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ABSTRACT

IDENTIFICATION AND MODIFICATION OF CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES
FOR EVALUATING COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES BY
NORTH CENTRAL ASSOCIATION ACCREDITATION TEAMS

By

Ronald George Leach

The Purpose
The United States, unlike other nations of the world, does

not have a strong national government regulatory agency to certify
performance of educational institutions. To fill that void, six pri-
vate regional accrediting agencies developed to provide certification.
North Central Accrediting Association is the largest of the regional
associations and, 1ike the others, evaluates the effectiveness of the
library as part of the total effectiveness of a higher education
institution. An examination of North Central's past and present pro-
cedures indicates that North Central seldom appoints a library/learning
resource specialist to accrediting teams and provides little guidance
to nonspecialists for evaluating libraries.

The purpose of this study was to attempt to identify what
criteria North Central evaluators presently are using for evaluating
libraries and to attempt to identify criteria or tools that might be

useful in the future.



Ronald George Leach

Procedure

This study was exploratory in nature and involved the iden-
tification of library evaluative criteria in the literature and a
survey of 175 North Central evaluators who had completed evaluations
in the years 1977, 1978, and 1979.

Evaluators could not be sampled directly as North Central
did not have information arranged in that manner. Instead a strati-
fied random sample of 55 institutions that were evaluated in the
three-year period (1977-1979) was drawn and presented to North
Central. This enabled them to extract from their files the names
and addresses of evaluators who had visited specific institutions.

A questionnaire was mailed to 175 evaluators in March 1980,
and a follow-up letter within one month. A total of 141 question-
naires were received, representing an 81.1% response rate. The
major purpose of the survey was to assess evaluators' opinions about

evaluating libraries during the accrediting process.

Findings

North Central evaluators, while preferring an individual,
nonquantitative approach to evaluation, definitely would like to see
North Central provide more guidance for evaluating libraries as part
of the total accrediting process. Fewer than one quarter of them
feel well prepared to evaluate the library and would like more
guidance. For example, a significant majority of the evaluators
would like North Central to suggest what areas of the library should

be investigated during a visit and to provide a list of questions
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to ask that would assist in gathering information in order to make
an informed judgment about the effectiveness of the library program.
When asked to indicate what techniques they used when evaluat-
ing the library, the most frequently used techniques were to read the
self-study, check the adequacy of the collection, check the adequacy
of services, tour the library, check library hours, interview teach-
ing faculty, spot check the collection for standard titles, inter-
view the library director, interview students, and check on the
library budget, in that order.
Based on the findings of the survey and the review of per-
tinent documents about library evaluation and accreditation, new
guidelines for evaluating libraries were proposed to North Central

Accreditation Association.
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

The problem of evaluating libraries as part of the North
Central Accreditation visit to colleges and universities will be
examined in this study. Background on accreditation, in general;
the North Central Accreditation Association process, in particular;
and the problems associated with library evaluation will be dis-

cussed.

Background on Accreditation

In contrast to most nations of the world, the United States
does not have a strong national government regulatory agency for
education.]’2 To fill the vacuum, private accreditation developed
to certify that institutions met certain standards. Regional
accreditation has achieved major status in American higher education
as a universal accepted means for evaluating the quality of colleges
and universities, but in doing so, it has not been without criticism.

Few people associated with institutions of higher education are

]David A. Trivett, Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility,
ERIC/Higher Education Research Report No. 9 (Washington, D.C.: Ameri-
can Association of Higher Education, 1976), p. 4.

2The recent elevation of the Department of Education to cabi-
net level is not likely to change this status in the near future.




3 Its advocates attest to

neutral on the subject of accreditation.
the value of accrediting agencies in improving the quality of edu-
cation; its opponents deplore the power of the agency and the
inflexible, detailed criteria set up which tends to have a stifling
effect on initiative and imagination.

In recent decades, accrediting agencies have been subjected
to increased criticism and challenge. Although accreditation began
in the United States over three-quarters of a century ago and involves
six regional and approximately fifty specialized associations, few
faculty members and administrative officers, let alone the general
public, fully understand the concepts and implications of accredit-
ing.4 (The number of specialized accrediting associations has
increased to more than seventy today.) People often are critical of
things they do not understand.

Accreditation actually focuses on the institution's program
statement of purpose to assess if the information or program is what
it says it is and does what it says it does at a given point in
time.5 The library is one segment of this evaluation process, and

there has been little investigation of the procedures and criteria

used by evaluators during an accreditation visit. For the purpose of

3Henry C. Mills, "The Effects of Accreditation Procedures,"
Journal of Higher Education 31 (June 1960): 312.

4william K. Selden, Accreditation: A Struggle Over Standards
in Higher Education (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1960), p. 5.

5Robert S. Fisk and E. D. Durgen, Academic Collective Bar-
gaining and Regional Accreditation (Washington, D.C.: Council on
Postsecondary Accreditation, 1977), p. 9.




this study, attention will be focused upon only one of six regional
accrediting agencies, the North Central Association of Colleges and

Secondary Schools.

North Central Association

North Central Accreditation Association is the largest of
the regional accrediting agencies, extending across a nineteen-state
region of mid-America, from West Virginia to Arizona. The Associa-
tion was founded in March 1895, when thirty-six school, college, and
university administrators met at Northwestern University in Evanston,

I1inois.®

By 1906, there was little doubt that the North Central
Association was having an influence on secondary schools, and it
seemed reasonable to raise the question, "Why not also accredit
colleges and universities?" In March 1906, the name of the Commis-
sion on Accredited Schools was changed to the Commission on Accredited
Schools and Colleges to reflect the interest by North Central in
accrediting colleges and um‘versities.7

Standards for colleges were drafted in 1908 and adopted in
1909. The standard pertaining to the library stated, "the college

should be provided with adequate books in the library and laboratory

6John W. Vaughn and Thurston E. Manning, "The North Central
Association of Colleges and Schools," North Central Association
Quarterly 52 (Winter 1978): 395.

7John Earl Grinnel, "The Rise of the North Central Associa-
tion," North Central Association Quarterly 10 (January 1936):
479.




equipment to develop fully and illustrate each course taught.“8

While the library standard is not quantitative, its application

soon created quantification. For the purposes of securing comparable
data, all libraries were asked to report their holdings on specific
checklists of books and periodicals and to report their library
expenditures. These data made it possible to compare and rank insti-
tutions applying for accreditation with those already accredited.

The purpose of the first set of standards was to encourage
institutions to conform to a common mold, and in the 1920s, the
library standard became even more prescriptive.9 The criterion
just prior to 1934 regarding the library, for example, provided that:

The college shall have a live, well distributed, professionally
administered library of at least 8000 volumes exclusive of
public documents, bearing specifically upon the subjects taught,
and with a definite annual appropriation for the purchase of new
books and current periodicals. It is urged that such_appropria-
tion be at least five dollars per student registered.

During the 1920s, association members voiced concern over
the fact that while standardization had been successful in bringing
a much-needed measure of order to higher education, it was stifling
legitimate experimentation and innovation. Walter Ziemba states the

problem well:

The system of accrediting higher institutions adopted by the
association in 1909 was based to a great degree on that in

8Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual Meeting of the North
Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, Chicago,
I1linois, March 26-27, 1909, pp. 52-54.

9

loAaron J. Brumbaugh, "Accrediting Associations and the Col-

lege Library," College and Research Libraries 2 (June 1941): 195.

Vaughn and Manning, p. 399.




operation for the accreditation of secondary schools. At the
heart of the system was a set of minimum standards to which all
institutions were expected to conform to the greatest degree
possible. . . . But the very concept of rigid quantitative
standards began to come into question as higher education
expanded and changed in purpose, clientele, curriculum and
facilitation.]

Responding to this criticism, the North Central Association
Commission of Higher Institutions in 1929 appointed a Committee on
Revision of Standards. The report was issued in 1936 and a new
principle replaced the old standar‘ds.]2

Basic to the change was the rejection of the concept of
standardization and an acceptance of the principle of institutional
individuality which holds that institutions properly differ in defi-
nition of purpose and in the means employed in attaining the desired
ends.]3 To exemplify this change, words such as "standards" and
"inspectors" were replaced with "criteria" and “examiner‘s."]4 The
underlying principle was that an institution be judged in terms of
the purposes it seeks to serve. In other words, institutions,
including their libraries, can not be measured against a norm unless

they are alike, and the new principle accepted the fact that they

nwa'lter.J.Ziemba, “Changes in the Policies and Procedures
of the Accrediting Process of the Conmission on Colleges and Univer-
sities of the North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary
Schools, 1909-1958" (Ph.D. dissertation University of Michigan,
1966), p. 136.

]2Louis G. Geiger, Voluntary Accreditation: A History of the
North Central Association (Menasha, Wisconsin: George Bantu Co.,
1970), p. 25.

]3Norman Burns, "Accrediting: Its Response to an Evaluating
System of Higher Education" (unpublished paper, n.d.).
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Geiger, p. 27.



are not.]5 Although there have been modifications, this basic
principle is the guiding one in North Central Accreditation today.
Moving away from quantitative standards to a qualitative
approach has not been without its problems. Many educators have
been critical that the present self-study peer-judgment procedures
are not rigorous enough and do not lead to an outcomes-oriented
evaluation which would be valuable to the institution. This non-
rigorous qualitative approach presents equal difficulty in evaluating

the library.

Library Evaluation

A1l accrediting agencies indicate in their guidebooks and
other material, received by colleges and universities being assessed,
that the library is important and valuable to the institution's edu-

cational program. North Central Association in its Evaluation Guide

to Institutional Assessment includes the following statement:

Learning resources adequate to support the educational pro-
grams and adequately staffed should be readily accessible

to students on campus and during periods of study or other
activities away from campus. Learning resources are a Sig-
nificant component of an educational program only if they
are used. This is largely the responsibility of the instruc-
tional staff.16

The first difficulty an evaluator encounters with such a statement

is trying to determine what "adequate" means. Applying North

ISGeorge Zook and Melvin E. Haggerty, The Evaluations of
Higher Institutions, Vol. I, Principles of Accrediting Higher Insti-
tutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1936).

]6North Central Association of Colleges and Schools, Commis-
sion on Institutions of Higher Education, Handbook on Accreditation:
Evaluation Guide for Institutional Assessment (Boulder, Colorado:
North Central Association, 1976), p. 67.




Central's statement on libraries for evaluative purposes is a dif-
ficult problem as Pattillo points out:

After some seven years of coping with the practical problems
of examining institutions for accrediting purposes, I can
testify that the library is one of the most difficult phases
of an institution's program to evaluate effectively. In
almost every other area of the institution's program, informed
persons have a reasonably clear notion of what to look at and
how to draw conclusions in evaluation. ,_. . In the area of
the library there is no such unanimity.1

Larson concludes the same thing as he asks questions for
which the accrediting agency or the institution appears to have no
authoritative answers. "Are recent holdings more important than old
ones? Whose word is to be accepted about the best 1,000 or 10,000
books to have? Do exchange privileges, delivery systems, computer-
jzed systems, and similar devices substitute successfully for a
paucity of local materia]s?"]8 Larson illustrates a frustration
likely to be faced by visiting accrediting teams when he states:

Accrediting agencies lack authoritative answers to many com-
plicated questions concerning libraries so we turn to basic
folklore and past practice. We accept libraries of a half
million volumes as being better than those with a quarter
million . . . evaluators tend to raise the proverbial %humbs
up for large libraries and thumbs down for small ones.!9
Since North Central has abandoned quantifiable criteria for

evaluation purposes, it makes the evaluator's assessment of the

]7Manning M. Pattillo, "The Appraisal of Junior Colleges
and go]]ege Libraries," College and Research Libraries 17 (September
1956): 397.

]8Rolf S. Larson, "Accreditation: Some Professional Problems,"
Learning Today 5 (Summer 1972): 28.

19

Ibid., p. 29.



total program and the library program very difficult. Semrow con-
curs when he states:

With respect to accreditation, it is probably true that with

the abandonment of the norms and standard setting approach,

nothing really satisfactory emerged to take their place. It

would appear that the "inquiry statement" or criteria are not

sufficient in themselves to lead to the desirable evaluative

outcome. 20

Since accrediting agencies or institutions do not have

authoritative answers in determining criteria for evaluating libraries,
it would seem reasonable to expect that the library profession would
have. The Association of College and Research Libraries, a division
of the American Library Association, has developed and adopted stan-
dards for college and university libraries. Apparently there is no
agreement within the association as to whether standards should be
specific and quantitative or general and qualitative. The 1975

Standards for College Libraries tend to be more quantitative, providing

specific formulas and criteria such as: "A college library should
have at least a collection of 85,000 relevant printed volumes . . . a
college library should have one librarian for each 500, or fraction
thereof, FTE students up to 10,000."2]

On the other hand, the 1979 Standards for University Libraries

tend to be more qualitative, leaving a high degree of latitude for

20Joseph Semrow, "Accreditation: Self-Study and On-Site
Evaluation Report Models for Use by Traditional and Non-Traditional
Institutions" (unpublished paper written for North Central Associa-
tion of Colleges and Schools, 1979), p. 24.

2]Association of College and Research Libraries, Standards
for College Libraries Committee, "Standards for College Libraries,"
College and Research Libraries News 36 (May 1975): 4.




professional judgment in evaluating libraries, as reflected in the
following statement:

Despite basic similarities, university libraries are also
characterized by a high degree of individuality . . . hence,
these standards are not intended to establish normative pre-
scriptions for uniform application rather, they are meant to
provide a general framework within which informed judgment
can be applied to individual circumstances.

The language in the Standards for University Libraries tends to imply

that the university libraries are complex and differ so greatly from
each other because of the programs they support, that it is extremely
difficult, if not impossible, to derive a common measurement which
could be applied to all of them. Unfortunately, as Yates points out,
"in the area of library evaluation, there exists no corpus of knowl-
edge that allows itself to be applicable to all the various
1ibraries."23
Unlike the detailed evaluation of libraries that might be
done using the specific standards of the American Library Associa-
tion, library evaluations by regional accrediting agencies differ
in that they are conducted as an integral part of total institu-

tional evaluation with the primary objective to determine how suc-

cessfully the institution is meeting its self-declared purposes.

22Association of College and Research Libraries, Joint
Committee of the Association of Research Libraries and the Associa-
tion of College and Research Libraries, Standards for University
Libraries (Chicago: American Library Association, 1979), p. 1.

23Dud]ey Yates, "The Impact of Regional Accrediting Agencies
Upon Libraries of Post-Secondary Education" (paper presented at the
Biennial Conference of Southeastern Library Association, Knoxville
Tennessee, November 3-6, 1976) (ERIC Ed., 135), p. 16.




10

Gelfand reports that highly detailed evaluations of the library
program are usually not made by the evaluator of the accrediting
association.24

Accrediting associations generally do not suggest the use of
American Library Association Standards in evaluating libraries. Only
the Northwest Association makes any reference to national standards,
indicating that standards of the American Library Association serve
as useful guide]ines.25 Instead, the library is reviewed to deter-
mine the degree to which it meets the educational objectives of the
institution.

It is a point of pride among the regional associations to
utilize a qualitative evaluation directed at the objectives and goals
of the institution. Consequently, such terms as "adequate to support
the educational objectives" and "basic resources" are used to
describe a library program even though these terms and other similar
descriptive terms are not defined. According to Yates, the use of
these generalized nondefined terms only adds to the problem of evalua-
tion by making it difficult for all but a specialist to determine the
adequacy of a library program.26

An additional problem in evaluating libraries during the

accreditation process is that accrediting associations visiting

24Morris A. Gelfand, "Techniques of Library Evaluators,"
College and Research Libraries 19 (July 1958): 306.

25Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges, Commission
on Colleges, Accreditation Standards (Seattle: Northwest Association
of Schools and Colleges, 197/7), p. 6.

26

Yates, p. 337.
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committees vary in size and makeup, depending on the type of insti-
tution and the association's schedule. A library specialist is not
always included on the committee. Some associations include library
or learning resource specialists because they recognize the library
as a complex segment of the total process; other associations do
not make this inclusion. Givens and Sivells point this out when they
state:

The Southern Association includes on each team a librarian

charged with specific responsibility for the library. 1In

contrast to the practice of the Southern Association, the

North Central Association is noticeable for the frequency

and consistency with which it fails_to include librarians as

members of the visiting committee.27

Specifically stated, the problem is that the North Central
Accrediting Association usually does not assign a library specialist
to a visiting team, nor does it provide specific criteria or guide-
lines to assist nonspecialists in evaluating the library program.28
This investigation will attempt to answer the following two questions:
1. Lacking library specialists on the visitation teams or

guidelines for nonspecialists, how do evaluators assess the effective-

ness of the library program in relation to the mission of the insti-

tution?

27Johnm’e E. Givens and Wanda K. Sivells, "Accrediting
Agencies and Library Cooperation in Education," Library Trends 24
(October 1975): 368.

28North Central is working on a draft of a checklist of
items to assist teams in planning and carrying out an on-site
accreditation visit as of Fall 1979. Also, team members receive
two pages of data (Data Form E) regarding holdings, usage, and
expenditures of the library.
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2. MWhat criteria would be useful to assist evaluators in
making an informed judgment about the overall effectiveness of the

library program?

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to attempt to identify criteria
which may be used in evaluating libraries in the North Central
accrediting process. It will involve an examination of the litera-
ture, documentation provided by the North Central Accrediting Asso-
ciation, and data collected by a direct-mail survey to evaluators.
An effort will be made to generate a set of guidelines from the data
which can be used by evaluators to help determine if the library is

fulfilling its mission as related to the institution's mission.

Need for the Study

There is a need to investigate the processes and criteria
used by accreditation team members who evaluate the library. Only two
major studies have been undertaken on this subject. Yates completed a
dissertation entitled "An Analysis of the Bases Used by Library Evalu-
ators in the Accrediting Process of the Southern Association of Col-

29 The purpose of the Yates study was to identify

leges and Schools."
what criteria team members used to ascertain if the library was ful-
filling its stated goals in supporting the mission of the institu-

tion. The intent was to formulate a profile of the ideal evaluator

29Dud]ey V. Yates, "An Analysis of Bases Used by Library
Evaluators in the Accrediting Process of the Southern Association
of Colleges and Schools" (Ph.D. dissertation, Florida State Univer-
sity, 1973).
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and criteria used. Clearly, there is a need to investigate this
same aspect in the North Central Accrediting Association process
to determine what criteria are being used by evaluators to assess
the effectiveness of the library as related to the goals of the
institution. This study replicates, to a large degree, the concept
of the Yates study and draws heavily upon specific parts, such as
the questionnaire.

Gelfand completed a dissertation entitled "A Historical Study
of the Evaluation of Libraries in Higher Institutions by the Middle
States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools," which was

related and he]pfu1.30

However, his study concerning techniques

used by library evaluators in the Middle States Association was even
more useful.3] Many of the techniques identified by Gelfand were
used in the technique section of the questionnaire to gather informa-
tion for this study.

In addition to the need to investigate the process and
criteria used by North Central evaluators, there is a need to examine
documentation distributed by North Central, library standards writ-
ten by the American Library Association, literature on library evalua-
tion, and education and library literature to identify potential areas

of a library program which should be assessed during an accredita-

tion visit.

30Morris A. Gelfand, "A Historical Study of the Evaluation
of Libraries in Higher Institutions by the Middle States Association
of Colleges and Secondary Schools" (Ph.D. dissertation, New York
University, 1960).

3.‘Gelfand, "Techniques of Library Evaluators."
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Finally, the study will analyze the data and generate guide-
lines which may be useful to North Central Association evaluators in

assessing library progress in the future.

Definition of Terms

North Central--Stands for the North Central Association of

Colleges and Schools, Commission on Institutions of Higher Education.

Accreditation--Is an activity in which a group of educational

institutions voluntarily band together to form an organization which
has for its purpose the identification and preservation of quality
in education. The process provides the public with a general rating
of institutions.

Evaluators--Educators chosen by the North Central Association
to visit a member institution to evaluate the institution and react
with professional expertise to the self-study of the institution.

Library Evaluators--Educators chosen by the North Central

Association to visit a member institution and who have a specific
responsibility to evaluate the library and react with professional
expertise to the self-study of the institution's library.

Standards--Standards for College Libraries and Standards for

Universities developed by the Association of Colleges and Research

Libraries and pertaining to library evaluation.

Library Program--An administrative configuration within the

institution responsible for the supervision and management of library
printed, and sometimes nonprinted, materials.

ALA--American Library Association.
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ACRL--Association of College and University Libraries, a

division of the American Library Association.

Limitations

1. This study is limited geographically to the nineteen-
state region of the North Central Association.

2. Only the North Central evaluators will be surveyed, not
librarians or other staff of the hosting institutions, to gain their
perception of the library evaluation.

3. Only evaluators who have evaluated libraries at insti-
tutions of higher education offering a bachelors, masters, and doc-
torate will be surveyed.

4. The study is limited to evaluators who completed an

evaluation during a three-year period, 1977-1979.

Basic Assumptions

1. Regional accrediting associations have exerted powerful
influence for improvement of library services by voluntarily estab-
lishing and implementing evaluative criteria for the guidance of their
members. They are in a position to continue to influence further
improvement.

2. The findings and recommendations of regional associa-
tions, other agencies, and those of independent investigators and
specialists can be implemented, if adopted, by the regional accredit-

ing associations.
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Overview

Chapter I will be used to provide background on accredita-
tion, in general, and the specific problems related to the library
segment of accreditation. The need to study the specific criteria
used by North Central Accrediting Association evaluators will be
established.

Chapter II will be devoted to the review of pertinent litera-
ture relating to accreditation, evaluating the library for accredi-
tation, library evaluation, and the role of library standards in
evaluation of libraries for accreditation purposes.

The design of the study and the procedures to be used will
be detailed in Chapter III.

Chapter IV will be devoted to reporting an analysis of
accreditation documents, library standards, and education and library
literature for the purpose of identifying criteria for library evalua-
tion and to analyzing the data. A discussion of the major findings
of the survey will also be included.

Chapter V will consist of a summary of the findings, major

conclusions, and recommendations.



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Accreditation

Accreditation of higher education institutions became a
reality in 1909 when North Central Association was the first to for-
mulate a definite accrediting program.32 In the beginning, accredi-
tation of higher education, like that of secondary schools, functioned
independently as a voluntary nongovernment activity. During the last
fifteen years, the federal government has exercised a growing influ-
ence to convert the accrediting function into a governmentally regu-
lated activity.33’34’35

Accreditation never has been well understood by educators or
the general public, even though efforts to explain it have been
undertaken at various points in its short history. Accreditation, as

defined by Young, is intended to foster excellence in postsecondary

education through the development of criteria and guidelines for

32

33Courts Oulahan, "The Legal Implications of Evaluation and
Accreditation," Journal of Law and Education 7 (April 1978): 193.

34Frank Dickey and Jerry Miller, "Federal Involvement in
Nongovernmental Accreditation," Educational Record 53 (Spring 1972):
138.

Zook and Haggerty, p. 24.

35John R. Profitt, "The Federal Connection for Accredi-
%ation,“ The Journal of Higher Education 40 (March/April 1979):
46.

17
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36 Thrash adds to the defini-

assessing educational effectiveness.
tion by stating that "accreditation is the outcome of an evaluative
process guided by criteria generally based on judging an institu-

tion in the light of its stated purposes."37

Fisk and Durgen identify
two important functions which are basic and describe the process, the
institutional self-study and peer eva]uation.38 In short, the purpose
of accreditation is to encourage and stimulate high standards for
higher education.

Voluntary accreditation has played an important role in the
development and preservation of a quality higher education program in
the United States. It came into being as a response to an important
social need to identify and ensure that institutions of higher learn-
ing would have high standards. In the eyes of many people, accredited
institutions held a position of higher status than unaccredited insti-
tutions and tended to attract students, faculty, and financial sup-
port.39 Today, proponents of voluntary accreditation argue that the

public (or nine client publics as identified by Pugs]ey40) interest is

36Kenneth E. Young, "New Pressures on Accreditation," Journal
of Higher Education 40 (March/April 1979): 135.

37Patr1‘cia A. Thrash, "Accreditation: A Perspective," Journal
of Higher Education 40 (March/April 1979): 116.

38

Fisk and Durgen, p. 9.

39Burns, "Accrediting: Its Response to an Evaluating System
of Higher Education," p. 1.

40R. S. Pugsley, "The Consumer Interest in Voluntary Accredi-
tation," The North Central Association Quarterly 51 (Spring 1977):
353.
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best served through the self-study peer evaluation approach; however,
voluntary accreditation is not without its critics.

Some critics of accreditation suggest that the process
encourages mediocrity because it is concerned only with minimum
standards. Others are critical of regional agencies that have encour-
aged institutions to set their own objectives upon which they are then
judged. Still others are critical that regional accrediting agencies
have arbitrarily used faculty-student ratios, number of Ph.D.'s on
the faculty, and similar inputs as indices of educational performance
rather than outputs, such as: what changes occur in students during
their period of study, what levels of proficiency have they achieved
in their chosen fields, what research is done by the faculty, and
related measures.4] Koerner expresses trenchant views concerning
regional accreditation when he states:

Normally, regional accreditation is a rather quiet, clubby
enterprise that seems to have special appeal for professional
educators, small college presidents and other educational
administrators. . . . The same people are found serving year

» after year. . . . The truth of the matter is that the regionals
are devoted more to the protection of their own memberihip than
they are to the protection of students or the pubh‘c.4

One of the most common criticisms appearing in the literature
is the failure of regional associations to provide specific criteria

43

or specifically define educational quality. In some cases, terms

4]Dewey B. Sturt, "Accreditation--Its Problems and Its
Future," Teachers College Record 62 (May 1961): 635.

42 )ames Koerner, "The Case of Marjane Webster," Public
Interest 20 (Summer 1970): 58.

43wi1riam E. Troutt, "Regional Accreditation Evaluative Cri-
teria and Quality Assurance," The Journal of Higher Education 50
(March/April 1979): 203.
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such as "quality education," "adequate library," and "academic
excellence" are used by regional associations without any definition
of their meaning. This qualitative terminology flies in the face of
quantitative analysis normally used for assessing accountability, a
watchword in American education today. The emergence of accounta-
bility raises the question that something is wrong with higher educa-
tion; in doing so it also implies that the warranty of accreditation
is subject to question.

Accrediting associations have recognized that there are wide
variations among them and attempted to scrutinize their activities
both individually and collectively. More emphasis was placed on
central coordination of all accreditation when, in 1975, the Federa-
tion of Regional Accrediting Commissions of Higher Education (FRACHE)
and the National Commission on Accrediting joined forces to create
the Council on Postsecondary Education (COPA). Young illustrates
COPA's effort to ensure some accountability for accrediting associa-
tions when he describes its purpose, which is to "evaluate nongovern-
mental accrediting organizations for initial or continuing recognition
and monitor the accrediting practices of these bodies to ensure the
fairness, integrity, and consistency of their standards, their poli-

n 44

cies, and procedures for applying them. The 1ibrary is one segment

of the accrediting process which seems to lack consistency.

44Kenneth Young, "COPA: A New Force on the National Scene,"
North Central Association Quarterly 42 (Winter 1978): 359.
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Library Evaluation

An evaluation, according to Dressel, is "both a judgment on
a worth or impact of a program, procedure, or individual, and the

process whereby that judgment is made."45

Higher education, as a part
of society, has an obligation to evaluate its effectiveness and this
is undertaken in part by accrediting agencies. The library, as one
part of the institution of higher education, must share the same con-
cerns and responsibilities.

An examination of the literature of library and information
science covering the last decade presents evidence that there is a
growing interest in the subject of library evaluation. Lancaster's
study of library evaluation is the most comprehensive and points out
that there are three perspectives from which any type of service,
including library service, can be evaluated:

1. How well the service is satisfying its objectives, which
usually means how well it is satisfying the demands placed

upon it. This is an evaluation of the effectiveness of
service.

2. How efficiently (in terms of costs) it is satisfying its
objectives. This is cost-effectiveness evaluation.

3. Whether the service justifies its existence (i.e., the worth
of the service). Evaluating worth is concerned with cost-
benefit relationships.46

The evaluation of libraries during an accreditation visit by a regional
accrediting association is primarily effectiveness evaluation in rela-

tion to the mission statement of the parent institution.

45Pau] L. Dressel, Handbook of Academic Evaluation (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1976), p. 1.

46F. W. Lancaster, The Measurement and Evaluation of Library
Services (Washington, D.C.: Information Resources Press, 1977),
p. 322.
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The Association of College and Research Libraries Committee
on Liaison with Accrediting Agencies created a guide to methods of
library evaluation in which they indicate three categories to judge
the adequacy of a library. The first category is primary evidence
such as books, reading spaces, and professional staff. The second
category is secondary evidence such as budget and planning documents.
The third category is special activities such as a friends of the
library group, a lecture series, a course in library research methods,
and pubh‘cation.47 This guide is helpful in outlining areas for
accrediting teams to examine. It also contains many suggested tech-
niques to gain information for making a judgment on the adequacy of
the library.

The Standards and Accreditation Committee of the Association
of Colleges and Research Libraries has developed a checklist to be

used in conjunction with the Standards for College Libraries for

evaluating college libraries. The detailed checklist covers the fol-
lowing components of a college library program: objectives, collec-
tions, organization of materials, staff, delivery of service, facili-

% This checklist should be helpful

ties, administration, and budget.
to an accrediting team member; however, it does not address itself to

nonprint media or to library performance or outcomes.

47Association of College and Research Libraries, Committee on
Liaison with Accrediting Agencies, "Guide to Methods of Library Evalua-
tion," College and Research Libraries News 29 (October 1968): 293.

48Association of College and University Libraries, Standards
and Accreditation Committee, "An Evaluative Checklist for Reviewing
a College Library Program," College and Research Libraries News 40
(November 1979): 305-16.
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Two specific attempts in the area of collection development
evaluation have been made by Clapp and Jordan and by McInnis.49’50
Clapp and Jordan developed a formula which attempted to identify the
principal factors affecting academic needs for books and to ascribe
suitable weights to each factor. McInnis tested the Clapp-Jordan
formula by empirical analysis. The two examples of the collection
evaluation mentioned above are not representative of the type of
evaluation done by regional accrediting teams; team members do not
usually attempt that level of specificity in a two-day evaluation
visit.

Accreditation evaluators may, on occasion, use library stan-
dards as guidelines for evaluation--both those which are created by
an organization such as ALA and those which result from a compila-
tion of comparative library data. An example of the latter is a
comparative survey done by Downs and Heussman which collected infor-

51

mation from fifty U.S. and Canadian university libraries. Another

example of comparative data is a tabulation concerning seating

capacity of large universities compiled by white.52

49Vernon W. Clapp and Robert T. Jordan, "Quantitative Criteria
for Adequacy of Academic Library Collections," College and Research
Libraries 26 (September 1965): 371-80.

50R. Marvin McInnis, "The Formula Approach to Library Size:
An Empirical Study of Its Efficiency in Evaluating Research Libraries,"
College and Research Libraries 33 (May 1972): 190-98.

5]Rober't: B. Downs and John W. Heussman, “Standards for Univer-
sity Libraries," College and Research Libraries 31 (January 1970):
28-35.

52Lucien White, "Seating Achievement in Larger University
Libraries," College and Research Libraries 28 (November 1967): 411-14.
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Library standards created by organizations such as the Ameri-
can Library Association are also used by some evaluators in some
regional associations as guidelines for making judgments. The stan-
dards are best used when considered by evaluators as guidelines and
should be interpreted in light of institutional objectives. Since
not all North Central teams include librarians and since not all
faculty and administrative team members are knowledgeable about
libraries, the standards can serve as a valuable guide from which team
members can make informed judgments about the library program in rela-

53

tion to the mission of the institution. Ottersen compiled an

annotated bibliography which is helpful in identifying various stan-
dards for evaluating 1ibrar1’es.54
The Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL)

created Standards for College Libraries in 1975 which replaced the
55

1959 standards. They are quantitative in nature and formulas are
provided to determine adequacy of staff, facilities, and collection.
At the time the standards were issued, there was criticism by some
librarians that the standards went too far in telling institutions
how to organize. Moran, in a recent discussion of adequacy in uni-
versity libraries, takes that position when he states: "The setting

of standards by outside agencies, 1ike those in the Standards for

53A]bert E. Meder, Jr., "Accrediting Agencies and the Stan-
dards," Drexel Library Quarterly 2 (July 1966): 215.

54Signe Ottersen, "A Bibliography on Standards for Evaluating
Libraries," College and Research Libraries 32 (March 1971): 127-44.

55

Standards for College Libraries.
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College Libraries, represents an attempt to define a uniformity of

purpose and goals for institutions. Such attempts may be ignored by
an institution with every justification."56 Some spokesmen for the
academic community accused librarians of creating a "self-serving
document" when they created college library standards. Robert
Kirkwood, who at the time was executive director of the Federation
of Regional Accrediting Commission of Higher Education, criticized
the standards for emphasizing minimum quantitative requirements
instead of goals to attain.57

Standards for University Libraries was prepared, after a long

study by a joint conmittee of the Association of Research Libraries

58 The standards

and the Association of College and Research Libraries.
for university libraries are almost the complete opposite of the col-
lege library standards in that they are nonprescriptive; their empha-
sis is qualitative in nature, as stated in the introduction section:
“"These standards are not intended to establish normative prescrip-
tions for uniform applications. Rather, they are meant to provide a
general framework within which informed judgment can be applied to

59

individual circumstances." Thus the college library and university

standards vary greatly.

56"ACRL Yardstick for College Libraries," American Libraries 6
(February 1975): 81.

57

58Association of College and Research Libraries, Standards for
University Libraries.

59

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 1.
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Perhaps this difference can best be illustrated by comparing
the standard relating to collection development. The college stan-
dard 2.1.1 states that "the amount of print materials to be provided
shall be determined by a formula which calls for a basic collection
of 85,000 volumes."60 Conversely, the university standard B.1 is not
quantitative but states: "A university library's collection shall
be of sufficient size and scope to support the university's total
instructional needs and to facilitate the university's research pro-

61 The university standards fail to define what "collection of

gram."
sufficient size" means and furthermore do not give any indication of
how to measure or evaluate the same. They leave the evaluator the
flexibility to make judgment concerning a particular library in rela-
tion to the total institution. This attitude of evaluating libraries
probably is more acceptable to accrediting associations, in general,
and it is in agreement with North Central's philosophy, specifically,
because it takes into account the idea of the uniqueness of each uni-
versity. However, the difficulty, according to Wallace, with respect
to any standards is: "(1) they tend to be minimal and, once met, may
be of no further value to an institution for guidance toward long range

goals, and (2) administrative officers frequently regard the attainment

of such standards as the attainment of the maximum destination for

60
61

Standards for College Libraries, p. 4.

Standards for University Libraries, p. 3.
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library services."62

It is important, then, to look for alternative
measures to be used for evaluating the library for accreditation pur-

poses.

Evaluating the Library for Accreditation

The value of a library to the institution's educational pro-
gram is recognized by all accrediting agencies. The elements of a
library program which are most often reviewed are best illustrated
in a study by Totten63 which was reported also in Givens and Sivells'

article.64

Staff, collections, facilities, budget, and usage were
the most common elements examined by accrediting agencies. Other
important elements such as nonprint media, networking, telecommuni-
cations, computer applications, and interlibrary cooperation were
conspicuously overlooked.

It is surprising to find how little accreditation is dis-
cussed by librarians in library literature and, concomitantly, how
little the evaluation of academic libraries is discussed in education
literature. Only one comprehensive study and a few articles have

appeared in the literature. The lack of discourse concerning accredi-

tation between professionals in the fields of education and

62James 0. Wallace, "The Practical Meaning of Library Stan-
dards," in Quantitative Methods in Librarianship: Standards Research
Management, ed. Irene Broden Hoadley and Alice Clark (Westport,
Connecticut: Greenwood Press, Inc., 1972), p. 32.

63Herman L. Totten, "Identification of Library Elements in
Statements of Accrediting Standards, A Review of the Literature"
(unpublished paper prepared as a working paper for the ACRL ad hoc
gg?m;ttee to Revise the 1959 Standards for College Libraries, March
9).

64Givens and Sivells, pp. 366-67.
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librarianship is most readily explicable when one considers that few
librarians are involved in the planning and process of accreditations.
Gelfand was the first to study the procedures used to evalu-
ate the library during an accrediting visit. He surveyed thirty-one
librarians, who had been an accrediting team member for the Middle
States Association, to determine the techniques they employed for
preparation of the visit and during the visit. The questionnaire
inquiry revealed that nearly all respondents found it helpful to
review the Middle States Association's guidebook, read the entire
self-study, check the annual ARL statistics, and read the college
cata]og.65
The questionnaire survey also revealed methods and devices
that were regularly and widely used. The top ten are listed below in

rank order:

1. Review library sections of the institution's self-study.

2. Confer with chief librarian.

3. Examine librarian's annual report.

4. Confer with colleagues on visiting team.

5. Confer with key staff members.

6. Confer with 1ibrarian at conclusion of visit.

7. Read any available consultant reports.

8. Discuss basic routines and problems with department heads.
9. Inspect book stacks.

10. Inspect reading rooms.

65

Gelfand, "Techniques of Library Evaluators," p. 311.
661bid., p. 315.
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The seemingly important process of conferring with faculty
and student users to obtain their views of the library ranked only
seventeenth and thirty-second, respectively--perhaps because the
orientation of Middle States library evaluators is too much on library
efficiency instead of program effectiveness within the goals of the
institution.

Yates undertook the most comprehensive study concerning the
evaluation of an academic library during the accreditation process.67
The study, completed in 1973 and entitled "An Analysis of the Bases
Used by Library Evaluators in the Accreditation Process of the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools," was the second comprehensive
attempt to determine what criteria evaluators used in assessing
library programs. Yates analyzed existing data available from the
Southern Association and gathered additional data on the subject by
a direct-mail questionnaire to library evaluators. The purpose of
the study was to formulate a profile of the ideal evaluator; to deter-
mine if the evaluative criteria utilized by evaluators were supplied
by the Southern Association, or based on an alternate authority; and
to provide a new standardized approach to the evaluation of libraries.68

Yates concluded in his study that:

1. Communications between the Association and evaluators was
minimal and little guidance was given to library evaluators;

2. Due to the lack of guidance, evaluators devised check lists
which resulted in an inconsistent approach to library evalua-
tions;

67Yates. "Bases Used by Library Evaluators."

®81pid., p. 8.
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3. There was a need for more training and guidance in the form
of a checklist of areas to be examined in the library pro-
gram;

4. Libraries hosting an evaluation visit were subjugated to
what perhaps could have been labeled as an undue degree of
subjectivity on the part of the evaluator; and

5. The Association's Standard Six, the criteria provided to
assist in eya!uatinggthe library program, was too ambiguous
and unquantifiable.

The Yates study suffered from several limitations. First,
this study was limited to the eleven-state region which the Southern
Association serves. Second, since the Association normally includes
a librarian on the visiting team, only librarians were surveyed. No
opinions or attitudes of nonlibrarian team members were sought which
may have been valuable in placing the library segment of the accredit-
ing process in perspective. Third, while one of Yates' purposes was
to provide a new standardized approach to evaluating libraries, he
stopped short of recommending helpful criteria or checklists. For
example, more than 75% felt that a checklist provided by the Southern
Association would be helpful, yet Yates did not use the data collected
to formulate and recommend a possible checklist. Although formulat-
ing a checklist to be used by library evaluators was not part of the
original intent of the study, it was a logical next step which pos-
sibly would have made the results of the study more widely usable.

Givens and Sivells studied the criteria of the six regional
associations for evaluating libraries during the accrediting process.
These include New England Association, Middle States Association,

North Central Association, Southern Association, Northwest Association,

%9bid., pp. 178-80.
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and Western Association. They determined that while each has its own
criteria, only Northwest Association makes any reference to national
standards, indicating that standards of the American Library Associa-
tion serve as a useful guide. According to Givens and Sivells, the
guidelines used by the six associations provide 1ittle guidance for
the librarian team member or the librarian whose library is evaluated.
The study also revealed that most of the associations agree on the
importance of usage, but no one had faced the realistic problem of
measuring use; most associations are not prepared to be accountable
for audio-visual materials; and most associations do not take inter-
library operation, networking, and resource sharing into account
during their eva]uations.70
Larson raises some excellent questions in an essay on evalua-

tion in regard to resources sharing. Unfortunately, few accrediting
agencies have authoritative answers, when he asks:

Does pooling of five libraries of 50,000 volumes, in a neighbor-

hood of colleges, result in a first rate library of 250,000

volumes or is the sum total of them not significantly better

than only one of the original five? Do exchange privileges,

trucking systems, teletype systems, and other similar dev;ﬁes

substitute successfully for a paucity of local materials?
Only two of the six regional associations make any reference to
resource sharing.

There appears to be a significant degree of confusion and

inconsistency regarding what criteria and procedures should be used

in evaluating a library. As Pattillo points out, "there seems to be

70
71

Givens and Sivells, p. 364.

Larson, p. 28.
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serious problems in almost every method of appraising the effective-

72

ness of a college library." It is intended that this study will

provide some answers to this problem.

"2pattillo, p. 397.



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN OF THE STUDY

A1l accrediting agencies indicate in their guidebooks, and
other material received by colleges and universities being assessed,
that the library is important and valuable to the institution's edu-
cational program. North Central Association of Colleges and Schools,
one of the six regional accrediting associations and to which this
study was confined, includes the following statement in its Handbook

on Accreditation: Evaluation Guide to Institutional Assessment:

Learning resources adequate to support the educational programs

and adequately staffed should be readily accessible to students

on campus and during periods of study or other activities away

from campus. . . . Learning resources are a significant com-

ponent of an educational program only if they are used. This

is largely the responsibility of the instructional staff.’3

Trying to evaluate whether a library is fulfilling this state-

ment is difficult, and that difficulty is compounded by the fact that
North Central seldom appoints a librarian to a visiting team. 1In
addition, it does not provide any specific criteria or guidelines
which would assist nonlibrarians in their evaluation. The purpose of

this study was to assess what North Central evaluators were presently

73North Central Association of Colleges and Schools, Commis-
sion on Institutions of Higher Education, Handbook on Accreditation,
p. 67.
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using as criteria for evaluating the library, and to identify useful

criteria that could be used in the future.

Interest in the Study

The idea for the study evolved from the researcher's experi-
ence of serving as a host librarian for a North Central Accreditation
visit and from a preliminary search of the literature. During a
search of the literature on a tentative topic of library evaluation
and ALA standards, the relationship between library evaluation and
accreditation became apparent. The fact that there were few relevant
citations in the literature, combined with the researcher's experi-
ence as a host librarian, led to the pursuit of this study with North
Central. When approached, the Executive Director of the Commission
on Institutions of Higher Education expressed an interest in such a
study and a willingness to provide needed information.

The preliminary search of the literature indicated that there
was a need to investigate the processes and criteria used by accredi-
tation team members who evaluate the library during an accreditation
visit. Dudley V. Yates' dissertation, entitled "An Analysis of the
Bases Used by Library Evaluators in the Accrediting Process of the

Southern Association of Colleges and Schoo]s,"74

was the only major
study found on this specific subject. It served, in part, as a model

for the investigation reported in this dissertation.

74Yates, "Bases Used by Library Evaluators."
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To serve the purpose of this study, attention was focused
upon only one of the six regional accrediting agencies, the North

Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools.

Methodology and Procedures

This was an exploratory study which involved completing two
tasks. The first task involved an extensive review of the literature
on regional accreditation, library evaluation, library standards, and,
specifically, North Central Accreditation to select the most perti-
nent literature for the study. The data were analyzed and potential
criteria statements were extracted. The purpose of the analysis was
to extract statements of criteria which were considered to be crucial
for library evaluation as it related to accreditation and to provide,
to some degree, additional information for designing a survey instru-
ment.

The statements were placed on 4 x 6 cards and ordered topically
under the following headings, which were found to be common throughout
the documentation: organization, administration, collection develop-
ment, reference service, staffing, budgeting, usage, facilities, and
resource sharing/networking. Since the application of computer tech-
nology has been a recent phenomenon in libraries, technology did not
appear in the documents but was added by the researcher. More than
160 statements were found in the documentation searched, and after
removing duplicated statements, eighty remained and are presented in

Chapter 1V.
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The second task was to survey North Central evaluators, by
direct-mail questionnaire, to obtain evaluators' opinions about North
Central's accrediting process and to collect data concerning methods

and techniques they used during the evaluation process.

Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire was patterned to a large extent after the
one used by Yates in his study and, in fact, utilizes some of the same

questions.75

Many of the questions on Yates' study were eliminated
because they were specifically oriented toward the Southern Associa-
tion or were thought to be unnecessary.

The questionnaire for this study contained ninety-one questions
and was designed to conserve respondents' time by allowing for answer-
ing to be done with a check mark in the vast majority of the cases
(Appendix C). However, evaluators were encouraged to make comments
throughout the questionnaire and were provided an opportunity to
respond to two open-ended questions. Because it was rather lengthy
when typed in regular type, a photo-duplication process was used to
reduce regular type on 11" x 14" paper to smaller type on 8-1/2" x 11"
paper, thereby reducing the length of the questionnaire to less than
five full pages.

The questionnaire was divided into five sections: (1) Back-

ground Information, (2) General Information Section A, (3) General

Information Section B, (4) Reports, and (5) Techniques.

51bid.
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The purpose of the Background Section was to gather infor-
mation about the evaluator's specific job, position title, academic
preparation, experience in education vis-a-vis experience in accredi-
tation, and number of evaluations performed in recent years. In
addition, information was sought as to whether evaluators, as team
members, had primary or secondary responsibility for evaluating the
library, whether they benefited from such an experience, and if they
were prepared to make the library evaluation visit. It was felt that
a profile of the typical library evaluator could be compiled from
this information and that, if it could be determined that evaluators
generally performed two or more evaluations, there would be some
degree of reliability to the data collected.

The questionnaire contained a General Information Section A
for the purpose of gathering opinions on the use of qualitative vs.
quantitative criteria; the value, if any, of assigning a librarian
to a visiting team; and other evaluative statements concerning North
Central Accreditation.

The General Information Section B was included to gather
information concerning evaluators' perceived relationship with North
Central and the communication between the Association and the evalu-
ators concerning library evaluation.

The Report Section was designed to gather data relative to
how respondents would react to and report certain conditions they
encountered. The data were analyzed to determine if there were any
differences among evaluators when they were grouped by position and

type of library evaluated.
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A Technique Section was built into the questionnaire for the
purpose of gathering information about the techniques most commonly
utilized by the evaluators when evaluating a library. This section

76 since he

included many of the techniques identified by Gelfand
had compiled a rather comprehensive list of techniques.

The questionnaire was pre-tested by educators who had served
on accreditation teams but who were not in the sample. These edu-
cators were asked to complete the questionnaire and were then indi-
vidually interviewed to obtain their suggestions for improvements and
clarification. After several revisions, the questionnaire was num-
bered and mailed with a self-addressed return envelope and an attached
cover letter, written by the Executive Director of North Central Asso-
ciation (Appendix A). The letter indicated the importance of the
study to North Central and urged the completion and return of the
questionnaire. A cover letter written by the researcher was also
included (Appendix B). A follow-up letter and survey were mailed

within one month to those who did not respond to the first survey

(Appendix D). A return rate of 81.1% was realized.

Sample

The population studied was composed of evaluators who had
been on North Central visiting teams of higher education institutions
accredited during the years 1977, 1978, and 1979. However, the evalu-
ators could not be sampled directly as North Central did not have

information arranged in that manner. Instead, a sample of institutions

76Gelfand, "Techniques of Library Evaluators," pp. 314-16.
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was drawn and, when presented to North Central, it enabled them to
extract from their files the names and addresses of evaluators who
had visited specific institutions. The procedure represented a form
of cluster sampling and, since the average team size was five, all
of the evaluators 1in the cluster were included in the sample.

Each June all institutions receiving accreditation/reaccredi-
tation during the year are listed in the June issue of the North

Central Association Quarterly. There are approximately 265 institu-

tions that received accreditation in 1977, 1978, and 1979 for the
bachelors, masters, and Ph.D. degrees. Within the 265 institutions
which were accredited during the three years, 45% were at the bachelors
level, 35% were at the masters level, and 20% were at the doctorate
level. Both the literature and the North Central staff indicated

that there was an average of five evaluators on an evaluation team.

It was felt that a sample population of between 150 and 200 evaluators
would be a sufficient representation for the purposes of this study.
Therefore, fifty-five or 21% of the institutions were selected from

the North Central Association Quarterly using a stratified random

sample. A sample of the fifty-five institutions was divided to
approximate the corresponding percentages of the degree levels men-
tioned above and resulted in the selection of twenty-two institutions
at the bachelors level, seventeen at the masters level, and sixteen
at the doctorate level. The institutions were stratified according
to the situational variables of degree level and year of evaluation.
The final sample of institutions resulted in a fairly wide geographi-

cal coverage of North Central's nineteen-state region. Institutions
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were selected from thirteen states on the bachelors degree level,
thirteen states on the masters degree level, and ten states on the
doctorate degree level.

After the institutions were selected, the list of institutions
was sent to North Central Association, which consulted its computerized
files and provided names and addresses of 175 evaluators. North Cen-
tral supplied two mailing labels for each evaluator as well as a let-
ter written by the Executive Director of the Commission on Higher
Education, indicating North Central's support of this study.

While the sampling controlled the selection of institutions
which had been visited for accreditation for specified years, it pro-
vided no control in direct selection of the evaluators who visited the
specific institutions. They were selected and appointed by North
Central.

It was felt, during a discussion of the dissertation proposal,
that librarians who had served on North Central teams should be sur-
veyed, with the results reported separately for comparison purposes.
North Central identified five librarians, one of whom coincidentally
was identified in the original sample. A1l five librarians responded.

Responses of evaluators were also analyzed separately accord-
ing to type of institution in which most of their evaluations had
occurred. Evaluators whose evaluation experience was at four-year
colleges were coded accordingly so their responses could be reported
separately under the category of College Evaluators. Respondents who
indicated that their evaluation experience was at the university level

were coded likewise so their responses could be reported under the
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category of University Evaluators in addition to the all-respondents
and type-of-position categories.

The characteristics of the sample are listed in Table 3.1 by
evaluator's position, type of institution they are employed at, and

type of institution they have most frequently been assigned to evaluate.

Table 3.1.--Evaluators by position.

Category Frequency Percent
Professor 44 31.9
President 31 22.4
V.P. Business Affairs 0 0
V.P. Academic Affairs 21 15.2
V.P. Student Affairs 5 3.7
Graduate Dean 5 3.7
Academic Dean 23 16.6
Librarian 5 3.7
Counselor .7
Planning & Development 3 2.1
N =138 3 responses missing

Evaluators Employed At

College Level 55 39.9
University Level 75 54.3
Other 8 5.8
N =138 3 responses missing

Evaluators' Evaluation Experience At

College Level 74 53.5
University Level 57 40.8
Other 8 5.7

N =139 2 responses missing
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Analysis of Data

The results of the questionnaire were coded onto op scan
computer forms. If a respondent failed to check any of the response
alternatives, that response was treated as a missing value. Position
and specific job titles were grouped into the following categories
as determined by the researcher: Professor, President, Vice-President
for Business Affairs, Vice-President for Academic Affairs, Vice-
President or Dean of Student Affairs, Graduate Dean, Academic Dean,
Librarian, Counselor, and Planning and Development. The responses for
academic preparation were grouped by the researcher into the cate-
gories listed as follows: Science, Social Science, Humanities,
Business and Economics, Education, and Applied Science. Institutions
selected in the sample were numbered sequentially, and if an evaluator
had been a member of the accreditation team for a specific institu-
tion, that number was entered on the op scan form. The coded op scan
forms were then taken to Central Michigan University's Computer Center
for processing.

The analysis of data was done in the same sequence as the
questions of the questionnaire. The Chi square test for homogeneity
and the cross-tabulation procedure of the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) were used to determine if evaluators, when
grouped by various criteria such as position (teaching or adminis-
trative), or type of institution visited (college or university),
responded differently to specific questions. A .05 level of signifi-

cance was employed for Chi square.
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The results are reported in the accompanying tables for all
respondents; by type of position (teaching, administrative, and
other), and by type of institution visited (college evaluators or
university evaluators). The five librarians whom North Central occa-
sionally utilized on accreditation teams checked the administrative
category to describe their position and were included in that category
for statistical analysis, including the Chi square test. However,
their responses to each question are also reported in the tables
separately for comparison and informational purposes.

Any comments written on the questionnaire by respondents
were recorded and used in the analysis if they provided additional
information or clarification. Responses were also compared to spe-

77

cific questions in the Yates' ° study and reported when relevant.

Methodology for Developing Proposed Questions
and Areas of Inquiry

Data from the questionnaire responses and from the literature
review were examined to provide a basis for developing a set of ques-
tions and areas of inquiry to be used when evaluating the library as
a part of the total accrediting process. The set of questions was
sent to fifty educators for their reaction.

The fifty educators were selected as follows:

1. An examination of the survey results indicated that 101
of the 141 respondents either "strongly agreed" or "slightly agreed"

that they would like North Central to provide more guidance in the

77Yates, "Bases Used by Library Evaluators."



44

form of areas to investigate and questions to ask about the library
program. Since these individuals could be identified and had expressed
a need for such information, it seemed appropriate to have them react
to any proposed list of questions and areas of inquiry. A random
sample of 25 of the 101 respondents was drawn and the set of questions
and an accompanying letter of explanation were mailed to them on

August 15, 1980. Evaluators were asked to react to the document and
return it by September 15, 1980 (Appendix E).

2. It seemed important to get the response of the five
librarians who had served on North Central accrediting teams, so the
set of questions with the same instructions was mailed to them on the
same date.

3. It also seemed important to try to get a reaction from
the librarians at some of the host institutions that had been visited
by evaluators. A random sample of fifteen was drawn from the fifty-
five institutions which constituted the original sample for the study,
and a draft of the questions and the same instructions were mailed to
them on the same date.

4. Reaction to the questions was also sought from five addi-
tional librarians and educators selected by the researcher, and a copy
of the draft was also mailed to them on the same date.

The North Central staff was also mailed a copy of the set of
questions and areas of inquiry to be used when evaluating the library
as part. of the total accrediting process, for their information.

A total of thirty-five of the fifty or 61% of the educators

who were mailed the draft of questions responded by September 15, 1980,
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and their suggestions were taken into consideration when the final set

of questions and areas of inquiry, found in Chapter V, were developed.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter contains presentation and analysis of data
gathered from a search of relevant documents to identify criteria for
evaluating libraries and a survey of selected North Central evaluators.
The major findings are presented in descriptive and tabular form. A
discussion is included in the questionnaire results at the end of each

78

section and a comparison made to the Yates' = study when relevant.

Analysis of Selected Literature to Identify
Criteria Used to Evaluate Libraries

A review of documentation of the six regional accrediting
associations, ACRL standards for college and university libraries, and
selected literature concerning library evaluation from both library
and education literature resulted in the identification of suggested
criteria for evaluating libraries. The evaluative statements are
listed below under the following headings: organization, administra-
tion, collection development, reference service, staffing, budgeting,

usage, facilities, resource sharing, and technology.

781pid.
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Evaluative Statements

Organization

1.

The library has developed a statement of its objectives in
accordance with the goals and purposes of the institution.

There is evidence that the library objectives are periodically

" reviewed and revised as needed.

The 1ibrary's administrative and governance structure is
clearly defined and is consistent with the goals of the insti-
tution.

The library is formally recognized as one of the major academic
units within the university and the director participates regu-
larly and directly in university-wide academic planning and
decision making.

The director of libraries reports to the president or chief
academic officer to ensure close coordination with the instruc-
tional program.

The director and other librarians are eligible for active mem-
bership on faculty and other committees.

The chief librarian or his representative is represented on
the curriculum or academic policy-making committee.

A committee composed of representatives of the college commu-
nity meets regularly to advise the director on matters of
policy and user needs, and effectively assists in helping the
academic community to understand the library's capabilities
and problems.

Administration

1.

The library program is directed by a well-qualified librarian
and supports the full range of the institution's educational
program.

The duties of the library director, as well as those of pro-
fessional librarians, are well defined.

The chief librarian is consulted by the chief academic officer
or the president on the budgetary needs of the library prior
to final decision on budget.

There is frequent consultation with library staff members
concerning library policy and procedures.
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1.

12.

13.
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Information concerning library services, problems and accomp-
lishments is regularly disseminated to the faculty, students,
and administration in the form of news releases, reports,
handbooks, reading lists, and displays.

The library is continually monitoring and evaluating the use
of library services and revises its program accordingly to
meet the needs.

Personnel practices within the 1ibrary are based on sound,
contemporary, administrative practices and are consistent
with personnel practices of the institution.

Institution and library policies concerning promotion, salary,
tenure, and faculty status are clearly defined and made known.

The library maintains clearly written policy and procedure
manuals covering internal library operational activities which
are periodically reviewed.

The library maintains use studies to assist in assessing
library performance.

There is evidence of professional development to assist
librarians in keeping current in their field.

The library has assessed the needs of the academic community
in relation to library services.

There is evidence that the library is planning to meet future
needs.

Collections

1.

Learning resources, adequate to support the education program,
are readily accessible to students on campus and during periods
of study or activities away from campus.

A wide variety of learning resources, designed to provide
alternative modes of instruction suited to a variety of student
needs and learning styles, are available.

Library holdings are sufficient in quality and quantity to
meet the needs of students.

Library holdings are balanced in direct relationship to the
nature and level of curricular offerings.

Equipment is provided, well maintained, and readily accessible
to faculty and students.



6. Library holdings reflect the purposes of the institution,
the curriculum offered, and the courses taught.

7. The distribution of holdings and acquisitions is up-to-date
and keeps pace with educational program development.

8. There is available, either in the library or a separate unit,
such audio-visual materials as slides, film strips, micro-
forms, motion pictures, video tapes, tape recordings, and
phone discs suitable for supporting instruction.

9. A basic collection provides for source material contained in
government documents, newspapers, and journal backfiles as
reflected in indexing sources supporting fields of interest.

10. Existing holdings are examined periodically to remove obso-
lete and superseded materials.

11. Graduate programs are largely dependent on local campus
resources with nearby libraries only acting as a supplement.

12. The library has a collection development policy to guide in
the selection and acquisition of materials as they relate to
the academic, research, and service goals of the institution.

13. The teaching faculty and professional library staff select
library materials to support curriculum areas and general
fields of knowledge.

14. The library acquires, organizes, stores, and delivers all
institution-owned forms of recorded information required to
support the educational programs.

15. The library has a bibliographic control system for the classi-
fication, bibliographic identification, location, and retrieval
of all library materials which conforms to national conventions.

16. Library collections are organized in an unconfused manner and
are easily accessible.

17. There is a planned program of conservation and preservation of
the collections.

Staffing

1. The library administration and staff are able to provide ser-
vice consistent with the mission of the institution.

2. The library faculty is organized as an academic department and

49

participates in administering the library.
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Professional staff are adequate in number and properly quali-
fied in various specialty areas to provide service to the
public.

Opportunities for professional development are available.

Librarians and teaching faculty work closely together for the
common cause to achieve educational objectives and provide a
total learning experience.

Librarians are performing the core academic and professional
functions of the library such as collection development,
reference and information services, and substantive activi-
ties related to bibliographic control.

The library has sufficient professional, technical, and
clerical staff to provide satisfactory service to meet the
objectives of the library and the goals of the institution.

There are data regarding the number and assignment of the
library staff.

The library staff have the appropriate professional degrees
at the graduate level.

Professional librarians have faculty status.

Reference Service

1.

Qualified professional reference direction is readily and
constantly available nearly all of the hours the library is
open.

There is evidence that the library staff makes new students
and faculty familiar with the 1ibrary. Such evidence may
include tours, lectures, library handbooks, appropriate signs,
and formal and informal instructions in the use of the library,
bibliography, and retrieval tools.

The library serves as a teaching agency providing biblio-
graphic advice and instructional lectures to faculty and
students.

There are provisions for informing faculty of receipt of new
publications.

The number of hours per week that library services and facili-
ties are available meets the study needs of the community,
including weekends and vacation periods.
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Uniformly administered circulation policies regulate the use
of library materials for periods that are reasonable without
jeopardizing access.

There are provisions to offer library service to students in
off-campus and external-degree programs, if any.

The utilization of library instructional materials is con-
sistent with the educational and instructional program and
methods of the community.

There is evidence that learning resources are widely used.
The faculty encourages the use of library resources.

Provisions are made for off-campus students to have ready
access to library collections.

The library receives sufficient funding to enable it to ful-
fill its responsibilities in support of the institution's
goals.

The director has authority to apportion funds and initiate
expenditures within the library approved budget in accordance
with institutional policy.

The budget of the library program, which is developed by the
director in consultation with library staff and college admin-
istration, reflects the library's priorities and objectives.

Expenditures for library books are sufficient to cover
replacements.

Funds are allocated for books according to the purposes of the
institution, the number and variety of books required by the
educational methods employed, and the adequacy of the present
holdings.

Regular reports reflect the status of allocations, encum-
brances, and expenditures and support sound practices of
planning and control.
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Facilities

1.
2.

The library is easily accessible on campus.

The library's buildings are functionally arranged, fully
equipped, and of sufficient size to house the collection and
to provide reference services consistent with the mission of
the institution.

There is evidence that the library has given careful consid-
eration to general environmental factors which promote opera-
tional efficiency and effective use such as: 1lighting,
ventilation, temperature and humidity control, relationship
between stacks and reader stations, relationship among ser-
vice points, and adequacy of space for staff and operations.

There is an adequate number and variety of seats available
in relation to the total enrolliment.

Facilities provide a comfortable study environment and invite
optimum levels of use by students and faculty.

Networking/Resource Sharing

1. The library engages in interlibrary cooperative arrangements,
which enhances the quality of its service and resources.

2. The library efficiently delivers from its own collection or
from state and national libraries via interlibrary systems
materials needed to satisfy user demand.

Technology

1. Automation has been applied to library operations, which has
improved access to library materials.

2. The library has utilized technology and networking to access
collections and resources of other libraries and agencies.

3. The library has utilized micrographiés, when possible.

Survey Results

This section contains the presentation and analysis of data

gathered when North Central evaluators were surveyed. The purpose of

the survey was to assess their opinions about evaluating libraries
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during the accreditation visit and to determine the techniques they
employed when evaluating libraries. The major findings are presented
in descriptive and tabular form in the same sequence as the ques-
tionnaire, which included sections on background, general information,
reports, and techniques. Each question of each section will be
treated separately except when two or more similar questions were
asked for the purposes of checking for reliability. Subjective com-
ments added by the respondents are included when they are relevant or
appear to provide clarification.

Certain comparisons were made in the study. For example, the
design of the background section of the questionnaire allowed the
respondents to indicate position held, such as teaching, administra-
tive, and other. An opportunity was also given for indication as to
whether most of their evaluation experience was on the college or
university level. The Chi square test for homogeneity and the cross-
tabulation procedure, noted in Chapter III, was used to determine if
there was a significant difference at the .05 level in evaluators'
responses when grouped by the categories mentioned above. Since there
was a large number of questions included in the questionnaire, the
significant differences as determined by the Chi square test will be
reported only for those questions having a significant difference.

79

In addition, some comparisons will be made with the Yates'~ study,

when appropriate.

1pid.
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Background Section

The purpose of the background section of the questionnaire
was to elicit responses which would assist in developing a profile of
the typical evaluator. Data were gathered on such characteristics as
position, educational background, experience in higher education,
experience with accreditation in general, and experience with library
evaluation specifically.

Question 1 dealt with primary type of employment of evaluators.
Among teaching, administrative, librarians, and other types of employ-
ment responsibilities, the majority of the evaluators indicated that
administrative duties were their primary responsibility followed by
teaching, librarians, and others, respectively. The number and per-
centage of evaluators in each type of responsibility are found in
Table 4.1.

Evaluators were asked to list their specific titles so that,
especially within the administrative-type responsibilities, the level
and kind of administrator could be identified. Titles were combined
into like categories, and the responses are listed in Table 4.2.

Respondents were also asked for their subject area(s) of
academic preparation. Responses were consolidated into six cate-
gories as reported in Table 4.3.

An attempt was made in asking Questions 2 and 3 to determine
if the evaluators' educational experiences were directly related to
their accrediting experience; that is, if visiting team members' edu-
cational experiences were mainly in four-year colleges, were they

assigned to evaluate the four-year college. The results indicated



55

Table 4.1.--Primary type of professional responsibility of evaluators.

Primary Type of

Responsibility Number Percent

Administrative 91 63.9

Teaching 43 30.8

Librarians 5 3.8

Other 2 1.5
Total 141 100.0

N = 141

Table 4.2.--Specific titles of evaluators by category.

Title by Category Number Percent
Professor 44 31.9
President 31 22.4
V.P. Business Affairs 0 0
V.P. Academic Affairs 21 15.2
V.P. Student Affairs 5 3.7
Graduate Dean 5 3.7
Academic Dean 23 16.6
Librarian 5 3.7
Counselor 1 7
Planning & Development 3 _ 24

Total 138 100.0

N =138 3 responses missing
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that evaluators whose educational experiences were at the four-year
college level were assigned 98.2% of the time to evaluate four-year
colleges and 1.8% of the time to evaluate universities. Educators

with university experience, however, were not assigned with the same
degree of consistency. They participated in evaluating universities

74% of the time and evaluating four-year colleges 26% of the time.

Table 4.3.--Academic preparation of evaluators.

Subject Number Percent
Science 34 33.0
Humanities 26 25.2
Social Science 24 23.3
Business Administration 12 11.7
Education 5 4.9
Applied Science 2 1.9

Total 103 100.0
N =103 38 missing responses

For the purpose of determining reliability of responses, an
attempt was made to determine how many evaluations had been performed
by evaluators in the last five years. The number of evaluations per-
formed during this time period and the percentage of evaluators per-
forming an evaluation during a specific year are reported in Table 4.4.

Questions 6 and 7 were asked to determine how teams assumed
the responsibility for evaluating the library and whether the respon-

dents had been specifically assigned responsibility for evaluating
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the library themselves. Results of the questions are reported in

Table 4.5.

Table 4.4.--Number and year of evaluations performed.

Number of Evaluations Performed by Percentage of Evaluators

. More Than
One Two Three Four Five Five
2.2% 5.7% 10.0% 10.7% 25.7% 45.7%

Percentage of Evaluators Performing Evaluations by Year

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
65.0% 69.5% 81.6% 86.5% 81.6%
N = 140 1 response missing.
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