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Academic Librarians Participate in the 

Selection of a Director of Libraries 
In 1970 the library faculty of the University of Louisville elected a 
committee to search for and to select a director of libraries to recom­
mend to the university administration. This activity resulted from the 
librarians' having achieved faculty status and from recent changes in 
the university, s governance which established the university, s libraries 
as an academic unit. The Library Faculty Selection Committee 
solicited prospective candidates from names suggested by deans of 
library schools and other librarians, reviewed the candidates' cre­
dentials, planned the visitation and interview of the most promising 
candidates, and, in consultation with representatives of the University 
Senate Library Committee, recommended to the administration one 
of the candidates for the position of director of libraries. 

THE LmRARY FACULTY of the Univer­
sity of Louisville had the experience of 
participating recently in the search for 
and the selection of a new director of li­
braries. This was a new experience for 
this group of librarians, as well as for 
this particular university. It was a new 
experience for the library faculty in that 
none of its members had previously had 
such a responsibility; it was a new ex­
perience for the university in that li­
brarians had never before been involved 
in the selection of the person who would 
direct the library system in which they 
are essential members. Perhaps this a'c­
count of one group's experience will sug­
gest some useful procedures and will en­
courage academic librarians to press for 
a voice in the selection of the adminis­
trator with whom they will work. 

Dr. Louise Galloway is associate profes­
sor an.d head, Circulation Department, Uni­
ve1·sity of Louisville Libraries, Louisville, 
Kentucky, and recent chairman of the Li­
brary Selection Committee for the Direc­
tor of Libraries. 
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Five years ago a director of libraries 
was chosen at the University of Louis­
ville with no attempt on the part of the 
university administration to enlist the 
professional opinions or expertise of the 
librarians in the system. At that time 
some of the librarians suggested that, as 
a group, they should communicate to the 
administration their views on a director's 
qualifications and suggest candidates; 
others in the group opposed such action 
on the grounds that it was inappropri­
ate. The viewpoint of the latter was 
that the selection of a director of li­
braries was entirely a university admin­
istration matter. To understand why, 
five years later, the search for the se­
lection of a director of libraries was pri­
marily the responsibility of a commit­
tee of librarians in the university li­
brary system, one must understand the 
changes that have taken place since 1965 
in the internal structure of the Univer­
sity of Louisville and the place these 
same librarians (not necessarily the same 
individuals) now occupy within this 
structure. 



CHANGES IN THE UNIVERSITY 

STRucruRE AND GoVERNANCE 

In fall 1965 the university completed 
a self-study preparatory to a review by 
the Southern Association of Colleges 
and Schools. The self-study recommend­
ed "that the library staff be given faculty 
status commensurate with their respon­
sibilities, training and experience."1 It 
also recommended abolishing the uni­
versity Senate as it was then constituted 
and creating a new Senate. At the time 
the university Senate was a large body 
composed of all faculty members with 
the rank of assistant professor and above, 
and also administrative officers such as 
the president and vice-presidents of the 
university, deans and directors, and the 
university librarian. The self-study rec­
ommended that a new Senate be created 
which would be composed of a repre­
sentative number of faculty elected from 
each academic unit, with administra­
tive officers being ex-officio, nonvoting 
members. 

When the self-study was nearing com­
pletion in fall 1965, a new director of 
libraries was appointed to succeed the 
retiring university librarian who had oc­
cupied this position since 1927. The new 
director was appointed with the rank 
of full professor and with tenure. On May 
18, 1966, the university Board of Trustees 
granted professorial rank to librarians in 
the university library system. 

Once librarians become faculty mem­
bers, to which faculty within the uni­
versity should they be affiliated? With­
out some kind of affiliation within the 
university structure, how were they go­
ing to be able to serve on university 
committees and participate in other 
faculty concerns? It was obvious that, as 
a group, it was no more logical for li­
brarians to be a part of the faculty of 
one school or college within the univer­
sity than of another. This situation was 
resolved on January 18, 1968, when the 
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self-study recommendation for creation 
of a new faculty Senate was implement­
ed. 

Librarians with the rank of assistant 
professor and above automatically be­
came members of the old Senate and 
many of them were present during the 
discussions of the proposed new Senate. 
Since the new Senate was to be com­
posed of representatives elected from 
each academic unit by the faculty of 
that unit (instructors and above), it 
became obvious that the librarians would 
be assured representation only if the li­
brary were designated as one of the aca­
demic units. Accordingly, the librarians 
recommended this action to the old Sen­
ate during its deliberations on the com­
position of the proposed Senate body. 
On January 18, 1968, a motion was made 
to this effect by a faculty member in the 
history department. It was seconded by 
a biology department faculty member 
and passed with one dissenting vote. 2 

The proposed framework of the new 
Senate was submitted to a faculty vote 
by mail and was approved on March 15, 
1968. As a result of these several actions 
the library faculty and the library as ~ 
academic unit came into being. Since 
that time, the library faculty has formu­
lated a constitution and bylaws under 
which it operates. 

At the same time these events were 
taking place, the manual of Organiza­
tion of the University of Louisville 
(commonly referred to as the "Red 
Book") was in the process of being re­
vised to reflect the changes in the uni­
versity structure that had occurred since 
the 1963 edition. 

The old Red Book made no provision 
for the selection of the university li­
brarian, except to state that the appoint­
ment would be made by the Board of 
Trustees upon the recommendation of 
the president of the university. It did 
specify, however, in the case of the 
deans, that 
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in making the recommendation for the ap­
pointment of the dean of any college or 
school, the President shall consult with a 
committee elected by the faculty of the 
college or school concerned. Appointment 
of the dean of any college or school shall 
be made only with the advice of a com­
mittee of the faculty of the college or 
school concerned. 3 

The library faculty recommended that 
the director of libraries be included in 
this statement. 

Shortly before the chapter on person­
nel policies was presented to the uni­
versity Senate for approval, the library 
faculty learned that the Red Book Re­
vision Committee was recommending 
that the director of libraries appointment 
should be made only on the recommen­
dation of a majority of the members of 
the Senate Library Committee. The li­
brary faculty communicated to the com­
mittee its disapproval and concern that 
librarians would have no voice in the 
selection of the director of their faculty 
unit. As a result, the proposed state­
ment which was presented to the Senate 
and approved by them, by the univer­
sity assembly (the governing body com­
posed of all faculty members to which 
matters of university-wide concern must 
be referred from the Senate before facul­
ty action is final), and by the Board of 
Trustees is as follows: 

Appointment of the Director of Libraries 
shall be made only on the recommendation 
of a majority of a Committee of the Li­
brary Faculty in consultation with the Sen­
ate Library Committee. 4 

These changes made it possible for 
the Library Faculty to play a vital role 
in the search for and the selection of a 
new director of libraries when it was 
announced in mid-May 1970 that the di­
rector had resigned, effective September 
1, 1970, to assume the deanship of a 
new graduate library school. 

FoRMATION OF THE LmRARY 
FACULTY SELECTION CoMMITTEE 

FOR THE DIRECTOR OF LmRARIES 

Shortly after the announcement of the 
director's resignation, the vice-president 
for academic affairs instructed the li­
brary faculty to formulate a Selection 
Committee for the director of libraries. 
The vice-president designated two mem­
bers of the Senate Library Committee 
to work with the Selection Committee in 
a consultative capacity. 

The Executive Committee of the li­
brary faculty, the director, and the in­
terim director screened the faculty roster 
and proposed to the faculty a Selection 
Committee of nonmem hers, designating 
three of these as the Search Sub-Com­
mittee. The faculty considered the sug­
gestions and voted the committee as 
recommended. It was agreed that the 
committee would choose its own chair­
man and that the interim director would 
serve on the committee as an ex-officio 
member. 

The Selection Committee was com­
posed of librarians in both technical 
and public services, departmental librar­
ies, and special collections. Some of the 
nine members were in administrative po­
sitions; others had no administrative re­
sponsibilities. The committee included 
librarians with only a few years of pro­
fessional experience at the university or 
elsewhere, as well as librarians with a 
number of years of experience at the 
university and in other library situa­
tions. 

At the June 4, 1970, meeting of the li­
brary faculty, the vice-president for aca­
demic affairs discussed the general pro­
cedures other selection committees in 
the university had followed in their 
search for deans and directors and sug­
gested that the Library Faculty Selec­
tion Committee determine at what point 
and in what ways it would be most 
helpful to consult with the representa-
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tives of the Senate Library Committee 
for their suggestions and reactions. He 
mentioned two schools in the university 
that had recently been involved in the 
search for a new dean and suggested that 
information about their experiences might 
be helpful to the Library Faculty Selec­
tion Committee. The vice-president stat­
ed that he would be available to consult 
with the committee at any time, and he 
expressed the hope that the committee 
would be ready to invite candidates for 
interviews in the fall of 1970. 

INITIAL COMMITTEE PROCEDURES 

On June 19 the Selection Committee 
held its first meeting. The committee de­
cided that the chairman should be one 
of the members of the Search Sub-Com­
mittee and also the sub-committee chair­
man. Following the election of the chair­
man, the committee discussed the kinds 
of education and experience they felt 
the director of this particular library 
system should possess. The committee 
directed the Search Sub-Committee to 
prepare a letter to be sent to all deans 
and directors of library schools offering 
doctoral programs and to other eminent 
librarians throughout the country re­
questing names of persons who might 
be interested in becoming candidates. 
Members of the Selection Committee 
suggested names of eminent librarians 
to whom this initial letter would be sent. 
As the committee reported its proce­
dures and progress to the library faculty 
and to the Senate Library Committee 
representatives, still other names were 
added to this list. In all, some twenty­
five persons were queried for names of 
possible candidates. 

The Selection Committee instructed 
the chairman to confer with the chair­
man of the Search Committee of the en­
gineering school whose faculty had re­
cently completed its search for a dean. 
This engineering professor provided the 
committee with detailed, invaluable in-

formation about the engineering school's 
experience and the procedures they had 
found effective. He also shared with the 
committee the various form letters and 
informational materials his committee 
had developed and the schedule they 
had followed during the visitation and 
interview of candidates. 

Based on the experience of the engi­
neering school, a member of the Search 
Sub-Committee prepared a brief state­
ment about the structure and character­
istics of the university, the cultural as­
pects of the city, and the organization 
and extent of the university library sys­
tem. The Search Committee proposed 
that this document be enclosed in the 
letter they had drafted to be sent to 
prospective candidates. The Selection 
Committee reviewed, edited, and ap­
proved the letter and the informational 
material. 

Before the end of June the letters 
asking for names of possible candidates 
were mailed. As replies were received, 
letters were sent to these prospects ask­
ing if they were interested in becoming 
candidates and, if so, requesting that a 
resume of education, experience, and 
publications be sent to the committee. 
Prospects suggested by members of the 
library faculty and staff and other mem­
bers of the university faculty were also 
queried. 

A card record was prepared for each 
prospect who was suggested. This rec­
ord included the prospect's name and 
address, by whom recommended, date 
initial letter of inquiry was sent, date 
prospect's reply was received, and wheth­
er or not the prospect wished to become 
a candidate. For those who declared 
their interest in becoming candidates, 
the names of the references they sub­
mitted were added to this master rec­
ord and notations were made for the 
references who were contacted and from 
whom replies were received. Several 
persons learned of the vacancy from 
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prospects who were not interested in 
becoming candidates and also from 
other sources. Some of these persons 
wrote directly to the committee; others 
wrote to the president of the university 
who forwarded their letters to the com­
mittee. A list of approximately seventy 
prospects was compiled. Of these, twen­
ty-five expressed interest in being con­
sidered as candidates. 

REviEw OF mE CREDENTIALS 

OF THE CANDIDATES 

The Selection Committee agreed that 
the Search Sub-Committee should review 
the vitae supplied by each candidate 
and retain for the purview of the entire 
Selection Committee only those candi­
dates whose overall qualifications ap­
peared to meet the criteria the Selec­
tion Committee had broadly outlined 
for the position of director. The three 
members of the Search Sub-Committee 
agreed that any candidate reviewed 
favorably by one or more of them would 
be passed to the Selection Committee 
for consideration. 

These procedures and the committee's 
progress were reported orally by the 
chairman to the library faculty early in 
July. Later in the month the committee 
invited the vice-president for academic 
affairs and the two Senate Library Com­
mittee consultants to a meeting to re­
port on procedures and progress and to 
invite questions and suggestions. A de­
tailed, written report of the structure, 
procedures, and progress of the Selec­
tion Committee was sent to the library 
faculty and staff on July 28. 

In preparation for a review of the 
candidate's vita, the Search Sub-Com­
mittee prepared a one-page form on 
which they summarized the information 
supplied by the candidate. Each of the 
three committee members took several 
of the candidates' resumes and prepared 
the summary sheets. Independently, 
each committee member read the in-

formation supplied by each of the 
twenty-five candidates and rated each 
candidate in one of three categories: 
Hot, Hold, or No; and within one of 
these categories rated each candidate 
either 1, 2, or 3, with 1 being the highest 
rating in each category. The committee 
then discussed each candidate and com­
pared ratings. SiX candidates were rated 
"No~' by all three of the committee mem­
bers. These six were dropped from fur­
ther consideration. Nineteen were rated 
by one or more of the committee in the 
"Hot" or "Hold" category, and the com­
mittee then wrote to each of the refer­
ences these candidates had named. 

As letters were received from the can­
didates' references, a file was compiled 
on each candidate. The file contained 
the summary sheet of information sup­
plied by the candidate and any addi­
tional data gleaned from Who's Who in 
Library Service and Library Literature, 
all correspondence with· the candidate, 
his vita, letters of reference, and, in 
some instances, copies of some of his 
published articles. All of these data were 
duplicated for each of the ten members 
of the Selection Committee. Prior to 
the meeting when each candidate was 
discussed, the complete dossiers were 
distributed to the committee for their 
study and independent ratings. 

Before each of the several meetings 
the Selection Committee held to discuss 
the candidates, the members were alert­
ed as to which candidates would be re­
viewed during a particular session so 
that committee members would have 
all the data with them, would have re­
cently reviewed all of the resumes, and 
would have rated each candidate. At 
the review meeting, each committee 
member, in turn, was given an oppor­
tunity to comment on the candidate's 
vita and the rating that committee mem­
bers had assigned to the candidate. One 
member tallied the ten ratings on each 
candidate and arrived at a composite 
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rating. This procedure was followed for 
each of the nineteen candidates. Some 
of the committee changed their initial 
ratings on a candidate after he had 
been fully discussed and his credentials 
compared with those of other candidates. 

After all of the candidates had been 
reviewed, all of those with a composite 
rating of "Hot" or "Hold" were set aside 
to be screened again. The committee 
agreed on eight candidates who ap­
peared most promising and continued 
to review these to narrow the choice to 
the first three to be invited for inter­
views. 

The objective, reasoned approach 
each committee member made in ap­
praising each candidate fostered a 
healthy climate for arriving at a con­
sensus. In addition, there was unanimity 
of opinion that the person chosen for the 
director's position should be able and 
willing to work within an academic 
structure where the librarians are or­
ganized as a faculty with responsibilities 
and opportunities to share in policy and 
operation decisions in a manner similar 
to other academic units and other fac­
ulties. The committee's insistence on this 
qualification screened out some can­
didates who otherwise possessed many 

~ good qualities; it further united the com­
mittee on the choice of candidates to in­
vite for interviews, and on its ultimate 
choice of a director. 

Lack of agreement might have de­
veloped and been difficult to resolve had 
none of the committee's preferred 
choices responded favorably to the Uni­
versity of Louisville library situation and 
to the university itself. The committee 
recognized this possibility and prepared 
itself psychologically and operationally 
to reappraise the vitae of the candi­
dates already in hand and to seek other 
candidates. Happily, this eventuality 
did not occur. 

The committee members were thor­
ough and candid in their scrutiny and 

comments about the candidates. Con­
sistently, their assessments were in terms 
of the candidate's suitability for the po­
sition of director of libraries for this par­
ticular institution. They weighed the 
candidate's credentials in the light of 
this library system and of the future 
role and scope of it and of the Univer­
sity of Louisville, insofar as these direc­
tions are now defined or can be fore­
seen. 

The committee was unanimous in its 
choice of the first three candidates it 
wished to invite for interviews. It was 
also generally agreed on the next three 
candidates who would be invited for in­
terviews, if the committee did not re­
spond favorably to the interviews with 
any of the first three candidates. 

Early in October at a meeting with 
the vice-president and the two represent­
atives of the Senate Library Committee, 
the Selection Committee presented the 
credentials of the first three candidates 
and the reasons the committee con­
sidered these candidates sufficiently 
promising to invite them for interviews. 
The three consultants approved the com­
mittee's choices, and dates for the inter­
views were tentatively scheduled for the 
last two weeks in October. 

PLANS FOR VISITATION 

OF CANDIDATES 

The chairman of the Selection Com­
mittee telephoned the three candidates 
to find out if each could come on the 
proposed dates. The three visits of two 
days each were scheduled within a two­
week period so that there would be 
less likelihood that the committee's im­
pressions of each of the candidates would 
have lost their sharpness by the time the 
last one had been interviewed. In the 
phone call the chairman explained that, 
during the visit, a time was being allo­
cated for the candidate to address the 
library faculty. He was asked to address 
his remarks to four broad questions the 
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committee had formulated. He was to 
feel free to include in his presentation 
any other topics he felt were appro­
priate. The que~tions were read to the 
candidate during the phone call and 
then sent to him, along with other in­
formation materials. 

To provide background information 
about the library system and as clear a 
picture as possible of its present status, 
each candidate was sent the following 
materials prior to his visit: the 1969- 70 
annual reports of all department heads 
and departmental and professional school 
librarians; annual reports of the direc­
tor of libraries from 1956 to 1970; and 
the constitution and bylaws of the li­
brary faculty. 

The committee formulated a master 
schedule for the candidates' visits. This 
schedule and the candidates' visitation 
dates were sent to the library faculty 
and staff, the two Senate Library Com­
mittee consultants, and the vice-presi­
dent for academic affairs. In addition, 
copies of the candidates' vitae were 
placed in the Reference Department of 
the university library for the informa­
tion of any member of the library facul­
ty and staff. 

In each case, the candidate was 
scheduled to arrive in the evening. The 
vice-president and the chairman of the 
committee met him for dinner and com­
mittee members joined them later for 
an informal get-together. The first day 
of the visit the candidate was given a 
brief tour of the university library and 
one of the departmental libraries on the 
same campus. He met with the Senate 
Library Committee and the vice-presi­
dent at lunch. In the afternoon he was 
interviewed by the Selection Commit­
tee. At this time the ·Candidate was given 
the opportunity to ask the committee 
questions as well as to respond to ques­
tions from committee members. At an 
informal tea all library staff and faculty 
mem hers had an opportunity to see and 

meet the candidate. Later in the after­
noon, some of the committee took the 
candidate on an automobile tour of some 
of the city's residential areas, other cam­
puses of the university, and some of the 
professional school libraries. 

The schedule for the second day of 
the visit began with the candidate's ad­
dress to the library faculty. The library 
staff had requested that they be allowed 
to send two representatives to hear the 
candidate's presentation and to pose 
questions of staff concern. This request 
was welcomed as an added opportunity 
to keep the staff interested in and in­
formed of the selection procedures and 
progress. The interim director of librar­
ies, department heads, and the depart­
mental and professional school librarians 
who comprise the Library Cabinet had 
further opportunity for contact with the 
candidate at lunch. In the afternoon the 
candidate met with the president of the 
university and with the vice-president 
for academic affairs. 

AcriVITIEs FoLLOWING THE 

FIRST VISITATION 

Shortly after the candidates' visits, the 
Selection Committee met to share their 
reactions and impressions gleaned from 
their colleagues. The vice-president had 
made it clear that if, following these 
first visits, the committee were unde­
cided about a choice, they should invite 
other candidates for interviews. If, how­
ever, they were favorably impressed 
and seriously interested in one candidate, 
they should recommend to the adminis­
tration that he be invited for a second 
visit when he would meet the several 
academic deans, representative faculty 
members, and members of the Board of 
Trustees, and have further conferences 
with the president and the vice-presi­
dent. 

The Selection Committee members 
were unanimous in their choice of the 
candidate they wished to invite for a 
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second visit. They met with the Senate 
Library Committee consultants and the 
vice-president who concurred with the 
committee's choice. Shortly, the Selec­
tion Committee sent a memorandum to 
the library faculty and staff about the 
candidate the committee was recom­
mending that the administration invite 
for a second visit. 

The administration took the initiative 
for planning the candidate's second visit 
which was also of two days' duration. 
The Selection Committee declined the 
administration's offer to have the candi­
date meet with the library faculty or 
staff during this return visit because of 
their general feeling that there had been 
ample opportunity during the first visit 
for them to have contact with the candi­
date. 

On November 30, 1970, the Selection 
Committee addressed a memorandum to 
the vice-president unanimously recom­
mending that the candidate be present-

ed to the Board of Trustees for appoint­
ment to the position of director of li­
braries. The candidate was offered the 
position, agreed to accept it, and the 
vice-president notified the Selection 
Committee's chairman of the decision. 
The committee, in turn, sent a memoran­
dum to the library faculty and staff stat­
ing that, subject to action by the Board 
of Trustees at its December 1970 meet­
ing, Mr. John Demos, currently assistant 
director of libraries at Ohio State Univer­
sity, would become director of libraries 
at the University of Louisville on July 1, 
1971. 
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