NANCY E. GWINN

Academic Libraries and

Undergraduate Education:

The CLR Experience

For more than ten years, the Council on Library Resources has been fund-
ing programs that have as their goal the closer integration of academic li-
braries with undergraduate education. The CLR Fellowship Program has
stimulated some research. Bibliographic instruction has been the core of
most projects funded under the CLR-NEH College Library Program and the
CLR Library Service Enhancement Program. While the grantees have
realized many benefits, staff and faculty turnover, lack of commitment from
library and university administrators, and lack of evaluation remain prob-
lems. CLR is directing its efforts toward a new approach by supporting the
Academic Library Program administered by the Association of Research

Libraries’ Office of Management Studies.

Is IT POSSIBLE for an academic library to
find happiness as an active, committed
partner in the education of college and uni-
versity undergraduates? In true soap-opera
style, for some ten years the Council on Li-
brary Resources, Inc., (CLR) has been pre-
paring episodes in a continuing narrative
whose climax, one might think, would re-
solve that question. Through a series of
grant programs, each project has carried
along the story line, with that question al-
ways pushing us to turn the page, to listen
in again tomorrow, to keep searching for the
answer. There have been subplots and side
excursions along the way. It is time, now, to
stop and see how far we've come.

As a foundation, the council awards grants
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to other organizations and individuals for
projects that fall within its program objec-
tives; as an operating foundation, it also de-
velops and administers programs of its own.
CLR’s program goals have shifted over the
years as some problems were solved and
new ones emerged. Its current interests in-
clude bibliographic services (particularly ef-
forts toward developing a nationwide com-
puterized service), library resources and
their preservation, professional education
and training, research and analysis, and, last
but certainly not least, library operations
and services.

CLR AND LIBRARY INSTRUCTION

The council’s interest in user education in
academic libraries began in 1964 when CLR
supplied funds for a project at Mt. San An-
tonio College in Walnut, California, to de-
velop a slide-tape program for use with a
then-new “teaching machine.” The purpose
of the machine was to provide general in-
formation to students on the use of the li-
brary. Even the language used to describe
the grant sounds a little antiquated to our
more technologically sophisticated ears. It
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was reported that the machines were effec-
tive in teaching about the use of the library
and in reducing demands on library staff,
but the equipment had severe mechanical
limitations.*

In 1968, because the council was then in-
terested in developing prototype equip-
ment, it made a small supplemental grant
for an improved design of a machine for use
in academic libraries and suitable for com-
mercial manufacture. Apparently it never
reached the marketplace.

In 1970 the Model Engineering Library
within the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology’s Barker Engineering Library
received the first of two grants as one com-
ponent of Project Intrex.

Project Intrex (Information Transfer Ex-
periments) was a program of research that
attempted to establish the bases upon which
the technical library of the future would be
laid. The project involved the adaptation of
technology to improve access to information
through a full-text retrieval system coupled
with a computer-based catalog. But through
the Model Engineering Library, attention
also turned to the instruction of library us-
ers. It was through this program that the
well-known Library Pathfinders emerged,
and successful experiments with point-of-use
instruction using audiovisual equipment
were made.?

In 1969, however, the council initiated
two programs, under the umbrellas of which
most of its projects involving user educa-
tion have gathered: the CLR Fellowship
Program and the College Library Program.
The latter was jointly sponsored by the
council and the National Endowment for
the Humanities (NEH).

In 1975 a third program, the Library Ser-
vice Enhancement Program, added another
mechanism through which to explore the
possibilities of establishing an effective
union of academic libraries and teaching
programs. None of these programs had user
education as its specific goal.

THE CLR FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

Under its Fellowship Program, the coun-
cil offered support to midcareer librarians
who developed projects that would occupy a
minimum of three months. The projects had
to be designed to advance the individual’s

technical, administrative, or substantive
skills in librarianship and could involve re-
search, travel, or internship experiences—
anything, that is, short of work toward a de-
gree. Over the years, 215 fellowships were
awarded, and thirteen of them focused, in
whole or in part, on user education.?

The CLR Fellows approached the topic
from a variety of angles, from an enumera-
tion of strengths and weaknesses of various
teaching strategies to methods of program
evaluation, from a synthesis that would form
a model program to a view of library in-
struction as part of a broader study, such as
the role of the specialist librarian or inter-
personal communication. Most of the re-
search was keyed to the librarian’s own
work situation. The CLR Fellows most often
were either attempting to start a library in-
struction program or to improve one already
in existence.

The methods used were similar: visits to a
number of libraries, usually preceded by a
questionnaire (although we tried to discour-
age this) and followed up with interviews
either in person or by telephone.

Thus CLR helped Allan Dyson look at
how undergraduate library instruction was
organized in ten U.S. and about a dozen
British libraries, and the council assisted
John Lubans’ examination of instructional
programs in twelve libraries and his conduct
of a detailed user survey at the University
of Colorado.

Many of the fellows' conclusions are con-
sistent with the last ten years’ history of
interest and enthusiasm for the topic and
would come as no surprise to persons famil-
iar with the basic literature. In the early
1970s, for example, a fellow concluded that
there “seems to be emerging an awareness
of a need for a new breed of teaching librar-
ian for academic libraries.”™

By mid-decade many programs with dedi-
cated staff had emerged, and the conclu-
sions drawn by visiting fellows focused on
obstacles as well as successes. Dyson, for
example, concluded that “the overriding fac-
tor determining the success of an instruc-
tional program is the extent of commitment
to it by the library administration.”3 Johnnie
Givens' “clearest understanding” from her
study was that “the development of skills in
the use of the library by any instructional




method is likely to be sterile and void of
general acceptance and success if it is sepa-
rate from the other processes of educational
experiences the learner is offered.”®

By 1978 Hannelore Rader used her per-
sonal experiences and a fellowship study of
ten academic library instruction programs in
the U.S. and Canada in a classic nuts-and-
bolts article on how to set up a program in a
college library.”

THE CLR-NEH COLLECE
LIBRARY PROGRAM

The fellows generated useful information,
but the program was supplemental to the
council’s main efforts of the past decade,
which were embodied in two programs that
supported experimental endeavors to im-
prove the relationships of academic libraries
with faculty, students, and the college or
university as a whole.

Based on concepts generated by Patricia
Knapp's Monteith College library experi-
ment,® the CLR-NEH College Library Pro-
gram provided thirty-six institutions with
grants to explore innovative ways of enhanc-
ing the library's participation in the educa-
tion process, of making faculty and adminis-
trators more aware of the collections and
human resources at hand, and of imparting
to students a clearer notion of the enriching
cultural and educational role libraries can
play throughout their lives.® The NEH par-
ticipation brought with it the added focus of
enhancing the role of academic libraries in
respect to humanistic scholarship.

The thirty-six institutions had enrollments
ranging from a few hundred students to
more than 20,000. There was an emphasis
in the early years of the program on helping
historically black academic institutions; as
the years passed the program grew more
competitive and the proposals became more
sophisticated. Thus, while at one end of the
spectrum institutions such as Miles College
in Alabama established very traditional
orientation programs, at the other end,
Northwestern University hired librarians
with Ph.D.’s to carry on research and in-
structional activities (including developing a
course on the history of written and printed
communication), and Lake Forest College in
Illinois built a program around on-line bib-
liographic services.
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Those thirty-six institutions displayed (and
continue to display, since the last institu-
tions to be funded will not finish their pro-
grams until the early 1980s) a variety of ac-
tivities in their search for the key that
would unlock the door of library-faculty
cooperation on their respective campuses.

Some of them brought faculty members
into the library to staff the reference desk,
keep regular office hours, survey the collec-
tion, redesign their courses to include li-
brary components, etc. Some used graduate
or undergraduate student assistants and
gave them special training so that they
might help other students. Some brought
speakers to campus and arranged exhibits,
lectures, films, and other cultural events,
around which were built seminars, special
classes, workshops, and other educational
scaffolding—all of which brought new
people into the library. Some held work-
shops for faculty—one small college library
even going so far as to hold two-week sum-
mer sessions, or refresher courses for fac-
ulty.

Collectively they have filled to overflow-
ing a cornucopia of workbooks, handbooks,
bibliographies, pre- and posttests, flyers,
brochures, and a few audiovisual materials.
New librarian positions were created with
titles such as “Librarian at Large,”
“Humanities Librarian,” “Scholar Librar-
ian,” “Coordinator of Instructional Ser-
vices,” “Orientation-Instruction Librarian,”
etc. Librarians have been appointed to cur-
ricullum committees and worked part-time
in departments—in one case even holding
half-time departmental appointments. All
were committed to working closely with
faculty (a requirement of the program), and
most engaged in some form of bibliographic
instruction, whether it meant developing a
separate course, team teaching in the
classroom, assisting faculty and students on
an individual basis, or a combination of
these.1®

The College Library Programs were
funded for three- to five-year periods. CLR
and NEH invested more than $2,341,000,
but each institution was also required to
match its grant with funds above and be-
yond the library’s regular budget. These
stipulations were consciously inserted to
help the library “institutionalize” the pro-
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gram and to bring extra money to the li-
brary that, it was hoped, would continue
after the grant period. In both cases, the re-
sults have been quite varied.

THE CLR LIBRARY SERVICE
ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM

In 1975 the council decided that it would
accelerate the demonstration process started
in the College Library Program on a more
modest basis by providing small planning
grants to a variety of institutions.

CLR invested nearly $400,000 for the re-
sulting Library Service Enhancement Pro-
gram, which provided each of twenty-five
institutions with the equivalent of one li-
brarian’s salary in order to relieve that per-
son of normal duties and allow him or her
to work full time for one year with faculty,
administrators, students, and staff.1!

The goal, again, was to find ways of inte-
grating the library more fully into the teach-
ing and learning process and to expand the
library’s role in the academic life of the col-
lege or university. Unlike the College Li-
brary Program, the science curriculum
could be included. Again, nothing was said
that would limit the design of the program
to any particular form of bibliographic in-
struction. But, of course, that method con-
tinues to be a most attractive way of work-
ing with faculty and of developing a more
tangible campus role for librarians as in-
structors.

The Enhancement Program had a particu-
larly beneficial effect on the project librar-
ians. They were required to be senior staff
members who presumably were familiar
with the institution and faculty. Their re-
lease time provided them with an opportu-
nity to leave behind the established routine
for a year and work with faculty and admin-
istrators outside of the library. Fur-
thermore, many took the . opportunity to
travel and gather ideas from other programs
in the vicinity. Some were invited to give
conference presentations or workshops.
Their year of intense, professional growth
perhaps can best be summed up by the
concluding comment of one Enhancement
Program librarian’s final report. “Thank you,
Council,” she wrote, “for the most demand-
ing, fun-filled, frustrating, impossible, re-
warding, fast year of my life.”

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

In ten years of involvement, then, what
has been accomplished in these programs?
There have been two attempts on the part
of the council to evaluate program activity.

In the summer of 1975, a team of CLR
and NEH evaluators visited twelve of the
College Library Program libraries. Despite
the fact that nearly all of the participants
had to make major modifications in their
plans at the end of either the first or second
year, the evaluators found that the effort
had provided many benefits.

At a minimum, the team learned that the
joint program focused the attention of the
college and university administration on the
importance of the library in the total teach-
ing effort. At the most, the learning process
was greatly strengthened, since the program
brought faculty and librarians together (for
the first time on some campuses) in efforts
to enlarge the educational perspectives of
students and to improve their investigative
skills.

Clearly more students were using the li-
braries than had formerly been the case.
And the participants were exchanging a
great deal of information with nearby in-
stitutions, producing the well-known “ripple
effect.” After measuring these results
against their necessarily flexible yardstick,
the team members were convinced that the
program should continue.

Last spring I conducted a rather unscien-
tific evaluation by telephoning project and
library directors. 1 called all of the College
Library Program grantees who had finished
the grant period and a selected number of
Enhancement Program recipients—a total of
twenty-two institutions.

In two cases it appeared that the program
had been dropped in its entirety at the end
of the grant period. In neither of these
cases, I might add, was bibliographic in-
struction by librarians the focus of the pro-
gram. In all of the others it was apparent
that while most required adjustments, what
had been started was continuing to develop,
at least in part, often to expand, and that
there was still enthusiasm for the activity.

At Cornell, former project director Joan
Ormondroyd, an Enhancement Program
grantee, credited some of the successful




growth of their program to changes in teach-
ing style, a return to the basics of rhetoric,
composition, and research papers. “The
farther we get from the sixties,” she said,
“the closer we get to the fifties.”12

It is impossible to measure quantitatively
the effect that these grant programs have
had, but it is clear that in many institutions,
administrators and faculty are now more
aware of the possibilities for productive in-
tegration of library and teaching programs.

The ripple effect observed in 1975 has in-
creased, partly due to Project LOEX, the
clearinghouse located at Eastern Michigan
University (EMU), which grew out of
EMU’s College Library Program grant and
was itself supported for several years by the
council .13

Several institutions that prepared En-
hancement Program proposals but were not
funded wrote to say that the mere activity
of putting together the document forced
them to reevaluate their philosophies,
missions, and service goals and encouraged
them to find ways of carrying out their plans
on their own, at least in part.

The council was not attempting to de-
velop a single model program; one result of
our experience that has been quite evident
is the need for a variety of approaches on
each campus that suit each institution’s
unique environment and personality. But
many of the funded programs have become
models, frequently cited in the literature
and recognized for their innovative ideas
and leadership in the field.

At the same time, a number of them have
lacked a purposeful plan of evaluation that
would objectively measure progress. Too
often evaluation was not considered until
the final year, when it was too late to gather
statistics, to measure growth in skills, or to
conduct more than a perfunctory survey.
And despite the council's encouragement,
with some outstanding exceptions (Earlham
being one), few have disseminated their re-
sults widely, although many proposals and
reports are available through the Educa-
tional Resources Information Center (ERIC)
System and Project LOEX.4

Lewis and Clark College, a small institu-
tion in Portland, Oregon, provides an
example of what a little seed money can ac-
complish if it happens to land on particu-
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larly fertile soil. Lewis and Clark received
an Enhancement Program grant for the
1976-77 academic year. Reference librarian
Louise Gerity was released for the year to
begin planning a coordinated program of
orientation and instruction. Based on the
soundness of her work, and in recognition of
the fact that a new program of this sort
needs time to grow, the college on its own
extended the program for an additional two
years, naming Gerity as bibliographic in-
struction librarian and continuing to give
her the freedom to build on her past efforts.
This past summer a college committee was
appointed to evaluate the three-year effort
and determine if it should be continued.
The committee endorsed the activities that
had been carried out and supported those
planned for the next two years. The report
emphasized the need for close working rela-
tionships and coordinated activity between
faculty and library staff. It is clear that,
through the grant process, the library was
able to garner strong support for its activi-
ties, support that, it is to be hoped, will be
continued.

In the telephone interviews I conducted,
I asked such questions as “What were the
greatest problems you had in establishing
the program?” and, “If you had to do it all
over, would you do the same thing?” The
responses became a repetitive litany: poor
cooperation from faculty; faculty and admin-
istrative turnover; library staff turnover; li-
brary director turnover; lack of adequate
planning with faculty input, ete.

Turnover directly relates to commitment,
of course, and it quickly became clear that
the most progressive, well-organized pro-
grams had been blessed with stable staff and
faculty from the beginning. This is one rea-
son, of course, why the Earlham College
program has been so successful.

Lack of support or, perhaps more accu-
rately, indifference on the part of univer-
sity officials remains a problem on several
campuses. Although in the College Library
Program the council required a personal let-
ter of commitment and pledge of con-
tinuance from the college or university pres-
ident, with some outstanding exceptions this
seems to have made little difference when
the grant period ended and competition for
internal funds increased.




10 / College > Research Libraries * January 1950

And where libraries were able to maintain
new positions funded under the grant, the
funds for the position were more often the
result of adjustments or changes of priorities
within the library rather than of an increase
in the budget.

It is my impression from the telephone
interviews, from reading the reports, and
from a few site visits, that:

1. In those institutions that, in addition
to developing an instructional program,
tried such innovative ideas as bringing fac-
ulty into the library or training graduate
students—ideas that depended on paying
some sort of stipend or honorarium—only
the instructional program has survived.
Even the University of Richmond, which
had the most promising program of incorpo-
rating grant activity into the campus’ fac-
ulty development program, failed in the end
to win approval of the effort as a recognized
activity for tenure purposes.

2. Even the strongest programs will wax
and wane depending on staff energies and
faculty turnover. Turnover is endemic, a
problem incapable of solution. It will con-
tinue to affect programs both positively and
negatively. One must simply learn to live
with it and work around it.

3. Nevertheless, building faculty relations
—getting out of the library and into campus
affairs—is still the key to building support
for the library’s instructional program and
other services.

4. Finally, our sights may be too high.
Perhaps we should not try to reach every
student on campus but only those who are
most interested or whose needs for research
skills are clear. We should not be afraid to
enlist faculty and, in some cases, turn in-
struction over to them. We should be realis-
tic about our capacities and constraints.
Perhaps more attention should be given to
instructing the instructors, i.e., the teaching
faculty.

LOOKING AHEAD

The council had enough funds to support
only two years of the Library Service En-
hancement Program. Last year NEH and
the council arrived at a mutual decision to
discontinue the College Library Program,
and recently the council has suspended its
Fellowship Program, although it still will

fund research projects on an individual
basis.

The reasons for these decisions are com-
plex. True, in both the College Library
Program and the Fellowship Program, fewer
and fewer applications were appearing on
the horizon. But perhaps more to the point,
most foundations and funding agents—and
CLR is no exception—see themselves as
catalysts. It is not possible, with the limited
funding at our disposal, for the council to
help every library that exists or help any
one library over an extended period of time.
As a funding agent that in turn is supported
by other foundations, CLR has itself no as-
surance of immortality. In fact, if programs
are not seen as desirable and worthy of local
support, few foundations will continue fund-
ing them just to keep them from dying.

The idea behind CLR’s library services
programs was to provide to the academic li-
brary world examples of things that could
be done to integrate the library more fully
into campus life so that other libraries
would be able to learn and perhaps engage
in similar activities.

This has happened and has contributed to
the momentum of the last ten years. CLR’s
library programs, and bibliographic instruc-
tion programs in general, have not caused a
major revolution among the American teach-
ing faculty. They are not, for the most part,
crowding into the library to enlist the aid of
eager librarians. It will take much longer
than ten years for a feeling of general accep-
tance of this activity to develop—and even
then the idea may never catch fire in some
institutions or in certain disciplines.

Nevertheless, it is clear that instructional
programs are slowly having a positive im-
pact on the educational process and on the
image of academic libraries and librarians.
The council would underscore the fact that
it has not lost interest in the subject of en-
hancing academic library services and help-
ing libraries improve their abilities to serve
the causes of scholarship and teaching. It is
time, however, for a new approach.

It is no secret that libraries have entered
into a world of financial constraint and lim-
ited growth. We have left behind those ex-
pansionist years when, to add a new ser-
vice, it was a simple matter to ask for and
receive newly budgeted positions. Dyson




has found that where instructional programs
have flourished, they are an expensive addi-
tion to, rather than a replacement for, tra-
ditional undergraduate library activities.5

Somehow, instructional activities have to
become meshed with other library services;
they must cease to be isolated or added on
and instead must be viewed as part of the
total operation, as one of a number of li-
brary functions that must be managed
wisely.

THE ACADEMIC LIBRARY PROGRAM

Earlier discussion focused on the council’s
feeling that if it gave its College Library
Programs enough time to evolve, they
would become institutionalized. Perhaps
given more time, they will. But perhaps the
problem needs to be approached from
another perspective, that of management
and institutional planning, in order for in-
structional services to attain their rightful
place among the library’s priorities and
goals. To this end, the council sees library
services as one of the principal components
of the Academic Library Program, a new
program announced last year that is
cooperatively funded by CLR, the Andrew
W. Mellon Foundation, the Lilly Endow-
ment, and the Association of Research Li-
braries (ARL).

The Academic Library Program is oper-
ated by the ARL Office of Management
Studies, which has applied a kind of self-
help methodology to library operations in
such programs as the Management Review
and Analysis Program, the Academic Li-
brary Development Program, or the Collec-
tion Analysis Project. These programs pro-
vide guidance in the form of manuals, pro-
cedures, and personal consultation to
academic libraries to help them examine
themselves, analyze their operations, iden-
tify strengths and weaknesses, and outline
areas and methods for change.

A high priority for development is a pro-
gram that will emphasize services.
Scheduled to be available in spring 1980,
the Services Development Program will
help academic libraries examine such ser-
vices as reference, circulation, interlibrary
loan, reserve book, and bibliographic in-
struction. It will draw in its design on both
the College Library Program and the Li-
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brary Service Enhancement Program.

In preliminary discussions on the design
of the program, Office of Management
Studies director Duane Webster listed six
objectives of the new effort:

1. To provide tools and techniques to en-
able libraries to determine and analyze use
patterns, user needs, and user satisfaction
levels;

2. To provide assistance in relating use of
the library to current operating policies and
services;

3. To design measures of performance
that can be applied in evaluating the success
of current service programs and in planning
future improvements;

4. To provide guidelines for a library to
use in designing new service activities or
remodeling current ones;

5. To suggest improved methods for
promoting the use of library services and
enhancing the image of the library on the
campus; and

6. To develop and apply principles of ef-
fective library service.

All academic libraries in the United
States are eligible for the Academic Library
Program. It requires a modest fiscal com-
mitment of $4,000-$7,000 for a library to
participate. Such modest amounts, we hope,
can be found among local sources of support
and will result in an enormous pay-off in
providing libraries with a capacity for
change.

CONCLUSION

It is my view from working with CLR's
services programs that service activities
must be seen as an integral part of library
operations and must be integrated into the
local library environment. The objectives of
this new program emcompass that perspec-
tive and also a very important function that
has still to be adequately addressed: mea-
sures of performance.

Libraries cannot depend on outside fund-
ing for continuing operations but must find
ways to provide services within current
budget constraints and priorities. It is
hoped that the Academic Library Program
and its services development module will
help with this process.

Most of the previous discussion has em-
phasized what librarians are doing to in-
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struct users in response to the users’
documented (through surveys) or perceived
needs. Other than the use of pre- and post-
tests, little has been done to really measure
how much library instruction is retained by
users and whether it truly contributes to
academic performance.

In their review of research trends in li-
brary instruction, Young and Brennan point
to the fact that “for nearly 50 years, librar-
ians have attempted to document a positive
correlation between library use and/or pro-
ficiency and academic performance.”¢ In
those studies that have been done, they say,
statistically significant relationships have not
emerged. Lubans has called for “a long-

range program of evaluation . . . that would
study groups of students through four or
five years of college and [determine] what
library use instruction or the lack of it
means.” 17

Until a way of evaluating learning is
found, library-use educators will have to
find their motivation in the comments and
reactions of faculty and of students, such as
the undergraduate who, in response to a
query of the University of New Hampshire
Enhancement Program director, said that
the library instruction program “made me
see the library as a tool, rather than as a
pain in the neck.”
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