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COA hosts early feedbacl< session
On June 27, 1995 the Committee on Accreditation invited feedback from participants in the
first year of implementing the new process
based on the 1992 Standards. Panel chairs,
panel members, and deans / directors from the
programs accredited during the first year met
in small groups. The results were presented to
the group as a whole and then conveyed to the
Ad Hoc Advisory Panel to Revise the Accreditation Process who conveyed them to the COA.
Participants' comments sounded several
themes. The learning curve is steep and training for all constituents including the faculty
and deans is a priority.
The process has great potential for providing LIS programs with useful analysis. The
Program Presentation is challenging and programs should work to exploit it more fully as a
broad-based planning and evaluation tool that
has benefit beyond the accreditation review. It
is difficult to establish indicators of "goodness." The Outcomes Assessment Manual is excellent and can be used effectively by all who
are involved in the process.
Panel chairs appreciated the opportunity to
work closely with the schools and the Office
throughout the process, but recognized the
sometimes difficult tension between their consultative role and their evaluative role. Some
noted that they sense "lingering tension" between programs and the COA, but stated that
greater trust and understanding will come as a
track record is established. Many panel members

made concrete suggestions to improve effectiveness
and prepare for the intensity of the review process.
The documents in the accreditation packet
have been reviewed and revised to reflect
needed changes and to clarify ambiguous language. Copies of the revised documents will be
distributed to accredited programs after September
l. Those invited to serve on panels will also receive copies of the revised documents. Additional
copies will be available at cost from the Office
for Accreditation by calling 800-545-2433 x2432 . .6.

COA announces
accreditation actions
The Committee on Accreditation (COA) has
announced actions to continue accreditation,
under the 1992 Standards for Accreditation of
Master's Programs in Library and Information
Studies, of the following graduate programs
leading to the first professional degree:
• Master of Science in Library Service, School of
Library and Information Studies, Clark Atlanta
University;
• Master of Arts, School of Library and Information Science, University of Iowa;
• Master of Science, School of Information and
Library Science, Pratt Institute;
• Master of Arts, School of Library and Information Science, University of South Florida;
• Master of Library and Information Science,
(continued on page 7)
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From the COA Chair:

PERSPECTIVE

Reasons for
optimism
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Brooke E. Sheldon
I accepted this one-year appointment to chair
COA because in my brief time on the Committee I have encountered reasons for optimism.
The first relates to my increasing understanding of the enormous amount of work that has
been successfully accomplished over the past
few years by COA. The revision of the standards and implementation of a new accreditation process offers great promise for enhancing
the autonomy and the quality of the LIS
schools while improving their internal evaluation processes, and ultimately their ability to
produce stronger graduates.
Our profession now has a greatly strengthened process at a time when, make no mistake,
there are still many detractors of the accreditation process extant and accrediting agencies
still have not fully answered all of the questions from their critics. These include: Why
isn' t there broader public involvement? Why
isn't there more disclosure and collegial sharing of program plans? Why isn't there concerted effort to make the process of accreditation more cost effective through, for example,
coordinating accreditation reviews? Why isn't
there more concern about what students are
learning and less emphasis on resources and
governance?
Wolffe (1993), writing in the Chronicle of
Higher Education suggested that "accreditation
can and should serve as an independent voice
for quality." Accrediting agencies are
uniquely able to obtain extensive information
about schools. He suggests that if they expanded their reviews to gather more data
about educational effectiveness, they could
publish annual or biennial "state of the
schools" reports for constituents. While its
true that the ALISE statistical reports are extremely valuable (I study mine like the Bible!),

I think that Wolffe had something more qualitative in mind.
Another reason for optimism: reports from
the recent meeting called by COA to explore
opportunities for collaboration with other LIS
organizations managing accreditation (see
Education Alliance, p 3). While I did not attend the July 30-Augu st 1 event in Chicago,
my understanding is that the twelve organizations who sent representatives identified a
range of important issues, and with some assistance from the Council on Library Resources,
the work will continue this fall. It is enormously important that this profession take
charge of its credentialing processes, and the
active interest and involvement of the key organizations is a heartening step.
A recent conversation on the Cristal-ed
Listserv concerning the markets for LIS graduates included the comment that there really
isn' t any definitive data on current placements,
and more importantly, dependable forecasts
on potential markets for the new information
placements. Who should conduct these studies? COA? Perhaps not, but perhaps COA ought
to see that an appropriate entity does do it.
These are some of the questions that are
churning through my mind. As I begin this
year of service, I'm really looking forward to
exploring these issues with the staff, committee
members and other colleagues and I'd welcome any comments or advice either through
the COA office or my email: bsheldon@uts.c
c.utexas . ..&.

Panels seNe the
profession
Members of the External Review Panels who
conduct the p rogram reviews for the library
and information studies field provide admirable service to the profession on many levels.
Panels conduct comprehensive reviews of
the library and information studies programs
and play a major role in assuring quality programs. Panels are composed of US educators
(continued on page 4)
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Education/training alliance formed
Representatives from twelve library and information organizations met July 30-August 1,
1995 in Chicago to explore opportunities for
collaborative involvement in accreditation,
education, and training.
The Committee on Accreditation of the
American Library Association called the invitational meeting to re-visit earlier proposals to
create a mechanism for the joint management
of accreditation in the field of library and information studies. Jane Robbins, dean of the
School of Library and Information Studies at
Florida State University, facilitated the meeting. Robbins was instrumental in earlier accreditation projects funded by the H.W. Wilson Foundation and the U.S. Department of
Education.
Participants expressed satisfaction with the
broad-based approach adopted by the ALA's
Committee on Accreditation during standards
review and revision, and also during the subsequent development of accreditation policies
and procedures. Participants identified a wide
range of educational issues precipitated by the
rapidly changing and expanding library and
information fields. Concerns about
credentialing, continuing education, support
staff development and alternate entry paths
into the profession were among the issues
named. The group expressed interest in exploring the formation of an Alliance for Education and Training for Knowledge Work to
present alternatives and make recommendations for inter-association collaboration of
groups concerned with information and

knowledge work. Such a mechanism could
support sustained development of approaches
to these issues.
With support from the Council on Library
Resources, a small subgroup will meet in September to frame a preliminary proposal for review by participants when the group convenes
again in San Antonio in January, 1996.
COA chair Brooke Sheldon, dean of the
Graduate School of Library and Information
Science at the University of Texas at Austin,
commented: "Although unexpected, this is an
exciting outcome that goes beyond even what
COA had dared hope for. This is an indication
of the importance of the synergy of shared
thinking among our professions' major
groups." Prudence Dalrymple, director of the
Office for Accreditation, added "This kind of
collaborative vision is very much in accord
with ALA Goal 2000 and its call to address the
pressing educational issues facing our profession. I look forward to future developments."
The following organizations were represented:
American Association of Law Libraries,
American Association of Records Managers
International, American Library Association,
American Society for Information Science, Association for Library and Information Science
Education, Association of Research Libraries,
Council on Library Resources, Medical Library
Association, National Commission on Libraries
and Information Science, Society of American
Archivists, Special Libraries Association, and
the Urban Libraries Council. A

Call for COA nominations
ALA President-elect Mary Somerville requests
applications and nominations for members to
serve on the Committee on Accreditation.
The COA is responsible for the execution of
the ALA accreditation program and for developing and formulating standards of education
for library and information studies.

COA consists of twelve members appointed
from a broad spectrum of library and information studies education and practice. Two of
these members are appointed from the public
at large and represent the public interest.
These individuals may not be librarians and
should not be employed in an institution in
(continued on page 6)
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Panels

<cont. trpage2J

and practitioners who are willing to volunteer
their time to the important tasks of conducting
a comprehensive review of the LIS programs.
Each panel member studies the 1992 Stan-

dards for Accreditation of Master's Programs in
Library and Information Studies and accompanying documentation. Approximately six weeks
prior to the visit, each panel member receives a
Program Presentation from the school. The
panel analyzes the Program Presentation with
an eye to the standards to determine to what
degree the program conforms to them. Based
on this analysis, all panel members participate
in identifying questions, collecting data, conducting interviews, and other tasks as assigned by the panel chair. During the course
of this process and after the visit, the panel
prepares a report which renders the panel

members' best professional judgment regarding the program under review.
The Program Presentation, External Review
Panel Report and any response from the school
to the report are submitted to the Committee
on Accreditation (COA). After the COA has
reviewed all of the materials, they meet with
the chair of the panel and the dean or director
of the program for further discussion before
making the accreditation decision.
Through this process of collegial analysis
and dialogue, the profession and society are
assured that the programs which are granted
accreditation are in substantial conformity to
the standards of the profession.
A special thanks are extended to the External Review Panels who participated in the
Spring 1995 reviews which the COA acted
upon in July. The participants included the
following chairs: Adele Fasick, Martha L. Hale,
(continued on page 6)

Call for panel nominations
Contribute to assuring quality education in
library and information studies. Do you have:
five years experience in the profession or in
higher education or three years employment in
an information-related field; demonstrated interpersonal and team participation skills; flexibility in scheduling and a willingness to commit up to four consecutive days during the
academic year; demonstrated analytical skills;
demonstrated logical, clear report-writing ability; the ability to communicate effectively with
a broad-range of constituencies regardless of
culture, gender, ethnicity or race, including
administrators, staff, students, and the public;
an appreciation and understanding of the context of higher education? Then you qualify to
join the external review panel application pool.
ALA membership is not required.
People with an understanding of and appreciation for the peer review process are needed
to participate as chairs or panel members in
the process for library and information studies
programs at the Master's level.
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All external review panel applicants receive
the quarterly newsletter PRISM. This newsletter reports the activities of the Committee on
Accreditation and the Office for Accreditation,
accreditation within the professions generally,
and accreditation for the library and information studies programs specifically.
To nominate yourself, complete the External Review Panel Member Applicant Information form (see next page). Send the form with
your most current vita to the Office for Accreditation.
To nominate your colleague, prepare a
brief letter of nomination, invite your colleague
to complete the form and enclose a copy of the
nominee's most current vita. Send your letter,
completed form, and vita to the Office for Accreditation. Although photocopies are acceptable, additional copies of the External Review
Applicant form, are available from the Office
for Accreditation (800-545-2433 x2432) . .&

External review panel member applicant information
Circle one: Mr.

Ms.

Dr.

Preferred Mailing Address:
Office phone:
Home phone:
Fax:
Email:

SS#:
Current position title: - - - -- - - - - - - - Experience:
Years: _ _ _ __ _
Years: _ _ _ _ __
Years: _ _ _ _ __
Years: _ _ _ _ __
Check all that apply:

Employer: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Title: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ Employer: - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Title:
Employer: _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ __ _
Title:
Title:

Employer: - - - - - - -- - - - - - - Employer: - - - - - -- - - -- - - --

D

Adjunct faculty

Education: Degree: ___ Year:

D Dean

D Faculty Practitioner

Institution: - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Field: _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Other Relevant Training or Experience (with accreditation or with higher education):

Areas of Specialty:
Using the ALISE Classification Guide (see the other side of this form), please list no more than three primary and three
secondary):
Primary:

Secondary: _ _ __

_ _ _ _ _ _ __

I give my permission for this information to be shared with master's programs in library and information studies:

Signature: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Date: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Please return this completed form (photocopies are accepted) with your most current vita to:
Office for Accreditation
American Library Association
SO East Huron St., Chicago, IL 60611
fax: 312-280-2433

ALISE classification guide
Information Science/Information
Services
02 Library Science/Library Services
03
Information Systems/Information
Resources Management
04 Cognitive Processes
05 Communications Technologies
(including telecommunications)
06 Artificial Intelligence/Expert Systerns
07 Foundations of Library and lnforrnation Science/Core
08 Historical, Societal, Philos. Treatment of Library & Information
Science
09 Education for Library and lnforrnation Specialties
09.1 Distance Education
10 International and Comparative
Library and Information Science
11 Classification
12 Descriptive Cataloging
13 Subject Cataloging
14 Technical Services
15 Indexing and Abstracting
16 Technical Writing
17 Publishing; Book Arts
18 Research Methods; Statistics
19 Bibliornetrics
20 Not used
21
Facilities Planning
22 Reprography
23 Information Systems: Analysis,
Design or Evaluation
01

Panels

24

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

Communication (human, human-machine, machine-machine)
Management or Administration
Marketing; Planning; Public
Relations
Networking or Cooperation
Collection Development
Preservation of Materials
Intellectual Freedom and Censorship
Storytelling
Bibliotherapy
Reference or Information Services
Information and Referral/Cornmunity Information
Computer Programming
Database Design or Management
Automation and Computerizati on
Online Searching/Computerized Information Retrieval
Bibliographic Instruction/User
Education
Bibliography
Instructional Technology / Design; Media Production
Information Policy; Economics
of Information
Science and Technology
Social Science
Humanities

(cont. fr page 4)

Ann E. Prentice, C James Schmidt, Marilyn
Shontz, and Timothy W. Sineath; and the following panel members: Elizabeth Aversa, J.
Gordon Coleman, Edwin M. Cortez, Linda D.
Crowe, Nancy L. Eaton, Shirley Fitzgibbons,
Barbara J. Ford, Joan Grant, Frances K. Groen,
Steven W. Hagstrom, Edward Harris, Irene

Nominations

<c9nt. frpage3)

which there is a program accredited by ALA
or one that is in candidacy status. Public
members are appointed for two years and
may be re-appointed once. The other ten
members are appointed for four-year terms
and may not be appointed for a second term.
6

Business/Economics
Medicine
Law
Music
Art
Area Studies
Audio-Visual
Maps
Serials
Government Publications
Archives
Records Management; Corporate Records
Rare Materials
Audience: Children
Audience: Young Adults
Audience: General Adult Population
Audience: Aged
Audience: Handicapped and Institutionalized
63.2 Audience: Ethnic Groups; Cultural History
63.3 Audience: Professional and Scholarly Groups
64
Academic Libraries
65 Public Libraries
66 School Media Centers/Libraries
67 Law Libraries or Information Centers
68 Arts or Music Libraries or Information Centers
69 Medical Libraries or Information Centers
70 Other Subject-specialized Libraries or Information Centers
71 Corporate Libraries or Information Centers
72 Governmental Libraries or Information Centers
73 Information Industry (for profit)

46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63.1

Hoadley, Elizabeth Hope Hayes, Michael
Koenig, Elisabeth Logan, Carolyn Markuson,
Marilyn Miller, Edward T. O'Neill, W. David
Penniman, James Rettig, Benjamin Speller, F.
William Summers, Phyllis Van Orden,
Clarence Walters, Mary Elizabeth Wendt, Jennifer A. Younger . .&

Individuals may nominate themselves or
others. Each application or nomination should
include a brief summary of qualifications. All
will be reviewed by the Committee on Accreditation searching for expertise, experience, and
interests relevant to the Committee work.
Send nominations by October 15 to: Office for
Accreditation, 50 E. Huron St., Chicago, IL 60611. .&

From the Director:

OUTLOOK

Peer review
Peer review has come under public scrutiny recently. Depending on who's talking, peer review
may be portrayed as mutual back-scratching or
vicious back-stabbing. The confidentiality that
has traditionally characterized peer review
prevents it from being an effective instrument
to establish public accountability. Furthermore, the specialized nature of contemporary
scholarship makes it difficult to avoid conflicts
of interest, whether real, apparent, or potential.
A recent essay in the Chronicle of Higher Education proposed that the benefits of peer review--which are many--would be more readily
gained if there were greater openness in the
process. As long as peer review is conducted
in secret, the scholarly community can do little
to convince the public that it can and does police its own ranks. The author states "If faculty
members recommend the publication of poor
research or support the career advancement of
mediocre scholars, their peers, the general public,
legislators, and granting agencies should know
about it. Such decisions reflect on all of us."
Accreditation is a system designed to demonstrate public accountability, and it has as a
basic tenet, the values inherent in peer review.
It depends for its effectiveness and credibility
on the quality and commitment of those who
carry it out. Many of the allegations leveled at
peer review seem to implicate accreditation as
well. It seems prudent, then, for everyone engaged in accreditation activities to strive to
meet the ideals of peer review: informed and
candid assessment, freedom from bias, and
willingness to stand up to public scrutiny. Recent criticism of accreditation has implied that
a peer review process cannot possibly provide
public accountability, yet the academic community has been reluctant to submit itself to
judgment by anyone other than peers. How to
escape the horns of this dilemma?
One step, as the Chronicle essayist suggests,
is greater openness in the process of peer review. Without an open process, it is difficult to

establish public accountability. The COA has
moved to provide greater accountability by
opening the accreditation process and the decisions that result from it to greater public scrutiny. So far this has worked well.
Equally important to the success of accreditation and peer review is the support through
participation of appropriately qualified individuals, who are regarded as peers. These individuals may not all share the same perspective or background, but their ability to analyze
material and come to an informed judgment
must be well established. Critical to the success of accreditation is the recruitment and development of qualified peer reviewers. The
field of library and information studies has
many such individuals in its ranks who have
not participated in the accreditation process.
Professional accreditation is healthies t when it
benefits from the perspective of both educators
and professional practitioners. For example,
adjunct faculty make ideal reviewers because
they are in touch with both practitioner and
educator communities.
Just as peer review of the scholarly publication is a responsibility of the academic community, so is the creation and maintenance of a
pool of peer reviewers for accreditation. If
each accredited program designated two individuals who would be available to participate
in accreditation reviews, the LIS community
would have even greater assurance that those
who are asked to review programs for accreditation are indeed their peers. Together with
greater openness and dialogue, the LIS accreditation process can continue to move beyond the tensions that have troubled both peer
review and accreditation. A

Actions

<cont. rrpage 1)

School of Library and Information Science,
University of Southern Mississippi;
• Master of Science, School of Information
Sciences, University of Tennessee at Knoxville.
Individuals wishing further information
about a particular program, or information concerning the COA decision document, should
contact the school. A
7

Educational issues explored
Margaret Myers
Library and information studies educators and
practitioners met at the Education Assembly
during the ALA Annual conference to discuss
ALA's Goal 2000. Discussion topics included
the professional skills needed in a rapidly
changing information environment and the
contribution of library and information studies
programs to ensure equity on the information
highway. Sponsored by the ALA Committee
on Accreditation and Committee on Education, committee chairs Carla Hayden of the
Enoch Pratt Free Library and Margaret
Kimmel of the University of Pittsburgh facilitated the discussions.
Graduates are going into many types of information environments both within and outside library organizations. Educators invited
practitioner groups to identify their expecta-

•

PRISM

tions and the competencies needed for these
various environments. Many LIS education
programs are undergoing curriculum reform,
and this needs to be communicated to the field.
Practitioners called for more coordination of
continuing education efforts. A continuum of
opportunities for pursuing continuing education throughout professional careers is needed.
Along with work-place incentives and rewards
for pursuing continuing education, employers
must take responsibility for staff maintenance
and utilization through provision of staff development budgets. To help local library administrators fight for money, training support
standards should be developed.
Assembly participants agreed that ALA can
play a facilitating role in increased dialogue
between educators and practitioners...
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Early feedbacl< session planned
On Tuesday June 27, 1995 the Committee on
Accreditation will host a series of meetings to
obtain early feedback on the implementation of
the 1992 Standards for Accreditation for Master's
Programs in Library & Information Studies. These
meetings will constitute a first round of evaluation for the process used to implement the
Standards. The format for the day will include
morning roundtable sessions in which panel
chairs, deans/ directors of the first eight schools
to undergo evaluation, and selected panel
members will meet together to discuss a variety of issues. A representative from the Association for Library and Information Science
Education will also participate.
Issues to be discussed include: potential enhancements to the process; problems in documentation; specific suggestions for improve-

ment in documentation and communication;
panel recruitment, training, appointment and
evaluation; logistics, scheduling and costs; and
office support and consultation.
At the end of the morning session, results
of these roundtable discussions will be presented to the Committee on Accreditation. In
the afternoon, the Ad Hoc Advisory Panel to
Revise the Accreditation Process (convened
initially in 1992) will also review the results of
the morning session and make recommendations to the Committee on Accreditation.
COA is scheduled to re-convene late Tuesday
afternoon to determine what adjustments to
the process are advisable at this time.
If you have comments or suggestions for
this session, please contact the Committee on
Accreditation or the Office for Accreditation. A

COA plans standards strategy
During the spring COA planning and evaluation meeting in April, the Committee discussed
the need for a systematic plan for evaluating
the 1992 Standards for Accreditation of Master's
Programs in Library & Information Studies and
the review process. The plan will provide for
interim reports to allow it to serve as a formative procedure. The goal is to produce a new
edition of the Standards by 2001.
While recognizing that standards should not
be changed too frequently, the Committee on

Accreditation acknowledges the need to consider change more often than has been the
practice in the past. Historically, accreditation
standards revisions have occurred in 20-year
cycles. After such lengthy tenure, revisions
take years to accomplish at great expense.
Balancing that against the quickly evolving
changes in higher education and in the library
and information studies field, clearly a more
frequent, flexible, and incremental review is
required. A
1

