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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The report presents the investigation of the current importance the UNAM Library holds for its users.
Methods

This survey used the LibQual+ instrument to explore overall user satisfaction. The LibQual+ instrument is a
suvey questiomaire conducted by many universities worldwide to evaluate university libraries and reveal
usersdperspedives on the quality of service provided.

In LibQual+ the service quality has three dimensions or attributes, which are fiAffed Serviceo, fiLibrary as a
Placed and filnformation Controlo. In this survey the three dimensions were consicered and an additional

dimension of fiLocal Question® was added. Both quantitative and qualitative anal ysis was used.

Findings

All these four dimendons fi Aféd Seviceo, fiLibrary as a Placed and filnformation Contolo and fiLocd
Question have asignificant eff ect on overall usersdsatisfadion. Thetop ten important service quality features
ranked as minimum expedations of the users were:

- Adequate hours of service,

- Access to photocopying and printing faciliti es,

- A comfortable and inviting location,

- Easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own,

- Library space that inspires study and learning,

- Library staff who have the knowledge to answer user questions

- Alibrary Web site enabling me to locae information on my own,

- Making information easily accessible for independent use,

- Modem equipment that lets me easily access needed information,

- A haven for study leaming or research.

For all users, the top ten important feaures ranked as desired expedations of the service users:

- Adequate hours of service,

- Library space that inspires study and leaming,

- Access to photocopying and printing faciliti es,

- Quiet space for individual work,

- Modem equipment that lets me easily access needed information,

- A comfortable and inviting location,



LibQUAL+® 2012 Survey Results - University of Namibia
- A haven for study leaming or research,

- A library Web site enabling me to locate information on my own,
- Theeledronic information resources | need,

- Library staff that have the knowledge to answer user questions

The abee statemernts on features rarking indicate that services features related to dl the dmersions Local Questions
dimersion, Library asa Placedimersion, Information Control dimension and Affect Sevice dimersion are consdered as
important by thelibrary users.

Furthemmore the perceived importance of the service quality dimensiors significantly differs among the

caegories of users - undergraduates, poggraduates, academic staff, library staff, and administrative staff.

Based on the results and suggestions from the library service users, the critica areas or isswes affeding the
library service quality and the satisfadion by the service users, the library needs to improve the following:

- Custoner care, good interpersoral relationship and communcation skills by some of the library staff
- Access to eledronic resources

- Library instruction and training

- Effective photocopying faciliti es

- Working Student Computer equipment

- Appropriate space for different categories of users, particulady for pogdgraduate students.

- Library opening hours

- Noise free faciliti es

- Library security

- Fast and effedive Intemet connedivity

Areas for which thelibrary is doing well:

The survey indicated that not all library users are dissatisfied with the library services. Some users
appredated and praised the library services rendered to them. The following aspeds, though found negative
by others, were noted as areas where the library is doing well :

- Accessto both eledronic and printed materials

- Generd library services

- Useful student compuers

Library users identified a range of enablers and barriersthat have impact on the service provided by the Library:
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L L

hous

- upddedlibrary caledion
- Skill s, knowledge andexpeatiseof

- Variabeinternetaccess
- Lack ofskill s of same li brary staff

) members
library staff members
- Lack of customer care
- Cusomer care .
- Lack ofappropriate space

- Userssfriendy library system

- Clearingructionson howto
maintain thelibrary quiet

- Computer Viruses

In order to improve the service quality and maintain the level quality adiieved, it is suggested that the
library in different campuses be evaluated regulany to see if the manpower, the resaurces are effedive or

not
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1.2

LibQUAL+®: A Project from StatsQUAL®

| would personaly like to say a word abou the devdopment of LibQUAL+® over the last few years and to thank
the pegple that have been involved in this effort. LIbQUAL+® would not have been possible without the many
people who have offered their time and constructive feedbadk over the yeas for the cause of improving library
services. In a sense, LIbQUAL+® has built three kinds of partnerships: one between ARL and Texas A&M
University, a second one among the participating librariesand their staff, and a third one comprising the thousands
of userswho have provided their valuable survey resporses over the yeas.

LibQUAL+® was initiated in 2000 as an experimental project for benchmarking perceptions of library service
quality acoss13 ARL librariesunder the leadership of Fred Heah and Colleen Cook, then both at Texas A&M
University Libraries. It matured quickly into a standard assessment tool that has been applied a more than 1,000
libraries. Through 2010, we have had 1,492 surveys implementedin over 20 countries, 20 language translations,
and well over 1 million surveys. About 40% of the users who respond to the survey provide rich comments about
the waysthey usetheir libraries.

There have been numerous advancements over the yeas. In 2005, libraries were able to conduct LibQUAL+® over
a two session period (Session |: January to May and Session II: July to Deaember). The LibQUAL+® servers were
moved from Texas A&M University to an extemal hosting fadlity under the ARL brand known as StatsQUAL® .
Through the StatQQUAL® gaeway we will continue to provide innovative tools for librariesto assessand manage
their environments in the coming yeas. In 2006, we added an experimental version of the LibQUAL+ ® Analytics
(for more information, see Sedion 1.6). Between 2007 ard 2010 we incorporatedadditional languagesincluding non-
roman languages like Chinese, Greek, Hebrew, and Japanese.

In 2008, we started experimenting with a new techndogy platform that incorporatesmany desired enhancements and
tested a shorter version of the LibQUAL+® survey known as LibQUAL+® Lite. In 2010, we launched the new
platform in our operational environment after reseaching extensively the LibQUAL+® Lite behavior [see
Kyrillidou, M. (2009). Item Sampling in Service Quality As&ssment Suveys to Improve Rates and Reduce
Respondent Burden: The 'LibQUAL+® Lite' Randomized Control Trial (RCT) (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from
<https:/www.ideds.illinois.edwhitstrear/handle/2142/14570/K yrillidou_Martha pdf ?sequence=3>].

In 2010, we introduced a participaion fee that rewards systematic periodic participation in LibQUAL+® in a way
that the implementation fee gets reduced when a library implements the protocol on an amual or biennial basis.In
2011, we introduced aMembership Subscription fee to support access tothe data repository for thaseyeas that
librariesdo not implement a survey and for future enhancement of LibQUAL+® Analytics.

LibQUAL+® findings have engagel thousards of librarians in discussions with colleagues and ARL on what these
findings mean for locd libraries, for their regons, ard for the future of libraries acoss te globe. Consortia have
supported their memberdparticipation in LibQUAL+® in order to offer an informed understanding of the changes
occurring in their shared environment. Summary highlights have been published on an annual basisshowcasing the
rich array of information avélable through LibQUAL+®:

LibQUAL+® 2011 Survey Highlights
<http: //imww.libqual .or g/documents/Li bQual/publications/Li bQUAL Highlights2011_Full.pdf>
<http: //www.libqual .or g/documents/Li bQual/publications/Li bQUAL Highlights2011_Full_Supplement.pdf>

LibQUAL+® 2010 Survey Highlights
<http: //mwww.libqual .or g/documents/Li bQual/publications/Li bQUAL Highlights2010_Full.pdf>
<http: //mwww.li bqual .or g/documents/L ibQual/publications/Li bQUAL Highlights2010_Full_Supplement.pdf>

LibQUAL+® 2009 Survey Highlights
<http: //mww.libqual .or g/documents/admin/Li bQUAL Highlights2009_Full .pdf>
<http: //mww.libqual .or g/documents/admin/Li bQUAL Highlights2009 Full_Supplement.pdf>

LibQUAL+® 2008 Survey Highlights
<http: //mww.libqual .or g/documents/admin/Li bQUAL Highlights2008_Full1.pdf>
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http://www.libqual.org/documents/admin/LibQUALHighlights2009_Full.pdf
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<http: //mww.libqual .or g/documents/admin/Li bQUAL Highlights2008 Full_Supplement1.pdf>

LibQUAL+® 2007 Survey Highlights
<http: //mww.libqual .or g/documents/admin/Li bQUAL Highlights2007_Full1.pdf>
<http: //mww. libqual .or g/documents/admin/2007_Highlights Supplemental.pdf>

LibQUAL+® 2006 Survey Highlights
<http: //mww.libqual .or g/documents/admin/Li bQUAL Highli ghts2006.pdf>

LibQUAL+® 2005 Survey Highlights
<http: //mww.libqual .or g/documents/admin/Li bQUAL Highli ghts20051.pdf>

LibQUAL+® 2004 Survey Highlights
<http: //mww.li bqual .or g/documents/admin/ExecSummar y% 201.3.pdf>

LibQUAL+® 2003 Survey Highlights
<http: //mww.libqual .or g/documents/admin/ExecSummary1.1_locked.pdf>

Summary published reports have alsobeen made available:
<http: //www.ar|.or g/resources/pubg/libqualpubs/index.shtml>

The socio-eanamic and technological changes tat are taking place around us are affecting the ways users interad
with libraries. We used to think that libraries could provide reliable and reasonably complete access to published
and scholarly output, yet we now know from LibQUAL+® that users have an insatiable appetite for content. No
library can ever have sufficient information content that would come close to satisfying this appetite.

The teem at ARL and beyond has worked hard to nurture the community that has been built around LibQUAL +®.
We believethat closer collaboration and sharing of resourceswill bring librariesneaer to meeting the eve changing
needs of their demanding users. It is this spirit of collaboration and a willingnessto view the world of librariesas
an organic, integrated, and cohesive environment that can bring forth magjor innovations and bre& new ground.
Innovation ard aggessive marketing of the role of librariesin benefiting their communities strengthen libraries.

In an example of collaboration, LibQUAL+® participants are sharing their results within the LibQUAL+®
community with an opemess that nevetheless respeds the confidentiality of eadh institution and its users.
LibQUAL+® participants are adively shaping our Shere Fair gatherings, our in-person events, and our
understarding of how the colleded data cen be used. LibQUAL+® offers arich resource that can be viewed using
many lenses, shoud be interpreted in multiple ways, and is a powerful toadl libraries can useto understand their
environment.

LibQUAL+® is a community mechanism for improving librariesand | hope we see an increasing number of
librariesutilizing it successfully in the yeas tocome | look forward to your continuing adive involvement in
helping us understard the many ways we can improvelibrary services.

With warm regards,
MarthaKyrillidou, PhD

Senior Diredor, ARL Statistics and Service Quality Programs
Association of Reseach Libraries
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LibQUAL+®: Defining and Promoting Library Service Quality

What is LibQUAL+®?

LibQUAL+® is a suite of services that libraries useto solicit, track, understand, and ad upon users 6pinions of
service quality. These services are offered to the library community by the Association of Research Libraries
(ARL).The program& centerpiece is a rigorously tested Web-based survey paired with training that hdps libraries
assessand improve library services, change organizationa culture, and market the library. The survey instrument
meaures library uses @ninimum, perceived, ard desired service levels of service quality across tree dimensions:
Affed of Service, Information Control, and Library as Place The goals of LibQUAL+® areto:

Foster a culture of excdlencein providing library service

Help librariesbetter understand user perceptions of library service quality

Colled and interpret library user feedbad systematicdly over time

Provide comparable assessment information from pee institutions

Identify best pradicesin library service

Enhancelibrary staff memberganalyticd skills for intempreting, and ading on data

o To I o To Ix

Since 2000, more than 1,000 libraries have participated in LibQUAL+®, including college and university libraries,
community college libraries, hedth sciences libraries, acalemic law libraries, and public libraries--some trough
various consortia, others as independent participants. LibQUAL+® has expanded intemationally, with participating
institutions in Africa, Asia, Australia and Europe. It has been translated into a number of languages, including
Afrikaans, Chinese (Traditional), Danish, Dutch, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Hebrew, Japanese, Norwegian,
Spanish, Swedish, and Welsh. The growing LibQUAL+® community of participants and its extensive datase are
rich resourcesfor improving library services.

How will LibQUAL+® benefit your library?

Library administraors have successfully used LibQUAL+® survey data to identify best pradices, analyze deficits,
and effedively allocate resources. Benefitsto participating institutionsinclude:

Institutional data and reports that enable you to assesswhether your library services are meding user
expedations

Aggregaedata and reportsthat allow you to compare your libraryG performance with that of pee
institutions

Workshops designed for LibQUAL+® participants

Accessto an onlinelibrary of LibQUAL+® reseach articles

The opportunity to become part of acommunity interested in devdoping excélencein library services

o o To I o To Ix

LibQUAL+® gives your library users a chanceto tell you where your services need improvement soyou can respond
to ard better manage their expedations. You can devdop services that better meet your user® expectations by
comparing your library& data with that of pee ingtitutions and examining the pradices of those Ibrariesthat are
evduatedhighly by their users.

How isthe LibQUAL+® survey conducted?

Conducting the LibQUAL+® survey requires little technical expertise on your part. Use our online Management
Center to set up and track the progressof your survey. You invite your users to take the survey by distributing the
URL for your libraryé& Web form via e-mal or posting a link to your survey on the library® Web site.Responderts
complete te survey form and their answers are sent to the LibQUAL+® database. The data are analyzed and
presentedto you in reports describing your useis @esred, perceved, and minimum expedations of service.
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What are the origins of the LibQUAL+® survey?

The LibQUAL+® survey ewolved from aconceptual model based on the SERVQUAL instrument, a popular tool for
assessing service quality in the private sedor. The Texas A&M University Libraries and other libraries used
modified SERVQUAL instruments for sevad yeas; those applications reveded the need for a newly adapted tool
that would serve the particular requirements of libraries. ARL, representing the largest reseach libraries in North
America, partnered with Texas A&M University Libraries todevdop, test, and refine LibQUAL+®. This effort was
supportedin part by a three-yea grant from the U.S. Department of Education& Fund for the Improvement of
Post-Secondary Educaion (FIPSE).

1.4 Web Access to Data

Data simmaies from the 2012 iteration of the LibQUAL+® survey will be avalable to project participants online
in the Data Repository via the LibQUAL+® survey management site:

<htt p://www.libgual.or g/repository>

1.5 Explanation of Charts and Tables

A working knowledge of how to real and derive relevant information from the tablesand charts used in your
LibQUAL+® results notebook is essential. In addition to the explanatory text below, you can find a slf-paced
tutorial on the project web siteat:

<http://www.libqual.or g/about/about_survey/tools>

Both the online tutorial and the text below are designed to help you understard your survey results and present and
explain thoseresultsto others at your library.

Radar Charts

Radar charts are commonly used throughout the following pages to display both aggegae results and results from
individual institutions. Basicinformation about radar chartsis outlined below, and additional descriptive information
is included throughout this notebook.

What isaradar chart?

Radar charts are useful when you want to look at seveaa different factors al related to one item.Someimescadled
fispider char t @& fpolar chartso, radar charts feaure multiple axes or fispokes @ong which data can be plotted.
Variations in the data are shown by distance from the center of the chart. Lines conned the data points for eat
series, forming a giral arourd the center.

In the case of the LibQUAL+® survey results, ead axis represents a different survey question. Questions are
identified by a code at the end of ead axis. The three dimensions measured by the survey are grouped together on
the radar charts, ard ead dimension is labeled: Affed of Service (AS), Information Control (IC), and Library as
Place (LP).

Radar charts are used in this notebodk to present the item summaies (the results from the 22 core survey questions).
How toread aradar chart

Radar charts are an effedive way to show strengths and weeknesses graphically by enabling you to observe symmetry
or uniformity of data. Pants close tothe centerindicate alow value, while points nea the edge indicate ahigh value.
When intempreting a radar chart, it is important to ched ead individual axis as well as the chart® overall shape in
order to gan a complete understanding of its meaiing. You can see how much data fluctuatesby observing whether
the spiral is snooth or has spikes of variability.

Respondentsminimum, desired, and percdaved levels of service qudity are plotted on eat axs of your
LibQUAL+® radar charts. The resulting i gost detween the three levels are shaded in blue, yellow, green, and red.


http://www.libqual.org/repository
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Generaly, aradar graph shaded blue and yellow indicatesthat usersdperceptions of service fall within the ii ane of
toleranc e e distance between minimum expedations and perceptions of service quality is shaded in blue, and the
distance between their desired and perceived levels of service qudity is shown in yellow. When uses gerceptions
fall outside the A @ne of tolerance, the graph will include areas of red and green shading. If the distance between
usasdminimum expedations and perceptions of service delivery is represented in red, that indicates a negdive
service adequacy gap score. If the distance between the desired level of service and perceptions of service ddlivery
is representedin green, that indicatesa positive service superiority gap score.

Means

The mean of a colledion of numbersis their arithmetic average, computed by adding them up and dividing by their
total number.

In this notebook, means are provided for user'sdminimum, desired, and perceived levels of service quality for
ead item on the LibQUAL+® survey. Means are also provided for the general satisfadion and information
literacy outcomes questions.

Standard Deviation

Standard dewviation is a measure of the spreal of data around their mean. The standard deviation (SD) deperds on
cdculating the average distance of eat score from the mean. If all usersratedan item identicdly, the SD would be
zero. Larger SDsindicate more disparate opinions of the users about library service quality.

In this notebook, stardard deviations are provided for eve’y mean presentedin the tébles. In avery red sense, the
SD indicateshow well a given numerical mean does at representing al the data. If the SD of the scores abou a
given mean was zero, the mean perfedly represents everyones scores, and al the scores and the mean are dll
identicd!

Service Adequacy

The service adequacy ggp score is cdculated by subtracting the minimum score from the perceived score on any
given question, for ead user. Both means and standard deviations are provided for service adequacy ggp scores on
ead item of the survey, as well as for each of the three dimensions of library service quality. In general, service
adequacy is an indicator of the extent to which you are meding the minimum expedations of your users. A negdive
service adequacy gap scoreindicatesthat your userdperceived level of service quality is below their minimum

level of service quality and is printedin red.

Service Superiority

The service superiority ggp score is cdculated by subtracting the desired score from the perceved score on any
given question, for eat user. Both means and stardard deviations are provided for service superiority ggp scoreson
ead item of the survey, as well as for ead of the three dimensions of library service quality. In general, service
superiority is an indicator of the extent to which you are exceeling the desired expedationsof your users. A

positive service superiority ggp score indicatesthat your usersbperceived level of service quality is above their
desired level of service quality and isprintedin green.

Sedionswith charts and tablesare omitted from the following pages when there are three or fewer individuals in a
spedfic group.

In consortia notebooks, institution type simmaries are not shown if thereis only one library for an institution type.
Individual library notebooks are produced separately for each participant.

1.6 A Few Words about LibQUAL+® 2012

Libraries today confront escdating pressure to demonstrate value and impad. As Cullen (2001) has noted,

Academic librariesare currently fadng their greaest challenge since the explosion in tertiaryeducation
and acalemic publishing which began after World War I1... [T]he emergence of the virtual university,
supported by the virtual library, cdls into question many of our basic assumptions about the role of the
acalemic library, and the seaurity of its future. Retaining and growing their customer base, and focusing
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more energy on meding their customers' expedations is the only way for acalemic librariesto survive in
this volatile environment. (pp. 662-663)

Today, "A measure of library quality based solely on colledions has become obsokte " (Nitecki, 1996 p. 181).
These considerations have prompted the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) to sponsor a number of "New
Measures" initiatives. The New Measures efforts represent a colledive determination on the part of the ARL
membership to augment the colledion-count and fiscd inpu measures that comprise the ARL Index and ARL
Statisics, to date the most consigently colleded statisticsfor research libraries, with outcome measures such as
assessments of service quality and satisfadion. One New Measures Initiative is the LibQUAL+® service (Cook,
Heah & B. Thompson, 2002, 2003; Heah, Cook, Kyrillidou & Thompson, 2002; Kyrillidou & Cook, 2008;
Kyrillidou, Cook, & Rao, 2008; Thompson, Cook & Heah, 2003; Thompson, Cook & Thompson, 2002;
Thompson, Kyrillidou & Cook, 2007a, 2007b, 2008).

Within a service-quality assessment model, "only customers judge quality; al other judgments are essentialy
irrelevant" (Zeithaml, Parasuraman, Berry, 1990, p. 16). LibQUAL+® was modeled on the 22- item SERV QUAL
tod devdoped by Parasuraman, Berry and Zeithaml (Parasuraman, Berry & Zeithaml, 1991). Howeve, SERVQUAL
has been shown to meaure some issles not particularly relevant in libraries, and to not meaure me issles of
considerable interestto library users.

The final 22 LibQUAL+® items were devdoped through severd iterations of studies nvolving alarger pod of 56
ites. The selection of items emgoyed in the LibQUAL+® survey has been grounded in the users' perspedive as
reveded in a series of qudlitative studies involving a larger pod of items. The items were identified following
qualitative research interviews with student ard faaulty library users at severa different universities (Cook, 2002a;
Cook & Hegh, 2001).

LibQUAL+® is not just alist of 22 standardized items. First, LIbQUAL+® offers librariesthe ability to select five
optional locd service quality assessment items. Second, the survey includes a comments box soliciting open-ended
user views. Almost half of the people responding to the LibQUAL+® survey provide valuable feedbadk through the
commaents box. These open-ended comments are helpful for not only (a) understanding why users provide certain
ratings, but aso (b) understanding what policy changes users suggest, becaise many users fed the obligation to be
constructive. Participating libraries are finding the red-time acessto user comments one of the most useful devices
in challenging library administrators to think outside of the box ard devdop innovative ways for improving library
Sservices.

LibQUAL+® is one of 11 ways of listening to users, cdled a otal market survey. As Berry (1995 explained,

When well designed and exeaited, total market surveys provide a range of information unmatched by any
other method... A critical face of total market surveys (and the reason for using the word 'total’) is the
measurement of competitors' service quality. This [also] requiresusing non-customers in the sample to rate
the service of their suppliers. (p. 37)

Although (8) measuring perceptions of both users and non-users, and (b) colleding perceptions data with regad to
pee institutions can provide important insights Berry recommended using multiple listening methods and
emphasized that "Ongoing datacolledion...is anecessity. Trarsadiona surveys, total market surveys, and employee
reseach shoud always be included" (Berry, 1995, p. 54).
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LibQUAL+® Lite

In 2010, the LibQUAL+® Lite customization feaure was introduced: a shorter version of the survey that takes less
time tofill in. The Lite protocol uses item sampling methods to gather data on al 22 LibQUAL+® core items, while
only requiring agiven single user to respond to a subset of the 22 core questions. Every Lite user responds to one
flinkingd item from ead of the subscdes (Affed of Service, Information Control, and Library as Place), and to a
randomly-selected subset of five itenms from the remaining 19 core LibQUAL+® items. However, al 22 core items
are completed by at least some users on a given campus. As a consequence, becaiseindividual Lite users only
completea subset of the coreitems, survey resporsetimes are roughly cut in half, while the library still receéves

data on evey survey question. Each participating library sets a fiLite-view Percentaged to detemmine what

percentage of individuals will randomly receve the Lite versusthe long version of the survey.

The medhanics of item sampling stiategy and results from pilot testing are described in Martha Kyrillidous
dissertation. Findingsindicate that LIbQUAL+® Liteis the preferred and improved aternative to the long form of

22 core items that has been established since 2003. The difference between the long ard the Lite version of the
survey is enough toresult in highe participation rates enging from 3.1 to 10.6 percent more for surveys that reduce
aveaage resporse tmes from 10 to 6 minutes Kyrillidou, 2009, Thompson, Kyrillidou & Cook, 2009a; Thompson,
Kyrillidou & Cook, 2009b).

Score Scaling

"Percaved" scores on the 22 LibQUAL+® core items, the three subscdes, and the total score, are all scded 1 to 9,
with 9 being the most favorable. Both the ggp scores ("Adequacy’ = "Percaved” - "Minimum"; "Superiority" =
"Perceved" - "Desired") are scded such that higher scores are more favorable. Thus, an adequacy gap score of +1.2
on an item, subscde, or total score is better than an adequacy gap score of +1.0. A superiority gap score of -0.5 onan
item, subscde, or total scoreis better than asuperiority gap score of -1.0.

Using LibQUAL+® Data

In some cases LibQUAL +® data may confirm prior expedations and library staff will readily formulate adion plans
to remedy perceived deficiencies But in many cases library dedsion-makers will seek additional information to
corroborate interpretationsor to better understard the dynamics underlying user perceptions.

For example, once an interpretation is formulated, library staff might review recent submissions of users to
suggestion boxes to evduate whether LibQUAL+® data are consisent with interpretatons, and the siggestion box
data perhaps also provide user suggestions for remalies. Usea focus groups also provide a powerful way to explore
problems and potential solutions. A university-wide retrea with a small-group fadlitated discussion to solicit
suggestions for improvement is ancther follow-up medhanism that has been implementedin sevea LibQUAL+®
participating libraries.

Indeed, the open-ended comments gathered as part of LibQUAL+® are themselves useful in fleshing out insights
into perceived library service quality. Respondents often usethe comments box on the survey to make constructive
suggestions on spedfic ways toaddess heir concerns. Qualitative analysis of thesecomments can be very fruitful.
In short, LibQUAL+® is not 22 items. LibQUAL+® is 22 items plus a comments box!

Cook (2002b) provided casestudy reports of how stff at various libraries have employed data from prior renditions
of LibQUAL +®. Heah, Kyrillidou, and Askew edited a gedal issue of the Journal of Library Administration (Vol.
40, No. 3/4) reporting additional casestudieson the useof LibQUAL+® datato aid the improvemert of library
service quality. This spedal issue has also been published by Hayworth Pressas a monagraph. Kyrillidou (2008)
edited a compilation of articles that complements and provides an updated perspedive on these ealier spedal
issues. Thesepubications can be ordered by sending an email to libqual@arl. org. Numerous other articles have
been published in the literature and a good number of references can be locaed on the LibQUAL+® publicaion
page seach engineunder 6 Bated articles. 6
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2012 Data Screening

The 22 LibQUAL+® core items measure perceptions of total service quality, as well as three sub-dimensions of
perceived library quality: (a) Service Afect (9 items, such as "willingnessto help users"); (b) Information Control (8
iterrs, such as "alibrary Web site enabling me to locate information on my own" and "print and/or eledronic journal
colledions | require for my work"); and (c) Library as Place (5 iters, such as "a getaway for study, learning, or
reseach").

However, as happens in any survey, in 2012 some users provided incomplete data, inconsisent data, or bath. In
compiling the simmary data reported here, seveaa criteria were used to detemrmine which respondents to omit from
theseanalyses.

1. Complete Data. The Web software that presents the core items monitors whether a given user has completed
al items. On ead of theseitems, in order to submit the survey successfully, users must provide a rating of (a)
minimally-acceptable service, (b) desired service, and (C) perceived service or rate theitem "not applicable”
("N/A"). If thesecondtions are not met, when the user attempts to leave the Web page presenting the core items, the
software shows the user where missing data are locaed, and requests completedata. The user may of course
abandon the survey withou completing al the items. Only records with complete data on the presented core items
and where respondents chosea User group,'if applicable, were retained in summary statistics.

2. Excesive "N /A" Regonses Becaisesome institutions provided access to alottery drawing for an
incentive (e.g., an iPod for completing the survey, some users might have selected"N/A" choices for al or most of
the items rather than reporting thar actua perceptions. Or,some users may have views on such a narrow range of
quality issues that their data are not very informaive. It was dedded that records of the long version of the survey
containing more than 11 N/A'responses and records of the Lite version containing more than 4 fiN / Ar@sponses
shoud be eliminatedfrom the summary statistics.

3. Excessive Inconsistent Responses On the LibQUAL+® survey, user perceptions can be intempreted by
locaing "perceived” results within the "zone of tolerance' defined by data from the "minimum" and the "desired"
ratings. For example, a mean "percaved"” rating of 7.5 on the 1-to-9 (9 is highest) scde might be very goaod if the
mean "desired" rating is 6.0. But a 7.5 perception score is less stisfactory if the mean "desired” rating is 8.6, or if
the mean "minimum” ratingis 7.7.

One appeding feaure of such a "gap measurement model" is that the rating forma provides a ched for
inconsisencies(i.e., score inversions) in the responsedata (Thompson, Cook & Hegah, 2000). Logically, on a given
item the "minimum” rating should not be higher than the "desired" rating on the same item. For ead user a count of
such inconsisencies was made. Records of the long version of the survey containing more than 9 logical
inconsistenciesand recoords of the Lite version containing more than 3 logical inconsisencieswere eliminated from
the summary statistics.

LibQUAL+® Norms

An important way to interpret LibQUAL+® data is by examining the zones of tolerance for items, the three subscde
scores, and the total scores. Howeve, the colledion of such a huge number of user perceptions has afforded us with
the unique opportunity to creae normstablesthat provide yet another perspedive on resullts.

Norms tell us how scores "stack up' within a particular user group. For exanple, on the 1-to-9 (9 is highest) sde,
users might provide a mean "perceived” rating of 6.5 on an item, "the printedlibrary materials | need for my work."
The same users might provide a mean rating on "minimum" for this item of 7.0, and a mean service-adequacy "gep
score" (i.e., "percaved" minus"minimum") of -0.5.

The zone-of-tolerance perspedive suggeststhat this library is not doing well on this item, because"percaved"” fals
below "minimally acceptable.” This is important to know. But there is aso a second way (i.e., normatively) to
interpret the data. Both perspedivescan be valuable.
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A total market survey administered to more than 100,000 users, as was LibQUAL +® in 2004 and 2005, affords the
opportunity to ask normative questions such as, "How does a mean 'perceived’ score of 6.5 stack up among all
individual users who completed the survey?', or "How does a mean service-adequacy gap score of -0.5 stadk up
among the gap scores of al institutions participating in the survey?"

If 70 percent of individual users generated "perceived” ratings lower than 6.5, 6.5 might not be sobad. And if 90
percent of institutions had service-adequacy ggp scores lower than -0.5 (e.g., -0.7, -1.1), a mean gap score of -0.5
might adually be quite good Useas simply may have quite high expedations in this area They may aso
communicate their dissatisfadion by rating both (a) "percaved” lower and (b) "minimum" higher. This does not
mean that a service-adequacy gap score of -0.5 is necessaily a causefor cdebration. But a service-adequacy gap
score of -0.5 on an itemfor which 90 percent of institutions have alower gap score isa different gap score than the
same-0.5 for adifferent itemin which 90 percent of institutions have a higher service-adequacy gap score.

Only norms give us insight into this comparative perspedive. And alocd user-satisfaction survey (as against a total
market survey) can neve provide this insight.

Common Misonception Regarding Norms. An unfortunate and incorred misconception is that norms make

value sttements. Norms do not make value sttements! Norms make fact statements. If you are aforestranger, ard
you make $25000 a yea, a norms table might inform you of the fad that you make less money than 85 percent of
the adultsin the United States.

But if you love the outdoors, you do nat care very much about money, and you are very service-oriented, this fad
statement might not be relevant to you. Or, in the context of your values, you might interpret this fad as being quite
satisfadory.

LibQUAL+® Norms Tables. Of course, the fad statements made by the LibQUAL+® norms are only valuable if
you care abou the dimensions being evduated by the measure. More backgound on LibQUAL+® norms is
provided by Cook and Thompson (2001), and Cook, Heah and B. Thompson (2002). LibQUAL+® norms are
avdlable on the LibQUAL+® Web siteat::

<http://www.libqual.or g/resour cegnor ms_tables>
Regonse Rates

At the American Library Association (ALA) Midwinter Meding in San Antonio in January 200Q participants were
cautioned that responserateson the final LibQUAL+® survey would probably range from 25-33 percent. Higher
responserates can be redized (a) with shorter surveys that (b) are directly action-oriented (®ok, Heah & R.L.
Thompson, 2000). For example, a very high responserate could be redized by alibrary director administering the
following one-item survey to users:

Instructions. Pleasetell us what time to close he library evay day. In the future we will close at whatever
time receives the most votes.

Should we closethelibrary at?

(A)10p.m. (B)11p.m. (C)midnight (D)2 p.m.
Lower resporserateswill be expeded for total market surveys measuring general perceptions of users aaoss
institutions, and when an intentional effort is made to solicit perceptions of both users and non -users. Two
considerations should govern the evduation of LibQUAL+® resporserates.
Minimum Regonse Rates. Response rates are computed by dividing the number of completed surveys at an

institution by the number of persons asked to completethe aurvey. However, we do not know the adual response
rateson LibQUAL+®, becaisewe do not know the correa denominatorsfor thesecdculations.
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For exanple, given inadequacy in records at schoadls, we are not sure how many e-mail addresses for users are
acarrate. And we do not know how many messages to invite participation were adually opened. In other words,
what we know for LibQUAL+® is the "lower-bound estimate" of resporserates.

For example, if 200 out of 800 solicitations result in completed surveys, we know that the resporserate isat least 25
percent. But becaisewe are not sure whether 800 e-mail addresses were corred or that 800 e-mail messages were
opened we are nat sure that 800 is the corred denominator. The responserate involving only corred e-mal addresses
might be 35 or 45 percent. We dorit know the exad resporserate.

Representativeness Versus Response Rate.

If 100 percent of the 800 peagple we randaomly selected to complete our survey did so, then we can be assured that
the results are representative of al users. But if only 25 percent of the 800 users complete he survey, the
representativenessof the resultsis not assured. Nor is unrepresentativenessassured.

Representativenessis adually a matter of degee And sevea institutions ead with 25 percent responserates may
have datawith different degrees of representativeness.

We can neve be sure about how representative our data are as long as not everyone completes the survey.But we
can at least address tis concern by comparing the demographic profiles of survey completers with the population
(Thompson, 2000). At which university below would one fed more confident that LibQUAL+® results were
reasonably representative?

Alpha Univer sity

Completers (n=200/ 800) Paopulation (N=16,000)
Gender Gender
Students 53% femde Students 51% femde
Faaulty 45% femde Faaulty 41% femde
Disciplines Disciplines
Libera Arts 40% Liberal Arts 35%
Science 15% Science 20%
Other 45% Other 45%

Omega University

Completers (n=200 / 800) Papulation (N=23,000)
Gender Gender
Students 35% femde Students 59% femde
Faaulty 65% femde Faaulty 43% femde
Disciplines Disciplines
Liberal Arts40% Liberal Arts 15%
Science 20% Science 35%
Other 40% Other 50%

The persuasivenessof such analysesis greater as the number of variablesused in the comparisons is greaer. The
LibQUAL+® software has been expanded to automate these comparisons and to output side-by-side graphs and
tables comparing sample and population profiles for given institutions. Show these topeople who question result
representativeness.

However, one caution is in order regading percentages. When total n is small for an institution, or within a
particular subgroup, huge changesin percentages can result from very smadl shiftsin numbers.

LibQUAL+® Analytics
The LibQUAL+® Analytics is a new tool that permits participarts to dynamically creae institution -spedfic tables

and charts for different subgroups and acossyears. The current interfage grants aacessto 2004-2012 sttistical data
and unifiesthe legacy Institution Explorer (a siammary of all questionsand dimension means for any combination of
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user groups and disciplines) and Longitudinal Analysis (allows participants to perform longitudinal comparisons of
their data acoss survey yeas) modues to provide a one-stop dynamic shop to interadively andyze results and
benchmark with other institutions.

Participants can refine the data by selecting gpedfic yeas, user groups, and disciplines, view and save the selection
in various tables and charts, and download their datasets for further manipulation in their preferred software.has two
sedions:

These current version of LibQUAL+® Analytics is only the begnning of our effort to provide more customized
analysis.More fedures are in devdopment based on feedbadk we recéve from our participants. For a subscription
to LibQUAL+® Analytics,emal libqua@arl.org.

Survey Data

In addition to the notebooks, te norms, and the Analytics, LibQUAL+® aso makes avalable (a) raw survey datain
SPSS and (b) raw survey data in Excd for all participating libraries. Additional training using the SPSS data file is
avdlable as a follow-up workshop and through the Service Quality Evaluation Academy (see below), which aso
offers training on analyzing qudlitative data. The survey comments are also downloadable in various formats from
the Web site.

ARL Service Quality Evaluation Academy

LibQUAL+® is animportant todl in the New Measures olbox that librarians @an useto improve rvice quality.
But, even more fundamentally, the LibQUAL+® initiative is more than a single todl. LibQUAL+® is an effort to
crede aculture of data-driven service quality assessment and service quality improvement within libraries.

Such a culture must be informed by more than one ol, ard by more than only one of the 11 ways of listening to
users. To fadlitate a culture of service quality assessment, and to facilitate more informed usage of LibQUAL+®
data, the Association of Reseach Libraries has creaded the ARL Service Quality Evaluation Acadeny. For more
information about the Academy, see the LibQUAL+® Events page at

<htt p://www.libgual.or g/events>
The intensive, five-day Academy teaches both quditative and quartitative skills that library staff can useto evduate
and generate service-quality assessment information. The Acadeny is one more resource for library staff who would
like to devdop enhanced service-quality assessment skills.
Library Assessment Conference
The growing community of pradice related to library assesament is convening regularly in North America through
the biennial Library Assessment Conference. The first gahering of this community took place in 2006 in
Charlottesville, VA. The proceedingsand recent information is avalable at

<htt p://www.libraryassessment.org>

For more information, about LibQUAL+® or the Association of Reseach LibrariesdStatistics and Assessment
program, see

<http://www.libqual.or g/>
<http://www.statsqual.or g/>
<htt p://www.arl.org/stats/>
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LIBRARY STATISTICS FOR UNIVERSITY OF NAMIBIA

The statistical data below were provided by the participating institution in the online Represatativenes* sedion.
Definitionsfor theseitems can be fourd in the ARL Statistics: <http://www.arl.org/stats?.

Note: Participating institutions were not required to complete the Representativeness sedion. When datistical data
is missing or incomplete, it is becausethis data was not provided.

Volumes held: 124,318

Volumes added during yea - Gross: 6,349

Total number of serial titles currently received,: 28,505
Total library expenditures (in U.S. $): $1,255,000
Personnel - professiona steff, FTE: 31

Personnel - support staff, FTE: 52



http://www.arl.org/stats/
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Respondent Respondent
2.1 Respondents by User Group P 0 =P %
Use Group
Undergraduate
Firstyear 299 29.40%
Second year 299 29.40%
Third year 209 20.55%
Fourth year 115 11.31%
Fifth yearand above 23 2.26%
Non-degree 12 1.18%
Sub Total: 957 94.10%
Postgraduate
Taught Masters degree 10 0.98%
Research Magers degree 10 0.98%
Doctoral Research degree 1 0.10%
Non-degree 8 0.79%
Undecided 0 0.00%
Sub Total: 29 2.85%
Academic Staff
Professor 1 0.10%
Reader 0 0.00%
Senior / Principal Lecturer 4 0.39%
Lecturer 6 0.59%
Research Staff 4 0.39%
Other Academic Status 3 0.29%
Sub Total: 18 1.77%
Library Staff
Senior Management 1 0.10%
Department Head/ Team Leader 1 0.10%
Professional Staff 6 0.59%
Support Staff 0 0.00%
Other 1 0.10%
Sub Total: 9 0.88%
Staff
Adminigtrative or Academic Related Staff 4 0.39%
Other staff positions 0 0.00%
Sub Total: 4 0.39%
Total: 1,017 100.00%

Language: English (British)
Institution Type: College or University
Consortium:  None
User Group: All
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INTRODUCTION AND RATIONALE

This report explores overdl UNAM Library user satisfadion. It will assess the performance provide by the
library based on the users perception. I-Ming Wang et al. found that the overall service quality has

significantly positive effect on the overall user satisfaction.

The Library is concerned abou how to bring satisfactory services when offering information and data to the

readers. Hence, fi Qer satisfactiond is what librarians always devote to pursue.

User satisfadion comes from services provided, which is based on whether readers are satisfied or not.
Therefore, to improve service quality is to provide services that med reade 15 &pedations and satisfy their
nealds. When readers or library service users are not satisfied, it is inferred that there is something wrong
with the library.

This report surveys UNAM Library usersd perception on each of the attributes as specified in LIBQUAL+

(Affed of service, Information Control, Library as Place) and their evaluation of the library.

Although we can analyze the performance of libraries from some stattica informationsuchas theinformationof
the number ofpeople using theservices, e.g. the number ofpeople borowing booksit is still inadequate to reved

uses fed perceptions ofthe library.

From this point of view, the present report applies the LibQual+ surwey questionraires results on the overal

UNAM Library service quality from user @ spectives andfrom appropriate sttistica analyses.
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APE

Thescqes of he LibQual+ are:
AFostera culture of excellence in providinglibrary service
A elpllibraries beter understand user perceptions of libery sevice quality
A @a dnd intepret library user feedbad systematically over time
AProvide compaabl e assessnent information fom peer institutions
Aldentify best practicesin library sevice

A BEnediibrary stéf membas énayticd skills forinterpreting, and ading on dita

This reportaims to asess whether theUNAM library services are meeting ugrs éxpedatiors.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

SERVICE QUALITY AND LIBRARY QUALITY

Paasuraman et a. (1985) defined service quality as fithe global evaluation or attitude of overall excellerce of serviceso.
Therefore, servicequality isthe differencebetweencustomersbexpedation ard perceptions of services ddiveredby the ®wice

firms.

Nitedki et al. (2000) defined service quality in terms of fimeding or exceeding customer expectations, or asthe difference
between customer perceptionsand expectationsof the ®1viceod .

In this repat, the UNAM Library serwvice qudity is definedas fithe overall excellenceof UNAM Library sewicesthat satisfy
users éxpectationso.

Thekey daerminantfor library service quality are el ectronic resources, collectionsof printedpubli cations, other library sewvice,

technical fadlities, library environment, andhumanside ofuser service (Martersen andGronholdt, 2003).

Thedimersionsof thelibrary service quality include: guidance waiting time, electronic services, staff (including oldainment
coutesy, aaesshility of savicesand friendiness), and acairrate placesof data, normal opeationsequpmert, hardling time
of data ddlivery, library buildings and environment(library facilities such as dinking fourtaing), data that meds wersbneels

andso forth.

The understandng of users Gxpectations and meding these expedations is very crudal in retaining the users. The
assessment of thelibrary sevice qudity hdpsin identifying ugrs éeeds, daires orrequiremerts and improving the service
by deaeaing the gap beween users @erceptions and expectations. fi Baining and growing ther customer base and
focusing more erergy on medingther cusomers éxpedationsisthe only wayfor academic librariesto suvivein thisvolatile
competitive environmerto (Cullen, 2001, pp. 6&-663). In this regard, the service delivery in all acadamic libraries shold be

user-certeredand thelibrary shoud notfunctionin total isdationfromits usersdexpedations.

Librariesdecision makers shoud know the usersbexpectationsto improve the quality of services dfered (Saott, 199).

CUSTOMER SATISFACTION

Kotler (199, pp. 54-72) defined customer satisfaction as fithe level of a person felt state resulting from compaing a

productés perceived performance oroutcome in violationto his/her own expectationso.

In this report we will condder the customer satisfaction asfithe levels of UNAM Library service quality performancethat

meds wsers éxpectationso .
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The assessment of the Library usersd satisfactionis based on the service adequacy andservice syperiority which consderthe

minimum expedationsandthe desired expectationscomparedto the perceptions.

Many reseachers (Heath & Cook, 2003; Shi, Holahan, & Jukat, 2004) agreedthat expectations serve asreferencepointsin
customersd evaluation of performance.Expedationsare mogly corsideredin temms of what a service would offer (Nitedi,
1999) and viewed as desires or wants of consumers or what a service firm shodd idedly provide in order to meetthe

customers or service wsersosatisfaction (Boulding, etal., 1993;Paasuraman, etal., 1985, 188).

Zeithaml, Berry, and Paasuraman (1993) stated that customersd expectations are based on the previous experiences, word-
of-mouth canmunications,overt andcovert servicespromised byan aganization.

Zeithaml, et a. (199) found that users do not have one level of expedation, but two levels or types. AiMinimum
expetationso and fiDesire expetationsd In fact, Desire expectationsare users @deal expectations that they wish to receive
from the library and fiMinimum expectationso are level of service that users consider as adequate or accepgalde minimum.
The range between minimum and desire expectationsis called zone of tolerance with desired expectations at the top and
minimum expetations at the bottom ofthescale. Hence,theprimary objedive of service quality assessmentisto minimize the

gap ketweenusersdexpedationsandactual service ddivery asperceived bythe wsers.

Service Adequacy

Theserviceadequecy gapscoreis calculated by subtractingtheminimum sore fromthe perceivedscore onanygiven quetion,
for eachuser. Both meansand sandard deviations are providedfor service adequacygap scores oneachitemof the suvey, as
well as for eachof the three dimersionsof library serwvice qudity. In geneal, service adequacyis anindcator of the extent
to which you are meding the minimum expectations of your users. A negative service adequacy gap score indicatesthat

your users perceivedlevel of servicequality is below their minimum level of service quality andis printedin red.
Service Superiority

Theservice superiority gapscoreis calculatedby subtradingthedesired score fromthe perceived score on anygiven quetion,
for each user. Both meansandstandard deviationsare providedfor service superiority gap scoreson each itemof the survey,
aswell asfor each ofthe threedimersionsof library servicequality. In geneal, service superiority is an indicator of the extent
to whichyou ae excealingthe daired expetationsof your users. A pasitive service sugriority gap score indicatesthat your

usersd perceived level of service qudity is above their desired level of service qudity and is printed in green.
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METHODOLOGY

This report discusses tie degree of importance of UNAM Library uses on every service attributes as per
LibQual+ survey and the performance of the UNAM Library, attempting to comprehend whether UNAM Library

provides stisfadory services andmeetstheuser sexpedations.

LibQual+ is one of the protocds mostwidely usedand effedive to establishthe opinion of library usersi LibQual +
is a recognized instrument that libraries use tofisolicit, trad, understand, and ad uponuser s 6 ionspfisavice
qualityo (Association of Reseach Libraries, 2010. It is an instrument which essily identifies service quality

from custaners or users perspedive.

Service quality is defined as the degree of overall excdlence of thelibrary service thatmeets used expedations.

For measurement ofthe savice quality, ascde of items asestablishedy LibQual+, was used.

In this report, we define usersatisfaction as the degree of perceived quality thatmeetsuser sxpedations.The men

swreis caculated as to epresent ovaall usersatistction.

The LibQual+ suwvey instrument is based on conceptual framework on service quality (SERQUAL) scde which
defines the service quality as fithe difference between custamersd perceptions and exped a t i om diffecent

attributes (core questions) or items related to three dimensions:Affect of Service (AS), Information Control (IC),

o

and Library as a Place (LP). For the UNAM Library there is a particular dimensioncdled fiLocal Questions(L)
which groups speifics quality sevice performance indicaors adapted to theJniversity of Namibia context.

The AAffect of Serviced dimension consistsof nine questionsrelated to courtesy, knowledge and helpfulness of
library stff in delivering uses Gservices. The fAlnformation C o n t diménsion addresses (through eight
guestions)en the adequacy of print and eledronic colledion, easy-to-use accesstoals, modern equipmens, library
websites and self-reliance in information access. The third dimension fiLibrary as a Placed focuseson user
perceptions on a quiet, comfortable, inviting and refl ective study space that inspres study and learning. The last
dimensionspeific to UNAM Library fiLocd Questio n somprisesguestionsreated to accessto archives,spedal
colledions, photocgying and printing fadlities, adequacy of library hours of service, electronic catalog and the
cgpacity of library stdf to teach effectively the use of electronic resources.

Usersrate al LibQual+ itemsor quality service indicators on three columns sideby sidefrom 1 (low) to 9 (high)

scdes forfiperceptiono, Adesire Gand fiminimu m Gervises.
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The mnimum and desired service expedationswere consicered indicatorsof the mportance of the rvice (@ttribute
or dimension item) to the uses. We have determined the mostimportant areas for service improvement by

identifying the items tht ranked highest by users on minmum/desied savice level.

The mnimum expedationsof level of service that uses considcer as adequate represents their minimum level of
service that uses will tolerate or willing to accept. The ®rvices performed below uses @inimum expedations

could aeate dissppoinment,frustration and disstisfadion as well as deaeasetheirloyalty and reliability.

To testmeasurement model reliability for the survey instrument, we usedthe Cronkach’'s Alpha. The values of
Cronkech's Alphaare 0.902 for the questionsrelatedto AAffed of Service 00.885for fAlnformationco n't and | 0
0.835for thefiLibrary as Plac e which suggest acceptablelevels for the data instrument used(a Cronkech's Alpha

of 0.70; Ntseet d., 2004).

The overdl custaner satisfadion rate and spedfics custamer satisfaction rates related to library service

dimensions vere determined for different groupsof library uses.

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

The qualitative analysis from the general comments of the surwey participants was doneusing Atlasti. Codes were
grouped into different thenes in relation to different dimensionsrelated to the library user spérceptions on the

performance itemsindicators.

For al theuses groupsthe mainthemnes were identified in different dimensionsfiAffect of serviceo, filnformation
Contrdo, fiLibrary as a Placed, and fiLocal Questionso. The thermes below related to different dimensionswere
similar for different usas @roupswhich are Undergraduates, Posigraduates, Academic stdf, Library stdf, and
Staff:

Thecommentswere also grouped under thesamethemes namdy fAffed of Serviceo (staff positive/negative; service
bad/good; training and orientation), fiLibrary as a placeo (noise, study spae, aircon) and filnformationco nt r o
(collections good/bad; electronic resouces; books mishehed/missing) with an extra themeof ICT related (ICT

posiive/negative; phaocopies/prirters; easy to useaccesstools) comments.
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DATA ANALYSISAND RESULTS

CORE QUESTIONS SUMMARY FOR UNIVERSITY OF NAMIBIA

This radar chart shows the aggegate results for the core survey questions. Each axis represents one quegion. A code to
identify each question is displayed at the outer point of eah axs. While questions for eat dimension of library service
quality are scatered randomly throughout the survey, on this chart they are grouped into sedions. Affect of Service,
Information Control, and Library as Place

On eath axs, responderts minimum, desired, and percedved levels of service quality are plotted, and the resulting
"gaps" between the three levels (representing service adequacy or service superiority) are shaded in blue, yellow, green
and red

The following two tables show mean scores and standard deviations for ead question, where n is the number of
respondents for each particular question. (For a more detailed explanation of the headings, see the Introduction to
this notebook.)

AS-5 Affect of Service

(customer care)
. |

ER-5

=

IC-8

Perceived Less Than Minimum

Perceived Greater Than Minimum

Perceived Less Than Desired

Perceived Greater Than Desired
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Table 1 : RealltsrelatedtotheLibrary Performance Dimensions

ID Quedion Text Minimum Desred | Perceived | Adequacy | Superiority
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean "
Affectof Service
AS1 Library staff who instill confidencein users 5.92 7.56 5.8 -0.12 -1.76 997
AS2 Giving users individual attention 5.32 7.18 534 0.02 -1.84 981
AS-3 Library staff who ae consistently courteous 5.88 7.31 59 0.02 -1.4 973
AS4 Readinessto respond to users' enquiries 6.02 757 5.95 -0.07 -1.62 991
AS5 Library staff who have the knowledge to answer user questions 6.31 7.76 6.33 0.02 -1.43 986
AS-6 Library staff who deal with usersin acaring fashion 5.98 7.44 5.93 -0.05 -1.51 973
AS7 Library staff who understand the neels of their users 6.15 7.6 5.99 -0.17 -1.61 984
AS8 Willingnessto help users 6.19 7.71 6.11 -0.07 -1.6 987
AS9 Dependability in handling users' srvice problems 5.56 7.26 5.42 -0.15 -1.84 951
Overall for Affect Service 5.97 7.52 5.92 -0.05 -1.60
I nfor mation Control
IC-1 Making dectronic resources accessble from my homeor office 578 7.64 5.68 -0.1 -1.96 942
IC-2 A library Web site enabling meto locate information on my own 6.3 7.77 6.19 -0.11 -1.58 993
IC-3 The printed library maerials I need for my work 5.93 7.6 5.86 -0.07 -1.75 977
IC-4 The electronic information resources | need 6.16 777 592 -0.24 -1.85 983
IC-5 Modern equipment thatlets meeasly acessneeled information 6.23 7.82 6.02 -0.21 -1.8 992
IC-6 Easy-to-useacasstools that allow me to find things on my own 6.35 7.72 6.24 -0.1 -1.48 991
IC-7 Making information easily acessble for independent use 6.24 7.68 6.21 -0.04 -1.48 979
IC-8 Print and/or electronic journal collections | require for my work 6.02 7.65 5.94 -0.08 -1.71 958
Overall for I nformation Control 6.13 7.71 6.01 -0.12 -1.70
Library asPlace
LP-1 Library spacethat inspires study and learning 6.34 7.93 6.3 -0.04 -1.63 1,001
LP-2 Quiet spacefor individual work 6.04 7.83 591 -0.13 -1.92 997
LP-3 A comfortable and inviting location 6.37 7.8 6.5 0.13 -1.3 986
LP-4 A haven for study, learning, or research 6.2 7.78 6.03 -0.17 -1.74 987
LP-5 Spacefor group learning and group study 5.97 7.61 5.82 -0.15 -1.8 979
Overall for Library asa Place 6.18 779 6.11 -0.07 -1.68
L ocal Quedions
L-185 Accessto achives, spedal collections 5.99 7.53 6.07 0.08 -1.46 965
L-110 Accessto photocopying and printing fadlities 6.42 791 6.32 -0.1 -1.58 982
L-335 Adeqguate hours of service 6.88 7.98 6.92 0.04 -1.06 995
L-847 Ain dectronic catalog g"frf‘g:d'tbsyﬁiﬁo  dentlfy printed and 6.07 761 5.83 023 77 953
Liss | g oo ooy e
Overall for Local Quedions 6.17 771 6.07 -0.09 -1.63

Source: LibQual Survey 2012
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INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

The figure of radar chart and the table 1 above show the resuts related to the dimersions Affect of Sevice,
Information Control, Library asa Place and Local Questionswith the Minimum meansscores, Desired meansscores,
Peceived meansscores, the Adequacymeansandthe Supeiority meansfor each performanceindicator over the four
li brary servicesdimersions.

MINIMUM EXPECTATIONS

The Adequacy meanis the difference betweenthe perceived mean score and the minimum mean score while the
superiority meanis thedifference/beweenthe perceived mean andhe desired mean.

Thehigh minimum meanscore and dsired exjgctations meanscore could be ascribed aghelevel of importancea usgr
givesto various services.

By rarking all services performanceindicators (from the highest to the lowest) based on the minimum meanscore for
individual for overall user group,thesix services peformanceindicators havingthe highest minimum expetationswere
mogly related to the Local Questions dimersion followed by the Library asa Placedimersion then by Information
Control dimersion andlastly by the Affect Service dimersion. These services performanceindicatorswerei A duste
hours of seviced i Acessto photocopying andprintingfadlitieso, i Acomfortable and invitinglocatio n @ Bsy-to-use
accesgools that allow me to find things on my own 0f, Lbrary space that inspiresstudy andlearningd fiLibrary staff
who have the knowledge to armswer user questionsd fi A nlectrenic catalog where it's easyto identify printed and
electronic documerts dfered bymy inditutiond , €Seetable 2). These highest means indicate that servicesrelatedto
all the dimensions Local Questions dimension, Library as a Place dimenson, Information Control dimension and
AffectServicedimension are impartant for users.

The six seviceshaving the lowest minimum expetationswere mogly related to the dimension Affect Service. Same
of these items were: AGiving users individual attentiond ,fiDependbility in handing users' wice problemso ,
A L riary saff who ingtill confidence in usersd The lowest minimum meanscore items demondrated that the library
users dd notgive high importanceto these indicaors. (Seetable 2).

Therarking (fromthehighest to thelowest) of differentdimensionsin terms of importance based onthe minimum mean
scoresis given below (See table 3): Library asa Place, Local Questions, Information Control and at lag Affect of
service. All the individual users groups (Undergradudes, Postgraduates, Academic staff and staff) unanmoudy
corsider very important the dimersion Library as a Place followed by the Local Questions dimension and then by

Information Control dimension andfinally by the Affect of Sevice dimension.
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Table 2. Minimum Expectationsof overall User groups

ID Quedion Text Minimum
Rank SD v (‘Vo)
Mean

1 L-335 | Adequate hours of service 6.88 22 32
2 L-110 | Accessto photocopying and printing fadlities 6.42 2.36 37
3 LP-3 | A comfortable and inviting location 6.37 2.19 34
4 IC-6 | Easy-to-useacasstoolsthatallow me to find things on my own 6.35 222 35
5 LP-1 | Library spacethat inspires study and learning 6.34 222 35
6 AS5 | Library staff who have the knowledge to answer user questions 6.31 221 35

IC-2 | A library Web site enabling meto locate information on my own 6.3 2.32 37
8 IC-7 | Making information easily acaessble for independent use 6.24 2.16 35
9 IC-5 | Modern equipment thatlets meeasly acessnealed information 6.23 2.29 37
10 LP-4 | A haven for study, learning, or research 6.2 2.23 36
11 AS-8 | Willingnessto help users 6.19 2.19 35
12 IC-4 | The electronic information resources | need 6.16 223 36
13 AS-7 | Library staff who understand the needs of their users 6.15 223 36
14 L-847 Qgc S ric;:ct;ncl)% ?e?‘l%%/ vr\;f;e:'r?si:i‘tsuttaﬁ)s;]yto identify printed and dectronic 6.07 236 39
15 LP-2 | Quiet spacefor individual work 6.04 255 42
16 AS-4 | Readinessto respond to users' enquiries 6.02 231 38
17 IC-8 | Print and/or eectronic journal collections | require for my work 6.02 231 38
18 L-185 | Accessto achives, spedal collections 5.99 222 37
19 AS-6 | Library staff who deal with usersin acaring fashion 5.98 2.28 38
20 LP-5 | Spacefor group learning and group study 5.97 247 41
21 IC-3 | The printed library materials I need for my work 5.93 242 41
22 AS-1 | Library staff who instill confidencein users 5.92 2 34
23 AS-3 | Library staff who are consistently courteous 5.88 214 36
24 IC-1 | Making dectronic resources accessble from my homeor office 5.78 2.39 41
25 AS-9 | Dependability in handling users' ®rvice problems 5.56 2.32 42
26 L-159 Sgﬁlgﬁgamhsi?gjgnggggto effedively usethe éectronicdly available 547 264 48
27 AS-2 | Giving users individual attention 5.32 2.38 45

CV: Coefficient of variation represants the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean and it is a useful statistic for comparing the
degreeof variation from one dataseries toanother. In simple language, a low ratio of the coefficient of variation means that there
is no high variation in the responsesof the service users. In this instance, we would say that there are no disparate opinions of the
service users about the library service quality component.
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Table 3. Resultsof Library Performance Aggregated perLibrary users satisfaction Dimensions

] ] Minimum Desred Perceived Adequacy Superiority n
Dimension

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Affect of Service 5.92 7.48 5.85 -0.07 -1.63 1,008
Information Control 6.12 7.70 6.00 -0.12 -1.7 1,008
Library as Race 6.18 7.79 6.11 -0.07 -1.68 1,008

Local Questions 6.17 7.71 6.07 -0.09 -1.63
Overall 6.10 7.67 6.01 -0.09 -1.66 1,008

USERSGDESIRED EXPECTATIONS

The hgh desired mean score could be described as the level of importance thatthe user gives to various
services. We ranked all the services indicaors (from the highest to the lowest) based on the desire mean
score for the overall user group. For the overall user group, highest items were related to the Locd
Questions, the Library as a Place and Information Control dimensions.Theseitems were fiAdequate hours
of serviceo, fiLibrary space thatinspres study and learningo, fA ccessto photocgying and printing facilities),
A Quiet spacefor individual workd, i M o rth equipment that lets me easily access needed informatiorn, AA
comfortable and inviting locationd. (Seetable 4). It seens that the library users in al groupsgave the
least preference to fiGiving uses individual attentiond and A Bpendability in handing users' service

problemso.

MINIMUM, DESIRED AND PERCEIVED USERSODESIRED EXPECTATIONS ON SERVICE QUALITY

DIMENSIONS

The results of pair sample t-test (SeeTable 5) showed that the library user smdnimum expedationswere
significently different than the desire expedationson al services items and dimensions,also the perceived
Mean scores compared to the minimum mean scores and the desired mean scores were statsticdly different.
Usersdid nothave similar demandfor theminimum and desired level. Thustheiradequate (minimum) demand
is different from theirideal (desire) demand.

Theresults suggestedthat use's tinimum and desired expedationssignificantly differed on all four service

quality dimensions forthe individual srvices performarce indicators.



Table 4. Desired Expedationsof Overall User Group
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Rank ID Quedion Text Desred
Mean SD

1 L-335 | Adequate hours of service 7.98 164
2 LP-1 | Library spacethat ingpires study and learning 7.93 174
3 L-110 | Accessto photocopying and printing fadlities 791 1.76
4 LP-2 | Quiet spacefor individual work 7.83 1.86
5 IC-5 | Modern equipment that lets meeasly acessneeded information 7.82 17

6 LP-3 | A comfortable and inviting location 7.8 1.63
7 LP-4 | A haven for study, learning, or research 7.78 1.71
8 IC-2 | A library Web site enabling meto locate information on my own 7.77 1.83
9 IC-4 | The electronic information resources | need 777 1.66
10 AS5 | Library staff who have the knowledge to answer user questions 7.76 1.66
11 IC-6 | Easy-to-useacasstools thatallow me to find things on my own 7.72 1.76
12 AS-8 Willingnessto help users 7.71 172
13 IC-7 | Making information easily acaesshble for independent use 7.68 17

14 IC-8 | Print and/or electronic journal collections | require for my work 7.65 1.74
15 IC-1 | Making electronic resources accessble from my homeor office 7.64 1.89
16 LP-5 | Spacefor group learning and group study 7.61 191
17 L-847 g\gcﬁl ne}c;:(lz)snci)?f i:te?jlck))%/ \:vnr;,eirre]zsiiti'tsufie:)snyto identify printed and eectronic 761 178
18 AS-7 | Library staff who understand the needs of their users 7.6 1.76
19 IC-3 | The printed library materials I need for my work 7.6 1.93
20 AS-4 | Readinessto respond to users' enquiries 757 1.85
21 AS-1 | Library staff who instill confidencein users 7.56 181
22 L-185 | Accessto achives, spedal collections 753 1.79
23 L-159 b:;g;y;?{)&mhsi?gqgnsg%to effedively usethe dectronicdly available 75 201
24 AS-6 | Library staff who deal with usersin acaring fashion 7.44 1.86
25 AS-3 | Library staff who are consistently courteous 7.31 1.89
26 AS-9 | Dependability in handling users' srvice problems 7.26 1.99
27 AS-2 | Giving usersindividual attention 7.18 1.98




Table 5. Paired Samples Test on M eans sores
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Paired Differences

95% Confidence

S, Std. Interval of the t df | Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean S Error i
Deviation Difference
Mean
Lower | Upper
Average desired score for fully answered core item
Pair 1 | resporses - Average minimum score for fully answered 125 1.59 0.04 117 134 | 2903 | 1355 0
core item responses
Average perceived score for fully answered core item
Pair 2 | resporses - Average minimum score for fully answered -0.13 159 0.04 -0.21 -0.04 | -2.97 | 1355 0.003
core item resporses
Average perceived score for fully answered core item
Pair 3 | resporses - Average desired score for fully answered core | -1.38 1.66 0.05 -1.47 -1.29 | -30.68 | 1355 0
item resporses
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Table la :Realltsreatedto thelibrary PerformanceDimensions (Standard deviations)
Minimum Desired Perceived Adequacy Superiority
ID Question Text SD SD SD SD SD n
Affectof Service
AS1 Library staff who ingtill confidencein users 2.00 181 2.06 2.26 2.38 997
AS-2  Giving usersindividual attention 2.38 1.98 2.35 259 2.60 981
AS-3  Library staff who ae consistently courteous 214 1.89 214 2.30 234 973
AS-4  Readinessto respond to users' emquiries 231 1.85 2.18 248 2.39 991
AS5  Library staff who have the knowledge to answer 221 1.66 215 2.27 2.23 986
user questions
AS6 Library staff who deal with usersin acaring 2.28 1.86 218 2.29 2.28 973
fashion
AS7  Library staff who understand the needs of their 2.23 1.76 219 2.39 232 984
users
AS-8  Willingnessto help users 2.19 1.72 2.19 240 2.29 987
AS9  Dependability in handling users' srviceproblems 232 1.99 2.27 244 253 951
Information Control
IC-1 Making electronic resources acessble from my 2.39 1.89 227 2.62 2.62 942
homeor office
IC-2  Alibrary Web ste enabling meto locate 232 1.83 234 242 248 993
information on myown
IC-3 The printed library materials| need for my work 242 193 2.26 2.50 2.46 977
IC-4  Theelectronicinformation resources | need 223 1.66 210 242 233 983
IC-5 Modern equipment thatlets meeasly acess 2.29 1.70 217 248 231 992
nealed information
IC-6 Easy-to-useacasstools that allow me to find 222 1.76 217 2.35 2.28 991
things on myown
IC-7 Making information eadly acessblefor 2.16 1.70 212 2.30 224 979
independent use
IC-8 Print and/or eectronic journal collections | 231 174 224 250 241 958
require for my work
Library ¢ sPlace
LP-2  Quiet spacefor individual work 255 1.86 2.38 2.64 2.60 997
LP-3 A comfortableand inviting location 219 1.63 2.06 220 2.09 986
LP-4  Ahaven for study, learning, or research 2.23 171 2.16 240 2.30 987
LP-5  Spacefor group learning and group study 247 191 245 2.66 2.64 979
Overall: 1.59 1.28 1.49 1.64 164 1,008

Souce LibQual Suvey 2012
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The following table displays mear scores for eah dimension of library service quaity measired by the LibQUAL +®
survey, where n is the number of respondents for ead particular dimension. (For a more detaled explanation of the
healings, see the Introduction to this notebook.) A complete listing of the survey questions and their dimensions can be
found in Appendix A.

_ : Minimum Desired Peceived  Adequacy  Superiority
Dimension
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean n
Affect of Service 5.92 7.48 5.85 -0.07 -1.63 1,008
Information Control 6.12 7.70 6.00 -0.12 -1.70 1,008
Library as Pace 6.18 7.79 6.11 -0.07 -1.68 1,008
Overall 6.07 7.64 5.99 -0.09 -1.66 1,008
The following table displays standard deviation for each dimension of library sevice qudity measred by the
LibQUAL+® survey, where n is the number of respondents for ead particular dimension. (For a more detailed
explanation of the headngs, see the Introduction to this notebodk.) A complete listing of the survey questions and their
dimensions can be found in Appendix A.
o ) Minimum Desired Perceived Adequacy Superiority
imension SD SD SD SD SD n
Affect of Service 1.71 1.39 1.65 173 1.74 1,008
Information Control 1.69 1.33 161 1.78 177 1,008
Library as Pace 1.81 1.36 171 184 1.83 1,008
Overall 159 1.28 1.49 1.64 1.64 1,008

Souce LibQua Suvey 2012
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CORE QUESTION DIMENSIONS SUMMARY

On the chart below, scores for eah dimension of library service quality have been plotted graphicaly. The exterior bars
represent the range of minimum to desired mean scores for ead dimension. The interior bars represent the range of
minimumto perceaved mean scores (the service adequacy gap) for ead dimension of library service quality.

Mean

Affect of Information Library as
Service Control Place

Overall

Dimension

I Rangeof Minimum to Desired

. Rangeof Minimum to Perceived (O Hequacy Gapd)

Souce LibQual Suvey 2012
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LOCAL QUESTION SUMMARY

This table shows mean scores of eah of the locd questions added by the individua library or consortium, where n is the
number of respondents for ead particular queston. For a more detailed explanation of the headings, see the introduction

to this notebook.
Minimum Desired Perceived Adequacy Superi ority
Question Text Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean n

Accessto archives, special collections 5.99 7.53 6.07 0.08 -1.46 965
Accessto photocopying and printing fadlities 6.42 7.91 6.32 -0.10 -1.58 982
Adequate hours of service 6.88 7.98 6.92 0.04 -1.06 995
An electronic catalog where it's easyto identify 6.07 7.61 5.83 -0.23 -1.77 953
printed and electronic documents offered by my

ingtitution

Library staff teaching mehow to effectively usethe 5.47 750 523 -0.23 -2.26 960

electronically available databases, joumals, and

books



This table displays the mean score and standard deviation for eat of the information literacy outcomes questions, where
n is the number of respondents for ead question. These scores are cdculated from resporses to the information literacy
outcomes questions on the LibQUAL+® survey, in which respondents rated their levels of genera sdisfadion on a
scde from 1-9 with 1 being "strondly disagee" and 9 representing "strongly agree".

Information Literacy Outcomes Questions Mean SD
Thelibrary helps me stay abreastof developmentsin myfied(s) of interest. 5.97 2.10 1,008
Thelibrary aids my advancement in my acalemic discipline or work. 6.31 1.99 1,008
The library enables meto be more efficient in myacademic pursuits or work. 6.49 201 1,008
Thelibrary helps medistinguish between trustworthy and untrustworthy information. 5.73 2.29 1,007

Thelibrary provides mewith the information skills | need in mywork or study. 6.42 2.09 1,006
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OVERALL CUSTOMERSGSATISFACTION RATES

Table6: Percentagesof Library users satisfaction
(Perceived Mean mmpared to Minimum Mean)

AvPerCountl Total
Not adequately Adequately Satisfied
satisfied with the with the Service
Service

Count 599 649 1248
Undergraduate % within AvPerCourntl 94.2% 93.2% 93.7%
% of Total 45.0% 48.7% 93.7%

Count 16 23 39
Postgraduate % within AvPerCourtl 2.5% 3.3% 2.9%
% of Total 1.2% 1.7% 2.9%

Count 13 10 23
Use Group ID Academic Staff % within AvPerCourtl 2.0% 1.4% 1.7%
% of Total 1.0% 0.8% 1.7%

Count 6 9 15
Library Staff % within AvPerCountl 0.9% 1.3% 1.1%
% of Total 0.5% 0.7% 1.1%

Count 2 5 7
Staff % within AvPerCountl 0.3% 0.7% 0.5%
% of Total 0.2% 0.4% 0.5%
Count 636 696 1332

Total % within AvPerCountl 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.7% 52.3% 100.0%

Percentagesof library user O gatisf action

Table 6 above provides statistical data of the library user® satisfaction in terms of how the library services meet the
minimum required by service users. The overall percentages of service users who are not adequately satisfied
(Perceived MeanScore compared tothe Minimum MeanScore) is47.7% while 52.3% ofthe service usersare adequatly
satisfied - this means that the library services is meeting the minimum mean score required by the services users
at 52.5%, and is not meeting the minimum mean score required at 47.7% of the service users. The table also

indicates the satisfaction rates of different groups of library users.
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Table 7: Percentagesof Library userssaisfaction
(Perceived Mean mmpared to Desired Mean)

AvPerCount2 Total
Perceived Mean score | Perceved Mean score
less than the Desired | grederthan or equal
Mean to the Desired Mean
score

Count 948 198 1146
Undergraduate % within AvPerCount2 94.2% 92.5% 93.9%
% of Total 77.7% 16.2% 93.9%

Count 25 10 35
Postgraduate % within AvPerCount2 2.5% 4.7% 2.9%
% of Total 2.0% 0.8% 2.9%

Count 18 4 22
Use Group ID Academic Staff % within AvPerCount2 1.8% 1.9% 1.8%
% of Total 1.5% 0.3% 1.8%

Count 12 1 13
Library Staff % within AvPerCount2 1.2% 0.5% 1.1%
% of Total 1.0% 0.1% 1.1%

Count 3 1 4
Staff % within AvPerCount2 0.3% 0.5% 0.3%
% of Total 0.2% 0.1% 0.3%
Count 1006 214 1220

Total % within AvPerCount2 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 82.5% 17.5% 100.0%

The conceptual difference between WITHIN-SWBJECT and BETWEEN-SIWBXECT effects is something
Within-person (or within-subject) effectsrepresent the variability of a particular scare for individualsin the
sample. In this instance, the percentge (%) within User Group ID is a measue of how much a group of
users (Undergraduate, Postg aduate, Academic staff, Staff) in the sample tends to change (or vary) over
time and or contribute to the two categories GPer ceived Affect of Service lessthan the Minimum Affect Service
required by service userO énd GPer ceived Afffect of Service greater than or equal to the Minimum Mean Score

of Affect sewvice byservice usaso.
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In other words, the percentage (%) within AvPer Caunt2 represents the Between-user group percentage)o
for each categpry. It gives the contribution of the users groups to each of the two categries (Perceived
Affect of Service lessthan the Minimum Affect Service required by srvice userO @nd (Perceived Afffect of

Service greater than or equal to the Minimum Mean Score of Affect sewice byservice use so.

Percentagesof library user O gatisf action

Thetable 7 above providesstatistical data of the library user® satisfaction in terms of how the library servicesmeet the
desired mean score required by the service users. The overall percentages of service users who the perceived mean
score is less than the desired meanis 82.5% (Perceived Mean Score compared to the Desired Mean Sore) while the
percentage of service users who® perceived mean score is greater than or equal to the desired mean score is

17.5% - this means that among the library services users 17.5% perceived that the library is delivering more than

what they desire.
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CUSTOMERSGOSATISFACTION RATES RELATED TO THE OVERALL AFFECT OF SERVICE

The Affect of Service dimension as illustrated in the figure above and the table below, show Adequacy
means (Paceaved Mean score minusMini mum Mean score) below averages for the six indicatorsin red and

aslight abovefor the indicators in geen.

Negative perceptionsindicators on Affect of Service

ol brary staff who instill confidencein users,
uReadinessto regpond to users enquiries

obbrary staff who deal with usersin a aring fashion,
obbrary staff who understand the needs of their users,
Willingnessto help users,

ubependability in handlingusers' service problems

Positive perceptionsindicaorson Affect of Service

w&ving users ndividual attention,
olbrary staff who are consistently courteous,
olbrary staff who have the knowledgeto answer user quegions

The owrall Affect of service indcaors the perceived means scores are less thanthe desired means scores,
which resulted in the negative superiority means scores. Thismeans hat thelibrary services neal toincrease
the Affect of service comporentin order to reach thedesired means scoes of the rvices uses.

Therefore the survey results showthat47.3%of the service uses are having perceéved means related to the
dimension Affect of service lessthan the minimum mean scores. This means thatthe library is not meeting
theminimum required on theindicators of Affed of services; whereas 52.7% of theservice uses are having
the perceved means score which is greater than or equal to the minimum mean scores related to the
componentf the dimension Affect of service meaning that for 52.7% of the service users, the library is
delivering morethanthe minimum required for the indicaors related to Affect of service dimension. These
results are shown on tables 8 and 9 below, including details different uses groups (Undergraduate,
Posigraduate, Academic Staff, Library Staff and Staff).



Table 8: Percentagesof Library userssatisfaction on Affect Service dimension

(Perceived M ean compar ed to the Minimum)
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D1AvPerCountl Total
PerceivedAffect of | PerceivedAfffect
Savicelessthan of Seavice greater
the Minimum thanor equal to the
Affect Sevice Minimum Mean
required by service | Soore of Affect
users service by service
Users
Count 554 623 1177
% within User Group ID 47.1% 52.9% 100.0%
Undergraduate —
% within D1AvPerCountl 93.6% 94.5% 94.1%
% of Total 44.3% 49.8% 94.1%
Count 16 19 35
% within User Group ID 45.7% 54.3% 100.0%
Postgraduate .
% within D1AvPerCountl 2.7% 2.9% 2.8%
% of Total 1.3% 1.5% 2.8%
Count 12 10 22
. % within User Group ID 54.5% 45.5% 100.0%
UserGroup ID Academic Staff .
% within D1AvPerCountl 2.0% 1.5% 1.8%
% of Total 1.0% 0.8% 1.8%
Count 6 7 13
) % within User Group ID 46.2% 53.8% 100.0%
Library Staff .
% within D1AvPerCountl 1.0% 1.1% 1.0%
% of Total 0.5% 0.6% 1.0%
Count 4 0 4
Staff % within User Group ID 1000% 0.0% 1000%
% within D1AvPerCountl 0.7% 0.0% 0.3%
% of Total 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%
Count 592 659 1251
% within User Group ID 47.3% 52.7% 100.0%
Total % within D1AvPerCountl 1000% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47.3% 52.7% 100.0%




Table 9:Percentagesof Library userssaisfaction on Affect Servicedimenson

(Perceived Mean mmpared to Desired Mean)
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D1AvPerCourt?2 Total
Perceved Mean Perceived Mean score
Score of Affed of Affed Service
Service less than the | greaeror equal to the
Desired Score Desired Mean Score
Count 855 277 1132
% within Use Group ID 75.5% 24.5% 100.0%
Undergraduate
% within D1AvPerCount2 94.1% 93.3% 93.9%
% of Total 70.9% 23.0% 93.9%
Count 27 8 35
% within Use Group ID 77.1% 22.9% 100.0%
Postgraduate
% within D1AvPerCount2 3.0% 2.7% 2.9%
% of Total 2.2% 0.7% 2.9%
Count 16 6 22
% within Use Group ID 72.7% 27.3% 100.0%
Usea Group ID Academic Staff
% within D1AvPerCount2 1.8% 2.0% 1.8%
% of Total 1.3% 0.5% 1.8%
Count 7 6 13
% within Use Group ID 53.8% 46.2% 100.0%
Library Staff
% within D1AvPerCount2 0.8% 2.0% 1.1%
% of Total 0.6% 0.5% 1.1%
Count 4 0 4
% within Use Group ID 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Seaft % within D1AvPerCount2 0.4% 0.0% 0.3%
% of Total 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%
Count 909 297 1206
% within Use Group ID 75.4% 24.6% 100.0%
Toral % within D1AvPerCount2 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 75.4% 24.6% 100.0%
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CUSTOMERSGOSATISFACTION RATES RELATED TO THE OVERALL INFORMATION CONTROL

Information Control
Regardingthedimersion InformationControl,the UNAM Library serviceis negativdy percevedby

theserviceusersfor all thecomponensbelowin red:

Negative perceptions indicators of I nformation Control

AMaking eledronic resoucesaccessilde from my home or office
AA library Web site enabling me to locae information on my own
AThe pintedlibrary materials | need for my work

AThe ekctronic information resaurces| need
AModernequipment thatlets me easily access neededinformation
APrint and/ar eledronic journal colledions | require for my work
AMaking information easily accessible for independent use
AEasy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own

The overdl Information Control indicaors the perceived means scores are less than the desired means
scores, which resulted in the negative superiority means scores. This means thatthe library services neel to
increase the Information Controlcomponent in orer to reach thedesired means scoes of the services uses.
Therefore the suivey results showthat 50.7 % of the service users are having perceived means related to the
dimensionInformation Controllessthanthe minimum mean scores. This meansthatthelibrary is not mesting
the minimum required on the indicators of Information Control; whereas 49.3 % of the service uses are
having thepercaved means score which is greater thanor equal to the minimum mean scores related to the
component®of the dimension Information Control meaning that for 49.3 % of the service uses, the library
is delivering more thanthe minimum required for the indicators related to InformationControldimension.
Theseresults are shownontables10and 11 below, including details of differentuse's groups(Undergraduate,
Posigraduate, Academic Staff, Library Staff and Staff).



Table 10: Percentages of Library userssatisfaction on Information Control dimension

(Perceived Mean @mmpared to the Minimum)
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D2AvPeaCountl Tota
Peceived of Peceived of
Information Information
Control lessthan | Control greater
the Minimum thanor egqualto
Scaerequired by| theMinimum
Seviceusrs required
Count 596 579 1175
% within User GroupID 50.7% 49.3% 100.0%
Undeagraduete .
% within D2AvPaCourntl 94.0% 94.0% 94.0%
% of Tota 47.7% 46.3% 94.0%
Count 18 17 35
% within User GroupID 51.4% 48.6% 100.0%
Poggraduate .
% within D2AvPaCourntl 2.8% 2.8% 2.8%
% of Tota 1.4% 1.4% 2.8%
Count 12 10 22
, % within User GroupID 54.5% 45.5% 100.0%
User Group ID Acadenic Saff —
% within D2AvPaCourntl 1.9% 1.6% 1.8%
% of Tota 1.0% 0.8% 1.8%
Count 6 7 13
_ % within User GroupID 46.2% 53.8% 100.0%
Library Steff .
% within D2AvPaCourntl 0.9% 1.1% 1.0%
% of Tota 0.5% 0.6% 1.0%
Count 2 3 5
St % within User GroupID 40.0% 60.0% 100.0%
% within D2AvPeaCourtl 0.3% 0.5% 0.4%
% of Tota 0.2% 0.2% 0.4%
Count 634 616 1250
Tota % within User GroupID 50.7% 49.3% 100.0%
% within D2AvPeaCourntl 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tota 50.7% 49.3% 100.0%




Table 11: Percentages of Library userssatisfaction on Information Control dimension
(Perceived Mean mmpared to the Desired)
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D2AvPeCoun2 Tota
PeacevedMean | PeceivedMean
lessthanthe Greaerthanor
DesiredMean equalto the
scorerequired DesiredMean
score required
Count 900 275 1175
% within User GroupID 76.6% 23.4% 100.0%
Undeagraduete .
% within D2AvPaCount?2 94.2% 93.2% 94.0%
% of Tota 72.0% 22.0% 94.0%
Count 26 9 35
% within User GroupID 74.3% 25.7% 100.0%
Poggraduate I
% within D2AvPaCournt?2 2.7% 3.1% 2.8%
% of Tota 2.1% 0.7% 2.8%
Count 15 7 22
. % within User GroupID 68.2% 31.8% 100.0%
User Group ID Acadenic Saff .
% within D2AvPaCount?2 1.6% 2.4% 1.8%
% of Tota 1.2% 0.6% 1.8%
Count 11 2 13
. % within User GroupID 84.6% 15.4% 100.0%
Library Staff .
% within D2AvPaCournt?2 1.2% 0.7% 1.0%
% of Total 0.9% 0.2% 1.0%
Count 3 2 5
St % within User GroupID 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%
% within D2AvPaCount?2 0.3% 0.7% 0.4%
% of Total 0.2% 0.2% 0.4%
Count 955 295 1250
Totdl % within User GroupID 76.4% 23.6% 100.0%
% within D2AvPaCournt2 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 76.4% 23.6% 100.0%
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CUSTOMERSGSATISFACTION RATES RELATED TO THE OVERALL LIBRARY AS A PLACE

Library asPlace
Regardingthedimersion Library asPlace, the UNAM Library serviceis negtively perceivedy the

serviceusersfor all the componentselowin red andpositively perceivedfor the componerisin green:

Negative perceptions' indicators on Library asPlace

alibrary spacethat inspiresstudy and learning
w Vv idizspace for individual work

uSmcefor group leaming and group study

w 'havenfor study, leaming, or research

Positive perceptions’ indicatorson Library as Place

w ! omdrtable and inviting location

The overall Library as Place indicators the perceived means scores are less thanthe desired means scores,
which resulted in the negative superiority means scores. This mans hat thelibrary services need toincrease
theLibrary as Place comporent in order to reach the desired means scores of the ®rvices uses.

Therefore the suvey results showthat44.7 % of the service users are having perceived meansrelated to the
dimension Library as Place lessthanthe minimum mean scores. This means thatthe library is not meeting
the minimum required on the indicators of Library as Place whereas 55.3 % of the service users are having
the percaved means score which is greater than or equal to the minimum mean scores related to the
componentf the dimension Library as Place meaning that for 55.3 % of the service uses, the library is
delivering more thanthe minimum required for the indicaors related to Library as Place dimension. These
results are shownon tables 12 and 13 below, including details of different uses groups (Undergraduate,
Posigraduate, Academic Staff, Library Staff and Staff).



Table 12: Percentages of Library userssatisfactionon Library as a Placedimension

(Perceived Mean @mmpared to the Minimum)
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D3AvPeCounl Tota
PecevedMean | PeaceivedMean
of Library asa of Library asa
Placeislessthan| Placeisgreater
theMinimum thanor egqualto
required theMinimum
required
Count 525 648 1173
% within User GroupID 44.8% 55.2% 100.0%
Undeagraduste .
% within D3AvPaCourntl 94.1% 94.0% 94.1%
% of Tota 42.1% 52.0% 94.1%
Count 11 24 35
% within User Group|D 31.4% 68.6% 100.0%
Poggraduate I
% within D3AvPaCourntl 2.0% 3.5% 2.8%
% of Tota 0.9% 1.9% 2.8%
Count 12 10 22
_ % within User GroupID 54.5% 45.5% 100.0%
User Group ID Acadenic Saff .
% within D3AvPaCountl 2.2% 1.5% 1.8%
% of Tota 1.0% 0.8% 1.8%
Count 7 6 13
. % within User GroupID 53.8% 46.2% 100.0%
Library Staff .
% within D3AvPaCountl 1.3% 0.9% 1.0%
% of Tota 0.6% 0.5% 1.0%
Count 3 1 4
Stff % within User GroupID 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%
% within D3AvPaCourtl 0.5% 0.1% 0.3%
% of Tota 0.2% 0.1% 0.3%
Count 558 689 1247
Tota % within User GroupID 44.7% 55.3% 100.0%
% within D3AvPaCournt1 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tota 44.7% 55.3% 100.0%




Table 13: Percentages of Library userssatisfactionon Library as a Placedimension

(Perceived Mean @mmpared to the Desired Mean Score)
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D3AvPeaCoun2 Tota
PeacevedMean | PeceivedMean
of Library asa of Library asa
Placeislessthan| Placeisgreater
thedesredmean| thanor equalto
score thedesiredmean
scorerequired
Count 869 304 1173
% within User GroupID 74.1% 25.9% 100.0%
Undeagraduste .
% within D3AvPaCourt2 94.4% 93.3% 94.1%
% of Tota 69.7% 24.4% 94.1%
Count 24 11 35
% within User GroupID 68.6% 31.4% 100.0%
Poggraduate .
% within D3AvPaCourt2 2.6% 3.4% 2.8%
% of Tota 1.9% 0.9% 2.8%
Count 16 6 22
. % within User GroupID 72.7% 27.3% 100.0%
User Group ID Acadenic Saff .
% within D3AvPaCourt2 1.7% 1.8% 1.8%
% of Tota 1.3% 0.5% 1.8%
Count 8 5 13
. % within User GroupID 61.5% 38.5% 100.0%
Library Staff .
% within D3AvPaCount?2 0.9% 1.5% 1.0%
% of Tota 0.6% 0.4% 1.0%
Count 4 0 4
St % within User GroupID 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
% within D3AvPaCourt2 0.4% 0.0% 0.3%
% of Tota 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%
Count 921 326 1247
Tota % within User GroupID 73.9% 26.1% 100.0%
% within D3AvPeaCount2 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tota 73.9% 26.1% 100.0%
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CUSTOMERSGSATISFACTION RATES RELATED TO THE LOCAL QUESTIONS DIMENSION

The Local questions

Regarding the dimersion Local questions, the UNAM Library serviceis neggtively perceived by the
serviceusersfor all the componentsbelowin red andpositively percevedfor the componertsin green:

Negative perception onindicatorsof Lacal Quesons dimengon

AAmessto photocopying and printing facilities

wAneledronic catalog where it's easy to identify printed and eledronic documents offered by
my institution

wLbrary staff teachingme how to effedivelyuse the eledronically avalable databases,
journals, andbooks

Positive perception on indicators of Local Questionsdimengon

w Acacessto archives,specialcolledions
w Adequate hoursof service

The owrdl Locd Questionsindicaors on the componentii Acessto Archivesand special colledionso the
perceived means scores are lessthan the desired means scores, which resuted in the negative supeiority
means scores. This means thatthelibrary services need to increasethe Local QuestionsiiAccessto Archives
and spedal collectionsd component in orer to reach the asired means sores of theservices users.
Therefore the suivey results showthat 35.1% of the service users are having perceived meansrelated to the
dimension Locd Question lessthanthe minimum mean scores. This means that the library is not meeting
the minimum required on the indcaorsof Locd Question; whereas 64.9% of the ®rvice usasare having the
perceived means score of fIAccessto Archivesand special colledionsd  wthis greater thanor equal to the
minimum mean scores related to the fAccess to Archives and speeial colledionsd of the dimensionLocal
Question meaning that for 64.9 % of the service users, the library is delivering more than the minimum
required for the indicators related to Local Questions dimension. These results are shown on tabes 14
and 15 below, including details different uses groups (Undergraduate, Posgraduate, Academic Staff,
Library Staff and Staff).



Table 14: Percentages of Library users satisfaction on Accessto archives andspecial cdlections
(Perceived Mean mmpared to the Minimum)

L185PerCount1 Tota
PeacevedMean | PeceivedMean
score of Accessto| score of Accessto
archivesand archivesand
special special
cdlectionsisless| cdllectionsis
thantherequired greatthanor
Minimum mean equalto the
score required
Minimum mean
Count 391 719 1110
% within User Group ID 35.2% 64.8% 100.0%
Undeagraduete I
% within L185PerCountl 94.2% 93.9% 94.0%
% of Total 33.1% 60.9% 94.0%
Count 9 24 33
% within User GroupID 27.3% 72.7% 100.0%
Poggraduate I
% within L185PerCount1 2.2% 3.1% 2.8%
% of Tota 0.8% 2.0% 2.8%
Count 8 12 20
_ % within User GroupID 40.0% 60.0% 100.0%
User Group ID Acadenic Staff —
% within L185PerCount1 1.9% 1.6% 1.7%
% of Total 0.7% 1.0% 1.7%
Count 5 8 13
_ % within User GroupID 38.5% 61.5% 100.0%
Library Staff L
% within L185PerCount1 1.2% 1.0% 1.1%
% of Total 0.4% 0.7% 1.1%
Count 2 3 5
St % within User GroupID 40.0% 60.0% 100.0%
% within L185PerCount1 0.5% 0.4% 0.4%
% of Tota 0.2% 0.3% 0.4%
Count 415 766 1181
Totdl % within User GroupID 35.1% 64.9% 100.0%
% within L185PerCount1 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 35.1% 64.9% 100.0%
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Table 15: Percentages of Library users satisfaction on Accessto archives andspecial cdlections
(Perceived Mean mmpared to the Desired)

L185PerCount?2 Tota
PecevedMean | PeaceivedMean
score of Accessto| score of Accessto
archivesspecial | archivesis greder
calectionsisless | thanor equalto
thanthedesired | thedesiredmean
meanrequired scorerequired
Count 632 475 1107
% within User GroupID 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
Undeagraduete .
% within L185PerCount2 94.5% 93.5% 94.1%
% of Tota 53.7% 40.4% 94.1%
Count 19 14 33
% within User GroupID 57.6% 42.4% 100.0%
Poggraduate .
% within L185PerCount2 2.8% 2.8% 2.8%
% of Tota 1.6% 1.2% 2.8%
Count 7 13 20
_ % within User GroupID 35.0% 65.0% 100.0%
User Group ID Acadenic Saff —
% within L185PerCount2 1.0% 2.6% 1.7%
% of Tota 0.6% 1.1% 1.7%
Count 8 5 13
_ % within User GroupID 61.5% 38.5% 100.0%
Library Steff .
% within L185PerCount2 1.2% 1.0% 1.1%
% of Tota 0.7% 0.4% 1.1%
Count 3 1 4
St % within User GroupID 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%
% within L185PerCount2 0.4% 0.2% 0.3%
% of Tota 0.3% 0.1% 0.3%
Count 669 508 1177
Totdl % within User GroupID 56.8% 43.2% 100.0%
% within L185PerCount2 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tota 56.8% 43.2% 100.0%




Theoverdl Loca Questionsindicaorsonthecomponenfi Acessto photocgying and printingdthe perceived
means scores are lessthanthe desired means scores, which resuted in the negative supeiority means scores.
This means that the library services neal to increase the Locd Questions fAccess to photocpying and

printingd component in orer to reach the desired means scores of theservices usrs.

Therefore the suivey results showthat 36.1 % of the service users are having perceived means related to the
dimension Locd Question lessthanthe minimum mean scores. This means that the library is not meeting
the mnimum required on the indcatorsof Locd Question; whereas 63.9% of the srvice usesare having the
perceived meansscore of AAccessto photocgying andprinti  n which is greater thanor equal to the minmum
mean scores related to the fAccess to photocgying and printingd of the dimension Locd Question
meaning that for 63.9 % of the service uses, the library is delivering more than the minimum required
for the indicaors related to Local Questionsdimension. Theseresults are shownon tables 16 and

17 below, including details different use's groups (Undergraduate, Posigraduate, Academic Staff, Library
Staff and Staff).



Table 16: Percentages of Library users satisfaction on Access to photocopying and printing

(Perceived Mean @mmpared to the Minimum)
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L110PerCount1 Tota
PeacevedMean | PeceivedMean
score of Accessto| score of Accessto
phaocopying and| phaocopyingand
printinglessthan | printing greaer
the Minimum thanor egualto
scorereguired | Minimum mean
scorerequired
Count 401 723 1124
% within User GroupID 35.7% 64.3% 100.0%
Undeagraduste —
% within L110PerCount1 93.3% 94.9% 94.3%
% of Tota 33.6% 60.7% 94.3%
Count 13 20 33
% within User GroupID 39.4% 60.6% 100.0%
Poggraduate I
% within L110PerCount1 3.0% 2.6% 2.8%
% of Tota 1.1% 1.7% 2.8%
Count 10 9 19
, % within User GroupID 52.6% 47.4% 100.0%
User Group ID Acadenic Saff .
% within L110PerCountl 2.3% 1.2% 1.6%
% of Tota 0.8% 0.8% 1.6%
Count 5 8 13
_ % within User GroupID 38.5% 61.5% 100.0%
Library Staff .
% within L110PerCountl 1.2% 1.0% 1.1%
% of Totd 0.4% 0.7% 1.1%
Count 1 2 3
St % within User GroupID 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
% within L110PerCountl 0.2% 0.3% 0.3%
% of Tota 0.1% 0.2% 0.3%
Count 430 762 1192
Totdl % within User GroupID 36.1% 63.9% 100.0%
% within L110PerCount1 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tota 36.1% 63.9% 100.0%







