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INTRODUCTION

In 1980, Marv Jo Lynch, director of the Office for Research of the American
Library Association, wrote: ““For at least 10 years the public library com-
munity has been struggling 10 flnd practical methods of evaluating the
effectiveness of public hibraries.”! But as Beeler stated 1n his work on the
measuremend of ibrary service. ““There is probably no measurement task
which public servants face which 1s more difficult than that of measuring
the quality of service.”?

Within recent years, efforts to determine the quality of hibrarny services
and or their effectiveness have taken at least two major approaches. One
approach has focused on user studies. According to D'Elia, “public librar-
ians have recognized that the planning and evaluation of hibrary services
must be predicated upon an understanding of the behavior of tne library's
constituencies."

A second 1important approach to measuring the quality of library services
has concentrated on measuring hibrary performance. Efforts in this area
were given a major boost n the 1970s by the work of DeProspo, Altman,
and Beasley* and there has con’inued to be considerable supportwithin the
library profession for the consideration of performan-e. In 1982 the Amen-
(dn Library Association published its Output Measures for Public Librar-
tes;” and a se( ond edition was published in June 1987. (Mary Jo Lynch, ina
1983 article,® discussed the relationship between DeProspo’s Performance
Measures for Public Libraries and Owtput Measures for Public Lihraries.)
In 1984, the Association of Research Libraries published a manual ot
performance 1aezsures for academic and research Iibraries,” and 1n 1985, an
occasional paper focused on performdn( e measturement for public services
in academic and research hibraries.® The Committee on Performance Mea-
sures of the Association for College and Research Libraries 1s currently
developing plans for a performzince measures manual for academic
libraries.

At least one crucial question remains, however. What, if any, 15 or should
he the relanonship between user studies and performance measures? A
review of the literatu.e suggests that one important source of performance
data is the hibrary user. In other words, the performance of a hibrary,
measured in terms of how well 't is meeting the needs of 1ts users (and
nonusers), 1s one of the most mearingful ways of judging the quality and
effectiveness of a library’s services. As Burns stated: **Users are essential to
the ba<ic mission of libraries and are the only data sets that contain both
input [resource] and output [performance] measures of system acunvity.”®
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Therefore, what follows are overviews of user studies and performance
measures and suggestions for maximizing the potenual benefits of both by
combining the two techmques.

USER STUDIES

“The literature of user studies is large and varied. It ranges in complexity
from detailed research mmvesugations, which model how a user gathers
information, to the most elementary, inhouse, descriptive studies of a
single librarv.”® One of the best known, and stll most important, of the
national user studies was conducted bv Campbell and Metzner and was
published 1n 1950." In 1978 the Gallup organization reported the results of
a national survey of library users'® and 1t has conducted another survey of
libriry use more recently. in addition to the various national studies, many
user studies have been conducted for states, regions, :nd local
communtties.

Idenufication of the many user studies has been aided by the availability of
several ibliographies. Among them are publications by Albright, Atkin,
Bates, Davis and Barley, Ford, The International Federation for Documen-
tation, Lubans, Slater, and Wood." In additior., the Annual Review of
Information Science and Technology has included a summary and biblio-
graphy of the previous year's activities relaung to user studies. A useful
summary of the findings of several major user studies was published by
/werzig and Dervin in the 1977 vol'ime of Advanices in Librarianship.™

Further confirmauon of the growing mterest in hibrary user studies was
provided by Lancaster in his book on the measurement and evaluation of
hibrary services. He pointed out that library surveys are shifting their
emphasis toward the library user, patterns of library use, and the degree to
which user needs are being met ** Inan Occa sional Papers published by the
University of Illinors in 1983, Clark 1denufied new approaches 1o the
measurement of public Lbrary use and presented a “model for public
llbrarlans&;\'h(v wish to study the patterns of use by mdnviduals in their
hibraries ™

Evidence that libraries otnier than public Iibraries are becoming increas-
ingly interested 1n their users was provided by 976 and 1981 SPEC Kits
published by the Association of Research Libra.acs.'” Both publications
werd Jdevoted to user studies of university libranes, and the 1976 kit noted
that a tairlv large percentage of user surveys had been employed, 1n part,
“to ~valuate library services in terms of user response to those services.” I,
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addinon, there have been several articles published within the last few
years discussing ac*demic hibrany user studies. ' MNorare special ibraries an
exception to this trend. The previously mentioned summary of user studies
appearing in the Annual Review of Information Science and Technology
15 generally concerned with the information needs and uses of scientists
and technologists 1n special hibraiv settings

Unfortunately, as Line has noted. “The ! terature on ‘user needs® has been
confused by imprecise use of terms.”? Not only have various authors
provided, or at least implied, different meanings for the same terms, but
some writers have tended to use, interchangeably, terms that in fact have
different meanings. Two of the terms most commonly confused have been
“use” and “user.” Zweizig, in a 1977 article, outlined three conceptual
approaches to the measurement of library use.?’ The first concept he
defined as use—i.e., internal hibrarv acuvitues such as circulation. The
secoitd concept he id ‘nufied as the user, representing a shift in fecus from
the hibrary acuvity to the hibrary patron. He defined the third concept as
uses, suggesting a shift in emphasis from the patron to the external use that
the patron makes of the library’s resources. In the same article, Zweizig
pointed out that there had heen relatuvely few studies that had restricted
their attention to the actual user, as opposed to considering use as well %
D'%ha, 1n an arucle published in 1980, also shed some light on the
distinction between: user studies and use studies.?? He defined user studies
as those studies concerned with the characteristics of nsers (and nonusers).
He defined use studies as investigations of the nature and extent of the
library materials and services used by patrons.

At this point, 1t appedrs reasonable to define lib1 .y use as those activities
which occur primarily within the libiary and which reflect rather tradi-
tional library functions «uch as circulating books and answering reference
questons. According to D Elia, it might be useful to categorize the basic
types of use as (1) frequency of use, (2) mtensity of use, and (3) in-house
use.” And it would no doubt be profitable to heed the advice of Dervir,
who suggested that ibrarians consider the ty pes of situations that result :n
people uang libraries and their resources.?

However, this paper 1s more concerned with user studies than with use
studies. As Ford has written' “Of more use [than library use surveys Jare the
studies of people’s informaiion needs and information seeking behavior,
particularly where these are based on whatactually happens rather than on
people’s opinions of whatmight happen.”? In other words, **user” studies
should focus not on what hbraries do, but on what people do, or wish they
could do 1f they could obtain the necessary mformation.? It 1s important
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“that user studies distnguish between an evaluatuon o1 measurement of
the success of a service and any analysis or measurement of the user of that
senvice "% In attempting to place user studies m perspective, one might
consider the scheme outlined bv Ford. He referred to. (1) information
transfer, (2) mformaton need, (3) formauon use. (1) formation rele-
vance, and (5) information users ¥ It 15 this fufth component that most

concerns v+ here.

User studies generally have fallen 1nto one of two categories—in-house
surveys of users and community analyses, which usually consider both
hibrary users and nonusers. While the emphasis here is on the latter type of
“user’’ study, there is considerable suppert within the library profession
for studies which concentrate on actual users In 1681, Thomas Ballard was
arguing in Amenrican Libraries that public libraries should focus on users,
not nonusers He contended that: **When suggestions for improsement
have been offered [by nonusers], they are not the mnovative suggestions
hibrarians seek but rather more of tradif:onal library se: vices—more books,
lo1 ger hours, or better parl\lng."30 Others have argued for many years that
public hibranes, with their imited budgets, cannot possibly serve well all
members of their communiues, so they should concentrate their resources
on current users.

The purpose of in-house surveys of users received attention i the Publi-
Library Association’s A Planning Process for Public L:braries. Its authors
stated: “The primary purpose of aivin-library or user survey 15 to determine
who uses the library, how much, and for what, and to ask users about their
atttudes toward and percentions of the ibrary.””®! Burns, in effect, catego-
rized this information as demographic data, preferentual datz (e g., reading
preierences), and behavioral data (time and length of library visit, etc )

He also proposed several measures of user sausfacuon, including: the
proportion of *‘huts,”” the users’ perception of the library, arculations per
type of user, success 1n having referencd questions answered, and document
deliveny ume.® 4 Planning P-ocess for Public Libraries suggested collect-
ing user data on. characteristics of the users, their purposes for using the
hibrary, services used and subsequent level of sausfaction, reasons for any
dissatisfaction, materials used and their availability, users’ search patterns,
additnonal hbrary services needed as percerved by users, and priorities
assigned 10 services by users. According 10 4 Planning Process for Public
Libraries, the informanon generally derived from a community analysis
tends to provide two basic profiles—one of the library's environment and
one of the library's populanon—and this mformauon can be quite diverse




m nature. For example, some of the basic tpes of data that can be obtamed
from a auzen survey mdude:

atttudes towaid the public ibrary and 1ts 1ole,
mdniduals’ sausfaction with hibrary services,
mformaton regarding nonusers,

identificauon of hibiany matenals usea, and
demographic characteristics of users and nonusers

w o=
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Addinona! iformaton potenually gatherable includes

citizens' percepuions of their information neegs,

citizens’ perceptions and atttudes regarding their pubhic hibrary,
their awareness of hbrary services,

atizens’ evaluations of their access to the hibrary,

their perceved reasons for not using their hbrary,

ahternative sources of informaton,

reactions to library policy changes, and

the geographical locauons of both users and nonusers.®

OO N
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Ford, in his work on user studies, identified “syvstems’ 19 which users tend
to belong. He labeled these as cultural systems, poliucal systems, member-
ship groups, reference groups, invisible colleges, formal organizations,
project teams, lhe individual, legal economic systems, and information
marketplaces. Somc of the best known community analvses were directed
by Lowell Martin.*® Other analyses reported 1 the literature include
studies conducted by Carpenter, Chen, and Jovce.¥

Data Coilection

Both types of user studies discussed thus far have employed avariety of data
collection techniques and tools, but “‘the questionnaire and interview are
still predominant...”* On the other hand, newer tec hmques, such as
modeling, are beginning to have some impact on the des'gn of user studies.
D’Ela, for examnple, m‘umdln('d the importance of a priori model building
in user behavior rescarch 3 He pointed out the need for an understanding
of the complex behaviors assoaated with use. He also stated that models
might suggest possible courses of action that a ibrary could take to try to
influence user behavior.

Additional techniques applicable 1o user studies have been identified by
Burns as including the RAM device, field studies involving direct observa-
uon, the critical incidene technique, and citation counting.*® Ford pro-
posed measuring ithe use of documents by collecung data on loans,
requests, citation analyses, solution records (a tvpe of diary), soaal and

7
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demographic characteristies, past 1esearch, holdings, dianies, and content
analyses. In additon to1ecoids relating o documents, he suggested uudis-
g observation. questonnaites, and mterviews o collect data.

Lancaster noted that the vanous hibrary survev techniques have included
the utlizauon of diaries. operauons research, questionnaires, inter iews,
documentary analysis, checklists, evaluation visits by experts, staustics,
records, and standards.® Basically two ty pes of methods were put forth by
PLA's A Planning Process for Public Libraries; they mvolve the use of
interviews (particularly exit interviews) and questionnaires (erther self-
admmustered or distributed and collected by library staff members).

Regardless of the specific techniques or tools employved. user studies have
tended 10 1eflect certam basic assumptions Buins's assumpuons imcluded
the following.

I Users and then reactions to the hibrary are the key o high quahty

senice,

A user study should consider users both in the aggregate as staustcs and

in the particular as individuals.

A user study should consider both users and nonusers.

A user study should be an ongoing process.

The particular instruments or tools used should describe user response

1 avatiety of way s mone or more formats (descriptin e naratves, scaled

responses, etc.)

6. A detailed analysis of the librarv's community or environment 1s
essential.

7. It s parucularly difficult to determime causal 1elanonships

8. It 15 feasible o measure and quantfy the impact of hibianes on the

educational process.

An mdicaunon of quali'v can be derned from  quanutatve

measurement.

ro
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Possible Benefits

But what of the goals ana objectives of uset studies? What are the benefits
that librarians hope to realize? Quoung Burns once again.

The goal of use user studies 15 the discovery, articulatuon, understand-
mg, mmfluenang, and, when appropnate, the ehimmanon or at least
mmimizatton of thiose obstacles between a user and his mformaton
goals These ehstacles are found i the social, mstntunonal, geographi-
cal, temporal, and org :nzational o1 procedural space separating a user
from the 1tem o1 mformanon that will satisfy his need ¥

1
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Or as stated succinctly by Zweizig and Dervin: “User-oriented program
planning 1s required to provide more responsive, accountable service. But
user-oriented program planning requires undesstanding of the sub-
populations to be seived.”

Ford argued that the major aim of user studies is to assist in the design and
improvement of information systems and proceeded to identify the follow-
ing specific objectives and benefits:

1. greater understanding of the proce ses of information transfer;
2. improvement of information transfer and the organization of
communication;
3. modification of circulation services;
4. more information about print readability;
5. determination of the relationship between user performance and var-
ious types of catalogs, etc.;
6. more information regarding users’ work habits; and
7. more awareness of the possible applications of user information to
administrative pioblems and decisions relating to * udgeting, staffing,
etc.*
Busha and Harter, in their text on research methods, noted thatuser studies
are needed to justify and expand library services and usage and io learn
more about how people communicate. More specifically, they stated that
user studies are needed to: predict library usage; determine why people do
or do not use libiaries; identify what groups borrow which kinds of
materials; identify what groups use which services; suggest how use can be
encouraged; explore how urban, suburban, and rural use patterns differ;
measure the effects of mass media on library use; and identify actual
needs.' 4 Planning Process for Public Libraries indicated that user sur-
veys can provide information about the proportion of the total population
using the library, the proportions of population subgroups using the
library, user ‘nonuser awareness of services, the levels of and reasons for
user dissatisfaction, nnmet needs, types of materials used, and the reasons
why individuals use various resources. ® And last, but not least, as implied
by soine of the many benefits just itemized, user studies can measure, at
least to some extent, user satisfaction with existing library scrvices. Tie
potential importance of this kind of information was emphasized by
Kantor in a 1976 article in which he argued that one of the strongest
indicators of «he transinission and growth of knowledge is the library
users’ judgment or satisfaction.* Experts do not agree, however, on the
validity of user satisfaction as a criterion for measuring library pecfor-
mance, and this issue will be discussed further later.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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While the hist of potenual benefits s no doubt greater than tne actual
benefits gamed thus far from user studies. libranans and others have maae
substanual addiuons o then Ycowledge of ibrary users. Some of this
information nught well be convuidered o be 141 10 various local
sttaarnons, other mformaton seems to repre 1e1 broad princples

Ford, fue example, summaized some hasr priaaples of user behavior as
follows:

1 Users of nformauon belong w 1denufiable groups with characterisuc

patterns of mformaton requuements.

The role of the ucer 15 ait nunportant determinant of his or her intorma-

uon need.

3. Accessibility 15 a kev fac tor affecung the use of an mformauon source.

4. User awareness of. and abiliy 1o nse, mfoimauon sources is often
impeifect.

5 Interperson. ~ communication s one of the most important means of
transmitting mformauon

6 The amount of mformauon required vanes conside Yy among
individuals.

7. Users often require mormat on to be supphed on short nouce. rez ud-
less of the availabiliy of suck mformanon 50

1o

On the other hand, there 1s suli much that we do not know about hibrary
users and their infoimation seehing behavior. User studies have not yet
answered all of our questions. Most of the 1esearch concerning users has
tended 10 be descripuve in v nre and has not measured adequately con-
cepts such as user sat:sfactio .t Teis dear that, with the excepuon of
education, demographic variables have proven of liwde value mn predicting
why adults use libraries.”® Zwezig and Denvin also pointed out the
inadequacy of purely descripuve measutes in staung that “The number of
users i the hibrary is a measure of hibrary acuvity, but 1t is questionable
whether 1t is a measure of hibrary effectiveness 52 In Alunan's book on
public library adminisuation, Zweisig pomted out that Commumn
anaIySlZawill not result in direct idenuficavon of communny informauon
needs.”

Limitations

What are the problems that, thus far atleast, have 1esulted m the imabilny
of user studies to fully measure libi:ay effecuveness® No doubt there are
several, but some of the concerns raise by Burns are worth considering:

1. It is unlikely that contemporary public libraiies can meet adequately all
of the demands being placed up H»n them, bur how to measure ths

10 ’3
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shortfall and how o Jdetetmine an acceprable level - witfall are
difficult problems (o :esolve.

Different dlasses of users tend to place difterent demands on the public
Iibiary.

3. Asmall percentage of o library s potenual chientele ae counts for most of

o

1ts use.

4. The degree of similarity between mformauon-seeking behavior and
their relatonship to the pracess of communicatuon have not been fully
determined

5. Further explorarion of the effect of the prinaple of least effort on the
user and his her informauon-gathering behavior iy needed

6. More research is needed on insututnonal differences and sinmlarines and
their effect on user activitios and behavior.®

Other potental limuations of user studies have been idenufied in the
literature as well. The DuMonts pointed out the importance of measuring
the impact of a changing environment in that the library must “interact
with individuals and 1ts communites m a vartety of ways over ume.”>
White noted that “‘user studies that sitmply ask patrons what they wanuor
how well they like what has been provided evoke only a self-fulfilling
prophecy. People state an expectauon for what they have gouten in the past
and for what they think 1s reasonable to expect in the future. Ford stated
that: “There has been a strong tendency 1n all user studies to equate use
with value. There are a number of objecuons to this .. Wilson com-
mented that one of the most r.eglected areas 1s the study of mformation use
and exchzmgs.58

Zweirz1g pointed out that user studies have been limited by the fact that they
have not measured the library’s actual conrbuuon—i.e., how the patron
uses the library's resources and services and what then value 1s 1o him or
her.* Simularly, Harris and Sodt concluded that traditional user studies
have accomplished about as much as they canand we need, for examople, 1o
try to determine the value users derive fiom libiar use.®

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

In hight of the apparent hmitauons of user studies 1 evaluaung the real
effecuveness of public ibraries, some hibrarians inrecent years have turned
to other evaluative t¢ hniques. In fact, Kmightly identified five lasses of
evaluaunon—(1) effort evaluation (inputs), (2) process evaluauon, (3) effec -
tiveness evaluation (outputs), (4) impact evaluau =~ -~ad (3) cost-
effecuveness and cost-benefit.®’ The third mente ned category,
effecuneness evaluation, has received considerable attention and has often
been referred to as performance measurement or output measurement.

14




Put what exacty 1s meant by performance measurement or measutes and
how do they differ fiom other tvpes of evaluation? In a letter to Robert
Buins, Mainvann K Brown pointed to one important disuncuon between
measures of performance or outcomes and measures of acuvity: “Activity
measvres indicate the level o1 amount of vartous kinds of activities within
the ibrary (e.g.. counts of the nummbers of items produced, of the numbers
of reference questions recerved, numbers of pauons served, etc.). On the
ather hand, outcome measures serve to indicate what was accomplished
(what purpose o1 objectives were achieved) as a result of this programmatic
acuay.

However, as has been pomnted out by Philip Morgan® “Output can only be
achieved by some mput of 1esources, "® and he defines mput as “the
volume of ressurces of labour, land, tme, fimancee, etc. that contribute to
the achievement of outputs "% Yet, “performance measures focus on mdi-
cators of ibrary effecuveness and output rather than input alone, and are
closely related to the impact of the library on the community.”® Or as was
stmlarly stated in A Planning Process for Public Libraries: ' Performance
measures are disunguished from hibrary stausucs m that the former focus
on library effecineness, that is, adequacy of performance, and on the
impact of the Iibrary on 1ts community "® Elsewhere, output measure-
ments have been defined as indicators of-

1. the degiee to which an organizaton meets the needs of 1ts community,
2. the extent to which an organization achieves its objecuves,

3. the effecuveness of an organtzauon, and

1. the impact of the acuvities of an organizauon on 1ts ¢community.®’

Schiader defined performance measures as a type of consumer or market
1esearch with the emphasis on performance for the uscr.ssBlzlsingameand
Lynch indicated that output simply 1epresents what the user gets from a
hbrary.® Hambuig and others stated that: ““The real outputs of hbrary
senvice ate the sumulated student or teacher, the saentific discovery, the
informed voter, the successful businessman, etc.””™ Others have pointed
out that the concept of “need’” 1s mphiat in performance measurement
and have emphasized the importance of evaluaung how well 1t 1s being
met.”" This concept 1arses the 1ssue of user satsfacuon once again

A term quite siimiar 1 concept to performance, as used by Orr, 1s good-
ness. He considered goodness to have two basic aspects which are repres-
ented by two quesnions: “How good 1s the service?”” and ““How much good
does 1t do?”™ O1 1 other words, what ae the quality and value of the
hibrary’s services?

o
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Previous Studies

Unfortunately, as noted bv Lowell Martin “Studies of how libraries are
used, and with what success, have been less frequent than the who, what,
when, and where \‘;mely."73 Parker wrote that: "Most of the substantive
research has been conducted and the results 1eported u the literatre since
1968."™ She went on to comment that most of the 1eseard 1 studies ha not
been cumulatnne—ue., they had not built on previous studies. Rather, most
of them had been project-onented. Much of the reported researc h indicated
a tendency to reat the hibrary as an 1solated entity anu to 1gnore its
relavonship to the larger information complex 1 terms of 1ts ability 1o
provide information and documents.

On the other hand, there has been considerable suppnit for, and activity
related to, performance ieasures within the last several years. The Public
Library Mission Statement... emphasized the impoitan ce of measuring
output, as well as mput, but at the same ume acknowledged thac: “The
secial indicators to measure library output have yet 1o be defined.”™ A
Planming Process for Public Libraries also devoted considerable attention
to performance measures.

But as was noted earlier, the major impetus for the growth of interest in
performance measures was the work done by DeProspo, Altman, and
Beasley resulung in the publicauon of Performance Measures for Public
Librariesn 1973. With regard to the rationale for ne research resulting in
this work, DeProspo stated: “‘Few antecedent approaches [studies] exist
which the public library can uulize fruitfully \n develop.ng mnovative
approaches to measuring the performance of the services 1t offers its
public.”™ He also noted that a survey of public ibrarrans had revealed that
many of them distrusted statisitcs as measures of effecti seness, and that
they wanted more data that were people or user-oriented. Or as Gerald
Born stated in the introduction: “New mcasures recognizing the satisfac-
uon of (!717( user and a more adequate evatuation of hbrary service were
needed.”

This need was recognized by the authors who stated that the primary
purpese of therr study was “"to develop meaningful mdicators of perfor-
mance which could be used by library administrators to assess the effective-
ness of their opemnons."mThe three basic areas that they considered were
collection availability, activity levet of Itbrary services, and charactensucs
and satisfaction of usere.

The research that resulted in the DeProspo publication was conducted at
the Bureau of Library and Information Saience of Rutgers University and
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was suppotted by a grant from the U S. Office of Educanon The Rutgers
group conducted a 1eview of the 1elated Iterature and analvred the then
current hibrary statsucal reporung svstems The 1est of the project con-
sisted of: (1) the development of public hibrary effecuveness artenna,
(2) the design of a methodology {or the collecuon of appropliate ariteria
data, (3) the collecuon of data m a group of pilotswudy libranes, (1) the
establishment of tentatnve ranges o petformance. (5) the wsung of the
criteria and methodology 1n a nauonal sample of public libranes, and
(6) the preparation of a “piofile” {or each of the sampie libraries,

Fouowing the miual Rutgers project, a petforntance measures study was
conducted by the North Suburban Library System of Ihinors Tlus study
used the same basic methods of data collecuon as were used by DeProspo,
but the group of Iibraries patucipaung i the Ilhinois project mcluded a
greatel percentage of small hibranies.

In 1971, the Libiary Researchh Center of the Universiv of Hhimois was
funded by the Illinois State Librarv for the purpose of tesung the data
collection techniques wlich had been developed at Rutgers and whiclvhad
been 1incorperated mto a performance measures manual—Performance
Measures for Public Libraries: A Procedures Manual for the Collectionand
Tabulation - Data.™

The Ihinois project involved a sample of 78 public hibranies 1epresenung
major budget categories and geographical ateas within the state. The
Library Research Center conducted several workshops for the purpose of
instruc ung parucipaung libranans in the use of the performance measures
manual Parucipaung hibiaries carned out thiee-day petformance evalua-
tions tabulated and summarized therr data, and 1etcurned then 1esults to
the Library Reseaich Center for further analysis. The center subsequently
analyzed the data, prepared profiles for the hibranies, and submitted a final
report to the state hbrary desaibing 1ts expeltences with the projectand
evaluating the perforinance measunes manual.® Other Hhsenvauons based
on the Inois study wete 1eported by Goldhor m a 1978 arucle.®

In the meanume, a 1evised version of the Ruigels petformance measures
manual was used by Ellen Aluman in an evaluauon of the St Petersburg,
Flonida, pt blic liblaries 8 (Alunan later published a performance mea-
sures manual which 1epresenited a 1evision of the oniginal Rutgers
manual ¥

Duting this same peniod, the Buteau of Library and Iformauon Scence

was funded by the New Jersey State Library for the purpose of tesung the

1
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reliability of the measurement techmques developed for the imual man-
ual, developing additional measures of ibrary service avaitlabilinn in New
Jersey, implementing a program to tam New Jersey ibiary personnel i
the use of performance measures, and invesugaung the feasibility of incor-
poratng the measures into a statewide statistical reporung system.®

Since then, several public libraries have conducted performance evalua-
tions utthzing, to some degree, the techniques presented in the DeProspo
and Altman manuals. Examples of such studies cited m the literarure
mclude ones reported by Fanfield, Gregory, McKensie, Crane, and
Ramsden.® These evaluations, as a result of bemg based on the original
DeProspo work, tended to concentrate on measuring materials availabil-
iy, aarculauon statisucs, bullding usage, patterns of reference usage, facili-
ues usage, public service personnel, and user sausfacuon As this lisung
mdicates, DeProspo’s ineasures tended to emphasize levels of acuvity
rather than the users themselves. On the other hand, DeProspo’s manual
did provide for collecung to some extent all of the types of "*user” data
idenufied by Morgan. These included type of user, type of use, frequency or
meensity of use, and quality of or satsfaction with service.®

But given the types of informaton that performance or output evaluatons
could measuie, these earlier stud’es did not incorporate all of them by any
means Forexample, the authors of A Planning Process for Public Librar-
tes stated that: “Three kinds of information contribute to the ev aluation of
the library’s current performance: the staustics that most libraries keep
routinely; responses on the citizen, user, staff, and student surveys; and
measutes of the library’s achievements relative 1o specific objectives or
services, that 1s, performance measures.”®” The authors then specified these
measures of performance as:

overall citizen satisfaction with the hibrary's services,

perceptions of nonusers 1egarding the library,

numbers of 1egistered borrowers or users,

selvice area penetraton (propottion of citizens who use the hibrary),
user satisfac tion,

user service hours,

level of use of faciliies and materials,

in-hibrary arculauon statistics,

9. circulaton outside the library,

N

10. availability of materials,

1. ume delays 1 obtaining materials,

12. reference service use,

13 the auracuveness and accessibility of faciliues,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I8




ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

11 staff avarlabihiey, and
15. suaff atatides

In contiast, Schlukbier denufied those areas which can be explored by
performance measurement as including staff evaluatuon, space uthizauoen,
collecuon evaluauon, growth projecuons. measurement of adverusing
impact, utilizanon of staff, effec tiveness of scheduled operatung hours, and
cost-benefit analvsis ® (At a glance, Schlukbier’s criterta appeat to be less
user-oriented than do those presented i the PLA work.) Grayson and
Wingate, in an aiucle on performance measurement in libraries, argued
that user satisfaction 15 the kev 1o measuring the effectiveness of a library
and contended that cculauon 1s the single best measure. They did note,
however, that circulation figures must be related to the populauon served
in or-er to be meaningful—that 1y, the best measure 1s the percentage of the
populauon using the libran A

An additonal approach to performance measurement was espoused by
Hamburg, and others, who argued that the most meanmgful type of
performance measure 1s user exposure to documents. Hamburg idenufied
three tvpes of document exposure measuies. exposure counts, item-use
days, ard exposuie tme.”

A 1975 publication of the Libiary Association provided yet another classi-
ficaton of output measures. This work fust defined depth, or breadth, of
service as the impact of the librarv service 1n the community. It then
divided this impact into mtermediate output (service curtently provided)
and final output (the effecuveness of the seivice, possibly measured in use),
and finally, 1t idenufied various output measures, incuding:

1. the number of users,
. community survey data (who 1s using the fibrary and why or why not,
user awareness of library services, patron atutudes, et ),
quanutauve analysm of circulauon,
. qualitatve analysis of crculation,
reference use,
reader satisfacton (matenals avatlabihng, atntudes toward staff and
faailiues, retenuon oi  egistered borrowery),
7. extramural acuviues (lectures, concerts, etc ),
8. service to housebound readers, and
9. staff ou(pu(.91

Kantor, m his manual of performance measures for academic and research
92 .

hibraries, ™ described three measures—avatlability of library maienals,

accessibiluty of ibrary materials, and delay analysis of speafic activiues. A
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fourth measure, analvsis of pavon acuvity, was tested but not indluded 1n
the manual. Zweing and Rodger's Output Measures for Public Libraries®
included twelve performance measures identified as. (1) crculation per
caputa, (2) m-library materials use per capita, (3) hbrary visits per capita,
4) program attendance per capua, (5) reference transactions per capita,
(6) reference fill rate, (7) tide fill rate, (8) subject and author fill rate,
(9) browsers’ fill rate, (10) registration as a percentage of populauon,
(1) turnover rate, and (12) document delnerv.,

Data Collection

A varrety of techniques and ols have been emploved 1o measure the
various performance indicators. Among the methods of measurement
discussed 1n the literature 1s the collecuon of statstics.®® Staustics have
been used to compare past and present use of a hibrary, to compare one
library’s situation with another’s, and to measure performance with regard
to predetermined standards.

Other studies have uulized questionnaires and or interviews These tools
ace particularly useful for measuring final output or impact and are often
used 1n conjunction with a community analysis (o assess the impact of
particular library services. A few studies have used formulas or models that
can consider the variables that influence performance.

The DeProspo study emploved a * user ticke:” which was in effect a short
questionnaire. It querted the library user regarding his or her gender,
student status, occupation, whether or not he or she requested staff assist-
ance and was a registered horrower, and general satisfacuon with the
library’s matenals. However, Schlukbier wrote in 1978 that: “Any library
that deades to change its hibrary hours or staffing rauo based on data
gathercd from a six-queston ‘user ticket” is asking for problems.”®

Other performance measurement techmiques which have been used, or at
least proposed, include: (1) measuring the ume required to respond to
mnquiries 1 reladon to the apprepnateness of the information found:
(2) tape recording telephone reference interviews;” {3) observing patrons
in their use of the library; (1) making tallies of reference and circulation
acuviues; and (5) surveying hibrary users, the entire commumty. and the
library staff.”’

Measuring the Quality of Library Service has a lengthy section devoted to
“measuring techniques "™ Some of the techmques 1llustrated there
mclude interviews, questionnaires, critical-inadent techniques, consumer
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panels, unobtrusive 1eference questons, diany sunvevs, twanstle counts,
self-evaluauons, document delivery tests, operations 1esearch, and mea-
surement of matenals avatlability.

With regaid to aritena for selecting and using appropiiate performance
measurement techniques, 4 Planning Process for Public Libraries recom-
mended that all objectives must first be rneasurable and then suggested
certain criteria as an aid in designing methods of measurement. The
authors indicaied that thev were most naterested 1 methods that were
flexible, fairly simple, applicable for both one-ume use and periodic
evaluauons, and pieferably alieady tested.” Schlukbier contended that:
“Both quanutauve and qualitauve measuring techniques are required o
concretely express a library’s performan(e."100 With regard to quanttative
measures, Howard and Norman noted that statistics must be analyzed
regularly and must be used as an mtegral part of the decision-making
process in order to be effective.’® Mary Jo Lynch, in discussing the origmal
DeP1ospo study, noted the desirabihity of developing criteria which appear
descriptn e of the effectiveness of a public librar» program.'® And finally,
Orr provided several desiderata for measures of his “‘goodness of library
services” concept. These were: (1) appropriateness of the measure,
(2) informauveness, (3) validity, (4) reproducibility, (5) comparability, and
(6) pr;lrlirallm.w:i

On the surface, the variety of criteria for effecuve performance measures
seems to be almost as great as the variety of measures themselves. On the
other hand, a closer examinaton of the criteria just discussed seems to
indicate considerable ovetlap in terms of what the criteria suggest is desired
of performance measures. The major requirements of the measures appar-
ently can be summarized as reliability, validiny, and uulity

Possible Benefits

But what of the benefits to be gained from measuning the performance of a
library? Why are more and more libranans, as well as other public service
personnel, interested 1n performance measures? The term that has surfaced
most frequently in connection with measurning performance has been
output. it has beent pointed out by many that for evaluaton purposes 1t 1s
not adequate merely to measare mput or the resources such as books,
personnel, and equipment that are funneled into a hbrary Rather, in order
to obtain a meamngful evaluauon of a library’s resources and services, itis
necessary to evaluate or measure how well the hbrary performs with these
resources. Or in other words, how effectively does the hibrary serve its
community?
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Just as there 15 no consensus on what activities can be evaluated with
performance measures not on what techmques and tools ¢an be used o
measute performance, there 1 a lack of agreement over potential benefits of
perfermance measurement. Yet there 1s hictle disagreement with those who
contend that performance measures do have much ‘o offer the hibrary
administrator. DeProspo, for example, wrote: ** Armed with such informa-
tion [performance measures], the administrator should be able 0 make
more judicious use of uime and materials and have a factual basis on which
to plan and make budget allocations.”'®

Howard and Norman. in their article on measuring public ibrary perfor-
mance, descnibed their Complete Service Statistics (CSS) as an inventory of
all output reflecting user contact such as lending services, facilities ser-
vices, information services, production services, and staff services. They
then identified some of the benefits that they expected to realize from
collecting CSS, o1 output measures, as follow s

l. Decision-making can now be based not only on past experience, intui-
uon, and guesswork but also on accumulated performance measures.

. Complete Service Statistics can provide data for cost-benefit analysis.

3. Performance-type data can reveal trends, changes, and directions in the
system or 1n the community; objecuves can be reviewed in light of any
changes, ard appropriate administrative action can then be taken.

1. Accountability to the funding source and cthe community at large can be
mmproved by such data.

5. Having output-type information tends to improve the administrator’s
ability to predict future rends, needs, etc.'®

no

Schrader expanded on the benefits to be gained by decision-makers 1n
pointing out that they should: (I) have more quantitative knowledge of
hibrary use and users at their disposal; (2) be 1n a better position to compare
their hibrary with others: (3) be berter able o interpret their hibrary's
perfoomance m terms of quanufied library objecuves; (4) be better
equipped to develop an effective public 1elations program; (5) have avail-
able the tvpe of data often needed for “political purposes’™; (6) be more
effective 1n designing hibrary instructuon aids such as signage; (7) be able 10
improve ther acquisitions deasions and timmg by making seasonal com-
parsons; (8) have a greater chance of schedubng equipment repairs, etc . at
umes when they should cause the least disruption in services; (9) be in a
more msightful positon for developing new hibiary services; (10) be able to
schedule staff most effecuvely; and (11) have available ibrary performance
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measures which to some extent should 1eflect ibrav menagement perfor-
106

mance.” Other reasons given for measuting output o1 petformance have

related 1o

ganging the effectneness of alteinative strategies,

monitoring the consequences of varyving the ailocation of resources,
charung progress toward the achievement of objectives,

assessinig needs not bemng met,

providig informauon which leads 1o better use of mpue,
providing the rauonale for changes,

identifying social benefits that may accrue, and

antalyzing the impact of priblic 1ssues 107

S

—

RS

0Oddly enough, none of the justcited lists directly referied 1o the determina-
uon of user sausfacuon as an important benefit to be gained from measur-
ing performance. Perhaps 1t v-as considered to be implicit in many of the
specific benefits identified, however, for Schrader stated that: “From a
conceptual standpomt the new methodology considers user satisfaction to
be both the ulumate test of libiary effecuveness and, hence, the main
predictor of the extent of futwe libiary use.””'® Zweinig and Dervin, ¢ ng
an earlier work by Paisley and Parker, argued that user satisfacuon is an
important criterion for the evaluauon of a system.'®

Limitations

Yet, 1n spite of the fact that petformance evaluations often consider user
satisfaction, and 1n spite of the fact that DeProspo felt justified in saying
that performance measurement “comes much closer than present stausti-
cal reporung systems 1o providing user-oriented indicators,”*'® some crit-
1cs believe that many, if not most, performance measures ave not placed
enough «mphasis on the user but rather conunue 10 emphasize the mea-
surement of inputand or level of acuvity. Powell, for example, following
the Illinois test of the onginal Rutgers manual, wrote that, “the perfor-
mance measures manual.. took arather traditional approach to the evalua-
tion of public hibrary services.”'™ Goldhor later wrote. “In segard to
content, one can only be impressed by the richness of these measures in
comparison with the tradiional counts of total circulation, attendance at
library programs, number of registered borrowers, e1¢ 2 “At the same
ume onte can only hope that there will be explorations of new and different
measures, partuculaily 1n regaid to user sausfacnon "'

In fact, the ability to measure user satisfacuon accurately continues to be

elusive. In 1977, the teclmiques presented iy Performance Measures for
Public Libranes were used n the evaluation of the public library of
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Brampton, Ontario. Schrader, in discussing this application of DePros-
po’s performance measures, indicated that some meammngful results were
achieved, but he also noted that the performance measures basically mea-
sured use and only indirectly measured user sausfacuon. Or stated differ-
ently, most of the performance measures “describe and quanufy the usage
of materials and services bv patrons, and 1t 1s from these indicators of usage

. . wil4
that we can make nferences (cautiously) about overall user attitudes.

Why has it proven so difficult to measure user sausfaction? According o
Ex ins and others, there are certain problems with employving user satisfac-
ton criteria to measure lhibrary performance. Among these pioblems is the
fact that a strong subjecuve element is always present when one asks a
library user to judge his or her satisfac tion with library services. They also
pointed out that measuring user satsfaction requires extensive testing of
measures, training of personnel, etc. In addiuon, we have not yet deter-
mined what we actually mean by “relevant’ with regard to the patron’s use
of the library. And we are sull plagued by the old problem which we so
often have to deal with in survey research—low response rates. Yet they
conuinued to argue that, “‘user sat:sfaction must be considered one of the
primary measures of library effectiveness.” '’

Researchers also continue to be faced with a lack of know ledge regarding
the variables that affect and indicate user satisfaction. For example, Crane
found in his study, and others, that the larger the library, the lower the level
of user satisfacton. He hypothesized that users probably expect more of a
large library than they do of a small one.® Other research similarly has
concluded that library users tend to be more sausfied with smaller collec -
tions, as opposed to very large ones, probably because of lower expecta-
tons and because they find smaller collections easier 1o work with

D'Elia and Walsh, m a 1983 arucle,' concluded that user satsfaction 1s
potentially useful for evaluaung the performances of services within a
library butis notvahd for comparing libraries unless demographic charac -
teristics of the users can be contiolled. Inareport of a follow-up study, they
noted that changes in the collections and services in a library may not be
perceaved by patrons and the use of data collected from patrons for assess-
ing the performance of libraries may be of questionable value. On the other
hand, as the authors concluded, 1t could be that **we have not been asking
the right questions, or user behavior 1s so 1diosyncrate that there very well
may not be a parsimonious (-xplanzm()n.””8

L'Elia, in a 1985 1ssue of Public Libraries, reported ““that the data obtained
from the matenals avatlability surveys of Qutput Measures for Public
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Libraries are apparently useless indicators of library petformance.” ' He
based this concluston, mn part, on his fiding that none of the pation search
success rates and none of the hll rates was significantly correlated with amy
of the available per capita measures of library resources for the St. Paul
Public Library system—his test site. On the other hand, in an arucdle in the
same jJournal, Van House stated that Qutput Measures for Public Libraries
1s a useful tool for library management. “It provides hibrary managers with
measures and methods that, while imperfect, are practical and useful.””'?°
In another article published the next vear she concluded *“The measures
defined in OMPL that are bemg used do seem to be valid measures of
library performance.’'?!

As was indicated earlier, a measure which has been used for some time 1o
evaluate library performance has been hibrary use. Yet Evans and others
contenaed that “'the units measured have not been very precise or meaning-
ful.”'2 They stated that thereare problems in employing "*use’ criteria in
that: (1) they fail to distinguish between significant and isignificant use,
(2) they seldom measure in-house use, (3) they are suscepuble to radical
variauons, and (4) they fail to reflect the needs of potential users.'?

Another problem with relying on use as a performance me sure is related
to the fact that use often 1s measured m terms of volume only. “Measures
which tell us that fewer people are using the library service but which do
not indicate a need for such things as more books, different books or more
libraries, are of hutle use to the decision-maker.”'** Or in other words,
performance measures too often do not provide the kind of information
needed to evaluate and improve services. Grayson and Wingate, for exam-
ple, concluded tha *“*As a measure of effecuveness, a gross arculation
figure gives hittle indicaton of how well the ‘information’ funcion 1s
being performed 12 (And the same holds tiue for the recreational and
educationa; functions.)

Other limitations in employlig use statistics as performance measures
have included the fact that too little informanon 15 gathered on hibrary use
in relation 1o the full potenual and on hbrary use which lies outside the
primary service arca. In addition, use data often have not been broken
down into meaningful categones.”® Ina paper presented at the 1985 1FLA
Conference, O’Connor went so far as to sav that since output measures are
beyond library control, their use as a measure of hibrary performance may
be questioned.”” Yet he also stated that output measures result from
characterisucs of the user populaton (rather than hibrary acuvity)and that
library outputisinfluenced more by user characteristics than library input
Once again, a theme that seems to appear is that if output measures are
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going to be vahd indicators of hibrary petformance, they must adequ el
meorporate apgropriate user data. Thatissue will be addiessed i the nest
SeCLIOIL.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES BASED ON USER STUDIES

Before dealing with the relationship between uver data and output mea-
sures, the question of what we want performance indicators 1o measure
should be resolved. In other words, what concept best represents a library's
performance? The answer inay be “library effecuveness.” As has been
stated in the literature, 1t may well be that “the final output of a hibrary
system 1s the effectiveness of the service.””'?® But what is meant by “library
effectiveness?” Redfein stated that: “Effectiveness may be defined as the
extent to which a service can be said to meet the needs of the communny,
that is, both expressed and unexpiessed needs th-.t relate 1o hibrary
purpose."129

The DuMonts contended that. “‘Libranans bave vet to arrive at a cleai
meaning for the phrase ‘hbraty effecuveness.’ Although many library
1esearchers write of evaluation and performance measures, they generally
don’t equate such concepts with a discussion of library effectiveness....”" %
They said that it would be more meaningful 1o define library effectiveness
as being related to the achievement of librarv goals which may “take the
form of useful outputs which are consumed by those outside of the library

1131
system.

More specifically, the authors considered libiary effecun eness 1o melude
considerauon of* (1) goal achievement (admuttedly difficult 1o measure),
(2) efficiency, (3) user satisfacuion, (1) personnel mput, and (5) system
goals. They pointed out that Rosenberg, n 1969, argued ““that the only
criterion of effectiveness 1s ‘value recerved.” "'® They summarized by
stating that “hbrary effectiveness can be viewed as the successful interac -
tion between the hibrary and s environment.” ™ In a 1981 Occastonal
Papers, the DuMonts discussed hibrary effecuveness and goals and how the
two can be related.'™

Assuming that there 1s a reasonable consensus regarding the defintion of
hibrary effectiveness, at least one more crucial question remains. Upon
what source of informaton should the ibrarian base his or her determina-
tion of library effectiveness? It is being argued here tha: at least one logical
source of this sort of information is the user study In other words, user
studies can provide the researcher with the kind of output or performance
measures that he or she needs 1o evaluate library effectiveness as defined
earlier.
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In tac:, there 15 considerable support in the Iiterature for utilizing user
studies for performance measures aad, more specifically, for evaluaung
hibramy ctfectveness. As Beeler stated' “If we want to know how well -
branes are senving the populauon  we musttum to users of the service for
answets, be rng in mund the surposes mtended by the services 1801 as
Chen and Hernon wiote: “Libran effecuy eness must be viewed within the
context of peoplc’s mtormatien needs, the strategies by whech they gather
informauon, and the 1ole o1 source providers in supplving informa-
uon.” "% Schultz went so far as to st .te that. “There 1s considerable agree-
ment among mmesugators that «ny performance measure worthy of the
name 1y aser-oriented if 1t measures a service from the chent's
\'.('\\';mlm."m

Lancaster, aung Tauber and Stephens, noted b *t “the basic aims of a
sunvey should be evaluaton of the effectiveness of the services provided,
determr naunon of the extent to which user needs are sausfied, and identifi-
cation of wavs in which service might he improvt‘d."l33 Busha and Harter
argued for the relanonship between measuring librany effectiveness and
gathering user related mformation when they stated: **Among the ques-
uons that hibrastans have a disunct obligation to answer are thos. relating
to library effecuveness, indluding such faciors as...the use and non-use of
hibrary materials and services ..thedegree of awareness about library collec-
uons and services among chientele or potenaal dlientele of hibraries...and
user sausfacuon or dissatisfaction with libraries.”"'* Or, as they later
stated, “hibrarians should be concerned with the performance of their
institutions. " *® Rodwell wiote: “There is a general recognition that mea-
sures of effecuveness should adequately 1eflect the satisfaction of user
needs.” ! Similar emphasis on the importance of measuring user satisfac-
uon in order to determine the library’s contribution to its community can
le found 1 Hoadley and Clark’s work on quantitauve methods.'*

All twelve of the measures 1n Qutpu?t Measures for Public Libraries reflect
user acuvities to one degree or another.' Kantor's four performance
measures for academic and research libraries are patron oriented.'* Cro-
nin’s model for assessing public services inacademic and research libraries
suggests thai four factors should be considered when settng a standard for
qualir  of senvice.™ One of those factors 1s “user expectatons of the
service.” McClure, mn a considerauon of performance measures for corpo-
rate libraries, stated: "Performance measurement involves the establish-
ment of hibrary objectuves based on user needs, the expression of these
objectives 1in quantifiable units, the ~ casurement -0 the unuts, and the
assessment of library performance vis a-vis 1ts stated Obje(‘uv('s."“6 In a
1eview of rescarch on reference service effectiveness, Powell noted that the
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major emphasis had been on ow put measures and that quite a tew of the
N 147
measutes had o do with the saustacuon of users’ needs

A Planming Process for Public Libraries stated that petformance measuies
can be categorreed in a number of ways, mecluding by the populauon
groups considered 18 Schlukbier also stiessed the mmportance ef having
adequate information about the ibrary s commumny when he stated that
the “ulumate ¢ aluatuon™ of any Iibrary must be based on the use being
made by the community, and aigued that performarce cannot be measured
without knowledge of the communuy ' Schlukbier concluded. “We as
professionals have an obligation to produce construcuve 1esearch hat will
give us vital mformauon concemming the needs, desires, and mdividual
characterisuics of users and non-users. Performance measurement 1s the
onlv velucle o adequately explore that neglected area of hibrarianship,
\\'hilesé)m\'idlng arelauvely simple design for effectively managing librar-
1e5.""® Daniel Gore, writing about his use of DeProspo’s performance
measutes, said that “the only nustworthy measure of Holdings and Avail-
ability Rates are those which are applied directly to the actual users of any
given hibiary, whether 1t be public, academic, o1 special.”™" And finally,
Lowell Martin succinctly stated: "*User informaton 1s a key component in
measurement and evaluatuon "'

Others have contended that 1 order o evaluate more fully the ultimate
output or effectiveness of a public ibrary, we must learn more about how
and why library users use the ibiary, Zweirzig and Dervin, for example,
stated that “"'more might be gaine-1 by moving from user studies to studies of
the uses to which public libraries are pul.""3 The DuMonts wrote that
Iibrar_.ns need to measure uses, as well as users ** Ford, m his work on
user studies, wrote: “Key factors in studies of inforimation transfer are thus
the pui pose for which information is sought, and the use which 1s made of
it. These factors are often neglected, or ueated only superficially in many
user studies.”"® Touterdell argued that final output, o1 the effectiveness of
a hibrary service, should be measmed 1n terms of use, including total use of
the ibrary and the degree of use by different age groups, social classes,
occupatonal groups, and different geogiraphical areas within the total
seTvice alea.

Whether the emphasis 1s on the user and his o1 her charactetistics or on
how the user uses the library, thete can be hittle doubt that the professional
literature evidences substantial support among libranans for relating user
information to the evaluation of hibiary effectiveness. In addiuon, there 1s
considerable endorsement for viewing library effectiveniess as perhaps the
most important element of hbiary performance. But does the hiterature
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provide much evidence that librarians pracuce what they preach? Have
hibrarrans 1n factatempted to measure the performance o1 effecin eness of
then librartes by studying then Iibranes’ users?

Speaking of ibran effectiveness in general, the DuMonts wiote that “rela-
uvely littde 1v known about the effectneness of many hibrary programs”
and that there 15 a “lack of objecive empincal evaluauons' of libiary
services 7 With regard to the use of user studies i measuring perfor-
mance, Knightly analvzed the 1977 and 1978 annual 1eports of 62 selected
hibraties of various types and found only 1.1% of the performance criteria
being used were user studies.'® DePiospo 1eported 1 1976 that there was
almost no literature discussing the ways it which community analysisand
the library measurement process can or should be brought together He
pomted out that “The suuaunon 1s further complicated by the typical
p1oblem, that the library's ex:sung measurement process has generatedan
information base laigely unsuitable for companng results with exisung
community mnformauon data bases.””'>?

There have been some library evaluauor studies that have taken into
account the hibrary user. However, “most ot our current hibrary effecuve-
ness studies, particularly those from academic libraries, equate library
effectiveness with user sausfac uon.” ' (As was noted earher, this limta-
tion was reflected 1in a critiasm of the original DeProspo study, 1n that his
major direct measurement of users was related to user sausfaction )

As was reported earlier, the Rutgers manual on public ibrary performance
measures was tested by the University of Illinois Library Research Center.
Following the Illinois study, the Research Center sent a questionnaire to a
sample of the parucipating hibranans asking them about the antcipated
usefulness of the data obtained as a result of their having conducted a
performance measures study. User information was the response most
frequently cited as the type of data from which they expected 1o benefit el
As aresult, the Library Rese irch Center iecommended expanding the user
tucket (quesnonnaire) and distribuung longer user quesuonnaires to a
larger sample of pauons

In a swudy reported e 1980, Dewweiler imvesugated the relationship
between hibrary effec tiveness and the availability of materials sought by the
library patron.l62 Howard and Norman designed their Complete Service
Staustics to inventory all hibrary output reflecting user contact mcluding:
lending services, facilities services, informaton services, production ser-
vices, and staff services.'® Jones stated that: “It is often comentent (o
attempt to assess the adequacy of a library service 1 refavon to the
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11164
populatuon served,” " though he seem d to take a basicallv inpnt-onented

approach in his study.

Ford, reporung on his survey of user studies, mndicated that several {actors
affecung user information needs had been idenufied These included,
ameng others: (1) the backgiound, motivation, professional onientation,
ete. of the user; (2) the social, pohiucal, economic, and other systems that
affect the user and his work; (3) the uses to which mformauon is put; and
{4) the consequences of iInformation use—for example, the producuvity of
the user.'®

Data Collection

But what of the technmiques used to apply usermformauon o performance
measurement in these studies and others? What are the varables deemed
important enough to measure? A survey of the hiterature identified a
considerable number of techniques and vainables, but the distincuon
between the vanable or characteristics to be measured and the measure-
ment technique was notalwavs apparent However, what follows is at least
a partial lisung of the terms that appear to have been used to identify or
.epresent user-oriented variables worth considering in performance mea-
surement. Following that 1s a list of techmques proposed or used to
measure one or more perfoimance variables User variables related 1o
library performance include:

. user needs,

. user use,

. user sausfaction,

patron’s expectations,

efficiency,

. process,

. demographic-tvpe data,

. community satisfaction with 1ts hbrary services,
. informaton-seeking bahavior,

. purposes for secking informauon,

. user's personality,

. user’s interests,

. user’s attitudes,

. user’s ‘‘total-fe siuation,”

. user demands.

. user “factors,” and

citizen awareness of library services.
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iquently than amv other measure as an imporntant, if not essental, indicator
of libiary perfoninance.

Lancaster, for example, 1denufied several important factors that affect
hibrany petformance and indicated that they should be judged 1n terms of

166

user satisfacanon. ™ Parkar stated that m order to measure hbrary perfor-
mance one needs intormation about, among others, user sausfaction.'

The PLA'S recent work chaiged the hbrary planning committee with
providmg periodic informauon on changes in users’ satisfacuon with the

O

User-related techniques used to measure hibrany petformance mdude

1. mathemaucal models describing Iibrary use,
2, proay goals—e g., substituting exposure time for value of documents to
users,
3 svstems approach,
f. community analvsis,
5. librarv response ume,
6. document dehivery,
7. provision of atauons,
8. total Iibrarv contact ume per potental user,
9. “uem-use-dav,”
10 extent of reader self-service,
11. cost benefit rano,
12 librany effort (input),
13. library performance (output).
14, search success rate,
15. total hibrary use,
16. percentage of total population bemng served by the hibrary,
17. percentage of naterials used accoiding to type of user,
18 ratio of a grven senvice to the otal namber of library users,
19 rauo of the number of documents crculated to types of users,
20. rauo of total use to total holdings,
21. user access,
22, return visits,
23 use log, and
24, program attendance log

As is evident from a reading of the two preceding lists, noi all of the 1tems
menuoned appear to be based enurely on the Irbrary user As was noted
arlier, many “petformance’” measures are 1 fact more concerned with
library acuviues than with Iibrarv users (or measures). Yet one measure
hat 1s surely user-oniented, user satsfacuon, 1s probably cited more fre-

. 168 -y ,

librany.™ The PLA’S work on output measurement also suggested the
- . 16

mportance of user satisfaction.'® Burns recommended a set of mde xes of
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effectiveness to measure the relationships betw een levels of library perfor-
mance, resoutce allocation, and user sausfaction.’” Evans and others
reviewed the critena that have been used to weasure hibrary effecuiveness,
and they included, among others: general user satisfaction and user satis-
faction with existing hibrary senvices and materials.!”

7Zwenzig concluded that user satisfaction 1s the best measure available for
measuring library use. but he did point out that 1t does not reveal how the
library's resources actually help the user.'” (This 1ssue will be coisidered
again at a later point.) White cautioned that such ter 1s as user needs and
user demands are sometimes used interchangeably, but he noted that needs
are more difficult to determine than are demands."” The DuMonts, in their
work on r -asuring library effecuiveness, contended that it is best to take an
integrate” ~pproach to evaluating I'brary effectiveness. They suggested
considering elements such as the employee, the library as an organi - ition,
and the total environment. They also emphasized the importance of ui:liz-
Ing measurement that is relevant or meaningful.” Or in other words,
regardless of the variables or techniques selected for measuring library
performance, they should be approrpriate for the task and capable of
providing useful data and ultimately substantive benefits.

Possible Benefits

Having discussed already the many benefits potentially obtainable from
utilizing performance measures and user studies, it probably 1s not neces-
sary to reiterate the benefits to be gained from employing them separately.
The major point to be made here 1s that by basing performance measures
on data gathered in userstudies, the librarian is more l;kely to have at hisor
her disposal truly meaningful data. Rather than having a-ailable daia that
merely descvibe library activities or do nothing more than characterize
library users, the libranan should be able to acquire information about
how library users and library services interact. Or in short, the application
of user studies to performance measures should result 1 a more accurate
assessment of a library’s effectiveness.

There has beer: some discussion of the benefits to be gained from employ-
ing user studies as performance measuresand o measures of effectiveness.
The DuMonts, having pointed out that user satisfaction is one element of
the definition of library effectiveness, stated that “‘the primary purpose of
measurement procedures is to obtain information about the library in
order to provide decision makers with a clearer understanding of what the
library is doing. An accurate and objective evaluation of the effectiveness of
the library can then be arempted.”'™ Similarly, Lynch wrote: “Theresults
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of measurement can be used to evaluate the performance of a hibrary and
thereby determine whether or not itiseffecun e Sc hlukbier argued that-

Performance measurement 1s a research ool capable of clanfyving objec-
uves of hbrary services, and indicaung duecuons for growth and wech-
mques for increasing the effiaency of their implementanon  The
ulumate evaluauon of any hbrary must be made i terms of the use being
made by the commumuty. Therefore, finding outhow a speafic library or
hibrary system 1s meeung the needs of 1ts commumiy will reveal arcas in
which efficiency can be improved and library growth enhanced '™

The authors of 4 Planning Process for Public Libraries emphasized that
"Planning hibrary services fora community requires, first of all, an under-
standing of that community: its environment, 1ts population, their infor-
mation needs, and the sources available to meet those needs.” ' Lancaster
stated that a well-conducted hibrary survey should attempt to assess the
degree to which the library services meet the needs of the ccmmunity
served. Doing so can provide a useful indication of how satisfied the users
are with the services provided.'” Schrader also stressed the importance of
assessing user satisfaction. He contended that the user is concemned about
how accessible the library and its services are; o1 in other words, how much
tume and effort the user will have to expend in order to sausfy his or her
information needs.'® As DeProspo has stated: A bettereducated and more
sophisticated public is less willing thar ever 1o accept the need for com-
munity services on faith alone. Increasingly the publicis demanding proof
of the effectiveness of various programs.”'®!

In summary, performance measures based on user studies can provide
management with the kind of informaton 1t needs todefine, quantify, and
measure a hibrary’s success 1n accomplishing 1ts service goals. “They
enable the institution to tell how, why, where, and when it1ssuccessful and
to express this success in meanmingful, i.e., quanufiable, terms for compari-
son with sim:lar mstitutions or systems,”'® and just as importantly, in
terms that are based on the library user as the unit of measure Foras Burns
stated, "‘public service agencies such as hibraries need continuous feedback
from their uses lest they lose touch with the realities of therrexistence.’" '

Limitations

Having pointed out some of the benefits to be realized from employing
user-nriented performance measures for the evaluation of a hbrary, it is
important to recognize that such an approach also has certain limitations.
Some of these limitations are applicable to measurement procedures 1n
general, others are specifically related to user-based measurements.
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DeProspo, for example, cautioned that "notall ibary acuviues are subject
. 184
to reasonable quanufication o1 objecuve measurement

The DuMents stated that: “"The study of library effec tiveness 1s made more

complex by the ambiguous, 1elamvistc character of the emvironment of
. 11185 -

which the Iibrar iy a part. I'hev later iemzed some of the measure-

ment problems that tend 1o exist, and these mncluded.

1 the frequent reluctance of librarlans to use certain measurement
techniques;

2. the fact that many work load indicators, such as the numbers of books
cataloged, circulated, etc., sav nothing about effec tiveness;

3. the not necessarily true assumption that financal support 1s an ade-
quate mdicator of effectiveness;

4. the Iimitations of physical standards,

5. the fact that cost-benefit analysis places too much rehiance on value
judgments; and

6. in order to employ user studies to measure libran effecuyeness, criteria
must be used that accurately reflect the basic services of the library as
they affect those who use or do not use them. (They also reminded the
reader that different groups have different goals and different criteria for
svaluating a hibrary's effecuveness.)

It was suggested earlier that among the most valid criteria for measuring
Iibrary effectiveness is patron use of library -supported informaton. Butas
Zweuzig acknowledged, measures of how the producis of library service are
used by patrons are very elusive, and the least under the conuol of the
library.'®

Another limutauon is related to the needto study the nonuser, as well as the
user—an assumption impliat 1in most of what has been stated thus far
Unfortunately, 1t1s even more difficul. to survey the nonuser than the user.
For example, 1t has been found that: “*“There1s a hugh correlation between
nonreturn of questionnaires and non-use of the llbrary."m

It also has been indicated here and elsewhere that it is desirable 13 invesu-

gate user needs as well as demands. But this too has proven dificult o

accomplish, and most user studies have dealt with demands rather than
188

nceds.

User sausfaction, another important reflectuon of library performance
discussed earlier, has ikewise proven hard todetermine. IY Elia stated: “To
the extent that user satisfaction 15 a funcuon of the library’s ability o
graufy the user’s needs or fulfill bis expectatons, usec satisfaction 1y
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potentially a very useful diagnostuc measure of ibrary petformance The
extent of ths usefulness, however, 1s dependentupon our ability to idenufy
the determinants of veer sausfacuon.™ He went on o propose that user
satisfaction 18 a funcuon of the user's demographic characterssucs, the
various uses made of the library by the user, and the user’s exaluaton of the
charactenisucs of the Iibrary used.

Buckland, 1 his important work on book availability, concluded that:
“The natare of the relanonship between user behaviour and Sausfacuon
Level 1s not vet dear.”™ e even hypothesized that users’ demands for
books were affected by then satusfacuon levels, which in turn affec ted their
demands for books.

A smilar concern was expressed by Supak in his artide on the potenual
misuse of cruven satsfaction as a performance measure of urban services.
He advised that expressed satsfaction may not reflect ac tual service perfor-
mance, and that indicators must be Iinked o specific services. He also
cautioned against relving oo heavily on the conceprual and staustcal
analysis of essentally subjecuve indicators such as user sausfaction.*®! In
short, user sausfacuon alone may not be asatisfactory criterion for measur-
mg hbrary performance. And no doubt this hmitatuon applies to other
performance measures as weil

In light of the vanous strengths and weaknesses of user-oriented perfor-
mance measuies, and considering the supportat least indirectly evidenced
for them n the lterature, what does the tuture appear to hold for develop-
ing prrformance measures based on user studies? Is the situaton or out-
look any better now than 1t was in 1976 when DeProspo wrote: “While
undoubtedly the most desirable measurement process is one which pro-
duces data on outcomes, that is, data which prove that needs are met and
b(‘hd\l()l rhanged as a result, we remain unable o execute such a pro-
cess.” Posslbl\ not, but there at least have been suggesuons forthcoming
as to how the effectiveness of using user studies o evaluate services can be
mcreased.

Supak recommended that we not rely oo heavily on survey iems asking
persons how satisfied they are withlocal services orasking them to actually
evaluate parucular services. Rather we should concentrate more on asking
spulfl(, objective questions probing ciuzens’ actual use of hibrary ser-
vices.! Along these same lines, Lancaster noted that McCarthy and
Howder “believe that the general survey will be replaced by more special-
ized studies and that ‘more sophisticated analyses and evaluatons...may be
required. nr194




E

O

Lubans contended that Iibranans st.ould immvesugate factors such as user
suecess m using specific hibran services sueh as the card catalog, 1eference
service, and books in the stacks, ultumate user benefits realized from obtamn-
g informauon from the libiary; the social and economic impacts of
hibrary use and nonuse; and users’ needs for knowledge on how to use the
hbr;m.195 Zweing argued for the importance of explonng further the
qualnty o1 type of library use.'®

The importance of conunuing to consider both user needs and demands
and to disunguish between the two was stressed by the DuMonts They
wiote:

Individual patrons have verv specific imnformauon needs which the
Iibrary can fulfill, asmall proporuon of which are verbalized as demands
which the library 1s expected o fill if 101s 1o be yudged effectv e The first
step 1n achieving effecuveness 1s actually denufving or defining what
these informauon needs and demands are. Fulfilling user demands 1s an
intermediate step the attempt to be effecuve. Fulfilling needs 15 the
ultimate goal '

In conclusion, Zweizigand Dervin reminded the reader that, *‘we must give
attenuon to the ‘uses’ that will be made of the ‘user’ studies by public
librarians. The important question 1> whether the research helps...in eval-
vating effectiveness.”'*® Zweing noted that in 1978, the National Center for
Education Staustics (NCES) assembled a panel to make recommendations
as to how public library statisuics might be made more user-oriented. The
panel was to recommend areas for study regarding public library users and
nonusers and services. Major questions resulting from the panel’s delibera-
tions related 1o the current effecuveness ot public libraries and focused on
(I) the funcuon of the hibrary for the communuty, (2) the portion of the
community being served adequately, (3) the effects of particular library
programs on users, and () the development of techniques for demonstrat-
ing that library use had helped users to improve their hfestyles or had
benefited them 1n o1 1 ways. The panel concluded by proposing further
study in the areas of user studies, the social impact of libraries, library use
models, service inventories, the impact of administrauve decisions, and the
apphicauon of publicservice surveysand user nonuser surveys to adminis-

199
TAlIVe Processes

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This paper has attempted to pont out that if libranies ever hope to truly
evaluate their services, they must employ valid proceduies, or measures
that 1n fact measure what they are intended 10 measure. Oras Lancaster has
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stated. “Onlv by applying appropriate measurement and evaluaton tech-
niques can a library determine the carcumstances under which 1t performs
well or less well and identifv the causes of 1ts fallures with sufficient
precision to allow corrective actions to improve the overall level of perfor-
mance and, presumably, to raise the level of user satsfaction with the

11200
services provided.

This paper has suggested that what hibraties should most be concerned
with measuring 1s their ultimate product—performace or effectiveness—
and that the best indicators of their level of performance are, or shoul. be,
based on user data such as satisfaction. These two points were made earlier
by, among others, Armstrong when he wrote that: *The ultimate point of
measurement and evaluation :in an institution 1s its product. Does it

produce what it 1s designed 10 Produw. and does the product meet the
0201 ) w
requirentents of the customers?”’™" And later. Of all the generally feasible

process measures, the one that comes closest to establishing a product is the

1202
uSser survey.

In short, there is areal need for libraries to be accountable for the effective-
ness of their services. And at least one possibly valid approach to evaluat-
ing the effectiveness of library services involves user-oriented performance
measures. Employing such an approach takes cognizance of the benelits of
using performance measures and user studies separately, integrates the two
techniques, and, it is hoped, produces an even better method forevaluaung
the performance of libraries.
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