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The Context: the Drive for Accountability, Value, and
Impact

Regional accrediting bodies, governing boards, external program review groups, and state-level education
coordinating boards, and potentially the Federal government, are all placing expectations for assessment
and measurement on colleges and universities, to
satisfy an increasingly skeptical public about the value of higher education programs, research agendas,
curricula, and services. Often honored with the appellation “the heart of the university” or “the heart of
the campus,” academic libraries have seen during this
same period the ever-increasing attrition in their collections budgets and the confusing loss of centrality
(for them) as privileged information providers at their
institutions, as students, faculty, and others choose
other, more convenient information sources. The disquiet, concern, and anxiety in librarianship have become palpable, giving rise to a spate of research studies, thought pieces, association and think tank reports,
scenario planning documents, and manifestos, calling
for libraries to change their paradigms, assume new
roles and position themselves to offer new sources of
value to the academy, and beyond.1
Because of the wide-ranging concern about the
future of academic libraries among many library leaders, faculty, and academic administrators, a movement has begun to develop new measures to assess
impact and value.2 ROI (or Return-on-Investment)
studies have particularly caught attention in relation
to demonstrating the value that the academic library
might add to faculty research productivity through

In the past decade, the pressures upon higher education institutions in the United States and in other
countries have become unrelenting—demographic
pressures, technological changes, expectations for
increased research productivity, the demands for
improved student learning outcomes, and the requirements for increased operational efficiency and
adoption of business models and new measures for effectiveness—have become commonplaces across the
spectrum of colleges and universities—public, private,
research/doctoral, comprehensive, or community college. Keen competition from profit-sector institutions
has added to the complicated set of pressures with
which administrators and faculty in some higher education settings must grapple. Governing boards, parents, alumni, community members, and a wide range
of other constituents all expect colleges and universities to develop high quality academic programs and
to graduate students equipped to compete in a global
marketplace—with a particular perspective on that
overarching goal, of course, from each of those constituent groups. The competitive global environment,
in fact, forms the backdrop for all of the intensifying
pressures now impinging on American college and
universities.
Demands for increased accountability, assessment, and measurement are now pervasive in American higher education, a trend that will only increase.
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grant awards, as a result of investment in library research materials. The three Library Assessment Conferences held since 2006 have advanced collective
understanding in the profession of possible methods
for measuring value and impact, particularly those
studies of Stephen Town.3 Concomitant with this increased imperative to measure value and impact is an
emerging call for collective action in the library community, and for collaborative relationships among a
range of partners in order to advance value and impact. Although hardly new, this emphasis on collective action and collaborative projects points out an
unmet need—that for measuring academic library
engagement.

Why Engagement? The Purpose of this Study

This paper is based upon the assumption that “engagement” is an emerging construct with potential for
measurement in the community of academic libraries, based on more traditional ideas about outreach,
public service, extension work, and other endeavors
in which the library provides expertise to a wider
community as part of its organizational mission to
improve the quality of life in that community. The
well-known and strongly held values of public research and land grant universities, as manifested in
their outreach, service, and extension programs, are
fine exemplars of this type of outreach, dating to the
Morrill Act itself.4 In addition, metropolitan universities have developed strong outreach and engagement
programs to urban communities, focusing on cultural
programming, economic development, and policy expertise.5
The varieties of engagement mentioned in the
library literature and the higher education literature
are cross-cutting and overlapping, with some fuzziness of meaning. The “pedagogies of engagement”
and “student engagement” provide one frame for understanding a deeper connection for learning in the
academy6; “civic engagement” and “community engagement” provide another frame or reference, that of
extending the programs and expertise of a college or
university—or involving the members of an academic
community in developing partnership with outside
groups, enterprises, or organizations.7 However, the
root meaning of “engagement” upon which this study
draws is the Boyer “Scholarship of Engagement” construct,8 which sees higher education institutions, and
their members, developing a “public scholarship”

which unifies research, teaching, and service in creating connections with a broader set of issues, concerns,
and agendas beyond their institutions.9 The Boyer
taxonomy of the scholarships of discovery (research),
teaching, application, and integration10 are extended
into the “scholarship of engagement”, which encompasses practices that unify the other “scholarships”
and which, according to Barker, involve a “reciprocal,
collaborative relationship with a public entity.”11 The
element of reciprocity is crucial in this understanding
of “engagement”: members of a college or university
participate in civic renewal by working with members
of another organization beyond their own institution,
while also learning from them. In this sense, “engagement” transcends traditional “outreach” or “public
service” because it creates a field of mutual energies
and a collaboratively developed vision around common purposes.
What are the implications of this sense of “engagement” for academic libraries? As part of a complex
web of relationships within their own institutions,
and as a service agency for their own institutions,
libraries have traditionally focused on their “service
role” rather than “collaborative roles” or “partnership
roles.” The major exception is within the community
of academic libraries, where collaboration and leveraging of common expertise is the norm. However, the
many strategic challenges facing academic libraries
are causing many their leaders to question the traditional service role in favor of an ‘engaged partner’
role—both on their own campuses, as well as beyond
their institutions. Issues of scholarly practices and
scholarly communication; the rapid migration of content to digital environments and the attendant behavioral changes of students, faculty, and others; shifts
in pedagogy toward inquiry, critical reflection, and
evidence-base reasoning; issues of intellectual property and author rights; data mining and e-science;
and assessment of learning and program outcomes
are just some of the complex challenges that libraries
must address internally, within their institutions. The
broader public issues, focused on economic development, intercultural awareness, scientific expertise,
public policy development, K–12 education, and international competitiveness, confront higher education institutions—and their libraries—with additional
challenges as the broader public itself grapples with
an uncertain and often incomplete understanding of
the mission, goals, and purposes of research, teaching,
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and learning, in higher education. Because of the confluence of both internal and external challenges and
opportunities for higher education, academic libraries are seeking greater engagement with a wider range
of stakeholders and constituents than ever before in
their history. Because academic libraries must grapple
with the challenges and opportunities of their parent
institutions, they are faced with the need to engage
with both “internal” partners (whether student associations, teaching/learning centers, offices of research,
and many others) and “external” partners beyond
their campuses (whether local business development
offices, school districts, health care providers, or museums). The field of opportunities for engagement is
expansive and growing.

A Proposed Definition of Academic Library
Engagement and Methods of the Study

This study responds to the following research question concerning engagement: What are the emerging
indicators of academic library engagement, as demonstrated by a literature review, an environmental scan of
academic library strategic planning documents, and by
telephone interviews with assessment officers or other
administrators in selected academic libraries? (see Appendix 1) In conducting this study, the investigators
formulated the following provisional definition for
academic library engagement, based on the Boyer
framework for engagement and supplemented by review of strategic planning documents of selected academic libraries:
Sustained, strategic positioning of the academic library to create collaborative, reciprocal relationships with identified partners in
order to advance institutional, community,
and societal goals; to solve institutional-level and community-level problems; to create
new knowledge, new products and services;
and to effect qualitatively different roles for
academic libraries themselves through impact, integration, and outreach to their varied
constituencies. (see Appendix 1)
In order to test the definition, the investigators
devised a three-part plan: (1) conduct a literature review of academic library engagement12; (2) conduct
an environmental scan of thirty academic libraries’
strategic planning documents, and (3) based on a set
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of criteria, identify ten candidate academic libraries
from the larger group of thirty, to interview by phone,
with a standard set of questions concerning engagement (see Appendix 2 for interview questions). The
phone interviews themselves were conducted during
fall 2010.
The five criteria used to select the ten libraries to
interview were: (1) ability to contribute to the definition of engagement (or to refine it); (2) explicit acknowledgement of engagement in strategic planning
documents; (3) engagement present in assessment
planning; (4) breadth of initiatives involving engagement; and (5) evidence of innovative practices.
The investigators identified the following ten
projects, initiatives, or programmatic areas for examination as exemplars of either internal (to the library’s
home institution) engagement, or external (beyond
the campus) engagement, according to the definition
provided to the interviewees in advance:
1. ROI (Return on Investment) for the institution through strategic investments in its libraries
2. Campus-wide student learning initiatives
3. Student retention and student success initiatives and programs
4. Scholarly communication initiatives and programs
5. Institutional repositories
6. Data services programs
7. Support for interdisciplinary academic or research programs
8. New product/new process invention (R & D
work)
9. New learning space design and collaboration
10. Community partnerships (partnerships beyond the institution in which the library participates that involve such institutions as local or regional service organizations, cultural
heritage institutions such as museums, etc.)
The interviewees were sent in advance a Background Paper on Academic Library Engagement providing the provisional definition of engagement, examples of academic library engagement, and the ten
project or program areas identified as possible venues
for either internal or external engagement.

The Findings

Of the ten academic libraries invited to participate
in this study, eight responded and agreed to be inter-
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viewed. Interviews were conducted with appropriate
library personnel—either those in administration
or with assessment responsibilities—from the eight
academic libraries with varying characteristics: three
private and five public institutions; one baccalaureate
college, one master’s level university, and six research
universities, including one large research university in
Canada; and included three land-grant and two urban/metropolitan institutions.
Interviewees were asked to identify programmatic areas where they believed strong linkages existed
at their institution to engaged activities. Those interviewed could identify multiple areas. It is interesting
to note that only two libraries identified community
partnerships, the most external area in the study, as an
area of strength, while those centered more on campus life—campus-wide learning initiatives (5), student
retention and success (4), scholarly communication (4),
and new learning space design and collaborations (4)—
received the highest.
The following lists of “Benefits” and “Metrics”
come directly from questions asked of interviewees
and illustrate the range of possibilities for thinking
about library engagement and how it might be measured.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Metrics
•

Program effectiveness / outcomes measurement
Survey feedback
Learning outcomes
# of partnerships / quality of partnerships
(benefit realized)
Cost / financial sustainability
Saturation of use / # of submissions or items
/ accesses (IR)
Attitudes toward OA
Change measurement
# tangible products: new books, knowledge,
products, etc.
Soft metrics
Quality of relationships
Proof of educational benefit
# grants or monies attracted
Management metrics (e.g., workload and assignment duties, flexibility)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Benefits
•
•
•
•
•

Increased communication within the institution
Increased reputation of librarians within faculty circles
Better relationship with institutional administration
Expansion of influence / opportunities at “the
table”
New products / branded niche
Pride in collections
Increased use of library services

•
•
•
•
•

Visibility
Reputation / credibility
Value of library
Impact of services
Cultivation of partners, donors or friends

TABLE 1
Programmatic Strengths of Interviewed Libraries (In Engagement)
Interviewed Libraries
1

2

3

4

Campus-wide learning initiatives

X

X

X

X

Student retention & success

X

X

X

5

6

7

8

TOTAL

X

5

X

4

Scholarly communication

X

X

X

X

4

Institutional repositories

X

X

X

X

4

X

4

New learning space design/ collaborations
Data services programs

X

X
X

X

2

X

Community partnerships
Interdisciplinary academic & research programs
New product / process invention
Return on Investment (ROI)

X

X

2
1

X
X

1
0
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The study finds that engagement with academic
libraries takes many forms, when conditions allow affinity institutions or academic departments to partner, often with unclear expectations, and for limited
periods of time based upon available resources and
each partner’s willingness to continue. Because of
variable ideas about engagement, its relation to traditional notions about outreach, and the challenges
of pursuing sustainable partnerships, this study did
not result in definitive methods for creating successful engaged partnerships. However, by comparing the
study’s proposed definition and feedback from interview participants, the study makes it possible to come
to a more workable definition and framework for
metrics of academic library engagement.
The study assumed two levels of engagement,
which were validated through the interviews: one
within the institution and the other with outside public- or private-sector partners. Intra-institutional engagement seems to often be the first step in outreach
or collaborative efforts, is easily justified and tied to
institutional mission and student learning and success. These engagement initiatives appear to attain a
sense of permanence due to a variety of factors whether through shared monetary sources, co-location of
staff or services, or perceived mandate by an institution’s administration or partnering institution’s leaders, and aligned with strategic goals or aims. On the
other hand, partnerships with outside entities seem
to be narrow in scope, have requisite high levels of
burden for a project’s start (agreeing to common goals
and purpose, identifying levels of resource support
from each partner, and selling the project internally),
and are likely viable only for a short time. That is not
to say that external partnerships are divorced from an
institution’s primary education role; partnerships that
offer community-level benefits and align in some way
with an institution’s strengths and foci seem only apparent in the service delivery of the partnering academic library. Successful external partnerships seem
to be those that bridge the norms of intra-institutional
engagement and widen the partnership’s scope to be
attractive to many levels of constituencies.
While the ideal of any proposed partnership is
for sustainability and equality of resource commitment, the library, institution or community partner
may experience undue burden for a variety of factors: unbalanced staff experience, physical resources
or facilities; funding originating primarily only with
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one partner; or an unbalanced or tenuous leadership
dynamic among partners. It may be the case that one
partner, (the library, for example), must expend upfront resources in the hope that equilibrium of support will be achieved in the future, or perhaps the unequal expenditure of staff or resources is justified by
a future, expected benefit. With the current state of
library budgets, any partnership or program not tied
directly to the university’s mission or student success,
is unlikely to be successful if partnering proves to be a
continual drain on scarce resources. If there is a threat
to either a self-sustaining model for staffing and funding, a partnering model (business model) for activity
administration, or to an equality of output between
the partners, the continued collaborative endeavor
will not likely achieve true sustainability.
Additionally, it is difficult to define an ideal level
of reciprocity represented in the definition, allowing
that true reciprocal relationships may not always be
warranted. For instance, perhaps part of the partnership’s aims is to build capacity in others, which by
necessity points to an unbalanced expert-novice dynamic. Equally important is the notion that primarily
responsibility for success may not rest with the library,
but with partners—creating a situation where the library lacks control of outcomes.
With these caveats in mind, the initial definition
of engagement presents barriers to use. The definition does not define what a partnership is or whether
there are engaged activities short of partnering. Are
different forms of engagement dependent on a partnership’s scope (e.g., institutional, community and
societal)? And while it may be an easy exercise to
identify new knowledge, products and services associated with particular partnerships, how can academic libraries prove success in effecting different roles for
themselves?
When looking for characteristics of academic library engagement, subsequent metrics to measure
these activities, and a vetted definition, library administrators, assessment specialists, and others should
keep the following in mind:
• Scope: Per the definition, library engagement
may be centered at the institution-level, or cast
wider nets within the community (geographically local or regional, with those of similar
missions, or with other academic libraries)
and even more broadly among diverse institutions with aims at effecting societal change.
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•

Relationship quality: The University Outreach
& Engagement Office of Michigan State University has produced a clear hierarchy that is
useful here identifying outreach and engagement efforts in one of three categories—onetime, project or as a partnership. The same Office at Michigan State has created evaluation
benchmarks and metrics that are helpful in
thinking about library engagement.13
It is not necessary to maintain the crux of sustainability in some instances if a program’s scope or quality of relationship is limited. And by necessity, metrics
evaluating engagement will demonstrate varying degrees of sophistication as the partnership increases in
complexity. Acknowledging the fluidity of purposes,
metrics have been grouped in five categories to provide a suitable construct:
1. Mission & Strategy: these are undergirding measures that speak to the library organization’s
sense of engagement as crucial to its future. Explicit
references to “engagement” are embedded in mission
and vision statements and specific, measurable goals
relating to engagement are carried throughout the
organizational structure in strategic plans and associated action plans for each year.
One interviewee specifically mentioned “strategic alignment” of library with institutional
mission in a closely attuned way, as essential to
deciding upon engagement and outreach activities. In other words, the library will become involved in partnerships internally and externally
as guided by the institutional mission and strategic plan, which in turn drives the library strategic plan. “Mission & Strategy” were implicit in
all of the interviewees’ responses, but there was
variability in how these overarching statements
of value, purpose, and direction were guiding
engagement, outreach, and partnerships.
2. Role Definition & Positioning: this category
addresses strategic placement and position, and “attractor” features of the library as an engaged partner.
Indicators and measures such as centrality, substantial
or enabling contributions, or expanded influence as a
result of redefinition of roles are core to this category.
Interviewees mentioned enhanced ability to
contribute substantially as partners as a result

of assuming new roles, and a potential “multiplier effect” for further engagement as a result of initial or less intensive partnerships.
3. Management & Resource Allocation: measures associated with allocating library resources to
accomplish work associated with partnerships while
maintaining traditional library services and those
important to the institution. These include staffing workload and training, money expended, and
the extent of externally-focused activities, but also
measures of a library’s responsiveness to changing
environs, and the capacity to address changing foci.
Study participants repeatedly mentioned efforts to make the case for the value of their
library within institutional contexts, whether
in the form of ROI, usage data and service
delivery, or supporting activities within the
institution.
4. Program Effectiveness: this category seeks
to explain how well new knowledge, new products, and new or elevated services are provided by
partners. Metrics in this area fall short of explaining the impact on end users (which fall into the last
“Outcomes & Impact” category), but seek to find
the value and quality of the relationship dynamic
between partners. While metrics of program effectiveness may encompass traditional library
measures associated with inputs and outputs, they
will also be select measures tied directly to delivery
of the program’s aims in terms of outcomes and
impact.
Interview participants were aware that collaborative endeavors need to be attractive to
both the library and its partners. Short of assessments of outcomes and impact, measuring the value of shared programs and value
to all participants, beyond the library, seems
to often be a gap in measuring collaborations.
5. Outcomes & Impact: the end results and
associated measures that gauge whether a program
provides the anticipated changes sought by the partnership. These include learning outcomes, impacts
in terms of institutional, community or societal gain,
and impact on the library as a result.
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Interview participants indicated clear benefits
to engagement activities: increased visibility;
better reputation; cultivation of relationships
with educators, administrators, community
groups, citizens, or potential donors; increased

use of library services and spaces; and increased reputation of librarians as faculty.
Taken together these categories of metrics provide
a global view of the interactions within the library,

Table 2
Dimensions Of Engagement & Example Metrics
Dimension Of
Engagement
Mission &
Strategy

Qualitative Indicators

Quantitative Measures

Engagement embedded in mission
and vision statements

Engagement-focused annual
library goals

Engagement embedded in strategic
planning process

Position duties with aspects of
engagement

Core Macro
Measures

Extent of involvement in
stakeholder planning meetings
across campus units
Role Definition
& Positioning

Degree of library participation
in teaching, research, and service
processes of the institution
Expansion of influence as a result
of engagement
Increasing attraction of library as
partner

Management
& Resource
Allocation

Contributions to core strategic,
institutional-level goals
Faculty attitudes about Open
Access Publishing
Extent of donor/friends/ally
cultivation

Flexibility and adaptation skills of
library staff

Staff development programs
focused on collaboration

Business models supporting
program-based resource allocation

Externally-focused workload of
staff

Sustainability
Capacity-building
Strategic alignment

Level of funding for engaged
activities
Program
Effectiveness

Quality of relationships with
project partners

Degree/depth of partner
participation

Reciprocity of learning processes
with partners

Saturation of use/deposits in digital
archive or IR

Formalized relationships and
commitments

Student involvement and
leadership (e.g., number of
student-led collaborative projects)
Satisfaction of clientele

Outcomes &
Impact

“Proof of educational benefit”
Collaborative projects or ventures
(collaboratively developed learning completed
outcomes for instruction program) Tangible products (software, openNew knowledge and products
source monographs or journals) or
developed with collaborators/
services developed
partners
Number of collaborative grants
Enabling new knowledge and
products to be developed by
constituent communities
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between partners, and between partners and participants. It is in the intersection of these categories that
we can begin to measure the three broad macro measures of sustainability, capacity-building and strategic
alignment in an intelligible manner

Conclusion

This study shows that this small cross-section of academic libraries is concerned about engaging with
a wide range of constituencies and partners, mostly
inside their own institutions (the inventory of ten
programmatic initiatives and project areas are all internally focused, except for #10, “community partnerships”, which as part of the design of the study almost
certainly directed attention of the participants to internal initiatives and partnerships in an unbalanced
way). However, the intersection or overlap of “internal” engagement and “external” engagement was implicit in many of the interviews, as participants spoke
of the ramifications of library influence as “attractor
organization” and enhanced reputation and visibility
of the library. In one case, the convergence of “internal” engagement and “external” engagement was very
clear, where the institution identified its top two programmatic strengths as “New Learning Space Design
and Collaboration” and “Community Partnerships”.
In this instance, the collaborative venture in creating a
new learning center involved community and regional partners, and the state-of-the-art facility created is
an ongoing experiment in collaboration and engagement among the library, the library’s internal partners
at the university, and the university’s external partners
in the city and its larger geographical region.
The most distinctive macro-level considerations
linked to engagement and collaborative ventures that
emerged from this study are: sustainability; capacitybuilding; and strategic alignment. The investigators believe that these considerations must be translated into
measures that academic libraries can use to demonstrate how they can developmentally move into more
collaborative, value-enhancing projects with a wider
range of partners within or beyond their campuses.
Taking into account the challenges and opportunities for engagement activities in libraries found
through this study, the investigators offer the following revised definition of academic library engagement:

to create collaborative relationships with identified parties in order to advance institutional,
community, and societal goals;
through a progression of activities ranging from
one-time initiatives, to longer-term projects, to
enduring partnerships;
to solve institutional- and community-level
problems, or to support broad efforts to address
long-range societal issues, through a range of
engaged activities;
to create new knowledge, new products and
services through these strategic choices; and
to effect qualitatively different roles for academic libraries themselves through influential,
reciprocal, and value-enhancing relationships
of mutual benefit to libraries and the varied
constituents and publics with whom they collaborate.

Sustained, strategic positioning of the academic library, through new or redirected resources,
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APPENDIX 1
New Metrics of Engagement for Academic Libraries
Note to participants: In advance of the pre-arranged telephone interview, please review this document. Questions
asked during the phone interview will focus on the proposed definition of academic library engagement below and
on examples of academic library engagement at your institution in any of the ten programmatic areas or institutional priorities enumerated below.

Research Question

What are the emerging indicators of academic library engagement, as demonstrated by a literature review, an
environmental scan of academic library strategic planning documents, and by telephone interviews with assessment officers or other administrators in selected academic libraries?

Provisional Definition of Academic Library Engagement

Sustained, strategic positioning of the academic library to create collaborative, reciprocal relationships with identified partners in order to advance institutional, community, and societal goals; to solve institutional-level and
community-level problems; to create new knowledge, new products and services; and to effect qualitatively different roles for academic libraries themselves through impact, integration, and outreach to their varied constituencies.
Examples of academic library engagement:
•

•

•
•
•

a university library partners with a local museum in creating a digital exhibit of an American author’s works
held by the library and the accompanying illustrations from first editions of those works held in the museum
archives; the digital exhibit is hosted on the library’s web site and a celebration of the author’s work is jointly
sponsored by the library and the museum
a college library works with the assessment office on its campus on a reaccreditation initiative that calls for
student involvement in community projects; a reading program focused on “problems of American democracy” is collaboratively developed between the college library, the local public library, and a local community
literacy organization
a research library develops an open-source software tool to help faculty assess their data management projects; the tool is developed in partnership with the Center for Digital Scholarship on campus
a university library develops an initiative in concert with the Admissions Office, the Office of Student Life,
and the Alumni Association’s Student Scholarship Project to provide “scholarship mentors” for students
throughout their undergraduate careers in order to ensure greater retention and graduate rates
a university library develops a scholarly communication series of events (lectures, town hall discussions)
collaboratively with its Office of Research for faculty, students, and community members focused on applications of scholarship and research within the broader community

Programmatic Areas and Institutional Priorities for Study
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

ROI (Return on Investment) for the institution through strategic investments in its libraries
Campus-wide student learning initiatives
Student retention and student success initiatives and programs
Scholarly communication initiatives and programs
Institutional repositories
Data services programs
Support for interdisciplinary academic or research programs
New product/new process invention (R & D work)
New learning space design and collaboration
Community partnerships (partnerships beyond the institution in which the library participates that involve
such institutions as local or regional service organizations, cultural heritage institutions such as museums, etc.)
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Appendix 2
New Metrics of Engagement for Academic Libraries: Interview Questions
Institution:___________________________________
1. In which of the ten programmatic areas, initiatives, or projects do you think your library is strongest in
terms of engagement as previously defined? What makes your library’s engagement in these endeavors especially strong?
2. In the areas where your library has been especially successful engaging partners and collaborators, what
commonalities exist with regard to implementation and logistics? (e.g., creating “open virtual spaces for
collaborative work among partners; setting aside dedicated “investment” funds each FY; reprioritizing staff
responsibilities and changing position descriptions to facilitate collaboration)
3. Does your library’s strategic plan explicitly mention “engagement” and enumerate goals for accomplishing
it?
4. If your library has defined or described “engagement” in its strategic plan, how are its major elements similar
to or different from those mentioned in the definition provided?
5. What staff development initiatives/processes has your library put in place to promote engagement?
6. How are your currently measuring programmatic effectiveness of your engagement with partners? What
metrics serve as indicators of success?
7. Who in your organization is responsible for measuring the effectiveness of engaged collaborations and partnerships?
8. What benefits has your library achieved through partnerships or collaborations within or beyond the institution?
9. What would your library need to do in order to achieve greater engagement on its campus or with the larger
community?
10. Is there anything you would like to add to our discussions today about academic library engagement?
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