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Although prevalent on campuses, the rationale for tenure lacks an eco-
nomic explanation of its influence on campus outcomes such as teach-
ing. Because only half of American academic librarians are eligible for
tenure, they comprise a sample appropriate for testing the qualitative
impact of tenure. The model reported here shows that the quality of
institutions is at least partially predictable by the number of librarians
and their tenure status. Tenure, therefore, appears to have an impact as

a monitor of quality in academe.

inancial contingencies, the
agenda of governing boards,
state government activity,
court rulings, and the revoca-
tion of mandatory retirement all pose
threats to the continuance of tenure that
have recently renewed concern among
academics.! In response to these threats,
faculty tend to reply with rhetorical ar-
guments defending tenure on the basis
of academic freedom or related issues.
Most of those arguments imply the
premise that tenure adds value to cam-
puses. This paper offers a test of the im-
pact of tenure on colleges.

A determination of the impact of ten-
ure on the quality of institutions requires
a test comparing institutions that apply
tenure with those that do not. Because
nearly all four-year institutions award
tenure to their teaching faculty, a test with
that cohort is impossible. Librarians, on
the other hand, are eligible for tenure at
fewer than half the four-year institutions
in America.> Some of these institutions
provide librarians with faculty status,
which includes tenure review by one’s
peers, and some do not. This specialized
group of faculty offers a valuable oppor-

tunity for measuring the impact of ten-
ure on the success of colleges and thus
for systematically comparing colleges for
quality.

In both liberal arts teaching and re-
search university settings, the campus ad-
ministration requires faculty involvement
in teaching and scholarship. An earlier
analysis reported the impact or the effects
of faculty status for librarians on research
universities.? Research appears to receive
less emphasis in colleges, perhaps be-
cause of less demand by the outside com-
munity for the associated output prod-
ucts. Colleges may depend on scholarship
more for developmental support of high-
quality instruction; therefore, the impact
of tenure may be different in this setting.
Some colleges confer faculty status on li-
brarians, requiring them to participate in
scholarship and awarding them tenure.
This paper opens with a brief property
rights explanation of tenure and discusses
variations in the effects of faculty status
for librarians. It then reports on empiri-
cal work measuring the impact of tenure
for librarians on institutional success and
concludes with comments on its qualita-
tive effects.
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The Nature of Tenure and Its Effects
for Librarians

At the outset, understanding how the in-
stitutionalization of tenure serves as a
monitor of quality helps to explain why
higher education tends to require both
teaching and scholarship of the faculty.
Probably most university governing
boards maintain some kind of agenda to
continually improve the quality of their
institutions. Because university success
derives in large measure from the qual-
ity of its faculty, ensuring retention of the
best possible faculty requires a process to
monitor quality. Tenure review, which is
ubiquitous in academe, provides the pro-
cess to implement the board’s agenda and
to assess the quality of the institution’s
faculty. That is, only those faculty mem-
bers with the superior intellectual skills
needed to be effective in both scholarship
and teaching should survive the process
of being awarded tenure.

Teaching and learning are two facets
of the same enterprise. To do either
one well, one has to do both.

In the absence of government mandate,
institutional forms that evolve tend to do
so because they are efficient. Across aca-
demic institutions, the performance of
faculty generally is evaluated with pro-
cedures that are consistent from place to
place and that focus on scholarship, teach-
ing, and service contributions. The peer
review process may be focused at the de-
partment, college, or overall institution
level, but scholarship and teaching tend
to be the two areas where evaluation ef-
fort is concentrated. Of course, service
also may be considered in evaluations but
often is not given as much importance
because it frequently is rewarded directly.
Consulting payments and royalties accrue
to work offered outside the university,
and therefore service is inappropriate to
consider heavily in promotion and ten-
ure reviews lest it be doubly rewarded.
Institutions appear to press faculty to su-
perior performance in service and instruc-
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tion, but to reward them on the basis of
scholarship. This may be as it should be
because of operational efficiency in pro-
moting quality.

An argument can be made that the syn-
ergy between scholarship and teaching
demands participation in both. Teaching
and learning are two facets of the same
enterprise. To do either one well, one has
to do both. Presumably, the risk imposed
by outside review of scholarly submis-
sions to journals dictates the requirement
that the scholar be conversant with the
relevant work in the field. That familiar-
ity enhances knowledge imparted in the
classroom. Conversely, classroom inter-
action and curiosity over motivations,
point of view, and activity of other schol-
ars as reported in their work presumably
induces interest in further scholarly ex-
amination. These two activities reinforce
each other synergistically, but scholarship
appears to be the driving element. It may
be possible to do research well without
being involved in teaching, but one can-
not teach what one does not know, and
scholarship enhances knowledge. Fur-
thermore, scholarship lends itself to
evaluation more readily than teaching
does.

Research output is rather easily mea-
sured. Some disciplines even have ranked
the overall quality of scholarly publica-
tions in their discipline. The measure of
the quality of one’s work thus can be
quantitatively compared with that of
one’s peers. An important aspect of mea-
suring scholarship is that peers outside
the local institution contribute directly to
monitoring quality by reviewing schol-
arly submissions for publication. This
means that the quality of faculty ina given
institution is measured against a nation-
wide cohort. On the other hand, teaching
is neither prone to objective, quantitative
measures nor significantly subject to out-
side review. Therefore, some other activ-
ity to promote teaching quality often ap-
pears to be substituted for the low-cost
evaluation measure applied to scholar-
ship. The most common substitutes that
have emerged are oral encouragement,
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rhetoric, and evaluation by students. Con-
tinual reminders to the faculty of the pri-
macy of teaching may encourage quality
to some extent. Rhetoric works to that
same effect through campus publicity
(e.g., quality statements in campus bulle-
tins and so forth). Student evaluations
impose some risk of failure on faculty,
which then disciplines their work. If the
effort to both evaluate scholarship and
encourage good teaching does not take
place, one endeavor might suffer decline
to the detriment of both. However, care-
ful monitoring of scholarship is sufficient
to guarantee quality in both areas because
the energy expended for scholarship ac-
crues benefits in the classroom. The ten-
ure review process monitors the synergy
resulting from this combination.

Historically, tenure review has been a
positive vector of quality. In the United
States in general, the decision to award
tenure was, until the early 1900s, typically
made with the presumption of perma-
nence by the president of the university
at the time faculty were hired. Dismiss-
als do not appear to have decreased with
the adoption of tenure.* Although tenure
is usually defended on the basis that it
protects academic freedom, little change
appears in the rate of overall dismissal
from colleges or universities when fail-
ure to achieve tenure is included in the
dismissal statistics subsequent to the in-
stitutionalization of peer review. Yet it
was faculty, not administrators, who in-
sisted on its implementation. What pur-
pose then does the tenure review process
serve? It must serve some purpose; oth-
erwise, in the absence of a government
mandate, it would not be ubiquitous. Re-
search reported elsewhere suggests that
the evaluation of faculty for tenure is a
quality-enhancing mechanism.” Faculty
participation in the hiring, promotion,
and tenure process is preferred to having
these decisions made only by administra-
tors.

The rationale for tenure rests on the
recognition that the faculty members of
the department are the beneficiaries of its
reputation for quality. That is, the quality
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that accrues to the department (or college
or institution) through the hiring of su-
perior scholars can be traded to some ex-
tent by its individual members for remu-
neration outside the institution. Faculty
recognize, perhaps intuitively, that the
reputation of high-quality departments
makes it easier to secure better-paying
jobs at other institutions, as well as to
enhance their incomes through consult-
ing, speaking honoraria, and so forth.
Ergo, there is an incentive in place for
departments to collectively recruit and
promote faculty of ever-higher quality.
Delegation of authority to award tenure
to the faculty provides the necessary
mechanism to control hiring and thus to
elevate quality. Whether this mechanism
and its results are the same for librarians
was the focus of the earlier research as
well as the research reported here. Pre-
sumably, what works for teaching faculty
also works for librarians. If tenure im-
proves the quality of teaching faculty, it
also will improve the quality of librarians
with a resulting positive impact on insti-
tutional success and quality.

In this context, faculty status for librar-
ians is only meaningful where tenure is
implemented for librarians and the reten-
tion decision is delegated. That is, insti-
tutions can be differentiated as to whether
faculty status for librarians is truly avail-
able on the basis of tenure availability. The
synergy between librarianship and schol-
arship will not work when both are not
required or where the monitoring process
of tenure review is not present and essen-
tially delegated to the department. For the
purposes of this paper, faculty status for
librarians is defined as present only in
those institutions where librarians are
called faculty, where they possess most
of the perquisites of faculty, and where
they have tenure. This definition is con-
sistent with ALA standards.®

Within this framework, the effects of
faculty status in the research-oriented set-
ting have been reported elsewhere.”
Briefly, that analysis showed that the ef-
fects of faculty status in research institu-
tions are twofold. First, the study sug-



gested that faculty status for librarians
provides a means to leverage the salaries
of librarians upward. This earlier study
looked at two data sets, comparing sala-
ries of librarians across one campus with
teaching faculty and across fifteen librar-
ies with each other. The comparisons
were made by means of ordinary least
squares regression of individual salaries
against several variables. Faculty status
appears to work effectively as a substi-
tute for collective bargaining and to
achieve approximately the same results.
Institutions where librarians have faculty
status pay salaries to librarians that are
about six percent higher than those paid
by institutions where librarians do not
have faculty status. This alone suffices to
explain the pressure exerted by librarians
to achieve faculty status.

Second, the study also reported that
the diversion of energy required to imple-
ment faculty status imposes a cost on the
overall research productivity of cam-
puses.® Research-oriented institutions
that include librarians in the faculty pro-
duce approximately nine percent less re-
search. This latter result emerged from a
model that regressed research productiv-
ity in the form of Ph.D. degrees awarded
against several variables, including the
presence of faculty status. The analysis
was limited to the group of institutions
represented in the Association of Re-
search Libraries—institutions that place
a heavy emphasis on research. These re-
sults tend to explain the reluctance of
some campuses to implement faculty sta-
tus but do not explain its presence on
many campuses. Therefore, the effects of
faculty status described by the previous
analysis should not be extended to col-
leges that emphasize teaching. Determin-
ing the effects of faculty status on the
quality of such institutions requires fur-
ther study. The rest of this paper reports
on that work.

The Effect of Tenure on Teaching
Productivity

Intuition suggests that tenure for librar-
ians plays a positive role in the overall
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teaching quality of academic institutions.
The defense of faculty status for librar-
ians often includes the argument that li-
brarians and teaching faculty are partners
in the academic experience. For example,
bibliographic instruction is an important
aspect of library service. Usually, biblio-
graphic instruction involves at least mini-
mal cooperation between instructor and
librarian. It is intended that the joint ef-
fort of teaching faculty and librarians will
promote information literacy and biblio-
graphic skills among students. Of all the
outcomes expected of graduates of higher
education, the ability to acquire, evalu-
ate, and use information—particularly for
literary expression—is highly regarded
and fundamental to the success of the in-
stitution. This requires that institutional
pedagogy incorporate a library element.
A productive, peer-level working relation-
ship between teachers and librarians presum-
ably produces a stronger synergy. If librar-
ians are recognized as faculty, the working
relationship starts as a partnership.
Testing the validity of what intuition
leads one to believe benefits from empiri-
cal analysis.” The tests reported here fo-
cus on the effects of tenure for librarians
on the teaching quality of colleges. The
data set chosen for this analysis came
from a broad group of private liberal arts
teaching institutions informally orga-
nized as the Oberlin Group. These schools
are all highly selective of students and
place an emphasis on a high-quality lib-
eral arts education. They may tend to
emphasize teaching, even though they
usually require scholarship of the faculty
as well. If the intuition is correct, tenure
for librarians should contribute to the
quality of institutions as measured by a
teaching/learning metric. A widely ac-
cepted measure of teaching effectiveness
would provide for a reliable test.
Numerous studies on various aspects
of the impact of college on students have
been summarized elsewhere by social sci-
entists.!” College impacts students on a
number of fronts including socioeco-
nomic outcomes, attitudes and values,
psychosocial change, moral development,
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TABLE 1
Variables Used in the Model to Predict Success among
Oberlin Group Institutions
Dependent
Variables Mean
GRADRATE  Percentage of students who graduate within five years 78.00
GRADATTND  Percentage of alumni who matriculate in professional 31.75
or graduate schools
AVESAT Average SAT scores for entering first year students of 1,152
individual colleges
Independent
Variables: Mean
AVESAT Same as above; used here as a predictor of GRADRATE 1,152
and GRADATTND
SAT%HIGH Percentage of entering students with verbal SAT scores 80.77
greater than 500
NETPRICE All costs of enrolling minus financial aid $12,694
FACPHD Percent of teaching faculty who possess a Ph.D. 85.73
ENROLMNT  Total head count enrollment 1,915
E&GEXPND  Total educational budget $34,000,000
ENDWMNT Total endowment of the institution $118,000,000
ALUMGIVE  Percent of alumni who provide financial support 39.89
LIBRNS Number of professional librarians employed 9.99
TENURE Dummy variable: 1 = tenure for librarians; 0.17
0 = tenure is not available to librarians
ILLRECD Number of interlibrary loans received annually 3,487
from other campuses
Sources: U. S. News & World Report, America’s Best Colleges (New York: Washington, D.C., 1993—
1997); Money Guide: Best College Buys (New York: Time, Inc., 1992); and, informal statistics
gathered by the Oberlin Group libraries for 1990/1991-1996/1997.

quality of life, intergenerational effects, in
addition to learning and, presumably,
cognitive development. The results of
these studies suggest that learning and
cognitive development may be the only
outcomes that lend themselves to quan-
titative assessment. Therefore, the instruc-
tional success of colleges could be mea-
sured directly by the difference between
GRE and SAT scores for graduating indi-
viduals. This would provide a reliable test
of the variation in success achieved by in-
stitutions. Unfortunately for the study re-
ported here, data could not be obtained on
average GRE scores tied to the loci of under-
graduate matriculation. Thus, some metric
was needed to substitute for this measure.
A corollary of the research summarized
elsewhere indicates that in actual practice,

the choice of college does not impact sig-
nificantly on the cognitive development
and learning of individuals. The institu-
tion chosen by an individual appears to
be nearly irrelevant in this area because
the variables that tend to drive cognitive
development are internal to the indi-
vidual." This corollary yields two results.
First, it suggests that the success of insti-
tutions depends on their effectiveness in
affecting the other outcomes associated
with going to college. Otherwise, the po-
tential student is left with little motiva-
tion to choose anything other than the
cheapest, closest school. Second, it makes
it possible to use SAT scores as a proxy
for the overall success of colleges because
the difference between GRE and SAT
scores does not tend to vary with choice
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TABLE 2
Determinants of Success for Oberlin Group Institutions Based on Graduation
Rate, Rate of Graduate School Matriculation, and Average SAT Scores

Dependent Variable
GRADRATE GRADATTND AVESAT
t-statistic t-statistic t-statistic
Independent Parameter estimate ~ Parameter estimate  Parameter estimate
NETPRICE 0.0002 0.95
SAT%HIGH 0.1268 1.52 %
E&GEXPND 0.00003  2.17 ** 0.0004 2.76 ***
ENROLMNT -0.0058 -2.40**  -0.0074 -3.70 ***  -0.0729 -3.03 ***
ALUMGIVE 2.9267 2.97 ***
ENDWMNT 0.0000 1.70 *
FACPHD 0.6996 3.69 ***
AVESAT -0.0440 -2.23 **
ILLRECD 0.0011 1.53 %
LIBRNS 0.6484 1.93 * 6.3060 2.29 **
TENURE 2.6731 1.02 % 12.0504 3.45%*%*% 265694 1.12
R Squared 0.5494 0.4057 0.5595
F Ratio 7.72 *** 4.44 *** 11.18 ***
No. Observations 45 46 50

*** significant at the 0.01 level
** significant at the 0.05 level
* significant at the 0.10 level

1 significant in a one tailed test

of college.” In addition, another study has
shown GRE scores to be reliably predi-
cable from SAT scores.

One government-sponsored study
provided a comprehensive model with a
reliable paradigm of independent vari-
ables suggesting appropriate dependent
variables to proxy for cognitive develop-
ment and learning." The study measured
the success of colleges in terms of the
quality of each institution related to its
price. Itidentified SAT scores, reputation,
and graduation rate as acceptable prox-
ies to measure the success of campuses
in furthering the development of stu-
dents. In addition, the rate at which
alumni acquire professional and Ph.D.
degrees also will proxy for the success of
undergraduate liberal arts institutions. This
variable provides a particularly important test
because the contribution of librarians may be
concentrated on providing skills needed to
succeed in graduate school. The dependent
variables that yielded the most robust results
are defined in table 1.

Independent variables identified as
most meaningful in the government-
sponsored model are represented by
those also defined in table 1. In addition
to graduation rate, SAT averages and
ranking scores from several popular
evaluations were tried as the dependent
variable. The percentage of students ma-
triculating in professional and graduate
programs also was used as a dependent
variable. These quality measures were
regressed against the independent vari-
ables listed in table 1, including the pres-
ence of faculty status for librarians as de-
noted by TENURE. Independent vari-
ables utilized in the model are described
in table 1.

Data from sixty-seven members of the
Oberlin Group of undergraduate liberal
arts institutions were analyzed using or-
dinary least squares regression. Each of
three quality measures—graduation rate
(GRADRATE), graduate school atten-
dance (GRADATTND), and average SAT
scores (AVESAT)—provided useful mod-
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els. (Several variables provided by ratings
services of the quality of programs were
tried in the regression with insignificant
results.) The results of the analyses ap-
pear in table 2. The most robust result is
displayed for each model because there
is some correlation between several of the
variables listed. For example, educational
and general expenditures (E&GEXPND),
endowment (ENDWMNT), and alumni
donations (ALUMGIVE) proxy for each
other. The strongest model containing
each is displayed. TENURE is not highly
correlated with the other variables; thus,
concern is allayed that it may proxy for
variables such as average SAT scores
(AVESAT), which otherwise strongly pre-
dict the dependent variables.

With each of the quality measures
used, the models hypothesize that the
presence of tenure for librarians will sta-
tistically, significantly, and positively pre-
dict the dependent variable. The analysis
allows us to evaluate the null hypothesis
that faculty status for librarians will be
an insignificant predictor of the indepen-
dent variable. Comment on the variables
and results is appropriate. Graduation
rate (GRADRATE), percentage of alumni
who attend graduate school
(GRADATTND), and average SAT scores
(AVESAT) were chosen as the indepen-
dent variables on the basis of ready avail-
ability of data and the previously cited
research which suggested them to be rea-
sonable measures of academic or teach-
ing quality.

The dependent variables were selected
based on previous studies. The percent-
age of entering students with SAT verbal
scores of 500 or better (SAT%HIGH) and
average SAT scores (AVESAT) presents
measures of the average learning ability
of the students at each school. Presum-
ably, better students (e.g., higher SAT
scores) will have a higher likelihood of
graduating. The analyses reported else-
where consistently found that this vari-
able is a positive, statistically significant
predictor of graduation rate. The analy-
sis here corroborates those studies. In the
case of the costs of attendance minus fi-
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nancial aid (NETPRICE), the govern-
ment-sponsored study cited earlier
showed distinctly that lower-cost, high-
quality institutions have greater success
in graduating their students. Therefore,
this variable was expected to be positive
and significant. However, this expectation
was not borne out in any of the models
reported in table 2. NETPRICE is not a
statistically significant predictor of suc-
cess in graduating students in this study.
The percent of teaching faculty who pos-
sess a Ph.D. (FACPHD) provides control
for the level of education of faculty. In the
government study, the additional vari-
ables of enrollment (ENROLMNT) and
E&G expenditures (E&GEXPND) reliably
helped predict success of colleges in
graduating their students. Both variables
were expected to be significant.
ENROLMNT was expected to be nega-
tively correlated with success, and
E&GEXPND was expected to be posi-
tively correlated. Lower enrollments pro-
vide students a more favorable environ-
ment, presumably due to lower transac-
tions costs associated with social interac-
tions and administrative monitoring of
student problems. Conversely, higher ex-
penditures as proxied by E&GEXPND,
ENDWMNT, and ALUMGIVE, through
the opportunity they provide for more
extensive services and higher-quality re-
sources, should positively affect student
success. In this study, all these variables
held as consistent predictors in the direc-
tion previously determined.

Three additional variables were added
to extend the studies done by others by
taking into account the impact of librar-
ians on campus quality. The TENURE
variable indicates the presence of faculty
status for librarians. If the central hypoth-
esis is correct, TENURE should be signifi-
cant and positive. Similarly, the variable
for the number of librarians (LIBRNS)
provided an additional related measure
of quality based on the presumption that
the more available librarians are, the like-
lier students are to succeed with instruc-
tional exercises involving bibliographic
skills. This variable also should positively



predict institutional success. The number
of interlibrary loans received annually
from other campuses (ILLRCD) provides
a useful measure of the involvement of
students in instructional exercises—exer-
cises presumably integral to success in
research and later in graduate school.
The results of the analysis are consis-
tent with those of the other studies noted
above. That is, the variables found to be
reliable predictors in other studies also
tend to be reliable in this study, thus cor-
roborating the validity of the model used.
Furthermore the variables tend to be con-
sistent with intuition about what in-
creases the likelihood that any given in-
dividual will succeed in graduating from
college, or going to graduate school, or
developing intellectually. A cohort of bet-
ter students—a high number with aver-
age verbal SAT score over 500—will tend
to increase graduation rates. As enroll-
ment increases, the likelihood of gradu-
ating decreases. Smaller schools are more
successful in getting their students
through. As the amount expended on the
educational and general budget is in-
creased, the likelihood that students will
graduate increases. Furthermore, to the
extent that financial security increases
with the percent of alumni who contrib-
ute money or with total endowment, the
likelihood of success in graduate school
and of greater cognitive development in-
creases. That is, spend more money on
help provided for students and they will
do better. This is supported further by the
positive impact of faculty with Ph.D. de-
grees on attendance in graduate school.
The outcome of the analysis showed
that the number of librarians is a positive
predictor of graduation rate and teaching
success as measured by GRADRATE and
AVESAT. The presence of faculty status
for librarians (TENURE) is a weak posi-
tive predictor of graduation rate and cog-
nitive development, where it was statis-
tically significant in a one-tailed test in
the first case and positive in sign, al-
though not significant, in the second case.
TENURE also is a powerful predictor of,
and positively correlated with, graduate
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school attendance. Moreover, the number
of interlibrary loans received (ILLRECD)
is positively correlated with graduate
school attendance and is significant in a
one-tailed test.

In addition to extending the model
with a variable to control for the number
of librarians, all three versions of the
model also contain the dummy variable,
TENURE, to control for the presence of
faculty status for librarians. As revealed
by the number of librarians (LIBRNS),
graduation rate increases for every librar-
ian added to the faculty. So, too, the pres-
ence of librarians contributes positively
to the overall intellectual development of
students as measured by average SAT
scores (AVESAT). This effect is gratifying
to note and provides significant leverage
to library directors making an argument
for added positions. At the same time, the
presence of faculty status (TENURE) has
a positive sign related to graduation rate.
Furthermore, itis a powerful, statistically
significant predictor of attendance in
graduate school. This particular result fits
naturally with the expectation that librar-
ians, especially good ones, would most
positively impact graduate school success
of alumni because of their influence on
bibliographic skills. Therefore, it appears
safe to assume that the percentage of stu-
dents who graduate can be predicted par-
tially on the basis of whether librarians
have tenure. In other words, the number
of librarians and the availability of ten-
ure do seem to contribute to the quality
of the teaching effort of undergraduate
liberal arts institutions.

Because no direct measure of cognitive
development is available, the results
should not be taken as conclusive evi-
dence that the number of librarians and
faculty status contributes to the quality
of the institution. However, the evidence
shown here supports the contention that
campuses with more librarians or with
librarians with the personal quality to
have survived tenure review are predict-
ably more successful or have higher qual-
ity. Following that, if the individual qual-
ity of librarians can be elevated by the
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rigor of the tenure process, they will con-
tribute even more to the overall quality
of the campus and will have a particu-
larly strong impact on the success of
alumni in graduate school.

Conclusion

The background research summarized
before examined the issue of faculty sta-
tus for librarians and helped explain why
some members of the library profession
have sought this faculty status. Tenure for
librarians seems to have been imple-
mented, in part, because it leverages the
salaries of librarians upward. In addition
to being a low-cost alternative to collec-
tive bargaining in institutions where ef-
forts to seek salary increases were war-
ranted, faculty status also fulfills the need
for an alternative productive outlet
among librarians interested in scholar-
ship and service. This impact is accom-
panied by a reduction in the research pro-
ductivity of campuses where research is
important. Apparently, the diversion of
energy required for librarians to conduct
personal research detracts measurably
from their success in assisting campus
research productivity.

The current investigation suggests that
on campuses where teaching is impor-
tant, the impact of faculty status appears
to be significant. The analysis as extended
in this study indicates that the number of
librarians and whether they are eligible
for tenure affects the quality of institu-
tions as measured by graduation rate,
graduate school attendance, and cogni-
tive development. That is, faculty status
including tenure for librarians has a posi-
tive impact on the success of institutions
concentrating on teaching. This positive
impact lends some credence to the intui-
tive assertion that high-quality librarian-
ship improves the instructional quality of
institutions. Some institutions have col-
lectively decided to pay the price of ten-
ure review to enhance the quality of li-
brarianship, resulting in a financial re-
ward to librarians and positive benefits
to institutions that concentrate on teach-
ing.
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Explaining the beneficial impact of li-
brarians on the quality of the academic
institution requires little imagination. The
success of students in finding material
relevant to their assignments depends on
the extent of their bibliographic skills.
These skills are positively affected by the
number of opportunities they have to re-
ceive bibliographic instruction, which is
dependent on the number of librarians
assigned to provide classroom biblio-
graphic instruction and one-on-one tuto-
rials at the reference desk. Similar to some
instructors who teach better than others,
some librarians have better instructional
skills so that the quality of librarianship
likely enhances skills development in stu-
dents.

There are many other ways in which
the quantity and quality of librarians can
affect institutional quality positively. The
bibliographic structure of online catalogs
contains complexities that require profes-
sional time with authority control, error
corrections, and bibliographic enhance-
ments. Additional labor applied to auto-
mation systems or other technologies can
reduce user frustration and shorten the
time students need to identify research
materials. Easier access leads to extended
reading and improved writing. Further-
more, the availability of added labor re-
sults in improved collection develop-
ment, more attention to detail, and better
production control. All of these improve
user success.

Although no statistical study ever pro-
vides incontrovertible proof of an asser-
tion, this study certainly lends credible
evidence to support rhetoric in defense
of tenure. The model simply predicts that
across a mix of institutions, those with
tenure for librarians tend to be higher
quality by the measures employed here.
Each year, the number of teaching-ori-
ented colleges that adopt tenure review
for librarians increases. This appears to
be in consort with the common wisdom
shown by college governing boards,
which almost unanimously monitor qual-
ity through tenure review, that tenure has
value.
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