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Introduction 

The 2010 Consortium had broad national participation from the academic library community.  The 

improvements made by ARL to the LibQUAL+™ survey and the survey registration process were very 

relevant and welcome to our members.  Most members chose the new Lite survey format and most 

achieved the expected higher survey completion rates.  The research study carried out by members of the 

consortium should assist members in deciding their future choices of survey format.  

The results of the members’ survey, conducted by me in late November - early December and anecdotal 

feedback indicated that most libraries found the survey and participation in the consortium to have been a 

very worthwhile experience.   There was also general willingness to repeat the LibQUAL+™ survey as 

members of a Canadian consortium.  Most respondents support continued used of the Lite format.  

However, there was a significant interest in exploring other consortial assessment avenues.   

As Consortium Coordinator, the continued support and encouragement provided by my own University 

(thanks to Martha Whitehead), CARL (special thanks to Sylvie Belzile and Katherine McColgan) and ARL 

(thanks to Martha Kyrillidou) to have been very gratifying.  I feel that the consortium has successfully 

accomplished its original goals to support and encourage Canadian academic libraries in assessing and 

benchmarking their services using the LibQUAL™ survey instrument, and to develop a rich set of Canadian 

library service assessment data for use by individual libraries, library councils and researchers.    

Consortium Profile in 2010  

LibQUAL+ Canada remains the largest LibQUAL+™ consortium with 47 members (43 universities, 4 

community colleges) in 2010 compared to 53 members (42 universities, 5 community colleges, 6 federal 

government libraries) in 2007.  As was the case in 2007, the consortium’s members ran the survey in the 

winter/spring 2010 LibQUAL+™ session. 

LibQUAL+ Canada Aggregations 

 2010 2007 

Participants Participants 

LibQUAL+ Canada 47 54 

CARL 25 25 
CREPUQ 10 11 

OCUL 17 16 

 

Another relatively unique quality of the Consortium continues to be its bilingual (English and French) 

nature.  Eight francophone universities offered the survey in French and another six members offered the 

survey in both English and French.  More than 40% of the Consortium’s university respondents took the 

French-language survey. 

While there were fewer total participants in the 2010 Consortial survey, there were only two fewer 

academic members.  Eight 2010 members had not participated in the 2007 survey while ten 2007 members 
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were unable to participate in the 2010 Consortial survey.  The 2007 government library participants 

decided that a standard LibQUAL+™ survey did not meet their specialised needs and opted out in 2010.  

 Two other universities and four other community colleges planned to participate in the survey as 

members of the consortium in the second LibQUAL+™ 2010 session.  Consequently, their results could not 

be included in the aggregate consortial results produced at the end of the winter/spring session. 

Improvements to the LibQUAL+™ survey in 2010 

In my final 2007 report to the CARL Directors, which was also forwarded to ARL, I identified some issues 

for improvement to the LibQUAL+™survey and its structure based on my survey of 2007 LibQUAL+ Canada 

participants1.  With the 2010 survey, the consortium’s major concerns had been addressed by ARL.  Prior to 

2010, if a library elected to do the survey in more than one language, they were assigned a separate 

institution id, for each survey language even though there already was a language field in the survey.  

Similarly, language variants for user groups, such as graduate students, had separate codes and 

translations of survey questions had no links to the English original.  Consequently, libraries doing the 

survey in more than one language and multilingual consortia such as LibQUAL+ Canada could not get 

consolidated survey results for both languages without contracting with ARL for custom reports. 

In the 2010 survey, each registered participant is assigned a single institution ID, a single user group code 

for each corresponding user group and the survey questions in each language are now linked.  All results 

from an institution or a consortium can be consolidated quite easily into one results set in the standard 

notebook. 

With 2010, LibQUAL+™’s new interface made registration for our French language and bi-lingual member 

libraries much more efficient.  Our French language members were able to automatically select the French 

language version of the Consortial local questions package, during registration, instead of having to select 

them individually from the long list of local questions, as was the case in 2007, because the consortium’s 

package of English and French local questions were not linked.    

LibQUAL+™ Lite vs Full Format 

The biggest change in 2010 was the official implementation of the Lite survey format which had been in 

trial mode for two years.   The Lite format reduces the number of core questions a respondent must answer 

by 50%. The rationale for the introduction of the Lite format was to increase the percentage of respondents 

who complete the survey. 

To assist our members in deciding which format to select, I prepared an information page on the LibQUAL+ 

Canada web site2.  ¾ of the member libraries opted for the Lite format in 2010.  In addition to the potential 

benefits of a briefer survey, the desire to compare their results with peer institutions was also a motivating 

factor in our member’s selection of survey format.  Of the French-language universities, 7 of 8 chose the 

Lite format.  Overall, 80% of total respondents took the Lite survey, rising to 94% in the case of the French 
                                                           
1
 Report on the 2007 LibQUAL Canada Project: the consortial experience and possible future directions 

2
 LibQUAL+ or LibQUAL+ Lite 

http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/Report-2007-LibQUAL-Canada-Consortium.pdf
http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/libqual-lite.htm
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language respondents.  All of the libraries that opted for the long form in 2010 had done the survey before 

in 2007.  A major concern about the Lite format discussed on the Consortium’s listserv was the possible 

loss of granularity in analyzing the results when tracking particular questions or survey dimensions, such 

as Library as Place and “Library that you use most often” across multiple years, i.e. there would be fewer 

respondents answering particular questions. 

Total LibQUAL+ Canada Members 2010 Full Lite Total 

Universities Count 11 33 43* 

% of Protocol 84.6 91.7  

% of Total Cases 23.4 70.2 91.5* 

Community Colleges Count 2 3 4* 

% of Protocol 15.4 8.3  

% of Total Cases 4.3 6.4 8.5* 

Total 
(by Survey Protocol) 

Count 13 36 47* 

% of Protocol 100 100  

% of Total Cases 27.7 76.6 100* 

 1 university & 1 community college opted for both Long and Lite. 

 

Consortial Deliverables 

1. Results Reports (LibQUAL+™ Notebooks) 
Each member library received access to their own library’s results notebook generated by ARL, the 

notebooks for all of the other institutions who participated in the 2010 survey, and the consortial 

notebooks containing the mean aggregate scores for the group.  In addition to the overall LibQUAL+ 

Canada notebook, the Consortium again contracted with ARL to produce custom notebooks for CARL 

members, the Ontario Council of University Libraries (OCUL), and the Conférence des recteurs et des 

principaux des universités du Québec (CREPUQ) of their respective members aggregate results.   The 

councils also approved the public posting of the report notebooks on the LibQUAL+ Canada web site, 

with the 2007 notebooks, to make the data freely available to members and other researchers: 

http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/results-e.htm 

http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/results-f.htm. 

2. Data Sets 
Members also had access to their own library’s raw data in spreadsheet format with an accompanying 

guide for converting the data into SPSS for optional further analysis.   As was the case in 2007, the 

Consortium’s Coordinator also received the complete raw dataset from all of the Consortium’s 

respondents.   

A masked version of the raw data for both 2007 and 2010 can be posted on the Consortium’s web site 

for research purposes pending CARL’s approval.  The masked database will not contain any of the fields 

that would identify an individual institution, such as institution id, names of campus libraries, local 

http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/results-e.htm
http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/results-f.htm
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disciplines and local user group identifiers).  Records will also be coded to identify membership in 

CARL, CREPUQ and OCUL.  The complete masked SPSS data set for 2007 and 2010 would be available 

for all researchers.  

LibQUAL+ Canada Survey Results Webinar, Oct. 5, 2010 

In view of the tight economic climate, the Consortium decided to organize a webinar instead of a traditional 

workshop – thereby allowing a number of staff from institutions across the country to participate.  Thanks 

to CARL for sponsoring the webinar and particular thanks to Katherine McColgan for arranging the 

webinar and agreeing to moderate the program.  There were more than 100 participants.  

The program was given by me and Eun-ha Hong (Wilfrid Laurier University) and covered:  

 use the LibQUAL+™ Notebooks & ARL’s analytic utilities to perform some simple analyses of your 

LibQUAL+™ survey results,  

 presenting the results to your stakeholders. 

LibQUAL+ Canada Research Study 

The completion of the 2010 Consortial survey presented a unique opportunity to study the Lite survey 

format as a potential impact factor on completion rates, rates of valid surveys, and means aggregate scores 

in the results of the LibQUAL+™ survey.  Thirty-five member university libraries had participated in the 

2010 & 2007 surveys  and the consortium had large readily available consortial data sets for 2010 (85,229) 

& 2007 (92,124). 

The primary reason for the study was to offer Consortium members additional data from a Canadian 

context to help them in deciding which LibQUAL+™ format they might want to use in the future.   The study 

was also important in extending, to a large population, the preliminary controlled studies on the Lite 

format that had been sponsored by ARL to that point.  The LibQUAL+ Canada study also encompassed 

additional variables such as valid survey rates and survey language.    

I was fortunate to be able to gather a first rate research team, from among the member libraries to conduct 

the study and to prepare a paper for presentation at the 2010 Library Assessment Conference in Baltimore, 

October 25-27, 20103.  To summarize briefly: 

1. Completion/valid survey rates 

Consortial Completion Rates 

2010 LibQUAL+™ Lite 61.7% 

2010 LibQUAL+™ full 54.3% 

2007 LibQUAL+™ full 48.8% 

                                                           
3
 Canada Lite: impact of LibQUAL+® Lite on the members of the LibQUAL+® Canada Consortium, by Sam Kalb, Eun-ha Hong, 

Susan Czarnocki, Sylvain Champagne (preprint) 

http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/Canada-Lite-Conference-Paper.pdf
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The consortial results confirmed previous findings that the Lite format would yield higher completion 

rates.  Valid survey rates were also significantly higher with the Lite format.  Interestingly, the 

average consortial completion rate for those consortial members that opted for the full survey in 

2010 was also notably higher than the 2007 rates.  There was considerable disparity in the 

completion rates of individual consortium members using the Lite format, from increased completion 

rates of 70% or more to three relatively large CARL members who experienced lower completion 

rates with the 2010 Lite format than before with the full format.  Obviously, there are a number of 

other factors at play in determining survey completion rates.   

2. Mean Scores 

Overall, the consortium’s gap scores indicate general improvement in 2010 over 2007 particularly in 

Library as Place and, to a lesser degree, in Information Control (collections and access to collections).   

Survey of LibQUAL+ Canada Participants 

In November 2010, each LibQUAL+ Canada official contact was asked to complete a members’ survey.  The 

survey is similar to the one I conducted after the 2007 Consortial survey4.  Respondents were asked: 

 to rate the consortial experience and how effective was the LibQUAL+ Canada Consortium in 

providing the support and information the library needed to conduct their survey; 

 what could be done to improve the library’s LibQUAL+™ survey experience; 

 whether the library would participate in the survey and in the Consortium again; 

 which LibQUAL+™ survey format (or alternative) they would choose next time. 

A new feature in the survey is a set of questions asking whether the library planned to do additional 

analysis of their raw data, the reason for it and the tools used, SPSS or spreadsheet. 

1. Results of the LibQUAL+ Canada Members Survey 

Of the 47 member institutions in the 2010 survey, 32 have responded to date (Appendix. Figure 1), the 

results5 indicate that: 

 96.3% of our members do want to take the LibQUAL+™ survey again as members of the consortium 

(Appendix. Figure 10).  The remaining respondent was undecided.  

 

 While 84.4% of respondents would consider taking the LibQUAL+™ survey again.  The remainder 

were undecided for various reasons (Appendix. Figure 9).  A reason expressed by a few of the 

undecided was to focus on a customised assessment tool or in-house solution for their library system 

– perhaps using LibQUAL+™ for occasional benchmarking. 

 

                                                           
4
 http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/2010_consortial_survey/2010_Participant_Survey.pdf 

5
 http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/2010_consortial_survey/SurveySummary.html 

http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/2010_consortial_survey/2010_Participant_Survey.pdf
http://library.queensu.ca/webir/canlibqual/2010_consortial_survey/SurveySummary.html
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 Regarding the survey preference for participating in a Canadian Consortium, 69.2% of respondents 

selected LibQUAL+™ Lite as their 1st choice,  9.1% selected full LibQUAL+™ as their 1st choice 

(Appendix. Figure 11a).  Interestingly, almost 1/3 of all respondents (28%) selected developing a 

home-grown alternative and a scan of the comments indicates that a number of libraries that 

selected LibQUAL+™ as a 1st choice were also interested in exploring an alternate tool.  There were 

a large number of comments – more than 50% of the respondents to this question (Appendix. Figure 

11b Comments). 

 

 The online consortial resources and other support generally received very high satisfaction scores for 

utility, responsiveness and timeliness (Appendix. Figure 4).   

 

 Fully 68.8% of the respondents were planning to analyze their data beyond the ARL notebooks while 

21.9% were undecided.  The comments were varied and very informative.  A couple of the undecided 

comments are probably rather typical: we’ll do it if we can find the time (Appendix. Figure 5).   

 

 The reasons given for doing the additional analysis also varied widely.  However, the common themes 

were (a) to better understand specific users' responses (b) more in-depth granular analysis, e.g. by 

campus library (Appendix. Figure 6). 

 

 Regarding the tools used for additional analysis of results, a number of libraries are using a 

combination of SPSS and spreadsheet.  70% of all respondents to this question are using spreadsheets 

and 60% are using SPSS.  A few are also using other tools to manipulate their results, such as Nesstar, 

Cognos powerplay cubes and  SPSS Text Analysis for Surveys (Appendix. Figure 7). 

 

2. What Could Be Done to Improve the LibQUAL™ Survey for Our Members? 

With the improvements in handling multiple languages, introduction of the Lite format and 

improvements to the registration process, there were many fewer concerns expressed in the 2010 

members’ survey than in 2007.  There is still the challenge in offering a survey instrument, with value 

as a comparator tool that balances the need for standardization and provides sufficient flexibility for 

respondents to identify themselves in the survey’s demographics.  Comments from our community 

college members indicate that the demographic categories did not always match up with their 

organizational categories.   Another complaint recorded in both 2007 and 2010 was that the survey 

structure is too complex (minimum, desired and perceived) and deters some percentage of 

respondents from completing the survey. 

 

The Appendix. Figure 8 Comments give a good overview of member suggestions.    
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Future of LibQUAL+ Canada 

I will be retiring in the next two years.  I have both coordinated the consortium projects and maintained the 

LibQUAL+ Canada web site at my institution (Queen’s University).  CARL will have to decide on the 

continued hosting of the web site with the consortial results and future coordination of the consortium.    

Just as University of Alberta hosts the LibQUAL+ Canada discussion list (libqual-

canada@mailman.srv.ualberta.ca), CARL could consider asking whether Queen’s would be willing to 

continue hosting the LibQUAL+ Canada web site.  Alternatively, the site could be moved to CARL’s server or 

to another institution.  

Recommendations 

I recommend the following to the CARL Committee on Effectiveness Measures and Statistics: 

o that the masked raw consortial data for 2007 and 2010 be made available in SPSS format on the 

LibQUAL+ Canada web site;  

o that CARL sponsor another LibQUAL+ Canada consortial survey project in 2013; 

o that CARL consider an investigation into the possibility of contracting with a Canadian supplier (e.g. 

Counting Opinions) to develop other consortial assessment tools that might complement the 

LibQUAL+™ survey.

mailto:libqual-canada@mailman.srv.ualberta.ca
mailto:libqual-canada@mailman.srv.ualberta.ca
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