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Abstract 

Library as a system, require measuring the performance at management level, financial 

level, infrastructure level, collection level and service level. Performance evaluation of 

libraries is necessary as it will help the library managers to identify key areas within the 

library which need urgent attention. The purpose of this paper is to identify the scope of 

improvement needed through the computation of Quality Index (QI) for a particular 

institution library using a Quality Index Model. The study will provide an opportunity in 

executing quality initiatives to enable better performances in libraries and on-going 

researches on evaluation mode of libraries. 
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Introduction 

Enhancing the performance of quality improvement systems within the manufacturing 

sectors attracts the service sector as well. Among the service industries, libraries are the 

most recent to take up quality management (QM) practices. A library is part of a service 

organization which delivers products personally to the customer. In manufacturing sectors, 

defects are always coming into picture of the final stage of manufacturing product, where 

as in libraries, falling user satisfaction considered as the defects.Till date, librarians 

considered himself as the custodian of data rather than a dynamic manager in data transfer. 

But today‟s, to justify their existence, libraries are also started adopting QM practices and 

to view Total Quality Management (TQM) as a valuable means of integrating quality 

perfection into their allied services. As there is a heavy requirement for libraries to be 

managed in an effective and efficient manner, but there is no parallel increase in 

understanding of how well the process is going on within the library.
1 

There have been 

numerous modes of library performance determines available in the last four decades, but 

not any of them has achieved worldwide recognition.
2
 Library evaluation is a highly 
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arguable area.
3
 So this study encouraged by anenthusiasm to carry out efficient and 

effective performance evaluations of libraries. The concept of library evaluation starts in 

the early 1970s with the thinking that what is the best way to evaluate libraries. At that 

time no approach suggested for evaluation of the libraries. Herget and Hierl (2007) 

describe some methods to evaluate which include the resource approach, input- output 

measuring approach, service measuring approach, etc.
4
 But there is no any type of 

evaluation approaches which integrates all the critical factors affecting library performance 

and find the scope of improvement at different levelswithin the library. Library as a 

system, require measuring the performance at management level, financial level, 

infrastructure level, collection level and service level. Hsieh et al (2006) set up a practical 

evaluation process for e-libraries of universities and present significant future judgment-

creation references for libraries to facilitate superior performances.
5
 To what extent 

evaluation programs in public libraries affect the performance enhancement.
6
 It is required 

to looks into the library‟s performance of services, infrastructure and collection by 

evaluating the users‟ satisfaction point.
7
 In a study of evaluating the performance 

assessment system in the KNUST and GIMPA libraries in Ghana, the existing performance 

appraisal systems found inadequacies which created perception of inefficiency in the 

appraisal process.
8
 Performance evaluation of libraries is necessary as it will help the 

library managers to overall integrate the available resources and easy to control the internal 

mechanism.
9,10

 If Managers are in the position to find out the quality improvement scope 

required at different level in the libraries than it become easy for them to take remedial 

steps at eachlevel.
11 

So, evaluation of libraries should be done on a regular basis.
12

 Quality 

Index (QI) model, a system approach for performance evaluation of library can directly 

affect the needs if it is conducted wisely.
13

 

Quality Index Model  

Quality Index (QI) Model classified under system approach considers an organization in 

totally with the sub-systems interacting with each other. QI score is considered as the 

indicator of performance measurement and measure of how well the process is going on 

within the system. By using the QI not only the quality of the library systems are  

inspected, but also can find out the possible scope of improvement in existing quality 

standards and strategy followed by the system in question. The objectives of measuring the 

QI of a library of an educational institution are as follows- 

 To watch the service quality of the library 
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 To make best use of the existing assets  

 To assess the performance so as to build a momentous motivating upshot in the 

library 

 To create and accurate both long term and short term arrangements after taking into 

explaining the status of QI 

 To include all the inputs and the outputs so as to plan a holistic presentation of the 

library 

After an extensive literature review and intense discussions with academicians, a list of 

thirty TQM factors was formalized and then these factors were categorized into six sub-

groups, according to their similarity of impact on TQM implementation in libraries. A 

questionnaire, based on these groups of TQM factors, was prepared and forwarded to an 

engineering college librarian to watch the service quality of the library. This specifically 

designed questionnaire had five questions (Key Effectiveness Areas) for each TQM group 

(Critical Factor) and these questions represented various aspects relevant and reflective of 

that specific group. Insight Actual Observation (IAO) (what actually is!) and Insight 

Requisite Observation (IRO) (what should be!) based on the intensity of implementation of 

TQM factor related to each question was requested from the respondent institution library. 

The questionnaire, based on TQM critical factors, was planned and finally used to work 

out assessments for significant analysis on IAO and IRO of various Key Effectiveness 

Areas (KEAs) over the case study. KEAs are the highest priority, target areas which 

require attention, monitoring and control so as to achieve the overall goals. The score 

values were compiled at Lickert Scale of 1-5 (5: Very High, 4: High, 3: Normal, 2: Low, 1: 

Very Low) depending upon the passion attach to the genuine, real position (Insight Actual 

Observation) and Insight Requisite Observation (Predictable Observation) of TQM factors 

in institute library. 

Quality improvement scope measurement of an institutional library using the QI model 

(Figure 1) consists of the following steps: 

 Firstly, considering institute library as a system 

 Recognition of critical factors (Subsystems) 

 Recognition of the KEAs in each critical factor 

 Calculating Weightage Factor (WF) of each sub-system and KEAs 

 Computing Performance Index (PI) of KEAs based on IAO and IRO score as 

respond by librarians 
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 Calculation of Quality Index of system and subsystems  

 Recognition of low performance sub-systems and KEAs within the system 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Quality Index Model for Measuring Quality Improvement Scope 

Under QI model using system approach, QI for the system is developed in stages, from the 

QI of the sub-systems representing the system. QI of the sub-system is, in turn, built up 

from the performance index of the KEAs of that subsystem. 

Let, x = Subsystem,  

y = KEA, 

WF= Weightage Factor  

Quality Index (QI) of a system is arrived at as, 

………..………………………………………(1) 

Where- 

 Identification of TQM Critical 
factors (Subsystems) and KEAs of 

each Subsystem 
 (Literature Review) 

Gathering Empirical Data  

Ranking and Weighing of 
Subsystems and KEAs  

(Paired Comparisons Method) 
 

Computing PI of each KEAs 
& QI for each Subsystems 

Computing QI of System 

Results and Conclusions 

Mapping Stage  

Questionnaire Stage 
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……………………………………………………………………

……….(2) 

Present Work: A Case Study 

For the case study, selected system is represented by a library of an engineering institute 

situated at district Yamunanagar (Haryana) India (name of the institution is being withheld 

to state privacy on the request of the institution librarian). Performance evaluation stage (as 

shown in figure 1) starts with paired comparison method. In this method, each objective is 

compared to every other objective and weightage (of relative importance) allocated on 

scale of 1–3 as under:
13

 

3 : allocated when there is a major difference of relative importance.  

2 : allocatedwhen there is a medium difference of relative importance. 

1 : allocatedwhen there is a minor difference of relative importance.  

Weightages against each of the objectives are then expressed as a fraction of total weights. 

Relative WF using paired comparison method for the subsystems were decided after 

extensive discussions with many librarians of reputed institutes. Similarly within each 

subsystem, different KEAs have been compared and provided WF. 

Table 1: Weightage Factors of Library Sub-Systems Using Paired Comparison 

Method 

Sub-
Systems 

Management 
Dedication 

and 
Headship 

(A) 

Financial 
Assets 

(B) 

Physical 
Infrastructure 

(C) 

Collection 
and 

Depth of 
Service 

(D) 

Human 
Resources: 
Experience 

and 
Trained 

Staff  
(E) 

Customer 
Service 

(F) 

 

 A A-1 C-1 A-1 E-1 F-2  

 B C-1 B-1 E-1 F-1 

  C C-1 E-1 C-1 

   D D-1 D-1 

    E E-1 

     F 

RM 2 1 3 2 4 3 ∑ RM=15 

 

WF 0.133 0.067 0.2 0.133 0.267 0.2 ∑ WF=1.0 

RM-Relative Marks, WF- Weightage Factor 
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Table 1 shows the sub-systems identified and their WF (calculated by „Paired Comparison 

Method‟). Similarly different KEAs have been compared and granted WF. IAO score and 

IROscore based on the intensity of implementation of Sub-Systems (TQM critical factor) 

related to each KEAs was requested from the librarian of the institute. 

A) Management Dedication and Headship 

IAO score and IROscore of KEAs in Sub-System-A as shown in table 2. 

Table 2: Performance Index of each KEAs in Sub-System-A  

(Management Dedication and Headship) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The PI of the KEAs is tabulated in table 2. Table 3 shows KEAs Weightage Factor and 

Quality Index for Sub-System-A. QI for Sub-System- A comes out to be 0.3199 (using 

equation 2) which shows that there is 31.99% scope of improvement still required in Sub-

System-I for bringing quality initiatives in  this library.  

Table 3: KEAs Weightage Factor and Quality Index for Sub-System- A  

(Management Dedication and Headship) 

Questions 

(KEAs) 

IRO IAO PI  

 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 

Management 

vision for 

improvement 

towards library 

√       √   
(5-3)/5 

= 0.4 

Well-organized 

staffing process  

and 

encouragement 

√       √   
(5-3)/5 

= 0.4 

Association 

constitution 

andtransparency 

in strategies 

√ 

 

     √ 

 

 
(5-3)/5 

= 0.4 

Headship and 

inspirational 

plans 

√ 
 

    √  
 

 
(5-4)/5 

= 0.2 

Decentralization 

and contribution 

of library staff 

 
√ 

     √   
(4-3)/4 

= 0.25 
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Questions 
(KEAs) 

 

Management 
vision for 

improvement 
towards 
library  

(a) 

Well-organized 
staffing process  

and 
encouragement 

(b) 

Association 
constitution 

and 
transparency 
in strategies 

(c) 

Headship 
and 

inspirational 
plans  
(d) 

Decentralization 
and contribution 
of library staff  

(e) 

 

 a a-1 a-1 d-1 a-1 

 b b-1 d-1 e-1 

  c c-1 c-1 

   d d-1 

    e 

RM 3 1 2 3 1 ∑ RM=10 

 

WF 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 ∑ WF=1.0 

PI 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.25  

QI 0.12 0.04 0.1 0.06 0.025 ∑ QI=0.345 

 

 

PI score also shows that library needs serious attention for all KEAs. Hence it is essentially 

required to ensure the deep engagement of Management Dedication and Headshipto lead 

initiative in getting the desired service quality in the library to enhance the quality standard 

of the overall library system. Management should go over the library purposes on cyclic 

basis to realize its regular predicaments and provide the necessary support. 

B) Financial Assets 

IAO score and IRO score of KEAs in Sub-System-B as shown in table 4. 

Table 5 shows KEAs Weightage Factor computation using Paired Comparison Method and 

Quality Index for Sub-System- A. Table 5 shows that the QI for the Sub-System-B comes 

out to be 0.36. This shows that there is 36% scope of improvementstill requiredin Sub-

System-B for bringing quality initiatives in this library. In table 4, PI score shows that 

financial resources for training of library staff and allocation of sufficient budget per year 

for maintaining & up gradation of library needs to be provided in better measure to embark 

upon more quality initiatives. There is also a need to give due attention in assigning 

sufficient money spent on books,journals, magazines and funds for non-recurring in a 

reasonable measure by the management. 

Sufficient 
money spent on 
books etc. per 
resident per year 

 √      √   
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 
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Table 4: 

Performance Index of each KEAs in Sub-System--B (Financial Assets) 

 

 

Table 5: KEAs Weightage Factor and QI for Sub-System-B  

(Financial Assets) 

 
Questions 
(KEAs) 

 

Sufficient 
money spent 
on books per 

year  
(a) 

Allocate 
Sufficient 
budget per 

year for 
maintaining 

and up 
gradation of 

library  
(b) 

Financial 
resources 

for training 
and up 

gradation of 
library staff 

(c) 

Sufficient 
budget for 

maintaining 
stock of 
books, 

journals, 
magazines 
and other 
materials. 

(d) 

Sufficient non 
recurring 
budget  

(e) 

 

 a b-1 a-1 d-1 a-1 

 b b-1 b-1 b-1 

  c c-1 c-1 

   d e-1 

    e 

RM 2 4 2 1 1 ∑ RM=10 

 
WF 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 ∑ WF=1.0 

PI 0.25 0.4 0.5 0.25 0.25  

QI 0.05 0.16 0.1 0.025 0.025 ∑ QI=0.36 

 

 
C) Physical Infrastructure 

 

 

 

Allocate 
Sufficient 
budget per year 
for maintaining 
and up 
gradation of 
library 

√       √   
(5-3)/5 
= 0.4 

Financial 
resources for 
training and up 
gradation of 
library staff 

 

√ 

      

√ 

 
(4-2)/4 
= 0.5 

Sufficient 
budget for 
maintaining 
stock of books, 
journals, 
magazines and 
other materials. 

 

 
√ 

     √ 

 

 
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 

Sufficient non 
recurring budget 

 
√ 

     √   
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 
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Table 6: Performance Index of each KEAs in Sub-System--C(Physical Infrastructure) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7: KEAs Weightage Factor and QI for Sub-System-C  

(Physical Infrastructure) 
Questions 
(KEAs) 

 

Comfort, 
suitability 
and appeal 
of library 
building 

for purpose  
(a) 

Availability and 
accessibility of 
internet facility 

and library 
building (quality 

of signs for 
direction/guidance) 

(b) 

Convenience 
of library 
building 

location in 
college (e.g. 

near to 
parking etc.) 

(c) 

Provision 
of power 
backup in 

library  
(d) 

Seating 
and 

storage 
capacity 
of library  

(e) 

 

 a b-1 a-1 d-1 a-1 

 b b-2 b-1 b-1 

  c c-1 e-1 

   d e-1 

    e 

RM 2 5 1 1 2 ∑ RM=11 

 
WF 0.182 0.454 0.091 0.091 0.182 ∑ WF=1.0 

PI 0.25 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.25  

QI 0.0455 0.1816 0.0182 0.0182 0.0455 ∑ QI=0.309 

 

 

Questions 
(KEAs) 

IRO IAO 
PI  
 

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 
Comfort, 
suitability and 
appeal of library 
building for 
purpose 

 √      √   
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 

Availability and 
accessibility of 
internet facility 
and library 
building (quality 
of signs for 
direction/guidan
ce) 

√       √   
(5-3)/5 
= 0.4 

Convenience of 
library building 
location in 
college (e.g. 
near to parking 
etc.) 

√ 

 

    √  

 

 
(5-4)/5 
= 0.2 

Provision of 
power backup in 
library 

√ 
 
     √  

 
 

(5-4)/5 
= 0.2 

Seating and 
storage capacity 
of library 

 
√ 

     √   
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 
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Table 7 shows that the QI for the Sub-System-C comes out to be 0.309. This shows that 

there is 30.9% scope of improvementstill requiredin Sub-System-C for bringing quality 

initiatives in this library. In table 6, PI score also shows that there is urgent need for 

improvement in facilities like availability & accessibility of internet facility and library 

building (quality of signs for direction/guidance). There is also a reasonable scope for 

improvement on parameters like comfort, suitability, appeal with seating and storage 

capacity of library.  

D) Collection and Depth of Services 

Table 8: Performance Index of each KEAs in Sub-System--D  

(Collection and Depth of Services) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9:KEAs 

Weightage Factor and QI for Sub-System-D  

(Collection and Depth of Services) 

 

Questions 
(KEAs) 

IRO IAO 
PI  
 

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 
Variety of types 
of materials 
(videos, 
software) 

 √       √  
(4-2)/4 
= 0.5 

Quality of 
reference 
resources 

 √      √   
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 

Quality of 
library 
materials, 
periodicals 
(brochures, 
bulletins, 
reports, record 
of latest 
volumes, etc.) 
and Intensity of 
reference 
facilities offered 
(speedy query, 
support with 
research, 
preparation of 
bibliographies, 
etc) 

 

 
 
 
√ 

     √ 

 

 
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 

Quantity of 
information 
about other 
libraries assets 
and superiority 
of books 

 

 
√ 

     √ 

 

 
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 

Seating and 
storage capacity 
of library 

 
√ 

     √   
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 
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Questions 
(KEAs) 

 

Variety of 
types of 
materials 
(videos, 

software) 
(a) 

Quality of 
reference 
resources 

 (b) 

Quality of 
library 

materials, 
periodicals 
(brochures, 
bulletins, 
reports,  

record of 
latest 

volumes, etc.) 
and Intensity 
of reference 

facilities 
offered 

(speedy query, 
support with 

research, 
preparation of 
bibliographies, 

etc) 
(c) 

Quantity of 
information 
about other 

libraries 
assets and 
superiority 
of books 

(d) 

Seating 
and 

storage 
capacity 
of library  

(e) 

 

 a b-1 c-1 a-1 e-2 

 b b-1 d-1 e-1 

  c c-1 e-1 

   d e-2 

    e 

RM 1 2 2 1 6 ∑ RM=12 

 
WF 0.083 0.167 0.167 0.083 0.5 ∑ WF=1.0 

PI 0.5 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25  

QI 0.0415 0.04175 0.04175 0.02075 0.125 ∑ QI=0.270 

 

 
Table 9 shows that QI for Sub-System-Dcomes out to be 0.2707. This shows that there is 

27.07 % scope of improvement for implementing TQM aspects under Sub-System-D.  In 

table 8, PI result shows that there is no emphasis on availability of materials like videos, 

software etc within the library.Parameters like quality of reference resources, intensity of 

reference facilities offered, quality of library materials, periodicals, quantity of information 

about other libraries assets and superiority of books & accessibility of online computer 

information inside the library also needs to be improved to enhance quality of learning 

process. 

E) Human Resources: Experience and Trained Staff 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

636 International Research: Journal of Library & Information Science | Vol.5 No.4, December, 2015 

 

Table 10: Performance Index of each KEAs in Sub-System--E  

(Human Resources: Experience and Trained Staff) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 11: KEAs Weightage Factor and QI for Sub-System-E  

(Human Resources: Experience and Trained Staff) 
Questions 
(KEAs) 

 

Professional 
and skilled 

staff 
availability 

(a) 

Contribution 
of library staff 

in 
development 

activities  
(b) 

Availability 
of skilled 
serving 

(supporting) 
staff 
(c) 

In service 
training and 

improvement 
programs  

(d) 

Effective 
distribution 

of 
qualified 
staff at 
service 
points  

(e) 

 

 a a-2 a-1 a-1 e-1 

 b c-1 d-1 b-1 

  c d-1 c-1 

   d d-1 

    e 

RM 4 1 2 3 1 ∑RM=11 

 
WF 0.363 0.091 0.182 0.273 0.091 ∑WF=1.0 

PI 0.4 0.25 0.5 0.6 0.25  

QI 0.1452 0.02275 0.091 0.1638 0.02275 ∑QI=0.445 

 

 

Questions 
(KEAs) 

IRO IAO PI  

 
5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 

Professional and 
skilled staff 
availability 

√       √   
(5-3)/5 
= 0.4 

Contribution of 
library staff in 
development 
activities 

 √      √   
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 

Availability of 
skilledserving 
(supporting) 
staff 

 
√ 

      
√ 

 
(4-2)/4 
= 0.5 

In service 
training and 
improvement 
programs 

√ 
 

 
      

√ 
 

(5-2)/5 
= 0.6 

Effective 
distribution of 
qualified staff at 
service points 

 
√ 

     √   
(4-3)/4 
= 0.25 
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Table 11 shows that QI for Sub-System-Ecomes out to be 0.4455. This shows that there is 

44.55% scope of improvementstill requiredin Sub-System-E for bringing quality initiatives 

in this library. PI score (Table 10) shows that the institute is very seriously lacking in 

providing service training and arranging development programs for the library staff 

members.Non availability of expert and experienced staff as well as availability of trained 

supporting staff has emerged as a very serious issue affecting the TQM adversely at the 

selected institute library. There is a reasonable participation of staff in development 

activities. Effective distribution of qualified staff at service points also needs to be more 

effectively introduced within the staff.  

F) Customer Service 

Table 12: Performance Index of each KEAs in Sub-System--F (Customer 

Service) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Questions 

(KEAs) 

IRO IAO 
PI  

 

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 

Flexibility of 

fines, rules, etc. 
 √      √   

(4-3)/4 

= 0.25 

Helpfulness, 

courtesy of staff 
 √      √   

(4-3)/4 

= 0.25 

Suitable 

opening hours  
√ 

 
    √  

 
 

(5-4)/5 

= 0.2 

Providing 

services as 

promised with 

timely 

document 

deliver 

 

√ 

 

     √ 

 

 
(4-3)/4 

= 0.25 

Library 

personnel with 

knowledge to 

answer users 

questions 

√ 

 

    √    
(5-4)/5 

= 0.2 
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Table 13: KEAs Weightage Factor and QI for Sub-System-F (Customer Service) 

Questions 
(KEAs) 

 

Professional 
and skilled 

staff 
availability 

(a) 

Contribution 
of library staff 

in 
development 

activities  
(b) 

Availability 
of skilled 
serving 

(supporting) 
staff 
(c) 

In service 
training and 

improvement 
programs  

(d) 

Effective 
distribution 

of 
qualified 
staff at 
service 
points  

(e) 

 

 a b-1 c-1 d-1 a-1 

 b b-1 b-1 e-1 

  c c-1 c-1 

   d d-1 

    e 

RM 1 3 3 2 1 ∑RM=10 

 
WF 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2 0. 1 ∑WF=1.0 

PI 0.25 0.25 0.2 0.25 0.2  

QI 0.025 0.075 0.06 0.05 0.02 ∑QI=0.23 

 

 

Table 13 shows that QI for Sub-System-Fcomes out to be 0.23. This shows that there is 

23% scope of improvementstill requiredin Sub-System-F for bringing quality initiatives in 

this library. In table 12, PI score shows that Helpfulness, courtesy of staff, flexibility of 

fines, providing services as promised with timely document deliver are being provided in 

sufficient measure to the users and there is still some scope for improvement on these 

parameters.  

Table 14 summarizes QI of different sub-systems, their weightage factor (Table 1) and QI 

for the system (Engineering Institute Library). Table 14 shows that Quality Index of the 

Institute Library (System) comes out to be 0.3288. This shows that there is 32.88% scope 

of improvement still required for this particular institute libraryfor bringing quality 

initiatives.From the Quality Index Model results it is evident that the sub-system „Human 

Resources: Experience and Trained Staff‟ within the library is facing a crucial overlook 

and call for an elevated intensity of improvement (44.5%). The guiding principle for skill 

and knowledge of the librarians are being ignored and accessibility of library staff is 

extremely low by which librarian undergoesdeeplyburdened and has no time to modernize 

themselves in freshimprovements. The other critical parameterslike „Financial Assets‟ 

and„Management Dedication and Headship‟ are also not given proper attention. 
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Table 14: Quality Index (QI) of System and Sub-systems 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of management dedication is primarily because of the poor continual concentration of 

management in upholding the usual quality of actions of the library. Management should 

go over the library utility on intermittent basis to recognize its regular troubles & grant the 

essential support. Poor financial resources do not permit the libraries to stay modernized 

with regard to its assets & assortment and it also cannot remainside by side of the latest 

progresses in the library field.  Table 8 shows that only the sub-system of „Customer 

Service‟ needs least improvement (23%) as compared to other sub-systems. 

 

Conclusions 

Libraries serve society and so can never be static organizations that do not change.  As the 

environment is changing, so must libraries.  This means that performance evaluation of 

library must keep pace with the rate of change
14

. In this paper, QImodel for performance 

evaluation on quality was employed to compute values of QI for the system represented by 

the institute library. It is observed that there is span of perfection in every subsystem. 

Results shows that the non availability of expert, experienced, trained supporting library 

staff needs maximum attention and proves the area of maximum scope of improvement.In 

order that there is permanent value adding up in the growth of TQM in professional 

institute‟s libraries, a prime duty of the institution is to provide continuous training 

arrangement to the library staffs at regular intervals on technical skills, managerial skills 

and ethical values.  With this research, all weak areas in any service sector can be 

identified where efforts are needed to improve the quality culture. The present case study 

Institute Library (System) 
Quality 
Index 
(QI) 

WF 

(Table 1) 

Management Dedication and Headship 0.3199 0.133 

Financial Assets 0.36 0.067 

Physical Infrastructure 0.309 0.2 

Collection and Depth of Service 0.2707 0.133 

Human Resources: Experience and Trained 
Staff 

0.4455 
0.267 

Customer Service 0.23 0.2 

Quality Index (QI) of Institute Library (System) (Using Equation 1) 
= 0.133 × 0.319 + 0.067 × 0.36 + 0.2 × 0.309 + 0.133 × 0.270 + 0.267 
× 0.445 + 0.2 × 0.23= 0.3288 
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show 32.88% is the scope of improvement for the particular institute library which is 

ample and needs serious attention of the management and librarians.   
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