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ABSTRACT '

' The Commission on Librarianship at Stanford was:

[

created in May, 1972, to examine the role and status of librarians at

the university 1nclud1ng professional relationships, effective

use of

librarians; salaries and pnrsonnel practices, "and the involvenment of 5

librarians’' in the library and university environmernt. The

Commission's study groups conducted their inquiry through 11terature

reviews and through questionnaiges dlstributhd at Stanford and

at

other academic and research libraries ifi the United States. The prinme

recommendation of "the study was that a lLibrariae's Assembly be

founded con51stlng of all librarians at the university. The assembly
would serve to 1mprove communication between librarians, increase
staff involvement in policy formation; and formulate recummendations
to the chief library administrative officers on library qQperations

and personnel policies. The study al8o examined the role and
responsibilities of Stanford librarians in terms of collection
development, blbllographﬂc control, public service, library

instruction, and management. T¥ernty-two additional recommendations
were made concerning saIarles, personnel classification schedules,
personnel practices, and employment benefits for librarians. (SL)
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. BACKGROUND: - THE- COMMISSION ON LIBRARIANSHIP

The Commission on Librarianshi?‘ét Stanford was created in May, 1972,
by David C. Weber,' Director of University Libraries, with the

encouragement of the Stanford University: Librarians Ass@ciation (SULA)

and the.UniVersity Library Council. TIts chérge was .
) to examine the rele and-stafus of librartans at the‘Un1vers1ty,

/// including: -

/ : professional relationships within the University, .
means of facilitating the effective use of librarians,
suitable recognition of the services of librarians to the

community,
aspects of appointment, promot1on and perqu1s1tes, ©
involvement of librarians in formal and informal teach1na,
and other aspects of the1r\eork1ng env1ronment

In add1t1on, the Commission was to con51der "the quest1on of the mo;t ¢
effective forum or organ1zet1on through which®librarians can, as ’

indivfddS]s,and as a university professional group, share in concern for-
and contribution to higher education, research, and institutional ak

governance and development" (1). 1

Theé Commission was intended to be representative of all librarians at"
Stanford. It initially compriSed’f?ve men and seven women,-reflecting

the male/female ratio in the libraries (2), and representing all ranks, °

¥

1) See Appendix I for the charge.-

2) There are 77 women librarians and 42 men librarians in all the
libraries at Stanford, excluding directors and, in the case of the
Hoover Institution, faculty members who serve as curators. #

- »
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years of eéxperience, job assignments and responsibilities. Professional

egper1ence ranged from 1ess than one to more than thirty-five years.

Job ass1gnm”nts spanned reference, cata109 ng and acqu1s1t1ons in
R

undergraduate graduate branch and coord1nate 11brav¢es

; Respons1b111t1es ranged from those of a beg1nn g profess1ona1 to those .
yd

of a senior administrator. Educational ba/kgrounds also varied. All
1

members of the Commission had a bache%gr S degree in a subJect field and\

.a profpss1ona1 degree in 11bar1ansh1p, some had graduate subject
degrees, masten/s or doctorate, or were working toward such degrees
Ten members were from the Un1vers1ty Libraries and two were fr0m tﬁe

‘Coordinate: hxhrar1es \ Of the original twe]ve members of the Commission,

tu; res1gn%d: one d:? to.111ness; the other due tq'ear;y retirement. ) «
One rep‘1acement was appointed (3). '
. .. L . : “‘ B
¢ There have been three phases of the Commission's investigatienf’

. S . A .
During the first ﬁhase of investigation, the Cmunissipn formed two

subcommittees: the Role of the Library and the Librarian, and the

{ Recognition of the L1brary and the L1brar1an Each subcommittee **

undertook an exhaust1ve 11terature search and’engaged in 1nvest1gat1ve

d1scuss1ons which were developed into-a quest1onna1re probing various

A . .f‘- el é
3) S1nce the Commission began severa] members have Been promoted: to )
Librarian I, Janice M. Lane (1974); to Librarian II1, Robert H.
Breyfogle (1973), and to Librarian IV, Jean L. Finch (1973) Sandra K.
. * Korn (1974), and Frederick C. Lynden (1973) Carol Turner transferred
to Technical Information Services and then to Government Documents.
g April Stenzef and Jack Plotkin resigned duiing the first year of the
_ Commission, Peter Stangl was appo1nted as a replacement, but .
o\ unofficially withdrew. Coralia Serafim resigned from the Hoover :
Institution in“September, 1974, although she continued to contribute to .Y
this report. See also Append1x I. X

i
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aSpects o’ 1ibrarianship at Stanford (4). Another questionniire was .
developed and 'sent to selected academic and\research Tibraries

;hroughout thE{United States in an attempt to gather detailed

-

information concérning the 1ibrary community (5). The results of these

tivo questionnaires were tabulated, and the Commission then called a

S~

meeting for all librarians at Stanford to discuss the data obtained frOm
~

the questionnaire§<and to inform the staff of the future plans of the -

Commission. R " -
. = ¥
<. 2 2
Ip early 1975, the Commission divided into five study groups, each © i

responsible for a specific area of librarianship: library instruction;
peer review; library o;ganization; definition, classification, and

criteria for appointment anq promotion; and salaries. * Each study group
reviewed the pertinent literature, sent questionnaireé.to other

institutions (6), and examined the sjtuation of librarians, and other
professionals at&\tanford ppst ard present, in reiation to its. topic
Indiv1dua1 reports, summarizing findings and making recommendations,

were then compiled. Throughout this phase the Commissnon often’ met ina
committee of the who]e to discuss various aspects of.the study‘groups
investigations. During December, 1973, and ganuary, 1974, the

Commission distributed working papers which were summaries of study

~

——

4) The Stanford Librarians' Questionnaire was distributed in November,
1972. See Appendix III. . . . \

5) See Appendii Iv.

6) See the, Peer PeView Questionnaire and the Library Organization
Questaonnaire in Appendices V. and VI. . R \\\\

N



group reports and invited all Stanford librarians to discuss these’

papers in a series of open meetines.

. .
.ﬁ The last period of the Commis‘sion's work,‘ leading to the preparatio_n
.of the final report, hegan {h February, 1974. B%ta gathered in the two
. earlier phases were restudieq, updated, and in some cases tabulated for
+ succinct presentation as appendices to the report. The most logical
orgénizatioh of the material became the subject of continuing debate.
“As consentsus on the report's final form began to emerﬁe, the l '
'responsibi]ity for the writing of its constituent parts was assigned
eithenr to individual members or subgroups of two or three persons Some
of these papers drew heav11y upon earlier working reports and their ‘
constructive criticisms by the assembled profess1ona1 staff of the
L@prar1es and by 1nd1v1dua1 readers 1n.the library adm1n1strat1on The
necess1ty of treating.additional aspects of 11brar1ansh1p became
apparent only in this stage of the Commiss{on's existence, and papers on
» them had to be prepared on the basisaof additional research. Moch time
was expended-a]so in criticizing and revisihg each’ paper as it was
presented at Commission meet1nos, and 1n adjusting the separate papers
to the total report By this process, however, the completéd document

has* become in fact the joint ‘effort of the Comm1ss1on and its members

- mutual respons1bi]1ty

In fulfilling its charge, the Commission has concent?ated upon the

- role and status of 1ibra{ians at:Stanfordghgoided by the belief that

R

appropriate recognitioh of the services of librarians wti1 enable them
0 L N

to contribute more effectively toward the goals of\the University.




<

—

theProfessoriate (7), is the major funct1on of the 11brary in the .
university. Equally important is access to the’ col}ect1on wh1ch can

best be ach1eved/tnroggh~the full utilization of the librarians'

professional skills. ’ s .

e

—

-

-The changes which have occurred in‘both the general ljbrary wor]d and
Stanford's educat1ona1 environment make it 1ncumbent upon ]1brar1ans at

Stanford to reevaluate the quaf%ty and relevance of the1r serv1ces to

_the Un1vers1ty community., Two extensive reviews of education at

Stanford (1 e., Study of Educat1on at Stanford, Study of Graduate .

Education at Stanford), as we]] as’ a ‘trend ‘toward 1nterd1sc1p]1nary
h

. studies, have substantia]]y affected the services the ]ioréries must..

provide. New services are required and some old seryices are no longer

necéssary.‘ The rapid growth of the libraries at Stanford to their

o

current positdon of eiéhth in size of coT]ections among the academtcl

. M 3

11brar1es of the nation, along with the greater var1ety of.mater1a]s
(e.g., m1croforms, video tapes, sound recordings) with the attendant

complexities of hand11ng them, has also led to a reexamination of.

. S .
library services. ,

-~

Some changes in services have already occurred.  Stanford has
signifjcantlyrcontributed toward improved access to library materials
through the development of a computer-produced book catalog for the J.

Heriry Meyer Memorial Library.and of Proiegt BALLOTS (Bibliographic

r
—_—— . +

L)

7) Stanford University: Committee on the Professor1ate at Stanford
‘Report (Stanford 1974) p. 39\7

Preservation of knowledge, according té the report of the Committee on

S
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Automation of Large Library Operations asmg a_Time-sharing System) the

.

automation of the Library's technical services us1ng on-line files. In

addition, Stanford has strengthened its collection development program

by the compilation df a compirehensive selection guide, the creation of a
staff of’curators, and‘ the adoption ofa strong affirmative 'statement on N
: intellectual freedom‘ ‘in"fthe library. ' -
.' '- a . ) :A. ) -
- | Every act1v1ty of the librarian is u1t1mate1y d1rected toward serving )
' faculty, students, and other scholarly researchers. ,T.he .objective of ' '
superior service can best be achieved throudh the realization of the
- \professwna] role of the librarian and the effective ut111zao1on of . , [ ]
1'1brar;‘ar'|s ’ spec1a1 ta]ents and®skills. Further improvement “n
7 X ‘ services ca;\ be attamed“ by estabhshing a Librarians' Assembly, which ‘
will maintain 'prgfessional standards and encourage more effective ®
’ communication between librarians and 'their clientele-under the |
. protection of ir;tellectua} freedong. |
' - °
. E ®
. ®
.
' ‘ °




II. THE-PBIMAR‘ RECOMMENDATION: LIBRARIANS' ASSEMBLY _ .

The Libcarians‘ Assembly is the single most imporfant recommendation
" to come from this stﬁdy. While there currently exists'a librarians'
organization (SULA), the Comm1ss1on believes that a L1brar1ans
Assembly, whose membership aut0mat1ca11y encompasses a]] 11brar1ans and
which works in close cooperation with the libraries’ adm1n1strat1ons for
'thé deve]opmentfbf the'prcfession; will provide an effective unifying
force for librarians. The improved communicatien and involvement of . |
librarians in all aspects of library operat1ons at Stanford.are
necessary "to give meaning to 11brar1ansh1p within the unfversity
environment ...;and; for-action that will achieve a siitable working
environment for librarians"_ (8).

Because the Librarians' Assembly is referred to'throughout this

'report, we have described 1f here, leaving the support1ng arguments of

”partlcular aspects of the Assemb]y for later deve]opment . ) -

' RECOMMENDATION 1

» ¢ -

A ijrarfans' Assembly should be created which would automatically 7 o

include in its membership all professionals employed at Stanford in the .

|

—_— ., |

8) See the Charge to the Comm1ss1on on Librarianship at Stanford in
Append1x I.. : ) -

A
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Librarian or Library Director sefies. Other professional

- c]assifjcations in-the Tibrarfes may be admitted as membersﬂbf the
Assembly upon.recommenﬂit%rn of its Executive.Board anddapproval by the
V]

Assembly.

»

I. - PURPOSES OF THE ASSEMBLY:
A. To increase communication among librarians of the University.'
‘B. ‘o provide a forum for discussion aAh exp]ora@ion of “issues of
concern to librarians. .’ v 4 -

C. To provide all 1ibrarians in the various libraries of the

Univeréity’with a regular and effective means of participating .

in the formulation of policies and procedures which affect the

role and recognition of librarians. '

D. To discuss and make recommendations in tne following areas to

the chief administrative officers of the Tibraries of the

+ University: ‘ v o
1. Appointments, promotibns, grievances, and sﬁggtéty/a?
\) ’/
employment. " N
‘

-

. B //‘/.
2. Librarians' welfare and development.

- //
3. Library pofi;ywand planning.
. — ‘
4. Selection and development of collections.
5. Public services. - : .
6. Technical services. - - .o
t. To‘represenc the library to the Academic Council of the
University in order that librarians may participate more
‘ .

actively ip the governance of the Un%versity.

-

%

“
‘o




I1. EXECUTIVE BOARD: : C,

A. The Executive Board of the Librarians' Assembly should be
elected by the Assembly.
B. A1l members of the Exequtive goard should ba elected for -

twe-yea} terms with one-half of the Board elected for a -one-year

.

. term when the Asseﬁbly is begun.

Iy
-

N

C. No one in the Library Director series sh.. e eligitle for
o0 AN
eTection to the Board. . . ' ‘

) . .
D. The Executive Board should include mardatory representation of

librarians from the Cocrdinate Libraries.
E. Functions of the Executive Board: )
1. ng;all and conduct/meetinqs of the Assemb]}.
2. To set.the agenda for the - :etings of the Assembly.

3.> To establish ad hoc committees and appoint members to both

stapd1ng.gggyid Koc committecs.

— £

4. To serve as an'ad;iEOrynhggzg\Eg\fhe Director of Libraries

and the chjef administrative offiters of the Coordinate
Libraries. A1l Aysembly and committee recommendations
should bé transmitted to the Director of Libraries and > ._

L4 T
chief administrative officers through the Executive Board.

»
1) s

- 5. To propose and develop bylaws. N
F. The Executive Bbard should meet-at least once a month and
conduct the business of the Assembly between its geﬁ%ra]

meetings.

4



L )
ITT. FUNDING:

The Uhﬁversity Libraries and the Coordinate Libraries should cover

t

basic:and necessary operating expenses of the Assembly on a
. ) ] .
pr at basis: Members should not be required to pay dues, and

all meetings and Assembly business could be conducted on library

o

L4

time.

IV. MEETINGS: : ‘ S N
4 » b
A. The Librarians' Assembly should meet at Teast once every
Rl ) y

. gyaréer. Special meetings should be called by the Executive
Board, or as a result of a petition signed by 25% of the
Asseézly, or at tbe request of the University Library Council.

B. The Directar of Universitnyibrarie§ and the chief
adm%nﬁstrative officers of the Coordinate Librarie;“should
annqally repont. to the Assembly on the state of the libraries.

C. The Executjve'Boérd shqu]d submit a written agenda for the
general méetings of the Librérians‘ Assembly to the membership

-

~ at least two working days in advance of the meeting.

©
»

V. COMMITTEES: . '
A. The Assembly should establish the following standing gommitte¥s:
‘}. The Committee on,Appointhent, Pr0motion: and Security of —
' fmr: loyment spou]d/participate in the selection aﬁd

| appointment process for librarians, and establish and

administer a peer review system for promotions and for

security ot employment. s




11
2. The Committee on Professional Dé}Z]Opment should be
. ‘concerned with coordination of/étaff development actiyjties.
among all the campus libraries. This committee should .

N4

devise a uniform policy of staff development for
pﬁéfessiona]s, diésehfnatefinformation on staff
. development, and make recommendaticns on reqbests for
professional leaves and'travgl funds.
3. The Committee 'on Public and Technical Services should
re}iew on a reqular basis the uti]ization'of staff, and

yﬁe goals and objectives of public 'and technical service

units; recommending improvement of services based upon this

e

review; and coordinate public and technical service

. - ‘ activities of the campus libraries. i

4. The Cormittee on Library.lnstruction should supervise and'; '
coordinate an effective progrém of library instruction for
all of Stanford's Tibraries. ’

5. The Committee on Committees should review the standing
committees each year, consider/recommendations for new
standing comm{ttees:_and propose appointments to
committees. ' .

B. The Assembly may recommend fhe creation of quciai andjad hoc

L q conmittees to the Executive Board. These recommendations should

be referred to the Committee on Committees.

L
&
L

Py
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VI.  POWERS OF THE ASSEMBLY: ~
A11 recommendations of the Assembly shquld be éonsidered advisory.
The final power tg change policies and procedures remains with the
Uﬁivérsity and the iibrary administrations. It is the inten%ion of
the éommission that the Assembly encourage active participation of
all librarians in the decision making procésses of the libraries in.
order to give them a VO;EE in the determina;iqn of policies which

affect their role as professionals.
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ITI. RESPONSIBILITIES AND FUNCTIONS OF STANFGD LIBRARIANS o

?
«

Librarians are specialists in information science and collection

management. :The'1ibrarian's responsibility is to be academically-- -
informed, to be-one who studies the advances in his pr&?ﬁ%sion and
provides the finest possible service to)his‘jnstitution, to make the
1ibrar} a genuine teaching egency, and to be one who is deeply
interested and involved in the entire instructibna1 and research process

of his institution” (9). -

AN

<

The 1ibra;idns at-Stanford are professionals currently holding the
rank of "Librarian” or "Library Director." Théy constitute only 30%Iof
the total tibrary staff. Most have graanteg from an accredited 1ipéary
school and hold a Master of Library Science (MLS) degree or its

equivalent. About a third hoTd additional master's or doctorate degrees

_ih subject fields &ther than librarianship. Because half the collection

is not in English, they have in the aggregate a competence in over 50°

~

Librarians have major responsibilities in collection dévelopment,

languages.

biblaographical control, public service, and library instruction. Their
ultimate objectives in acquiring, preserving, organizing, and managing

9) Weber, David C. "An Approach to the Academic Status’of
Librarians." California Librarian 29 (1968), p.140-1.

-~

* a7 '
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library materials are to facilitate access to them and to provide

concomitent bibliographical services. A comp]ex of abilities is needed @

for effective performance in each of these areas.

A. COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT : o

. ' \—

This area of 11‘brar1’ansh1’p'1’s strongly dependent upon effective

]
"

communication between librarians and faculty; the, faculty has a T .
responsibility to inform the library of materials .need\e‘d for current and

projected research and teaching, while Jibrariahs have the

o
.

' responsibi]ityiof]\ maintaining an equitable and consistent growth of the “ ] ®
collections and informing the féch]ty oﬁ the direction-of and ’ #
. constraints upon the collections' development. This 1nterchange is
especially essent1a1 and benef1c1a1 as research matema]s become more o

- complex in the1r\f’0‘rmat and their retrieval. In times of growing
financial restraints the competition for Univernsjwt} finds and the '
shrinking value of the dollar combine’ to make the selection of Tibrary ®
materials more difficult and challenging. Librarians then must makeq.
Judgments weighing the cost of each potent1a1 acqu1s1t1on w1th its
des1rab111ty This requ1res a know]edge of the goals of the University, ] .
and of the areas in which Stanford has traditionally mintained strong
collections. Librarians whd ee]ect materials require competence in :
.S particulat subject areas and an ability to ascerta{n and fiﬁﬁgaps in L
the genera] colléction. . In add1t1on, they need to be aware of the ~
wor]ﬁ-mde ava11ab1\l1ty qf prmt and nonpring matema]s and to develop -

and manage University book funds for the greatest growth and strength of ®

the libraries" collections.

' >

Qo | e S |




B. BIBLIOGRAPHIC CONTROL

This area of librarianship is principally concerned with pr?&idﬁng
access to the co]]ectioﬁs through the organization and contro/l of -
. . . . o . oy c . .
materials. The librarians' expertiSe is demonstrated in intérpretations
and judgments that best 6rganize the materials for access and

f T < ' !

administration. The catalog, regardiess of its format, is often the
first point of cansultation for the use of the library's holdings, and
it is the responsibility of the librarian to supervise its maintenance

for maximum effectiveness. Qualifications for cata]oger§ incluyde 8

knowledge of the subject(s) of ‘the materials to be processed and of the

language(s) of their texts, a recognition of the significant features of .

bibliographic description and identification, a mastery of international

<

. cataloging principles necessary for the sonsistent intebration of

R
materials in Stanford's catalogs and in natibnal and other

biblicgraphies, and an }bi1iﬁy to uti]ize(automatioﬁ for bibliographic .

‘control. ) -
3 - .
., "~

-~

The sharing of bib]iograﬁhic info?matioﬁ has been grow%ng since the
turn of the century when the Library of Congress began to make its
/cata1o§ing data available to thé public. In a large Fééearch library _
bibliographic information fqr more than half “the materig1s~acquired is
thus reédily available from reliable sources (10). These materials are
therefore procegsed by the clerical support staff, leaving the

professional only those materials whﬁch require qriginally created

I's

———

14

10) e.g., The National Union Catalog, the Catalog of the British
Museun, Library of Congress Catalog - Books: Subjects.

" . a9
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3

: s - N
gata]og1ng. ng transmitting copies of all original cataloging to the
Library of Congress, librariany create in turn the National Union
Catalog, the single most valuable bibliographical apparatus in this

country. The advent of machine-read!ble cataloging has increased this
]

shared use of national and even international information and is leading

to a greater utilization of the cata]oge('s talents.

? X R
¢ - * T

C. PUBLIC SERVICE -

L —

/"L

o o

A ]
Publrc service includes the answering of “specific reference questions,
formal and informal instruction in the use of the library, and
AN
preparation of bibliographies and guides published and distributed by

the Tibrary. Among the librarians at Stanford who have.direct public

service responsibilities are reference librarians and branch librarians. ’

“. Reference service réquire§ an ability to communicate clearly and to
fnterpret*precise]y the que;ti?ns and {nfgrmation needs_of library r
users. it entails guidance to and provision of inform%tidﬁ, often from
beyond the‘confinef of the 10&31 community or of libraries themselves,
thréugh utilization of the librarians' skills, initiative, subjéct

]
expertise, and knowledge of reference materja]s, library collections.

-

computerized data banks and other sources. Librarians make a

distinction between "reference" questions which require such skills and Y

knowledge, and "information" questions which are 10cati§na1 or
"quick-answer." Librarians are concerned with the former; other staff
members are trained to handle the latter. It is not uncommon for public

service librarians at Stanford “to spend thirty minutes to an hour with
N\ .

i3

~0




Students or faculty members, conducting research interviews and guiding

them to re‘evant b1b11ograph1es, indexes and sources. Even the more
routine reference questions are opportunities to'teach library ski]ls:?

i

Public service does not always require direct contact with library

users. Librarians use their subject knowledge and pioliographtcal .

expertise to prepare guides, co]]ection.surveys and other bibliographies
. — ~

of materials in Stanford's libraries. .

"

0. LIBRARY INSTRUCTION

L;Brapy instruction is usua]]yudescribedsas en extension of
traditional reference service, but some differences between the two
should be noted. Reference is typically a departmental fuggtion,
involving a particular group of 1ibrariens. Library ihstruetioﬁ is
programmatic and draws }ts panticipantS';rog every unit of thetlibrary,
- wherever the best teaching abilities are to be found. It affirms'tne
professional unity of all librarians. In addition, reference encounters -
provide patrons with only 'a fragmentary understanding of the 1ibrar;'s
resonrces, whereas a course such as Lfbrary I is desiéﬁed to provide as
comprehensﬂve a view as pes51b1e of the entire library system and the
most effective access to its col]ections Reference service can have
the effeet of assur1ng the patron's cont1nued dependence on librarians
for assistance, but the focus of library 1nstruct1on is always to
encourage the patron s self-reliance thnpugh acquired knowledge.

Library instruction involves the 1ibrarian in classroom teaching, like

the faculty;. reference service only suggests the analogy.
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~‘materials are dispersed in over thirty 1ibra.r‘1;es fgnder the direction of - ,

The need for a planned and coherent program of library instruction at

-«

.Stariford has developed with the growth and complexity of.library [

?
. . . v
resources and services and with the changing character of both the : g

curriculum and the student body. N 4
The Tibrary colfections at 'Star;ford grow at the rate of about 150,000
items a year and now aggregate over four mi]]ion'books, journa]s/fand

reports, about two million manuscripts, 700,000 microforms, 130,000 - ¢

‘prints and pictures, 120,000 maps and 100,000 sound recordings. These

o’

seven distinct library administrations. "In the interest of econom}, - @
these units tend to be mu'f:;ua.Hy exclusive in their collection
responsibilities. "However, several libraries may have interests in

\ .
different facets of the same general subject, as in economics or , ®

~

psychgl_,ogy. Reseérch st;ategies may therefore have to be vgried. . . ’ 1
depending upon the subject matter under investigation, the. medium in J
which it has been published or otherwise preserved, and the library or P .1
department. ih which it is located, - I_n o’vercomi‘ng thése,difficu];ies |
experience has provéd for many r"esearchers to be an adequate, perha;;{ - ' o
even a gbod, téacher; but it is not the most efficient. - E ®

Paradoxically, as library research has grown more challengingy more

@

students have elected or been required to undertaké it. The trend in
undergraduate education, especra]]y. has been towar{ independent study . -

and research papers, in place of highly formahzed lecture type of

instruction with its insistence on prescr1bed reading and blue boek
. o ’ * /
examinations. This movement has been accelerated by the recommendations
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of the Study of Education at Stanford,'pub]iéhed in 1968. The emphasis-

now is increasingly on the relevance of education to social issues and,

-~

responsibilities, which require a broaﬁer sweep of learning through -

'intérsqhoo1, interdepartmental, and even extradepartmental programs éf

study. In a recent article on university 1ibrariés,°Presidenf Lyman has

drawn attention to this development: “thé growth of new ‘combinations of

Subject matter within courses ,..cands the tendency to value iﬁ&gpendent

study ...chaéb dlerted research libraries to theira greater usdge from

students now veering from the Reserve Book Room to the stacks, and the

-greater need for cross-referencing, both in b1b11oqraphﬂc too]s and by

sk111ed reference 1ibrarians" (11). fle recogn1ze$ too that sfudents
will need more help frOm librarians if they are to make\effect1ve use of
the available co]]ect1ons, and that the un1vers1ty has an obligation to

» B P
prov1de more funds. to this end. o (e o o

-
T

I [}

The Stanford libraries have already made progress in providing a range
of instruction which includes orientation tours and presentations by
Tibrarians before special subject interest‘groups, and credit courses in

bibliography (12). .Butgéxcept f@r the Library I coursé in general

h
-

ES

S

bibliography and library uée, these courses seem’td have come intq being.

as a result of the inspiration and enterprise of individual librarians.

and a few cooperative depaftments. Hajor departmgnts, Jjudged by the

. nhumber of their students, such as History, English, Economics, or

N

11) Lyman, Richard . "New Trends in Higher Education: the Impact
on the University Library." Co]]ege and Research Libraries 33
(1972), p.300.

12) See listings under the heading-* "L1brar1es" in Courses and
Degrees, Stanford University, issued annually. -

oy . 2
Aol *
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Psycho]ogy, are not represented in this group. What needs to be
developed, actively promoted, and}consc1ent1ous1y coord1nated is a

broader program of library 1ns;ruct1on.

L RECOMMENDATION 2 S

' A coherent and logically organized program of iibrary'jnstruction -

should be developed by the Stanford Upiversity Libraries anditheﬁ .

Coordinate Librarfeé. This projram should be” supervised and cogrdinated

by a Library Instruction Committee representative of all the major ..o -

v

Tibrary urits Library I should be continued and vigorous]y promoted,
and 1;structors shou]d be drawn from all 1nterested and qu;11f1ed :
11brar1ans The present 1nvo1vement oft 11brar1ans in departmenta]
m”’§~ - teaching programs should a]so be. actively encouraged ﬁor 1ibrarians
sole]y respOns1b1e for teaching a course, a minimum of 25% of their work
' load sﬁou]ﬁ’be allocated to th}s fmﬁortant dffort. Apportionate time
should be allocated for team teaching. The ideal should be a_broad

a . . .
» range of instructional assignments, methods, and materials to insure the

most effective~uti]ization of the library's regources by its patréns.

-»

.
N

v
Ny
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E. GENERALISY/SPECIALIST

- -
i

L1brar1ans who function effect1ve1y in a un1ver51ty sett1ng may be

'character1zed as both:genera11sts and spec1a11sts The1r primary

’Zspec1a11zat1on, 11brar1ansh1p, "provides an 1ntegrated approach to the

-

utilization of know]pdge“ (13). Tn addition, there has beenian
increasing.ﬁecoynition in large ane complex Fibraries of the need for .
staff to bosseis competence in aq-academic discipline eiong eith ‘

' demonstrated abilities in 1ibrarianship. Subject or area specialists,
femi]ia? with the Titerature and research in a particu]ar4ffe1d and

. adept*in utilizing its bib]fographic apparatus, provide superidr“]ﬁbrary
se;yice. By combining knéw]edge of an acade@ic discipline with the

professiona1'ski11s of the traditional functions‘oﬁ aequjgition,

~

cataloging, and re%erence, they facilitate spgéia]ized library services
such as»prepération of bib]iographies, provision of iﬁ-depth research

ass1stance and formal 1nstrhct1on in subJect b1b11ography courses. In

)

Taddition, the subgect'spec1a11st 11brar1an, serv1ng a§ a link between

»

the 11bmaqy and a department of instruction, is in a good position to .

recogn1ze and respond to new developments’ and changing needs in that

department's research and, teaching. ¢

Although they may possessea doctorate in a subject field, 1fbrariane
contribute, most usefully to the university by functioninag as genera1i§is

in what is essentially a specialist's environment. This is both the

13) Harlow, Neal A. “The Uncertain Librarian," as quoted by Carolyn
[. Whitenack in "The Changing Role of the Librarian and his-
Relationship to Educational Media." In Educational Media in
Libraries, edited by Carl H. Melinat. (Syracuse, N.Y.: 1963).

»
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librarian's_greatest problem and greatest strength (14). EVen wﬁén

assigned to a sg?c1frc subject field, the librarian must be a genera]1st
W1th1n that area For example, the engineering 1ibrarian serves.a
school composed of faculty, research g}aff and §tudents, many of whom ‘.
are working in highly specialized areas. That 11brar1an S "spec1a1ty"‘
cannot be limited to one or even several narrow subJect areas but must
encompass thg bibliographic apparatus of all of ‘engineering and related
fields.

The assumption of a generé]ist's posture by librariips is absolutely’
essential if the&library is to meet the current and future neeps of ‘its
clientele by providing materials and services in both‘fraditional .

academic disciplines and the newer interdisciplinary studies programs}

Ideally, every Stanford librarian should function as a generatist/

spe&ia11st. Developing and maintaining productive relationships with .
fégulty and eva]uatihg and integrating current and potential library '

"~

resources and services should be primary responsibilities. The

des1gnated specialty of some librarians cuts across d1sc1p11nes (i.e.,

form specialties such as serials, govermment documents, manuscripte, o

etc.). Most librarians, however; should offer subject expertise as
their sbecialty and serve as library liaisons with individualeacademic
departments. This kind of assignment would utilize ‘the unihuE §ki11s of

the professional librarianf foster better communication with faculty,

/ L]

14) Christ, John M. "The Idéntity of Educational Librarians." In
Toward a Ph1losophy of Fducatiohal Librarianship. (L1tt1eton -Col.
Libraries Unlimited, 1972), p.112-25.

]
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and insure that the library is meeting the current and future research
needs of academic departments. It would require that there be adequate
support staff Lo carry oﬁt the day-to<day routine tasks of the librariés
and that librarians have a minimum number of scheduled desk and/or

-

office hours per week.

F. MANAGEMENT

It is the difficult task of Phe university library to combine the
elements of a service—grientéd profess%on with. those of a
production-oriented organization. Iq‘order to unify these dual
obligations and hake them function well together, a large and complex
Tibrary system such as Stanford's employs a diverse staff Fanging from
clerical and technical suprort personnel tb 1ﬁbrar{ans and other
professiona]s (programmers, architects, financial managers, etc.).
Among these, the fib(arians are, by virtue of tﬁgir training in
1fbrarianship, tn the best position to have a knowledge of the &Eo]e
range of library operations and an understanding of their /
1nterre1at;onships. Individually and as a professional group, it is
they who ave u]timate]x‘responsib1e for the library's success or failure
in meeting its goals.

>

Becauce of this responsibility, it is essential that librarians
participate in litrary decision making. The ramifications of an
;dmwnistrative decision cannot be fcceseen without the input aqﬁ
participation of those 1ib}arians who are immediately respopsib]e.for

the areas that will be affected by a decision. Furthermore, Mahagenent




.

experts in the field of business have long recdgnizedcthat participation

is a sound methoc -for increa‘sing produétivity. "Participation tends to ) o
increase commitment, conmitmént tends to heighten motivat‘ion, motivation
" tends to make management work harder and more p’roducti\‘/efy; and harder

and more productive work tends to enhance the company's prosperity; ®
therefore, partiéipatiqn is good" (15). Higher norale, improved .

efficiency, and more effective decisions and planning can occur when all

i
|

librarianssare given greater opportunity to participate in the decision \ L

'm’akjng process and the responsibility for carrying out those decisions
1)

in areas that affect their work.

|

The rapid growth of the Stanford libraries during the 1'és’t decade has
tendgd to decrease actual participati;on by individual Tibrarians in
decision making. As the 11‘brar1’le§ * administrative strata have grown, o

| more and more decisions have been made by top level administration
without effective input by 11’brar1’a!\s. Librarians frequently con_1p1a1'n°
that they ire cénsu]teg too late or only as a %orma]ity when deci’sions ‘ o
affecting their work have already been made by the administration. In
. #he Stanford Librarians' Questionnaire, more than half of the
respondents reported dissatisfaction with existing lines of ' o ®
communication between themselves and'.h'brary administration. If the
libraries are to attain .their objectiveé’ and rema®n a dynami‘c. and
eésentia] part of the ’University,.they must build an open and creative 9
V4 , N
o e .

15) Beach, David N., and Walter R. Mahler. '"Management by .
Objectives." In The Failure of Success, edited by Alfred J.Marrow. (New P
York: Amacom, 1972), p.235.

! /
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environment in which each librarian shares in the responsib:lity for

meeting individual and common goals.

¥ The creative organization may be best described ?s
one that maintains an atmosphere of involvement,’ one
that encourages employees to become fully participative.
An environment should exist that encourages society.or
groups of peers rather than a rigid hierarchy; there
should be a relative lack of social distance between
the employees and their supervisors at every echelon
of management. Because the individual is the
organization's most important resource, major focus
should be placed on providing him with the things he
needs to enable him to work at his best. Work should
be challenging, interesting,-and personally rewarding,
and assignments, responsibility, and authority should
be delegated with this aim in mind. A great deal of
trust should be placed in each person; there should
be a minimum of controls, constraints, and external
forces telling him how to do his job, and formal
policies, procedures, .and standards should provide
a ptatform from which he can operate rather than a
set of inflexible rules confining him (16).

. An open and creative atmosphere, characterized by professional respect

and trust, can be fostered in Stanford's libraries by the conve

Librarians' Assembly which will involve all librarians in disclission and
LN '
. N
study of matters of professional concern. Participation, can b
\

increased in individual library units through such methods as management

by objectives and ecollegial decision making.

s

In its discus§ions of library management, the Commission has noted
three.areas of special concern: the.strbcturing of individual jobs; the: -
ratis of'professiona1 to support-staff; and the preparation of
liSrarians and other staff members for supervisory and man§gement

responsibilities. These areas are interrelated,

——

'6) Lahti, Robert E. Innovative College Management. (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1973), p.l1§.
' A

[



Structuring jobs so that they are interesting and challenging for the
individual, while meetiﬁg organizational éoa]s, is a common 5rob1em ig
organizations. At Sténfgrdﬂmost 1ibr§r}ans (67%) are satisfied with the
scope of their jops, although half of the librarians have expressed an
‘interest in gaining experience in other library departments (17). It is
the judgment of the Commission that flexible scheduling (18) and the
restructuring of some library jsbs to allow better utilization of
subject expertise (e.g., assignmenEs as library-academic department

L

liaisons) or broader knowledge of library skills (e.g., assignments
N
combining public service and technical service duties) would be

beneficial.

The overr{ding prob]em,.however, for'1ibrarians-genera11y and for many
of those at Stanford is that their jobs contain an unreasonable amount
of<clerical work (19). In some a}eas of the libraries the number of
support staff is not sufficient to hahd]e the many c1erica1\tasks of
library operations. Too often typing, filing, and routine ’

correspondence fall to the more highly paid librarian, while -

professional tasks may be neglected due to;lhéﬁﬁ?éssuneg of daily

operations._

17) See the Stanford Librarians NQuestionnaire, numbers 21 and 29 in
Appendix III. ‘ .

18) See Section IV.A.5.

19) 67% of the respondents to the Stanford Librarians' (Questionnaire
(see Appendix I1I) said they are required to do an unreasonable amount
of clerical work.
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In order to determine staffing needs and suitable professional/

support staff ratios, individual library units should analyze their

component tasks and assign to support staff all dufies not requirfng

professional judgment. . . ﬁ
. . "\

One duty that might be carefully considered for reassignm;ﬁt‘to . \ |
support staff is supervision. Direct supervision, whi¢h is both
tihe-consuming and encumbered with clerical tasks, generally does not
require the kind of skills gained through training in librarianship. In
many of the production-oriented operations of the library, such as
shelving® books, maintaining circulation %i]es, and binding, supervision

need not and should not be done by librarians.
‘ )

In order to operate most efficiently the libraries must broaden the
supervisory and managerial skills of their staffs. For those who are
given supervisory or administrative assignments at Stanford, the ‘

libraries should offer "local situation” in-house workshops dealind with

" Library and University forms, regulations, policies, and procedures. In

addition, supervisors should be encouraged to take courses in personnel
relations and management (20). For librarians and paraprofessionals
with assignments requifing substantial managerial skills, this type of
training (supported bj'1ibréry funds set aside for this purppose) should
be mandatery. 1 ‘

20) See also Section IV.B.5.

g
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RECOMMENDATION 3
) |
Given the complex nature of Stanford's libraries, good management is
. essential for the effective functioning of the production-ariented
\ .
library qperations and for the factlitation of the proper role of
professionals. To promote good management practices, the Commission

recommeriTs the following:
Every effort should be made to increase responsible staff
involvement in decision making and to irstitute participatory

managemerit throughout the libraries. Participato[!.manégement, as

envisioned by the Commission, would include the following
elements: |
. : b
Decisions should be made at the level of responsibility whenever
possible.
Inpuf, ideas, opinions,.and feedback from the staff should be
sought whenever major new policies, changes, reorganizations, or
plans are conéemp]ated. Major decisions (e.g., procedural
. Changes and ned’policies) should be made after consultation with
'those affected, rather .than by mandate from the top.

c. On major policies affecting the role or status of librarians,

the Executive Board of the -Librarians' Assembly should serve as

an advisory group to assure that the professional aspects ang\

.implications of the policy are presented and taken into

consideration.

4
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2. For the ﬁost effective utjlization of personne13'a11 areas not——
-involving professional judgment and decision making should be the

F 4
¢ province-of the support staff. To assure and reward excellence

among the support staff, péféprofessiona] positions'shou1dwbe
provided far areas requiring’high]y competent performance ;nd the
assumption of subgfanfial nespongibijities. The Commission
récommends that each major 1ibrary unit establish its own ad hoc
committee to determine the most effectivé ratio of’suppori staff
,' to proféssiona] staff in each library. Each committe; should be

composed of members from the units concerned, including

librarians, support staff, and admifistration. T

- 3. In order to develop and effectively uti]ize.sdpervisory and

@anageria1 ski]]s,‘the libraries should ihaugurate\q continuing
\management training program. Thi§ program, adm%nistered by the
Library Personnel Office for all the libraries and with the advice
of the Professional Development Committee of ;He Librarians'
Assembly, should Eomprise the foTlowing elements:
a. In-house "Tocal situation" workshops dealing with Library aqd
University forms, regulations, procedures, and policies should
be offered on a regular basis to staff members with supervisory
X, responsibilities. Additional workshops should e organized to
cover special situations such as major changes in library or
University policies.:
"b. Management training, supported by the Unjversity's Staff'

TrainithAssistance Program funds or by Tibrary monies set aside

for this purpose, should be more actively encouraged for any

>
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staff member seriously constdering a supervisory or managerial

4

careet in the libraries. * -
Management training should be mandatory\for staff members in
positions requiring substantial managerie\ skills. These
positions inclehe department heade, assistept department heads,

branch librarians, division heads; and supe&visors of three or

3
1

. //
more full time equivalent employees. \
: . . .
A hierarchy is not the only viable form o{ organizatien for

libraries and, in fact, some units could functioh more effectively

with (and iibrarians themselves could benefit from) a more

’ colleg1al type of.organization. Therefore, the Commission
' recommends that at least one-department or library experiment with |

a collegial arrangement for the next three to five years. Under a °

collegial e}rangemenf (a form of organfzation commorly used in
academic departmentis) decisions are made by a group of peers
aded by an elected chairperson. In the library the peer group

shou

comprise all professionals in a particular unit: The
1ndiv{dua1 selected as chairperson should be paid an ‘
administrative stipend for the length of time in tyat position.
This arrangement should not preclude participation by support
staff in the managenent of the unit. It should, however, - .
encourage {nvolvement in and sharing of administrative duties and

responsibilities among the professional staff.




Carrying out its charge to examine the role and.status of librarians

at‘Stanford, the Commission made a detailed study of professjona1

concerns in four general areas:
A. Appojntwent, Compgnsation, Work Environmént
B. Professional Development '
C. Status and Recognition i

D. Equality and Uniformity

A. APPOINTMENT, COMPENSATION, dbRK ENVIRONMENT
1. CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENT

One characteristic of~$ profession is the establishment and
enforcement of standards for its members. Members of most professions
must have a license, a credential or a-specific educational degree. For
example, nurses are registered, eégineers are*Yicensed, and lawyers must
pass the bargexanﬁnatjon; In each of these exahp]es, certain basic
- Skills and knowledge are necessary in order for a person to function
competently as a member of that profession. The same is true in
1ibrarianship:‘ The basic bjb]ipgrapﬁic skills and an understanding of

overall Tibrary operations and systems are needed for a librarian to

perform most effectively as a professional in any functiomal or subject

' 1]

specialty.
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In some professions the national association assumes the

" responsibility for, or strong leadership in, establishing and imposing.

standards of membership. - Unfortunately, no 1ibrary'associatioh has

taken on that role. Nor has the gavernment required that an indfvidual

be Ticensed or obtain a credential in order to perform-as a librarian in

. other than public schood or civil service jobs. Each Tibrary,

therefore, sets its'own standards. In most libraries the MLS degree or,

- its equivelent is & minimum standard for hiring anyone as a librarian.

Such is not currently the practice at. Stanford.

. . .
The Commission believes that the attainment of the MLS degree is an °
important qua]ification.‘ Those hired as librarians who have an MLS are

more versatile, have a better Jﬁderstanding and overview of the whole

Tibrary operation and have a deeper commitment to the library profess%on..

than those without such a degree. Members of the suppart %%aff who have
been promoted to the Librarian series genera]?y;?hpw on]y the job in
which they have worked for many years. In addition their career
opportunities are limited. /A]though they may perform outstandingly,
they seldom change from tﬂsgﬁob and the library in which they have‘been
pkomgted'because they do not have the broad knowladge of librarianship-

evidenced by the MLS degree. Occasionally brofessiona]s with diverse

backgrounds not including library training are hired to meet specific

reeds in the library. Recognizing the contribution these professionals

make, the Commission suggests that they be assigned a unique

classification rather than be included in the Librarian series. For

example, ihere could be a classification for archivists (Archivist 1,

IT, "II) and for curators (Curator I, II, III).

LN
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RECOMMENDATION 4

A

The Commission recommends the fo]]owfng criteria for appointment to

the Librarian series:

~

- 1. Librarian (Beginning or Librarian I). An MLS from an American

. L Library .Association accredited library school or eqdiva]ent‘

°

1ibrar§»training. Reading knowledge of at least one but

preferably two foreign 1anguages. Graduate work, master's degree -
\ T or doctorate in a related subject field is h1gh1y des1rab1e
~ 2. Librarian (other than beg1nn1ng) Meet the requirements of

—_

N
beg1nn1ng librarian in addition to demonstrated competence in
previous professional pOSlt10n(S), outstand1ng recommendations and

involvement in.professional organ12at1ons and activities.

-

.

The Commission recommends the fo]1ow1ng cr1ter1a for appo1ntment to

N
Ll

'\\ 11brary adminis#rative and management pos1t1ons (Ass1stant Department

T

Chief and above): .
1. Must have had some formal management training or agree to complete
at least one management course during the fNrst year of
employment. . | A
2. Should have demonstrated or ootentia1 administrative, managerial,
or supervisory abilities. _
3. Should have an‘MLS degree or enough experience in library work to
understand library operations, relationships, and termino1ogy.- ‘
] \ ‘o A
Those not meeting the criteria for appointnent to beginning Librarian
should not be given the title or rank of Librarian nor should they be

responsible for performance appraisals of librarians.
hY
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2. APPOINTMENT PROCEDURE
Another concern is the  procedure for appointment. Mgny uﬁiversities
» . provide TrhsteeS' or Corporatibn appointﬁent% for librarians. Although
the appointment of a]i librarians at Sténford through'the Provost®s or
PresiQent's'Office was rgutine until about 1958 dr~}959, such .
appointments are now made through the Personnel and Employee ﬁe]ations
_, Department which has the final judgment; Stanford librarians, unlike
librarians in other universities, do not receive tenure or a
fcontinuin@" appointment. Librarians in the University Libraries do,
hdvever, have an informa] "contihuing" apgeintment.

»

RECOMMENDAbeNNS
Since 1ibrar%ans classed above Libnafiah I are appointed as the resyTt
of national or international searches and extensive interviewing, the
fappointment should appropriately go via the Provost and be confirmed by
the Board of Trustees. A document of aﬁpointment should be signed by
. the Secretary to the Board of Trustees, giving the term of appointment
and the title or classification of the librarian as an "academic |
" officer" of the University. This form of appointment would help
substantially to reméve the implication that librarikns serve in a
subordinate position, rather than in a professional one. A form of
appoiqtment that is essentially the same as the fépu]ty's wouhv
recognize the status and function of the librarian as an acaj7ﬁic

colleague of the faculty.
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3. CLASSIFICATION

Academic libraries genera)ly use some kind of a classification system
to indicate the relative value of jobs and individual performance in
" those jdbs. Ideally such a classification system ha% levels or ranks
which indicate abilities, skills, and knowledge; degree of ’ '
responsibility; and[or professional contributibns..'There ars\three
basic classification systgps in general use, and a fburthwwhigﬁuis f;und
in a few libraries: '
. -
1. Numbered Ranking. An example of this_c]assification system
(Librarian I, 11, Iil;.and IV in ascending order) pﬁesent]y
obtains in the Stanford University Librarie§. This classification
system is also used.by the Coordinate Libraries, although these
libraries do not necessarily utilize the descriptions prevailing
in the University Libraries for comparable positions. There is
alsg a Directors series at Stanford. These ranks (Alsistant
Director, Associate Director, and Director) are reserved for the
top administrative positioms in the libraries and cou]& be
compared with academic deans.

* 2. Faculty Title and Status. This system is uséd in institutions
that classify their librarians as faculty. Far éxample, at the
University of Minnesota Libraries there are fodr ranks of
librarians: Instructor, Assistant Professor, Associate Professor,
.and Professor, and the professional staff of the library is

.

organized as a faculty. At Purdue University librarians hold the

. titles of Assistant.Professor of Library Science, Associate
4

. 39
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Professor of Library Science, and Professor of Libréry Science and °
constitute ‘the Facu]f} qf the Libraries and Audio-Visual fenter.

Stanford librarians do not have-facu1ty_%taius, and, given the

. : S
present climate of opinion on the campus’, it is not likely they o
will attain faculty status in the foreseeable futyre. .
" 3.. Academic Titles without Faculty Status. This classification , .
system uses titles which parallel facu]ty ranks Such a system is
currently used by the University of Ca11forn1a wh1ch has three -
*®

ranks: Assistant'Librarian, Associate Librarian, and Librarian.

It is modeled on faculty classification and perhaps would identify -
Jjbrarjans more closely with teaching faculty. “Some 1ibraries‘
‘have hoped' that adoption of suich'tit‘les (along with h°1‘gber

criteria -and standards for promotion to emu1ate the facoity) would

Tead to higher salary scales and faculty status; but this has" -

~

proved illusory (21). T

SULA proposed the adept zon of. th1s sort of system for
11brar1ans over three years ago (22), but the proposa1‘was‘tab]ed
by the Personnel and Employee Relations Departneot on the basis@
that the system was not compatible with other academic
(non-faculty) professional titles. Further discyssion of this
probosa] was delayed when the Commission was formed. . -~

219 For example, Tibrarians in the California State Universities and
Célleges system have been granted facu]ty status, but are not pa1d
salaries equivalent to their faculty's.

¥

2?2) Stanford University Librarians Association. Draft Report‘on
Nomenclature. (Stanfqrd: 1971).

.

30 ‘ . . . *
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4. Unirank System-with Functional Titles<= In t.is system every
librarian/has the title Librarian in addition to a functional
title, such as Bibliographer or Serials Librarian. This system is
not ¥n wide use. One major institution, Mithigan State
University, indicated in the Librarians' Status Questionnaire that

it was using the titles Librarian and-Divisional Librariap.

The classification system currently in yse in the Stanford libraries

presents a number of problems:
L

. g e
~

\ .

1. "There are no written criteria for advancement, and the language
desciibing the ranks is vague or, in certain cases in the
Coordinate Libraries, nonexistent. This results in inequities in

the application of the ranking system.

2. Benefits and ,;;qgisiﬁesare dependent upon rank. "This disparity
has had-a deleterious effect on the professional staff and is ~
indeed difficult to justi%y. " TIAA/CREF is available at the
Librarian II level; Faculty C]ub'membership. campus hbusing; and

reserve parkfﬁg are available at Librarian III level; and

Librarian IV's are eligible for research or sabbatical leave.

(Only the Director of Libraries and the Librarian of the Law

d

Library are members of the Academic Council)" (23).

——

23) Letter from David C. Weber to Colin Pittendrigh, Aug. 17, 1973,
‘p.4. Since that 18tter was written, campus housing is no longer
avajlatle to librarians. -




3. As the system is presently applied, it is generally necessary to

assume administrative or managerial responsibilities to advance to
the nighest ranks.
, N )
4. The current defipitions of rank provide no incentive for
increasing competence by advanced study or by participation in

professional activities.

5. Promotion to a hngEr classification does not necessarily mean a
commensuratelsaféry increase at " - timé of the promotion. This
occurs bécause.prom%tions in the Ui..versity Libraries are
considered separately from and subsequent to the recommenaations
for salary increases.’
. There can be problems with'any ranking system, but it should be /
possible to estab1fsh criterfa which will insure that the system adopted
is unders:andable to all and prgdictab]e and equitable in ifs
apb]ication. Any ciassificatioﬁ system is acceptable at Stanford if the |

following standards are universally applied:

1. The criteria for appointment and promotion to each rank must be
! clearly and publicly specified in as much detail as feasible.

®

. {

2. Librarians whose jobs require subject or bibliographic expertise 2

1

' {

should be able to advance to higher ranks without assuming \
'@

administrative duties.

. . . A,
\ N
N
B 1N
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A fixed salary structure stating the salary maximums and .minimums
for each rank,\rather than a summary of paid rates, should be
instituted so that librarians can evaluate the monetary rewards
for advancement from one rank to another. Ai] salary increases
for promotions should be made at the time the promotion is
effective and should fall within the stated range for that rank
(24). . |
To assure Fhe equitable application of these crjteria to all
librarians at Stanford, the Cqmmittee on Appointment, Promotion,
and Security of Employment of the Librarians' Assembly should

review the administration of the classif%cation schedule through

the peer review process.
!

RECOMMENDATION 6

After studying alternative c]aséificatjgps, the Commission concluded

that the present system, adequately defined, would properly fulfill the

requirements of an effective classification with a minimum of

disruption. In general, the pronosed system is designed to provide all

librarians with the opportunity to advance into the highest

classification thndhgh increased professional competence.

24) see Section IV.A.4.
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LIBRARIAN I. The beginning profcssional level.
CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENT: The criteria stated in Section IV.A.1l,

above, should be met. No experience is required, and appointees to this

.~

rank'wi1} have no more than three vaars of professional experience.
YEARS IN RANK: The librarian can expect to remain in this grade an
average of two years and.a maximum of three years. No librarian shall
begin a third year in this rank without a clear understanding of the
level of achievement expected in order to be promoted to the next nank.

If not promoted at the end of three years, the librarian will be given

4

six months' notice and'will be expected to leave the service of the
. LY

library. N

CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS CSLASSTFIED IN THIS RANK: Performs a \
’ ]

variety of professional duties under careful supervision—in preparatibn\\

for more independent responsibility. . Ideally, incumbents in thje grade -
would acquire experience through rotating assignments in acquisitions,

cataloging, puB]ic service, and adm:nistration.

! Tt

The following ranks are all career grades*end a librarian may remain
. \ * 1

in any one indefinitely. Howeyer, promotion from Librarian IT te,

Librarian IV spould normally occur in ten years.

B \

————

LIBRARIAN II. The first careergzéade in the Librarian series.
CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENT: In addition to }he criteria s%ated in

-
Section IV.A.1, above, the following is desirable: equivalent rank in

‘j b
the previous position or a minimum of two years of professional
exparience. Advanced degrees relevant to the job cssignment can fulfill

a part of the years of experience criterion.

‘<t

¢!
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YEARS IN RANK: The librarian can expect to remain in this rank a
minimum of two yea;s or an average of five years before promotion.
CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS CLASSIFIED IN THIS RANK: Majority of
duties are performed independently. Some management of other
\ professionals can be expected. This rank involves subject
specializationzas we]l asV;pp1ication of professiopa:l Tlibrary

procedures.

LIBRARIAN III. The second career grade in the Librarian series.

CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENT: In addition to the criteria stated in

Section IV.A.1, above, the following is desirable: equivalent rank in
the previous position or a minimum of four years of professional
experience. Advanced degrees relevant to the job assignment can fulfill

a part of the years of experience criterion..

L et

‘ YEARS IN RANK: The librarian can expect to remain in this rank a
" minimum of ‘two years or an ave?age of five years before promotion.- ' - N
QHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS CLASSIFIED IN THIS RANK: Performs complex

professional duties with independence. Does original cataloging and
) .
classification of difficult material, engages in advanced reference work

which invo]ves_consu]tat{on with faculty, or performs specia]izdé

——

services (e.g., as instructor or curator), administers a division of the

. Tibrary, manages a branch Tibrary, assists chief of a department.

-

? LIERARIAN IV. The final career grade in the Librarian series.
- E \ had
CRITERTA FOR APPOINTMENT: In addition to the criteria stated in

. )
.Sectién IV.A.1, above, the following is desirable: a master's or higher

“\i ' degree in a subject field, and equivalent rank in the previdus position'
\

d Y
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or a minimum of six years of E?Ofessional experience. Advanced degree§
relevant io the job assignment éah fulfill a part of the years of
experience criterion.

YEARS IN RANK: The librarian can expect to remain in this Yank
permanently.

CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS CLASSIFIED IN THIS RANK: Makes unique
professional contributions (e.g., evidences expertise in the resources
of a specialized sybject, form, language, or geographic arga); does
comp lex ana]ytical‘work on ﬁfocedures for major aspects of % library's

operation, or has substantial administrative responsibilities (e.g.,

administers a department Qf a library).

\

"

S
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4. COMPENSATION

Certain assumptions are made about profé;siona]s. They all possess —
expertise in their particular fiefd; théy all have certain educational
qualifications; all theoretically are.endowed with sufficient judgment

to organiz;:and successfully accomplish their assignments. These
assumptions, among othe}s, can belmade of librarians as well as Pf

engineers, social workers, etc.

Salaries and benefits are‘the mojt{tangib1e measures of a ' - e
profes%iona]'s recognition wighin an ipstitution. A salary structure ) |
which is designéd to respond to exceg(?ona] abilities and performance, “ %
to the professional growth of an iﬁd%vidua], and to increased
effectiveness from continuiqg experience is of utmost impo}tance.
According to tgp Stanford Librarians' Questionnaire, 66% of Stanford
librarians felt that their salaries were inadequate. The invest{gations

of the Commission support this view.

CUr(ent1y salaries of librarians in the Stanford University Libraries
are determined by the Directors after reQiewing the evaluations written
by the 1ibr§r%ans themselves and their'supervisors,'a1ong with any
per;inent documents staff members may have b]aced in their inpividua1
files (25). Genera]iy, therefore, several persons are imvolved in the
salary adjustment process for each librarian (26). Salary

25) Borgeson, Earl. Professional Salary Adjustments - Present
Practices, March 19, 1974. See Appendix II.

26) Coordinate Libraries have their own procedure. Many coordinate
+librarians have no input in their salary adjustments, even in an

37
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-6
recommendatiocs gn to the Provost's Office for review with regard to
University policy and salary adjustment guidelines. When these
recommendations are approved and thén verified in writing, they are
submitted to the Personnel-and Employee Relations Department's

Compensation Section (27).

The Compensation Section strives for a mjdmarket position in salaries
for litr~rians and othér exempt employees (28). This means that, afteri
defining the market for a particular group, Stanford will attempt to pay
salaries falling ifito the middle range for that group, rather than the‘

. highest or the lowest salaries. Consequently, the definition of the

.librarian market is of utmost importance. ~

The Stanford University'Libraries system.traditionally compéres

) salaries within the Seven Universities Group comprising Chicago,
’ &

Columbia, Cornell, Harvard, Princeton, Stanfoyd, and Yale. It is

’

/ evaluation process. Some receive their salary notices later than those

. in the University Libraries system, some before. Although Coordinate
Libraries generally follow the same schedule of paid rates as the
Oniversity Libraries, there is no official standard requiring them to do
SO. .

27) This process generally begins in early spring with evaluations and
ends sometime in August with the salary notifications. The Commission
feels that the process. 1s too long. August is very late for people to
begin Tooking for a new position in the event that they are dissatisfied
Wwith the new salary or are not promoted to career status. They also
miss the opportunity to look for and interview for new pgsitions at the
annual American Library Association conference, usually held in late
June. Most research libraries recruit and hire in the spring or early
summer for the fiscal years of July 1 - June 30 or September 1 - August
31. Fewer jobs are available after August. .

28) Exempt employees are those staff members who are salaried and
normally do not receive pay for overtime work under Fair Labor $tandards

Act regulations.

i8S




. TABLE 1
Hourly Salary Comparison

...._——---..————-—._——-———-————_——_—_———_-—....—-..—_——..————_—::_—::—::==—====—

sa]agy hrs/wk. vacation sick hrs/yr.(c)  $/hour
9

Cornell 11, 40(a) 22_ 12 1816 6.55
Columbta - 11,700 35 23 10(b) 1596 7.33 v
Stanford 11,600 404 20 10 1848 6.28
Harvard 11,000 - 35 . 30 18(b) 1547 7.11

Yale 10,800 37.5 26 - 20 1612.5 *6.70

Source: salary represents the median salary taken from Association of
Research Libraries. ARL Annual Salary Survey, 1972/73. (Washington:
1973). Hours per week, vacation, and sick leave figures are from the
Librarians' Status Questionnaire (See Appendix 1V).

Notes: a) Cornell has an unspecified -work week; for purposes of this
comparison it is set at 40 hours although, in conformance with the
practice of most eastern universities, the work week would probably be
bétwesn 35 and 37.5 hours. .

b) No 1imit is applied to sick leave; for purposes of this comparison \
it is set as equal to Stanford's. ) -

c) Hours per year are derived from the following formula: (261 work
days per year - vacation - sick leave) x (hours per week/5). ) .

\

inaccurate to say that Stanford is midmarket in relation to these

universities solely on the basis.of salary median, without taklpg into
consideration the number of hours vorked per week and ‘the 1éngth of
vacation and sick leave. Of the five_libraries in this g}oup for which
we have adequate information, the middle position'of Stanford;é-median
salary is belied by the actual dollar per hour which it répresents (See
- Tabl2 1). Stanford's median, inffact, represents’ the lowest
compensation in the 1ist, rather than the midpoint.

The Commission bélieves it is more meaningful to compare Stanford
librarians' salaries with those of other California librarians,’
especially those-in the‘éay Area. Comparison of median salaries from a
group of Bay Area libraries surveyed by the Commission shows that

Stanford's meuian salary generally is in the lower half of the list (See
- 4

Table 2). Included in this survey were libraries in the. University of
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T
N TABLE 2
San Francisco Bay Area Salary Comparisons
(Highest to Lowest Median)

=0 0~ O il

1973/74 ' ~ ’

Rank 1972/73 1973/74
. University of California, Davis 13,824 15,648
. Hewlett/Packard Co., Inc., Library 14,732 - 15,589
. " Palo Alto City Library 13,200 15,100
/5 San Jose State University Library 12,504 13,440
/5 Cal. St. Univ., Hayward, Library 12,504 13,440
. Contra Costa Co. Library ' 11,316 12,168
. Alameda Co. Public Library 11,460 12,000
. Stanford University Libraries 11,100 11,600
. Lockheed, Tech. Info. Center 10,765 11,544
0. Mills College Library . 10,500 10,825

Source: Inquiries to 22 Bay Area institutions; 15 responded. Medians
were not supplied by 5, including the community college libraries. , ~
Note: The University of California at Davis and Stanford University

are the only members of the Association of Research Libraries on this

list.
: \

\

i
California and the California State University and College systems, as
) :
well as communiity college, public, and special libraires. The survey
confirmed that Stanford's librarians' salaries are under midmarket and

far below those of community college libraries, which make fewer

N

intellectual demands on their 1ibrarian§. and government libraries (29).

~
/

~

Stanford will slip even lower in this scale, if present trends
continue. Table 3 shows that median salaries of University of

California 1ibraria15 are increasing at a faster rate than Stanford's.

29) Examples of federal libraries” in the Bay Area are the following:
Housing and 'Urban Development Library, San Francisco; U. S. Veterans
Administration Hospital Library, Palo Alto; Federal Reserve Bank.of San
Francisco Library; and the U. S. Geological Survey Library, Menlo Rark.
Beginning librarians are classified at GS9, with saldries ranging from
$12,167 - 15,821. The second step is GS11, $14,671 - 19,072. Figures
are from the Federal Register, 31037 (Nov. 9, 1973). .

50 . -
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TABLE 3
Medidn Salaries for Five California L’oraries
:::::::::::::::::::::::::?“f::::===:=:="-:$=:===========:::=::=::=:==
Increase
19%?/70 1970/71 1971/72 1972773 69-72
1. U.C., Davis 11,388 11,670 11,952 - 13,824 21%
2. U.C., Berkeley 11,142 11,952 . 11,952 13,152 18%
3. U.C., Los Angeles 10,800 11,112 11,112 -12,828 20%
4. Stanford 10,000 10,000 11,000 11,100* 11%
5

. Univ. of So. Calif. 9,200 9,500 9,900 10,050 9%

Source: Assoc1at15h of Research Libraries. ARL Annual Salary Survez,
1969/70-1972/73. 4{¥ashington: 1970-73).
* Profess1ona1ﬂ581ary information from Stanford University Libraries.

/e

- ! . y r/ - \

~

L}

In addition to a depressed overa]]'sa]a;y structure, there is the

L

problem of Stanford 1ibrarians' salaries clustering in the middle
positions. This appears to 1nd1cate that beginning salaries are raised

from\&ear to year to ref]ect market cons1derat1ons and cost-of-living’
. \

increases, but the more experienced 11brar1ans in the m1dd1e ranges

receive only an annual percentage merit increase.

S

A comparison of the.

)

University and at the University of‘Ca1ifornia, Berkeley, emphasizes

1974 salaries paid to librarians at Stanford
this poinf (See Table 4). Fifty percent of Berkeley's 11brar1ans
reqe1ve higher salaries than seventy-five percent of Stanford's. In'
fact, only the top six percent of Stapford's-librarians are making as

much or more than Berke]éy's top twenty-five percent.

s
-Berke]ey' h1ghest salary is $1,060 more ‘than Stanford's; VNts
beg1nn1ng sa]any is $672 more, and there is a wide discrepancy in .

d1str1but1on Berkeley's salary d1str1butnon approaches a "bell" curve;
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TABLE 4 o

Salary Distribution (Actually paid)

Stanford (67 librarians) Berkeley (135 librarians)
Top salary:  §$21,200 . 322,260
75-percentile: $14,800 . $17,496
50 percentile: $12,900 $15,984
25 percentile: $11,600 $13,884
Beginning salary: § 9,900 ) $10,572

Source: California. University. Salary Survey, University o
California Librarians. (Berkeley: 1974). i

Note: salaries from the Coordinate Libraries at Stanford were not
available for this comparison; however, figures from earlier years show
that their inclusion would nof have substantially cklnged these
statistics. -

~

$5,412 separates the beginning salary from the median and'$6,276
' segarates'the median salary from the top. Stanford's, on the other
hand, appears to be bottom heavy;-only $3,000 separates the bottom ‘
salary from the median while $8,300 separaies the me?ian from_thé top.
Inconsistencies in saTéfy adjustment policies exist amonb the xgrious
Stanford libraries under the present systém, which has no stated_
standards and no publishéd salary structure. Because promotions in the
University Libraries are deékQéd after salary recommendations are made,
promotiQn from-one rank/;o another does not nece§sarj1y mean a higher
salary than the expected annual merit increasg. In Eddition, there is -
no across-the-board upgrading of salaries when the beginning and ending
salaries are raised each year. Salaries of librarians in the miadlg |

ranges, which are not raised proportionally, tend to fall behind. It ¥s. -

conceivable that a Librarian I, after one year's experience, could earn
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the salary then current for a beginning Librarian I (30). At Stanford,
librarians' salaries are dependent upon the first salaries the} received
. )

becausé all increases are a bércentage of the salary they received the

year before.

In 1ieu‘of a pub]ishgﬂ/;alafy/:;rucfhre: such as the nonexempt staff's

6/11-Step Rgnge'Strdgfure or the curve ranges (C-Ranges) which most

other professional groups are assigned, the University Libraries'
Dirgctor's Office issues a table of‘péid rates, showing the lowest,
highest, ‘and median Fa]arjes for each librartan rank aqd a total median
(See Table '5). This table is-compiled after sa]ary adjustments‘aré made'
for the year, mak1ng it 1mposs1b1e for 1nd1v1dua1s to know the sa]ary
wh1ch they m1ght expect or aspire to the next year. 'Moreover. this table

does not show whether they are being compensated fa1r1y in relation te
their performanée and to their peers with comparable responsibilities -
and exberience. The Coordinate Libraries apparently make use of this
table for determining their salaries. A published salary strué?h(e,
such as 5 C-Range, as opposed to a summary of paid rates issued after
salary ;djusfments are made, is necessary each year for the fo]]o@ing
reasons: , to know one's potential within the system; to be able to x
compare ope's sa]a}y increase with one's evaluation, i.e., to see
whether one .is being compenséted fairly in relation to one's
performancé; to see how one's salary compares to oihers in the system

Ve

30) For. examp]e, if a Librarian Iy with no prior-experience, began in
1973/74 at base m1n1mum of $8,800 and rece1:§g49/7% merit increase, his

or her next year's salary would be $9,416 s is onlv $16 above the
base minimum for 1974/75, at which another ew librarian, with no °
exper1ence, would start. e

S~




TABLE 5
Stanford University, Libraries
P Summary of Salary Rates Paid to Librarians : °

. . ' 1973/74 ' T 1974/75 ‘
. Range of Range of

s Number of  Paid : Number of  Paid ,

) Position Positions Ratgs Medign Positions Rates Median
L{brarian 1 7(9.2%) 9,000* 9,200 3(8.3%) .~ 9,800* 10.000
. 9,400 - .. 10,100 !

) . I
, ’ Librarian 11 27(35.5%) 9,800 10,900 25(3@.3%) »10,000 11,600
. 11,900 . 13,200

. 4

Librarian 111 26(34.2%) 11,000 12,800 | 26(37.7%) 11,800 13,700
16,400 - 16,700

~ Libranian IV 16(21.1%) - 13,700 15,500 | 15(21.7%) 14,700 15,800

) 20000 N 21.200
Total 76%*(100%) 9,000 11,600 | 69%**(100%) 9,900 12,900
| 20.000 * ‘ 21.200 .

N

* The baselnﬁnimum for 1973/74 was $8,800 and for 1974/75 wag $9,400.
** Does not include administrative professionals and the Directors
(nine positions).

N
who have comparvable experience and qualifications; and to use as a
factor in considering employment opporfunities within or outside the

system,

It may be useful to consider sa]ary,st;dctdreS'in general. A salavy .
structure determinés how individuals are compensated relative to each.
other within ihe same professional group. A step-salary structure is
graduated- through stated salary inferva]s. This system is presently
used for both-the professioha] and support staff in the libraries of
the Uniéersityio? Ca1{foknia system and for the ﬁénexempt emp]oyees‘at
Stanford. The entire étructure js raised in response to the cost of:

living, and merit increases are determined by step advancement, e.g.,

14

-




moving fromstep 1 to step 2. Advancement in this kind of structure is

/
generally according to-a fixed number of steps, and is conseq.ently

considered ]egs flexible than a range structure, but provides more
predictability.
! : '
A C-Range siructure is defined by the use of two curves representing a
minimum and mPvimum salary range. Within these curves an employee is
- placed according years of applicable experience ana 1evef~bf

performance. A C-Range could be used with any classification system,

e.3., multirank or unirank,

<~
A;p§tanford“turve ranges are used for exempt employees. The Personnel
and Emplcvee Pelations Department's Compensation Section assigns most
professional groups to one or more specific C-Ranges, designated C-3
, through C-10 (See Table 6). - - \. \

_ * -«

The Commission attempted to determine the librarians' place among

Stanford's professionals, by comparing job description; and requirements

and by charting librarians' salaries on existing C-Ranges. None of the

other professional groups comparable to librarians are classed below the

1673,74 C-5 range (31). The social worker classification, for whicn a
master's degree is generally desired, does not belong to a designated ,
salary range, but starting salaries were $11,000 - $12,000 per annum

, (1973/73) as compared with the librarians' starting salary of $9,000
($9,000 wa- the actual paid rate; $8,800 was the base minimum). Social

- L)

31) See Stanford Urniversity. Personnel and tmployee Pelations
Department. Job Classification and Pay Plan. (Stanford: 197-+).

reo=-
oy 0 g



TABLE 6
Examples of C-Ranges

1973/74 " 1974/75
C-4 range: $8,328-10,128 - (Tower curve) .$8,700-10,596
$9,192-12,312 (upper curve) $9,648-13,044
C-5 range: $9,192-11,160 (Yower curve)- $9,600-11,664
$10,126-13,584 (upper curve) $10,632-14,400
C-6 range:  $10,128-12,312 (1owei curve) $10,632-12,924
$11,160-15,720 {upper curve) $11,832-16,82%
C-7 range: $11,736-14,256 " (lower curve) $12,360-15,036
* $12,936-18,192 (upper curve) $14,616-19,560
C-8 range: $13,584-16, 488 (1ower curve)\ $14,328=17 400
. $14,976-21,072 " (upper curve) $16,7 48
C-9 range: $15,720-19,104 (1ower curve) $16,584-20, 148
: $17,328-24,384 (upper curve) -$19,056-25,936
- C-10 range: $18,192-22,104 (Tower CQrve) $18,924-22,;§2
$20,064-28,224 (upper curve) $22,056-29:]72

Source: Stanford University. Personnel and Employee Relations
Office. Compensation Section,

workers parallel librarians somewhat in that master's degrees are
desired for.both, both are service profeﬁsions, and both have

traditionally been thought of as women's profession§.

Librarians' salaries begin substantialiy lower thaﬂ thdse ot other
p;ofeséionals at Stanford. A mapping of lib;érians' salaries onto the
C-Ranges shows that Librarians I are between the C-3 and C-4 ranges
(Compar . Tables 5 and 6). LibrariaRs 11, the largest class of '
librarians in the University, fit . thin the C-4 range, while C-5 is

usually thd starting range of other professionals on campus. A

compariéon of Stanford's C—Ranges'with the University of California
®




TABLE 7 N
University of California, Berkeley
Academic Librarian Salary Ranges

7/1/173 7/1/174
Annual Annual
Lowest _Highest Lowest Highest

AssTstant [ibrarian: 58,720 312,276 $9,864 313,560
Associate Librarian: $11,412 $16,020 . $12,648 $17,496
Librdrian: §15,276  $20,532 §16,716  $22,260

Source: CU News, The General Library, Univergity of California at
Berkeley, v.29, no.26 (July 18, 1974).

salary schedule indicates that lTibrarians at Berkeley would be on

Stanford's C-6 through C-9 ranges (Compare Tables 6 and 7).

The following criteria should be applied to the librarians' salary

scale, requiring:

1. A salary scale or structure, such as the one at the University of
California at Berkeley, published every year, prior to salary
adjustments, as opposed to a summary of actual paid'rates which is

issued after salaries have been adjusted for the year\

A scale which provides a higner salary for promotion to.hnother

rank, in addition to the expected annual me{jt increase.

An overall percentage increase across the board to compensate f&ﬁ
market factors.
A scale which places librarians in an equitable salary position to

the San Francisco Bay Area market and to other proressiona®™ at

Sta‘ford with comparable requirements and contributions.
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RECOMMENDATION 7

‘The Commissidn recommends:

That t?ﬁ Stanford 1ibrarians' market be defined as university,

* college, and research libraries in the San Francisco Bay Area.

vThis list should include libraries_in the University of California

system, the California State Universities and Colleges system, fhe
various community colleges, and special libraries. Stanford
competes with these libraries for qualified professional staff,
and positions in thesg libraries are similar in scope and
requirements to positions at Stanford. Also, the cost-of-living
factors in the Bay Area are comparable. The high-market position
would include mosf government libraries, i.e., federal, state, and

~

metropolitan area public libraries.

L]
That Stanford University librarians' salaries be upgraded to the
level of comparable professional salaries in this area: 30%

increase across the board retroactive to September 1, 1974.

That the libraries of Stanford University aim for a mid-market

salary position and that an overall percentage increase be made

annually to compensate for market factors.
That the present compensation system be replaced by a published

;tructure,
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That Tibrarians be assigned as follows to the C-Ranges: LI-LIV to

the C-6 through C-9 ranges. X

That the neylstructure allow far higher salaries when promotion
occurs or additional responsibilities are as§dmed, in addition to

the expected annual- merit increase.

That the new structure place librarians in an equitable salary

position to the San Francisco Bay Area market and to other

professionals at Stanford with comparable requirements and

contributions. i

l'9 \‘
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5. WORKING ENVIRONMENT

’
.

Stanford librarians' realizationao% their full potential as
professioﬁa]s, and consequently their success in providing needed
information services to the University community;”ére‘dependent upon ‘
many factors. Two related factors which affect librarians' morale, job‘
satisfagtion and performance are the time constraints and the physica]l
surroundings in which they work. ‘ ) ‘ ﬂ

Most Stanford librarians are required by their library administrations
to work a forty-hour week, and the majority of librarians at Stanford
adhere to a rigid work schedu]g of Monday through Friday from 8 to 5,
with prescribed time limits for lunch hou}s and coffee breaks. The few
exceﬁtions to this schedule occur principally among librarians .
responsible for staffing pyblic service points, who are required to work
some evening and weekend hours. There is a growing need for technical

service personnel to have the option to work a flexible schedule as a

means of increasing access to computer terminals.

N YR YT

Adoption of flexible scheduling is on the increase in business and
manufacturing establishments, and is being tried in academic and other’

types of libraries (32). These experiments have not been limited to

" professional employees. At Stanford the J. Hugh Jackson Library of ¢

Business has introduced a variation on the 8 to 5 work day. Staff

32) ticKann, Michael R. "Flextime at Florida." Library Journal 73 ¢
(1973): 3231-34 and Vinnes, Norman. "The Four-day Week.™ Library Journal '
73 (1973): 1550-52.




members are still required to work efght hours a day, tlonday through
Friday, on a fixed schedule, but starting and ending times and length of
lunch hour can be adjusted to suit the individual's needs or preference.
According to the participants, even-with just this small degree of
variation the program has: been very successful and has contributed to

-

|
higher morﬁfe‘(33). X
\
i

Flexible scheduling has been instituted as one ref1éction of a growing
trend toward humanization of working environments. Individuals have
varying responsibilities and demands on their time awéy from work. Body
rhythms and personal preferences are unique, so that different people
are at their peak working form at different times of day. Work space is
iess crowded and the wear and tear of rush hour traffic can be avoided.
Alienation is lessened and morale is improvga by not having.one's time
strictly controlled by an employer.

Considerations such as these have been behind the introduction of
flexible scheduling in Tibraries. They are' valid reasons, but the
Commission believes that the issue of librarians as professiona1s is the
true heart ;f thejmatter. A system that does not schedule work hours,
monitor coffee bfeaks and tally the sick leave of its librarians affirms
in a very obvious way that they are professioné]s. It is based on the

asshmption that librarians have sufficient intelligence, judgment and

13

33) Makovics, Lesley. "Flexible Scheduling at Jackson Library."
Library Bulletin of the Stanford University Libraries, v.26, no.20 (June
17, 1974):. 81-82.
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sense Qf responsibility to acéﬁmplish their duties without close

supérvision.

The Commission's concept of flexible scheduling is less resfrictive
than the applications we have encountered in the b;siness wbr]d or in
most other libraries and apprqgchés the flexible work patterns of the
faculty. It entails providing more options of when and where to work.
In view of the 1egit%mate time constraints imposed by 1ibrary operations
and by Fhe requirements of faintaining communication, each librarian

should have stated and posted office or public service desk hours.

Aside from théée hours, work time should be unscheduled, with 1ibrarians

free to choose the best time and place to discHarge their obligations to

the library and to the people it serves. Depending on the situation,
this might be in the library building, wheneyer it is open; on another

par¢ of the campus; or off campus, even at home.

Constraints of time are closely related to those of space. According
to the Stanford Librarians' Questjdﬁhaire:'64% of Stanford librarians
. -queried by the Commission be]fﬁve&ﬂthat their ppysica] surroundings and
facilities did not contribute to the e%ficient performance of their
jobs. The Main Library and many other campus 1ibraries’are old and
overcrowded. Staff work spaceiis at a premium, and offices or
conference rooms iﬁ which 1ib2?rians can work without constant
interruption are few indeed. Even in newer buildings there are

problems. The J. Henry Meyer Memorial Library, one of the newest

library buildings, is a model of humanization of the environment for
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readers. The staff, however, is in very cramped quarters, with the -

reference librarians' desks crowded into what is in effect a corridor.

A11 librarians are expected to do a large amount of -intellectual work .
They need quiet and some degree of privacy to enéb]e them to
concentrate. For 1ibrérians at the Jower ranks, suitgb]e office space
is almost nonexistent. In the typing peol environment where many

librarians work it is virtually impossible to think, let alone

concentrate for any extended period of timg.

X

_ RECOMTENDATION 8.

1. The Commission recommends flexible work scheduling for 1?br$rians,
whenever it is compatible with the basic daily operations of the
Tibrary. It does so in the convictidn that not only is this 7,

‘ measure of independence inseparable from professioﬁa] status but °
that its implementation wi]i promote higher morale and improve

Tibrary efficiency.

2. Overcrowding can be alleviated to some extent by flexible time
scheduling, which would decrease the number of people in an of fice
at any given time. It would also allow work requiring

concentfation to be done in a place other than the library.

t
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Even with the present limited space, improvements can be made.

-

Plans for rew library buildings must include greater consideration
/

of staff space needs in terms, of bdth quantity and quality.

a. Librarians should have access to their work areas whenever t'e
Tibrary building is‘open. Keys should be available for
check-out at public service desks by those who have not been
issued their own.

b. Present work spéce should be exaﬁjneh to determine "the need %or
and feasibility 6f,providing par;it{ons around desks,
particular1y<in very large work areas. .-

c. A number of study carrels should be availab}e'for use by
librarians. '

d. In dealing-with the University concerning space assignments, the

libraries should strongly express and support the need for

apﬁropfiate and adequate office and conference space for
professional staff.

el The Librarians' Assembly should pe involyed in plans for new
library buildings. The ultimate siructures will benefit from
the variety of viewpoints and expertise aviglab!e'among
librarians, resulting:iﬁ effiqignggﬁfgrage of library materials
as well as a congenia4—eﬁv4»en§ént conducive to professignal

work and research,
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, 6. SECURITY OF EMPLOYMENT

r

There is'a history oﬁ concern among Stanford 1ibr5rians about the

éinseCUrity of their’ emp]oyment SutA has, almost from its inception, .

,been qpncerned about this proQ]em, and the report of its Library ’

° C1a551f139t10n Committee in January, 1969, 1nc1uded an investigation of
security of emp]oyment.for Stanford's 11bririans aHowever, no action

was taken on its recommendations. The need for a Security of emp1oyment' 5%&"
. ] . -
. ., system was therefore studied in a paper prepared for the'Commission.

The justification fdr such £ system wis summarized in this manner (34):
9 . t . - B . i

.
> 4
Y

1. The principle of security of employment, though subject to . ,
growing criticism in recent years, has been even more
recently reaffirmed as a basic cornerstone of employment
conditions for intellectual workers in academia by study
groups at both«the national agd local (Stanford) Tevels. o
2. The princ1p1e of security of employment is part of a system J
which involves the following key e]ements _ !

a. A guarantee of academic or 1nte11ectua1 Freedom

b. After a reasonable probationary period, dismissa1 is only
_ for adequate cause -- duly specified -- short of ) : P
retirement or physical 1ncapac1ty

c. Digmissals for adequate cause are subject to academic due
process, also duly specified.

d. Peer participation, &t least in the admission to security
of employment and in the dismissal for adequate causé, as
part of the guaranteed due process.

3. Librarians in general have been urged by their national
professional association to adopt security of employment
statements for the last 28 years, and a new dec]aration of
that statement is in process.

34) Johnson, Peter. Career Status,and Tenure. (Stanford: 1974),
p.18-19. -

’

ERIC : Go
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4, Stanford librarians are now almost completely lacking in any
formal, professional Security ot employment system, having
only those minimal employment safeguards which they share
with other Stanford employees. : .

N

RECOMMENDATION 9

@

To insure, that termination of Stanford librarians is for
/ .
unsatisfactory performance, and not for reasons such as defgnding

intellectual freedom (35), espousing unpopular causes, sustaining -

ideglogical differences, or questioning administrative decisions, a

J

system of security of employment should be established. To accomplish
this, a committee of the Librarians' Assembly should be formedsto write

a detailed document on security of employment ihat,incorporates the

el

basic elements listed.under number two, above. This dbcument should be

\
based on 1) the Association of College and Research Libraries Model

*

Statement of Criteria and Procedures for Appointment, Promotion in

-

Academic Rank, and Tenure for College and University Librarians (36) and

2) the Stanford University Librarians Associatjon's Security pf

~

Employment statement (37).‘

— (. - Lo

35) Stanford University. Libraries. Intellectual Freedom and, the
Stanford University Libraries. It was endorsed by the University
Library Cquncil, Jan. 11, 1972; approved by the Academic Council
Committee on Libraries, Apr. 4, 1972; and approved by the Academic
Senate, Apr. 27, 1972.

36) "Association of Cotlege and Research Libraries. "Model Statement
of Criteria and Procedures for Appointment, Fromotion in Academic Rank,
and Tenure for College and University Librarians.” College and Research
Libraries News, no.8 (1973): 192-95, and jts "Appendixes.” College and
Research Libraries News, ro.9 (1973): 243-47. R

37) Stanford University Librarians Association. Security of
Employment: Draft. (Stanford: 1971). : -

LY
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7. PEER REVIEW
As aepée(\group with commonly accepted profesP%onal standards,
librarians are the best judgés of their colleagues. work. A béer review
systeM'Ts\jmportant for‘the development of a strong collegial profession @
and may be defined as involvement of a group of colleagues in the
process bf'aﬁpointment, promotion, and security of employment.
. -

A”system of peer review has several advantages over the hierarchvical
' ! L3
evaluation system traditionally used in most libraries, including these

. s,
at Stanford. Written criteria are generally used in peer review so that

all individuals know on what basis ve being judged. Also, written
) . -’fisr,ﬁheyaa \ )
__ Criteria help insure consistency .in the application of standards.

Another advantage, and-one frequently mentiomned_by Jlibrarians who have a
. é

peer'réview system (38), is the involvement of 1ibrarians‘a§ peers in

the review process. There are two aspects to this involvement. First,

1t tends to raise staff morale because librarians feel they have a

4 .. meanfngful voiee in the appointment and promotion process. Secondly,

the decision making process is strengthened and broadened by the

\ additional input of the peer group.

- - r.) " (‘

A major benefi% of peer review is that it stimulates professionalism.
L .
It is most often based on criteria which stress protocsional arowth and

»

-

achievement; thus librarians using a peer review system judge themselves

and each other in such terps.  Involvement of librarians as colleagues

38) According to responses to"the Peer Review Questionnaire; see
-Appendix V. . - . -




64 .
‘ .
in the review process makes for better understanding of professional
stancards and of professional contributions to the effectiveness of the
// i ° -
library and the university as a whole.
. ’ » ' ' -
- RECOMIENDATION 10 *
. ’ N
A peer‘review process is deemed important for the development of a
strong colleqgial profession; therefore, the Commission recommends that
all Stanford librarians be irffcYuded in such a process.
The Committee on Appointment, Promotion, and Security of Employment of -
*the Librarians’ Assembly should review all permanent appointments, s
’ ) ‘ L
pnomotions and elevations to career status. ‘/
. . * M
. i \\‘ ’
The Committee should consist of five members.appointed for overlapping
two-year terms by the Executive Board of the Librarians' Assembly in .
. consultation with the chief administrat{ve officers (e;g., Director;

Librarian} of the participating librarles.
The Cormittee should make recomriendations .to the chief administrative
officer of the appropriate library base& upon documentation'suppligd by
" the supervisor(s) and the librarian being reviewed. The librarian
should be informea of the recbnmendatjons made at each .level of the "

’

procedure.

i
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¢

Documentation should include a written evaluation by the supervisor,

which must rccur at intervals of no more than three years nor less than

?

six months. Within those 1inits, evaluations should be obligatory for

any of the folldwing reasons: -

1.

.

Librarian's request
Change in job assignment
Cnange in supervisor
Recommendation for promotion or elevation to career st#tus
Superv%sor{s request

Library auministration's reques*

The evalueticn should be concerned with job performance (75.) and

professional development (25%).

The review process for promotion should normally be initiated by a

supervisor's recommendation, but librarians should have the option to

request their own promotion review. Elevation to caree;;status should

be considered on a timetable to be devised by the Librarians' Assembly.

T.e Committee on Appointment, Promotion, and Security of Employment

should have the authority to appoint ad hoc promotion review committees

which would report their findings to if; This committee would judge the

wualifications of only the final candidates for appointment to th¢

%

Libraridn scries.




8. APPEALS PROCEDURE

Stapford librarians should have access to an appeals procedure as an
integral part of the peer review process. Although a formal university
grievance procedure is availablé to all Stanford employees (39), the
Commission thinks that it would be beneficial for the libraries to

establisn their own appeals procedure for cases where there is
disag;eement between a decision of the,gommittee on Apbointment, ‘
Promot‘)n, and Security of Employment and the library administration
which the librarian wants to appeal. A separate peer committee should
ajudicate cases broughtkbefore it through the appeals procedure, and its

decision should be forwarded to a source outside of the libraries, such

as the Provost's Office, fTr final settlement.
RECOMHEN._..TION 11

An appeals procedure should be set up for librarians which would cover

e

such brob]ems as dissatisfaction over appointments, promotions,
reassignments, security of employme t (or Career status), and the
‘allocation of travel funds. A committee of peers would hear and judge
the appeai and pass:on their judcment to a source outside of\the
’libraries, such as the Frovost's Office. The specific mechanics of the

procedure should be worked out and voted on by the Librarians' Assembly.

|
39) Stanford University. Guide: Admiristrative Organization, Policies .
and Procedures. (Stanford: -1969+), Guide Memo 22.10. q
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B. PROFESSIONAL DCVELOPMENT
e

Librarianship is a rapidly changing field, and new skills and
continuing education are needed for librarians to keep ﬁp to date with
the most advanced concepts in automation, management theories,
bibliographic control, and service to the community. Professional
development is, therefore, of great importance both to libraries and to
ind{vidual librarians. Among the best means of promoting this
development are participation in professional organizations,

profe§siona1 leave, and continuing education.
RECOMMENDATION 12

To insure that professional development opportunities are well
publicized and made available to all librarians at Stanford, a Committee
on Professional Development should be established by the Librarians'
Assembly. This committee would be concerned with the coordination and
planning of professional development activities for all campus

b
libraries. !

1. ORIENTATION

An orientation program is the most expeditious means for introducing
newly employed librarians to the organization and resources of the
Stanford Tibraries. It gives them an overview of the tota}?co]1ections

and of the relationships among the various libraries oangmpus. The

ptet

[




University Libraries currently conduct two orientation programs: one

for all new staff and one for professionals only:

RECOMMENDATION 13
e,

The exist{ng orientation programs should certainly be continued, but
to insure that all librarians at Stanford, including those in the
‘Coordinate Libraries, have the opportunity to pérticipate, the Committee
on Professional Development of the Librarians' Assembly should establish

a comprehensive orientation program. ’ '
2. CAREER COUNSELING

Although many librarians are satisfied and productive in the area of
librarianship which they have initially chosen or to which they were
assigned, there are otners who could profit from career counseling. The
Commissicn believes that a personnel officer trained in career
counseling could be of valuable assjstance in advising 1%brarians how to \
realize their particular talents and develop thejr careers along the

most appropriate ladder.
RECOMMENDATION 14
The Commission strongly recommends that the University Libraries

provide a career counseling service for all librarians at Stanford and

that 1ts Personnel Officer have training in this field.
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3. PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
e . )
Through involvement in national, state, and regional organizations,
librarians are able *to keep abrea:t of professional concerns and
advances ‘in librarianship and to maintain a perspective much larger than
the confines of their specific assignments. Exposure to new and
different practices, techniques, and senvices‘enhances the profesgiona]
competence of librarians, and consequently, the effectiveness of the
organizations they serve. There is a broad spectrum of professional
organizations to which librarians belong. These include general
librarians' groups such as SULA, the California Library Association, the

Specigl Libraries Association, and the American Library Assotiation;

subject-oriented librarians' groups such as the Music_}ib?é?y

Association and the Art Librarians Society; and a host of other
subject-related associations such as the American Society-for

Information Science and the Modern Laﬁguage Assbciation of America.

Stanford librarians participate in the work of these organizations
with the encouragement of most of the administrations of the libraries.
The extent to which they can be aided in attending meefings is limited
by the funds available. Library Administration Regulation no. 12 states
the University Libraries’ current policy and guidelines for approval on

travel expense reimbursement.




RECOMMENDATION 15

The Commission urges that all University libraries continue to

encourage the development and effectiveness of the staff by providing

funds for appropriate visits and travel for all librarians, and by

increasing the amount of funds allocated for travel reimbursement.

*

For equitable application of policies regarding travel reimbursement,
the Commission recommends that the Committee on Professional Development
of the Librarians' Assembly be responsible for revikewing requests for

travel funds.
4. PROFESSIONAL LEAVE

The lack of opportunity for all librarians to participate in scholarly
research efforts is of major concern. Professional leave with pay is at
this time available only to Librarians IV and above. It is important
that librarians keep up with the changes in their field and con*ribute

to the advancement of their préfession through research and publication.
RECOMHENDATION 16

Professional leave should be made available to all librarians who have
career status and have been at Stanford for a minimum of three years.
They should be encouraged to make use of it, particularly in the early
stages of -their careers. A librarian should be eligible for three

months professional leave at full salary, or six months at half salary,

'7‘1
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|
at intervals of three years. The leave may be used' for research or
innovation in librarianship or in an academic subject area, or otherwise
to pursue a program of professional development that full time employment

does not permit.

Professional leave is not free time that comes as a matter of course,
like a vacation. There should be a well defined purpose ard a written
statement of what the applicant expects fo accomplish. Because
increased expertise is a suffi;ient end in ityelf, the product of this

leave need not be a written or published document of any kind.

Application should be made by the librarian through administrative
channels. At least three copies of the proposal and accompanying forhé
should be made, one for the administration, one for the Committee on
Professional Development of the Librarians' Assembly, and one for the
applicant's records. 'The Committee on Professiona]WDeve1opment should
act in an advisory capacity to the library administration in the

decision making process.
5. CONTINUING EDUCATION

Continuing education is an important part of professional development.
To a large extent, librarians continue their education through work
experience, contact with colJeagues, and professiona]lreading. However,
it is important that librarians also have the opportunity to purs@e
advanced degrees, take courses for credit or audit, and attend workshops

or seminars that are relevant to their professional development. At the

o

I




g,

present time, Stanford librarians have various oppoeiunities to pursue
these activities.

Under the Staff Training Assisgence Program (40), two kinds of
assistance are available to all Stanford librarians: financial
assistance and time off with pay. Up to $50 per quarter is available to
cover tuition and registration costs. If the tuition egceeds $50~per
quarter, the additional costs may be shared by the library and the |
lTibrarian. Although there is no written University policy concerning
the amount of time off with pay for exempt employees (which include
librarians), nonexempt employees are allowed up to five hours time off
per week per quarter in pursuing an approved training activity. The
University Libraries policy is to allow 90 hours per year for such
academic work. The Personnel andxgmp1oyee Reiations Department stated
that the policy for nonexempt emii6yees could be app]xed to exempt
employees (41), although the latter are usually responsible for

determining their own hours of time off for continuing education.

Stanford librarians also have available to them a Tuition

Re imbursement Program,"which provides assistance to Librarians I and II

= for graduate study leading to an adyanced degree (42). This plan was

approved at the duly 16, 1969, meeting of the University Library
40) Ibid. Guide Memo 22.11. ‘
41) Judy Moss in conversation with Janice Lane, July 26, 1974.

42) Stanford University. Libraries. L1brary Administrative
Requlations. (Stanford: 1968+), Regulation no. 17.

P?G
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Council. The proposed degree program should be in a field that is

relevant to the applicant's professional development.

- s
g

RECOMMENDAT 10N, 17
A1l librarians, regardless of rank, should be encouraged to take
courses, at Stanford ‘sr at other institutions, for credit or audit, and

to pursue advanced degrees.

As professionals, they should be responsible For determininé their own

hours of time hif for purposes of continuing education. )

Assi:ﬂance, in terms of timg and money, should be provided to the

fullesy extent possible. Tuition assistance should be available to
librdrians taking courses during professional leaves.
o
A}ea of study should not be 1Timited to subjects pertinent to the
individual's present job assignment, but should allow room for growth in

other directions as well.

=
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C. RECOGNITION AND STATUS

-

There is a need for th; recognition of librarians at Stanford as
professionals engaged as partners in the educational program and\
objec;iygs of the University. The work of librarians is inextéicab]y
tiédgig tﬂe curricu]ar‘and academic objectives of the University. The
books they select, the courses they teach and the services they offer
muét be compatible with the neads of the researchers, faculty and
students at Stanford. To accomplish these tasks in the most effective
manner it is imperative that librarians establish lines of communication

with the faculty and that they be given a voice in the governance of the

University.

The 1972 Stanford Librarians' Questionnaire showed that 56% of the
librarians believed their status at Stanford was inadgquate. In the
belief that inadequate s;atus and lack ofcéppropriate recognition impair
the ability of the librarian to Be s effective as possible, the

Commission considered methods of impravement.

The question‘of faculty status for librarians continues to be a
controversial one among university librarians themselves as well as
other academic groups. :n 1973 the Council of fhe American Association
of University Professors and the Association of College and Research
. Libraries adopted the Joint Statement on Faculty Status of College and
University Librarians. The statement justifies facu]ty status for

university 1ibrarians on the basis that

0L
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..al11 members of the academic community are likely to
become increasingly dependent on skilled professional
guidance in the acquisition and use of library resources as
the forms and numbers of these resources multiply,
scholarly materials appear in more languages, .
bibliographical systems become more complicated, and
library technology grows increasingly soph1st1cated The
librarian who prov1de$ such guidance plays a major role in
the learning prosgess.

Librarians perform a teaching and research role inasmuch
as they instruct students formally. and informally and
advise and assist faculty in their scholarly pursuits.

requires them to function essentially as part of th
faculty, this fdnctional identity should be recogni
granting of faculty status (43).

Where the role of college and un1vers1fy 11br5r1a§;1...
d by

S Ie

'Although the Commissipn égrees,with these statements concergﬁhg
academic librarians, we have not recommended faculty status fér Stanford
librarians at this time. According to the 1972 S.anford Librarians'
Quest1onna1re on]y 42% of the librarians felt that facu]ty status
should be sought (44). It is highly doubtful that eij her the faculty or
" the University administration would grant such a sfégus to Stanford
librarians even if recommended at this time. Furth;;more; the
Commission is aware that in most libraries which have attained faculty
stdtus, 1ibrarians have had a difficult time advancing beyond the rank
of Assistant Prefessor because their assignments were not restructured
to allow them time to meet the teéching and research standards required
by their new status. The Commission believes that it is imperative to

—— »

43) "Joint Statement on Faculty Status of College and University
Librarians." College and Research Libraries MNews, no.8 (1972): 209-10.
It was rejected by the third participant, the American Association of
Colleges.

44) However, 56% felt that faculty status would improve the lot of
librarians; see Appendix III.
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restructure jobs as well as raise the appointment criteria for new °

staff, before requesting faculty status.
1. INSTRUCTOR/LIBRARIAN

There are immediate steps that can be taken to improve librarians'
status at Stanford and to assure appropriate recognition. For example,
all librarians who teach courses gpohlg be given academic titles and
rankT Currently, some librarians whose courses are sponsored by an
academic depa?tmént are granted thg{tﬁt]e of Lecturer and will be
members of the adjunct brofessériate when the recommendations of the
Rebori of the Committee on the Pro%essoriate are implemented. The
librarians who teach Library I are no;'given any title because the
University Libraries is not an academic department.

" RECOMMENDATION 18

'A11 librarians who teach formal courses should be given academic title

and rank, at least during their term of appcintment. For those
& ! \
librarians teaching courses not sponsored by an academic department,

. ranks and titles could be granted through the Humanities Special

Programs.

T

2. ACADEMIC COUNCIL

The status of librarians and their potential for contributing to the

educational goals of the University could be further improved if more

’

‘ L.




membership has been sought by and denied té other profgssionais, and the
Commission is aware of the rétiona]e for limiting membership in this
body to the teaching fagulty. However, there are some Tibrarians who
Qteach courses and others who act as freshman adéxéors. There are
librarians who se]ect‘bdois.for the research collection and those who
work closely witﬁ'the students and faculty in he]b%ng them to locate the

| bib]quraphica] sources and information they seek. In fact, ﬁﬁﬁ

librarians at‘Stahford have an interest in and a contfibution to make

-

oward discyssions of the curriculum issues and educational policy of K

he University.
RECOMMENDATION 19

® ! / 7/
_ J/
librarians were members of the Academic Council (45). Academic Council
;\ In order to facilitate communicat’on, to improve relationships with

the faculty, and to give librarians a ‘more direct voice in the

governance of the University, the Commission recommends that
represgntation of librarians in the Academic Council be increased. To ‘g
achieve this an ad hoc comittee of the Librarians' Assembly should be
established to work out appropriate criteria and methods.

——— - P

45) At present, only two librarians are members of the Academic
Council: David C. Weber, by virtue of his post as Director of
University Libraries, and Professor J. Myron Jacobstein because he is a
Professor,of Law in addition to being the Law Librarian.
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3. UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES .

Curéent]y, librarians are invited to.serve on University Committees,
Presidential Committees and subcommittees of the Academic Council. Such
service prdvides ]ibrarians w{th a broader perspective of the academic
;ommunity.by‘giving them the opportunity to work with members of the
administration, faculty, and student body in conducting the complex

business of ghe University. |
RECOMMENDATION 20 . .

The Commission recommends fhat the practice of appointing librarians
‘to University Committees be continued and increased to give more
-Tibrarians this type of opportunity to serve the academic community. In
addition, librarians should be invited to participate fully on tﬁe

o

committees of the Academic Council.

4. FACULTY RELATIONSHIPS

In an academic environment such-as Stanford University, continuing
interact{on; coaperaticn and good re]ationships between members of the
facu]ty'and librarians are essentia1'for bui]ding.re1evant collections
and for providing appropriate levels of library service to a university
qommunity. Where such relationships are stroﬁgest; the collections and
the \brary services match well the needs of the faculty.and students.
Where they dre weak or nonexistent, prob]emé'tend to arise which are

costly to the university and frustrating for all concerned.

N i
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At Stanford che branch librarians, cu}ators and librarians in the
graduate schools (fledicine, Law, and Busines.; have the closest ties
with the faculty. Some librdrians a}e invited to departmeq}éf/faculty
meetings. The Commission believes that such reTationships are mutually
beneficial; librarians are made aware of the needs 0f the facd]ty and
faculty 1earn which libra~y services are available to them and have a

better understanding of th . olems the libraries face.

However, 1ncreasing librarian-faculty interaction is difficult for
several reasons. The jobs of most 1ipiarians'are S0 structdred'that
they.are scheduled to spend most of their timewin the library and there
is 1ittle opportunity for professional interaction with tﬁe faculty
outside the library enviionment. Oppbrtunities for contact on a'socia1
level are even more limited. Fér example, Librarians I and Il are
excluded from memhership in tﬁe Faculty C]bt. Although some librarians

teach classes, they are not allowed to be members of the Academic

council. Librarians IIl and IV are no ionger eligible for campus

\
\

‘ housing.
RECOMMENDATION 21

The Comriission believes that it is important for librarians to
. take the initiative n increasing faculty-librarian contact. One way in
which tkis c~uld be accomplished is by appointina a Tibrarian
(preferably one with an advanced subject degree) as a selector for each
academic department. The lihrarian and the féculty could discuss

library needs and problems and com:unicate any new proqrams 0¥

Qo . 34
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specialties which &ight have an impact on their mutual areas of

interest. Such dia}bgue, even in a formal way, would lead

to better understanding and the accomplishment of common goals.




D. EQUALITY AND UNIFORMITY

Throughout their de]iberations, the Commission members emphasized that
special efforf?‘must b made to insure equality of opportunity and
- uniformity of standard§ for librarians in all libraries at Stanford.
This emphasis led to two specia[ studies, with recommendations,
régafding 1) tne status of womén in the professjon and 2) the Coordinate
Libraries. '

7

1. STATUS OF WOMEN IN LIBRARIANSHIP

Studies on sex discrimination in libraries, such as the one undertaken
at the University of California at Berkeley (46), have demonstrated that
) librarians are often the lowest paid professional group in a university
becausé librarianship is cohsidered a woman's profession. The Berkeley
study proyed that librarians were paid substantially less than
professionals with comparable educational reqﬁirements who were

performing jobs traditionally designated as men's work (47).

46) California. University. Library Affirmative Action Pr.gram for
Women Committee. Report on the Status of Women Employed in the Library
of tne University of California, Berkeley, with Recommendations for
Affirmative Action. (Berkeley: 1971].

47) University of California librarians at Berkeley received a salary
range adjustment of 5.,45% at all steps plus an additional sum _
distributed from an inequity fund which was approved in the state budget
last year. The new scale was effective July 1, 1974 (See Table 4).

One argument in their inequity case was the fact that librarians were

the lowest paid University of California academic_employees. Another
arqument was sex discrimination, the facts of which may be found in the
Report on the Status of Women Employed in the Library of the University
of California, Berkeley. :

{350
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In addition, the Berkeley study showed that there was de facto
discrimination within the library against the promotion of women.
Despite the fact that well dver half *he librarians were women, there
were few women in top administrative levels at Berkeley. If one views
large academic libraries as a whole in the United States, few women have
attained tho level of Director (48). This pattern exists at Stanford
where there is the same imbalance in the top administrative level, which
contains one woman and six men. Women -outnumber men by about twenty

-

percent, but men hold the higher positions.
J

A cursory examination of 1973/74 men's and women's salaries in the

University Libraries system reveals that women are in fact paid less

than men (See Table 8). Both the average and median salaries are Tower
for women in Librarian IIT and IV ranks than for men, even though the
women have greater average and median years of applicable experience.
While the average and median salaries of women closely correlate, those
of men show wide variances indicating that more men are paid above the
average in Librarian III and IV ranks than are paid below.

In 1970/71, professional women at Stanford were studied in # re;brt on
the status of women (49). Inexplicably, though the report aimed at
comprehensiveness,.1ibrvrians were not, considered. While the Commission
was urable to make an intensive investigation, several ideas and a

48) Blankenship, W.C. "Head Librarians: How Many Hen? How Many
Women?" College.and Research Libraries 28 (1967): 41-48.

49) Stanford University. "Affirmetive Action at Stanford University;
Policies: 1972/73 Report, 1973/74 Priorities." Campus Report, v.6,
no.12 (Dec. 5, 1973). -

Yo
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TABLE 8
1973/74 Stanford Univarsity Libraries
Librarians' Salaries

. Salary Years of Applicable Exp.

Pank *| Average Median Average Median
MEN LI 9,000 5,000 2 2

L1I 11.160 10,9¢0 .- 8 8.25

LITg 12,982 13,000 1 9.25

LIv 16,737 17,100 27. .26.5 .
WOMEN LI 79,240 9,300 2.7 2.5

LII 10,858 10,900 8.7 7.75

LI | 12,483 12,500 14.7 15

LIV 14,480 14,500 25.1 29

tentative conc]us{on are worth consideration. Women traditicnally have
had lower career goals and expectaticns. Assertive behavior on “he part
of women has generaliv neither been encouraged nor accepted.
Administrators have tended to overlock the managerial abilities of women
and to assume such abilities in their male colleages. Universities are
male-dominated institutions. The available data lead us to believe
that, for many reasons, womeri librarians at Stanford are not achieving

their full potential, to their own and Stanford libraries' detriment.

RECOMMENDATION 22

The University Aff{rmative Action Officer, an unbiased source outside
the libraries, shou§d~be formally requested to review the situation of
women in all the Stanford University libraries. The Librarians’
Assembly should appoint an ad hoc Committee on Affirmative Action to
investigate the status and problems of 1ibrar%ans who are women and/or
members of minority groups, and this committee should report  its

findings and recommerdations to the Assembly.

t377




2. COORDINATE LIBRARIES

The coordinate library. system at Stanford, while instrumental in
developing Spéé}a1ized research collections, primarily exists to
distribute budgetary responsibility (50).. In a private university where
competition for operating funds is intense, the coordinate system allows
specialized libraries to concentrate upon scurces of funds closest in
interest to their specific fields. Although autonomous operation in
fund raising, collection development, and service may be desirable,
close cooperation among Stanford libraries must be maintained in order
to insuré_the most effective utilization of library and University

resources.

The libraries' poliéies are coordinated in the University Library
Council, an administrative panel established by the President of the
University. The Council consists of the top administrative officer(s)
of each 1ibrar} plus one or two students nominated by the Senate of the
Associated Students of Stanford University. It is an advisory group
which, accord&ng tg its charge, "should be expected to maximize
opportunities for joint operation and co-operative arrangements that
will minimize duplicatién, competition, overlapping and gaps in
collecting and acquisition practices and maximize access to all \

s

information resources in the libraries of Stanfbrd University" (51).

50) See Appendix VIII for fuller information.
51) Charge to the University Library Council, Stanford, 1972.

& Tw
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The body specifically charged with coordinating collection development
is the Acquisition C6unci1, a subgroup of the University Library
Council. Its members, librarians primarily responsible for selection,

meet quarterly.

There is no official body with responsibility to establish and
maintain professional standards for all librarians at Stanford. Since
each of the Tibrary systems is a separate administrative entity, with
the chief administrator reporting directly to a different University
of%icer (See Table 9), it is natural that variations in standards and
their application have evolved. There is a need for more coordination

in this area, to develop professional standards which are clearly

stated and consistently applied among a]@ librarians at Stanford.

3 \\'

There are few service standards which &urrent]y apply to all of the
Stanford libraries. For example, there are no minimum standards

regarding hours of business, availability of professional service, or

the kinds of services offered. This lack of standard?{gtion can prove

frustrating to the library user.

The specialization of the Coordinate Libraries is an asset to the
University. However, with the increase of interdisciplinary studies,
library patrons and librarians alike frequently must use the resources
of more than one 1}brary, even during the course of a single project.

In order for librarians t;gprovide maximum access to all resources it is

importiant that they have substantial information about the collections

and policies of campus libraries other than the one in which they work.

")
ﬂ \) s Ijl’
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TABLE 9
Administrative Structure of the Libraries at Stanford

President of the University

-Director of the Hoover Institution

-Asscciate Director in Charge of Library Operations
Vice Prosident and Provost ‘

-Director of University Libraries
-Dean of the Graduate Séhoo] of Business
l-Director of the J. Hugh Jackson Library of Business
, . —
) -Dean of the School of Law
i—Law Librarian
-Dean of the Sciioel of Medicine
‘-Director of the Lane Medical Library

-Director of SLAC

-Technical Information Officqr

-Director nt the Food Research Institute

-Librarian

This information has not' been available to all librarians in a

systematic manner.

One source of such in’ormation is printed material. A number of

library guides, collection surveys, and bibliographies have been

published by Stanford libraries. The Book Selection Policies Manual,
issued in 1970 and covering all campus libraries, is an invaluable tool
for librarians, whatever their job assignment. Unfortunately the

existence of these various guides is often not widely known in all the

0
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libraries. The Bulletin of the Stanford University Libraries, a

Ld

newsletter distributed to all campus libraries, is readily available to
all librarians. However its scope is limited almost exclusively to
matters of immediate concern to the Stanford University Libraries \‘

systers, despite efforts by its editorial board to solicit news ite@s

from tﬁé Coordinate Libraries.

Some information abayt other gtanford libraries is gained by
librarians through informal rather than formal means of communication.
Some contacts occur in tHe course of job duties,'especially for
librarians involved in collection development or public service.
Informal contacts are hampered by the administrative and geographical

separation of the Coordinate Libraries.

SULA has as one of its goals increased and enhanced communication
among librarians in all the Cbordinate Libraries. Its primary emphasis
has been on discussion of professional concerns as they directly affect
Stanford librarians. To the extent ghat interested librarians have
joined the organization ana participated in its activities, it has
succeeded in fostering communication. However, membership is voluntary
and the group has no real power. Attempts-to act as a voice for
librarians and to influence library and Univers%ty decisions regarding
them have met with fdi]ure.' Despite the large amounts of energy
expended by dedicated members, this lack of clout has resulted in

decreased interest in SULA.

O
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-

Contact with other librarians and knowledge of other libraries is also

facilitated by orientation programs. Although an extensive orientation

program has recently been established for librarians in the University

Libraries system, most other librarians' overview of Stanford library

collections and policies is still dependent on individual imagination

and initiative and on the conditions determined by their job assignmenf.,

52)

RECOMMENDATION 23
The standards and procedures for appointment, promotion, securj}y
of emp]oyment, and grigvancg‘ should be uniformly applied to al
librarians at'Stanford regardless of their place of assignment.
The Committee on Appointment, Promotion; and Security of
Emp]oymenf of the Librarians' Assembly should oversee the uniform
application of this recommendation. ‘
Becag;f of the belief that standards are 1mpor}ant in assuring
consistency and quality of service among the libraries, the
Commission recommends that a commitéee of the Librarians' Assembly
be established (the Committee on Publié and Technical Services) to

’

propose minimum standards of service.

s
A formal University interlibrary orientation program, run by the
Librarians' Assembly, should be estabiished to enable librarians

to learn more about §tanford early in their employment (52).

/

LN,

See Section IV.B.1.
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4. The Librarians' Assembly, to which all librarians would belong,
should also further the exchange of information and i&eas and
encourage all librarians at Stanford to work together toward

common goals (53).

————— o

53) See Sectien II.

93




v
V. IMPLEMENTATION -
This report-encompaéses a broad range of issyes, many of which require ‘ %

action beyond the scope of individual library administrations. The
Commission recommends the immediate establishment of a Librarians'
‘Assembly, which should then work together with the Tibraries'
administrations in implementing this report's recommendations.

L

If general agreement among Stanford's Tibrarians exists for. the

-

¢ creation of a Librarians' Assembly, then the Director of University
Libr;ries, with the assistance of the University Library Council and
SULA, ;hou1d appoint a committee of five librarians (three from the
University Libraries and two from the Coordinate Libraries) to develop
thé bylaws of the As§emb1y (to include the size of the Executive Boafd. v,
the duties of its members and the method of e1ectin§ its éhairperson).
In addition, that committee ;hou1d serve as & nominating committee for
the first Executive Board of the Assemb]y.’ The committee should hoId
weekly open meetings during its development of the Py]aks, and. the
agenda should be ﬁosL;i several days in advance of each meeting. Any
librarian shod!d be allowed tdtaddress the committee on the topic under —
discussion. As ﬁoon as possible, an& before December, 1975, there

.

should be a/denera] election by all Stanford librarians on the bylaws

and the Executive Board.

e : el |




9]

One of the fir;t actions of the kibrarians' Assembly should be the
development of a_peer review system with its attendant criteria for
promotion aﬁd appointment based upon the guidelines provided by this
report. The peer review procedure shouid be operational for the'2976

-
librarians' evaluation progess. ) -

-

’ - -
//

The Tibrarians* classification system should also be revised in
accordance with the criteria outlined in the recommendétions of Section
IV.A.3, and all perquisites and anefits should be granted equally to
librarians beyond the probatioﬁary stage. In no instance should the
perquisites) rank, or sala}y of a 1ibrari§n be reduced by any changes
made.in the classification system. The proposed system is subject to
revision and approval by the Librarians' Assembly and shbsequent

- @pproval and impﬁemgntat%on by the Univérgity Library Council. In. -
' additfon, the Librarians' Assembly should be responsible for the
- continued evaluation and development of the system through a peer review.
of all appointments and promotions. The Librariaﬁs' Assembly should

'\ algo deJe]op more defpiled criteria for promotion.

The Director of University Libraries:and the Directors of the

Coqrdiﬁate Libraries, in'cooperation with the Academic Council Committee !
on Libraries and the Librarians' Assembly, should begin the necessary
procedures a§ soon'a; Possible to implement Commissioﬁ recommendations
| approved by 1ibrar%éns. The general improvement of the librarians'

condition at Stanford will, th- Commission believes, increase the

.effectiveness of the libraries' services.

13
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~ B

‘Finally, the Commission\suggests that a progress report should be made

in six months to all Stanfo}a librarians on the implementation of its

recommendations. This report should be made by the Director of

University Libraries in cooperation with the Librarians' Assembly or

with the comnittee appointed to develop its bylaws in the event that the

Assembly is not yet operational. This report should be printed in the

Library Bulletin in early autumn, 1975, and distributed to all Stanford

Al
-

librarians.

v e
o
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VIII. APPENDICES \
APPENDIX 1
CHARGE TO THE ' N : .
- .COMMISSION ON LIBRARIANSHIP y .
N AT STANFORD
May 22, 1972
After reviewing developments regarding the status of 11brar1ans dur1ng
the last.few year$s and with ‘the specific encQuragement of the Stanford
University Librarians Association and the University Library Councii,
the Director of the Univérsity Libraries is-creating a Commission on
tibrarianship at Stanford to examine the role and status of librarians
at the University, 1nc1ud1ng
professional relationships within the University,- A
means of facilitating thg effective use of librarians,
" suitable recognition offthe services of librarians to the commun1ty. A

aspects of appointment,. promot1on and perqu1s1tes,

involvement of librarians in formal and informal. teaching, and ofher

aspects of their working environment. o

There will also be raised the question of the most effective forum or

organization through which 1ibrarians can, ‘as individuals and as a

“university professional group, share in concern ‘for and contribution to
higher education, research, and 1nst1tut1ona1 governance and
deve]opment

The report on librarianship at Stanford and the recomnendations : :

leading to a properly effective professional. stature, should be a
Tandmark document.at Stanford. In general, 1t shou1d deal with the
following matters: L

1) A "statement of neea” which treats of: two ‘basic issues:

(a) - the recognit1on of libratians as profésS1oqpls engaged as
partners in the educational program and objectives of the
University, and

(b) a means of facilitating suitable librarian partic1pat1on in

. University academic, and administrative concerns.

2) The identification and analysis of various employment - *
relationships that give meaning to the status of an individual
Librarian™- position classificatien, compensation, research

' leaves, working titles, job security, and employment berefits.

3) An ana]ys1s of _the various collective re]at1onsh1ps or
organ1zat1ona1°hn1ts that might bé formed to give meaning to

11brar1ansh;p within the university environment - professional ,
status, committee membership, a library assembly, a 11brar1ans
association, or a {ibrary départment. ‘
4) A set of conclusions and a compgehensive list of recommendat1ons ’
for-action that will achieve a suitablé working environment for <

~
.
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Tibrarians, with procedures for implementing the recommendations
clearly specified.

The Commission will be composed of twe]ve persons and may be divided -
into task forces for the several inquiries. For special assistance they
will bé able, with the approval and assistance of the Associate D1rectorb
of Libraries, to co-opt other individuals.within Stanford librarianship
or in other professiondl positions in the university. As a general rule
the Commission members may expect to spend from one to ‘two hours a week
of their own time to meet of work on the assignment. Brief-absences
from the-Commission are to be expected; absences of 1onger nature, due
-to a variety of causes, will result in the Director's’ appo1ntment to the
Commission of an alternate member. . . ~ R
/ Only the over-all time frame can be presented at this time. Hopefully"

the Commission will complete its task within twelve to fourteen months. -
Formal action by jlibrarians will precede the presentation of the report

to the Ln1vers1ty administration;- 1mp]ementat1on should occur as soon ds
poss1b1e thereafter

-

\
Persens who have agreed to serve on the Commission are the following:
Mr. Garrett H. Bowles, Chairman - Librarian III, Catalog Department .

Miss Judith A. Moomaw, Vice-Chairman - L1brar1an IIT, Catalog
. Department
Mr. Robert H. Breyfogle, Librarian II, Catalog Department
Mrs. Sandrd K. Korm, Librarian III, Government Document Department
Miss Janice M. Lane, Librarian I, Meyer Memorial Library (Reference)
Miss Coralia Seraf1m Librarian II Hoover Institution (Reference)
Miss April D. Stenze], Cibrarian II Law Library (Catalog Department) .
Miss Carol Turner, Libra-ian II, Reference Pepartment
Mr. William P. Allan, Liorarian III, Reference Department
M1ss Jean L. Finch, Librarian III, Art and Architecture Library

T Erederick C. Lynden, L1brar1an I1I, Acquisition Department
Mr Jack Plotkin, Librarian IV, Centraﬂ Circulation and Reference

Departnent LS
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PROFESSIONAL SALARY ADJUSTMENTS - PRESENT PRACTICES, MARCH @9, 1974,
by Earl Borgeson, Associate Directc:, Stanford Univers1tyiL1br§r1es.

- 1. The amountvof @ddﬁy for salary adjusv . wrofessiondl staf?tjs .
, part of the salary budget request of .rsunnel & Employee
£ Relations Department presented to the Board of Trustees. The-

- "¢ Director of Librfaries can and does provide the Provost and P & ER
. . with comparative salary data and other justifications for use in
. : such budget presentations. . This, data includes salary information
v from ‘ALA, ARL, Seveh University Group, thelUniversity of California,
' Berkeley and Los Angeles, the California StatexUniversit.es, aqd
others as available. { : .

" . .2. MWhen the Board of Trustees acts upon the recommendations made and N
’ a authorizes a percentage for the improvement of the various salary
- bases, the P & ER Department and the Director's Office verify the -
< -current budget base, appl: the approved percentage and aprive at the
/’\\ number of dollars to be available for professional sa]aQé
) adjustments. Actually, the proc®ure is not quite that Simple, Fat
d ' this will suffice as a description of the general routine.

3. Library supervisors and staff members prepare, and Department Chiefs
. review the performance appraisal form for each staff member.
Department Chiefs and Assistant Directors review 6nly the appraisals
of those persons working in their respective units.

Directors also review the files along with all documents a staff
‘ . member might have placed in their individual files (notice of
publications, reports of trips, attendance at meetings,
. commendations, courses completed, and $0 on). Factors are noted .
that indicate any variation in what might be characterizad as an
! individual's normal satisfactory job performance and professional

. , growth,
. 4. At-the same time, each Departhent Chief is asked to recommend a
L current performance rating for each staff momber as satisfactory,

more than, or less than satisfactory. They are also askec .t thic

time to recommend (a) change of status because of changes, in job

assignment or (b).change of status because of marked professional

growth. ro.

5. A preliminary calculation of .djustments in terms of percentage
values assigned to the various factors noted above, is made by the
Associate Director and the Director. The total of those adjustments '
is tested against the amount of money available for salary
improvement.

Q - . 1439
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Fach-Assistant Diréctor and Department Chief is then ask¥€d to review
the tentative increments;.discussions are héld to bring all factor
to ‘bear on the dacision;- a consensus is ched; and the total of S\
all jndividual increments must be mad equal the funds availgéle
for increases. Ordinarily, then, three to five persons share i
this determination of a salary adjustment for any one staff member..
#ien that final set of figuresshas been -determined, the us
recommendations are reviewed with thg Provost's Office for agreement
with !niversity pol:c, and salary adjystment guidelines. - .

-~ B + N » '
When the recomiendations are thus verified, approved in writing and
submitted to accounting, the preparatioh process ends, except for
dispatch of indiyidual notices by-the Director's Office. These too,
are routed through the Assistant Directors and Department Chiefs for
a final accuracy check before delivery to each individual. To the
.extent that explanations are needed, the Department, Chiefs are now
fully informed so that they can provide answers. Questions can, and
do, come to the Director's Office, of course, ' . \

The timing—ef this pracess is governed by the date the Trustees
approve "the budget and the schedules of P & ER and the Provost's
Office for their data preparation and reviews. Library routines
move along independently, but until all of these procedures are
-completed throughout the.University, ‘individual liprary staff
notices cannot be distributed.

s
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APPENDIX III

STANFORD LIBRARIANS' QUESTIONNAIRE
,v November 10, 1972

v

NOTE: Peﬁcentages are given in terms of the 109 returns and may not

equal 100% because of multiple responses or no response to a question.

1. Do you work in the University Libraries? 68 (63%)
Or a Coordinate Library? 40 (36%) '
Other: 1 (1%) '

2. Rank: Librarian I - 8 (7%)
. Librarian II - 39 (36%)
. Librarian III - 28 (26%).
Librarian IV - 13 (12%)
oy Other - 20 (19%)

3. Type of position: public services - 41 (38%)
technical -services - 46 (43%)

N : other - 20 (19%)
4. Age: under 25 - 3 (3%)° . \\\'

25-35 - 29 (27%) )
35-45 - 26 E24%§ :
45-55 - 24 (22%

§5-65 - 22 (20%3 «

"\ over 65 - 4 (4%

- 5. Sex: male - 50 (46%) »
sfemale - 59 (54%)

6. Academic degree held (please check all held):
BA/BS - 95 ?88%) .
MA/MS - 42 (39%) | .
Ph.D. - 9 (8%) \
MLS or equivalent in librarianship - 86 (80%)
Other - 10 (9%)

7. Language abilities (languages read or spoken):
Frengp - 78 (72%)

German -_f3 (49%) .
Italian 4 24 (22%) . .
Russian - 17 (15%)

Soanish - 38 (35%) .

None'- 19 (17%)

LI
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10.

. Are you presently working on an advanced degree?

Yes - 8 (7%)
No - 101 (93%)

»

. Have you taken.Stanford coursés while working in the Stanford

libraries?

Credit - 10 (9%) ' >
Audit - 40 (37%) .
No - 51 (47%)

Have you part1c1pated in 11brarx o\ other work-related workshops,
conferences, etc.?

Yes.- €7 (81%)

1L

No. - 23 (21%)

G

Have you taken other courses, training, etc.?
Credit - 25 (23%)

 Audit - 20 (19%) ‘

12.

13.

14.

No - 35 (32%)

How many years-have you worked as a profeséiona] librarian at
Stanford? - Not tabulable

Number of years as a professional librarian in other libraries:
None; University and researgh; College; Jr College; Rublic;
Special; Other. - Not tabulable

N

Number of years of work experience before becoming a professional

librarian. Type of work. - Not tabulable

15.

16.

17.

- 18.

Are you currently empioyed elsewhere? Yes - 13 (12%); No - 97 (90%)
Librarian?; Teacher?:; Other? -.Not tabulable
Reason: Not tabulable

Library.related activities (last 5 years):
Courses taught - 24 (22%}

Publications - 40 (37%)

Consulting - 27 (25%) \
Non-library related activities (last 5 years):
Courses taught - 11 (10%)

Publications - 14 (13%) -

Consulting - 27 (25%) ' ;
Association membership (please specify) Officer Comm. member
American Library Association - 26 (24%) 3 (3%) 8 57%)
€alifornia Library Association - 29 (27%) 6 (6%)

Special Library Association - 24 (22%) 5 (5%)

Other library ssscciations - Not tabulated .

Arer. Assn. of Univ. Profs. - 7 (6%) . 1 (1%)

Cther scholarly or professional associations - Not tabulated

/'|~' %
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What were the main th1ngs that brought you to Stanford?
The job: 53

 The area: 45°

20.

21,

-Status of Stanford Un1vers1ty 12

Advancement opportunities: 8 . K.
Spouse: 7 ,

Does your own education and work experience match well with your
current job? Yes - 90 (83%);. No - 13 (12%)

Are you interested in Stanford's offer1ng opportunities to increase
your professional competence?
On-the-job training: Yes - 68 (63%); No - 31 (29%) -

Short courses or workshops -offered by the library: Yes - 75 (69%); -

22.

23.

25.

26.

27.

No - 26 (24%)

Credit courses or institutes offezed by Stanford or other
institutions: Yes 72 (67%); No-- 22 (20%)

Work experience .in other departments of the Stanford 11brar1es
Yes ;-54 (50%), No - 45 (42%) X,

Do you feel that Stanford offers adequate opportunities for | /°

professional development? Yes - 47 (44%); No - 55 (51%)

Do you feel that Stanford offers adequate encouragement for
professional development? Yes - 43 (40%); No - 60 ?56%)

. Do you.feel .that the libraries at Stanford discriminate in terms

of salary against:

women? 32 (30%) . .

minorities? 10 (9%)

other? 10 (9%) \

Do-you feel that -the librarie$s at Staniord discriminate in terms
of promotion-against:
women? 42 (39%?
minorities? 12 (11%)
other? 11 (10%) y
Do you desire to advance to a higher rank 1n the Stanford L1brar1es?
Yes - 76 (70%) :
No - 38 (35%)

Do you feel you have been underclassified?

“Yes - 26 (24%)

28.

No - 77 (71%)

Do you feel it is possible to advance to a higher rank in'your

current position?

Yes - 38 (35%)

No - 63 (58%)
Need more education/training .- 11 210%
‘Must become an administrator - 24 (22%
Must transfer to another department - 11 (10%)
Other - 14 (13%)

s
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29.

~ .J . . ' ' \
»
S N )
Are you s#tisfied with the scopejof yowr job? -
Yes - 72 (67%) - o .

No - 34.(31%)
If not, would you prefer your Jjob to be:

-broader in scope (e.g., offer €iements of both techrical and public

30.

'serv1ces)7 - 20 (19%)
narrower in scope (e.a., allow you to concentrate on areas in which
you are most competent)? - 12 (11%) &

Does your position vequ1re ynur do1ng an unreasonable amount of
clerical work?
Yes - 75 (69%) - ]
No - 23 (21%) - v

[f yes, cou]d this work be red1str1buted w1th the current staff?.m
Yes - 8 (7%)

‘No - 13 (12%)

.31,

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

« *

Do you perticipate in decisions that affect y?ur'\'ojﬂ{r
Yes - 81 (75%) .
No -~ 27 (25%)

Do your ph»s1ca1 surround1ng> and Tac1]1t1es cbntr1bute to the
nff1c*ent performance of your work?>
Yes - 37 (343Y -

No - 69 (64%) s . -

Do you feal that lines of communication need improvement:

between you and your Wbrary administration?
Yes - 60 (56%); No - 36 (33%) - '

between you and yaur department head? Yes - 27 (25%); No - 62 (57%)
between you and your staff? Yes - 18 (17%); No - 6F (62%) <
between you and your tolleagues? Yes -~ 32 (30%); No - 65 (60%)
between the Main Library and other Stanford libraries?

'YE‘S - 34 \31%), No -~ 28 (26%)

Do you feel that means of communicdtion (memos, grapevine; etc.)
are adequate: .
between you and your library adm1n1strat1&b

Yes - 38 (35%); No - 58 (54%)
between you and your department head? Yes - 67 (62%); No - 26 (24%)
between you and your staff? Yes - 71 (66%); No - 15 (14%)
between you and your col¥eagues? Yes - 69 (64%); No - 24 (22%)
betwéen the Main Library and other Sfanford 11braries2

Yes - 34 (31%); No - 49 (45%) .

Do you feel that the iibrary functibns as a major force in the
intellgctual life of the community? Yes - 60 (56%); No'- 40 (37%)

Do you think the campus communify is adequately aware ‘of the’
resources and services offered by the 1ibraries?

\\jes - 21 (20%); No - 72 (67%) ) \
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Nh1ch servrCés offered by the’ 11brary should be strengthened7

* Answers* (examples) - No. of freplies
", Reference services ot , -’18
Better catalog . f\“\ .. .
Serial records - ] _8 .
Classes in bibliography 6
"Dissemination of qnformat1on abouttthe library 5

. Do you feel the: libraries (ave a proper balance between techn1ca1

services and public services? Yes - 38 (35%); No - 32 (30%)

bo ‘librarians Mave a teaching function? ’
Yes - 83 (77%); No - 18 (17%) -

. Do you feel that the status of 11brarqins at Stanford is adequate?
Yes - 32 (30%); No - 61 (56%)

. Do you feel "that the salary of ¥tibrarians at Stanford 1s/€dequate7
Yes~- 29 (27%); No - 71 (66%). J

. Do feel that benefits granted to Stanford librarians.are
ad Yes - 56 (52%); No --87 (44%)

. Do"you think that facu]ty status would improve the lot of
‘librarians? Yes 60 (56%); No - 44 (41%)

. Do you think librarians at Stanford should seek faculty status7
Yes -'45 (42 %); No - 52 (48%) )

. Are you interested. in tak1ng advantage of library re1eased time to
work toward an ‘advanced degree? 35 (32%)
engage in research and publication? 53 (49%) - ¥
serve on University committees? 42 (39%)
teach? 31 (29%) s

. Do you feel that un1on1zat1on would improve the lot of 1ibrarians?
Yes 27 (25%), No - 69 (63%); Maybe - 2 (2%)

."Rank each of -the following on a scale of 1 (high) to 5 (Tow)

priority as areas in which improvements could be made for® Stanford

librariars: ’

higher salaries ’

time off/funds for study, research and publicatiog (e. g R
sabbatica™ leave)

flexible time schedule

time off/funds for participation in profess1ona1 act1v1t1es

insurance (hea)th, dental, etc.)

faculty privileges (parking, on-campus housing, etc.)

‘job security .

nine-month appointment

‘retirement .benefits

different evaluation system

membership in academic council, academic committees -

—OWwWW~NOTO AW N —
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APPENDIX IV

ﬂ'( : . oY LIBRARIANS STATUS QUESTIONNAIRE
September 8 1972 \

‘The results: of the quest1onna1re sent to selected academic libraries i
fo]]ow the coded 1isf of respomdants arranged by collection size.* . .-
. Harvard University . |

Yale University ’ .- |
University of Illinois |
Columbia University \ : " ) .
University of California, Berke]ey ‘

— Cornell University .

Stanford University

Indiana University ’ : ¢
. University of Minnesota

. Princeton University . ’

. Northwestern University '

. New York University" . |
. Michigan State University. = - e |
. University of North Carolina o |
. University of Pittsburgh

. University of Kansas

.. Pennsylvania State University ' . . ;
. University of Florida . . ) ¢
. University of Oklahoma ' |
. University of Massashusetts - -
21. University of Oregon ~ :
22. University of ‘Hawaii (non-ARL member)

N = b e b e e b ek b ‘
o\ooo\:mmbwr\:._aomoo\:mmawmo—a

1. How many hours a ﬁeek are the 11brar1ans required to work?

unspecified = 6, 18, 19 - |
35 =1, 4, 12 |
36.25 = 10 : |
37.5 =2, 8, 11, 15, 20 C ;
39 = 3, 14 - =t ) ;
40 =5,7,9, 13, 16, 17, 21, 22 |

2. Do librarians work less than a twe]ve month year?
no = all respondants ’

* Association of Research Libraries. Academic Library Statistics, -
1972/73. (Washington: 1973). - , |

A
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"3,

5.

L

4 .

A :

How many breaks are allowed per day?

- open
2 (20 min. ea.)
2 (15 pin. ea.)
2 (10~ in. ea.)

How many ‘'vacation
30 days = 1, 12,
26:days
24Ndays

.23 days
22 days
21 days
20 days

2
3, 16
3, 4,

22;
7

wonononoun

How many days of vacation can a librarian cumulate?
owm*l.g ’ .

90 =

2 years.= 5

30 = 11
permissiont= 3
none = 2,

4, 17v 18, 21 .

19 - 2

. all others <

22 ’ !

nwoun ouwn

days per year for Librarians?
14 * 19

Y - |
11, 15, 21 .

6, 8-10, 13, 18. 20

7, 18. 20
, 17°

8, 10. 12-16, 19, 21

- How many days sick Teave per year for librarians?

<
‘e

. 12 for lst year then 1 month

How many days of

30 = .
21 = 22
20 = 2
15 = 3, 20
14 =-14 .
12 =5, 6, 8, 12, 15
11 =7 =
6 =18
=-11

sick leave can a 11brar1an cumulate7

no limit = 5, 7, 12, 14, 20, 22

6 months =.3, 13
69 = 6
60 = 8 \
30 = 10, 11, 19 ‘
Are 1ibrarians paid
_ weekly = 20
semi-monthly = 6, 7, 9, 18 22
monthly = a11 others

—~J

A D'?
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open = 1, 4, 9, 10, 13, 16, 17, 21
9 .




Are Tlibrarians allowed to take classes (or work toward an advanced
degree) en library time? :
=2, 8,9, 14
yes = a]l others
If yes, does the library pay the. tuition or fee7 .
waived or .100% = 3, 6, 12, 20, 22
1 class/quarter = 18
depends on class = 1
partly = 8
75%
- 50%
‘no

-

—
~J

5, 19
2, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 2i

L T T T | N [ [ B 1

Are the librarians eligible to rece1‘§ttrave] ‘expenses for
participation in profess1ona1 organ1z tions, workshope, etc.?
partial = 8
yes = all others

Are the following kinds of insurance available to librarians?
unemployment = all except 3, 14, 18, 19
. life = al1¢ |
dental’= 3, 22
disability a]l except 2-4, 6, 18
medical = a}l
How much does the employer contribute?”
- $300.00/year = 13
$197.28/year = 7
$192.00/year = 5
$144.00/year = 15
$125.00/year = 16
$120.00/year = 14,.2
$119.76/year = 18 ~
$60.00/year = 22
100% = 3, 9(1 person), 10 (Major Medica1).
75% = 20
60% = 2 (Yale Plan, 35% to Blue Cross)
50% = 1




10. Which of the following ret1rement plams are ava11ab1e to
. librarians?

) : i Social Security = a]l except
> TIAA/CREF = 16,/56 -15. 19, 2
state éMployees = 22
. ‘ private = -
How much does the emp]oyer contribute?,
variable = 14, 15, 21 . '
\ , 100.0% s 6 (private plan)
oW 75.0% = 10 -
. ©15.0% =1
12.5% = fz ‘
12.0% = 6 (state) s )
10.0% = 2, 6 (TIAA/CREF). 11. ie o
8.36%.= 5 ' e .
7.8% = 22 N . : o
. 6.255=18 ~ f \ .
6.0% = 16+ ‘ '
‘ ) 5.5% = 17'\ o
. 3.5 = 9 (to $5,00Q, 14% above $&. 00)
¢ ' (\~ 3.0% = 19 (TIAA/CREF) - /

11. At what age is the’ 11brar1an required to start pay1ng toward
rétirement? .

not required = 1, 2, B. 15
) : 30 years old = 16; 11
35 years old = 4, 7, 13 !
J : employed: ) v
- - beginning = 5, 9, 12, 14, 17-20, 22
6 months = 21
3 1 year =16
. ' 3 years =3, 6 ,
12. 13 there a tax-free annuity plan available for librarians?
o no =1, 8, 11, 12, 14-16 C
yes = all others ‘ s ‘ '
. 13. Do librarians have faculty status?
yes =3, 6, 9, 15-19, 21, 22
no = all others

14. Can librarians join the faculty club?
none = 22 '
yes = all others (7: LIII and above only)

15. Are librarians eligible for membership in the academic senate’a

yes = 3, 4, 6, 9, 10} 12, 15-22
some = 1
no =.all others

o . LY
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16.

T 17.

o 22.

19. Do 11bnar1ans have tenure’
. yes=3,8, 9,10, 12, 14, 16-19,-21, 22
no = all others
20. Are librarians organ1zed into a local profess1ona1 organization
- other than social? '
yes .= 23, 5, 6,.8, 11, 12, 15, 19, 22 .
no=1;4,7,9, 10, 14, 16-18, 20 . -t
21. Is there a union liprarians may join? "
yes =5, 8, ¢
no = al] others ;
S
How are your libra-iams ranked an3 what is_the sa]ary range for
each rank? (X indicates rank used, but no sa1ary ran
provided.) ? .
U.of I11inois * U.of Minn. U.of N.C.
Instructor 8,500+ 11,568+ - X
Assistant Professor .11,000+ 12,710+ - X i
Associate Professor 13,450+ “no min/max X
Professor 17,100 voowooo X .

. ! U.of Kansas U.of Oklahoma - U,of Oregon
Instructor 7,900 min. . 8,500-9,500 8,916-10,584
Senior Instructor 9,644-10,642
Assistant Professor X ' 8,500-18,500 1k,208-13,420
Associate Professor X 10,100-15,800 13,680-14,752
Professor '22,200-24,000 17,400-19,405

Harvard  Stanford Princetoh Northwestern
Librarian [ X 8,600-9,000 8,400+ 9,000-9,500
Librarian II X 9,700-11,300 9,200+ 9,400-10,800
Librarian I11 X 10,900-15,800 10,400+ - 10,300-13,060

..
/ -
- ~
4
Do 11brar1ans haJe facu]ty pari1n3 pr1v11eges7
: none = 12
no =5
LIII and above = 7
‘" no response = 2 -
yes = all others . . .
Is parking free on campus? - .

yes = 7, 10, 17
no =-all others

"If no, haw much is the fee? -

$5.00 - $300.0Q

. . \
Are librarians eligible for sabbatical leave?
no=1,2,5,7, 11, 14, 18 L
yes = all others .

1

Librarian IV . 13,900-20,000 11,200-17,500

POFTapY Y
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Yale
. Librarian I 8200+
Librarjan II © 9,000+
Librarian IIT 10,000+
Librarian IV 12,000+
Librarian‘V _ 14,000+

: ’ ~»

Assistant Librarian
N Associate Librarian
) Librarian

}Junior Librarian
Assistant Librarian
Sr.Asst.Librarian
Associate Librarian

- _Librarian ¢

Senior Librarian

Assistant in

Junior Specialist
Assistant Specialist
Associate Specialist

' 14,496-18,396 12,900-19,700

| - -
a 117 ,

« C \

U.of Pitt. U of Mass.

8,000+ 8,800-11,700

9,500+ 9,900-13,600 ™\ . .

11,000+ 11,500-16,200 T, ‘

13,000+ 14,100+ . 4

15,000+ 17,208+ : )
U.of Cal. U.of Florida U.of Indiana

8,280-11,652
10,824-15,204

8,150-11,200 X
9,200-13,700 X w -
X .

¢
Pa.State

19,246-13,680

9,000-12,300 10,584-17,280
X '10,000-15,487 14,544-22,536
X 12,000-18,000 16,272-18,432
X -k

’ E , /f .

v

Co]umBig - Cornell
9,000+ P
X - -8,400-10,226

U.of Hawaii ) .
6,756-8,868 . S
8,868-11,676

‘ 11,232-14,772

14.772-19.428

Spectalist '19,428-25,572 N X
’r . ’ '. - l
New York University .
Library Associate © 9,500+ ) .
‘ Assistant Curator X . '
Associate Curator X o .
Curator o X o - '
Michigan State U. )
; . Librarian 9,000-15,000
. pivision LYBrarian  12,800-19,400 . :
.+ - 23. Are litrarians promoted by peer.review?
yes = .
no = 1-3, 7, , 21, 14, 16, 20 & o "

5, 6, 9’éé?’ 15, 17-19, 22
710
h
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APPENDIX V

O .
= PEER REVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
January 23, 1973

Responses from.six selected libraries:

Michigan State University ‘ .
State University of New York, Buffalo
University of California, Berkeley

. Universiy of Hawaii

University of Oklahoma
Universty ¢f Oregon * . -

. \

/
How long has peer evaluatio: been practiced in your library?
cre year =1 three years = 1 four years = §

Is there a committee of peers who review all of the evaluations?
yes = 5,- More than one committee = 3 -

Haw large is the committee?
three = 1 five = 3 six = 1 twelve = ]

How is the committee chosen?
appointed = 1 elected = 3 hoth = 2

How long do the members of the committee serve?
one year = 2 two years = 1 three years = 2

Are all members of the committee professipnals?
yes = 6

Is the 'membership of the committee secret or known?
secret = 1 known = 5

Does .the committee review all evaluations or only those for which
promotion or tenure is veing considered? - )
all = 3 other = 3 ] R

Is tne committee's role that of a decision making authority dr more
of a recommender and consultative body?
reccmmefider or advisory = 6

. Does the head of the library have a veto power over the cpmmi ttee's
/

recommendations? ) y
yes =4 no =2 M

- -



12.

13.

14.

15.

119

. Based on your experience, what do you.feel are the advantage. and

disadvantages of your system?

Advantages: additional input, creates good morale, staff
involvement, broader base, parity, fairness, stimulates d
professiona1 participation, leash %n administration, thorough
review of each case.

Disadvantages: t1me consun1ng. equal pay rather than merit.

Is your system for the library closely relatcd to or patterned after
the university's system for evaluating faculty?
yes =4 no=1

What has been the general response of librarians evaluated under
this system?
favorable = §
e \
After working with a peer evaluation system,  would you recommend it
over a traditionai hierarchical type of eva1uat1on?
yes = 5 too early to tell =1
Approximately how many man-hours are involved in completing the
peer evaluation procedure each year? How many librarians are
~evaluated under this system? How often are librarians evaluated?
72 hours for 28 librarians reviewed twice a year.
300 hours for 18 cases.
600 hours plus study of documentation for 100 librarians.
too many hours for 70 librarians reviewed annually.
- no estimate for 60 librarians reviewed annually.
no estimate for 140 librarians rev1ewed annually.

1




APPENDIX VI

~ LIBRARY ORGANIZATION QUESTIONNAIRE
July 30, 1473

P

Sent to 26: libraries; the results are not tabulable.

~A. The Library and the Universiiy

1. To whom does the 1ibra;§ director report within the university?
Has he or she a title other than Library Director or University
’L1brarian, etc.? Vs

. “Which university bodies determine library policy? Who serves on
these bodies?

~n

3. Do any librarians have faculty status? If some, but nbt all,
librarians have faculty status, what criteria are used to grant
stapys?

4. How many librarians serve on university committees and
subcommittees? On faculty committees or subcowmittees?

5. What are fhe chanr.els of communication, both formal and informal,
“between librarians and faculty?

. B. The Organization of the Library

1. Number.of professionals on the library staff? Number of
. non-professionals on the library staff?

2. What is the organizational structure of the 1ibréry? Please send
chart or description, if available.

3. Have there been any major changes in the organizational structure
of the library within the last 5 years? If so, please explain.

4. Is there any organization to which all professional librarians
belong? (If answer is "yes", please send bylaws and/or
descript1on ‘of orgou1zat1on, if "no", omit numbers E//pd 6.)

™~

5. Does this organization have a po]1cy mak1ng role in the library?

Please explain.

6. .Mhat are the officers and committees of this organization? How
are they selected?

-

Aol




Are indivf#dual Tibrarians responsible for structuring and
scheduling their own work? Please explain.

Does your University recognize a bargaining agent for any or all ///
your staff?

To what degree is there staff participation (both professional and
non-professional) in the administration of the librany?

10. What channels of communication are used for input in policy
decisions and disseminatien of information on policy decisions?"

C. Independent Campus Libraries (please answer if applicable)
1. Which if any libraries on campus dre administratively independent
of the main Tibrary system? To whom do the heads of these
libraries report?

2 afre policies and procedures of the independent libraries
consistent with those of the main 11brary system? -

If there is a campus librarians' organization (B4), do librarians
in the 1ndependent libraries belong to the organization7

Do 1vbrar1ans in the independent libraries part1c1pate in the
administration of their own 1ibraries?

What are the channels of communication between these ,libraries and
the main library system? ‘Between their librarians and other
campus liprarians?




APPENDIX VII . -
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The libraries at Stanford are organized into seven distinct

administrative structures. These consist of the University Libraries;
the Law Library; the Lane Medical Library; the Libraty of the Hoover
Institution on War, Revolution and Peace; the Food Resejrch Institute
Library; the J. Hugh Jackson Library of Business; and ths Stanford
Linear Accelerator Center (SLAC) Library. Each unit reports dircctly to
a different University officer (54). The University Library Council and
the Acquisitions Council provide policy coordination. Overall-.
assessment of the general health and direction of library development is
provided by the Visiting Committee of the Stanford University Libraries,
which makes recommendaiions to the President of the University.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

These administrative structures have evolved because autonomy was
encouraged in the development of specialized resources and their
utilization. A brief description and history of the administrative
development of the libraries at Stanford and the place of librarians in
the University is necessary in order to understand the present
situation. '

THE UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES

¥
The University libraries consists of the Main Library with its
numerous branches (55). The Director of Libraries reports directly to
the Provost. In addition, the Committee on Libraries of the Academic
Council assists in the determination sf policy of the Libraries (56).

When 1nstruction began at Stanford in 1891, the coMection in the
University Libraries consisted of only 3,000 volumes, housed in cne room

54) See Table 9.

55) The branches are the Art and Architecture Library, Swain-Chemistry
Library, Computer Sciences Library, Cubberley Education Library, Branner
Farth Sciences Library, cngineering Library, Falconer Biology Library,
Mathematical Sciences Library, Music Library, and Physics Library.

56) Although the Committee on Librariés is charged with the
formulation of "policies concerning the character and use of the entire
library collections of tne University," it traditionally exereises this
respon<ibility with respect oniy to the University Libraries. See
Charge to the Committee on Libraries, Stanford, Senate of the Academic
Council, 1971.

4" o .
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5

in the Quadrangle. Despite the financial stringency following Leland
Stanford's death in 1893, the library grew rapidly through the extensive
collections received from Timothy Hopkins, Thomas Welton Stanford
(Leland's brother), and‘the first University President, David Starr
Jordan. Within a short time, the original quarters weére overcrowded,
and departments were encouraged to maintain collections related to their
disciplines consisting of books on extended loan from-the library.

These collections were further augmented by departmental funds.

In 1901 the central collection was moved to the new, but already too
small, Thomas Welton Stanford Library, the current location of the Law
School. A new library was begun on the present site of the Jackson
School of Business, but before it could be occupied, -it was destroyed by
the 1906'earthquake. The excessively crowded conditions persisted until
the opening of the present Maim Library in 1919. However, the pattern
of departmental collections financed by departmental funds was so firm
established that it continued. . :

Conflicts were inevitable in a system in which the University
Librarian was responsible for the library collections while departments
purchased their own books and, in some cases, hired their own
librarians. By 1924 "the title of the Librarian was changed from
Librariag to Director of Univerdity Libraries. This was deemed
desirabl@ because of the growing imnortance of such collections as the
Lane Medical Library, Hoover War Library, Branner Geological Library,
and the Law Library, each with its librarian" (57). The next year the
Director's responsibilities were further defined: "The recommendation
from the Academic Council that Chapter IX, page 18, of the Articles of
Organization of -the Faculty be amended by adding the following clause,
was approved: Section 4: Librarians or .eurators of departmental-or
special libraries employed primarily for the care and administration of
such libraries shall be nominated for appointment by the<Director of ihe

.University Libraries®and shall be under his general supervision and

control" (58).

The splintering of the librartes'was an indication of major
administrative problems which had become so acute by 1946 that the
American Library Association was asked to survey the situation. Louis

_ Round Wilson and Raynard C. Swank undertook the study and conc]udéd that

serve adequately the interestf of all instructional and research

“the present central library administration was found to be too weak to
departments" (59). They rechmended that all units be placed under the

=~ [ 4

—_— ~

- 57) Stanford University. Annual Report of the President. (Stanford:
1924), p.12. .

58) Ibid., 1925, p.55.
59) Wilson, Léuis R., and Raynard C. Swank. Report of a Survey of the

Library df Stanford University for Stanford University, November -
1946-March 1047. (Chicago: American Library Association, 1947), p.207.
Hereafter referred to as Wilson/Swank. '

' /
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adm1n1strat1on of a strengthened D1rector of Univérsity Libravies. "The
decentralization of Tibrary funding, a major aspgect of the fragmentation
of the Tibraries, was also criticized. They redommended that
centralized acgoﬁﬁf?hg within the University .Libraries be established
for all libraries. .

As a resu]t of that study, a major reorganization of the libraries was
undertaken in 1947/48. While many of the recommendations were = -
implemgnted, a cho1ce between full integration with the University
Libraries or coptinued autonomy Was given to the Separately maintaired
libraries. Business, Law, Food Research Institute, and Hoover
Institution chose autonomy, as did Lane Medical Library when it moved to
campus. . .

" New administratively autonomous tollections which have emerged in the
ensuing years have not been a result of splintering, but rather of "the
process of creation. The “LAC Library is the most apparent example in
which a collectionemploying librarians for its maintenance was created
for a specific project and has grown with that project. Collections
which are outside the ‘Coordinate or University Libraries systems include
the Art Department's Slide Library, the Education and Research
Development collection, the ERIC Clearinghouse, the Engineering
Department's Energy Information Center, and about 40 seminar, X
laboratory, and office collections.

COORDINATE LIBRARIES

The Coordinate L1brar1es encompass the remaining at:tonomously
administered libraries (60). The Law L16rary is the oldest coordinate
Tibrary; in 1901 the Uriversity Librarian's Annual kepart stated that
the "Law L1brary now occupies a separate building from the University
Library and is to all intents and purposes separate]y-managed though
ynder the general care of the University Librarian (61). By 1946, just
before achieving full autonomy, the Law Library had a staff of one
professional, one clerical, and seven students. Its funds were under
the control of the Dean of the Law School, although the Law Librarian
reported to the Director of University.Libraries ?62). N

. J .

In 1910 the Cooper Medical School and the Lane Medical Library in San
Francisco becamesa part of Stanford University. The library, which
contained 35,000 volumes and had an ample endowment, was to be
administered by the Librarian of the University in consultat1on with the

1

60) The term Coord1nate L1brary was devised in 1970 by David C.
Weber, Director of University L1brar1es, to detribe thosf libraries
with separate administrations.

51) Stanford University. University Libririan“§ Annual Report.
(Stanford: 1901), p.6.

€2) Stanford University. University Libraries. Annual Report of the
Direztor. (Stanford: 1947)

o
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. Faculty of the Medical Schoo] This relationship,continued until the °
move to Stanford in the 1960's (63), when the Lane Medical Library
separated from the University Libraries administration and the Lane
librarian assumed administrative control while continuing to consult
with the Medical School Faculty.

In November, 1921, the Hoover War Library was established with a
nucleus collection donated to tiie University by Herbert Hoover. Its
charter specified that the Directors of Hoover Institution were to be
concerned with its library's policy. Initially housed on the first
floor of the Main Library, it did not have its own quarters until 1941.
In September, 1946, the total administrative responsibility of the
library passed to the Directors' of the Institution.(64). The Hoover
Institution's growth through the 1960's parallelad the University's.

The "Food Resaarch [nstituté was also created in November, 1921. Its ',
library was separately maintained until 1933. when the Directors of the
Institute asked the University Libraries to administer it. This
arrangement, continued until 1947, when the Food Research Institute
Library became quasi-autonomous. The library was separately ,
administered under the Institute, while the University Libraries agreed
to continue to order and process its materials:

In 1925, the Graduate School of Business was established. It was very
successfu] in acquiring operating monies and developed its own library.
Although the library was responsible for its own administration,
acquisitions, and staff, its cataloging was done by the University
Libraries for a fee of 10% of the cost of each item processed. When the
new J. Hugh Jackson Library of Business opened in 1966, it began g
cataloging its own acquisitions. A

In 1956, SLAC opened under thd operation of the Atomic, Energy
Commission. The library grew miich the same way as other autonomous

63) The Medical School housing the Lhne Medical Library opened on the
Stanford campus in 1963. Cf. Stanford University. University
Libraries. Annual Report of the Director. (Stanford: 1964). ,

64) "The administrative organization of the Institution and its
relation to the Un1vers1ty are set forth in a Stanford Board of Trustees
resolution adopted/1n May, 1959, The resolution states that the
Institution is 'an independent Institution within the frame of Stanford
University ... The Director shall be responsible through the President
of the Un1vers1ty, to the Trustees for: a. recommending appointments
to and superv1s1ng the staff of the Institution; b. directing and
supervising the 11brary functions of the Institution, which include
acquisitions, processing and cataloging, use and secur1ty of the
collections and reference materials; c. directing and supervising the
research’ and publication program of the Institution; d. preparing and
administrating the annual budget of the Institution.'" Stanford '
University. Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace. Hoover
Institution on War, Revolution and Peace. (Stanford, 1963) p 12,
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libraries within the University structure: a few shelves of pertinent
books purchased with -project funds expanded into a full-scale library
with a separate administration under SLAC. By the mid-1360's, the
library had outgrown its original quarters and had moved into its
present building (65). . .

LIBRARIANS

The professional staff of the lieraries has ‘grown from one librarian
in 1891 (Edwin Hamlin Woodruff) 'to around 15@ in 1975. There was no
well developed classification scheme nor-appointment criteria for
librarians in the -early years of the library system. Consequently, by
1946 Wilson and Swank reported that the staff of the libraries
"regardless of qualification or type of work, are generally viewed as
betonging in the same category. The result is that work of a truly
professional character is not always recognized or rewarded as such”
(66). In general, too, they found that departmental librarians were
involved in much nonprofessional work. "“A divisional librarian," they
said in their observations on the Biological Science Library, "according
to the plan proposed in this report, should not be confined to desk duty
in any library but should have time for consultation with the faculty, .
the staffs of the various departmental libraries in his charge, and the
Main Library staff, and for work in whatever unit demands his services
from day to day" (67). .

The Wilson/Swank report recommended that a ranking and pay scale be
established which appropriately distinguished between professional an
clerical positions. As a result of the report, librarians were
classified as Librarian, Senior Librarian, Principal Librarian, and
Chief Librarian, with .dstinctions in rank based upon degree of
administrative responsibility. In 1959 these titles were replaced with
the current numerical ranking system, Librarian I through IV. Ten years
later, in response to the complaint that the criteria for promotion had
become vague, a committee of SULA was established tqzyreview the system
and recommended that administrative responsibility should not be the

sole criterion for promotion, but that subject competence should also be
a significant consideration. -

Another problem of mutual concern to librarians was their status in
the University community. As measured by Academic Council membership,
their status has fluctuated considerably over the years. Initially,
only the University Librarian was a member. At the meéting of the
Academic Council on Aprii 23, 1920, a resolution was passed "that
members of the Library Staff be given classification and such status on

65) Stanford University. University Libraries. Annual Report of the
Director. (Stanford: 1964) refers to SLAC Library®s new building.

a

661 Wilson/Swank, p.134.

67) Ibid., p.125.

)
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y the Academic Staff as their salaries may justify" (68). This was later
clarified when the Academic Council determined "that members of the
Library Staff receiving the salary of an Assistant Professor, and who
have been for three years on a salary of $1,800 or more, be made membersy
of the Academic Council" (68). The three year period was identical with
the faculty requirement for Council membership. In 1945 the Academic
Council dropped all librarians, except the Director of Libraries, from
membership. However, librarians continued as members of.the University
S Staff, with the status of academic personnel (70). In 1970, when the
’ Academic Council reviewed its qualifications for membership, it
recommended that the consideration of librarians be delayed until the
nature of their jobs could be more fully determined. In 1974,. the
Committee on the Professoriate also reviewed qualifications for
admission to the Academic Council and proposed a more restrictive
membership.

SULA was formed in September, 1969, in order to increase participation
in+professional matters and to facilitate more effective communication
among librarians in the University Libraries and the Coordinate
Libraries. Its membership consists of any dues-paying Stanford

* librarian, curator, or libgary intern. Its purposes are to:

a. present topics of interest to the profession of librarianship at
Stanford, and in general ‘ -

b. enhance communication among librarians at Stanford,

c. promote a better understanding of the role of the libraries at
Stanford University, and

d. provide a forum for discussion of matters of common concern to
Stanford librarians (71).

While it has significantly contributed to communication among Stanford
, librarians and has developed several excellent reviews of.specific
aspects of librarianship‘at Stanford (notably a draft statement on
security of employment and a revised classification system), it has not
‘been very effective bechuse of the lack of administrative support among
the librarigs.

]
N

68) Sta

tanford University. President. Annual Report. (Stanford:
' 1920, p.46.
68) Ibid,, 1925, p.54.

70) Wilson/Swank, p.141.

71) Stanford University Librarians Association. Constitution.
’ (Stanford: 1969).
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APPENDIX VIII -
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are repeated from the body of the text.
For ease of reference, the heading of the section in which each appeared |
fol]ows the reconmendat1on : ]

:
1
|

. RECOMMENDATION 1 (II) .
A Librarians' Assembly should be created which would eutomatica11y

include in its membership all profess1onals employed at Stanford in the
Librarian or L1brary Director series. Other professional

classifications in the libraries may be admitted as members of the d v
Assembly upon recommendation o€ its Executive Board aqg approval by the .
Assemb]y . \

I. PURPQOSES OF THE ASSEMBLY: . )
A. To increase communication among librarians of the University. ' !
B. To provide a forum for discussion and exploration of issues ;

of concern to librarians. |
C. To provide all librarians in the various libraries of the

University with a regular and effectjve means of b

participating ir the formulation of policies and procedures

which affect the role and recogn1t1on of librarians.
D: To discuss and make recommendations in the following areas to

the chief administrative officers of the libraries of the

|
|
|
1
1
|
|
|
i
emp]oyment. ' 1
|
|
|
1

University:

1. Appointments, promotions, grievances, ahd security nf

2. Librarians' welfare and development. .

3. Llibrary policy and plannipg.

4. Selection and development of collections.

5. Public services.

6. Technical services. " -

\ E. To.represent the library to the Academic Council of the
University in ordcr that librariars may participate more
S actively io the governance of the University.

II.  EXECUTIVE BOARD: |
A. The Executive Board of the Librarians' Assembly should be j
elected by the Assembly. - j
B. A1l members of the Executive Boaid should be elected for v
two-year terms with one-half of tne Board elected for a
! oone-year term-when the Assembly is hegun.
C. %ﬁ one in the Library Director series’should be eligible for
lect1on to the Board.

S
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D. The Executive Board should include mandatory representation
of Tibrarians from the Coordinate Libraries. 1
E. Functions of the Executive Board: . J
¢~ To call and conduct meetings of the Assembly. ' o
2. To set the agenda for the meetings of the A§sembly. |
3. To establish.ad hoc committees and appoint members to both
standing and ad hoc committees. {
4. To serve as an advisory board to the Director of Libraries
and the chief administrative officers of the Coordinate
Libraries. A1l Assembly and committee recommendatidns
N ~ should be transmitted to the Director of Libraries and
' chief administrative officers through the Executive Board. .
5. To propose and develop bylaws. |
F. The Executive Board should meet at least once a month and

conduct the business of the Assembly between its general °
meetings. )

ITI. FUNDING:
Thé University Libraries and the Coordinate Libraries should

) cover basic and necessary operating expenses of the Assembly on a
proportional basis. Members should not be required to pay dues,

and all meetings and Assembly business could be ‘conducted on
library time.. :

IV.  MEETINGS:
A. The Librarians' Assemb]y should meet at least once every
quarter. Special meetings should b® called by the Executive o
Board, or as a result of a petition signed by 25% of the
) Assembly, or at the request of the University Library .
- : Council. y
> "B. The Director of University Libraries and the chief
administrative officers of- the Coordinate Libraries should ‘
annually report to the Assembly on the state of the \
libraries. '
C. The Executive Board should submit a written agenda for the .
general meetings of the Librarians' Assembly to the , ] |

membership at least two woss1ng days in advance of the
meeting.

A. The Assembly should establish the following stand1ng
committees:
The Committee on Appointment, Promotion, and Security of
Employment should participate in the selection and
appointment process for librarians, and establish and |
administer a peer review system for promotions and for 1
security of employment. . -
2. The Committee on Professional Development should be - .
I
|
l

|

-

V. COMMITTEES: 1
|

' # i

concerned with coordination of staff development activities
among all the campus libraries. This committee should
devise a uniform policy of staff development for
professionals, disseminate information on staff
development, and make recommendations on requests for
professional leaves and travel funds. 9
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3. The Commtttee”on Public and Technical Services should
review on a regular basis the utilization of staff, and
the goals and objectives of public and technical service

- units, recommending improvement of services based upon this
review; and coordinate public and technical service
activities of the campus libraries.

4. The Committee on Library Instruction should supervise and
coordinate an effective program of library instruction for
all of Stanford's libraries.

5. The Committee on Committees should review the standing ,
committees eajh year, consider recommendations for new
standing committees, and propose appointments to
committees.

B. The Assembly may recommend the creéation of special and ad hoc
committees to the Executive Board. These recommendations
should be referred to the Committee on Committees.

VI. POWERS OF THE ASSEMBLY:
A1l recommendations of the Assembly should be considered

- advisory. .The final power to change policies and procedures
remains with the University and the library administrations. It
is the intention of the Commission that the Assembly encourage
active participation of all librarians in the decision making
processes of the libraries in order to give them a voice in.the
determination of policies which affect their role as
professionals.

~ RECOMMENDATION -2 (I11.D)

A coherent and logically organized program af library instruction
should be developed by tne Stanford University Libraries and the
Coordinate Libraries. This program should be supervised and coordinated
by a Library Instruction Committes representative of all the major
library units. Library I should be continued and vigorously promoted,
and instructors sHou]d be drawn from all interested and qualified
librarians. The present involvement of librarians in departmental
teaching programs should also be actively encouraged. For librarians
solely responsible for teaching a course, a minimum of 25% of their work
load should be allocated to this important effort. Apportionate time
should be allocated for team teaching. The ideal should be a broad

‘range of instructional assignments, methods, and materials to insure the

most effective utilization of the library's resources by its patrons.
RECOMMENDATION 3 (III.F)

Given the complex nature of Stanford's 1ibrariés, good management is
essqntial for the effective functioning of the production-oriented
library operations and for the facilftation of the proper‘role of

" profedsionals. To promote good management practices, the Commission

recommends the following:
1. Every effort should be madé to increase responsible staff

involvement in decision making and to institute participatory
management throughout the libraries. Participatory management, as

‘ A5
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envisioned by the Commission, would include the following

elements: . . ’ - .
a. Decisions should be made at the level of responsibility-whenever
- -possible, P

b. Input, ideas, opinions, and feedback from the staff should be
sought whenever major new policies, changes, reorganizations, or-
plans are contemplated. Major' decisions (e.g., procedural
cEanges and new policies) should be made-after consultation with
those affected, rather than by mandate from th? top. -

c. On major policies affetting the role or status of Tibrarians,
the Executive Board of the Librarians' Assembly should serve as
-an advisory group to assure that the proféssional aspects and
implications of the policy are presented and taken into
considerat,ion. . ‘
- -1
2. For the most effective utilization 6f personnel, all areas not
: involvjng professional_judgment and decision making should be the

province of the support staff. To assure and reward excellence
among the support stuff, paraprofessional positions should be
provided for areas reguiring highly competent performance and the
assumption of substantial responsibilities. The.Commission
recommends that each major library .unit establish its own ad hoc -

. committee to determine the most effective ratio of support staff
to professional staff in each library. . Each conmittee should be
composed of members from the units concerned, including F
librarians, suppart staff, and administration.

3. In order to develop and effectively utilize supervisory and
managerial skills, the libraries should inaugurate-a continuing
management training program. This program, administered by the :
Library Personnel Office for all the libraries ‘and with the advice .
of the Professional Developmenft Lommittee of the Librarians' >
- As$embly, should comprise the fbiiowikg elements: .
a. In-house "local.situation" workshops dealing with Library and
University forms, regulations, procedures, and policies should
be offered on a regular basis to staff members with supervisory
responsibilities. Additional workshops should b& organized to

\ ' - cover special situations such as major changes in library or
. University policies. .
. b. "Management training, supported by the University's Staff

Training Assistance Program funds or by library monies set aside

for this purpose, should be more actively encouraged for- any

staff member seriously considering a supervisory or-managerial

career in the libraries. ) '

c. Management training should be mandatory for staff members in

positions requirirg substantial managerial skills. These
“positions include department heads, assistant department heads, 1
branch librarians, division heads, and supervisors of three or ‘
more full time equivaient employees.

4. A hierarchy is not the only viable form of organization for
libraries and, in fact, .some units could function more effectively
with (and Tibrarians themselves could benefit from) a more
collegiat type of organization. Therefore, the Commission ~
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recommends that at least one department or library experiment with
a collegial arrangement for the next three to five years. Under a
collegial arrangement (a form of organization commonly used in
academic departments) decisions are made by a group of peers
headed by an elected chairpersom. In the library the peer group-
should comprise all-professionals in a particular unit. The
individual selected 'as chairperson should be paid an'
administrative stipend for the length of‘ time in that position.

, This arrangement should not preclude participation by support N

\ staff in the management of the unit. It should, however,
© encourage invelvement and the sharing 6f administrative duties and

resporsibilities among the professional staff. ‘

RECOMMENDATION 4 (IV.A.1)

The Commission recommends the following criteria for appointment to
the Librarian series: : . ‘

1. _Librarian (Begiming or Librarian I). An MLS from an American

Library Association accredited library school or equivalent
¢ . library training. Reading knowledge of at least one but. )

preferably two fpreign languages. Graduate work, master's degree
or doctorate in‘a related subject field is highly desirable. )

2. Librarian (other than beginning). Meet the requirements of
beginning librarian in addition to demonstrated competence in
previous.professional position(s), outstanding recommendations and
involvement in professional organizations and activities.

The Commission recommends the following criteria for appointment to
library administrative :nd managément positions (Assistant Department,
Chief and above): -

1. Must have had some formal management training or agree to complete
at least one management course during tne first year of
employment.

2. Should Have demonstrated or potential administrative, managerial,
or supervisory abitities. ' i

3. Should haye an MLS degree or enough -experience in library work to
understand library operations, relationships, and terminology.

Those-not meeting the criteria for appointment “o beginning Librarian

. should not be given the title or rank of Librarian nor should they be

responsible for performance appraisals of librarians.
\
‘ RECOMMENDATION 5 (IV.A.2
C . . ( ) -

r Since 11Frarians classed dbove Librarian I are appointed as the result
of rational or ‘international searches and extensive interviewing, the
appointment should appropriately 'go via the Provost and be confirmed by
the Board of Trustees. A document of appointment should be signed by
the Secretary to the Board of Trustees, giving tne term of appointment
and the title or classification of the librarian as an "academic
officer” of the University. This form of appointment would help
substantially to remove the implication that librarians serve in a
subordinate position, rather than in a professional one.” A form of
appointment that is essentially the same as the faculty's would

o . /
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recognize the status and function of the 1ibrarian as an academic
colleague of the faculty. -

RECOMMENDATION 6 (IV.A.3)

After studying alternative classifications, the Commission concluded
that the present system, adequately defined, would properly fulfill the
requ1rements of an effettive classifjgation with a minimum of
disruption.. In general, the proposed system is designed to provide all
librarians with the opportunity to advance into the highest
classification through increased professional competence.

LIBRARIAN I. The beginning professional level.

CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENT: The criteria stated in Section IV.A.1,
above, should be met. No experience is required, and appointees to this
rank will have no more than three years of professional experience.

YEARS IN RANK: The l1ibrarian can expect to remain in this grade an
average of two years and a maximum of threé years. No 11brarian shall
begin a third year in this rank without a clear undgestandiiny of the
level of achievement expected in order to be promoted to the next rank.
If not promoted at the end of three years, the librarian will be given
?ix months' notice and will be expected to leave the service of the

ibrary.

CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS CLASSIFIED IN THIS RANK: Performs a
variety 6f professional duties under careful supervision in prepz-ation
for more independent responsibility. Ideally, incumbents in this grade
would acquire experience through rotating acsignments in acquisitions,
cataloging, public service, and administration.

The fQllowing ranks are all careee grades and a‘librarian may remain
in any one indefinitely. However, promotion from Librarian II to
Librarian IV should normally occur in ten years.

LIBRARIAN II. The first career grade in the Librarian seiies.
CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENT: In addition td.the criteria stated in
Section IV.A.1, above, the following, is desirable: equivaTent rank in

.the previous position or a minimum of two years of professional

experience. Advanced degrees relevant to the job assignment can fulfill
a part of the years of experience criterion.
YEARS Id RANK: The librarian can expect to remain in this rank a
minimum of two years or an average of five years before promotion.
CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS CLASSIFIED IN THIS RANK: Majority of
duties are performed independently. Some management of other

* protessionals can be expected. This rank involves subject

specialization as well as application of professional library
procedures. .

LIBRARIAN III. The second career grade-in the Librarian series. ~
CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENT: In addition to the criteria stated in <
Section IV.A.1, above, the following is desirable: equivalent rankiin ,

the previous position or a minimum of four years of professional

-
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experience. Advanced degrees relevant to the job assignment can fulfill
a part of the years of experience criterion.

YEARS .IN RANK: The librarian can expect to remain in this rank a
minimum of two years or an average of five years before promotion.

CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS CLASSIFIED IN THIS RANK: Performs complex
professional duties with independence. Does original cataloging and
classification of difficult material, engages in advanced reference work
which involves consultation with faculty, or performs specialized
services (e.g., as instructor or curator), administers a division of the
library, manages a branch library, assists chief of a department.

LIBRARIAN IV. The final career grade in the Librarian series.

CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENT: In addition to the criteria stated in
Sectian IV.A.1, above, the following is desirable: a master's or higher
degree in a subject field, and equivalent rank in the previous position
or a minimum of six years of professional experience. Advanced degrees
relevant to the job ass1gnment can fulfill a part of the years of -
experience criterion.

YEARS IN RANK: The 1ubrar1an ">~ expect to remain in this rank
permanently.

CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS CLon FIED IN THI) RANK: Makes unique
professional contributions (e.g., evidences expertise in the resources ' -
of a specialized subject, form, language, or geographic area), does
complex analytical work on procedures for major aspects of a library's
operation, or has substantial administrative responsibilities (e.g.,
administers a department of a library).

_RECOMMENDATION 7 (IV.A.4)
- The Comm:ssion recommend:: '

1. That the Stanford librarians' market be defined as university,
college, and research libraries in the San Francisco Bay Area.
inis Tlict should include libraries in the University of
California system, the California State Universities and Coldeges -
system, the varibus community colleges, and special libraries.
Stanford competes with these libraries for qualified profqssional
staff, and positions in these libraries are similar in scgge and
requirements to positions at Stanford. Also, the cost-of-living K
. factors in the Bay Area are comparable. The high-market position
~  would include most government libraries, i.e., federal, state,
and metropolitan area pub11c libraries.

2. That Stanford University librarians' salaries be upgraded to th4 ‘
level of comparable professional salaries in this area: 30% e
increase across the board retroactive: to September 1, 1974.

3. That the libraries of Stanford University aim for a mid-market
salary position and that an overall percentage increase he made
annually to compensate for market factors.

4. That the present compensation system be replaced by a published
' ctructure.
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That librarians be assigned as follows to the C-Ranges: LI-LIV
-to the C-6 through C-9 ranges.

That the new structure allow for higher salaries when promotion
occurs or additional responsibilities arelassumed, in addition
to the expected annual merit increase. ‘

That the new structure place librarians in an equitable salary

position to the San Francisco Bay Aréa market and to other

professionals at Stanford with comparable requirements and
\\Eontributions. .

~—
RECOMMENDATION 8 (IV.A.5),
The Commission recommends flexible work scheduling for librarians,
whenever it is compatible with the basic daily operations of the
library. It does so in the conviction that hot only is this
measure of independence inseparable from professional status but
that its implementation will promote higher morale and improve
library efficiency.

Overcrowding can be alleviated to some extent by flexible time
scheduling, which would decrease the number of people in an office
at any given time. It would also allow work requiring
concentration to be done in a place other than the library. -

Even with the present limited space, improvements can be made.
Plans for new library buildings must include greater consideration
of staff space needs in terms of both quantity and quality.

a. Librarians should have access to their work areas whenever the
library building is opeh. Keys should be available for
check-out at public service desks by those who have not been
issued their own. :

b. Present work space should be examined to determine the need for
and feasibility of providing partitions around desks,
particularly in very large work areas.

c. A number of stdﬂy carrels should be available for use by
librarians.

In dealing with the University concerning space assignments, the
libraries should strongly expres$ and support. the need for
appropriate and adequate office and conference space for
professional staff.

t

o

e. The Librarians' Assembly should be involved in plans for new
library buildings. The ultimate structures will benefit from
the variety of viewpoints and ‘expertise available among
librarians, resulting in efficient storage of library materials
as well as a congenial environment conducive to professional
work and research.

59
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RECOMMENDATION 9 (IV.A.6)

To insure that termination of Stanford librarians is for
~unsatisfictory performance, and not for reasons such as defending
intellectual freedom, espousing unpopular causes, sustaining
ideological differences, or questioning administrative decisions, a
system of security of empiuyment should be established. To accomplish
this, a committee of the Librarians' Assembly should be formed to write
a detailed document on security of employment that incorporates the
basic elements listed in paragraph two of the citation from Johnson's
Career Status and Tenure in Section IV.A.6. This document should be
based on 1) the Association of Cellege and Research Libraries Model
Statement of Criteria ar1 Prncedures for Appointment, Promotion in
Academic Rank, and Tenure for College and University Librarians and

2) the Stanford University Librarians Association's Security of
Employment statement.

. .. RECOMMENDATION 10 (IV.A.7)

14

(

A peer review process is deemed important for ;he development of a
strong collegial profession; therefore, the Commission recommends that
all Stanford librarians be included in such a process.- .

The Committee on Appointmént, Promotion, and Security of Employment of
the Librarians' Assembly should review all permanent appointments,
promotions and elevations to career status.

The Committee shou]d consist of five members appo1nted for overlapping
two- year terms by the Executive Board of the Librarians' Assembly in
consultation with the chief administrative officers (e.g., Director,
Librarian) of the participating libraries. :

The Committee should make recommendations to the chief administrative
officer of the appropriate library based upon docufientation supplied by
the supervisor/s) and the librarian being reviewed. The librarian
should be informed of the recommendations made at each level of the
procedure.

|

Documentation should inciude a written evaluation by the supervisor,
which must occur at intervals of no more than three years nor less than
six months. Within those limits, evaluations should be obligatory for
any of the following reasons:

Librarian's request

Change in job assignment

Change in supervisor

Recommendation for promotion qr elevation to career status
Supervisor's request \
Library -administration's request’

O N B WY

Tha evaluation should be concerned with job performance (75%) and
professional development [25%). N
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The review process for promotion should normally be initiated by a
supervisor's recommendation, but 1ibrarians should have the option to
request their own promotion review. Elevation to career status should
be considered on a timetable to Le devised by the Librarians' Assembly.

The Committee should have the authority to appoint ad hoc promotion
review comm:ttees which would report their findings to the Committee.
The Committee on Appointment, Promotion, and Security of Employment
would judge the qualifications of only the final candidates for
appointment to the Librarian series.

RECOMMENDATION 11 (IV.A.8) ~

An appeals procedure should be set up for librarians which would cover
such problems as dissatisfaction over appointments,~promotions,
reassignments, security of employment (or career status), and allocation
of travel funds. A committee of peers would hear and judge the appeal
and pass on their judgment to a solUrce outside of the libraries, such as
the Provost's Office. The specific mechanics of the procedure should be
worked out and voted on.by the Librarians' Assembly. ’

. RECOMMENDATION 12 (IV.B)

To insure that professional development opportunities are we® ,
publicized and made available to all librarians at Stanford, a Committee
on-Professional Development should be established by the Librarians'
Assembly. This committee would be concerned with the coordination and
planning of professional development activities for all campus
libraries. .

RECOMMENDATION 13 (IV.B.1)

The existing orientation programs should certainly be continued, but
to insure that all librarians at Stanford, including those in the
Coordinate Libraries, have the opportunity to participate, the Committee
on Professional Development of the Librarians' Assembly should establish
a comprehensive orientation program.

RECOMMENDATION 14 (IV.B.2)

The Commission strongly recommends that the University Libraries
provide a career counseling service for all librarians at Stanford and
that its Personnel Officer hav® training in this field.

RECOMMENDATION 15 {IV.B.3)

The Commission urges that all University librari€s continue to
encourage the development and effectiveness of the staff by providing
funds for appropriate visits and travel for all librarians, and by
increasing the amount of funds allocated for travel reimbursement.

For equitable application of policies regarding travel reimbursement,
the Commission recommends that the Committee on Professional Development

Qo
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of the Librarians' Assembly be responsible for reviewing requests for
travel funds.

. RECOMMENDATION 16 (IV.B.4)

Professional leave should be made available to all librarians who have
career status\and have been at Stanford for a minimum of three years.
They should be encouraged to make use of it, particularly in the early
stages of their careers. A librarian should be eligible for three
months professiond]l leave at full salary, or six months at half sdlary,
at intervals of three years. The leave may be used for research or
innovation in librarianship or in an academic subject area, or otherwise
to pursue a program of professional development that full time employment
does not permit.

Professional leave is not free time that comes as a matter of course,
like a vacation. There should be a well defined purpose and a written
statement of what the applicant expects to accomplish. Because
increased expert1se‘1s a sufficient end in itself, the product of the
leave need not be a\wr1uten or pub11shed document of any kind.

Application should be made by the librarian through administrative
channels. At least| three copies of the proposal and accompanying forms
should be made, one\for the administration, one for the Committee on
Professional Deve]opment of the Librarians' Assembly, and one for the

. app11cant S recordsl The Committee on Professional Development should

act in an advisory c¢apacity to the library adm1n1strat1on in the
decision making pro¢ess

i RECOMMENDATION 17 (IV.B.S)
A1l librarians, régard]ess of rank, should be rncouraged to take
courses, at Stanford or at other institutions, for credit or audit, and

to pursue advanced degrees. ’
|

As professionals, they shoufd be résponsib]e for determining their own
hours of time off for purposes of continuing education.

Assistance, in terms of time and money, should be provided to the
fullest extent possible. Tuition assistance should be ava11ab1e to
librarians taking courses during professional leaves.

Area of study should noi be.limited to subjects pertinent to the
individual's present job assignment, but should allow room for growth in
other directions as well.

RECOMMENDATION 18 (IV.C.1)

A1l librarians who teach formal courses should be given academic title
and rank, at least'during their term of appointment. For those
librarians teaching courses not sponsored by an academic department,
ranks and titles ¢
Programs. *

uld be granted through the Humanities Special




RECOMMENDATION 19 (IV.C.Z)‘

In order to facilitate communication, to improve relationships with
the faculty, and to give librarians a more direct voice in the
governance of the University, the Commission recommends that

~ representation of librarians in the Academic Council be increased. To
achieve this an ad hoc committee of the Librarians' Assembly should be
established to work out apbropriate ¢riteria and metfiods.

RECOMMENDATION 20 (IV.C.3)

The Commission recommends that the practice of appointing librarians
to University Committees be continued and increased to give more
librarians this type of opportunity to serve the academic community.
addition, librarians should be invited to participate fully on the
committees of the Academic Council. .

o

RECOMMENDATION 21 (IV.C.4)

The Commission believes that it is important for librarians to
take the initiative in increasing faculty-librarian contact. One way in
which this could be accomplished is by appointing a librarian '

- (preferably one with an advanced subject degree) as a selector for each
academic department. The librarian and the faculty could discuss
1ibrary needs and problems and communicate any new programs or
specialties which might have an impact on their mutual areas of
interest. Such dialogue, even in a formal way, would lead to better

understanding and the accomplishment of common goals.
. RECOMMENDATION, 22 (IV,D.1) '_////////
The University Affirmative Action Officer, an unbiased source oﬁtside
the 1ibraries, should be “ormally requested to review the situation of
women in all the Stanford University libraries. The Librarians'
Assembly should appoint an ad hoc Committee on Affirmative Action to
investigate the status and problems of librarians who are women and/or

members of minority groups, and this committee should report its
findings and recommendations to the Assembly.

RECOMMENDATION 23 (1v.D.2)

The standards and procedures for appointment, promotion, security
of employment, and grievance should be uniformly applied to all
librarians at Stanford reqardless of their place of assignment.
The Conmittee on Appointment, Promotion, and Security of
Employment of the Librarians' Assembly should oversee the uniform
application of this recommendation.

Because of the belief that standards are important in assuring
consistency and qua'ity of service among the libraries, the ;
Commission recommends that a committee of the LibFarians' Assembly
be established (the Committee on Public and Technical Services) .to
propose minimum standards of service. . '
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A formal University inte?]ibrary orientation program, run by the
Librarians' Assembly, should be established to enable librarians
to learn more about Stanford early in their employment.

The Librarians' Assembly, to which all librarians would belong,

“should also further the exchange of information and ideas and

encourage all librarians at Stanford to work together toward
common goals.
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