THE STRUCTURE OF THE UNI VERSI TY OF W NDSOR LI BRARY
or

REORGANI ZATI ON | S THE ANSVEER, BUT WHAT WAS THE QUESTI ON?

| NTRODUCTI ON

It isonly fairly recently that |ibrarians have begun | ooki ng
at innovative ways to organize their institutions, in order to
acconplish their objectives, based on theoretical principles,
rat her than on expedi ency. The structure of nediumsized academ c
libraries has resulted from ad hoc adaptations to existing
conditions. The way the pieces are arranged and relate to each
ot her have developed from past practice, and have adapted to
staffing changes, although in nost cases an overall simlarity of
concept is apparent.

The purpose of this paper is to exam ne the organization of
one nmediumsized Canadian University library, nanely the Leddy
Li brary, University of Wndsor, in order to determne to what
extent general principles of organization have been adopted and
i npl enented, and to what extent this enhances or hinders the
effectiveness of the Library in carrying out its nandate.

The Leddy Library of the University of Wndsor has grappled
for many years with the issue of an appropriate structure in order
to nmeet its stated ains and objectives. These attenpts have been

driven by the exigencies of the nonent, and the interest and



commtnment of the Library admnistration, and of individual
librarians. Changes in the structure have been nade fromtine to
time with greater or |esser degrees of success, and the notivating
force has usually been as a result of attenpts to keep up wth
shrinking resources, and to adapt to technol ogi cal change. The
Library is on the verge of another attenpt to review the problem
and it has been generally agreed that the first step should be the
devel opnent of a strategic plan. |f everyone has a clearer idea of
what |ies ahead for the Library during the next ten years or so,
then it wll be nore likely that an appropriate organi zationa
structure will be forthcom ng. The University Librarian recently
took the initiative by announcing at a neeting of the University
Li brary Adm nistrative Commttee:

that she wll be setting up a Strategic Planning

Committee as a priority project for the library. This

may involve bringing in a facilitator from outside. !
SCOPE

Because of the very Iimted anount of tine available, it was
initially decided to limt this paper strictly to a descriptive
overvi ew of the organi zati on and deci si on- maki ng nechani sm of the
Leddy Library, and to relate this to the stated objectives, in
order to determne the extent to which the Library has an effective
organi zational structure. As part of this study it was felt that

a review of the literature on the subject, and an historical



overview of organizational developnent in the Library would be
appropri ate.

It very soon becane apparent that there was a huge anmount of
material available in the literature which was of considerable
rel evance, Any attenpt to study organizational theory as it
applies to academc libraries, or to make use of the ideas and the
research findings that had been assenbl ed, should not be carried
out in a perfunctory manner. Therefore, it was decided to sel ect
a nunber of papers and nonographs for a brief general description.
These al |l displayed significant theoretical insights, and yet could
provide practical assistance with respect to the analysis of
particular library structures.

A brief review of the historical devel opnent of the structure
of the Leddy Library was also considered to be appropriate.
However, as a result of a review of published reports, interna
docunents, interviews wth adm nistrators and staff nenbers, and
personal knowl edge, a consistent pattern energed that had
inplications for the present state of the Library, and for future
devel opment. There was so nuch material available, that a detailed
anal ysis was not possible at this tine.

However, as a result of the literature survey and the
historical overview, it is felt that the groundwork has been | aid
for a continuation of a study that will hopefully eventually result

in an inproved structure for the library, which will then be able
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to neet its stated objectives in a nore effective nmanner.

LI TERATURE SURVEY

Forty-five years ago, RF.M |Imelnmn outlined sone of the
basi ¢ principles of organization, which still hold true today. He
defi ned an organi zati on as

the formof every human association for the attainnent of
a conmon pur pose. 2

He went on to describe the conponents of an organization,
namel y speci alization,® co-ordination,* facilitation,® integration®
and del egation.” He reviewed the principles as they related to
the division of |abour, work analysis, departnmentalization and the
pur pose of organi zation charts.® He also pointed out the rel evance
of Gulick's so-called "POSDCRB" theory of Planning, Organizing
Staffing, Drecting, Co-ordinating, Reporting and Budgeting, to the
managenent of libraries.?®

These sane principles of organization as applied to libraries
were repeated and expanded upon in the standard text on the
adm ni stration of university libraries, by Louis Round WIson and
Maurice F. Tauber, ! which is taught extensively in North American
library schools, and used as a standard reference tool by nost
academc library adm nistrators.

David H Lew s devel oped a nodel of organizational structure
based on the work of a nunber of organizational theorists. He

comrent ed t hat



The inportant truth about academc libraries is that they
are encunbered by record systens and by financial and
or gani zati onal structures, which discourage innovation
and make it difficult for them to manage uncertainty ..
academc libraries have been, and still are, inertia
institutions ... Mdst are ... machine bureaucracies. In
general , these organizations have allowed for consistency
and control and for considerable job specialization.
They are suited to an environnent where coordination
depends, as it does with libraries' conmplex record
structures, on standardi zati on of work.?!!

Lewws believed that this sinplistic approach to library
organi zation was changing, as libraries were changing. He
nmenti oned, for exanple, the purchase in machi ne-readabl e format of
bi bl i ogaphic data, as an alternative to |aborious in-house
product i on. 2

He went on to discuss in sonme detail the theories of Mtzberg
wWth respect to the strategic apex, the operating core, mddle
managenent, the technostructure and the support staff, as well as
di stingui shing between Mtzberg' s concepts of sinple structure,

3 He al so

machi ne and prof essi onal bureaurocaci es, and adhocraci es.
reviewed the theories of Quchi, Galbraith and Becker and
Neuhauser . *

He then conpared sone of the problens inherent in the
managenent of academic |ibraries, such as the inportance of
i nnovati on, organizational control mnechani sns, the confrontation of
uncertainty, the visibility of consequences, with the theoreti cal

5

insights derived fromthe literature on the subject.®™ Fromthis

he devel oped an organi zati onal paradi gm whi ch addressed such i ssues
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as

The wuse of a nodified professional bur eaucratic

configuration as a nodel for organizational structure;

the creation of flexible resource allocation nmechani sns;

the use of nmanagenent informatiuon systens to neasure

performance; the reduction of the production functions

performed wthin the organization; the creation and
articulation of a well-devel oped, detail ed organizati onal

phi | osophy.

Lewi s' s paper should be required reading for anyone proposing
to review or evaluate the organization of an academ c library, in
order to develop a nore effective structure, because it rejects the
"do the best you can" phil osophy of managenent, in favour of giving
librarians the encouragenent and tools they need in order to use
thei r professional judgnent.?’

Herbert S. Wite addressed the issue of an effective
managerial environnent in libraries, in which being consulted is
viewed by staff as being of greater inportance than participation
i n the decision-making process. He noted:

Libraries, to a greater extent than other political

units, wnbrace or allow thenselves to be coerced into

obj ectives for which there are no resources, no plan and

no hope of success ... nobody likes to |lose all the tine,

and if library workers perceive that they never had a

chance in the first place, they will quite understandably

quit caring and trying.?'®

Irene B. Hoadley and John Corbin drew attention to the
pressures to which libraries are subjected, as they enter the ninth

decade of this century:

the information explosion; the shifting societal enphasis
to information as a comodity; the rising cost of



materials, |labor and equipnent; declining library

revenues; advances in automation and technol ogy; and

conpetition from ot her I nf ormati on-di ssem nati ng

organi zations.*®

Vari ous suggestions have been put forward for addressing the
probl ens created by these pressures, including the redesign of the
organi zational structure, taking into consideration increased
flexibility, a matrix organi zation, rearrangenent of the functions
or minor shifting of responsibilities.? The authors proposed a
nore responsive form of organization that thet believe could be
adapted to the needs of nost libraries, but they concl uded:

The nodel proposed here is little nore than a reshuffling

of functions, but sonme of the changes are significant,

such as the separation of interpretation and use

Li brarians tend not to be risk-takers, which neans that

they prefer to look up at the beanstal k rather than try
to scale it to see what may be in t hose upper reaches.?

B.J. Busch conducted a survey on the manner in which six |arge
libraries had integrated their public and technical services
functions, and concl uded that decisions to reorgani ze were brought

about by

Aut omation and the expectation of future systens
economic factors ... new staff in key positions.?

Two vital elenments that contributed to the developnent and
i npl enentation of a successful reorgani zation structure, were

| eadership at the top and staff participation

decisions to alter the status quo were nmade by the

chi ef . 2

A nunber of reports are avail able on the procedures adopted by



various libraries to reorganize their structures. One of the nost
conpr ehensi ve and wel | -t hought-out projects was undertaken at the
Pal ey Library, Tenple University, Philadelphia.? The terns of
reference stated

The Task Force was to | ook at the current organizationa

structure in the Ilight of technological, financial,

curricul ar, enr ol | ment and i brary service

consi derations, as well as such organi zational concerns

as work flow, appropriate staffing and reporting

rel ati onshi ps. ?°

A report was issued which covered work processes, the
historical context, a statenment of mssions and goals, a
description of the present library structure, the devel opnent of an
i nproved organi zation, and an inplenentation pl an.

A useful text for any |ibrary enbarking on a reorganization
project of this nature is Edward R Johnson and Stuart H Mann's
wor k on organi zati oanl devel opnent for academic libraries.? Its
mai n purpose was to evaluate the Managenent Review and Anal ysis
Program of the Association of Research Libraries, but it provided
a useful historical introduction to organizational devel opnent in
libraries, and a theoretical and practical approach to planning,
organi zati on devel opnent and eval uation research, particularly with
respect to self-assessnent.

Anot her very useful and recent work by Peggy Johnson di scusses

in some detail the mmjor developnent affecting organizational

structure in libraries at the present time, nanmely automation.?



The O fice of Managenent Services, Association of Research
Libraries, periodically issues specification kits on various topics
of interest to |ibrary managers, which consist of a conpilation of
docunents conpiled by various nenbers of the Association. One
which is of particular interest, presents the organization charts
of a nunber of large libraries, such as the Universities of
Al berta, M chigan, Rochester, Toronto, Utah and Western Ontario. ?8
Recent trends in organizational devel opnent were summarized in the
i ntroducti on:

Responding to the requirenents of the information age,

some research library organizations noved during the
1980s from an archival nodel to an access nodel.

I nternally, library or gani zati ons, traditionally

departnental i zed by function, continued to experinent
with a matrix organization structure. There was al so

nore evidence of vertigal integration, organizing

traditional functions sectored by subject areas, much as

busi nesses organi ze around product |ines.?

Significant recent changes with respect to the renam ng of
traditional functions as a result of automation, the preval ence of
participative commttees and work groups, and the appearance of
m crococonputers as a vital managenent tool, were al so noted. *

Also related to the developnent of nore effective
organi zational structures was a specification kit which collected
together the strategic plans of a nunber of l|ibraries, including
the University of Mchigan, the Library of Congress and Chio State

University.3 Although the libraries included are major research

institutions, the general principles used in the conpilation of the



strategi c plans have specific application to all types and si zes of
libraries, and the exanples used are nodels that can be foll owed
W th great success. A valuable list of selected readings is
appended.
Strategi c planning was descri bed as
the process of identifying and describing a desired
future state for a library and devel oping the basaic
organi zational tools for building support for that vision
both within and beyond the library ... [it] is directed
towards the goal of ... creating a desired future in
terms of a longer (usually ten-year) tine-franme.3*
El enents of the strategic planning process include a statenent
of Ilibrary values and philosophy, a vision statenent, an

envi ronnment al anal ysis, an evaluation of current performance, and

an action plan and plan for inplenentation.?

H STORI CAL BACKGROUND

The organi zational structure of the Leddy Library has
devel oped and changed over at |east the past twenty-five years, in
order to adapt to particular circunstances, and to neet changi ng
needs. Sone changes were introduced in 1973, as the result of
recomendations made in a report prepared by tw systens anal ysts
fromthe University Conputer Centre. The consultants described the
existing structure (shown in an organization chart attached as
Appendi x 1)* and then proposed a revised structure, which was
intended to find a niche for two staff functions, nanely Systens

and Adm nistration (as shown in an organi zation chart attached as
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Appendi x 2.) The consultants commented that

Under the present organi zatiuonal structure, the levels

of decision-making are too centralized as not enough

responsibility and the correspondi ng authority have been

del egat ed. I nstances can be found in which highly

qualified admnistrators are handling decisions that

should be left to the librarians or the clerical staff.

This centralization of decision-nmaking has also resulted

in poor conmunication, both upwards, downwards and

hori zontal |y throughout the library system.?**

They al so devel oped a chart (attached as Appendi x 3) which was
i ntended to address the decision-nmaking problens that they had
identified. They defined the purpose and function of external
commttees, such as the Senate Commttee of the Library, interna
managenent conmmttees, and various Task Forces and Standing
Conmi t t ees. *°

Al t hough many of the recommendations of the consultants were
i npl enented, the Library continued to progress from crisis to
crisis. In areport dramatically titled Library Qperations: A Point

of Decision, the University Librarian, in 1980, submtted a nunber

of recommendations to the Sermate Committee of the Library. These
i ncluded a statenent that
The organization of the library should be reviewed in
order to inprove the efficiency and effectiveness of
avail able staff, and to re-assign functions within the
restraints inposed by our collective agreenents. *
Following up on this report, he developed a short-term

academ c and financial plan for the Library, in which he stated:

It was the inability of the Leddy Library to neet [its]
aims and objectives which pronpted the undersigned to
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formul ate a five or six-year plan of a managerial and

technical nature which is now under study by the Senate

Commttee of the Library and the Vice-President Academ c.

The dilemma is basically that a library staff of

considerable talent and energy is currently playing a

relatively passive role within the university because it

cannot inprove its services due to the lack of

resour ces. 8

The Leddy Library has on occasi on been the subject of research
studies by students in the areas of engineering and busi ness, which
have focussed on topics such as work flow and structure. One of
the nore interesting papers was prepared by Bela D. Naidoo in
1982.3%° She reviewed the functions of the Technical Services
Division of the Library, and conpared the design paraneters to
standard conponents, such as job specialization, training, unit
size, and planning and control. She also described sone of the
i ai son devices, such as standing comnmttees and task forces.

She followed this up with an additional paper dealing with the
internal and external environnments of the Library.*  She described
the situation in Canada with respect to libraries, as these
i nfluences are brought to bear on the Leddy Library. She then
di scussed the severe internal problens brought about by financi al
constraints, and the effect on the effectiveness of the Library.
She comment ed, nost appropriately, with respect to technol ogy,

A Task Force on Conversion to Automation began

di scussions in 1981 concerning the inplenentation of a

total integrated automated system but progress was

i npeded by uncertainty concerning the commtnent of the

University to the devel opnent of automated systens in the
Li brary. Further discussion was halted, until the extent
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of the financial resour ces avai l able for t he
i npl emrentation of additional automated systens was
apparent. Al though the Leddy Library is automated to
service basic functions, it is further behind any ot her
Ontario library due to severe financial constraints.*

Of particular relevance to the present discussion, was her
section on the power structure, although she tended to confuse the
i nt er nal deci sion-making structure (responsibility for the
sel ection of books) with the external (allocation of financial

resources).

She did not address a significant aspect, nanely the
adm ni strative deci sion-maki ng structure.

Al t hough her two papers consisted basically of a sumary of
the 1973 consultants' report, and information nmade avail able by
Li brary adm nistrators, they

did provide an interesting lead-in to a subsequent study
comm ssioned by the University in 1985. The new President of the
University was not satisfied wwth what little he had seen of the
library operations, but he was cogni sant of the probl em highlighted
by Naidoo with respect to lack of funding, and the need to devel op
a nore sophisticated automated system which could conpare
favourably with those in other Ontario universities. The study was

5 It has

undert aken by Beckman Associates Library Consultants Inc.,*
been nmuch maligned by Library staff for its superficiality and | ack
of insight into certain characteristics peculiar to the University
of Wndsor.* However, it cannot be denied that it had a

significant inpact on the organization and operation of the
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Li brary, and was responsible for convincing the President that
substantial additional funding for the devel opnent of autonmated
systens was essential, if the Leddy Library was to be able to carry
out its mandate.

The raison d etre for the study was the perception that there

was a universal dissatisfaction with the Library:
The Library and Library staff are perceived to be
unresponsive to the needs of users, particularlyn
faculty, and seem ngly unable to provide even a basic
| evel of service except in isolated instances.*

Al t hough the report contained a nunber of recomendations
concer ni ng pr ocedur es, budgeti ng, systens and servi ces,
di sappointingly few dealt with organization or structure. The
section on "reporting structure" dealt only with external issues:
the role of the Vice-President Academ c, and the Senate Conmttee
of the Library (which was an anachronismin 1985, and still is.)*
The consultants did, however outline what in their view were
considered to be features of sound nanagenent, such as the need to
set annual objectives, to define priorities, to establish effective
communi cation, to delegate responsibilities, to initiate proper
coordination, etc.*  Six recomendations concerning managenment
fol | oned, *® but none of these related to organizational structure.

As a result of what was perceived to be a serious omssion in

the so-called "Becknman Report,"” the present author decided to

anal yze the organi zational structure that existed at the tinme of
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the Report, and to nmake recommendations concerning possible
nodi fications to the hierarchical and deci sion-naking structure.
These recomendati ons were contained in a report dated January 3
1986, submtted to the President and Vice-President, Academ c of
the University.* The Report included an organization chart of the
exi sting structure (Appendix 4) which was patterned on the 1973
chart, but which illustrates sone evol utionary changes. Two revised
forms of organizational structure were recommended, one based on a
functional hierarchy [Appendix 5 (a) and 5 (b)] and the ot her based
on a matrix form of organization (Appendix 6). The Report
concluded with an enphatic call for action:

Changes of the scope and nagnitude that have been
suggested wll be difficult and tine-consumng to
i npl ement, and, as has been indicated, in spite of a
desire on the part of managenent and the staff itself, no
progress has been made, because the probl ens associ ated
with these changes have been considered to be insol uble.
However, one has to begin sonewhere, and if a systematic
plan of action is developed, there is no reason why a
begi nni ng shoul d not be made al ong the |ines suggest ed:
firstly, by reorganizing the Leddy Library, in order to
make nore effective use of exi sting library staff; then
devel oping a |l ong-range plan for automating all aspects
of library service; followed by a realistic appraisal of
staffing needs, in order to neet the objectives of the
Leddy Library, and finally examning all the renaining
reconmmendati ons of the Beckman Associ ates' Report, and
i nmpl ementing those which are considered to be the nost
viable and the nost significant in developing and
mai ntai ning a superior library system

An inportant principle which nmust be recognized in all of
this is that the initiative for these devel opnents nust
come from the University Librarian, supported in full
measure by a Managenent Commttee, a series of Task
Forces established to deal wth specific areas of
concern, and the staff as a whole. However, above all,
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the support and comm t nent of t he Uni versity

Adm nistration with respect to the attai nment of these

objectives, and the allocation of adequate resources, is

an essential factor .

Not wi t hst andi ng the appeal to the President and the Vice-
President, Academc, contained in the |ast sentence, no direct
action was ever taken on this report, and no acknow edgnent was
ever received. It has been filed and forgotten.

However, sone of the issues rai sed have been addressed during
the ensuing eight years, and in particular the allocation of
resources for the developnent of a state-of-the-art autonated
system The adm nistrative and organi zati onal changes that have
t aken pl ace, have been largely ad hoc and expeditious, in response
to particul ar managerial or personnel problens, and to neet limted
and short-termneeds. It is felt that many of the problens stil
exi st, and that the conclusions drawn and recommendati ons nmade are

still wvalid. Therefore, nmuch of what follows is drawn fromthis

report.

GOALS AND OBJECTI VES

The Leddy Library functions as a segnent of the larger unit of
the University of Wndsor, and is therefore subjected to and
i nfluenced by the goals and objectives of its parent institution.
These were clearly articulated for the first tinme in the first
report of the Academic Planning Committee of the Senate in 1984. %

It is interesting to note that, although the report reviews the

16



academ c programe of every faculty, there is no nention of the
Library. In the questionnaire for the External Audit Survey, it
appeared to be included in the item "Adequate facilities
(libraries, labs., buildings., etc.)" These were rated as fourth
nmost inportant by opinion |eaders, third nost inportant by
t eachers, and second nost inportant by parents. ®? This | ack of
focus on the library as an integral part of the University is an
i ndication of the perceptions that the Senate, and therefore, the
academ c community, had of the Library at that tine.

However, in the second report, which appeared in 1989, this
omssion was rectified, as three pages were devoted to a discussion
of specific issues, such as access to the Library, conservation,
di saster planning, space concerns and the problens of the Education
Li brary. * It also included a redrafted and updated nission
statenent, concerning the University as an international gateway,
the transm ssion of know edge, (i.e. teaching), the advancenent of
know edge (i.e. research) and the university and the comunity. >

A conprehensive statenent of ains and objectives of the Leddy
Library was first drafted by the University Librarian in 1972.°°
Subsequently, in 1981, this statenent was revi sed and augnented by
a Commttee of Librarians, using the previously-cited Library
Operations: A Point of Decision as a frame of reference.® This
docunent is still in effect as a guide to the objectives of the
Li brary. It included a list of nine objectives (Appendix 7),
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covering the selection, acquisition, organization and preservation
of library materials, and the provision of services to academ c
users and to the w der community. These objectives were then
broken down into specific functions.

The second report of the University Academ c Planning
Commttee (1989), previously referred to, focussed on sone nore
i mredi ate goals. such as the need to inprove access to the
coll ection by conpleting the autonmation of records in the NOIIS
system the continuing devel opnent of the library collections in
order to neet the teaching and research needs of the University,
the nore effective use of avail abl e space, and the |ocation of the

Education Library. *’

PRESENT ORGANI ZATI ON

The organi zation of the Leddy Library at the present tinme is
shown in an organi zation chart attached as Appendix 8. In essence,
it consists of two major functional divisions responsible for the
day-to-day operation of the Library, nanmely the Technical Services
Division and the Public Services Division. These are further
subdivided into a variety of departnents, organized along a m xture
of functional and form lines. Each of the mmjor departnents is
managed by a departnent head, and the sub-sections are managed by
support staff supervisors. There are two staff officers, nanely an

adm ni strative assistant to the University Librarian, and an
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Aut omati on Librari an.

Sonme of the weaknesses and i nadequaci es that had existed prior
to the recommendati ons of the Beckman report in 1985 have been
addressed, as highlighted in the present author's reorganai zation
bl ueprint, previously cited:

i mhal ance resulting from the lack of an Associate

Librarian for Information Services, the mxture of

di vi sion of | abour by function and by formof material,

by the dispersion of certain functions such as

Secretarial Services, which could be centralized, by the

establ i shnment of positions for which no legitimte need

has been justified, by the lack of functions for which

there has been a very clear |ong-standing need, and for

the lack of attention to the nost effective utilization

of all staff, including nmanagerial, professional

support, supervisory and clerical. ®®

The nost significant organi zati onal changes that have taken
pl ace since the appearance of this blueprint and the Beckman report
are as foll ows:

1. The reference and collections functions have been
consolidated into one departnent, under the direction of a
departnment head. The former Reference Departnent had functioned in
a collegial mnner, and Beckman Associates had reconmended
elimnating the collections function, as this was perceived to be
entirely a faculty responsibility. However, this philosophy has
been rejected in favour of one which states

The selection of materials to be added to the Library's

collection is perfornmed by librarians in consultation

with the faculty representatives and ot her nmenbers of the
acadeni ¢ departnents. °°

19



2. Responsibility for serials has now been dispersed: the
cat al oguing of serials has been integrated into the Catal oguing
Departnent, and the acquisition of serials has been absorbed into
a new Acquisitions Departnent, fornmerly called the Monographs
Depart nent .

3. The Docunents Departnent continues to be responsible for
all the functions related to governnent docunents, including
acqui sition, processing and reference. However , a new
responsibility has been added, nanely Special Collections (which
i ncl udes supervision of the Rare Book Room.

4. The responsibilities of the former Circul ati on Depart nent
have been expanded, and this unit has been renaned Access Servi ces,
under the direction of a librarian.

5. The position of Systens and Pl anning Librarian has been
renanmed, and is now referred to as Automation Librarian.

Al'l of these changes have taken place as a result of ad hoc
decisions, wusually based on the departure of specific staff
menmbers. In nost cases there was little or no discussion or
consultation with the staff. As a general rule, however, the
changes have worked out for the best, and have been accepted by the
staff. It is believed that both of these aforenentioned reports
did, in an indirect manner, influence the decisions that were nmade
concerni ng organi zati onal changes.

A nunber of questions have been asked concerning the functions
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of the various departnents and nanagers. For instance, the role of
the Departnent Heads and of the Associate Librarians are not
sufficiently clearly defined. The place of the Education Librarian
wthin the structure, particularly wth respect to collection
devel opnment and reference service, needs to be clarified. The need
for centralized governnent docunent service, and its separation
fromreference service, should be studied. The place of Specia
Collections in the structure should be exam ned. And in
parti cul ar, the anbi guous and anbi val ent role of t he

Aut omati on/ Systens |ibrarian should be settled once and for all.

DECI SI ON- MAKI NG STRUCTURE

Final authority and responsibility for decisions rests with
the University Librarian, and as in npbst pr of essi onal
bur eaucraci es, the managenent has been distinctively personal, and
dependent on the style of the Chief Executive Oficer. It has
varied over the years fromautocratic to permssive. As a genera
rule, attenpts have been nmade to adopt a collegial approach to
deci si on- maki ng.

For the past few years, the nobst active operating conmttee
has been the so-call ed Managenent Conm ttee, which consists of the
Uni versity Librarian, both Associate Librarians, the Admnistrative
Assistant, the Automation Librarian, and all departnent heads. It

is responsible for making decisions concerning policies and
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procedures, and acts as a comunications |ink between and anong
functi onal departnents.

The University Library Admnistrative Conmttee was
established in terns of the Collective Agreenent, and was
originally intended to be the Library equivalent of the academ c
departnental councils. Menbership consists of the three
adm ni strative officers of the Library, and all librarians. The
mandate of the Commttee is

to recommend on the formulation of library policies and
procedures. *°

The ternms of reference, which were approved by the Commttee
on June 26 1980, include the follow ng:

The Comm ttee shall mnake recommendati ons on policies that

are library-wde in scope ... The Commttee shall nake

reconmendati ons on procedures which affect the majority

of users and/or staff ... The Commttee shall nake al

its recommendati ons to the Uni versity

Li brari an/ Chairperson for handling or for channeling to

the appropriate recipient.®

The effectiveness of ULAC has since its establishnent been
dependent to a |l arge extent on the commtnent of its nenbers, and
the direction and | eadership provided by the Chairperson. There is
still sonme anbiguity, at least in the mnds of librarians, as to
the respective roles of the Managenent Commttee and ULAC. The
opi ni on has been expressed that the two bodi es overlap, and should

per haps be consol i dat ed. ©?

Comm ttees have been established fromtine to tinme to address
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particular functions, and the nobst successful and active to date
have been the Collections Conmttee and the Systens Conmmttee
Ot her special purpose Standing Commttees, such as those on
LKi brary Handouts and Bibliographic Instruction have been
effective.

Most of the adm nistrative units function in a hierarchical
manner, and the work is assigned by the Departnent Head or
Supervisor, and the staff follow specific procedures or rules
However, departnments with a substantial professional conponent,
such as Reader Services, continue to operate in a collegial manner,
even though the Departnent Head does provide | eadership, direction

and coordi nati on.

CONCLUSI ONS

As indicated at the outset, as a result of severe tine
restrictions, as well as the magnitude of the task that was
reveal ed as this study progressed, it will not be possible at this
stage to do any nore than review the literature on the subject,
report on the historical background, and describe the current
organi zati onal and deci si on-maki ng structure of the Leddy Library.
It is only a beginning, but a conmon thread has been revveal ed. It
has been shown that libraries in general, and the Leddy Library in
particular, are slow to change, and that when they do change, it is

not usually as a result of a carefully-thought-out and rationalized
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plan, but is driven by external factors, or factors over which the
Li brary has no control.

These factors can be insufficient resources, human resource
instability or the inpact of technol ogy. Repeatedly, changes have
been made wi thout a clear understanding of the likely inpact, or
recommendat i ons have been made wi t hout any foll ow up action.

The assunption should not be nade that reorganization wll
necessarily result in an inprovenent. The reorganization shoul d
devel op froma carefully-thought-out articulation of need. Hence
the sub-title to this paper.

The process should therefore be, firstly to study theoretica
aspects of the topic, secondly to | ook at historical devel opnents,
and thirdly to examne the current situation. These steps have
begun with the present project, but require a great deal nore study
and anal ysi s.

The next step should be to review and reaffirmor revise the
statenent of ains and objectives, or the mssion of the Leddy
Library. It will then be possible to develop a strategic plan for
the short term (two years) and for the long term (five to ten
years). A nore appropriate organi zational structure should devel op
fromthis plan.

However, it is possible for the Leddy Library to control its
own destiny, and for librarians to shape the environnment in which

they function. All that 1is required, as stated in the
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af orenenti oned Bl ueprint, and repeated by many witers in the field
of organization and managenent, is an wundertaking from the
University Adm nistration to support the attai nment of the stated
obj ectives, the | eadership and support of the University Librarian,

and the comm tnent and participation of the Library staff.

25



ENDNOTES

1

10.

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

University of Wndsor. Leddy Library. University Library

Adm nistrative Commttee. M nutes. June 9 1993, 2.

R F.M Imelman. The Foundations of Library Managenent;
Organi zation fromthe Adm nistrative Angle. Cape Town:
[ University of Cape Town] 1947. p. 1.

lbid. p. 7.
lbid. p. 7.
Ibid. p. 12.
Ibid. p. 13.
Ibid. p. 13.
Ibid. p. 13-21.
Ibid. p. 23-24.

Louis Round WIson and Maurice F. Tauber, The University
Li brary; the O ganizati on, Adm nistration and Functions of
Academ c Libraries. 2d ed. New York: Colunbia University
Press, 1956. p. 114-125.

David W Lewi s, "An Organizational Paradigmfor Effective
Academ c Libraries.”" College and Research Libraries, 47(4)
1986: 337.

Ibid. p. 338.
Ibid. p. 339.

| bid. p. 340-342.
I bid. p. 343-347.
Ibid. p. 348.

p. 351

Herbert S. Wiite, "Participative Managenent is the Answer, but
What was the Question?" Library Journal 110 (13) 1985: 63.

26



19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
30.

31.

32.

33.

Irene B. Hoadl ey and John Corbin, Up the Beanstal k: An
Evol uti onary Organi zational Structure for Libraries; A New
Approach to Organi zati on Coul d Hel p Research Libraries Face
the Chall enges of the 1990s. American Libraries 21 (7) 1990:
676.

| bi d.
I bid. 678.

B.J. Busch, Integration of Public and Techni cal Services
Functi ons; Cbservations on Organi zati onal Change in Six
Menber Libraries of the Association of Research Libraries.
Washi ngton, D.C.: Ofice of Managenent Studies, 1986 (ERIC
Docunent ED 278 421) 5.

| bi d.

Tenpl e University. Paley Library. Task Force on
Reor gani zati on. Report. Philadel phia, Pa.: Paley Library,
1980. (ERIC Docunent ED 214 493)

I bid. 4.

Edward R Johnson and Stuart H. Mann, Organization
Devel opnent for Academ c Libraries. Wstport, Conn.:
G eenwood Press, 1980.

Peggy Johnson, Automation and organi zational change in
libraries. Boston: G K Hall, 1991.

Organi zation Charts in ARL Libraries. Wshington, D. C.:
O fice of Managenent Services, Association of Research
Li braries, 1991. (Spec Kit 170)

Ibid. (i).
Ibid. (ii).

Strategic Plans in ARL Libraries. Washington, D.C.: Ofice of
Managemnent Servi ces, Association of Research Libraries, 1989.
(Spec Kit 158)

Ibid. (i).
Ibid. (ii).

27



34.

35.
36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

43.

44,

45.
46.
47.

48.

Linda J. Menard-Watt and Ernest H Squire. [Library Review
1973]: A Cost Study of the University Library. Wndsor,
Ont.: Adm nistrative Systens Departnent, Conputedr Centre,
University of Wndsor, 1973. p. 34.

Ibid. p. 37.
Ibid. p. 37-46.

A.V. Mate, Library Operations: A Point of Decision; A Report
to the Senate Commttee of the Library. March 17 1980
(Revi sed August 29 1980), 2.

A V. Mate, Short Term Academ c and Fi nancial Plan - The Leddy
Li brary [ Septenber 15 1980], 1.

Bal a D. Nai doo, Analysis of the Wirk Fl ows and Desi gn
Paraneters of the Technical Services Division, Leddy
Li brary. Wndsor, Ont.: Faculty of Business Adm nistration,
University of Wndsor, Feb. 19 1982. Unpublished paper.

Bal a Nai doo, Analysis of the Internal/External Environnment
and | npact on Leddy Library. Wndsor, Ont.: Faculty of
Busi ness Adm ni stration, University of Wndsor, March 15
1982. Unpubl i shed paper.

I bid. 8.
I bid. 9.

Beckman Associ ates Library Consultants, Inc, University of
W ndsor Library: Review, Report of a Study. [Waterl oo,
Ont.] March 1985.

As gathered fromdi scussions with various staff nenbers at the
time that the report was issued, as well as fromthe m nutes
of various neetings convened to review the consultants’
recommendat i ons.

Beckman, op. cit. 3.

I bid. 5.
I bid. 16.
[ bid. 16-17.

28



49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

S57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Conrad Reitz, Blueprint for the Reorganization of the Leddy
Li brary, University of Wndsor; [Report to the President]
[Wndsor, Ont.: Leddy Library, University of Wndsor] Januar
3 1986.

I bid. 14-15.

University of Wndsor. Senate. Academ c Planning Commttee.
[First] Report. Wndsor, Ont.: 1984. 94-96.

I bid. 85.

University of Wndsor. Senate. Academ c Planning Commttee,
[ Second] Report. Wndsor, Ont. 1989. 161-163.

Ibid. A 83-A 91

University of Wndsor. Leddy Library. University Librarian.
The University Library System- A nms and Obj ecti ves.
[ Sept enber 2 1972]

University of Wndsor. Leddy Library. University Library
Adm nistrative Commttee. The Leddy Library - Ains and
bj ectives [April 30, 1981]

University of Wndsor. Senate. Academ c Planning Commttee.
[ Second Report. 1989. 161-163.

Reitz, op. cit. 3.

University of Wndsor. Leddy Library. Collections Conmttee.
Uni versity of Wndsor Leddy Library Collections Policy:
CGeneral Quidelines. Septenber 21 1992

Agreenent Between the Faculty Association and the Board of
Governors of the University of Wndsor. July 1 1990 to June
30 1993. Art. 5.48, 15.

University of Wndsor. Leddy Library. University Library
Adm nistrative Commttee. Terns of Reference of Qperaytion
Menmber shi p and Met hod. June 26 1980.

Di scussions with several librarians who attend neetings of
ULAC intermttently if at all

29



SOURCES CONSULTED

Agreenment Between the Faculty Association and the Board of
Governors of the University of Wndsor. July 1 1990 to June 30
1993.

BECKIVAN ASSQOCI ATES LI BRARY CONSULTANTS INC.  University of Wndsor
Library: Review, Report of a Study Conducted by Margaret
Beckman. [Waterloo, Ont.] 1985.

HOADLEY, Irene B. and CORBIN, John. "Up the Beanstal k: An
Evol uti onary organi zational structure for Libraries: A new
Approach to O gani zation Could Hel p Reseagrch Libraries face the
Chal | enges of the 1990s. Anerican Libraries 21 (7) 1990 676-678.

| MVELMAN, R F.M The Foundations of Library Managenent;
Organi zation fromthe Adm nistrative Angle  Cape Town:
[University of Cape Town] 1947.

JOHNSQON, Edward R and MANN, Stuart H O ganization Devel opnent for
Academ c Libraries; An Evaluation of the Managenent Review and
Anal ysis Program Westport, Conn.: G eenwod Press, 1980.

JOHNSON, Peggy. Automation and Organi zational Change in Libraries.
Boston: G K Hall, 1991.

LEWS, David W "An Oganizational Paradigmfor Effective Academ c
Libraries.” College and Research Libraries, 47 (4) 1986: 337-
353.

MATE, A V. Library Qperations: A Point of Decision; A Report to the
Senate Commttee of the Library. March 17 1980 (revi sed August 29
1980)

MATE, A V. Short Term Academ c and Fi nancial Plan - The Leddy
Li brary [ Septenber 15 1980]

MENARD- WATT, Linda J. and SQU RE, Ernest H A Cost Study of the
University Library. Wndsor, Ont.: Admnistrative Systens
Department, Conputer Centre, University of Wndsor, 1973.

NAIDOO Bala D. Analysis of the Internal/External Environnment and
| npact of Leddy Library. Wndsor, Ont.: University of Wndsor,
March 15 1982. (Unpubli shed Paper)

NAI DOO, Bala D. Analysis of Wrk Flows and Desi gn Paraneters of

30



the Techni cal Services Division, Leddy Library. Wndsor Ont:
University of Wndsor, Feb. 19, 1982. (Unpublished Paper).

Organi zation Charts in ARL Libraries. Wshington, D.C.: Systens
and Procedures Exchange Center, O fice of Managenent Servi ces,
Associ ation of Research Libraries, 1991. (Spec Kit 170).

REI TZ, Conrad. Blueprint for the Reorganization of the Leddy
Li brary, University of Wndsor [Report to the President]
[Wndsor, Ont.: Leddy Library, University of Wndsor, January
3 1986]

Strategic Plans in ARL Libraries. Wshington, D.C.: Systens and
Procedural Exchange Center, O fice of Managenent Servi ces,
Associ ation of Research Libraries, 1991. (Spec Kit 158).

TEMPLE UNI VERSI TY. PALEY LI BRARY. TASK FORCE ON REORGANI ZATI ON
Report. Phil adel phia. Pa.: Paley Library, 1980.

UNI VERSI TY OF W NDSOR. LEDDY LI BRARY. COLLECTI ONS
COM TTEE. University of Wndsor Leddy Library Collections
Policy: Genreral Guidelines. Septenber 21 1992.

UNI VERSI TY OF W NDSOR. LEDDY LI BRARY. UNI VERSI TY LI BRARI AN. The
University Library System- Ains and Objectives. [Septenber 2
1972]

UNI VERSI TY OF W NDSOR. LEDDY LI BRARY. UNI VERSI TY LI BRARY
ADM NI STRATI VE COW TTEE. M nutes.

UNI VERSI TY OF W NDSOR. LEDDY LI BRARY. UNI VERSI TY LI BRARY
ADM NI STRATI VE COMW TTEE. Terns of Reference of O peration,
Menber shi p and Met hod. June 26 1980.

UNI VERSI TY OF W NDSOR. SENATE. ACADEM C PLANNI NG COWM TTEE.
[First] Report, 1984. Wndsor, Ont.: 1984.

UNI VERSI TY CF W NDSOR. SENATE. ACADEM C PLANNI NG COW TTEE.
[ Second] Report, 1989. Wndsor, Ont.: 1989.

VWH TE, Herbert S. "Participative Managenent is the Answer, but
what was the Question?" Library Journal 110 (13) 1985: 62-63.

WLSON, Louis Round and TAUBER, Maurice F. The University Library;

31



The Organi zation, Adm nistration and Functions of Academ c
Libraries. 2d ed. New York: Colunbia University Press, 1956.

32



