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ABSTRACT
Prior research into the role of business librarians in academic
program reviews has relied on surveys and interviews, reveal-
ing that librarians perceive that they are marginalized in the
review process. Using a collection of program review docu-
mentation produced for the reviews of nine graduate pro-
grams offered at a Canadian business school, this study
employs corpus-based techniques to obtain direct measures
of librarian involvement. The findings provide objective con-
firmation that business librarians are not well integrated into
program reviews overall, and that their contribution to the
reviews of professional programs is even more limited than
their contribution to the reviews of research-oriented pro-
grams. Based on best practices and missed opportunities
observed as part of this study, seven strategies are suggested
for integrating business librarians more fully in the program
review process for the benefit of all program stakeholders.
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Introduction

Over the past decade, researchers in Library and Information Science (LIS)
have repeatedly called attention to the fact that surveys constitute the prin-
cipal research tool in LIS research, and they have advocated for the use of
a wider range of research methods (e.g., Gauchi Risso, 2016; Hider &
Pymm, 2008; Turcios, Agarwal, & Watkins, 2014). While surveys can offer
valuable insights, they mainly provide indirect measures by capturing the
perceptions of the respondents. LIS researchers can benefit from employing
other approaches to complement survey-based studies. As explained by
Bowker (2018), corpus linguistics is a field that has spawned a range of
techniques that have the potential to be applied in LIS research. In this art-
icle, we put some corpus-based techniques into practice in a pilot study
that investigates the contribution of academic business librarians to the
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program review process of new and existing graduate programs at a busi-
ness school in Canada.
Academic program review is a key component of quality assurance in

post-secondary institutions; however, academic business librarians have
reported that their contributions to the review process are often limited,
and they suggest that faculty practices and attitudes are significant barriers
to their involvement. To date, investigations pertaining to business librar-
ians’ participation in program reviews have been largely based on librar-
ians’ perceptions obtained through surveys or interviews (e.g., White, 1999;
Wu & Senior, 2016). The present study aims to validate or refute these per-
ceptions by employing an empirical corpus-based approach to investigate
business librarians’ contributions to graduate program reviews. In addition,
it seeks to observe whether the role of the business librarian is viewed
differently for professional programs (e.g., MBA, MHA) as compared to
research-oriented programs (e.g., MSc in Management, PhD in E-Business).
This will be accomplished by analyzing a corpus of documents that are
created as part of the review processes for new and existing graduate
programs. The investigation takes the form of a pilot study that focuses on
the set of review documents that were produced during the five-year period
from 2013 to 2017 as part of the program review process for four profes-
sional graduate programs and five research-oriented graduate programs
offered by the Telfer School of Management at the University of Ottawa
in Canada.
This study is divided into six main sections. We begin with a short

description of the institutional quality assurance process at the University
of Ottawa, followed by a brief overview of the literature that addresses the
question of business librarian involvement in program reviews. Next, we
introduce the corpus of business program review documentation along
with the corpus analysis methods that were used to investigate. The results
of the analyses of each document type are presented, followed by a more
global discussion, which confirms the perception that academic business
librarians are marginalized during the academic program review process.
This is a missed opportunity for a university to enhance its programs and
to promote the library’s resources and services through the program review
process, so the paper ends by suggesting seven strategies for integrating
academic librarians more fully in the program review process for the bene-
fit of all program stakeholders.

Background and institutional context

The importance of quality assurance in post-secondary education has been
recognized by nations across the globe, and there are many examples of
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both professional accreditation processes (e.g., Morgan, Bergin, & Sallee,
2012; Pavlakis & Kelley, 2016) and institutional quality assurance processes
(e.g. Baker & Miosi, 2010; Brennan & Bellingham, 2013; Capano, 2014; Lo,
2014; Ryan, 2015; Wang, 2014) that have been implemented to review aca-
demic programs. In Canada, public education falls under the mandate of
the provincial governments, and in the province of Ontario, university
quality assurance has gained increasing importance over the past 50 years
(Goff, 2013). Initially focused largely on accountability, quality assurance
has undergone a significant shift, with increasing emphasis now being
placed on program enhancement. As part of this new orientation, in 2010,
each publicly-assisted Ontario university developed its own institutional
quality assurance process (IQAP) (Liu, 2015; Weinrib & Jones, 2014), and
since 2011, these IQAPs have been used to guide the program review pro-
cess. To secure academic standards and to ensure continuous improvement,
one of the components that must be part of the IQAP is a protocol for the
review of new program proposals, as well as for the cyclical review of exist-
ing programs at least once every eight years. Some programs are also sub-
ject to external professional accreditation. For example, the Master of
Business Administration program at the University of Ottawa is accredited
by the following external associations: the American Assembly of Collegiate
Schools of Business (AACSB), the Association of MBAs (AMBA), and the
European Quality Improvement System (EQUIS). However, the focus of
the present study is on the IQAP and not on the external accredit-
ation process.
As a member of the U-15 Group of Canadian Research Universities, the

University of Ottawa is a large research-intensive university that offers
close to two hundred graduate programs administered by nine faculties,
including the Telfer School of Management. As a publicly-assisted univer-
sity, the University of Ottawa has entered into a Strategic Mandate
Agreement (SMA) with the Ontario provincial government. A major pur-
pose of the SMA is to help guide future growth in universities by encourag-
ing more focus on unique strengths. The University of Ottawa’s SMA
identifies eight areas of strength, including “Management” (University of
Ottawa, 2017, p. 28). Meanwhile, the university’s most recent strategic plan,
Destination 2020, indicates that the university will “continue to increase
enrolment of top ranked graduate students, with a target of 16% of our
total student body by 2015, and 18% by 2020” (University of Ottawa, 2017,
p. 6) and “build a world-class library and core facilities to support a world-
class research university” (University of Ottawa, 2017, p. 6). This suggests
that the university views strong links between graduate studies and library
support. Indeed, faculty and students at the Telfer School of Management
are supported not only by the main university library but more directly by
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the Management Library, which is the newest addition to the Library
Network having opened in October 2007 in the building where the Telfer
School of Management is housed. This satellite library provides access and
services more than 60 hours a week with the support of library assistants
and two full-time business librarians.
At the University of Ottawa, the process for reviewing proposals for new

graduate programs begins with the drafting of a detailed proposal prepared
by the academic unit intending to deliver the program. This document gives
a comprehensive presentation of the proposed program’s objectives, learning
outcomes, curriculum, admission criteria, faculty members, student body,
governance and administration, and resources and services, among other
information. Once completed, a typical proposal is approximately 50–80
pages in length, often with additional appendices. The proposal is then sent
out to three reviewers, who later come to the campus for a site visit where
they meet with the various program stakeholders. The reviewers submit a
report in which they identify the strengths and weaknesses of the proposed
program and also make suggestions for its improvement. The academic unit
has an opportunity to respond to the reviewers’ report. If the university’s
Quality Assurance Office determines that the proposal is favorable, it will
make a positive recommendation to the university Senate. The recommenda-
tion is a brief statement to which the proposal document is attached.
Meanwhile, the IQAP for the cyclical review of existing graduate pro-

grams follows largely similar steps. Instead of a proposal, the academic unit
must draft a detailed self-study report of approximately 80–120 pages (plus
appendices) which presents the program’s objectives, learning outcomes,
curriculum, admission criteria, faculty members, student body, governance
and administration, and resources and services, etc. The self-study is then
sent to three reviewers, who then come to the campus for a site visit. The
reviewers prepare a report that identifies the program’s strengths and weak-
nesses and also make recommendations for its enhancement. The academic
unit may then respond to the reviewers’ report. Finally, these three key
documents—the self-study, the reviewers’ report, and the unit’s response—
are considered by the university’s Graduate Program Evaluation Committee
(GPEC). Following an analysis of these materials, the GPEC produces a
fourth report known as the final assessment report, which contains a deter-
mination with regard to a program’s quality, specifies any necessary
improvements, and reports the results back to the Ontario Universities
Council on Quality Assurance. The broad steps, and resulting documenta-
tion, associated with the review processes for new and existing programs
are summarized in Table 1.
Although the strategic plan of the University of Ottawa underlines the

importance of the library for supporting high quality graduate programs,
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the requirements set out in the IQAP regarding libraries are minimal. It is
stated simply that the proposal and/or self-study must provide “Evidence
that there are adequate resources to sustain graduate students’ scholarship
and research activities, including library support, information technology
support, and laboratory access” (University of Ottawa, 2011, section 6.1.3.5
c). As pointed out by Dalrymple (2001, p. 26), “Standards for specialized
libraries in both institutional and programmatic accreditation have often
been set without input from librarians,” and a search of the literature
reveals that the University of Ottawa is not unique in having minimally
specified requirements for library contributions to program reviews (e.g.,
Chu, 2013; Salvesen, 2006).

Involvement of academic business librarians in program reviews: A
brief literature review

Although there have been relatively few formal investigations into the
involvement of librarians in program reviews, and even fewer that focus on
business programs in particular, two stand out in this regard: White (1999)
and Wu and Senior (2016). White (1999) surveyed academic business
librarians in the United States to investigate the role that they have played
in the process of the accreditation of their business schools by the AACSB.
Of the 77 respondents, only 7% indicated that they had been very involved
in the accreditation review process. Meanwhile, 27% reported that they had
not been involved in the review process at all, and the explanation they
provided was that they had not been invited to participate, or that their
offer to do so was rejected by the academic unit. Meanwhile, if we consider
the study conducted by Wu and Senior (2016) nearly two decades later, the
situation does not appear to have changed very much. For their study, Wu
and Senior (2016) examined the role business librarians play in the new
academic program proposal process on university campuses in the United
States. The findings of their extensive survey reveal that many librarians
perceive their participation to be “often a mere formality and an after-
thought,” noting that in the opinion of the librarians who were surveyed:
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Table 1. Main steps and documentation associated with the review processes for new and
existing graduate programs at the University of Ottawa.

Main steps of review processes
Documents produced for
new program reviews

Documents produced for
cyclical program reviews

1. Prepare a detailed program
presentation

New program proposalþ appendices Self-study reportþ appendices

2. Invite reviewers’ to meet with
program stakeholders

Site visit itinerary Site visit itinerary

3. Request feedback from reviewers Reviewers’ report Reviewers’ report
4. Invite academic unit to respond Unit response Unit response
5. Make a decision about program Recommendation to Senate Final assessment report
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“Most of the time, teaching faculty wait until the whole proposal is already
crafted to contact the library. The implied expectation is for the librarian
to provide an affirmative statement that ‘library resources are adequate’”
(Wu & Senior, 2016, p. 115). While over 60% of the 75 academic librarians
who responded to their survey felt that librarians should play a part in the
review process, more than 65% of respondents indicated that they were
never involved (Wu & Senior, 2016, p. 119). In follow-up interviews with
nine librarians, a common theme that emerged was that when librarians do
try to participate actively in the review process, “anything from the library
is considered pro forma and never really taken seriously” (Wu & Senior,
2016, p. 121). Looking beyond business programs in particular, other
studies where librarians have been surveyed or interviewed have similarly
suggested that librarians tend to have a minimal role in program reviews
(e.g., Gregory, 1990).
In general, the picture that emerges is of a situation where there seems

to be considerable room for improved collaboration between faculty mem-
bers and academic librarians as part of the program review process.
However, this picture is presented mainly from the librarians’ perspective.
In addition, it is based largely on indirect evidence, such as surveys and
interviews with librarians, who relay their perception that faculty attitudes
are a major barrier to their participation. As far as we know, this issue has
not been investigated from the perspectives of other key players in the pro-
gram review process (e.g., academic unit, reviewers, program evaluation
committee). To see the bigger picture, we must investigate the situation
from their perspectives also. Moreover, the use of an additional method-
ology is advantageous because it permits a sort of cross-verification of the
perception-based findings, and it makes it possible to capture different
dimensions of the phenomenon and thus contribute to a deeper under-
standing of the overall situation (e.g., Creswell & Plano Clark, 2010).
Concretely, a more complete picture that is based on both direct and indir-
ect measures, and which considers multiple stakeholder perspectives, would
serve as a solid base from which to identify best practices and missed
opportunities for academic business librarians’ participation in the program
review process.
As mentioned previously, our modest goal with this pilot study is to see

whether the perception-based observations collected by researchers such as
White (1999) and Wu and Senior (2016), who used survey- and interview-
based methods to investigate the role played by business librarians in
program reviews, can be confirmed using more objective corpus-based
techniques to obtain direct measures. In addition to introducing a new
method for studying this question, we will also expand the body of know-
ledge somewhat by including a different type of review process. As noted
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above, White (1999) focused on external accreditation reviews and Wu and
Senior (2016) studied only new program reviews; however, our study also
incorporates the cyclical review process for existing graduate programs. In
addition, we clearly distinguish between business programs that are catego-
rized as professional programs (i.e., they are delivered primarily in a course-
based format with significant input from professionals in practice) and those
that are research-oriented programs (i.e., they contain a major thesis compo-
nent) to see whether any differences can be observed with regard to the role
of librarians in the reviews of these two types of graduate program.

Method

This pilot study uses a corpus-based methodology. In this section, we first pre-
sent the contents of the corpus before describing the corpus analysis tool that
was employed and the steps that were followed to investigate the contents of
the corpus.
At the University of Ottawa, the Telfer School of Management currently

delivers nine programs at the graduate level, as summarized in Table 2.
Two of these programs were introduced as new programs during the five-
year window of this study (2013–2017), and the remaining seven were sub-
ject to a cyclical review during this period. Of the nine programs, four can
best be categorized as professional graduate programs, while the other five
are research-oriented programs. The program review documentation for
these nine graduate programs forms the corpus for the present study.
Given the identification of “Management” as an area of strength in its
SMA with the provincial government, the University of Ottawa has a defin-
ite interest in ensuring that the quality of the graduate programs offered by
the Telfer School of Management remains high.
For each of the nine graduate programs in a business-related field, five

key pieces of program review documentation were examined:

1. Program presentation (new program proposal or self-study of existing
program) prepared by the academic unit;

2. Library report prepared by an academic librarian and included as an
appendix to the self-study (if produced);
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Table 2. Graduate programs at the University of Ottawa’s Telfer School of Management.
New graduate programs Existing graduate programs

� Professional programs � Master of Business in Complex
Project Leadership

� Master of Business Administration
� Master of Engineering Management
� Master of Health Administration

� Research-oriented
programs

� PhD in Management � MSc in Health Systems
� MSc in Management
� MSc in Systems Science
� PhD in E-Business
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3. Itinerary for the site visit by reviewers;
4. Reviewers’ report;
5. Academic unit’s response to the reviewers’ report;

For the seven programs that underwent a cyclical review, a sixth docu-
ment was also studied:

6. Final assessment report produced by the university’s Graduate Program
Evaluation Committee and submitted to the Ontario Universities
Council on Quality Assurance.

Note that the recommendations to Senate for the two new programs
were not included in the corpus as these consist essentially of the program
proposal document.
The corpus documents were examined with the help of corpus analysis

software known as WordSmith Tools (Scott, 2017). Bowker (2018) provides
a detailed description of different ways that corpus-based techniques can be
effectively applied in LIS research. For the present study, two basic types of
analysis were conducted: quantitative analyses, such as calculating the total
percentage of each document that was devoted to discussing library mat-
ters, and qualitative analyses, such as examining sections of the documents
that discuss library-related topics to identify themes.
One of WordSmith’s features is the concordancer, which enables users to

search for and display Key Words in Context (KWIC). A sample of a
KWIC display can be seen in Figure 1. To identify sections of the docu-
ments that contained discussions of library-related topics, we began by
using the search term librar�. We then examined the retrieved occurrences
of these words in their surrounding context (e.g., sentences or paragraphs)
to identify other LIS terms that were being used as part of these discus-
sions. Examples of additional terms that were identified include: catalogue,
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Figure 1. A screenshot of a KWIC concordance for the term library generated using the
WordSmith Tools concordancer.
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collection, databases, indexes, journals, libguide, library catalogue, literature
search, reference desk, research articles, and Scopus. Using these search
terms, further searches were conducted to retrieve additional contexts, and
within these contexts, more new LIS terms were identified. We continued
to examine the documents in this iterative fashion until we felt confident
that we had identified all the sections of each document that contained a
discussion of library-related issues. We then calculated the percentage of
each document that was dedicated to these library discussions by first
determining each document’s total word count, and then counting the
number of words in the sentences/paragraphs about libraries and express-
ing this as a percentage of the overall content.

Results

In this section, we present and discuss our findings for each of the program
review document types, before proceeding to a more global discussion. The
categories of documents are discussed in the order in which they are gener-
ated as part of the program review processes outlined above: program pre-
sentations (i.e., proposal for new programs and self-studies for existing
programs), library reports, itineraries for site visits, external reviewers’
reports, academic unit responses, and, for the cyclical reviews only, the
final assessment reports.

Program presentations

As noted above, the first step in the review process for new and existing
programs is for the academic unit to prepare a detailed program presenta-
tion. At the University of Ottawa, a very basic template is provided to
guide the initial development of the either the new program proposal or
the self-study of an existing program. However, in recognition of the fact
that graduate programs may differ significantly from one another, elabor-
ation and customization of the template is allowed and thus stakeholders
have considerable flexibility in presenting their program. Once completed,
the main body of a new program proposal is usually between 50 and 80
pages in length, while a self-study report is typically between 80 and 120
pages. In both cases, additional material may be appended.
As presented in Table 31, for each of the nine program presentation

documents, we calculated the total number of words, as well as the number
of words found in sections that discussed library-related matters. The
length of the program presentations varies considerably, with the shortest
being just over 15,000 words and the longest being more than double that
length at nearly 34,000 words, with the overall average being 21,294 words.

345
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Meanwhile, as summarized in Table 3, the percentage of the content that
focuses on library topics matters in each of these documents is extremely
small, with the highest being just 2.28% and the overall average
being 1.43%.
Each of the nine program presentation documents contains a sub-section

entitled “Library,” which is a section that appears in the template provided
by the university’s quality assurance office. It is noteworthy that this sub-
section is part of a larger section entitled “Physical Resources and Financial
Support” which would seem to reinforce the notion of library as a place
where resources are housed rather than as one where services are offered.
It is also worth noting that the template contains other sections where
library-related matters could have been incorporated, such as the section
entitled “Academic services at the university level that contribute to aca-
demic quality of programs.”
Three of the program presentations have just a single paragraph in the

“Library” sub-section, which consists primarily of an invitation for readers
to consult the appended library report. Five other self-studies contain three
paragraphs in this section, and the remaining one has four paragraphs
about the library. In total, there are eight additional references to library-
related topics scattered throughout other sections of the nine program pre-
sentations, with three being the highest number of additional references
appearing in any one document. Three of the program presentations had
no additional references outside the “Library” sub-section. Overall, discus-
sions of the library are not well-integrated into or woven throughout the
broader description of an academic program as part of the program presen-
tations; most mentions of the library outside of the “Library” sub-section
consist of a single sentence or a cross-reference back to that sub-section or
to the appendix containing the library report. Moreover, when the library
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Table 3. The word count and percentage of each program presentation that discusses
library issues.

Program
Total

word count

Word count
of discussions
about libraries

Percentage of program
presentation focusing

on libraries

Professional programs
Master of Business Administration 33,885 353 1.04
Master of Business in Complex Project Leadership 17,269 317 1.84
Master of Engineering Management 16,524 131 0.79
Master of Health Administration 19,858 402 2.02
Average 21,884 301 1.38

Research-oriented programs
MSc in Health Systems 22,369 376 1.68
MSc in Management 15,450 353 2.28
MSc in Systems Science 17,622 174 0.99
PhD in E-Business 22,836 260 1.14
PhD in Management 25,830 372 1.44
Average 20,821 307 1.47

Overall Average 21,294 304 1.43
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is discussed, it is typically with regard to its physical resources—catalog,
collection, databases, indexes, journals, libguides, research articles, study
carrels—and only rarely do these discussions touch on librarians or library
services, such as workshops or reference services. In the rare cases where
services are mentioned, the hours of operation (e.g., of the reference desk)
are the main subject. This is problematic because, as emphasized by Chu
(2013, p. 43) in a presentation about assessing library support for program
accreditations:

Library support is more than quantitative information that may be supplied to an
academic department upon request. In addition to books, journals and electronic
resources, library support should also include instruction, technical services, and other
areas such as administrative oversight, physical facilities, space usage and information
infrastructure.

Library reports

The library reports are prepared by academic librarians and are optionally
appended to the program presentation documents. The university’s quality
assurance office does not provide a template for the library report, but the
library team has prepared one. Again, however, there is scope for custom-
ization. In this study, two of the nine documents contained no library
appendix, meaning the short descriptions (c. 300–350 words) contained in
the main body of the text (as described in the previous section) constitute
the only discussion of the library in relation to these programs. For the
seven documents that did include a library report, these were prepared by
three different librarians, and as the data in Table 4 indicate, some library
reports provide more detail than others: the shortest report is just under
2000 words, while the longest is nearly 3500 words.
It worth noting that the two programs that elected not to include a

detailed library report are professional programs. In contrast, all of the

431
432
433
434
435
436
437
438
439
440
441
442
443
444
445
446
447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473

Table 4. Word count and authorship of library report appendices.

Program
Total word count of library report

(appended to self-study)
Librarian who
prepared report

Professional programs
Master of Business Administration None N/A
Master of Business in Complex Project Leadership None N/A
Master of Engineering Management 2675 Librarian B
Master of Health Administration 2355 Librarian A
Average 1258

Research-oriented programs
MSc in Health Systems 1953 Librarian A
MSc in Management 2535 Librarian A
MSc in Systems Science 3450 Librarian C
PhD in E-Business 3297 Librarian B
PhD in Management 2552 Librarian A
Average 2757

Overall Average 2091
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research-oriented programs did include a library report, and these were
typically the longer reports (with the exception of the MSc in Health
Systems). If we compare the average length of the reports for the profes-
sional and research-oriented programs, we see that the average for the
research-oriented programs is more than twice as long. However, if we
were to calculate the average for the professional program library reports
counting only those that actually contained such a report, the difference
would be much less extreme: an average of 2515 words for the professional
programs versus 2757 words on average for the research-ori-
ented programs.
In all cases where a library report is included, we see that descriptions of

library services are given greater attention in these reports than they are in
the program presentations, the latter of which focus primarily on the
library’s physical resources. Not surprisingly, this suggests that even if fac-
ulty members may not realize it, business librarians are fully aware that the
provision and use of both library materials and services affects the quality
of the students’ educational experience.

Itineraries

As part of each graduate program evaluation, there is a site visit by external
reviewers who are experts in the subject area covered by program. A typical
site visit takes place over two business days. The nine site visit itineraries
were examined to determine whether the external reviewers toured the
library or met with a librarian, and if so, for what length of time. The
results are summarized in Table 5.
In reviewing the itineraries, we can see that two of the nine site visits—

both of which corresponded to professional programs—did not feature
any library tour or librarian meeting. Another professional program
incorporated the library as one stop on a multi-facility tour that lasted
30minutes in total. Moreover, only one of the professional program site
visits included a meeting with a business librarian, and this was a short
15-minute session. In contrast, all of the itineraries for the research-ori-
ented programs included at least a tour, and three of the five included a
meeting with a business librarian that was between 30 and 45minutes
in length.
Considered globally, only four of the nine itineraries specified that the

reviewers actually had a meeting with a business librarian. This means that
in more than half (56%) of the program review site visits, the reviewers
received information about the library from someone other than a business
librarian, if at all.
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Reviewers’ reports

After reviewing the program presentation material and conducting a site
visit, the reviewers collectively prepare a report in which they share their
observations about the strengths and weaknesses of the proposed or exist-
ing program and make recommendations for program improvement.
Reviewers are not required to follow a template; however, they are asked to
keep in mind at least the following four points when conducting their
evaluation and preparing their report:

� Does the program have the resources necessary to deliver a good quality
program and to offer a positive student experience?

� Does the program make sense within the overall context of the discip-
line and will the program’s graduates meet disciplinary expectations?

� Does the program have any particular strengths or distinctive
characteristics?

� Does the program have a reasonable and adequate plan to address any
perceived shortcomings?

As presented in Table 6, for each of the nine reviewers’ reports, we calcu-
lated the total number of words in the report, as well as the number of
words found in sections that discussed library-related matters. The reviewers’
reports range in length from under 2000 words to just over 4500 words,
with an average length of 3092 words. Of the nine reports, eight contain at
least some mention of libraries. On average, the percentage of the reviewers’
reports that are devoted to discussing library issues is 1.07%.
The library was mentioned in eight of the nine reviewers’ reports; not

surprisingly, the reviewers’ report in which there was no mention of the
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Table 5. Information regarding the inclusion of libraries and librarians in the site visits.

Program
Tour of

the library
Meeting with

librarian Duration

Professional programs
Master of Business Administration no no N/A
Master of Business in Complex
Project Leadership

yes no 30minutes “Tour of facilities
including library”

Master of Engineering Management yes yes 15minutes
Master of Health Administration no no N/A

Research-oriented programs
MSc in Health Systems yes no 45min “Quick tour of facilities

(including classroom space, graduate
student lab space, social space,
and library resources)”

MSc in Management yes yes 45minutes for
MSc in Systems Science yes no 30minutes for “Tour of facilities

(library, labs, classrooms)”
PhD in E-Business yes yes 30minutes
PhD in Management yes yes 45minutes

JOURNAL OF BUSINESS & FINANCE LIBRARIANSHIP 13



library was the one corresponding to the professional program that
included neither a library report nor a library tour/librarian meeting.
However, in examining the eight existing reports, it appears that some
reviewers’ comments on the perceived adequacy library resources and serv-
ices are based on their reading of the program presentation and/or discus-
sions with faculty or students, and not on a discussion with a librarian. For
example, consider the following comment made about one of the profes-
sional programs, which constituted the entirety of the library-related dis-
cussion in the reviewers’ report:

“Students spoke positively about the library and the library facilities that are available
to them.”

In three of the reviewers’ reports, the library was mentioned only briefly
with a remark to the effect that the programs in question appear to be well
supported. The focus in these comments was on the library, rather than on
the librarians or their services. In two of the three cases, these comments
were associated with a professional program:

“The Telfer school library offers a very well-resourced environment for
the program.”

“The facilities we toured (labs, library) seemed well designed to support the mission
of the Program.”

“We believe there are many excellent resources for the students such as the library
and the research office within Telfer.”

Meanwhile, three of the reports offered a slightly more detailed assess-
ment of the library and placed more emphasis on services (rather than on
physical resources). In all three cases, these comments were made about
research-oriented programs and they corresponded to the reviews in
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Table 6. The word count and percentage of each reviewers’ report that discusses
library issues.

Program
Total

word count

Word count
of discussions
about libraries

Percentage of reviewers’
report focusing on libraries

Professional programs
Master of Business Administration 3569 0 0
Master of Business in Complex Project Leadership 2496 22 0.88
Master of Engineering Management 3092 62 2
Master of Health Administration 3099 14 0.45
Average 3064 25 0.82

Research-oriented programs
MSc in Health Systems 3942 15 0.38
MSc in Management 3025 75 2.48
MSc in Systems Science 1886 36 1.9
PhD in E-Business 4458 30 0.67
PhD in Management 2261 46 2.03
Average 3114 40 1.28

Overall Average 3092 33 1.07
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which the reviewers actually met with a business librarian during the
site visit:

“The team then spoke with the Librarian for Management. She stated that there was
more emphasis on services. A new workshop series for grad students is being
offered, including search strategies, research skills, and proper referencing.
Acquisitions are done in consultations.”

“In addition to this administrative support, MSc students have access to superb
library resources. Having a physical location within the Desmarais building that is
staffed by a Librarian who is an expert in Management content is a huge advantage
for students. In addition, Telfer School of Management makes a significant
investment in licensing a whole range of databases for students, ensuring that
students in any area of study will have access to leading edge material.”

“Library and digital resources are comparable to other programs in Canada. There
are 2 full-time librarians for the faculty. The onsite library resources in the
Desmarais Building provide an excellent opportunity for students to consult
academic and other resources, including data, for their research.”

Although none of the reviewers’ reports contained any negative or crit-
ical comments about the library or library services, in more than half the
cases, there is a strong impression that the reviewers either had no direct
experience of the library (e.g., they had no tour or meeting with the librar-
ian and relied solely on student feedback), or that they simply “ticked a
box” by making a generic and superficial statement about the library (e.g.,
“The facilities we toured (labs, library) seemed well designed to support the
mission of the Program”).

Unit responses

Once the reviewers’ report has been received, the academic unit that deliv-
ers the program then has an opportunity to respond. As summarized in
Table 7, we have calculated both the length of the nine unit response docu-
ments and the percentage of each document devoted to discussing library-
related issues. We can see rather dramatic differences in the lengths of the
program responses, with the shortest being just under 900 words, and the
longest approaching four times that length.
In examining the response documents, it is clear that the units focus the

vast majority of their efforts on responding to specific concerns or areas
for improvement that have been identified by the reviewers. Therefore,
given that no specific library-related concerns were raised in the reviewers’
reports, it is perhaps not surprising that only three of the nine program
responses mention the library. Moreover, these discussions are essentially
just acknowledgements of the reviewers’ positive comments, such as:
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“The reviewers note that the Program is well resourced and supportive (e.g.-
library, technology).”

“We also wish to thank the Reviewers for their kind words regarding the support
several of our offices provide our faculty and students, including the library and
research office.”

Final assessment reports

For cyclical reviews of existing programs, the last step is the production of
a final assessment report (FAR) by the members of the Graduate Program
Evaluation Committee—which is composed primarily of faculty members
from across the university—after they have taken into consideration the
self-study, the reviewers’ report, and the unit’s response. The FAR contains
just three main sections: program strengths, areas for program enhance-
ment, and specific recommendations for improvement (which include
timelines and an indication of which authorities will oversee the implemen-
tation of the recommendations). As noted above, this document, which
concludes the internal review process, is later sent to the provincial quality
assurance council. As shown in Table 8, there is variation in the length of
the FARs, but the average length is a little over 1000 words. Only one of
the FARs contains any mention of library-related topics, and this consists
of the following brief statement in the section on program strengths for
one of the research programs: “Students have access to superb
library resources”.

Discussion

Overall, the results of this corpus-based investigation give a clear indication
that, apart from the library report appendices, none of the documents
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Table 7. The word count and percentage of each unit’s response that discusses library issues.

Program
Total

word count

Word count
of discussions
about libraries

Percentage of unit’s
response focusing

on libraries

Professional programs
Master of Business Administration 2529 0 0
Master of Business in Complex Project Leadership 1448 0 0
Master of Engineering Management 891 0 0
Master of Health Administration 2819 14 0.5
Average 1922 4 0.21

Research-oriented programs
MSc in Health Systems 2028 0 0
MSc in Management 3004 41 1.36
MSc in Systems Science 1215 0 0
PhD in E-Business 986 0 0
PhD in Management 3327 29 0.87
Average 2112 14 0.66

Overall Average 2027 9 0.44
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associated with academic business program reviews place much emphasis on
library-related issues. What is more, two of the nine program presentation
documents did not even include a library report appendix, meaning that for
these programs, the entire description of the library and its services in sup-
port of the program was contained in the program presentation document in
a short discussion totaling between 300 and 400 words. In the most extreme
case, one of the professional programs contained no library report, included
no library tour or librarian meeting during the site visit, and had just 1.04%
of the self-study dedicated to discussions of library matters.
With the exception of the library reports, the documents in the corpus

are prepared by groups that consist primarily of academic faculty.
Therefore, the corpus evidence lends support to the perception-based
observations made by researchers such as Wu and Senior (2016), who note
that business librarians are given the impression by faculty members that
library-related issues are not of great concern to program reviews.
Meanwhile, an analysis of the KWIC contexts reveals that there is a note-

worthy difference in the way that libraries are portrayed in the program
presentations as compared to in the library reports. In the program presen-
tations, the limited discussions of library-related issues that do exist focus
on physical resources (e.g., collection, databases, journals), and only rarely
do these discussions touch on librarians or library services, such as work-
shops or reference services. In contrast, not only do the library reports
offer a detailed description of the pertinent part of the collection and other
resources, but they also provide information about services offered by
library staff in support of teaching and research. These findings support
observations made by Salvesen (2006) and Chu (2013), who emphasize that
predominantly collection-focused descriptions of the library are insufficient,
and that evidence of broader library support for quality scholarship should
be incorporated into the program review documents. In addition, this
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Table 8. The word count and percentage of each FAR that discusses library issues (for cyclical
reviews of existing programs only).

Program
Total

word count
Word count of

discussions about libraries
Percentage of FAR
focusing on libraries

Professional programs
Master of Business Administration 731 0 0
Master of Engineering Management 1015 0 0
Master of Health Administration 663 0 0
Average 803 0 0

Research-oriented programs
MSc in Health Systems 1311 0 0
MSc in Management 1166 7 0.60
MSc in Systems Science 3674 0 0
PhD in E-Business 1347 0 0
Average 1875 2 0.11

Overall Average 1097 0.78 0.07
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difference in the way that libraries are presented in the two documents is
indicative of two related underlying problems. First, it suggests that the pro-
gram presentation authors may not be fully aware of or appreciate the range
of services available through the library. This in turn suggests that business
librarians are not actively included as members of the team responsible for
preparing the main program presentation document, but rather, they are at
most called upon to furnish an appendix, and sometimes not even that.
The fact that the information about library services is located principally

in the appendix is worrisome because readers may not consult it in depth
given that material in an appendix is usually considered to be supplementary
rather than essential. The relegation of detailed library-related information to
an appendix lends weight to the observations made by Wu and Senior
(2016, p. 115), for example, suggesting that business librarians are included
in program reviews only as an afterthought. Because library services are dis-
cussed only in the appendix and not in the main body of the program pres-
entation, the visibility and importance of these services are minimized, and
business programs miss out on opportunities to draw attention to ways in
which the library can support the students’ educational experience or to pro-
mote value-added services that enhance their business programs.
Likewise, not including librarians in the site visits represents another

missed opportunity for business programs to create a positive impression.
Fewer than half (44%) of the site visits included a scheduled meeting with
a business librarian, and two programs did not even incorporate a brief
library tour. This is in line with the findings of White (1999) and Wu and
Senior (2016), who reported that 27% and 65% of academic business librar-
ians who responded to their respective surveys indicate that they have
never been invited by the academic unit to participate in a program review.
In our study, this would seem to represent a missed opportunity for a pro-
gram to put its best foot forward because in those instances where
reviewers did meet with business librarians, this meeting seems to have
made a positive impression and led to comments that were derived from
the reviewers’ own direct observations rather than based on second-hand
remarks made by students or faculty. Comments from the reviewers’
reports such as “staffed by a Librarian who is an expert in Management
content is a huge advantage for students,” “more emphasis on services,”
“new workshop series for grad students is being offered, including search
strategies, research skills, and proper referencing,” and “Acquisitions are
done in consultations” would seem to confirm that allocating even
30minutes out of a two-day visit to meet with a business librarian will be
informative and will generate a favorable impression of the program that
will be recorded in the reviewers’ report. It is also worth noting that the
reviewers who met with business librarians tended to place more emphasis
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on the library services, rather than on the physical resources, in their
reports. In contrast, when no such meeting took place, reviewers tended to
make generic statements that only serve to minimally and superficially
“check off” the requirement that the program is adequately resourced.
Finally, the data in this study reveal an overall trend of diminishing visi-

bility for the library over the course of the program evaluation process.
While all nine of the program presentations make at least some reference
to library issues, only seven include a library report as an appendix and
just four programs incorporate a meeting with a librarian on the itinerary.
By the time the program review concludes with the final assessment report,
only one mentions the library. Moreover, while the overall marginalization
of business librarians in the program review process applies to both profes-
sional and research-oriented programs, it is somewhat more pronounced in
the professional programs, which tend to accord less attention to library-
related matters. In contrast, the reviews of the research-oriented business
programs contain slightly more discussions of the library and place slightly
more emphasis on its services. This suggests that while there is substantial
room for improvement across the board when it comes to involving aca-
demic librarians more fully in business program reviews, there is even
more work to do with regard to the professional programs in terms of rais-
ing the visibility of the library and its services and emphasizing their value
for students and faculty associated with such programs.

Concluding remarks

If we accept that academic libraries exist to improve the quality of studying
and research, then academic business librarians should be key players in
assuring the quality of graduate programs in business and, by extension, in
the program review process. However, the findings of this corpus-based
investigation of the documents associated with the program review process
at the University of Ottawa’s Telfer School of Management support prior
perception-based observations in the LIS literature that academic business
librarians are marginalized in the academic program review process. Some
of the ways in which this marginalization occurs include the following:

a. teams that prepare program presentations are made up of faculty and
do not include business librarians;

b. library reports are not required components of the program
presentations;

c. services provided by business librarians are largely unacknowledged out-
side of the appendices;
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d. meetings with business librarians are not systematically included in the
itinerary of a site visit;

e. comments made by reviewers (i.e., faculty from other universities) about
library matters may be based on second-hand information received
from students or faculty rather than on direct observations or discus-
sions with librarians;

f. unit responses, which are prepared by faculty members, do not systemat-
ically call attention to library-related strengths observed by the reviewers;

g. members of the program evaluation committee, who are faculty, rarely
select library-related matters for recognition in the final assess-
ment reports.

Even though this pilot study was conducted at a single institution, the
best practices and missed opportunities that emerged from the study may
well be relevant on a larger scale. Among the best practices, we can count
requiring a library report to be prepared by a business librarian and for-
mally scheduling a meeting with a librarian as part of the site visit. In this
study, the most detailed and positive comments about libraries, including
comments about services as well as resources, were made in the reports
submitted by reviewers who had had the opportunity to meet with business
librarians and to read a detailed library report. On the contrary, in those
cases where reviewers did not meet with business librarians or read library
reports, the reviewers’ reports contained almost no comments about the
library, and the scarce comments that did appear were exclusively focused
on library resources and were extremely brief and superficial.
In their study, Wu and Senior (2016, p. 123) found that strong working

relationships between librarians and faculty in the business school is “a pre-
dictor for effective librarian participation in the new program review proc-
ess.” Based on the findings, best practices, and missed opportunities that
have been identified through the present study, we suggest seven strat-
egies—many of which incorporate and element of relationship building—
that can help business librarians and faculty members to work together
meaningfully to present a more comprehensive and accurate description of
library support for graduate programs, and to maintain an ongoing dialog
with regard to continuous program improvement.

1) Recruit senior leadership to act as champions for the library

Wu and Senior (2016, p. 125) recommending “cultivating supporters” or
“champions” among business school faculty, and certainly this is a valuable
suggestion. However, we would take it one step further and suggest garner-
ing support from the senior leadership within the business school. Given
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that vice-deans or program directors within the business school are usually
responsible for managing key elements of the review process—such as iden-
tifying the team members who will lead the development of the self-study,
prepare the itinerary or coordinate the response to the reviewers’ report—
we suggest that these leaders are particularly well-positioned to help cham-
pion a more prominent role for business librarians in the program review
process. In this capacity, a vice-dean or director could seek to ensure that
all participants have a clear and common understanding of the markers of
success for the library during a program review so that everyone is on the
same page as to what is important and what ought to be reported.

2) Explain and emphasize the value of libraries for both professional and
research-oriented programs.

Although faculty associated with research-oriented programs seem to be
more aware of or open to recognizing the value that the library and its
services have for graduate programs in the business school, it is important
for professional programs to ensure that their stakeholders are informed
about and able to avail of library resources and services as well. In some
cases, this may first involve raising awareness among faculty members with
regard to the program-relevant services offered by the library, so that they
may in turn promote these opportunities to their students. Once again,
having the support of “champions” among the business school faculty will
be helpful for this endeavor.

3) Include a librarian on the team that develops the program presentation.

While faculty appear to be somewhat comfortable discussing some aspects
of the library’s collection, it is important to remember that physical resources
are necessary but not sufficient for ensuring a positive student experience
and training highly qualified personnel to become productive members of
the business community. Recall Chu’s (2013, p. 43) observation that library
support for program reviews consists of more than supplying quantitative
information about books, journals, and electronic resources, but should also
include instruction, technical services, and information about space usage
and information infrastructure. Including a business librarian on the team
that develops the program presentation will ensure that not only the collec-
tion, but also the library’s value-added services, are emphasized as part of the
program presentation and are promoted to program stakeholders.

4) Weave discussions about library resources and services into relevant sec-
tions throughout the program presentation.
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Once a business librarian has been welcomed to the team charged with
developing the program presentation, that librarian can identify sections of
the program presentation where discussions of services and resources can
be suitably contextualized instead of being discussed only in a self-con-
tained “Library” section—or an appendix—where they are presented out of
context. Incorporating relevant highlights from a supporting appendix into
the body of the report will facilitate on-point messaging and right-time
marketing of the library’s contributions to the students’ educational experi-
ence. Overall, an integrated presentation will be more effective and have a
greater impact on the reviewers, and it will also serve to raise visibility
among program stakeholders of what the library has to offer.

5) Schedule a meeting with a librarian during the site visit.

Business librarians are better able than faculty members to explain how
the library supports the program and its student learning outcomes. It
makes sense for programs to utilize their strongest resources at the right
moments in the review process. The results of this study suggest that meet-
ing with a business librarian for at least 30minutes is time well spent for
the reviewers. Therefore, it is in a program’s best interests to make sure
that such a meeting takes place during the site visit. In addition, business
librarians should be informed of the review criteria and of any matters that
the reviewers would like to learn more about, so that they can make the
most of the available meeting time.

6) Invite a librarian to site on the program review committee as a
resource person.

A program review committee may be made up of both faculty members,
who have voting privileges, and resource staff, who can supply different
kinds of specialized knowledge. At the University of Ottawa, the graduate
program evaluation committee currently includes two such resource per-
sonnel: the quality assurance coordinator and a curriculum design specialist
from the Centre for University Teaching. However, there is currently no
librarian sitting on this committee. It would be beneficial for a program
review committee to have access to a resource person who is knowledge-
able about the library’s role and contributions to graduate programs, and
who could help to raise awareness about these contributions and to recom-
mend ways in which the library could further improve these programs. As
mentioned above, Wu and Senior (2016, p. 123) identify relationship build-
ing between business librarians and faculty as key to promoting closer col-
laboration on program reviews, noting “activities to develop such a
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relationship could include serving on campus committees with department
faculty”. Meanwhile, Costella, Adam, Gray, Nolan, and Wilkins (2013)
report on an initiative at the University of Western Ontario to include
librarians in their undergraduate program review process by giving a librar-
ian a seat on the Senate Subcommittee for Undergraduate Program Review.
A similar initiative at the graduate level could help to give librarians a
voice, and in turn to increase the recognition of their current and potential
role in the program review process.

7) Make the results of program reviews available to librarians.

Business librarians are not typically included as members of the team
that develops the program presentation, the academic unit, or the program
review committee. As a result, there is no clear mechanism for informing
business librarians about the results of the program review at any stage. It
is discouraging for anyone to work hard toward the goal of supporting stu-
dents’ educational experience, yet to receive no feedback about the positive
results, misplaced energy, or current gaps related to these efforts. Business
librarians deserve to hear about the reviewers’ feedback, as well as the
results of the final assessment report or program recommendation. By shar-
ing feedback with business librarians, academic programs can build stron-
ger relations with these librarians, who will in turn feel more motivated
and better able to provide targeted and enhanced support for the programs.
This type of virtuous cycle stands to benefit all stakeholders in the program
and will help business librarians to realize a role as full partners in the edu-
cational enterprise. It may even generate additional as-yet-unknown posi-
tive side-effects for relations between faculty and librarians.
In closing, the main goal of this study was to determine whether the find-

ings of survey- and interview-based studies (e.g., White 1999; Wu & Senior,
2016), which suggest that academic business librarians’ perceive that they are
marginalized during the program review process, could be confirmed
through direct evidence obtained from an objective corpus-based investiga-
tion of program review documents. The results of the present corpus-based
pilot study complement the prior perception-based studies and strengthen
the finding that business librarians are not meaningfully involved in aca-
demic program reviews. In addition, it shows that while there is significant
room for improvement across the board when it comes to involving business
librarians more fully in the program review process, the integration of these
librarians in reviews of professional graduate programs is particularly poor,
as compared to research-oriented graduate programs.
This investigation was limited in that it considered only nine graduate

programs—four professional and five research-oriented—offered by a single
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business school in Canada. However, the pilot study produced informative
results which suggest that it could be worth extending this type of corpus-
based study to include other programs and institutions. It is hoped that the
discussion and strategies suggested in this article will serve to advance the
discussion about the contributions of academic business librarians—both
actual and potential—to the academic program review process, and to
involve them more meaningfully in program reviews with a view to
enhancing the overall quality of business programs for the benefit of
stakeholders.

Note

1. Owing to the very small values for the library discussions, it was difficult to display
this information graphically without using a log-based scale, which can be challenging
to read. We therefore chose to present the information in tabular format.
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