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Abstract

This paper describes the Pilot of the LibQUAL+ survey methodology carried out in twenty UK academic institutions in 2003. The methodology is set in the context of other past and present customer understanding work undertaken by UK academic libraries. The results of the survey are provided as well as the participants’ views on the process. An institutional case study is presented to compare the LibQUAL+ methodology with the SCONUL Template for User Satisfaction Surveys and the Priority Research analysis service. Conclusions are drawn on the success of the Pilot with suggestions for further development of the methodology.

Introduction & Background 

This paper describes the pilot of the LibQUAL+ survey methodology in the UK. This was the first large scale application of LibQUAL+ outside North America. The paper raises three questions:

· Does LibQUAL+ fill a ‘void’ in customer satisfaction measurement in UK academic libraries?

· Does the method successfully ‘bridge the deep’ to provide a satisfactory common instrument for North America and the UK?

· Does it tell the story of customer satisfaction in UK academic libraries?

The structure of the paper is as follows, and brings together four separate strands. These are all still work in progress:

· To place the UK LibQUAL+ Pilot in the context of previous ‘customer understanding’ projects

· To record the progress and process of the UK Pilot

· To compare different survey methods from an institutional case study point of view

· To report some conclusions from the Pilot & suggest further work

In Genesis Ii the earth is described as “without form, and void; and darkness was on the face of the deep”. I hope to show that LibQUAL+ does not drop into a void in the UK as far as customer satisfaction and user surveys are concerned. One of the tasks of the Pilot was to judge the LibQUAL+ approach against previous experience and methods and to define its position and relation to these. Through this comparison it may also be possible to indicate whether LibQUAL+ has the same power to identify improvement priorities as these other methods. In Shakespeare’s King Henry Fourth Part One the boastful Welsh magician Glendower asserts that he ‘”can call spirits from the vasty deep”. The Northumbrian Hotspur retorts “why, so can I, or so can any man. But will they come when you do call for them?” The test of any library survey technique is whether it can ‘call forth’ a valid and full picture of the user experience of the service.

In Table 1 a matrix of customer understanding methods is presented (Tenner & DeToro, 1992). This reference is deliberately chosen because the early nineties was the period when many academic libraries in the UK began to undertake what the table defines as highly proactive methods for achieving customer understanding.

Table 1: Mechanisms for Understanding Customers

	Level 1 (Low)
	Unsolicited complaints
	Most Reactive

	Level 2 (Mid)
	Service desks/hotlines
	  

	
	Sales data
	

	
	Unstructured surveys
	

	Level 3 (High)
	Personal Interviews
	

	
	Focus Groups
	

	
	Designed Surveys
	

	
	Benchmarking
	

	
	‘Mystery Shopper’
	Most Proactive


The following applications of highly proactive methods in UK academic libraries have been described in the literature:

· Focus groups (Hart, 1995)

· Designed surveys (Bell, 1995; Robinson, 1995)

· Benchmarking & ‘Mystery Shopper’ (Town, 1995)

In addition the drive for quality and quality assurance emanating from government-led initiatives has meant that in the same period libraries in academic institutions have been involved in an additional range of methods and channels for learning about customers and their requirements. These include:

· Annual course reviews

· Academic audit

· Teaching quality assessment

· Charter reviews

· Value-for-money audit

· General institutional surveys

The following specific survey methodologies have been employed in UK academic libraries:

· Student Exit questionnaires

· SCONUL Template for User Satisfaction Surveys (West, 2003)

· Satisfaction vs Importance surveys (from 1989 onwards; Harvey, 1995)

· Priority Surveys (from 1993 onwards; for example Bell, 1995)

The Society of College, National and University Libraries (SCONUL) and its Advisory Committee on Performance Improvement (ACPI) have been active in developing and encouraging specific approaches, in particular the SCONUL Template for User Satisfaction Surveys, and are now sponsoring an Outcome Measures project.

The UK LibQUAL+ Pilot

The SCONUL Pilot grew from discussions within both SCONUL and Consortium of University Research Libraries (CURL) about the potential for using LibQUAL+ in the UK, and this was fostered by the late Ian Mowat through meetings at IFLA 2002 in Glasgow associated with the ‘Northumbria Lite’ workshop (Parker, 2002). SCONUL’s ACPI was felt to be the obvious agency to take forward a possible Pilot, and the author was asked to seek participants and co-ordinate the venture.

In the event twenty UK institutions took part:

· University of Bath

· Cranfield University

· Royal Holloway & Bedford New College 

· University of Lancaster 

· University of Wales, Swansea

· University of Edinburgh

· University of Glasgow

· University of Liverpool

· University of London Library

· University of Oxford

· University College Northampton

· University of Wales College Newport

· University of Gloucestershire 

· De Montfort University 

· Leeds Metropolitan University

· Liverpool John Moores University 

· Robert Gordon University

· South Bank University

· University of the West of England, Bristol 

· University of Wolverhampton

In terms of the UK academic sector this represents the full variety of UK institution with sufficient comparators for all participants to benchmark against obvious sub-groups (CURL libraries, ‘old’ & ‘new’ Universities, and former HE Colleges). As a potential sample this was approximately 12% of UK institutions, 17% of HE students (over 250,000), covering 20% of libraries and 19% of library expenditure (SCONUL, 2002a, and SCONUL, 2002b). This would clearly indicate that the Pilot would be fully representative and give a valid picture of UK academic library satisfaction in 2003.

The LibQUAL+ instrument was modified to ‘British English’ after some dialogue between SCONUL, the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) and Texas A&M University (TAMU). Inevitably compromise was necessary between maintaining a comparable instrument and UK use of language. The additional UK questions chosen were based on suggestions from the UK Steering Group comprising representatives from Bath, Cranfield, De Montfort, Glasgow, Oxford and UWE. These reflected the experience of previous efforts at customer understanding in the institutions, and also highlighted areas of current concern in UK academic libraries. These include information literacy; provision of IT related services, and subject specialist service as well as the obvious concern over resource availability. The questions were:

· Access to photocopying and printing facilities

· Main text and readings needed

· Provision for information skills training

· Helpfulness in dealing with users’ IT problems

· Availability of subject specialist assistance 

The surveys ran very smoothly in all institutions with no major technical issues. Legal differences in UK data protection raised some concerns but these were met. There is no doubt that the LibQUAL+ method can be used outside the North America continent successfully from a technical point of view, and that the instrument is acceptable to a realistic proportion of the user base. UK participants generally reported that response rates for LibQUAL+ were lower than their previous experience of other satisfaction surveys.

Table 2: Respondents by Institution

	College or University
	Respondent (n)
	Respondent (%)

	Cranfield University
	579
	4.86%

	De Montfort University
	643
	5.39%

	Glasgow University
	502
	4.21%

	Lancaster University
	883
	7.41%

	Leeds Metropolitan University
	814
	6.83%

	Liverpool John Moores University
	1,261
	10.58%

	Robert Gordon University
	805
	6.75%

	Royal Holloway University of London
	616
	5.17%

	South Bank University
	276
	2.32%

	University of Bath
	841
	7.06%

	University College Northampton
	500
	4.19%

	University of Edinburgh
	514
	4.31%

	University of Gloucestershire
	713
	5.98%

	University of Liverpool
	398
	3.34%

	University of London Library
	70
	0.59%

	University of Oxford
	1,063
	8.92%

	University of the West of England, Bristol
	737
	6.18%

	University of Wales College, Newport
	368
	3.09%

	University of Wales Swansea
	161
	1.35%

	University of Wolverhampton
	175
	1.47%

	Grand total
	11,919
	100.00%


The results cannot be presented in full detail here, but are available (Association of Research Libraries and Texas A&M University, 2003). Table 3 provides the full breakdown of instrument questions with the aggregate SCONUL consortium scores. Those highlighted in bold indicate areas where performance falls below users’ minimum expectations. Not surprisingly these are in the areas of information resource provision and availability. The picture presented of the performance of UK academic libraries through this survey might be characterised as one of well-regarded library staff providing good service but unable (probably for economic reasons) to fully satisfy the demand for information resources. From the user perspective there is also an indication that improved personal control and access is required, and that this issue is of more importance to them than the physical library. ‘Library as place’ is however close to the minimum user expectation and some way from the ideal (see Table 4). These results are likely to accord with current library managerial perceptions in the sector.

Table 3: SCONUL Consortium Aggregate Results

	ID
	Question Text
	Minimum 

Mean
	Desired 

Mean
	Perceived

Mean
	Adequacy 

Mean
	Superiority

Mean
	n

	Access to Information

	AI-1
	Print and/or electronic journal collections I require for my work
	6.30
	7.96
	6.11
	-0.19
	-1.85
	10,609

	AI-2
	Convenient opening hours
	6.56
	8.04
	6.92
	0.36
	-1.12
	11,207

	AI-3
	The printed library materials I need for my work
	6.43
	7.89
	6.32
	-0.12
	-1.58
	10,667

	AI-4
	The electronic information resources I need
	6.52
	7.99
	6.71
	0.18
	-1.29
	10,963

	AI-5
	Timely document delivery/interlibrary loan
	6.32
	7.80
	6.53
	0.22
	-1.26
	8,891

	Affect of Service

	AS-1
	Library staff who instill confidence in users
	5.51
	7.52
	6.26
	0.76
	-1.25
	11,113

	AS-2
	Readiness to respond to users' enquiries
	6.45
	7.93
	6.99
	0.54
	-0.94
	11,204

	AS-3
	Willingness to help users
	6.42
	7.89
	7.01
	0.59
	-0.88
	11,182

	AS-4
	Dependability in handling users' service problems
	6.31
	7.70
	6.73
	0.42
	-0.97
	10,412

	AS-5
	Giving users individual attention
	5.57
	7.09
	6.32
	0.75
	-0.77
	10,944

	AS-6
	Library staff who have the knowledge to answer user questions
	6.52
	7.93
	7.01
	0.49
	-0.92
	11,015

	AS-7
	Library staff who are consistently courteous
	6.35
	7.79
	7.00
	0.65
	-0.79
	11,168

	AS-8
	Library staff who deal with users in a caring fashion
	6.05
	7.46
	6.68
	0.63
	-0.78
	10,935

	AS-9
	Library staff who understand the needs of their users
	6.35
	7.78
	6.80
	0.45
	-0.97
	10,947

	Library as Place

	LP-1
	Quiet space for individual work
	6.26
	7.69
	6.33
	0.07
	-1.36
	10,861

	LP-2
	A comfortable and inviting location
	5.81
	7.47
	6.70
	0.89
	-0.78
	11,179

	LP-3
	Library space that inspires study and learning
	5.85
	7.47
	6.07
	0.22
	-1.40
	10,956

	LP-4
	Space for group learning and group study
	5.27
	6.74
	5.69
	0.42
	-1.05
	9,792

	LP-5
	A haven for study, learning, or research
	6.17
	7.70
	6.26
	0.09
	-1.44
	10,786

	Personal Control

	PC-1
	Easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own
	6.25
	8.11
	6.57
	0.32
	-1.54
	11,280

	PC-2
	Convenient access to library collections
	6.23
	7.84
	6.55
	0.32
	-1.29
	11,130

	PC-3
	A library Web site enabling me to locate information on my own
	6.43
	8.01
	7.00
	0.57
	-1.01
	11,204

	PC-4
	Modern equipment that lets me easily access needed information
	6.43
	7.99
	6.79
	0.36
	-1.20
	11,148

	PC-5
	Making information easily accessible for independent use
	6.39
	7.89
	6.74
	0.35
	-1.15
	11,040

	PC-6
	Making electronic resources accessible from my home or office
	6.50
	8.05
	6.55
	0.04
	-1.50
	10,497

	Overall
	6.21
	7.75
	6.59
	0.38
	-1.16
	11,329


Table 4: Core Dimensions: Summary

	Dimension
	Minimum

Mean
	Desired

Mean
	Perceived

Mean
	Adequacy

Mean
	Superiority

Mean
	n

	Access to Information
	6.46
	7.98
	6.56
	0.11
	-1.43
	11,329

	Affect of Service
	6.16
	7.68
	6.76
	0.58
	-0.92
	11,329

	Library as Place
	5.86
	7.40
	6.21
	0.36
	-1.18
	11,329

	Personal Control
	6.43
	8.05
	6.77
	0.35
	-1.34
	11,329

	Overall:
	6.21
	7.75
	6.59
	0.38
	-1.16
	11,329


These general conclusions are borne out through the SCONUL consortium’s local questions (see Table 5). Again the required main texts and readings attracted a negative adequacy mean score.

Table 5: Local Questions Summary

	Dimension
	Minimum

Mean
	Desired

Mean
	Perceived

Mean
	Adequacy

Mean
	Superiority

Mean
	n

	Access to photocopying and printing facilities
	6.26
	7.90
	6.32
	0.05
	-1.58
	10,760

	The main texts and readings I need for my work
	6.89
	8.31
	6.31
	-0.58
	-2.00
	11,050

	Provision of information skills training
	5.39
	6.83
	6.18
	0.79
	-0.65
	9,239

	Helpfulness in dealing with users' IT problems
	6.10
	7.55
	6.46
	0.36
	-1.09
	9,631

	Availability of subject specialist assistance
	5.81
	7.37
	5.95
	0.14
	-1.41
	9,416


Institutional Case Study: Cranfield University 

A brief institutional case study is presented to compare LibQUAL+ with a previous local survey and to indicate whether similar improvement agendas are suggested. The author’s Library service at the Shrivenham Campus of Cranfield University is certainly not typical of the majority of UK Higher Education, but the methods used by the Library for customer understanding do reflect the experience of other quality driven academic library services in the UK.

At Shrivenham the first large scale general student experience survey took place in 1993. Simple exit questionnaires were subsequent initiated from 1994 onwards and provide a baseline satisfaction rating, but without gap analysis or associated importance ratings. The latter has now been added to University’s instrument. Since the Shrivenham Library’s formal commitment to TQM in late 1993 six major designed surveys have been undertaken in the ensuing ten years (See Table 6).

Table 6: Surveys undertaken at the RMCS Shrivenham Campus of Cranfield University

	Year
	Survey Methods:

	1996
	Information Services Survey, conducted using the full Priority Research (PR) methodology with focus groups, priority, opinion and satisfaction ratings, covering the then converged Library and IT services

	1997
	Defence Technology MSc & MA Course Students surveyed using the previous instrument as this key client student cohort was not on campus during the 1996 survey

	1998
	Researchers Survey, the first local web-based survey using the PR methodology seeking to reveal deeper information about a growth clientele suggested by previous surveys to have unmet needs

	1999
	SCONUL ACPI Working Group on User Surveys pilot, using a Satisfaction versus Importance Template; PR analysis, and providing comparison with other institutions

	2001
	University Libraries Survey, using the SCONUL Template with additional questions; and PR analysis

	2003
	The LibQUAL+ Pilot, chosen by Cranfield in the context of a by now biennial effort to explore user satisfaction and concerns at deeper level than the annual student exit questionnaires


Thus for one institution at least LibQUAL+ did not drop into a void, and comparison with previous methods could be made.

The LibQUAL+ results for Cranfield showed some significant differences to the aggregate SCONUL results. For Cranfield some areas of Affect of Service and Library as Place were above the desired level. The former shows the very high standards of customer care achieved by staff, and the latter perhaps indicates the quality of library space on all campuses (See Table 7 and highlighted scores). No areas fell below the minimum, but it was possible to define an agenda for improvement from those questions receiving the lowest adequacy means. This suggests improvement action in the areas of Access to Information and Personal Control. Eleven out of the bottom twelve rated questions were in these areas, and none of the questions in these areas figured in best thirteen rated questions.

In comparing local response rates, LibQUAL+ achieved a response rate of 14% (Association of Research Libraries and Texas A&M University, 2003b). The SCONUL Template & PR survey achieved a response rate of 21% (Priority Research, 2001). This suggests a marked difference in survey instrument acceptability as similar methods of distribution were used with the same sample.

Table 7: Cranfield University Core Questions Summary 

	ID
	Question Text
	Minimum 

Mean
	Desired 

Mean
	Perceived

Mean
	Adequacy 

Mean
	Superiority

Mean
	n

	Access to Information

	AI-1
	Print and/or electronic journal collections I require for my work
	6.38
	7.89
	6.75
	0.37
	-1.14
	511

	AI-2
	Convenient opening hours
	6.23
	7.63
	6.89
	0.67
	-0.74
	524

	AI-3
	The printed library materials I need for my work
	6.27
	7.68
	6.69
	0.42
	-0.99
	508

	AI-4
	The electronic information resources I need
	6.55
	7.99
	7.18
	0.63
	-0.81
	529

	AI-5
	Timely document delivery/interlibrary loan
	6.37
	7.84
	7.04
	0.67
	-0.80
	439

	Affect of Service

	AS-1
	Library staff who instill confidence in users
	5.70
	7.43
	7.13
	1.42
	-0.30
	526

	AS-2
	Readiness to respond to users' enquiries
	6.55
	7.90
	7.73
	1.18
	-0.18
	530

	AS-3
	Willingness to help users
	6.51
	7.88
	7.81
	1.29
	-0.07
	534

	AS-4
	Dependability in handling users' service problems
	6.25
	7.61
	7.37
	1.12
	-0.24
	494

	AS-5
	Giving users individual attention
	5.83
	7.26
	7.29
	1.45
	0.02
	529

	AS-6
	Library staff who have the knowledge to answer user questions
	6.48
	7.85
	7.55
	1.07
	-0.29
	523

	AS-7
	Library staff who are consistently courteous
	6.32
	7.66
	7.92
	1.60
	0.26
	527

	AS-8
	Library staff who deal with users in a caring fashion
	6.06
	7.40
	7.60
	1.55
	0.20
	517

	AS-9
	Library staff who understand the needs of their users
	6.37
	7.81
	7.44
	1.07
	-0.36
	529

	Library as Place

	LP-1
	Quiet space for individual work
	5.74
	7.04
	6.51
	0.77
	-0.53
	489

	LP-2
	A comfortable and inviting location
	5.64
	7.22
	7.26
	1.62
	0.04
	521

	LP-3
	Library space that inspires study and learning
	5.58
	7.06
	6.64
	1.06
	-0.41
	498

	LP-4
	Space for group learning and group study
	4.77
	6.03
	6.16
	1.39
	0.13
	416

	LP-5
	A haven for study, learning, or research
	5.70
	7.16
	6.68
	0.98
	-0.48
	493

	Personal Control

	PC-1
	Easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own
	6.24
	7.97
	6.80
	0.55
	-1.18
	533

	PC-2
	Convenient access to library collections
	6.12
	7.59
	6.92
	0.81
	-0.66
	526

	PC-3
	A library Web site enabling me to locate information on my own
	6.53
	8.04
	7.12
	0.59
	-0.91
	531

	PC-4
	Modern equipment that lets me easily access needed information
	6.35
	7.83
	7.21
	0.86
	-0.62
	520

	PC-5
	Making information easily accessible for independent use
	6.34
	7.78
	7.09
	0.75
	-0.69
	518

	PC-6
	Making electronic resources accessible from my home or office
	6.43
	7.97
	6.84
	0.41
	-1.14
	496

	Overall
	6.15
	7.60
	7.12
	0.97
	-0.48
	538


Tables 8 and 9 demonstrate how Priority Research presented graphically and in additional commentary the results of the SCONUL Template & PR Survey (Priority Research, 2001). It would seem that both surveys despite the difference in gap methodology (Perceived versus minimum and desired for LibQUAL+; Satisfaction versus importance for SCONUL & PR) tended to bring out the same issues and provide a similar agenda for improvement. The same elements of high performance were also identified in both. The SCONUL Template & PR methodology has the additional benefit of added commentary and analysis, but this must be set against the very much higher price of using this approach. The lower response rate with LibQUAL+ did not seem to affect its ability to discriminate similar user issues.

Table 8: Example of Satisfaction versus Importance graph from the SCONUL & PR Survey 2001
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Table 9: Example of Commentary from the SCONUL & PR Survey 2001 
[image: image2.jpg]COMMENTARY

The chart above shows a comparison of the satisfaction respondents showed compared to the
importance they placed on each feature.

Priorities for improvement can be extracted from this comparison. Those features with a red marker
represent an item which is considered important to respondents and yet did not receive a comparable
rating of satisfaction. Thus, items which appear a considerable distance away from the central line can
be considered areas of concern for respondents.

For example, the range of books in the library is considered highly important, and yet just two thirds of
respondents were satisfied. The range of journals and electronic information services is also an area of
concern for some respondents. This is quite typical of library services surveys in general.

Other features considered more important than satisfactory included the library catalogue and inter-
library loans.




Conclusions & Questions 

In a quick survey of the UK Participants the following findings and comments were made. These have not yet been analysed in depth but selected responses have been listed to give a flavour of the experience and views within the UK Pilot.

What previous survey methods have you used?

· In-house, print and electronic

· SCONUL Template

· Priority Research / Libra Surveys

· Service monitoring (queue times, etc.)

· Focus groups

What was your purpose in participating in the Pilot?

· Benchmarking

· Analysis compiled by LibQUAL+

· Trialling alternative survey methods

· More library focused than previous in-house method

· Supporting Charter Mark application process

Were your aims fulfilled?

· Initial analysis indicates that all participants aims have been fulfilled

· Some concern over low response rates

Where does LibQUAL+ fit in the spectrum of other satisfaction techniques?

· Sorry, don’t understand the question

How are the results acted upon within your institution?

· Feed into strategic planning

· Aid public service targets

· Recommendations for service improvements are made when necessary

· Informs potential policy changes

· All will act, but methods ranged from formal to ad hoc

Feedback on the LibQUAL+ process?

· Overall it is seen as straightforward

· Hard work subtracting / managing inbuilt US bias

· Some issues in obtaining: Email addresses and Demographic data

Feedback on the presentation of results?

· Professionally presented

· Detailed results

· Very high quality

· Statistical overload

· Somewhat dense, repetitive and linear

Data sets wanted in future surveys?

· Overall summary and commentary

· Data analysed by campus

· Details of full time / part time student data

Feedback on results obtained in your institution?

· Overall results were as expected by the institutions

· Detailed questions highlighted new information, as LibQUAL+ goes into more depth than previous surveys

· Surprisingly bad, especially compared with other surveys including a parallel one

Was the process value for money?

· Majority of institutions felt the process represented value for money

· One institution felt Priority Research represented better value for money

How can LibQUAL+ be improved?

· Summary and commentary on results

· Ability to add own subject mix

· More flexibility on the content and language of the questionnaire

· More interaction with other UK participating libraries

· Provide results for full time and part time students

· Simpler questionnaire design

Would you do it again?

· Overall participants would possibly repeat the process in future years, but not every year

Did being part of a UK consortium add value?

· Every participant felt being part of a UK consortium added value. Two main reasons given were:

· Ability to benchmark the data

· Sharing experiences and concerns with other participants

This suggests that the Pilot was successful both in providing an effective survey method for UK academic libraries and in elaborating some issues for further consideration. In particular these include the simplicity and acceptability of the LibQUAL+ instrument to UK users and the subsequent effect on response rates; the need for more market breakdowns in the results, and the need for additional interpretation and commentary services.

To answer the questions raised at the beginning of the paper:

· LibQUAL+ does not drop into a void in the UK as far as customer surveys are concerned, but is a timely and unique addition to the range available, particularly given the current national UK demand for general comparable student experience instruments

· The instrument is satisfactory for the UK, but could be improved to attempt to achieve better response rates

· The LibQUAL+ UK Pilot successfully presented the first open and comparative picture of user experience in UK academic libraries
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