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SUBJECT: Arny Library Institute 2000 Assessnent

1. Previously the Arny Library Institute relied on a method of
assessnment which solicited fromparticipants comments about what
they liked best, what they did not |ike, and any additional
remar ks about how to inprove ALI. For ALl 2000, the approach
taken was to utilize a nmarketing survey tool called the

| mport ance- Perf ormance Anal ysis (I PA) nodel

2. Briefly, the I PA survey normally asks respondents to first

i ndicate their perceptions about how i nportant a particul ar
attribute is to themagainst a set of fixed responses scal ed as
fol |l ows:

‘“Very H gh Expectation

‘Hi gh Expectation
“Slightly H gh Expectation
“Slightly Low Expectation
‘Low Expectation’

‘“Very Low Expectation’

It then asks them how well a particular attribute was perforned
by the service provider. The nean differences between

i nportance and performance for each attribute are then plotted
on a bi-axial grid which results in a graphic display of plotted
attributes residing in four possible quadrants of that grid.

The disparity between neasurenents of inportance and performance
for each attribute, called the ‘1-P gap’ reveal s nmuch about how
custoners see services and what courses of action nmanagers nay
take to inprove services.

3. Enclosure 1, “Inportance-Performance Anal ysis” by John A
Martilla and John C. Janes, Journal of Marketing 41:1 (January
1977) pp. 77-79, provides a summary of | PA principles and

met hodol ogy. A frequently cited article on this subject.

4. Enclosure 2, “Evaluating MAR [ Moral e, Wl fare, Recreation]
Fitness Progranms: A Navy Case Study Using the |nportance-
Performance Analysis Method” by J. Kelly Powell [and others],
MIlitary Clubs and Recreation (March 1996), pp. 20-25, is an
exanple of I PA applied to a particular program
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5. Enclosures 3 through 6 pertain to the ALl 2000 Assessnent in
particul ar:

a. Encl 3, Program Assessnent Survey, Pt 1. Expectation
b. Encl 4, Program Assessnent Survey, Pt 2, Satisfaction
c. Encl 5 I1PAGid and Survey Results Table

d. Encl 6, Deviation Between Expectation & Satisfaction
Mean Val ues

6. Attributes.

a. Attributes, also called ‘survey elenents’ used in our s
ALI 2000 assessnent derived fromthe ALI 2000 program agenda.
Initially, all agenda itenms were listed on the survey forns,
i ncluding Session B ‘ General Library Working G oup’. Upon first
exam nation of the distribution of plotted data, however, the
Session B attribute was plotted way out in left field as it
were. This skewed the | ocations of many other attributes which
clustered these so close together that little sense could be
made of the data. Session B was then deleted fromthe anal ysis
resulting in a nore open display of the other attribute on the
grid.

b. Although the ALI 2000 agenda was geared to all Kkinds of
libraries and librarians, Session B focused primarily on general
libraries (and attended primarily by librarians who work in
general libraries). The assessnment, however, asked all ALI 2000
participants to rate Session B, and this by itself, resulted in
sonme participants not knowing how to rate their personal
expectation or satisfaction since they did not participate in
Session B. Thus, this survey elenent or attribute was excl uded
froma second data anal ysis and di spl ay.

7. Survey Forns.

a. Program Assessnent Survey, Pt 1 ‘Expectations’
(Encl osure 3) asked each participant to indicate his/her “level
of EXPECTATIONS (i.e., degree of inportance of each session) for
personal benefits” fromthe set of fixed scal ed responses |isted
above in paragraph 2.

b. Program Assessnent Survey, Pt 2 ‘Satisfactions’
(Encl osure 4) asked each participant to rate the sane 26



Arny Library Institute 2000 -- Assessnent

sessions on Part 1, but this time to indicate his/her degree of
SATI SFACTION (i.e., level of performance) with each session.

c. Data provided by participants on both fornms were scanned
and anal yzed in accordance with a custoner-satisfaction program
devel oped at Headquarters, U S. Arny Forces Command, and nodel ed
on principles developed initially for business marketing.

8. IPA Gid and Survey Results Table (encl osure 5).

a.. The top portion of this enclosure, the IPA Gid,
di splays the plotted attributes, |abeled A through Y, on a two-
di rensional grid. The grid s horizontal axis represents
Expectation (Inportance); its vertical axis Satisfaction
(Performance).

b. The center of the grid (where the two axes intersect)
represents the grand nean val ues for expectation / satisfaction
sanple data. This grid center also defines four quadrants (from
top left reading clockw se):

Focus Efforts Here | Keep Up the Good Work

Low Priorit Possible Overkill
y

c. Wthin each quadrant are labels (A - Y) representing
sanpl e data for each ALI 2000 session. ldeally, if expectation
al i gned perfectly with satisfaction for each | abel, then ALL
| abel s woul d be | ocated al ong an imagi nary |ine running
di agonal ly through the grid center -- fromnear the grid s | ower
| eft corner to near its upper right corner. |In actuality,
| abel s are at varying distances fromthis |ine. The greater the
di stance between this diagonal Iine and the | abel, the greater
t he di spl acenent between expectation and satisfaction for that
particul ar ALl 2000 session. For exanple, labels C through N
are closer to this line than |l abels A and B, and | abels O
through Y. One general assessnent of these sanple data is that
many of ALl 2000’ s sessions met participants expectations.

d. This general assessnent, however, begs the question
about labels in the ‘Focus Efforts Here’ and ‘ Possible Overkil
Quadrant’ quadrants. (At this stage the labels in the renaining



Arny Library Institute 2000 -- Assessnent

two quadrants need not concern us. W know intuitively from
| ooking at the labels in the ‘Keep Up the Good Wbrk’ quadrant
t hat managenent has delivered satisfactory service here, and
| abels in the *Low Priority’ quadrant are just that — | ow
priority.) A hard look at attribute rankings is in order.

e. The bottom portion of Enclosure 5 displays the
‘Expectation-Satisfaction Survey Results Table’ which lists
survey elenents (attributes, |abels) al phabetically Ato Z  The
‘Qbservations’ colum indicates the nunber of observations or
participants for both Expectation and Satisfaction. The ‘Man
Expectation’ colum lists for each attribute, its nean, or
average, rating AND its ranking relative to other attributes.
The * Mean Satisfaction’ colum does the sane for the
satisfaction data. The ‘E/S Mean Difference’ colum lists the
mean di fference between expectation and satisfaction for each
attribute. The last colum, *E/S Interval Ranking lists the
ranki ng of intervals.

f. Look at the top five Mean Expectation rankings:

(1) J — Virtual Library Services

(2) B -- Electronic Books and Libraries
(3) E -- Future of Libraries

(4 H-— Arny Library Program Update
(5 K -- Arny Know edge Online

and the bottom five Mean Expectati on rankings:

(21) O -— Social ‘*Met and G eet’

(22) Y -— Ceneral Libraries Open Meeting

(23) X -— ALl 2000 Assessnent

(24) U -— Tours (CNN and Carter Center)

(25) W-— MACOM Meeti ngs
In general, ALl 2000 participants had hi gher expectations for
sessions J, B, E, H and K, and |l ower expectations for sessions

O Y, X U and W Note that the nean expectation val ues bear
this out. For our top five, nean expectation ratings are
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4.3256; 4.3182; 4.2292; 4.2045; and 4.1429. And for the bottom
five, nean expectation ratings are 3.5532; 3.5500; 3.4727;
3.2857; and 3. 1463.

g. Now look at the top five Mean Satisfaction rankings:

(1) S — Value of Consortia and Partnerships
(2) Y -— Ceneral Libraries Open Meeting

(3) T — FLICC Training and Services

(4) J -- Virtual Library Services

(5 X -— ALl 2000 Assessnent

and the bottomfive Mean Satisfaction ratings:

(21) F — Intellectual Property and Copyri ght
(22) D — Easy ACCES

(23) B — Electronic Books and Libraries

(24) C — NI PRNET Security

(25) A — Value of Strategic Planning

In general, ALl 2000 participants experienced nore satisfaction
with sessions S, Y, T, J, and X, and | ess satisfaction with
sessions G D, B, C, and A Again, nean satisfaction ratings
bear this out. For the top five, nean satisfaction ratings are
4.8000, 4.7742; 4.7500; 4.6563; and 4.6383. And for our bottom
five, nmean satisfaction ratings are 3.9231; 3.8621; 3.7400;
3.4118; and 3. 3125.

h. The arithnetic difference between each attribute’ s nean
expectation and nean satisfaction ratings, is displayed in the
‘E/S Difference’ colum. For exanple, Attribute A's E/S nean
difference of 0.6467 is arrived at by subtracting its nean
satisfaction rating of 3.3125 fromits nmean expectation rating
of 3.9592. A positive ‘E/S nean difference’ nunber indicates an
initial higher expectation and | ower satisfaction for a
particular attribute. Conversely, a negative ‘E/'S nen
di fference’ nunber indicates a greater degree of satisfaction in
relation to an initial |ower expectation for a particular
attribute. The greatest ‘E/S nean difference’ of -1.2242 was
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for Session Y ‘General Libraries Open Meeting which tells us
that initially ALI participants had a nodest expectation
(3.5500) about this particular session, but were very satisfied
(4.7742) with it.

9. Deviation Between Expectation & Satisfaction Mean Val ues
(encl osure 6).

a. Trying to grasp expectation-satisfaction nean val ues for
all attributes fromthe survey results table discussed in
par agraph 8 above, w Il make one dizzy. Too many nunbers and
deci mal points. Another way to do this is with a tabular grid
that displays ‘E/S nean differences agai nst a standard devi ation
(SD) scale. Enclosure 6 does this by displaying a colored bar
for each attribute, the length of which represents the ‘E/S/ nen
di fference, positively and negatively. Three colors are used:
G een neans | ess than one SD; Yell ow neans between 1 SD and 2
SDs, and Red neans greater than 2 SDs.

b. To reiterate -- a positive E/S nean difference signifies
t hat expectati on exceeded satisfaction;, a negative E/ S nean
difference signifies the opposite — that satisfaction exceeded
expectation. For ALl 2000, five plots (A through E) had
positive E/S mean differences. The remaining 19 plots (F
t hrough Y) had negative E/S nean differences.

10. Conclusions. Wth the above representation of ALI 2000
assessnment survey data, and sone understandi ng of the | PA
met hod, we can nmake sonme concl usi ons about sone specific ALI
2000 sessions:.

a. Session A ‘Value of Strategic Planning’. Participants
had very high expectations about this session, but indicated |ow
satisfaction with it. ALI planners should either delete this
session fromfuture ALlIs, or alter its presentation (better
explain its objectives and content, give it nore tinme, get a
different presenter, etc.)

b. Session B ‘El ectronic Books and Libraries’. Ditto 10. a.

c. Session C ‘N PRNET Security . . .’. Although G een,
this session needs a different approach. Ditto 10.a.

d. Sessions W X, and Y: ‘MACOM Meeting , ‘ALl 2000
Assessnent, and ‘ General Libraries Open Meeting' . These
sessions are Red and all exceed 1 SD. |Indicates ‘possible
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overkill’” One radical response would be to elinm nate these
sessions in future ALIs and use the tinme for Sessions A B, and
C. Another response would be to better prepare ALl participants
about the objectives of these sessions. The ‘General Libraries
Open Meeting' , for exanple, m ght be shortened, or perhaps this
nmeeti ng should have a separate venue al together separate from
ALI.  The MACOM neetings may have run out of gas. O, these
MACOM neetings may need to be held “after hours’ and consi dered
separately fromALI along with the CGeneral Libraries neeting.
In retrospect, both the General Libraries and MACOM neetings are
somewhat specialized in the sense that not all ALI participants
are general librarians nor do all participants belong to a
MACOM  Per haps these sessions should not be included in the
overall ALl assessnent, but assessed separately. The ‘ALl 2000
Assessnent’ needs to be better explained, and with proper
preparation its results could be delivered to prior to the
closing of ALI. Also, for ALI 2000, the initial ‘Expectation
forms were not conpleted BEFORE the start of ALI proper due to
t he absence of full contractor support at the ALI 2000
registration desk (i.e., late arrival of conputers, fornms, nane
tags, etc., and del ayed registration).

e. Session U ‘Tours . . .’ (Yellow) is in the ‘Iow
priority’ quadrant. My want to elimnate tours, using the
resources for sone other ALI session. O, leave tours and site
seeing of the ALl agenda but allow a ‘free’ afternoon’ for such
activity, making it up with evening sessions. Sane m ght be
sai d about Session O ‘Social Meet and Geet’, although this one
was nuch closer to being ‘Geen’ .

f. As we have just done, each ALI 2000 session can be
examned in ternms of its format, |ocation, duration, content,
presenter, etc., in relation to the data presented by ALI 2000 s
participants (i.e., its custoners) to inprove it, or even, to
delete it fromthe repertoire.

g. Finally, future ALl assessnents nust neasure results to
continue to appeal to its participants, the Arny |ibrarian as
ALI’ s principle custoner.

6 Encls CHARLES A. RALSTON
as FORSCOM Li brary Program Director



