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EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA AND MEDICAL LIBRARIES

1.0__ INTRODUCTION

’f}jBlﬂmEdleal lerary)

Today, as always, libraries of all types are confronted with a
nmumber of problems ipvclving an assessment of their performance. Some of
the problems relate to the evaluation of services or functions for which
there are no reliable methods of measuring the quality of service or functiogi
One fundamental problem is that none of the current evaluation methods Seem:
to consider total library performance as critical to making a valid evaluation.
Another problem is that most of the present evaluation methods are not
campleteiy acceptable to either librarians or non-librarians because none

of the methods seem to be sufficiently sensitive to both quanitative and

gualitative factors éf,libraﬁy service.

This is a report on a study undertaken for the National Library of

Medicine*; the study objectives were to develop a list of issues and criteria

that relate to the problém of measurement of medical library effectiveness.

To the extent it was deemed approprlate other types of librarvries were

{ccngidered as there ex1sts a rathmr braad common bond between all types of
fllbrarleu. Ihe procedure emglcyed was to review the literature on thé subgeet
‘cf_libﬁéry evaluation. Each crlterlan or measure of evaluatlan that was

'{7éﬁédﬁﬁtéred'was:piaéEd'Dn a l;stvaf crlter;a and:was,examiﬁed in. terms of

  >* The study WAaSs. conducted fr@m August 1959 to Aprll 1970 uﬁder a grant

_S(lGﬂq LM 007818-0L) from the National Library of Medicine and the
“‘Southwest: Regional lerary (Unlver31ty of Callfcrnla Los Anggle%,




its potential significance and validity for measuring library performance.
The ﬁurpose of the listing and examination was to aid in the process of
defining areas of needed research and to recommend areas where work could be
conducted with some expectation of good results and high returns. In
addition,. the study conducted an analysis of a recently completed medical
school library evaluation project carried out for the National Library of
Medicine by the University City Science Center. This work involved some
additional statistical analysis of the UCSC data.

In the first section of this report, we discuss some of the facters
involved in measuring library performance and outline existing evaluation
methods. The second section is devoted to discussing individual studies
and the evaluation criteria that were used. In the third section we discuss
areas in which we believe additional research will produce sound method (s)
of evaluating total library performance. Tﬁis third section is without
doubt highly subjective and open to question; however, if these suggestions
generate some debate and some work, they will have served a useful purpose.

The final section is devoted to the analysis data from the University

City Science Center's Final Report - National Survey of Medical School Libraries.

1.1 Eaétérs in the Evaluation of Medical Libfafies

In order to aeeampllsh the obgect;ves set fcrth 1n “the prqposal to the
Natlaﬂal lerary of Medlclne the authors examlned over flve hundred artlcles,
hooks and ° abstracts relatlng tQ the evaluatlcn of llbrar;estr Perhaps the
mogtlsﬁrprls;ng aspeot of the llteraturevrev1eﬁ was’ an apparent lack of
Egncern w1th the how. or the why of the evaluatlon Ercéess It would seem to

be self—ev1denf thaf any dlscu381cn cf llbrary perfarmance Shculd‘be,préfaéed

]




by a discussion about what aspects are to be evaluated, how they weare
selected and why they are to be evaluated. There are a surprising number
of reports and studies on the subject of evaluation that fail to make it
clear just what the intended purpose was, and as a result, confusion arises
over the interpretation of the results.

Another rathef surprising finding was the lack of concern about the
total service program of a library. Most of the studies, with presumably
sound reasons (although seldom spelled out) confine themselves to one or
two evaiuation criterion as applied to one or two service functions. While
no single study can cover all services, some attention should, in our
opinion, be given to the matter of how the services studied or evaluated

fit into the total service program of a given library or type of library.

- In general this total service concept was lacking, and so it was difficult

+o determine whather the critericon was appropriately selected and emploved.
It was also notable that those few studies that did concern themselves

with the full range of services all failed to consider one rather hasic

" function of all libraries. In the very broadest sense the library's main

function is that of d;ssemlnatlon* hawever, in terms of'usual.ccnsideratiéns

1the 1ibrary has twc fungtlons; 1mmédlate dlssemlnaticn aﬂd canservat1gn for
later d1538mlnatlcn. None of the StudlES exanined<ccncerﬁed themSElVES'Wlth

-the questlon of eonservatlon.- Whilé 1t may he true that unly the large

teadh;ng—researeh reg;on1l médlcal llbrary ‘may. need tc he s;gnlflcantly

) eancerned w;th conservatlgn,;all llbrarles must have somé ‘concern ahout the

matterg In general all the materlaﬁ aequlred by Lhe 11brary, even the small

:speclal llbrary,'ls housed in. the llbLary because there is some expectat;cn7




t that the material will be used and used by a number of different people over

a period of time. If this were not so, the material would simply be given

to the person requiring the information in much the same manner that a good

deal of the inter-library loan materials (photocopies) are now handled.

The point being made is that many methods of evaluation place a high premium

on the performance of a service or function that is or may be detrimental

to the conservation of the materials--an equally important library function.
Perhaps the clearest example of the above problem is in terms of

reader accessibility to materials. Most libraries assume open stacks are

important in allmwiﬁg the greatest possible use of the materials. Open

(a 65-700 temperature with 50-60% humidity and ample natural or artificial
iight) and most detrimental to the documents. In a closed stack situation
the materials could be sforéd in conditions that would slow down the chemical
and bacterialvacticn that destroys most of the present d;y pépers. It is
also possible that such a move would nétrehange theéperfcrmance of a library,
especially if the performance were evaluated in terms of response time. An

xamplé Df this would'hé the Dceument Delivefy Test (DDT) of thé ‘ucsc Stﬁdy.

- In thls test a premlum is placed an response tlme and any doeument not on the
shelf at tne tlme the tést 15 glven lawers the llhrary s perfnrmance score

In a claqed stack Squatlon fewer -items Would be mlsshelved QT in use w1th

na record of who 15}u31ng 1t or. wher itd b21ng used. I ms in . the
'5Qcategcr;es "mlSSlng" or “can t 1ocate“:are g;ven a. long EESEOHSE time scare
"ln the Daéument Dellvery Tast thus in thls cas .a h;gh DDIvsgpre is

7_p351t1ve1y' eurrelated w;th eonservatlan,- Ihere afé“afﬁumEEr nyquestiens’




about the usefulness of such a test and some of these are discussed in a
later section (4.0).

One of the most comprehensive projects on library evaluation was
conducted for the Army Technical Libraries by the John I. Thompson Company
during 1566, 1967, and 1968.* This project conducted an extensive literature
search up to 1967. The ATLIS investigators came to the conclusion that
most studies had focused anane or two factors and ignored the implications
for the total system. Our work carrying the literature search up to
January 1970 indicated that the situation has not changed. However, even
the ATLIS studies, though they are rather comprehensive, do not consider
the conservation aspect of the problem. Admittedly the special-technical
library is the least likely to have to consider this problem. We will
return to this matter later in the section on needed research.

Our literature search revealed that most studies of library performance
concentrated on cné or two service £unctioné. Only a very few studies
attempted to review the entire scope of library services and thdse that did

ignored one or two areas of concern. (It also indicated that no study

~ examined the question of conservation -as an issue, or facton in library

performance.) |

o
[

2.0 ¢ STUDIE:-, or LIBRARY PERFORMANC E;

'gvShcrtly after startlng the l;terature rev1ew it became apparént>that

e trled to set up a separate categary far éach sllght]y alfférEﬂt méthod o

'ch Evaluatlon we would neeé one categary fcr each Study examlned CIn.

WeSSel,fC:'j;, Crlterla fcr Evaluatlna +he EffECthEHESS of lerarv
,Doera'lons and-Services. -Atlis reports-10, 19, 21” uWashlngtDn‘ D. T

J@hn I; Thcmpson and Ccmpany, 1957 1968 lQGQ




S 0 g e SRR AR 48T 10

order to provide the reviewers with a framework to organize their work a

list of about sixteen measures was developed. After the review was finished,

it became rather clear from the material covered that there was still a high
degree of overlap. Because of the overlap wé decided to further reduce

the list by considering only the methods of analysis that were employed.

By this means, we drew up a list of six "basic” criterion of library
performange or effectiveness. The list given below represents the order

in which we will present the discussion of the individual studies.

Basic Criterion for Evaluation Library Performance

I. Accessibility¥ -
IT. Cost |

IITXI. Use

1IV. TUser Satisfacticn
V. ZResponse Time

VI. Cost—Béneiit

‘In the ensu;ng pages we w1ll discuss some of the studles that have

ther ‘used or suagested u51ng one or more of the above measures as a methgd

 Df evaluatlng llbrary perfgrmanée. A research study is c0n51dered under
'Mas many toplcs as necéssary At the end Df éach unlt there wlll be a

ﬁJinlSEuSSan af the measures llsted in: that sectlgn and sume 1nd;catlon ‘of

r{rESEErch p@tent;al§_ The dlscu551ons are not 1ntended ta summarlze the»

P ————




have been suggested. The use of citations to specific stﬁdies is merely
to document the sources for measures discussed.

Evaluation studies of library services are generally concerned with
reader services rather than technical services. Studies of technical
services seem to be é@ﬁsiderea matters of internal concern. Nevertheless,
there have been a number of studies conducted on various aspects of technical
service work. In many ways technical service studies point up a basic
weakness noted for all evaluaticn studies; that is, they are not concerned
with the question of what will happen to reader services as a result of
chhnges 1n technical services (i.e., they are not concerned with the. total

library Qpéfatiﬂn)i Studies evaluating services may be CDHEldErEd as

being one of two typ s5; a) how efficient the arganlzatlgnal pattern is

in te:msfgf the various Dp*ratians required to carry out the library
fgbjectivés, and b) th efficient or effective the staff is in providing
= the SEEVLGES or perfarmlnﬂ the requlred tasks to meet the library
&  DbJEEt1V?S.  i£ should be noted that almost without EXCEPtan none “of the
vstudles seem to be ccncarned w1th determlnlng what the goals or QbJECthES
“éréland.haw 1mpcrtantleach one is Qr the degrea tD whlch a spec1f1c service
aéhiévés»aJspeéified*gcalz_ The AILIS studles are- an Dutstandlng éxceptlan

the_above geuerallzatlcn-'hawever even in that ;nstance there 15 no

'tt mpt”tc determ;ne the relatlve  e1ght each serv1ce has in. terms Qf :




i 2.1 Acgessibility

{ Accessibility to the library and its contents is without a doubt one
of the most difficult criteria to measure. Of the criterion discussed,
accessibility factors are the least often considered. There are two
aspects to the question of access: (a) physic al access to the library
and its materials, that is the ease with which one may determine if a
particular document is in a callecticn and where it is located, and
(b) to what class of user is a given service available. To a large extent
studies of the organization and form of the public catalog are accessi-
bility studies, although they are seldom considered in this light. 1In
order to measure physical accessibility in a quantitative manner, it
hecomes necessary to consider reépcnse time, but as will be noted most
studies that discuss this problem fail to take this variable into account.
At the same time most studies that deal with problems of response time
fail to c@n51der the problem of who has access to the service. A total

‘appraach tc even one segment Df the prgblem of evaluation of library

_perfcrmance seems t@ be the EXEEpﬁlDH rather than the rule.

The prgblem gf 16Cst1@ﬁ and ava;lab;llty of materials has been
@;exmlared Dy Bush and Mgrse (1956) by gatherlnﬁ data on cases of fa;lure

. to meet demands fcr maier;al helﬂ hy the llbrary. A ratlo Qf materlals

”ed to. materlals demanded was the crlterlan émplayed to determ;ne

finfgrmat;Oﬁ @n fallure tc meet demands was stréngly

DCEtan cf the materlals and thﬂ iength of the 1gan f

1;t

”’cc2551bi




exception in that they did consider the problems of response time. As
with all the criteria discussed there is an overlap, in this case there
is a very clear element of user satisfaction that should be considered.
Again, this points out the need for a total approach to the problem of
performance evaluation.

In discussing accessibility, Fussler (1961) calls frequency of use
the majgrrfaetcr in producing increased efficiency in the organization
and housing of materials. Fussler (1951) considers accessibility essential
and suggests a better understanding of readers' needs and working methods
is the only manner by which a library will be able to improve user access.
In other studies the criterion for evaluation is the ratio of the number
of books to the sigéigfgthe user population. This method was proposed for
use by the U. S. Office of Education in choosing academic libraries to
EEGEiVE grants in aid. Clépp (1965) argués that minimum aééquacy of academic
libraries can be measured by the number of volumes, and, considering sueh'
variables as student body size ané campasitién,;féeulty size, cirriculum

“and campus 1DCEt1Dﬂ, he develnps formulas for estlmatlng the number cf

,7' backslregulreﬂ } In an art;cle on college 11brarles, Weber (1957) suggests

'vtﬁatfease;oi_accesswanﬂTthe;number”ofusuCCEsses achieved is more important
’fdrrevalﬁétionrpurpDSes’than'the‘voiﬁmé’counti The underiying assumﬁtibn‘

”1n studles Qf th;s type 15 that each user shguld have accesa tu a minimum

*Hgnumber ofﬁicﬂ?ments. _prer pclnts out thé prahlem gf emplcylng thl%

;_;épneept 15 that the numbér af succusses 15 more relevant far evaluatlan.

”athan mere”valume cou'ts.: Qf egual>1mport*nce 0 perhaps even greater is

’f*sAiéess tc m;l;lcn¢vgiumesﬂw;Ll. L
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be of no use to a-patron if the million volumes are not of interest to
that person, even if he can receive any one of the millicn documents in
a fraction of a second.

Anatherrfactar of importance to the above discussion is the class of
user who is given access to the documents or services being evaluated.
Very f[ew studies have made any attempt to explore this problem area. One
study that concerned itself with this, and a wide range of other services,
and the patron groups that received these services, was the Orr, et.al.
(1968c) study. This is one of the few studies that relates specitically
to the medical 1ibraryléituaticn, Their measure of effectiveness is called
the "Standardized Inventory of Library Services”. An attempt is made to
create a scale that will allow the library to assess its services in terms
of what the official policy is ané to provide a means of comparing the
results between institutions. The method suggested for scoring the
inventgry is baseé,upén hsviﬁg a number of people allocate points on the

basis gersonal on;nlcn as to the value Qf a given service. User

A'satlstactlcn toulﬂ seem to be the criterion of Evaluatlan that is being
~sugge$ted.in tbis,s§Qdy. Yet what the study reveals is the degree to which
'variéus:userlclassés'are'giveh service.  Until such time as the full text

o  0£ the ILS is publlshed ’cne'must'withhbld any true evaluation of their

1_;jteehn1que (see Sect1cn 4 5 for a dlscu551an of tbeilLS SSLrepDrtéé_ih the

cgn51der the questLQn Df

llbrary To ;gngre the

_DDE s head 1n the sand.«



Rapid response times, low costs, high use rates, good ccstsbenefit ratios,
and great user satisfaction may not be a reflection of the ideal library
performance goal. A situation such as just described could probably be
achieved today in more than 99% of the existing libraries without an
increase in their budgets. Obviously there is a missing element in the
above formulation and that is the matter of accessibility and whe and what
is to be serviced. Libraries could achieve rapid response time, for
example, at the expense of cutting back on services to "marginal” users
and for "marginal™ materials. There has always been the problem of
determining potential and marginalusers and most libraries do very little
in this area. Therefore any system of performance evaluation that ignores
the question of accessibility, or at least availability will only compéund
the problem by encouraging program administration to concentrate upon

the achievement éf the optimum performance for the known factors, and thus

in fact sub-optimize the total system performance.

2.2 Costs

Th ere -has always been concern with the prablems of EDSt control

| in the.llbrary Yet thr@ugh@ut mDst of the hlstory of llbrary develoPment

' llbrarlans have apprcached the prablem of cast analy51s in a most elenéntary

huch cf the reluetance can- no doubt be attrlbuted to

1y515 on th}_llbrarlan s ﬂart and .a lggk QF

s;anlilcaﬂce Df dcllars be;ng expend?d on the
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question of cost control and library performance evaluation are clearly
connected. Fortunately, most cost factors are relatively easy to identify
and guantify.

The literature contains z great many general cost studies and most of
them cannot be employed directly in evaluating the performance of the
library. The studies discussed are merely samnples of the material that
is available. 1In general the smaller and more standardized the analyzed

unit is, the more suitable it is for use in evaluating the performance of

' the library through time or for comparing the performance of a particnlar

task Dbetween libraries.

In order to determine more accurately the basic unit costs of
technical services, Brutcher (L9564) recommends using cost accounting
techniques. Library funatiana are divided into cost centers for such

aaavicas as ordering, cataloging, book selection, etc., with derivative

figures showing the cost of hav*nﬁ ‘2 bDﬁ& on the shelf is equal to the

average purchaaa prlaa plus the avarage cost per hoak processed. Risk

(1556) outlines the means. Df applylng cost aacauntlng methods to the

library. and racammanda meaaur;ng the tatal cost to datarmlne what the out-

put ahauld ba in tarms of act1v1t1ea and paraannal and ualng tha standard

'wark;hour'maaaaré}~ Jhlle thasa caat f;guraa cannot ba used to. evaluate a

~;;fllbrary: they are uaéful in datermlnlﬂg tha EfflClEﬂCy af some. apera+1aﬂa-

.production costs alone, but.




rather on the replacement value. To establish the cost of internal
operations and provide a basis for future budgeting the Technical Services
Division of the University of Denver Library was studied by Wynar (1963).
In his summary of the results, time and cost factors on a per book basis
are given for the order department, cataloging department, and mechanical
preparations, with the total cost of preparing a new non-fiction title
averaging $1.33. Relating book funds to users, the Knox (1959) study found
that an average of $30 per prefeeeienal user (in this case chemists) was
spent each year on materials. Niland (1S67) attempts to develop a method
for evaluating budget proposals of libraries. Using multiple regression
methods he attempted to set up some standards of evaluating proposed
budgets and develop realistic requests. Again none of these approaches
will completely solve the problem of evaluation; however, each one does
have some merit and in eenjuncticn with each other can provide a reasonably
clear picture of the cost factor in library operations.

Another aspect of the eest'ﬁiefure that is often ignored is the
personnel reguirements, esHee;elly when deallng with public services.
, There seems. ta be a. ereat retlcenee and reluctance to put a “prlce tag”
“or unit “cost *flgure on” punlle service aetlv1t,ee, Admlttedly the 'value'
be“f he eerv¢ee is- dlfflcult to measure= and’ the unlt eest f;gure may ‘be

e;hlgh whieh may ereete SD rnblem in "demanstratlng the dESlebillty

*ff;af such a serv;ee.i ngevera cher varleblee ieueh as the quallty of a

f: ileet"
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'.tllnedjpespcnsah;lltles; 

Many studies have focused on the number of staff required and the
qualifications, special training or skills needed to perform a service
adequately. It is generally recognized that an arbitrary number of staff
members cannot be set but must depend on the kind and scope of service
provided, the content of the collection, and the size of the organization
served. The ALA College Library Standards prescribe a minimum number
of professional librarians with additional hiring determined by size of
population served, type of library arganizatian3 size and character of
the collection, prevailing community interests, number of hours the lihféry
is open and arrangement of the building. In 1964 the Special Libraries
Association suggested a ratio of 2-3 non-professionals to every professional
library staff member. In a criticism of the SLA standards, Randall (1uY65)
recommends a ratio of one staff member for every 100 potential or 75
actual library users. In considering the qualifications of library staff,

there is agreement on such requirements as graduation from a library

school for prcfessignals,and suc.. generalities as loyalty, modesty, and

the ability to work with people. Brophy (1960) summarizes two personality

Studies ﬁnd ﬂiscﬁsées'thévattributéé of a model librarian. He suggests

the creatlon of work 51tuatlans ta flt 1nd1v1dual abllltles Otheérs have

' deflned staff quallflcatlons as the sklllﬂ necessary Far performlnﬁ out- -

The dutles of a reférence llbrarlan are llsted
cuﬁtlnued Séhaallng and actlve memberQﬁ
“of 1mpr0v1ng skllls.f Th*é-'
:=dut1es and thus 1HEVESSESV‘

:i_“ﬁs_ln what he calls a.'



realistic approach to special librarianship. These include expert
knowledge of the sources of infcfmaticn‘and reference tools, training in
administration, a year course in acquisitions and cata;cging, a subject
specialization and working knowledge of French and German. Other studies
have discussed the qualifications of the non-professional staff and
suggested in-library training through the use of staff manuals. As
can he seen very little hard research has been conducted in the area
of the number and kind of personnel needed to perform a library service,
nor in the area of the type of skills and knowledge that lead to better
performance. Decisions are made on the basis of educated guesses.

In general the approach to evaluating performance in terms of cost
carries with it the assumption that the lowest cost figure represents
the ideal provided all other things are equal. To be perfectly blunt,
the rather primitive state at which the investigation of library services
now flnds 1taelf in does not provide a feeli that any investigator
can show that "all other things"™ are in fact equal. Cost analysis and

unit costs are~valuable management tools and can, if used alone and

~ with avallablé data be used to evaluate a smail segment of a given

pragéss.‘ The writers believe that the more eifect;ve way of using the

cgst*criterian«fﬂr evgluating Dverall,library'perfcrmance is as part of

a ccmprehen51ve we1ghted system emplcy;ng all the ?valuatinn critericn,

1g‘the f@rm of ar thcrcugh east—beneflt analy51s Dr lts equlvalent.




use considered up until recently has been very low. Normally the unit
employed is the number of doc¢uments circulated. Occasionally the number
of registered borrowers has been used. As the number of circulations

or borrowers increase, the level of perfcrmance is assumed to also raise.
Recently a number of new approaches have been employed that represent a
greet improvement in evaluating the validity of the use erlterlen.

One approach to measuring library performance is through examining
the use it receives. A library with materials and services designed to
meet the users’ needs (there are some that are primarily archival-
museum collections) is not effeetive unless it is used. Use studies
have been conducted in .a number of areas and for a number of purposes.
In evaluating utility, per capita circulation is often mentioned as an
indicator of the effectiveness of the library system. A study of
circulation patterns at Arnold Engineering Development Center (Randall
lSSS),ehewed a ratio of one acﬁuel user to four potential users and a
direct eerreletlen between job eemplex1ty and llbrary use. An elaborate
'five—yeer survey of a technical library (Strein»lQGS] serving 4,000
pecple yielded a ratioc of one eeteal ueee to two peﬁehtial users, as

ewell as the monthe of h;fh end 1cw C1rculatlen palnts e1rculetlen—

L cellectlon retloe end the averege number Qf bcoke on loan at eﬂy one
eftlme ell ;nd;eetere cf utlllty. Altheegh 1ntended fer other purpaeee

n'«eﬁtelg s etudy (lng) end Trueewell s (1965) werk heve heen ueed by some

J7;peeple to. eveluete overall performance Bcth studles ere concerned w1th‘

ze degree end frequeney eI heek eallectlen uee
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Looking to the future, Morse's (1964, 1968) study of the MIT Science
Library attempts to predict through circulation figures, the amount of use
the library will receive. The major work (1968) is a very detailed study
relating to library effectiveness and use. An operations research
orientation is employed throughout the kook and so many librarians will
have difficulty in applying the very useful evaluation-de€e¢ision-making
models that are supplied.

In a criticism of the 1964 SLA standards, Randall (1%65) proposes
that the ratio of circulation to acquisition should be six to one, and
that the circulation figures should be equal to 90% of the total collection
and there should be a yearly circulation rate of 20-30 items per user.

In evaluating with circulation figures, it should be remembered that
in-house use of the materials is not unsually included. A good summary of
work in the methodology that may be employed in conductiﬁg use studies |

can be found in the Lehigh University (1965) report. 'The Middle States

iAsscEiaticn of Colleges and Secondary Schools (1953) in an article on
,what cr;terla shauld he CDDSlderEd in Evaluatlng 11brar1es says that the

-use gr the llhrary is. the ultlmate test of 1ts effeet;veness

Use of the 1ndlv1dual collectlens has alsg been employed to determlﬁé

. the relevanee ﬁf the cnllect;gn ta a user needsﬁ( Thls EAve turn is. con51dered .

t,_;as a measure of the llbrayy performance capablllty., Evaiuation Bf materlals ;‘

 .on the b331s Df use has been applled to the prablem of-weeding by Trueswell o




still satisfy over 99% of the users' reguirements. The assumption is a
smaller active collection would be easier to use and cost less to
maintain (better performance).

In a description of a special library's wgeding policy, Bedsole (1558)
1ists circulation data as one of the criteria to be used. 1In this study
he describes‘a policy of weeding out any book not borrowed in the last
seven years. Several others have employed the last data used approach;
Fussler (1961), Lister (1867), Trueswell (1965), and Jain (1965). In the
Bush (1956) study, the measure of effectiveness chosen was the ratio of
material used to material demanded. Material used was material borrowed
plus material ccnsultéd in the‘reading room and material demanded was
matérial used plus material unavailable. The library was found to be
SQ% effective by this measure.b Two factors must be considereé when
evaluating this approach: a) a large number qf,fquésfs are the result

of a very few users, and b) at best this reflects only successful search-

use. patferns and dces not reflect users th'failed in their search,

Aga;n as we 901nted out éarllér, 1t 15 relatlvely easy ta reéu&e cast
S or 1ncrease use but 1n so dclngs w111 the llbrary Stlll be able to Qrgv;de

the full range Df 1lbrary SéfVlces?"

Anather approaeh tc partially evaluatlng the CDllECtlDﬂ and the
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performance from these data. There would always be an element of doubt
in that only active user needs would be apparent and even these
users may only ask some of their information questions of the library.
There are several other studies relating to use that should be noted.
0f these the Meier (1961) study is most interesting. Unfortunately, the
published article fails to provide enough data to make a completely
adequate evaluation of his method. It seems likely that a good deal of
the basic input for the University City Science Center's Document Delivery
Test was drawn from this source. In his stuéy; Meier approaches the
problem of use from a more total library evaluation point of view than do
most other studies encountered. In addition, ﬁeier‘recommends inter-
1ibrarydcomparisons with the use of his item-use-day unit. His explanation
of this unit of measure shows that it is operational .has minimal ambiguities,
can be mareed upon by 51mllar institutions anéd can therefore be used for

comparison. Another unit of measure proposed by Ohlman (1965), although

kvnot sugcested for comparlsons 1s“the act1v1ty»ratlo obta1ned by dividing
frfthe number of potentlal transactlons completed durlnﬁ one month by the
‘_number of potentlal transactlons avallable at the end of that month
*fSchutze (1952) also suggests uslng c1rculatlon flgures and user classlflcatlon

ﬁflfby type as a oasls for'new book selectlon or duplﬁcatlon

| There are a number of problems that ar1se from the employment of the

~'use_cr1terlon to measure llbrary performaace.

f1t falls uondlfferentlate between types of use (slgnlflcant and3>“
\non slgnlflcant) ~ : :

it does!not"lnclude "1n€house"muse, fovfsuch data cannot be

‘ collected: w1thout employing expenslve data collectlon methods.,j[~:"”




c) it is susceptible to radical variations as a result of a
change in use patterns of a small percentage of the total
user population if this group is in the very active user category.
d) it fails to reflect any information about the potential users
who have either not attempted to use the library or who have
given up as a result of repeated failures to satisfy information
needs.
With all its drawbacks, the use criterion is the only criterion that
begins to provide a completely objective measure of the total performance
situation. Costs are objective, but they fail to relate the relevance of
the performance to even a portion of the user population. Cost-benefit
analysis appears to be rigerous and objective, but is frequently forced
to use subjective benefit factors such as a user satisfaction criterion.
Response time is also an objective measure but like cost analysis, it
fails to provide the evaluator with information on relevance. Thus,
use, while not terribly satisfactory, can be considered at least a partial

index of relevance and of a library's ability to provide needed services

- to some portion of total potential user population.

2.4 User Satisfaction

As indicated above, measuring user satisiaction is a highly personal

_"fprocess.A-Because'cf the.subjeetivernature of such a'cfitericn one must

-  be very careful agcut draw1ng cgncluslans about fhe performance Df one

,:or several 11brarles that are tua sweeglng in sccpe- Wlthln the hrﬁad

| iheadlnc»oibuser satlsfactlan there are twa dlétlnct suh—croupa ta be

~con51dered (a) user satlsfactlan w1th exletlna serv1ces and materlals,

i'fand (b) attempts ta determ;ne user needs fDr serv1ees and materlals natr_




Libraries have always attempted to evaluate their document collections
in some manner; we have already noted the efforts to determine unit costs
: for materials and the studies thaf.avaluate taavcollactign in terms of
use. Another method that has always had wide currency has been in terms
of comparing a particular library*a heldings to some "ideal" value or

list. We decided to place this type of study.under the broader category
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manner in which the results of such studies are most frequently used.
That is the results are usually made known to the ﬁatrona and they afa often
asked to note items on the list that were not held but which should be
purchased. It is possible, although it seldom happens, that some of the
items that were not held are not desired. In this way the users, or at
least some aé the users, are able to indicate their satisfaction or lack
of satisfaction with the library's holdings.
A survey article by Hirsch (1959) describes four methods of evaluating
- a cclLactian: 1) the 1mpresalonlstlc methcd usually done by scholars,
2) tha Chacklist-methcdg 3} on the baa;s of elrculaticn and use data,
4) compar;agn of anpendituraa for materials with expenditures of cher
iﬂStltutanS ‘A common tachnlque is" the ccmparlacn of library haldlﬁga
-[,w1th a 1lst af "1deal“ haldlnca in a certaln field. Examplea of this
approach are Emeraon (1957) and- Dawna (1942 lQGS 1966), althcugh these
kstudlea were undertaken Ior ﬂlffarent purpases th method was" the aame.»
af;The evaluatlcn Gf tha collactlan waa mada in. tarma at tha parcantaga of

1bllagraphy 15 checmad agalnat tha catalog.’ The

”\f tema hald When
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may also be analyzed and the library holdings are checked against the
list as a measure of adequacy. Similarly, Maizell (1960) recommends as
a measure of the quality of the technical library collection, a comparison
with published lists of key literature or citations in the most used
journals, as well as a record of unfilled reguests received by the
library.

Impressionistic evaluation is seen in Anderson's (1965) study of a
multi-level file structure where subject specialists examined a random
sample of documents drawn from a larger number to determine the reliability

of the file, i.e., the collectien. Many studies have been done on the

‘relevance of the retrieved documents to the user of an information system;

for example, Cleverdon (1958, 1959, 1962, 1964), Bornstein (1061},

Cuadra (1964). The value of these studies lies in testing the efficiency
of the indexing system, although the same methods can be used in the
evaluation of materials. However, several fundamental guestions remain
unanswered. Foremost among these is what is relevant, and does that
6efiﬁitiﬁn adequétely serve all ﬁsegs? We;-toog leave these questions
unaﬁswered | |

Determlnlng user requ;rements is most ;mpcrtant as an aid to

.selectlcn weedlng and evaluatlcn of materlalsg ‘SClEDElStS attitudes
iyand methods of gatherlna lnfgrmatlgn were examlned through questlannalres
| ‘and sufveys by Allen (1955) Athertcn (lgﬁz)? Bare (lf‘ﬁﬁ), Bourne (196l)§

v‘,,Lehlgh Unlver51ty (1965),‘and TDmllﬂSDﬂ (1965) All studles n-this grcup

*were ariented tawards baslng a ccllectlenﬁan demonstrated user neeﬂs.




T B i T e

T I o PO

“L{gf user SatleaCtan most effectlvely. A speclal llbrary

the number of journals required, the age and language of journals. [He
also differentiated between pure and applied scientists. In these sfudies
the question to be answered is how well are the known needs being met?
Classifying users by type is another approach toward identification
of the potential collection reguirements and for meeting user needs.
Bernal (1960) describes this method, considering user function as the
determining factor; he distinguishes between the researcher, the practical
user, the user writing articles, the science historian and the chance
reader, each type requiring a different kind of material. Slater (1963)
does the same for an industrial library, noting the research methods
used. General criteria for judging the value of a piece of information

in technical library materials selection were delineated by Mayo-Wells

(1964). These included currenicy, authenticity, reliability, assimilability,

Although none of these studies provide specific criterion for the evaluation

of library performance, they do provide some indication of how one may

begin to isolate user groups and define user needs.
The effectiveness of the service or wérkvperfgrmea by professional

and non-professional personnel can bhe measﬁred:in terms of goal achieve-

5meﬁt'aﬁd-user'satiéiactigﬁ;fffhe degree and types cf services prQVided'by

4'the 1;brary shauld be chasen EEgause they achleve a given goal or 1evel

E}ll naturally

foffer more blbllagraphic serv1ces such as 1ltecature searches, preparatlon'

'hcffabstractSJEnd blbllagraphies and translatlons than 15 PDS&lble fgr a'

i ‘”publlc oricollege 11brary w;th a much 1arger and more general cllentele.



Most recommendations for the amount and kind of services are based on
user needs and wants; problems often arise first in determining wants
and needs and then publicizing the availability of services when they are
provided. Pundsack (1955) suggests a library committee of users to
improve communications and suggest improvements along with talks and
brochures by librarians. Such a system would at least provide a formal
channel for determining wants and needs. A typical study is the one done
by Shank (1959) where members of the academic research staffs at Columbia
University were surveyed as to their opinions on the loecation of technical
reports and the provision of current awareness services. The various
user requirement studies mentioned have also been used to determine levels
of servicé,

There must also be ways of measuring the effectiveness of the services
offered in order to give the staff some feedback. Bare (196G6) suggests
a neutral survey team and to ensure wide participation the survey guestions
should be capable of being ansﬁered with yes or no respmnsesg request

demographic data, and include some personal interviews. A computer

‘ Dperatéd system.(SGRE - Support Qi User Records and Files) is described
;by Wallace (1965) as a means of 1dent1fy1ng current user requirements and

*PfDV;dlﬂg feedback lﬂ a technlcal llhrary Iﬁ a prepgsal ,' Ha: tery (1963),

cnntlnucug Ieeﬁback relatlng to user satlsfactlcn 15 sugﬁested as the

'ultlmate cr;terlan for plannlnqi  By extenslon then the ultlmate crlterlon

”vcf l;brary perfarmanﬁe wauld beithe degree to Wthh user needs are met.f

 '3(1959) clalms that the effectlveness cf a Seléntlflc

rv1ce-cannot e measured hy cansumer acceptanee 51nce the




service is professional rather than consumer oriented. He reviews the
literature on use stﬁdiesg both gualitative and gquantitative and concludes
that none of them provide any prescriptive criteria
Employment of the user satisfaction criterion to measure library
performance creates certain fundamental problems that cannot be completely
avoided.
(a) There is always a strong subjective element in such an evaluation,
(b) There can be very few if any comparative studies done empl@ylng
user satisfaction criteria unless very expensive testing is
first conducted on the test instrument, hecause 1ndlv1duaisr
may interpret the scale or values used to indicate degree of

satisfaction in different ways,

(c) There is always a question of defining what is relevant and
the universality of such a definition,

(@) There is always a problem in getting a representative sample
of actual and PDtthldl user to reg pcnd to any survey questionnaire.
Nevertheless, user satisfaction must be considered one of the primary

measures Df library evaluation. There is a great deal Gf consensus that

‘l"' .
Ll

the ultlmate test far any llbrary user reaction and satisfaction, and

Fn

th

[l

re&ardless of any Dther measures, i uséis;reject the services and
Vmatg:;a;s offered, the library mustfbé considered a failure. User
satisfactien is an adequate criterign Df effectivenéss only when it is

‘femplayed w1th a fgll understand;ng of 1ts 11m3tat1gns and in CDHjuﬂEthﬂ

' w1th Dther crlteric'

"'f}é;SszésﬁdﬁSé

The.u‘e af

“'espénse time: as a measure of . 11brary perfarmance is a

’f;relatively new- develapment._



view this as one of the more ohjective measures and one that is subject

to easy quantification. While response time can be measured, there is a

great deal of rcom in which to vary the points at which to make the time
measurement and for that matter whether or not to use real, elapsed,

or some "average" time for different situations. As with the other

criterion it is possible to use this measure in several different ways:

(a) To measure the time required to secure a copy of a specific
document,

(b) To measure the time required to secure a specific piece of

information or have a given service performed.

In a fairly comprehensive study, Monrce (1962) indicates that methods
of evaluation should be based upon a determinatian of a) library objectives,
b) services rendered, and c) the procedures employed in providing the
% services. In order to evaluate any service in terms of the above, Monroe

suggests using the response time of the operations involved as the best
measure. As with 50 many studies or suggestions for studies this idea
hES'SDmé merit but will not do the entire job. One must guestion whether

sp@nse time is equally important to the perfarmance of each operation
“anu te what extent other factar; enter into cGn51deratlon°

.In the case-of.jcurnals,‘a shcrter response time and ;ncreased
;1clfculatlnn has been recarded 1n speclal llbrarles by chkln (1955) and

o ;Randall (l954) by first rcutlng the tables cf cnnténts, then the requestea

*:;;mag321nes._ The delay 1n respanse tlme causea by the élrculatlon prccess

f?}has be'n d'scu*sed by‘Elvers (lQEE), the time 1sa 1n buak returns bemng

;Dne-af the prablem areas_ C;rculat;en serv1ce would seem I
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“7preratlng varlablés Df a systém tc measure perfﬁrmanee 'Tﬁ:ﬂéFini'gw’

”a;felEments whlch can be measureé in-a.

evaluation purposes. Mathieu (1959) observed with a stop watch some

operations in a newly established documentation center, then compared the

‘times for filing, classifying, abstracting, etc., with other documentation

centers. In this case, time was a criterion for the performance of &
manual task rather than overail library performance. In the case of
current awareness service Dbeing measured in terms of response time, we

see a not infreguent occurence in evaluation of library performance. That
is, a valid criterion of performance is employed, but no consideration is
given to the gquestion of how important that particular criterion is to the
service performed. The problem is that for the above examples tkere is
really a guestion as to whether performance and service has been increased
by decreasing response time. Circulating a list of titles of articles
rather than journals will no doubt reduce the time factor but as anyone
with even limited experience knows, the titles of articles are not always
indicative of the content which”wculd cause more requests for items to
examine the content. Is that really a step forward in improving current
a&a?eness? 'Response time is impcrtant»but if all the criterion of

performance were applied to that service, it seems likely tnat:in a

'Aweighted Valﬁe system, responseé time would receive one of the lower

W21ghts.

Another apprcach cons;der ~response time versus utility, services or

 f7hDdl1ngs as a measure af 11brary Effectlveness. Anderson (1965) and

thers have used Elmulatlan technlqueq allaw1ng manlpulatlon ci the

(

1mu.a+13n medel Blunt (1966)



includes the time lapse between the statement of information and reception
of output as a measurable indication of the system's effectiveness. This

is basicalily what is involved in the Orr (1968 b} study and in the Wessel

(1¢62) proposal to use document delivery time and elapse response time as
a measure of performance.

Data gathered by Bush (1956) in cases of failure to meet demands for
materials provides information on the suitability of the loan period, the
efficiency of the internal processing reguired for each item, and the
extent to which the distribution of library materials among branch
libraries causes a response time delay. The basic assumption is that a

delay is undesirable and reflects poor performance. There would be reason

to question such an assumption in some cases, i.e., delay for one class of

user may result in greater accessibility for another class of user, again
" reflecting the need for a means of applying all the relevant criterion
employing some weighting system that reflects the criterion's importance
to achieving a specific>gﬂal.
B 'j - Thompson (1962)73rgues that the real value of information lies in its
availability to the user whenihe needs it. lle expresses the value of the
:;infrmatlan as a functlcﬁ @f time, e. .g., as a ratio of the time requlred
j:_tc maké the lnfnrmatlon avallahle tD the total tlme 1t wauld be of value

ra{ter a’ need accurs. WhllE thl& ;dea has a very bas;c appeal one must’

:;;he careful abaut accentlng :t tao read;ly-_ The Drlmary flaw 15 that in

nreallty, the SyStEm 15 ccncernkd w1th user satl factlon althaugh everythlng

Effiéfbéééd;éﬁ'aLtiméﬁfadtbf,; The iny way to detﬂf,:_ﬁf:'v”

'tﬁefiﬁfcf:atiéﬁ; af value 15 tg ask the user. An Exger;enﬁed user wculd




not be willing to commit himself too strongly on the time factor unless -
(1) he is very certain he has to have the information,.in which case
access and not time is the ecritical factor; or (2) he is fairly certain

hat the information will not cause him to undertake radical changes.

i+

In all other cases, which would be true‘mostvaf thé time, the user would
wish to see the information or document first before deciding on the time
value. What is likely to occur is that the inférmation or document that
turns out to be not quite what was expected will be given a short tlme
value ("If I had known how poor it was I would not have asked for it. I
wasted a lot of time waiting for nothing.”). By the same token, the "good"
information is worth waiting for in most peoples' eyes~-if they cannot
have immediate access to everything.

While response time is a quantitative Eriterign of library performance
and has a high degree of objectivity when certain perameters are agreed |

upon, it tends to be over evaluated as the measure of performance.

| Although there is no evidence to support this suggestion, it scems quite

reasonable that most users would prefer to have access to more materials

than to reduce the number 3223551ble and 1ncrease the response tlme for

-thase that are avallable.‘ In theory, all. medlcal llDrarles have access
"to all the natlunal medleal resaurces and it is $1mply a questlgn of how.
 ang does 1t fake tc rece1ve ‘the matérlal.  In reallty mcst pegple Will

j}adrlt,that thls 1s not qulte the Ease.; Untll such tlme that theory andA

:fpreactlce are ldentlcal ta suggest ,hai respanse tlme 15 the crlterlcn

,”fiiibféfyfﬁériafﬁéﬁééfiéfté;ﬁé?unféélistié; Thére are cher factars S

_Ee”ééﬁéiaéredik User satlsf ’tlan may fall@ﬂff even ;f respcnse S




time is improved if the system allows tco many error factors to become
operative. Costs would rise and could skyrocket to the point that the
service would become uneconomical. Can a system based on response time
alone be operative for all users, for all needs; it seems likely it could
eet beeeuee‘ef the cost and the overloading that could occur in areas of
high demand. As with the other criteria, response time is best considered
as part of the total system of eveluetieng.with a Weight assigned to the
time factor comensurate with its value in achieving a specific goal or

service objective.

2.6 Cost-Benefit

The final erifericn to be discussed is a relative newcomer to the
field of librarianship. Only a very few studies have been completed that
heve_epplied the term eeet=benefi£ enelyeie‘tg tﬁeir procedures and heye
followed the:preeedufee developed’in“bueineee and government in applying
 thie7metee§geffhere heve,;in eﬂditien;vbeen a number of less sophisticated
’studiee‘ef‘the'type.fhet~een be considered eeetsbenefit analyeie. Since
b_vtheee represent elder etudles, they w111 be. dleeueeed flret The eeet;on

' 7w111 cenclude w;th a d;ecue31en of some ef the mere thereugh eeetsbeneflt

’*ﬁstudiee;gfwfvf"

“Purdue Unlvere;ty ;nveetlgeted the ecete of prov1dlna llbrery .




elementary cost-benefit analysis but it does attempt to examine costs
in terms of the service provided. A ratio of expenditures to users and
service has also been used to determine effectiveness. A cost study of
an industrial library (Taylor 1961) revealed that 32.6% of staff time was
spent dealing with inguiries and providing information - this accounted
for 28.1% of the library's total expenditures. Another approach to
library budgeting is based on services, by dividing the calculated costs
of all services into fi;ed and variable groups, Maybury (1861) claims that
an accurate picture of the library's needs will result. Performance
budgeting was instituted by the Washingtéﬁ, D. €. Public Library as
reported by Budington (1959); he believes that this method of concentrating
on the character of the work performed by each functional division has
more merit than simply listing costs under categories of materials and
services purchased. This method of budgeting requires a thorough knowledge
of the services to be performed and the amount of use that each service.
receives. | |
‘Many researchers have attempted to appraarh library evaluation

through camb ning two or more of the measures. Recognizing that libraries
‘have vpry d;fferent specific missignsf this approach does not in general

;allgw .one -to écmpare 1nst;tutlons but rather relates one aspect of
a“ ser§;ve in a partlcular library to: ancther service in the same library.

";Thls appraach can. be seen mgst clearly in the studles relatlng cost to

”fﬁkbenef;t Cgmparlsons between lnstltutlcns are DDSSlblE cnly when each

However,




different liﬁraries. Thorne (1955) evaluates a retrieval system in terms
of cost-benefit, where efficiency in the number of successful searches
is the benefit and a superior system is one which operates at the lowest
cost with the greatest benefit. However, there is no general agreeﬁent
on the definition of a successful search, a problem noted earlier.

While the method was used in a special retrieval system, it is of course
applicable to the library situation. In another study investigating the
value of a retrieval system, Mueller (1959) felt a library should strive
to achieve a minimum of a 1:1 ratio of man hour costs saved to the cost
of retrieving documents. He also compared retrieval costs with staff
consultation, another way of obtaining needed information.

Goffman (1964) measures performance in terms of effectiveness
divided by cost. Formulas are provided in order to show effectiveness
as a function of cost and time. For an indication of past purchasing
effectiveness, Hodgsaﬁ (1959) presents a formula based on cost which
shows that too much material was borrowed on iﬁter_lihréry loan when it
would have heen cheaper to puﬁchase thevrequested items.

Other studies have cumpared the costs of two comparable methods of

_wgperatzan. The beneflt in such cases is a lawer LDSt. An example of
;thlS apprmaeh is Llnder s (1965) ﬁomparlsan of dgéument indexing and
“bgak catalaglng.‘ Factors contrlbutlng to theQ@reater,cnst of cataloging

‘: are ncted and the- dlfferent Iuaetlcns Qf thﬁ 1wo systéms éescribed,

In the Same manner, thé Llhrdry Schaal at Rutgers State University (1966)

o campared the Gperatlng ccndlticns cf three sy temv nf 1nfomEthﬂ

';retr;eval;'a;puncheﬁ cardgflle a handback repraduced from that file,




and conventional cataloging-reference approaches to the same material.
Cost waé one of the criteria and was found to be much higher in terms
of input and cost per use for a mechanized system.

A recent book by Raffel and Shishko (1969) is the most complete study
of cost-benefit in an academic library setting that was encountered in
the literature search. They start with a program budget for an academic
library and then move through a series of different cost-benefit analyses
for each of their basic programs. Cleariy, there is much to be gained
by using this method.

Cost-benefit analysis could be considered at least in theory, as
the criterion of library performance. This would be possible, however,
only if a large number of different benefits were considered (for
example, cost-accessibility, cost-use, cost-user satisfaction, cost-
response time). Within each such division there would have to be a
number of sub-analyses in order to cover various situations. While cost-
benefit seems to havera great deal of promise, it cannot get away from
the subjective, impfecisea_incoﬁsistent, difficult to measure faetérs
that create problems for most of the!gther criterion that have been
diséuséédi Thé beﬁefit can be almost anythingn—which in itself provides
a areat déal Qi room for the variation and sllght delflLEtlDﬂE that make
Eomparlsnns dlfflcult if not lmpgss;ble to make. Far all of the potentlal
‘d;fflcultles, cost beneflt seems ta be a very 1mpmrtant crlterlon far

'?'vmeasurlngfllbrary perfgrmance.



é 3.0 SUMMARY OF LITERATURE SEARCH: MEASURES OF LIBRARY EFFECTIVENESS

During our literature review we encountered a variety of measures
that were employed in attempts to evaluate library performance. Most
of the measures we considered to be slight modifications of cae of the
six criterion that we employed to organize our presentation. The complete
list that follows, indicates the variant and specific measures that have
been included under our more general heading.

I. ACCESSIBILITY

1. Number of services and degree of services provided various
classes of users.

2. Ratio of services reguested to services available.

? 3. Ratio of holdings to total user population (actual and
potential).

II. COSTS
1. Staff size.
2. Staff skill and Qharaeﬁeristicsa
3. Unit cost.
4.  Ratio of book budget to users.

III. USE

1. Gross - use of services (reference questions answered,
‘ 1b;bllograph1es completed, etc.). .

2. Ratio of “actual users to potential users.
 ;“3; €~Total llhrary use.r
' i?QiV. Ratln of serv;ce use tc total number of users.
7;55.;gRat10 af tﬁtal use’ ta tntal numher DF services.

.ilals used (by type) and by class of

’;“rfJG;“;*Eercentsgé of maT
iy ‘ researcher ete: )

"t*users (étudent




Iv.

Ratio of documents circulated to various classes of users.
Ratio of documents circulated to active users.
Ratio of total use to total holdings.
Item-use-day.

SATISFACTION

User satisfaction.

‘User activities (purpose) in library.

Percentage of items in collection as listed in some
checklist.

Percentage of items in collection by type of material
(books, serials, reports, ete.).

Percentage of items in collection by type of material
compared to various classes of users.

Quality-value of items in collection based on expert
opinion.

Ratio of documents used to materials reguested.

RESPONSE TIME

, Lk.

1. Speed of service,
2. Ratio of number Df~servicés offered to average response
' time for all services.
3. Ratio Df,response t:me (to secure document) to total
' t;me document is. of value :
’ u;"'Ratlc Df holdlngs ‘to resp@nse t;mé.
iCDST—BENEFIT
i Ratlo Df serv1ces tD cost
.2;, REth @f t@tal service. exgendltures to users (actual
'band/a' pctentlal) ; :
CDELibénéflt
Cnst regpanse tlmei o



Several studies have made an effort to include all possible factors
pertinent to library effectiveness in their evaluations. An example 1s
an on-site study of mechanization in DOD libraries (1966) where the list
of measures covers all those discussed here. Carnovsky (1955) discusses
g the accumulation of data that has been used to evaluate public libraries
and warns that they cannot be applied arbitrarily. Each librarian must
decide on his library's goals, based on potential readers, their needs
and desires, and evaluate on the basis of those goals, not on the goals
of other libraries. An old article by Purdy (1942) summarizes many of
the basic problems in evaluation of libraries. Wilson and Tauber (1956)
summarize the past methods used in over-all university library evaluation,

showing that the principal technique has been comparison. Four approaches

) which have been taken are comparing the present condition of the lihrary
with that of past years, comparing the library to other aspects of the
university, camparlnq the 11brary with other 51mllar libraries, anﬁ

comparing the’libfary with certain standards. They feel that true evaluation
of a library can only be deférmined by the extent to which the users

achieve their purﬁases, not by comparative technigues.

'331'-Aréas of-Reseagch

The purgose af the 11terature review was to. 1ooh at what work had
vbeen earrled ﬁut in the area of evaluatlng library perfarmance in order
"ta make recommendatlcns regardlng areas in- whleh further work mlght be
v; prﬁductlve._ The summaries at the end“cf thE'dlSﬁuSSlOH:Df each b351c

-

"1cr1ter;gn reflect the suthars general thoughts on these crlterla_i-’




5 The primary result of the literature search was that it indicates
that a great many variations on a few basic approaches to measuring
library performance have been tried; bﬁt of all the studies examined,
only one attempted to look at the problem of evaluation from the point
of view of the total library (Wessel, 1967, 1968, 1969). DMost of the
studies concentrated on one or two measures of one or two services.

One completes the review still wondering what measures can bhe employed
in the hope of achieving valid results. Are all the measures; even the
eix "basic" criterion equally important in measuring all services? If
not, how can they be weighted to reflect this relative importance bhoth
to the evaluation of a specific service and to the total library program?

Research that would aid in answering the questions in the abave

paragraph’ﬁculé seem to be of primary importance. DMedical libraries,

like other li’bfa’riesS perform multipie services and therefore it seems
unlikely ‘that any single criterion can be considered completely valid as
ggg;mEasure of library performance. When it is possible to apply several
different criteria, the question of weighting each one becomes important.
In order tc determine what the weighting factor Should he, it 15 clear that
_one needs ta know hcw 1mportant each crlterlan is. in achlevlng a speeific
‘1lbrary functlgn. As was nctéd abave the literature in general réflects
an. absence cf c0n51deratlgn af a) the total ser§1eeamrogram, and b) the

_:1mpGPtBHCE of any ‘one crlterlcn ;n meetlng the needs Df even one service

;functlan.' Wlthuut sueh CQﬂSldEfSthn it wculd seem to be 1m93531hle to

B arrive at é valid evaluat1en af the Qerfgrmanée cf the llbrary.
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In light of this, it is suggested that one area of needed research
should be to develop a technigque or instrument to aid in determining with
a reasonable degree of accuracy what a given library's services are and
their relative importance in terms of the total library program. A second
phase of this problem would be to determine which criteria were agpfopriate
‘to measure the performance of the services and Ehe weight that should be
assigned to each criterion. For example, does it seem valid to give the
same weight to response time when considering such services as translation
and information-reference? While response time would be a valid criterion
in both cases it seems quite likely that most people would rather see a
slower response time (less weight) and say more accessibility (more weight)
when evaluating a franslation service. However, until there are instruments
or techniques to aid in detevmining this, the matter is subject to debate
and opinion.

Another area that ought té»bE investigated, if total library performance
is to bhe considered, is that of conservation. No studies were encountered
in the literature search that even discﬁssed conservation as an aspect of
‘Library Qerformance,. Some téchniques should be developed for evaluating
,tEE‘loSSEé that the library‘incufs in tetms efvgcnsefvatign when the
“librafyiattémpﬁs:ta increase its perfcrﬁance in téimsvafiusers;

| .‘fn‘genéféi it wauld seem from a- rev1ew af the llterature that perhaps

ﬁthe tlme has cgme when 1ess eff@rt should he devoted’to develcping vsriaticns
:fln the erlterla of performancé EVEluEtanyln terms of one or twa serv1ces.v”i

?‘ﬁRather that effarts be d;rected thard unliylng the work that has béen

"'dane in order to evaluate the Entlre library and perhaps arrlve at the

jf lent at Wthh 1ntelligent camparfsans between l;brarles may he made

e



4.0 UNIVERSITY CITY SCIENCE CENTER STUDY

In addition to reviewing the literature relating to the measurement of
library effectiveness, and preparing a summary list of measures that have
been employed as indicators of library performance, the investigators
also carried out some additional statistical analysis based upon data avail-
able from the National Survey of Medical School Libraries (PH 43-G&-94).

That survey was prepared for the National Library of Medicine by the
University City Science Center (UCSC) of Philadelphia. In the course of

their research a great deal of statistical data was gathered. As is always
the case, data lends itself to many more types of analysis than need be

done in any one study. We proposed to re-examine the data from some different
points of view, and through the cooperation of NLM and UCSC the computer

tape file of the data was made available.®

The UCSC study is in many ways typical of all studies of library eval-
uvation. It foecuses on only one or two aspects of library service, it applies
‘a single criterion of evaluation to a service with no attempt to justify the
significancé or validity of the criterion measured for that service, and the
study does not consider the relation of the service studied to the overall
purpose and function of the library, in this case medical school libréfiesi
nIhese are, however, as 1nd1catéd in the rEQort on the literazure rev1ew
rather common. falllngs, and perhaps a falllng only when considered from a

ﬂmuchub:aader.persgectlve,than mqst,studles asgume.. However5 it would seem

5The 1nvestlcator5 w1sh ﬁa EJPEESS th21r appreclatlon to UCSC for their

L céaperatlan ‘which, indeed;" con51sted of more’ than ‘simply supplying a tape.
»»They patlently answered questiaﬁs and helped u¢ make efficient use of “their
- material. " This kind of ¢ clentlflc shar:nﬁ is''s ‘ll far from ccmmgn and -

’ﬁ'.1s all:the more appreclated S o : :

. e
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that any study that does not at least note the relationship between the
problem under investigation and the total system of which the problem is
part, would have a rather limited value.

The objective of the UCSC study was "to determine, analyze and report

the service capzbility and performance of all active medical school (training

toward the M.D.) libraries in the United States."® In order to accomplish
this objective, the study undertook "to administer a Document Delivery
Test (DDT) appropriate to academic medical libraries to 92 medical school
libraries and 3 reservoirs."¥¥ (reservoir libraries). It is important to
ndfe that the LDT was not ready for operational use, but was still an

experimental technigque that required further testing.

4.1 The Validity Df‘tEeWQD;

The DDT essentially consists of a list of 305 document (304 for the
- reservoir libraries) references. Effectiveness in this test is determined
inktérms of the speed at which the library can deliver the documents to a
.rquéster. The references are taken from the field of medical research and
not meﬂiéal eéucation. The two subjects ar.i'érelatezi= but they are not
1dént;cal and there is no reason to assume a priori that the performance of
- a medlcal school llbrary Ean be - fully and adequately measured by how fast
.it’éan deliver a few hundred research reports. Surely a medical school

- “library serves a broader spectrum of needs than just research. No

¥ " University City Scierice Center. Final Report - National Survey of hedlcal

School Libraries. ‘University City Science Center, Phlladelphla 1968,

P2
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% justification or even suggestions are made regarding the validity of the
sample in either the final report or the published articles, with enly one
small exception. The exception states, "because researchers' needs for

primary source documents pose one of the most severe demands on a library's

!

capability., we do not consider this limitation a critical weakness for a

test of the document dellvery capability of academic biomedical libraries."#
As a test of research document delivery capability the DDT may be valid;

however, in terms of meeting the study's objective "to determine, analyze

and report the service capability and performance" the test does not appear E
to have even surface validity. In order to validate the DDT in terms of
research, documents would require drawing &nd testing a new sample at the
same libraries. This has not been done.
In addition to the validity of the test itself, the validity of using
respcnsé time, or document delivery time, as a measure of the total service

and performance capability of medical school libraries is certainly

b

quéstionahlei Surely there is more to the performance of medical school

libraries than the speed at which documents are supplied to users. Granting

the premise that speed is an important factor, as indicated in the literature

vsﬁrvéy”séctibn; this factor can be used to study the performance of a wide

range -of services, not just the document delivery. In addition the UCSC

'.finvestigétors méke no attémpt to justify the DDT as the sole measure of

*®. Drr Rlchard H., P;ngs,,VErn M., Plzer Irw1n H., Olson Edw1n E., and
.. Spencer, Carol C. “Develcpment of Methcdalgg;c Tools for Planning and
~Managing Library ‘Services: II. Measurlng a' Library's Capability of
'QjPrDVldlng Dﬂcuments,' Bulletln of the Medlcal lerary Assaclatlon 56

:GJuly 1958) p 257 e S :
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performance and service capability. In any case the entire question of the

validity of concept needs to be re-evaluated.

4.2 Data Analysis - DDT Reliability

Aside from the validity, the reliability of the DDT had not been reported.
However, a split-half reliability could be determined by reanalysis of the
raw data, and this was one of the tasks undertaken by the present study.

The sample of 305 documents empiayed in the test were split into two groups.
The method of splitting was based upon the number assigned to the term, all
even numbered items in one group (152 documents) and the odd number in the
other (153 documents). The performance index (FI) for each institution

was recomputed for each option for each of the samples. We employed the
UCSC method of computing the PI as reported in the UCSC progress reports
(PI = —=§i§;).- (PI = performance Index, 5 = the number of possible delivery
speeds, m.s. = the mean speed for all documents at an institution, and

4 = a constant eﬁnldyed to insure a decimal PI. = One problem encountered
was. a lack of speciflc 1nformat1on in the final URSC report ahfut the prg—

cedures’ used, §0 that we cauld he éertsln we were working fram the same

. base‘) The , lﬂStltutlQHS were then ranked accardlng to thﬂlr EI on Dgt*on 1
- cand 4 for the Ddd and even samp . Theae ranklngs were canpared to one

 anotn er and to the PI as cemputed by UCSC based gn the total sample.

The results af c@rrelatlon caefflc;ent analy51s are as f ,1Qws.




CORRELATION COEFFICIENIS FOR DDT RELIABILITY SPLIT HALF

f Options

f 1 2 3 18 5 6 mean
Reéular (odd-even) .93 .93 .ol .94 .92 .94 .93
Reservoir (odd-even) .96 .97 .95 .95 .96

RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR DDT RELIABILITY SPLIT HALF

Options
1 2 3 a 5 6 mean
Regular (odd-even) .91 .92 .90 .92 .89 .90 .91
Reservoir (odd-even) .90 .90 .93 .84 .92

As can be seen from the figures the degree of association is extremely
high. 1In the case of rank correlation coefficient, we simply ranked the
institution in terms of its PI for each option using iny the even
numbered documents and then only the odd numbered documents. We then
checked to determine how closely the two halves came to ranking the
institution in the same order. Again from a statistical point of view it
would seem to make little difference which half were used if they would
produce very similar results. These results may be 1nterpreted as indicating
that the original sample is reasonably consistent and uniform, containing

no measurable bias.

~43-
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4.3 Data Analysis - DDT and Categories

A second analysis was undertaken to determine whether or not twenty-
three status categories were necessary in order to record scoring information
for the DDT. The UCSC study employed 23 different categories for recording
the status of a given document (see below for a list of these categories).
It seemed probable that a reduction in the number of categories would
(1) produce results of equal or greater relevance for scoring the DDT,
and (2) produce a format which would be easier to use in the field, reduce
possible variations in scoring due to different interpretations of a
situation, and make scoring easier. Six categories were used in this
analysis. They were:

(1) On shelf* - On shelf, to be shelved and on shelf-second search.

(2) Not in collection - Not in collection, interlibrary locan, missing,
can't locate.

(3) In storage or special location - Off premises, in storage, special
location-mediated, special location-not mediated, other known status,
other - second search.

(4) In circulation - Reserve loan, faculty loan with recall, faculty
loan without recall, student loan with recall, student loan without
recall, other loan with recall, other loan without recall.

(5) In Bindery - In binding.

(6) In process - In process not available, in process available.

The categories were given speed codes that differed slightly from those
assigned in the UCSC study. This was necessary because the UCSC study occe-~

sianally used different speed codes for categories that we placed under one

* Covering the following UCSC categories.

~lly
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heading. However, the scoring concepts were kept consistent with the UCSC
study. For the regular libraries we used the following speed codes for

option 1.

OQur Code UCSC Code
On shelf 1 1.,2.3
Not in collection LT LT, 5, ILT, ILT
In storage or special location 2 EDT*%,iEQl,E, EDT, editor's
opinion
' In ‘eiveulation 4 EDT, Y4 %5?**, , %?; y LE
In bindery 2 EDT

In process ) EDT 2, EDT

Using the new speed codes the PI for each library was recalculated
and compared to thekUCSC PI for each section, with the following correlation

coefficient results.
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR UCSC PI AND "NEW" PI

Options
1 2 3 L 5 6 mean
Regular libraries .99 .99 .97 .97 . .91 .96

Reservoir libraries 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

These results may be interpreted as indicating that using the simplified
method of scoring one would achieve practically the same results as by using

the more complex methed.

* Inter library loan time
' Estimated delivery time
Loan period -

45
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Several hypotheses were checked against the data. Each of the
following hypothes@s was checked against the data by employing a rank
correlation analysis.

1) There is a very high positive correlation between the number of
documents on the shelf and the overall performance index.

2) There is a very high negative correlation between the number of

% 7 items not in the collection and the overall performance index.

} :

: 3) There is a high negative correlation between the number of docu-
2 ments in storage or special locations and the overall performance
i index.

P

X

: 1) There is a moderate negative correlation between the number of

docui.ents in use and the overall performance index.

5) There is a moderate positive correlation between the number of
documents in process and the overall performance index.

6) There is a moderate negative correlation between the number of
documents in the bindery and the overall performance index.

We decided to use only Option 1 of UCSC for testing the hypotheses

(see section 4.4 for detailed discussion of scoring options). The rank .

i
9
¢
1
£
£
.
;

correlation coefficient was calculated for the Option 1 PI as determined
by the UCSC method and each of six hypotheses on the basis of tiie number of
docunients in each categoxry. The data indicates for regularzlibraries that

hypothesis one was correct (+.902). We suggested that there would be a high

positive correlation between the number of documents on the shelf and the PI.

In hypothesis two the high negative relationship between the PI and the

number of documents not in the collection was found to hold (-.858). Again

we employed the method of PI to the nunber of documents in the appropriate

2 category, in this case not in the collection. The hypothesized relationship
(high negative), suggested in hypothesis three, between the PI and the number

of documents in special 1GcatiGnS did not exist (-.104). A moderate negative

Y.
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relationship was predicted to exist between’'the PI and the number of docu-
ments in use in hypothesis four. This was not the case; the correlation
coefficient value was .067. In the case of hypothesis five a moderate
positive correlation was anticipated between the PI and the number of docu-
ments in process. Again the hypothesis was not supported by the analysis
(-.007). Finally the relétianship posited in hypothesis six (moderate
nega;ive) between the PI and the number of documents in the bindery did not
exist (.006). The evidence for the regular libraries clearly indicates
“the only significant relationship is between "on the shelf" and "not in

the collection"™ and the PI. This would seem to indicate the DDT and PI

are relatively insensitive to the other status categories.

HYPOTHESIS PREDICTED REGULAR RESERVOIR
i, CORRELATION __ LIBRARIES _LIBRARIES
1 ++ .902 .635
2 - -.359 -.982
3 == -.10u -.035
L + .067 -.235
5 + -.007 .117
6 - .0006 -.225
++ = giggréoéitive.

moderate positive.
high negative.
moderate negative.

I
I
wonn
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The same basic pattern was encountered in the reservoir libraries
although the lack of_ccrrelatian is not as high. The most surprising feature
of this analysis was the lack of a high positive relationship for hypothesis
one. Hypothesis one was rejected because the relationship at best can only
be considered moderate (.635); hypothesis two was supported (-.u82);
hypothesis three was rejected (-.035); hypothesis four was rejected (-.235);
hypothecis five was rejected (.117); and hypothesis six was réjeéted (-.225).

In part these results may be a reflection of the fact that documents
on the shelf or not in the collection represented almostjgz% of the total
sample for the regular libraries and 89.2% for the resefvoir libraries.

As a result the influence of the other status category documents on the PI
was at best very slight.

WWhat this means is that in essence the DDT measures how many documents
are or are not in the collection and very little else. Since the correlation
of books on the shelf and the PI for regular libraries is r = .9, r2 = _B1,
measuring the 8L,4 of the total variance of the PI score is accounted for
by this one variable. 1In view of the questions that exist about the
suitability and validity of the DDT documents for testing medical school
libraries, we feel that this instrument is of limited use. That is, any

standard medical bibliography could be used to check the holdings of any

_ medical school library and the percentage of documents held by that library

would provide as much information about the "gervice capability and

performancc” of that library as the DDT results.

-48-
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4.4 Data Analysis - DDT and Scoring Options

Throughout the UCSC study there is an emphasis upon scoring option
four as the significant option to be considered. ﬁﬂptioﬁ I - score with
both short-term and long-term activity controlled, representing what the
performance would have been if all test documents in use within the library
and on loan were instead 'on shelf’."¥® "In looking up a library's score,
Option 4 is the one most indicative of the institution's capabilities, as
it represents performance with short and long term activity controlled . . .
Option 4 is the one used in all subsequent graphs and in comparisons with
other variables."®* No evidence is given to support these statements, and
since Option 1 represents the '"raw score"##%¥% for the test, and is thus
easiest to caleulute, it seemed desirable to check on the significance
or variation, if any, that exists between the various options.

The null hypothesis (that no significant differences exist betwsen
any of the scoring options) was checkgd by means of correlation coefficients
for the PI and by rank correlation co%fficients. The results of these

analyses are:

CORRELATION COEFFICIENT FOR SCORING OPTIONS - REGULAR LIBRARIES

1 2 3 n 5 6
1 .998 .973 .71 L1955 .918
2 | 974 .974 .958 .925
3 .998 .9u2 .956 .
. / 994 .961 |
5 / | | | o Loz

.

FThid., p. 23
Wk Ibid., p. 24
*%¥%  Thid., p. 23 «lg -




RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENT FOR

4

(¥l

1 2 3

.996 .061

SCORING OPTIONS - REGULAR LIBRARIES .

4 5 6

. 954 - 954 .892
.959 .958 .903
.995 .926 .945
.926 .956

.9U8

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR SCORING OPTIONS - RESERVOIR LIBRARIES

[N

L

1 2 3
.999 .997
.996

1 2 3
.996 .992
.989

4
.996
.997

. .999

' RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR SCORING OPTIONS - RESERVOIR LIBRARILS

Clearly these data indicate that no significant differences exist and that

all the options, or scoring methods, are highly correlated with one another.

Therefore the suggestion that Option U is "most indicative of the

LAy . P < R
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institution’s capabilities" in terms of performance is not substantiated.

It is no more and no less indicative of the service capability than any

of the other options. The reason for this result was suggested above; the
DDT is relatively insensitive to any status category except "on shelf" and
"not in collection”. In view of this finding it would seem to be unnecessary
to go to the trouble of calculating nything but the raw score (Option 1).
The Orr, et al (1968 a, b, c) articles provide some reasons for using all

of the options; however, these reasons appear to be based upon the assumption
that the PI would be much more sensitive to variations in the twenty-three
status categories. On the basis of the data collected from the 92 "regular"

and 15 "reservoir" medical school libraries, this assumption did not hold.

4.5 Summary - DDT

In summary, the PI and DDT, as applied in the UCSC study, does not yet
appear to be a totally satisfactory method of assessing medical library
service capability. The reasons for this statement are:

1) There is no evidence to support the idea that response time is
the best measure of service capability much less the sole measure.

2) The sample of documents employed in the DDT does not adequately
reflect the information needs of the total user population served
by a medical school library (only the "author-researcher" needs

are represented).

3) The scoring method (PI) is not sensitive enough (at least for the
reported llbrarles) to the various status categories set up by
the UCSC study.; This makes the test cumbersome to use and in

~fact the effort is wasted because the results will vary only
',slightly for haVJng dgné the extra work. K

4)  The DDT, becaase of thls lack of sensitivity, is not any more useful
for determln;mIT the service capability than the results of checking
a standard medical bibliography against the holdings of a library.
The latter operation could also be completed more quickly and
cheaply. ‘

~51-
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This is not to say that the method is without value. There are a number of

areas within which refinements could make it a very valuable tool of evalu-

ation. Some areas where additional work could produce a more valuable

technique are:

1Y)

2)

3)

o)

4.6

A sample drawn in a manner that would be more reflective of all
patrons' needs is essential to valid employment of the DDT as a
measure of a library's ability to provide a wide range of users
with the documents they need.

A reduction in the number of status categories would make the test
easier to use and would produce results as accurately as the present
method.

An increase in the values assigned to documents in status categories
other than "on shelf"” and "not in collection™ should make the PI
more sensitive to variations in those other categories.

A reduction in the number of scoring options to one (the raw score)

would also seem to be appropriate and would reduce the time
required to calculate the results. Although if there were an
increase in the sensitivity of the status categories, additional
scoring options might be of some value.

Data Analysis - Inventory of LibgéEVWServices

All the reviewers of the UCSC final report commented on the surprising

lack of correlation between the PI and ILS score. It would seem reasonable

that a moderate positive correlation should exist between the two factors

since both measures took into account circulation and inter-library loan

activity.

indicated
determine

Some

The proposal we submitted to the National Library of Medicine
we would attempt several analyses of these data in an effort to
the factors that created the lack of correlation.

time was devoted to attempting to determine how the ILS score was

calculated by UCSC staff. Since neither the final report, the publisoe.!

articles (Drr;‘et al 1968 c¢), nor the prcgress re@crts.submitted to NLM by
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UCSC gave adequate information ahout the ILS scoring techniques and our own

efforts did not produce satisfactory results, we contacted the UCSC staff.

After some time, we received written confirmation of the following points

(see Appendix A).

1)

2)

3)

1)

3)

upon the responses given to all questions for all five user
categories. Rather, the score is the highest score achieved in
one of the user categories. Thus if the house staff at an
institution received the gresatest service score, that score
represented the ILS "score" for that institution.

The rationale for the above approach is that since the library is
capable of giving that level of service to one category of user,
it should be given that score as the measure of its service
capability.

The scores for two institutions (003 and 026) represent scores

achieved on the basis of services rendered, a sixth category of

user (State Health Officers) that is not mentioned in the final
report nor its appendices.

The appendix listing the data from the ILS test contains a number
of incorrect listings making it impossible to duplicate the same
results as reported in the UCSC study, if the appendix data are
used. The original data were not available for use.

The published discussion of the ILS and scoring of that test has
no relationship to the manner in which this aspect of the study
was handled in the final report.

Because of these findings no further attempts to work with the ILS

material were undertaken. In view of the unusual manner in which these data

were handled, it is not too surprising to find they did not correlate with

the DDT results. The rather questionahle rationale about the highest score

for one class of user representing the total service capability of a Librafy

! . -
cannot be acceptedL The assumption that services given to a limited number
i .

[}

of patrons can he[given to all patrons is simply unrealistic. Perhaps the

reworked analysi

problems.

7
if

/ o .

!

/

A

; of the ILS mentioned in Appendix A will remedy many of these
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4.7 Summary - UCSC Final Report

In summary, the UCSC study, while having a number of questionable factors
included in its methodology. appears to have started toward developing one
valid technigue for measuring one aspect of the problem of library service

rarformance. The DDT is a useful experimental device, but more work needs

s ki

to be done before it can be put to operational use. More importantly,

additional instruments need to be developed to measure the full range of

e B i

library services.
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APPENDIX A

January 20, 1970

Mr. G. Edward Evans
School of Library Science
University of California
Los Angeles, California

Dear Mr. Evans:

This is to confirm our telephone conversation regarding the scoring
and reporting of the ILS data. I apologize for the lateness cof this
letter, but I hope that it will be of use to you anyway.

Your understanding of the procedures as stated in your letter of
November 7, 1969, tc Mr. Bagley is correct. The ILS score for each
institution is not a compcsite score, but is the score of the user
category receiving the highest degree of service. Thus, the score
represents the maximum service capability of the institution at the
time of testing.

As might be expected, this user category was most often the faculty,
with but a few exceptions. In two of these, 002 and 026, the highest
Cegree of service was accorded a category of user for which there

is not a summary sheet breakdown in the appendix of the report, as

so few institutions mentioned it at all. These two scores were, I
believe, given to you by telephone.

I checked with Dr. Orr concerning the published discussion of the
ILS, and he confirmed that it was concerned with the projected method
of weighting and scoring answers and answer categories. This method
was not developed at the time of our study and 1is thus not the one
used in our report to NLM. However, I understand that this weighting
and scoring has subsequently been accomplished and that the results
thereof are to be published shortly. This method should provide an
excellent "in depth" manner of evaluating each instituticn's service
capability. :

Best wishes cn the progress of your report; I hope you have not
had further difficulties with it since I talked with you last.

Sincerely,

(Mrs.) Dana Close
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