . S —— — i ——— o —— ———

b. Periodical indexes (including

Received right
amount of time

Fresentation
was effective

Comments:

w
F-3
W

in-class exercise)

n

Should be
excluded

Fresentatiaon
was ineffective

> e S ——_ —— — ——— —— T —— ————— — A S T — —— L — o - — S — A e ——

——— i s Y e S s VR . o S S S S  — —— Y Y —— ———— - —— "} ——ta SO} S e WD A SRt e S S S Y e A S S S S A el e

7 e s i e . S S A W o S A G S — — V — ———— - ————— . —— —— —— {— o S S S A D A S W s G S o i VP S e S A S o —

Received right
amcunt of time

FPresentation
was effective

Comments:

Should bz
excluded

Presentation
was irneffective

- — — o — — — . — ——— " . _—— ————— 7, " —— —— Y — — " — " " o > St S o s Y T S A A Sl S e e S S P s S e S e s S S S S

D € e e o . e . s Ay i B . e VS A e T S S G D . o o S S 6 o . D . o, D S B . S Y . S S S ——— " — Y Y — g — — v — taa

Received right
amount of time

Mresentation
was effective

Commerits:

Should be
excluded

Fresentaticon
was ireffective

O i S (e e AR i s S Y S ——— — ————— —— ——— —— — —— — VT ", —— — > S —— A —— — > —

S 4 3 2
S 4 3 e
S 4 3 2
5 4 3 e
oy
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S. The research papers turned i1n by my studerts shcowecd eviderce
that they:

a. were successful in finuing appropriate books in the library
Very Not
Successful S 4 3 2 1 Successful

b. were successful in locating appropriate pericdical and

Very Not
Successful S 4 3 2 1 Successful
Comments: ___

6. a. Overall, nhow satisfied were you with the library session:

Satisfied S 4 3

o

1 Dissatisfied

b. Do you plan to schedule library preserntat:crns in future
semesters?

COMMENT S

7. Would you be interested iv a slide/tape versicn of this
presentation ta be administered by ycu rather thanm a librarian?
Why cor why not?

S e s S s s e e i v T 0 Y T — — ———— —— ————— —— i — > P o, S S —— ——————— -
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8. For first-year W13l QAl's:
Did you feel the library segment cf your »ientatior session

was useful? Do you have suggestions for improving the
presentation we give to new RI's abcut the library presentation?

— - - — . . T - —— - T - - — i —— —— — — — —_— i " T = ——————— — — - — = - —— ——— ——
————— ——— — — —— — 5 — i o S — A S . = - ——— - —— = e = = S A M - S . N - S — = = - ———
e e e s s e S e s s S S e s D " T ————— — — — - ———————— — a — — —_— - = Y U = S A E— . W= —

———— —— O — - —— — — —— — — " . o T A s o O B e W s e S — . (i T T — . — —————— —— o S = — ——————

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
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Indiana University

During the Fail 1986 semester, the Libraries offered a rew
presentation to 70 sections of W13!. The lessori consisted of a
self-guided tour tc e administered by the Asccciate Instructors
and an in-class slide presentatior, narrated by a librarian,
which covered basic library skills. The classrocom sessicn
inoluds . ungraded exercises where students used sample indexes to
find articléds on a topic.

QUESTIONNAIRES:

S56% Return Rate for Qssociate Instructors (31/55)
(questionnaire mciled to each participating AIl)

52% Return Rate for Students (685/1309)
{questionnaires mailed to each AI to admirnister ir class at
the ertd of the semester)

CONCLUSIONS :

It seems that cur users appreciate the fact that this lessaon
makes a very complicated process less complicated, and goes a long
way toward achieving cur gcal: "W131 students will be able tc
identify and find in the 1lU Libraries sufficient resource
materials to complete a shor¢ research paper."” Even studerits wha
complained that the session was boring and told them a lot of
stuff they alreaLy kriew reccomrended that ali W13l classes shaould
get the lesson. (Ferhaps that is similar to the benefits of
taking fcul-tasting medicire.)

There was fairly broad consensus that the self-guided tcur was a
good idea, but lacked any mears of mctivating the studerts to
actually do it and )-arn anything from it. The most highly rated
portion of the lessur by both students arnd AI's was the secticn
on periocdical indexes and finding journals in the library. Many
commented that we needed to stress this area ever more. The card
catalog section was jererally less well-received, but seen as
valuable by a significant number of students and AI's. The
section on newspaper indexes was very pocorly rated by students
ard RI's,

——— i S —— i ——— S s s G S

The progress we've made .nus far in teaching basic librury skills
to elementary composition classes is encouraging, but areas

remain which rieed improvement. We reccmmerid eliminating the self-guided

tour because it is not effective. Other aroblems (borivig, teaching
studerits what they thirk they already kncw, covering material
which may or may not be valued by an indiv.dual Assacciate
instructor, the lack of realism in the simulated exercise) can
at least theoretically be answered by designing a computer-—
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assisted lesson to replace the slide show. This would enable us
toe put the burden of learning back on the student, and would
encourage them to take an active part in the process. It would
also allow them to choose which skills they need to learr.
Feedback to the instructor could be built in through the use of
an online quizy, and hards—on experience could be provided thrcugh
a follow-up library exercise.

While these poteritial benefits of Computer-Assisted Instructior
have been apparent to us for some time, we never felt the
university had a system which could support 4,000-6,000 students
anc be simple 2ncugh to use and administer. The proposed Student
Information Netwark seems to have the poterntial to provide those
capabilities, and so we recommend designing a test CAl lesson for
implemertation next fall.

Ww o
pa.
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Indiana University

HIGHLIGHTS FROM W131 QUESTIONNARIR(CS

1. Self-guided tour
~-Studernts - 48% did rniot take
37% - least useful part

-Al's - 97% handed it out

Froblems cited: getting students to do it. Same questaicn its
effectiveness ever, wher it is dcone.

2. Card Catalco
~ftudents - 33% least useful part
20% mmost useful part

6S% able to find bcoke
30% did ncot need books

-RAIs - 3.6 (right amcunt of time index)

-

3.8 (effectiveness iridex)

Commernts: Typical comment: "This was covered fairly well, but
think that students know this better than most things in the
librarys; and, in a crinch, scme of this time cculd be
sanrificed."”

3. fericdical Indexes

~Students: B89% able to find articles in index
60% most useful part of presentaticn

-Rl's: 1 (right amcournt of time index)

.9 (effectiveriess index)

4
3

Comments: stress scholarly indexes mcore. More emphssis shcould
be placed on this. Exercise good idea; sometimes rushed.

4. Finding 2 Fericdical

~Students: 63% (always cr most of the time able tc use the Red
Book tco find pericdicals.)
27% (scmetimes able to use the Red Eook)

-Al's: 3.8 (right amount of taime index)
3.9 (effectiveriess index)




Comments: needs more time and attenticn. More thorough
coverage. Common thame: "l like the exercise — I wish it had
stuck with my students better.”

S. Newspaper Indexes

-Students: 12% most useful part
18% least useful part

~Al's: 3.4 (right amount of time index)
3. ! (effectiveness index)

Comwents: hurried, rushed, weak. Not encugh time. Disagreemert
on usefulness of newspapers for college level work.

~Students: 36% - was interestirvg
35% - told me a lot of stuff I already knew
22% ~ so boring I almost went to sleep
18% - gave me more information tham I wanted
11% - was too fat and confusirng

"All wi3!l classes should have this presentaticn:”

2% of the students strongly or somewhat agree

-Al's:

Were studerits successful? boaks: 3.7 cut of 5
articles: 3.4 out of 5

Were you satisfied with this presentation? 3.2 cut of §
Will you do this again? 96% yes.
Comments: marny asking for mcre harnds—-on experievice; "learrn by

doing," "gap betweeri what they see in one racam and
what they will actually do."
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Indiana University

Evaluacion of Seminars on
Library Support for Instruction

The purpose of this seminar was to provide infermation about services

that the I.U. Libraries provide to assist instructors and their students.
Pleage help us to evaluate the session by completing this form.

(1)

2

3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

How useful was the session?
very useful nejther useful nor useless

_ useful generally useless

Was the session
too long, too short, or about right?
too fast, too slow, or about right?

too elementary, too advanced, or about right?

How interesting was the session?

very intecesting neither dull nor interesting

interesting dull

How could the materia’ have been presented more effectively?

What kinds of services would you like the Libraries to offer that were
not discussed today?

Are there specific topics on bibliographic access, research 1esources,
or others that you would like to see presented in fuature sessions?




Iy

Comments: needs more time and attention. More thorough
coverage. Common theme: "I like the exercise - I wish
stuck with my students better."

5. Newspaper Indexes

-Students: 12% most useful part
18% lsast useful part

-Al's:s 3.4 (right amount of ctime index)
3.1 (effectiveness index)

Comments: hurried, rushed, weak. Not enocugh time. Disagreemert

on usefulness of newspapers for college level work.

o - - — . - —

-Students: J36% - was interesting
35% - told me a lot of stuff | already knew
22% - so boring 1 almost went to sleep
18X - gave me more information than I wanted
11% was too fast and confusing

"Rll w13l classes should have this presentation:”

82% of the students strongly or somewhat agree

-Rl's:

Were students successful? books: 3.7 out of S
articles: 3.4 out of 5

Were you satisfied with this presentation? 3.9 out of S

Will you do this again? 96% yes.

Commertss many asking for more hands-—c . experiernce; "learn by
deoing," "gap between what ti.ev see in one rcom and

what they will actually dc."

)
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Indiana University
FACULTY SEMINAR EVALURTIONSG
WEDNESDAY and THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26 and 27, 1386
Did the session cover what you expected?
18 -~ Yes @ -— No
Which parts of -the session did you find particulary valuable?

17 —- Description of available services and databases

8 -- QOutline of advantages/disadvantages
12 -- Outline of costs

12 ——- Qutline of search techniques

1@ —-—- Demonstrations

Comments:
I especially liked seeing it work.
Excellent presentation -- very informational —-- 1 enjoyed it
very much. Thank wvou.

All were useful. Perhaps more information cculd be given con how
to type in the phrases -- arrangement of phrases, use of
parenthesis, etc.

Need to follow up to get information orn how to dowrnllcad to disk.

Which parts of the session were less valuable?

-~ Description of available services and databases
—== Uutline of advantages/disadvantages

-~ Outlirne of costs

-~ Outline of search techniques

—-- Demonstrations

MeWNnoe

Comments:

OK though. Didn't spend much time on at
(advantages/disadvantages) and that was fine.

Less val :able only because I was familiar with advantages
and disadvantages.

None.

After getting the cther information, I ¢2cided I really

Was the sessicory (1.5 hours):

@ -- too long~?
@ -~ toc short?
13 -- about right?

Cumments:

About right at introductory level. Good sesion! I would
like more specific search training, but givern the time
limitation of thas i1nmtroductory sessior, it was well dore.
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Would you attend a more detailed seminar iri your subject
area if it were offered?

1 -- No
14 ~— Yes (please indicate area:
Business/Social Sciences -- 1
Communication —— 1
Education —- 1
Education (Higher) -- 1
Education/Music -- 1
English Literature -- 1
Geology/Geophysics ~— 1
Humanities, etc -~ 1 (am a librarian)
Information Specialist —- 1 {any area. I would
like information on search strategies iri more
detail than this session offered.)
Instructional Technology -- 1
Journalism -- 1
Law —— 1
Library & Information Science -- 1
Linguistics -~ 1
Medical Sciences —- 1

3 -- Undecided

Rfter today’s session, are you plarming to investigate
further any of the services we discussed?

@ -- No If yes, which ones?
16 —— Yes
2 =- Undecided S BRS
12 BRS After Dark
6 DiALOG
13 DIALOG's Kriowledge Index

Do you thinl the University Libraries should consider offering
some type of formal/informal consulting services for pecple on
campus who are personally using these systems?

@ -- No
13 -~ Yes
5 -—- Undecided

Should the University Libraries offer formal training 1n crline
bibliographic searching for people such as yourselves?

12 —- Yes
@ -— No
5 -- Undecided

Comments:

Believe it is available -- "Computer Literacy" II




. . S Barb
Survey: 14406 Uryfﬁwwue‘sTCahforma Santa Barbara INT 1 0100 INT

1. Yould you recommend this class to your friends as an elective?

(a) yes, no reservations
(b) yes, but 1'd have a fev reservations

(c) yes, but 1'd have serious reservations
{d) no, ! wouldn't recommend it

Knowing what the course covers, if you had not already taken it, would you

(a) definitely want to take it.

(b) probably want to take it.

(c) be undecided about taking it.
(d) probably not want to take it.
(e) definitely not want to take it.

3. How well does your instructor seem to know the subject matter of the
course?

truly exceptional knowledge
(b) thorough knowledge

(c) adequate knowledge

(d) lacks important knowledge
(e) inadeguate knowledge

Exclusive of time spent in class or labs, how many hours did you spend on
this class?

(a) 0-2 {(b) 3-4 {c) 5-6 {(d) 7-8 (e) 9 or more

5. This course helped me develop specific skills, competencies, and points »f
view needed to use the UCSB Library.

strongly agree agree undecided disagree strongly disagree
(a) (b) (c) (a) (e)

6. How much do you feel you have learned in this class?

(a) a great gdeal
(b) quite a lot
(c) some

(d) very little
(e} almost nothing

7. The instructor's explanatinn of difficult material is

(a) generally very helpful.
{b) helpful.

(c) not usually helpful.
{d) almost nonexistent.

8. Directions for course assignments are clear and specific.

(a) never (b) seldom (c) usually (d) almost always
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19,

11,

12.

15.

16.

17,

Por me, the assignments are

(a) <00 long. (b) about the right length. (c) too short.

My overall evaluation is that the t.xt was:
Of Little value Satisfactory Excellent
(a) (b) (c) (a) (e)
In my opinion, the assignments are:
too easy of reasonable difficulty too difficult
(a) (b) (c)
The assigned text for this course was:
(a) too superficial and redundant with lecture material
(b) interesting as a supplement to lecture material
(c) interesting and comprehensive all by itself
(@) dull and difficult to read
The assignment exercises aided my learning to use the library.
strongly agree agree neutral disagree strongly disagree
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)
The exam is reasonable in length and difficulty.
strongly agree a?ree uncertain disagree strongly disagree
(a) b) (c) () (e)
The yrading procedures are clearly explained.
strongl§ agree agree uncertain disagree strongly disagree
(a (b) (c) (d) (e)
Overall, how v d you rate the value of the review session?

(a) Excellent “) Good (c) Satistactory (d) Poor (e) Very Poor
The amount of material co. by the course was:

Too Little About Right Too Much
(a) (b) (c) (@) (e)
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18. When in the Guarter did you work on you exercises?

(a) every week

(b) the last week

(¢) the last two weeks

(d) the night before due

(e} at the beginning of the quarter

19. Would you have liked to learn the information another way?

(a) lectures in class
(b) wvideo lectures
(¢) computer instruction
(d) No
20. Have you any comments to make about the text, exerc1ses, the schedule, the
librarv, the review session, or assistance at service points?

e
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USES OF

The Systems ond Procedures Exchange Center (SPEC) 15 ©
cleannghouse operoted by the Associotion of Research
Librories, Office of Monagement Studies thot provides o centrol
source of imely information and moterials on the monagement
ond operctions of large ocodemic ond research hbrones. It
focilitates the exchange of knowledge ond documents through
SPEC Kits, which ore distributed ten tmes each year to ARL
members ond other interested lbranes The Kits include
tcpicaly-amanged groupings  of unedited primory source
documents - selected for ther volue to odministrotors ond
decision-rnakers — that ilustrote o wide r~nge of olternative op-
proaches to speche issuses.

Kit documents come from general membership surveys ond
from selected librories contocted diectty by SPEC. ond mosi
Kits ore produced within six months of surveys The documents’
volue comes from therr voriety of ideas, methods. ond solutions.
They are not viewed os finished products, but rother os points of
departure for o library’s planning efforts ond os stimulants to in-
novative opproaches to problem-salving. As such, Kits do not
present onswers or prescriptions for ony one librory. instead
they Hlustrate how selected ARL members ore plonning for or
dealing with parhcular issues. The worth of ony one Kit to o par-
tculor librory will depend upon the specific topic covered ond
the librory’s stoge of deveiopment in that orec.

- e % 0 2 e 0 00 e T 00 o T 0 e e 8 A G B B 00 G A R 68 A 0 5 08 ga = e

Kit Title /Number

SPEC KITS

Materols ore selected occarding ta the ollowing cniena
* Presents on opprodch of potentiol volue to odministrotors
ond decision-mokers
* Timely. ond dealing drectly with the topic under con-
sidasrotion
+ Praobabiity of opplicotion ¢f deos cr thinking to other
librory situotions
« |lustrative of octuol proctice, rother thon theoreticol
« Understondable, raadable communicotion
All together, the materiols should provide o ronge of oliernative
approaches that compiement each ather, provide vonety. ond
shmulate comparison ond contrast

Librories can toke odvontage of the Kit compilotions in o
number of woys. Administrotars can evoluote the ossumptions,
methods, ond results of other librones’ opproaches; compare
ond contrast them, and use the learnings in their own situohons.
Library staff members con use the kits as professioncl deveiop-
ment ond current aworeness tools. Committees ond tosk forces
con use them to begin o review of current proctices And the
Kits con identfy other persons or ploces to contoct for further
informotion. Back-up files in the SPEC office olsc ore ovoiloble
for loan to member libranes. In oddihon, SPEC will conduct on-
demand surveys o analyses geored spe ~ificolly for o single
lbrory.

1. Which uses did the librory make of this Kit?

2 Please indicote how useful the Kit wos for these purposes.

T Very Useful O Quite Usefut O Somewhat Useful

3. Do you have suggestons for this Kit or for future Kits?

{optional) NAME

1 Not Useful

LIBRARY

PHONE

Please retun this form to the SPEC Center. OMS/ARL. 1527 New Hompshire Ave., NW. Washington, DC 20036
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