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The Journal of Library Administration Monographic “Separates”
Below is a list of “separates,” which in serials librarianship means a special issue simultaneously
published as a special journal issue or double-issue and as a “separate” hardbound monograph.  (This
is a format which we also call a “DocuSerial.”)

“Separates” are published because specialized libraries or professionals may wish to purchase a specific
thematic issue by itself in a format which can be separately cataloged and shelved, as opposed to
purchasing the journal on an on-going basis.  Faculty members may also more easily consider a “separate”
for classroom adoption.

“Separates” are carefully classified separately with the major book jobbers so that the journal tie-in can be
noted on new book order slips to avoid duplicate purchasing.

You may wish to visit Haworth’s Website at . . .

http://www.HaworthPress.com
. . . to search our online catalog for complete tables of contents of these separates and related publications.

You may also call 1-800-HAWORTH (outside US/Canada: 607-722-5857), or Fax 1-800-895-0582
(outside US/Canada: 607-771-0012), or e-mail at:

docdelivery@haworthpress.com

Libraries Act on Their LibQUAL+ Findings: From Data to Action, edited by Fred M. Heath,
EdD, Martha Kyrillidou, MEd, MLS, and Consuella A. Askew, MLS (Vol. 40,  No. 3/4, 2004).
Focuses on the value of LibQUAL+ data to help librarians provide better services for users.

The Changing Landscape for Electronic Resources: Content, Access, Delivery, and Legal Issues,
edited by Yem S. Fong, MLS, and Suzanne M. Ward, MA (Vol. 40, No. 1/2, 2004).Focuses on
various aspects of electronic resources for libraries, including statewide resource-sharing
initiatives, licensing issues, open source software, standards, and scholarly publishing.

Improved Access to Information: Portals, Content Selection, and Digital Information, edited by
Sul H. Lee (Vol. 39, No. 4, 2003). Examines how improved electronic resources can allow
libraries to provide an increasing amount of digital information to an ever-expanding patron base.

Digital Images and Art Libraries in the Twenty-First Century, edited by Susan Wyngaard, MLS
(Vol. 39, No. 2/3, 2003). Provides an in-depth look at the technology that art librarians
must understand in order to work effectively in today’s digital environment.

The Twenty-First Century Art Librarian, edited by Terrie L. Wilson, MLS (Vol. 39, No. 1, 2003).
“A MUST-READ addition to every art, architecture, museum, and visual resources library
bookshelf.” (Betty Jo Irvine, PhD, Fine Arts Librarian, Indiana University)

The Strategic Stewardship of Cultural Resources: To Preserve and Protect, edited by Andrea T.
Merrill, BA (Vol. 38, No. 1/2/3/4, 2003). Leading library, museum, and archival professionals
share their expertise on a wide variety of preservation and security issues.

Distance Learning Library Services: The Tenth Off-Campus Library Services Conference,
edited by Patrick B. Mahoney (Vol. 37, No. 1/2/3/4, 2002). Explores the pitfalls of providing
information services to distance students and suggests ways to avoid them.

Electronic Resources and Collection Development, edited by Sul H. Lee (Vol. 36, No. 3, 2002).
Shows how electronic resources have impacted traditional collection development policies
and practices.

Information Literacy Programs: Successes and Challenges, edited by Patricia Durisin, MLIS
(Vol. 36, No. 1/2, 2002). Examines Web-based collaboration, teamwork with academic and
administrative colleagues, evidence-based librarianship, and active learning strategies in library
instruction programs.

Evaluating the Twenty-First Century Library: The Association of Research Libraries New
Measures Initiative, 1997-2001, edited by Donald L. DeWitt, PhD (Vol. 35, No. 4, 2001). This
collection of articles (thirteen of which previously appeared in ARL’s bimonthly newsletter/
report on research issues and actions) examines the Association of Research Libraries’ “new
measures” initiative.

Impact of Digital Technology on Library Collections and Resource Sharing, edited by Sul H. Lee
(Vol. 35, No. 3, 2001). Shows how digital resources have changed the traditional academic library.

http://www.HaworthPress.com


Libraries and Electronic Resources: New Partnerships, New Practices, New Perspectives,
edited by Pamela L. Higgins (Vol. 35, No. 1/2, 2001). An essential guide to the Internet’s
impact on electronic resources management past, present, and future.

Diversity Now: People, Collections, and Services in Academic Libraries, edited by Teresa Y.
Neely, PhD, and Kuang-Hwei (Janet) Lee-Smeltzer, MS, MSLIS (Vol. 33, No. 1/2/3/4, 2001).
Examines multicultural trends in academic libraries’ staff and users, types of collections, and
services offered.

Leadership in the Library and Information Science Professions: Theory and Practice, edited by
Mark D. Winston, MLS, PhD (Vol. 32, No. 3/4, 2001). Offers fresh ideas for developing and
using leadership skills, including recruiting potential leaders, staff training and development,
issues of gender and ethnic diversity, and budget strategies for success.

Off-Campus Library Services, edited by Ann Marie Casey (Vol. 31, No. 3/4, 2001 and Vol. 32,
No. 1/2, 2001). This informative volume examines various aspects of off-campus, or distance
learning. It explores training issues for library staff, Web site development, changing roles for
librarians, the uses of conferencing software, library support for Web-based courses, library
agreements and how to successfully negotiate them, and much more!

Research Collections and Digital Information, edited by Sul H. Lee (Vol. 31, No. 2, 2000). Offers
new strategies for collecting, organizing, and accessing library materials in the digital age.

Academic Research on the Internet: Options for Scholars & Libraries, edited by Helen Laurence,
MLS, EdD, and William Miller, MLS, PhD (Vol. 30, No. 1/2/3/4, 2000). “Emphasizes quality
over quantity. . . . Presents the reader with the best research-oriented Web sites in the field. A
state-of-the-art review of academic use of the Internet as well as a guide to the best Internet sites
and services. . . . A useful addition for any academic library.” (David A. Tyckoson, MLS, Head of
Reference, California State University, Fresno)

Management for Research Libraries Cooperation, edited by Sul H. Lee (Vol. 29. No. 3/4, 2000).
Delivers sound advice, models, and strategies for increasing sharing between institutions to
maximize the amount of printed and electronic research material you can make available in
your library while keeping costs under control.

Integration in the Library Organization, edited by Christine E. Thompson, PhD (Vol. 29, No. 2,
1999). Provides librarians with the necessary tools to help libraries balance and integrate
public and technical services and to improve the capability of libraries to offer patrons quality
services and large amounts of information.

Library Training for Staff and Customers, edited by Sara Ramser Beck, MLS, MBA (Vol. 29,
No. 1, 1999). This comprehensive book is designed to assist library professionals involved in
presenting or planning training for library staff members and customers. You will explore ideas
for effective general reference training, training on automated systems, training in specialized
subjects such as African American history and biography, and training for areas such as patents
and trademarks, and business subjects. Library Training for Staff and Customers answers
numerous training questions and is an excellent guide for planning staff development.

Collection Development in the Electronic Environment: Shifting Priorities, edited by Sul H. Lee
(Vol. 28, No. 4, 1999). Through case studies and firsthand experiences, this volume discusses
meeting the needs of scholars at universities, budgeting issues, user education, staffing in the
electronic age, collaborating libraries and resources, and how vendors meet the needs of
different customers.

The Age Demographics of Academic Librarians: A Profession Apart, by Stanley J. Wilder
(Vol. 28, No. 3, 1999). The average age of librarians has been increasing dramatically since
1990. This unique book will provide insights on how this demographic issue can impact a library
and what can be done to make the effects positive.

Collection Development in a Digital Environment, edited by Sul H. Lee (Vol. 28, No. 1, 1999).
Explores ethical and technological dilemmas of collection development and gives several
suggestions on how a library can successfully deal with these challenges and provide patrons
with the information they need.

Scholarship, Research Libraries, and Global Publishing, by Jutta Reed-Scott (Vol. 27, No. 3/4,
1999). This book documents a research project in conjunction with the Association of Research
Libraries (ARL) that explores the issue of foreign acquisition and how it affects collection in
international studies, area studies, collection development, and practices of international
research libraries.



Managing Multicultural Diversity in the Library: Principles and Issues for Administrators, edited
by Mark Winston (Vol. 27, No. 1/2, 1999). Defines diversity, clarifies why it is important to
address issues of diversity, and identifies goals related to diversity and how to go about
achieving those goals.

Information Technology Planning, edited by Lori A. Goetsch (Vol. 26, No. 3/4, 1999). Offers
innovative approaches and strategies useful in your library and provides some food for thought
about information technology as we approach the millennium.

The Economics of Information in the Networked Environment, edited by Meredith A. Butler,
MLS, and Bruce R. Kingma, PhD (Vol. 26, No. 1/2, 1998). “A book that should be read both by
information professionals and by administrators, faculty and others who share a collective
concern to provide the most information to the greatest number at the lowest cost in the
networked environment.” (Thomas J. Galvin, PhD, Professor of lnformation Science and Policy,
University at Albany, State University of New York)

OCLC 1967-1997: Thirty Years of Furthering Access to the World’s Information, edited by K.
Wayne Smith (Vol. 25, No. 2/3/4, 1998). “A rich–and poignantly personal, at times–historical
account of what is surely one of this century’s most important developments in librarianship.”
(Deanna B. Marcum, PhD, President, Council on Library and Information Resources,
Washington, DC)

Management of Library and Archival Security: From the Outside Looking In, edited by Robert K.
O’Neill, PhD (Vol. 25, No. 1, 1998). “Provides useful advice and on-target insights for
professionals caring for valuable documents and artifacts.” (Menzi L. Behrnd-Klodt, JD,
Attorney/Archivist, Klodt and Associates, Madison, WI)

Economics of Digital Information: Collection, Storage, and Delivery, edited by Sul H. Lee (Vol. 24,
No. 4, 1997). Highlights key concepts and issues vital to a library’s successful venture into the
digital environment and helps you understand why the transition from the printed page to the
digital packet has been problematic for both creators of proprietary materials and users of those
materials.

The Academic Library Director: Reflections on a Position in Transition, edited by Frank
D’Andraia, MLS (Vol. 24, No. 3, 1997). “A useful collection to have whether you are seeking a
position as director or conducting a search for one.” (College & Research Libraries News)

Emerging Patterns of Collection Development in Expanding Resource Sharing, Electronic
Information, and Network Environment, edited by Sul H. Lee (Vol. 24, No. 1/2, 1997). “The
issues it deals with are common to us all. We all need to make our funds go further and our
resources work harder, and there are ideas here which we can all develop.” (The Library
Association Record)

Interlibrary Loan/Document Delivery and Customer Satisfaction: Strategies for Redesigning
Services, edited by Pat L. Weaver-Meyers, Wilbur A. Stolt, and Yem S. Fong (Vol. 23, No. 1/2,
1997). “No interlibrary loan department supervisor at any mid-sized to large college or
university library can afford not to read this book.” (Gregg Sapp, MLS, MEd, Head of Access
Services, University of Miami, Richter Library, Coral Gables, Florida)

Access, Resource Sharing and Collection Development, edited by Sul H. Lee (Vol. 22, No. 4,
1996). Features continuing investigation and discussion of important library issues, specifically
the role of libraries in acquiring, storing, and disseminating information in different formats.

Managing Change in Academic Libraries, edited by Joseph J. Branin (Vol. 22, No. 2/3, 1996).
“Touches on several aspects of academic library management, emphasizing the changes that are
occurring at the present time. . . .  Recommended this title for individuals or libraries interested
in management aspects of academic libraries.” (RQ American Library Association)

Libraries and Student Assistants: Critical Links, edited by William K. Black, MLS (Vol. 21,
No. 3/4, 1995). “A handy reference work on many important aspects of managing student
assistants. . . .  Solid, useful information on basic management issues in this work and several
chapters are useful for experienced managers.” (The Journal of Academic Librarianship)

The Future of Resource Sharing, edited by Shirley K. Baker and Mary E. Jackson, MLS (Vol. 21,
No. 1/2, 1995). “Recommended for library and information science schools because of its
balanced presentation of the ILL/document delivery issues.” (Library Acquisitions: Practice
and Theory)

Monographic “Separates” list continued at the back
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This section provides you with a list of major indexing & ab-
stracting services. That is to say, each service began covering this
periodical during the year noted in the right column. Most Web-
sites which are listed below have indicated that they will either
post, disseminate, compile, archive, cite or alert their own Website
users with research-based content from this work. (This list is as
current as the copyright date of this publication.)

Indexing, Abstracting &
Website/Internet Coverage

Abstracting, Website/Indexing Coverage . . . . . . . . . Year When Coverage Began

• AATA Online: Abstracts of International Conservation Literature
(formerly Art & Archeology Technical Abstracts)
<http://aata.getty.edu>. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2004

• Academic Abstracts/CD-ROM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1993

• Academic Search: database of 2,000 selected academic serials,
updated monthly: EBSCO Publishing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1995

• Academic Search Elite (EBSCO) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1993

• AGRICOLA Database (AGRICultural OnLine Access)
<http://www.natl.usda.gov/ag98> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1991

• AGRIS <http://www.fao.org/agris/> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1991

• Business & Company ProFiles ASAP on CD-ROM
<http://www.galegroup.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1996

• Business ASAP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1994

• Business ASAP–International <http://www.galegroup.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1984

• Business International and Company ProFile ASAP
<http://www.galegroup.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1996

• Business Source Corporate: coverage of nearly 3,350 quality magazines
and journals; designed to meet the diverse information needs
of corporations; EBSCO Publishing
<http://www.epnet.com/corporate/bsourcecorp.asp> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1993

• Computer and Information Systems Abstracts
<http://www.csa.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2004
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• Current Articles on Library Literature and Services (CALLS) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1992

• Current Cites [Digital Libraries] [Electronic Publishing]
[Multimedia & Hypermedia] [Networks & Networking]
[General] <http://sunsite.berkeley.edu/CurrentCites/>. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2000

• Current Index to Journals in Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1986

• Educational Administration Abstracts (EAA) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1991

• FRANCIS. INIST/CNRS <http://www.inist.fr> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1986

• General BusinessFile ASAP <http://www.galegroup.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1993

• General BusinessFile ASAP–International
<http://www.galegroup.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1984

• General Reference Center GOLD on InfoTrac Web . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1984

• General Reference Center INTERNATIONAL
<http://www.galegroup.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1984

• Getty Conservation Institute (GCI) Project Bibliographies
<http://www.getty.edu> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2004

• Higher Education Abstracts, providing the latest in research
& theory in more than 140 major topics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1991

• IBZ International Bibliography of Periodical Literature
<http://www.saur.de> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1995

• Index Guide to College Journals (core list compiled
by integrating 48 indexes frequently used to support
undergraduate programs in small to medium sized libraries) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1999

• Index to Periodical Articles Related to Law <http://www.law.utexas.edu> . . . . . . 1989

• Information Reports & Bibliographies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1992

• Information Science & Technology Abstracts: indexes journal
articles from more than 450 publications as well as books,
research reports, and conference proceedings;
EBSCO Publishing <http://www.epnet.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1980

• Informed Librarian, The <http://www.informedlibrarian.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1993

• InfoTrac Custom <http://www.galegroup.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1996

• InfoTrac OneFile <http://www.galegroup.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1984

• Internationale Bibliographie der geistes- und sozialwissenschaftlichen
Zeitschriftenliteratur . . . See IBZ. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1995

• INSPEC is the leading English-language bibliographic
information service providing access to the world’s scientific
& technical literature in physics, electrical engineering,
electronics, communications, control engineering, computers
& computing, and information technology
<http://www.iee.org.uk/publish/> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1986
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• Journal of Academic Librarianship: Guide to Professional
Literature, The . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1996

• Konyvtari Figyelo (Library Review) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1995

• Library & Information Science Abstracts (LISA)
<http://www.csa.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1989

• Library and Information Science Annual (LISCA)
<http://www.lu.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1997

• Library Literature & Information Science
<http://www.hwwilson.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1991

• MasterFILE Elite: coverage of nearly 1,200 periodicals
covering general reference, business, health, education,
general science, multi-cultural issues and much more;
EBSCO Publishing <http://www.epnet.com/government/mfelite.asp> . . . . . . . . 1993

• MasterFILE Premier: coverage of more than 1,950 periodicals
covering general reference, business, health, education,
general science, multi-cultural issues and much more;
EBSCO Publishing
<http://www.epnet.com/government/mfpremier.asp>. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1993

• MasterFILE Select: coverage of nearly 770 periodicals covering
general reference, business, health, education, general science,
multi-cultural issues and much more; EBSCO Publishing
<http://www.epnet.com/government.mfselect.asp>. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1993

• MasterFILE: updated database from EBSCO Publishing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1995

• Mathematical Didactics (MATHDI)
<http://www.emis.de/MATH/DI.html) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2004

• OCLC ArticleFirst <http://www.oclc.org/services/databases/> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2003

• OCLC ContentsFirst <http://www.oclc.org/services/databases/>. . . . . . . . . . . . . 2003

• OCLC Public Affairs Information Service <http://www.pais.org> . . . . . . . . . . . . 1990

• PASCAL, c/o Institut de l’Information Scientifique et Technique.
Cross-disciplinary electronic database covering the fields
of science, technology & medicine. Also available on CD-ROM,
and can generate customized retrospective searches
<http://www.inist.fr> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1986

• Referativnyi Zhurnal (Abstracts Journal of the All-Russian
Institute of Scientific and Technical Information–in Russian) . . . . . . . . . . . . 1982

• Subject Index to Literature on Electronic Sources
of Information
<http://library.usask.ca/~dworacze/BIBLIO.HTM> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1988

• SwetsNet <http://www.swetsnet.com> . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2001

• Trade & Industry Index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1991
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Special Bibliographic Notes related to special journal issues
(separates) and indexing/abstracting:

• indexing/abstracting services in this list will also cover material in any
“separate” that is co-published simultaneously with Haworth’s special
thematic journal issue or DocuSerial. Indexing/abstracting usually covers
material at the article/chapter level.

• monographic co-editions are intended for either non-subscribers or librar-
ies which intend to purchase a second copy for their circulating collections.

• monographic co-editions are reported to all jobbers/wholesalers/approval
plans. The source journal is listed as the “series” to assist the prevention
of duplicate purchasing in the same manner utilized for books-in-series.

• to facilitate user/access services all indexing/abstracting services are en-
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tics such as volumes held, volumes added gross, current serials, total
staff and expenditures, and the scores on the four LibQUAL+ service
quality dimensions (Affect of Service, Access to Collections, Information
Control, and Library as Place) are analyzed across a group of 130+ li-
braries that participated in spring 2002 for the members of the Associa-
tion of Research Libraries and the participating libraries that are not
members. Service quality indices, especially as measured by the service
affect dimension, appear to have a slightly inverse relation to collec-
tion investments reflecting the higher expectations and harder-to-
meet demands of the research library user. Relationships between in-
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stitutional characteristics and service quality indices are also explored
for OhioLINK and AAHSL, the two consortia groups that participated in
2002. [Article copies available for a fee from The Haworth Document Delivery
Service: 1-800-HAWORTH. E-mail address: <docdelivery@haworthpress.com>
Website: <http://www.HaworthPress.com> © 2004 by The Haworth Press, Inc.
All rights reserved.]
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INTRODUCTION

Born as one of the ARL New Measures Initiative projects and with
strong roots in the assessment practices established at Texas A&M dur-
ing the 90s, LibQUAL+ has been extensively documented in the liter-
ature as a viable, well-researched and robust assessment mechanism for
measuring perceived library service quality from a user’s perspective.1

LibQUAL+ has been grounded in the research library environment
through the application of extensive qualitative and quantitative meth-
ods. Its application was expanded into additional contexts in higher edu-
cation as mandated by the Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary
Education (FIPSE) grant received to support the project over the
three-year period ending in August 2003.

The number of participating libraries in the LibQUAL+ almost
quadrupled in spring 2002 from 43 to 164 including two major groups
of libraries. One group represented a state-wide library consortium,
OhioLINK, and a second group represented libraries from the Associa-
tion of Academic Health Sciences Libraries (AAHSL). The OhioLINK
participation brought for the first time in the project 57 institutions
(including a sizeable group of 15 community college libraries) repre-
senting the diversity of higher education at a state-wide level, since
OhioLINK represents all postsecondary educational institutions in the
state of Ohio. AAHSL was represented with a group of 35 health sci-
ence libraries. In 2002, there were also two special research libraries
participating: the New York Public Library and the Smithsonian Institu-
tion libraries.2 Table 1 presents a brief summary of the institutional data
reported by the spring 2002 participating libraries including data on
general library characteristics as well as LibQUAL+ scores (total plus

2 Libraries Act on Their LibQUAL+ Findings: From Data to Action
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scores for each one of the four dimensions: Affect of Service, Access to
Information, Library as Place, and Personal Control).

ARL AND NON-ARL LIBRARIES

There was a total of 164 libraries participating: 69 ARL and 95
non-ARL. Data on ARL health science libraries and branch libraries
that participated independently from the main campus are included in
the ARL cohort. The main criterion in determining the ARL group was
whether these libraries provided data that were included in the ARL sta-
tistics–either as independent entities or as part of a larger institutional
reporting effort. As a result some libraries identified as ARL libraries in
this study are simply small components of a larger ARL library setting.

Data on library characteristics–such as volumes held, volumes added
gross, current serials, total expenditures, and total staff (professional
plus support staff)–were also collected. As a result we were able to cal-

Martha Kyrillidou and Fred M. Heath 3

TABLE 1. Descriptive Statistics of Institutional Data, Spring 2002 LibQUAL+

Mean Std. Deviation N

Volumes Held 1,695,390 3,757,234 154

Volumes Added Gross 38,419 51,077 148

Current Serials 12,644 15,711 150

Total Expenditures 8,461,004 9,809,924 150

Total Staff (Proff + Support) 99 113 151

ARL Membership Criteria Index Score 2000-01 �4.29 3.15 139

LibQUAL+ Total Score Minimum 6.51 0.23 162

LibQUAL+ Total Score Desired 7.89 0.12 162

LibQUAL+ Total Score Perceived 6.95 0.33 162

Affect of Service Minimum 6.56 0.27 162

Affect of Service Desired 7.92 0.14 162

Affect of Service Perceived 7.13 0.38 162

Library as Place Minimum 6.04 0.34 162

Library as Place Desired 7.43 0.22 162

Library as Place Perceived 6.61 0.51 162

Personal Control Minimum 6.75 0.21 162

Personal Control Desired 8.14 0.15 162

Personal Control Perceived 7.07 0.29 162

Access to Information Minimum 6.57 0.21 162

Access to Information Desired 7.92 0.16 162

Access to Information Perceived 6.80 0.31 162



culate the ARL Membership Criteria Index Scores3 for 139 libraries
participating in spring 2002, 66 of them ARL and 73 non-ARL libraries
(see Table 2). Volumes held, volumes added gross, current serials, total
expenditures and total staff (professional plus support staff) have higher
values for ARL libraries as expected. On average, ARL libraries that
participated in the spring 2002 LibQUAL+ group had 5.3 times more
serials and 3.8 times more volumes than non-ARL libraries. In particu-
lar, non-ARL libraries reported on average a little more than half a mil-
lion volumes held, more than 15,800 volumes added gross, 4,290 serial
subscriptions, about three million in expenditures and 38 staff mem-
bers. ARL libraries reported on average more than two million volumes,
more than 48,000 volumes added, 18,426 serial subscriptions, and ex-
penditures of about ten million dollars with 177 staff members. There-
fore, a sizable difference exists in the ARL membership criteria index
scores for these two groups of libraries with ARL libraries having an av-
erage index score of �2.43 and non-ARL libraries �5.96, a difference
that is not random but rather systematic as expressed with low probabil-
ities of occurrence that define statistically significant differences.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ARL INDEX SCORES
AND LibQUAL+ SCORES

The relationship between the ARL Index scores and LibQUAL+
scores was explored in a small group of 35 ARL libraries using the
spring 2001 data.4 The spring 2002 data allow us to explore this relation
in a larger group of libraries and re-evaluate the direction and the
strength of the relationship if one takes into account a more diverse set
of institutions. Table 3 presents the correlations of the LibQUAL+
Perceived Scores with the ARL Membership Criteria Index Scores. Al-
though in spring 2001 most of these relations were near zero, the spring
2002 data show a moderate negative relation of the ARL membership
criteria index scores with the LibQUAL+ scores across all four di-
mensions and the total score. Even the additional element of Informa-
tion Access (the ‘+’ in LibQUAL+) has a low negative correlation
with the ARL Membership Criteria Index. These findings serve as an-
other indicator that libraries are facing increasing challenges in meeting
users’ perceptions of quality of service that go beyond the abundant
availability of local resources. Such challenges are more acute in a tra-
ditionally rich information setting, the research library setting. In the
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‘rich’ research library setting users are highly skilled, have specialized
and diverse information needs that are not easily met by the mere avail-
ability of resources, rich as they may be. Library users in comprehen-
sive research library settings are clearly more demanding and harder to
please. It might be a paradox of the information-rich society that creates
starving research library users, or simply an assurance that despite all
the information that is available to us, there is a lot more information
still lacking and needed, especially by users located in intensive re-
search library settings.
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TABLE 2. ARL and Non-ARL Differences on Variables Comprising the ARL
Membership Criteria Index, Spring 2002 LibQUAL+

Non-ARL
Mean

Std.
Deviation

ARL
Mean

Std.
Deviation F

Volumes Held 536,175 581,233 2,602,104 2,151,107 62.34**

Volumes Added Gross 15,849 29,073 61,487 48,316 46.53**

Current Serials 4,290 4,986 22,871 18,426 68.72**

Total Expenditures 3,039,908 2,902,634 14,653,608 10,257,869 86.02**

Total Staff (Proff + Support) 38 37 177 129 77.77**

ARL Membership Index Score �5.96 2 �2.43 3 63.15**

Libraries Reporting 73 66

**p < .001

TABLE 3. Pearson Correlations of LibQUAL+ Perceived Scores with ARL
Membership Criteria Index Scores–Spring 2002

ARL
Index

Total
LibQUAL+ Affect Place Control Access

ARL Index 1.000

Total LibQUAL+ �0.390** 1.000

Affect �0.390** 0.913** 1.000

Place �0.401** 0.816** 0.560** 1.000

Control �0.329** 0.940** 0.817** 0.728** 1.000

Access �0.197* 0.887** 0.777** 0.654** 0.848** 1.000

N .139 .162 .162 .162 .162 .162

**p < .001
*p < .05



The amount of resources available, of course, is only a part of the
overall concept of service quality and may have little to do with the
provision of dedicated service to users. With increased availability of
electronic resources today, smaller institutions are better able to meet
and exceed users’ expectations of library service quality. The presence
of OhioLINK institutions in spring 2002 with the wide availability of
electronic resources clearly places a number of smaller institutions in a
better position to meet and often exceed users’ expectations even though
those resources are not physically present on the local campuses. Also,
the results from health science libraries in the cohort–smaller than the
large comprehensive research libraries–suggest an ability to achieve
improved perceptions of library service quality in highly specialized en-
vironments.

Further, because it is often associated with a specific building or lo-
cation, the issue is raised of whether the diagnostic possibilities of these
scores are more identifiable in smaller institutional settings where “the
library as place” is easier to define. The more diffuse the library,
whether in a comprehensive research library setting or within a complex
social and collaborative setting, the more likely that additional measure-
ment tools and research methodologies will be needed to identify the
specific diagnostic and remedial actions that individuals in complex or-
ganizations might need to develop.

The four LibQUAL+ subscale scores were also used to predict the
ARL Membership Criteria Index scores for the 139 institutions partici-
pating in 2002 in a multiple regression analysis replicating analysis per-
formed in the 2001 data.5 The R2 from this analysis was .28 as compared
to .06 from the 2001 data, a slightly larger effect size indicating that
knowledge of the four LibQUAL+ subscale means explains 28 per-
cent of the variability in the Index scores of these 139 libraries. This
result reflects the slightly higher correlations of the LibQUAL+
subscale scores with the Index.

Even more interesting are the beta weights and structure coefficients
from this analysis presented in Table 4.6 With 139 libraries participating
this year we know a lot more about the relation between library invest-
ments as represented by the ARL index and indices of library service
quality. As reported in Table 4, the LibQUAL+ subscale score most
associated with the ARL Membership Criteria Index scores was Access
to Collections (β = .525) only when we account for the other scales. The
structure coefficient for Access to Collections is the smallest of the four
subscales and has a negative relation to the ARL membership criteria
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index scores (rs = �.375) indicating that the other three LibQUAL+
dimensions are also measuring aspects of the Access to Collections di-
mension which are absorbed, or accounted for, when we examine the
beta weights. Affect of Service is the dimension that clearly has the
strongest negative relation with the ARL membership criteria Index
(rs = �.743, β = .50) which represents a library investment in collections
index. Library as Place also has negative relation with collections indi-
ces, a slightly stronger relation though in the absence of controlling for
all four dimensions of library service quality, as indicated by a slightly
higher structure coefficient compared to its beta weight (rs = �.764,
β = �.406). Moreover, the Information Control dimension is clearly
important in predicting collection indices in a bivariate relation as indi-
cated by a strong negative structure coefficient (rs = �.627, β = �.05)
but in the presence of all four LibQUAL+ dimensions it seems to be
absorbed in the other three as indicated by the almost zero value of the
beta weight.

In summary, the LibQUAL+ subscale that measures Affect of Ser-
vice has a moderate negative relationship with index scores whereas the
Access to Information dimension has a moderate positive relationship.
The relationships between collection indices and service quality scores
seem to be changing as we are including different and diverse sets of in-
stitutions in LibQUAL+. Library service quality as measured by the
qualities of empathy, reliability and warmth of library staff may be eas-
ier to achieve in smaller places. Large, complex and relatively afflu-
ent-in-resources libraries face a challenge of catering to the needs of
increasingly diverse and demanding users.

Martha Kyrillidou and Fred M. Heath 7

TABLE 4. ARL Membership Criteria Index Score Predicted by the Four
LibQUAL+ Perceived Subscale Scores (n = 139 Institutions)

LibQUAL+ scale rs b

Affect (AAvgPer1) �0.743 �.500

Place (AAvgPer2) �0.764 �.406

Control (AAvgPer3) �0.627 �.055

Access (AAvgPer4) �0.375 .525

R-squared = .28, df = 4/134, p < .001



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EXPENDITURES
AND LibQUAL+ SCORES FOR OhioLINK,

AAHSL AND OTHER LIBRARIES

The bivariate relationship between LibQUAL+ scores and ex-
penditures was also examined across three groups of libraries, the
OhioLINK participants, AAHSL and a third group that included all li-
braries that were not part of OhioLINK or AAHSL, with a series of
Pearson-r correlation coefficients summarized in Table 5. The relation-
ships between expenditures and the four dimensions of library services
are low and close to zero for both OhioLINK and AAHSL libraries. A
slightly positive and moderate relationship exists between expenditures
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TABLE 5. Pearson Correlations of LibQUAL+ Scores with Expenditures for
OhioLINK, AAHSL and Other Libraries–Spring 2002

Group Expenditures Total
LibQUAL+

Affect Place Control Access

OhioLINK Expenditures 1.00

Total LibQUAL+™ �0.16 1.00

Affect �0.16 0.88** 1.00

Place �0.23 0.80** 0.45** 1.00

Control �0.14 0.93** 0.71** 0.81** 1.00

Access 0.03 0.90** 0.78** 0.67** 0.79** 1.00

N .50 .57 .57 .57 57 57

AAHSL Total Expenditures 1.00

Total LibQUAL+ 0.04 1.00

Affect �0.17 0.89** 1.00

Place 0.14 0.77** 0.46** 1.00

Control 0.07 0.91** 0.83** 0.54** 1.00

Access 0.19 0.89** 0.77** 0.59** 0.86** 1.00

N .33 .35 .35 .35 35 35

Other Total Expenditures 1.00

Total LibQUAL+ 0.03 1.00

Affect 0.03 0.93** 1.00

Place �0.17 0.81** 0.61** 1.00

Control 0.08 0.95** 0.87** 0.69** 1.00

Access 0.34* 0.87** 0.79** 0.59** 0.86** 1.00

N .66 .70 .70 .70 70 70

**p < .001
*p < .05



and the Access to Collections dimension for those libraries that are not
affiliated with the two participating consortia. The question of how re-
sources and expenditures related to LibQUAL+ scores was also ex-
plored at the AAHSL meeting in San Francisco in November 2002. A
series of graphics, coined as the ‘red hot chili peppers,’ are presented in
a PowerPoint presentation exploring in a graphical manner, some of the
bivariate relations of resource metrics such as the ARL membership cri-
teria index and the LibQUAL+ scores for OhioLINK, AAHSL and
other libraries that have been discussed in this article:7 <http://www.
libqual.org/documents/admin/SFNov2002_MK2.ppt>.

In conclusion, LibQUAL+ data offer one of the richest sources of
information about libraries ever collected. To meet some of the de-
mands of the analysis, institutional participants are provided with their
own institutional data-files as well as summary notebooks of the infor-
mation for their library and are encouraged to further analyze and report
the results back to the community. The LibQUAL+ project team also
hosted meetings for both the OhioLINK and the AAHSL groups where
participants were given the opportunity to review the results and inter-
pret the findings. ARL is providing additional training opportunities to
LibQUAL+ participants to enhance their skills in both qualitative and
quantitative data analysis. One of these opportunities is the annual ARL
Annual Service Quality Evaluation Academy, where participants learn
basic concepts in measurement and data analysis, enhance relevant
software skills such as using Atlas.ti to analyze the content of the in-
terviews or open-ended survey questions, and SPSS for quantitative
data analysis.8

The relationships between institutional characteristics and LibQUAL+
scores need to be explored continually every year as different groups
and types of libraries implement the LibQUAL+ total market survey.
The context of these relationships is likely to evolve as new evidence is
gathered year after year and as these different groups of libraries partici-
pate in LibQUAL+. Our collective understanding of the relationship
between service quality as measured by LibQUAL+ and library in-
vestments is not only changing in front of our eyes, but it is transform-
ing the way we view and define library success. To the extent that
library success, whether defined with collection indices or service qual-
ity indices, relates to actual improvements in the outcomes achieved by
our users, though, is still a large question that begs for an empirically
substantiated answer.
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There never has been a better and more necessary time than now for
the creation, development, and ongoing use of the LibQUAL+ sur-
vey. It is increasingly important to make the case for library funding by
demonstrating that we are not only essential but also effective. With
very tight and now diminishing higher education budgets, even essen-
tial services are not immune from the budget ax.

Globally, libraries are using consortia to improve their buying power
as well as obtain additional funding. The creation of the International
Coalition of Library Consortia (http://www.library.yale.edu/consortia)
is evidence that this approach is widespread and growing. What is miss-
ing is the ability to measure and evaluate across a consortium the impact
of the group’s initiatives. Consortia struggle with the collection of com-
patible, consortium-wide usage statistics. To this point there has been
no ready-ability to collect consistent multi-institutional consumer sur-
vey data. The LibQUAL+ survey is a breakthrough capability to sup-
port consortium agendas and objectives with solid consortium-wide
research.

In the case of the OhioLINK community, we fully recognize it’s not
just an issue for each library. In Ohio, our fortunes are interlocked. The
perceptions of our individual effectiveness are inter-related with use of
the OhioLINK program as a communal tool to advance information ac-
cess. Our ability to get the most funding from the 83 individual admin-
istrations and from the Ohio Board of Regents for our central budget is
dependent on our collective demonstration of a higher level of effec-
tiveness than possible as individuals.

Several forces make the need for more measurement of library effec-
tiveness paramount. These forces are at work in a continually evolving
world and are interrelated. The evolution and relative importance of
each, ebbs and flows over time. What are these forces?

Fundamental Change in Information Delivery–We all know about
the electronic information explosion. The critical lesson is that the de-
livery of information is no longer our unique turf. With the ease of elec-
tronic information creation and delivery and the possibility of financial
gain, there is new competition for the library “space.” Take your pick of
those who are trying, from Questia to course management software ven-
dors to vendors serving libraries who repackage content, to the faculty
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themselves (e.g., Proquest Company’s XanEdu). Notions of a funda-
mentally different approach to information delivery than the library are
now on the table. As higher education budgets tighten, administrators
even see the possibility of off-loading the traditional cost of the library
directly to the students and faculty.

Who Manages Information–The increasing use of technology in all
facets of higher education results in a convergence of information, in-
struction, and research. Not only does a library find it feasible and prac-
tical to expand its operations into the traditional realm of instruction and
research, but vice versa. A prime example is distance learning and how
information resources support it. Another example is the so-called insti-
tutional repository (http://www.arl.org/sparc/IR/ir.html). What should be
the roles of the library, the IT department, and the academic units in a re-
pository’s development and operation? Diverse campus units are con-
verging on each other’s territory, relying on the increasing power of
ubiquitous technology.

Fundamental Changes in the Economy–Even if not fundamental,
certainly we are now experiencing more than a momentary economic
problem at the state and national level. Most states are having extraordi-
narily difficult times and in many cases higher education and public li-
braries’ funding is or will be under attack. No doubt our economic
fortunes will ebb and flow and will continue to be cyclical, but these
problems may be much more than short-term manifestations of quickly
correctable problems. They may recur more frequently and take longer
to bounce back. The impact of the aging of baby-boomers is coming
home to roost; all states are facing run-away medical costs, and in some
states there are fundamental structural tax flaws as the economy has
shifted from goods to services.

Higher education is seen as a discretionary expense relative to other
state needs. Cutting higher education support is seen as having a low po-
litical downside even though studies show the long-term correlation be-
tween education levels and income. Within higher education the library
budget is also likely to be seen as more discretionary than other areas.
It’s a place where corners can be cut and the consequences hard to see
let alone measure in the short term. In this swirling environment it is
critical that the library knows what it is doing, why it is doing it, and
knows whether what it is doing is or is not effective. The LibQUAL+
survey is an important new tool in this process.

From the very beginning of the OhioLINK program we have tried to
measure a broad array of activity measures, such as books requested
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and ILL’s filled, database searches, and electronic document and im-
age downloads. From the beginning, we have embedded these into
our annual reports and budget requests. We have used these measures
relentlessly to demonstrate the effectiveness and popularity of the coop-
erative investment in the program. The 2001 and 2002 OhioLINK
Snapshots are good examples of how we have utilized activity measures
effectively (see http://www.ohiolink.edu/about/).

What we need more of are output and user satisfaction measures. The
Snapshots for 2001 and 2002 also include user-supplied testimonials of
how access to OhioLINK-provided resources improves instruction and
research. If a picture is worth a thousand words then the graphs, tables,
and few testimonials included in our Snapshots can be quite effective.

The LibQUAL+ survey is a necessary and complementary tool in
our arsenal that enables us to measure our effectiveness and determine
where improvements must be made. The power of LibQUAL+ is that
it transcends a local campus survey. When executed across the consor-
tium it allows us to compare the results with our activity measures and
apply the results relative to both our local and statewide programs and
funding. As a broad-base measure of user satisfaction it is an important
and necessary tool. Most importantly, it provides highly credible per-
spectives from our undergraduate students and graduate students that
we can look at by campus, by consortium, or groups in-between.

Jeff Gatten’s OhioLINK LibQUAL+ 2002 Final Report describes
the OhioLINK community’s experience in executing and collecting
20,000 user responses from 58 campuses. My purpose is not to cover
Jeff’s analysis or review the results but to put their use in perspective.
We have already cited key findings in our last budget request for central
funds. It has provided additional validation of the impact the program is
having. The survey has already been valuable in adding emphasis to the
necessity of looking for ways to make our Web sites easier to use. With
information and presentation materials provided by Jeff Gatten to
OhioLINK libraries, each has been able to create effective local presen-
tations for campus administrations. We have yet to fully tap results of
the spring 2002 survey. We have more ways yet to analyze the results.

An additional dimension of the LibQUAL+ survey cannot be ex-
ploited until the survey is executed again. We will have the results of 45
surveys from spring 2003. We can begin analyzing longitudinal data.
How does our performance change over time? Are we doing better or
worse? Between the 2002 and 2003 LibQUAL+ surveys, a major
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change occurred in our services. We are anxious to see if the latest sur-
vey results confirm what we have seen in our activity measurements.

There is no doubt that we see the LibQUAL+ instrument as an on-
going evaluation tool. Assuming its continuing availability, the most
likely scenario is to try to execute the survey in lockstep across the
consortium every several years. This will maximize the ways in
which we can analyze the data. It is the most frequent repetition our
users can be asked to do. It is also the most likely timetable for eco-
nomic affordability.

A final word about the limitations of LibQUAL+ or, frankly, any
consumer research instrument. Complex questions cannot necessarily
be addressed with a single research instrument. But, there is a strong
tendency to want one tool to do more than it possibly can be designed to
do effectively. Further, the moment results are seen from a survey it al-
ways causes “researcher’s regret.” Invariably, the results are never as
clear as hoped for and immediately raise additional questions. Why
couldn’t we have asked the question differently or asked more ques-
tions? LibQUAL+ is designed to do what it does very effectively. But
like any survey it raises as many questions as it may answer. As with
any survey, the results cannot be viewed outside of other information
and other perspectives. Within the array of available and needed re-
search, LibQUAL+ is vitally important. Texas A&M and ARL are to
be commended for the development of LibQUAL+. It is a tool that the
library community should support and nurture.
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The OhioLINK LibQUAL+
2002 Experience:

A Consortium Looks at Service Quality
Jeff Gatten

SUMMARY. Are Ohio’s college students and faculty satisfied with ser-
vice at their campus libraries? In an effort to find out, fifty-seven
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INTRODUCTION

Are Ohio’s college students and faculty satisfied with service at their
campus libraries? In an effort to find out, 57 OhioLINK libraries partici-
pated in the Association of Research Libraries’ (ARL) LibQUAL+
2002 survey.1 ARL and Texas A&M University Libraries created the
LibQUAL+ survey instrument, adapted from the widely tested and
accepted SERVQUAL survey, a total market survey assessing service
quality used by for-profit companies. In 2002, LibQUAL+ utilized a
Web-based survey instrument consisting of 25 core items to ask library
users to evaluate their library services along four dimensions: access to
information, affect of service, personal control, and the library as
“place.”

OhioLINK is a consortium of 78 Ohio universities, colleges, commu-
nity colleges, and the State Library. Its goal is to expand access to the
latest research and scholarly thinking across a broad range of academic
disciplines. It supports and improves the Ohio higher education com-
munity’s ability to produce 21st century quality graduates and scholarly
research. More than 600,000 students, faculty, and staff have access to
OhioLINK’s integrated local and central catalogs, an online borrowing
system, 90+ research databases including full-text resources, a multi-
publisher e-journal collection, a digital media collection, and document
delivery services.2

The OhioLINK community chose to participate in the LibQUAL+
survey for several reasons. First, the community recently identified as-
sessment as a priority for the next few years. Second, using LibQUAL+
provides a common tool that will allow individual libraries to compare
themselves to other OhioLINK affiliated libraries, as well as with other
peer libraries across the country. Third, the LibQUAL+ survey has al-
ready been tested with other libraries and the instrument has been re-
vised based on the resulting data. This assures the libraries a quality
library evaluation tool that is supported by a national organization. Fi-
nally, it was agreed that the evaluation tool could include five questions
exclusive to the OhioLINK community. These questions would be cre-
ated to evaluate statewide consortium practices not addressed in the
standard LibQUAL+ survey instrument.3
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OhioLINK PARTICIPATION

In October 2001, the OhioLINK Library Advisory Council’s (LAC)
Assessment Task Force met to begin developing the five questions that
OhioLINK could add to the LibQUAL+ survey. The OhioLINK
Committee Chairs worked with their respective committees to answer
the question: What does your committee believe are the top five OhioLINK
services on which our library users (e.g., students, faculty, staff) should
be surveyed? The goal was to draft five questions that would provide
useful information about the quality of OhioLINK services.

At the Assessment Task Force (ATF) meeting, recommendations
from the OhioLINK committees were used to identify common
themes for drafting the five questions. The questions needed to be
suitable for, and conform to, the LibQUAL+ survey item format.
The ATF also reviewed the 25 core items that appeared on the Spring
2002 LibQUAL+ survey to avoid duplicating topics. Four members
of the ATF conducted one-on-one testing of the five questions with li-
brary users at their sites. Based on the results of the testing, the ques-
tions were revised and posted to the Assessment Task Force listserv for
comment. Final wording of the five OhioLINK local questions was re-
viewed at the November 16, 2001 Library Advisory Council meeting.
The ATF submitted the final version of each question to the Council
which was in turn submitted to ARL.

The ATF also made recommendations to the ARL/Texas A&M Univer-
sity (TAMU) LibQUAL+ team regarding the demographic variables.
These recommendations were a result of ATF internal discussions and
a conference call held with some of the OhioLINK community college
representatives of the ATF and the ARL/TAMU LibQUAL+ team. It
was understood that ARL would not necessarily be able to implement
all of these recommendations (see Appendix A).

OhioLINK LibQUAL+ DATA

During the spring 2002 implementation, the survey was completed
by 20,401 library users from OhioLINK’s fifty-seven sites (7,558 from
universities, 8,992 from independent colleges, and 3,851 from two-year
colleges). Of these, 19,554 were valid surveys used for the final data anal-
ysis (Appendix B and C). The 19,554 valid responses represent 27.8% of
the total national data (see Table 1). For a complete description of how

Consortia 21



valid responses were determined, see “2002 Data Screening” on page 5
of the LibQUAL+ Spring 2002 Survey Results–OhioLINK notebook.4

The 2002 LibQUAL+ survey instrument contained 25 core
items designed to measure four dimensions of library service quality:
(a) ACCESS to information, (b) AFFECT of service, (c) Personal
CONTROL, and (d) library as PLACE. In addition, there were three
general satisfaction questions pertaining to how one is treated, the level
of support provided, and the overall quality of library services. The
OhioLINK LibQUAL+ instrument also included five additional ques-
tions designed specifically to assess OhioLINK services.

For each of the 25 questions plus the five OhioLINK-related ques-
tions, users were asked to indicate their minimum level of acceptable
service, the desired level of service, and their perceived level of service
provided. The minimum and desired scores for each question create a
“zone of tolerance” with the perceived score being an indicator of per-
formance relative to the zone. The differences of the perceived score
from the minimum score (P-M) creates a gap score that indicates how
far above or below the users’ minimum expectations a library is per-
forming on a given item (i.e., service adequacy).5

OhioLINK LibQUAL+ DATA RESULTS

The following four charts (Charts 1-4) illustrate the P-M gap
scores for each of the four dimensions, comparing all of OhioLINK
(OL-all) and the OhioLINK 4-year schools (OL-4yr) results with the
entire national results (Natl-all), the national results for 4-year schools
(Natl-4yr), and the results for participating ARL members (ARL).

The two dimensions most impacted by OhioLINK services are “Ac-
cess to Information” (Chart 1) and “Personal Control” (Chart 4). The
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TABLE 1. Total Number of Respondents Used for Each Analysis

PUBLIC PRIVATE CC BRANCH TOTAL

All Users (except Library Staff) 5,038 9,363 3,439 1,248 19,088

Undergraduate 1,938 6,768 2,392 972 12,070

Graduate 1,351 755 0 53 2,159

Faculty 1,464 1,373 615 164 3,616

Total (Undergraduate, Graduate,
Faculty)

4,753 8,896 3,007 1,189 17,845
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OhioLINK P-M gap scores on these two dimensions are higher than the
national and ARL peer groups, meaning that OhioLINK as a group per-
forms further above expectations than the comparative peer groups.

OhioLINK PEER GROUPS

Participating OhioLINK institutions were assigned to one of four
groups (Appendix D) for purposes of analysis: (a) Public [public uni-
versities], (b) community college [two-year schools], (c) Private [pri-
vate colleges], and (d) branch [branch campuses of universities].

Chart 5 illustrates the zones of tolerance for each of the OhioLINK
peer groups across the four dimensions.

Chart 5 shows little difference between the community colleges and
the branch campuses in terms of the minimum, desired, and perceived
scores that make up the zones of tolerance. Independent sample t-tests
(p < .05) for all twenty-five items using these two groups revealed few
statistically significant differences. In the few instances where differ-
ences were detected, the mean differences were quite small. The results
suggest no significant differences between the community colleges and
the branch campuses in terms of service quality.

Chart 5 also shows that the private colleges are doing better than the
public universities in terms of performing above minimum expecta-
tions. Interestingly, the perceived scores are similar, suggesting that the
minimum expectations of service are lower at the private colleges, but
perceptions of actual service quality are at the level of the public univer-
sities.

The following two charts (Charts 6 and 7) show the zones of toler-
ance for the specific questions that make up the two OhioLINK relevant
dimensions: (a) access to information, and (b) personal control. Note on
the “access” chart that the public universities have a negative P-M gap
score for “complete runs of journal titles” although the perceived ser-
vice level is quite similar to the private colleges. This means that expec-
tations are higher for the public universities for this item. Both charts
reflect the lower minimum expectations for the private colleges.

Chart 8 shows the zones of tolerance for the five OhioLINK-specific
questions.

Chart 8 reveals that OhioLINK as a consortium does relatively well
on meeting the expectations of users in terms of “convenience of bor-
rowing books from other colleges.” Perplexing are the negative P-M
gap scores for both public universities and private colleges on the item
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regarding “comprehensive collections of full-text articles online” as
well as the negative P-M gap score for the public universities on the
“availability of online help when using my library’s electronic re-
sources.” One might have expected similar scores across the OhioLINK
peer groups for questions designed to measure OhioLINK services
since these services are provided across all types of libraries.

Finally, the three general satisfaction questions at the end of the sur-
vey reveal greater satisfaction in the OhioLINK consortium compared
to the national and ARL peer groups. Chart 9 shows the zones of toler-
ance for these three questions.

OhioLINK DEMOGRAPHIC GROUPS

Charts 10 through 15 illustrate the four dimensions and the five
OhioLINK questions for each of three demographic groups: (a) under-
graduate, (b) graduate, and (c) faculty.

Charts 10 and 11 show “undergraduate” student responses and reflect
overall trends already seen in the data results. Private colleges tend to
score lower minimum expectations and then reflect higher P-M gap
scores. One interesting variation from the total aggregate OhioLINK re-
sults is that the undergraduate population at the private colleges indicate
a perceived level of service slightly lower than minimum expectations
in regards to “comprehensive collections of full-text articles online.”

Charts 12 and 13 show “graduate” student responses. It is worth not-
ing the low, and sometimes negative, P-M gap scores on the four dimen-
sions. Results for the five OhioLINK questions show two-thirds of the
zones of tolerance with negative P-M gap scores, demonstrating that
graduate students are the most critical library users in that they do not
perceive service levels to be meeting minimum expectations in most
cases.

Charts 14 and 15 show “faculty” responses and reflect on the four di-
mensions that faculty at OhioLINK institutions generally have good
feelings about their libraries, but slightly less so at the public universi-
ties. Interestingly, faculty scored lower P-M gap scores on the two
OhioLINK-relevant dimensions of “access to information” and “per-
sonal control.” For the five OhioLINK questions, faculty uniformly per-
ceive service quality to be lower than minimum expectations on the
“comprehensive collections of full-text articles online” question. Fac-
ulty at public universities scored the lowest P-M gap scores on all five
questions, with negative P-M gap scores on three of the five items.

32 Libraries Act on Their LibQUAL+ Findings: From Data to Action



6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

7

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

Treatment (personal) Support (availability) Service (overall quality)

OL-All OL-4 yr Natl-All Natl-4 yr ARL

CHART 9. OL-Natl General Satisfaction Levels

33



5.00

5.50

6.00

6.50

7.00

7.50

8.00

8.50

ACCESS AFFECT CONTROL PLACE

Desired
Perceived

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

C
C

C
C

C
C

C
C

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

CHART 10. The Four Dimensions (Undergraduates)

34



5.00

5.50

6.00

6.50

7.00

7.50

8.00

8.50

Desired
Perceived
Negative

Comprehensive
collections of full-text

articles online

Convenience of
borrowing books from

other colleges

Ease of using library’s
online article indexes

Availability of online help
when using my library’s

electronic resources

Informing me of useful
library services

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

C
C

C
C

C
C

C
C

C
C

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

CHART 11. Five OhioLINK Questions (Undergraduates)

35



6.00

6.50

7.00

7.50

8.00

8.50

P
U

B
LI

C

P
R

IV
AT

E

B
R

A
N

C
H

P
U

B
LI

C

P
R

IV
AT

E

B
R

A
N

C
H

P
U

B
LI

C

P
R

IV
AT

E

B
R

A
N

C
H

P
U

B
LI

C

P
R

IV
AT

E

B
R

A
N

C
H

ACCESS AFFECT CONTROL PLACE

Desired
Perceived
Negative

CHART 12. The Four Dimensions (Graduate)

36



5.50

6.00

6.50

7.00

7.50

8.00

8.50

9.00

OhioLINK

Desired
Perceived
Negative

Comprehensive
collections of full-text

articles online

Convenience of
borrowing books

from other colleges

Ease of using
library’s online
article indexes

Availability of online
help when using my
library’s electronic

resources

Informing me
of useful library

services

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

CHART 13. Five OhioLINK Questions (Graduate)

37



5.00

5.50

6.00

6.50

7.00

7.50

8.00

8.50

ACCESS AFFECT CONTROL PLACE

Desired
Perceived
Negative

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
U

B
LI

C

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

E

P
R

IV
AT

EC
C

C
C

C
C

C
C

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

B
R

A
N

C
H

CHART 14. The Four Dimensions (Faculty)

38


	Disclaimer Page
	To Order
	Related Links
	Editorial Board
	Indexing & Abstracting Services
	Table of Contents
	Copyright Information
	The Starving Research Library User: Relationships Between Library Institutional Characteristics and Spring 2002 LibQual+ Scores
	Defending and Expanding Library Turf- The Need for Scalable Consumer Research
	The Ohio LINK LibQUAL+ 2002 Experience: A Consortium Looks at Service Quality



