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LIBRARIANS ' SALARY SURVEY: PRELIMINARY REPORT . -~

‘. RERAS

Twa lmbrary faculty meetlngs ago, we dlscussed the present_

salary survey pro;ect of thé lerafy Faculty Affazrs Cemm;ttee.

It was “the consensus at that time to accept the cammlttee s re-.;;

-

i,_cpmmendatlon to move independently of the Faculty Senate f salary

survey, which for reasons we need th c1te here is presently

g01ng nowhere..l

Perhaps the

\

\.

A%

> !
BN

gyeatest advantage of conductxng our own survey

separately from the Faculty Senate su:yey is that.we no longer o

_need to class llbrarlans by academlc rank (1 e., staff llbrarlan,

asszstant llbrarlan, etc ) -in order to 1ntegrate our salary fxg—‘

ures 1nto theirs.

-

Statlstlcs on llbrarxans' salarles bj academlc

+

1

-

rank are generally unavallable (We found none 1n the library li{;\\

erature).

»
{

-

‘ Ranklng of 11brar1ans is not unlversal in academic 1i-
baries; and often when the names of\the qanks~are themsame,'they

mean different things‘in'diéferenf”glaces;' Clearly, the‘mQSt

significant statistics now commonly available on academic librari- ,

functlon Served in the llbrary

-

‘ans' salarids classify‘librarians’ﬁot‘by academic rank but by

L]

~

We . wish to present in- t\\g preliminary report a varlety of

:S ‘

such stat;stlcal measurements.

-

Frankly, profe351onal salarles at

N.D. lerarles appear better or worse depending upon what sta-

tistical chavts they are fitted into.

L4

Though we will save- our .re-

commendations for our final report, we:do hope to point out some
r .

noteworthy findings here.

£

»
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- Median ' ($14796) N 8lst (out of 94)

(ﬁence between average and medlan. The average 1s derlved by addlng

. 4 . L

up all the salarles of professxonals worklng in ‘a l;bra:y and then
dlvzdkag that sum by the number of full- time—equxvalent posztxons.
The median is sllghtly more compllcated: it is the salary flgure
exactly at the ;1dp01nt of salary dlstrlbution; in otherx words,
‘half the librarians make more than the- medlan salary anﬁ half |
make less. The average salary may tend to be hlgher thah the
median in most smaller organizatlons, 51nce the hlgher salaries of
admlnlstraters tend to ralse the average somewhat above the fxgure
which is mldp01nt on the-salary dlstrlbutlon scale.-_Thasrls the
case with Notre Dame and all dther ARL academic libraries. However,.
the cemmittee/did hote that the difference between‘the meéianwand
average salaries in 197?/*Fre at Notre Dame ‘was greater; often |
'much greater—~$2500—;than at most other ARL llbrarles.
. Furthermore, it should be observed that the 1978+79 flgure

given 1in the ARL report for the beglnnlng salary at Notre Dame

‘was lncorrect. 1t stated the sum at $12096, though the startlng pay

Y

*ARL. Annual Salary Survey 1977-1978, pp-11-14. ‘ ﬂ

C

Re ort . . ' . 2 . &
| . NOTRE Saxa PROFESSIQNAL SALARIES
| a Rankxng among ARL Libraries* P
‘,, LT 1977-78 - R SN
Beglnn;ng ($11200) ~ 31st (out of 94)< oo
_ Medlan {$14100) L 77th -f; C o
‘Average ~ ($16647) 46th“- T S B
o | 1978-79 . P
Beginning ($11200)  “- - S54th- (out of 94)-corrected figures o

Hj) Average NA ‘ - | . \ o . |
o Several points shodid be poted here. The f;r%t is thé dlffer- a
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.

,~?Qfactuaily remains the same as the pfeceﬁing vear, $11200.

[}

' . > . ' . g \ T .
anking of 54th out of 94 for beginning saldry in.?8—79 was < .

o - comp ted with the corrected Figures. Thls error aoes make one .

-

‘wonde¥ how many’ other mlstakes are in the report, and how much the

A rankil‘

i

S have thus been affected. L

. . .‘v

though it is clear that the beglnnlng salary, espe01ally in 77 78,

1
\

lS more cqmpetltlve than the medlan salary ,The‘low salary rank-

1ng in this over—all ARL salary scale, hcwever, tends«to f1t 1n o
]
Wlth low N.D. lerarxes ranklngs in other ARL statlstlcs (e g«,

!

" books added), recently publlshediln the Chronlcle of ngher Edu+

. o
oL N

cation. - S

o & * , *, .

These low rankings on the over-all saléry chart appeér'in_a'vf.
& S ‘ - , ‘
‘curious light, however, when one looks at Table 7 of the same ARL

-

teport‘(See Appendix 1 attached), whizh contains 77-78 figures. -

' So that this ﬁéble could;be'compa:ed Qith-N.D; salary figures,.}
-ghe.commitﬁee reéuegted and received fgfm Library Diféctor Robéxt‘ 
T .: Miller élsimélar chart indicéting N.D. library fac%l?y average
salapiés accofdinq to: function or experience, for both 77v78vénd
: B 78-79. Of'céufse, the request was in regard only to group averages,

‘since the committee believes it neither generally proper nor de-

N : L

: T, : . - 4 . - . e
) , sirable for our project to acquire salary information on specific .

individuals. Mr. Miller's chart varied from ARL report Table 7

* 1] .
[
b . ; v . . A

only in the following ways: the direbtor's_salary was not included;

- -

department head salaries (cataloging, collection management, collec-
-

tion development, acquisitions, referénce, and college library)
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were not listed by d!;artment but inen in one average\suﬁ; and

\

the sectlen for brandh llbrarles specxflcally noted six unlts

. }' " . "' .
-(archltecture, chem/phy51cs, 1nternational studles, l%fe sc1ences,

medlebal institute, and rare books/spe01al collec ions}, A further {/ﬁ’
SR ‘.
stlpulatron.was that assxstant department heads are classed as

"Other ‘1n,the~N D. chart..' o ‘. - \ .

In almosq all areas, the .78-79 N D. averaqe salaries for the ’“////

~

various levels of library p051tlon_were either virtually the same

. _ tas or#a little greater th%f/tge'rigures given for the.eastﬁnorth'
-‘ceatral region in ARL table 7 (The committee assumed that thlS
region, the one of whlch Notre Dame is geopraphlcally a part, is
the most loglcal group for comparison, especxally since that region
includes a varled cross-section of academlc llbraties*-n b. the
* . bottom half of the page) . " The similarity of salary flgures is
‘especially st“r/-;'rking when it is noted that tablejsére'se/nts 77-78
aﬁerages. In othereﬁords,‘in 78—79,-N.D.'salary averages are in
almost all categorles what the east north central ARL averages |

| were. in 77-78. We are generally one year behind them. In terms

of percentage, we are approximately 8% behind them. This fiscal t ‘ 
year's 8% increase in library faéult} salaties'gaye\us parity S
" minus one year. " : , | .

' There are two areas, however, where this parity minus one =
vear rating does not exist: branch library heads and senior 1li-

. brarians who flt into the category, "Other."” In these levels;

Notre Dame ' is substzﬁtlally mfore than one year behl the aver-

ﬁ\ : ages given in'tne east north central region in ARL table 7.
_& - We did not determine as a committee why these two areas are
. | , | .
S » 6 * .




lowe§-thaa the others. At ieast thfee*pdssibilities ekist: either

‘there is some bui&t-in‘injustice”in'euf salary‘strﬁcturee'er-wef \

S . R BT
- are not comparable to other east morth central ARL llbrarles for

Py -

o
'these levels of llbrarlanshlp, or there ane mltlgatlng circum-.
ﬁ_stances in 1nd1v1dgal cases. Perhaps all three may pl&? a part. To._fe'
ascertaln how much and/or whlch of - these possibllltles have a d;-

-

rect effect on . the ﬂower tﬂ%n average salary ratings in these partxcq&arY
'levels, the-commlttee would have to deal w1th 1n61V1du cases.

g,And we bel;eve that such an enterprise is not a matter Tor the

i
L]

comm ee, but for the llbrary admlnlstratlon._;a "7 - | L';{¥
* : * . o * |
Th%.ARL.statisttcs(iot_94 %ibraries)'preeent-a'eemewhat miXed;"_'j
p picture. Neithersiae of the picture is ﬁartieﬁlarly upbéat. But, .
one side seems ﬁetter than the other._ The over—all salaqg scale
ranks us 4n the bottom 15% of ARL llbrarles for medlan salary in
. | .

78-79; on the other hand, we are, with some exceptlons} only "one
»

any rate('the committee does notkwgsh

yvear behind" in Table 7.
to restrict our report to ARL statistics. So we include (in Appendix
2 attached) a statlstlcal‘table compiled by the AAUP (for,1557

llbrarles) and incTuded in the December 1978 issue oé their

publlgatlon, Academe. ' ST ~.
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» Clearly %thé~mbde,of ﬁ%asnrement.and classification is\differ-
| .

AR
ent from'that of.the ARL tahles.. But if one knows that 78 79 N.D.~ :

:avafages are very sxmllar ‘to the flgures in ARL gable 7 1n most | -

- Lo y .
~ . : areas,‘then ane knows enOugh to estlmate thh reasonable certalnty

‘ﬂ' : that we compare favorably~ _the‘AAUP,sn;vey presented ln Appendlxnz;‘

o The notaple flgure in thisxsurvey, however, does'not.difectiy
_ concern this committee. But we wish.to bring it to your attention.
~ It is %he'salary given; in any of the four tables pﬁesenged, for
o>, , T ' | | N
Py Y . N

JCO (technical, clerical, and other supporting staff on t#& 1i-

»,brary bndéet) in Category I; We speculate:that‘ali but‘very'few
*  of the s&éff members here‘at N.D. Libraries‘are paid considerébly
_less than the Category I TCO level in even the Lowest-pald table,
the Churdh related institutions.  The commlttee-recommends that 2
study be done to ascertaln the facts of thls matter, and then that

.‘ \ "

attémpts be made to rectlfy the 51tuatlo% 1f it is as bad as it

5,

appears to be. = .

‘ * : ‘ * *

There are those who believe that, 1n-py study of whether ‘an
academic llbrary faculty has a strong case for salary 1ncreases,

-

the most‘51gn1flcant comparison is not with other academlc,llbrari—
ans buE wiﬁn tHe_teaching fecﬁlty served by'the library faculty in
-questiOn: This can‘enly be done if the academic ranks of librarians
are used, since the paraliel.with academiC'renks‘pf teachiné'faCUlty
is obsious. In such a light, N.D. libr;rians come off very badly, \

especially td anyone wno believes there should be parity batween

} - ' .
library and teaching faculties'. L’ - ' .
3
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) 8 '{' K “a-‘ CRRAY . '
b e - ' - o ' . A Lo | '
o Y 78 ?9 Average thre Dame Salary by Rmnk; o :
S . . . {Teaching faculty--9 0. contract; [
- llbfary faculty--lz mo. ccntract) L e .
,§ e mamermIme. concnet S
, Professor | - 280l6 . ‘;v | . e, (
Librarian =~ .~~~ ©.20139%9°" © . RF
Assoc. prof. . - . 21606 . . .
-fcg libr. =~ . - - 18772 S ' -
Asst. prof. . . 17063 . e sy
K' " libr. 13941 - A R - IR
Instructor. . 14945 . . | AN
staff libr. . 12171 S h CEE L | ‘
‘If_librany‘salaries are pro-rated’according “to a~9,mp; year, -
. )\ . N ' a T ry‘ ' ’ l “ . . . a ‘
 the difference is- even more .dramatic. o ’
Prof. ‘. - - . .28016
‘Fib;. o R ' r’;SIﬁé | ,‘;_; :4- ) ;J;e
. Assoc. prof.. - . 21606 .. el ’
" libr. . 11829 - ) .
, Asst. prof."“ - . 17063
I libr. = - 10456
o . ' L ‘ ' v
Instr o ‘ 14945 - e
St.‘l br. @ . 9128 - o '~ L7
Several comments should be made regardlng these figures. . _. {Q
)NN‘\\ First of all, the dlrector S salary is not lncluded in them
\gecondly, though thlS may look like a.ghastly cémparlson to Ti-
er\jans, it may look abqut right t& mand teachihg faculty membersx.
espeéiall&lin the humanities subject areas, where teaching salaries
seem to be lower than in theasciences;'ﬁTheir argument would tend
to run that librarians have no rcgquirements for doctoral degree or
fof publication.
Fufﬁhermore, in Mrs. Lonie's report on this matter last year,
she revealed that in the last five years, while teaching faculﬁy
~ .
9 \
. . ‘ L " ' __‘. ‘ -,' . . s "‘ BEU S ce qu-s..—-



.+ ° " -salaries at N.D. were increaeed on. the average'of 5{4% pér year,

T , librarians at q.D recelved an average annual rncreese of 7.2%

.. ' over the/%ame period. Also, a recent Time magazgae survey 1nd1~ ‘,,
cates that ‘while llblarlans have lost a dlsméi 11. 1% 1n purchas;ng

. power due to inflation . elnce 1967, college and unlversity professors.
s . ™

x have lost even more, 17.5%, in that same time perlod.. These are

.

1mportant statistics to consrder in determlnlng whether we w111 pre-_* )k
. sent a case for llbrarv faculty salary raises before the Faculty f

Senate. : - ' | oo T . o
P ¢ s ot . \
. Our most 51gnificant statlstlcal comparison. mlght be a more N\

detailed and sc1ent1f1c comparlson between llbrary and teachlng

salaries ‘here and at ot@er unlversltlesh What checkxng we wvere
. A - ‘ X

‘able to do. on this particular'variable was admittedly only fragmen-'
tary It did seem to 1nd1cate, however, that we would find nothing

extraordlnary if we were able to get;statlstlcs llke those avail-

, able to-uc for Notre Dame. ACqulrlnq the flgures‘would be our ¢

fad . i

k& SIS

maln problem, 51nce l;brary ranks vary from place to place and,.\f? Co
s - . . < ///,"
indeed, are often simply not comparable»tc teachlnq faculty academic -

“

ranks. Furthermore, it did seem guestionable to the committee =~

. . . .
\rkhether,other academie library personnel officers would‘or should *
expend themselves-ver§ much in order to derive statistical- figures'
flttlng }nto the parameters‘of our salary. survey | S
At any rate, any caee for raises which would take’ the-specific
and vocal approach of closing the gap between teaching and library
facultiee would broach the topic of parity between.the two. Pper-

/ © . haps® tHat would be the proper way for us to go. It would, however,
' \

L

involve a vast project all'‘its own.

‘, ‘ ‘ ' . B | i‘ ’ hd

. ) " . ﬂ - &
o | - /




- 7 What we want fromgy0u< o o *"f~<; e

We want your vxews, based an the 1nfermatlcn Ln thls report,

‘'  on the follcwzng issues: | ”'f'_' S

--Does our faculty have'a”solié base.for’saiary increases?
. =—Can and/or should we de anythlng as a faculty about the i’t

St ~' two areas in wh;q& our salary scale‘ls notably lewer than
the rest (To do SO may requlre an advocacy p051tlon on

_ .certaln individual salarxy problems)? If so, what should we
» . N, L I '
do? L ' o . N R
R ' : o
' —-What, if anythlng, should we as®a facu%ﬁy request of the

. E . lzbrary admlnlstratlon regardlng these matte:s?

i-~D1d we miss anyth1ng° - B

-

--And, of course, any other reactlons you wish to glve us v

/

about this issue.
Please feel free to communicate verbally or in wrltlng to .
"any of the commlttee members. We w111 make our flnal recommen-

 f B datlons hopefully w1th1n one month after ou; next llbrary facultf

"meeting. ‘ | | |

Respectfully spgpmitted,

Pl
~ ? {

) The Faculty Affairs Commlttee,
. : : James Deffenbaugh, Chrmn.
: ' Charlotte Ames :
‘ Maurcen Gleason
. ~7 , + Stephen Hayes

R A
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A _ TABLE 7: AVERAGE SALARIES BY RPOION * - - . P : ) :
- v - - 3 . ! - . -
m ' ! NORTHEAST " NORTH CENTRAL . - " SOUTH 1 . west
, ) New 'Hiddie' East - West Fast ‘Wost st : '
ITION W | . o uth Mountain | Pagific
PQSISI o England | Atlantic | N. Central Ns Centrali S. Central | S. Central ﬁantic ' ‘
| 1. Director _ 38,622 1,607 | T 39,192 |- 3§,7?8 1. 33,628 35,941 85,609 ) 36,836 ‘kt:;ﬂu , )
. s Lo A . ' +
! ?. Associate Director 27,626 .31.?§$ 33,120 ‘ 29,781 |y 26,156 | 25,818 28,644 27,099 |- 33,356
| 3. Asotatant Director 22071 263 126,270 ) 25,133 19,527 | aw,%67 | 22,338 | 22,337 | 27,910
L Medtgal/Lau Head 28,996 34,537 29,036 27,247 - 23,368 . 26,867 30,792 | . % ' 34,821
, 5. Branch Head * 20,595 19, f54 18,323 - 16,672 15,451 16,158 | 16,817 | 17,020 20,285
. 6. Suajee’t.‘Spcchlis!. 16,169 \];6,&62‘ © 17,280 16,168 15,054 1%, 894 16,361 16,327 § 18,790 J.'
i 7. Functional Specialist 18,327 | . 17,232 19,858 30,864 1,291 © 20,113 | 17,492 | 18,890 | 19,697 1
1 8. Dapt. Head: Reference 19,063 18,451 17,668 18,152 17,405 17,11 1 17,659 18, 448 21,582
. T . _ “. 4
S. Catnlo;i?g 19,126 |° 17,73§ © 18,916 17,335 17,490 19,203 18,820 19,713 22,137 .}
0. - Acquisitiona 18,185 16,730 19,000 18,176 v 15,943 17,827 8,746 | 23,110
N Sertals 17,950 16,917 16,547 18,005 ’ 18,280 17,355 | 16,882 4 21,322 -
12, Doc./Maps 18,004 1?,800 1§,0?6 16,671 [ 15,778 15“527 37'590 ; 2,',9b
3. Cireulation s L 15,607 | 16,666 17,076 16,946 14,034 15,749 16,613 | 16,432 | 19,407
‘ 1, . .Sgee.CM:n. 21,537 19,229 19,548 19,544 15, 754 16,490 19,28% | 23,853 E!&«;
) 15 . Other 16,999 17,156 17,588 | - 17,698 W,513 16,228 | 17,789 | 7,690 | 22,480
;jé. Other: Over 15 yrs. cxperieﬁbe‘ 15,292 1;,9“1 17,518 16,8614 _ 1u,oéo ' 15,678 15,830 17,403 20, 11&. .
i1, ) 10 - 15 yra. exper.| 15,234 15,733 15,434 16,140 13,723 I~ 15,503 15,270 1 15,323 - 18,572
’fs. (S -. 9 yrs, uxpaF: 18,458 15,360 . 14,508 - 19,&39 12,560 . 14,182 14,293 1“}3‘6 16,522
1, Under S yrs. exper.| 13,038 12,774 | 12,592 12,493 10,568 12,131 12,339 | 12,283 14,903
i
T N e v hetl . -
REGION ¢l ARL ACADEMIC LIBRARIES \STAT&? IN&LUDED
’ . " f , o N '
. NORTHEAST b = ;! . |
' 1. New England 8 Bostong Brown; Cann.; Dartmouth; Harvard; MIT; Yale Conn., Mass., Me., N.H., R.I., Ve.
. J Massachusetts g : ‘ ,
Vo b . . ) . b '
« 1 2. Middle Atlantic i4 Lolugdbia; Cornell; NYU; Pa.; Pa. State; Pittsburgh; N.J., N.Y., PFa.
f . Princeton; Rochester; Rutgers; SUNY: Albany, Buffalo, '
: Stony Brook; Syracuse; Temple; ‘ ’ C%
! NORTH CENTRAL .,
t 3. East North Central 15 Case Western; Chicago; Cincinnati; Indisna; Ill.; Jil., Ind., Mich., Ohio, Wisc.
. ; Kent State; Mich.; Mich. State; N. Dame; Northwesterns ‘ .
. Ohio State; Purdge; S, Ill.; Waype State; Wisconsin’
. »,
4, Wést North Central 7 lowa; Towa State; Kansay; Minnesota; Missouri, Iowa, Kan., Minn., Mo., Neb.,
o o braska; Wash.-U., Mo.; . + N. Dak., "S. Dak. -
[ ] . ’ ’ ¢ -
SOUTH e ’ .
5. Bast Sooth-Central. § ‘A labamga; Kentucky; Jt. Univ.; Tennossee ’ Ald., Ky., Miss., Tenn.
¥ ’ /I !,' - -’ ' - ‘-
'g' §. West South Central %;J(EE??;u)n; La. State: Oklaho&a; Okla. State; Riece; Ark., La., Okla., Texas .
. vkas; Texas A&M; fulane; -t
7. Soutﬁ Atdantic /) buke; Fmory; Flerida} Fla. Sﬁﬁte; Ceorgid; Georgetown; Del., D.C., Fla., Ca., Ma.,
_ Howard; Johns Hopkins; Md.; Miami; N.C.; 5.C.; Va.y VPI;! N.C., S.C., Va., W. Va. - -
WEST A . .
" - © N
8. Mountains 6. | Arizona; Arizona State; Cclorado; Colorado State;  Ariw., Colo.,, T#aho, Moent.,
Brigham Young; Utah Nev., N. Mex., Ulah, Wyo.
“ . . - .
9. Pacific 11 U. of Calif.: Berkeley, Davis, Los Angeles, San Dlego, Alaska, (Cal., Hawali, Oregon,
' Santa Barbara; Hawall; Oxegon; Southern Cslif.% Wash.
’ * R Stanford; Washington; Washirigton State;

-

Q

R .

-,

¢ x Salary {nformation not published wheri Cewer thap 4 Individuals afe,includéd.
1§ » Number of ARL libraries in each region. ‘

| 12 . -



Reprinted with permission of the American Asséczatlon oB~
Unxvers,lty PRofessors from thﬁ §ecember, 1978, Academe.,

¢« 3 " -
o Thxs is one of a numhcr of tabies \Vhlch are’ bc,mg prcpared‘hy the C&mmxttcc Z Washmgton Omcc staff )
-1 The data zapc: was obtamed from thé National Center for Education .Stdusncs Library Branch "These ;atmcs -
. Jareona. X2 month basxs .md are for academxc year 1977-78 o o {/ .
[ 0 N O L g ST LI ' .
s - . PN : S ot .
. * [ ‘\Q . . - A ‘ . ; :. N .
| ‘ N .
- - | - - .
N TABLE MF-% : A
Wesghtéd Average Sal anes for Fun nme berary Staff, by Posmon aind AAUP C!assmcanon ‘ _' LI
A 97 7-78 . S
. e N . °
CAA = Chisf, Deputy, hiat Ub:a:ians ;
." | . OL = Alt Other Librarians ' " X ’ S
- OP = Other Profassional Staft on lhe Library Budga: - \. g
"TCO = Tectmocal Cierical, and OmrSuppOMng Staf on the Library Budge; - .
' o {f2- Monzh Basis)
- I3 c:‘t_ orles; - . R
. Ail . : / ~ ‘gg( . - g SPC—
\ ‘Position Combined? e 1A . e W W
o " ALL COMBINED o o
. CAA $20,640 $23.210 - $18,070 $14,070 818.470f $11.950
waged OL ,15,330 ‘15380 . 15390 13,140 - 17.490°, - o 18,000
o poe T 12,180 12,570 ° 10,850 8,620 14440 43,120 .
TCO © 8,340, 8,430 8,250 . 7,000 . 8.870 8,740
| o PUBLIC — ", .-
CAA 22,050 24 459 19,700 17,730 18,720 15.650
oL 15,990 15,480 15,800 14,720 17.59Q » 18,000
oP ‘ 12,620 12620, 11,610 9,710 14,440 - 16,040
TCOo 8,710 8,690 8.710 8,140 8,920 8,740
| PRIVATE INDEPENDENT
‘CAA 21,540 288107, 17,050 T . 14,350 11,350 -
- oL 14,450 14,820 13.210 12,440 12,280 -
oP 11,750 12,470 ~ 9,380 8,370 el S
TCO 7,850 8.130 7.540 5,300 6,980 -
. CHURCH-RELATED ’ ,
CAA 15,700 18:850 14,240 12,430° 13,750 8,260
ol - . 12.260 12.870 11,980 o 11360 12.730 -
or . * 10,570 42.440 8,180 - 7.990 - 5,810
co 6.780 7.220 6,450 6,330 6.120 -,
‘(,a gor'; l—&nciudes instituttons which cter the doclorate degree ‘md which conferred in the most rewnl rnree years an annu.ﬂ
averagp of tifteen or more ‘earned doclorates covermg a mimmum of three nonrelated discipines. .
Category 1A —inciudgs institbions awarging degrees.above the baccalaureate but notincluded in Ca:egory k. .
v Category HB—includes institutions awardmg only the baccalaweats or equivalent degree
. Category H1—mncludes two-year institutions with academic, 7anks. -
Category IV—inciudes institutiaps without dcadermc ranks. (With the exception of a few hberal ans col)eges this catogory inciudes
mostly two-year institutions.}
*Sampie inciudes 1,557 institutions.
NOTE: Figures have been rounded to the nearest $10 "
" ¥Notre bame belongs in Cadegory I on. this chart, )
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| L;brary Faculty Affa!rs Comm;ttee. One was done last yean under :

LA
.

Coa

\report, dated Mar. 9; 1979. That report noted 1) that we rank low '

- - +
- s . N L. o ¥ e

the dlrectlon of Ann Lonle. T

Thls renort presupposes the commlttee S prellmxnary pro:ect,

1n salarles among ARL llbrarles, 2) but that, when compared wzth

L)

_other ARIL llbrarles of the east noxth central reglon in almost all

°

‘11brary Job functlons (a551stant dlrector, department head, etcyl

L

'.cf. Prellmlnary report, Appendlx 1)/ we were 8% below average or

‘.
-about one year behlnd. Also noteworthy was that we axe far more

than 8% below average in two general.areas,\branch lihrarlans and-

senior librarians whe dq not rank as department head or above.

L)

by the ARL Statlstlcs, the" report 1ncluded AﬁUP library ealary

*

' Furthe;more, as if to add to the already mixed picturetpresenteé P

statlstlcs '(cf..Prel rpt., ﬁppendlx 2) whlch seemed to 1ndicatev

L

o The report that follows lS the second salary survey done by the

-

that salarses here are competltlve, and a comparxson, by academlcf‘

4 &
rank, of Notre Dame teachlnc and library faculties whlch.seemed

to show enormous gaps in: remunoratlon 1eve{s of comoarable aca-

demic rankings of the two groups (Prel. rpt., pp. 7-8)." %

& _ L

Report

h X

Our. main recommendation

In the beginning stagés of research and deliberation on the
viabilify of Library Faculty salaries here at Notre Dame, the
members of this committee represented no consensus but rather a

[

variety of approaches and predispositions regarding the question

| Yy
C1
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Al at hand.. Now our consensus on’ the"matter is qlear. We recommend R

that the N.D. lerary Faculty take no actxon as a group for salary

. ]
t

_enhancement’ of profe551ona1 llbrary posxtlons here. ﬁ‘,,",_ﬁl'}??r?"

We make this recommendatlon because we belleve that there 1sVIQ

° W

nelther strong evmdence nor flrm support for such"an effort.,;lir‘f,}

! . Farst, there does not seem to he dramatlc evzdence that ﬁxbrary
*,'5-' an

e - )
é

o Faculty salaries as a whole are drastlcally below thoseé of other_a‘e

university llbrarlans in general. 'A51de from SQme spec1a1 Siﬁu-

atlons Wthh w1ll be treetedwseparately ip thls report, ‘we do ﬁot~
- 7 -l
seem to have a'strong case. The flgures show thaf we rank véry.

low in salarles compared w1th other ARL llbrarles.4 Yet when the
average salaries of the various; llbrary pcsxtlons here at Notre

e

Dame are compsred with other ARL llbrarles 1n the east north

e " central reglon,\we find that, in most categorles, we are only one

"

year behlnd Furthermore, when compared w1th college and unlverSLty

[}

llbrarles as a whole (AAUP tables), we. seem genulnely competltive.

- So, the . solzdnty of our case becomes less clear the more statxstxcs | ;‘“A

S we have. We do not questlon that there is, indeed, ‘some argument
for‘incxement in saTary lavels: on at least one representatlve
scale, we rank far below averdge. But as soon as we¢ begin to de-

ot

‘eail_ohr case; we f£ind that the presentation of thdt case would re-
quire an ﬁany footnotes explainiﬁé that}varioﬁsifigures are noe ) )
what’they seem. And'that is oot the strOng,-glariog argument which .
g “is llkely to find any credence with the admlnlstratlon or w1th the
teachlng faculty. |
| Second, we do noE'seeﬁ to have serohg support among‘theFLibrary

‘ Facultyﬁforfa‘salary ephancement effort. We received five ret.

sponses to our request (Prel. rpt., p.() for feedback [from Library

@ - . I 1{3. , | o
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\uFaculty members. Three belleved no aetxop should be taken, one wa%

K

ambivalent, and one belleved that we have a strong case for salary *

~ 4

_increases. Also, before we wrote~sge prellmlnary report, we talked
- L}

to twa indxv;duals«whom we kne#'to have strengly negatxve feel;ngs
’\

about the salary structure here; and for purposes of analysgs,.we S

: grouped these with the other flve. A51de from that, we have no

) : f
“other response to our‘request for. your react;ongﬂregardlng the |
salary question. . S *f T o fg.‘ jt_'

o
’

There was some consideratioﬁ of-whether we'should send to .

ﬁlbrary Faculty ‘members a questlonnalre whlch would attempt to

gauge salary satlsfactlon or dlssatlsfactlon among llbrarlags. But

we decided agalnst that because we concluded that it is far too easy ' :;-V

FY

to chgck a box or cxrcle a number, and that such ease of reply ' ‘ -QT
would not necessarlly indicate the strenth of support bélieved |
) essential for a concerted drlve by the lerary Faculty for salary
enhancement. Elther thefe is .a ground_éwell‘for such an effort or
it is doomed not#only'td7failhre'but to permanent loss. of Credi~‘ 
bility as well. Furthermore, to proceed with thls klnd of campalgn
wZ{hout conV1nccd popular support is all the more questlonabie when

we do not have an outstanding case in the first place. Elther way,

-

we believe that such support mlght have been 1nd1cated 1f many T

3

1ndlv1dualo took the tlme and effort to make specific replies,
k4 ". !
written or verbal, to our general requestgfor feodbacx,regardlng

a movg for salary enhancement. The ground swell simply does not
exist.

This limited support is probably even mpre significant when.‘
. - '

one considers that our library director is not in aécord with a
N ' «o

Library Faculty salary enhancoment drive at this time. In a Mar.
28, 1978, memo to one of our committee membérsfzxr;,MillQF said; .

‘g , T . | , . /
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From my vantage Pant and‘my adm;ttedly limlted experlence .
it would certajinly seem that the Unxverslty is well aware

of the géneral problems ‘of maintainihg an apprcprlate level

for faculty salaries generally and has ‘made significant efforts
o , _-towa:d.lmprpv;ng the relative competitive position ot the.
I g University in; this area,. I know that many universities have

‘ -~ not; been able to be as generous W1th ralses over the past -
o four years., I

e

As—tp ﬁhe lerary Faculty sxtuatlcn, my own personal feelxng
is_ that'our 'salary levels arxe in fact generaly competltive
-and’ that.within thg library: profession our position.is not
.gartlcularly bad. Obvxously inflation has affected us-all °
and I suspeﬁt that raises have not in general kept pace with
rising prices, but this same factor has affected the teaching- =
and-research faculty.and indeed American wage earners generally

- --with certain limited exceptions. - Based on my, brief experience'~;

here, I do-not think that a specialasplea for a separate.

-.enhancement of Library- Faculty salaries_would be effective or _
even partlcularly appropry&te. I thlnk that the Library
Faculty should encourage and support University efforts to
improve general faculty salarles across the board.

of course, we do not w1sh to preclude'ln prlnclple the poSsij

"«

blllty of recammendlng such a drlve w1thout the support of the

h

llbrary dlrector. vBut at thlS tlme 1t is 51mp1y a matter of prac—
tlcallty. Any action taken thhout the support of the dlr ctor -

_:ﬂshbdld be based ﬁpgn d;amag;c evidence and/or support. In this
. ’ L o ) - - .
case we have neither. .

o """ Though we recommend no salary enhancement drive by the Library

Fapulty at tﬁiS‘ti&e, wé do Qish;'howevéf, to recommend strongly
that any'discpssion of effa%tswtp impfove Notre Dame's position
among”ARLffibyéries'consider the addﬁtion of moneys for both

"L  salaries (sféff and facdlf?) arid for acqu151t10n of matcrlals, and

'
that, in such a discussion, both areas “be" considered oqually as

<

candidates for additional funding.
=,

-Other noteworthy items

‘ - . [ * . "
One of the more significant. discoveries of our committee's

. research inté the N.D. Library?Faculty salary schedule was that,

‘ ’ . P : . ’ . . -
o R 18 ' /
" ) - ) ) .
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;n two general areas, branch llbrarlans and non—admxnrstratlve.

lrbrarrans wlth over ten years of experxence; our salary aVerages

<

‘dare substantrally below the average of ARL llbrarles of the east;.

north central region, where Notre Dame 15 located : In theﬁpre-
llmlnary repertf we noted that the: lower-than—averaie status bf

these pcs;trons could ‘have at least three exelanatlons oy

P

either there 1s some built-ln 1n3nst1ce 1n our salary strucp j"‘

ture; or we are not comparah}e to other east north central
ARL llbrarles for these levels. of lrbrerranshlp,'or there
are mltigatlng crrcumstances in 1nﬂ1v1dual cases.-‘

- ,.‘_1. \ Sy

of course! we recommend that the - llbrary admlnlstratron,_g”

N . -

exXamine the internal ealary structure for any such builtwln ln*
equities -and correct the consequent 1n3ustrces. -Also, the members\

» " of the committee believe that the individuals who' receive salaries’

eustantiaiiy less tﬁan theraverage indicated in’APﬁEﬁdix 1 of
the prellminary report should be a;zsaea\to know, lf the} wlsh,

: ; whlch of these three poss;ble explanatlons applles to them and to
.What degree. = - o ' “ o S o N ¢

MY. Millerl'rn‘thekLiErary Faeultf meeting.ef Hér§s21f 197§,

_— announced some procedures regarding this year’s‘ealary'raises
which_may, in some‘cases, correcr the prebleﬁ,‘erd.in_other'cases,

clarify the situation for individuals who feel in need™of clarifi-
cation. He noted that hHe would like to gorrect or at least improve

~ ! . - A

. certain existing salary'ineQUities, to give tangible awﬁrds for,

promotion, and to base annual increment upon job performance.

‘ " ; ' . \M .
Furthermore, he asks that supervisors discuss openly with their
librarians the Pationale for individual salary decisions..
. N R - *
Regardless of the pobsitive results these measures may have,

. ‘ . o,
Y - the committee wishes to recomﬂFnd formally that reasons for indi-

vidual salary statﬁs and increments be made readidy ahd honestly

LA
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procedure‘fcr suéh requests fcr znfcrmatlon is that the lnqulry

-lsnv e ' e ‘ . o o~

K%‘ oo * ) ‘ ) o Coe .-
‘availéble to thcse who ﬁishft ow.‘ em._ At-tﬁe7present time,~the. ‘

N

should ‘begin_with one s 1mmed1ate supervxSQx and then contxnue on -
up through,ggﬁnnels as deemed necessary. : fv._;iu.;‘cl".i ‘fié'
Ancther area for recommendat;cn by this ccmmlttee ccncerss ;ﬂ
llbrary taff selaries; We do have some St&tlSthSy both frcm.:\;
the AAUP ‘and frcm tﬁe Natlcnal Center—forvEducatlonal Statlstlcs, '

on average salarles for technlcal, clerlcal and other support staff N

&

‘in college and unlx s:Lty llbrarles. We speculate that aXbut " o
A .

. very few-of the staff members here at thre Dame lerarle
| pald conSLderably less . ‘than the average presented by the two

statistical sources noted above. We tend to belleve that the

.

library staff salary situation is dramatlcally worse than general

Library Faculty‘salary_problems.. But we do not have the facts of

,thelmatter,because we ‘were hoticharged to dealldirectly with this
issue. . The committee tecommends that'a'study be done‘to ascettain
the facts, ‘and then that attempts be made to rectlfy the situation
;f it is as bad as it appears to b?' ‘ B o

‘Finalli, we'd; nét'reccﬁmend.annual surveys and.comparetive
lstudies of Lihfery Feculty salaries: This co%mitteel with dffferent
personnel} hes.done two such studies i;,two.years. Fot now, that
is enough. Repetiticn of such studies in the future mayibegfully,
merited by changes in libxar& budgeting or general eccncmic con-
ditions and subsequent erosion of the general=cohpetitiveness of

%Notre Dame library salaries; and, at that time, we hcpe that the )
necessity for another survey wculd be based upon evideﬁce of Signi—
flcint squo‘F from the Library Faculty itself. For the present,
the lecary Faculty should be kept 1nformtd of Faculty Senatec

actgyitibs ‘on this matter; and the Faculty Affairs Committee

20
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should be‘prepared to supply to such 1nt1t1at1ves those f;gures.\ .

-whlch are’ already avallable. L I""-y.'_;L‘ S
L - S - R S L '

We belleve we should say somethlng about the 1$sue of llbrary

f

faculty parlty Wlth teachlng faculty.- The members of thls commlttee

»‘are not in accord as to t des;rabillty of paglty w1th teachlng

faculty. Furthermore,'we dld nqt study this lssue dlrectly Nane-

,theless, ‘we dealt with related matters enough to say that, regard~”

less of how dramatlc and/or persuasxve the gaps between teachzm@

l; faculty salarles and librarlans'.salarles may appear (cf Prel rpt.

'p 7),'a strong qﬁﬂé for'\gtegratlon, on all levels, of- lxbrarlans

an .

into the teachlng faculty here at Notre Dame seems nelther readlly

apparent nor part;culary promlslng. Futher efforts in thls area

-

w1ll have to be- deczaed by the lerary Faculty as a whole. ‘. v

4

. Charlotte Ames
“ . . Maureen Gleason
. o ’ Stephen Hayes

&

The Faculty Affairg Committee,
James Deffenbaugh Chmn.
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