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Figure 2. Favorite Childhood Books
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Figure 2. Screenshot of the digital version of the display created in Pinterest.

Results
Circulation
It is difficult to know if increases in circulation statistics can be attributed solely to the
display. However, circulation numbers compared with previous years suggest that this particular
display did have a positive impact on the circulation of the juvenile collection.
In January 2015, circulation of the juvenile collection was nearly seven times that of the
previous year and nearly three times that of the year before (See Table 1). In addition, this

increased circulation carried through the Spring semester, with Spring 2015 outperforming the
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previous year by 75% and the year before by 57%, despite the fact that there were no changes to
the School of Education’s curriculum.

The increased circulation of the juvenile collection in Spring 2015 is especially
interesting when compared to the same time the previous year when there appeared to be no
positive impact on circulation numbers as a result of the first display of juvenile items. One
likely reason for this year’s increased impact may be the fact that outreach was employed to
invite the campus community’s involvement in the creation of this display, thereby proactively
building an audience for the display’s content (Severson, 2014).

Table 1

Annual Circulation Numbers for the Juvenile Collection during the Spring Semester

January February March April
2013 31 73 67 33 204
2014 12 52 75 44 183
2015 80 61 124 56 321

Note. Circulation totals include both checked-out items and browsed items. Displays of juvenile
items were created in December 2013 and 2014, but not 2012.
Social Media

During the library’s outreach efforts in the creation of the display, the library’s Facebook
page gained five new followers, and the digital version of the display created in Pinterest drew
another five followers. A total of six Facebook posts were made regarding the display, with each
post reaching an average of 29.7 people. On Facebook, a post’s “reach” is measured by the

number of comments, likes, and shares it receives. The number of clicks a post receives is
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another method for measuring engagement. The six posts received a total of 178 clicks, with 71
of those clicks going to the final post—the photos of the completed display case.
Collection Development

In addition to promoting the juvenile collection, the creation of this display was also used
as a collection development opportunity. Suggested books that were not already available in the
collection or that were in poor condition were ordered. In addition, several requests drew
attention to gaps in the collection, such as incomplete series, and those items were subsequently
ordered. In all, 15 new items were ordered for the juvenile collection.

Future Directions

The response from the campus during the outreach phase of the display’s creation was
extremely positive, and at least anecdotally, the effort was a success. However, more could have
been done to increase and assess the display’s overall impact.
Planning and Outreach

During the outreach phase of the display’s creation, two emails were sent soliciting book
suggestions, and several responses were received after each email. It is very possible that more
emails sent earlier would have resulted in more responses, and therefore, more campus
engagement. Also, after the display was complete, library staff received very little feedback
from the campus community. An email sent promoting the completed display, especially to the
respondents whose participation helped to create the display, may have resulted in helpful
feedback and increased engagement.

Quantifying Engagement & Impact
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While it is difficult to assess and quantify the level of user engagement with a display in
an open access area of the library, it is not impossible. Following are some strategies that can be
used to assess, quantify, and encourage user engagement with the display.

Connecting users with the collection.

Since one of the goals of the display is to promote the library’s juvenile collection, handouts
describing the collection and its location in the library can be placed next to a display. Not only
will this promote the juvenile collection, but counting the number of leftover forms can measure
engagement. Extending this concept to the digital realm, a QR code can link users to additional
content related to the books in the display, the juvenile collection, or even the library’s Facebook
page.

One factor that hinders our efforts to connect users with the items on display is the locked
display case itself, which blocks users from spontaneously engaging with the books. A posted
notice directing people to the Circulation Desk to access items in the display case can provide a
means of circumventing the obstacle of the locked case.

Engaging the community in the physical space.

The creation of the display relied on campus participation, and the potential for users to
continue this interaction was carried into the digital space with the use of Facebook and
Pinterest; however, this interaction was not extended to the physical space. One way this can be
accomplished is by setting up a flipchart on an easel next to the physical display. Not only does
this give users a means by which to respond to the display, but also the opportunity to contribute
to the conversation and to share their own memories and favorite books, allowing the display to
continue to develop and grow. Taking a count of the comments also offers the added benefit of

giving library staff another means of measuring engagement.
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Conclusion

Creating displays is often a solitary process. Due to ever-increasing workloads and even
staff-shortages, the work of creating displays, which by their very nature are fleeting, may be
deemed less important than other duties and relegated to a secondary status. In these situations,
either one person is charged with creating the displays, or the staff rotates the responsibility.
However, for library displays to have the most impact, they must appeal to various sensibilities.
Taking a team approach to display conceptualization and creation can be a more effective
approach for librarians and library staff to incorporate multiple perspectives, increasing the
likelihood that the displays will appeal to broader audiences. Pooling the various skills,
experiences, and networks of multiple librarians in designing and executing individual displays
can create more effective displays that measurably increase circulation.

Finally, in the ongoing effort to market library resources to the campus, the campus
community itself presents a substantial and largely untapped resource. Closer focus on soliciting
and incorporating user-generated content for displays has the potential to increase circulation of
highlighted collections and to connect the community with the library through the display. By
involving users in the creation of these displays, libraries can build audiences for their displays
alongside the displays themselves. At the same time, inviting input from students and faculty
creates a third space in and around the library that connects campus stakeholders both with the
library and with each other. Furthermore, displays offer the potential for new and innovative
modes of promotion and assessment of user behavior and engagement in the physical, digital,
and affective spaces.

Taking display creation from a sole monologue on the library collection, created by one

librarian, to a dialogue both between librarians, and between the library and the wider
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community, elevates a display beyond the physical space into a diverse chorus of voices and
perspectives. Out of this grows a new 21st century space that revolves around the library by

inviting, sharing, and above all, valuing the views, experiences, and knowledge of its audience.
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