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into the Correlation among Faculty
Status, Professional Rights and
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This survey of liberal arts colleges sought to determine a correlation
between the personnel status of librarians and overall institutional qual-
ity. Based on the responses of the 125 colleges that participated in the
survey, the higher the tier in which an institution is ranked in the U.S.
News & World Reportannual report on America’s colleges, the less likely
that librarians will have faculty status or rank, the less likely they will be
required to undergo a formal review process, the less likely they will have
access to research funds, and the less likely they will be eligible to serve
on campuswide faculty committees. Specifically, colleges in the top tier
of the U.S. News and World Report rankings were almost seven times
less likely to afford librarians faculty status and sixteen times less likely

to afford faculty rank than those in the fourth tier.

great deal has been written

about the personnel status of
academic librarians, ranging
from large-scale quantitative
surveys designed to ascertain current
practices to rhetorical arguments both for
and against the increased demands and
benefits that accompany faculty status.
However, very little has been written
about the link between librarian status
and the quality of a specific academic
institution.

In an attempt to address this issue, a
survey of liberal arts colleges was con-
ducted. Using the 217 institutions ranked
by U.S. News & World Report in its annual
report on America’s colleges as a sample
group, this study sought to determine if
there is a correlation between the person-
nel status of librarians and the overall
quality of a college.

Previous studies indicate that the mean-
ing of the phrase “faculty status” varies
drastically from institution to institution.
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In fact, one researcher noted: “If one can-
not judge a book by its cover, one should
also not judge the status of a librarian
by his/her title.”? Therefore, the current
study asked questions not only about the
titles and types of appointment held by
librarians, but also about the individual
rights and responsibilities of librarians on
liberal arts college campuses. Specifically,
information about the more visible signs of
faculty status was sought: the existence of a
formalized peer review process, eligibility
for sabbaticals or other paid professional
development leaves, access to research
funds comparable to those of other faculty,
and eligibility for election to standing and
ad hoc faculty committees.

Selected Relevant Literature

Much of the quantitative data on the issue
of faculty status is the result of surveys of
large university libraries, such as insti-
tutions belonging to the Association of
Research Libraries (ARL) or those with
a Carnegie Classification of research or
doctorate-granting university.” Far fewer
studies have surveyed a significant num-
ber of liberal arts institutions, although
liberal arts or four-year colleges have been
included in a number of surveys conduct-
ed at the state and regional levels.?

Two of the studies that surveyed a
significant number of liberal arts colleges
examined the issue of faculty status for
librarians by type of institution. Charles
B. Lowry surveyed the library directors
of a sample of 500 libraries selected at
random from the Carnegie Classification
of Institutions of Higher Education, as
well as the directors of ARL members.*
He found that the presence of faculty
status for librarians varied by institution
type: nearly 57 percent of the eighty-six
liberal arts institutions that responded
to the survey granted faculty status to
librarians, compared to about 54 percent
of research/doctoral institutions, 77 per-
cent of comprehensive universities, and
69 percent of two-year institutions.

Betsy Park and Robert Riggs also used
the Carnegie Classification as the basis for
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their 1993 article that examined tenure
and promotion practices by institutional
type.* However, they found that only 34.1
percent of the 144 liberal arts colleges
that responded to their survey afford
faculty status to librarians, compared
to 20 percent of research institutions, 50
percent of doctorate-granting institutions,
and nearly 57 percent of comprehensive
institutions. They also found that liberal
arts college librarians were less likely to
undergo a formal review process or be
required to publish than librarians at
other types of institutions. They hypoth-
esized that this difference was a result
of the liberal arts institutions” emphasis
on teaching rather than research and
“indicate that expectations for librarians
at liberal arts colleges may parallel those
for other faculty.”®

The discrepancy between the numbers
of librarians with faculty status reported
by Lowry and by Park and Riggs was
most likely due to institutional differ-
ences in the definition of faculty status.
The former simply asked respondents
to report whether or not they had fac-
ulty status based on their particular
institution’s definition of the phrase. The
latter provided respondents with a strict
definition of faculty status, under which
librarians must be accorded the same
titles as other faculty and be eligible for
tenure and promotion.

The 1999 ACRL survey of academic
libraries, which also addressed differ-
ences by institution type, attempted to
avoid the ambiguity of the phrase “faculty
status” by asking questions about the nine
components of academic status included
in the 1990 version of ACRL Guidelines
for Academic Status.”® In each of the
nine categories, librarians at institutions
granting bachelor of arts degrees were
the least likely to be fully afforded the
rights and responsibilities outlined in
the guidelines. Librarians were eligible
for tenure at only 29.6 percent of the
bachelor’s institutions, compared to 53.5
percent of associate of arts degree institu-
tions, 53.7 percent of master’s institutions,
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and 46 percent of doctoral institutions.
Furthermore, they were less likely to be
able to be full members of campuswide
bodies of governance, to go through a
peer review process for promotion, to be
eligible for sabbaticals, and to have access
to research funds.’

Small- and medium-sized academic
libraries were the focus of a survey in-
cluded in an ACRL Clip Note published
in 1997.1° Fifty-one percent of the respon-
dents reported that librarians had faculty
status, but only 36 percent were eligible
for tenure, 37 percent had academic rank,
and 61 percent were eligible for promo-
tion. In addition, 74 percent of the institu-
tions that grant tenure to librarians used
the same criteria for evaluating librarians
and other faculty and 41 percent devel-
oped library-specific criteria for tenure
and promotion decisions.

The only study to examine the broader
impact of tenure for librarians on the
liberal arts campus as a whole was con-
ducted by Richard W. Meyer in 1999."
Specifically, he studied the effect of the
presence of tenure for librarians on the
teaching quality of the Oberlin Group, an
informal organization of private liberal
arts colleges, as measured by graduation
rate, graduate school attendance by alum-
ni, and cognitive development. He found
that faculty status for librarians has a
positive impact on liberal arts institutions
and support for what he called the “intui-
tive assertion” that faculty status enables
librarians to be full partners with the
teaching faculty and more fully contribute
to the overall academic experience. These
findings were particularly interesting in
light of an earlier study in which Meyer
reported that faculty status for librarians
had a negative impact on ARL institu-
tions; institutions that included librarians
as members of the faculty produced about
9 percent less research.'

Methodology

The Questionnaire and Survey Population
Every year, U.S. News & World Report
publishes an index of the best colleges in

the United States. To be included in the
Liberal Arts Colleges—Bachelor’s category
of the report, an institution must have
the Carnegie designation “Baccalaureate
Colleges—Liberal Arts.” Carnegie defines
liberal arts colleges as institutions that
are “primarily undergraduate colleges
with major emphasis on baccalaureate
programs...[and award] at least half of
their baccalaureate degrees in liberal arts
fields.” The colleges then are assessed on a
variety of established indicators of quality,
such as peer assessment, retention, faculty
resources, student selectivity, financial
resources, graduation rate performance,
and alumni giving rate and are assigned
a rank and placed in one of four tiers.™
Although the authors acknowledge that
many in the academic community have
criticized the U.S. News methodology, the
publication’s ubiquitous nature made itan
appropriate choice as a measurement of a
college’s overall educational quality.

The 2004 edition of “America’s Best
Colleges” included 214 institutions in
the Liberal Arts Colleges—Bachelor’s cat-
egory."” The names and e-mail addresses
of the library directors of 212 of these col-
leges were available via their institutions’
Web sites.' In September 2003, a six-item
questionnaire was distributed via e-mail
to each of the directors who were encour-
aged to reply to the survey by the end of
the month. Two reminder messages were
sent out during the month: one at the
midpoint and another three days before
the survey completion deadline.

The questionnaire was designed to
assess the personnel status and rank
of librarians at liberal arts institutions,
as well as their individual rights and
responsibilities on college campuses. To
accomplish this goal, directors first were
asked to describe the personnel status of
librarians at their institution (full faculty
status and rank, faculty status only, no
faculty designation, or faculty status
and/or rank is situational based on the
type of position held or time of hire). They
then were asked if the librarians at their
institutions possessed the more concrete
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of the components of faculty status: a
peer-review review process, the avail-
ability of paid leaves, the availability of
research funds, and eligibility for service
on campuswide faculty committees.

The data were analyzed according to
the U.S. News & World Report tier rankings
using SPSS to generate frequency counts,
as well as Chi Square tests and odds ratios
when appropriate and possible.

Response Rate

Of the 212 colleges e-mailed a question-
naire, 125 participated in the survey
(response rate = 59%). Thirty of the re-
sponding colleges (24%) were ranked in
U.S. News & World Report’s top tier, thirty-
nine (31.2%) in the second tier, thirty-two
(25.6%) in the third tier, and twenty-four
(19.2%) in the fourth tier.

Results

Status and Rank

Of the 125 responding institutions, al-
most 34 percent appoint librarians as
full members of the faculty with status
and rank equal to other campus faculty.
Nineteen percent reported that librarians
have faculty status, but not faculty rank.
However, six of these “status-only” insti-
tutions indicated that although librarians
have the designation, they are distinct
from classroom faculty in that they are not
eligible for tenure. (See table 1.)
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Twenty-seven (21.6%) colleges re-
ported that faculty status and rank were
situational. Examples of this category
include institutions that hire instructional
librarians with faculty status and rank,
but not catalogers, or institutions at which
new appointments have different status
from earlier appointments. Fifteen of the
colleges in this category reported that
only the director of the library has faculty
status. Hereafter, this type of status is
referred to as situational.

Thirty-two colleges (25.6%) reported
that librarians have neither faculty sta-
tus nor rank but do have professional,
administrative, or staff status. Hereafter,
this type of status is referred to as profes-
sional.

Table 1 also illustrates that an analysis
by U.S. News & World Report tier designa-
tion revealed statistically significant dif-
ferences among the institutions, accord-
ing to a Pearson Chi-Square test (X [df =
9,n=125]=22.102, p<0.01).”” Less than 10
percent of the colleges ranked in the top
tier reported that all librarians have full
faculty status and rank, and almost half
reported that librarians have professional
status. On the other end of the spectrum,
around half of both the Tier Three and
Tier Four institutions reported full faculty
status and rank and just over 10 percent of
schools in these tiers reported that librar-
ians held professional status. Tier Two

TABLE 1
Librarian Status at Liberal Arts Colleges
All Tier One | Tier Two | Tier Three | Tier Four
Institutions

Total respondents 125 39 32 24

100.0% 24.0% 31.2% 25.6% 19.2%
Full faculty status and 42 13 14 13
rank 33.6% 6.7% 33.3% 43.8% 54.2%
Faculty status only 24 9 5 4

19.2% 20.0% 23.1% 15.6% 16.7%
Status situational 27 6 9 4

21.6% 26.7% 15.4% 28.1% 16.7%
Professional status 32 11 4 3

25.6% 46.7% 28.2% 12.5% 12.5%
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TABLE 3
Research Funds as Compared to Other Faculty on Campus
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*Two colleges opted not to respond to this question.
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are required to undergo the
same process.

Conversely, colleges with
professional status were
most likely to lack a for-
malized review process for
librarians. Seventy-five per-
cent of the institutions where
librarians have professional
status and 50 percent of the
colleges where status is situ-
ational do not require librar-
ians to undergo a formalized
review process of any kind.
Twenty-five percent of the
institutions that afford only
faculty status and less than
5 percent of the institutions
that afford full status and
rank lack this requirement.

Institutions in all status
categories reported a formal-
ized review process unique
to the library. Fifty percent of
both the schools that afford
librarians faculty status only
and those in which status is
situational reported using a
separate review process for
the evaluation of librarians.
Interestingly, around a quar-
ter of both the institutions
that afford librarians faculty
status and rank and those
that give librarians profes-
sional status reported using
a unique review process.

Analysis by tier revealed
statistically significant dif-
ferences among the institu-
tions (X? [df =3, n = 122] =
10.860, p < 0.05). Sixty per-
cent of the Tier One schools
that responded to the survey
donot have a formalized re-
view process for librarians,
compared to 33 percent of
Tier Two schools, 28 per-
cent of Tier Three schools,
and 28 percent of Tier Four
schools. On the other hand,
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TABLE 4
lity for Faculty Committees
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*One college opted not to respond to this question.

only about 7 percent of Tier One
institutions require librarians to
undergo the same review process
as other campus faculty, com-
pared to 30 percent of Tier Two
institutions, 37 percent of Tier
Three institutions, and almost 46
percent of Tier Four institutions.

Research Funds

Eighty-three of the 125 (67.5%)
responding institutions reported
thatlibrarians, regardless of their
personnel status, were eligible
for research funds. (See table 3.)
Librarians and other faculty on
campus apply for the same funds
at almost 50 percent of the col-
leges, whereas librarians at nearly
18 percent of the schools apply
for funds that are distinct from
those for which the other faculty
applies. Thirty-two percent of the
colleges indicated that librarians
were not eligible for research
funds of any kind.

A correlation between faculty
designation and the availability
of research funds was observed.
Of the colleges that afford librar-
ians full faculty status and rank,
93 percent reported that librar-
ians were eligible for the same
funds as other faculty, compared
to 63 percent of the colleges that
grant only faculty status, 22 per-
cent of the colleges where status
is situational, and 6 percent of
colleges where librarians have
professional status. Conversely,
librarians were ineligible for
research funds of any kind at
less than 5 percent of the “full”
institutions, almost 30 percent of
the “status-only” institutions, 52
percent of the “situational” insti-
tutions, and nearly 55 percent of
the “professional” institutions.

Statistically significant dif-
ferences were found when the
availability of research funds
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TABLE 5
Sabbaticals/Paid Professional Leaves
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was analyzed by tier (X* [df = 3, n = 123]
=12.764, p < 0.01). Librarians employed
by the top-tier institutions are the least
likely to be eligible for research funds.
Forty-one percent of colleges in the top
tier reported that librarians were eligible
for some form of research funds, as did 74
percent of Tier Two schools, 71 percent of
Tier Three schools, and 83 percent of Tier
Four schools. However, only 17 percent of
Tier One schools reported that librarians
were eligible for the same funds as other
faculty, compared to almost 54 percent
of Tier Two schools, almost 52 percent of
Tier Three schools, and 79 percent of Tier
Four schools.

Faculty Committees

Sixty-eight percent of responding institu-
tions reported that librarians were eligible
for election to standing and ad hoc faculty
committees. (See table 4.) Librarians were
eligible to serve on campuswide faculty
committees at all the institutions that af-
ford librarians full faculty status and rank
and at almost 92 percent of the institu-
tions that afford librarians only faculty
status. Librarians are eligible for faculty
committees at more than 50 percent of
“situational” schools, but at less than 19
percent of colleges where librarians hold
professional status.

A Pearson Chi-Square test revealed
statistically significant differences among
the tiers in terms of committee eligibility
(X2 [df = 3, n = 124] = 21.018, p < 0.001).
Almost 37 percent of institutions in Tier
One reported that librarians were eligible
for committees, as opposed to 66.7 percent
of Tier Two institutions, 81.3 percent of
Tier Three institutions, and 91.7 percent
of Tier Four institutions.

Sabbaticals/Paid Professional Leaves
Respondents at institutions where librar-
ians do not have full faculty status and
rank were asked about the availability
of paid professional development leaves
similar to sabbaticals. (See table 5.) More
than three-quarters of schools where
librarians have professional status indi-
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cated that librarians were not eligible for
paid professional development leaves.
Eighty-one percent of the colleges where
faculty status and rank are situational
reported that librarians did not have the
option of applying for this type of leave.
Due to the fact that only colleges without
faculty status were asked about the avail-
ability of sabbaticals, the frequencies were
too small to determine if these results are
statistically significant. Future studies
will ask all respondents about the avail-
ability of paid professional development
leaves.

Summary of Faculty Rights and
Responsibilities for Librarians

The combination of status, rank, and the
individual rights and responsibilities
addressed in the survey provides an
interesting snapshot of the role of the
librarian on liberal arts college campuses,
as illustrated in table 6. Only 22.4 percent
of the institutions surveyed indicated that
librarians have exactly the same rights
and responsibilities as the other faculty
on their campus; that is, they have faculty
status, faculty rank, the same formalized
review process, the same research funds,
and the same committee eligibility. On
the other hand, almost 25 percent of the
colleges reported that although librarians
do not hold faculty rank, they are func-
tionally the same as other faculty: they
undergo a formalized review process, can
apply for research funds, are eligible for

some type of paid leave for professional
development, and can serve on institu-
tional faculty committees.

Less than 15 percent of the colleges
reported that librarians have absolutely
none of the rights and responsibilities
associated with a faculty appointment.
Librarians at these institutions have nei-
ther faculty rank nor status, they cannot
apply for research funds, they are ineli-
gible for paid professional development
leaves, and they cannot serve on faculty
committees.

Only one college in the top tier (3.3%)
reported that librarians were exactly the
same as other faculty, and 10 percent
reported that although librarians lacked
faculty rank, they were functionally the
same as other campus faculty. Almost
13 percent reported that librarians are
afforded none of the rights and respon-
sibilities associated with a faculty des-
ignation.

About 20 percent of second-tier institu-
tions reported that librarians were exactly
the same as other faculty on campus, an
additional 20 percent reported that librar-
ians did not have faculty rank but were
functionally the same as other faculty, and
almost 13 percent reported that librarians
had none of the rights and responsibilities
associated with faculty status.

A quarter of third-tier institutions
reported that librarians were exactly the
same as other faculty, almost 19 percent
reported that librarians were function-

TABLE 6
Summary of Faculty Rights and Responsibilities for Librarians
All Institutions | Tier One | Tier Two | Tier Three | Tier Four

(n=125) m=30) | m=39) | m=32) | mn=24)
Librarian is exactly the same 28 1 8 8 11
as other faculty on campus. 22.4% 3.3% 20.5% 25.0% 45.8%
Librarian is functionally the 31 3 18 6 4
same as other faculty on 24.8% 10.0% 20.5% 18.7% 16.7%
campus.
Librarian has none of the 18 9 5 3 1
rights and responsibilities 14.4% 30.0% 12.8% 9.4% 4.2%
of faculty.
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*Notes: 1. The odds ratios generated by SPSS were inverted for clarity.

2. A risk estimate could not be calculated for sabbatical eligibility due to small cell size.
3. For an explanation of the variance in the above N values, see the preceding tables.
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ally the same as other faculty, and
less than 10 percent reported that
librarians had none of the rights
and responsibilities associated
with faculty status.

More than 45 percent of fourth-
tier institutions reported that
librarians were exactly the same
as other campus faculty, almost
17 percent reported that librar-
ians were functionally the same
as other faculty, and only one
(4.2%) reported that librarians
did not have any of the rights and
responsibilities associated with
faculty status.

Conclusions

The purpose of this study was
twofold: first, it sought informa-
tion about both the titles and types
of appointment held by librarians,
as well as the individual rights
and responsibilities of librarians
on liberal arts college campuses;
and second, it was designed to
isolate a correlation. if one existed,
between those factors and overall
institutional quality.

The number of librarians
with faculty status reported in
previous research was confirmed
by the current work. Less than
34 percent of the institutions
that responded to the current
survey reported that they afford
librarians full faculty status and
rank, which is exactly the same
percentage as reported by Park
and Riggs, who employed a
very strict definition of faculty
status (i.e., faculty status meant
that librarians had the same
titles and same requirements for
tenure and promotion as other
faculty on campus).’® However,
an additional 19 percent of the
colleges surveyed reported that
librarians have faculty status,
but not rank, which means that
almost 53 percent of institutions
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afford librarians faculty status, a figure
that corroborates Lowry’s finding that
57 percent of liberal arts colleges afford
faculty status.”

The current study indicates that librar-
ians with faculty status and rank are three
times more likely to have exactly the same
rights and responsibilities as other faculty
on campus (i.e.,, same review process,
same research funds, and same commit-
tee eligibility) than librarians who have
faculty status only. Therefore, although it
has long been known that the individual
rights and responsibilities afforded to
librarians who have the phrase “faculty
status” attached to their position vary
widely, faculty rank seems to be a more
accurate indicator of faculty rights and
responsibilities.

This survey also found that the tier
in which a liberal arts college is ranked
by U.S. News and World Report is an
indicator of both the personnel status
of librarians and their individual rights
and responsibilities. However, unlike
earlier findings reported by Meyer that
found that faculty status, and tenure in
particular, was a positive indicator of
the institutional success or quality of a
liberal arts college, this survey indicates
an inverse relationship between librar-
ians with faculty status and overall
institutional quality.?

Based on the institutions that respond-
ed to this survey, the best colleges—that
is, those in the top tier of the U.S. News
and World Report rankings —were almost
seven times less likely to afford librar-
ians faculty status and sixteen times less
likely to afford faculty rank than those
in the bottom tier. Top-tier colleges were
about four times less likely to afford
librarians faculty status than colleges in
both the second and third tiers, and were
seven times less likely to afford librarians
faculty rank than Tier Two colleges and
approximately eleven times less likely
than Tier Three colleges. These findings
contradict earlier work by Meyer, who
reported that faculty status, and tenure
in particular, was an indicator of the in-

stitutional success or quality of a liberal
arts college.?! The odds ratios for Tier One
colleges against the other three tiers are
presented in table 7.

Colleges in the top tier also were
the least likely to afford librarians the
individual rights and responsibilities
normally associated with faculty status,
with the exception of the availability of
paid research leaves. Librarians employed
by Tier One colleges were the least likely
to go through a formal review process, to
have access to research funds, and to be
eligible for election to standing and ad hoc
faculty committees, whereas librarians at
Tier Four colleges were the most likely to
have these rights and responsibilities. On
the other hand, top-tier institutions were
the most likely to provide paid research
leaves similar to sabbaticals for librar-
ians with professional status, whereas
fourth-tier colleges were the least likely
to provide this option.?

In summary, this survey indicates
that the higher the tier (i.e., the better the
overall quality of the liberal arts college as
determined by U.S. News & World Report),
the less likely librarians will have faculty
status or rank, the less likely they will
be required to undergo a formal review
process (one that is either the same as
faculty or unique to the library), the less
likely they will have access to research
funds (either the same funds for which
other faculty on campus apply or differ-
ent funds), and the less likely they will
be eligible to serve on standing or ad hoc
faculty committees.

It is beyond the scope of this research
to speculate on the causes or the larger
meaning of this correlation, and the
authors would like to echo Meyer’s con-
cluding remark that “no statistical study
ever provides incontrovertible proof of
an assertion.”” However, the authors
hope that these results encourage more
research into the issue of the personnel
status of librarians on liberal arts col-
lege campuses and how status and the
presence (and absence) of the individual
rights and responsibilities normally as-
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sociated with faculty status affectboth the ~ importance of the library and its staff to
efficacy of individual librarians in their  the overarching educational goals of the
positions and their ability to advocate the  college campus.
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