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Introduction

While attending a panel discussion called “What Do Users Want?” at the 27th Annual Charleston Conference this past fall, I was intrigued to hear New York University’s Lucinda Covert-Vail describe a key finding from NYU’s newly-completed study of faculty and graduate students’ views of their library. To paraphrase Covert-Vail, the study found that, while faculty and students wanted to do much of their research outside of the library—taking advantage of the vast array of electronic resources at their disposal—they did not want the physical library to disappear. 
Quite to the contrary: in surveys, many of the NYU faculty and graduate students said they saw the library as a thought center and meeting place; a community of scholars—in effect, as a neutral, interdisciplinary space outside of individual home disciplines. According to Covert-Vail, the study found a desire to add a social component to the library, such as a café, but also to come together at the library over a variety of interdisciplinary research or around theme- or event-based, temporary gatherings such as hearing speakers, attending meetings, and taking part in cultural events. 
Having recently begun a pilot documentary series for the University of Southern California Libraries, I was eating all of this up: While I’m a great supporter of electronic resources and distance learning, and I see a lot of potential in Web and Library 2.0 tools to help people learn, teach, and work collaboratively across space to reach people from all over the world, I’m also a major believer in the potential of gathering people together in physical spaces for a wide range of experiences—you could say I’m a proponent of the idea of the library as a hub both in the virtual and in the physical realms. 
I first began to think about developing a documentary series for the library because I’ve long thought that such programming has great potential for making libraries vital spaces for fostering learning, thinking, and a cross-pollination of ideas—in the case of the academic library, as students, faculty, staff, and community members gathered together. Such screenings in libraries are perhaps more common in public libraries—I know from a panel I saw at the ALA in summer 2007 on documentary programming using films from PBS’s POV series, for example, that documentary screenings in public libraries have had a great deal of success drawing in community members; and I remember from my own two years working in public libraries that communities welcome events of all kinds at their libraries. (For more information on using PBS’s POV series to develop library documentary programming, visit their Educators page at http://www.pbs.org/pov/classroom.php.) 
In fact, it was in the spirit of trying to think of ways to develop the USC’s Libraries “as place” that the director of USC’s Leavey Library, Karen Howell, and I began to consider showing films from our library’s film collection. We decided on documentary rather than fiction film for several reasons: for one—we saw documentary as a chance to provide an educational, which is not to say didactic, experience on an almost infinite array of topics, covering both global and local concerns from a wide range of viewpoints; for another—we thought that our focus on documentary could provide a niche for us to develop, one not competing with other campus film series. 

I was especially drawn to documentary because I think it’s a form that holds many surprises—documentaries can be extremely personal, provocative, searing, hilarious, and challenging, and in many cases they are much closer to the ground than fiction films—as people have picked up their cameras, gone out, and started filming the world as they see it, often for far less money than a fiction film would involve. For our pilot, after previewing several films, I ended up choosing the documentary, China Blue (directed by Micha X. Peled, 2005), which is about the labor conditions under which Chinese workers make jeans for Western consumers—on the theory that anyone who wears jeans, which is just about everyone, might be interested—and organized a screening, complete with a guest speaker to introduce the film. 

The success of this pilot screening led to the development of the Frameworks documentary series that forms the subject of this paper. This presentation will describe the program’s content and goals; its promises and challenges; and the potential of the documentary medium for bringing a wide range of people together to learn about and discuss issues that have local and global importance—as my paper title says, I see documentary film programming as having very high potential as a site of interdisciplinary explorations. 
To start, though, I’d like to talk a bit about the pilot screening that served as the embryo for the Frameworks series.

Pilot Screening: China Blue

As I mentioned, the China Blue screening was very successful – it drew a crowd of almost 90 people, composed of students, faculty, staff, and community members. To give you a sense of the audience: it included members of a student group that’s devoted to sweatshop labor issues; a labor organizer from Los Angeles who brought his 90-year-old labor activist father; many librarians; other faculty and students; and a staff member who, when he was helping me set the film up the day before, got interested in the film and told me that he would invite his many friends from the garment industry in Los Angeles to come. 

From the sign-in sheet we put out, I could see that some people had heard about the film from their professors – whether they were encouraged or required to go, or whether the screening was extra credit or not, I could not know, but all of these possibilities made me think of ways in which films might benefit professors’ and students’ class assignments and research—as well as of ways to reach out to faculty for upcoming screenings. 

From asking my colleagues who might be a good person to introduce the film, I was able to find a great guest speaker, a specialist in China and Chinese politics, political science, and Chinese film named Stanley Rosen, who, it turned out, was a huge fan China Blue; he readily agreed to serve as guest speaker for the night. We provided snacks and drinks before the event and, doing the “librarian thing,” I compiled a handout for the audience, a resource list of books, articles, and Web resources for further research on the many issues raised by the film. I also let the audience know that we were interested in any suggestions they may have for documentaries for us to purchase and, possibly, screen at future events, and made sure that people knew that USC students, faculty, and staff were able to check out our films to view again.
The feedback I got from the event was very positive – people emailed or came up to me in person, even long after the fact, to thank me for organizing the screening; some suggested films for us to consider buying; and some emailed to say that they regretted having to miss the event, but that they wanted to know if they could check the film out to see some other time. Many said that they had no idea that the library even had films—so, this was a great chance to let people know that the library was more than they might have considered it to be.
This positive response offset the wave of disappointment that I initially felt when people seemed uninterested in taking part in an informal, general group discussion after the screening—many people did cluster around the speaker afterwards and begin a discussion with him that lasted quite some time, got very animated, and continued outside when facilities shooed us out of the building—but I had hoped for a more general discussion. 
This is all food for thought, of course: was it the size of the audience? Hunger, or the need to get home (the event started at 7:00 and ended at a little after 9:00)? The emotional weight of the film, which, after all, deals with sweatshop labor performed by children, mostly young girls? The notion that, as one person put it, the film said it all? As the series has progressed, I have often wondered about what prompts people to stay afterwards or not … but more on that below. 
In any case, several benefits of an event like this were very clear, benefits both for the library and for the audience, including:
For the audience:

· It provided people with a chance to see a thought-provoking, well-done film that provided a point of view or perspective on the world that they might not otherwise have gotten

· It gave people an opportunity to be part of a diverse group of people from all over campus and beyond, and from many different disciplines and life paths, people who could perhaps strike up conversations with each other over what they’d just seen if they wanted
· It provided people with a chance to learn about the film and some of the issues it raised from a knowledgeable guest speaker, someone who may well have been from a discipline other than their field of study—someone who might have introduced them to a new approach to things or a different way of viewing the world
· It provided the audience with a chance to participate in their library’s collection and events—by taking part in discussion, as well as by suggesting films for us to purchase and consider for screening.

For the library:

· It provided an impetus for outreach to our community—to teaching faculty, including to our guest speaker; to faculty, staff, and students in many campus departments; and to the community at large
· It gave us a chance to publicize our film collection and to let people know that they could check out films.

· It gave us the chance to hear people’s feedback about their views on library programming

· It gave us a chance to hear our community’s insights as we strive to build an excellent documentary collection

· It gave us the chance to let the audience know that the library was much more than a storage facility or a place to study; rather, they could see that the library could be an instigator, an impetus for a cultural discussion and for a community gathering in which very diverse individuals are encouraged to come together to mix, speak, listen, and possibly collide 
Frameworks: Overview of the Program and its Goals

Given the success of the China Blue screening, and with Karen Howell, the Leavey Library Director’s, blessing, I developed Frameworks: A Documentary Series as a second pilot project. We figured that we’d show five films a semester, see how it went for two semesters, and then decide whether or not to continue with it. The program is now nearing the end of its second semester—we’ve held nine screenings so far, and we have a final one to go next week—and I would say that it’s well worth continuing, despite some challenges, for reasons I will discuss.
From the China Blue event, I developed the basic setup and process of Frameworks: I see many films in order to pick one that I find especially compelling; do research and talk to people in order to engage a speaker; engage our graphics department to develop flyers for the films as well as for the entire series lineup each semester; send out email announcements about the films to as many campus departments as I can think of and coordinate distribution of flyers on campus; compile a resource list for every film to give to audience members interested in further reading; and maintain and build an email list of people interested in hearing about upcoming screenings. 

Each screening features an introduction, usually by a faculty member with expertise in the film’s subject area, as mentioned, though if I can’t find one, I research, write, and deliver it myself; and each screening provides a chance for discussion afterwards—sometimes these have been wonderfully lively and extensive; sometimes they’ve been brief; and sometimes, people seem less inclined to talk and more inclined to head home afterwards. In any case, it’s all very informal and relaxed. 
This program has several goals, including:

· providing audiences—students, faculty, staff, and the community at large—a chance to see a wide range of thought-provoking films and to explore the richness of the documentary form 

· providing a space for people to see work—and discover subject matter—that they might not otherwise come across 

· exposing people to people and ideas they might not otherwise encounter, both on-screen and in the auditorium where they’re sitting. 

· promoting the “library as place,” as a site for cultural events and a community hub

· promoting our growing documentary collection by serving as curators of the collection
· practicing creative outreach to faculty, staff, students, and community 

· providing a participatory space for learning – a place where people can hear the words of a guest speaker, discuss what they’ve seen with a diverse group of people, continue to learn with help from the resource list, and also take part by shaping the program themselves –by suggesting films for us to purchase and screen, by knowing that they can contact me at any time for direction on how to further learn about the vast array of topics

· providing a gateway to the library’s research services, including subject specialists, databases, books, films, etc.

The Nature and Contents of the Program

The films we’ve shown vary widely—and this is part of the plan, of course, which is to help highlight the variety inherent in the form. I chose all of the films because I found them to be provocative, very well made, thought provoking, and – not usually blockbusters. I have hoped with all of my choices to provide audiences with material and ideas they might not otherwise come across, as well as to heighten their appreciation of the possibilities of the form of documentary film.

Here is a brief overview of the films screened:

Fall Semester

· Control Room (Jehane Noujaim, 2004) – a highly topical examination of the Arab news channel, Al Jazeera, and US media in the first months of 2003’s invasion of Iraq. A Professor of Communication who is coming out with a book on Al Jazeera this summer, Dr. Phil Seib, introduced this one.
· The Gleaners and I (Agnes Varda, 2000)– a poetic, personal essay about the theme of gleaning – of taking what others leave behind, and various gleaners – the filmmaker herself; artists; recyclers; dumpster divers; homeless people scavenging; and others who choose to work against wastefulness in society. This film was introduced by Ruth Wallach, our Architecture and Fine Arts librarian.
· Ethnic Notions (Marlon Riggs, 1986)– a stunning, seminal examination of racist imagery in the United States’ popular culture from the 1800s up until the 1980s. This film was introduced by Professor of Sociology and Communication Dr. Herman Gray, who has written on racist imagery in popular culture and who actually took part in another of Riggs’s films.
· Stranger with a Camera (Elizabeth Barret, 2000)– an examination of the responsibilities of documentary filmmakers towards the subjects of their films. I introduced this one.
· Southern Comfort (Kate Davis, 2001)– a heartbreaking and intimate portrait of an extended transgender family network of friends and lovers in rural Georgia, and an interrogation of a health care system that would let its prejudices deny needed medical treatment, resulting in death. This one was introduced by a professor of History, Anthropology, and Gender Studies, Dr. Walter Williams.
Spring Semester 
· American Movie (Chris Smith, 1999)– a portrait of a highly determined and unusual filmmaker. Introduced by me. This film had the lowest audience attendance of the entire year, with an audience of eight.
· No End in Sight (Charles Ferguson, 2007)– the entire series’ biggest draw, an Oscar-nominated investigation into the invasion and occupation of Iraq. Introduced by Dr. Laurie Brand, professor in and director of the School of International Relations. This film had an audience of 58.
· Bright Leaves (Ross McElwee, 2003)–  a wry autobiographical film about history, economics, North Carolina, and tobacco by auteur filmmaker Ross McElwee. Introduced by Professor of Anthropology, Dr. Alexander Moore.
· The Future of Food (Deborah Koons Garcia, 2004)– an advocacy film about genetically engineered food and industrial agriculture. Introduced by me.
· Sa-i-gu (Christine Choy, Elaine Kim, Dai Sil Kim-Gibson, 1993) and Wet Sand: Voices from LA Ten Years Later (Dai Sil Kim-Gibson, w/ Charles Burnett as Editor and Director of Photography, 2003)– A double feature. Sa-i-gu explores the effects of the unrest in the wake of the Rodney King verdicts on Korean American women shopkeepers, who suffered more than half of the material losses; in the sequel Wet Sand, Kim-Gibson revisits this topic to investigate the long-term impact of the verdict and unrest on Los Angeles neighborhoods and on people whose lives were touched by the upheavals. These films were introduced by Dr. George Sanchez, professor of History and of American Studies and Ethnicity.
Nuts and Bolts

· Film and lineup choice: I pick the films not only because I think they are excellent and provocative, but because they provide variety—I try not to offer too many of one type or on one topic in one semester, but rather to balance out the talking heads with the essays and experiments.
· Resource lists: In the beginning, I used to just provide people with a list of articles, books, and sometimes other resources, but gradually I began to see that these could become an educational moment  – now, I suggest sample keyword combinations, list some promising databases for research on the topic, and provide indications about where on our Web pages to find more resources as well as subject specialists for different areas

· Speaker appreciation: I try to make sure that the speakers know how much I appreciate their contribution by taking them to lunch afterwards and by keeping them updated on our screenings
· Attendance: While I am no believer in evaluating a film by its audience attendance, some administrators track head counts, and I do give attendance statistics to the Leavey Library director. In general, audiences have averaged in the mid-20s, with two screenings over 55; one in the high 30s; several in the 20s, and two quite low—American Movie and Bright Leaves. I insist on my rights as programmer to choose films that I think are worth seeing, regardless of popularity—the trick, as far as I see it, though, is figuring out the right way to publicize them so that as many people as possible can become aware of them.
· Discussions: These have had mixed results, as mentioned. Some have been very lengthy and lively – Control Room; Ethnic Notions; No End in Sight; Stranger with a Camera; and The Future of Food really sparked lively discussions, while Southern Comfort was so devastating that I think people just wanted to go home afterwards. 
· Audience comfort and timing: We chose to screen the films at 5:00, and we are still not sure if that time is the best or not. One very unfortunate factor is that we cannot allow food in our auditorium, and, so far, we have not been able to work out a consistent, practical way to provide at least a snack before the screening, though this would be a very nice, and I’m sure welcome, addition to these events.

Feedback from audience members and from guest speakers

So far, the feedback on the series has been very positive: 
· All of the speakers have told me that they think that the series is important work, and some have even said that, despite being crunched for time, they thought a particular screening was important enough to make time to participate.  
· Audience members have been appreciative—one even emailed to say that she thought one of our screenings was the best of many cultural events that she’d seen at USC, and that she wrote about the experience in a paper for a class

· Others have thanked me in person or by email for choosing films on such a wide array of issues, and many have emailed to say that they regret that they cannot come to a particular screening, but that they’re glad we’re showing the film and were happy to learn of it through our publicity
· Some have told me that they marked down all the films on their calendars, and one person approached me as I hung up the spring semester’s flyer to tell me that he was glad we were doing the series again after he said was a great fall season 

· I’ve especially enjoyed feedback that took a rather philosophical view – for example, a history professor emailed me to say that she had posted our spring semester’s flyer to her office door because she found the lineup so compelling, and she said that she thought the very existence of the series itself had an impact, whether people actually attended particular screenings or not. 

With this feedback in mind, I’d like to discuss some of the successes and challenges this series has presented, as well as what some of this may mean for the future.
Successes and Challenges

Successes

· Positive feedback from speakers, audience members, and others

· Promotion of the library as a venue for such events – people who have seen or heard about the screenings have actually gone on to schedule film events themselves. In fact, after attending one of our screenings, one professor who is herself a documentary filmmaker scheduled her film’s USC premiere at our auditorium; student groups have booked the auditorium for their own series; and I’ve received emails from professors asking about doing the same thing – so, the series has helped promote the facility.
· Development of dialogue across disciplines and groups --- Along with providing a chance for audience members to hear and meet people from different disciplines and backgrounds, I can think of some specific moments: At the No End in Sight screening, the Director of International Relations announced their new program in Middle East Studies; and at Control Room, the guest speaker announced an upcoming event in his department, Communications and Journalism department, of one of the main figures in the film, Josh Rushing, who came to campus to discuss his new book on moving from the Pentagon Communications Office to Al Jazeera English. 
· Promotion of library as what one professor described as a neutral, interdisciplinary space (a phrasing that echoes our own professional literature on the “library as place”  – one of our speakers asked if we could collaborate with him to use our library’s auditorium to present his research findings after a sabbatical, saying that he didn’t want to restrict the discussion just to his department. 
· Audience participation – in suggesting films to screen (The Future of Food), and to buy

· Chance for further involvement – The discussion after The Future of Food, which is an advocacy film on genetically engineered food, was thrilling, as we all got into a very animated discussion about what we as society members and concerned people can do about the issues the film raised—so much so that I found myself discussing to one person that perhaps I should put up a Facebook page for us to continue the discussion. 

Challenges

· As one could predict, TIME is the major problem with all of this … organizing a series such as Frameworks takes a great deal of time, and it is all in addition to a full-time job.
· I am now trying to get together a group, where each of us takes a screening … 

· Otherwise, it’s all on top of the regular full-time job; nothing has been taken away to make room for this …

· Other challenges:

· Figuring out the best way to publicize films

· Improving my skills in sparking discussion afterward the films
· Working out indicators of “success” and working with competing notions of this concept: Some believe “success” lies in head counts, while I would argue against this notion
· Making these events as welcoming as possible, given that, at least as of now, we cannot provide food or allow audience members to bring food into the auditorium
Conclusion: Theory and Practice, Practice and Theory
To wind up this discussion of the Frameworks film series, I wanted to bring in some voices from the professional literature, voices that in some cases echo what I have been trying to accomplish with the series, and that in some cases provide a spark for more ideas on how to approach events programming. 

In his 2005 overview of books published in the last several years on the idea of the “Library as Place,” Wayne Wiegand discusses several ideas that I find exciting:

· One is Tony Hiss on experiencing place, from his book, The Experience of Place, where Hiss uses public parks as an example of places where people choose their own experience—they can be quiet; they can be active; they can find their own niche and, as Hiss states, are invited to “redistribute their attention” in a place that gives people many different reasons to keep returning. Reflecting on Hiss, Wiegand says that it is not enough for us to think about our libraries in terms of collections, information services, or personal workspace; instead, we need to think of the “multiple ways people experience the spaces that libraries make public”; always maintaining awareness that “public places create experiences” (78).
· Another idea Wiegand mentions is Ray Oldenburg’s idea, from his book, The Great Good Place: Cafes, Coffee Shops, Community Centers, Beauty Parlors, General Stores, Bars, Hangouts, and How They Get You Through the Day, of a “third place,” a “neutral ground” outside of home and work, such as café, coffee shop, barbershop, etc., and of course I’d argue a library auditorium holding a film series – these are places that remove the pressures and status of the first two places, and in effect serve to “level” people by bringing them together around a focus outside of themselves, a place where regulars are drawn by other regulars – or, I would argue, to regular events/programming that attracts regulars, even if that regular is just the organizer! For Wiegand, citing Oldenburg, these third spaces have multiple benefits, including novelty, uncertainty, right of free assembly, and the idea that people are respected as individuals (78). One direct echo of this is that, as I mentioned, one of our speakers used precisely the language of “neutral space” to suggest that he present his sabbatical research in the library, specifically so he could travel beyond his home discipline.
· Finally, a third idea Wiegand discusses is Lyn Lofland’s idea of realms, as discussed in The Public Realm: Exploring the City’s Quintessential Social Territory – these are informal environments for learning that involve play, a center for communication – not like electronic social networking, but, as Wiegand puts it, “the kind [of environment] that creates and sustains a community living room in which people see and talk to each other face-to-face.” A key component of this idea of realms is cosmopolitanism: Wiegand quotes Lofland: “The public realm is one of the very few kinds of social territories that, on a recurring basis, provides the opportunity for individuals to experience limited, segmental, episodic, distanced links between self and other … it is, in fact, probably the locus for a significant portion of all noncommunal, nonintimate relations that humans form with one another” (79).
I think it is important to stress the idea of the audience’s ability to choose from a wide range of experiences in the context of the series—they can listen, they can watch, they can sleep, they can leave, they can decide what they think later, they can email me to suggest or comment, they can suggest other films, they can strike up their own conversations with other audience members or not, they can be intimate or argumentative or whatever … on a recurring basis, where the draw is the fact that someone has spent a lot of time on trying to develop programming that is at the very least provocative and well-done. 

As far as Wiegand is concerned, we as a profession have not thought enough about this subject, despite the fact that the idea of the Library as Place runs throughout library history, from the Alexandrian Library through the Royal Library of the 17th century to the community rooms of the Carnegie Libraries; instead, he argues, we’ve focused too much on being purveyors of “useful knowledge” separate from leisure (79). Says Wiegand: “In past 25 years, LIS discourse has generally overlooked public realm activities as less important, marginally relevant, and peripheral to a professionally self-assured research agenda” … but, stating that life in libraries is thoroughly social, he goes on to say that while we recognize that “libraries are important places to be … public sphere and civic space theory and research suggests that they are important as places for many more reasons than we currently realize”  (80-81).
This is not to say that people have not been writing about the Library as Place—indeed they have, including, of course, the essay collection, “Library as Place” (Council on Library and Information Resources), which offers the views of architects, librarians, and others. In my reference list, I have included several discussions of this idea that I think are very valuable for fleshing out this topic—all of which revolve around the idea of the library as a place to spark, not just hold, ideas, by allowing for interdisciplinary intermingling and collaborative cross-pollinations to occur. 
As time runs out for this paper, though, I would like to return to the NYU study on what users are looking for in the library that formed the basis for the presentation I referenced at the beginning of this paper, because I think that the library for the 21st century that the writers end up advocating for shares the same spirit as our gesture with Frameworks. 
The study, the NYU 21st Century Library Project: Designing a Research Library of the Future for New York University. Report of a Study of Faculty and Graduate Student Needs for Research and Teaching Conducted by New York University Libraries with the Assistance of Katzenbach Partners LLC (KPL), found that:
· There is great interest in the question of space for research, especially physical space and ways that the library can serve as a dynamic environment that contributes to intellectual and community life (5). 

· There are many ways to support the diverse work of scholars, including by improving spaces for work, enabling collaboration and connections across disparate disciplines; making the discovery process more powerful; expanding beyond traditional conceptions of the library; and creating more spaces and mechanisms for intellectual creativity and inspiration (6).

· Increasingly, people want the library to serve as a “connector of people” (11); a stimulating environment that provides for serendipity, that sparks excitement for research; and that fosters interdisciplinary connections – for example, by creating reading rooms around certain themes that could draw scholars together or other ways to bring people together over common intellectual interests.
· In the Ideas and Inspiration Book that distills the study’s findings and advocates for a library of the 21st century, the study’s authors call for libraries to move beyond traditional conceptions of the library and to create “spaces for inspiration” and discovery and to facilitate “collaboration and crossing disciplines” by creating places to interact “formally and locally”—such interdisciplinary “thought centers” would help people to “draw new connections” (36-37), and could help the library to become a “center of intellectual life” (37).
Where one scholar states that the library differs from the café because “you are meeting over the scholarly work you are doing,” another says that “The University could spend more time trying to create more experiences in common” (13). In conclusion, I would like to say that events programming such as the Frameworks documentary series can serve as one component in this move to bring out the potential of the library’s physical space to connect people; to bridge disciplines; and to draw our attention to the experience of people, places, situations, and ideas both local and global, even as it helps move the library closer to becoming a center of intellectual life on campus as well as in the virtual world.
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