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ABSTPACT

The library professivn in colleges and universities
is faced with three critical problems: (1) too few high-paying
positions relative to the total number of practitioners to make the
profession financl!ally attractive, (2) the highest level vositions to
wvhich the majority of career librarians may aspire offer dim prospect
of an adequately compensated career, and (?) an inmbalance between the
compensations of faculty and librarians may well be symptomatic of
tvo equally serious problems~-minimization of the role and
orgqanizational requirements of this important facet of our
educational-research program and the vossibilit,; of exploitation.
Table 1 indicates that less than 20% of the faculty are at the lowvest
rank of instructor while 0% of the librarians are classified in the
basir rank. Many librarians will never advance beyond tkis position
and most of those who 40 will go no higher than devpartment head or
branch librarian. On the other hand, aporoximately £0% of the faculty
hold the two highest ranks--professor and associate professor. Three
factors seem to exert a strong effect on libtrarians*' compensation:
(V) preloainance of wonmen in the profession. (2) larae numher of
routine and clerical tasks performed, and (2) prevailing departrental
nrqanization which acts as a barrier tc¢ nonadministrative librarians.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A concern about the cconomic welfare of the library profession was the
original stimulus for the study. An awarcness of the changing nature of -
brary operations and a rcalization that these changes would inevitably de-
mand more highly trained recruits also played a part.

The nature of the statistics dealing with the present economic state of the
profession and the lack of up-to-date reliable facts concerning salaries and
compe*: itions of all hinds indicate that there should be prompt, reliable,
and reasonably complete data on hand from year to year. This survey of
249 academic libraries represents an exploratory effort to meet this nead.

The survey hastwo main thrusts--a comparison with the compensations
of faculty members and information on the distribution of the rewards
among librarians. That we compare the compensations of professorial
staff and academic librarians does not mean we suggest that all librarians be
paid at the same ratc as the faculty. The comparison with faculty remunera-.
tior. has been made because it is one of the related professions for which de-
tailed statistics are available and because the direvt association of college and
university librarians with faculty makes a comparison of economic returns
incvitable.

Another problem which nas required considerable thought is the statis-
tical handling of two customari'y different work-years. Instead of trying lo
arrive at a formula which would take into consideration the difference be-
tween the work-ycars of faculty and of librarians, it was decided to tegard as

standard the normal libraty year of eleven months and one -nonth of vaca-

tion for librarians, and the so-called academic year for the faculty. This
resolution of the problem is not entirely satisfactory. On the other hand, any
astificial formula would also have its drawbacks.

We should also point out that our first study has not yet gencrated a
satisfactory techniyue for identifying compcting groups of institutions or
patterns of organization among libraries.! We thought this might be han-
dicd most readily by scparating out libraries with a small number of pro-
fessionals, say less than ten. While this approach probably works better than

L Compensations in instituiions that consider themseh cs competitine ate affected by those paid
in Ui othet inditutions. This force may operate in tmo ways First, the inTuence may be psy-
chologcal: the colicge may wanito have its compensat.ons in line with those institutic ns with
which it Wentifics. Second. the influence may be pragmatic: the institution may modify com.
pendations i order ta compete in recruiting staff or relaining its onn members. The grovp
withwhich they compare may not be the group with which they compete. The mannet in which
(unctions are organized may ako affect salan stroctures. For example, the poation “Head of
Cataloging” is diffcrent in a large universiiy where the department head may have fifty pro-
fessionab and chericals umder his direction from the “Head of Cataloging” in a smalt college
where he may be assisted by one of two others.
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no distinction at all, there are still important differences between 2 library
with, say, thirty professionals and onc with over a hundred. It has been
suggested that three separate groupings—universities, emergent or small
universities, and colleges —might also be helpful. It is likely we shall discover
that there is no wholly satisfactory system of classification.

As to the representativeness of the sample, for purposes of comparing
the compensation of librarians with that of their academic colleagues, the
library sample isfairly representative with respect to institutional sub-groups,
such as private universities or private libera' arts colleges. It is less repsesen-
tative of all instirutions taken as a group, in large part because church-
related colleges, which tend to be relatively low-paying, are under-represent-
ed in the library samptc. Thus, in the category “all colleges and emergent
universities™ our statistics probably overstate the average compensation.
This would indicate that the economic status of the overall profession is
worse than the present figures sho'w.,

The following tables derived from the responses to the questionnaire are
susceplible of many interpretations. As we have waid, they are not meant to
suggest that, because remuncration of librarians is compared with that of
faculty, all librarians should be paid at similar rates. Nor do we take a posi-
tion concerning forms of organization, but the profession could reexamine
with profit organizational structures which impede the economic advance of
its members.

The study would secm to point out three factors exerting a strong re-
straining effect upon compensations of librarians. First, the predominance in
the profession of women has in the past :acilitated retention of salary struc-
tures which would be unacceptatie to a largely male profession. Second, tne
large number of routine and clerical tasks performed by a substantial per-
centage of professional librarians has tended to perpetuate low financial re-
wards. Third, the prevailing deparimental organization seems to stand as a
batrier to higher rewards for those librarians who are not working in an ad-
ministrative capacity.

1t is important to bear in mind that the statistics used represent figures
for 1969-70 only. They are not mere ihan a glimpse of a rapidly vhanging
picture. Only a series of statistical surveys over several years would reveal the
rate of speed of the changes and shifts in organizational patterns. These
changes and shifts we know ate taking place; the following tables could be
tegarded as a startin recording the pace of the changes and the directions in
which tney lead us.
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II. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The library profession in colleges and universitics is faced with three
critical problems: (1) the profession boasts too few high paying positions
relative to the total number of practitioners to make the profession finan-
cially attractive; (2) the highest level positions to which the majority of
career librarians may aspirc—those of departmeit head and branch librar-
ian-- offer dim prospect of an adequately compensated career; and (3} an
imbalance between the compensations of faculty and librarians may well be
syniptomatic of two equally serious problems: minimization of the role and
organizationa! requiremer.s of this important facet of our cducational-
rescarch program, and the possibility of exploitation.

1. Differences in Personnel Structures: Libraries and Faculties

A major difference between tibrarians and faculty members occurs in the
distribution of carcer ranks. As Table I indicates, less than 20 percent of the
faculty are at the lowest rank of instructor. Moreover, with some excep-
tions, they occupy this status for only a brief period, and for inost even the
next higher rank of assistant professor is left behind before they are forty.
In the academic market as organized today, most fully expect—though
perhaps unrealistically—to achieve the rank of professor, or not less than
associate professor. On the other hand, in the library profession roughly
50 percent of the librarians are classified in the basic rank. Many of them
will never advance beyond this position and of those who de most will go no
higher than department head or branch librarian. Together these three
categories account for 80 percent or more (87 percent in university libraries)
of the professional library personnel

Atthe ether end of the scale approximately 50 percent of the faculty hold
the two highest tanks —professor and associate professor. In combination,
directors, associate and assistant directors of libraries make up about 10
percent of the total ' It is a profession in which there is relatively little
oppottunity to achieve a high carcer position. Let us now see how well or
how pootly these positions pay.

UThe figurcs ate 15 percent in college and emergent tniversity librasies and 6 percent in univer-
iy hibraries.
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Table 1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FACULTY AND OF LIBRARY
PERSONNEL AND THEIR AVERAGE COMPENSATION

Weighted Average Compensation of Full-Time Personnel in the
Library Survey Sample, by Academic Rank or Staff Position and
by Type of Institutior and Control, 1969-70 !

(Standard vear of 9 months for faculty; 11 months (or tibrarians)
LIBRARY PERSONNFL

Colleges and

Universities Emergent Universities
Percent Percem
Positlon Title of Staff? Public  Private  of Staff Public  Private
Q1) (2} ) 4) (5) __(_6) (7)
Library Ditector 2% $25,000 $25,820 8% $19.570 $16.:i0
Assoc. & Asst, Dir. $ 18,000 18270 ? 15,010 12,870
Curator-Specialist ? 12,840 12,487 ) 11,000 11,230
Department & Branch Heads 26 13,120 12,820 3¢ 12,060 11.090
Other Professionals
With $ years of sctvice 60 ; 10990 11,050 4 11,390 9.800
With less 1han § years 9.640 9,410 } 9.930 9,280
FACULTY
(1) (2) 3 ) (5) () I &)
Professors N $19,800 $22.940 3% $18,750 $18.420
Assoclate Professots 28 14,930 15,620 24 14,770 13970
Assistant Professon k] 12,330 12,450 3§ 12,210 11,440
Tastructors 12 9.510 9,790 1% 9.540 9.170

iCompencation represents salar actually paid plus the following countable fringe denefits:

HICA (4.87¢ of the £.rs1 $7.800). Retirement to Lhe extent that the institution’s contribution is
vested in the safl member b; the end of his Sth yeat of service. Medicas Insurance, Perma-
nent [hability Incsme Protection (average pament). and Life bnsurance. The weighted
average uses number of people in each positian {or each rcademic rank) as weighte. Thus a
large state college hibrary with five times as mazy professionals as a small college woul have
five 1imes as much influcnce On the average compensation as its small counterpart.

2 T hece figures represent the disthbution of full-time hdrary s1aff (of of faculty) in public ard

private inctitutions combined.




Tahle 2

Comparison of the Number and Percentage Distribution
of Faculty Members and of Library Personnel in the
Library Survey Sample of Institutions, 1969-70

) UNIVERSITIES
taculty Memhers Library Personnel
' Percent Percent
Rark Numbet Bistribution Position Number  Distribution
Professor 20,874 31L.9% Librarian 78 1%
Assoc. Iyof. 16,251 4.8 Awsoc. & Asst. Lib, 208 4.6
Asst. Prof. 20,4 3.3 Corator-Specialist Jto 6.9
Dept. & branch
Heads 1.188 26.%
Instructor 7,244 12.0 Other l'rofessionals 2,207 60.3
TOTAL 68,440 100.0% 4,485 100.0%

LIBERAL ARTS and EMERGING UNIVERSITIES

1 aculty Membders

Library Personnel

Fercent P'ercent
Rank Number Distribution Position Numbet Disttibulion
Ivofessor $.219 23.4% Libratian 156 7.9%
Assoc. Prof. $.418 24.3 Assoc. & Asst. Lio. 138 7.0
Asst. Ivof, 7,694 4 Cutator-Speialist 102 s
Dept. & Branch
Heads m h T ]
Inslructor 4009 _ 179 Othet Professtonals __ 866 43.7
107AL 22 341 100.0% 1.983 100.0%

NOTE: Fercentzy®s may not tolsl 100.0 decsute of rounding.
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2. How the Various Positions Pay

Othier professional librarians. This category, which includes those who
are ncither administraters nor specialists, encompasses roughly half of the
librarians covered in the survey. If they have less than Give years of scrvice,
professionals who are neithzr specialists nor administrators receive about the
same compensation as instructors.? Those with five or more years of ser-
vice average more than instructors but less than assistant professors.

Of major importance from a career standpoint is the difference in the
compensation which might be expected after some years of service. In ull
except the private colleges the compensation differential betweeir the novices
(defined here as those with less than five years of service) and the mature
practitioners (those with [ive years or more) averaged about 14 10 17 percent
of novice compensation (Table 3). If we assume the mature practitioners
averaged at least fifteen more service years than the novices, their income
differential amounts to about one percent a year compounded annually.3
In the private colleges the merit-service differential is even lower, about six
petcent, or four-tenths of one percent compounded annually.

Branch librarians and department heads. By and large, their average
compensations approzimate those of assistant professors in theit respective
institutions. In the public universities they receive a bit more.

For th ¢ increased responsibility and skills, as well as a service differen.
tial, department heads and branch librarians in universitics receive on the
average approximately one-third more than the novice professionals (Table
3). If we assume they average at least fiftecen more ycars of service than the
novices. their carcer increments amount to about two percent compounded
annually. In the colleges it is even less—a shade over one and a half percent.
Compare these carcer increment rates, if you will, wits the salary schedules
of public school teachers. Here vertical advancement on schedule tends to
raise the salary of beginning teachers with a master's degree by as much in
nine years as university librarians might expect in fifteen. 4

2Cempensation includes safary plus countable benefits (sev Table I, footnote I, for greater de-
tail). The definition corresponds with that used by AAUP in its compensatinn suney with
tao exaeplions: The hibran sunvey docs ot include either cash tuition benefits of other ben-
efite in kind for which there is a cash option.

3Baced on Table .

4Current ligures of NEA indicare that these increments might approtimate Y percent (or teach-
ers with the BA. and 1.5 percert for thase with the MA compounded annually,

6
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Table 3
COMPENSATIONS: A COMPARISON OF REIATIVES

Weighted Average Compensation of Full-Time Library Personnel
as a Relative of the Compensation of Beginning Professionals.
the Compensation of Faculty as a Relative of the Compensation
of Instructors, and the Compensation of Library Personnel as a
Relative of Instructors, by Type of Institution and Control!

1969-70
Colleges and

F. Library Staff as a Relathe Universities Iimergent Universities

of Beginning Professionals IPublic Wyivate Public Private

Libraty Personnet
Library Birector? 262.4 174.4 19%.1 174.9
Associtte & Assistant Directors 186.7 194.2 151.2 1287
Curalor-Spedialist 133.2 132.7 10.8 121.0
Department & Branch f{eads t36.t 1330 121.% tto.s
Other frofessionals

With $ of mote years senice 114.0 117.4 114.7 10%.7

With tess than § years 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1. Vaculty as a Relative

of Instruclors
___ Academic Rank
iYofessors 208.2 234.) 196 § 200.9
Associate Professors 187.0 159.6 184.5 182.3
Assistant Professots 129.6 127.2 128.0 124.8
Instructors 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
110, Liteary Staff as a

Relative of Instructors
Personnet Classification
Library Lirectot 266.0 263.0 2081 176.8
Associate & Ascistant Direclots 189.3 186.7 1879 140.3
i Curator-Speciatist 138%.0 1.8 1182 122.%

Department & Beanch 1leads 138.0 $27.9 126.4 1209
Othet Professionals

Wilh § years of senice 186 1129 119.4 106.9

With less thaa § years 101.4 96.1 104.% 101.1
Instructors (faculty) 100.0 106.0 100.0 100.0

I Relatives are cakulated from the compersations shonn in Table |

31ticmell to keep in mind that directors of kbtarics account (or only about 2 percent of the pro-
fessional library personne! in uriversity hdraries, while professors account for about 23 per-
cent of total (ulltime faculty.
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Associate and assistant litirarians. The single simple generalization that
can be made is that relative to the title, the position generally pays poorly.
Even in universitics with library budgets running well over a miltion dollars,
associate and assistant librarians fail to reccive as much on the average as
professors, and in public calleges and emergent universities their pay approx-
imates on the average that of associate professors. Private colleges remuner-
ate them even less well than associate professors.

The relatively low compensation of associaie and assistant librarians gives
insight into the cconomic problems facing the profession. Except for occa-
sional specialists these are ordinarily the second-{ ighest paying positions in
the library, yet the remuneration is relatively meager. The disturbingly low
pay may indicate that the institution places a low value upon the position,
that the position is filled with someone underqualified, or that the institution
has taken financial advantage of its personnel. Moreover, remuneration
prospects of this magnitude can hardly remain attractive to predominantly
carcer-oriented men and women.

A word might be said about a further characteristic of the profession.
Since there is only one director per library, it is difficult for an individual
who purstes a library career to attain a di.ferential as high as in the academic
profession unless he lands the top library position. Unwittingly we force
upon our librarians the necessity for professional nomadism. Except in for-
tunat: circumstances where internal vacancies develop, one who desires ca-
reer advancement must be willing to fold his tent and move to another insti-
tution.*

Directors of libraries. In 1atge universities the director of libraries gener-
ally ranks with the deans—albeit the lower paid ones--and is compensated
on a level higher than the full professor. In the libera! arts colleges and
emergent universities compensation patterns cre mixed, as Table | shows.
In the public institutians the director of libraries receives about the same
compensation on the average as his professorial colleagues. In the private
colleges he averages significantly less. This kind of dispatity again raises
questions of equity and of wise use of resources. Are these smaller institu-
tions, unintentionally perhaps, being penny-wise and pound-foolish in fail-
ing to provide a favorable economic climate for library personnel? \We might
bear in mind that even in the small college the library represents a large in-
vestment.

% This may not necessarily be bed_ but it is an economic fact of life that those who desire ad-
vancement must ordinarity be willing to change irstitutio.s,

8
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[ll. A MORE DETAILED LOOK AT COLLEGE AND
UNIVERSITY LIBRARY COMPENSATION STRUCTURES

1. Directors of Libraries

A sharp differential exists in the compensation of directors, as Table 1
will indicate. Directors in the public and private universities average about
$25,000, while in the colleges and emergent universities they reccive on the
average about $19,600 in the public and $16,21'0 in the private instituticns.
The director receives compensation averaging ubove that of professars in the
public and private universities, where his position might be compared rough-
ly to that of the lower-paid deans. In the public colleges and emergent uni-
versities his average compensation is slightly better than that of his professo-
ial colleagues. It is considerably wosse in the private colleges. The per-
centage differences from the average professorial compeunsation in the
institutions in which they serve are shown below.!

Director in Public Universities +28%
Director in Private Universities +13
Director in Public Colleges and
Emergent Universities + 4
Director in Private Colleges -12

Directors of Larger Libraries

If we consider the samiple of libraries with ten or more professionals
roughly representative of moderate- and large-size libraries, we find the
following distribution of compensation for directors:

Public Private
Compensation All Combined Institutions Ins‘itutions
Higbest $37,000 $35,900 $37,000
Highest Decile 31,500 N.A, N.A.
Highest Quartile 25,900 26,400 25,100
Median 22,800 23,300 21,800
Lowest Quartile 19,700 19,800 19,500
Lowest Decile 17,800 N.A. N.A.
Lowest 14,100 14,100 15,500

For example among the larger libraries, all institutions combined, only one-
fourth of the compensations were as high as $25,900. If we consider salaries
alone (without benefits), the highest quartile would approximate $24,000.
It is a profession where at the very top there are relatively few highly remu-
nerated positions.

! “professorial compensations" refers to the weighted average compensation received by full
professors.
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Directors of Smaller Libraries

In the smaller libraries (under ten professionals) the picture is dark in-
deed. Fewer than one-fourth of the directors receive as much as the average
compensation of $17,580 reported by AAUP for professors in colleges and

emergent universitics, 2

All Colleges

and Emergent Pubti~ Private
Compensation Unive_rslties3_ Institutions Institutions
Highest §$21,180 $17.870 $21,180
Highest Quartite 17,070 16,440 11,230
Median 14,900 16,090 14,770
Lowest Quartile 12,630 14,040 12,630
Lowest 9,130 10,780 9,130

2. Associate and Assistant Directors

On the average, associate and assistant directors in the universilies re-
ceive more than the associate professors (Table 1), but significaptly less than
full professors, and about 90 percent more than beginning professionals
(Table 3). In the colleges and emergent universities, associate and assistant
librarians are poorly compensated, receiving only about two-fifths again as
much as beginning professionals in the private colleges and about half again
as much as beginning professionals in the public colleges. Their compensa-
tion averages about $15,000 and $12,900 in the public and private institu-
tions respectively. Moreover, in the private colleges their remuneration
averages even less than that of associate professors.

The distribution of compensations for libraries with ten or more pro-
fessionals and for those of smaller size (i.e. fewer than ten p:ofessionals) is
shown below.

Librarier with 10 Litraries with Fewer
or_mote Professionals than {0 Professionals
Compensation Assoc. Dir. Asst. Dir., Assoc. or Asst. Dir.

Righest $29,600 $24,200 $19,400
Righest Decile 25,600 20,200 13,900
“est Quartile 22,300 18,000 12,700
1] 18,400 15,700 11,100
st Quartile 14,700 13,600 10,000
Lowest Decile 13,000 11,600 8,500
Lowest 11,700 10,200 6,800

2For AAUP statistics see the Annual Report on the Economic Status of the Profession, 1969-
70, published in the 1970 Summer issue of the AAUP Bulletin.

3Since public colleges tend to be significantly larger than private liberal arts colieges, propor-
tionately fewer of those institutions fall in the “small libravy” category. As 2 result, the com-
pensation distribution of a/f colleges and emergent universities reflects primarily the compen-
sation pattern of the private institutions.

10
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Table 4

DEPARTMENT HFADS

DISTRIBUTION OF AVERAGE COMPENSATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS IN COLLEGE AND
UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES WITH TEN OR MORE PROFESSIONALS, 1969-70

[. PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS COMBINED

Coympensation Reference Cataloging Acquisitions Circulation Periodicals Unchassified
_ . O &) (4) ¢ —® 0
Highest £18,300 $19,100 $22,600 $18,200 $20,000 $20,100
Highest Decile 15,400 15,900 15,600 14,400 13,700 16,000
Highest Quartile 13,700 14,500 13,800 12,500 12,500 14,000
Median 12,000 12,700 12,100 11,400 11,000 12,300
Lowest Quartile 10,700 11,400 10,700 10,200 10,000 11,100
Lowest Deuile 10,100 10,900 9,800 9,300 8,700 9,700
Lowest 8.200 8,400 7,400 7,500 7,800 7.900

[I. PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

() ) [€) ) () (6) an_
Highest $18,300 $19,100 $22,600 $18,200 $20,000 $20,100
Highest Quartite 14,800 14,900 14,200 13,300 13,200 14,300
Median 12,800 13,300 12,200 1,600 11,700 12,700
Lowest Quartile 11,300 11,800 10,900 1¢,400 10.600 11,200
Lowest 8,800 9.400 8,200 7,900 8,300 7,900

[tl. PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

() @ e @ (s) ) __ ™)

Highest $17,700 $18,700 $117,300 $15,900 $14,700 219,600
Highest Quartile 12,000 13,100 13,000 12,000 11,000 12,700
Median 11,300 11,700 11,700 11,100 10,100 11,400
Lowest Quartile 10,400 11,200 10,500 10,000 9,000 10,200
Lowest 9,200 8,400 1,400 7,500 7,800 7,900

interpretation of dara: one-fourth of the large libraries (with 10 or more professionatl librarians) paid compensation of 313,700 or higher
for Head of Reference.
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Table §
DISTRIBUTION OF AVERAGE COMPENSATIONS
< All Library Positions

Highest, Highest Quartile, Median, Lowest Quartile, and Lowest
Compensations by Library Position in Large and in Small Libraries,
1969-70!

(11-Month Basis)
IARGE LIBRARIES ?

Position Highest Highest Q Median Lowest Q Lowest
(1) ) (3) (4) 5 _ _ )

Library Dir. $36,970 $25,850 §$22,830 $19,640 14,110
Assoc. Dir. 29,580 22,310 18,380 14,670 11,710
Asst. Dir. 24,240 17,950 15,680 12,570 10,180
Branch Head 20,700 14,280 12,550 10,820 7,250
Curator-Specialist 22,720 13,450 11,580 10,250 7,670
DH. Ref. 18,260 13,7110 11,960 10,700 8,160
DH. Cat. 19,140 14,470 12,680 11,390 8.440
DH. Acq. 22,570 13,750 12,070 10,700 7,449
DH. Circ. 18,230 12,960 11,390 10,230 7,480
DH. Period. 19,950 12,460 11,030 10,010 7,760
DH. Unclassified 20,080 13,950 12,280 11,070 7,860
Cther Professionals 14,890 10,450 9,550 8,900 6,430

SMALL V“JBRARIES ?

(4] (2) (3) (4) (s) (6)
Library Dir. $21,180 $17,070 $14,900 §$12,630 $ 9,130
Assoc¢. Dir, 19.390 12,650 11.080 10,040 6,810
Curator-Specialist 15,500 10,930 9,800 8,500 5,370
Dept. Head 16,370 11,070 10,090 8,900 6,420
Other Professionals 11,970 9,620 8,600 7,710 4,740

NOTE: Figures have been rounded to the nearest $10.

Interpretation of data: in one-fourth of the large libraries average compensation of assistant
directors is $17,950 or above. The highest average figure reported in the survey is $24,240.

2Smatllibraries are defined here as those with fewer than 10 professional librarians, large tibrar-
ies with 10 or more.
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Table 6

AVERAGE DOLIAR SATARY INCRYASES
IN UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES *

1968-69 to 1969-70

(11-Month Basis)

Under S years in Grade S years & more in Grade

Titles Public Private Public Private
Library Dir, $1,570 $1,900 51,160 $1,330 |
Assoc. Dir. 1,660 910 1,240 1,190 i 8
Asst, Dir, 1,300 1,220 1,240 880
Branch Head 870 850 720 780
Curator-Specialist 920 730 810 690
DH. Ref. 960 870 730 580
DH. Car. 840 880 930 710 -
DH. Acgs. 730 760 1,030 750
DH. Circ. 800 720 550 780
DH. Period. 790 560 670 $S0
DH. Unclassified 770 990 £80 730
Other Professionals 670 630 640 650

* Data are weighted average salary Increases with personnel numbers as weights when
more than one person holds a grade position within the library,




COLLEGES AND EMERGENT UNIVERSITIES*
1968-69 to 1969-70

Titles

Lib. Dir.
Assoc. Dir.
Assi. Dir.

Branch Head
Curator-Specialist
DH. Ref.

DH. Cat.
DH. Acq.
DH. Circ.

DH. Period,
DH. Unclassified
Other Professionals

With Fewer Than 10 Professionals

Table 7
AVERAGE DOLIAR SALARY INCREASES IN

(11-Month Basis)

Under 5 years in Grade

§ years & more in Grade

Public¢

With 10 or more Professionals

Private

$1,690
1,270
1,110

740
680
840

890
890
820

940
800
740

$1,310
1,140
690

530
600
620

820
810
680

540
860
610

Library Dir.
Assoc. or Asst.
Dept. Heads

C srator-Specialist
Other Professionals

* Data are weighled average
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$1,060
890
730

660

$ 850
540
530
400
370

salary increases.
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Public

$1.4%0
1,090
1,120

920
530
930

990
940
1,050

850
1,260
860

$ 950
690
320

690

Private

$1,090
960
900

860
570
680

700
650 =~
590

560
770
570

$ 780
6230
530
560
530




IY. FUTURE STUDY

These impressiuns are merely a beginning. Data could be analyzed in
. other patterns. For example, a size-of-library grouping different from the
| one used in this study would perhaps be more meaningfui. Other types of
distributions might shed more light on salary and compensation practices
within the librarv profession or give an institution a better idea where it
stands competitively. Hopefully, some of these approaches can be tried in

subsequent studies.
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Appendix L.

A NOTE ON THE REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE SAMPLE AND
ON SURVEY TECHNICALITIES

Selection of the sampl.. Questionnaire forms were submitted to some
350 institutions selected to give a cross-section of three main types of institu-
tions—universities, emergent universities, and liberal arts or four- and five-
year colleges. They included public, private-independent, and church-related
institutions with broad geographic distribution. Of the 350 institutions re-
ceiving questionnaires, 249 submitted processable data. Of these, universi-
ties are proportionately more heavily represented than the other types of
institutions.

The reader is cautioned to bear in mind that each library does not have
all positions that are included in the questionnaire. This is particularly true
among the smaller libraries which may have no individual with the official
title of Associate or Assistant Librarian. For this reason in some sub-groups
the sample size is relatively small.

Representativeness of the sample: academic compensations. For pur-
poses of analysis the institutions are divided into four categories: (1) Uni-
versities: {a) Public, {(b) Private, which includes private-independent and
a handful of church-related institutions; and (2) Liberal Arts Colleges
and Emergent Universities: (a) Public, and (b) Private.! The public and
privat: institutions are on occasion grouped together to providc a com-
posite figure for that type of institution; e.g. (c) All Universities,

To evaluate the representativeness of the smaller library sample of 249
respondents, we compared the compensations of their faculty by rank with
the weighted average compensations calculated from the larger AAUP sam-
ple of 995 institutions. In the university classification, the weighted average
compensation for each rank in the library sample closcly approximates the
figure for the corresponding AAUP category. The deviations, none of which
exceeds 2 percent, average one-sixth of one percent.

In the emergent universities and liberal arts college category, the library
sample showsa slight upward bias. The bias is apparently caused by the same
participation phenomenon experienced in earlier years by AAUP: namely,
lower-paying institutions submit statistics less frequently than do higher-
paying ones. The deviation averages 2.8 percent in the public category and
less than one percent in the private grouping.

1 AAUP statistics separate private-independent and church-related institutions. The latter pay
significantly less than the former in the higher ranks.
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The reader is cautioned to keep in mind, however, one difference be-
tween the library and AAUP surveys, Because of the small size of the library
sample, we have had to use the not entirely satisfactory procedure of com-
paring a mixture of independent and church-related colleges (with the for-
mer predominating) with a private-independent AAUP category. It is be-
licved the mixture does not change the results significantly as far as inde-
pendent institutions are concerned—the church-related institutions with
their freuently lower salary scales merely compensate for the previously
described participation bias.

Representativeness of the semple: librarians. The question to which we
now turn is whether the figures produced by the library sample refl-ct realis-
tically the economic level of college and university librarians. From the
standpoint of the sample itself there is no reason to think it is significantly
less representative c¢f librarians in the composite categories—department
heads, curators, and other professionals—than it is of faculty. In the top-
ranking positions the library sample probably has a unique upward bias.
Libraries have only one director and few, il any, associate and assistant di-
rectors. Since the large higher-paying institutions probably make up a higher
proportion of the smaller library sample than of the more extensive AAUP
sample, the arithmetic means, medians, and upper guartiles may be over-
stated. Only further research will shed light on these relationships. Nonethe-
less, if this upward bias is kept in mind the statistics sliould give a reasonably
good firs: approximation of the remuneration levels of librarians.

A further qualification should perhaps .»e mentioned on combining in-
dependent and church-related colleges into a single sub-set in the library
sample. If separate statistics were calculated for the church-related and for
the independent colleges, significant differentials in both faculty and tibrary
compensations would probably appear. The size of the differential is hard
to estimate from the present small sample. Improved information will have
to wait for a subsequent survey. But if the difference is as great as we suspect,
church-retated institutions as a whole are placed at a disadvantage in com-
peting for staff.

Questionnaire processing. Each library report was review=d for internal
consistency, and fringe benefits were compared to those reported in the
AAUP survey. Where problemrs existed that could not be remedied in the
Washington office (e.g. revising fringe benefits or correcting a clerical error)
or where peculiarities could not be explained, librarians were asked to clari-
fy the data reported for that library. As a result, although we know that an
occasional error must have slipped through, we have a quite acceptable de-
gree of confidence in the statistics,

18




The distinction between salary and compensation. The reader is cautioned
to distinguish between salaries and compensations. The latter includes the
same benefits as the AAUP survey with the exception of cash, tuition, and
cash-option benefits. In brief, compensation in the library survey includes
salary, retirement benefits if vested in the faculty member by the end of his
fifth year of service, the institution’s contribution to life and medical insur-
ance, permanent disability income maintenance, and social security.

Objectives and Conclusions. This study represents a preliminary attempt
to collect data on salaries and compensations of college and university librar-
ians, with two objectives in mind: (1) to compare the remuneration of librar-
ians with that of their faculty colieagues, and (2) to obtain information on
compensation structures within the college and university library pro-
fession, including differentials between positions, the distribution by posi-
tion of compensations among institutions of a given type, and a measure
of the economic status of the profession. The two-fold objectives are in
part conflicting. The sample drawn for one is not the same as the type of
sample which would be drawn for the other.2 The study should there-
fore be thought of not as the last word on present-day patterns of remu-
neration, but as an initial research effort,

2 The statistical problem arises in part because of weighting. The AAUP survey is a measure of
the market and therefore uses faculty numbers (e.g. the number of full professors) as weights.
Since many positions in college libraries are held by a single individual (¢.g. Department
Head), a sample drawn to be representative of faculty remuneration might be less represanta-
tive of library compensations-—it might have too few low-paying institutions of that type. A
second problem, participation bias. was discussed earlier.
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Appendix 11

Weighted Average Salary of Professional Librarians
in Colleges and Universities, by Staff Position
and Type of Institution and Control, 1969-70

(11-Month Basis)

LARGE LIBRARIES

Ci lleges and

Universities Emerg :nt Universities

Position Title Public Private Public Private
(1) (2) ) ) (5)

Library Director $23,480 $23,230 $19,760 $18,050
Assoc, Director 18,470 18,270 14,440 14,510
Asst, Directlor 15,550 15,300 13,970 11,380
Branch Head 12,080 11,480 10,230 11,680
Curator-Specialist 11,680 10,950 10,120 10,160
DH. Ref. 12,010 11,090 11,330 9,350
DH. Cat. 12,780 11,000 11,900 10,220
DH. Acq. 11,810 11,140 11,710 9.790
DH. Circ. 10,890 10,130 10,540 92,400
DH. Period. 11,070 9,400 10,860 8,590
DH. Unclassified 12,080 10,950 11,600 10,810
Other Professionals 9,130 8,660 9,570 92,390

SMALL LIBRARIES

) (2) (3) _ (4) (5)

Library Director - - $14,520 $13,570
Assoc, or Asst. Dir, - - L, 170 9,720
vurator-Specialist - - £0,140 8,160
Dept. Head - - 9,840 8,880
Othet Professionals - - 8,740 7,880

NOTE: Figures have been rounded to the nearest $10.
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