Using Quality Concepts to
Improve Reference Services

Janet Dagenais Brown

Much has been written about how reference librarians can evaluate and improve
the quality of the answers they provide to reference questions. There has been
considerably less discussion, however, about how to improve the quality of the
delivery of those answers. Suggestions for improving the quality of service
found in the business literature are applicable to improving reference service as
well. Insights gained from a review of the quality literature were used by the
Wichita State University Library to improve the quality of reference service
offered. Descriptions of a number of projects undertaken by the Reference
Department as an outgrowth of the business literature studies are included.

eference librarians have be-
come increasingly concerned
about the quality of the refer-
ence service they provide. We
know that having positive and produc-
tive experiences in the library will en-
courage students to use it frequently to
enhance and augment their formal
course work. One way libraries can cul-
tivate “repeat business” from studentsis
to provide them with high-quality refer-
ence service.

Recently, realizing that it had been
some time since a thorough evaluation
of their service had been made, reference
librarians at the Wichita State University
Library decided to see what they could
do to improve the quality of their refer-
ence service. It was not difficult to find
information describing the charac-
teristics of high-quality reference serv-
ice. From the national level to the local
level, librarians have struggled to define
and measure good reference service. The
Standards and Guidelines Committee of
the Reference and Adult Services Divi-
sion of the American Library Associa-

tion, for example, has developed “Infor-
mation Services for Information Con-
sumers: Guidelines for Providers,”
which outlines in detail what libraries
must do to provide quality service to
their patrons. It states, “The library
should provide users with complete, ac-
curate answers to their information que-
ries regardless of the complexity of those
queries,” and stresses that “Information
service staff members must communi-
cate easily and effectively with the full
range of the library’s clientele regardless
of a client’s age, gender, ethnicity, dis-
ability, sexual preference, or English-
language proficiency.”!

On a smaller scale, individual librari-
ans have also tried to define the charac-
teristics of good reference service for
their particular types of libraries. James
Shedlock, in an article entitled “Defining
the Quality of Medical Reference Serv-
ice,” states that “quality reference serv-
ice depends on three critical elements:
the answer, the process, and the deliv-
ery.” According to Shedlock, the an-
swers supplied by “quality reference
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service must provide accurate, correct,
and truthful information.” The process
or “way in which information is found
on behalf of the user” must be efficient
and timely. And the delivery or “style in
which an answer is communicated to a
user . . . strongly influences the percep-
tion of quality.” He goes on to say,
“Sometimes how information is deliv-
ered is more important than what is de-
livered.”?

From the national level to the local
level, librarians have struggled to
define and measure good reference
service.

Both the guidelines from the ALA and
the philosophy of an individual librar-
ian emphasize that high-quality Refer-
ence Service is made up of two parts. The
first is a complete, accurate, and timely
" answer (the “what”), and the second is
a delivery process that is responsive to
the individuality of each patron (the
“how”).

THE PROBLEM

While guidelines and definitions that
describe quality reference service are
helpful and stimulating to information
providers, they do not really offer prac-
tical direction. In the library literature,
there has been much evaluation of, and
debate about, the accuracy of the an-
swers reference librarians provide pa-
trons. However, few articles or books
offer actual step-by-step methods for
improving reference service delivery. It
seems to be much more difficult to meas-
ure how a service is perceived by its
users than to determine whether a ques-
tion is answered correctly.

THE LITERATURE ON QUALITY

Fortunately, librarians are not the only
professionals trying to define and pro-
vide quality service. Our colleagues in
the fields of business and organizational
management have published reams of
information in books and journals on
“Quality Service,” “Service Excellence,”
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and “Customer Satisfaction.” Are there
techniques that these professions have
developed that librarians might apply to
making our own service “excellent”?

A review of the recent business litera-
ture led to over seventy appropriate
books and articles on quality service
published for the most part between
1990 and 1992. Three names appeared
over and over in the quality literature.
This “quality triumvirate” includes W.
Edwards Deming, Joseph M. Juran, and
Philip B. Crosby. Each offers important
ideas about methods for improving
service that would be of interest to refer-
ence librarians.

Deming

The name W. Edwards Deming is al-
most synonymous with the acronym
TQM (Total Quality Management),
which, according to an article in Nation’s
Business, “has become the most popular
abbreviation since TGIE.”? Deming’s “14
Points for Management” state that, in
order for quality to occur in an organiza-
tion, managers must create a constancy
of purpose for the organization as a
whole, initiate training and retraining
for employees, provide leadership,
break down barriers between depart-
ments, eliminate employee fear of repri-
sals, and seek constant improvement for
the organization. A recent article in Li-
brary Journal by Terry and Kitty Mackey,
“Think Quality! The Deming Approach
Does Work in Libraries,” explains how
Deming’s fourteen points can be
adapted to libraries.?

Juran

Joseph M. Juran, another quality ex-
pert, developed the “Quality Trilogy” as
a guide to quality for managers. It in-
cludes steps for Quality Planning, Qual-
ity Control, and Quality Improvement.®
Quality Planning focuses on identifying
the organization’s customers, and then
defining their needs. Quality Control as-
sists the workers by providing feedback
on performance, and Quality Improve-
ment refers to the process of continually
striving to prevent problems in quality
rather than dealing with them only after
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they have occurred. Juran’s massive
Quality Control Handbook includes a use-
ful chapter on providing quality in the
“Service Industries.””

Crosby

Philip B. Crosby, like Deming, has de-
veloped a fourteen-point “Quality Im-
provement Process” for managers. He
also stresses that management must
make a commitment to quality improve-
ment, and that it must be an ongoing
process; training on quality must be pro-
vided for employees; and “zero defects”
should be the company’s performance
standard. Problems should be prevented
rather than corrected later.®

Common threads run through the phi-
losophies of these three men, and indeed
through all of the available articles and
books about providing quality service.
The “Quality Creed” set forth in these
works could be said to include four ma-
jor parts:

+ The top management of the organiza-

tion must make a commitment to

quality improvement.

+ Employees must be engaged in the
improvement process through in-
volvement and empowerment.

« The organization must work continu-
ously at improving quality.

« The organization must be customer-
driven—it should identify its custom-
ers and strive to meet their needs.

CUSTOMERS AND
CUSTOMER SERVICE

While most reference librarians may
not have a major impact on setting the
management style of the library, there
are parts of this creed on which they can
take action. Reference departments can
make their reference service more “cus-
tomer driven” and involve all reference
librarians in the process. They should
focus their efforts on the “how” of serv-
ice deliv

Itis to understand more about
the service interaction and what it is that
makes “buying” and evaluating a serv-
ice (such as reference service) di t for
the customer than “buying” and evaluat-
ing a material product. According to Rich-

ard Normann in Service Management:
Strategy and Leadership in Service Businesses,
The person buying a product, such

as a car or a pen, may concentrate his
evaluation process on the product it-
self. It is there, it is tangible, and it can
be tested and investigated from every
angle. . . . The customer who wants to
buy a service is in a different position.

The service is not yet there to be expe-

rienced—it cannot be demonstrated

without being sold.’

Also, a product, such as a personal
computer, can be produced without the
consumer ever coming in contact with
the people who manufacture it. This is
not true with services. Not only will con-
sumers have to come in direct contact
with the perso Mﬁ'mviding the service
but they also have to be actively
involved in the actual production of the
service. It is a joint effort, and it is highly
personal. In his book Normann points
out that “It is the skill, the motivation and
the tools loyed by the firm's repre-
sentativea theexpectatlons and behav-
iour of the client which together will create
the service delivery process.”®

What the consumer experiences dur-
ing this contact with the service provider
has been called the “Moment of Truth,”
a phrase coined by Swedish airline mag-
nate Jan Carlzon. A moment of truth is
“that precise instant when the customer
comes into contact with any aspect of
your business and, on the basis of that
contact, forms an opinion about the
quality of your service and, potentially,
the quality of your product.”"

Reference librarians will encounter
many of these moments of truth during
each shift at the Reference Desk. How
well these moments are managed will
determine how satisfied our customers
are with our service. It is important to
remember that our service must have
some kind of value for our patrons. They
are not getting it for free, even though no
money changes hands. Patrons spend
time, money, energy and effort when us-
ing our service. At the same time, they
may experience inconvenience and frus-
tration.”? Therefore, each moment of
truth must be managed or performed
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carefully because “customers judge serv-
ice by the quality of their interactions with
the people who provide it. The more con-
tact employees have with customers, the
more critical employee behavior is to per-
ceptions of service quality.”"?

What happens if reference librarians
don’t manage moments of truth well?
Patrons will miss out on more than just
good answers to their questions and a
good feeling about libraries. Reference
librarians have goals for their interactions
with customers that go beyond just mak-
ing them happy. In academic libraries, es-
pecially, we want the library to become an
integral part of the educational process
for all students. We want to reach them
and teach them how to become inde-
pendent learners in the library.

EFFORTS TO EVALUATE
THE “SERVICE ENCOUNTER”

Reference librarians at the Wichita
State University Library wondered how
we were doing with moments of truth at
our Reference Desk. Could we apply
some of the same principles of quality
service used by businesses to our own
service function? We decided that the
first step to improving our service quality
was to find out more about our “custom-
ers”—exactly who were our patrons, and
were we meeting their library needs?

In the fall of 1990 we embarked upon
several projects designed to answer
these questions. Perhaps it would be
useful to others to hear about the ideas
we tried and experiences we had. Our
approach involved four projects: (1) a
Problem Log; (2) a Suggestion Box; (3)
the Wisconsin-Ohio Reference Evalu-
ation Program;and (4) a Reference Auto-
mation Quality Circle.

Problem Log

What We Did: A “Reference Area
Problem Log” was developed for the
Reference Desk. Problems or complaints
received at the Reference Desk from stu-
dents, faculty, or staff (including other li-
brary employees and ourselves) regarding
thela(se 0}3 materials, equipment, and serv-
ices in the Reference Area were docu-
mented on this form. Columns were set up
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to record the date, time, and nature of

the complaint, as well as the solution

offered the patron by the librarian.

What We Learned: The Problem Log
pointed out several distinct categories of
user problems and/or needs in the Ref-
erence Area:

« The wide variety of computer equip-
ment available, associated with fre-
quent technical problems, was a major
source of frustration for both patrons
and staff.

« The constant moving of CD-ROM
workstations as new databases were
added was frustrating to users, and
indicated a need for better signage in
the Reference Area.

« Patrons would have liked more one-
on-one instruction from a librarian on
how to use the computer systems
available.

» The growing number of databases
available in the library was creating a
need for additional instructional
handouts.

Reference librarians have goals for
their interactions with customers
which go beyond just making them
happy.

In addition to the insights gained
about problems patrons were having in
the Reference Area, the Problem Log
provided a number of unanticipated
benefits. Since it was completely non-
confrontational, it opened up another
avenue for communicating among our-
selves about problems. It also provided
a good way for the librarians to do some
immediate “venting” about frustrating
encounters with patrons.

Suggestion Box

What We Did: The library had not had
a Suggestion Box in place for years, and
it seemed an effective way to solicit feed-
back about our services. A form was de-
signed to accommodate suggestions,
comments, and requests for books.

Abox for collecting suggestions and a
bulletin board for posting responses
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were mounted on a wall just outside the

Reference Area. Within days, suggestions

began appearing in the box. Suggestions

were routed to the department bestable to
respond, and responses were then posted
on the bulletin board for two weeks.
What We Learned: Over sixty sugges-
tions were received during the first year.

Comments fell into several categories:

« The majority referred to the library
building and facilities—the usual re-
quests for a lounge or vending ma-
chine area, more telephones, etc.

« A few concerned library policies—
"Why is it that materials may only be
renewed twice?"

« Several described problems using li-
brary finding tools, and gave us the
opportunity to explain, or offer addi-
tional help by appointment.

« One or two offered suggestions for
ways to make things easier for patrons—
for example, “Put blocks in the stacks
to indicate when there is a second
copy of a periodical on microfilm.”
These suggestions have been invalu-

able in making us more aware of patron
needs and the problems they are having
in the library. The Suggestion Board has
provided each “suggester” with a per-
sonal reply, and the anonymous nature
of the exchange allows patrons to feel
safe about communicating their ideas
and frustrations. The Suggestion Box
has proven useful in soliciting feedback,
and anyone who stops to read the re-
sponses has the opportunity to learn
sgz.;tething about thlzli’l%rary.ty

Wisconsin-Ohio Reference
Evaluation Program

What We Did: An effort was made to
identify a survey instrument that would
allow us to evaluate not only how well
we were answering reference questions,
but provide more information about (1)
the characteristics of our customers, (2)
how well we were meeting their needs,
and (3) areas where we might need to
improve our service to them. We hoped
to find an instrument that would give us
an awareness of how librarians, as well
as patrons, were perceiving each “mo-
ment of truth” at the Reference Desk.

A review of the literature turned up
many studies on methods of evaluating
reference service. “Unobtrusive” sur-
veys were quickly eliminated because of
their rather negative “spylike” approach
to evaluation. Their use of “canned” ref-
erence questions which had definite
right and wrong answers seemed to
oversimplify the reference transaction.
Many questions have more than one
“appropriate” answer, depending on the
needs, skill, and knowledge of the ques-
tioner. An unobtrusive test would not
point out our skills (or lack of them) on
nonfactual questions, which frequently
require lengthy question negotiation.
The more open-ended questions are just
as common, and are usually much more
difficult to answer than factual ques-
tions. An unobtrusive test would s
on the “what” (the answer) of our refer-
ence service rather than on the “how”
(the delivery).

Eventually, an “obtrusive” survey in-
strument was located which allowed
both patrons and librarians to partici-
pate in the evaluation. The Wisconsin-
Ohio  Reference Evaluation Program
instrument (called the Reference Trans-
action Assessment Instrument or RTAI),
developed by Charles Bunge and Mar-
jorie Murfin not only provides libraries
with information about question-an-
swering success (i.e., “customer satisfac-
tion”) but also furnishes data on patron
characteristics, subject areas and level of
difficulty of patrons’ questions, amount
of time spent by the librarian in answer-
ing the questions, number of sources
consulted, level of busyness at the desk
at the time of the question, etc.

The Wisconsin-Ohio Reference Evalu-
ation Program allows each participating
library to compare its survey results
with those of:

« all academic libraries in its same size
category (based on total number of
volumes in librar{:)

« the top-scoring library in that size
category

« all academic libraries in the sample 4
Validity of the Survey. In an article

for RQ in 1985, Charles Bunge reported

on the development of the Reference
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Transaction Assessment Instrument and
its later test in fifteen academic librar-
ies.’”® According to the article, the instru-
ment showed an initial “high face
validity” among reference librarians
asked to comment on the form. Two
years later, in College & Research Libraries,
Marjorie Murfin and Gary Gugelchuk
described the rigorous series of reliabil-
ity measures, such as Cronbach’s alpha,
and validity tests to which the instru-
ment had subsequently been subjected."
By the time our library administered the
survey five years later, sixty-seven other
academic libraries had already partici-
pated in this evaluation program, indi-
cating its acceptance as a significant and
validated instrument.

Administration of the Survey. The
Wisconsin-Ohio Reference Evaluation Pro-
gram allows libraries to choose the num-
ber of computer-scannable survey forms
they wish to give out—100, 150, or 200.
We chose the 200 form category, and thus
administered 200 questionnaires for ref-
erence questions we received, and 200
shorter forms for directional questions.
We selected a typicallirl busy week at the
end of March during the spring semester
of 1992 to administer the survey. Thir-
teen reference librarians and one para-
professional participated. We selected
four to five hours each weekday to con-
duct the survey. Different hours were
selected each day and evening in an ef-
fort to get an accurate picture of our
patrons.

Twenty questionnaires were passed
out each hour—one to each of the first
ten patrons asking directional questions,
and one to each of the first ten patrons
asking reference questions. Each of the
two reference librarians on duty was re-
sponsible for five directional question
forms and five reference question forms.
Our Reference Desk was extremely busy,
and we thought that this number of
questionnaires would be the maximum
“do-able” amount in an hour. When the
librarians had given out all ten of their
forms, they were finished with the sur-
vey for that hour.

After answering a question, the refer-
ence librarian would ask the patrons if
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they would be willing to participate in a
survey that would help us evaluate our
reference service. Most patrons were
very willing to help. Librarians sepa-
rated the forms, handed back the pa-
tron’s copy, and indicated a basket near
the desk for completed forms. Librarians
then made notes to themselves about the
question on the corresponding part of
the form, and completed each one later
when off the desk. Since the patrons’ and
librarians’ forms had corresponding
numbers on them, interested librarians
could go back, match up their forms
with patrons’ forms, and see how they
had performed individually.

Limitations of the Survey. Although
our intent was to get a broad and ran-
dom selection of responses to the survey,
a number of factors may have affected
the results of our survey: we did not
administer the survey on weekends, and
may have missed some of our “nontra-
ditional” students who tend to use the
library more frequently on those days;
only “walk-in”, as opposed to phone,
patrons were surveyed; and, some of our
frequent users participated in the survey
several times, thus limiting the total
number of unique responders exposed
to the survey. Most likely, none of these
factors had a major impact on the survey
results. However, the survey itself may
have one limitation. Bunge and Murfin
have cautioned that libraries participat-
ing in this program are self-selected.
Since thegeare not arandom sample, they
may not be representative Reference De-
partments, although thereisno evidence
to suggest that they are not.”

What We Learned: Of the sixty-seven
academic libraries that had already par-
ticipated in this program, twenty-two
were in our same size category—me-
dium-sized libraries holding 500,000~
999,999 volumes. The survey results
allowed us to compare our library’s per-
formance with the averaged scores of
these other twenty-two academic librar-
ies, as well as with the averaged scores
of all sixty-seven participating academic
libraries.

Especially interesting was the data
that allowed us to compare our scores
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with those of the academic library which
had received the highest score on patron
satisfaction. Patron satisfaction was
based on the patrons answering that
they had found exactly what was
wanted and were completely satisfied.

In addition to providing valuable
insights into our reference service,
the survey results confirmed what we
already knew—because our desk was
so busy, we were unable to give
patrons as much assistance as they
felt they needed.

The results of our survey provided a
few surprises, along with confirming a
number of our impressions about our
reference service:

+ Our Reference Department scored
very well overall on the survey, but
showed a potential for scoring even
higher.

» Our patrons felt that librarians were
courteous and a knowledge-
able. Interestingly enough, the busier
we were, the better the patrons per-
ceived what we were doing.

« Our patrons were very aware of the
fact that we were often extremely busy
at the desk since they indicated that
they frequently received too little time
and help.

« Librarians indicated that our patrons
seemed to need a lot of extra help—
more direction and attention than
other academic libraries in the pro-
gram.

o Our Reference Department scored
higher on being helpful to graduate
students than to undergraduates.

+ We spent less time answering each
question than the average amount of
time spent by other academic libraries.

e Our two highest user groups by a
large margin were freshmen and
graduate students, contrary to our im-
pression that upper-level under-
graduate students were our biggest
users.

In addition to providing valuable in-
sights into our reference service, the sur-

vey results confirmed what we already
knew—because our desk was so busy,
we were unable to give patrons as muc
assistance as they felt they needed. In
fact, according to Bunge and Murfin,
“the librarian’s report of being busy is
the single largest factor associated with
failure” in eliciting patron satisfaction
with service."® Obviously, this emerged
as a critical area for improvement in our
reference service.

Reference Automation Quality Circle

What We Did: A fourth approach to
improving reference service was to find
out what the reference librarians’ needs
were—What would empower us and en-
able us to do our job better? During the

ring semester of 1992 the Reference
Area of the library was experiencing se-
vere growing pains. Technology was be-
ing added at an alarming rate. Reference
librarians frequently did not have time
to learn to use the new computerized
resources before these products were
made available to patrons.

Onereference librarian suggested that
we try a Quality Circle approach to ad-
dressing problems resulting from our per-
ceived “technology overload.” The idea of
Quality Circles is based on the teachings
of W. Edwards Deming and J. M. Juran. A
Quality Circle is “a small group of employ-
ees and their supervisor from the same
work area, who voluntarily meet on a
regular basis to study quality control and
productivity im ent techniques, to
apply these techniques to identify and
solve work-related problems, to present
their solutions to management for ap-
proval, and to monitor the implementa-
tion of these solutions to ensure that
they work.”" Basically, “Quality Circles
teach people to break a problem or proc-
ess down into small components. Diffi-
culties that may have developed can
then be recognized, and a solution (or
solutions) can be developed.”* The head
of reference appointed four librarians to
a “Reference Automation Quality Cir-
cle,” whose was to anticipate
and plan for the effects of new or revised
automation procedures and equip-
ment. Some of the ideas and solutions
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the committee developed for dealing with

our technology expansion included:

« A daily checklist for the Reference
Desk indicating which databases would
be “down for repairs,” changes in
menus, software, location, etc. Often,
the Reference Desk was not alerted to
changes and fine tuning made on com-
puters in the Reference Area.

« A “Reference Librarian Survey” re-
questing suggestions and comments
about Reference Area issues from the
librarians working at the desk.

« A“working paper” stressing the need
for the removal of some clerical tasks
being performed at the Reference
Desk to allow librarians more time to
answer patrons’ reference questions.
(Reference librarians serviced all com-
puters and printers in the Reference
Area, rebooted systems that were not
operating correctly, and served as the
central telephone switchboard for the
entire library.)

What We Learned: When organizing
our Quality Circle, we were not aware of
one of the critical elements that makes
one work—a circle is composed of a
small group of employeesand their super-
visor. Our supervisor was not a member
of the Quality Circle and the ideas and
suggestions we came up with for im-
provement were not necessarily priori-
ties for the department head. Eventually,
the Quality Circle was abandoned, but
not before at least one significant im-
provement was made. The head of refer-
ence was able to assign two student
assistants to manage a “Computer Assis-
tance” desk during some daytime hours,
and also late hours after the reference
librarians had left the desk. These stu-
dents now help patrons with paper jams
and disabled computers, and also with
directional questions when possible.
This has worked out extremely well for
both the patrons and the reference li-
brarians.

CONCLUSION

Reference librarians of the 1990s can
profit from implementation of some of
the quality improvement techniques
that have been used so successfully by
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business organizations. We were able to
adapt some of these methodologies for
use at the Wichita State University Li-
brary. Many elements of the projects we
undertook came directly from the writ-
ings of Deming, Juran, Crosby and oth-
ersin the field. These elements included:
identifying the characteristics of our
customers and their needs; periodically
evaluating our service and identifying
limitations; and promoting pride and
teamwork through employee involve-
ment in the improvement process.

We have also addressed what is per-
haps the most important part of any
quality improvement activity—makin,
improvement a continuous process. Af-
ter the projects described in this paper
were completed, the library administra-
tion made a commitment to more than
double the number of student assistant
hours available at the “Computer Assis-
tance” desk. This will allow reference li-
brarians to concentrate on providing
patrons with the additional time and at-
tention we now know need. To see if
this change produces the desired effect,
the Wisconsin-Ohio Reference Evaluation
Program will be administered again within
the year. And, in order to more fully ad-
dress the needs of lower-level under-
graduate students—one of our largest
user groups according to our survey—a
new “Undergraduate Services Librar-
ian” position has been established.

We have also addressed what is
perhaps the most important part of
any quality improvement activity—
making improvement a continuous
process.

The Reference Department continues
to seek new ways to reach and teach
users. The Suggestion Box is still moni-
tored daily. And for the past two semes-
ters, reference librarians have offered
one-hour workshops on using the many
CD-ROM resources available in the li-
brary. These workshops were offered at
a variety of times each semester, and,
while not attended by large groups of
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students, have been popular with both
librarians and students. Finally, in an
effort to keep our dialogue on reference
service flowing, the Reference Depart-
ment will soon be having its first “Re-
thinking Reference Retreat.” This half-day
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meeting will allow us to discuss our ref-
erence service in depth, and to build on
our improved understanding of our pa-
trons’ needs in order to develop a model
for delivering to them the most appro-
priate high-quality reference services.
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ALA Books Brings You

€SSENTIAL SUMMER READING

The Internet Troubleshooter: Help
for the Logged-On and Lost

Nancy Regina John and Edward J. Valauskas

This compact question-and-answer book is a lifeline
for Internet surfers lost ot sea. The authors have
taught hundreds of Internet users at every level and
understand the common problems that arise in the
midst of online activity. An index, section dividers,
screen illusirations, and real-life examples make
solutions easy 1o find, understand, and enact. With
its spiral binding, it's perfect for use by your fermi-
nal. Indudes o detailed index and a glossary of
InternetSpeak.

$20.00spiral-bound * 1994 = approx. 100p.
ALA Order Code 0633-8-0011

The Big Book of Library Grant
Money: Profiles of 1,471 Private
and Corporate Foundations and
Direct Corporate Givers Receptive
to Library Grant Proposals
Prepared by the Taft Group for the American
Library Association

Offers everything the library grantseeker needs to
tap this vastly underexploited source of funding.
Presents detailed, authoritative profiles of 1,471
corporations and foundations that have either given
grants fo libraries (not just any type of information
service) or, when queried by Taft, said they would
consider doing so. Also includes a chapter on library
graniseeking written by ALA’s Development Office.
$140.00pbk. 1994 e approx. 1,000p.

ALA Order Code 0636-2-0011

Selection of Library Materials for
Area Studies: Part 2. Avstralia,
Canada, and New Zealand

Cecily Johns, editor

Contains essays on the selection of materials for
area studies of Australio, Canada, and New Zealand.
Make the most of your area studies acquisitions dol-
lars with guidance from Johns and reap the benefit
of better scholarship and a more global perspective
on issues facing America.

§25.00pbk. « 1994  approx. 140p.

ALA Order Code 0631-1-0011

AVAILABLE FROM THE
ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGE
AND RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Women’s Studies Collection
Development Policies

Collection Development and Bibliography Committee
Women's Studies Section, ACRL

Complete policy statements from 16 university
libraries illustrate the range of issues unique to
women's studies and provide models of existing
policies. The RLG conspectus: Women's Studies sup-
plemental guideline appendix describes materials
and sources.

$35.95pbk. = 1992 « 122p.

ALA Order Code 7596-8-0011

iAmp>,  ALA Books

: .. 2 American Library Association
o v&/ 50 East Huron Street
RS (hicago, IL 60611

To order, call 800-545-2433 and press 7




