This is an authorized facsimile
and was produced by microfilm-xerography
in 1975 by
Xerox University Microfilms,
Ann Arbor, Michigan,
U.SA.



INFORMATION TO USERS

BN SN N

This material was produced from a microfilm copy of the origina! document. While
the most advancad wchnsalogical means 10 photograph and reproduca this document
have bean used, the quality is heavily dependant upon tha quality of the original

The following sxplanation of technigues s provided 1o help you understand
markings or patterns which may appear on this reproduct”

1. The sign or “target” for pages sparently lacking from the document
photographed is "Missing Page(s)”. If it was possible to obtain the missing
page(s) or section, they are splicad into the film along with adjacent pages.
Thiz may have necessitated cutting thru an image and duplicating adjaeenl
pagas to insure you tomplets continuity.

2. When an imoaga on the film is obliteratad with a large round biack mark, it
#s &n indication that the photographier suspected that the copy may have
moved during axposure and thus cause 2 blurred image. You will find a
good imags of the page in the adjacent frame,

3. When a2 map, drawing or chart, etc, waz part of the material being
photographed the photographer followed a definits method in
“sectioning” the material. It is customary to begin photoing at the upper
left hand corner of a large sheet and to continue photoing fram left to
right in squsl sactions with a small overlap, ¥ necessary, sectioning is
continyad again - beginning below the first row and continuing on until
complats.

4. Tha majority of users indicate that the extual content is of greatest value,
howsver, » somewhat higher quality reproduction could be mads from
“photographs” if sssential to the undecstanding of the dissartstion. Sitver
prints of “photographs” may ba ordered at additional charge by writing
the Order Department, giving the catalog number, title, author and
specific page you wish reproduced.

5. PLEASE NOTE: Soma pages may have indintinct print. Filmed m

Xerox University Miciofilms

I Mo Zael: R
Ann Arbor, Michigen 106



73-27,983

SUMMERS, Prank William, 1933-
A STUDY OF CONFLICT, CO-OPTATION AND
ADAPTATION IN A FEDERAL PROGRAM.

Rutgers Univarsity The State University of
New Jersey, Fh.D., 1973
Library Sciepce

. S 1
University Microfilms, A XEROX Company . Ann Arbor, Michigan |



A STUDY CF CONFLI CT, GO CPTATI ON
AND ADAPTATI ON I N
A FEDERAL PROGRAM

By FRANK W LLI AM SUWERS

A thesis subnitted to
The G aduate School
of
Rutgers University
inpartial fulfillnment of the requirements
for the degree of

Doct or of Phil osophy

Witten under the direction of
Prof essor Ernest DeProspo
of the Graduate School of Library Service

and approved by

Mew Brunswi ck, Hew Jersey

May, 1973



ABSIRACT OF THE THESIS
A Study of Conflict, Co-optation and Adaptation
in a Federal Program
by RANK WILLIAM SUMMERS Ph.D.

Thesis director: Dr. Ernest R. DeProspo

The study examines the operation of the three vari-
ables—conflict, co-optation and adaptation within the
context of a program to train librarians operated by the
U.S. Office of Education under the authority of Title II-B
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (Public Lav 89-329).
The program studied was administered by the Division of
Library Programs of the U.S. Office of Education and the
years 1968 and 1969 form the data base for the study, which

is exploratory in nature.

Data sources for the study are unstructured interviews
with directors of training programs, regional and head-
qguarters staff of the Division of Library Programs, deans
and directors of library schools and staff members of the
American Library Association. In addition, program records
and files and published materials relative to the Higher
Education Act were consulted. A thirty-one item question-
naire was sent to a20% random sample of the 4,620 training

program participants. There were 670 responses providing a



76% response rate. A questionnaire was also sent to the 120
persons who had served as a director of one or more of the
training programs and seventy-eight responses, or 67%, were
received.

Significant conclusions of the study are:
(1) Closed decision making eliminated many real organiza-
tional conflicts but generated a high level of apparent
conflict with actors in the process.
(2) A proposition developed by James L. Price, that central-
ization of decision making lowers conflict in organizations,
was supported but found to be too simplistic.
(3) Actions of an interest group resulted in pre-co-optation
of the program and insured that the training program would
serve primarily the interests of a single interest group
within the library profession.
(4) Centralization of decision making produced a very low
level of adaptlveness within the administration of the

program.
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CHAPTER I

P L R .
N L e

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The Problem

The focus of thils study iz an eiamination of soeme of
the consequences of centralized decision making in a fed-
eral program with respect to three varinbles approprizte
to the study of organlzatlons--conflict, co-optation and
adaptation. The wvarlables will be examined in the context
of the program of institutes for tralning librarians oper-
ated by the U.S. Offlce of Education under the authority
of Title II-B of the Higher Educaticn Act of 1965 (PL 89-
329). | |
. The three varlables to 59 examined have been recog-
nized as important aspecgts of organizational behavior,
Organizational theorists have pald particular attention
to conflict and adaptation in the past few years. Co-
optation, on the other hand, whlle recognized as a valuable
concept, has not recelved extensive attention from
researchers.

-The institute tralning program which forms the base
.of the study 13 administered by the Dlvision.of Library
Programs of the U.S3. 0ffice of Education.l Because the

Divislion 13 a relatively small agency with & constituency



e 2

of limited size, 1t ﬁfovided a useful context for examli-
nation of the varlables. Throughout, references will be
made to policies, proeedures and aetions of the Division,
but the reader should continually keep 1ln mind that it is
eonflict, ceo-optation and adaptation which are belng
examined and not the Division of Library Programs.

Speclfically, the study will examine three proposi—
tions, two of which were developed by James L. Price and a
third which was developed for thils study. The propositions
to be examined are as follows. e

{1) "Organlizations which have co-optation are more
1ikely to have a high degree of effectiveness than organi-
gations which do not have co-optation.” Related to this
is the proposition "Organizations which have major elite
co~optation are more llkely to have a high degree of
effectiveness than crganlzations which do not have majgr
elite co-:)pt:ation."2

{(2) A high degree of centralization of deeision
makiig results In a lowering of adaptiveness.3

{3) Organizations with centralized decislon making
will have lower levels of gonflict than organizations
which do not have centralized decision making.

Given the definltion of conflict which follows and
the substantial research on the problem, 1t 1Is evident
that this last propositlion has subsatantial validity. It
i5 the purpose of this study to use the proposition to

gain additlonal Insight into the operation of confllect.



The cembination of an agency of limited slze and scope
with 2 small constltuency with specific interests provides
|

a very useful econtext for such an examination.

Definitions
Co-optation
Co-optation is "the process of absorbing new ele—

ments Into the leadership or policy-determining structure
ol an organization as z means of averting threagts to its
stabllity or existence." This concept was developed by
Selznick in hie seminal study of the Tennessece Valley
Authority.h 1&5:;7.;
'. In recent usage the term has become pejorative but
it iz used here in the neutral sensze, as are many descrip-

tors in soclal sclence, to describe a common process of

organlzational accommddaticn.5

Mzajor Elites
In a soclal system elites are those actors who have
power. Power may derlve from organizational position, or

6 Elites are,

from personzl characteristics, or both,
therefore, persons who make decisions In a soclial system
or who have the power to control the making of a decislon.
The ellte/non=-elite structure in social systems may be
quite complex {e.g., an e&lite member of a minorit} group
may or may not be an elite member of the soecial system).

Etzloni suggests the folleowing typology of elit:es:7



Personal Power Power Derived From 0fflce
+ -
+ S Formal Informal
Leaders Leaders
- Officers non-elite

Generally, elltes wilill be composed of those persons
who hold the most important elective or appointive affices
and who are recognlzed as leaders by thelr peerzs. Elites
will either partlcipate direetly in decision making or

their advice will be sought and followed by those respon=
. S

sible for decision making. ,
' - Within the context of the lnstltute program, those
persons selected to serve as evaluators for institute pro-
pesals functlon as elites in that they play a role 1ln the

decislon-making process.

o
[

Adaptiveneé? .
"The adaptive process is that In which an ﬁrg;ni-'
zation®s resource deployment and operating strategles are
adJusted to cope with Internally generated stress or per-
celved changes In the external environment."B
Adaptiveness, then, 13 the result of change which
may be generated either within the corganization or
externally In the environment of which the organlzation
1s a part. Adaptatlion may be required by internal pres-

sures such as new discoveries or new processes., Eaternal



) ﬁd;ptatioﬂ maf reéuit from énvironmehtal changes sﬁé;ﬂﬁslh\
technological developments or alterations in the social
patterns of the society (for example, changes 1in elites).
The development of equal employment opportunity as a
social goal, for example; generated the need for adaptive

behavior con the part of many organlizstions.

o Conflict

-;_COnflict is "a breakdown An the standard mechanism
of declsion maklng so that an Indlvidual or group experi-
ences diffieculty In selectling an action alterﬂative."g
o .Confliet may arlse between individuals, between
groups within organizations or between organigzations. As
in the case of co-cptation, conflict is sometimes viewed
as peJorative but in the sense used here it 1s neutral.
Highly plurallstlic crganlzatlions can explore a great many
alternatives and as a result gain great support for the
alternatives finally selected. COrganizations with a low
telerance for conflict may be immobllized 1f a great many
alternatives are InjJected intc the decision-making procesa.
Research groups, for example, find it very valuable to
explore the many alternativea put forth by group merbers.
Military organizations, on the cother hand, usually do not
permit thelr members to puraue a varlety of alternatives.
Conflict, therefore, may be beneficlal or harmful to the

organlzation in which it occurs,




Effectiveness

The definltion and measurement of effectiveness 1s,
perhaps, the most diffieult and elusive factor 1n the
analysis of organizations. A substantlal body of litera-
ture treats the subJect, but the efforts made to produce a
precise definition have been unsucecessful. The difficulty
becomes more acute 1n the case of normative organizations
which do not produce a material ocutput, Etzionl has sug-
geated that the degree of gozl achievement of an organi-
zation 1s a measure of 1its errectlveness.lo This definitien
haa been adopted for this study even though 1t is recognized
that the definition possesses a numier of 1limltations.
Firat, it does not anawer questions of legitimacy or appro-
~ prlateness. An organlzatlon may have a high degree of
achievement of inappropriate goals and be Judged effective.
Second, the definition does not include conslderation of '
environmental factors. An organlizatlion may, for example,
have high goal achlevement and be disruptive or destructive
of the environment and stlll be judged effective. Desplte
these 1limitations and in the 1ight of the difficulty in
achleving a greater degree of closure, the deflinltion 1s
seen as useful and will be used as s working definition.

The measure of program effectiveness in this study is
the satisfaction and positive professional improvement
expressed by particlpants in the institutes.

It can easily be seen that the varlables under study

have some characterlsties which differ from many other




vﬁriahles in-géﬁial seoience research. They are highly
qualitative in nature and describe processes rather than
specific activities in organizat}onal behavior; as a
result, they are not directly quantifiable. The nature of

these vardiables 1Is such that they are much more useful in

explalning organlizaticnal behavior than in predictling 1t.

This 1s not to say that the variables are not useful. In

a discusslion of the problem of predletlon versus explana-

tion Kaplan states: "most explanations, in behavioral

sclience at any rate, are only partial; shall we say, be=

cause they do not allow for prediction, that they are not
. 11

really explanations at ali?"

3imilarly, Dubin, in tracing the precislion/power
paradox in scclal sclence research, states:

(1) The predictlion problem of behavioral sciencés.hﬁs
been focused on reducing the differences betwesen actual
outcomes of soclal behaviors and predicted outcomes.
This point of view places 1little relisnce on the
analysis of the processes that produce the outcomes
belng studied,

{2) The process problem of social sclence has genera-
ted concern with the analysis of processes of soelal
inter-action that contribute to the understanding of
why particular kinds of soclal events take place,

The result has been that the level of understanding
18 broad but relatively Ilmpreclise ln specifying iEe
probable outcomes 1n concrete social situzations.

Them definitlons further indicate the exploratory
and thecoretical nature of the research which aims at clearer
explanation of three varlables of organizaticnal behavior.
The primary aim is greater understanding of the behavior .
of organizations, 1f, 1In the process of galnlng that

s



understanding, some insights Into cause and effect rela- "ﬁ_u
tionships are also galned, an unexpected benefit will

result from the study.

The Setting of gﬁg Research

The programl3 to be examined and the agency which
administers it are not entirely new creations, Each has

a history which explalns and constralns. Both the program
and the agency operate under expectations, norms, and con-
straints which condition reaction teo intermal and external
stimuld. Since it 1s proposed to study the three variazbles
in an operational context, the next several pages will be
devoted to a detalled discussion of the establishment and

operation of the program.

_ _ The Program T

As passed by Congress, Title IT-B of the Higher.ﬁdu—
eation Act of 1965 authorized the Commissicner of Edusa-
tion "to make grants to instlitutions of higher education
to assist them In training persons In 11brar1ansh1p.“lu

The Act provided general authority to the Commis-
sioner of Education to make grants to institutions and
indicated that such grants could be used by the institu-
tions to cover the cost of training and for establishing
and mzintaining fellowships or traineeships with stipends
for fellows and thelr dependenﬁa.ls '

Beyond a requirement that the granta be used tec

provide for new programs or the enlargement of existing



progfams, the Act did not specify elther the types éf
training to be provided or the dlstribution of authorizedl
eppropriations among various types of training activities.
Title II-B also authorized the Commisslioner of Education
to make grants to institutlons of higher educatlon and to
other publie aﬁd private organizations and to individuals
for research and demonatratlon projects.

The Commissicner was further authorized %o appoint
adviscory committees as he deemed necessary. In additilon,
he was required to appoint from time to time panels of
experts to evaluate varlous types of research and demon=
stration projects and to "obtaln the advice and recom-

mendations of such a panel before making each grant.“ls

Y

_ Background

Hearings before the Subecommittee on Eduecation of the
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare and the
Special Committee on Education of the House Committee on
Education and Labor Indicated endorsement of the legls-
lation by a variety of groups and organizations. Sub-
stantial testimony on the proposed act was presented by
the American Library Assoclation. Witnesses consistently
testified (1) that there was a critlcal shortage of
1ibrarians in all types of librariea, particularly =school
libraries, (2) that the currently aceredited llbrary
echools were falling seriously behind in thelr ability

to meet demands for new librarians, and {3) that the
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shortage of librarians was sericusly impailring the achieve-

ment of state, regional and national educational cobjJec-

17, 18

tives. ) e {:f

The proposal of federal assistance to traln librari-

ans was not a new one. In 1962, during the Kennedy Admin-

iatration, the American Library Association (hereafter,
ALA) had supported a comprehensive library legislative
propeosal. This proposzl included a title for library
education which had as one of its features a provision
for institutes to traln librarlans. The institutes pro-
posed were modeled on a program for training guldance
counsellora in public schools which was adopted by Congreass
in the National Defense Education Act of 1958.19

The ALA proposal, once introduced, nuickly ran upon
the twin shoals of the race 1ssue (as espoused by Adam
Clayton Powell, Chairman of the House Education and Labor
Committee), and the church-state 1ssue because of its
provisions for ald to parochial schools.zo _

Given the intransigence of the oppasiticn; it hecanme
ALA strategy to repackage the b1ll and seek support for
separate pleces of legislatlon. Title I of the compre-
hensive bill hecame the Library Services and Construction
Act of 1964 with 1ts four titles: Title I, Public Library
Sepvices; Title II, Public Library Construction; Title III,
Inter-Library Cooperation; Title IV-A, Library Services

to State Supported'Institutions; and Title 1V-B, Library




Services for the Physiecally Handlcapped.

Title IT of the comprehensive b1ll was exhedded 1in
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and
Titles TII and V became Title II-B of the Higher Education

Aet of 1965 (hereafter, HEA).21

In 1964 authorization for training school librarians
was included in an amendment to Title XI of the National
Defense Education Act {hereafter, NDEA). Opportunities for
this type of training had been extended by amendment to
various areas of education since the original NDEA was
passed In 1958.

The decision to adopt a slngle program coverlng all
1ibrary tralning was not accepted with equal enthusiasm
throughout the library profession. School librarians were
especially fearful that repeal of the NDEA training autho-
rization would result in a decrease Iin emphasis upon
training school 1librarians. Congresswoman Edith Green
(D-Oregon), Chalrman of the House Special Sub-Committee
on Education, was a long=time foe of duplication of fed-
eral programs and insisted that all authorizatlons for
training librarlans be Included In the single HEA program.
Officials of both ALA and the U.S. Office of Education
{hereafter, USCE) acted to assure school library leaders
that Title II-P with 1ts higher fiscal authorizations
would provide a continuation and expansion of training
opportunitles for school librarians, As a result, school

1ibrarians supported the program, at least tacitly.
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The effarts of both ALA and USCE to gain and retain
the support of school librarlans had considerable impact
upon the operatlon of the program as well as upon the three

variables in thils study aznd wlll be examined in detall.

Operatlon of the Program

Since its adoptlon, operating responsibility for

& Title IT-B haz been placed in the Training and Resocurces

-_Branch of the Division of Library Programs, U.S. Office of
Educaticn.zl

In passing the Act, Congress delayed the effective
date of the repeal of the NDEA authorization until July 1,
1967, thus delaying implementatlon of training institutes
under HEA until fiscal 1968. The rationale for this delay
was the faet that announcements of NDEA Institutes for
fiscal 1366 had already been made and many schools had made
plans to operate institutes under that program. It was
feared that an immedlate changeover to the HEA program
would result in a hiatus in tralning opportunities faonr
schocl librarians, It was the position of ALA that the
institutes should be continued until the expiration of the
KDEA authorization on June 30, 1967, and apparently Con=
gress accepted this position.22

As & result, fiscal year 1968 (July 1, 1967-June 30,
1968) became the first year of operatlon of training insti-
tutes under the authority of the Aet. One hundred and

fifty-s1x inatitutes were held in 1368 and 1969 and provided
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training to 4,647 persons at a cost of 36,733,7*2-23

Thie study will fecus upon the institute program in
fiscal 1968 and 1969. Full data on these two years were
avallable when the study began, which was not the case for
the fiscal 1970 institutes. Because of the nature of the
funding, there was a one year lag between approval of
funding snd operation of the Institute {e.p., lnstitutes
approved for funding in flscal 1971 were for the most part
operated in the summer of 1971, which placed them opera-
tionally 1in fiscal 1972). L

In 1968 there were sixty~five institutes in éﬁenty-
nine states and two territories. An additional farty=-five
propasals for institutes were not approved. In‘1959 '
ninety-one institutes in thirty-four states were operated
and sixty-three propesals were not approved for funding.

Using the authority contained in Title II-B, the
Commissloner of Education operated two tralning programs:
a program of fellowships for regular degree granting pro-
grams at the masters', post-masters' and doctoral levels,
and the program cf institutes examined in thils study.
Congress made a sinple approprliation for the purposes of
Title II-B and the sdministration allocated monies to the
fellowship, inatitute or research and demonstration pro-

grams as it saw fit.

The proposal process DAY
For each of the two years under dlscussion, ususlly



In the fall, the Division of Library Pregrams (hereafter,
DLP)} requested library schools to indicate plans for pro-

posing 1nstitutes by forwarding a letter of intent out-

f_ lining In general terms the nature of the institute to be

proposed. These letters of intent served a numbepr of
purposes: (1)} to Indicate to DLP the number and type of
-institute which would be proposed, {2) to permit an esti-
mate of the llkely cost of the institutes to be proposed,
(3) to determine, in general, the subjects upon which
instltute proposzls would be based.

In 1970 and 1971, DLP reacted to the letters of
intent to the extent of advising schools which had proposed
institutes on toples with a low priority for funding.

Schools filing letters of intent received s manual
which provided guldelines for proposal preparation and sub-
misasion. The manual funetloned through fiseal 1972 =as
regulations for the program. Formal regulations have
subsequently been filed and appeared in a preliminary form

in the Federal Register, Volume 3&, Number 84, Friday,

April 30, 1971.

A deadlline date for proposal submlssion, usually
late fall or early winter, waszs established. Proposals _
recelved were evaluated by appropriate DLP staff members
and were also evaluated hy a panel of librarliana selected
by DLP who convened in Washington for zeveral days.

. The evaluation panel served 1n an advisory role,

Each member of the panel evaluated proposals in his area
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of professional expertise or Interest and, using a pre-
pared rating sheet, scored the proposal on a number of
criteria to produce a composite score.

The staff and evaluation panel recommendations were
considered by the'Training and Resources Branch staff, who
submitted to the Director, DLP, 2 list of institutes recom-
mended for funding and a list of those not recommended for
funding.

After action by the Director, notifications of grant
.ﬁwards were sent to membars of Congress representing the
diatrict in which each recipient school was located. It
was the poliey of DLP to allow several days for Congress~
men to notify the schools and lssue press releases before

making a general release to the library profession.

Nepotlations . —

After appreval of the grant a formal contract between
each school and the U.S. O0ffice of Education was negotlated
by the Chief, Training and Resources Branch. The negetla-
tlon process hﬁd two obJectives: first, to adjust any
fiseal problems which appeared in the proposal, and second,
to attempt to eliminate, insofar as possible, any pro-
cedural or program weaknesses which had been 1dentifled
in the evaluation process. I

After completion of negotlations the institute starff
filed with DLP a plan cf operation for condueting the

institute. DLP also recelved an Opening Day Report,
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prepared on the Ffirst day of the Institute, whilch listed
all of the participantz by name and gave scme personal data
avout them. The staff of the Institute was also identified.
When the institute was completed, the staff had
fesponsibility for preparing and forwarding to DLP a final

evaluative report on the institute,

Scope of the Program
Turlng the twe years under study, one hundred and _ _
fifty-six inztitutes were held in thirty-eight states, two ?
tervitories and the District of Columbia,
: Tables 1 and 2 show the distribution of institutes by

L geographlc region and by the type of library interest served.

TABLE 1
DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTES EBY USOE REGION

Reglon Reglon Number of Percentage of
Number Locatlon Inatitutes Total Institutes

1 New England ] 3

2 Midgdle Atlantie 18 0y

3 South 15 . 10 .

iy South East 2 18

5 Mid West 3 C 22

6 North Plains ] 5

7 Sauth West ¥ 18

8 Roeky Mountain 8 5

g West Coast 27 SIS 17

(Guam, Puerto Rico) {2} {1)

Source: Program files maintained by the Division of
Library Programs, U.5, Office of Education



TABLE, 2

DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTES BY TYPE
OF LIBRARY SERVED

Humber of Percentage of
Type of Library Institutes Total Institutes
School 63 ho.4
Public 11 7.1
Academie 14 8.9
State 2 1.3
Institutlional 7 . . 4.5
special : 6 . 3.8
Library Education 2 o 1.3
General 51 32.7

Source: Program files malntained by the Division of
Library Programs, U.3. Office of Educatlon

- s

Cblectives .

The primary objective of the study 1s.t§hﬁ;scribé
and analyze the ways in which the variables conflict, co-
optation, and adaptaticon occur and relate within the con-
taxt of a specifie program. The varlables of cohflict,
co-optation and adaptatlion are present to some degree and
et one time cor another In all organlizatlonszs. The variables
are highly ubiquitous,_if'not universal, elements 1n
organizational behavier. This study, therefore, offers
an opportunity te suggest new hypdtheses for expleoration
of the operation of these three variables and their relaQ

tionship to orpanizational effectlveness,



Working Hypothesis o PR

i

In an exploratory study, efforts to prove or disprove

hypotheses may limit the exploratory nature of the study;
therefore, a number of specific hypotheses were not pro-
posed for thisz study. It should be clearly recognized,
however, that implicit In the discussion of the three
variables 1s the hypothesls that there probably 1s some
degree of relationship between the varlables. The possi-
bility of relationships will be clearly seen In the follow-
ing chapter, which presents relevant research.

Az a working hypothesis 1t 1s suggested that the
.variables are sequentially related and will co=occur. A

model similar to the following 1s anticipated:

woL

Adaptiveness

Co-opta{ij:' \\\ESChange' ’ '

Actlon to reduce Cholce of
Conflict Alternatives (Decision)
Conflict

%1t should be recognlzed that co-optatlon 1s only one of
several possible confllct reduction devices avallable to
organizations. . o

L

Assumptions and Limitations

The study wll!l be gulded by two assumptions:
(1) That although the variablez to be examined are

not independent of other varliablee of organizational



behavior or even mutually exelusive of cne another, it will
he po3sible to isolate the wvarlables sufflcilently tc permit
identification and analysls of their behavior. As indi-
cated in the working hypotheslis, the process of adaptive-
ness may lead to confllct and co-optation may be one
reaction of an organization to econfliet, but it 1s assumed
that the varlables can be sufficiently isolated so that

these processes can be examined independently.

{2) That the degree of goal achlevement of the program

-of Institutes can be measured in terms of particlpants' and
directors' expressions of satisfaction and positive profes-
sional improvement. The goals of the program derive from
the act and become very slmple--the training of librarians.
Presumably the goal of tralming implies the achievement of
some change in the behavior of those who receive the traine
ing. It is assumed that 1ndividual perceptlons of supe-
rlors and employers (invelved 1n such rewards as promotlon,
increased responslbllity, and salary Ilncreases) can be
used as measures of goal achlevement of the program.

The primary limitation of the study design is tﬁat
i1t will not be possible to generalize from this study to
organlzations with a more decentralized pattern of decision
making. While a comparatlive study of centralized and
decentralized decision making would undoubtedly be valu=-
able, the program under study does not permit such an

examination.

BT



ot NOTES

lonis 4s the latest title for the division. The
U.5. Offlee of Education and i1ts Division of Library
Programs have had several administrative reorganlzations.
The DLP has been known at various times as the Library
Services Branch, USOE, and the Library Services Diwision,
Buresu of Adult Vocational and Library Programs, USOE.
During the period of thils study it had the title of Divi-
sion of Library Programs, Bureau of Libraries and Edu-
catlonal Technology. Throughout thls study this latter
title and its 1initials, DLP, wlll be used.

2James L. Price, Organizational Effectiveness; an

Inventory of Propositions (Homewesd, Illincis: Richard D.
Trwin, 1668}, p. 110.

31bid., pp. 62-63, 78-80. This proposition 1s not
explicitly stated by Frice but 1s derlved from his dis-
cussion of adaptiveness.

“Philip Selznick, T.V.A. and the Grass Roots (New
York: Harper and Row, 13667, p. 13.

S5Por readers not familiar with the concept of co=
optation, the recent history of many professional organi-
zations presents an interesting fl1lustration. Young
dissldent members have ecriticized the elder "establish-
ment" leadership and very quickly these young persons
have been placed on key commlittees in an effort to co-
opt them.

ﬁAmatai Etzioni, A Comparative Analysis of Corplex
Organilzations (New York: The Free Press, 19617, pP-
9-91.

7I6id4., p. 90.

8Edward Harvey a&nd Russell Mills, “Patterms of
Organizational Adaptaticn: a Political Perspective,” in
Power in Orpanizations, ed. by Mayer N. Zald {(Nashvllle,
Tennessee: Vanderbilt University Preas, 1970}, p. 181.

SJames G. March and Herbert A, Simon, Orpanizations
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1958), p. 11Z.

10amatal Etzioni, Modern Orpantzaticns (Englewcod
Cliffs, New Jersey: FPrentlce-Hall, 1364}, p. 8.
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11z ranan Kaplan, The Conduct of Inguiry: Method-
ology for Behavioral Science (5an Francisco, California:

Chandler Publishing Co., 1364), p. 348. oo

12gchert Dubin, Theory Building (New York: The Free
Press, 1959}, p. 14.

13For convenience the words Act and program will be
used throughout to refer to Title II-B of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 {Publlc Law 89-329) and 1ts subsequent
amendments.

18y, 5. Statutes at Larse, 1965, Vol. 79 (Wsshington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1366), pp. 1227-
B

15tp1d.

161p14a.

e

ITEighty-njnth Congress, House of Representatives,
Committee on Education and Labor, Speelal Subcommittee on
Education, Hearings on H.R. 3220, The Higher Education Act

1? 5 {Washington, D.C.: U.3. Government Printing Office,
and Elghty-ninth Congress, United States 3enate, ey
Committee on Labor and Public Welfamre, Subcommittee on ’
Education, Hearings on S. 600, Parts I gnd I1, The Higher
Edusation Act of 1965 | (Hashinston, D.C.: VU.S. Government
Printing office, 1565.

13w1tneases rrequently cited z shortage ol 125,000
librarians and the fact that the aceredited schools were
producing only about 3,000 persons per year.

19Emerzon Greenaway, "Library Needs and Federal
Legislative Possibilities,™ A=arican Library Association
Bulletin, LVII {January, 1953}, 31-35.

20ponridential interview,
2lmy44.

22Memorandum from Germaine Krettek, Director, ALA
Washington Office, tp State School Librarw Supervisors and
Deans of Library Schools, dated April 6, 1965. N
N
23Frmest R. DeProspo, "Data Collection end Descrip-
tion of HEA Title II-B Institutes, 1568-69™ (unpublished
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study by the Bureau of Library and Information 3elence
Research, Graduate School of Library Service, Rutgers
University, New Brunswick, Hew Jersey, under contract
# OEC-0-70-5234 with the U.8. O0ffice of Education).




REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

Literature Pertalning to the U.8. Office of Education

4

The U.S5. Office of Education ] _
" Pop most of its 100 year history the U.S. Office!of .
Education was, for all practical purposes, Ignored byl;
researchers. This lack of attentlon was no doubt duehin
part to the fact that USQE was nelther a very large nor a
vﬁry prestigicus agency. _

Founded in 1867, the office wés ecreated solely to
complle educational statistlcs and only relatively recently
has its limited scnpé of cperations been expanded. The
only important program administered by USOE before 1933
was the Morrill Act, whi-h created the land grant coliege
system. During 1933 it was asslgned responsibllity for
vocational education and administration of the Smith-
Eughes ﬁct.l

Both of these pets placed substantial limits upon
the discretion aof Fhe U.S. Office of Education. Congress
dieplayed an early fear of a large, powerful federal edu-
cation arm and placed strict limitations upon its power,
The most common and apparently most effective limlitatlon

. was to eliminate administrative dlseretion in the alloecation



of funds tc the states. Most often a formula or preocedure
for developing allocations was written Into educatlion legis-
lation. Both the Morrill Aet and the Smith-Hughes Act
carried this type of provizion az have most subseguent
programs malking federal grants to support state or local
educational actlvities.

Two rather clear principles of the-federal approach
to educatlon can be seen in the history of USOE:

(1) Both Congress and the various educatlon interest
groups have been fearful of a strong Office of FEducation.
Primarily, thls fear has stemmed from concern sbout fed-
eral administrative control of local education and from
philcsophic viewpolints about the proper functions of
government.2

(2) Congress was veluctant to become involved 1n
programs of general ald to educatlon, eapeclally teachers'
sajaries. In part, Congresas feared that teachers seeking
higher salarles would econduet annual lobbying efforts
gimilar to those In state leglslatures and by postal em~
ployees at the federal 1evel.3

Congresz, when 1t has acted in the field of educatlion

and other areas of aceclal welfare, has displayed a con-
-sistent tendericy to package leglslation in dlscrete
categories, to rely heavily on formulae which alloaw little,
1f any, adminlstrative discreticon for determination of
grants, and to dizperse administration of educatlion ald

programs widely in the federal bureaucracy. In 1965 the



U.8. Office of Educatlon controlled only approximately
one-third of the total federal expenditures for educatlon.
The greater part was spent by the Department of Agriculture,
the Veterans' Administration, the National Sclence Foun-
dation, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
and forty-two other agencles.

In the pericd following World War II, there was
inereasing pressure for broad federal assistance to edu-
cation. The Elsenhower Administration 4id not support
broad-scale leglslatlon for federal assistance. The primary
educationzl programs of thisz era were bills toc provide
aid to areas impacted by federal installations and to
provide federal guarantees for some local school construc-
tion bonds and the National Defense Education Aet of 1558
{NDEA).

NDEA was primarily a reaction to the Russian suc-
¢esses 1n space and the resultlng fear that the United
States was falling behind in sclentific and technieal
competence. The phileosophical restraint of the adminis-
tration and the three obstacles of race, religlon and fear
aof federal control were sufficient barriers to forestall
further action.5

The change in administrations in 1950 brought to-
gether a number of factors favorable to expanslon of the
federal role in education. Herantos 1dentifies the
following:

{1} John Kennedy's campalgn on the 1ssue of federal



aid and hlz subsequent elegtion to office brought to the

Fresidency a determination to move forward 1n this area.
{2) Francls Keppel, Kennedy's Commissioner of Edu-

eatlon, not only shared the President's determlnation,

but also had the peracnal and professional skills to devel-

.+ @p 8 path through the obstacles which had doomed previcus

" afforts.

{3) Adam Clayton Powell, a liberesl, replaced Graham

P Barden, a conservatlve and foe of federal ald to education,

as Chairman of the House Committee on Education and Labor.
Powell supported federal aild to education zo long as ald
was not provided to segregated educational programs.
- () Lyndon Johnson was even more fervently dedicated
I.to federal support of education than John Kennedy had been
and threw into the battle the power and prestige of his
office and his considerable personal poelitical skills. His
overwhelming re-election in 1964 added additional strength
to his efforts.

The congruence of these facteora facllitated reaching
a goal which had long been dlscussed and which was sought
by many. Executive leadership was a necessary condition
of sucecess, but without years of discusaien and planning
by education leaders 1t probably would not have been

sufficlent,

The Division of Library Programs
A noted by MeDoncugh in his history of the Library
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Services Branch of USCE, the first expresslon of federal
interest in 1libraries ocecurred in 1876 when the U.S,. Office
of Educgtion published a report on librarles. It was hoped
by library leaders that this Interest could be sustained,
but 1t was short-lived. T R _

McDonough also made note of the faet that in 1892
Dewey 1nslisted that there should be at least one office
in USOE concerned with library interests. ALA perszisted
in seeking establishment of a library office in USOE but
it was not until 1938 that the Library Services Branch of
US0E began cperatlon with a stalf of four professional
libhrarians and three clerks.7 S B

The degree to which the Library Services Branch
assumed the characteristics of its parent organization
{(USDE), may be seen in the fact that 1ts staff remained
econstant at seven members for the first eighteen years of
1ts existence. The assignment in 1956 of administrative
responsibility for the Library Services Ae¢t, the first
program of federal aid to librarles, brought the first
inerease in staff 1n the agency's history. From 1956 to
19357 the staff increased more than threefold, reachlng a
total of twenty-four by October 1957.3

In 1964 the Branch was raised to the status of a
Division with twe branches, one for library services and
one for adult educatlon, and was placed in the Bureau of
Educational Research and Development.9

In the major recrganization of USOE launched by
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Commlssioner Keppel in 1965, the Division of Library Sar-
vices and Educational Facllltles was transferred to the
Bureau of Adult, Voeational and Library Programs.lo N
In 1970 the Divislon was transferred to the newly
ereated Bureau of Libraries and Educational Technology
and became the Division of Library Programs.ll
The best pleture of the Office of Education and the
DLP in 1965, when the Higher Education Act passed, can be
obtained from the Balley and Mosher study of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act:
Real power was lodged 1n the gullds of professionals
whoe ran the operatling sub=units and the major bureaus;
library consultants, voecational education experts, . .
each with a scattering of friends in zppropriate pro-
fessional proups at the reglonal, state and local
level. This meant, in effect, . . . there was no
locus in the Office of Eduecation and ne machinepry for
developling a natlonwide Sducational pollecy; the very
phrase created shivers.l i
It 15 Interesting to note that in 1956, in testi-
fying before the House Educatlon and Labor Committee
Speclal Subcommlttee on Educatlen charged with studying
the Office of Education, the American Library Assoclation
called for a library unit more closely akin to the earlier
function of the U.3. Office of Education (i.e., an office
which would function as a collector of statistica and as

a federal representative of the library community).13

Literature Pertaining to Higher Education
Agt: Title II-B Institutes

This study and a concurrent study by the Bureau of

ILibrary and Information Sclences Research, Rutgers
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University, which deserihbes and analyszes the 1lmpact of the
inatitutes for the tralning and re-training of Librarians,
are the only studles to deal comprehensively with the t
Institutes prcgram.lu Other studles which deal wholly or
in part with the institutes will be cited 1n the following
pages. TR LA
_ A 1imited study of the institutes whiech had been
held in the first year of the program (1868) was conducted
by Caasata in that year.ls She sent a questiocnnaire to
seventy-seven partlelpants from eight Institutes and re-
celved Flfty-four responses, a 70 per cent response rate.
The respondents were equally divided as to sex and the
majority were in the age group 30-49. Eighty per cent of
the respondents reported that the institutes met thelr
needs. The gquestionnalre used focused on the eperational
aspects of the iInstitutes, The experlence most frequently
elted by particlpants was contact wlth other librarlans
sharing the same interests.

In 1969 Systems Development Corporation fherearter,
SDC), under contract with USOE, studied three institutes
for educators involved in educational information centers.16
‘The study concluded that all three institutes had succeeded
in "(1) providing attendees with an overview of oper-
ational areas in centers and (2) providing the attendees

with the opportunity for making contacts (formally} with

eolleagues and for exchanging ideas.“l? {(This finding

is consistent with the Cassata study eited above.,)
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Additiconal findlngs auggested the following measures
for lmprovement: the need for a speclflic statement of
objJectives, course content and intended audience; greater
diverslty in partlcipant selectlon; more planning time;
greater partlcipation by particlpants and suggested curric-
ulum outlines for future similar institutes. The study
further suggested that in addition te crlentation training;
USOE should consider developling a program to upgrade the
preficlency of cperational persopnel and to assist in
solving management problems.

The SDC study 1s primarily descriptive and it should
al=o be noted that one of 1ts objectives was toc cbserve
and evaluate the effectiveness of a manual and a2 gulde
which 3DC had developed for training personnel in the edu-
catlonal informational fleld.

In 19869 Picachela compared the services provided b&
fifteen school librarlans who had attended NDEA lnsatitutes
with a comparable group who had not.

The partlcipant school llbrarlans were found to have
provided a greater number and variety of services for '
students and teachers than d41d comparable non-participant
librarians. The proportion of participants who rendered
each of the services, however, was not signiflcantly ¢
élrrerent from the proportion of non-participants who
rendered the same service. T
Picache's study found that the attitudes of 1nstif

tute participants toward instructlonal medie center

W



concepts were not significantly different from those of
non-particlipants. Co . ' AR
Lloyd19 investigated changes 1n the functloning of
8chool libraries as a result of partieipation in an insti-
tute. The study was based on responszes from a lidrarian
and an administrator from each of fifteen schools 1n
Oklahoma. The libraries.of these schools were evaluated
using A.L.A. standards for school libraries before and
after the institute and the librarians and administrators
reted the libraries before and after the institute. The
study concluded that the inztitute was effective as a means
of implementing change 1n schoocl llbrary prograns. r
The Lloyd study makes a generallzed claim for effec-
tiveness of the Institutes whlch seems difficult to support
cn the basis of fifteen schools In one state, It is
possible, for example, that school librarians and admin-
Istrators who attend a summer inatitute are zlready
favorably disposed or committed toward change in the
gcheol library. The study also dld not contrel for opera-
tion of the "Hawthorme effect™ (l.e., the attitudes may
hava been due to the fact that the school 1ibrarians and ﬁ

administrators were respondents in a study rather than

to the effects of the institute).

Literature Pertsining to the Key Variables = | .

Co-optation

Although co=-optation has been widely Jdiscussed in
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 the 1iterature of organizetion theory, it has not been

the subject of very much research. As a varlable or_
organizational behavior; co-optation was fipst Adentified
by Phllip Selznick in hls stﬁdy of the Tennessee Valley
Authority, which has in a relatively short time become
consldered n e¢lassle study of organizations.zo

In Selznick's study the concept of co-optation
proved valuable because It provided a single concept whiech
made possible the examination of a number of organizational
obJeetives. Co-optatlion Is cne of the responses which
organizations may make to environmental stimuli.

Selznick identified two types of co-optive behavior:

(1) Formal co-optation which ocecurs when the leglit-
imacy of the group ls gquestioned or when there are admin-
istrative reasons for establishing the forms of self-
government. Much student government activity in schools
and eolleges is of this nature. In formal co-optatlon
there is no interest in, or intent of, actually sharing
the declsicn-making power with the co-cpted elements but
rather cloaking them in the respensibility for lts exer=-
clse. )

(2) Inférmallcc-optation iz a response to a specific
locus of power within the environment. The elected
off4cial who “eclears things™ with the local peolitical
party apparatus iz responding to informal co-cptation.
Within the citizenry at large there may be substantlal

support for the proposed policy but specific power groups



pose a threat and 1t 15 to that thfeat that the co-opted
official responds. Informal co-optation 1s distinguished
by the faet that it is the real and usually covert exer-
¢lse of power which 1s sought and net its trapplngs. In
formal co-cptatlon 1t 15 the trappings which are offered
but not the substance of power.zl

_ Building on Selznick's work, Thompson and McEwen22
developed a hlerarchy of organlzatlonal response to
environmental change. Thelr hypothesis suggests that
varlous responses are more or less costly in terms of the
degree to which the organizatlion gives up control over

goal setting. The hierarchy proposed 1s outlined in

Figure 1. w

tl

e T ——

Flgure 1
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COMPETITION--that form of
rivalry between two or more organizations
which 1s mediated by a third party, e.g., a

customer. J/

BARGAINING--the negotiation
of an arrangement for the exchange of goods or
services between two or mere organirzations,

CO=0OPTATION==the process of
gbaorbing new elements into the leadership or
policy determining structure of an organization.

COALITION--the combination
el two or more organizations for a common
purpoze.
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The framework is useful because it relates co-
optation to other alternative forms of organizational
response. Thompa'rm and McEwen alsc emphasize some of the
positive aspects of co-cptatlon. Because co-optation
places environmental elements In the deecision-making pro-
¢cess, 1t serves to 1limit the degree to whileh the organl-
zetion may make arbitrary or unilaterg)l cholces about
goals. This faet may tend to inerease the acceptabllity
of the goals and as a result serve to reinforce the value
of co-optatlon. Co-optatlon may alse facillitate communi-
cation between groups and as a result may inerease the
degree to which agreement upon goals can be achleved.
Belknap and Steinle's study of community hospitalsz3
prévides support for Price’s thesls (See Chapter I, p. 2),
that co-optation of majJor elites increases the likelihood )
of effectiveness. Key elements in the success of a com= IEJ
munity hospital were identifled as the assoclation of
community leadership elites with the hospital and the
presence of a physiclan whe was both g medical and a
community leader. The absence of these factors was seen
83 significant in the lack of effectivenss of ancther
hospital Included in the same study.

In a review of Selznick's work, Tugwell and Panfleld
see co-optation as a pervasive process which can only be
avolded by organizing a very strong central government

to represent the interests of the whole society.zh



Adaptiveness

Organizational adaptiveness has most fregquently been
studied 1in the context of the ability of the business fimm
to adapt to changes which cecur in its markets or In the
technology upon which it 1is dependent,

Lawrence studied the cperatlon of a large chain of
food markets?? and concluded that a decrease in the central-
lzatlon of declslon maklng resulted in an inecrease in
adaptiveness. This increased adaptiveness in turn enabled
the company's stores to compete with local independent
super markets whlch had been able to exerclse greater
adaptability to changes In loeal markets.

26 ynai-

Clark'™s study of San Jose Community College
cated that the college had a low degree of autonomy (i.e.,
it did not control its funds or admission policles). It
had also not been successful 1n co-opting mejor elltes.
As a result, the college was not able to adhere to 1ts
original goal of vecational training but was forced to
adapt to an environmental demand for college preparatory -
training which was dysfunctional to 1lt{s primary goal.

In a useful theoretical discussion, Harvey and _f7 

M1118%7

sugeest that the adaptive process contalns two
elements, a problem situation and an organizationally
derived decislon. The constituent elements are dichotemized

in Pigure 2.



Figure 2

SOLUTION
Routine Innevation
PROBLEM Routine A B
SITUATION
Innovation c D

It 1s then hypotheslzed "that the tendency to 1lmpose
routine solutions on all types of problems 1s most likely
ﬁo occur in organizaticns: (1) that are pelatively large
compared to their competitors; (2) that have been in -
existence for a relatively leong time compzared with thelr
competitors; (3) that face a relatively uncempetitive
mariet situstion; (U) that are part of a technologleal
sector that 1s changing relatively slowly; (5) that have
a relatlively technically specific production process;

(§) that have relatively formaligzed communicatlon chan-
nels."28 Organizaticns which have the tendency to ilmpose
innovative solutlonz on all problems exhlbit the opposite
characteristics.

‘The authors suggest that in non-profit organizations
adaptive processe’ may take quite different forms. The
podel is presented here because It iz believed to have at
leant partial utility in the examination of non-business

organizatlons.
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_ COnrlict.; _ .

Conflict In organlzations h;s recelved substantlally
more study than either co-optation or adaptation. Conflict
in the social sciences embraces behavior ranging from Inter-
national war to routine dlsagreements among small work
Eroups.

" Por this atudy one of the most useful examinations
of confliet Is the chapter on conflict in organizations in
March and Simon's Organlzations. Three types of conflict
gre ldentified: 1individual; organizational (whieh may be
further subdivided into individual e¢onflict within an
organization and inter-group conflict); and 1nterworgan1;
gational conflict. _

Conflict Is seen as deveioping from three soﬁrces:
unacceptability (1.e., the best alternative solutions are
net acceptable); Incomparabllity {the best alternative
cannot be ldentified); and uncertainty (the cutcomes of
alternatives cannot be seen).29

Individual conflict within an organizatlon occurs
when individuals prefer different alternatives. It 1s
hypothesized that organizational conflict is more likely
to oeccur when there 13 widespread uncertalnty or a scarcity
of acceptable altermatives of action.30

In order feor inter-group conflict to oeccur, an
gbsence of individual confliet 1= neceaszary. In addltiom,
there must be a perceived need for Joint-decision making

and either a dirference 1n goals or in perceptions of
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reality. Two common examples of conditions bringing about
a need for Joint-decision making are problems of resource
allocation and scheduling. _ ' :
Inter-organizational conflict {(i.e., a conflict
between two or more organlzations} 13 described in terms
of game theory concepts of bargaining.31

Much digcussion of conflict has addressed the gues-

AT AT

tions of conflict elimination or the management of conflict

oy

or 1ts ipnevitabllity in organizations, Merton's essay
"Bureaucratie Structure and Perscnality™ shows that con-
Fllect emerges from the nzatural characteristies of bureauc-
racy and 1s an inherent feature of such organizations.32

In his study of large organlzations Presthus supports
this view and states that ". . . instead of defining the
‘buresucratic model as "conflict free' we ought to regard
it as a system in which confllct is inherent,"33

Thompson, in a more traditicnal view of cohflict in
buresucratic organizatlons, has sugpested that conflict
encourages Innovatlion because it implies a degree of
pluralism and a search for solutions through group decl-
slons and that the less bureaucraticlzed the organization
the greater the degree of conflict and uncertalinty with
a resulting increase in innovation. In the traditional
organizational structure with authority residing at the
top of & hierarchy there can be no legitimate conflict

because there is only one point of legitimacy, the top of



the hierarchy. It follows, therefere, ‘that traditional
hlerarchlally structured organlizatlions will be character-

17ed by relatively low levels of conflict and innovation.3”

b In recent years sociological research has dealt with
"eonsensus theories.” 1In these theories soclal systems
are defined in terms of their equilibrium and conflict 1s
geen as forelgn and extraneoqus.
Horowitz, in disagreement with the consensus theo-
rists, states: o Lo
To place conflict cutside the framework of soclal
structure, or to go beyond that and see conflict as
necessarily destructive of the social organism i1s te
place a definite premium on soelal equilibrium. It
strongly implies that a soclety c¢an be changed only
by apocalyptic or spontaneous methods.™
Argyris, a leading consensus theorist, blends the
approach of soclal psychology with that of organizational
theory to conclude that there is Inherent conflict in the
needs of healthy individuals and in the demands of formal
organizations and that 1t Is possible, by adapting crgani-
zational goals to human needs, to decrease the conflict.36
In a perceptive atudy of bureaucracy, Downs suggests
that it 1s conflict which produces hierarchlal authorlty
structures. He c¢lassifies conflict into three types:
(1) functional conflict arises when the actlons of
one official affect the actlons of another without respect
to consumption of resourcesa. ' )

{2) allocational conflict arises when functions are

unrelated but must compete for scarce resocurces.



o

{3) within a bureau moast conflicts are both funetlon-
al and allocatlonal because Internal changes in functicn
are usually accompanled by changes In resource alloca-

tion.37

Summa iy

After a long pericd of relative insignificance, the
U.5. Office of Education became the administrative apgency
for substantlal and far-reaching programs of federal
support for local educational actlvities.

Congress has traditienally been fearful of a strong
office of education and only recently has USOE been given
diseretlonary power over allocation of some federal funds.

The history of the Division of ILibrary Programs
largely parailels that of 1ts parent organizastlon, USOE,
Administrative responsibility for Titles II-A and B of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 was the first discretionary
guthority given to DLP.

Co-gptatlieon 13 an Important concept of organizational
accommodation to environmental pressure. Co-optation
has been used extenslvely to explaln organizational
behavior but has not been the subject of much resezrch.

Co-optation 1s only one of several organizatlcnal
responses to environmental conflicet. Other alternatives
are competition, bargaining and coalition. Co-optation
may be beneficlal to the organization in inereasing the

acceptablility of organizaticnal actlon. It may also be



. ]

harmful in that 1n exchange for acceptabilitﬁ tﬁen;rgani—
ggtion gives up some of its freedom to act.

Adaptation is the process by which organizations
make changes in behavior processes. Most commonly,
adaptation 15 the result of forces external to the organi-
zation. In the case of buresucratic non=-profit agency
actions adaptive pressure may result from both internal
and external preséurea. As an example, libraries and
other non-profit organlzatlons are currently meeting con?
alderable adaptive pressure to provide increased external
services and at the same time are experiencing internal
pressure from unionized staffs for increased employee
benefits. _ -

Confllict is a broad concept whiEh has réceived
extensive study. In this study the most useful view of
conflict 1s that of March and Simon, who see_conflict as
a difference over preferred alternatives.

Consensus theories seek to examine the focus and
neads which 1ndividuals and organizations have 1n common
and 83 & result de-emphasize the role of confliet in

determining action.

a
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_CHAPTER IIX

|
_ - METHODOLOGY AND INSTRUMENTATION ;
I

; ;' o P Introduction
.:_ The three varlables under study have been examined
qulte fully by many writers as individual elements but the
nature of the interrelatlonships has not been clearly '
delineated, In attempting to provide an explanaticn of
- these interrelstilonships, this study, of necesaity, has hed
to deal with complex and elusive elements of organizational
behavior. Because of this factor, a number of sources of
Information and data have been used., Thils course of action
- has tended to complicate the study to an extent; but the
values to be galned from “castlns a wide net™ were seen
as overriding the difficulty of dealing with a substantilal
body of data, much of which was net directly quantifiable
or reducible without substantial loss of value.

Data relative to the problem were seen as origlinating
in a number of possible areas. These areas Included legis-
lative and administrative records; opinionz and surveys of
administrative staff of DLF and persons within librarian-
ship knowledgeable about the program; and opinion and

reactions of institute particelipants and directors.



Data sources used in the study included the following:

(1) Legislative and Administrative Records _

The Higher Education Act, the Congresslonal hearings”
on the legislation and the guidelines and regulatlons issued.
pursuant toc the Aet were examlned.

Records of program operatlon malintalned by the Divisleon
of Library Programs were examined. These included institute
proposals, Opening Day Reports, final evaluative reports,
‘results of evaluation panels and correspondence,

{2) Administrative, Offlcial Staff and Other
KEnowledgeable Persons

A serles of foceused unstructured interviews were con-
ducted with USOE starf members, staff and offliclals of the
American Library Assoclatlon, directors of institutes and
other persons ldentlfled as having an interest 1n the
program.,

(3) Institute Directors and Particlpants

Two guestlonnalres were used In the study, one sent
to a sample of the partlclpants and the other to the popu-
lation of institute directors. (See Appendices II and III).

Each of these @ata sources will be deseribed 1n |

greater detail in separate sectlions below.

Data Sources

Leglslative and Administrative Records

Laws, Congresslonal hearings and reports, o

guldellines, regulations

There 18 a substantizal body of officlal materlial
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relevant to the Higher Education Act, The Act 1ltsell and

the Congressional hearings were examined as were the re-
ports issued by each Eouse of Congress and a Jolnt Con-
ference Committee., The ﬁearings and reports were espe-
¢lally valuable because the concerns and intent of Con-
gress could be zeen In the testimony and in questiqns
ralsed at the hearings. The viewpolints and concerns of
Interest groups, especlally the American Library Asso=
cilation and the U.S8. O0ffice of Education were also evident

in the testimony presented by witnesses representing these
.sroups.1’2:3su:5a537,3,9

These records and doeuments were analyzed to identify
areas and issues in which it might be expected that the

operation of key variables could be identified.

Program records and Files

The Division of Library Programs malntzined files of
records for each proposal recelved, These files included
the proposal submitted by each institution, the evaluatlion
sheets completed by evaluation panel members, the plan of
operation submitted by the Institution after the negotlia-
tion of the grant, the Opening Day Report which listed
partieipants and staff and the final evaluative report.

These records were analyzed to obtaln the followlng
data: (a) the name and address of each of the particlpants;
(b} a linited amount of perscnal data on each partieipant,

including race, sex, residence and salary level; (c) the
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name aﬁd address of the institute director; (d) the menbers
‘ of the evaluation panels who advised the DLP on institutes
each year; (e) program data about each of the 156 institutes
including the type of library the lnstitute was aimed at,
the library patren group the Institute was focused on, the
11brary function the institute streasszed, the amount of
grant award, the number of appllicatlons received by each

Instltute and the number of participants actually sttending.

Administrative and Official Starff and
Other Knowledpgeable Persons -

Interviews P Chess

The interviews were of the unstructured type. The
Interviewer did not follow a flxed schedule but had decided
prior to the interview the major topics to be covered.
Fach Interview lasted from cne to twe hours. The lnter-
viewer took notes during the ecourse of the conversation
and as gulckly as possible feollowing the sesslon recon-
structed the Interview on tape. Each respondent was assured
of anonymity at the beginning of the sesslon znd waa re-
assured during the course of the interview If signs of
hesitancy or cautlon were shown or 1f the discussilon
touched on polnts which the interviewer haﬁ reason to
bellieve might be sensitive, 3Since it was feared that the
pejorative connotatlons of the words co-optation and con-
flict might be inhibiting or might induce bias, the

respondents were told that the Interviewer was asslsting
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in the Rutgeprs Uhiﬁersity study and was also WOrkingléﬁ.a
dissertation which studied the declsion-making process
involved in the institutez. It 1s believed that this pro-
cedure plus the fact that all of the respondents were
personally and professionally acquainted with the inter-
viewer increased the usefulness of the interviews. A list
of persons interviewed wlll be found in Appendix I. The
Interview records are Iin the hands of the investigator and

may be made avallable to qualified researchers upon request.

U30E staff

Diviston of Library Programs.--Thirteen members of

the professional staff of the Division of Library Programs
were interviewed during the perlod June 79, 1971, and an
additional interview was conducted on August 23, 1971. In
2dditlon, three persons who formerly held staff positions
in the DAvision between 1965 and the present were inter=
viewed.

Reglonal Program Officers.--Eilght of the nine persons

who served as Reglonal Program Orficers for 1ibrary programs
in the nine regtonal offlcez of the U.S. Offiece of Education
_were interviewed. These officials are treated as a sepa-
rate group because it waz assumed that the local orientation
of their offices would alter thelr view of the institute

training program. o, R

American Library Asscoclation staff

Key stafl members ol the Amerlcan Library Assoclation
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were 1ntefviewed. Tﬁese ineluded the Director of the ALA
Washington Office, who represents the Associatlion’s Inter=
ests to Congress and the Administration, and the Director
of the Offlce for Library Education, who has overall
responsibliliity for ﬁevelopment of the Associatlion'sz poli-
cles on prafessional-educaticn. The Executlve Secretary
of the Library Educaticn Division, who has responsibility
for services in support of membership sctivities in the
area of llibrary education was also interviewed as was the
person whe served in this office at the time of the pas~-
sage of the Act.

A former chalrman of the ALA Legislatlon Committee
who played an actlive role in the develobment and passage

of Title IT-B was also interviewed.

Inatltute directors

A total of seventeen perscons who have served as
directors of 1nstltutes were Interviewed durlng the course
of the study. The purpose of these Interviews was to
conduct an experlence survey ¢f persons famlllar with the
institutes program.lo

The results of these interviews were used in con-
structing the participant and director questionnalres as

well as in identifying Important problem areas to be probed

in other interviews,

Other persons

Several persons who had not played a direct rele in
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the institute program were intervliewed because a number of
respandents identified them as persons who might offer
useful views cr ldeas. Thelr views were scught as possible

wll In each case the Iindl-

"insight-stimulating examples.
viduals represented institutions which had not partici-

pated in the iInstitutes program.

Institute Directors and Participants

The participant guestlonnaire

A flve-pape questionnaire contalning thipty-one items
was sent by mall to a sample of the 4,620 participants. A
_copy of the questlonnalire will be found in Appendix ITY,
A total of forty-eight perscns who attended more than one
‘1nst1tute or who had also served as institute dipectors "
were deleted from the population.' A random sample of
twanty per ecent of the pepulation yislded a sample of 921 .
persons who were malled questionnalires. Thirty-nine
persons were deceased or could not be located., A follow-
- up malling of the questionnalre to non-respondents was
conducted three weeks after the initlal mailing. Six
hundred and seventy responses, or 76%, were recelved and
uged in the study. Table 3 presents a2 comparison of the
sample with the total populatien on those varlsbles for
which comparable data 1s available.

The questionnaire provided a substantlal amount of

information about each participant. Professlonal data

included current employment, education, salary, and
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TABLE 3 S

COMPARISON OF THE SAMPLE WITH THE TOQOTAL
POPULATION OF INSTITUTE PARTICIPANTS

Variable Sample Percentage Population Percentage
Ethnielty )
White - 82¢ . B5%
Black 9 o 11
Other 9 . . 4
Sex )
Male : 28 28
- Female . T2 72

employment for the past flve years. Personal data included
age, sex, and race. Questions 2-14 required the respondent
to Indicate whether or not varlous career changes had
occcurred and the degree to which they were related to
participation in the institute. In questien 16, the
respondents chose one of seieral possible professional

benefits resulting from the institutes.

e director questicnnaire

A questionnaire was sent to each of the 120 indi-
viduals who directed one of the institutes. (See Appendix
III}). The thirty-six peraons who directed more than one
inatitute were asked to respond on the basis of their total
experiencé with the program. Pour directors were deceased
or could not be located, 5o that N for the study 1s 116, '

There were seventy-elght responses to the questionnalire,

or 67%.
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The -director questionnalre was designed to provide
personal data relative to employment hlstory, education,
age, and salary. Data on professional zetivity in terms g;:
of writing for publicatlon, dellvery of professional .ﬁ
papers, holding memberships and offfices in state or local
professional organizations was also elicilted.

The dlrectors were asked to indlecate whether or not :
certain changes in their work had resulted from partici-
patlon in the Institute and te¢ place 1ln rank order ten .
reasons for serving as an institute director and to indl=,
cate professional persons who had been involved in the :
planning of the 1institutes., The directors were further
asked to indicate any problems or difficultles encourntered

in the varlous phases of the institutes' process.

. o .. Diecus=ion

In examining these data sources the primary effort
was.to facus con the three key wvarlables. For this s$udy
the varlables were seen as operating in the following
contexts: o

{1} Co-optation--the relationships between the DLP
and ALA, particularly the school library group within ALA,
1s viewed as the primary locus of co-optlive behavior.
This 13 determined by examinling the responses of school
librarians to the partliecipant questionnalre, examining

program records and documents to determine whether or not

the concerns of school librarisns have recelved greater = '
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attention than others, and analysis of the linterviews to
determine the relationships between DLF and ALA.

The functlion ol evaluation panels as possible repre-
sentatives of professional interest was alse examined. It
would be expected, for example, that 1f the agency uses
¢o-optive methods or is co-opted, evaluation panei members
would be more favorable to the program than would other
@irectors. Further, evaluation panel members who, Iin some
' cases, were alsc directors of propeosed institutes or were

faculty members of institutlons submitting proposed insti-
_ tutes, might recelve grants more frequently than would
" other applicants. The degree to which institute directeors
and evaluation panel members constitute professicnal elltes
15 also examined.

{2) Adaptiveness—the Interviews with DLP staff will
be the primary locus for examining the agency's adaptive :
behavior. Several sltuatlicons which might call for adaptive
behavior on the part of the agency have been identifled.
They are the following:

a) the several administrative reorganizations
of DLFP

b) Congressicnal pressures
¢) reduction in funding levels for the program

d) eriticism and requests for policy changes
from within the professlonal client group

e) pressure from within the administration
{(3) Conflict--the points at which adaptiveness may

occur are also potentially areas of conflict {i1.e., the
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agency may percelve a need to adapt but may have difficulty
in deciding upon whlech of several alternatlve courses to
follow). In addition to these areas, the process of lnsti-
tute funding will be examined.
In analyzing the statlstlcal data a signiflcance

level of .10 has been selected. Exploratory research is
commonly conducted at thils level or higher, Statistlcal
tests used are the Chi-square Test of Independence and the

Spearman rank order correlation.
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CHAPTER IV

CONFLICT, CO-OPTATION AND ADAPTATION

Conflict

Initial examination of the program indicated there
were several polnts at which confliet would likely oceur:

{1) Relatlonships between DLP and professional I
groups, especially the American Library
Assoclation

{2) Relationshipa within the Division of Library
Programs

{3) Relaticnships between the Divisien of Library
Programs and the Regional Program Offlcers

{4) Relatlonships between DLP and the U.S5. Qffice
of Education and the Administration "

{5) Relationships between DLP and Congress

(6) Relationships between DLP and Institutions
of higher education, particularly library

schools wlthin these institutlons.

Relationships with Frofessional Groﬁps' :fi%
In a real sense the progranm began in a state ol con=
flict with a professional group. School librarlians were
opposed to the transfer of the scheool library institutes

from NDEA to HEA and expressed this concern strongly.



Several feasons for this oppoéition were vaiced bj
Inowledgeable persons 1n interviews:

{a) The institutes for school librarians were oné of
many training programs operated under NDEA for the traine
ing of educatlion personnel. The transfer to HEA would move
institutes for training school librarians inte an adminis-
trative unit concermed with librarles rather than with
‘ather concerns in the field of education, .

(b) It was feared that school library interests might
not recelve the same attentlon under HEA; therefore, con- . .
cerns of cther types of libraries might dominate the pro-
gram, with the result that concerns of school librarians
would be de-emphasized. _

{c) Institutes to trailn school librarians were already
.operéting under NDEA and library schools were "geared up™
to propeose znd conduct these institutes. Further, the
proposed transfer was seen as diminlshing this momentum
and requiring instlitutlons tc adapt to a new set of guide-
lines and procedures.

Initially, the American Library Asscclatlon econcurred
in the view of school librarlans and favored leaving train-
ing for school librarians under NDEA. But, as indlcated
in Chapter I, Congresswoman Edith Green (D-Oregon),
Chalrman of the House Subcommlittee on Educatlon, was
atrongly opposed to thls poaiticn. GShe saw separate
training programs for school librarlans as unnecessary

duplication of programs and made It clear that 1f there was
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to be a tralning program under HEA, 1t must inelude all
tralning programs for librarians. Glven this strong
opposition, ALA was forced to favor the transfer of the
NDEA authorization even though some of its members were
strongly opposed.1

It 1g clear from the record of hearings on the Higher
Educatlon Act that school librarians ceased their opposition
prior ta the hearings. Dr. Jean Lowrie, then immediate
past president of the American Assoclatlon of School Librar-
lans, testiflied in favor of Title II-B, and no school 1i-
brarians officlally spoke or submitted statements of
opposition.

It has been suggested that there was a gentlemen's
agreement involving key Congressmen, USOE offlclals and
ALA to insure that the interest of school librarians would
be safeguarded in the new program. While 1t was imposgsible
to verify swhether or not such an agreement was actually
concluded, a communicatlon from ALA shortly after the
hearings would seem to glve credence to the supposition:

®. . . but we think an examination of all the testi-
mony which has been given on the Higher Education Act
of 1865, a detailed study of the provisions of the
measure and a2 full knowledye of unofficial conversa-
tions with Merhers of Conireczs, thelr staffs and
other Federal offlclals would clear up many misunder-
standings,. (Enphasis added.} In any event, we are
certaln that the contlnuance of the instltutes will
be assured, although eventually the program may be
transferred to another leglslzative authority in the

U.5. 0ffice of Educatign in the interest of c¢oordl-
nation and efficlency.

Simllarly, a prominent member of the Senate Committee
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on Labor and Publiec Welfare ceould write to a epnstituent
school lilbrary leader as follows:

At the tlme the proposal to ellminate school librarians
from this title,Title XI, NDEA was adopted in confer-
ence with the House, over my obJections and those of
my colleagues, it was accepted with great reluctance
only on the basis that equlvalent opportunitiez would
be made avallable under the provisions of Title II of
the Higher Education Act.

I thought you would like to know that I have asked the
Commissioner of Education to provide me with a report
which will set forth how thls understanding has been

kept in the ogera%ion of the new Title II Erogrgg
Em) hasis added.

The fact that the "understanding™ was kept may be o
determined by examining the distribution of institutes by
type of library and the percentage of total funds allocated
to each as shown in Table 4.

The daté show that the program strongly favored school
~1ibrarians in terms of the number of institutes held and
aven more strongly in terms of the amount of money Invested
in school 1ibrary training programs. As indicated in
Chepters I and TI, school librarlans had asserted thelr
interest in the program very early and sought assurances
that institutes to train school librarlang would continue
to operate at least at the same level as under RDEA, In
interviews with DLP offfelals it was indicated that school
librarians had & strong interest in the program becguse
of the followlng factors: e

a) 3chool llbrarians were more sccustomed to attending
summer training programs whicﬁ i3 an accepted and expected

and, indeed, encouraged aspect of school work.



TARLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTES BY TYPE OF
LIBRARY SERVED SHOWING FERCENTAGE
OF TOTAL INSTITUTES AND PERCENT-
AGE OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES#®

Type of Nunber of T of all % of Total
Litrary Institutes Institutes Expenditures
School 63 40.4 61.3 1
Public 11 7. 3.6
Academic 14 . 8.9 i- 7.6
State a2 1.3 0.5
Institutional 7 4.5 - 1.8
Special 6 3.8 - 0.7
Library Ed'n. 2 1.3 2.5
General 51 3R.7T - | 22.0

Totals 156 100.0 100.0

%1t should be recognized that the classification of
institutes by type of library is to a degree subjectlve.
It must alsoc be remembered that partlcipants did not
necessarlly reflect the orientaticn of the Institute,
{e.g., public or schoel librarians might have attended an
institute on Institutlonal llbrary services).

b) S¢hool librarizns had achieved a head start in the
NDEA institutes and were already famlliar with the pro-
cesses of deslegning and preparing institute programs.

¢) The HEA program coinclded closely with the adoptlon
of the new ALA standards for school libraries, which
emphasized the schosl 1library as an lnstructlonal materlals

center, and as r result reguired re-training of many school
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1ibrarians.
d) School library institute proposals far out-numbered
1 ; pfoposals for tralning other types of llbrarians.
_ Table 5 below presents a comparlson of the number of
Institute proposals submitted with the percentage which

were funded for operation.

TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTE PROPOSALS SUBMITTED -1
AND PUNDED BY TYPE OF LIBRARY S

Type of Number of Percentage PFPercentage Percentage
Library Proposals of All of Propos- of Fropos-
Submitted Proposals als Funded als not
Funded
Sechool 308 L - 58.3 51.7
Fublic 23 3.0 h7.8 52.2
Academic i1 6.6 B2.3 17.7
State s 2.0 0.0 60.0
Institutional g 3.5 77.7 22.3
Speeclal g 3.5 66.6 33.3
Library Ed'n. & 2.4 33.3 66.6
General 78 30.6 ~.65.4 35,6

{Serving more
than one type
of library)

Totals 255 100.0

Given a random selection proeess, the normal'expecta-
tion would te that there would be & positive correlation

between the number of proposals sutmitted and the number
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funded. This assumption was tested using the Spearman

rank correlation. A correlation of +.304, which 1z not

_ significant, was obtained. This funding contradicts the .
contention above that school library instltutes predomi-.
nated =imply because of the greater number of such pro-
pesals submitted.

Institutes to train academic librarians were not
identifled as a pregranm priority, yet a very large percent-
age of these proposals submitted obtained funding. Con-
versely, although increasing training for public librarians
was a stated oblJectlive, only about cne-half of the proposals
to traln publlic librarlans submitted were funded.

Those interviewed generally belisved that DLP made a
genulne effort to attract proposals for other types of
training. This effort was apparently most extensive in
the first year of the program. The initial request for
proposals produced too few iacceptable submlssions to expend
all of the avallable funds. A second request for proposals
resulted in some gain but, in order to expend all funds
appropriated, a substantial sum was transferred from the
institutes program to fund fellowshlps for masters', post=
masters!, and doctoral level study. (See discussion, p. 69).

Table & indieates the distribution by type of library
for the first and second years of the program.

The =hift from the firat to the second vear was to-
ward public librariesz and general institutes to serve

several types of librarles, These gains were primarily at



TABLE &

DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTES BY TYPE OF
LIBRARY, 1968 AND 1969

6

1968 1969
Type of Ho. of £ of All No. of % of All Diff.
Library Insts. Insgts. Insts. Insts. + or -
School 27 41.5 36 39.6 -1.9
Public 2 3.1 g 9.9 'I +6.8
Academic T 10.8 K 7.7 -3.1
State 2 3.1 u 0 1] -3.1
Institutional 3 4.6 4 .4 -0,2
Specilal 3 5.6 3 3.3 -1.3
Library Ed'n. 2 3.1 o ] =3.1
General 19 29.2 32 35.1 +5.9

{Serving more
than one type
cf library

the expense of the following types of library specializa-

tion: 1llbrary education, state libraries, and academic

libraries, The rank correlation between the two years 1is

+.702, which 1s significant at the .05 level, indicating

that the wvarlaticns betfween the two years are basically

insignificant.

The confllct within the llorary profession is an

example of an "allocational conflict" deseribed by Downs

and referred to In Chapter II. ALA was caught between

oppcsing forces——school librarlans who favered continuation

of the.special treatment they received under NDEA and
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pressure in Coﬁéress to avolid duplicaticn of programes, As
sugpested by the consensus model of soclal corganizations
{see p. 39}, ALA had to bring itself as an interest group
into internal equilibrium. The mechanlism for gaining
equilibrium was the contlnuation of the tralning Institutes
under NDEA through 1967 and assurances from USQE that the
interests of school librarlians would be safeguarded. Ezxam-
ination of the actlons of ALA, USOE and school librarians
provides insight into conflict, co-optation and adaptation.
Relationships Within the Division
of Library FPrograms

Confllet within the DLP was perhaps the most difficult
variable examined in the study. The greatest difficulty
was not In identifying confllet or in the relyctance of
respondents to discuss it, but In proper classification of
areas of confliet. The following classifications were

derived from interviews wilth DLP Washington stafrf.

Centrallzation of deelsion making

The program operated with 2 highly centralized degl=
sion-making mode. It was generally acknowledged that the
Chief of the Library Training Bureau {hereafter, Chlef,
LTB) in conjunction with the Director, DLP, made all of
the decisions about the program. Other staff members at
DLF played & peripheral role in assisting In the evalu-
ation of proposals within their areas of expertise.

Evidently there was a well-developed econcept of "turf”™
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wlthin the DLF and staff members for the most part declined
to comment upon all questions of program polliey and opera-
tien and deferred lnstead to the Chief, LTB, and the

Director, DLP.

Program direction

One of the polnts of confllict with professienal groups
also occurred within the Divislion. There wss divided
opinion about the role of the program in providing basic,su:'
as opposed to speclalized, tralning. 4s the program
operated there was an attempt to provide both specilallzed
training for persons already in the flield and also to
provide basic level tralning to persons enterlng the fleld.
DLP ataff members, perhaps because they represented
specialized interests, tended to faﬁor the former approach
and to feel that basie training was inapproprilate to the
Institute format.

Table 7 presents the dichotomization of the 156 instl-
tutes into basic and speclalized programa. It should he
noted that any such division 1g to some degree arbitrary.
Materlsl which 1Is basic to one particlpant may be speclal~
ized to another and wvice-versa.

There has been an effort to balance institutes between
the two purposes. It was clear from the interviews with
DLF staff that those persons who speclallized In various
professlional areas strongly favored greater mpeeialization

in the institute program,“
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TABLE 7

DICHOTOMIZATION OF THE INSTITUTES INTQ
BASIC AND SPECIALIZED PROGRAMS

Level of Number of Percentage of
Training Instlitutes All Institutes
Baslec 72 _ L6.0
Speclalized 84 54,0

Total 156 100.0

The fact that school librarians may have wanted and
sought tralning on a basic level might explaln the deslre
to sponsor basle tralning programs. An examination of the
institute proposals submlitted by type of library is shown
in Table 8, '

The explanation suggested above 1s supported by the
distribution in Table 8: slxty-four per cent of the basle
lavel institutes dealt with school libraries and of the
school library institutes, 73% were baslic level, As has
been noted earlier, a large percentage of the institutes
relating to institutional library services and service to
the physieally handleapped were also on the basic level as
a result of the effort of the states toc initlate programs
in these rlelds under Titles IV-A and B of the LSCA,

It 1s a measure of the closed-decision making in the
program that, given the desire of starr for more speclalized
institutes, the distributlon shown in Table B could be

maintained.



68

TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC AND SPECIALIZED
INSTITUTES BY TYPE OF LIBRARY,
1966 AND 1969

— —— —
— — —

Type of Basie Peprcentage Spectalized Pércentage
Llbrary of Total of Total
School 46 73.0 17 27.90
Publle 2 18.0 9 B2.0
Academic 2 14.0 12 B6.0
3tate 0 0 ) 2 100.0
Institutional 5 71.0 ) 2 29.0
Special 5 83.0% _ 1l 17.0
Library Ed'n. o 0 2 - ) ~100.0
General 12 23.0 39 71.0
Totals 72 16.0 8y 54.0

*This figure 18 skewed by the fact that the live basle
level institutes were for the purpose of trailning person-
nel to operate education information centers in connection
with the ERIC program. These lnstitutes are dlscussed 1In
the next sectlon.

Mareh and Simon's discusslon of conflict (zee Chapter
II) would suggest that efforts to reduce this intra-organi-
zational confilet should have cccurred. No formal conflict
reduction procedures could be identified within DLP. In-
deed, the decision-maklng process was such thet presentation
of conflict was substantially inhibited, i1f not prevented.
However, the fact that the program responded nearly equally

to both basic and spectalized training needs suggests that
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there was some sen3albility to conflict Af the différence
over preferred alternatlives was sharp.

The fact that Title ITI-B is a "dlscretlcnary™ grant
pProgram resulted in some degree to the internalization of
the conflict between institutes and fellowships. Several
staff members felt that more funds should have been
charneled into fellowships as these provided a long—lastiﬁg
and more substantlial elfect. In the first year of the
program this was done and there was & sharp divislon about
thé wisdom of this course. Other staff members felt with
equal strength that the instlitutes had been very benefleianl
and =houlad not be weakened éo provide more fellowships.

The Chief, LTB, was strongly committed to the insti-
tute program and felt that the conflict between the two
programs had been exacerbated by the earlier decision to
transfer funds budgeted for instltutes to fellowships.

The closed declsion-making process in the program
has produced inter-personal conflict within DLF. Staff
members appeared to respond to their inablility to make sub-
stantive or meaningful Input Into the decision-making
process Iln one of $two ways. Either they virtually lgnored
the program and made no efforts to provide positive inputs
%0 it and had minimum contact (i.e,, reviewed proposals
within their areas of expertise and interest}, or they
tended to have negative and hostile feelings toward the

program and the Chlef, LTB.
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Relatlionshlpa with Regicnal
Program CQfficers

In 1969 a number of the U.S. Office of Education
programs were regionalized into nine regional offices.5
In each of these offices there was a Reglonal Library
Program Officer (hereafter, RPO). These positlons were not
part of the DLP staff administratively but were respon-
sible for administering at the reglonal level the Library
Services and Conatruetlen Act programs asslgned to DLP.
Reglonal Program Officers also had responslbility for preo-
viding "advice™ and "technleal"™ assistance on all library
programs, especlally those administered by DLP, Since
the RPD's were in a pilvotal position between the DLP and
the library practitlioners in the field, their relatienship
to conflict was seen as Iimportant.

As & group, the RPO's played a2 minimzl role in the
program. It would not be useful to detall the leong litany
of frustrations volced by the RPO's with respect to thelr
role but several general themes occurred in thelr comments:
(1) the role of the RPO was to provide information te the
field, yet with respect to the Title II-B program they were
given no information to provide; (2) because of the closed
decislion-making proeess, RPO's could not Interpret the
process to the fleld; (3} input from the field was not
really desired 1n Washlngton and those whoe attempted to
provide 1t were not only frustrated but, in additlon, were

resented. Complainte such &s the above are commen to
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© field staff in crganizatlona. In the case of the RPO's 1t
| was clear that the feelings volced were stropg, of long
duration and were problems to which they had gliven serlous
thought.

One activity identlifled for RPO's was to monitor
institutes conducted within the reglon and to transmit a
monitoring report to DLP. The amount of such activity was
very limited. For the most part, RPO's visited a few 1lnstie
tutes in which they were interested or to which they were
invited as program participants. In one instance four
institutes were held in an Institutlion forty miles away
from the regional office and the RFO visited none of them.

It was clear from the directors' responses to the
gquestionnaire that they neither sought nor receilved agssis-
tance from the RPC. When asked to clte persons who had
been helpful to them in conceiving, planning or carrying
out the Instlitute, only four directors cited RPO's. It was
alse clear from the Interviews that directors do not think
of RPO's as resources to call upon and for the most part
had diffliculty in conceptualizing a role for the RPO.

Oone of the more 1lnsightful examples of the isolation
of the RPO was the fact that several staff members at DLP
could not understand why the lnvestlgator planned to inter-
view the RPO's in conneetion with the study.

The predominant pattern of the RPO, glven the limited
ability to affect the decislon-making process, was to avold

conflict by Indifference and inactlion. Avoidance of



conflict by sub-units within an organlgsetlon 1s consistent
with Argyris' view that members of organizations alter
thelr relationghlp to the organigation to satisfy theilr
cwn needs. In this sense RPO's behave in a fashion similar
to industrizl workers who, when faced with perscnal need
and organizational role confllct, turn the organization
off 1n order to pursue sabtlsfaction of personal needs.
Relationships with the U.S. Office of
Educatlon and the Administration

This study did not collect data about the relation-
ships of DLP to USOE of to the Admlinistration directly, but
In the course of the ilnterviews references by respondents
dild peint to the exlstence of such confllets. These are
dMscussed below as examples of conflict and, where 1t
could be discerned, the consequences of these conflicts
are stated or suggested. Durlng the course of the study
several Incldents were ldentlfied which seemed to reveal
with some e¢larity the responses of DLP to inter-organiza~-
tional confliet. In lleu of a more specifiec discussion of
confilct within the USOE bureaucracy it 1s deemed more
fruitful to treat these incidents as "insipght-stimulating

examples" as deseribed by Sellitz, e’c.al.7

The imposition of the NDEA format

One of the earllest inter-organizatlonal confliets
within USCE resulted from the necessity to Initlate gulde-

lines and procedures to govern the program. Interviews



with current and former DLP staff indlcated that 1t was

largely predetermined that the Title II-B program would

operate 1n essentially the same format as the NDEA insti- '

tute program. Interview respondents 1lndicated that several

serlcus consequences resulted from this deeision:

(1)

)

(3)

(%)

A rather rigid definitlion of who could be trainedﬁ
wzs established; _
Severe flscal constreints were placed upon the
schools conducting lnstitutes;

A number of procedural constraints (e.g., ﬁé | ¥
funds could be used to purchase materials for -
partlclpants or to publish proceedings of the
inztitute), were established; and

An lnapproprizte minimum length for institutes

was established. In 1968 institutes were limited
to a minimum of ten days. In the oplnion of a
number of respondents ten days was too long and
mitigated against partlcipation. 1In 1969 the

minimum duraticn was lowered to flve days.

Some interview respondents indleated that the NDEA

format had been accepted on the ground that many Instltutlons

-were already famllliar with 1t and that 1t had already been

cleared through the USOE fiscal and legal machinery. Other

respondents saw this as lndicative of the weakness of DLP's

position within USOE. Given that the act was passed 1n

1965 and that the institute program did not begin operatiecn

untll fiscal 1968, it would appear that there was ample



time to devise and implement policies sulted to the pur-

poses of the program,

Pr

The funding of the ERIC institutes a E ik

In 1968 when the Title II-B institute program was
implemented, the research program of USUE was administered
by the Bureau of Research, which also had responsibility
for the Educational Research Information Center (ERIC)
program, Under this program USCE contracted with various
institutions and non-profit crganizaticns to operate
information eenters in various subjecet areas of education.
The Director of the Bureau of HResearch was very lnterested
in initlating training programs for staffs of the ERIC
centers and announced plans to conduct a serles of tralning
programs using funds approprlate for research purposes.

DLP feared that funding of these training programs would
reduce the funds available for library related research.
At the same time DLP had not received sufficlent institute
propesals to use all of the funds apprepriated. DLP and
the Bureau of Researech therefore agreed that the proposed
training programs for ERIC personnel would be funded as
Title II-B Institutes. This decision led to several com-
-promises within the Title II-B lnstitute program. In the
firet instance the perscnnel to be trained 4id not, for
the most part, flt the definition of eligible participants
except by the most generous extension. Secondly, because

the ERIC centers were wldely dispersed, it waz necessary
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to.select the institutions at which training would take
place, and consequently DLP or the Bureau of Reszearch had
to pre-select the institutions to sponsor these institutes
*and request them to submit a proposal rather than make the
selection on a competitive basis. Presumably, these pro-
posals also dild not receive a high ranking from evaluation
panels and DLF was forced to override the recommendations
of the panel. At least three of these programs were con=-
ducted in 1968 and cne, In 1569.

The redirecticn of the Erogr
1n fiscal 1972

One of the more dramatie 1ncidehts of conflict between
the goals of the parent organizatlon, USOE, and the organi-
zational unlt, DLP, occurred in 1971 when DLF wasz forced
to redefine and refocus the Tltle I1-B lnstitute program
in accord with priorities identified by the Nixon Admin-
Istration. This confllct ocecurred during the course of
this study and the emotional climate prevented accurate
observation. Basically, the conflict centered arcund the
attempt of USOE officlals to force DLF to redirect the
institute program to serve the needs of the disadvantaged
and the training of para-professicnals and to support
certain other administration enunciated programs: the
rlght tc read, drug abuse education and early chlldhood
education. '

DLP unvelled the new program in a series of meetings

in three locations across the country. In essence, the
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agency presented & serles of model institutes carrying out
the new program objJectives and Invited institutions to
submit proposals for one or more of the models. AL the
same time 1t was announced that no further fellowships
would be funded at the masters', post-masters' or doctoral'H'
levels. This announcement, combined with the seeming in-

' flexibility of the proposed Institute models, enraged the
library education community to the degree that it launched
what one DLP staff member called "a massive assault”
against the institute program urging reinstatemént of the
fellowships. _ . )

Several polnts emerged in the interviews which are
pertinent: _

{1) Directions for the change in priorities came
from within the zadminlsiraticn and down through USQE
channels to DLP. ) '

{2) DLP staffl membefs attempted to poiﬁt out the
undesirable consequences of the decision but were not asble
to gain reconsideration or amelioration. .

{3) Caught between pressure from superiors in ﬁsOE.and
the library education community, DLP had no alternative but
to follow the dictum of USCE even though the result was to
be efforts through Congress to force USOE back into con-
formity with the desires of the constituent group. It 1s
indicative of the relationship between the professional
group and USOE that no effort was made to exert counterw

pressure upon the USOE offlcials who were coercing DLP.



Relationships with Congr;ess . K
_ Generally, -no federal agency can long tolerate a
status of conflict with the Congress or with individual
congressmen 1in key posltlons. No direct evlidence of such
conflict was found. _ . ) .:_ .

Understendably, the auﬁject of congressional 1ﬁf1u-
ence Iin the administration of a program iIs a topic which
federal employers are reluctant to discuss and also 1s a
tople about which few employees are in a position to speak
from direct experlence.

" A number of interview respondents whose positionz
would indlcate that they would be aware of political influ-
ence on grant awards were querled on thls question. With
but one exception these individusals scknowledged that
politlcs played a part in the award of institute grants to
the extent that DLP percelved a need tc ensure that there
was a gecgraphical spreéd of institutes and was aware that
ccngressmen were concerned about awards to Institutlons in
thelr home states.

To some degree, of course, conflict with constituent
groups can be translated inte conflict with Congress (e.g.,
the conflict with school librarians about the tranafer of
the school library institutes from NDEA to HEA, Title II-B).
Interview respondenta indicated that the llibrary education
eommunity'a reaction to the eurtailment of the fellowship
program and redirection of the instltutes resulted 1n

"masslive efforts” to Influence Congress. If these
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perceptions are accurate, the consequences for DLP of con-
fliet with Congress may appear in the future.

. Gonflict between Longress and executlve departments
.’his.a rather clear example of difference over cholice of
alternatives, which 1z the March and Simon definition of
conflict. (See Chapter II). : .

Congressmen tended to see the program primarily in
the pragmatic terms of grant awards to consftituent insti-
tutions, 2 eriteria with low priority in DLP's scale of
value, However, since Congress has the power to enforce
1ts cholce of alternatives, DLP had no alternative but
to legitimize the basically political allocation of insti-
tutes by reference to the goal of ereating a "geographical

spread” of institutes,

Relationships with Institutions
.Jw; of Higher Edueation

Rélationships between DLF and the institutions of
higher education occurred primarlly at the level of the
8chool or department within the institution responsible
for the library educatlion program. Usually this relation-
ship was through the dean or director of the library school.

Interviews and gquestlonnalre responses Indlcated that
a nurber of conflict 1s3ues centered around the pollcies
and procedures of the program. Two 13sues typlecal of this
eonflict were the role of accreditation in the eward of

institutes and the procezs of grant negotiaticns.
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The role of accreditation ' o

An early and persistent element of conflict was the
gquestion of aceredited and non-aceredited library schools
in the institute program. Deans and facultiles of accredited
library schoels felt that they represented strong educa-
tional programs and should be glven pfefbrence in the award
of institute grants. Unaccredited sehools put forth the_
arguzent that ilnstitute tralning was by definltion less
than degree level tralning and that unaccredited programs
could meet this need as well or better than acecredited
programs.

DLP took the position that its function was not to
enforce accreditation standards but rather to eonduct train-
ing programs and so long as the proposed fnstitutes met a
professional and/or geographical need as identified by DLP,
accreditation was irrelevant. -

Table 3 presents the distribution of institute grants
awards to accredited and non-accredlted programs for the
two years under study.

In part, thls table supports the positlon that accredl-~
tation or non-accreditation of a school was irrelevant in
the award of institutes, for virtually half of the awards
ware glven to esach type of school.9

Another aspect of this question was the relative
gctivity of the two types of library schools in proposing
institutes. Table 10 analyzes the succesz of each in

obtsining institutes relative teo the number of proposals
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TABLE 9

DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT AWARDS TO ACCREDITED
AND NON-ACCREDITED SCHOOLS, 1968-1969%

— ——— .

YEAR ACCREDITED SCHOQLS NON-AQCREDITED SCHOOLS
{N=32 sehools) (N=53 schools)

Number of ¥ of Total Number of £ of Total
Grant Awards CGrant Awards|| Grant Awards Grant Awards

1968 33 51.0 32 49,0
1969 L3 h7.0 I Ls 53.0
_ Totals 76 h9.0 " 80 51.0

TABLE 10

COMPARISON OF PROPOSALS SUBMITTED AND PROPOSALS
FUNDED BY ACCREDITED AND NON-ACCREDITED
LIBRARY SCHOOLS, 1968-1969 o

Year and No. of Pro- % of Pro- % of Pro-
Type posals Sub- | posals posals Not
. mltted Funded Funded
1568
Aceredited (N=22) 2 78.0 22.0
Hon-accredited (N=28) 62 48.0 52.0
1969 >
Aceredited (N=30) 69 71.0 29.0
Non-aceradited (N=40) 84 0.0 50.0
submitted.

Table 10 shows that statistically an aceredlted library

school submltting a proposal steod a much better chance of
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recelving & grant award than did a non-accredlted school.
The data in Table 10 contradicts the statements of DLP
stafl respondents that accereditatlon was not g factor in
the award of grants for institutes.

Interview respondents reported that accredited schoels
were eritical of the polley of providing grants to non-
accredited programs, but there was no Indication that this
eritleism engendered actlon until 1971. The lack of actien
may be explalned by the fact that for the first two years
of the program aceredited schools fared very well in the
process. In 1968, when nine proposals from accredited
library schools wefe rejected for rfunding, IiIn only four
cases d1d the school fail to have at least one proposal
funded. In 1969, when twenty proposals from accredited
schools were rejected, in only two ecases did a school not
have at least one proposal funded. It was clear that dur-
tng 1968 and 1969 DLP was ahle £o approve grants for nearly
all aceredited schools which applled and at the same tlme
approve grants to a substantial portion of the non-
accredited schools. In 1970 and 1971 & combinatlon of
reduced funds and altered prlorities imposed from above
forced a cholce and the cholge was to favor pon-accredited
programs.

Faced, as they were, with total elimination of the
fellowshlip progrem end drastically reduced access to the
inastitute program, 1t was not surprising that fhe acered=

ited zchocls proteated the shift in priorities. Nopr was 1t



surprising that DLP offiefials, who in the past had, in
their own vlew, been at 1éast even-~-handed with this group
of schools, would see these efforts as "massive assaults"™

and be resentful of them.

Negotiaztion of grant awards

Among the operational policlies causing conflict with
the library schools the most consistently cited was the
process of negotlation which occurs after a grant is
approved. '

" DLE regarded the negotlation of the grant as an oppor-
tunity to adjust fiseal or policy problems ldentified in
the proposal and alsoc as a means of eliminating program= E
matlc weaknesses identified 1n the review process. Al-
though this obJectlve was stated In the polliey and procedure
manual furnished to all applicants, the process was pever-
theless resented by the institutlons.}® '

The schools questioned the authoerity and eredentials
of DLP to suggest program changes; DLP, for 1ts part, felt
cbligated to eliminate what 1t 1dentified as weaknesses
or undesirable elements. Since the Chief, LTB, conducted
the negotiations personally, 1t was upon that office that
the conflict centered. Attitudes toward this conflict
appeared to be much stronger in interviews with directors
than 1n the results of questlonnalires from the directors.

There were several pessible operational explanations for

this fact, not the least of which was the fact that the
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questionnalire was mailed Auring the period when applicants
for 1ns£itutes were awalting notiflcation of grant approval
for 1972 Anstitutes. ) e

In the interviews, several directors indicated that
the confliet in the negeotiations process was sufficlently
strong to prevent thelr ever serving agaln as an lnstltute
director. In general, directors In aceredlted schoals
tended to percelve conflict in the negotiation process to
a greater extent than did directors In non-accredited
gchools, or tc state thls ancother and perhaps more signifi=-
cant way, none of the directors in non-accredited programs
reported conflict with DLP and slightly more than half gof
the directors in accredited programs reported conflict.

The data did not provide an explanation of this dif-
ference In viewpoint. Interviews with DLP stafr led to
the conelusion that iIn some quarters the aceredited schools
were regarded as "prima donnas who coast on their reputa-
ticns." Whether or not this attitude affected the negotia-~
tion process cpuld not be determlned. It was alsc possible
that the accfedited schools, becauae of thelr presumed
quality and standing took the traditional professicnal view
of DLP as an uncritical dispenser of federal funds and
tended to react strongly to program initiative from
Waszhlngton. S .

Neither the literature oniconElict cited In Chaﬁter
II nor the data for this study provided a ¢lear explanation

of the costs or benefits acerulng to DLP as a result of
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conflict with the aceredited library schccls.. A possible
explanation which will be explored In Chapter VI 1s that
DLF saw the accredited schools as allled with ALA and ..
sought to create in the unaccredlted programs a new con-

stituency of 1ts own.

_ _ Summzary

The h}pothesis under review with respect to conflict
suggests that centralization of decision making lowers
conflict. The foregeing discussion both supports and
denles this hypotheslis depending upon how confllet is
viewed. In terms of consistency with the definltion 1in
this atudy conflict did not occur because in most of the
Instances cited elther DLP did not percelve that alter-
natives existed or the alternatives were sSeen as too costly
to the organization to make them vlable cholices. For
example, presumably there were alternatives to adhering to
whatever understandings were reached wlth respect to school
1ibrary institutes, but DLP either 414 not percelve this
cholce or felt that pursult of other alternatives would be
vary dysfunetional. As a result there was, Inaofar as
DLP was c¢oncerned, no confliet, '

Simllarly, DLP might have resisted the efforts to

redirect the program in 1971 through an early alllance wilth
ALA. Such zn alliance might, however, have been very .
ecostly to DLP in terms of 1ts relationship with USOE and

again In terms of DLP there was no conflict because none



85

of the identifiable alternatives were acceptable. This’
situstion colncides with one of the types of conflict
cited by March and Simon: "Unacceptability."™ (See page
37). . e
From another point of view it can be said that the
closed decislon-making pattern did very 1little to eliminate
conflict. Conflict situations were ldentified with re-
spect to ALA, Congress, USOE, and with institutes of higher
gducation. In addition, conflict was 1dentified within
DLF and with the RPO's. Closed decision making did not
prevent these confllets, but it did prevent the alter- -
natives sought by others from becoming decislonal alter-

nativeasz.

Co-cptation
Go-optation, 1t will be recalled, 15 a process—=

because a degree of continuousness 1s assumed-~of absorbing
new elements into the polley-making functions of an organi-
zation and is an organizatlonal response to real or assumed
threats.

The term "elements" may encompass a number of exter-
nal forces including ldeologles, economic or professional
interests or selfish interests of groups or individuals.

As a primary point of decision making with respect
to the Title II-P program, the office of the Chlefl of the
Library Tralning and Resources Branch was seen as a poasible

locus of co=-optive behavior. In an Interview it was



suggested that the faet that the Chief, LTB, came to officé

from experience as a state school llbrary supervisor was

.-, not ecoincidental. 'This statement suggested that an exam-

ination of the evolutlion of this office within DLF was

worthwhile,

The first staff support for library education'.._
‘activities in DLP was the appolntment of a Library Edu-
cation Specialist in 1964%. As was indicated earlier, the
concept that the U.8. Offlce of Educatlon should play a
role in library education 1s a relatively new and not
univérsally accepted 1dea.

In light of thls 1t was noteworthy that the person
selected came to DLP from a positlon as Executive Secretary
of the Library Educatlion Divislion of ALA and As the only
former ALA staff member to have held a professional position
in DLP. In this action DLP perhaps showed itself sansitive
to the faet that 1t was entering a new area of program
activity which might not have professional aceeptance and
acted to reduce the unacceptabillty by appointing & person
in whom the professional group had already indicated con~
ridence. _ '

The position of Library Education Speclaliast was
filled from April 1564 until 1967. During thls perilod DLP
did not administer programs with a direet finanecigl effect
upon library eduecation. In May, 1967, the new Director of
the Division, Ray M. Fry; announced a new organizational

structure which divided the Division's interest in library
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education. The Library Training and Resources Branch (LTB)
wﬁs to have adminfstrative responsibliliity for Title II-B
wihiile the Library and Informatien Selence Branch was to
concern itself with plannling and development in the areas
of 1ibrary and information sclence educasion.ll

Interview respondents indicated that thils separaficﬂ '
of functlons was net 1imited to library educatlon but was
part of an effort throughout DLT to separate the planning
and development functlions from the administration of grant
programs.

The reasons for this zeparation were not clearly
gtated but 1t should be noted that 1t followed closely
Keppel's recrganization of USOE, which was designed at
least in part to reduce the influence of outside interest
groups and to increase the role of USCE 1n naticnael edu-
catlonal planning and policy.12 The separation of planning
and administration of programs would appear lilkely to
diminish the effects of co-pptation by external groups.

In 1968 the reorganized Division was not completely
staffed and 1t was necezsary for personnel in the Library
and Information Sclence Branch to be directly invelved in
the solicltation, evaluation and funding of proposals for
institutes. In 1969 and subsequent years this phase was
under the directlon of the Chiel, LTB, and involvement
wlth other branches was peripheral. Except for the initial
year, the administraticn of the program has been centered

in a single office.
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Evaluation Panels

A majJor point of involvement of external interests and

. individuals is the selection of persons to serve on evalu—

ation panels for the instltute propecsals.
An examination of the composition of the evaluation

panels for 1968 and 1969 and Interviews with DLP stafrl

indlc¢ated the following:

(1) The selection of pznel merbers was made in Wash-
ington in conference between the Director, DLP, and the
Chlef, LTB, with the latter preparing a list of candidates
from which the panel was Selected.

{2) Panel members were not selected az representatives
of any formal group and such groups were not consulted in
the selection of panel members.

{3) The panels included both practitioners and educa-
tors with the majority being educators.

(4) Evaluation panels served in an "advisory" capacity
and their evaluation of institute proposals were seen as
"recommendations."

{5) Evaluation panel members were pald expenses and
small consultants*® fees. HRelative to DLP, thelr selection
and work was conducted in near anonymous fashion.13 They
may have, however, received some recognition and prestige
within thelir own Iinstitutions and from their profeasional
colleagues.

DLF saw the utilization of these panels as a means

of gaining greater acceptance of grant decisicnas without
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.

the necessity of a substantial saerifice in real decision-
mﬁking power. Az will be shown later, there was a loss of
decision-making power in that one of the rewards recelved

by evaluation panel members was approval of Institutes for
th;ir own instituvtions.

From DLP's point of view the evaluation panels filtted
the definitlon of formal co-optation (i.e., the evaluation
panels did not formally make decislons but were cloaked 1n
the responsibility for the decisions--or as one RFO indl-
edted, the panels served to "take DLP off the hook").

As & locus of co-optive behavior the panels are '
worthy of closer examinatien. It would normally be expecte
ed that formal co-optation could ocecur only when there was
some medium of exchange. Commonly thls takes the form of
elaborate rituals which confer status upon the co-opted
individual. &Since this d4did not occur with evaluatlon panel
members, the award of Institute grants was consldered as a
possible exchange.

Table 11 presents the distribution of the evaluation
panel members by employment for 1968 and 1969.

It would have been anticipated that since about cne=
half the_institutes were In non-accredited schools and
DLP had indicated that accredltatlion was not a factor in
the determinatlon of grants, that greater involvement of
persons from non-aceredited schools would have oceurred.

It 12 obvious from Table 11 that library educators

predominated on the panels. 1In 1968 one of five educators
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TABLE 1l

DISTRIBUTION OF PANEL MEMBERS BY
EMPLOYMENT, 1968 and 1969

EMPLOYMENT 1968 1969
No. of £ of No. of £ of
Panel Total Panel Total
Members Members
School 2 22 3 16
Publie ] 0 1 5
College 2 22 a
Special ' b 0 0 D
State e 0 1 5
Library School 5 56 14 74
Accredited 4 45 9 48
Non-accredited 1 11 5 26
Totals g 100 19 100

was from an unaccredited school; in 1969 the proportion was
five of fourteen. DLP apparently felt that the llibrary
education proup was the primary constituent group whose
interest would predominate on the panéls. B
The'make-up of the panels was also inconsistent with
2 number cf statements about the program. OGiven the stated
objective of increasing the number of training opportunities
for public librarians, the inclusion of only one public
librarian on the evaluatlion panel in the two years was
contradictory, . o

The most obvlous feature of Table 12 is the zero cell
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TABLE 12

CROSS-TABULATION OF GRANT AWARDS TO STATES WITH PRESENCE
) OF AN EVALUATION FAMEL MEMBER FROM THE STATE
GRANTED THAT THE STATE SUBMITTED
AN INSTITUTE PROPOSAL, 1069

States with &n States without Total
Evaluation an Evaluztion
Panel Member Panel Member
States with ,
Grant Awards 11 23 34
States with-
out Grant _
Awards 0 3 3
Total 11 26 SR "
df = 1 x2 = 1,38 Significance = .150

indicating that there was no c¢ase 1n which a state with a

member ¢n the eveluatlon panel falled to recelve an insti-

tute grant award. Whlle nc statistically significant rela- |

tionship 13 establlished, the finding 1s conaidered impor-
tant. E'. T .Lﬂ:' . . . e

As an additional check on the relatioﬁship between
grant swards and membershlp on the evaluation panels the
analyzes in Table 13 for Institutional representation was
camputed. B ' . _ N

This table indicates that there was a relatlenship
between an lnztitution having a faculty member on the
evaluation panel and the recelpt of a grant award, The

chi-zquare statistic of .010 indicates ihe probability
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CROSS-TABULATION OF GRANT AWARDS TO INSTITUTIONS
WITH INSTITUTIONAL REPRESENTATION ON
EVALUATION PANELS, 1968-1969

. . : Institution Institution Total
- with Grant without Grant
Awards Awards
Institutions wlth i
Faculty Mewber on S
Evaluation Panel 12 ¢ o r12
Institutions with-
out Faculty e
Members on Panel 59 37 96
Total o it 37 108
ar = 1 x2 = 7.158 Significance = .010

that the relatlonship observed occurred by chance 1s very
low.

The relatlonship 1s even more significant when 1t 1s
recognized that some of the evaluation parnel members were
also persons who would serve as directors of the institutes
belng evaluated

In the evaluztion panels two types of co-optation were
$1lustrated. As indicated earliler, DLF sought to formally
co-opt the panel members {l.e,, appear to involve them in
the decision-making process without sacrificing power).
Operatlonally, evaluation panel members Informally co-opted
DLP 4n that they did directly influence the declslon-making

process to thelr own benefit. The process was functliconal



for both the agency and the panel members. DLP Qavelup.ﬁ
limited amount of decision-making power and the panel
members influenced the declsion-making process only to
the extent of thelr own interests. The informal co-optation
by the evalyation panels was, from DLP's polnt of view,
an unintended and unrecognized outcome of the process.

Platribution of Inatitutes by

_ Type of Library ‘_

: In Interviews wlth both DLP and ALA officials it was
gsuggested that DLF made a genulne effort to attract insti-
tute proposals from all types of librarles, particularly
non-school librarles, HNo evidence was offered or found
to support this contentlon. There were Indicatlions that
in 1968, when insufficient proposals were received to
utilize avallable funds, that RPO's were urged to seek _
development of additlonal proposals withln the reglons, but I
there was no indlcation of a desire to alter the distri-
bution cof proposals by type of library interest served.lu

Table 14 analyzes the distributlon of instlitute
proposals rejected for funding in 1968 and 1569,

Given a stated obJective of lnereasing the number of
fnatitutes to serve libraries other than school libraries,
it was surprising that in 1958, a year 1n which, 1t should
be emphasized, lnstitute funds were diverted to other
purposes, 43% of the rejected proposals were in areas _
other than school libraries. In 1369 nen-school library

proposals were 66,6% of the rejected proposals. These data
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TABLE 14

DISTRIBUTION OF REJECTED INSTITUTE PROFOSALS BY
TYPE OF LIBRARY SERVED, 1968 and 1969

P v AL T

o 1968 1969
Type of No. % No. ]
Library Re Jected PReJected Rejected Rejected
School 24 57.0 19 33.3
Public L} 9.5 5 8.7
Academic 3 7.2 1 1.8
State 2 4.8 1 1.8
Ingtitutional 1 2.4 1 1.8
Specizal 0 0 5 7.0
Library Ed'n. 2 4.8 1 1.8
General 6 4.3 25 k3.8
Totals . 42 100.0 57% 100.0

#Five proposals were rejlected which could not be

elassifled.

indlcate that 1s was unlikely that the stated cbjlective

{i1.e., to have more non=schocl llbrary oriented institutes)

was & real objective which DLP was pursuing during thils

two-year pericd.

The inerease in the percentage of rejected proposala
for schogl library institutes between 1968 and 1969 com-
bined wlth the stated DLP obJective of Increasing the number

of non-school library institutes would seemingly suggest

a shift in policy

-

The likelihcod of such a change was

sk
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examined because between the two years, the Chlef, LTH,

was appolinted. The percentage of rejected proposals for
each type of library for the two years as shown in Table 14
was compared using the Spearman rank correlation. A corre-
lation of .6607, which 1s significant at the .05 level, was
determined, indicating that there was not a significant
shift in palicy between the two yeavs.

A preference for Institutes to train school librarians
persisted through both years despilte verbalizations to the
contrary. The early co-optlive activity of school librarlans
was atrong enocugh to overcome the desire to pursue other

¢cbJectives.

Institute Directors and Participants .
The positive responses from the instlitute divectors
" relating to changes attributable to serving as a director
were anhalyzed by type of library orientation af the insti-
tute and the results are shown in Table 15.

There was substantlal agreement about the changes
among the directors regardless of the type of library the
institute served. Responszes from the academic, public
and general Iinstitutes' directors were comblned and corre-
lated with the responses from the school library directors
using the Spearman rank correlation. A correlation of
.875, which 13 significant at the .01 level, was obtalned.
This correlation indicates that directors attributed the

same kinds of personal changes to the inatitute process
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TABLE 15

DISTRIBUTION OF POSITIVE RESPONSES OF INSTITUTE
DIRECTORS BY TYPE OF LIBRARY FOCUS OF
INSTITUTE DIRECTED, 1968 and 1969

Change School ¥ [Public £ |Academic ¥ | Genersl %
(N=29) (N=6) (N=E} (N=27)
Salary 5 17 1 16 2 33 5 1%
Promotion 6 212 2 33 2 16 7 28
Respect 19 66 1 14 2 33 i¢ 37
Satisfaction] 21 72 5 84 3 50 16 59
Attitude 19 66 2 33 2 33 1% ha

regardless of the type of librery interest served by the
institute. B

It was anticlpated that co-optation might be 1ndi-
cated by a difrerence.in the changes perceived by institute
directors. It seemed likely that either a co-pptlng or
co-opted group would have a different response than would
groups not involved iIn co-optlive pracesses, | : '

An anslysls was performed on the respcnse of lnstl-
tute participants to determine whether or not the type of
library orientation of the institute attended was related
to the benefits percelved by the particlipants. The results
of this analysis are shown in Table 16.

The results of this tabulaticn Indicate that there was
a significant relastionship between the type of libpary in

which the respondent was emplcoyed and the benefits percelived
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TABLE 16 ' TR

CROSS-TABULATION OF BENEFITS PERCEIVED BY PARTICIPANTS
AND TYPE OF LIBRARY 1IN WHICH PARTICIPANTS WERE

EMPLOYED

Benefit School #%|Academic & ({Public ¥ [Other £ |Total
Met othenrs

in the :

fleld 45 24 34 30 22 24 27 40| 128
New skills

aequired 113 59 59 52 b7 52 30 ubf 249
Obtained
better )
position 4 o2 6 05 2 02 2 03} 14
Renewed
interest
in work 23 12 10 09 8 09 T 10 LT
Qther 5 03 5 04 11 13 1 03 23

Total 190 114 a0 ] 452
af = 9 x2 = 23.74 Significance = ,005

from institute participation. It can be determined by
observatlon that there wés a high correlatlion between the
reanking given each benefit. All of the respondents agreed
on the first and second most frequently cited benefits and
substantlially sgreed on the third most frequently cited
benefit. ' o _

The analysis in Table 16 1nd1¢ates.that the co-optive
procese ¢id not alter the benefits eited by participants.

School librarians may have had reason to feel possessive
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about the program and to anticlpate beherits from 1t but
these feellngs did not result In thelr attributing differ-
ent benefits to the program than did other types of

librariana.

Elite and Nop-elite Co-optation
As used 1In this study, major elites are persons who
hold positlions of power or Influence 1in the community, in
this case within the 1ibrary profession. Major elites
are ldentified a5 persons who hold majJor elective offices
in professional organizations or who are actlve in the
expressive tasks of writing for publication and delivering

papers to professional organizations.

Evaluation panels

None of the evaluation panel memﬁers had held major
elective offices in national 1ibrary organlzations up to
and at the time of thelr service. Two members of the 138¢
panel have since been elected to major offilce and one was
chairman of a major division within a national organization
at the tipe of the study.

If, as has been suggested, the function of the evalu=-
ation panels was to legltimize the deglsicon-making process,
it was surprislng that greater use was not made of elites,.
Hormally, it would be expected that DLP wﬁuld seek to Iin=-
volve elites. The fact that this dild not occur suggests
that with the school library Interest satisfled, co-optation

of elites was not a requirement.
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It 15 also possible that ellites were not willing to
take part in the process or that thelr utilizatlon wea seen
as elther unnecessary or threatening by DLF. Elites might
have inslsted upon a greater sharing of the decislen-
making power. It 1z also 1ikely that DLP did not perceive
a need to utlllze elites who might have made demands be-
cause the role of the evaluation panels was very limlted
and pro forma relative to the declsions about institutes.l
In fact, so long as the sc¢hool librarians remsined satis-
fled, there was no external threat which required co-

optation of elites.

Institute directors

The directors were asked to indicate the number of
offlces held 1n local, state, reglonal and natlonzl library

organizations and offices held in non-libpary organizetions,

TABLE 17
DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICES HELD BY INSTITUTE DIRECTORS

Qrganizations Number cf Offices Held
One % Two % Three ¥ None £ 'Total
Hational 10 13 6 08 3 03 58 76 76
State and
Reglonal 13 17] 9 11 1 03] 52 69 76
Hon-library 12 15 3 0k 0 00| 61 81 76

It should be noted that the response permitted the
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directors a wide latitude in terms of offices and the
responses were broadly interpreted so that the figures in
Table 17, except for the last column, should be read as
maximums. More than three-fourths of the directors had not _“
held offices 1in national professionallorsanizations and
8lightly more than two~-thirds had not held effices in state
or regional level library organlizations. An even larger
nunber had not held office in non-library professional
organlzations although, considering the nature eof the preo-
gram, this is probably not surprising.

An analysis of other characteristics of directors will
be found in Appendlx XIV. Thils analysis indieates that
the directors were a well-educated group. More than half
{51.3%) held the doctorate and only cne person held less
than the master's degree. The directors spent most of
their time teaching (52.6% spent 25-75% of their time
teaching) and relatively little of their time in research
{92.3% spent 25% or less of thelr time in research). Di-
reetors tended not to be adminlstrators (only 24.3% spent
more than half of their time In administratlion). The
directors were predominantly older people: none of them
was ungder thirty and =lightly more than half {51.3%) were
over 50 years old. In keeping with thelr zge and edu-
cation, directors tended tc hold high academle ranks
{66.7% were asscclate professor or prefessor) and to be
relatively well pald (32.1% made $20,000 or more and 59.1%
made $15,000 or more},



_ | Pirectors were active in the expressive areas of
writing and speaking. A high percentage (82,1%) had had
writing accepted for publlestion and 70.5% had presented
papers to prefessional organlzations. It should be pointed
out that there was great varlation in the 1tems rnlted as
writing, ranglng from book reviews to monographs., There ”_?
was & simllar varlatlion in speaking activitles, which |
ranged from a single guest lecture fto a college class to
.papers presented by Invitation at national conferences.
Table 18 shows the distribution of writing and

speaking activlitles relatlve to recency. The table

TABLE 18

DISTRIBUTION OF SPEAKING AND WRITING ACTIVITIES GF
INSTITUTE DIRECTORS CLASSIFIED BY RECENCY

Receney Writing Speaking
Number of ¥ of Number of % of
Directors Total Directors Total
.2 Years or
Less 55 B4.6 4o 65.6
3-5 Years 3 4.6 14 22.9
6-10 Years 2 3.1 e 0
More than
10 Years 2 3.1 1 1.7
Vague - -
Refarences 3 4.6 & 9.8 M
?QF‘
Totals 65 100.0 61 100.0/?3@

Tl
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Andicates that directors were much more active 1h ﬁriting
than 1n‘deliver1ng papers and that thelr wrlting tended to
be more recent than thelr delivery of papers. |
Questionnalre responses of directors were znalyzed
to determine whether or not the directors of schocl library
institutes had different reaszons for serving as direcctors
than directors of other Institutes. Table 19 presents the
eross-tabulation of changes ranked 1-3 on 2 scale of impor-
tance with the type of library focus of the Institute,
The table indicates that the ranking of Importancs

given to the variables relating to reasons for serving was

independent of the type of library focus of the iInstitute,

TABLE 19 .

CROSS-TABULATION OF REASONS VARIABLES RANKED 1-3
BY MORE T¥4AY B0X OF DIRECTORS WITH TYPE
OF LI3RARY FOCUS OF INSTITUTE

Reasen for Serving School % Other £ Total
as Director
Professional .

Interest 17 30 17 21 39
Gain Additionail

Support/Frestige

for Instlitution 17 30 18 22 35
Knowledge of

Subject . 13 23 22 35 35
¥Work with

Participants 10 17 18 22 28

Totals 57 80 137

dar = 3 z2 = 1,37 Significance = 750
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Again, it might have been antiecipated that directors
of schocl llbrary institutes might have clted different
reasons for serving as 3 director than did directors of
other types of Instltutes. Table 19 Indlcates that di-
rectors of school library Institutes 4ld not have differ-‘
ent reasons for serving as directors.

Regardless of the patterns of eo-optation in the
program, persons dlrecting schocl library institutes did
30 for the same reasons as dld directors of institutes

gserving other types of libraries.

Interview Respondents

The responses from Iinterviews indicated the follow-
Ing:

(1) DLP made no formal effort to engage in co=-optive
behavlor toward the American Library Assoclation. There
was a consensus among all of the respondents that ALA had
no input into the declsion-making process with respect to
the institute program. DLF had established an advisery
counclil for Title II-B which advised on peoliey and direc-
tion for the program. The evaluatlon panels were the only
other formal means of external influence.

{2) The primary constitutent group, the library
schools, d4id not have formal channels for affecting decl-
slon making. Ewaluation panels had substantial majorities
of persons from library achools but Interview responses

indicated that neither the persons nor their influence 1n
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the process wafe known to the constituency. In the absence
of openness it was assumed by many in the constituent group
that "informal systems”® operated to provide those Included
with information and Influence. Interviews with DLP staff
indlicated that such an informal network did, in fact, exist
and was used by DLP to obtain information. Whether this
network also provided informatlion which was not generally
avallable could not be determined within the methods and
scope of this study.

DLP did not find 1t necessary to co-opt elther the
primary national interest group, ALA, or the primary direct
constituent group, the llbrary schools. Following the
definitiPn of co-cptatien, 1t must be assumed that neither
of these groups posed a threat, yet, as has been shown, DLP
had taken actiens which were inimiecal to the interests and
wishes of these two groups. The question of why ALA and
the library schools were not threats to DLP must be answer-
ed in largely speculative terms and willl be conslidered
g8gain in Chapter VI,

iven the actions of DLP and the reactions ol the
two groeups, DLP should have been forced into some form of
co-optive behavicr toward these two groups and the fact

that none occurred is significant 1n itself.

. Summary
DLF showed an early understanding of the values of

co-optation by recruitling as its first library education
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apeciaiist a forﬁer ALA staff member with wide respect in
library education. Slince that time 1t has eschewed co-
optive effort with respect to this 1lmportant professlonal
organization.

_ As a respcnse to EKeppel's Insistence that USOE devel-
.ép its own policies and programs DLP separated program
planning from grant administration. The closed decision-
making process in the management of grants under Title II~

B effectively limited the cpportunities for co-optation.

Evaluation panels selected by DLP have been formally
co-opted and 1n turn the reward for their legltimization
of the declslon-making proecess has been grant awards to
the home stétes and instltutions of evaluation panel
menbers.

Goals of Increasing training opportunities for non-
school l1librarlans were verbalized but co=-optlve efforts by
school llbrarians nullified the possibility of such action.

DLP did net find 1t necessary to co-opt elites either
g3 members of evaluatlon panels or as institute directora,
There 18 in exiztence an Infermal network of supporters
who provide information and support to DLP and who pre-
sumably recelve some reward for this function. The analysls
414 not permit identification of the composition of this
network or the type of rewards provided, but its exlstence
wag clear,

DLP did not find it necessary or desirable to co-opt

ALA for two reasons: (1) with the allegiance of school



1ibrarians assured, the majJor threats to the program and
to DLP were averted; (2) co-optation of ALA would have

been costly to DLP in terms of its pesition within USOE
because ALA sought goals which freguently were not endorsed

by USOE or the administration.

Adaptation

As used 1n this study, adaptation 13 an crganlzatlon's
responsiveness to either internal stress or percelved
changes In the external enviromment. The internal and

external locl of adaptation willl be considered separately.

Reactions to Internal Stress
A number of Instances of adaptation in the program
as a result of Internal stress were ldentified from lnter~
views. These Instances are examined individually snd in
the final chapter will be summarized to indicate the gen-

eral level of adaptation within DLF.

The decision to refocus the

program in 1971 .
Apparently, the decislon to refocus the instltute

program upon a speclific set of objectives (e.g,, the right
to read, drug abuse, tralning of minority and/or dlisadvan-
taged persons), originated ocutside DLP but within the

U.8, Office of Education. The purpose of the action was
to force the Institute program into conformance with
stated pricrities of the adminlatratien.

It was not pozsible to determine clearly the motive



for this change nor to determine how pervasive such shifts
were 1n other USOE programsz. Knowledgeable respondents
indicated that the change cccurred because of the perscnal
ambitions of a partlcular person. It was clear from the
interviews that DLP staff members, whether they agreed with
the change or not, felt that 1t was a change imposed from
wilthout, with no regard for the problems 1t caused for DLF.
The conflicts engendered by this shift have heen discussed
elsewhere. In this seetlon 1t 1s important to note that
DLP stafl percelved ltself powerless to chaﬁge or maodify

the thrust for adaptation.

Adoption of administrative regulations
and procedures

Interviews with DLP staff who worked closely with

the preogram in the initlal year lndicateqd that desplte the
fact that the act passed in 1965, DLP was not ready to
begln operation when the program began in 1967. It was
necessary, for example, to employ &n outside consultant on
a temporary basis to prepare the initial Poldicfes and Pro-

cedures Manual. As suggested earlier, many of the policles

which produced external confllcts were attributed by inter-
view respondents to DLP's inabllity to adapt USOE estab-
listed policies and procedures to fit the program.

A a eonsequence of the Inability to expedite the
gdministrative proecedures within USOE the program appeared
to have been adapted to it existing policies and pro-

cedﬁres rather than the demands 6f congtituents or the
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perceived needs of the library profession for trailning.

A clear Indicatlon of thls process can be seen In
the promulgation of administrative rules and regulations..”
Such rules appeared for the first time on April 30, 1971--
alightly more than five years after passage of the Act.ls

Reasons cited for the delay were problems of getting
. ééproval of the proposed regulations In other USOE offices.
In the Interim & peclicy manual issued annuazlly by DLP was
utilized tc enunciate poelley. The use of such a manual
served to maximlze the opportunity to adapt the program
Irom year to year. Another consequence, of course, was
that Interested parties were denied a formal opportunity

to objeet to the policles as 1z the case with regulastions

promulgated through the Federal Register. Intent to deny

such an opportunity is not suggested, but it was neverthe-
less a consequence of the delay.

DLP apparently teook some care to fit program polieles
and procedures to USOE‘s pattern. Tt is therefore diffi-
cult to understand why obtalning USOE approval of the regu-

lations should have been a long or difficult processa,

Response to Environmental Changes
DLP staff interview respondents clted increased
f1ex1bility a3 a beneflt of the centralized administration
of the program. The decislon to focus the program prior-
1ties In 1971 was clited as an example of thils kind of
adaptiveness (1.e., DLP could respond quickly to
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admintstrative priorities). The price of thls flexibility,

of course, was serlous conflict with constituent groups.

Training of Institution Librarians

In 1566, the Liﬂrary Services and Constructicn Act,
also administered by DLP, was amended to provide funds to
the states for library services in state institutions. In
most states Institutional library services were not under
professional directlicn and DLP staff members saw the insti-
tute program as a fast means to traln people for these .
new services. In 1968 and 1969, seven institutes with
thls focus were sponsored. In intervlews DLP staff in-
volved with these programs cited this instance of adapta-
bility as a galn and ettributed much of the progress made
in Institutlonal library services to the institute program.
Apparently, this 1nstance of program adaptation had great
constituent acceptance and did net result in confliet. In
1968 and 1969 only two proposals relating to institutional
1ibrary services falled to obtain funding. One of theze
dealt with the rather speclalized subject of blblictherapy.
In actuality, only one proposal dealing with institutional
library services on a level which ecincided with DLP's ]
interest failed to obtaln funding. This fact 111ustrates_
the point made carller that DLP was not wlthout abllity
to alter the distribution of institutes. A further indi-
cation of this adaptability 13 the fact that the Chief,
LTB, agreed that in 1972 proposzls of institutes dealing
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with institutionélizéd perscns would be treated as insti-
tutes to serve disadvantaged persons In order to coincide
with the new émphasis on that subject.le This instance is
clted t9 13lustrate adaptiveness to environmental condi-
tions, not to eriticize the decision which may be socially

Justifiable.

Reglonslization

One adaptation whileh has been discussed by USOE is
regionalizatlon of the instlitute program (i.e., transfer
of administrative responsibility to the ten USCE regicnal
offices. This Is now the case with administration of the
Library Services and Construction Act.

As used by USCE, regionalizétion refers to a change
in the geographlec locatlion of deelision making. Reglonali-
gatlon does not necesaarldly mean, howWwever, a decentrall-
zation of declsion maklng. Real deciszlon making could be
retained In Washington and the reglonal offices would
function only to communicate these decisions. Even 1if
decision making 1s regionalized, the gain in terms of
decentralization could be very limited. Ten loecatlons
engag;ug in c¢losed centrallized declsion making are no;-
necessarily preferable to one such declsion making center.

DLP staff was opposed to regilonalization. The .
primary reasont for oppositlon was that the staff could
not forsee a "formula™ for allocating funds to the stetes

or reglong for trainipg purposes, Several DLP staff also
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expressed the view that institutes should deal with nation-
al rather than regional econcerns.

RPO's were divided on the question wlth three
generally in favor of reglonallzation and five opposed.l?“
The RPO's al=o cited the faet that thelr offices were -
serlously understaffed for current functions and they did
not foresee additional staff being added to carry out
responsibllity for the lnstitute program.18

In the case of hoth DLP staff and RPO's this question
did not approach the level of major conflict. It was
dlscussed rather with a resignedness whilch suggested that

the decision would be made at lewvels and for reasons whilch

they could not influence.

Surmary

Several DLP staff and two directors suggested an
impact of change in the Institute program whlch indlicated
the kind of conseguences which government action can have
in librarianship. These respondents suggested that since
library schools, by and large, offered limited pregrams of
continuing education, the priorities of the institute
program becgame the prloritles of econtinuing educatlon 1n
the fleld. As one 1nstitute dlrector commented, "ir I
have three institute proposals approved, I sm not going
to worry toc much about other programs of continuing edu-
cation."l? )

A DLP staff member suggested that shifts 1n the insti-

tute program might alsoc cause shifts In library education
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because if a library scheool obtained a grant to traln for
the disadvantaged, it was less likely to train in other
areas. _

These observatlons suggest that adaptiveness had
censequences whleh extended well beyond the parameters of
the particular program changes.

It has been pointed out that the library profession
lacked c¢pportunity for input into DLP decision making. The
comments eited above suggest that decisions made by DLP
had substantial sipnificance in determining the kinds
of gontinuing education avallable to librarians.

Further, 1t has been shown that DLP was not a freé
agent and was subject to adaptive pressure from within USOE
which it could not alter. This belng the case, 1t can be
suggested that In some instances the nature of continulng
education for librarians may have been determined by organ-
izational unlts wilthin USQCE other than DLP.

Adaptatlon should be seen as a tWo-Way process.
Changes 1in the envlronment may result in orgenlzational
adaptation; for example, DLP's response to the need for
tralning institutional librarians. Organizational changes
may also have &8 direct lmpact upon the envirocnment. For
example, DLP's inability to overcome internal adaptive
pressure substantially altered the kinds of training

opportunities available to librarians.
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NOTES

lpased on several interviews.

2Memorandum from Germaine Krettek, Director, ALA
Washington Office to State 3chool Library Supervisors and
Deans of Library Schools, Aprll 6, 1965, mimeographed.
(Tge date on the cover of the memo was Cyped In error as
1963).

3ronridential correspondence.

81t seems likely that a more participative decision-
making process wWould have gliven this conflict greater
vislbility within the organization and resulted in some
resclutlon.

SThis number has since been inereased to ten and
some of the states shifted from one region to another.

600mment5 from Institute directors indicated that the
one RPO not interviewed also played a simllar role for
aimilar reasons.

Tclaire Selltiz, et.al., Hesearch Methods in Soeial
Relations, pp. 59-65.

8me definition of eligible participants 1s ™. . .
persons who have been engaged In or who are presently
engaged 1ln librarianship or who have malored in library
sclence at the undergraduate level or who have a graduate
degree in 1library sclence.” U.S5. Offiece of Education,
Division of Library Services and Educational Facilitiles,
Policles and Procedures Manual: Instltutes for Tralning

in LiLrarianship, November 1967 (Washington, D.C., 1967),
Tmimeographed) p- 3.

97nis distribution has not persisted. 1In 1970, 58%
of the awards were to non-accredited schools and in 1971
these schools recelved 64% of the awards. In large part,
the shift in 1971 could be attributed to the re-direction
of the program toward tralning para-professionals since
such programs are more likely to be located iIn non-
accredited schools. :

101n 1968 and 1969 the manual indicated, "Grant awards
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will be announced at a specified time and a letter of
intent authorlzing preliminary expenditures will be sent.”
U.8, 0fflce of Education, Polleles and Procedures Manual,
1968, p. 11; 1969, p. 12.

11Ray M. Fry, "Divlsion of Library Programs, U.S.
Office of Educatlon" in The Bowker Annual of Library and
Book Trade Information, Y068 {Wew York: R. K. Eowker, Go.

Y, pp. I23-125. . _

: 12p4edt ang Balley and Mosher, cited in Chapter II,
" both discuss the effort to assert USOE as an independent
force in educztlon as an attempt to weaken the influence
of external groups ln USDE Anternal administratlon. o

13ps an indication of thls fact the names of the
panel members for 1968 and 1969 were obtalned indirectly
through a seeretary. Later the Chief, LTB, showed some
concern over this and pointed out toe the ressarcher that
DLP assured panel members that thelr work would be kept
confidential. Also, several RPO's reported that they did
not know that persons withln their regions were on the
evaluztion panels until well after the fact.

1nIt 1s algnificant that 1n 1971, when administratlve
pressure required it, DLP was able to drastlcally alter
the distrlbution of proposals recelved.

15pedersl Reglster, Vol. 36, No. 84, Aprll 30, 1971,

161nterview with DLP staff member.

171t 1s Interesting to note that the three RFO's who
ravored regionalizatlioen were the same three who had been
mast active with respect to the program within thelir
region.

18There would appear to be some valldity to this view.
A1l of the reglonal offices are staffed with a single
program officer and most do not have full-time supportive
stafrf.

19Tnterview with a library aschool dean,



CHAPTER V
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

This study explored the operation of confllect, co-
optation, and adaptatlon wlthin the Title II-B Instltute
Program, The varlables were examined because of hypotheses
suggested that these varlables had a relationshilp to pro-
gram effectiveness in organizations, o
4 This chapter w1ll focus uponh program effectiveness
and willl indicate the consequences of the three variables
as 1llustrated in the operatlon of the program.

The institute particlpants whose responses constitute
thls chapter may not have been aware of conflict, co-
optation and adaptation, yet the existence of the institute
which they attended was a product of these and other vari-
ables of organizational behavior.

Since the institutes represented a direct output of
policles which were affected by the three varlables, the
perceptions of particlpants sbout the effectiveness of the
program was an important Indicator of the consequences of
the three varlables,

The participant questionnalre asked respondents to
indicate whether or not certaln changes had occurred in

thelr cereers and, 1r so, the degree to which these changes
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were related to Institute attendance. For convenlence,
this group of variables will be referred to throughout as
the "change" varlables. The change variables constitute
questions tweo through seven in the participant question-
. naire. (See Appendix ITI). The baslc frequency distrie-
buticns ¢f these responses are shown in Table 20.

It can be seen that the respondents felt sirongly
that institute attendance was related to the initiation of
organizaticnal changes and the exercise of greater respon-
sibi1lity. In the case of the other changes they were less
sure that instltute attendance was related fo the change.

Since 1t might be expected that institute attendance
would serve as a means of increased job mobllity, it was
surprising thaé cnly 21% of the respondents had shanged
employers., Slightly more than half of these persons felt
that thls change was related to the institute attendance.

The particlpants were also asked to rank on a scale
of 0-100 the strength of their agreement or disagreement
with seven statements about possible results of institute
atténdance. For convenlence, these responses will be
referred to throughout as the "attitude® varishbles. These
variables constitute questlons elght through fourteen on
the partlicipant questionnalre. (See Appendix II). The
basic frequency distributions of these varlables are shown
in Table 21.

The respondents were in strongest agreement that cﬁe

institute resulted in changes in attitudes which were



TABLE 20

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIFANT RESPONSES
TO CHANGE VARIABLES

Change Percent Percentage of Re- No Re-
Indi-~ spondents Indicating: |sponse
egting Change Re« | Change not
Change lated to Related to

Occurred Instltutes | Institutes

Y have initlated
changes in the
organilzatlon
which employs me 69% 8og o8% 12%

{N=420)

I exercise
greater
responsibility 57 T4 16 10

(N-346)

My salary has
increased 43 52 37 11
{N=263)

Mora people
report to me 37 65 26 0g
(N=228)

I have advanced
to a higher
pesiticn 27 67 24 09

{N=162)

I am employed
by a different
organization 21 57 L) | 02

{N=127)
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DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO ATTITUDE VARIABLES
BY PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS

Attitude Strongly

Diazgree

Tend to
Disagree

Tend to
Agree

Agree

Strongly

Agree

Derlve greater
satlsfaction
from work

{N=618)

9.7%

5.7%

21.7%

26.9%

32.09%

Accorded greater
respect by col-
leagues

{(N=616)

22.2

19 'D

24.5

18.3

15.9

Changes in
attltudes
{N=618)

8.9

7.8

18.4

30.1

34.8

Job skills
increased
(K=5618)

10.%

9.2

25.2

23.5

31.7

Glven greater
responsibllity
(N=603)

39.5

14.6

17.6

13.3

15.1

Initiated
changes
(N=608)

21.7

12.7

22.9

20.7

22.0

Job performance
improved
(N=&14)

11.6

11.2

22.8

25.1

29.3

reflacted in their work, that they derived greater satls-—

faction from their work, and that Job skills were signifi-

cantly increased

« The areas of greatest disagreement were

that they were given greater responsibllity and that they



weré acéorded greater respect by their colleagues, .

The data in Tables 20 and 21 indicate that the pro-
gram had its greatest impact in terms of the participant's
contributlion to the position he held at the t_:l.me of the
institute. .

It 1s 2lso clear that the institute training did not
signiflcantly increase the atiractiveness of the partici-
pants as employees. Increased responsibilities, Job
precmotion, new Jobs and colleague respect were the results

attributed to the program to the least degree.

Change Varlables

The responses to the change variasbles were cross-
tabulated with partielpants' age, sex, race, annual salary,
and the type of llbrary In whleh the participant was em-
ployed to determine whether the responses were dependent
upon these characteristics. The Chl-zsquare Test of Inde-

- pendence at a probabllity level of .100 was used. The com-
blete cross-tabulations will be found in Appendices IV-
VIII. The tables which follow present the calgulated chi-

square and the corresponding level of significance.

Sex

With the exceptlon of changing employers, all of the
change variables were found to be significantly associated
with the sex of the respondent. These statistles would
seem to offer further indicatlons of sex discrimination 1in

libraries. The data suggest that among these changes cnly
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the abllity to change Jobs was Independent of sex.

The chi-square statistle does not permit a deter-
mination of whether the assoelatlion 1s due to the male or
female responses. It should be noted that, overall, 28.2%
of the respondents were male and 71,8% were female.

i
PABLE 22
CHI-SQUAﬁE STATISTICS RESULTING FROM CROSS-

. TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLES WITH
SEX OF PARTICIPANTS

Change x2 Significance
(dr=h)
I have accepted employment with
a different corganlzation h.19 .500
{(N=609)
My salary has Increased, above a2
nermal cost of living increase 28.03 005
(N=578)
More people report directly _
to me T.66 .100
{N=590)
I exercise greater responsi-
bility in my positien 10.08 .050
(N=573)
I have inlitlated changes 17.36 L010
(N=556)
I have advanced to a higher

position 13.76 010
{N-593) :

:.

In 1ight of the declsion to adapt the program to
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Beno -
Increase training opportunities for mineority and disadvan-—

taged perscns, the findings 1in Table 23 have some relevance.
With two exceptlions, the changes occurrlng were indepen-
dent upon the race of the respondent. The two exceptions
which were dependent upon race were increased supervision

and initlating changes In the organlzation.

TABLE 23

CHI-SQUARE AND CRAMER'S STATISTIC RESULTING FROM
CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLES
WITH RACE OF PARTICIPANTS

Change x Cec Significance
(af=2)
I have accepted employment
with a different organiz-
ation  (N=582) 1.22 0.0 .750
Ky salary heas increased, !
above a normal cost of
1iving increase 4.30 0.0 .250
(N=551)
More people report directly
to me (N=564) 28.44 .22 005
I exercise greater respon-
sibility 1n my positien 13.37 - .16 .005
(N=546)
I have initizted changes 1.56 0.0 . 500
{N=531)
I have advanced to a
higher position 2.48 0.0 .500

(N=566)

The decislon to train disadvantaged persons was
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essentially a declsion to provide basic level training t§
perdons without it. Such training ls very likely to
perpetuate the results shown 1in Table 23 (i.e.,, changing
employers, salary inereazes, and promotion would cccur
without respect to race). The important areazs of super—
vision and the abllity to lnitiate change would not 1likely
be opened by virtue of basle training unless PLP takes

some action to galn greater acceptance of persons given
basl¢ tralning in the program or designs programs to
provide speclalized training to disadvantapged persons.
Supervision over others and the inltiation of change repre-
sent an exercise of power 1n organizations and tend to be
contreolled by professionals in library organizations. If
disadvantaged perzons trained under the program are to

move up to key positions, 1t seems essential that DLP take
some Steps to legitimatize the program with the profession
&t large rather than in one type of llbrary area. One such
action might be co-optatlion of cross=-gsectlon proflfesslonszl
elites whose assoclation with and sanction of the program
could incerease the legitimaey and therefore the accepta-

bility of persons recelving tralning.

Age

Unless a pattern of age~discerimination in libraries is
assumed, the patterns of independence and dependence in
this cross-tabulation do not permlt easy explanation. Only

the initiatlion of change and increased supervision are

Ja e
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TABLE 24

CHI-SQUARE STATISTICS RESULTING FROM CROSS-TABULATION
OF CHANGE VARIABLES WITH AGE OF PARTICIPANTS

Change x Slgnificance
(dr=4)
I have accepted employment with
g different organization 31.1 005
(N=505)
My salary has increased, above a
normal cost of living lngrease 17.8 005
(N=574)
More people report dlreetly
to me (N=588) 7.7 .250
I exerclse greater responsi-
bility in my position 9.0 .100
. {N=571)
I have Ainitisted changes 4.8 «500
(N=553)
.~ I have advanced to a higher
poslition (N=589) 22.1 005

independent of the age of the respondent. It 1ia posaible
that clder personz might have already reached a position of
aypervisicen and might have been able to initiate change
prior to institute attendance. It i3 also reasonable to
azsume that clder persons would be less llkely to change
employers or to recelve promotlons.

The confli¢t over baslc and speclalized tralning
might also affect older persons who presumably, because of

greater experience, would be less likely to be candidates
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for basic training prﬁgrams.

The adaptatlon of the program to provide bhasic traln-
ing 1s 1ikely to diminish the number of older persons who
will receive training undep Title II-B, since older persons
are more likely to elther already have basie skills or be

less Interested in addlitional training.

Salary
' As might have been predicted, Table 25 shows 2

TABLE 25

CHI-SQUARE STATISTICS RESULTING FROM CROSS-
TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLES WITH
ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIPANTS

Change x Sienificance
' {dr=3)
] have mccepted employment with
a different organization 5.31 150
(N=549)
My salary bas Increased, above a
normal cost of living increase 5.21 .250
(N=516)
More people report directly
T to me (N=527) 9.54 .025
I exercise greater responsi-
bility in my position 14,39 .005
(N=510)
I have initlated changes .27 .990
(N=497)

I have advanced to a higher
position 2.00 .500
{N=531)
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depeﬁdént relationship between supervislion and exercising
responsiﬁility and the salary of the prespondent. A simllar
relationship could be predicted for almost any hierarehi-
cally structured governmment service. Supervislon of others
and responsibllity tend to be assoclated with higher salary
levels. o o _

The same fact might have suggested that the initlia-
tion of change would also be dependent upon salary, since
higher administrative ranks, carrylng higher salaries, would
presumably find it easler to Initlate change. This presump-
" tlon was not suppoerted by the datz, which indicates that
there was no asgocliation. It should be noted that while
initiation of change was the modal variable in thils group,

- 1t also required subjectlive Judgement Ly the respondent.

' Type of library
' In Table 26 all of the changes except "advancement to

" & higher positlon" were dependent upon the type of library

" 4n which the particlpant was employed. Again, the chi-

- equare statistic does not indicate which responses pro-

duce the sipgnificance, but examinatlon of the tsbulation in
Appendix VIII indicates that school librarians constltuted
approximately 40% of the respondents and were considerably
more numerous than those of any other type of llbrary
category.

The fact that advancement to a higher position was

'the only variable independent of the type of llbrary was
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TARLE 26

CHI-SQUARE STATISTICS RESULTING FROM CROSS-TABULATION
OP CHANGE VARIABLES WITH TYPE OF LIBRARY IN
WHICH PARTICIPANT IS EMPLOYED

Change x2 . S1gniftcance
(ar=7)
I have accepted employment with
a different organization 18.2 025
(N=589)
My salary has increased, above a
normal cost of living increase 26.2 .005
{N=558) .
More people report directly
to me (N=568) 9.5 -025
I exereise greater responsi-
'bllity in my pesition 27.9 .005
(N=551)
I have Initiated changes 16.7 025
(N=534)

I have advanced to a hilgher
position (N=571) 11.9 .250

probably due to the large number of school librarians.
School libraries tend to be staffed predominzately by a
single librarian, for whom there 1is, in effect, no higher
pasition. -

The fact that the change wvariable responses, with a
single exception, were all dependent upon the type of
library in which the respondent was employed confirms that
librarians regarded the program differently.

The data does not provide an explanation of the
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differences, but 1t was clear fhat the interests of school
librarians dominated the program and school llbrarians were
by far the largest response group.

If, as suggested by the hypothesisz, co-optation has
an effect upon program effectiveness, 1t would be expected
that 1librarians would attribute different values to the
program depending upon, zmong other factors, the degree to
which they felt the program had responded to thelr pro-
fesslional needs. School librarians had the most reason

for such feelings.

Attitude Variables

The attitude varigbles were designed to permlt a
aubJectlve response on a scale of 0-100 and to measure
the yespondenta' feelings about increased Job satiasfaction,
galns in collezgue respect, changes in attltude, increases

in skills and overall job performance as a result ol

institute attendance. T B

The complete cross-tabulatlion will be found In
Appendices IX-XIITI. The tables whleh follow report the
calculated chi-square and assoclated level of significance
for these tabulatlions. Two of the attltude varliables,

"T am given greater responsibllity" and "I have Inltlated
changes" were not cross-tabulated because they were redun-

dant with two of the change varlables.

Sex

It was surprizing that response on the attitude




TABLE 2%
CHI-SQU&RE STATISTICS RESULTING FROM CROSS-

TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLES WITH
SEX OF PARTICIPANT

|

Attitude x2 Significance
{df=lk}

I derive greater satlsfactlion

from my work  (R=617) 13.2 .025
I am aecorded greater respect

by my colleagues (N=615) 1.2 .500
Changes in my attitude are

reflected in my work (N=617) 2.3 100
My slkills in my Job were

slgnificantly increased 12.4 .025

(N=618)

My overall Job performance
has improved (N=61U4) 20.6 005

variable was dependent upon the sex of the respondent in
2ll cases except for the amount of respect shown by
colleagues. Evidently, males and females achieved in-
ereased colleague respect to an equal degree as a result of
attending the institutes. The other attitudes were found
to be dependent upon the sex of the respondent to a
statistically significant degree. The chi-square statistle
does not provide an explanation of the difference by sex,
but an examination of the full tabulation in Appendices IX-
XIII shows that s greater percentage of female respondents
than male were In strong agreement with the attitude state-

ments,



129

Race ' N R .!_x
TABLE 28

CHI-SQUARE STATISTICS RESULTING FROM CROSS-TABULATION
OF ATTITUDE VARIABLES WITH RACE OF PARTICIPANT

'\

Attitude x2 Slgnificance
(dr=8)

1 derdive greater satlsfaction

from my work {N=590) 10,34 .250
I am accorded greater respect

by my colleagues (N=588) 4o.6 .005
Changes in my attltudes are

reflected in my work (N=590) 18.6 .025
My skllls in my Job were

glgnificantly increased (N=591) 20.8 ,010
My overall jJob performance

has improved (N=588) 10.4 .250

Deriving greater satisfaction from work and improve-
ment in overall Job performance were Independent of the
race of the respondent. The other attitude changes were
found to be dependent upon race. Apparently, additlonal
educational experience produced some attitude changes
wlthout respect to race, but colleague respect, lmprove-
ment 1n attitudes reflected In work and perceptions of
Job skills were dependent upon the race of the respondent.
The variable relating to Job skills was particularly inter-
esting. Presumably the respondent's attltude on this
variable was not especlally affected by external reference

(it.e., a person could feel that his job skills were
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increased whether or not that feeling was relnforced by ‘
salary increases, greater responsibllity or colleague
respect). More than half of the black respondenta (55.4%)
were in strong agreement that Job skills had increased,
while only 29.6% of the white respondents were in strong
agreement. The two races were c¢loser to agree-ent on the
negative end of the scale: 7.1% of the black, and 9.5% of

the white respondents strongly disagreed.

e TS | | e '._{*---'r.;f“f
TABLE 29 - '

CHI-SQUAHE STATISTICS RESULTING FROM CROSS-TASULATION
- OF ATTITUDE YARIABLES WITH AGE QF PARTICIPANT

Attitude 22 Significance
(dr=16)

I derlve greater satisfaction

from oy work [%=613) 24.9 -100
I am accordsd greater respect .

by my colleazues (N=611) 21.8 .025
Changes 1In =y attlitudes are

reflected in =y work {N=513) 12.7 -750
My skiils in my Job were

significantly increased (N-614) 26.5 .050
My overall Job performance has

improved (N=510} 20.9 =250

Changes in attltude and Job performance were indepen-
dent of the age of the respondent. Derlving greater satls-
faction, respeet of colleagues, and inereases In Job skills

vwere dependent upon the age of the respondent. It is
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.t

1ikely that older respendents would already have estab-

lished attitudes toward work. It was surprising that im-

- " provement in Job skillls was dependent upon age while im-

' provement in performance was independent. _
Examination of the data in Appendix XI indicates that
younger respondents tend to agree with the statement about
inereased colleague respect (62% of the respondents under
thirty agreed to some extent), whlle older respondents
tended to dilsagree (62% disagreed to some extent). Appar-
ently young respondents [I'elt that the institute attendance
had increased colleague respect and clder respondents did
. not feel thi=z way. Of course, colder respondents might be
axpected to have well-developed attitudes about the respect
aceorded them by colleagues and to be more secure in such
relationships.
_ A plmllar relatlonshlp exlsts wiﬁh respect to In-
. ereases in jJob sk1lls: 68% of the respondents under thirty
agreed that Job skills had increased, while only 44% of the

" pespondents over sixty-cne felt that this was true.

Annual salary

Respondents' perceptions of the respect accorded to
' them by their colleagues s shown in Table 30 to be inde-
pendent of thelr annual salary. The other attitude vari-
ables are shown to be dependent upon annual salary.

1t would te reasonahble to expect a relationship

. between salary and satisfaction. Salary tends to be
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TABLE 30
CHI-SQUARE STATISTICS RESULTING FROM CROSS-

TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLES WITH
ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIPANT

Attitude x Significance
* (dr=16)

I derive greater satlsfaction
from my work (N=618) 45.6 .00%

I am gccorded greater respect
by my colleagues (N=616) 22.8 .250

Changes 1n my attltudes are
reflected in my work (N=618) 32.4 ,010

My skills in my Job were signif-
lcantly lncreased {(N=618) 35.2 005

My overall Job performance
has Improved (N=0614) 2.0 005

regarded as a measure of the importance of a position and
the respondent's salary might be expected to affect his Job
satisfactlon. The relationship between inecreases in Job
skills and salary 13 not quite as obvious. It must be
remembered that increases in salary was the change which
respondents least often attributed to institute attendance.
It may be that the relationship occurs because respondents
tended to interpret their salary as a measure of thelr
skills and believed that higher salaries indicated greater
skills, 'This relationship would alsc explain the assocla-
tion between annual salary and the respondent's perception
of his overall job performance. If salary goes up, the

estimate of Job perfarmance is also likely to increzse, If
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salary does not go up, the individual may also feel that his
performance has Improved, but that it has not been recog-

nized.

Type of library
TABLE 31
.T CHI-SQUARE STATISTICS RESULTING FROM CROSS=-TARULATION

OF ATTITUDE VARIABLES WITH THE TYPE OF LIBRARY
IN WHICH THE PARTECIPANT IS EMPLOYED

Attitude x2 Significance

(dr=24)

T derive greater satlisfactlon
from my work (N=615) 84.2 L0086

I am accorded greater respect RN
by my colleagues [N=£07) 55.6 .00%

Changes in my attitudes are
reflected In my work (N=611) gh.4 .005

- My skills in my Job were
silgnificantly Increased (N-610) B5.3% .005

My overall Job performance has
improved (N=606) 98.1 .00%

_ All of the attitude varlables tabulated were found to
he dependent upon the type of library in which the respon-
dent was employed. Examination of the disztribution In
Appendix XIII indicates that school librarians tended to
express agreement wilth the attitude statements to a greater
extent than dld other types of librarians. ‘

A greater percentage of achool librarians expressed
strong agreement with each of the attltude questions and,

interestingly, communlty college librarians were closer to
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the school librarians 1n.£ﬁe1r feelings than to other types
of librarians, This is not surprising when 1%t is recalled
that 1n many cases—community colleges operate under the

Jurisdietion of the loeal school board and in many respects
exhibit characteristids more akin to school libraries than

to unlversity or college l1ibrarles.

TABLE 32

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS EXPRESSING STRONG AGREEMENT
WITH ATTITUDE VARIABLES BY TYPE OF LIBRARY IN
WHICH PARTICIPANT IS EMFLOYED

ﬁ .
3 £
— o e 3 a
Attitude o - . . - & N
. 2 P 2 & o 2 o
] = =] g o s o
(7] & =] L&) w = =
I derive greater
aatisfaction
from my work d7.0t 26.7120.2 ] 33.3) 16.6 125.5121.2
I am accorded
greater re—
spect by my
eclleagues 22.2! 9,016,401 19.2] 13.3| 8.7}11.7
Changes in my
attitude are
reflected in
my work 49 8] 20,0 25.0] 25,9] 16.1 | 23.4 | 20.0
My skllls in my
Job were sig-
nificantly
increased 49.8| 20.0] 25.01 25.9| 16.6 ] 23.4] 20.49
My overall job
performance
has improved h6.3! 16.841 18.6| 29.67 13.3721.3| 22.9
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Summary

It should be re-emphaslzed that the measure of pro-
gram effectiveness 1in this study depended upon the aggre-
gated subjective perceptions of the institute by the par-
tieipants. It should also be noted that.the partieipants
made this assessment two to three years after the experilence
had taken place. It 1s Ilmpossible to state with precision
the possible effects cof the passage of time. From one view-
point, the elapse of time could ke interpreted as providing
a suffrficlently long perspectlve for making the subjective
Judgements required. PFrom another, the passage of time
could dim some of the recollectlons of the efperience. This
study focused upcn changes whieh would have taken place over
time {e.g., promotions and jJob changes) and also upon atti-
tude changes which were Job related. As a result it seems
likely that the passage of time was functionazl to the study.
_ The followlng conelusions are drawn from the data in
' jﬁpendices IV-XIII and from the tables found in this chap-
ter:

(1) The impact of the program was greater upon school
" librarisns than upon other types of lilbrarians. This was

the case from a probabllity viewpeint {(i.e., there were

" simply far more school librarians than any other category).

It was also true because school litrarlans tended to
attributed more positive results to the institutes than did
other types of llbrarlans, with the exception of community

eollege 1llbrarlans.
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{(2) For all partielpants, the two changes mbst éffen
occurring were that (a) the respondent initiated changes in
the organization which employed him and {(b) he exercised
greater responsibllity iIn his position. These changes were
also seen as related to institute attendance by the largest
number of respondents (80% and 74% respectively).

_ {3} In Genersgl, the participants attributed subjective
changes to the institute to a greater degree than they did
more obJectlve changes. It is felt that thls represents &
‘natural tendency to be more cautious in the attribution of
cause to factors which are subjlect to external verification.
Thus, initlating change and exerclsing greater responsi-

bility, which are relatively subjective, were clted as

related to participation In the institute to a much greater
extent than were salary increases, Increases in supervision,
or promotion to a higher position, all of which are much
more obJectlve 1n nature. While 1n cne sense this 1s a
limitstion on the data, 1in another, 1t 1s not. Theose things
whilech the participants belleved to be true about the value
of the instlitutes may have had more effeet upon thelr
behavior than the more objective facts.

From a socletal or governmental polint of vlew, inl-
tiatlon of change 15 a more desirable outcome of a tralning
program than salary increases or promotion or increased
Job mobility.

{41) 8ex of the respondent was found to be signifi-

ecantly assoclated with changes relating to salary Increases,
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iﬁéreased supervisory responslbility, increases in respon-
sibility, initlating change and advancement to a higher
. poslition. In terms of attltude, deriving greater satis-
faetion, improved work attitudes, inecreased job skills and
assessment of overall job performance were significantly

assoclated wlth the sex of the respondent. .

_ {5) Race of the respondent was significantly associ-
ated with increased supervlsion and exercising responsi-~
bility. The other changes were independent of race. Atti-
tudes relating to respeet, improved work attitudes and
Increased skills were 3ignificantly assoclated with race.
Greater satisfaction and assessment of overall Job perfor-
mance were independent of the respondent's race.

. (6} Changes related to changing emplovers, salary
1hcreases, exercising greater responsibility and advancing
to a higher position were dependent upon the age of the
Irespondent. Attitudes relating to work satisfaction, col-
_ league respect and inc¢reased job skills were dependent upon
- the respondent's age. Changes In attltudes gnd assessments
of job performance were not related to age.

) (7) Annual salary of respondents was significantly
related only to inereased supervision and increased respon-
aibility. All cther changes were independent of salary
level, With respect to attitude only colleague respect
was found to be Independent of salary., All of the other
attitude changes were dependent upon annual salary.

{B) Advancement to a higher position was found to ba



independent of the type of library In which the respoﬁdénf.
was employed. All other changes (1.e., changing employers,
salary increases, increased supervisory responsibility,
increases 1n responsiblility and initlating change) were
dependent upon the type of library in which the respondent
was employed. All of the attitude changes were signifi-
cantly assoclated with the type of lilbrary in which the
respondent was employed.

The results of the data analyslis with respect to pro-'
gram effectiveness 1llustrates, at least indirectly, the
operation of the three varizbles under study.

: Conflict with school librarlans about the program
.“resulted in institutes designed to serve school libraries,
whilch aftracted a great many schoel librarian participants.
Az a result, effectiveness of the program was higher for
school librarlans than for cother groups and school 11-
brarians saw the program more positively than dld other
groups. The hypothesis under examination with respect bto
eo=-optation would predict such a result.

The changes most often cited by participants, ini-
tiatlng change and exerclsing greater responsibility, are
changes which are more llkely to result from speclallzed
as opposed to basic level tralning, yet conflict within
DLP produced a policy which provided these two types of
trailning in nearly equal proportions.

‘Gentralized declslon making in the program prevented

conflict about these goals from becoming organizational
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g
alternatives and caused the organization to persiat 1h
the goals which had emerged from Initial eonfliet.

The adaptation to internal stress in 1971 caused a
shlft away from speclalized and basic tralning as exem-
plified by thé program In 1968 and 1969. The participant
data clearly ihdicates that the program has achleved some
gignificant results but organizational commltment was in-

sufficlent to withstand Internzl pressure for adaptation

to new goals and program emphasls,

ERE VT
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" CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
POR FURTHER RESEARCH

o

L

The purpose of thils study is the examination of the
three wariables: (a)} confllet, (b} co-optation and (ec)
adaptation as they relate to program effectivenessz 1in a
specific program with centralized decision making. Because
the study 1s highly exploratory, the concluslons reached
it the definitions of conclusions only in the most general
sense and are more precisely hypotheses which the study
suggests for further examinatlon.

The study has implicatlons for organizational theory
and more specific lmplications for the library profession.
Both levels will be discussed s2eperately 1n the latter

partion of this chapter.
Concluslons

Conflict . ”Zfﬁ'ff
The incidence of conflict with s5chool librarians
relative to the transfer of the institutes from NDEA to
HEA 18 indicative of the operation of conflict within the
program, Conflict is a difference over cholce of alter-

nativesz. This definltion requlires that the arganization
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percelve rational altematives and further perceive that 1t
has the power to choose among them. In the case of the N
school 1ibrary institutes, DLP did not pepceive that it had
& cholce of other program alternatives. Glven the position
of the school librarians, the sympathy of Congress, and the
codlescing of the ALA interest group, 1t was foreordained
that the institute program would be primarlily an extensilon
of the NDEA program.

Despite the fact that the legislation would have per-
mitted an innovative program of great variety, DLF behaved
as though 1t were limited only to Institutes and 1t digd so
with peraistence. DLP as operator of the primary program
of contlnuing professional educatlion was cast in a role
which was 1nconsistent with both the historical view of
that agency and the expectatlions of 1tz ellents. One could
speculate that an organizatlon assuming a new, unfamiliar,
and, 1n terms of the expectations of its clients, lnappro-
prlate role might tend to centrallze decision making. In
the aspecific case of DLP, this hypothesls suggests that
the centralization of decision making was a response to tha
conflicts in which the program was begun and which were
inherent in the very open mandate to train Ifbrarians, and-
in the fact that administration of this program moved the
agency from a responslibllity for administering grants
allecated under congressionally determined formulae to

making evaluative decisions about specifice proposed Q_'
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pregrams. This role conflict in Itself would probably have
been suffielent to insure a centralized declsion-making
mcde, but in addition, DLF found conflicting expectaticns
from constituents. o

The cholce between specialized and baslc Institutes
partially illustrates this conflict. Whereas school librar-
ians and library schools which speclalize in the training
of school librarlans sought basic training programs, other
types of librarles and library schools (mostly aceredited
schools) were interested in more speclalized training.
L The conflict between the fellowship and institute
programs was both internal and external. Internally, the
conflict was between staff with speclfic preogram interests
who saw Institutes as necessary to the development of those
interests and starff with more general or traditlonal Iinter-
esta who saw the fellowships as providing a lasting and
more significant effect and as being a more appropriate
activity of the federal government. Extermally, the con-
flict was between aceredlted schools with established pro-
grams and newer or specialized schools which ailmed pri-
marily at the tralnlng of school librarians. Accredited
schoola depended heavily upon the fellowship program, pare
ticularly at the doctoral level, and aaw.the institute
program as peripheral to that interest and recently have
seen 1t as a threat to that interest.
I Adherence to the institute program and especially to
"training for school librarians has been functional for DLP
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within USCE. o

In 1971 DLF was forced fo cthoose between the two pro-

grams and elected the institute program. The consequences
of that decision zre still in the process of unfolding.
Por fiscal 1973, DLP has announced that on-goling institute
‘commltments made in 1972 and the completion of fellowship
commitments will require all but a swall amount of the avall-
able funds. The net result is that for 1973 there will be
no new activities in elther progran.

The emphasis upon training para-professionals and
upon non-accredited programs indlcates that DLP may have
been followling a strategy to gain administration and USGCE
support. If so, DLPF was displaylng an effort to maintain
organlzatlonal effectlveneas within the bureaucfacy even
at the coast of some support within its consztituency.

The declsion to reglonalize certaln programs adminlse-
tered by DLP and to leave others centralized, notably the ¢
Title II-B Institute Program, produced conflict between
the need of regional stafl to understand the decision-
making process and be able to interpret it and the closed
decislion making ln Washlngton.

This study suggests that there may be at least two
.. types of conflict in organlzations: real conflict, which
is conflict In the sense of the definition in this study,
and apparent confliet, which is a preference for different
alternatives which sre not admitted as organizational

alternatives.
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In a penuinely open system apparent confliet sould
not ocecur because all preferred alternatives would become
organizational alternatives. In a rigldly bureaucratic
system real conflict could not occur because the system
would define the admittablie alternatives so rigidly as to
exclude all but those re-enforcing the status quo.

The confllcts experienced by RPO's is an example of
apparent eonflict because the closed decislon-making pro-
cess did not permit these alternatives belng considered as
organizational alternatives. In effeect, the closed and
centralized decislon-making process served to place the

APO*s in a constituent role and make them an external,

- yather than an lnternal, group. The conflict over basie

and specialized types of tralning was a real conflict be=-
cause it was accepted &s an organlzational alternative.

In this study, the locus of deciszion making is not
as cruclal to the generation of conflict as 1s the process
of decision making. Flgure 3 presents a model of confliet

which is proposed for further study.

Figure 3
Can PROPOSED CONFLICT MODEL
- Low High
Conflict Conflict
CISION
ggocsss Closed : Open
25553103 Centralized De=-centralized
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It is suggested that an organlization might fall at

any polint along elther continuum, It 1s likely that a line
connecting the location of any one organlzatlon would be
nearly vertical. It 1s theoretically possible that an or-
~ganlzatlon could malntaln an open and centrallzed declslon-
making style but 1t iIs not probable nor Is 1t likely in the
case of an organization operating a nation-wide program
serving diverse iInterests. In the model, closed and cen-
tralized declision making are primarily assoclated with
apparent econflict (i1.e., alternatives exist within the or-
ganization which cannot enter the declsione-making process).
’ bpen and decentralized decision making is associated with
real conflict because many preferred alternatives can enter )
the declsion-making process and be considered.

The 1ineldents of conflict between DLF and USOE cited
indicate that DLP 1s relatively unsuccessful 1in the inter-
crganizational conflicts which occur In bureaucracy. In
these incidents DLF 13 seen as unable to!

» (1) Shape policies and procedures appropriate to the
programs it 1s charged with administering (e.g., the neces=-
3lty to accept the NDEA format and the inability teo obtaln
approval of regulations).

(2) Withstand efforts to shape or alter DLP objectives
:”ind priorities on the part of other agencies or actors ip
the bureaucratie¢ process, regardless of the environmental
eocsts of such alteration {e.g., the funding of the ERIC

ingtitutes end the redirection of the program in 1971).
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The reésons Tor these weaknesses are beyond the scbpe
of the hypothesls relatlve to confllet which does net sug-
gest reasons for confllct. Nevertheless, some clues whieh
provide grounds for speculation were obtained during the
study.

First, because DLP has traditionally seen 1tself and
has been seen by its constlituent groups as a libréry agency,
it has developed limited credlbility with general educators
who tend to predominate within the U.S. Cfflice of Edu-
cation., Second, concern for school library services was
separated from DLF many years age and this separation
deprived the Division of 1ts one natural 1link to several
areas of primary Interest within USOE. Third, DLP is a
relatively small unit within USOE and as a result has not
been able to command the prestige, visibility and power
it would 1ike. The programs which it administers have,
for the most part, been ALA and Congress sponsored rather
than administration sponscred, especlally in the Eisen-_
hower and Nixon Administrations. As a résult, adminis-
tratlon-oriented staff at the higher levels of USOE have
net supported library programs and DLP staff have been
constrained from supporting them overtly.

Lzstly, ALA, a loglcal ally, has taken consistently
ambivalent postures toward DLP; ALA has wanted DLP strong
enough to be en efficlent program administrater and facillia
tator of the poals of the profession, but the development

of a national library planning and policy apparatus within
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DLP {i1.e., another volce at the nationalhievel), has not
been an ALA goal. It 1s noteworthy that when the need for
such a national organlzatlon became apparent, ALA supported
the creation of the National Commission on Librardes, an
independent body, rather than entrust DLP with such respon- -
3ib1llity. 1In the words of one of the respondents,IDLP has
existed "in a love-hate relationship”™ with ALA: needing
the Congresslonal support which ALA has commanded to salvage
programs for whieh there was little or no administrative
support, but at the same time rlvalling ALA for volce and
viaibility on matters of national library policy.

The proposltion under examination relative to confllet .
.éuggests that organlzatiocns with centralized decislon making
will have lower levels of confllcet than organizatidns with-
put centrallized declsion making. PBased on this study the
propositicn 13 tenable relative to "exatra-corganizational
conflict.,” The cholces of alternatives proposed exter-
nally are shown to have had 1little impact upon the decision-
making process. The pollicy orlentation of the program was
to pursue the real obJectives identified earlier and to
ignore, for the most part, alternative courses of action
orlginating cutside the organlzation.

: Internally, within DLP, centrallzed decislion making

.;iiminated conflict. RPO's may have been frustrated but

closed declsion making restricted thelr cholces of alter-
natives ever becoming organizational choices and az a

+ result prevented cr submerged organization conflict.
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Inter-organicationally, the closed declsion making did not
prevent the lntrusion of other cbjectlves and prlorlties z
external to DLP but within USOE.

The view of conflict emerging from the study suggests
a reformulation of the proposition 1f 1t is to be fitted to
government organizations.

Tentative hypotheses lor future testing are:

. (1} In bureaucratic organizations centralized decision
making lowers real conflict intra-organizationally and
extra-crganizationally but has no {or limited) effect upcn
econfliet originated at bureaueratically higher levels,

(2) Centralized and closed declsion making Increases
apparent conflict intra-arganizationally and extra-organi-
zatlionally (i.e., In c¢losed decislon making such conflicts
have noc place to be reglstered).

{3} If an organizational unit has developed aceomnmo-
.dations with external foreces, hlerarchlially imposed cholces
" will disturb such a balance and evoke actlon from the
environment to reztore the bhalance. A clear example
$1lustrating this hypothesis is provided by ALA's reaction
to the elimination of the fellowshlp program, which was z
choice imposed upon DPLP by hlerarchially superior units.
ALA zought in Congress amendments to the Higher Education
Act whlch would earmark 50% of the funds approprlated under
Title II-P for fellowships. This was, in effect, an effort
to 1imit the administrative discretion with respect to the

allocation of funds lor fellowshlips and Institutes. On
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May 10, 1972, ALA expressed coptimism that the amendments
it scught were belng accepted by a House-Senate conference
committee.l

The propositicn as developed by Price (i.e,, that
centrallzation of declsion making lowers conflict) is
supported by this study but 1t 1s alsc shown to be too
aimplistic. The process of deelslon making 138 shown to be
at least as important as 1ts locus.

Unless "centralized" i3 equated with closed decision
making and "de-centralized” with open decision making, the
Price propositlon 1s 1lnadequate and becomes almost &

tautology.

Co-optation

A primary conclusion of the study is that the actions
of school librarlans with respect to passage of Title II-B
resulted in a "pre-co-optation™ of the Institute program
{1.e., the lnterests and needs of school librarlians were
absorbed into the body of pollcey governing the program
prior to its implementation). It was thus predetermined
that school library instltutes would predominate both 1n
terms of numbers of Jnstitutes and dollars. Retrospective- |
1y, the fact that the Chierf, LTB, would be a former school ‘
library leader becomes not surprising, but predictable.

T™is viewpoint also explains the failure to co-opt
"profesatonal elitea.” The program began and cperated for

its initial years with the major interests whlch could
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have caused threats already co-opted, The process of
ca=0pting elites from professional ranks was not necessary.

FPor thils reason the evaluation panels could be com=
posed of non-elltes whose function was to legitimize an
glready determlined declsion-making process. The evaluation
panels were formally co-copted because there was no neces=
sity tc formally share the decislion-making power with them.
The evaluation panels fllustrate an Important aspect of co-
optatien: while non-elites within the profession, they
became elltes because they played 2 major part in the pro-
gram. The panels were formally co-opted by DLP but in
' operatlon the process became ilnformal co-optation because
the panels influenced the declslon-making process, at least
to the extent of insuring that preposals in which they were
interested were azpproved.

It is also indicative that institutions proposing
institutes did not find 1t necessary to select persons who
eould be classifled as elites to serve as institute direc-
tors. : ' {ﬁﬁ}

It would usually be anticipated that an agency
operating a new natlonwlde program would utilize co-optlive
behavior toward a large interest group such as ALA. The
fact that the study found an almost total absence of such
behavior 1s significant. The study providez a basis for
apeculation about the factors resulting in the lack of '
co-optive behavior:

(1) ALA apparently has not had great credibility
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with the upper administrative levels of USOE and HEW;
therefore, co-optation of ALA might have galned strength
for DLP within the library profession, but could have heen
very coatly in terms of relationships within the bureaue~
racy. DLP had to glve every appearance of supporting
administrative pesitions which have been antlthetical to
library programs. Co-gptatlion of the major proponent of
such prcegrams would have placed DLPF in intra-organization
conflict, which could have further weakened its effective-
ness within USCE.

(2} DLP's efforts at becoming a national force in the
planning and development of library programs placed it in
a very direct and basic conflict with ALA. Conflict over
bazic objeetives may have made cc-optation a deslrable but
very cosily method of accommodation. On a baslc issue,
nelther crganization was llkely to be willing to permit
co~optation. A more probable result would follow the model
suggested by Thompson and McEwen (cited In Chapter II) iIn
which competition and bargaining would be the preferred
responses since thede strategles are less costly to the
organization.2 In applying this model, DLP and ALA would
be seen as following competitive strategles with some
elements of bargaining taking place. In thls instance the
parties did not usually bargain directly, but used Congress
as a bargaining medlum. DLP was handicapped in such =
process becausze while ALA was free to puraue 1ts own

ocbjectives, DLP was constrained by the necessilty to adhere



to administration cobjectives and priorites.
DLP was in a very weak position to bargain with ALA.
It could not yleld much without sacrificing adherence to
the goal of eztablishing USOE as a national educaticnal
volee. DLP did not have very much to offer ALA as a reward
for co-optation because 1t was constrained by the organi-
zational norms of USCE.
Speculatlively, 1t can be suggested that DLP's Anter-
?eﬁt in the non-aceredited schools was 2 search for a new
constituency which was not tied to ALA and which would
applaud and reward DLP. Possession of such a constituency
would increase DLP's acceptabllity within USOE and might,
over time, provide an indirect volce with whiceh DLP could

address the Congress.

S3L . Adaptation
The hypothesis relating to adaptation states that
centralization of declsion making results in a lowering of
adaptlveneas,

' This study provides substantial Support for this
hypothesis. DLP was shown to have a weak adaptive mecha-
nism with respect to external or environmental changes,

In part, thils weakness was attributable to closed decislon
making which did not permit the need for sdaptation to
enter the declsion-making process, The centraglization of
decision making in the Title II-B institute program 414

result in a lowering of adaptiveneas with respect to
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1ibrary educators and RPO's. HNelither of these groups ﬁas
gble to bring sbout either the programmatlc or procedual
changes which they sought.

The hypothesis 1s also tenable with respect to intep-
nal adaptive pressure. DLP was shown as belng unable to
resist adaptive pressure from parallel organlzational
levels or from hlerarchlcally superlor levels. The redires-
tion of the program in 1971 clearly 1llustrates this weak-
nese. DLP was unable to alter the organizatlonal pressure
to adapt. Elther a decentrallzed or more open declsion-
making process might have slowed or altered such pressure,

Once 1t was forced into change, DLP was also weak 1in
adéptive mechanlsms to Interpret the changes to constituent
groups. A truly adaptive organization might have completed
the process of re-direction wlthout generating the counter-
reaction from conztitutents which DLP experienced.

The hypothesis that centralization of decislon making

e lowers organizational adaptiveness 1s supported by this

study.

Program Effectiveness
The goals of the program have not been preclsely
defined and hence 1t 1s difficult, 1%t not impossible, teo
peasure effectiveness In terms of stated goals. _
An important conslderation for further research in the
exploration of the factors involved in organizatlons which

avold precise goal statements and pursue ¢losed declslon
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.} ﬁﬁkinﬁ. This study indicates that organizatlions which wish
to utllize closed declsion making find general and 1mprecise'
goal statements very facilitating. On the other hand, it
" eould be argued that a lack of clear goals leads te closed
_ decision making because lacklng goals, the organizatlen is
: unable to adjudicate between conflicting eclaims and is
forced intc closed declsion making in order to shut out
conflict.
Etzioni makes a useful distinetion between the real
" goals and the stated goals of an organizatlion and sugpests
i that the real goals are "those future states toward which
:_a majority of the organization’s means and the major organ-
1zational commitments af the partieipants are directad,
and which, 1n cases of conflict with goals which are stated
but command few resources, have clear priority.“3
It was clear that until 1971, when some stated goals
were imposed, the program operated under the non-directive
dietum of the leglslation and the single stated goal was to
train librarians. Questions such as~-Which librarians were
to be tralned? At what level? And for what purposes?--
were not anawered in visible published goal statements.
Real goals may be derived from examination of poliey
decisionp. Such a8 exanination suggests that the following
real goals were pursued:
(1) In 1968 and 1969 institutes to train school
librarians were strongly favored over other types of

training in terms of the number of tralning opportunities
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and even more sﬁrongly in terﬁs of dollar allocatlion.

| (2} Institutes of =2 general nature were favored over
institutes to train for a specific area with the exception
of school 1libraries, and 1n 1970 and 1571 general institutes
were fTavored over all types of library orlented training.

(3) Goals of incressing training for public librarlans
ﬁere verballzed but the commitment to this goal was ilnsuf-
ficient to cause the organization, DLP, to abandon or modify
the real goal.

Participants in the training programs percelved that
fhe program was most effective in terms of changes 1ni-
tlated and increasing responsibllity resulting. The tralin-
ing was relatively ineffective in bringing about promotion
or changes in employer. Moderate effectiveness was found

In terms of increazing salaries and increasing supervisory

. responslbllities of partlecipants.

: It could be conjJectured that the failure of partici;
.ﬁants to recelve tanglble external rewards to a greater
extent is related to the fallure of DLP to co-opt elite
groups. If professional elltes and ALA were c¢losely iden-
tifled with the program, particlpants mlght have recelved
rewards such as salary increases, prometions and peer
respect wlth greater frequency.

In terms of more subJective changes the participénté.
felt strongest that the instltutes had affected work
related attltudes, work satlsfactlion and job skills, and

that the least affected factors were the amount of
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responsibility exercisédhgga éﬁ; respect of colleagues.

While none of these results were stzted or implled
in terms of program goals, they do represent real outcomes
in terms of the participants* perceptions.

The study alsc indicates that the results of the
institutes varied In accordance with certain personal and
professional characteristics of the respondents. Primarily,
these 1nequities are seen as societal or environmental con-
stralnts which altered the presults of the program.

Changes which were subject to external verifiecation
{e.g., salary increases), were attributed to the Institute
ﬁttendance to a much lesser extent than were changes which
were more subjectlve In nature. It is difficult to state
with precislion whether this represents a methedological
characteristle peculiar to this study or a general tendency

of respondents. An externally verlifiable change, such as

V't'aalary increases, could have been seen as having little

relationship to the institute because the respondents
believed that to be the case, or because 1t 1s a norm to
belleve such changes cccur from individual effort and merlt,
and respondents were unwilling to share the credit for suech
changes with external factors such as addlticnal tralning.
.. It 15 eclear that some significant changes oceurred te
éhe participants and that they percelved that these changes
were related to Institute attendance.

As outcomes ol an educaticnal experience, the changes

which most eoften occcurred and which were attributed to the
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institute to the highest degree were séen as the méét SoQ .
clally significant. It would be unlikely that increasing
librarians' salaries or Job mobility could be interpreted as
an appropriate outcome of a Federal tralning program, But
initlation of change, and ihcreased responsibility Seemingly
have face valldity as deslrable ends of educaticnal experi-
ences. _

The three varisbles under study are related to these
outeomes, The co-optation of the program by school librar-
lans ensured that baslc training would receive a high prior~
ity and because of the high percentage of female school 1i-
btrarisns, that women would be the predomlnant partieipants.
It was also assured that there would be a significant varla- .
tlon 1n the cutcores for various types of library Interests.
; Co~optation by school library interests also assured |
g high level of apparent conflict on the part of other
interests.

Centrallzed decision making reduced adaptiveness. As
a result, very few minority group membeprs were progranm
partielpants and program benefits were differentlated by
race In two eritical respects. Centrallzation of decision
making and co-optation both acted to eliminate adaptiveness

until i1t was imposed by higher organizatlicnal authority.

Theoretical Implications

The tain obJective of the study was to sxamine the

three variables conflict, co-coptation and adaptaticen In the
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lightuor program effeetiveness and to determine possibieul
heurdistic hypcoctheses for future study and to relate the
three varlables to a hypothesized model of relatlonships,

The model suggested that change requlring 2 cholce of
alternatives leads to confllct and that co-optation 1s one
avallable conflict reductlon device, the exercise of which
leads to further adaptation. In this .study it has been
seen that confllet with school librarians did lead tc co=
optive behavior which resulted in adaptiveness (e.g., the
‘@ecizion to follow the NDEA format and the allocatlons of
institutes). Thils cholce of alternatives resulted in addi=-
tlonal conflict as predicted by the model. However, in the
case of ALA, conflict did not lead to co-optive behavior
and no adaptive behavior occurred. Internally, conflict
with USCE over the redirectlon of the program did not result
1& co=aptation, but limited adaptiveness did occur and that
- adaptation did produce additional conflict.

The model 1s seen, then, as having limitatien 1in its
precizion. A possible hypothesls for future study is that
bierarchically structured organizations have available dif-
ferent arrays of behavior to deal wilth Internal and exter-
nal eonflict and Intermal and external pressures for
adaptation.

. An 2dditional hypothesis suggested by the study and
also by Selznlck's work 1s that governmental organizations
will use co-optive devices when the costs of such devices

are not likely to cause deviation from basic objectives.
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" When co-optation cannot be used, except at high cost to

- basle objectives, such organizations will endure relatively

high levels of external conflict.

:L;~ Organliezatlional context effects the cperation of the

variables. Library programs are not likely to attract

gttentlon except from librarlans, who are a relatively small

" and somewhat isolated group 1n the fleld of education. A

replication of thls study invelving larger programs with

more diverse constltuencles (e.g., health or welfare),

would confilrm whether the behavior noted 1s pecullar to

- amall agencles adminlstering programs of limited scope.
Clearly, the measures ol program effectiveness used in

this study are far from satlisfactory. Further methedolog-

' 1cal study to develop measures of effectiveness of educa-

tional programs whieh are not dependent upon the percep-

tlcons of the particlipants or to valldate the rellability of

auch perceptions is needed.

:  +; Most importantly, a comparable study of the behavior

of these three variables in a program with decentralized
administration 1s Indicated. The administration of LSCA
would be a likely possibility. 4n historical examination
of the program would provide an opportunity for a study of
centralization and decentrallzation In a single program.
ﬁ!nr A study of decision making in bureaueracy to further
define open and ¢losed deeislon making is indicated., Cen-

tralized decision making can be elther cpen (the basis of
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the decisions are known and promulgated), or closed (the_
basis for the decisions not revealed), and the same is true
of decentralized decislion making. _

The econcept of real and apparent confliet in bureau=-
eratic organizatlons which was introduced in thils study
needs further empirical valldation. Such a study could
best be an expleration of conflict under open and closed
deelsion making., This study would suggest a hypothesis
that both real and apparent conflict would oecur under
closed decision making, but only real conflict would accur
under cpen declzion making.

sk Lastly, & study which aims at the development of a

predictive model of the behavlor of the threse varlables in
thi= study i3 1ndicated. GSome weaknesses in the model pro-
posed In this study is shown, but in large part the model
i1s found to be useful. Further study of the behavior of
the wvariables should make 1t possible to develop a model
which will predict the coccurrence of co-pptation, given cone
fiet of varioﬁs kinds, and to predict the kinds of adaptive
behavior which may result from co-ocptation. A precedent %o
the development of a predictlive model 1s a methodeloplcal
study which would provide the bases for the quantification
of the key wvarlables.

Professional Implications

The primary concern of the study is the examination of

the three variables diacussed in previous sections., As
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the study deveioped, a.nubbégkof guestions wilth serious
implications for librarianship were identifled. It will be
the purpose of thils sectlon to ralse these questions.

For the most part, the study does not provide answers
to fhe questions and, indeed, 1t was not intended to deo so.
The questions are ralsed for whatever utility they may have
for researchers and policy makers. The limitatlions of the

.study'sbould be kept clearly in mind, especially the fact
that the study represents events occurring in 1968-1969
and subsequent events may have altered the econtext consid-

erably.

The Library Professlon as an Interest Group

ﬁ' In this study the library profession 1s seen as an
interest group whilch primarily Injects 1ts ceoncerns inteo

" the politlical process through the American Library Assocla-
tion. The principle concerns of ALA have heen directed
toward influencing Congress. The professional group has
had very limited influence upon the executive branch of
government. Thus, 1t has been able to influence the pas-
aage of leglslation but has been frustrated in efforts to
influence the administration of the legislation. |

4 As an interest group, ALA has not =2een the development
of effective working relationships wlth the executive
branch {as exemplified by USOE and, specifically, DLP) as
an important goal. As a strategy, concentration upon Con-

gress was functional 80 long as ALA sought grant programs
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which depended upon Congresslonally determined farmulae
(e.g., LSCA and ESEA). In the area of "discretionary"
programs 1t was not a functlonal strategy and placed the
profession in a weak posltion to pursue its objectives., In
recent years (especlally durlng the Nixon Adminiatration)
the executive branch has placed a high prilority upon dis-
eretionary programs and has de—-emphasized "formula™ pro-

grams. ALA has thus found its lobbying efforts increasingly

» frustrated under these conditlons.

i A key question, therefore, is how can the professional
group develeop effectlive relatlonships with the executive

- branch? o

. In the past, ALA has not invested much effort 1n seek-
Ing to strengthen DLP and has operated as though DLP were
merely a convenlent condult for carrying ocut the intent

of Congress. The result has been that ALA does not now

. have access to a strong, respected volce in the executive
brarich and DLP does not have a strong constituency which

is respected within the admintstration. the ALA strategy
of largely ignoring DLP has been dysfunctiocnzl for both
organizations. A5 an example, ALA has invested substantial
paychle and real energy In the goal of creating the Library
of Congress as a naticnal library, a goal which, even 1if

attalnable, would not necessarily improve ALA's position In

the executive branch.
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The Professional Group as 2 Coaliltion

In a number of respects ALA resembles a cozlitlon of
interests more than z coheslve organization. Coalitlons
can be effective 20 long as they pursue a limited set of
cbjectives wlth common acceptance. When the obJectlves
begome diverse, or the degree of aceceptance declines, the
soalition loses effectiveness or dlssglves. In the case of
the Title IT-B pregram the coalition began to falter when
congresslonal objectives forced ALA to accept combining all
institutes into one program. School librarians within the
ecoalitlon were not wllling to aecept this solution and as
" an lnterest group, ALA was forced to seek a compromise
which 211 parties could accept. In this instance, the pro=-
fesalon displayed an inability to deal effectively with

internal eonflict, a problem which 15 likely to grow more

. acute as the diversity of professional Interest grows

broader.

The Evaluatien Panels

The operation of evaluatlon panels revealed a distinct
lack of sensitivity to potential conflicts of Interest.
DLP selected as evaluators persons who had in the past
served as institute directors, and who, based upon letters
of lntent, cculd have been ldentifled as being deslignated

. to direct the institutes which were to be evaluated. That
DLP would choose these persons and that they would be will-

ing to serve reveals & surprising nalvete. It could be
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raticnalized that the evaluatlon panels only made recom-
mendations, but the faet that Institutions with representa-
tives on the panel fared significantly better than insti-
tutions without such representatlon belles thls claim.

The 1ssue is ralsed here not to critiﬁize the actilons
but to identify an 1ssue of some serlousness. In periods
of relative affluence the lssue might never be ralsed, but
since competition for scarce resources can be assumed to be
a basle constralint, the objectivity of the evaluation pro-

cess might become a maJor issue in the future.

DLF as Part of a Bureaucracy

This study bhas shown that in several critical respects
.—the Division of Library Programs was unable to devise and
implement policies and procedures to direct the program
for which 1t was assigned administrative responsibility.
This fact has implicatlions with respect to the callber of

- profesaional staff DLF can attract and retain. An organi-
zatlonal unlt which cannot provide 1its staff an opportunity
té fully utilize thelr creative and professlonal skillls 1is
likely to find it difficult to develop a ereative and pro-
fessional staff.

The same fact has 1mplications for the approach which
the library profession can take to the political process,
A3 stated earlier, heretofore, ALA {(as representative of
the 1library profession) eould operate on a "Congress

mandate-DLP operates™ phllosophy. Thls study indicates
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that when the congressionél mandate permits administrative
'discretion, not DLP, but other actors within the bureau-
eracy are likely to operate at least with respect to key
declslons. _

The professioﬁ ﬁould appear to be faced with two
cholces: elther strengthen the congressional mandate
{1.e., 1limlt or ellminate administrative discretion) or
strengthen DLP as an administrative unit. The historical
record shows that ALA has had some Success in obtalning
atrong congressional mandates and has been chary of
strengthening DLF. It should not be assumed that because
this strategy has been successful in the past, 1t will al-
ways be successful, The leglislative pecord of the last few
years seems to indleate that Congress 1s wllling to grant
greater dlscretlan to the admipnlstration at least In some
areas of setivity. It is certalnly clear that the execu-
tive branch seeks greater discretion. To the extent that
this observatlion has validlty, the effectiveness of ALA
in pursuing its goals 1s weakened.

ALA needs to examlne carefully whether ;r ﬁot the
real conzequences of a weak DLP are not much worse than

the anticipated undesirable consequences of a strong DLP,
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LaLa Washington Newsletter, Vol. 24, No. 4, May 10
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APPERDIX 1

LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED

Institute Directors

Lueille Whalen--17.C.L.A.

Leslile Jahnke--San Jose State College

Jean Wichers——8an Jose State College
Harold Goldsteln--Flerida State University
Ruth Rockwoad--~Florida State University
Lawrence Allen—-Universlity of Kentucky
Venable Lawson--Emory University

John Clemons«-Emcry Unlversity

Sarzh L. Kennerly--North Texas State University

Genevieve Casey--Wayne State Unlversity
Loralne Tolman--Boston University

Henry Voos-=University of Denver
Margaret Goggin--University of Denver
James Foyle=-University of Denver
Virgninia Boucher--University of Denver
Howard Winger--University of Chlecago

Office of Education Regional Frogram Officers

Helen Luce
Shirley Brother
8. Janice Kee
Arlene Hope

Evelyn Mullen
Eleanor T. Smith
James Igoet®
Willizm Cunningham®

#No longer employed by U.S5.0.E.

Division of Library Programs Staff

Ray M. Fry
Herbert Carl
Michel Vale

Paul Janaske
Henry Frennan
El!zabeth Hughey
Dorothy Kittel
Pauline Winnick

Margaret Hannigan
Frank Stevens
Clarence Fogelstrom
Kathleen Stokes
Kathleen Molz
Paxton Price®

Sarah Reed¥

®No longer employed by U.5.0.E.
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American Library Assoclation 3taff and Officers

Delores Vaughn Dorothy McGinnis#®
Germaine Krettek Lesteyr Asheinm
Edmon Low :

#No longer employed by A.L.A.

Other Persons

Thomas Galvin--Simmons College

Kenneth Schaeller--Simmons College

Cora Paul Bomar-«University of North Carolina
. at Greensbore

o Winifred Linderman—-Retired
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PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE
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RUTGERS UNIVERSITY The Seate Untrerity of New fersey

A R [ s ’ GAADUATE M]CHOOL OF LIBRARY SERVICE
o ’ Rowvon #f Libewry & informaion Scwacy Resarch
: & 18y Callepe Arcvme
e o T New Breunick Nre lresey along

’ : . “ : To. mr-aqr-r756 En. b6y
: CoPavE e : T iwddl w L e gld® kD oaps o cer gttt
ao - - Capai e st eiq et MEC vk 3

E Cwar Collaague: - L.

In ction with & ch prviect at Rorgers Undversity. I =
mdertaking s atudy of the Institures for tralning Jihrarians conducted
wnder Title II-B cf the Righer Education Act of 19635, One of the abilec-
tives of the Institutas progrem has been to increass the skills of pecpls
soch as yoursalf, who hawe participated in ehe Lastitutes.

Yo are 1ndeed central to thie sindy, Your coopwratlon im swsential
if the study is to say anything sbout the effsctiverans of the wntizm
Instituta program. By way of the fgllowiny guestionnaire, I =m asking
& random sample of people whe particlpatad in the Institutas €O ceport
what has happened €0 them on thair jobe since they attandod ona of the
Indtitutes. I have trised to kaap the mmher of questlons 0 & minisom,

Tha questicootsira {8 structured in the following vay. TFirst, I vant

to make sure that the information ls corvect as to which nf the various
Inntitutes you attendsd. Second, 1 would like to koow If you have sxpe-
risncad any carssr changss since you sttended tha Instituts and whathex
o pot the Inatitots played & part In any career change, Thind, I would
1iks & know somsthing about you and yoor present job, Mhile the infox-
sation requentsd le rather detalled, I GUARANTEE COMPLETE CONF IDENTIALITY,
M fpdividual will syvex be jdentified, My concern is with the total
qroup of people who participated in the Institutes, and mot with particu-
lar isdividuale. Bt four belp is needed to dewelop this group proflls.

I sinceraly hope that you will take the few mirotes reguirsd ts complats
this questionnaloe and gaturn Lt in the self-addressed, stazped smeelops
provided_ Tour raturn of this questionnaire as quickiy ss possible will
be sporecisted. .

. ke
In poticipation of your help, I thank you very much.
Iopcerely yours,

s Flltlegrne Sunmnains

L F. Wllien Summars.
Rassarch Fellow
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R e mgan s o e S ek e e cs D © e oo e L amrme % ot e 1om
i

HIGHER EDUCATTON ACT TITLE II-B THSTITUTE PARTICIPANT GUBSTIOMMAIRE

RS RURTIRE

Fnformation chtained fram U. $. Office of Education records on Library
:;:yrl-l Indicates that you attended the following Institute en Libraerian—
-1

_ R N I (t1tla) .
S Coewml Lo lanlverslty} R
- . {datas) o

tid yoq participats in tha above Bigher Fducation Act Title IT-B Insrivuta?

1 s {If TES, pleass complets and return thle guestionnaire)
— (If WO, pleasy ansvary question 1 and retucrn the
L) x quenticonelre)

1. Mave you sitended any HEA Title II-F Inatitotes on Librarisnship
moce 1968 othar than the one indicated abowe? I€ so, pleane liat
below thw subject, tha unilvezsity st vhich each wes hald, mnd tha
[ {11} . .

A IRSTITUTE TITLE WIVERATTY IATRS

Tha following statemsnts Sesctibs changes that way have teken place
in your cerser ducing the past year or two (since you Attended the

Institute,) Ir Yrsa
: SELATED T
FLERSR CHECK WMETHER OR NOT TME INETITUTE FARTICIFATION

FOLLONING CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED

IN YOUR CAREER. e ;
78 Bp g o
' = = |l 55 s

2., 1 have arcepted smployment with a aif- v £ “ §
Ferant ofyanlzation since T attended tha — — — — —
Institute. i} i Ay ) )y )

3. My salary has incrcassd, abowe & hormal
cost=pf=living inCreass, since 3 dvterded
the Inntitvte, I LV I T D N B ¢
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- e RELE

W R e 58 g g8 5B
4. More pecple repork directly to me since ==

1 attended the Institute. S B O T I T S T

5. T exexciss greater responsibility in wy - —_
position since I attended tha Inatirute. (_) ) [ I

Il

§. I Bavy initlated changes in the argani-
sation which smploys o since I actanded

i the Institutw, I O o QOO
7. T have advanced to & higher position —
wisca I attandsd the Institute. ) " I )

q - . .
e L7 . Sy .
Would you respond to tha Follewing statements Ln 1lght of your Institues
’ participarion. Selow sach of the following sratmsents Is a scale from

0 to 100, Fleass usa this scale to describe the wtrangth of your agreg-
[, ment or dlssgresment with sach statssent. You may place your mark (s slash)
wnywhere aleng the 1ine. The reference polnts should be nnderstood ta

. have tha #ollowing meanlngs:

i 0 = pDisagree complately with the statsment
N 20 = Dimagres to n great extant

€ = Peul there s some truth to ik
. 0 = Generally agres . . ;
e . L 8 » Aqgres to a grast axtent . .
L ~ 100 w Completely sgres with tha ststemant

t derive greater satisfactism from my work dus to wy mrticlpation in the
Institute.

| | L |
—d—a—a——

As & rasult of By attendance gt the Institute, J s SCCOrded greater Tespect
by my collaagues.

| | | |

o 20{ s 0| a0] 100]
wha Institute has Tesultsd in chanpes in ey sttitodes which aze reflected
in wy wotk.

L

10,

o . | n% 20} 40% 601 .al 100

JRENUTRI



F

11,

is5.

By skills in my job wers significant]ly incressed by the Library Institute,

| | ] |

I BN B

L | 10q

Because I participsated in the Institute I &= ngw given qreater responsi-
Bility in wy work.

| I | |

= 9

8o o

An a et of my participation in the Iastitute, I bave Lnitiated changes
in the system which saploys ms.

L | | |

I P

9 T«

L | 104

Ry owerall job perforsance basx isprowed a9 & direct result of wy partici-
paticon in the Institute.

| | I |

}

. T R S |

(| 1004

Bow did you hwar about the MEA Title II-B Institute Program indicated on
this gqueatioonsirs? (PFLEASE CHECK BEILOM THOSE

)
(i
)
O

Rrochure mailed to ma )
Srochure sailed to my | ]
place of wmployment | S |

Sawspaper publicity
Publicity in profesgional —
literature [jcurnals, src,) | 3 |

WHICH ARE ARPLICASLE)

From my supericcm

Cthar librarians or asegclates

Through my affiliation with
the univarsity at which tha
Instirute was held

cther lexplainy

Therw are 4 amber of wiys in which the Instirute may have benafitted yom
professlonally; for instance. in terms of new skills, professional enntacts,

or ranswe] anthusiasm.

most wvaluable to you? (PLEASE CHECK (ME BELOM)

CCCCo

mong of tha Above] Kamt OLhar way.

in wvhich aof the following ways was this Instituta

As & msans of weating other professionals in wy f2igld,
As a source of new skills or krowledys in my Field.
Ay & means to 4 better position and/or highar salsry.
AZ & wpand Of rendwing my interast in By work.

[specify}
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17. CHPCX OKE: (_? I am presently smployed as w librarian.
L) I am ot presantly seployed ag 4 librarian.

18, If you are prasantly emnloyed as & librarisn, plsasa check the type of
likrary in which you work:

() Elementary achool (:) Collmge/university
i) Intersadiate school () Public library
{_) Bigh schosl ) Speclal librayy
1) Junior/camunity college i_ 1 other (wpecify)

19. Co you bold a degrea in library science? (_} Y85 [} #¢

20, If YES, plemss check all library sclsnce deqrese you hold and give tha
oama of the collage or univerpity from which you earned the dagres and

i the year in which it was earned.
) _ TIVERSITY CATE
__} MAssociate
() machelox's
{_) Master's
I__) Doctarate

2. If MO to quastion 13, have you complated any ¢ourses in library science
for academic ¢redit, other than your particlpation in the HEA Title If-H
Inetitute program? — —

O s QO w

N, If TES, how wany cTedit heurs of library scisoce course
work hawe you completad?

22, Plsase check balow all diplomaws, degrees, snd certificates you hold which
Are not listed ghova,

(_-:) migh schoal diploms {_.] 3tate teschars® cecrtificatjon
" (] Assocista deqras {_} Btats cwrtification as librarian
{_} wachelor’'s degres {_) School librarian certification
- () Mester'u degres () Cthar {specify}
(_} Ductorats
() 30 and usder _
() 3 w4ap R
C) 4w : :
)} 51tako )
_) 61 and over G e MR
() male {_} Fesale .
; i) American Iadian {_) Othar minorities
Lo {,_} Elack —  ispecity)
. {_} Orlsmtal [} White {other than Spanish
()} Spanish surnamed _  surnamed)
‘ {mexlcan-Anar ican, (L) o pot chooss to answar

Fuacto Rican)



174

2%, Fresent Ewmplayer:

Addowsn;

27. Present Job Title:

28. YPresent Groas Annual Salarys

29. Please describe briafly your major duties in thix posltion:

30, Ars you employed full-Lime or parti-time?

5 () rueros {C) wsrotoe () OTHER {explain}

31. Pleass Yist a1l your praitions of the last 5 yasrs. I1f you held sevaral
podivinas with the same esployer, plesasa lisc sach position separataly.
Placa an ayterisk {*} beside the job title which imsediately preceded

o your atrandance at this Institute.
DATES BNE, CITE, AND STRIE, OF EWPLOTER 08 TITIE
o

Thank you for yoor
(Zip codal cooparat lon,
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APPENDIX 11X -

DIRECTOR QUESTIONNAIRE

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY  The Suse Usiversity of New Jersey

GRADAIATE SCHOOL OF LIBRARY SEXVICH
Barven of Lobvary & Information Scitmy Resarch
18 Collepe Amuwe

New Brunnaick, New [evury oBpoy
Tal my-ag-rp06 En. bpin

Dat Coliemngoe: ! S .o . R o R - :

In connection with & research project 2t Butowers thivarsity, T am
mdectaking a seuly of the Indtitutas for tralning librarfans conductes
ander Ticle [1-B of the Hightr Eduration Act of 1965. The study focusss
on the first two yesra of oparatisn, 1963 and 1969, 3As a director of

© ona of thase instivites, your sonparation {p cospleting the following
b questionnaize is wary Ligportant.

One of the primary ckiectives of the study will be to develop a

profila of the individuals who directad the institutes. While some of

that informaticon Ls availabla, & more detalled and complete plcturs is

naeded. Rnother ohjective is to describe systematically the feedback
ot of these institutes. Sioce the Inscitutes azw » major activity in con-
tinuing library sducation, your wiews. pio and con, are vitsl. The
questionralra inclndes 2 saxies of stataments to gut st the feedimck
consideration.

Tomx arcnymity 1z aswured, snd you will not B individuslly 1dentifisd

i io withey tha analveisz o the sbtudy. hs sindy i8 concerned with develop-
ing u group profile and deacriblag hamic ferdback, and I am act inteyested

! 4n fantifying the responses of any particoalr inpdividual. Your name ia

: requastad solely to identlfy non-respondents for follow-up purposss. I
would greatly appreciets your returning the campletsd questlonnaire as
soew, gm ywvu can in the postage-pald sovalops provided.

In saticipatlon of your prompt cooperation, ¥ thank you wery suoch.
. Eincarely yours, f
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T

HICHER ECOCATION ACT TITIE II~-B INSTITUTE DIRECTOR QUESTIONKMIRE

ADDRESS &

(Zip coda)

FRESENT ACADEMIC FARK:

Plaase list any changes in your position wines the date of the first HEA
Title II-B Inxtitute you directed.

DATES f
R IO POSYTION TITIE IRETITUTTON '

Pleass describe brisfly your major prafassional activitias and the rough
prrcantage of time you davots to aich [4.9., teaching 60%: research, 10m;
ethar, 104,

To provide a profile of yous sducational bickground, please complete the
tabla below, Use & separate Lire for each snrned degres held,

DEETE MROOR YEAR MIVERS ITY ETATE

FiElp | CONFERRE(A

mchalor's

Mnater's (L.9.

Master's

Doctorats

Othar
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T A

Ara you prasently snrglled for oredit bovard & degrae? l:l TES ) ma
1If YRS, which deyree? {_) masear's l:) Doctorate :

Im what flela?

Bow aarny yoars of profesgional )ibrary work sxperissca [other thar teaching
im n library school) do you bave? .

(::] Hons {:} Lass than 3 ysar C) ___ years (specify number)

Tlaase list all the library schools wich which you have hesah assoclated in

a professional capacity, the dates, and the position yoo beld in each.
IATES

s 10, ThE oF POSTYION LIBRARY SCHOOL

What institutlons of higher lsarning other than lihrary schools have you
begn axsocisted with in a profeasional capacity? FPleass give the dates,
the position you Beld, and tha departssnt with which you werw affilisrad
foc axch fnatleaeion?

DATES

- 1o TITLE of POSIIION InGTIYUIION PRIV

8.3, Bave you done any writing acceptad for publicatlan? (_) Y88 (_)

If ¥ES, what was tha subiect of your latest hank o article, whers was it
poblished, and vhan?
Subjact:
whera pablished: Date:

b. Bave yu propared papers sccepted for dslivery to profassicnal associavione?
) s Cw

If TES, what was the subjact of your oAt receat papar, £0 whom was it
daliversd, and when?

wabject:
Growp! Puter

e b e . - B - fmy ok mmae. e
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9. Plaaxe list &1l libeary and library-rélated organizations to which you
now Dylong. Include local, state, regichal, maticaal, spd international
affilistions and the numbar of years yos! have belonged to each. Also,
pleasy indicete any offices you pow hold in sach organicaticn and the
nusbar of ysars you have held the office{sl.

B
-

SNANIEATION HQEER QFFICE(S) WELD

10, Flexsa list othar professional non-1ibrary ecganizarisas to which you now
balong, Pleass indicars if you are an officer or sarved as chairman of a

comm L tten.

ORANIZATION

&
§
:
I

11. Plengs chach the sppropriate catsgory below to indicsts your age.

30 and under ) SLtoko
I to 40 () 61 and over
L) 4l w0 5O

12. Flasss chack the approgs iate Gategory below to indicats your basic gross
ansual salary fTom your primsary occupation.

L] Ondex $7500, () 15,000 - 17,499,
) #1500 - 9999, ) $17,500 - 19,999,
) 810,000 - 17,499, () 370,000 and over

L) $13.500 - 14,937,

s this saAlary oo an academic year of 8 li-wonth besis?

() Acadmmis year () Lemonth  {_) Othwr
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1.

k.

The fcllowing statemants deqcriba chanoes which scs likaly to have occurrad
aF 4 consequEnce of Your role in the Institute. FPlsise check the appro-
priate response to cach statemsnt ta indicate whether or not the particular
change was brought about by your servinog 4s an Institute digector.

L i o

reS w e
Serving as an Instituts directox bas favorably — _
affected my basic salary. 1 ) [
Serving as an Institute director has faworably _ _ _
affectad my cpportunity for promotion, L.y 3 )
Barving as an Inytitute director has faworably
affected the smount of respect accorded we by my — — —_
collesques . A R S B A |
farving an an Instituta diractor has resultsd in —_
my deriving greater satisfactinn from wy work. L I | .J S

Sarving as an Instituta dirsctor has resalesd in
changes in my attitutes which are favorably — _ —
raflected in my work. )y Ly

Below are listed some posaible reasons for 32IVing as an Iastltuts director.
Flaase rank them in the order of their isportance to you A8 reasons far

Ing tha ponsibility of directing an Institute. Place a *1" paxt ®o
the reason you consider most important, & “2° next to the ons you consider
second most lmportant, and #o on until each applicable reason has a mmbar.
(Use sach mmber only once.)

Opportunity for professicnal Gain additiona) support/prastige
advancemtnt for tha institutlom

Spportunity to follow a profes- Possads ion of skills and knowledgw
sional LIntarest about tha mubject of the Instituts

Prioe axperisnces in continuing Deslrs ¢o gain axparissce in
wducar ion coot iruing sducatisa

Interest in learning sore about Dasivs to work wikth anticipaced
the wubject watter garticipants

Mueated to 4o s by academic Supplemant or LacTeass Lncoms
suparior

Othar resscna) plaass state snd rank asch. -
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1%, what profeselonal persons weres =speclally influential or helpful to you in
concelving, planning, and carrylrg cut this Institute? Flease glve their
nanas, ticles, and orgyanizations balow.

N, 1 wuld like you to conslder each of the following "PFoar Fhases of Dipector-
ship® and lise any probless or difficuleles you encountéred snd how they werw
ranolved, or how you feel they should have been resslved. You say use the
Back of this questionnsice o respond, snd Ateach an extra sheet 4f you neesd
more space. (I am particularly intersared 1n your relaticnsa with U.5.0.E.
and with the wupporting inatitution.)

1. Propossl preparstion phasa. o ' oo
Axy activities up to the tipe of approwal for funding,

IX. Post-a 1/pra-Inst i tute .. .o
Wegotistions with U.5.0.E. of any changen in budget or play of opwrstion.
B Publicity, sacuring lists of potantial applicants.
! fwlectlon of participasts - appllcation form uwed and Lts suitab{lity,
quality of the epplicants, sslaction restricticns [geographical or
otharsles).

121, Operationsl or Tnstiturs phass,

Length of tise, time of year, facilities avallaubla, quality of and
artandancs of participants, cooperaction of staff.

I7. Post-Institute phase.

Impact on the particlpants, on tha Flald ilibrarianship, sducation],
on the inmriturion at which the Institute was held.

Eveluation of the Instltuts - MATTative Report 25 an evaluative msasurs;
follow-yp quastionfaires to particlpants snd/or dicectors.

T 4 - . - R SN U,
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21, Yhat suggeations wom:ld you wake for lmprovement of the HEA Title II-B
Instituts program?

Thank you far your cooperatisn.

Lo
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APPENDIX IV

CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLES
. WITH SEX OF PARTICIPANTS

. CRO35-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIAELE "I HAVE
: ACCEPTED EMPLOYMENT WITH A DIFFERENT
ORGANIZATION SINCE I ATTENDED
THE INSTITUTE" WITH 3EX OF

B

PARTICIPANT

CHANGE MALE FEMALE TOTAL
No 134 351 485
Yes--Not Related
to Instltute 15 36 51
Yea--Slightly Re-
lated to Institute 5 15 20
Yes—-Moderately Re- R
lated to Institute B 12 20
Yes--3trongly Re- L
lated to Institute 13 20 33
Total 175 b3k 609

ar = 4 x° = 4.19 Significance = .500
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CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "MY SALARY
HAS INCREASED, ABOVE A NORMAL COST-0OF-
LIVING INCREASE, 3SINCE I ATTENDED
THE INSTITUTE"™ WITH SEX OF THE

R

PARTICIPANT
CHANGE MALE FEMALE TOTAL
No T4 271 345
Yes--Not Related :
to Institute 35 60 95
Yes—-511ghtly Re- .
Jated to Institute 28 27 c5
Yes--Moderately Re-
lated to Institute 17 25 L]
Yes--Strongly Re-
lated to Institute 13 27 4o
Total 167 na 578
ar = 4 1% « 28,03 Signiftcance = ,005
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CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARTABLE "MORE PECFPLE
REFPORT DIRECTLY TO ME SINCE I ATTENDED THE
INSTITUTE" WITH SEX QF PARTICIPANT

CHANGE MALE FEMALE TOTAL

No 107 276 383

Yes-—Not Related )
to Institute - 25 35 . - 60

Yes--Siightly Re-
lated to Institute 15 26 n

Yes--Moderately Re- S
leted to Institute 13 s 59

Yes--5Strongly Re-~
lated tc Institute 12 35 b7

Total 172 518 %90

df = 4 x° = T.666 Slgnificance = ,100
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CRDSS—TRBUL&TION OF CHANGE yARIABLE *1 EXERCISE
TER RESPDNSIBILITY N MY poSITION SIKCE
1TUTE" WITH SEX coF

GREA
1 ATTENDED THE INST
THE PABTICIPANT

LE FEMALE TOTAL

b 4

CHANGE MA
No 83 180 262
yeg--Not Reiated : :
to Institute 19 3’ ok
Yes—-Slightlg Re-
1ated to Institute 24 39 63
Yes—-ﬂoderatelg Ra~-
1ated tO Institute 21 71 108
Yes-—Strongly Re-~ o
jated to Institute 16 Th 40
Total 168 405 573
2 , 10.084 significence = .050

ar = &




CROS3-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE
INITIATED CHANGES IN THE ORGANIZATION
WHICH EMPLOYS ME SINCE I ATTENDED
THE INSTITUTE™ WITH SEX OF

'THE PARTICIPANT

186

CHANGE MALE FEMALE TOTAL
. No s 140 185
Yes—-Not Related
to Institute 18 17 35
Yes--31ightly Re-
lated to Institute 25 31 56
Yes--Moderately Re- o
lated to Institute 42 104 14€
Yes-=3trongly Re- S
lated to Institute 35 929 134
Total 165 391 556
ar = & 2 = 17.36 Significance = .005
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CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE
ADVANCED TO A HIGHER POSITION SINCE I
ATTENDED THE INSTITUTE" WITH SEX
QOF THE FARTICIPANT

_ CHANGCE MALE FEMALE TOTAL

lime 7 g 327 446

Yes~--Nat Related

to Institute 14 25 39

Yes--31ightly Re- . . :

lated to Institute 16 17 313

Yeg=--Moderately Re- )

lated to Inatltute 'l 22 38

Yes~-8trongly Re-

lated to Ipnstitute 20 29 ko

Total 173 h20 593

dar - 4 %2 = 13.76 Significance = ,010
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APPENDIX V

WITH AGE OF FPARTICIFANTS

- CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARTABLES

CROSS5-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE
ACCEPTED EMPLOYMENT WITH A DIFFERENT
ORGANIZATION" WITH AGE OF

188

i PARTICIPANT
CHANGE 30 and [ 31 to | 8] to [ 51 to'| 61 and | TOTAL
under 4o 50 0 | over

No or Not

Related to

Institute T2 141 173 130 16 532
Yes--Related

to Institute 27 22 11 11 2 73
Total 99 163 134 141 18 605

ar = & x2 = 31,06 Significance = ,005

T e
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..

CROSS-TABUTATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "MY SALARY
HAS INCREASED, ABOVE A NORMAL COST-~OF-

LIVING INCREASE" WITH AGE OF
PARTICIPANT

CHANCE 30 and| 31 to | 41 to| 51 to |61 and | TOTAL
under 40 50 60 aver
Ne or Not
Related to
Institute 62 108 137 114 15 436
Yes--Related
to Institute 13 48 33 21 3 138
Total 95 156 170 13% 18 574
ar = 4

x2 = 17.65  Significance = .005

CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE “MORE PEOPLE
REPORT DIRECTLY TO ME™ WITH AGE OF P

PARTICIPANT
CHANGE 30 and | 31 to (42 to {51 to [61 and | TOTAL
under 4o 50 60 over

No or Not i
Related to
Institute 63 117 140 107 14 447
Yes--Related
to Institute 31 LT 37 30 3 147

Total 96 161 177 137 17 _583

ar = §

xZ = 7.69 Significance = .250

i



CRCSS- TABLUATI ON OF CHANGE VARI ABLE

"1 EXERCI SE
GREATER RESPONSIBILITY IN MY PCSI TION' W TH
AGE OF PARTI CPANT

190

CHANGE 30 and | 31 to| 41 to | 51 to | 6l and | TOTAL
under 40 50 60 over

No or Not

Related to

Institute 43 78 105 78 11 315

Yes—Rel at ed

to Institute 52 77 67 54 6 256

Tot al 95 155 172 132 17 571
df = 4 x2 - 9*02 Si gni fi cance * .100

. CROSS- TABULATI ON OF CHANGE VARI ABLES "1 HAVE | NI Tl ATED
CHANGES I N THE ORGAN ZATI ON WH CH EMPLOYS ME"

W TH AGE OF PARTI Cl PANT

W
CHANGE 30 and | 31 to | 41 to | 51 to |6l and | TOTAL
under 40 50 60 over

No or Not

Rel ated to

Institute 33 68 61 46 10 218

Yes—Rel at ed

to Institute 61 89 102 76 7 335

Tot al 94 157 163 | 122 17 553
df - 4 X} - 4.80 Significance - .500



CROSS-TABULATICON OF CHANGE VARIABLE

191

"I HAVE ADVANCED

TO A HIGHER POSITION" WITH AGE OF
PARTICIEANT
CHANGE 30 and | 31 to | 41 to | 51 to] 61 ana | ToTAL
under 4o 50 60 over

No or Not
‘Related to

Institute 67 126 151 123 14 g1
Yes-~Related

to Institute 31 35 25 13 4 108

Total 98 161 176 136 18 589
2

Pl

't dr = 4 X =

22.07

Significance = .005
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CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLES

WITH RACE OF PARTICTPANTS

CROSS-TABULATION OF CHAMGE VARIABLE "I HAVE
ACCEPTED EMPLOYMENT WITH A DIFFERENT
ORGANIZATION™ WITH RACE OF

PARTICIPANT

CHANGE BLACK OTHER WHITE TOTAL
Ho or Not

Related to

Institute 48 23 LT K 514
Yes--Related

to Institute 5 5 58 68
Total 53 28 501 582

df = 2 x2 = 1,22 Slgniflcance = 750
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CROSS5-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "MY SALARY
HAS INCREASED, AROVE A NORMAL COST-OF-
LIVING INCREASE"™ WITH RACE OF

o PARTICIPANT
CHANGE BLACK OTHER WHITE TOTAL
No or Not ) :
Related to ’
Institute b1 16 365 a2
Yes--Relatedq
te Institute T 9 113 129
Total 48 25 b78 551
df = 2 x2 = 4,30 Significance = _250

CROSS=TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "MORE PEOFPLE
REPORT DIRECTLY TO ME"™ WITH RACE OF

) PARTICIPANT

CHANGE BLACK OTHEER WHITE TOTAL
No or Not
Related to

Institute 21 19 382 hz2
Yas«-Related

to Institute 29 8 105 142
Total 50 27 b87 56l

af = 2 x2 = 2B.44 Significance = ,005

2
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CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I EXERCISE
GREATER RESPONSIBILITY IN MY POSITION" WITH
RACE OF PARTICIPANT

#
ol

CHANGE BLACK OTHER WHITE TOTAL

No or Not

Related to

Institute 16 32 277 305

Yes-~Related

to Institute 33 14 194 241

Total 49 26 471 546
ar = 2 x2 = 13,37 Significance = .005

CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARTABLE "I HAVE INITIATED
CHANGES IH THE ORGANIZATION WHICH EMPLOYS ME™
. . WITH RACE OF PARTICIPANT

||

i

CHANGE BLACK JTHER WHITE TOTAL

No or Nct

Belated to

Institute 21 12 175 208

Yes--Related )

to Inatitute 28 13 282 323

Total 4g 25 457 531

ar = 2 x2 = 1.56 Significance = .500
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CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE ADVANCED
TO A HIGHER POSITION" WITH RACE OF

PARTICIPANT
CHANGE BLACK OTHER  WHITE TOTAL
No or Not
Ralated to
Institute hy 19 399 462
Yes-=Related
to Institute 9 8 87 104

Total 53 27 hgs 566
df = 2 x% = 2.48 Significance = .500
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APPENDIX VII
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CROSS-TABULATION QF CHANGE VARIAELES WITH

ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIPANTS

o

CROSSE-TABULATION CF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE ACCEPTED
EMPLOYMENT WITH A DIFFERENT ORGANIZATION™ WITH
ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIPANT

CHANGE Under $5,000- $10,000- 4$15,000 TOTAL
35,000 9,999 14,999 or over

No or Hot _ o

Related to ’
Institute 17 189 199 77 LE Ped
Yes--Related :

to Institute 6 27 27 T 67
Total 23 216 226 84 5Y49

ar = 3 x¢ = 5,31 Significance = 2.50
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$ CROSS~-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "MY SALARY
o HAS INCREASED, ABOVE & NORMAL COST-OF-
LIVING INCREASE"™ WITH ANNUAL T
SALARY OF PARTICIPANT

CHANGE Under $5,000- 410,000~ $15,000 TOTAL
$5,000 9,999 14,999 ar over
Ho or Not
Related to
Institute 17 159 152 56 364
Yes~-Related
to Institute 3 43 63 23 132
Total 20 202 215 79 Rl6
v ar =3 x2 = 5.21 Stgnifieance = .250

P

i
{ ~ CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARTABLE "MORE PEOPLE
it - © REPORT DIRECTLY TO ME" WITH ANNUAL SALARY
. OF PARTICIPANT
¢

CHANGE Under  $5,000- $10,000- $15,000 TOTAL
$5,000 9,999 14,999 or over
No or Not I o .
Related to
Institute 14 140 175 68 397
Yes--Aelated
to Institute 3 6% LT 14 130
Total 20 204 221 A2 527

tT arw 3 x% = g.54 Significance = ,02%
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CROSS-TARULATTON OF CHANGE VARTABLE "I EXERCISE
GREATER RE3SPONSIBILITY IN MY POSITION"™ WITH
ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIFANT

CHANGE Under  $5,000- 410,000- $15,000 TOTAL
$5,000 9,999 14,999 or over
No or Not
Related to
Institute 7 90 127 51 2715
Yes--Related .
to Institute 12 109 B5 29 235
Total 19 193 212 a0 510
ar = 3 x° = 18.39 Stgnificance = 005

CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE INITIATED
’ CHANGES IN THE ORGANIZATION WHICH EMPLOYS MEY
WITH ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIPANT

CHANGE Under  $5,000- $10,000- $15,000 TOTAL
$5,000 9,995 14,5999 or over

No or Kot .
Related to : .
Institute i 76 B3 28 194
Yes--Related
to Institute 11 117 126 hg 303
Total 18 193 209 77 ka7t

ar = 3 x= = 27 Significance = ,990
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G

CROSS~TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE ADVANCED
TC A HIGHER POSITION® WITH ANNUAL SALARY
QF PARTICIPANT

CHANGE Under $5,000- $10,000- 415,000 TOTAL
$5,000 2,999 14,999 or over
Ho or Not
Related to
Institute 14 174 175 68 531
Yes--Helated S
to Institute 6 39 h2 13 100
Total 20 213 217 81 531
2

ar = 3 x© = 2,00 Significance = .500

TR

o dep



APPENDIX VIII1

CROSS-TABULATICON OF CHANGE VARIABLES WITH

TYPE OF LIBRARY IN WHICH PARTICIPANT

I3 EMPLOYED

200

CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE ACCE®TED
EMPLOYMENT WITH A DIFFERENT ORGANIZATION" WITH
TYPE OF LIBRARY IN WHICH PARTICIPANT

IS EMPLOYED

Type of No or Not Related Yes—-=Related Total
Library to Institute to Institute

School 207 25 232
Publie 91 9 1006
University 104 11 115
Communlity

College 13 7 21
Library School 15 1 16
Special Library 16 3 1%
State or Insti-

tutional Lbry. 38 6 5y
Other 32 10 42
Total 517 T2 589
x? = 18.19 Significance = .025

ar = 7



CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "MY SALARY

HAS INCREASED, ABOVE A NORMAL COST-0P-
LIVING INCREASE™ WITH TYPE OF
LIBRARY IN WHICH PARTICIPART
15 EMPLOYED

201

Type of R No or Mot Related Yes~-Related TOQTAL
Library to Institute to Instltute
School 17h 4y 218
Public 85 13 98
University 59 41 110
Community :

College 10 9 19
Library School 12 h 16
Special Library 9 6 15
State or Insti- : .

tutional Lbry. 32 10 42
Other 3 9 40

Total hae 136 568

ar = 7 22 = 26,22 Significance = ,005
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CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "MORE PEOPLE
REPORT DIRECTLY TC ME" WITH TYPE OF
LIBRARY IN WHICH PARTICIPANT

IS EMPLOYED

Type of No or Not Related Yeg--Related TOTAL
Library to Institute to Institute
School 147 71 218
Public 84 17 M
University 86 26 112
Communlty
College 14 7 21
Library School 15 1 16
Special Library 15 3 .18
State or Instl-
tutional Lbry. 36 7 43
Other 34 6 4o
Total 427 1n . 568
ar = 7 x? = 9.5

Significance = .025

1




CROSS-TABULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I EXERCISE
GREATER RESPONSIBILITY IN MY POSITION"
WITH TYPE OF LIBRARY IR WHICH

PARTICIPART IS EMPLOYED

203

Type of No or Not Related Yes--Related TGTAL
Library to Institute to Institute
Sehool 91 121 212
Publlc 66 32 98
University 67 43 110
Community
College 8 12 20
Library School 12 4 16
Speclal Litrary 10 7 17
State or Insti-
tutional lbry. 23 18 41
Other 26 11 37
Total 303 248 551
ar = 7 2 = 27.97 Significance = ,005
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CROSS TAIULATION OF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE INITIATED
CHANGES IN THE ORGANIZATION WHICH EMPLOYS MEY
WITH TYPE OF LIBRARY IN WHICH PARTICIPANT

IS5 EMPLOYED

—

Type of No or Not Related Yas--Related  TOTAL
Livrary to Institute to Institute
School 65 139 204
Public 40 58 38
University by 59 106
Communlty

College T 13 20
Library School 11 5 i5
Speecial Library 8 9 17
State or Insti=-

tutional Lbry. 14 p-1 ] 28
Qther 13 17 36
Total 211 323 534

ar = 7 x2 = 16.67 Significance = .02%
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CRO3S5- TAEUL&TION DF CHANGE VARIABLE "I HAVE ADVANCED
] '1‘0 A HIGHER POSITION" WITH TYFE OF LIBRARY IN
i . WRICH PARTICIPANT IS EMPLOYED

(N

———
— e — —

Type of No or Not Related Yes—-Related TOTAL
Library to Institute ta Instltute
Sc¢hool 189 38 227
Public 86 13 99
Unlversity 8z Eyl 113
Community i
College 14 6 20
Library Schcol 13 1 14
© Speeclal Library 16 3 19
State or Instl- .
tutional Lbry. 33 8 n
Other 32 & 38
Total has 106 571

ar = 7 2 = 11.99 Significance = .250



206

APPENDIX 1X

I T

CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLES
WITH SEX OF PARTICIPANTS

CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "I DERIVE
GREATER SATISFACTION FROM MY WORK™ WITH
SEX OF PARTICIPANT

RESPONSE MALE FEMALE TOTAL
Strongly Disagree 19 41 60
Tend to Disagree 16 hh 60
Tend to Agree 51 83 134
Agree La 117 165
Strongly Agree bo 158 198

Total 174 443 617

afe = 4 x2 = 13.07 Significance = .025
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CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "I AM ACCORDED
GREATER RESPECT BY MY COLLEAGUES"™ WITH
SEX OF PARTICIPANT

RESPONSE L MALE FEMALE TOTAL

Strongly Disagree 40 97 137
Tend to Disagree 36 81 117
Tend to fAgree iy 106 150
Agree L 28 85 : 113
Strongly Agree 24 72 38
Total 174 4u1 615
ar = & x¢ = 1.21 Significance = .900

 CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "CHANGES IN MY
ATTITUDES WHICH ARE REFLECTED IN MY WORK™ WITH
SEX OF PARTICIPANT

RESPONSE MALE FEMALE TOTAL
Strongly Disagree 15 ha 55
Tend to Disagree 1k 34 48
Tend to Agree 44 70 114
Agree ol 131 185
Strongly Agree 18 167 215
Total 175 442 617

dar = 4 x2 = 9.30 Significance = .100
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CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "MY JOB SKILLS
WERE SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASED™ WITH
SEX OF PARTICIPANT

- RESPONSE MALE FEMALE TOTAL
Strongly Disagree 20 uy 64
Tend to Disagree 23 34 57
Tend to Agree L] 108 156
Agree 46 99 145
Strongly Agree 39 157 196

Total 176 ¥ 618
ar = 4 x2 = 12,42 Significance = .025

CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "MY OVERALL
JOB PERFORMANCE HAS IMPROVEDY
WITH SEX OF PARTICIPANT

RESPONSE MALE FEMALE TOTAL
Strongly Disagree 20 51 71
Tend to Disagree 28 b1 69
Tend to Agree 51 89 140
Agree ' [ 108 154
Strongly Agree 31 149 180
Total 176 4138 614

ar = A x2 = 20,56 Significance = .005
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APPENDIX X

CROSS-TABULATICON OF ATTITUDE VARIAELES

WITH RACE OF PARTICIPANTS

CROSS=TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "I DERIVE
GREATER SATISFACTION FHOM MY WORK"™ WITH
: RACE OF PARTICIPANT

RESPONSE BLACK OTHER WHITE TOTAL
Strongly Disagree 6 3 48 5T
Tend to Disagree 1 2 51 5y
- Tend to Agree 7 5 117 129
Agree 17 9 134 160
Strongly Agree 25 8 157 190
Total . 56 27 507 590

ar = 8 x2 = 10,34 Significance = ,100
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CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "I AM ACCORDED
GREATER RESPECT BY MY COLLEAGUES™ WITH
RACE OF PARTICIPANT -

RESPONSE BLACK OTHER WHITE TOTAL

Strengly Disagree 8 7 115 130
Tend to Disagree 2 2 105 109
Tend to Agree 8 i 130 145
Agree 25 5 Bo 110
Strongly Agree 13 7T Th ah
Total n6 28 S04 588
ar = 8 x2 = 40.65 Significance = .005

CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARTABLE "CHANGES IN MY
ATTITUDES WHICH ARE REFLECTED IN MY WORK™ WITH
RACE OF PARTICIFANT

RESPONSE BLACK OTHER WHITE TOTAL
Strongly Disagree 4 5 1 50
Tend to Disagree 2 0 42 44
Tend to Agree 5 3 102 110
Agree 20 14 145 1719
Strongly Agree 25 6 176 207
Total 56 28 K06 590

ar = 8 x° = 18.61 Significance = .025
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CROSS-TABULATICN OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "MY JCB SKILLS
WERE SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASED"™ WITH
RACE QOF PARTICIPANT

RESPONSE BLACK OTHER WHITE TOTAL
Strongly Disagree 4 -5 b8 57
Tend to Disagree 3 2 51 56
Tend to Agree 9 3 135 147
Agree 9 9 123 13
Strongly Agree 31 g 150 190
Total 56 - - 28 907 591
af = 8 _x2 = 20.81 Significance = 010

- CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "MY OVERALL
- JCB PERFORMANCE HAS IMPROVED"
c WITH RACE OF PARTICIPANT

—— —

RESPONSE BLACK OTHER WHITE TOTAL
Strongly Disagree 4y 4 57 65
Tend to Disagree 3 3 59 65
Tend to Agree 8 5 122 135
Agree 16 7 125 148
Strongly Agree 25 9 141 175
Total 56 28 504 558

dr = 8 %2 = 10.33 Significance = ,250
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e APPENDIX XI

T CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLES
WITH ASE OFP PARTICIPANTS

CRO3S-TABULATICN C7 ATTITUDE VARIABLE "I DERIVE
- GREATER SATISFACTION FROM MY WORK™ WITH
! : AGE OF PARTICIPANT

Response 30 and | 31-40 | B1-50 § 51-50 | 61 and | Total
Under QOver
Strongly
Disagree 13 15 15 13 Y )]
Tend to
Disagree 11 13 19 14 2 59
Tend to
Agree 26 38 3 34 5 134
Agree 27 52 53 32 o 164
Strongly
Agree 23 AT 66 53 7 156
Total 100 165 184 | 136 18 613

ar = 16 x° = 20.90 Significance = ,100
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CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIARLE "I AM ACCORDED
GREATER RESPECT BY MY COLLEAGUES" WITH
AGE OF PARTICIPANT

Response 30 and | 31-40 | 4150 | 51-60 | 61 znd | Total
Under Over
Strongly
. Disagree 18 37 38 33 10 136
Tend to
' Disagree 20 24 39 33 1 117
; Tend to
Agree 27 33 52 3 5 148
;  Agree 20 32 37 22 1 112
Strongly
Agree 15 37 19 26 1 98
\ Total 100 163 185 145 18 611

daf = 16 32 = 31.75 Slgnificance = ,025
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CROSS~-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "CHANGES IN MY
! ATTITUDES WHICH ARE REFLECTED IN MY WORK" WITH
AGE OF PARTICIPANT

é Response 30 and | 31-%0 {H41-50 [51-60 | 61 end | Total
i Under Over
: Strongly
Disagree 8 10 18 14 ) 54
Tend to
Disagree ] 10 11 14 5 LB
Tend to
Agree 17 24 41 29 3 114
Agree 34 ok 56 Ly 2 184
Strongly
Agree 32 70 62 45 Ul 213
Total 99 162 188 146 18 613
2

TR ar = 16 x¢ = 12.70 Significance = .750
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CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "MY JOB SKILLS
WERE SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASED™ WITH '
AGE OF PARTICIPANT

Response 30 and| 31-40 [41-50 {51-60 | 61 and | Total
Under Over

Strongly

Dissagree 9 14 18 16 7 64
Tend to B

Disagree 10 13 20 10 3 56
Tend te

Agree S 32 39 Ly 36 b 155
Agree 23 36 k6 37 2 1h4
Strengly

Agree 26 61 59 hy 2 195

Total 100 163 187 146 18 614

dr = 16 x2 = 26.45 Significance = .050

e WSS
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CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "MY OVER ALL
JOB PERFORMANCE HAS IMPROVED™
WITH AGE OF PARTICIPANT

oI
R

Response 30 and [ 31-40 ) 41-50| 51-60 ] 61 and | Total
Under Over
Strongly
Disagree 9 16 19 20 6 70
Tend to
Disagree 12 1B 20 16 3 69
Tend to
Agree 20 30 47 38 a9 140
Agree 30 42 45 33 2 152
Strongly
Disagree 27 58 o4 38 2 179
Tatal 98 164 185 145 18 610
ar = 16 x° « 20.88 Significance = .250




APPENDIX XIT

CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLES WITH

ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIPANTS

CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "I DERIVE
GREATER SATISFACTION FROM MY WORK" WITH
ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIPANT

L

207

Response Under | $5,000-| $10,000-| Over No Re~- | Total
$5,000} 9,999 14,999 | $15,000 | sponse

Strongly

Disagree 2 14 21 13 10 60
Tend to

Disagres 4 19 Jo 1o B 60
Tend to

Agree i 38 58 25 12 134
Agree 7 59 Th 18 8 166
Strongly

Agree 10 90 54 17 27 198

Total 24 220 226 B3 65 618

dr = 16 2% = lg.62 Significance = ,005



CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "I AM ACCORDED
A GREATER RESPECT BY MY COLLEAGUES™ WITH
e ANNUAL SALARY OF FPARTICIPANT

' Responze Under | $5,000- | $10,000-f Over No Re- | Total
$5,000| 9,999 14,999 | $15,000| sponse
- Strongly .
Disagree ] ho 52 28 13 137
Tend to
Disagree 3 39 48 15 12 117
., Tend %o
© Agree 5 52 58 22 14 151
~ Agree 5 51 35 11 11 113
. Strongly
Agree 7 38 33 é 14 98
Total 24 220 226 gz (1] 616

ar = 16 x% = 22.80 Significance = .250
o

[



- CROSS TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "CHANGES IN MY

.

ATTITUDES WHICH ARE REFLECTED IN MY WORK" WITH

ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIPANT

219

Response Under | $5,000-| $10,000-| Over Mo Re- } Total
$5,000 | 9,999 14,999 | $15,000 | sponse
Strongly
Disagres 2 11 23 12 7 55
Tend to
Disagree 2 13 14 10 9 LE
Tend to
Agree 6 313 bi 20 11 114
Agree h 70 75 24 13 186
Strongly
Agree 10 92 12 16 25 215
Total 24 219 228 B2 65 618
ar = 16 % = 32.45 Significance = .010



ANNUAL SALARY OF PARTICIPANT

CROSS-TABULATION QF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "MY JOB SKILLS
WERE SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASED"™ WITH

Response Under | $5,000-} $10,000-] Over No Re- | Total
$5,000 5,999 14,999 $15,000 | sponse
Strongly
Disagree L 17 23 11 9 64
Tend to
Disagree 1 14 24 11 1 57
Tend to
Agree 2 hg 5% 28 19 156
Agree 5 49 57 21 13 | 145
Strongly
Agree 12 92 63 12 17 196
Total 24 220 226 83 65 618
ar = 16 x2 = 35.19 Significance = .005
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CROSS-TARULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "MY OVER ALL

JOB PERFORMANCE HAS IMPROVED" WITH ANNUAL
SALARY OF PARTICIPANT

B

221

Response Under | $5,000-] $10,000-] Over No Re-] Total
$5,000] 9,999 14,999 | $15,000| sponse
Strongly
Disagree 3 14 28 13 12 71
~ Tend to
" Disagree 3 19 25 14 8 69
Tend to
Agree 4 3B 61 26 11 . 140
Agree 6 61 55 20 12 154
Strongly
Agree B 87 57 10 18 180
Total 24 219 226 B4 £1 614
ar = 16 2 02,03 Significance = .005



APPENDIX XIII

CROSS-TABULATION QF ATTITUDE VARIABLES WITH

TYPE OF LIBRARY IN WHICH PARTICIPANT

I3 EMPLOYED

CROSS-TABULATION OPF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "I DERIVE
GEREATER SATISFACTION FROM MY WORK"™ WITH
TYPE OF LIBRARY IN WHICH PARTICIPANT

222

IS5 EMPLOYED !
Type of Strongly | Tend Tend |Agree | Strongly| Total
Library Disagree| to Dis- to Agree
agree Agree
School 11 9 37 58 102 217
Publlc 15 14 22 23 27 101
University 9 14 27 33 21 104
Community
Cocllege 2 3 3 10 g 27
Special 2 6 8 g 5 30
Other 9 3 16 10 13 51
Not a
Librarian 10 11 26 20 18 8s
Total 58 60 139 163 195 615
S dr w24 x° = 84.25 Signiftcance = .005
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CROSS-TABULATION QF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "I AM ACCORDED
GREATER RESPECT BY MY COLLEAGUES" WITH i
TYPE OF LIBRARY IN WHICH PARTICIPANT

IS EMPLOYED

Type of Strongly| Tend Tend | Agree | Strongly| Total
Library Disagree! to Dis~- to Agree r
agree Agree
School 39 30 48 51 L8 216
Fublic 39 20 25 11 9 100
University 19 25 27 16 17 104
Community
College 6 3 3 9 5 26
Spectal 5 12 6 3 q 30
Other 14 10 9 9 4 be
Not a
Librarlan 16 16 31 12 10 s
Total 134 116 149 111 97 607

ar = 24 x2 = 55,62 Significance = .005



CROSS-TARULATION OP ATTITUDE VARIABLE "CHANGES IN MY

ATTITUDES WHICH ARE REFLECTED IN MY WORK™ WITH

TYPE CF LIBRARY IN WHICH FARTICIPANT

\224

i 1S EMPLOYED
Type of Strongly| Tend Tend |Agree | Strongly | Total
Library Plsagree] to Dis- to Agree
agree Agree
.. School 10 10 hz A7 108 217
" Public 20 10 25 | 25 20 100
University 13 6 33 26 26 104
Community -
College L] 7 6 7 27
Special 2 4 10 10 5 N
i Other 6 B 7 15 11 47
. Not a
! Librarian g 14 32 14 17 85
Total &2 56 156 143 194 611
ar = 24 2% e 85,44 Significance = 005
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CROSS-TABULATION OF ATTITUDE VARIABLE "MY JOB SKILLS

WERE SIGNIFPICANTLY INCREASED"™ WITH TYPE OF LIERARY

IN WHICH FARTICIPANT IS EMPLOYED

Type of Strongly | Tend Tend | Agree | Strongly | Total
Library Disagree| to Dls- to Agree
agree Apree

School 10 10 b2 ¥ 108 217
Public 20 10 25 25 20 160
Unlversity 13 6 33 26 26 104
Community

College 3 4 T 6 7 27
Special 2 4 10 9 5 30
Other & 8 74 15 11 47 :
Not a :

Librarian ] 14 32 1h 17 85 '

Total 62 56 156 | 182 194 610 '

ar = 24 x® = 85,34 Significance = .005

[EFC
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CROSS-TARBULATION OF ATTITIDE VARIABLE "MY OVER ALL

JOB PERFORMANCE HAS IMPROVED" WITH TYPE CF

LIBRARY IN WHICH FARTICIPANT IS

EMPLOYED
Type of Strongly] Tend Tend Agree | Strongly | Total
. Library Disagree| to Dis- to Agree
' agree Agree
School 12 9 32 63 100 216
 Publiec 25 13 26 20 17 101
University 14 16 29 24 19 102
Comnunity
College & 5 4 6 8 27
Special Y L] 12 10 4 30
Other 5 6 13 13 10 47
Net a
Llbrarian 9 16 23 16 19 83
Total 69 69 139 152 177 606
ar « 24 x% = 98.10 Significance = .005
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AFFENDIX XIV

CHARACTERISTICS OF INSTITUTE DIRECTORS

DISTRIBUTION OP DIRECTOR RESPONDENTS BY AGE

i - : Mumber of Percent of

i Age birectors Respondents
| N

i_ 31 to 40 12 15

K 41 to 50 26 33

! 51 to 60 27 35
! 61 and over 13 17

: 78 100

DISTRIBUTION QF DPIRECTOR RESPONDENT3S BY ACADEMIC RANK

Number of Pevrcent of

. Rank ) Birectors Respondents
Professor 28 37
Assoelate professor ch 31
Assistant professor 10 13
Instructor 2 3
Lecturer 1 1
Non-academic 12 15
: 71 To0%

1 ¢ase not reported - 1% of director sample

HIGHEST DEGREE HELD BY DIRECTOR RESPONDENTS

Number of Percent of

Depres Directors Hespondents
Doctorate 4o 51
Master's Library Sclence 21 27
Master's, cther 14 18

" Bachelor's , 4
o ‘?i‘ 100%
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DISTRIBUTION OF DIRECTOR RESPONDERTS BY SALARY

gl - Salary

Under $%12,500
$12,500-14,999
$15,000-19,999
$20,000 and over

Nunber of FPercent of
Directors Respendents
11l 15
18 2h
i 21 ., 28
2% 33
75 100%

31 cases not reported - 4% of director sample
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