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NEXT STEPS:

The Chair of the Task Force on the Context of Future Accreditation, in consultation with ALA
Management, recommends that the ALA Executive Board refer The Report of the Task Force on
the Context of Future Accreditation, as follows:

The attached report brings together a substantial amount of information gathered from review
of the literature, from correspondence and from feedback gathered through online town hall
meetings and questionnaires. Cumulatively, the data gathered shows a field responding.
Information gathered is relevant to the work of many groups, both within ALA and within the
broader LIS ecosystem. Equally, the Task Force is aware of ongoing work — defining specialized
areas of competency, articulating the changing requirements of different types of libraries, etc.
— that will be of value to the ALA Executive Board in moving forward this important discussion.

Proposed Report Distribution: Distribute the Report broadly both inside ALA -- including ALA
Offices, Divisions, Round Tables and ALA/Council Committees — and externally, including ALA
affiliates and other stakeholder organizations, with a request that organizations review and
comment on the report, with a response to ALA Management by October 2017, for consolidation
of a report to the ALA Executive Board by the 2018 ALA Midwinter Meeting. This distribution
should be accompanied by distribution of the Report of the Task Force on Accreditation — Process
and Communication, which is complementary in its coverage and recommendations.




Additionally, specific referrals and instructions are recommended as follows:
«* Recommendation #1: External Review Panel (ERP) teams should reflect specialized areas
of expertise represented in LIS programs as indicated in the report, with the ERP
recruitment pool expanded to recognize members of related professional associations....

This recommendation complements the recommendation made by the TF on Accreditation —
Process and Communications, to “modify and clarify goals of External Review Panel (ERP) site
visits and reports.” That recommendation, along with others, has been referred to the ALA
Committee on Accreditation which, working with the ALA Office for Accreditation, is reviewing
that report and developing an implementation response to the ALA Executive Board.

Proposed Next Step (1): Recommendation #1 be referred to the ALA Committee on
Accreditation for review and report back to the ALA Executive Board by Midwinter 2018.

% Recommendation #2: Future developments to the accreditation standards be designed to
support student learning and development of practical experience and expertise,
supplemented with core skills and theoretical knowledge.

s Recommendation #6: There be cyclical examination of, and, as appropriate, affirmation
and/or revision of core competencies and values of librarianship.

The TF on Accreditation — Process and Communication recommended development of “a revised
statement of competencies.” That recommendation was referred by the ALA Executive Board to
the ALA Committee on Education, which is charged with “developing and recommending the
association’s policies related to the full spectrum of education for all library and information
studies personnel....” These two recommendations from the TF on the Context for Future
Accreditation provide further guidance on that work.

Proposed Next Step (2): Recommendation #2 and #6 be referred to the ALA Committee on
Education for review and report back to the ALA Executive Board by Midwinter 2018.

< Recommendation #3: The ALA Executive Board work with representatives of the two
accreditation task forces and the ALA Committee on Accreditation, to develop a
conceptual statement to be used as a framework for the development of future
accreditation standards (by the ALA Committee on Accreditation).

Proposed Next Step (3): That the ALA Executive Board appoint a small working group, not to
exceed 7 members, representing the TF on Accreditation — Process and Communication, the TF
on the Context for Future Accreditation, the ALA Committee on Accreditation, the ALA
Committee on Education, the AASL-CAEP leadership, and ALA Management, to develop a
conceptual statement for discussion by the ALA Executive Board at the 2018 Fall Board meeting.
Recommendation #4: The data from the surveys and any supporting documentation, and the
transcripts from the chat sessions and any supporting documents be shared with the ALISE Board
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and the ALISE Council of Deans and Directors so that any information related to LIS education, but
beyond the scope of the task force charge, will be readily available to these groups.

The data referenced will be valuable to ALISE, which collaborated with ALA on both task forces,
and to both the ALA Committee on Education as it considers the broader questions raised in this
report.

Proposed Next Step (4): That the ALA Executive Board direct that data from the surveys and
any supporting documentation, and the transcripts from the chat sessions and any supporting
documents, be shared with the ALISE Board and the ALISE Council of Deans and Directions, and,
additionally, that these materials be shared with the ALA Committee on Education.

s Recommendation #5: (a) There be better accommodation of the interdisciplinarity of LIS
as it continues to expand and is reflected in programs. This also applies to the long-term
tensions/ differences between library science and information science. (b) To
accommodate this interdisciplinarity, the accreditation process should consult the
accreditation standards put forth by similar disciplines

This recommendation has been divided. Part (b) as written seems beyond the capacity — given
their existing workloads — of either COA or COE.

Proposed Next Steps (5): That the ALA Executive Board refer (a) to COA for incorporation in its
current reconsideration of accreditation process, communications and future standards, and to
COE, to inform its considered of competencies and streams of education within the LIS
ecosystem. That the ALA Executive Board refer (b) to ALA Management to facilitate review of
accreditation standards of similar disciplines and development of a summary report to both the
ALA Executive Board and the ALA Committee on Accreditation.

% [Recommendation #6: See Recommendation #2]

< Recommendation #7: There be deeper exploration of the “Questions for Consideration” as
presented on pages 11-12 of this taskforce report.

<+ Recommendation #8: There be exploration of alternative or complementary education
models, such as alternate degrees, competency-based assessments, standardized
licensure, and continuing education requirements.

% Recommendation #9: There be exploration of partnerships in accreditation with other
professional associations and specialized accreditation programs, whether within the
context of the United States and Canada only, further abroad, or both.

Several substantial questions are listed in this report:
» Change: What has occurred and what should be anticipated?
» Breadth: How can education effective serve broad and diverse communities?



» Innovation: How can accreditation recognize and reward innovation in curricula and
pedagogy?

» Alternate degrees: Is there a need for the accreditation program to be more inclusive of
alternate degrees/degree levels?

» Management of accreditation: Is there a need for the accreditation program to establish
additional partnerships?

» Internationalization: Should internationalization beyond the U.S. and Canada be actively
explored?

The Task Force on Accreditation — Process and Communication likewise raised some significant
strategic questions including the following:
» Scope: Should broader international scope be considered? Should ALA accredit programs
more broadly within iSchools?
» Collaboration: Should ALA develop collaborations with other associations (e.g., CILIP,
ASIST, ALISE)?
» Continuing professional education: Should ALA accredit continuing professional
development?
» Business model: Should ALA develop a new “business model” for LIS accreditation?

Because of the potential strategic impact of these questions raised by the TF on Accreditation —
Process and Communication, the Board recommended “that the ALA Executive Board place these
recommendations on a future agenda of the ALA Executive Board and request ALA Management
to provide appropriate background information to inform the strategic discussion of the Board.”

Proposed Next Step (6): That the ALA Executive Board place these recommendations, along
with similar recommendations from the ALA Task Force on Accreditation — Process and
Communication, on a future agenda of the ALA Executive Board and request ALA Management,
working with appropriate internal and external groups (e.g., the Committee on Accreditation,
Committee on Education, ALISE) to (a) develop a timeline for a series of strategic discussions by
the ALA Executive Board on issues related to LIS education and (b) provide appropriate
background information to inform the Board’s strategic discussion of these issues.

«* Recommendation #10: There be regular, iterative exploration of how to narrow or close
the gap between LIS education and the needs of both employers and the graduates
entering the field....

The gaps between educator, employer and graduate expectations is not new. A number of
bodies, both within and external to ALA, have wrestled with this issue. The rapidity of changes
within libraries and within the communities they serve has, however, given new importance to
this discussion.

Proposed Next Steps (7): That this recommendation be referred to the ALA Committee on
Education to inform its discussion of competencies and streams of education within the broad
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LIS field, and that this recommendation be highlighted in the distribution of this report,
particularly to ALA Offices and Divisions, with a request for comments to ALA Management, to
be consolidated for subsequent review by the ALA Executive Board.

* Recommendation #11: There be the development of a comprehensive skills accounting to
provide a framework against which librarians and information professionals can both
measure their existing competencies and identify the need for further skills acquisition.

As part of the work on the ALA Strategic Direction: Professional and Leadership Development,
there is ongoing exploration and initial work related broad frameworks, such as that developed
by CILIP; tracking within specific competency areas, such as services to teens; and, flexible
professional development tracking mechanisms.

Proposed Next Step (8): That this recommendation be referred to the implementation co-
leaders on Professional and Leadership Development to develop a more detailed proposal in
collaboration with ALA Offices and Divisions, with an interim report to the ALA Executive Board
at the 2018 Spring Board meeting.

SUMMARY BACKGROUND:

The Task Force on the Future Context for Accreditation, along with the Task Force on
Accreditation — Process and Communication — grew out of the work of an ALA Executive
Board/Association for Library & Information Science Education (ALISE) working group, 2014-
2015. Appointment of these two task forces was approved by the ALA Executive Board at the
2015 ALA Annual Conference (2014-2015 EBD#12.38), on recommendation of 2013-2014 ALA
President Barbara Stripling. The task forces were appointed by 2015-2016 ALA President Sari
Feldman. The Task Force on Accreditation — Process and Communication was received by the
ALA Executive Board in Fall 2016 (2016-2017 EBD#5.2.1).



Report of the Task Force on
the Context of Future Accreditation
March 27, 2017

Authored by Nicole A. Cooke, Peter Hepburn, Elizaldgeutenant, and Mirah Dow on behalf
of the ALA Executive Board Task Force on the Conhte}d-uture Accreditation

Preface

The work of the task force began in 2015. Notlurgar the end of the process did the task
force know how the 4%presidential administration would take shape ahdtwhe implications
would be for American society at large and for \aulible populations in particular. Not until just
before submission of this report did the task fdrage a sense of what extreme challenges may
be in store for library services in the United 8¢at Accordingly, the report could not take either
into consideration.

On a separate note, the task force was not chéogedmine process — our sister taskforce
had that responsibility. That difference in chavggarants emphasis here so that the reader will
not expect to find greater discussion of conceritis te current process. The task force, however,
found itself discussing process at many junctuhgeugh to the point of submission of this
document. Multiple members of the task force slagpalpable sense of great urgency, of critical
need, to attend to concerns with process. Cons#guas a task force, we encourage the
Executive Board and appropriate bodies within Albfatidress the recommendations in the other
task force’s report as expediently as possible.
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Executive Summary

The ALA Executive Board established the Task Foore the Context of Future
Accreditation in 2015 to conduct research and gl®vecommendations to the Executive Board,
Committee on Accreditation, the Office for Accredion, the Committee on Education, and other
ALA constituents and decision-making bodies. Thsk force, led by Executive Board member
Peter Hepburn, worked in parallel with a sistek thgce led by past ALA President Barbara
Stripling, whose group provided recommendationsuiie accreditation process and internal and
external communication.

The charge before this task force was to develogite paper that “describes the fields
and context” within which ALA will be accreditingnithe future and “to make recommendations
as may arise in the process of that developmeahetd LA Executive Board”. As part of the white
paper, the Executive Board requested informatimutb

» the accreditation of information programs (i.e.,ont doing what, how do they or might
they relate to LIS programs);

» the disconnect, or perceived disconnect, betwealts sikcreasingly needed (e.g.,
information architecture), the current curricula ldS programs, and standards /
statements of core competencies currently in place;

» the representation of core values (e.g., publiesggorivacy, intellectual freedom) in LIS
curricula and as a common thread that binds togetiseand related fields; and,

» the changing institutional context for accreditationcluding factors such as pedagogical
innovation, assessment, and resources.

The task force was also explicitly charged withkseg input from other professional
organizations related to library and informatioreace. To that end, there was both conversation
with and, in some cases, representation from ext@mganizations. Complementing this effort,
the task force sought feedback from an array ottpr@aners and others through surveys and
forums. As a further step, task force members tiadk a deep exploration of literature related
to LIS education.

The resultant report is significant in length, wekrowledge, and includes a dozen
recommendations. They address, among other isheefmllowing:

* aperceived need for regular, even cyclical exatiwnaand as appropriate, affirmation of
the core competencies for librarianship;

* a perceived need for a comprehensive skills acaoyind provide a framework against
which to measure competencies;

» the desirability of partnerships in accreditation;

» the place of standardized licensure and continugdgcation requirements in the
profession; and,

* bridging the gap between education and employee@apons.

The task force further acknowledges that the tendietween the library and the
information science components of LIS educationaiesdifficult to resolve and warrants further
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consideration, especially in terms of how the iQd&dit into the landscape of accreditation of LIS
programs. Also, the research highlights the faat the conversations currently being had in the
field not only overlap, but consistently recur ietdiscipline and the professional fields, and are
likely to do so again.

It is hoped that this report, if not fully resolgithese issues, provides some framework for
navigating them going forward.



Introduction

The ALA Executive Board established the Task Foore the Context of Future
Accreditation in 2015 to conduct research and glevecommendations that could be used by the
Executive Board, Committee on Accreditation, thdic@ffor Accreditation, the Committee on
Education, and others. This task force, led bych#ee Board member Peter Hepburn, worked
in parallel with a sister task force led by pastAAPresident Barbara Stripling, whose group
provided recommendations about the accreditationcgas and internal and external
communication. Task force membership was, in pzstablished to be representative of key
stakeholders within the association, including@wenmittee on Accreditation, the Committee on
Education, the Committee on Diversity, AASL, ACRind PLA.

The charge before this task force was to develogite paper that “describes the fields
and context” within which ALA would be accreditingthe future and “to make recommendations
as may arise in the process of that developmeahetd LA Executive Board”. As part of the white
paper, the Executive Board requested informatimutb

» the accreditation of information programs (i.e.,ont doing what, how do they or might
they relate to LIS programs);

» the disconnect, or perceived disconnect, betwealis sikcreasingly needed (e.g.,
information architecture), the current curricula ldS programs, and standards /
statements of core competencies currently in place;

» the representation of core values (e.g., publiesgcprivacy, intellectual freedom) in LIS
curricula and as a common thread that binds togetiseand related fields; and,

» the changing institutional context for accreditationcluding factors such as pedagogical
innovation, assessment, and resources.

The task force was also explicitly charged withkseg input from other professional
organizations related to library and informatioreace. To that end, there was both conversation
with and, in some cases, representation from ext@mganizations. Complementing this effort,
the task force sought feedback from an array ottgi@ners and other constituents through
surveys and webinars / online forums. As a furitep, task force members undertook a deep
exploration of literature related to LIS educatiBlease see the appendices for further information.
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The Challenge

The task force focused on three primary sub tastesearch, outreach, and writing — to
source information for the white paper. The outhegroup focused on two tasks: seeking
feedback from organizations and individuals. Thatuded parts of ALA (divisions, round tables,
committees) as well as other professional assoaigti The appendices include formal statements
from several bodies. The group also undertooketgof LIS students and of employers in the
field. There is discussion of the survey resulta forthcoming section, and the survey document
is included in the appendices.

The research group had the considerable task mweng the literature in LIS and related
fields, including information found in subscriptigiatabases, blogs, and social media platforms.
Ultimately the body of research was culled andgatieed four ways:

1. Accreditation (in LIS and/or other fields)
2. Library Skills and Knowledge

3. LIS Education (future, re-envisioning, etc.)
4. Quality Assessment of LIS Education

Deeper discussion of the corpus of research followa forthcoming section, but as a
whole, the research affirmed that LIS educatiorvslving. Indeed, LIS education has a long
history of changing to reflect times and trendgyutfh the evolution has perhaps been most
profound in response to the current digital eraesjite changes in the field, the core values of
librarianship have remained largely constant, amgbong conversations related to LIS education
and accreditation acknowledge those values.

The research yielded certain themes common thraugawamination of professional
associations and accrediting agencies. Studemtitgpoutcomes, student retention, assessment,
and faculty credentials are among the areas thatecander scrutiny during accreditation
processes. The research showed, however, that when LIS programs hold continued
accreditation status, there is still a gap, oreaist the perception of one, between the skills,
knowledge, and competencies graduating studente@ueped with on the one hand, and
employers’ expectations and advertised requirementsthe other. The tension between
expectations of graduate education within institugiand expectations among students, graduates,
and professionals was a recurring theme in theareleand in the results of the outreach work.

The task force saw the discussions surrounding kn8Swledge and skills, quality
assessment of LIS education, and the future oedigation as being somewhat cyclical in nature.
That is, similar conversations have been had beforeé in more cynical moments the task force
speculated that such questions would vex ALA, hlares, and LIS programs and program staff
again. Harnessing the cyclical examinations of édilBcation and accreditation so as to anticipate
its movements and address what will arise woula eiitful outcome from the work this task
force as a whole.
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Understanding the Context of Accreditation

Currently, LIS education is evolving. It has addmstory of changing to reflect the times
and trends, perhaps no more so than in the cohstaminging digital era. A review of the
literature in four areas (accreditation in LIS andither fields; library skills and knowledge; LIS
education; and, the quality assessment of LIS edunaindicates that future trends in LIS
education will emphasize information, organizaticarsd people through advocacy and outreach.
In addition, the literature recommends and suggesis competencies that LIS educators must
teach in their programs to equip graduates for ceawer opportunities. Equally, the future of LIS
education must focus on a balance between attiindbe form of local advocacy, community
outreach, and global collaborations; and aptituléhe form of new competencies and skills.
There is also the need to include key stakeholaretbe development of LIS education as it
evolves.

Accreditation (in LIS and/or other fields)

Context of academic units offering ALA-accredited &gree programsAs of submission of this
report! there are 65 ALA-accredited degrees offered by&demic units. Though this report
collectively refers to them as LIS programs, thealidown is not so uniform. Of the ALA-
accredited degrees, 36 are in library and inforomagcience/studies (LIS), 13 are in library
science/studies (LS), 9 are in information sciestcglies (IS), and 8 are unspecified (e.g., MA or
MS, with no disciplinary designation). Of these &ademic units, 38 offer a dual/joint degree
option, 28 offer another master's degree, and ®rofivo ALA-accredited master's degree
programs. 37 academic units offer post-mastertficates/certification, and 18 offer continuing
education and/or non-degree options. 38 academis affer a PhD program, and 16 offer a
bachelor’s program.

Of the 60 academic units that offer ALA-accreditlegjrees, 30 include LIS in their name,
28 include information-only, 2 do not include libyaor information, and none include library-
only. 25 of these academic units exist as staodealinits, while 35 are situated within another
academic unit (e.g., the Department of Researchddistand Information Science, housed within
the College of Education). Of those units situatétthin another, they are most often affiliated
with education and learning (12 academic units)llofeed by arts and sciences (8),
communications and media (7), and computing aratimétion technology (6). Affiliations were
also found with business administration (3 academmits), engineering and applied sciences,
human and social services, and social and beh&@oences (2 academic units each), followed
by interdisciplinary professional studies, natusalences, psychology, and research methods,
respectively (1 academic unit each).

Based on this analysis, the majority of academitsiseeking ALA accreditation share the
following characteristics and educational offerings

» They are situated within another academic unitenathan existing as stand-alone units.
» Their names are inclusive of both library and infation science.

1 http://lwww.ala.org/accreditedprograms/directory
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» They offer one ALA-accredited LIS degree programmglfjoint degree(s) option(s), a PhD
program, and post-master’s certificates/certifmatptions.

Context of the specialized accreditation of informaon-related programs. The ALA’s
accreditation program first incorporated informatgxience, albeit in a limited manner, through
adoption of the 1972 Accreditation Standard¥he next Standards revision, in 199panded
the scope of the ALA’s accreditation program inamporating information studies. Since this
time, the ALA has faced a unique challenge in nietjog the association’s more specific scope,
libraries? with the accreditation program’s broad scopealiprand information studies. The
Standards are perceived by some as more stronghcéened with the practice of librarianship
than the study of informatior?."However, librarianship is only addressed in tthe five major
Standards areas — |. Systematic Planning and Mticum® Furthermore, the definition of
library and information studies itself does not@feally concern itself with the profession of
librarianship:

The phrase "library and information studies” is enstood to be concerned with
recordable information and knowledge, and the smwiand technologies to
facilitate their management and use. Library amidimation studies encompasses
information and knowledge creation, communicatiafentification, selection,
acquisition, organization and description, storaged retrieval, preservation,
analysis, interpretation, evaluation, synthesisssémination, and management.
This definition incorporates a field of professibpaactice and associated areas
of study and research, regardless of a degree’safam

While information, as disciplinary study and scienbas been within the purview of the
ALA’s accreditation program for more than two deesdtensions between the role of library
science and information science within LIS educapersist. Feedback solicited from the iSchool
Caucus characterized this tension as follows:

Information is a phenomena-defined field with arademic home typically
evaluated according to research university standard.ibrarianship is a more
stakeholder-defined field, evaluated less on se¢bhlp and more through
negotiation with its professional community. Fealidve we can resolve this
tension in the near term but it forms a contexwinich we can perhaps better
understand the challenges of developing an aca#dit process that will satisfy
all parties®

2 http://www.jstor.org/stable/25618478

3 http://www.ala.org/accreditedprograms/standardards

4 http://www.ala.org/aboutala/

5iSchool Caucus Deans and Directors of North AnaeriSchools with ALA-accredited master’s prograass,
reported by Dr. Andrew Dillon. See Appendix for fladf report.

ALISE Deans, Directors, and Chairs, as transcrib@th the webinar “The Context of Future Accreditati Input
Session”

6 http://www.ala.org/accreditedprograms/sites/atpancreditedprograms/files/content/standards/
Standards_2015 adopted_02-02-15.pdf

7 ibid, pg. 2

8 iSchool Caucus Deans and Directors feedback
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While it is important to acknowledge the histoensions between these two disciplines,
for this report’'s examination of the context of LERlucation and its relationship to other
information education accreditation programs, iyina worth considering the information-related
disciplines as part of a continuum, with libraryesce and information science as interrelated
disciplines that share particular traits, values] eterests.

The institutional structure of academic units wibA-accredited degrees reveals certain
preexisting relationships between information pamgs and cognate disciplines and professions.
The strong relationship between the LIS and edacatisciplines is recognized within the ALA
accreditation program through its partnership g Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP). Two relationships — arts and sciences, and sanibehavioral sciences —
reflect the broad interdisciplinary nature of tH& lfield and do not lend themselves to specialized
accreditation programs. Relationships with disog8 such as communications/media and
computing/IT, followed by business administratiordapplied sciences/engineering, exist. The
Information Professionals Task Force of the Asgamigfor Information Science and Technology
(ASIS&T) previously identified each of these didmipry areas as aligned with the scope of
information professional education progratfs.

Disciplinary Spheres
Information
Lib Sci Science
ibrary Science ; . .
_ y _ Informatics Computing Applied Science
Archival Science . Information Applied
) Information . .
Museum Studies S — Technology Engineering

Cross-cutting Disciplines: Business, Communicati@ducation, and Public Administration
Based on this analysis, the following specializedreditation programs are most closely
related to the accreditation of North American miation programs, and warrant further
investigation:

* Business
0o AASCB*P Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Basminternational
0 ACBSP Accreditation Council for Business Schools & Peogs
o |ACBE? International Assembly for Collegiate Business é&ation

e Communications

9 http://www.ala.org/aasl/education/caep
10 https://www.asis.org/IP_Task Force Study 7-11408.h
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0 ACEJMC Accrediting Council on Education in Journalism ardass
Communication
» Computing, Information Technology, Applied Scien&e:ngineering
0 ABET?PEngineering Accreditation Commission
o ATMAE?P Association of Technology, Management, and Appledineering
» Education
o CAEP*" Council for the Accreditation of Educator Prepimat
» Health Informatics and Information Management
0 CAHIIM&P Commission on Accreditation for Health Informatarsd Information
Management Education
* Library and Information Science
0 CILIP: Chartered Institute of Library and Infornmai Professionals
* Public Administration
0 NASPAA-COPRA® Commission on Peer Review and Accreditation, Netvad
Schools of Public Policy, Affairs and Administratio

& Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA
. Association of Specialized and Professional Aditors (ASPA)

o

Archival Science and Museum Studies do not haveialzeed accreditation programs, but
as the disciplinary spheres indicate, there is dppay for further investigation:

* American Alliance of Museums — Accreditation Comsia® (accreditation of museums,
not degree programs)

» Society of American Archivists —guidelines for guate programs as well as certification
of individuals through the Academy of Certified Arzists

Expansion of the ALA accreditation program beydmelWnited States, Canada, and Puerto
Rico is also worth considering. While the accratilin program has historically been limited to
these two countries, a program located in the dritegdom received pre-candidacy status in
December 2016. Should this program advance todacylstatus and secure initial accreditation,
it will be the first ALA-accredited program outsidef North America. Potential
internationalization of the ALA accreditation pragr is not explored in this report, but should be
examined in the future. Expansion of accreditationadditional jurisdictions would need
involvement from representatives of those jurisdics.

Questions for Consideration

The plentiful and diverse educational options -erit (MA), hierarchical (BA and PhD), and

supplemental (certificates and continuing educatiocoupled with the low number of programs
that have pursued accreditation for multiple méastelegrees, indicate an area for future
consideration: should the ALA consider expanditsgaccreditation program to include these
alternate academic offerings? If so, it may coasttie following:
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At this time library and information services, ah@ accreditation of educational
programs, are at a critical juncture. They exisan atmosphere of remarkable
change--in the professions, in education for thesdessions, and in the larger
world. Itis incumbent upon us to recognize theiftdd changes, to embrace those
which can benefit the professions and educatiothtamanage change as best we
can. What are the changes that have occurredeeently? What changes can be
anticipated in the short and medium terms? How exduncation work to serve
effectively very broad and diverse communitieswHan accreditation recognize
and reward innovation in curricula and pedagogy®virhuch accreditation change
to adept at anticipating the context of the future?

Is there a need for the accreditation program tmbee inclusive of alternate degree
levels (BA and PhD)? In 1951, the master's-lev&dential was deemed the
appropriate degree for library professionidls. Since that time, alternate
credentialing structures has been proposed forrothembers of the LIS
professions, for example, the certification progsafiered through the ALA-APA
for administrators and support stidf.It may be worth considering whether the
exclusive focus on the master’'s degree — designdxt tboth the entry-level and
terminal degree — is appropriate for the rangengpleyment options within LIS
organizations and professions. While the respditgifor examining this question
falls within the purview of the Committee on Educat not the Committee on
Accreditation, it may also be worth considering titee this relationship and
decision-making arrangement is structured effeltiwéthin the ALA.

Is there a need for the accreditation program tabéish additional partnerships?
The partnership model between the ALA and CAEP ¢t expanded to other
LIS practice specialties. For example, a partnprisétween the ALA accreditation
program and the American Bar Association (ABA) magognize ABA-accredited
credentials as an appropriate professional degrdaw librarianship. The CAEP
partnership is managed primarily within the ALA’sm&rican Association of
School Librarians (AASL). Given the specific aredsexpertise housed within
specific professional associations, the exploratind establishment of additional
accreditation partnerships would be best considbyethe ALA consulting with
appropriate professional associations (e.g., theegan Association of Law
Librarianship and the American Bar Association).

Is the ALA’s accreditation program conducive to d@aic units pursuing multiple degree
accreditation? The low number of academic progrdnad offer multiple master's ALA-

accredited degrees (5 of 28) may indicate thatAh& accreditation program is not appealing.
This low number may also reflect degree offeringstangentially related professions and
disciplines (e.g., Identity Management and Secuattyl exas-Austin, Telecommunications and
Network Management at Syracuse) that do not negskave a strong demand for accredited

credentials.

11 http://www.ala.org/aboutala/sites/ala.org.aboufitds/content/governance/officers/eb_documents/
2014 _2015ebdocuments/ebd12_11 1 accreditation sdisecu fal4 0.pdf (p. 20)
12 http://ala-apa.org/certification-news/



Exploration of the Literature

Library Skills and Knowledge

The literature examined provide valuable insighdarding the knowledge and skills
needed by librarians in the digital age, and itradsles the expectations and priorities institutions
consider when hiring entry-level librarians. Basea examination of job advertisements,
employers continue to value non-technical skillb@avily as technical skills; however the nature
and pervasiveness of technical skills has changedreusly. There is also extensive exploration
of how graduate LIS programs ensure that theiresttedand graduates are prepared for both the
demands of graduate study and professional workhenmodern environment. The literature
identifies an issue with library graduate educatompetencies, with some programs discussing
competencies but few requiring formal skills assess.

A tension between education and training ariseisariterature as well as in other spheres
—this tension was prevalent in the online foruimisexample, and it is one that task force members
themselves have discussed. LIS programs do ndt jeh skills but the intellectual underpinnings
that will enable librarians to acquire and applyiskhoughtfully, deliberately, and effectivelyn
a work environment where jobs have become scamncsome parts of the profession and some
locales, where employment projections for librangesitions in the United States remain slower
than averagé® and where job postings are often worded and wethhtore heavily in favor of
skills, it is understandable that students and upes think in terms of the practical. There is,
however, a danger if programs try to emphasizetigedity at the expense of the theoretical: the
landscape of practical shifts quickly and unexpaigteand programs simply cannot stay apace.
This is even truer when curriculum development psses are taken into consideration, which at
many institutions involves multiple levels or iteom of review before implementation. The time
lag involved works against any program trying tous only on teaching current skills.

Programs do not solely instruct students in thertecal, of course. The literature shows
that there is an abundance of practical knowledgegoimparted through LIS programs. On the
other hand, the research also points to gaps, usttip the perception that endures among
practitioners and students that programs are nsgnsive to demands for skills as they might
like. This is borne out in studies such as Kradslgdswhich examines access services — still a core
part of most libraries — and confirms the existeota gap in library graduate education in this
aspect of librarianshiff. Askew andTheodore-Shusta’svork, meanwhile, indicates that while
research methods courses and evaluation coursesesadent in programs, assessment as a skill
is not emphasized in LIS program curricula desipéeing become more important in the fiéld.

Does accreditation actually hinder programs in ¢paiesponsive? The standards for
accreditation (to be discussed further in the sextion) change infrequently, and only after very

13 Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department ofdrabSummary." U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. @aber 17,
2015. Accessed 2016. https://www.bls.gov/ooh/edodtaining-and-library/librarians.htm.

1 Michael J. Krasulski. "“Where do They Come Fromgl diow are They Trained?” Professional Educatiah an
Training of Access Services Librarians in Acadehilraries.”"Journal Of Access Servicé4, no. 1 (January
2014).

15 Consuella Askew and Eileen Theodore-Shusta. “HavwLDrarians Learn Assessmentdbrary Leadership &
Managemen®8, no. 1 (November 7, 2013).
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lengthy, careful consideration. Although the ad@etion standards have consistently encouraged
innovation and continuous improvement, programs pegeive the standards as a constraint on
experimenting that prevents them from attempting tteéngs in an effort to address a changing
landscape of library skills. A key point the leure discusses is that LIS education programs seek
to educate generalists when they may need to faceslucating specialists. That would, however,
entail the development (and assessment) of addltioacks for different types of librarians and
library education.

The literature, as well as the outreach conducyetthd task force, places a focus on core
competencies. This is true when it comes to lipskills and knowledge as it is in other areas.
The current ALA core values of librarianship arerenced time and again. Still, there are other
ideas of what needs to be included in core compegen A recurring one, as expressed in surveys
and forums (see the following sections), centersustural competencies; that is, an understanding
of, appreciation and respect for, and knowledgeos¥ to work on issues and situations related to
equity, diversity, and inclusion. This means diéi& things, in different contexts (i.e., in theSLI
classroom and program, in a work situation with cdkers of all levels, and in a work setting with
library users). Other ideas for revisions to wéua considered core competencies in the field of
librarianship are also present in the literatunepgh none quite as powerfully and pervasively.

While sociocultural knowledge has arisen as a genaonsideration for LIS education,
evolving technologies and emerging trends contiougave an impact on LIS education. As Hu
notes, this has led to the establishment of newictli&a, new course design and methods to
organize LIS education, new competencies for fgcaid new efforts to recruit studehtsJob
markets have expanded for graduates, both withnaries and elsewhere. There is connection
here regarding how programs have diversified, cgrout niche areas for instruction. In Cox and
Corrall’s study, the resilience of the professiatse jurisdiction is apparent despite pressures to
erode it, but librarianship fills new niches thrbufprays into teaching, and more recently into
open access and data managerherthe diversification necessitates variation inricuta at a
minimum, and further highlights the issue of whethiehe areas are commonly addressed within
current core competencies, or if there are new etemgies to be developed and applied.

Although the task force has focused on the futargext for accreditation, the members
have had conversations around issues of licengirajessional credentialing, and continuing
education. The survey of the literature did natlude this topic area, however. It merits
acknowledgement as a concern for further explanatémd given such models as licensure of
public or school librarians in certain states dreldontinuing education program through the ALA
Allied Professionals Associatidfithere are examples to draw upon should nationpidetices
be desired. Reinforcing this is feedback from i®ehools, as shared by Task Force member
Andrew Dillon, which recommends consideration ofoiring to a graduate certification/licensing
system for librarianship as an alternative to paogaccreditation®

6 Sharon Hu. "Technology Impacts on Curriculum dfrary and Information Science (LIS) - a United &satUS)
Perspective.LIBRES: Library & Information Science Research Hieaic Journal23, no. 2 (September 2013).
7 Andrew M. Cox and Sheila Corrall. “Evolving Acadienibrary Specialties.Journal of the American Society
for Information Science and Technolog§, no. 8 (May 31, 2013).

18 http://ala-apa.org/

19iSchool Caucus Deans and Directors feedback.
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The literature surrounding library skills and knedfje speaks strongly to the
differentiation between education and training, ahthe same time exposes the divide between
the practical and the theoretical. Accreditatioa f&ctor in shaping how programs are structured
as much as responsiveness to the ever-changimgdidibrarianship is. Core values are at the
core of LIS instruction, and the knowledge andiskmparted in LIS education map back to them.

Quality Assessment of LIS Education

Quality assessment of LIS education includes adetgzh. The concept of Quality
Assurance (QA) in LIS education promotes two oliyest accountability and quality
improvement from a global perspective. A key aspé®A is to develop standards for quality
LIS education. Put slightly differently, per Tamma QA has the aim of facilitating the
recognition of qualifications of professionals pessing an LIS educatidfi. The research offers
up at least three models: Learning Outcome, IFEA ®uality, and Model Curriculum. Of those
three, the Learning Outcome model rises to gregteshinence among Tammaro’s findings. A
common theme to what the research team found regpgdality assessment is familiar already:
much of the literature discusses the existence“ghp” between LIS education and employers’
expectations.

The literature examined by the team focuses noétgaisnodels, but also on trends in LIS
education, including the development of framewddisanformation professionals. Beyond that,
there is also the “re-envisioning” LIS educatio dhe MLS degree. There is clear reiteration of
the need for core values within the profession evliéveloping new competencies for future
information professionals. Core values and conmués, in fact, were on the minds not just of
various authors, but also of many of the resporgdenthe surveys and participants in forums and
other conversations — matters of equity, diversaty] inclusion are on the minds of many. As
Bertot, Sarin, and Jaeger note in their “Re-enwisig the MLS” report, the emphasis for future
LIS education should focus on a balance betwed&ndgt(advocacy, outreach, collaboration) and
aptitude (competencies, training, skiff$) Discussion of core values and competencies adilir
in the next section.

A study from Australia by Partridge and Yates peiatthe need for key stakeholders, such
as students, educators, and employers, to be edtlud the development of LIS education
programs?? These same stakeholders are to be engageddnality assessment of LIS education
programs, as required by the Alstandards The body of literature gathered does not speak t
who those stakeholders may be otherwise, but sameepresented on the Committee on
Accreditation, including practitioners, LIS facultgnd members of the public. There are other
associations, however, whose members hold a vedadst in LIS education. ALA is the largest
library membership association, but others suchhasMedical Library Association, Special
Libraries Association, American Association of Laibraries, and the Music Library Association

20 Anna Maria Tammaro.Current Trends of Quality Assurance Models in LifEation" In Quality Assurance in
LIS Education187-196. New York, NY: Springer, 2015.

21 John Bertot, Lindsay Sarin, and Paul Jaeger. "Rasibning the MLS."Public Libraries54, no. 6 (November
2015).

22 Helen Partridge and Christine Yates. "A Frameworkhe Education of the Information Profession#irstralia.”
Australian Library Journabl, no. 2 (May 2012).
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exist. There are librarians among the ASIS&T menrsiie, and, as crucially, there are LIS faculty
members, too. A role for ASIS&T and the Associatior Library and Information Science
Educators (ALISE) in accreditation brings up a thyoguestion for the task force: what is the
place of iSchools in accreditation?

The task force approached the topic of how iSchéibls with accreditation multiple
times, perhaps never really landing on it. Theaesh team itself did not glean any particular
guidance from the literature it examined on theatrehship of iSchools to the accreditation
process. Instead, it may be the report from tlsbosI's Deans and Directors Caucus that offers
the most salient points:

» Librarianship is a more stakeholder-defined fieldaluated less on scholarship and more
through negotiation with its professional community

» The standards emphasize a professional mindsetcenmed with the practice of
librarianship more than the study of information.

* As the accredited programs all exist as graduageegs in universities, they must operate
within a broader context of research and schoktpectations of the parent institution.
Further, since more and more accredited progranst @dthin interdisciplinary
colleges, not only are their resources less dyetatgeted at individual degree
programs, which complicates reporting?>..

The task force has not resolved the issue of haWwa8ls participate in and may contribute
to accreditation but acknowledges that the futorgext of accreditation necessarily must address
what that relationship can be or should be.

As for other stakeholders, and as previously notéf, students and recent graduates
shared through the task force’s surveys and webihair perception of a gap between education
and employer needs. This conclusion is affirmedugh the literature querying student’s
perception of their LIS education prograffi$>?¢2’and evidenced in student-led initiatives to
supplement their LIS educatit?®3°3! The research team found that, when queried, Aligstr

2 iSchool Caucus Deans and Directors feedback.

24 Berry, John. "Students sound off about their sthohibrary Journal124, no. 18 (November 1, 1999): 46-48.

25 Cherry, Joan M., Wendy M. Duff, Nalini Singh, ahdanne Freund. "Student perceptions of the infoionat
professions and their master's program in inforomaitudies.'Library & Information Science Resear@8, no. 2
(2011): 120-31. d0i:10.1016/j.lisr.2010.09.004.

26 Chow, Anthony S., Theresa L. Shaw, David Gwynm Bartensen, and Margaret Howard. "Changing tinmek a
requirements: Implications for LIS educatioh."IBRES: Library and Information Science Researdactonic
Journal21, no. 1 (March 2011): 1-23.

27 Dow, Elizabeth H. "LIS learning culture: Identifyj disaffected studentsJburnal of Education for Library and
Information Sciencé&2, no. 1 (January 2011): 32-40.

28 vandegrift, Micah. "#HackLibSchool." In the Libsawith the Lead Pipe. October 13, 2010. Accessedialy
2017. http://www.inthelibrarywiththeleadpipe.orgiZBhacklibschool.

29 Crissinger, Sarah. "Students taking back the amati®n.” ACRLog. January 23, 2015. Accessed Jan2at7.
http://acrlog.org/2015/01/23/students-taking-baué-tonversation-the-2015-lis-symposium-on-educétion

30 Cunha, Nicole. "DERAIL sparks conversation." Thim@®ons Voice. May 8, 2016. Accessed January 2017.
https://simmonsvoice.com/2016/05/05/derail-spaiksversation/.

31 Jardine, Fiona M., and Erin K. Zerhusen. "Chartimg Course of Equity and Inclusion in LIS throuBiversity."
The Library Quarterly85, no. 2 (2015): 185-92. doi:10.1086/680156.
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LIS students are optimistic about the LIS professamnsider the role of technology in their future
careers and stress the importance of workplaceiexge, as noted in the study by Combes & al.
That same study found that many students also repbigh satisfactory level with their LIS
courses. This particular article is indicativetloé situation in Australia, and is among several th
research team selected to report on education erdditation in other countries. Overall, the
task force did not spend much time consideringesitation outside of North America.

The exception to this is the accreditation of pamgs in Canada. ALA currently accredits
the 8 programs in that country. The task forcelfitsot only has formal representation from the
profession in Canada, it also undertook outreadDaiwadian librarians in hopes of learning more
from them. As task force member Andrew Dillon rgpdrom his conversation with the iSchools,
there is also a concern among Canadian LIS fatldtlythe current process is too US-centric and
lacks awareness of the higher education conteftainada, which differs in key ways from the
US3® This was confirmed by a task force member whigraied that some Canadian LIS faculty
indicated concern about representation on acctedit@ommittees; because Canadian higher
education differs from the US, it is very importdnthave Canadian accreditation committee
members. Currently, the Committee on Accreditatitmes include a member appointed in
consultation with the Canadian Federation of Liprssociations.

The forum for Canadian participants did not revgalte so much concern among
practitioners or students, but there are still saffierences. Law on copyright, privacy, and
intellectual freedom are not exactly the same athénUnited States. While conversations on
diversity in the United States often focus on rand ethnicity, particularly on underrepresented
minority groups, in Canada, the French-English leaage divide still resonates. And, issues related
to Indigenous peoples are far more prominent tbathie analogous groups in the United States.
A final difference lies in the governmental strues; in each country, which affect educational
funding as well as funding for libraries themselvekhere is some perception that the current
accreditation standards do not accommodate ispeedis to Canada and their LIS programs.

A final aspect to quality assessment of is theamotif a checklist of sorts of the standards
and other criteria to which programs should adhdree literature gathered was not as clear on
this matter, but again, the iSchools’ report ras@scerns:

Schools feel there is no clear guidance on whad datd what evidence to provide
to COA when formulating the program submission. eréhare no agreed

benchmarks or comparative data points requested, léthe or no emphasis on

demonstrable outcomes. Instead, the standardsiiieamphasize the importance
of having a planning process, tied to no particugmal other than those the
individual program might identify/

32 Barbara Combes, Jo Hanisch, Mary Carroll, andriildughes. “Student Voices: Re-Conceptualising Red
Positioning Australian Library and Information Suee Education for the Twenty-First Centuryfie International
Information & Library Reviewt3, no. 3 (September 2011).

33iSchool Caucus Deans and Directors feedback.

34iSchool Caucus Deans and Directors feedback.
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This relates to information the task force hearecaotally from deans, directors, and LIS
faculty, such as the burden placed on programsoduyce documentation in an effort to anticipate
what reviewers may demand instead of being in sena self-reflection within the program and
consequent moves toward improvement. The repodymed by the task force on accreditation
process and communication, chaired by past ALAigess Barbara Stripling, addresses many of
these concerns more directly. This task forceraffithe recommendations of its sister task force
and has taken their report into considerationhaduture of accreditation will depend in part on
how much the process changes in accordance withitiee task force’s recommendations.

The literature surrounding quality assessment ofeatitation overlaps with that for library
knowledge and skills in addressing core valuescamdpetencies. Quality assessment, however,
also takes into consideration partnerships andntieenational aspect of accreditation. How the
iSchools fit into the accreditation process remaansimportant topic of discussion; there is
potential for significant change in this area cong® the future context for accreditation.

LIS Education (Future, Re-envisioning, etc.)

By this point in the literature review, overlap Wwiprevious sections becomes more
apparent. This section illustrates the future k& education, which continues to be grounded in
core values that continue to frame and shape irdbom professionals.

As noted previously, the literature reviewed empekinformation, people, technology
and organizations. In addition, the literatureoramended and suggested new competencies that
LIS programs must teach in order to equip graduatesew career opportunities. Examples, as
posited by Blaise Cronin at his keynote at théniiérnational Seminar on Library and Information
Science Education and Research, include interdiisary collaboration, the use of information
communication technologies, and the ability to wete and advocate for local and global
communities, which may bring about new career opaties for information professionals.
Other studies examine the relevancy of the MLS @egand discuss re-inventing (or re-
envisioning) the MLS degree. The emphasis woulgleeed on engagement with people and
communities, innovation, change and assessmengrardjing technologies.

The conversation again returns to the area of cakges and competencies. As Bertot,
Sarin, and Percell note, core values remain esdembile future information professionals will
need to have a set of core competencies that ia¢ardong others) the ability to lead and manage
projects and people; to facilitate learning andoation either through direct instruction or other
interactions; to work with, and train others to useariety of technologie$. The Bertot, Sarin,
and Percell report is unique because it placessfoauconcepts and knowledge, and not on skills.
The latter is not ignored, but it is clear from fiterature that the authors put knowledge at a

35 Blaise Cronin. "A Field in Flux." Speech, IlI Imteational Seminar on Library and Information Scieflucation
and Research (LIS-ER) , Spain, Barcelona, Jun815.2Jlune 28, 2015. Accessed February 26, 2016.
http://bd.ub.edul/liser/sites/bd.ub.edu.liser/firalgrama/ppt/Cronin-opening.pdf.

36 John Carlo Bertot, Lindsay C. Sarin, and Johnmaé¥eRe-Envisioning the MLS: Findings, Issues, and
ConsiderationsReport. College of Information Studies, Univergif Maryland College Park. College Park, MD,
2015.
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premium over skills for the workplace in LIS progra The actual core competencies themselves
may change, but the authors acknowledge that temstween education and training remains.

Much of what the research team selected in termhi$S€ducation and its future turns out
to have been addressed elsewhere in the literetw@me form or another. Indeed, the overview
of the literature demonstrates how the conversatieturn time and again to familiar themes, and
while the question of education versus trainingsfemost prevalent, it is clear that it is one of
several recurring themes.
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Survey Results

The outreach work undertaken by the task force wmadti-pronged. Following on
conversations with specific populations (the Deamsl Directors body within ALISE, for
example) more representative of LIS educatordasieforce turned to surveying to elicit feedback
from a broad cross-section of employers, studeansd, recent graduates. Two surveys were
developed and distributed, one with a target audieaf those who would hire workers with an
ALA accredited degree, the other with a target encke of current students or recent graduates of
LIS programs. Task force member Mirah Dow led @nalysis of the results. The task force
recognizes that the results cannot be consideagidtstally sound as there could not realistically
be a representative sample to survey. Nonethdlessurvey results underscore what the task
force learned through its research and its outréaatembers of specific populations. Highlights
from the data follow.

Most Needed in the Future

Studentsindicated that the most important skills and/anpetencies by future librarians
and other information professionals are
» soft skills (58/64 respondents, 90%);
» technology skills including digital literacy andraputer languages (45/64, 70%); and,
* management and leadership (35/64, 55%).
Students also mentioned the need for instructiskilé to teach patrons, research philosophy and
methods, searching, cataloging, advocacy, custsargice, collection development, information
ethics, community assessment, cultural competenamnesinformation literacy.

Employers indicated that the most important skills and/ampetencies needed by future
librarians and other information professionals are
» technology skills (65/110, 59%);
» soft skills (44/110; 41%); and,
* library management (17/110, 15%).
Employers also mentioned the need for instructiakdls, leadership skills, customer service,
project management, flexibility, assessment, fotinda of the field, searching, and community
assessment.

Disconnect

Students(49/64, 77%) indicated that there is a currentahsiect between the skills taught
in current curricula of LIS program and what wi# bheeded in the future. While there was no
single pattern in response statements, there watensents suggesting courses should include
more practice opportunities.

Employers (79/113, 70%) indicate that there is a currentahsect between the skills
taught in current curricula of LIS program and whall be needed in the future. Response
comments make clear that graduates of LIS prognaeesl to be better prepared for practice,
communication, and understanding politics of lisr

Core Values
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Studentsindicated that the core values that should infaitiere bind together LIS related
fields and core elements of curriculum are

» access (31/56, 55%),

» interpersonal skills (17/56, 30%),

* customer service (15/56, 27 %),

» social justice (13/56, 23 %),

* intellectual freedom (11/56, 20%), and,
» diversity (11/56, 20%).

Employersindicated that the core values that should irfuhge bind together LIS related
fields and core elements of curriculum are
* interpersonal skills (50/106, 47%),
» customer service (35/106, 33%),
* access (28/106, 26%),
* intellectual freedom (20/106, 19%),
» diversity (17/106, 16%),
* privacy (15/106, 14%), and,
* instruction (13/106, 12%).

Future Methods of Teaching

Employersrecommended that future methods of teaching ingc&§rams include student
experiences in the field (45/94, 48%), and a vardgtmethods (15/94, 16%) including face-to-
face opportunities to build interpersonal skillgbinars, and project-based learning.
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Online Forums Results

In a continued effort to reach a wide variety adkstholders, the ALA Task Force on
Context of Future Accreditation held a series afrfonline forums with stakeholders. This series
of online forums targeted certain populations aodctuded with a general forum for those who
did not otherwise had an opportunity to contribukgach forum was hosted by a facilitator from
the task force, with attendance at each forum achpp200. The facilitator utilized a set of guiglin
guestions, closely aligned with the open-endedtqresincluded in the task force’s student and
employer surveys. The conversations were recoi@tediture analysis. The four sessions were
as follows:

» LIS faculty (other than deans and directors). $Hay, August 18, 2016

» Librarians and LIS graduates in Canada. Thursflagust 25, 2016

* Current LIS students and recent LIS graduates. n&sahy, August 31, 2016
» General forum open to all interested parties. &ficGeptember 2, 2016

Transcripts from three of the forums were downlakidefull; one transcript could only be
partially downloaded, and the first 20 minutes wex@nually transcribed. Participant responses
were coded thematically. The initial set of codes drawn from the code book developed for the
Task Force’s student and employer survey. Thedescavere inductively revised, as appropriate,
to accurately reflect the meaning of each partitiisacontributions. The coded results were then
analyzed, organized, and presented in alignmeriit thi2¢ Task Force’s charge. This approach
aimed to emphasize areas of consensus across at#elroups, and frame the subsequent
recommendations within the context of this repast/erall recommendations.

Practical Experience and Expertise, Supplemented Wh Core Skills and Theoretical
Knowledge

The need for LIS students to enter the professitimpvactical experience was consistently
emphasized more than any other issue or topicticiants highlighted the value of practical
experience, including improved student competitegmnin the oversaturated LIS job market,
strengthened connections between students andtioraets, and prepared graduates that can
better meet the needs of discerning employers.

Field experience was strongly encouraged outsidbetclassroom through internships,
practica, work-study and co-op programs, residen@ed alternative spring breaks. Practical
experience through course work was also encouragedlesser extent, through service learning
and field projects that partners students with camity organizations and clients to work on
tangible, real-world projects. A number of papants emphasized the need for paid experiences
and opportunities. A few participants recommenderding academic credit for prior field
experiences, and that specific measures be desighguotect students from coercive or
exploitative experiences.

A number of participants appreciated the theorecawledge that can be learned in
pursuing an LIS degree, and recommended supplemgentot supplanting, philosophical and
theoretical knowledge with practical experience apglication to better bridge perceptions of a
theory/practice, scholar/practitioner, academickptace divide.
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Some participants also encouraged educational gmegyrand the ALA’s accreditation
program to shift from shallow, generalist curricated more strongly emphasize in-depth learning
through specialization and expertise cultivatiogh few participants felt that the relatively brief
length of time to degree completion (roughly 36di® and current expectation for all LIS
programs to meet the needs of all students lingtedcular depth and rigor and had a negative
impact on program quality.

Skills and Competencies Needed of Future LIS Profs®nals

Participants identified a number of established amgrging skills, competencies, and
dispositions that are increasingly important fdufe LIS professionals. There was some overlap
between the competencies mentioned by participants those included in the ALA Core
Competences of Librarianship statem&nfThe majority of the skills, competencies, and
dispositions mentioned could be considered uniVskslls needed by all practicing professionals,
regardless of industry or field, while others, sashinformation organization, are considered LIS-
specific skills.

The following skills, competencies, and disposisi@re listed in descending order, from most to
least commonly mentioned:

» Dispositions and habits of mind: Advocacy, chafgmis, creativity, critical thinking, design
thinking, entrepreneurship, flexibility, forwardutking, innovation, lifelong learning,
problem solving, professional development, riskisigk

* Leadership: Administration, leadership, managemamd supervision of human, financial,
and physical resources and projects.

» Cultural competency: Culturally competent practicat addresses accessibility, diversity,
inclusion, intersectionality, multiculturalism, anultilingualism.

* Research: Research philosophies, publications,sahdlarly communications, including
publishing models, open access, open educationungessy and intellectual property.
Quantitative and qualitative methods, includingeassent and evaluation.

* Instruction: Pedagogical and learning theoriestructional design and delivery, information
literacy, and textual literacy development.

* Technology: Digital literacy and fluency in thesation, design, application, testing, and use
of current and emerging technologies, includinga®ag and information retrieval.

» Community: Community engagement and partnershipseach and marketing, community
needs assessment.

» Criticality: Critical and alternate approachestgpectives, and practices that advance social
justice, counter bias and inequality, and challdgnaditional and hegemonic ways of knowing.

» Organization and Development: Cataloging, encadimgtadata, and collection development.

» Service: Customer service, people-focus, and kedgé of social services.

» History: Foundations and history of the field,luding the development of information ethics
and values.

* Interpersonal skills: Conflict resolution, collabtion, negotiation, teamwork, and written and
oral communication skills.

37 http://www.ala.org/educationcareers/careers/cangtoorecompetences
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» Data Science: Data analytics, curation, managenaadtstewardship.

A few participants mentioned context-specific skdhd competencies, including archives
and records management, knowledge managementuamahities.

Connection Between Skills and Program Curricula

A majority of participants perceived a disconneetween the skills increasingly needed
within the LIS professions and the current curacof LIS programs. This disconnect was
identified across all aspects of LIS curricula avithin specific aspects of LIS curricula, such as
technology, instruction, and management. Somecpaahts recognized that any perceived
disconnect was contingent on individual prograrargiths, curricula, specializations, and iSchool
membership status. A number of participants felt they were unprepared after entering the field
upon graduation, and a few participants felt theAAaccredited master's degree programs was
more a procedural requirement for professional egrpent than an authentic learning experience.
Very few participants perceived a strong connectmnno disconnect between the skills
increasingly needed within the LIS professions @ir@dcurrent curricula of LIS programs.

Core Values of LIS and Related Fields

Participants identified a number of longstanding aew core values that bind the LIS
field to cognate disciplines and allied professiosch of the values included in the ALA Core
Values statement were identified, along with a nembf new professional values. Some
participants suggested that the current valuesudaited within the ALA Core Values statement
be refined and updated to reflect the current andder context of the LIS field.

The following values are listed in descending ordesm most to least commonly
mentioned:

» Equity. Anti-oppressive, critical, and inclusive approes, perspectives, and practices that
advance social justice, counter bias and inequalitg challenge traditional and hegemonic
ways of knowing.

» Lifelong Learning and Professional Developmentontinuous professional development
through reflective, theoretically grounded, anddevice-based practice that embraces change,
innovation, and improvement.

* Access and Accessibility Information should be freely, readily, equalgnd equitably
accessible to all individuals of all abilities.

* Intellectual Freedom Freedom from censorship, promotion of free esgia, openness,
transparency, and academic freedom, and facilitatfanformation and idea exchange.

» Social Responsibility Advocacy, collaboration, and collective actioradvance solutions to
critical challenges facing the profession and t@munities it serves.

» Concern for the Whole Persofempathetic, human-centered approaches that enadyodthic
of care and concern for the whole person.

 Community Community outreach, engagement, and participatmat affirm libraries and
information centers as an essential and safe pgbbd.

* Privacy. Protection of individual privacy, and freedororfr surveillance and unnecessary or
intrusive data collection.

» Service Providing the highest level of service to allividuals in an equitable manner.
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* Professionalism Commitment to professional practice, engagenaart leadership, including
organizational citizenship.

 Democracy Protection of the right of all persons to fregossion and equal access to
information, with respect for and understandinghe differences in legislative and judicial
definition and rule across municipalities and coiest

» Diversity. Respect and sensitivity for diversity, broadéfided, through culturally competent
practice.

* Preservation Ensuring current and future generations havesscto the information they
need in a format they can use through the preservand stewardship of information and
resources and environmental sustainability.

* Education Support for lifelong learning through the advament of digital, information, and
text-based literacies.

Institutional and Accreditation Context

A number of participants encouraged respect for anderstanding of the broader
academic context of individual LIS programs as thalgte to their academic institutions, their
iISchools membership status, and emphasis on lilbratfor information studies. Additionally, an
understanding of how higher education culture ingp&dS programs and how the Council for
Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) impacts the A&s accreditation program was
encouraged. A number of participants supportecermai and external programmatic
collaborations between LIS programs and with acaclemts in cognate disciplines and practica
organizations. A few participants felt that theique context of collaboration within
interdisciplinary academic units, including iSchmoshould be better understood and reflected
within the ALA’s accreditation program.

Educational Credentials

A number of participants recommended revising thé-mAccredited master's degree as
the sole educational path for professional practitbese recommendations include alternative
degrees and credentialing methods, including ceatds and certifications, bachelor’s degrees and
combined bachelor's/master’s programs, individig@risures, learning modules, and workshops.
A few suggested that alternate credentials coultp hecruit and retain students from
underrepresented backgrounds, encourage strongemare academically rigorous master’s
programs, and improve the value of an ALA-accrebiteaster’s program. Continuing education
requirements for practicing LIS professionals was® suggested by some participants, with one
suggesting the model used by the ALA-APA’s ceréifion program. Participants also highlighted
the value of dual-degree programs and obtainingcarsl masters. A few participants requested
clarity and guidance on recognizing internatiomahen-ALA accredited credentials.
Systematic Planning and Assessment

A few participants expressed support for curreetmants of the ALA’s accreditation
program, including systematic planning, constitummjagement, program-level student learning
outcomes assessment, quantitative and qualitatsesament, emphasis on programmatic changes
and outcomes, and alignment of curricular decisisits program goals and objectives. A few
participants suggested student learning outcomsssasient methods that are not explicitly
mentioned in the ALA’s accreditation program, irdihhg formative assessment, the assessment
of higher-order thinking skills, and the assessneépiractical outcomes.
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Teaching, Learning, and Pedagogy

A number of participants supported online degreegrams and digitally enhanced
learning methods, including flipped courses, blehidarning environments, synchronous online
instruction, and open online courseware. Partidgpalso supported more engaging and student-
centered pedagogies, including collaborative, team] peer-based learning, project-based
learning, self-directed learning, seminar-styledssions with minimal lecturing, and alternative
and critical pedagogies. Some participants alsirel more intellectually rigorous instruction
that challenged and supported students to learrdawélop. Inviting practitioners and experts
into class, either through guest lectures or collative/team-teaching, was encouraged.
Participants also expressed a desire for instrsictoth relevant professional experience and
recommended that instructors be appropriated placedurses that align with their professional
and scholarly interests and background. A fewig@pgnts were empathetic to the tenure,
accreditation, and administrative burden placedubirtime faculty and recognized that it may
compromise instruction quality. Universal Desigm Eearning Campus and campus resources
and colleagues, such as a teaching center or atistnal design staff, were suggested as useful
methods to improve teaching and pedagogy.

Curricular Design

A number of participants noted that curriculum esviand modifications processes may
take a number of years. In response, some recogedehe adoption of more agile and iterative
curriculum development processes and methods, asicipecial topics and experiential courses,
to better adapt to changes in field and meet trelsi@and expectations of constituents and
employers. Some participants recommended a str@mgehasis on professional contexts, career
advising, and post-graduation tracking (both withnd beyond library employment) as methods
to improve curricular quality. Some participantseuraged an improved ALA presence in LIS
curricula through conference programs, webinarg, eimats. Case studies, interdisciplinary
sources, and student presentations were all carsidsseful course elements.

The task force shares the conversations surrouradirrgculum but acknowledges that to
the actual development of curriculum is within fheview of the programs and institutions and
not the accrediting body.

Related Programmatic Elements

A number of participants expressed a need for M@ rning admissions standards, such
as prior field experience requirements or demohktraommitment to the field, in tandem with
initiatives to recruit underrepresented students$ tiwse pursuing LIS as a first career. Some
participants also identified a need for currenthtexdogy tools and resources, particularly for
online students who might need special accessgmubst.

Accreditation Reform

A few participants encouraged consultation or paeghip with related accrediting agencies
and professional associations, including the Asgmm for Computing Machinery Special Interest
Group on Computer-Human Interaction (ACM CHI), fkesociation for Information Science and
Technology (ASIS&T), the Council for the Accreditat of Educator Preparation (CAEP), and
the Chartered Institute of Library and InformatiBrofessionals (CILIP). A few recommended
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instituting a cyclical review of the accreditatiprogram, broadening constituent engagement in
accreditation reform efforts, or ending the ALAceeditation program.
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Recommendations

The task force recommends that:

1.
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External Review Panel (ERP) teams should refleccigized areas of expertise
represented in LIS programs as indicated in thertewith the ERP recruitment pool
expanded to recognize members of related profesisimsociations. Furthermore, the
aims and purpose of accreditation — to provideegodl means for the improvement of
educational programs in a changing world — mustfddemost throughout the
accreditation process (both writ large and applestitutionally). In order to
accomplish the purpose, external review panel mesnbrist be trained so as to
provide formative assessment to institutional paogs.

Future developments to the accreditation standadesigned to support student learning
and development of practical experience and exgeersupplemented with core skills
and theoretical knowledge.

The ALA Executive Board work with representativéshe two accreditation task forces,
and the ALA Committee on Accreditation, to devedogonceptual statement to be used
as a framework for the development of future adtadn standards (by the ALA
Committee on Accreditation).

The data from the surveys and any supporting dontatien, and the transcripts from the
chat sessions and any supporting documents bedswitethe ALISE Board and the
ALISE Council of Deans and Directors so that anforimation related to LIS
education, but beyond the scope of the task foneege, will be readily available to
these groups.

There be better accommodation of the interdiscipiip of LIS as it continues to expand
and is reflected in programs. This also appliethélong-term tensions / differences
between library science and information science. o @ccommodate this
interdisciplinarity, the accreditation process ddaronsult the accreditation standards
put forth by similar disciplines.

There be cyclical examination of, and, as approgyiaffirmation and/or revision of core
competencies and values of librarianship.

There be deeper exploration of the “Questions fongeration” as presented on pages
11-12 of this taskforce report.

There be exploration of alternative or complemegné&atucation models, such as alternate
degrees, competency-based assessments, standaldiegesure, and continuing
education requirements.



9. There be exploration of partnerships in accreditatvith other professional associations
and specialized accreditation programs, whethdrimthe context of the United States

and Canada only, further abroad, or both.

10.There be regular, iterative exploration of how #rrow or close the gap between LIS
education and the needs of both the employers landtaduates entering the field.
Any such exploration should be cognizant of theeexations for graduate education

in institutions of higher education.

11.There be the development of a comprehensive sat®unting to provide a framework
against which librarians and information professisrcan both measure their existing

competencies and identify the need for furthedskitquisition.
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Conclusion

The field of library and information science israbust and vibrant as ever, increasing in
interdisciplinarity, innovation, and impact. Thysowth is represented in LIS graduate programs,
the positioning of said programs in their univeesit(LIS programs sit within a variety of schools,
departments, and colleges and are paired with ratvey disciplines), and in the composition of
their faculties. The research conducted by thle fiase indicates that this growth has outpaced
the accreditation process. The process requirgsnebed expertise (in terms of ERP composition)
and increased interdisciplinarity and inclusiveneghe standards used for evaluation.

This white paper consolidates a portion of the ggsional literature, and the task force’s
outreach efforts solicited the opinions from peapl¢he field - students, professionals, faculty,
and administrators. In the appendices, peer siufieal organizations have provided their
thoughts and hopes for the future of accreditati®here is great excitement and passion for the
field, but the field’s processes need to be updatetineed to be poised for continued and rapid
growth, and it is hoped that this information aedammendations benefit the Executive Board,
COA, the Office for Accreditation, and numerous esttstakeholders in LIS education and
accreditation.

This report is respectfully submitted by the mersbarthe task force with thanks to the
Executive Board and the associations and bodiegpresent for the opportunity to contribute.

34



Task Force Members

John M. Budd, ACRL representative
Professor Emeritus
School of Information Science & Learning Techno&sggiUniversity of Missouri

Clara M. Chu, ALISE Board of Directors represemati

Director and Mortenson Distinguished Professor

Mortenson Center for International Library Prograkdsiversity of lllinois at Urbana-
Champaign

Lynn Silipigni Connaway, Committee on Accreditati@presentative

Senior Research Scientist and Director of User Research
OCLC

Nicole A. Cooke, lead author and Spectrum DoctBedllowship Program representative
Assistant Professor and MS/LIS Program Director
School of Information Science, University of llliscat Urbana-Champaign

Andrew Dillon, iSchool Consortium representative
Dean and Louis T. Yule Regents Professor of Infdiona
School of Information, University of Texas at Aumsti

Mirah Dow, AASL representative
Professor
School of Library and Information Management, Engp&tate University

Tula Giannini, ALISE Council of Deans and Directoepresentative
Dean and Professor
School of Information, Pratt Institute

Michael Gutierrez, Committee on Education represard
Department Head, Reference and Research Services
New Mexico State University

Peter Hepburn, task force chair and ALA Executioai8l representative

Head Librarian
College of the Canyons

35



Elizabeth Lieutenant, students and recent graduepessentative
Education Program Analyst
Quality Information Partners, Inc.

Victoria Owen, Canadian representative
Chief Librarian
University of Toronto Scarborough

Julie Beth Todaro, ALA President and ALA ExecutBeard representative
Dean of Library Services
Austin Community College

Ngoc-Yen Tran, Committee on Diversity represengativ
Outreach & Student Engagement Librarian
University of Oregon

Gary Wasdin, PLA representative
Library Director
King County Library System

Mary Ghikas, staff liaison
American Library Association

The task force acknowledges former task force mesnBesemary Bonnano and Mary
Stansbury for their past contributions. The taské additionally thanks the many individuals and
organizations who gave their time through conversat e-mails, surveys, and online forums.

36



Appendices

Literature compiled by the Task Force Research Team

Additional literature

Organizational statements on accreditation

American Association of School Libraries (AASL)

Association of College and Research Libraries (ALCRL

Public Library Association (PLA)

ALA Sustainability Round Table (SustainRT)

Association for Information Science and TechnolG§81S&T)

The iSchool Caucus

Additional statement - Association for Library anfbrmation Science Education

(ALISE) Council of Deans, Directors and Program i&héOctober 15, 2013)

2016 Student Survey and Employer Survey issuedhéylask Force Outreach

Team (accompanying PDF document)

ALISE/ASIS&T Joint Panel on Accreditation: Movingorivard with LIS

accreditation reform (program description) (acconyjray PDF document)

37

34

38

40

42

43

45

49

51

53

55

57



Literature Compiled by the Research Team

“2015 Symposium on LIS Education: Program.” Novene014. Accessed February 26, 2016.
https://lisedsymposium.wordpress.com/program/.

Abels, Eileen G., Smith, Linda C., and Howarth, bgnC. “Educate to Innovate: Re-visioning
Library and Information Science Education.” 20htitute of Museum and Library
Services planning grant, 2014.

American Library Association. “Core Competencd3€cember 14, 2011. Accessed February
26, 2016. http://www.ala.org/educationcareerskaeorecomp/corecompetences.

Askew, Consuella and Eileen Theodore-Shusta. “Bowibrarians Learn Assessmentibrary
Leadership & Manageme@8, no. 1 (November 7, 2013): 1-9.

Bertot, John, Lindsay Sarin, and Paul Jaeger. ERasioning the MLS." Public Libraries 54, no.
6 (November 2015): 23-33.

Bertot, John Carlo, Lindsay C. Sarin, and Johnei@éll. Re-Envisioning the MLS: Findings,
Issues, and Considerations. Report. College @drimation Studies, University of
Maryland College Park. College Park, MD, 2015.

Burke, John J. Survey Results: Technology Skihs lfibrarians and Library Staff. Google
document. Middletown: Miami University of Ohio,nlaary 30, 2016.

Burnett, Peter. "Challenges and Problems of LISdaton in Selected African Countries."UIS
Education in Developing Countries - The Road AheaB71. Vol. 165. IFLA
Publications Series. Berlin/Munich: De Gruyter 62014.

Chu, Clara M. "The Future of Library and InfornetiScience Education: A Global Perspective.”
The Future of Library and Information Science Ediara A Global Perspective. October
14, 2015. Accessed February 26, 2016. http://vehideshare.net/tise2015/the-future-of-
library-and-information-science-education-a-glopatspective-by-clara-m-chu.

Combes, Barbara, Jo Hanisch, Mary Carroll, and ridilBlughes. “Student Voices: Re-
Conceptualising and Re-Positioning Australian Lip@nd Information Science Education
for the Twenty-First Century.The International Information & Library Revie$s, no. 3
(September 2011): 137-43.

Cox, Andrew M. and Sheila Corrall. “Evolving Aaadic Library Specialties.Journal of the
American Society for Information Science and Teldgy64, no. 8 (May 31, 2013):
1526-42. doi:10.1002/asi.22847.

Cronin, Blaise. "A Field in Flux." Speech, Il Brnational Seminar on Library and Information
Science Education and Research (LIS-ER), SpairceBara, June 4, 2015. June 28, 2015.

38



Accessed February 26, 2016. http://bd.ub.edultiges/bd.ub.edu.liser/files/
Programa/ppt/Cronin-opening.pdf.

Detlefsen, Ellen G. "The Education of Informatitsi from the Perspective of a Library and
Information Sciences Educatodburnal of The Medical Library Associati®0, no. 1
(January 2002): 59-67.

Detmering, Robert, and Claudene Sproles. "For¢pet Desk Job: Current Roles and
Responsibilities in Entry-Level Reference Job Adigements."College & Research
Libraries 73, no. 6 (November 2012): 543-555.

"The Future of LIS educationlhtersectiongThe Graduate School of Library and Information
Science). January 4, 2016. Accessed  February  28016.
http://www.lis.illinois.edu/articles/2016/01/fututis-education.

Germain, Carol Anne. “LibGuides: Library and Infaation Science: The Future of Libraries.”
June 24, 2009. Accessed February 26, 2016.
http://libguides.library.albany.edu/content.php?
pid=51724&sid=1037871.

Halpern, Rebecca. "What | Gained With My MLIS." RCog. May 23, 2013. Accessed February
26, 2016. http://acrlog.org/2013/05/23/what-i-galrwith-my-mlis/.

Harper, Ray. "The collection and analysis of jotvextisements: a review of research
methodology.'Library & Information ResearcB86, no. 112 (February 2012): 29-54.

Hirsh, Sandra, et al. "International PerspectineklS Education: Global Education, Research,
and Collaboration at the SJSU School of Informatidournal of Education For Library
& Information Scienc&6, (March 2, 2015): S27-S46.

Hu, Sharon. "Technology Impacts on Curriculum ddrary and Information Science (LIS) - a
United States (US) PerspectivdllBRES: Library & Information Science Research
Electronic JournaR3, no. 2 (September 2013): 1-9.

Hughes-Hassell, Sandra. "Some Thoughts on therd-irection of Library and Information
Science EducationYoung Adult Library Servicel2, no. 1 (Fall 2013): 39-44.

"Information Professional 2050 (IP 2050) Confereh€onferences. June 5, 2012. Accessed
February 26, 2016. http://sils.unc.edu/about/camfees/ip2050.

Jingfeng, Xia, and Wang Minglu. "Competencies &ebponsibilities of Social Science Data
Librarians: An Analysis of Job Description€bllege & Research Librarieg5, no. 3
(May 2014): 362-388.

Johnston, Nicole, Judith Mavodza, and Jassim Moheainiirjees. "Exploring the extent to which
English LIS Masters programs in the UAE and Qataenthe skills and knowledge needs

39



of employers in the library and information studiedd.” Lecture, IFLA World Library
and Information Congress, 81st IFLA General Comfeeeand Assembly, South Africa,
Cape Town, August 19, 2015. June 30, 2015. Aeckdsebruary 26, 2016.
http://library.ifla.org/1187/.

Kaur, Trishanjit. "Challenges and Concerns forrarly and Information Science (LIS) Education
in India and South AsiaJournal of Education For Library & Information Sciee 56,
(March 2, 2015): 6-16.

Kawalec, Anna. "Education, competencies, skillthmfield of Information and Library Science
in selected European centres.” In BOBCATSSS 20béd@dings. Proceedings of 22nd
BOBCATSSS conference, Barcelona, Spain. Januarg2@l4. Accessed February 26,
2016. https://proceedings.bobcatsss2014.hb.sd¢dview/344.

Krasulski, Michael J. "“Where do They Come Fromgdow are They Trained?” Professional
Education and Training of Access Services LibrarisnAcademic Libraries.Journal of
Access Servicekl, no. 1 (January 2014): 14-29.

Kwan, Yi, and Ralph Turner. "The Current Landscapéhe School Librarianship Curricula in
USA." Journal of Education For Library & Information Sciee55, no. 4 (October 2014):
303-321.

Li, Changging. "Qualitatively Maintaining Libragnd Information Science Education in China."
In Quality Assurance in LIS Educationl-87. New York, NY: Springer, 2015.

Lynch, Beverly P. "Accreditation in North Americd,Unique Quality Assurance Program." In
Quality Assurance in LIS Educatiob87-196. New York, NY: Springer, 2015.

Lynch, Beverly P. "Library Education: Its Pasg Rresent, Its Futurelibrary Trends56, no. 4
(Spring 2008): 931-953.

Maceli, Monica. "Creating Tomorrow's Technologis@ontrasting Information Technology
Curriculum in North American Library and InformatioScience Graduate Programs
against Coded4lib Job ListingsJburnal of Education for Library & Information Sciee
56, no. 3 (July 2015): 198-212.

Maceli, Monica. "What Technology Skills Do Devetwp Need? A Text Analysis of Job Listings
in Library and Information Science (LIS) from Jatixde4lib.org.” Information
Technology & Libraries34, no. 3 (September 2015): 8-21.

Marcum, Deanna. "Educating the Research Librariabraries and Scholarly Communication:
Issue Brief. May 7, 2015. Accessed February ZB.62 http://www.sr.ithaka.org/
publications/educating-the-research-librarian-asstalling-short/.

Miwa, Makiko, and Shizuko MiyaharaQuality Assurance in LIS Education: An Internatibna
and Comparative StudyNew York, NY: Springer, 2014.

40



Mullins, James L. "Are MLS Graduates Being Pregddmr the Changing and Emerging Roles
that Librarians Must Now Assume Within Researchraites?."Journal of Library
Administration52, no. 1 (January 2012): 124-132.

Partridge, Helen, and Christine Yates. "A Framdéwfmr the Education of the Information
Professions in AustraliaAustralian Library Journabl, no. 2 (May 2012): 81-94.

Peyvand Robati, Alireza, and Diljit Singh. "Comgreties required by special librarians: An
analysis by educational leveld8urnal of Librarianship & Information Scienekb, no. 2
(June 2013): 113-139.

Raju, J. "Knowledge and skills for the digital ewaademic library."Journal of Academic
Librarianship40, no. 2 (March 2014): 163-170.

Ramesha, Ramesha and B. Ramesh Babu. “Trenddei@es and Future of Library and
Information Science Education in IndidDESIDOC Journal of Library & Information
Technology27, no. 5 (September 1, 2007): 17-26.

Scripps-Hoekstra, Lindy, Megan Carroll, and Therdsatis. "Technology Competency
Requirements of ALA-Accredited Library Science Ruogs: An Updated Analysis.”
Journal of Education For Library & Information Sciee55, no. 1 (Winter2014 2014):
40-54.

Tammaro, Anna Maria. "Current Trends of Qualityséiance Models in LIS Education.” In
Quality Assurance in LIS Educatiob87-196. New York, NY: Springer, 2015.

Tariang, Bikika Laloo.Essays on Library and Information Science Educatidlew Delhi: Ess
Ess Publications, 2012.

Wagner, Gulten S. "Future of Education for Libramyd Information Science: Views from
Australia."Education for Informatiori8, no. 2/3 (October 2000): 123.

Yu, Hairong, and Mari Davis. "The Case for Curhicu Reform in Australian Information

Management & Library and Information Science EdwecatPart 1, Technology And
Digitization as Drivers.Information Research?2, (October 2, 2007): 1-22.

41



Additional Sources

"AASHE Campus Sustainability Hub." Academic ProgsamAASHE Campus Sustainability
Hub. Accessed 2016. https://hub.aashe.org/broypssi/academicprogram/.

"About ALA." About ALA. Accessed 2016. http://wwala.org/aboutala/.

"ALA and AASL: Assuring Quality in School Librariship Education Programs.” American
Association of School Librarians (AASL). Februa®p, 2016. Accessed 2016.
http://www.ala.org/aasl/education/caep.

ALISE Deans, Directors, and Chairs. "The ContelxFoture Accreditation: Input Session."
Webinar transcription.

"ASIS&T - The Information Association for the Infoation Age." ASIS&T Issues Study on
Graduate Information Programs and Accreditatioruly 11, 2008. Accessed 2016.
https://www.asis.org/IP_Task_Force_Study_7-11-08Lht

Berry, John. "Students Sound Off About Their Schdalibrary Journal124, no. 18 (November
1, 1999): 46-48.

Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of bkab®@ummary.” U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics. December 17, 2015. Accessed 2016. :Httpsv.bls.gov/ooh/education-
training-and-library/librarians.htm.

Cherry, Joan M., Wendy M. Duff, Nalini Singh, anddnne Freund. "Student Perceptions of the
Information Professions and their Master's Progmarinformation Studies.Library &
Information Science ResearsB, no. 2 (2011): 120-31. doi:10.1016/j.lisr.2@8D004.

Chow, Anthony S., Theresa L. Shaw, David Gwynn, Déertensen, and Margaret Howard.
"Changing Times and Requirements: ImplicationsLft8 education."LIBRES: Library
and Information Science Research Electronic Jouialno. 1 (March 2011): 1-23.

"Core Competences." Education & Careers. Decembgr 2011. Accessed 2017.
http://www.ala.org/educationcareers/careers/cor@éoconecompetences.

Crissinger, Sarah. "Students taking back the caafen." ACRLog. January 23, 2015. Accessed
January 2017. http://acrlog.org/2015/01/23/studeaksg-back-the-conversation-the-
2015-lis-symposium-on-education/.

Cunha, Nicole. "DERAIL Sparks Conversation." Then8ions Voice. May 8, 2016. Accessed
January 2017. https://simmonsvoice.com/2016/05&aidsparks-conversation/.

Dillon, Andrew. I1School Caucus Deans and Directors of North Amerit$Schools with ALA-
accredited master’s program2015. Report.

42



Dow, Elizabeth H. "LIS Learning Culture: Identifgisaffected StudentsJburnal of Education
for Library and Information Sciencg2, no. 1 (January 2011): 32-40.

"Directory of ALA-Accredited and Candidate Program&ibrary and Information Studies.” ALA
Accredited Programs. Last updated March 8, 2017.Accessed 2017.
http://www.ala.org/accreditedprograms/directory.

Jardine, Fiona M., and Erin K. Zerhusen. "Chartilng Course of Equity and Inclusion in LIS
through iDiversity."The Library Quarterly85, no. 2 (2015): 185-92. doi:10.1086/680156.

"Revised Standards for AccreditationAmerican Libraries 2, no. 9 (1971). 959-63.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/25618478.

"Standards for Accreditation of Master’'s Programkibrary and Information Studies." Standards
for Accreditation of Master’'s Programs in Libramdalnformation Studies. February 2,

2015. Accessed 2016. http://www.ala.org/accregitegrams/sites/
ala.org.accreditedprograms/files/content/stand8tdatards_2015 adopted_02-02-
15.pdf.

"Standards for Accreditation of Master's Programisibrary and Information Studies 1992." ALA
Accredited Programs. December 14, 2011. AccesX¥b. http://www.ala.org/
accreditedprograms/standards/standards.

"Sustainability Curriculum in Higher Education: AalCto Action.” Sustainability Curriculum in
Higher Education: A Call to Action. 2010. Acceds2016. http://www.aashe.org/
files/A_Call_to_Action_final%282%29.pdf.

Vandegrift, Micah. "#HackLibSchool." In the Libranyith the Lead Pipe. October 13, 2010.

Accessed January 2017. http://www.inthelibraryvndieadpipe.org/2010/
hacklibschool/.

43



American Association of School Librarians — Proposs Statement on Future Accreditation

As a first step to review the nature and contexaadreditation, ALA must decide the
nature and context of the profession for which t#ddidates are being prepared. Changes in the
profession, although acknowledged, have not alwegslted in changes in accreditation. Fewer
professional positions, sometimes with higher resaents, call for an increased scrutiny of the
career-readiness of LIS graduates. ALA Standaodsodl encompass the entire range of standards
for preparation for careers across the informapimiessions. School librarianship, for example,
is strengthened by its alignment of standards ftleenCouncil for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP, formerly NCATE). Other speaedl areas of librarianship, however, have
not incorporated standards from the unique duaiplises required for both entry-level and
advanced-level positions in these areas.

Accreditation has become extremely important fagpams at the higher education level.
The national stamp of approval as well as natioaakings are frequently used as the basis for
increased support of programs by university adriveti®n. Accreditation of professional
preparation programs must change to accommodatehtreying nature of the professions, but it
is still a recognized benchmark for excellence.cr&ditation is especially important for school
librarians, since school library graduates of aditeel LIS programs are approved for licensure by
the accredited education unit.

Although the integration and alignment of infornoatiand computer science programs
with library science programs is relatively recesthool librarianship has always stood at the
intersection of two distinct professions: Educatenmd Library Science. In many cases, LIS
students who enter a program with a school libsmgcialization must meet different, and often
additional, admission and graduation requirementgedl as certification requirements. The focus
of their academic preparation, and to some exterbntent, is to prepare for a career in education
in which the school librarian is a specialist, acteer, and a manager among other teachers
representing a range of subject areas.

A key feature of the 2007 AASL Standards for thetZentury Learner is “Dispositions
in Action.” These dispositions, gleaned from valgbsred by the library profession, are taught
and assessed. These are part of the learner cegdbwat make up school librarianship, and part
of the required key assessments that enumerate grddtiates from school library preparation
programs are required to know and be able to do.

One of the basic precepts of the profession has thext librarians work to advance the
public good. To reflect this core ethical concéipe, curriculum must focus not only on the inputs
needed to ensure coverage, but also on the bekdh@rr demonstrate candidates fulfill this and
other important values that librarianship embodshsas access and intellectual freedom.

LIS programs, although differing in curriculum aspkcializations, have adopted a variety
of similar formats for delivery. The choice of delry method alone, though, does not change the
content. By and large, the profession has accdptesariety of formats by which librarians are
educated, but without an understanding of studetdomnes, the only comparative measure of a
program’s effectiveness are inputs such as sydlatliassessments.
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Education for librarianship must in some ways mireducation for other professional
fields. An understanding of the changed naturéadrianship, the recognition and alignment of
standards in aligned fields, an acceptance of thadorange of the information professions, and
attention to the ethical values of librarianshifl aerve as a different but crucial foundation &or
new view of librarianship.
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Input from ACRL to the ALA Task Force on the Future Context for Future Accreditation

An ACRL Board working group requested responseantmnline survey sent to ACRL
membership in May 2016 regarding input for the ACRbport to the ALA Task Force on the
Future Context for Future Accreditation. A summafyhe responses received is included in this
document, and the full individual responses areilabdi@ upon request. At ALA Annual
Conference in Orlando, the ACRL Leadership Coudistussed the questions below that had
been previously posed by the Task Force. This mlecd summarizes both the survey and
Leadership Council responses.

1. What is the field for which we will be accrediing graduate education in the future?

The Library and Information Science degree will thauwe to be relevant. The name of the
school and culminating degree name are of lessecnrtban the content of the program, which
should be dealing with the issues as describedarahswers to the questions below. Retaining
the words “Library” in the name of the degree wamntioned as desirable by many discussants,
as was the importance of accreditation for the ekegrThe majority indicated that academic
libraries will continue recruiting information prdsionals for the unique knowledge and talents
they bring to our organizations. As academic liesincreasingly take on new roles that expand
beyond the core of the LIS profession, our orgamina are likely to look to other professions for
talent as well.

2. What is the practitioner's perspective on accmritation?

Accreditation is still relevant, and many resporidensed words like “essential and
“required.” There was much discussion on how lilesaare constantly changing and will continue
to transform. It is critical to have strong LISograms that produce graduates ready to lead
academic libraries into the future. As mentionbdwe, hiring institutions do indeed rely on the
marker of accreditation for programs. The valueerperiential learning, the need for more
standardized curricula and a specific set of comskilis for graduates are important and should
have more emphasis.

3. What content should be included in graduate LI$rograms that will support preparations
for those who will work in the academic libraries d the future?

ACRL Leadership identified the following contentas they believe LIS graduates need
to demonstrate competence to be prepared to ért@naddern academic library workforce:

» Understanding of the philosophy, principles, ardastof the library profession

* Awareness of the research environment -understgrafimow research is conducted across
disciplines, the funding environment, regulationd aompliance, and responsible conduct of
research

» Understanding of the scholarly communications emnnent, including emerging

publishing and other dissemination models, autlgitts issues, the open access landscape, and

evaluation systems

» Understanding of current best practices in coltectevelopment
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PLA Statement on Future Accreditation
TO: PLA Board of Directors

FROM: Larry Neal, PLA Past-President
RE: Statement on Future Accreditation

BACKGROUND

PLA was approached by Gary Wasdin, a member ofAth® Future Context of Future
Accreditation Committee, to provide a statemenbelmalf of PLA’s members regarding this issue.
The final proposed statement is a result of disonsand review at the PLA Spring Board meeting
followed by draft review by several PLA leaders.

Charge of the ALA Task Force

To develop a white paper that describes the fialdd context for which we will be
accrediting in the future and to make recommendatias may arise in the process of that
development to the ALA Executive Board. The disoos should address:

» Accreditation of information programs — who is dpiwhat, how do they or might they relate
to LIS programs; disconnect (or perceived discot)neetween skills increasingly needed
(e.g., information architecture), the current aula of LIS programs, and
standards/statements of core competencies curiamnlgce;

* Values — e.g., public access, privacy, intellectieedom — as common threads binding
together LIS and related fields and a core elenmeodirricula; and,

* The changing institutional context for accreditationcluding factors such as pedagogical
innovation, assessment and resources.

The discussion/white paper should result in a cptuz statement as a framework for the
development (by the ALA Committee on Accreditatiohfuture standards.

Explanation from Mary Ghikas

It would be extremely valuable if PLA could prepaestatement, grounded in your
understanding of the libraries represented by ymembers that might help us answer the
fundamental question “what is the field for whick will be accrediting graduate education in the
future?” PLA’s work is helping to shape that futdreld and, | believe, should provide some
significant insights into how statements of desicedhpetencies and, ultimately, standards for
accreditation, should change.

PROPOSED STATEMENT ON FUTURE ACCREDITATION

Public libraries have expanded beyond their traddl roles of providing information
access and now position themselves as criticalecerdf learning, creativity, and community
development. The challenge is to continue thisstfi@mation and ensure that tomorrow’s library

47



professionals are equipped to meet individual aachrounity needs in a rapidly changing
environment. The public library field will need tontinue to amplify the widespread, systemic
changes in services, staffing, and roles that slpmsitive outcomes for individuals and
communities.

People are moved to work in the public library hesaof its unique and unparalleled
ability to help anyone learn, do, and grow. Futacereditation must ensure that degree programs
attract and cultivate professionals who will gasoand understanding of the philosophy and core
values of librarianship. It is essential that stotd gain practical field engagement and an
understanding of the public service-oriented skitf§ that will continuously evolve and change
over one’s career. The next generation of puliiatians must be adept at developing new
partnerships, creating cultures of innovation bgpohg new tools and programs from others in
and outside of the field, and rigorously applyimgaurces to identify, measure, and respond to
community needs. They must use data and contirasgessment to make ongoing programmatic
improvement and communicate the public library’pact to government, funders, and other
stakeholders.

The Public Library Association (PLA) represents idewange of professionals in public
libraries of all sizes across the United Stateshe Tmportance and requirement of an ALA
accredited degree varies greatly by state anddvgrlf. The decision not to require an ALA
accredited degree for a position may be driven bggletary challenges or inability to attract
prospective employees to a given location. In tamldithe decision not to require an ALA
accredited degree may be that another degree oraligealtogether is better suited to meet the
library’s service goals. Further, as the costhigher education greatly outpace the increases in
the starting salary of a public librarian, the fical barrier to receive an ALA accredited master’s
degree will continue to increase and the returmeastment will continue to decrease.

PLA urges that any future accreditation begin waithesh, in-depth look at the field’s needs
for library professionals. It is critical that thenazing and innovative things happening in thd fie
are reflected in the way in which library educatisevaluated through accreditation. Options to
explore should include accreditation for undergedduprograms as well as offering LIS
specializations for other degree programs suchné&mnmation technology, early childhood
development, social work, reading education andratblated fields that may offer a broader and
more diverse talent pool to ensure tomorrow’s pullibraries best meet the needs of the
communities they serve.

38 Examples of 11 essential skills identified in the March 2016 Library Journal article, “Top Skills for Tomorrow’s
Librarians,” included: advocacy/politics, collaboration, communication/people skills, creativity/innovation, critical
thinking, data analysis, flexibility, leadership, marketing, project management, and technological expertise.
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ALA Sustainability Round Table (SustainRT) Statemem on the Importance of the
Inclusion of "Sustainability" Within the Context of Future Accreditation

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a statehmmthe context of future accreditation.
We, the board of the American Library Associatio8@stainability Round Table, urge the
committee to add criteria related to the topicustainability in accredited library school curriaul
It is SustainRT’s recommendation that at least e-anedit course be added to prepare future
library leaders to be well versed in the issuesosunding sustainability not only for the institut®
that they will help shape and lead but for thosy therve as well.

In 2015 ALA Council passed the historic Resolutmm the Importance of Sustainable
Libraries. The second resolved statement speadistlyito why the Task Force on the Context of
Future Accreditation might consider adding "sushility"” to the Values covered in library school
curricula as it is clearly a common thread thatdbitogether LIS and related fields and would
serve to strengthen the role of librarians and tliteiaries in their community, on their campus or
at their school.

Text of the 2015 ALA Resolution on the Importance bSustainable Libraries:

Whereas our communities are faced with economiiy@mmental and societal changes that are
of great concern to our quality of life;

Whereas libraries are uniquely positioned and esdeéa build the capacity of the communities
they serve to become sustainable, resilient anehexgtive;

Whereas library leaders, and those who inspireréulibrary leaders, have a mandate to ensure
future access to economical library services;

Whereas libraries that demonstrate good stewardsdlihe resources entrusted to them can build
community support that leads to sustainable funding

Whereas the people who work in our libraries armb¢hwho access services in our facilities
deserve a healthy environment in which to do so;

Whereas the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate @h&#®CC) has determined that: “Human
influence on the climate system is clear... Recemate changes have had widespread
impacts on human and natural systems”1,

Whereas the American Library Association has ackedged in its 2015 Strategic Plan that
“Libraries are widely recognized as key playerssgonomic development, in building
strong and vibrant communities, and in sustainisty@eng democracy” and launched the
ALA Center for Civic Life (CCL) in 2010 in conjunicin with the Kettering Foundation to
promote community engagement and foster publibdedtion through libraries; and
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Whereas libraries that demonstrate leadership ikingasustainable decisions that positively
address climate change, respect and use natucairces, and create healthy indoor and
outdoor environments will stabilize and reduce rtheng-term energy costs, help build
more sustainable communities, and thereby increasenunity support for the library;
now, therefore, be it resolved, that the Americérary Association (ALA) on behalf of
its members:

1. Recognizes the important and unique role libsaplay in wider community conversations
about resiliency, climate change, and a sustairfahlee and begins a new era of thinking
sustainably in order to consider the economic, renvnental and socially equitable
viability of choices made on behalf of the assaomgt

2. enthusiastically encourages activities by ftsé$ membership, library schools and state
associations to be proactive in their applicatibaustainable thinking in the areas of their
facilities, operations, policy, technology, programg, partnerships and library school
curricula; and

3. Directs the ALA Executive Director to pursuestainable choices when planning conferences
and meetings and to actively promote best practafesustainability through ALA
publications, research and educational opportuniiereach our shared goal of vital,
visible and viable libraries for the future.

Library leaders well versed in the topic of sustdifity are already demonstrating many
practical applications in the field. Our professb opinion is that the need for library
professionals with a solid understanding of, anthmitment to, sustainability, will be critical to
the future success of our profession and the utstits that we serve. For example:

» Sustainability is a topic that is cross-disciplyar academia. The growing number of faculty
incorporating sustainability into the core curriool beyond the sciences, including the social
sciences, business, and the arts is remarkableexiample, the G3 Program at the University
at Albany School of Business, Going Green Globahsures all MBA students devote at least
two weeks of study to the topic of sustainabilitiyibrary professionals, already supporting
this critical campus-wide commitment to sustaingpih learning and practice, would thrive
more fully with support and acknowledgement fromAAL Additional training is needed
within library programs to bolster the role of tlagademic librarian for optimum effectiveness
in the sustainability movement.

» According to the Association for the AdvancementSafstainability in Higher Education
(AASHE), there are over 1,400 sustainability proggsaon U.S. and Canadian campuses,
ranging from certificates to doctoral degré@sAASHE also refers to the 18 million students
in colleges and universities in the United Statbs W...if they graduate with the skills to help
societies develop more sustainably, higher edutatitl have indeed played a key role in
leading us in a new direction. Thus, if we seekreate conditions that will ensure a more
sustainable future, higher education will havertmvjme college and university graduates with
the skills, background, knowledge, and habits ofidnihat will prepare them to meet the

39 Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education. (2016). Academic Programs.
https://hub.aashe.org/browse/types/academicprogram
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challenges presented by climate change, loss diMgcsity, a world population of 9 billion in
2050, limited water resources, global health issaesl extreme poverty.” According to
AASHE'’s report, curriculum change will, “depend dhe expertise and ability of
approximately 1.2 million faculty in the United &a who write course syllabi, sit on
curriculum committees, develop student learningcomies, and create new academic
programs to integrate sustainability into theirctéag as they see fit® Librarians are key
partners to the faculty in these academic processes

For example:

» University of Massachusetts Amherst offers morentl880 sustainability courses. The
Libraries launched the Sustainability Curriculunitisitive, pairing faculty with librarians to
integrate library resources across the sustaityalilirriculum.

» The library at the University of Utah developedexttensive Collection Development Policy
for Sustainability.

* The Hampshire College Library is one of many camraries providing seed libraries that
help maintain local food supplies that may be tteleed by climatic changes.

In addition, many academic librarians need skitds planning green buildings and
renovations, sitting on sustainability committeesyd forming green teams to address
environmental issues in their library and on campfisademic libraries are providing space for
contemplative practices to aid learning and stitesginner awareness to face uncertain times, as
well as offering educational films, speakers, amdgpms related to urgent climate change
matters. Unique collections are springing up tppsut sustainability on campus (e.g., seed
libraries, bike pumps, Kill-o-Watt meters). All dahese activities benefit from deeper
understanding of sustainability issues, resourceag@ment and innovative solutions.

* A core competency for public library leadershiplvaié sustainability. Library leaders that
understand the Triple Bottom Line approach to soahality for not only their library but the
community served by their library is already cati¢o the success of libraries. The Triple
Bottom Line is a framework with three parts: soci@hvironmental (or ecological) and
financial. Many organizations have adopted the Tiamework to evaluate their performance
in a broader perspective to create greater value.

* For example, in New York:

o The New York Library Association’s Sustainabilityitiative that places the core value
of sustainability as the centerpiece of a strategypuilding community support (good
will and dollars) for all types of libraries.

o Language in the Handbook for Public Library TrusteéNew York State that serves
as a call-to-action for “sustainable thinking” ftacilities, operations and outreach
which means they will be looking for library leaddread: directors) well versed in
sustainability issues

e Library Journal's New Landmark Libraries Award siiies sustainability as a core
requirement for the facilities recognized throuléit program.

40 Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education. (2010). Sustainability Curriculum in Higher
Education: A Call to Action. http://www.aashe.org/files/A_Call_to_Action_final%282%29.pdf
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» School librarians set an example for the schoddodm with whom they interact. Helping
prepare young children for an uncertain future daseclimatic changes is part of a librarian’s
responsibility to young patrons, exposing themduaoaational displays and reading materials
geared toward the physical and emotional resiliere=zled in the years to come.

Sustainability is the new normal. It needs to bsignificant factor in the evolving
profession of librarianship so we may stay resgdasand relevant while contributing to the
resilience of our world. We urge you to consideegrating sustainability understanding and
practices into the evolving pedagogical innovatiengerging in LIS curricula.

52



ASIS&T Position Statement on the ALA AccreditationProcess and the Future
Collaboration between ALA and ASIS&T in the Area of Graduate Professional Education
February 10, 2016

As a professional association that bridges thelygween information science practice
and research, ASIS&T counts researchers and poaetis from a large number of diverse fields
in its ranks, including information science, libracience, computer science, management, and
education. The ASIS&T membership is also enridmgdhe contribution of members who deal
with information in other fields, such as law, n@de, linguistics, chemistry, humanities, history,
and engineering, to name just a few. ASIS&T's uiscte and evolving character reflects the
current state of the information field, and itseimational and diverse membership plays an ever
more important role in shaping the future of treddi As such, ASIS&T is concerned with the
education of information professionals and withdhereditation process of Library & Information
Science (LIS) programs by the American Library Asatbon (ALA). ASIS&T’s ongoing interest
in and commitment to professional education is sujgol by the Education & Professional
Advancement Committee, which is charged with reungwaccreditation guidelines for LIS
programs and monitoring accreditation changes.

Increasing interdisciplinarity and the imperativiecoeativity and innovation propel us in
the direction of collaboration and partnership. tiWthe field of information both composite and
diverse, the development of accreditation standatdsuld be a shared responsibility and a
collaborative undertaking of several professiosabaiations. ASIS&T is strategically positioned
to contribute to the improvement of the accreditatprocess and, more specifically, to the
development of more accurate and inclusive ac@atolit standards. ASIS&T’'s extensive
international reach and disciplinary diversity skates into a valuable contribution to the
development of accreditation standards, which in reflects the dynamic nature and evolving
educational expectations in the field. In thisarelj ASIS&T makes the following statement.

It is imperative that accreditation standards bmm@hensive and flexible enough to
accurately represent educational requirements itipteuinformation fields, both in and outside
of libraries, archives, and other longstandingiinfation organizations. Accreditation must reflect
the eclectic, diverse and pluralistic nature ofitifermation field and must be fully applicable to
an array of information professions. As a resué,call for the ongoing dialog between ALA and
ASIS&T on accreditation issues.

The bedrock of professional education and profesdiaccreditation is a fusion of values,
ethics, and specific competencies. The lattemhes field-specific knowledge and skills (e.g.,
computer science, library science, digital humasjtiand transferable skills and attitudes (e.qg.,
critical thinking, leadership abilities, creativjtproblem solving, and so on). While the field-
specific knowledge base varies from informationdfie information field, we call on ALA to
recognize the commonality of professional valu#ésice, and transferable skills in discussion and
revisions of accreditation standards.

ALA has always conducted the accreditation proeasis the goal of “assuring quality,
innovation, and value in the library and informatio studies education”
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(http://www.ala.org/accreditedprograms/home). slin the spirit of supporting this goal and the
desire to take active part in this process thatMBES&T statement is made.

54



Input from The iSchool Caucus to ALA Task Force orthe Future Context for Future
Accreditation

Background

As the nominated representative of the iSchool Gautic the task force, | solicited input
from the deans and directors of the North Amermehols that had accredited masters programs.
The following is a general summary of main reacijonon-attributed to protect school and
individual identities, as requested.

General discussion

Information is a phenomena-defined field with amdmmic home typically evaluated
according to research university standards. Lianahip is a more stakeholder-defined field,
evaluated less on scholarship and more throughtia¢iga with its professional community. Few
believe we can resolve this tension in the nean taut it forms a context in which we can perhaps
better understand the challenges of developingareditation process that will satisfy all parties.

As with the data already obtained across the AL$8Rools, there is acknowledgement
among many of the iSchool members that self-stuaty ltave value; schools can learn from
examining themselves over time in a data-drivercgge. However much of this value is thought
to be missing in the current ALA accreditation aggmh. Comments clustered around the
following major themes:

The reporting requirement is too vague

Schools feel there is no clear guidance on what aadl what evidence to provide to COA
when formulating the program submission. Therenaragreed benchmarks or comparative data
points requested, and little or no emphasis on dstnable outcomes. Instead, the standards
heavily emphasize the importance of having a plagpirocess, tied to no particular goal other
than those the individual program might identify.

As a consequence of the absence of norms or benkfinsghools tend to include more
and more process reports in the hope of ensurieyggdb not miss ‘something’ that COA really
wants. This can prove very costly in terms of pragion and encourages a belief that there is no
obvious connection between the standards, thewgmiecess, and program quality. In this way,
accreditation is not meeting its primary aim oftésgg self-improvement.

Site team membership not appropriate

There is almost unanimous agreement that theesitea tnembership is not serving us well.
The size and make up of the team were particutardg as problematic. Not only are there too
many team members, but many recent team members tmebe retired or near-retired
professionals who seem suspicious of change aravation within the field. Many appear to
have a very limited understanding of universitygasses, particularly at research institutions.
Team membership seems to unduly impact the regukview process.

Disconnect between site team and COA

There appears to be a disconnect between theesite’'s report and the COA. Some
members suggested being very surprised at theofirgriestioning in the COA meeting or the
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decisions made by the COA that appear to overtantlasions drawn by the site team. Several
members felt the COA had not read the full progpaesentation very carefully and tended to ask
guestions that were covered in detail in the report

Costs of program review

The cost of report generation and site team hostiegcessive. Several schools indicated
spending significant staff and faculty time genieai report. The lack of clear instructions for
report content also adds to the burden as schesind by generating more information than
may be required purely in the hope of meeting uedtaxpectations of COA. The excessive
number of site team members also adds considet@le financial burden on programs.

The appropriateness of accreditation by ALA

The standards emphasize a professional mindsetcenmed with the practice of
librarianship more than the study of informatioks the accredited programs all exist as graduate
degrees in universities, they must operate withior@ader context of research and scholarly
expectations of the parent institution.

Further, since more and more accredited progranss wkhin interdisciplinary colleges,
not only are their resources less directly targateddividual degree programs, which complicates
reporting, but graduates of such programs are ¢g@ge¢c gain employment in many more varied
settings than libraries. The ALA accreditatiomstards and process do not adequately reflect this
reality for many schools.

There is also a concern that the current proces®it)S-centric, and lacks awareness of
the higher education context in Canada, which diffie key ways from the US.

Recommended Improvements:

1. Greater representation of appropriate educatoth@COA standing committee.

2. Reduce site team size.

3. Construct site teams from leading scholars and epsibnals, at least appropriately
experienced for the program being reviewed

4. Extend the period between accreditation reviewsffoyears to 10.

5. Identify meaningful outcomes and benchmarks to dy@onted for all programs seeking
accreditation

6. Consider moving to a graduate certification/licegssystem for librarianship as an alternative
to program accreditation.
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Association for Library and Information Science Education (ALISE)
Council of Deans, Directors and Program Chairs
October 15, 2013

Standards for Accreditation of Master’s Programs InLibrary and Information Studies 2008

Proposals for Revision:

These proposals for revision reflect the experiesnog position of deans, directors and
program chairs. They each in turn enjoy broad stfpom the Council of Deans, Directors and
Program Chairs. Please note that the positiorentagépresent the views of the Council and not
necessarily the views of ALISE as a whole.

In many cases, they also reflect practices undentély similar accrediting bodies in other
disciplines.

We look forward to pursuing an accrediting proctess is ongoing, formative, clearly
documented and wholly transparent. For many ohmembers, the current model appears at times
to be monolithic, unduly expensive and occasionaligitive.

Purpose:
To ensure that the process of accreditation for pr&rams reflects intended outcomes
adjudicated through an open, clearly articulated, supportive peer review process.

Process Recommendations:

* THAT the Chair of the COA meet annually with theudoil of Deans, Directors and Program
Chairs.

» THAT the COA delineate best practices in accreiditadf professional programs as practiced
by other agencies, make these available and mgk@weaments accordingly.

» THAT the process of accreditation and how it isleggpreflect respect for the diversity of
institutions, models, approaches and practices.

« THAT there be recognition that different standaeggpear to reflect different levels of
importance over time and that these changes aiuhaéeé be communicated.

 THAT the term of accreditation be reviewed, recagrg that a longer review cycle might
require shorter-term interim reviews if specifiethimum criteria are not met.

* THAT standards appearing problematic, that is, il@usoncern for several programs be made
known to the Council and THAT the COA develop reseutools to enable programs to
address the standard appropriately. Examples caoynoited include what constitutes an
“ongoing, broad-based, systematic planning procasd’assessment of “program objectives”
and “student learning outcomes,” as interpretetheyCOA.

« THAT the meeting between the program represeni@iand COA be open to the public and
transparent, recognizing that adjudication and si@simaking needs to be undertaken in
private. This is common for other accrediting lesdand consistent with ALA policy; it should
also dispel perceptions of hostility and idiosyticrapplication of standards.

Standards Recommendations:
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THAT the standards articulate and ensure minimuitesxe-based criteria for success.
THAT there be recognition of the reality that neery standard will be present in every
program and that an overall systems approach isresj Richness in programmatic diversity
and excellence through collaboration should besfest, not regimented uniformity.

External Review Team Recommendations:

THAT number of site visitors be reviewed and peshagflect the nature of the program, viz.,
fewer for smaller programs, fewer for online pragsa

THAT the selection of site visitors be more rigasoto ensure sufficient background
knowledge and experience to be successful.

THAT the training for site visitors be more extergssand more rigorous, to include knowledge
of the standards, their application and the rol& @sponsibilities of senior administrators in
major universities.

Other Related Recommendations to ALISE/Council of Bans, Directors and Program
Chairs:

THAT the president of ALISE and the chair of theu@oil of Deans, Directors and Program
Chairs or designate(s) meet annually with the desgiof ALA to discuss appointments to
COA and current issues and concerns.

THAT the Council of Deans, Directors and Progranai@happoint a liaison to report regularly
on the work of the COA.
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Task Force on the Context of Future Accreditation -Surveys
Student Context of Future Accreditation Survey

Purpose: As a current library and information studies (LE3)ydent, you are invited to provide
input that will contribute to descriptive detailsoat future fields and context for accreditation.
Data collected from this survey will be analyzedl dmdings used by American Library
Association President Sari Feldman’s special tasgefin writing a white paper that will be
presented to the American Library Association Boaltbur responses to questions in this
survey will be confidential.

Informed Consent: | understand that my responses to the StudeneXooit Future Accreditation
Survey will be used by American Library Associatidresident Sari Feldman’s special task
force in the writing of white paper on context fature accreditation. | understand that my
responses will be confidential. | understand #tatny time | may withdraw my participation
in the survey.

Accept Decline

1. Given the dynamic and transformative nature of fietl of library and information
science, what do you believe will be the most inguar skills and/or competencies
needed by future librarians and other informatimfgssionals? Please name skills and
briefly describe each skill and/or competency.

2. Given the dynamic and transformative nature of fiell of library and information
science, do you feel there is a current disconbetiveen skills taught in current
curricula of LIS programs and what will be needgduiure librarians and information
professionals? If so, please briefly explain.

3. Given the dynamic and transformative nature ofitdd of library and information science
(LIS), what are core values that should in the reifoind together LIS, related fields,
and core elements of curricula? Please name vahakbriefly describe each value.

4. What recommendations do you have for future metlobdsaching in LIS programs such
as innovations in assessment of student learnsg) 0@l instructional resources, etc.?
Please briefly describe.

5. What additional comments and/or suggestions ddwwe for the task force on the Context
of Future Accreditation?

Employer Context of Future Accreditation Survey
Purpose: As an employer of current students or graduatéibrairy and information studies (LIS)

programs, you are invited to provide input thatl wontribute to descriptive details about
future fields and context for accreditation. Deatdlected from this survey will be analyzed
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and findings used by American Library Associatioedtlent Sari Feldman’s special task force
in writing a white paper that will be presentedtlte American Library Association Board.
Your responses to questions in this survey wiltbefidential.

Informed Consent: | understand that my responses to the Studene®ooit Future Accreditation
Survey will be used by American Library AssociatiBresident Sari Feldman’s special task
force in the writing of white paper on context fature accreditation. | understand that my
responses will be confidential. | understand #tatny time | may withdraw my participation
in the survey.

Accept Decline

1. Given the dynamic and transformative nature of fiel of library and information
science, what do you believe will be the most intguatr skills and/or competencies
needed by future librarians and other informatimofgssionals? Please name skills and
briefly describe each skill and/or competency.

2. Given the dynamic and transformative nature of fiell of library and information
science, do you feel there is a current disconbebtiveen skills taught in current
curricula of LIS programs and what will be needgduiure librarians and information
professionals? If so, please briefly explain.

3. Given the dynamic and transformative nature ofitdd of library and information science
(LIS), what are core values that should in thereifoind together LIS, related fields,
and core elements of curricula? Please name vahabriefly describe each value.

4. What recommendations do you have for future metlobdsaching in LIS programs such
as innovations in assessment of student learnsgyofiinstructional resources, etc.?
Please briefly describe.

5. What additional comments and/or suggestions ddwgwe for the task force on the Context
of Future Accreditation?
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ABSTRACT

The landscape of education in Library and Infororatbcience (LIS) is shifting as the ways in whisformation is
managed and used in society evolves. As thesegyebdrappen how we validate our educational progreeds to
change as well. Discussion about the ways in whaireditation of LIS education programs is curgentinducted
has become an increasingly contested issue witlkeiinformation community. This panel will examitihe current
approaches to accreditation, sketch the progresfi#éis been made on accreditation reform, congidat educational
institutions and the LIS community are seekingdhiave with accreditation, and conclude by conséidethe next
steps for ASIS&T and the information community as pvess forward with efforts to reform accreditatio

Keywords
Library and Information Science (LIS), Accreditatjdnformation, Libraries, Education, American laby
Association, iSchools

INTRODUCTION

As increasing numbers of LIS schools have becofeeriration schools with diverse programs acrossrfegmation
field and its global landscape of educational tngbns, the need for reforming American Librarys@siation (ALA)
accreditation has emerged as top priority for ALl dhe LIS Schools as represented by Associatiohifivary &
Information Science Education (ALISE), and as vesllimportant matter of concern of Association fuiofmation
Science & Technology (ASIS&T). To this end, ALA Hasmed two task forces to consider the key isstliask Force
on Accreditation Process and Communication and Faske on the Context

of Future Accreditatiof.
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ALISE, ASIS&T, and educators more broadly in lirand information science have a formal role ty pla partners
in current ALA efforts to reform accreditation aad well in defining broadly the information field today’s
information society in the digital world. Doing ghéffectively requires broader community engagernmediscussions
around the key issues. This Panel is an efforéégh out to the ASIS&T, ALISE and ALA communitiesask, how
can we work together to reform the current accadidih process, and to seek new strategies folaohtive process
that will serve our shared community. The primaoglgof reform must be to put into place an accedidih process
that is beneficial, helpful, and expresses the acsa quality, excellent student outcomes and CHEAIICIl on
Higher Education Accreditation) values and purposes

For this panel session we are joined by Peter Heplooember of the ALA Executive Board, and a TastécChair,
to engage in a frank discussion around issues assilije options. This will provide a significarpportunity for
engagement in discussion as we move towards abooditive effort to reform LIS accreditation, whilecognizing
as essential, the values and purposes of CHEAruvideh ALA is accredited to accredit. To this etlte Panel will
work to engage the ASIS&T and ALISE communitieghie ALA efforts for accreditation reform now in gmess,
and to explore how educators, professionals, engpdognd others can contribute to reforming the Jstagding
process of accreditation for the broader constityeaf information schools. The reforms must produre
accreditation process fit for the information figfdthe 2% century.

More recently the international consortium of Imf@tion Schools, commonly referred to as the iSchobas
identified the issue of accreditation from a glopatspective as an issue requiring consideratidociAs on research,
teaching, and public engagement at the nexus ofrirdtion, people and technology binds the schobiswbelong
to the iSchool consortium. The membership of tleh@®l, although initially North American, now brisigpgether a
global community of researchers and educatorsrmisiome seventy-five institutions. The iSchool Gotism has
for some years discussed issues around accreditafiogts member schools and recently it has esthbll an
Accreditation Commission to examine the issues iwithe context of the iSchool Consortium and thebgl
information community. The Commission has beerrgdi to “to review the state of affairs with respecthe
accreditation of iSchools and their respective pots. The commission is to assess options and geagdternatives,

ASIST 2016, October -18, 2016, Copenhagen, Denmark.
Ihttps://americanlibrariesmagazine.org/blogs/thepftask-forces-on-lis-accreditation-announced/

[Author Retains Copyright. © Participants in thenil]

considering the existing resources (ALA, ABET) atie potential for new ones (iSchool Consortium)eTh
commission is also requested to assess the leusienést among consortium members in an altereadcreditation
procesg? The initial report of the Commission will be alable by March 2017.

Our discussions will explore accreditation as aceqi, attempt and to consider other accreditatiodeats within our
community (e.g., UK’s Chartered Institute of Libyamnd Information Professionals (CILIP)) and beyoAdocus of
the discussion will be a reflection on the conagfphccreditation and its perceived value to the fi¢®1 from the
perspectives of accreditation bodies, educatos pasfessionals.

THE CHALLENGE

LIS accreditation in North America assesses théopmance of LIS community of schools which todayers

some 68 internationally recognized educationaltint&ins against a standard established currentlthe ALA on

the advice of its Committee on Accreditation (COMpst significantly, during the past several yeanany of these
Schools have engaged in substantial evaluationeoifnformation landscape, assessment of the cuarehemerging
needs of employers, and reflection on the educatineeds of their students. This has led thematastorm their
programs to represent the enormous depth and breattie information field, the emerging needshef information

41 Charge to the iSchools’ Accreditation Commissidmng 2016).
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users and employers, and the learning styles ostutents. These changes have happened acrodshadiigrse

community of schools in terms of programs and pecpheir transformations reflect how each contelub the field
in a way that is authentic to their history, missémd goals. Together, though, they share a commderstanding of
the field, while cultivating and developing it te loutting-edge, dynamic and socially and culturedigponsive and
positioned to make significant contributions batbkdlly and globally. Through thoughtful reflection education,
research, service and community, and continuedfgignt contributions of resources by their owntigions, the

information schools, as a community and individgatiave defined this rapidly changing field, andagsulated their
understanding of it through academic programsarese publications, communications, and service.

The community of LIS schools and programs todagesirong leadership from three key associationdSE, our

key association focused on LIS pedagogical prac&ST, a leader in information science and tedbgypand the
iSchools consortium, leading education for todagigbal information society and digital world, arttetiSchool
Consortium. Each holds an annual conference ofevirambers share research, discuss issues andovadkance
the field. Each of these organizations contribtaggomoting the sharing of knowledge and the stwpf educational
practice and research direction. They do not atiredirectly make a significant contribution toaghing the
accreditation process itself. Management of tt@ealitation process is led by the American LibrAgsociation

which historically has represented the main emplayegraduates from our programs. This approach nmalign

well with the expectations of the values and pugegoshich CHEA, an accreditor of accreditors andaberediting
body which accredits the ALA Committee on Accretiita (COA) accreditation process espouses. CHEAnptes

leadership in accreditation by those organizatishéch are being accredited. That is, in this ine&g the LIS
community of schools and their professional bodigsh as ALISE, ASIS&T and, perhaps, the iSchookootium,

should engage more centrally in shaping, runnirdgraanaging the accreditation process. It is essahtt we take
the lead in the accreditation of information sclsaad programs, defining the field broadly in wéyat reflect and
keep pace with, if not anticipate and drive, chaihgeugh future-forward strategies. If we do nbgn the COA/ALA

led accreditation process is increasingly likelyptssh our schools in an instrumentalist and neerdibvocational
direction at the expense of educating creativeviatsi engaged in ensuring equitable and sustaineésa to and
understanding of information.

PROGRESS DURING 2016

During the last four years the Council of Deanggbliors, and Chairs of Library and Information Szlkdas been
increasingly vocal about the values and benefitthefcurrent accreditation process administerethbyCOA on

behalf the ALA. Outside of this caucus many sefigures in the LIS education community have alsetad for a
close look at the accreditation process and pressathange in both how accreditation is adminietdeand the ways
in which the educators and their Schools are erjagthe process.

Beginning in 2014 we began to coalesce as a contynaround the key issues and during 2015 the faiomafor
progress were laid which in 2016 have begun tordeh

conversation and actions which may result in chaAgeong the achievements are:

1. A motion from the Council of Deans, Directors, algairs of Library and Information Schools that 6686
COA membership be nominated by Council passes orarsly. (This motion aligns with the CHEA value of
peer review and federal guidelines for COA membprsh

2. Approval of this motion by the ALISE Board of Ditecs at their January 2016 meeting.

3. A Council of Deans, Directors, and Chairs of Lilyrand Information Schools Council straw poll conteac
in January 2016 in which 26 schools voted in fasfoworking with ALA to reform accreditation and 22hools
voted in favor seeking an alternative accreditiggrecy or mechanism. This straw poll supports teenthat the
heads of the 68 LIS Schools recognize the urgesd far reform and change in accreditation.

4. The President of ALA championed in October 2015a$tablishment of two taskforces to consider thiedas
of accreditation as a direct outcome of the work ¢gdint ALA-ALISE working group on Accreditationhich
completed its work in 2015. These task forces aimeport preliminary findings by June of 2016 watt aim to
complete their work by the close of 2016.
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5. Atone of the early meetings of the ALA Taskforee"Brocess and Communication’, ALA and ALISE agree
to adopt CHEA's values.

6. In 2016 the CARE Committee was re-activated byAhéSE Board as the CARE Taskforce to champion
communication, discussion and initiatives aroundettgping new approaches to accreditation which atda
discussed within ALISE and promoted more widely.

7. ASIS&T published a letter to the LIS community sagmg re-visioning and reframing accreditation
processes and practices.

8. ALISE Board and CARE members began discussions@ilithP, the UK accreditor for all UK programs as
well as programs in the Middle East and Asia tosider some of the alternative approaches to adetei.
There was unanimous agreement that this modelctetlekey values we seek to emulate: helpfulness,
improvement, peer-review, academic freedom, calégj academic quality and student achievement.

9. ALISE CARE Taskforce lead by members Giannini arb$agree to respond to the Board’s request for
help “in exploring ways in which ALISE can assist ALA in atang the accreditation process

10.In June of 2016 the iSchool Consortium, which ogenumber of years has had discussions about
accreditation of its member institutions on a glodzale, established an Accreditation Commissicaired by
Professor Andrew Dillon (University of Texas at Ainy to examine the accreditation needs of the mambf

the iSchool consortium in the context of its gloeaagement.

THE OBJECTIVES OF THE PANEL

So from one perspective it looks as though theudision around accreditation is gaining traction prajress is
gradually being made. In fact progress is suchgbgtaps some may ask whether there is a needrtbef discussion
among the education community and its professisoaiketies at this stage. There are three reasypgxamination
of the issue is critical and timely. First sessjongh as the one proposed here, do much to maihiaipace of the
discussion and forward movement. Second, giverchiamge in the fabric of our schools and the prdspeicthe

domains in which are graduates are likely to tageemployment we need to expand the communities twhie

actively engaged in discussion of the accreditaissnes to ensure that the new developments refiecbroader
communities themselves. Third, there are many gpestions, such as those around value, communibhiement,

process, and perspective on which there is a rerddtéllectual engagement and shared vision.

The Panel will focus discussion around five keyiéss

» How is the current accreditation landscape curyesttbracterized?

* As the LIS field continues to grow and embrace rmwas of knowledge and practice, do existing
accreditation standards reflect these changesi,Ilfmwhat ways do they not do so.

» How do we measure the value of accreditation?

e How can educators and members of our professiamahainities become more involved in the defining the
value proposition of accreditation?

* Whatroles should ASIS&T, ALISE, and the iSchoolnGortium play in the accreditation process?

PANEL PARTICIPANTS “2Moderator:

Professor Seamus Ross, Co-Chair ALISE
Committee for Accreditation Reform in Education (RB), University of Toronto and 2016 Visiting Prades,
School of Information Sciences and Technology, Athgniversity of Economics and Business.

Panelists:

Professor Nadia Caidi, President Association fdorimation Science & Technology (ASIS&T) and Profass
University of Toronto.

42 |n addition to these Panelists, Professor Tula@id, Dean of the School of Information at thetPiastitute made
significant contributions to the conceptualizings@yn and development of our Panel.
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Professor Kristin Eschenfelder, Co-Chair ALISE Cailiof Deans, Directors, and Chairs, and Professaversity
of Wisconsin (Madison), and a member of the iScl@mhsortium Accreditation Commission.

Peter Hepburn, ALA Executive Board and Chair of A\ Task Force on the Context of Future Accrediitat Head
Librarian, College of the Canyons

Dr. Lynn Silipigni Connaway, Member of the ALA Taslorce on the Context of Future Accreditation, Plers-
Elect ASIS&T, and Senior Research Scientist at O®ReSearch.

Professor Louise Spiteri, President, AssociatigriLfbrary & Information Science Education (ALISE)&Professor
Dalhousie University.

STRUCTURE OF THE SESSION

The moderator will open the session with a brief

Introduction about the session’s aims, goals, anactire. This will be followed by a four-minutetiaductory
statement from each of the Panelists. Then wemale into 30 minutes of Table discussions arousdTtiemes for
the session. Each table will be asked to focus thaiberations on one of the core themes and teeagn four main
points and one recommendation. These four poirdoae recommendation will be reported back to toeig The
session will conclude with each of the Panelisvliog one minute of summative comment reflectimgtioe group
discussion and making suggestions on direction$S&FImight take to contribute to the debate and séeps in the
accreditation reform process.

PROJECTED PANEL OUTCOMES

The Panel will engage members of the ASIS&T commyuniore broadly in discussions about accreditatmn
improve understanding of the issues, to make aribotion to developing a shared understanding efhlues
accreditation have to students, educators, prafieakisocieties and employers, and to identify weysvhich
ASIS&T can engage with progressing accreditatidarne (perhaps even gaining support for an ASIS&&ktirce
on accreditation and value).
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