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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Although about college library operations, this policy analysis is
really about higher education, its institutions and its ways. That is
the guiding grand perspective, and éollege library operation programs are
actually the lens through which higher education and its ways are
scrutinized. The same intent could be carried out with the tool being
any one of several more or less related operation programs of colleges.
"Museums and Galleries" comes immediately to mind, although any of the
"Academic Support" subcategories in the "Educational and General (E & G)"
category of the standard account structure--whether included there
illustratively as are "Libraries" and "Museums and Galleries," or added

there by local practice--would be such operation programs.1

The question of this study of college library operation programs is,

.put simply, Why do colleges have them? Admittedly a broad and ambitions
undertaking, it came about because of a discovered need to cut through to
first principles. This chapter looks at what this analysis started out
to be, what it became, and why it became what it did. The discovered
need for first principles steered the study, and a brief chronicle of the
evolution is required in order to understand the eventual approach taken,

and the conclusions reached.

The development of the main research question of this analysis went
through three successive stages. Originally the analysis was conceptual-
ized on a research question, How much should a college spend for its

library operation program? As the work progressed, however, it became



increasingly apparent that this research question presumed having already
an answer to a prior or antecedent question: Can we know how much a
college should spend for its library operation program? But then that
question is unanswerable without having answers to a still earlier prior
question coupiet: Why do coileges have their library operation pro-
grams?; and, Why should colleges have them? Framed in ;hat way, the
research question or questions of this analysis also have substantial
interest beyond the narrow fiscal aspects of the original framework;
because ostensibly the halves of the couplet, questions and answers, are
all at wunity. That is, supposedly the reasons why colleges do have
library operation programs are also the very reasons why they should.
Whether this is indeed the case and, in any event, what the relationships
turn out to be, is ground rich with policy imﬁlication. This became the
questioning, then, that guided this analysis.

Although other approaches and outlooks were used too, so that this
is not, narrowly speaking, an "historical" study, the outlook of this
analysis is historical to the extent that it is retrospective. The task
was really that of understanding "the development," as Léurence Veysey
put it, "of an institutional framevork," of finding."the causes for a
pattern of institutional arrangements and relationships."2 To that end,
the perspectives of historical research and "backward analysis" urged by
John Thelin for attention to the "long tgrm" issues of organizational

behavior were used.3

To have a library operation program is, and has traditionally been,
a matter of fundamental policy for colleges. We may take as evidence of
its fundamentalness the obvious universality, indeed uniformity, of the

2



practice, over time. There has been none of the vaunted "diversity" of
American higher education, or at least the uniformity of having a library
opera;ion program has overridden any other tendencies toward diversity in
such matters that may have prevailed among institutions.

Because the questions are interrelated, answers to them are perforce
interrelated, too. And by the same token, unfruitful approaches are also
revealing across the research questions sequence. Take the sequentially
first question--How much? It has conventionally been approached through
‘the use of technical models, of varied sophistication, specifically
"management science" or rational/economic models. It was their dis-
covered inadequacies that led, as much as anything, to the evolution of
research questions just detailed. These models are inadequate for at
least three reasons. First, théy are inadequate because it is basic to
them to work by positing assumptions or taking those of others and then
proceeding in a highly formalized way within the restrictions and
constraints imposed by those assumptions. That is where they make or
break. ‘ ;f the assumptions themselves are true to actual reality, then
there may be some robustness for the explanations these models produce.
But if the assumptiéns themselves are out of touch with reality, then the
explanations may fail for infidelity to empirical fact. Such are the
hazards of a priorism. Put differently, ontology determines epistemol-
ogy.4 Second, the available data of the "management information system"
are inadequate. This is taken up in the Appendix below. And third,
while the insights supplied by "financial modeling," "forecasting," and
so forth may be interesting, still in a best case situation the highest

product that could possibly come from application of these models would



be to tell us a) what seems to have happened and seems to be happening,
and b) what we may expect to continue to happen if what we think has
happened and is happening continues unchanged; and contrariwise, what we
may expect if this or thét is changed. 1In other words, these models may
be able to tell us how to tinker with thg machine. The cannot tell us
whether to tinker with it, or perhaps even to replace it and, if so, what
with. And additionally, we havevno‘cause for overconfidence in the
ability of these models to proceed from a true fix on a), viz., has been
and is happening. As a computer industry guru put it, “P;edicting the
future is easy: It's trying to figure out what's going on now that's
hard."’ We need to try to know much morevtﬁan such limited and ques-
tionable information 1in order to make responsible policy decisioms.
Hence, “trfing to figure out what's going on now" is nothing less than a

paraphrase of the ultimate research question couplet.

Why was this policy analysis undertakén? It was done for reasonms
both of intellectual curiosity and of intended pragmatic application.
Intellectual curiosity was piqued because it soon became clear, in
working on the first form of the research question, that no one had ever
before asked such a quéstion as the final form of the research question'
couplet. Put differently, responses to questions sugh as, How much?,
have al&ays bgen based on the_presumption that a question such as, Why,
has already beeq answered definitively. This was found tacitly through-
out, in the very nature of the responses, and once in a while explicitly,
as when Duke University president Douglas Knight peremptorily discouraged

inquiry, having written not long ago that



a library, after all, is one of the neat symbols of
continuity, order, even rigidity and confinement, in a
disordered world. To question it is to play the child, if
we do so negatively....
If Knight meant that we should leave it alone, then he would merely be
illustrating the aptness of Chester Finn's seventh count of indictment,
the gist of which is, that there seem to be questions that are "taboo."’
The intended pragmatic . application reason also ensues from the
discovery of the novelty of the final question form. The policy of
having a library operation program by a college entails its commitment of

scarce resources, and yet the conventional and traditional nature of the

policy seems to have resulted in treating the raison d'etre of the

program as if self-evident and exempt from justification. At bést, such
entrenched or traditional programs and their provision become embedded,
included as mere matter of course in the ongoing cycle of budgeting.
This is demonstrated in David Hopkins and William Massey's influential
treatise on planning models.8 Such programs get entered automatically
into such things as formula approaches to allocation, into patterns of
what Aaron Wildavsky has labelled "the politics of the budgetary process"
in which their portion, albeit not absolutely inviolable, gets hedged and’

' "base and fair

protected by such considerations as "incrementalism,'
share," and so forth.? That is to say, their place relative to the salt
may fluctuate, but their place at table is guaranteed, taken for granted.
With an eye on intended pragmatic application, this study did not take
that place for éranted.

And then at worst, embedded programs take on the chafacter of what
are called in the fedéral government Eudgét "entitlement" programs, in

which not only the slot in the budget schedule is guaranteed, but also
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the portion of resources. This latter condition may be more hypothetical
than real in college budgeting, but such would be the effect of adoption
by institutions (whether by individual voluntarism or under such duress
as accreditation rules) into their budget process of the most recent
version of the Association of College and Research Libraries' (ACRL)
"Standards for College Librérigs," which attempt to prescribe 6 percent
of the Educational and Gé;erél (E & G) e;peéditure for the library
operation program.10 This would be to "index" the resource committment.

The effect of embedding programs is to constrain institutional
budgeting, reduce flexibility, and limit options and choices. This may
not be inherently bad. Some authorities point to benefits from factors
making for réducfion in the number of calculations and the burden of
decision required in the budget cycle. According to that thought, the
more. decisions handled mechanically by an apparatus of decisions already
made and in place ~-"routinized"-- the more energy is available for
matters on which it has been agreed to reserve decision.11

But the other side of the coin is reduction in the ability to
respond to changing conditions. Foregone opportunity may turn out to be
more than mere wistfulgess over chances missed. The ability to be ready
and able to resfond to inevitable changes is favored by many observers
with different points of view. At one level are‘thoge who study organi—
zations as abstractions. At a more workaday level are the warnings of
such as the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in ﬁigher Education, and

12 Their cautions are corroborated by

veteran observer Lewis Mayhew.
common sense. All indications point in the direction of the continuing

rejustification of cost center programs in order to be able to respond to



 the certain change ahead. It is reasonable to predict that‘this will be
essential to institutional health for the foreseeable future.13

This may be put more concretely. One change condition almost
certain for many institutions in the study population here will be
enrollment fluctuation. For many that will be decline. Where an
enrollment driven approach to budgeting is used, "library" is almost
always defined as a "fixed cost." Now fixed costs under growth and
expansion can make the tfip up the marginal cost curve heady, even
lucrative. But these same fixed costs under decline and contraction can
make the trip down the same marginal cost curve a harrowing and perilous
juggernaut. They become aﬁ albatross hung around the neck.

Relatedly, a growing national public debate has become what some re-
gard as inordinate and unwarranted increases in college "costs" (costs,
that is to consumers, otherwise more clear when thought of as "prices"
charged by colleges and by the undergraduate segment of universities).
In this debate, the higher education industry creates the impression, and
consumers perceive, that the portion of institution budgets spent on
library operation improves the "quality" of education delivered, although
this Gordian knot of assumptions and confusions disappears into the

problematic topic of "quality/excellence," which is taken up in Chapter

v. 14

This policy analysis, then, was shaped by the novelty of its ques-
tions, and by the intended pragmatic application of its findings. On
account of the former, this report of analysis is exploratory, diffuse,
and discursive; because the area of investigation is diffuse and "messy."

Related topics keep recurring in different combinations, like melodies



endlessly transposed. On account of the latter, decision applications of

the findings provided the navigational bearings for the analysis.

Policy Analysis

What is a policy analysis? Many use the term, and policy analyses
are frequently done, in considerable numbers. But few who do them have
self-consciously described just exactly what they were doing or, when
done, how they did it. Someone intent upon using this research genre
looks longingly and in vain for such assists as guidebooks and manuals of
technique and method. Even in such a useful work as his Public Policy
Analvsis: An Introduction. William Dunn was forced to conduct a concep-
tual discussion of differences among "methods," "methodology," and
"technique," while subsuming the differences under an idea of policy
analysis as "a_process of inquiry, and not simply ... a collection of
tools and techniques."15

Aaron Wildavsky clarified the matter. In his book Speaking Truth To

Power: The Art and Craft of Policy Analysis he provided (better than a

ggidebook or manual), a set of principles. After humorously acknowledg-
ing that "those who can do policy analysis, still can't say how it was
possible to do it," he went on to say that "there can be no one defini-
tion of policy analysis." With that caveat, he offered a definition
and--following his emphasis that policy analysis is as much art as
craft--his definition provided a basis for this investigation:
| Policy aﬁalfsis is an applied subfield whose content
cannot be determined by disciplinary boundaries but by

whatever appears appropriate to the circumstances of the
time and nature of the problem.



Colleges

Since this policy analysis focuses on the library operatioﬁ
programs of colleges, it is necessary to make clear what is meant by
"college." This is not as cut and dried as might be thought. Havemann
and West thought it "probably a little unfair of one of our contemporary
wits to define college as 'any building with ivy om it., 17

A higher degree of care in conceptualization and terminology has
been sought here than is exercised in most of the literature making . up
the data of this analysis. With the broader "higher education" litera-
ture as well as with the literature specific to libraries, the terms
"college" and "university" are bandied in the most offhand way, with a
casual, even careless, interchangeability. Compounding that problem is a
tendency, especiallyy on the part of writers in what will be called here
the "library literature" (meaning that it is about libraries, regardless
of authorial profession) to collapse all institutional types into an
amalgam under the rubric "academic"; as in "academic libraries." This is
done while at the same time it is insistently but inconsistently pro-
nounced elsewhere in the same literature that there are significant
differeﬁces between "college" and "university" library operation pro-
grams.18 This becomes an issue especially in Chapter II, and again in
Chapter VI.

Additionally, thrice confounding is the stubborn insistence of
those writing in the literature mainly by professional librarians, to
treat all possible library operation settings--"academic" as well as

public libraries, prison libraries, and the rest of the varied landscape

of library operation locations--as merely undifferentiated parts of a



field of uniform theory and practice, called "library science." This is a
pervasive impediment encountered throughout this analysis, and will be
remarked upon frequently, but which comes to the forefront in Chapter Vf,
and the Appendix.

And yet all the while as this ¢onceptua1 and terminological non-
chalance, defining just what a "college" is, has been one of the ever-
green Qquestions in higher,eduéation and its énvironment. It has oc-
cupied the efforts of leaders of the industry and others since before the
turn of the century. These efforts have begn éubtly varied. One
variation has been the defensive distinguishing of "colleges" from
whatever other kinds of educationai organizations it may have been felt
necessary to distinguish them from at any time. This variant of defining
"coileée" produced the whole convention of institutional accreditation, a
topic in Chapter V. Another variation has been the classification of the
whole spectrum of institutions by type, i.e., the making of typologies
snd taxonomies.

And yet even as basic a sourcé as the International Encyclopedia of
Higher Education as recently as 1975 admitted that "the diversification
of types of institutions is such that there has never evolved a single
standard for the classification of institutions."'? As though by way of
substantiation, a search in that encyclopedia itself and elsewhere in
similar authorities for a single common definition of "college" proved
fruitless.

. The making of institution classifications and typologies has been an
ActiQe area in higher education for yeérs. The earliest classification

seems to have been the one devised by U.S. Commissioner of Education John
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Eaton in 1870.20 Ope of the most recent omes is that developed'by the

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, first issued in 1973, revised in

21

1976, and again in 1987. The International Encyclopedia, in the

article just quoted from, speaks of the Carnegie classification as ap-
proaching being " a nationally accepted system." Certainly it seems to
have been widely adopted for use by the "academic" library community: It
forms the framework, for instance, of the ACRL "Standards for College
Libraries."22

But there is conspicuous hole in the literature, concerning the
making of institutional classifications and typologies. Their underlying
premises seem not to have attracted research attention. And since the
published typology or classification documents themselves seem to usually
have been concerned with the immediate exigencies having prompted their
creation as tools in other jobs, they seldom dwell on explaining either
their own conceptual bases or their relationship with other typologies,
current or past. We may be able to supply our own explanations, post
facto, into what typologists were doing, with the lens provided by McKin-
ney's discussions of "constructive typology." He advanced the ideas that
type focuses upon uniformity, identification, and simplification, and the
ordering of "concrete data so that they may be described in terms that
make them comparable." 23

Thus, a constant basic fact in the various typologies or classifica-
tions over time has been the organizing on level of program as the
- definitive principle of comparability and uniformity. On that principle,

a "college" has regularly and consistently been defined and differen-

tiated as being a predominately undergraduate institution. A "college"

11



primarily does (or rather, its students are supposed to do, a distinction
often lost sight of) "college work." A college offers undergraduate
programs leading to baccalaureate degrees. A college deals in under-

graduate education. This squares with Gordon Davies' commonsensical and

empirical approach to reducing the mystery of the notion of imstitutional
"migsion": “An institution is what it does."?* And the 1987 Carnegie
classific;tion for the fifst'time enuncia;edfexplicitly its organizing
principle: It "groups institutions into categories on the basis of the
level of degree offered;" which supports ‘the-definition used here.2?

For working purposes here, undergraduate education is the same as
college education, and means largely what Clark Kerr said in the Carnegie
Foundation's Missions of the College Curriculum, with one key reserva-
tion. Kerr wrote of "the intended consequences of the formal education
offered by a college," a formal offering having a threefold structure.
First is learning, the sought-after consequence of the program of
instruction offered. Here the focus is on college students, to whom the
instruction is delivered and by whom it is intended that the learning be
done. Second is teaching or instruction, the means of delivery whereby
the intended.consequence of learning is to be accomplished. The focus
here is on the ‘instructors, professors, and on teaching methods or
pedagogy. Third is curriqulum, used as Kgrr.did elsevhere in the
paragraph excerpted above, meaning "the body of ... courses" that are the
content éf the formal offering. Now in thé higher education literature,
separation of these three related topics is often blurred to the print of

vanishing: For instance, teaching and curriculum can each be found

treated as a subtopic of the other. But an ordering made from this model
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of Kerr's may be superimposed upon the literature, regardleés of lais-
sez-faire usages by others: This study made such a superimposition, so
that the threefold model served to track down and arrange the evidence in
this study, where needed, and even if infrequently mentiomed, it 1is
present. The important reservation to Kerr's model taken here is to
simply dismiss as an unproven, and even questionable, assumption his
categorical lumping fogether of "the undergraduéte programs of both
freestanding colleges and undergraduate colleges within large univer-
sities."26 This is the loose way the lay consumer thinks and talks when
saying that the family teen is "going to college," regardless of where
the institution may bé on a quite diverse spectrum.

And this care in conceptualization and terminology is actually all
the specificity that is required for the working purposes of this
analysis. There is no need to know the actual population size or member-
ship at any time. No statistical tests or manipulations are made, no
probabilistic inferences or generalizations are made from‘samples, no
hairsplitting over just how much of other, yet "higher' program levels
(thus avoiding the intractiﬁle problem contained in John Silber's
sardonic riddle "Higher than what?") are offered by this or that institu-
tion.27' What is being studied is a type, a genre. It is one, moreover,
that is generally recognized by the higher education community, and so
has been its definitive principle. And the general type is very much a
part of the pano?ama of higher edﬁcation in America, its death, as some
have objected, having been prematurely announced.?8 The most recent word

seems to be that the type is holding its own, despite Carnegie president
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Ernest Boyer's identification of an overall "upward drift" in program
levels, which perhaps fulfills Silber's riddle.2?

There are at least two importént reasons for trying hard to keep the
analysis homed in on fhis population. One reason is pragmatic, and thus
ties in with A reason for the étudy. This study group contains a high
proportion of institutions predicted to be the most "vulnergble"'for the

30 4 second reason is more conceptual; to sharpen

foreseeable future.
focus by separating "colleges" from the other type of imstitution——
"universities"--that overlap them on account of offering, as Kerr noted,
programs of undergraduate instruction leading to baccalaureate degrees.

That is because of the latters' greater organizational complexity, with
their emphasis on graduate academic and professional programs and

degrees. With "universities" there is greater likelihood of encounter-

ing, in trying to analyze their relationship with their library operation

program, something economists call a "joint production function."31 The
hazard ‘there is the possibility of perhaps unwitting and uncritical
acceptance of the confounding of arguments and evidence from dissimilar
settings. As it turned out, much of the confusion in the literature
encountered in this analysis stems f;om just this very confounding, as
will be s8een in later chapters.

Even the conceptual reason, however, potentially has a wider sig-
nificance for application. It may be ;hag the sharpened focus, by
enabling the masking out of the "university" confounding influences
(e.g., graduate work, research, and so on) will make it possible to
consider reflexively whatever is decided about colleges, in application

to the collegiate program or lower segment--or, to come at it from the
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far side——-the non-graduate, non-research, aspects of the more complex
institutions. This would be the sort of thing Kerr should have done
before simply assuming identity among undergraduate programs. The focus
on "colleges" also tries to avoid the myopic and inverted inclination of
librarians toward the defining and classifying of higher education
institutions by the characteristics—--usually size as measured by book
collection-—of the library operation programs they have.32

If the separation of "college" and "university" along program level
finds some authoritative support, the distinction between college, and
university, library operations also accords with authoritative usage.
For example, Guy Lyle in his standard treatise was careful to distinguish
his topic, "college" libraries, from that of "universities," saying that
"there 1is a significant distinction between college and university

n33

library service. But a perfect and complete separation. is, for the

foregoing reasons, not possible here.

Libraries

"Libraries" tend to take on a whole overstory of symbolic, idealis-
tic, nostalgic, even quasireligious and mystical, connotation. Libraries
in general are often regarded as fundamental cultural institutions
wherein, to borrow Matthew Arnold's famous phrase from the Preface to

Culture and Anarchy; "the best which has been thought and said in the

world" throughout all civilization is gathered and held. This reverence
and romanticism has made it one of the surest ways for a conqueror--from
Alexandria to Anschluss--to earn history's badge of infamy, to burn one.

On a less sweeping scale, a college (or university) library building is

often by design one of the very "ivyest" on a whole campus, using "ivy"
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34 In fact in this

in John Thelin's metaphorical sense; a showplace.
mindset a connotative term, "edifice," signifying architectural presence,
is better than mere "building," and monumentally more expressive than the
neutral "facility."

As long ago as ;he late 1920s and early 1930s, the pioneering works
on campus facilities planning were counseling as a truism that the
library edifice was and/or ought to‘be centrally located on the campus
and a "building of monumental character and having a considerable
mass. This sentiment endured: In 1962 John Allen, presideﬁt of the
then new University of South Florida, described how the campus planning
process there determined both that the library edificg "spould be located
centrally, and it was decided to make it the tallest building on the
‘caﬁpus."36

In fact, as a symbol of legitimacy, propriety, probity, and sover-
eignty, a library edifice--a "library"--may be for a higher institution
what a national flag airline is for a nation-state, or a domed stadium
for a metroplex. It ma& fit into the pattern of complex preconceptions
and reactions that Dwight Eisenhower is said to have expressed, upon
viewing Dartmouth College for his first time: "This is the way. I have
always thought a college should look."7 And finally, for generations of
alumni, the meeting on the "1ib steps," the "library date," has become a
ritual part and cherished memory of salad days and the dating and mating
game.

Likewise "books," the traditiomal contents of library edifices, have

their own richly reverential and complex, partly independent, mystique.

Several of the world's major religions are book-based. A substantial
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portion of what is today called "scholarship" grew out of the exegisis of
those religious books and others. Chaucer's Clerk, with his books, is an
archetype of the "scholar." And then in a lay (and less exalted) setting
there are booksellers who have made a living off the cultural cachet -of
books by selling leather bound ones, assorted by size and color, by the
running yard to interior decorators and arrivistes. Perhaps the ultimate
triumph of symbolbover substance is those booksellers who have the
leather spines removed and artfully affixed to boards which, when placed
"on bookshelves and viewed frmm'a certain distaﬁce; make a convincing
simulation and a smart appearance.

These attitudes toward "libraries" and books all go to make the
frame of mind with which people, even those who are not laymen, hear
discussions about such things as library role and function. It is for
that reason the awkward formulation "college library operation program,"
or variants, has already been frequently used here, beginning with the
title. The reason is to keep insisting upon a particular emphasis, and
its use will continue, regardless of awkwardness. By doggedly repeating
the phrasing "library operation program" and variants, the hope is to
jettison, for working purposes, the connotative baggage and keep direct-
ing the terms of discussion back toward what it is; one in an array of
programs supported by the budget, cost centers, and to concentrate
everyone's mind. Only.in that way can we think clearly about connections
between it, and coliege education.

Viewed thus, as a program, of what does the college library opera-
tion consist?  Let us factor it. into component parts. For this purpose

Guy Lyle's treatise again serves. According to Lyle's model, the library
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operation program consists of physical quarters or "facilities" (the
edifice), housing within it a potentially limitless variety and quantity
of physical objects--"materials," as librarians call them collectively-
-which are mainly printed or in "media" forms; to which and with which

38

things are done by a staff of personnel. In other words, the concep-

tual model of the college library operation program consists of facili-
ties; personnel, and ;atefials. T

This model translates into budget categories, as the institutional
budget is structured by the generally accepted authorities.39 But it is
not an exact correspondence. "Personnel" unquestionably falls into
Educational and General (E & G), along with a number of other recurring
operation'costs. The physical facilities "Operation and Maintenance of
Plant" is accounted in E & G, while the construction and equipping fall
into Capital Expenditures. But the translation into budget terms of the
"materials," however, may be more problematic; see the discussion in the
Appendix. Perhaps the most important thing is that the program costs are
not consolidated, but are scattered around in the account structure.

In operation, materials are accumulated by the personnel in the
fécility. The historical pattern of this accumulation has been one of
uninterrﬁpted increase quantitatively, and this has driven consequent
growth of the facilities, the staff of personnel, and miscellaneous
ancillary costs such as supplies and purchased outside services.40 It
has been an endless interdependént upward spiral. This growth has been
regarded ambivalently, by many. For example, on the one hand there is

‘endemic friction over what administrators and providers of funds see as

incessant demands from the librarians; and yet the growth is interpreted
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positively (at least in the oratory) as an indication.of the 1library
program's dynamism and, by extension, the dynamism of the college itself.
That interpretation shows up in the ongoing budget cycle as a basis for
arguments fof more and more provision, as the librarians scold Ad-
ministration in. a theme discussed in Chapter II below; and this matter is

returned to in Chapter VI.

The foregoing schematic description--facilities, personnel, mater-
ials--is the conceptual model of the college library operation program
used in this analysis. By now some readers, familiar with the round of
life in college library operations, may have become aware that this model
says nothing of the domestic routines that take place in them. These are
the routines conventionally described, as by Lyle, done by the staff of
personnel, to the materials, within the edifice. Indeed, they occupy the
bulk of Lyle's attention, and the bulk of the library literature as well.
.That omission too ié deliberate, because these conventional matters of
library domestic economy are all matters of internal business, profes-
sional librarian practice and procedure, and in.terest.41 This is
"library science." Whether it has an extramural relevance to college
education in turn depends upon whether the program has any. And that is
what is the very purpose of this analysis to investigate, although these

routines all proceed from the assumption that this relevance has already

been proven.

The College Library Doctrine
In the literature of professional librarianship, with some augmenta-

tion from beyond the ranks, there is a theory-appearing answer to the
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couplet of research questions of this study, viz., Why do colleges ,
Why should colleges ..., that asserts that the college library operation
program does have significance and relevance in college education. For
purposes of discussion, a name has been coined here for this theory-
appearing answef. We shall call it' the College Library Doctrine, or CLD
as it will often be called for brevity. The CLD is the cornerstone
concept of this study.

Just as it was necessary to coin a name for this concept, it is
necessary to construct a statement of the Doctrine. Such a construction
is of necessity done through the interpretation and synthesis of parts
from various places in the extensive literature. The working comstruct,
with four parts, goes like this: A college's library operation program
is |

* functional or instrumental

* essential

* systemic or organic

* uniform

Restated, the Doctrine is that the library operation program is
functional or instrumental, i.e., a means whereby the ends' or objectives
of the larger entity, the college, which are the delivery of college
education, are achieved or performed. Second, in that role it is
essential, a sine qua non; these ends or obje‘ctives could not be done
without it. Third, it is systemic or organic, interpenetrating and
pervasive throughout. And fourth, it is uniformly so, throughout the
whole college enterprise: No portion of the learning, teaching, or

curriculum, which together constitute college education, finds the
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college library operation program less fumctional and so forth, than
another. This is a literal interpretation and a strict construction, but
it is one that is reasonable.

There is ample expression in the literature to corroborate the parts
of this construction, authenticate it, and support its reasonableness.
One place to iook for the fundamentals of a subject is in encyclopedias.
Specialties have their own specialist encyclopedias. .Such is the

American Library Association's ALA World Encyclopedia of Library and

Information Science, wherein Beverly Lynch's article "Academic Libraries:

Purposes, Goals, Objectives," reads

these libraries, integral parts of the institutions they

serve, design their collections and services to meet the

instructional programs of the particular institution....

- The basic assumption governing the growth and development

of all :academic libraries is that the library plays a role

of central importance in the instructional and scholarly

life of the college or university.
This particular formulation is a good source because it supplies forth-
rightly one of the regularly recurring adjectives of the CLD~-"central--
while implying the others, in an overall claim of direct link to the
delivery of college education.

But however illuminating or authoritative, by their nature en-
cyclopedia articles tend to be terse and compressed. Another genre of
writing sharing with encyclopedias the standing of authority, one in
which the author has more room for expansiveness, is the treatise.
Treatises, generally speaking, aim at at the systematic and comprehensive

exposition of a subject.

The literature of librarianship has a sort of historical chain of
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treatises directly on point.43 The earliest ome (1921) is the American
Library Association's A.L.A. Manual of Library Economy, where part IV was
"The College and University Library" by James Wyer. Under "Function"

Wyer wrote

the college library touches both faculty and students in
every department of the institution.... It should
supplement and enrich the formal process of instruc-
tione... :

A little beyond, Wyer referred to "the college of which it [i.e., the
library] is a part," thus repeating the notion of systemic or organic,

and still later quoted approvingly William Bishop's dictum that "the

college library exists as an instrument of instruction."44

Next in the chain of treatises is William Randall and Francis Good-

riech's Principles of College Library Administration. These authors

referred to the progrém as "this educational tool" and again, "the
library is an important tool in a new educational process...." It "now
becomes the necessary haunt of the student;-the source from which he
obtains the materials on which his education is based." This has madé

the library's function to furnish the interpretational ap-
paratus ... which will lead the questing student to the
information he seeks; and finally, to integrate all the
activities of the library with the learning process of the
college and with its objectives.

All in all, then,

the demands made upon the college library ... are the
result of the aims and methods of the college itself, and,
accordingly, are essential demands which cannot be
neglected.... All things comnsidered, it is difficult
indeed to conceive how a modern college, attempting to
maintain a modern curriculum, by modern methods of
teaching, can hope for success unless it realizes in full
its responsibility to the library ... this basic tool of
modern education.
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And in Chapter One, "The Aims of the College and the Functions of the Li-
brary," they echoed earlier statements of Randall's elsewhere to the
effect that the library program is
an organic element in the educational system.... The
college library is an operating unit within the greater
whole of the college itself ... its functions will be

determined in tkg end by the aims, objectives, and methods
of the college.

The successor to Randall and Goodrich as the standard treatise in

the field is Lyle's The Administration of the College Library, already

introduced. It has been through several editions over more than thirty
years, but it is mnot necessary to track ideas through the successive
editions, because, although the expfession may vary, tﬁe baFic ideas
important here remain largely constant. For that reason the fourth ;nd
most recent edition is the one used here. In the first chapter-Lyle
spoke in the form of a rhetorical question:

This brings us, then, to the cardinal question: What is
the purpose, function, and role of the college library
today?... There can be little question that library
facilities are vital to the undergraduate college of arts
and sciences, and only slightly less requisite for the
sciences courses than for courses in the humanities and
social sciences.... Most, if not all, functions of the
college library are related to the major purposes of the
college and to the detailed problems of the teaching
process. To the extent that the college makes use of its
library as an integral part of its curricular nggram the
library becomes a teaching instrument in itself.

And reiﬁforcing such voices as encyclopedia articles and treatises
are other genres in the literature. There is the Carnegie Corporation's
1932 "College Library Standards,”" opening with "the college is an
Y

essential instrument in the educational program of the college.

"Standards" of one kind or another are usually that categorical, the 1983
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accreditation "standards" of the Scuthern Association of Colleges and
Schools reading
5.2 Library. Because the library is essential to the
equcational goals.of studenz% and faculty, each institu-
tion must have a library....”

By finding the College Library Doctrine (CLD)--the theory-appearing'
answer offered in the literature to the question why colleges should have
aﬁd do have libra;y oﬁeration programs:-so obligingly expressed in works
of review, integration, and synthesis such as encyclopedias and treati-
ses, we are assured that it is canonical. We are also thus spared the
need for an extended hermeneutic on it, piecing together from scattered
places the library literature. The parsimony and frugality with which
the CLﬁ could be constructed and authenticated leaves room to pursue at

greater length some subthemes of the CLD which serve to enrich under-

standing of it.

The Cardiac Image

One such subtheme is in the form of metaphor. Metaphor is a dual
function device. More than mere decorative figures of speech, metaphors
both conceptualize and convey meaning. Giuseppa Saccaro-Battisti
observed that

metaphors have a unique cognitive function quite different
from the logical function of abstract concepts: used as
rhetorical devices, metaphors operate through the associa-
tive powers of the imagination, and, in order to communi-
cate ideas- persuasively, they exploit the resources of
conceptual development even with redundance. Metaphors,
whether o0ld or new, are based on simple and familiar
images associated with something well known or current in
a given cultural milieu.

In her note on the same page she added
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metaphors are often built on analogical images derived
from re- cently developed knowledge; e.g., the history of
organic metaphors .., is often linked to the history of
medicine and biology.

Although in the present matter the principle of recency is doubtful (Wil-
liam Harvey's cardiovascular discoveries having been made long since),
just such a physiological image has come to be an orthodox means by which
authors try to capture and express-—with an ardor and intensity greater
than the mere adjectives and nouns which make up the literal expressions
of the CLD--how deeply held is this theory-appearing answer of the
"place" of the library operation program in a college. This image il-
‘lustrates how, in Gareth Morgan's words,

members of an organization often have their own metaphors

for understanding what they're doing or what their

organization is like ... taken-for-granted images or
e metaphors shape understanding and action.... Our_images

or metaphors are theories or conceptual frameworks .0

As this has been such a durable image, with no real development over

time, perhaps as good a form of presentation as any is a medley; a medley

of the "cardiac image,"

or physiological metaphor:
Time honored and true is the statement that the libfary is
the heart of the university. (Robert Sproul, 1930)5

The president of Vassar once said to me: 1 consider the
Library the very heart of the institution. (Lodilla
Ambrose, 1893)

Today we speak of the college library as "the heart of the
campus" and a good library is considered as importang to
good learning as good teaching. (Robert Brundin, 1975) 3

eee a $65 million enterprise to support the 5l}tear:t of our
educational system. (Anthony Celebreze, 1965)

The frequent assertion that the Library is the heart and

center of tgg College is the simple truth. (Chauncy
Tinker, 1938)
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Libraries ... are regarded as the heart of the colleglate
campus. (Lewis Mayhew, 1969)°

Since the turn of the century, the library has been
acknowledged in almost every college and university by
faculty, students, and administrators, as the "heart of
‘the campus." _(Carla Stoffle, Alan Guskin, and Joseph
Boisse, 1984)5

... that vital organ, the college library, often referred
to by the educators_as the heart of the 1nst1tut10n.
(Archie McNeal, 1965)

... as a college or university is one of the most per-
manent institutions in the land ... the library is and
must continue to be the heart of such an institution.
(Frank McVey and Raymond Hughes, 1952)

By the early twentieth century, libraries were increasing-
ly recognized as essential to the academic enterprise.
The phrase "heart of the university" came into vogue to
describe the integral role libraries played in higher
education. (Barbara Moran, 1984)
And finally:
Since the library is the heart of the educational institu-
tion it should be centrally located with reference to
other buildings. (Edward Henry, 1931)
This design by White, and McKim's plan for Columbia, with
their monumental compositions of urban buildings culminat-
ing in the focal point of the library--the heart of a
research institution «... (Paul Turner, 1984)
These last medley items bring us back around to the rationale of the
campus planners noted earlier. Thus, University of South Florida
president Allen's reason for having argued that the edifice should be
central and tallest in his new campus was that "the library is the heart
of the university."63 "Al1 of this accord--and nothing is to be gained by

piling it up--is the cardiac image.64

Not that in the recitation of the cardiac metaphor accord, how-

ever~-as in anything else under the sun--is there total unanimity. The
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cardiac metaphor may be the predominant physiological image, but there
are variants. Winslow Hatch's was one, when he wrote
while the library is typically discussed as the heart of
the campus it is often more like its liver for it is often
a large structure whose significance lies in the potential
it may not be called upon to release.
Hatch's liverish and conditional reservation and his use of "potential"-
-a recurrent motif in the literature--were amplified in the 1984 Associa-
tion of College and Research Libraries' (ACRL) national conference theme,
"Academic Libraries: Myths and Realities." At this conference a couple
of papers came close, although they did not anticipate the present
investigation, to recanting the College Library Doctrine and its crystal-
izing cardiac image. Of those papers, Stanley Benson's was the most
discordant, and therefore the most important, as this abstract of his
paper shows:
This paper reviews the history of 1libraries in higher
education and concludes that the library has never been
the "heart" of undergraduate instruction. Early American
colleges purposely kept the library on the periphery
[sic]. The research universities brought tremendous
growth to library collections but changed 1little the
patterns of undergraduate library use. The Library's
status today: "necessary but ancillary to the main
business of the institution." To improve the status, the
library must develop not only closer identification with
the faculty and in- structional process,62ut also a
stronger relationship with the administration.
Benson's brief and mostly impressionistic dissent nevertheless supplied
important points of departure to this analysis. For one, it provided the
hunch that something was going on behind the facade of reiteration of the
CLD: Dispute within ranks is often, however faint, a tipoff to something

bigger, warranting a closer look, and Benson's clue is taken up again in

Chapter IV. For another, Benson implies in his last sentence that if he
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is describing reality, it is therefore something which librarians ought
to undertake advocacy and creative promotion in order to change. This
clue resonated with various themes taking- shape ffom other quarters in
the analysis. Incessant advocacy was one of those themes. Relatedly,
the placement of his paper in the conference proceedings--it was one of a
group under the topic heading "Bibliographic Instruction"--led into the
particular advocacy and promotionai behavior of that topic, which is de-
veloped in Chapter III. And finally, the wording of the conference theme
itself reinforced the use as anaiytic tools of the deef and rich ideas of
myth and symbol, recently greatly enlarged from their homes in anthro-
pology and litérature into the study of organization and organization

behavior.

The First Research Design

As said, the College Library Doctrine (CLD) is offered in the
literature (élbeit not under that name) as a theory. That is, it is
given as the explanation of why colleges do have, and ought t6 have,
library operation programs. That, after all, is what theories are

supposed to do in science:  They are supposed to explain phenomena.

Therefore it was decided to treat, for working purposes, the CLD as if it
were explicitly and formally identified and offered as a theory.67

Trea;ing the CLD as a theqry made the task, then, one of finding and
weighing the direct evidence verifying it, the evidence reported in the
literature in support of the Doctrine—as—-theory. The task was to assess

its yeridicallity. This called for assumptions and a research hypothe-

sis. There were three assumptions.
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First, it was assumed that the direct evidence being searched for
would exist conformable to what might be called the classical tradition
or positivism school of scientific research. This tradition is based on
a world view, of the world as literal and discoverable, a cooperative and
forthcoming place, even if a tightfisted and uncompromising one, in which
everything is as it seems to be or is said to be.'/'i‘here, if the resear-
cher has but the skill', imagination, and luck to ask the right questions
in the right wsys, plays by the rules, then the answers will be yielded.
In this tradition the pattern of research and rese.archers over time is
that of a chain, connected, progressive, and developmental; of con-~
tinuity, building, of inmevitable cumulative convergence upon a truth. It
proceeds stepwise, each next step being, as Thomas Kuhn put it, a
"further articulation and specification under new or more stringent

n68 In quantitative studies in this tradition, if obtained

conditions.
numbers are untrustworthy it can only be because of faulty designs,
instruments, measurements, and methods.

Second, it was assumed that if the CLD has the power of an ex-
planatory answer, a theory, this would mean that the verifying evidence
for it would exhibit a sort of "central tendency.” It would not be
necessary to read in obscure places for arcane interpretations, or
between the lines. This assumption produced the working decision rule
for search for and into the data, a rule that might be called the "main
currents" rule (with apologies to Vernon Pan‘ingt:on).69 Another, quite
different, way of envisioning this decision rule is as an application of

70

Ockham's Razor. A rule of this kind is necessary to make possible

closure in the search for evidence.
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Third, it was assumed that these "main currents" would reside, if
anywhere, prominent and building momentum, adding up to amn acqomplished
scientific truth, in one or more bodies of literature constituting the
data of this research design. These literature bodies require brief ex-
planation, because of some differences. One is the body of litérature of
college education, a straightforward segment of the broader higher edu-
" cation literatu;e. Where the colleg; education literature deals with the
college library operation program it is in a sense also library litera-
ture, and hence overlaps the second, other, literature body. This other
one is the library literature in the narrower and stricter sense, the
literature of professional librarianship. This specialist literature,
howe&er, extends well beyond-—perhaps mostly beyond--higher education
topics. It covers all manner of library operations(in other spheres,
this literature of "library science," a comprehensiveness tied to the
problem of librarian treatment of librarianship as a field of uniform
theory and practice, as already mentioned. It tends to have its own
channels and organs. In the area of overlap—--perhaps best compared to
the overlap of circles in a Venn diagram--persons who are not librarians
write about library operation programs in college education, and persons
who afe librarians write about college education. The balance of
authorship is greatly unequal in favor of the latter group; that is to
say, persons not librarians rarely have anything more than desultory
remarks and ?asual dicta about library pregrams. This becomes a point
later, in Chapter II. The one circle, and the area of overlap, are what
are called the library literature here. The rest is college education or

higher education literature.
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It must be noted that the belief in the homogeneity of professioﬁal
librarianship has caused its literature to be condemned from within.
Michael Freeman was one such critic, who called it mainly "experiential"
and said that in it

there are no scientific laws, few theories, and only a
handful of useful models.... The field is not united by
principles but is rooted in a common educational ex-
perience, a sharing of problems related to the custodian-
ship of resources, agreement on a series of prgiocols on
such diverse topics as cataloging and standards.

The research hypothesis shaped to the Doctrine—as-theory research
design was:

The College Library Doctrine is based upon and £follows
directly from a solid body of systematic, coherent,
rigorous, published scientific research.

The search for the data followed conventional literature search

techniques. The college education literature was searched through the

indexing publications Current Index to Journals in Higher Education
(CIJE), Research in_ Education (RIE), Education Index, and Dissertation

Abstracts International (DAI). The specialist literature of professional

librarianship wss searched using the indexing publication Library
Literature. (Surprisingly, there was only modest redundancy, suggesting
that each of the two literatures has its own sphere of influence.)

In literature searches, once promising documents are located, cita-
tions in these lead in turn to other documents. In such a literature
search strategy, typically at some point the pattern shifts from diver-
gence, i.e., new documents being found, to convergence. Things eventual-
ly move to saturation, the point at which few or no new documents appear.
At this point one may reasonably claim that the pertinent literature has
been bounded, and that the patterns of findings therein have been reveal-
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ed. In this instance the literature search, using conventional search
strategies, may still not have succeeded in catching it all. Unlike the
case with "problems" in academic discipline literature, the literature
profile for the CLD showed a fragmentation and discontinuity, tending
away ffom the center of 1néjor periodicals and monographs, toward the
margin of local, esoteric, and pardchial journals,"and nearprint. An
unknowable amount may have slipped over the edge into the obscurity of
workaday writings prepared for inhouse use. But, then, these would
scarcely be "main current" anyway.
This research design was informed by the spirit and purposes of what
Gene Glass and others called "meta-analysis." Now meta-analysis in the
purist semse in which they used the idea is limited to quantitative re-
search:
The essential character of meta—analysis is that it is the
statistical analysis of the summary of findings of many
empirical studies.
But as "methods of integrating empirical research" it has wider implica-
tion, viz., the synthesis and organization into coherent patterns, of

" a gsearch for consisten-

"the codified evidence of the archival journals,
cy in the "scree of a hundred journals" and "the rubble of a million
dissertations."
The analogy holds by taking what Glass and others said about

Primary analysis ... [which is] the original analysis of

data in research study.... ~Secondary analysis ... the

reanalysis of data for the purpose of ... answering new

questions with old data.
Perhaps the most valuable aspect of the idea of meta-analysis is its dif-
ference from the narrative review methods decision rules, e.g., arbitrary

or a priori selection and exclusion, calling as it does for the a

32



72 "Secondary analysis" well

posteriori judging of all studies found.
describes the approach of this research design, the attempt at "answering

new questions with old data."

The First Finding

The execution of the First Research Design, just discussed, produced
the first important finding of the analysis. Remarkably, despite the
certitude of the CLD, there is actually no such body of research as the
one hypothesized. This is not to say that ‘a countervailing bo&y of
research was found. There is simply a void; no research exists, no
direct evidence at all. To personify, the CLD fails to adduce sound or
substantial evidence to back up its claims to be a theory, explanatory
answer, anywhere aiong in the research que_stion progression. In the few
instances e§en reporting empirical findings such that they might serve as
evidence verifying the CLD, closer\ examination of the circumstances
showed that they reported special cases. The reasons varied. Some were
"experiments" in name omnly, and short-lived; others were conducted in
peripheral or idiosyncratic institutional settings. Some of these are
presented below, particularly in Chapter III.

But there was no mainstream direct evidence, hence leading to the
conclusion that there is simply no evidence at all. Beyond corroborating
Patricia Cross's statement that "precious little of whaf we now do in

w73 this find ing

education has ever been demonstrated through research,
was important as eliminating a potential source of confusion in what came

to be the next—--and final-—-stage of this policy analysis.
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The Problem Reconceptualized

The finding of the first design left a puzzle. It left behind it
the stubborn empirical policy fact i:hat college library operation
programs are universal, with the CLD given as the explanation. It may be
a fallen argument, but an ideological and policy fact, a social fact,
still. But if it was not based upon and following from such a foundation
as that hypot:hes.ized, then upoh what could it be based and follow from?
The first finding brought things to a point of impasse. It was almost as
though there was a missing research questit;n: How are we to understand
the College Library Doctrine?

-The day was saved by finding Joanne Martin's disclosure that the
process followed in arriving at this deadlock, the "ral;ional model" of
thé research process, "does not attempt to pr'ovide an accurate descrip-
tion of the process whereby research actually is conducted." She said
that it is illusory, an illusion kept up before the fact by the pat
formulas of methodological textbooks, and after the fact by published
reséarch reports whose style of logical orderliness belies "the actual
process of conducting research."74 Because of the endless contingencies

encountered, Martin and those writing with her argue, constant judgment

calls have to be made, or else the research is stalemated.

The Sgcond Research Design

Faced with an apparently seamless web of assurance, a fabric of
interwoven arguments, opaque and refractory, the task became omne of
penetrating the surface, unraveling the fabric,' finding meaning. The
legal maxim about "piercing the corporate veil" came to mind. The
finding of the First Design, ironically while it led to the impasse, also
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shoved the way out of it because it eliminated, as mentioned, a potential
source of confusion. It opened the door to a different approach.

To unravel the fabric and get into the meaning, one of the judgment
calls was the invocation of an alternative world view. This is a view of
a world that is a yeasty ferment of individuals and groups working to
maximize their own particular ends. They promote their own self-serving
interests. Such interésts and ends range all the way from bare survival,
to power, ambition, expansion. Such a view finds multidisciplinary
support, from the economics of i986 Nobel laureate J;mes Buchanan, to the
social psychology of J. Haas and Thomas Drabek, who collapsed the
behavior of working to maximize interests into what they called par-
ticipants' seeking "to increase the autonomy, security, and prestige of
their respective groups."75

This view has competition as its central principlé. Individuals and
groups compete in a perceived world of win and loss, in which winners win
at loser's expense. Such a view is also inherently one of conflict.
Competing interests are conflicting interests. As Gareth Morgan aphoris-
tically stated it, "conflict arises whemever interests collide."76 1t
may not always be necessary to see this in the stark Hobbesian scenario
suggested ("a war of all against all") by what Jack Douglas called the
"conflict paradigm.” 77 1¢ s important to stress that most authorities,
ihcluding especially students of organization such as Daniel Katz and

78 treat competition and conflict as the state of normality,

Robert Kahn,
simple facts of life, value-neutral.
Indeed, any work which describes its perspective as political

operates from this world view. "Political"™ by definition means persons
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and groups jockeying for position and maneuvering for advantage, power,
"and gain. Thus, when Aaron Wildavsky wrote about "the politics of the
budgetary process," he was writing about competition and conflict.’?

Now some may feel that, whatever else may be said for it, this view
is not applicable to the dignified and ordered world of aéademe, governed
by enlightened coilegiality. To believe that is to be tender-minded; and

ignore reality. It is not so with such commentators as J. Baldridge,

whose Power and Conflict in the University is an epitome of the view, in

which "policy formulation" and "the type of conflict that develops when

"80 .re the commonplace.

interest groups try to influence policy decisions

In this world view, there simply is no such thing as pure or
absol;te truths and reality. Hence, it is not a matter of there being
corrupt subversion of processes such as the research process, from the
. proper goal of seeking pure or absolute truths and reality. It is,
rather, that the goal itself is illusory. And hence, the world of this
view is a relativistic world of stances and positions, by which interest
groups craft and offer their own best arguments, their depictions or
presentations and representations of a reality that is the most favorable
to their aims, edited and shaped to further their good. This sort of

®8l A1 manner of things

behavior has been called "constructed reality.
happen to "the factg". which these arguments and reality comstructions
use; suppression, distortion, selection, "cooking" and fudging of data,
managiAg of information. Even ostensibly objective and identical "facts"
are given different emphases and interpretations, or "spins." There are

conflicts of arguments and data, but they simply mirror the conflicts of

interest in whose support they are used.
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In such a world, the arena of lawyers and lobiayists among others, ‘a
world of ambiquity and indeterminateness, the idea is to convince others,
“through craft, evasion, fronts, snd strategems. It is also frequently a
purpose of such behavior to convince compatriots and self: Phrases such
as "preaching to the choir, to the already converted" describe not
superfluity as much as reinforcement. The crafting of organization
stories is cdnéidered to be done as much as anything to help organization
members to understand and believe in what they do.82

There are classic studies of such behaviors. One-that looked at

efforts to convince others is Aaron Wildavsky snd Ellen Tennenbaum's The

Politics of Mistrust: Egtimating American 0il and Gas Reserves, which

they sardonically described as being about "the sensitive relationship

between theories and facts, policies and data," a description neatly

83 Another study, closer to home, is David

Owen's None of the Above: Behind the Myth of Scholastic ADtitude84.

matching the present study.

And there are familiar examples from everyday life as seen in the
media; the stonewalling of the American Tobacco Institute or the asbestos
industry over product health hazards, or the self-defenses of military
contractors caught in the act, or the purchase of NBC by GE and the
former's subsequent "news specials" favorable to nuclear power, which is
a major GE product. In short, such creative behavior is a routine,
standard operating procedure in the real world, with public relations
employees, lawyers, govérnment officials, the advertising industry,
corporations, trade associations, and many more, all doing it in their

efforts to "reduce uncertainty" for themselves or on behalf of clients,85

and to alter the forces affecting t:hem.86
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It became clear that the couplet of résearéh questions was and had
to be dealt with as part of this world--~the real world, as many feel.
And so, a sort of working \rephrasing was made, to "What is really going
on here?"; or, as the computer guru was earlier quoted as saying, "trying

to figure out what is going on now." &

To penetrate this problematic world in hopés ‘'of finding meaning
beneath and behind surfaces called for--another judgment call--the
devising of a new research design. In the search for models, spirit was
more important than labels. Jack Douglas described a promising approach
which he called an "investigative paradigm."88 While he had in mind
field research rather than documentary evidence, "investigative" is the
-spirit in which historians treat documents, in company with journalism at
its best. As well, the adjudicative system revolves around investiga-
tion--and adjudication inherently deals with a contest of constructed
realities-~so that it was decided to call the new research design
"forensic."

Forensic is an apt characterization for other reasons: Adjudication
and debate are similar in that both forensic arenas work to clarify,
define and delimit, issues in order to bring about their direct joinder
for purposes of resolution. David Owen took essentially this approach in
his probe of the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and related proprietary
standardized psychometric tests. Faced with seemingly unbreachable
representations, he discovered that his confusion was the intended result
of a constructed reality generated by a ploy resembling one which he
correctly ascribed to a lawyers' practice, which he called the "kettle
defense" and which is also called "arguing in the alternative," or
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"89  The most usual form of the strategm is a

"alternative pleading.
series of mutually contradictory assertions, the taking of mulfipie
positions:
A man is accused of borrowing and breaking his neighbor's
kettle. His lawyer argues in his defense (1) my client
didn't take the kettle; (?) it was already.bgokegowhen he
took it; (3) he returned it in perfect conditionm.
This strategm also broadly appears as an offensive tool when, as in the
old debater's gambit called the "shotgun affirmative," the trick is to
raise too many contradictory issues for the oppoéition to coherently sort
out and rebut, a mud&ying of the waters. Something very like the kettle
defense recurred frequently in»the problematics encountered by this
investigation.

In this new design the College Library Doctrine was now treated, not
as a theory in the philosophy of science, but in the sense in which
"theory" is used in describing\the assembly of a legal case, a con-
structed reality, i.e., as the basic premise of argumentation. With the
CLD redefined in a manner conformable with the forensic approach of the
new research design, the related lenses of organization myth, organiza-~
tion fiction, and organization propaganda recommended themselves as also
conformable. They greatly help to understand the CLD, and ultimately to
answer the couplet question, Why do, and so forth.

Organization myth comes from a school of thougﬁt with such diverse
representatives as students of organization, social psychologists, and
higher education author Burton Clark, with his germinal paper introducing

91 Crossing, as it does, fields of

his notion of organization saga.
inquiry as diverse as those mentioned, plus anthropology and literature,
the concept of myth is far too rich and complex to discuss at length

39



here. It must suffice to note Harry Abravanel's definition, which may
serve as a covering omne: "The word myth designates a story about past,
present, or future events. The truth-of these events is -asserted as

92 yilliam Safire called attention to

dogma or taken for granted.
reasonable minds having differed over whether myths, at base, are true or
false, pointing out that John Kennedy and J. Fulbright chose to dichoto-

n93 The theme of the librarian conference at

mize "mythﬁ and "reality.
which Stanley Benson presented the paper noted earlier seems to have
elected to fqlldw such a course. Th; meaning of myth adopted here is
that myth can be a mixture of fact and reality, of creative interpreta-
tions, and of wish; in short, a "const;ucted reality." )

Organization fiction comes from Robert Dubin. By his definition,

| a fiction is ... "the act of feigning or imagining tﬁat

which does not exist or is not true.” Organization

fictions.are.thqse fictions that are necessary in or%zr

that action within the formal organization may proceed.
Myth, and fiction, bpth interrelated, both consisting of stories and
sayings, seem to be well enough accepted and sufficiehtly respectable
concepts as to provoke little cause for controversy.

Organization propaganda as an analytical lens, however, makes for a
sticky situation. Some may readily accept myth or fiction but stili find
unacceptable the thought that propaganda, a term With a tradition of
darkly accusatory connotatiop, is being alleged within the halls of ivy;
this, even though in many ways such an allegation is no worse than or
much different from, ones of myth and/or fiction. And this, despite the

fact that David Altheide and John Johnson extended and enlarged the idea

of propaganda from its onetime pejorative, limited application to (enemy)
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governments, toward organizations of all kinds, when they' def ined
"bureaucratic propaganda" as being
any report produced by an organization for evaluation and
other practical purposes that is targeted for individuals,
committees, or publics who are unaware of its promotive
charac%%r and the editing processes that shaped the
report.
In their reformulation of organization propaganda, just as in the
concépts of organization fiction and organization myth, and of "politi-
cal" it is essential to understand that these designations are value—-
neutral, making no judgment beyond a clinical one. Incieed, it is of the
essence that fictionalizing, propagandizing, and mythologizing, as these
concepts are developed, are treated as simply normal behaviors, and not
dysfunctions or pathologies. Put differently, to identify some utterance
as fiction, myth, or propaganda--as is frequently done in this report of
analysis—-is not to connect it with moral turpz;.tude, or intellectual
dishonesty. It is not related to the disturbing issues of fraud in

96 or to such

research, such deviations as "drylabbing" and the like
notorious cases as that of respected English psychometrician Cyril Burt,
although it must be said that in a way, these too involve fictioms,
usually fictionalized data.?’

In fact, to quiet alarm-—notwithstanding the value-free imports of
these overlapping conceptual lenses--over the prospect of applying such
identifications to Research, it is also essential to get two things
clear. First, although to say this may be to commit a hat trick of fault
(ad_hominum, tu quoque, and harping), those who cannot accept the

prospect of seeing academic writing (i.e., writing by academics) given

such tags as myth, propaganda, or fiction may be 1abofing under an
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impossibly glorified idea of "science, scholarship,"” and "research," a
visionary ideal of Pure Truth and Empyrean investigation. They would do
well to remember "the Burt case" and others. To fail to do so is to
forget such insights as Thomas Kuhn's, that followers of a paradigm,

doing "normal science," are in their work in essence promoting a point of

vieﬁ; supporting a myth, propagating a fiction, dispensing propagandé, by

tweakiné facts, fiddling with and fudging anomalies, until the anomalists
overturn the paradigm.98 And, as Richard Whitley observed,
the discovery that physicists routinely invoke rhetorical
devices and other resources to persuade colleagues of
their views and results, and that what becomes accepted as
correct is the outcome of social negotiations, does mnot
imply the epistomological irrationmality or falsity of
these judgments.
Moreover, John Thelin has called it a "personality defect" of higher
education research, a "persistent emulation and imitation of the natural
and physical sciences," which could bring it well within this dynamic.loo
If truth is mutable, negotiable, and revisable, then there is room
to admit that Research may be other than cold epistomological rational-
ity. Research may be a social product, produced through social behavior,
with its own kind of rationality, just like the products teased out in
this analysis. Put differently, in Gary Gutting's wording,
the proposal is that science's authority ultimately
resides not in a rule-governed method of inquiry whereby
scientific results are obtained but in the scientific
community that obtains the results.
But in any event, the second thing needing clarity is that few if
any of the writings making up the data of this analysis can really be

called "research" anyway, even within the conveniently nebulous permis-

siveness of that term in its academic wusage. While authors in the
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interdisciplinary area of history, philosophy, and sociology of science
have seized the initiative with definitions of research and the discus-
sion ensuing therefrom, casting the definitions in terms of‘the science
model and ignoring what "research" might mean in the "humanities"; still,
even under the latter's ground rules, which at a minimum ought to involve
critical interpretation, these writings are other than research. The
model that fhe library'profession chooses to, or at least wishes to,
emulate, is the scientific one. But that model forces the touchstone to
be a genuine research literature—j-which is made up ' of "reports [of]

n102  Anq that is just what

accurate measurements of actual experiments.
the First Design of this investigation found to be wanting, a void.
Rather, the writings making up the data of this investigation are simply,
broadly, writings. They usually bear the trappings of "scholarship," if
that means repeating previous writings, with documentation.

This assessment is certainly no harsher than that of others, such as
Michael Freeman and those whom he cited. The author of a citation count
study remarked that "one of the characteristics of librarians is that not
only aie they the collectors of what other people write, but also they
have produced a large body of literature in which they have expressed

"103 And Philip Ennis's reference to the library

their own views.
literature's "tradition of polemical reassertion of library ideology" is
not at all at odds with "propaganda, myth, and fiction."104 Hence, the
most accurate genre designation of the writings making up this literature

may be one borrowed from the realms of politics and theology, and that is

tracts.
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Under the new, and final, desigh, the data continued to be documen~
tary; pieces and bodies of literature. For example, there is an iden-
tifiable body of literatufe on college students, and one on teaching,
just as there is one on the historical evolution of college libraries,
and so c;m. That 'is where thé evidence lies. Generally, the same body of
literature once sifted >for a different purpose in the First Design was
the core. To it was added the rest--that is, the non-overlapping
part—-of the college educatiom literature by way of context, with special
attention to that dealing specifically with "college education" as
defined by the simple three part working model. Although they overlap
both conceptually and in usage, each of the three parts of the model--
"teaching," "learning," "curriculum"--have fairly definite literatures.

They are provided with such fingerposts as the review articles in Review

of Educational Research, as well as with large scale compends ("meta-ana-

lyses," one might say) such as Kenneth Feldman and Thomas Newcomb's

106

Impact of College on St:udent:s,105 Astin's Four Critical Years, and

Arthur Levine's Handbook On Undergraduate Curriculum.

The including or contextual college education 1literature also
consisted of such things as the periodic global overviews of American
higher education; for example, the voluminaus publications of the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education and its successor Carnegie
Council on Policy Studies in Higher Edu(_:at:ion.m8 The addition of these
- global overviews was done in the spirit of Eugene Webb, David Campbell,
and L. Sechrist's "unobtrusive measures, that is, nonreactive data."109

The idea was to see what was said about the college library operation

program in terms of college education, in the unguarded moments, when the

44



discussion was about what the authors considered the really important
things. The assumption (or hypothesis, perhaps) was that if the claims
distilled into the CLD were true, this should‘irresistably make for a
"main currents" effect. Put differently, the college library operation
program would keep floating to the top almost automatically. In dealing
with all aspects of the expanded documentary evidence familiar literature
search techniques again were applied.

The critical interpretive metﬁod applied to all the bodies of
literature being unravelled was dialectical. It involved such operatioms
as comparisons between ideas and arguments seldom otherwise brought into
juxtaposition or confrontation. Like cross checking in investigative
field research, it looked for agreement or disagreement between arguments
and evidence, and between pieces of evidence. It looked for coherence

110 7pe whole process was cir-

and contradiction, harmony and discord.
cumstantial. But that was unavoidable given the very circumstance
calling up the Second Design; which, it will be remembered, was that
there was no direct hard evidence on the hypothesis for the Doctrine-as-
theory, the First Design.

Because of the forensic nature of the analysis approach, and because -
of the circumstantial nature of the evidence and its dialectical inter-
pretation, the grand test or litmus of this analysis was one borrowed
from the adjudicative sphere. In adjudication, finders of fact are, just
as in an investigation such as this one, confronted with problematics.

To deal with such situations the law has evolved the proof-making concept

of reasonable doubt. Reasonable doubt is, generally speaking, omne of two

juridical tests of the strength or goodness of proof. The other is
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"preponderance of evidence." The latter is the weaker (or at least less
demanding) and is found in disputes between, usually, private parties.
Reasonable doubt, on the‘other hand, in legal contemplation is a more
difficult proof to make, and is appropriately a test used in criminal
law, typically in capital cases, imposed upon the State.111 Its logic is
that it requires the State's prosecutorial arguments and the evidence for
tﬁem to Be convincing beyond reasonable doubt. Looked at from the other
side, if a reasonable doubt is raised, then the theory of the case fails.

Bdrrowing such a litmu; as reasonable doubt is appropriate for the
purposes of this study. When finders of fact in adjudication step off
into the disorder of partial kpowability, fragmentary information,
conflicting dissertions, controverted interpretations, and confounding
ciaims, the degree of knowlédge that will be at tﬁeir disposal for
decision making is at the antipodes of the attainable knowledge assumed
by the rational decision process models. And yet closure must be made

112 The best meaning, a "satis-

out of the imperfect materials at hand.
ficed" meaning, in Herbert Simon's classic term--one hammered together
out of judgment calls rather than ideal resolution--is all that may be
hoped for. Because policy analyses are similarly closure directed, with
decisions and/or actions being the aim, here too the purpose is to make
the best possible meaning. And the stricter of the two tests of proof is
the appropriate one‘b§Cause under the CLD claim is made on scarce
resources, resources often traceable back to a source in public monies.
Finally, the foremsic or investigative approach is an openly skeptical

one. In this it is consistent with the metatheory of scientific research

of falsificatioﬁism, popularly attributed to Karl Popper and his fol-
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113 114

lowers, which Walter Weimer has labelled critical fallibjlism.
"Skepticism" is at home in policy analysis. Aaron Wildavsky offered the
epigram of policy analysis as "the tension between dogma and skep-
ticism."13 If "gkeptical"™ rings alarms of prejudice, then critical
may be substituted. To clarify with aid from an unusual quarter, William
Hazlitt in the 19th century wrote a famous literary criticism of William
Shskespeare in which he used the phrase "willing suspension of dis-
belief." Here, to paraphrase Hazlitt, the approach was the "willing
suspension of belief" in a conventional wisdom. Being a policy analysié
employing a skeptical foremnsic, or investigative, approach, with a
reasonable doubt test, has significant meanings for the whole tone of
approach. It means that there is an intrinsically opposing, or at least
arms length, relationship between the investigation and the arguments it
encounters. It means that the burden'of making the strongest possible
case of reasonable doubt is upon the investigator. It is, after all, a
status quo, a conventional wisdom, that is being questioned, and it
enjoys a benefit of presumption. And questioning a status gquo may be

inherently controversial.

Summary

To review this introductory chapter, the study involved the succes-
sive refinement of possible research questions, as it became clear that
questions of allocative or fiscal policy could not be touched until the
underlying prior issues--indeed, so far as first principles——had been
deélt with.s That led to the couplet of research questions, Why do/Why
should éollegés have library operétion_programs,in the first place? An
examination of the literature, treated as data, produced what appears to
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go forth as a theory--the College Library Doctrine--responding to such
questions, thereby offering to ezplain the policy behavior. A research
design was devised and executed to see if this apparent theory has a
basis of verity. It was found that it does not. In other words, it was
found to not be veridical. |

This finding was treated as formative in the overall policy analy-
;sis. Inasmucﬁ as the research q;estions, and the arguments of the
College Library Doctrine, had been left unresolved and unanswered by that
initial finding, a problematic situation existed. Hence, the approach

was shifted to one better suited to deal with problematics, an investiga-

tive or foremsic approach.

In the following chapters the results of the execution of the new
approach are presented. In Chapter II, the historical “argument which was
found is presented'and analyzed. Chapter IV teases out what amounts to
an historical antiargument simulpaneous with the historical argument, one
that contradicts the historical argument. In Chapters III and V some
loose ends from the dialectical process of Chapters IT and IV are laid
out, loose ends which might, until understood, provoke lingering doubts
about the thrust of Chapters II and III; which is the casting of reason-
able doubt upon the College Library Doctrine. Then, in Chapter VI, first
an explanation alternative to that of the College Library Doctrine is
presented to answer the first half of the research question couplet, Why
do colleges have library operation programs? This is followed by an
alternative answer to the second half of the couplet, Why should they do
s0? It will be seen that these alternative answers-—-though quite
different from those posited by the College Library Doctrine--are at
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unity with one another. These policy implicative aﬁswers contain policy~
recommendations for decision and action. Finally, in the Appendix is
explained why the library profession's technical model, or management
science and economic rationality attempts to answer the early question
that led to this policy analysis, How much should a college spend for its
library operation program? could not possibly do that, even absent the

reasonable doubt about the explanatory power of the College Library Doctrine.
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Notes to Chapter I

See National Association of College and University Business Of-

ficers, College and University Business Administration, 3rd ed.,
Washington: NACUBO, 1974, page 212.

Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American University, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1967, page 297.

John Thelin, "The Search for Good Research: Looking for 'Science' in
All the Wrong Places,”" Review of Higher Education 10 (1986) 151-158.

Such difficulties have especially vexed economists, and are behind
the crisis of "epistomological doubt" found by Robert Kuttner ("The
Poverty of Economics," Atlantic Monthly 255 (1985) 74-84). Kuttner
was discussing macroeconomics while the economics of higher edu-
cation may be closer to microeconomics, but his points nonetheless
apply. See also Lester Thurow's Dangerous Currents: The State of
Economics, New York: Random House, 1983, especially the Introduction
at pages xvi-xvii.

This guru was Fritz Dressler, reported in a New York Times News Ser-
vice Release of September 1987.

Not that, unfortunately, there is any encouraging likelihood of ever
getting unflawed information from even this allegedly most rational
of processes. In Gareth Morgan's commentary on an insightful paper
by Ely Devons concerning the use of statistics as a basis for public
policy decision--which Devons analogized to "magic and divination in
tribal societies"~-Morgan remarked that

in formal organizations techniques of quantitative
analysis seem to perform a similar role. They are used to
forecast the future and analyze the consequences of
different courses of action in a way that lends decision
making a semblance of rationality and substance. The use
of such techniques does not, of course, reduce risks. The
uncertainties surrounding a situation still exist, hidden
in the assumptions underlying the technical analysis.
Hence Devons's point that the function of such analysis is
to increase the credibility of action in situations that
would otherwise have to be managed through guesswork and
hunch. Like the magician who consults entrails, many
organization decision makers insist that the facts and
figures be examined before a policy decision is made, even
though the statistics provide unreliable guides as to what
is likely to happen in the future (Images of Organization,
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Inc., 1986, page
134).

Perhaps, too, it is in the realm of credibility enhancement and
mutual reassurance that such familiar assumption based organization
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11.

rituals as planning (as in Robert Cope, Strategic Planning. Manage-
ment, and Decision Making, AAHE-ERIC/Higher Education Research
Report No. 9, Washington: American Association for Higher Education,
1981) ,and evaluation (as in Charles Feasley, Program Evaluation,
AAHE-ERIC/Higher Education Research Report Ne. 2, Washington:
American Association for Higher Education, 1980) or accreditation
and similar ceremonials and symbols, belong. The ceremonial of
accreditation is returned to in Chapter V; the gemneral topic of
ritual, symbol, and myth comes up again in Chapter VI.

Douglas Knight, Preface in Douglas Knight and E. Nourse, eds., Li-
braries at Large. The Resource Book Based on_the Materials of the

National Advisory Commigsion on Libraries. New York: R.R. Bowker
Co., 1969, page ix.

Chester Finn, "Trying Higher Education: An Eight Count Indictment,"
Change 16 (May/June 1984) 28-33; 47-51. However, it may simply be a
case of taken-for-grantedness.

David Hopkins and William Massey, Planning Models for Colleges and
Universities. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 198l. See
especially the passages referenced in the "Glossary-Index" under
"Library costs." As a note of interest, Hopkins and Massey engaged
in the common practice of fragmenting library costs by including
only "library acquisition costs," i.e., expenditures for books and
so forth. To do so results in a grossly incomplete expression of
actual library cost to an institution by moving away, commingling,
and thus obscuring other substantial operation costs, such as
especially personnel, into a general whole institution "Wages,
salaries, and benefits" category. To do this understates library
program costs by perhaps as much as 50 percent. But whether it
understates or overstates, while important, is not as important as
that it misstates. However, Hopkins and Massey appear to have been
following gemerally accepted practice; see the discussion in the
Appendix.

Aaron Wildavsky, The Politics of the Budgetary Process, 3rd ed.,
Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1979.

ACRL, "Standards for College Libraries, 1986, "College and Research
Libraries News 47 (1986) 189-200. This figure is unchanged from
that of the preceding version, "Standards for College Libraries,"

College and Research Libraries News 36 (1975) 277-301. The next
earlier version had a lower figure, 5 percent. That is a story of

-its own, and is brought up in the Appendix here.

Such seems to be the rationale underlying such budget approaches as
"formula budgeting"; see, among others, J. Caruthers and Melvin
Orwig, Budgeting in Higher Education, AAHE-ERIC/Higher Education
Report No. 3, Washington: American Association for Higher Education,
1979.
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16.

Carnegie Council, Three Thousand Futures, San Francisco: Jossey—‘
Bass, 1980; Mayhew, Surviving the Eighties, San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, 1980.

The continuous rejustification of cost centers is, of course, the
basis of Zero Base Budgeting, a one-time vogue, about which Aaron
Wildavsky is convincingly dubious in various places. He thinks it
cannot be done. His doubts, however, were directed to situatiomns in
which all programs are repeated simultaneously reevaluated, in each
budget cycle. Such a clearly overload condition is not contemplated
here.

See, for example, Newsweek, May 18, 1987, pages 66-~71; and Peter
Brimelow, "The Untouchables," Forbes, November 30, 1987, pages
140-142, 144, 148-150.

William Dunn, Public Policy Analysis, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Pren-
tice-Hall, 1981, page 3.

Aaron Wildavsky, Speaking Truth to Power, Boston: Little, Brown and
Co., 1979, pages 2, 15. Pronouncement of the last word on policy
analysis as a research genre is obviously beyond scope here. It
must be sufficient to note that this analysis does not lean toward
the clearly untenable position that policy analysis is some kind of
undisciplined free-for-all. But, as G. Garson observed,

attempts to develop interdisciplinary policy sciences
premised on the supposed unifying force of a common
methodological core have led to fragmentation, not the
integration of a new applied discipline,

which he saw as resulting in "eclecticism" ("From Policy Science to
Policy Analysis: A Quarter Century of Progress," in William Dunn,
ed., Policy Analysis: Perspectives, Concepts, and Methods, Green-
wich, CT: JAI Press, Inc., 1986, pages 3-22, at 4). The uncertainty
over exact nature extends to the most basic of matters, with Garson
speaking of interdisciplinarity, while William Dunn speaks of policy
analysis as "an applied social-science discipline" in its own right
(Values, Ethics, and the Practice of Policy Analysis, Lexington, MA:
D.C. Heath, 1983, page 1). Elsewhere Dunn seemed to prefer speaking
of policy analysis as transdisciplinary (Public Policy Analysis,
page ix). In Values, Ethics, and the Practice, John Forester
asserted that "we still need a theory or characterization of what
the practice of planning analysis is really all about" ("What
Analysts Do," pages 47-62, at 47). And Denis Dresang argued that
"the field of inquiry is too broad and varied to fit within a single
theoretical set of methodologies. Policy inquiry is not considered
a science." He said that the "primary concern of policy analysis is
the soundness and acceptability of premises upon which policy
decisions are made" (Foreward, in David Paris and James Reynolds,
The Logic of Policy Inquiry, New York: Longman, 1983, pages ix-x,
at ix); which also may serve as guidepost and characterization of
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17.

18.
19,
20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.
27.
28.

29,

30.

the present inquiry. See also Alexander Mood, Introduction to
Policy Analysis, New York: North-Holland, 1983.

Ernest Havemann and Patrica West, They Went to College: The College

Graduate in America Today, New York: Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1952,
page 6.

See, for instance, William Miller and D.. Rockwood, College Librar-
ianship, Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, Inc., 198l.

In "The United States of America," in International Encyclopedia, 10
vols., San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1975, page 4235.

See Richard Lykes, Higher Education and the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion, Washington: GPO, 1975, pages 11-12.

Carnegie Commission, A_Clagsification of Institutions of Higher
Education, Berkeley, CA: Carnegie Commission, 1973; Carnegie
Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education, A Classification of
Institutions of Higher Education, Berkeley, CA: 1976; "Carnegie
Foundation's Classification of More Than 3,300 Institutions of
Higher Education," Chronicle of Higher Education, July 8, 1987,
pages 22-26; 28-30.

See page 189 of the 1975 "Standards," the footnote reading "Specifi-
cally these Standards address themselves to institutions defined by
the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education as Liberal Arts Colleges
I and II, in A Classification of Institutions ... 1973."

John McKinney, Constructive Typolo and Social Theory, New York:
Appleton, Century, Crofts, 1966, especially pages 5-6.

Gordon Davies, "The Importance of Being General: Philosophy,
Politics, and Institutional Mission Statements," in Higher Educa-

tion: A Handbook of Theory and Research, vol. II, New York:
Agathon Press, 1986, pages 85-102, at 99,

"Carnegie Foundation's Classification," pages 22, 23.

Clark Kerr, in Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
Missions, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1979, pages xii-xiv.

John Silber, "The Rest Was History," in The Third Century, New
Rochelle, NY: Change Magazine, 1977, pages 194-196, at 196.

See, for instance, James Axtell, "The Death of the Liberal Arts

College," History of Education Quarterly 11 (1971) 339-352.

Boyer, quoted in "Carnegie Foundation's Classification," page 23.

They are called "vulnerable" in the Carnegie Council's Three
Thousand Futures. - These institutions are in a subgroup of colleges
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31.

32.

. 33.

often called "less selective liberal arts colleges," which for
working purposes is about equivalent to the Carnegie "Liberal Arts
II" category in its classification.

This economics concept is explained and illustrated in, among other
places, Hopkins and Massey, Planning Models.

See, for instance, William Moffett, "Reflections of a College
Librarian: Looking for Life and Redemption This Side of ARL,"
College and Research Libraries 45 (1984) 338-349.

Guy Lyle, The Adminjstration of the College Library, 4th ed., New
York: H.W. Wilson Co., 1974, page vi. And see, as mentioned above,
Miller and Rockwood, College Librarijanship.

Up to this point, the discussion has tended to hinge the distinction
between colleges and universities on degree program level, making
what an institution's students do the critical variable. But there
are also the respective faculties to consider. This gets into an
area that has been an unending source of controversy and a rich
inspiration for writing in the higher education literature for many
decades; whether teachers are researchers. The issue has been,
whether college teachers do "research"; and if, whether they do it
or do not, it is expected of them; and whether, if it is expected of
them, that is right; and so on. The stock account, repeated in
every history of American higher education and elsewhere, is that
the faculty career has been built upon the tripod of teaching,
research, and public service. This has become almost a jingle. A
good part of the controversy may be engendered by situational
peculiarities and by the utterances of the hopes and wishes of
organization myth and fiction. Here--as in so many other places
probed in this analysis—-the most frequent and certainly the most
operative word seems to be the verb ghould, which is an expression
of attitude, preference, and taste, not fact; despite the deference
to the empirical methods of Science customarily made. Another good
part of the controversy may be chargeable to endemic semantic laxity
in the usage of "research" itself. ("Scholarly" and derivatives are
even worse.) They are right up there with "mission" on the list of
flexible words. '"Research" is found applied to anything from an
undergraduate's piecing together of encyclopedia articles and
fraternity files into a term paper, to an unquestionable "pushing
back of the frontiers of knowledge," all in a democratic equality.

This great unclarity has not been without advantages. For instance,
continually shrinking teaching loads of the professoriate are often
justified and defended against charges of featherbedding on the
grounds of a parallel research load. Thus, so the argument goes,
the appearance that professors are underworked is misleading. This
is the charge by Chester Finn, in "Trying Higher Education: An Eight
Count Indictment."
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But, standing in the midst of all the loose talk are a few more
concrete things, such as the revelations of the 1975 Ladd-Lipsett
Survey ("How Professors Spend Their Time," Chronicle of Higher
Education, Oct. 14, 1975, page 2), which, on the basis of gelf-re-
ortage, found that most “"research" is the product of "a small
scholarly subgroup located disproportionately at a small number of
research-oriented universities." That was the same as saying (as,
in fact, they also did) that most professors even at universities,
much less at colleges, did not--by their very own assessment--do
"research." And this was on the heels of an era in higher education
history when, for various reasons, "research" had become close to a
secular religion. Further, lest the Ladd-Lipsett Survey's dis-
closures about "research” be thought aberrant or time bound, a
recent Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching report
stated, despite some waffling, that unlike faculties at other
institutional types, college professors surveyed in 1984 did not see
themselves as "researchers," again (Ernest Boyer, College: The

Undergraduate Experience in America, New York: Harper & Row, 1987,
pages 127-130). '

However, it is enough for purposes here that external authori-
ties—-the taxonomists—--have defined "colleges" as having minimal or
no "research" mission, regardless of what the professoriate may
believe (at times other than when, apparently, responding to
surveys) that they do or are expected to do, or regardless of myth,
fiction, or propaganda. Stated otherwise, by definition college
teachers do not do "research": They deliver undergraduate instruc-
tion, college education. If there is ambiguity or disagreement in
this matter, the cause and treatment both lie elsewhere, and cannot
be resolved--nor do they need to be resolved--here. It is em-
phasized that the significance of this interpretation is that
college library operation programs, unlike university library
operation programs (perhaps), are defined as having no "research
support” function, that is, no confounding "joint production"
function, along with no function in terms of graduate academic or
professional instruction.

Beyond the "research” issue, while on the one hand there is the
folklore and conventional wisdom that college professors find their
college library operation programs "functional," "instrumental,"
"egssential," "of central importance," in the execution of their role
of delivery of undergraduate instruction, by their use of it to
"keep up" with their fields, on the other hand this seems to be an
area with little formal investigation. While even though as long
ago as 1928 William Bishop was arguing that "one of the soundest
contributions of the college library to teaching is its aid to
maintaining the vitality of the teaching done by the faculty," using
the physiological metaphor "feed and nourish the teacher himself"
("The Contribution of the Library to College Teaching," Association
of American Colleges Bulletin 14 (1928) 437-441, at 441), as pointed
out elsewhere in this report of analysis, this does not come forward
in either the literature of teaching research, or that of faculty
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34.

35,

36.

37.

development research. Roger Baldwin said that there are "for-
mal/structural™ institutional "environmental characteristics," viz.
"libraries, laboratories, and similar essential facilities necessary
for faculty to conduct their work" ("Faculty As Human Resources:
Reality and Potential," in Robert Blackburn and Roger Baldwin, eds.,
College Faculty: Versatile Human Resources in a Period of Con-
straint, New Directions for Institutional Research 40, San Francis-
co: Jossey-Bass, 1983, pages 5-14, at 12). But he did not indicate
whether he made any college/university distinction, nor what
"necessary" entails, nor point to any empirical work on this point.
Certainly empirical work is needed, and one direction indicated for
further user study work--an area dealt with in Chapter IV--should be
whether college teachers use their college's library operation
programs and, if so, hoy?

John Thelin, The Cultivation of Ivy: A Saga of the College in
America, Cambridge, MA: Schenkman, 1976.

Charles Klauder and Herbert Wise, College Architecture in America
and its Part in the Development of the Campus, New York: Scrib-
ner's, 1926, page 36. See also John Larson and Archie Palmer,
Architectural Planning of the American College, New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1933. Larson and Palmer spoke (page 36) of "the library
justly claim[ing] the dominant position on the college campus" and
"merit[ing] a central location and architectural character both
distinguished and beautiful." Charles Mierow, in "The Library
Building for a Liberal Arts College" (Bulletin of the Association of
American Colleges (1928) 198-215, at 202) observed that "it has well
been said the library building should express 'the idea of dominance
of our intellectual and spiritual ideals in education.'" Paul
Turner attributed Jefferson's having made the Rotunda at the
University of Virginia into the library as "clearly an expression of
Jefferson's aspiration to create a true university, where research
played a role it never had in the traditional American college. For
the first time on an American campus, the central focus was the
library" (Campus: An American Planning Tradition, Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 1984, page 83).

It is noted here for the record that both the Klauder and Wise, and
Larson and Palmer books were published with major financial support
from the Carnegie Foundation of New York, a fact that will be better
appreciated after the discussion in Chapter V of the Carnegie
campaign to promote college libraries.

John Allen, "Planning the University of South Florida," in John Rork
and Leslie Robbins, eds., Casebook on Campus Planning and Institu-
tional

Development, Washington: GPO, 1962, pages 48-63, at 55. Other
papers in this collection echo the idea.

Quoted in Thelin, Cultivation of Ivy, page 69.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44-

45.

46.

Lyle, Administration, 4th ed.; see his Table of Contents.

See National Association of College and University Business Of-

ficers, College and University Business Administration, 3rd ed.,
Washington: NACUBO, 1974, §5.6, Chart of Accounts.

See Robert Molyneux, "Patterns, Processes of Growth, and Projections
of Library Size: A Critical Review of the Literature on Academic Li-

brary Growth," Library and Information Science Research 8 (1986)
5"28-

A confrontation with the snakepit of issues raised by the term
"professional" is deferred until Chapter VI. TUntil then, the term
is intended here solely in one of its usual meanings, i.e., "an oc-
cupational group." ‘ ‘

Beverly Lynch, "Academic Libraries," Chicago: American Library
Association, 1980, page 1. A minor effort in the literature has
been to wed the rationale for the library operation program to other
goals and objectives. For example, Guy Lyle has a chapter (Chapter
IX) titled "Encouraging the Reading Habit." Such an encouragement
may be perfectly meritorious as a goal or objective in its own
right: But little connection with the formal program of college
education is proven by its proponents. The reading plank in the

‘"library science" platform is a particularly good example of the

homogenization of library ideas and principles (the American Library
Association each year fields a reading campaign, chiefly through the
public libraries), a matter taken up below in the conjectural
alternative explanation of Chapter VI.

This chain is taken from pages 221-224 of David Kaser's "A Century
of Academic Librarianship, As Reflected in its Literature," in
Richard Johnson, ed., Libraries for Teachinpg, Libraries for Re-
search, Chicago: American Library Association, 1977, pages 219-236.

James Wyer, "The College and University Library," 2nd ed., Chicago:
American Library Association, 1921, page 1 and page 23. Elsewhere
this same Bishop wrote "suffice it to say that the college library
cannot and does not exist apart from the work of teaching" ("The
Library in the American College," in College and Reference Library
Yearbook, Number Omne, Chicago: American Library Association, 1929,
pages 1-12, at 8. William Bishop was a prominent promoter of
libraries in colleges, whose activities in that cause will be seen
in Chapter V below.

Randall and Goodrich, 2nd ed., Chicago: American Library Associa-
tion, and University of Chicago Press, 1941, pages 2,3,6,7,9-10.

Lyle, Administration, pages 8-10.
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54'

55.

56.

57.

58.

See Neil Radford, The Carnegie Corporation and the Development of
College Libraries, 1928-1941, Chicago: American Library Association,
1984, page 213. '

See Edward Holley, "New Accreditation Criteria Proposed," College

and Research Libraries News 44 (1983) 71-74. "Standards" by their
very nature present special problems; see Chapter V and Appendix.

Giuseppa Saccaro-Battisti, "Changing Metaphors of Political Struc-
tures," Journal of the History of Ideas 44 (1983) 31-54, at 31, and
works there cited. See also Gareth Morgan's discussion in his
Introduction to his Images of Organization, pages 12-13; and Michael

Moch and W. Fields, "Developing a Content Analysis for Interpreting

Language Use in Organizations," in Samuel Bacharach, ed., Research
in the Sociology of Organizations, vol. 4, Greenwich, CT: JAI Press,
Inc., 1985, pages 81-126, especially pages 95-97, where the authors
speak of "ontological metaphors"; and Andrew Ortony, ed., Metaphor
and Thought, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979.

Gareth Morgan, Images of Organization, pages 329, 336.

Robert Sproul, "The Place of the Library in Higher Education,"
School and Society 32 (Sept. 13, 1930) 343-350, at 344.

Lodilla Ambrose, "A Study of College Libraries," Library Journal 18
(1893) 113-117, at 113.

Robert Brundin, "Justin Winsor of Harvard and the Liberalization of
Librarianship, Journal of Library History 10 (1975) 57-70, at 69.

Anthony Celebreze, "Statement by Anthony Celebreze, Secretary of
HEW," in Higher Education Act of 1965. Hearings on H.R. 3220 [etc.]
Before the House Special Subcommittee on Education of the House Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. 89th Cong., 1lst Sess. (Feb. 1-5

[etc.] 1965, page 26.

Chauncy Tinker, in On_Going to College: A Symposium, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1938, page 29%4.

Lewis Mayhew, Colleges Today and Tomorrow, San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, 1969, page 5.

Carla Stoffle, Alan Guskin, and Joseph Boisse, "Teaching, Research,
and Service: The Academic Librarian's Role," in Thomas Kirk, ed.,
Increasing the Teaching Role of Academic Libraries, San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1984, pages 3-15, at 3 (New Directions for Teaching and
Learning no. 18).

Archie McNeal, Higher Education Act of 1965, page 345. Many of the

others testifying, and those testifying at the counterpart Senate
hearings as well, used the metaphor.
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

Frank McVey and Raymond Hughes, Problems of College and University
Administration, Ames, Iowa: JYowa State University Press, 1952, page

300.

Barbara Moran, Academic Libraries: The Changing Knowledge Centers of
Colleges and Universities, ASHE-ERIC/Higher Education Research Re-

port No. 8, Washington: Association for the Study of Higher Educa-
tion, 1984, page 1.

Edward Henry, "Some Fundamentals in Planning a College Library
Building," in College and Reference Library Yearbook Number 3,
Chicago: American Library Association, 1931, pages 100-109, at 100.

Turner, Campus, page 177.
Allen, "Planning the University of South Florida," page 48.

The examples in the cardiac image are just that, examples. This
image is used so frequently in the literature that it is cliche;
which is, of course, the point. Less frequent on the part of
cardiac imagists is specificity about what level or institutional
type they have in mind when using the image, reflecting the underly-
ing inexactitude problems with usage of "college” and "university."
An exception was Allan Cartter's cardiac imaging in his Assessment
of Quality in Graduate Education (1966). As an historical note,
Arthur Hamlin claims ‘that Harvard's Eliot "is probably the first
university president to refer to the library, as 'the heart of the
university (1873)'" (The University Library in the United States:
Its Origins and Development, Philadelphia: University of Pennsyl-
vania Press, 1981, page 50). This is irony in this, as will be seen

‘below in Chapter II.:

Hatch, The Experimental College, U.S. Office of Education, New Di-
mensions in Higher Education, no. 3, Washingtom: GPO, 1960, page 13.

Benson, "The Library's Status in Undergraduate Instruction: 'Far
From the Heart of Things,'" in Academic Libraries: Myths and Reali-
ties, Chicago: Association of College and Research Libraries, 1984,
pages 215-221. In the interest of completeness, the few other
conference papers to have dealt with the issues of the level of this
analysis were "Myths and Realities: The Academic Viewpoint [a
symposium] ," Evan Farber, moderator, pages 12-20, and John Caldwell,
"Perceptions of the Academic Library; Midwestern College Libraries
As They Have Been Depicted in College Histories," pages 301-307
(concluded that depiction in these conflicts with those histories'
own use of the image).

If it were useful to go ahead and categorize the Doctrine-as-theory,
it probably would be a "middle~range" theory, as well as a "sub-
stantive" or "empirical" theory, both notions as used by Barney
Glaser and Anselm Strauss, after Robert Merton, in The Discovery of

Grounded Theorv: Strategies for Qualitative Research, Chicago:
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68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

Aldine, 1967. Another perspective on the CLD as a theory is the
notion of "theory-in-use" or theories of professional practice,
developed by Chris Argyris and Donald Schon, in Theory in Practice:
Increasing Professional Effectiveness, San Framncisco: Jossey-Bass,
1974. Actually, the CLD turns out to be both more and less than
that, and on empirical grounds ironically, and the finding of the
First Research Design makes what kind of "theory" the CLD might be
largely irrelevant.

Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2nd ed., Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1970, page 23.

The phrase is from his Main Currents in American Thought.

"Ockham's Razor," named for medieval philosopher and theologian Will
of Ockham (1285?7-1349) is a methodological "principle of parsimony"
or "principle of economy in explanation.”" A usual expression of
this decision rule goes "plurality is not to be assumed without
necessity." See Ernest Moody, "William of Ockham," in Paul Edwards,
ed., The Encyclopedia of Philogsophy, New York: Macmillan, 1972.
This was one of the rules of engagement used throughout this
analysis.

Michael Freeman, "'The Simplicity of His Pragmatism': Librarians and
Research,”" Library Journal 110 (1985) 27-29, at 29. While librar-
ians seem to not very often be self-conscious or thoughtful about
their own calling or its nature, there are occasional glimpses such
as Freeman's. His criticisms receive perhaps unintended support
from such diverse pieces as the revelation of the intensely paro-
chial nature of the profession's publishing provided by David Kohl
and Charles Davis, "Ratings of Journals by ARL Library Directors and
Deans of Library and Information Science Schools" (College and
Research Libraries 46 (1985) 40-47), the report of a survey of
perceived prestige hierarchy of journals in which publication might
have librarian employment consequences; and in which not a single
"outside" journal appeared. See also Richard Johnson, "The Journal
Literature of Librarianship,”" in Wesley Simonton, ed., Advances in
Librarianship, New York: Academic Press, 1982, vol. 12, pages

127-150.

See also Philip Ennis who, while Dean of the University of Chicago
Graduate Library School, suggested that "perhaps it is the traditiom
of polemical reassertion of library ideology mixed with a constrict-
ing pragmatism that prevents a cumulating body of theory" ("Use and
Users of Recorded Knowledge," Library Quarterly 34 (1964) 305-314,
at 308).

Gene Glass and others, Meta-Analysis in_ Social Research, Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Inc., 1981, pages 21, 9, 11, 21. As
John Hunter and others point out (Meta-Analysis: Cumulating Research
Findings Across Studies, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.,
1982) such selective inclusion/exclusion may be on the basis of a
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73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79,

" prejudgment as to what are the key or leading studies, rather than

letting this emerge on its own; or of a priori ideas about which
ones have "methodological deficiencies," and so on.

Patricia Cross, Accent on Learning, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass,
1976, page xi.

Joan Martin, "A Garbage Can Model of the Research Process," in
Joseph McGrath, Joanne Martin, and Richard Kulka, Judgment Calls in
Research, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Inc., 1982, pages
17-39, at 19.

J.Haas and Thomas Drabek, Complex Organizations, New York: Macmil-
lan, 1973, page ix.

Morgan, Images of Organization, page 155.

Jack Douglas, Investigative Social Research, Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage Publications, Inc. 1976. The term "paradigm," however attrac-
tive, has too many meanings to be useful in this case, and has
generally been avoided in this analyses; see Gareth Morgan, '"Re-
sponse to Mintzberg," Administrative Science Quarterly 24 (1979)
137-139, and Margaret Masterman, "The Nature of a Paradigm," in Imre
Lakatos and A. Musgrave, eds., Criticism and the Growth of Know-
ledge, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970, pages 54-89.

If one may instead invoke what Randall Collins called the "conflict

tradition" (Three Sociological Traditions, New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1985; emphasis supplied) without being branded a Marxian
and hence somewhat crankish in some eyes, then Collins' formulation
is preferable. One could argue reasonably for being branded--if

anything--a neo-Darwinian. In fact, this is no more than the
"pluralist" frame of reference, as old as Aristotle, while Marxian
views are more at home elsewhere; see Morgan, Images of Organiza-
tion, pages 185 ff. James March both supplemented and clarified by
bringing the organization dynamics of conflict, competition, and

political behavior to a more micro level, in "Emerging Developments

in the Study of Organizations," Review of Higher Education 6 (1982)

1-18, especially pages 2-3.

Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn, The Social Psvchology of Organizations,
2nd ed., New York: Wiley, 1978.

See the particularly good treatment of the political perspective by
Edward Lawler and Samuel Bacharach, "Political Action and Alignments
in Organizations,”" in Samuel Bacharach, ed., Research in the Socio-
logy of Organizations, vol. 2, Greenwich, CT: JAIL Press, lnc., 1983,
pages 83-107. Gareth Morgan argued that although the "idea that or-
ganizations are supposed to be rational enterprises in which their
members seek common goals tends to discourage discussion or attribu-
tion of political nature," so that "politics, in short, is seen as a
dirty word," nevertheless "organization is intrinsically political
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80.

81.

82.

83.

84'

85.

86'

87.

.« politics and politicking may be an essential aspect of or-
ganizational life, and not necessarily an optional and dysfunctional
area" (Images of Organization, page 142).

J. Baldridge, Power and Conflict, New York: Wiley, 1971, page 3.

‘Much of the best thought about fiscal politicking has been Aaron

Wildavsky's. Jeffrey Pfeffer and William Moore quibbled over
whether "the research about budget allocations to federal agencies,"
such as Wildavsky's, can be "directly comparable to that in or-
ganizations, since such budget allocations are made through legisla-
tive processes rather than through administrative decision making"
("Power in University Budgeting: A Replication and Extension,"
Administrative Science Quarterly 25 (1980) 637-653, at 637).
Leaving aside the possibility that at particular colleges, depending
upon their local governance traditions, budget allocations might be
made through a process legitimately described as "quasi-legisla-
tive," Pfeffer and Moore mooted their own quibble by ratifying the
application of the ideas of "power" and "political behavior" to
higher education institution budgeting. It might be said that they
distinguished Wildavsky, and then took him on board anyway. Others,
such as Joan Tonn, never had a problem; see her "Political Behavior
in Higher Education Budgeting," Journal of Higher Education 49
(1978) 575-587. For continuations of the views of Power and Con-—
flict, see Gary Riley and J. Baldridge, Governing Academic Organiza-
tions, Berkeley, CA: McCutchan, 1977.

As phrased by Joseph Gusfield, in his Introduction to David Altheide
and John Johnson, Bureaucratic Propaganda, Boston: Allyn and Unwin,
1980. The notion is related to what Peter Berger and Thomas Luck-
mann talk about in The Social Construction of Reality, Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 1966.

See the literature of "organization myth," and "saga," cited
elsewhere in these notes.

Aaron Wildavsky and Ellen Tennenbaum, The- Politics of Mistrust,
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Inc., 1981, page 20.

David Owen, None of the Above, Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1985.

Katz and Kahn, Social Psychology of Organizations, pages 130-131.

Jeffery Pfeffer, Power in Organizations, Marshfield, MA: Pitman,
1981; Jeffery Pfeffer and Gerald Salancik, The External Control of
Organizations, New York: Harper & Row, 1978.

Such a question is very close to the one John Van Maanen identified
with a fundamental of qualitative research on organizations when he
wrote that

qualitative work involves ontological inquiry. This is a
fancy way of saying merely that, at root, qualitative work
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88.
89.
90.

91.

92.

93.

9.

95.

seeks a description for what is occurring in a given place
and time (Introduction, in John Van Maanen and others,
Varieties of Qualitative Research, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publications, Inc., 1982, pages 11-29, at 26).

Jack Douglas, Investigative Social Research.

See Black's Law Dictionary, 5th ed., 1979, s.v.
Owen, None of the Above, pages 16-17.

Burton Clark, "The Organizational Saga in Higher Education," Ad-
ministrative Science Quarterly 17 (1972) 178-184. Organization myth,
legend, stories, and so forth, are all part of the "symbolic"
perspective on organization: See, for example, Chapter 5, "Creating
Social Reality: Organizations as Cultures," in Gareth Morgan, Images
of Organization; the papers in Research in the Sociology of Or-
ganizations ("The Social Psychological Process"), Samuel Bacharach
and Edward Lawler, eds., Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, Inc., 1984, vol.
3; and Louis Pondy and others, eds., Organizational Symbolism,
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, Inc., 1983.

Harry "Abravanel, "Mediatory Myths in the Service of Organizational

Ideology,"” in Pondy and others, Organizational Symbolism, pages 273-
293, at 286.

William Safire, "On Language," New York Times Magazine, May 17,
1987. <

Robert Dubin, "Organization Fictions," in Robert Dubin, ed., Human
Relations in Administration, 4th ed., Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Pren-
tice-Hall, 1974, pages 557-562, at 558. See also Harrison Trice,
"Rites and Ceremonials in Organizational Culture,”" in Samuel
Bacharach and Stephen Mitchell, eds., Research in the Sociology of
Organizations, Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, Inc., 1983, vol. 2, pages
83-107.

Altheide and Johnson, Bureaucratic Propaganda, page 5, emphasis
supplied. As stressed, a central organizing principle imn this
analysis is that of orgamization. There is no difficulty, with the
various groupings concerned, finding organization at any and/or all
levels. It seems safe to say that there are not present any of the
equivalency or transfer problems such as those of the "cross-level
fallacy" (see Denise Rousseau, "Issues of Level in Organizational
Research," in L. Cummings and Barry Staw, eds., Research_ in Or-
ganizational Behavior, Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, Inc., 1985, vol. 7,
pages 1-37).

For professional librarians there are, in addition to such bonds as

Freeman noticed in his condemnation of their literature and which
are discussed more at length in Chapter VI below, and the relation-
ships of their workplaces, formal national membership organizations.
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The one of these with the widest boundaries is the American Library
Association (ALA). It recently described itself as

founded in 1876 ... the oldest and largest national
library organization in the world. 1Its concern spans
all types of libraries: State, public, school and
academic libraries, special libraries serving personmns
in government, commerce and industry, the arts, armed
services, hospitals, prisons, and other imstitutions

(ALA Handbook of Organization 1985/1986, Chicago:

American Library Association, 1985).

ALA has elected officers, and a full time executive staff located at
its national headquarters in Chicago, a high-rise office building
owned by the Association. The very factors making for such a large,
broad scale organization are also the ones making for librarian-
ship's problem of the supposed unity and uniformity of practice.
Thus, despite periodic chafing, the Association of College and
Research Libraries (ACRL) is a constituent organization under the
ALA umbrella. It, along with the unity/uniformity problem, are
dealt with in Chapter VI.

There is also much organizing in higher .education; as sufficiently
demonstrated, if not by the structures of accreditation, regional
compacts, or the building directory of the Mother Church of organi-
zational higher education 1 Dupont Circle, then by the institutions
themselves as corporate entities. It is sufficient, even if the
librarian literature beyond the official publications may be the
product of individuals and may not demonstrate tightly collaborative
or preconcerted effort, enough "organization" can be found to make
organization perspectives appropriate. There is little need to fall
back to Lynn Zucker's argument that '

organizations are the preeminent institutional form
in modern society. They organize and structure the
daily activities of most people. This pervasive
quality of organizations has frequently been noted
[citing, among others, the fountainhead of this view,
Robert Presthuis' The Organizational Society].
Organizations are everywhere, involved in almost
every possible sphere of human action ("Organizations
as Institutions," in Samuel Bacharach, ed., Research

in the Sociology of Organizations, Greenwich, CT:
JAI Press, Inc., 1983, vol. 2, pages 1-47, at 1).

William Broad's article in the News and Comment section of Science
("Fraud and the Structure of Science," Science 212 (1981) 137-141),
and Daniel Koshland's editorial ("Fraud in Science," Science 235
(1987) 141) serve to provide desensationalized versions; also see
"Why Scientific Fact is Sometimes Fiction," Economist 302 (1987)
97-98.
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Thelin, "The Search for Good Research," page 152.

Gary Gutting, Introduction, in Gary Gutting, ed., Paradigms and Re-

.volutiong: Applications and Appraisals of Thomas Kuhn's_Philosophy

of _Science, Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1980,
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the completion of the work of investigating a scien-
tific problem, even when the criteria of wvalue and
adequacy are ‘satisfied, does not necessarily yield
facts. For the product of a completed scientific
investigation we should best use a term as neutral as
"research report". As it stands, the report is
literally not to be trusted; and in practice it is
not e

and he went on to discuss the continuing "communal tests" applied to
"research reports" by the relevant scientific community (Scientific
Knowledge and Its Social Problems, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971,
pages 182 ff.

Freeman, "'The Simplicity of his Pragmatism.'"
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1966.

See Douglas, Investigative Social Research. No big matter is made
out of methodology here. In his review of Completing Dissertations
in the Behavioral Sciences and Education, by Thomas Long and others
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1985), William Stallings presented an
amusing set of jibes at doctoral dissertations, one being the moving
from a discovered methodology or available data base, in search of a
problem to which to apply them (in Educational Studies 17 (1986)
621-624). And apparently many of George Keller's barren trees
involve "a preoccupation with research methods (usually referred

to erroneously as methodology)" ("Trees Without Fruit: The Problem
of Research About Education," Change 17 (7-10, at 7). Instead,
refuge is taken in Gareth Morgan's reprise of economist Jacques
Ellul, who '

observed, we live in an age that celebrates techni-
que. This 1s particularly evident in the social
sciences, where concern for methodology predominates.
While methodological sophistication provides an
important basis for the technical conduct of re-
search, this 1is insufficient to establish a social
science that is substantially rational in the sense
that its practitioners are able to observe and
question what they are doing and why they are doing
it, and thus to make informed choices about the means
and consequences of their research (Preface, in
Gareth Morgan, ed., Beyond Method: Strategies for
Social Research, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publica-
tions, Inc., 1983).

The modest hope here is to have followed Morgan a little "beyond
method," and thereby to have moved toward what Robert Barger and
James Duncan were wishing in "Cultivating Creative Behavior in
Doctoral Research" Journal of Higher Education 53 (1982) 1-31; see
also William Dunn's perceptive discussion in Public Policy Analysis:
An _Introduction, pages 2-4.

30 AmJur 2nd §§ 1163-1172; €Js §§ 1016-1050. The raising of
reasonable doubt is essentially what Owen accomplished in None of
the Above, introduced earlier.

George Keller repeats the anecdote of the Nobel laureate who was
"reported to have said of his effort, we need to do our damndest
with whatever is available" (Academic Strategy, Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1983, page x).

113. Karl Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery, New York: Harper &

Row, 1959.
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115, Wildavsky, Speaking Truth, pages 14-19. This is to say nothing
more, actually, than that the investigative approach here is
consistent with the logic of science, albeit not couched in the ways
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CHAPTER I

THE "HISTORICAL ARGUMERT" OF
THE COLLEGE LIBRARY DOCTRINE
We saw in Chapter I that something called there the College Library

Doctrine emerges from the literature as a theory-appearing answer to the

research question of this investigation, Why do/Why should colleges have

library operation programs? The College Library Doctrine (CLD), ab-
_stracted, say that a college's library operation program is uniformly
functional or instrumental, essential, and systemic or organic to what it
is that a college does, namely, the delivery of undergraduate education.
This has been distilled in the popular ﬁetaphor of "the library as the
heart of the college." The linchpin of the Doctrine's argument for the
state of being it posits is an.appeal to historyf That state of being is
a constructed reality; so that the CLD's version of reality is supposed
to be the result of history--what has gone before, prior events. Indeed,
Joan Burstyn states that "history" itself "is constructed reality."1

But the CLD's history is questionable history. It is questionable
history because it employs fallacious historiography. And, because it is
questionable history, it is doubtful as proof of the CLD and its repre-
sentations. Instead, it creates a romanticized picture ... not unlike
the Victorian image of the chivalry of the Middle Ages. We .might say
that the CLD is to "academic" libraries what Tennyson or Scott are to
social history. Hence, the historical argument is a case study of the
way in which "constructed realityf is done, and organization myth and

fiction are created, and used as organization propaganda. This may be
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shown in a series of related topical sections, all broadly centered on

the historical argument.

The Two Legs of the Historical Argument

Basically, the historical argument has been stood up on two legs,
one the major, the other the decidedly minor. These two never appear
together but both legs have commonalities. At the most general level of
operation, both rely heavily on the power of suggestion, implication, and
intimation. We are supposed to draw our own conclusions based on the
suggestions we are given. A good example of this is the practice,
elaborated upon later, of parading arguments that this or that happened
at "all the 'best' schools,” from which we are to conclude that it,
therefore, must have been the mode.

However it is at a more particular level that their commonalities
of questionable logic and fallacious argumentation are most readily
planned down. To begin with, each leg is grounded upon the fallacy of
anachronism in various shadings. More specifically, they both. display
the subspecies of anachronism which David Fischer called

the fallacy of presentism [which] is a complex anachroni-
sm, in which the antecedent in a narrative series is
falsified by being defined and interpreted in light of the
consequent. Sometimes called the fallacy of nunc pro
tunc, it is the mistaken idea that the proper way to do
history is to pare away the dead branches of the past, and
to preserve the green buds and twigs which have grown into

the dark forest of our contemporary world.

This presentist fallacy in the CLD historiography, along with

 another that Fischer calls the gtatic fallacy, account for a sort of

"manifest destiny" tone. This is a tone of inevitability or historical

determinism, with overtones of perfectabilism and progressism (captured
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in the popular jingle "Every day, in every way, we are growing better and
better"). Thus the narratives of the historical argument could be aptly
called "The Growth and Development of the College Library," as they
denigrate and belittle earlier days in terms of the more recent by
setting up a "bad old days/ bright new days" dichot?my.

Fischer's example of the fallacy of presentism is "Christian
historiography," which often represented past events in terms of a slow

3 With the historical argument of the

unfolding of a preordained plan.
CLD the process is enriched, though not strengthened, by being done
through "backward projection" (Fischgr's phrase) from an_ggggggg conse-
quent, the constructed reality of the CLD itself; a case of apriorism
shone back.4 That is, a fictional picture of the present is created, and
then a supporting chronicle is written of how it came to be--much as a
social arriviste might create a new personal genealogy more to his own
taste.

This is about the same as to say that the CLD historiography is

”

"Whig historiography," of whose failure in the conventional portrayal of

the "old time college" James Axtell wrote

it is Whig historiography of the most blatant kind,
written from the future where historical changes seenm
simply "inevitable" and the past teems with "revolutionary
turning points," "watersheds," and "crises " all heralding
the "dawning of new eras" and death's "transfiguration.”
It is short—cut history at its best, replete with winners,
heros, and historical firsts, and unencumbered with the
complexities of change and continuity, flux and flow.

For not only does the historical argument rely on Whig historiography for
its larger historical framework, so that historian practitioners of the

Whig fallacy are its authorities, but it also adopts the Whig viewpoint
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and way in its own interpretations. Both the history by others, upon
which it builds, as well as its own historiography, are doubtful.

Turning to the argument legs, the distinctly minor one is what might
be impiously called the "Doxology" leg ("As it was in the beginning, is
now «.."). A good example of this leg is found in an official publica-
tion of the major national "academic" librarian organization, the 1975
"Standards for College Libraries" of the Association of College and
Research Libraries (ACRL). The first sentence reads

since the beginning of colleges libraries have been

considered an essential part of advanced learning. Their

role has ever been to provide access to the human records

needed by members of the higher education community for

the successful pursuit of academic programs.
While this statement succeeds in being both a little grandiloquent and a
litt¥e vague (for instance, we are entitled to ask if the "beginning of
colleges" has been fixed with any exactness and if so, where?), a loose
and permissive construction suggests that it seems to be pointing to 1636
for what is the present day United States. Possibly mixing symbolic
notions together with literal ones, it clearly seems to be backward pro-
jection of an isomorph of fhe reality constructed and depicted by the
CLD.

But even as avid an antiquarian as Louis Shores (whose presentism.
viewpoint is clearest in the beginning passages of Chapter IV of his
Origins of the American College Library) refrained from going as far as
this argument leg goes. Thus, in his pouncing on any surviving documen-
tary mention of institutional ownership of--or even yearning after—-

books, by the early American colleges as evidence of "library" (which, in

his defense it must be said, has resulted over the years in his being
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widely and egregiouély miscited) he nevertheless prefaced the whole
business with the disclaimer that
modern librarianship generally dates from 1876. The
present study is concerned with a period in American
librarianship which closed nearly a century before. That
there were libraries and a kind of library service in our
colonial colleges has always been suspected; but that
these libraries played even a minor role in early American
- higher education has rarely been recorded.
Shores continued by lamenting the general scantiness of evidence of any
kind; which, coupled with a disinclination of authors to carefully de-
fine their terms, makes it impossible to prove anything. Shores may be
said to pretty well take care of the minor leg.
But before leaving it, the observation should be made that its at-

tractiveness to writers is to be found in its having additionally its own

particular fallacy, by running in the direction of the "fallacy of

8

argument ad antiquitam",” a quirk of thought that attaches value to

‘entities such as higher education institutions on a basis of rough
equivalence according to how venerable they are (or can be made to seem

to be). That is certainly a form of organization propaganda, or myth and

fiction (if it is necessary to show how ubiquitous these are) practiced -

by the oldest and best schools and/or those who would be thought so, a

constructed reality. As John Thelin showed in his Higher Education and

9

Its Useful Past, this takes many forms. For instance, Thelin quoted

journalist Edwin Slosson, writing in 1910, as sardonically commenting
that
the University of Chicago does not look its age. It looks
much older. This is because it has been put through an

aging process, reminding onf of the way furniture is given
an "antique oak finish...." 0
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The other leg of the historical argument, the major leg, is the more
generally accepted one. It takes some time in the more recent past—-
1876, or perhaps the period between then and the turn of the century, or
perhaps the end of World War I--as the Beginning; the "watershed" or
"dawning of a new era" in the Whig historiographic approach. In his

article "Academic Libraries in 1876" Edward Holley asked rhetorically
what were academic libraries like in 1876? They were
small but expanding. They were not yet a significant part
of the educational process but were striving toward that
goal.
To say that is to tacitly reject the other leg. Or consider the "cardiac
image" statement from Chapter I by Stoffle, Guskin, and Boisse: "Since
the turn of the century the library has been acknowledged ... as the
'heart'" and so forth. 1In fact, it is basic to the major leg to set up
an "old library/new library" bisection in the best Whig manner. Thus, as
Holley (another cardiac imagist) further said, \
contrary to the bad old days of -the nineteenth century,
higher education has now reached the point of gnlighten—
ment where the library is the very heart [etc.]1
Samuel Capen pushed the date a little nearer to the present, writing that
since the beginning of the twentieth century American
colleges and universities have undergone an essential
transformation. It is obvious that ... these changes have
completely altered the position of the university or
college library. Demands are made upon it that twenty-
five years ago were unknown.
Therefore, considering the dominance of the major leg, from now on in

this report when the term "historical argument" is used, the major leg is

the one intended.
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The German University

Whigtgishnests in the historical argument--watersheds, historical
firsts, dawning of new eras, and heroes--figures into another basic
questionability in the historiography, one that is a little difficult to
categorize neatly. It concerns simplistic and superficial amalysis, at
least, but goes> beyond that into a tendency toward the "fallacy of
archetypes" in combination with a sort of “static fallacy" and "genetic
ll14

' or "historicism.

fallacy,'

Perhaps the best way to explain how this comes about ié to use the
example provided by one of the archheros of the historical argument
pantheon, which is -not only romanticized itself, but whose supposed
progeny are also. This is the German University.

Now the Germgn University (or the idealized German University) is
conventionally thrust out as a prime cause for the new American Univer-
sity's making of the library operation program a major item in the
institutional orgami.zat:ion.15 As the argument is crafted, this connects.
to the College Libréry Doctrine because, so0 it is said, the American
University then in turn influenced the American College. "As went the
University, so went the College," i.n library operation matters as im so
many other things, such as discipline based department structure, triumph
of the doctorate as the employment degree, professionalized athletics,
and so on. This chain of influence is returned to in Chapter VI.

In the historical argument about library operation programs the
invocation of the German University is usually done in a vague, general-
ized way, as though the romanticized hero énjoyed an existence uncon-

nected to any specific embodiments--which may be true. Also, the
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invocation is done at second hand, repeating borrowed cliches from what
the standard general histories of American higher education have written
about the influence of the German University model, a "me too" chorus.
There is no independent investigation done.

But in fairmess to the writers in this part of the historical argu-
ment they are probably no more questionable than their sources--the
standard general histories of American higher education and what they
have to say about the influence role of the German University--from which
the library writers lift the idea; certainly no more questionable at the
vague and generalized level. For the satisfactory gorting out of the
German University's influence on the American University, has, despite

16 And in any event, the higher

the ink spilled, yet to be done.
education historians have not been the ones who developed the arguments
that the writers of the historical argument have: Those are the latter's
own interpretations, although~-for reasons we will see directly-—they
sometimes appear in the higher education histories.

The fallacies are in full swing when, to read the historical
argument accounts in the library literature, is to be led to believe that
the German University that so exited the admiration of George Ticknor,
Edward Everett, and Joseph Cogwell in the years around 1820 when they
took their Wanderjahren, was the same place that Abraham Flexner praised
as being, just before World War I, "a jewel in the imperial crown."l7
This simply is not right at all. We might even guess intuitively that
changes might have happened, and they did. The intervening years saw not

only the Humboldt reforms and their subsequent evolution (that is to say,

the actual effects of the torturous intricacies of interplay among the
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notions of Kultur, Bildung, and Wissenschaft), but also sweeping changes

in university enrollments, demographics, finance, governance, relative
prestige, the professoriate ... in short, in virtually everything.18 Put
differently, when the German University is invoked by writers of the
historical argument--by hearsay--it is as a static abstracfion, an
archetype; or, to borrow words from philosopher Gordon Davies, as "a
general idea, or ideal form," a "kind of garden-variety philosophical

idealism."20

However, it is when they turn from vague generalization and get down
to German University specifics that those who write the historical argu-
ment get into real trouble, trouble of a new and different. kind. Here
the illustration is what might be called, after legal style, In re
Gottingen, in the matter of Gottingen. Consider Hendrik Edelman and
George Tatum's paper "The Development of Collections in American Univer-
sity Libraries." In it they did, typically, a short historical introduc-
tory warmup, where the German University was trotted out as the model.
They tell us that

like the German model Ph.D. the inspiration as_well as the
experience for the development of library collections came
from Germany.... It was the university 1library of
Gottingen more than any other, however, that provided the
link between academic programs and research libraries....
The quality of the Gottingen library had a strong in-
fluence throughout Europe, %ﬁ? it became the standard for
the new American university.
Yes, but we still ask, Why Gottingen? For Edelman and Tatum's glowing
picture of it is at odds with a number of things we knew about Gottingen.

One of these is that, whatever that university had been in its earlier

heyday, during the bulk of the nineteenth century--which is the period
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relevant to the influence argument--while it would be rash to say that it
was eclipsed, it at least had been passed by in the status game as the
cynosure and center of admiration and attention by the Humboldtign
Prussian university in Berlin.2! |

At the American end, there is room for ceaseless Whiggish hair-

splitting over which was the "first real American university to really be

launched on the real German ideal." In msking the argument that Gottin-

gen was the "root" of "the modern university library," J. Danton said
that Gottingen "influenced the founding of the first real university in
America, beginning with the Johns Hopkins University in 1876" which "in

n22 But, although Danton

many respects followed the German pattern.
points at Gottingen for the pattern the whole business of influence now

grows more than a little tenuous. Since Gottingen was not by a long

reach the German University, then which "German pattern?" Because it was

at Berlin, not at Gottingen, where Hopkins' own launcher, Daniel Gilman,
had done his studies and had had the experiences that, according to Hugh

Hawkins, made the decisive impression on him.23

Are we being told that,
.even while at Berlin, Gilman nevertheless admired Gottingen from afar?
Further, when Gilman later on made his Grand Tour of German universities,
this time around the greatest impression on him‘was made by the new

4 No one comes forth with statements from

University of Strasburg.2
Gilman himself acknowledging Gottingen, much less its library operationm.
That is all supplied by the surmise of the writers of the historical

argument. They--not the historical record--are the ones who assert the

unsupported link between Gottingen and Hopkins.
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Why Gottingen?  According to Edelman and Tatum ‘the most admired
aspect of the university library at Gottingen was "careful planning and
continued support."” They approvingly quoted Christian Heyne, "its
celebrated librarign," who wrote in 18}0 that "Proper selection rather
than mere numbers of books 18 what marks real worth in a 'university

n25  And yet the thing, we learn elsewhere, that distinguished

library.
the university library of Strasburg--which, and not Gottingen, was the
latest and strongest impression on Gilman before he launched Hopkins--was
the fact of its being "easily the largest university library in the
world, a rank retained until World War I (when the honor passed to the
library of Harvard University) ."26

But adding that fact opens a window on a logomachy in the library
litera‘ture whether 'twere better to be small but good (could we but
settle on Vhat we mean by 'good"); or to be big; but not merely big, but
'big and therefore good, for goodness may be bigness, or include it, or be
its moral equivalent; and so on. Why else is it that with the ink of
Heyne's words figuratively barely dry, Edelman and Tatum forged ahead
with a discussion devoted to ‘size, and growth in" size, with numbers
everywvhere, and with a five—and-one-half page chronological table for
"Library Holdings (In Thousands of Volumes) Of ... Major American Public
and Private Universities, 1876-1975," and a graph headed "“Collection
Growth of Seven University Libraries?" They don't talk about "proper
selection." They waffle. But they do admit that "American libraries ...
from an early date regarded almost all printed material as potentially

useful for research and, therefore, favored its gathering and reten-

tion."?7 A1l is "selection?" 1In fact, in that section—--minimal discus-
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sion of "selection"™ as it is—-they found themselves conceding that the
only real limit of growth was nothing more than what we might call
Bowen's Law, i.e., how far the money w0u1d;go.28 And in this they are
typical of the historical argument writings: "Proper selection" gets lip
service but what gets described is something more like a feeding frenzy

than "selection,” "proper” or otherwise.2?

So why Gottingen? . The actual answer, although it never gets
mentioned, seems to be that there is only one study of the library angle
of the German University Ideal at anything below the most generalized,
archetype, level; which is J. Danton's book, already noted. Thus it is
the sole source to which albl writers of the historical argument, such as
Edelman and Tatum, inevitably--and uncritically and unoriginally-——keep
returning. Gottingen was the special émphasis of Danton's praise and
admiration in his historical préliminaries. But it was not the only
German university he talked about. And yet those others he selected
instead of Berlin or Strasburg, Leipzig, or Munich--the universities
which are usually credited with the image and mystique of the German
University and which the higher education historians cite as general
influences--were the lesser lights; lower status universities such as
Kiel, Giessen, Rostock, and Konigsburg. These, even though during the
years of supposed German University influence, Ameriéan familiarity 1is
doubtful since they tended to go not to them, but instead to the more

30 The reason why Danton talked

prestigious ones, were Danton's subject.
about these others was that he found in the archival records of their
internal governance apparatus, statutes and regulations approving

allocations to the purchase of library books, rationales for such
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allocations, instructions for expenditure, and so on. In other words,
the controlling reason for attention to any particular university was
that this library historian, authority in turn for so many others, was
working backward from a preconceived interest. He rotated his whole
study on that. He made no attempt to interpret what he found in any
wider context. The approach was more that of a genealogist, seeking
family names from graveyard records; or of American college 1library
antiquarians such as Louis Shores, already met.
Danton summed up his coverage of the German University as repre-
sented by Gottingen with the unchallengeable comment that
it must suffice to say here, by way of conclusion, that
..« Gottingen strongly influenced the Astor Library [the
seed of the New York Public Libraryl], the Royal Library in
Berlin, the British Museum ... and the university librar-
ies of Breslau, Harvard, Jena,[etc.]. The full story of
this influence has _not been written; it deserves a
comprehensive study.
True enough, but Danton had not made it nor did he have its use, and that
"comprehensive study" still has yet to be made,. which is why Danton's

remark is unchallengeable, why the whole business of "influences" is so

vague and muddy. Danton was right, we still await such a study.

Relatedly, at once both more vague and more important, is tlie matter
of--in Edelman's and Tatum's words—-the ﬁas well as the experience." The
experiences 6f German universitiés: We would like to see more about
this, a looking beneath the surface of borrowed clicheé and recitations,
at the actual practices. But we are never shown it. What was the role
and function of German university libraries in the delivery of instruc-
tion to their equivalent of undergraduate students during the "model
years?" Here we wait for hard evidence, perhaps such tﬁings as evidence

80



of student use, which could range widely from "college novels" depicting
the round of life of college students, through autobiographical reminis-
cences, to formal user studies conducted by the authorities, and éo on.
But we are not shown such things, and are likely to wait in vain for
them. This is a matter that has been tergiversated and dodged even in
the American experience, as will be seen in Chapter IV.

And, if we allow ourselves to be beguiled by the romanticized images
of the earnest intensity of model German University Students at the model
German University, caught up in the heady pursuit of Lehrnfreiheit as
some sort of circumstantial evidence for the "as well as the experience,"
we should be ready to have our rosy expectations tempered by Charles
McClelland's picture of German students. According to him,

most students in the empire were less interested in living
for Wissenschaft than in passing through the traditional
set of lecture courses leading to a career: Though the
research ethic had permeated the profesgsoriate, it had
infected only a minority of the students.

We will see the "lecture" again shortly, as a perennial antagonist of the

college library ambitions.

‘But as it turns out however, after all the laborious case-building,
and‘ the invisible link between Gottingen and Hopkins, the argument
abruptly shifts to new and different ground, with an inexplicable dis-
continuity. After hearing repeatedly, as we do from Arthur Hamlin, about
the German-inspired research ethic and about Johns Hopkins, about how

our institutions of higher education were all on the
collegiate level until late in the nineteenth century,
wvhen the true university began to develop, and these
collegiate institutions depended upon libraries which, for
the most part, were limited to a few thousand poorly
selected volumes and virtually no service programs. [But]
libraries were increasingly emphasized in university
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growth in the fifty years following the founding of Johns
Hopkins in 1876.... It is only a slight exaggeration to
say that growth of these research libraries which. are the
foundation of the modern university [etc.] ...
and
so that at just about the precise moment of birth of the
university in America, the library movement also formed
into bud. The magic year was 1876, the date of the
founding of Johns Hopkins, )
suddenly Hopkins is shelved, deemphasized. Hamlin's transition was to
say that
while Johns Hopkins provided the dramatic leadership in
breaking with tradition and emphasizing research as a
principal university responsibility, it was not Hopkins
under its Iibrarian president, but rather Harvard and
Columbia that pioneered the new role of the library.
Change came first at Harvard under Justin Winsor, ap-
pointed librarian in 1877. Colum-bia's revolution came in
1883 when Melvil Dewey took control of that 1ibr%1éy. At
Harvard it was evolution, at Columbia, revolution.
But it is the Gilman-Hopkins conmection and its (notwithstanding) in-
vigible link with Gottingen that is required to keep the whole business
about the German University and its library from being other than an
elaborate non sequitur, an exercise in post hoc logic and self-proving
interpretation. Here the argument attenuates to the vanishing point.
Look at the new ground more closely: Melvil Dewey had no recorded
connection with any German university. Dewey is sometimes said to have
been influenced by Justin Winsor. Winsor withdrew from Harvard in his
senior year and went to Europe. Paul Koda says that he went to "travel
in France and Germany for two years of intensive language and literary

st:udy."34

The Dictionary of American Biography article on Winsor adds
"mainly in Paris and Heidelberg," which might be taken to mean the re-

spective universities thereof, although this is not clear. And Robert
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n35  Thus it is ques-—

Brundin shortened the sojourn to "almost a year.
tionable whether .Winsor can be even .counted as one of the "Germany--
returned," like Gilman. Even less is there to connect him with any of
the prestigious German universities--Berlin, Leipzig, and so on--or even
with any of the unprestigious ones that Danton found so intriguing
because they had what he was looking for. Least of all is there anything
to connect him with Gottiﬁgen, that supposed fons et origo of American
"academic" librarianship.
At the same time that this shift of ground is made, anmother shift in
the argument occuré. Along with selectively skipping through one complex
phenomenon in the history of American higher education--the emergence of
the university--the historical argument also skips across, to tie itself
in with another phenomenon in that history. With "Gottiﬁgen" the
emphasis had been on those members of the academic community whose
business was going to become "research," viz., the professoriate, and
graduate students, and hence--by definition--on universities. Now the
emphasis abruptly and awkwardly shifts over to undergraduate education,
and hence--again by definition--to colleges, or at the most generous
interpretation, to truncated universities. One ball is dropped, another
picked up. Hamlin's way of making the bridge was to remark that
both the new elective system at Harvard and the ferment in
higher education brought changes in instructional methods
that encouraged students to consult authorities and
compare them.

This is the "new instructional methods" thread of the historical argu-

ment, and it is taken up at length shortly.

In the mean time, at Harvard, Hamlin rhapsodized,
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Winsor was fortunate to have a president who shared his
views. As early as 1871 President Eliot had confirmed the
centrality of the library to the university, not only
physically, but for the goals of instruction. Eliot is
probably the first university president to ref3eg: to the
library as "the heart of the university" (1873).
No doubt he may have so referred, and we must be cautious in reading too
much into Hamlin's relative emphasis on who shared whose views. But
Eliot's unity of thought and action with Winsor may have been something
less than Hamlin and others want to make from his possibly offhand
remark. For this was the same Eliot who at another time, as Veysey
noted,
as late as 1901 ... argued revealingly that it would be
better to throw away many of the books in the Harvard
library than to spend money on a larger building to house
them.> .
Of course, had that been followed through, Harvard would have missed the
chance to claim the laurels for largest library from Strasburg a few
years later. This is a side of Eliot (who, ironically, was himself a
Germany-returned) that doesn't get mentioned much in the library litera-
ture. Nor, for that matter, does Veysey. And yet Veysey managed to
write nearly five hundred pages covering the very period of history and
the same historical ground of the supposed "bud" years (as Hamlin so
Whiggishly put it) of the "library movement," and yet even so found
really very little to say about any involvement of the library operation,
as cause or effect. Perhaps his approach to the study of history was
different from (say) Danton's. Indeed, what he does suggest is that the

university-building academic-entrepreneur presidents of that day may have

seen libraries in the same symbolic light in which they saw any other
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campus appurtenance; that is, as the stuff of empire, along with football
stadiums and the like. |

At any rate, the German University influence, brought on by writers
of the historical argument with fanfare, gets left behind like a waif on
a doorstep as the chain of weak argument moves on in more nativism
directions. But that, of course, is not the main point. The point is,
after ali, the construction of reality, the creation of organization
saga,- the realm of myfh and fiction, and propaganda. It helps to make a
ringing good story, and is "literature" in the broadest sense of the
term. Images are created and feelings stimulated. But can it be
congsidered rigorous, objective, disinterested "research"--research
fitting any disciplinary model--this winnowing of the past for materials
in support of a belief? Reasonable minds may differ, and that is what
removes it from the whole sensitive arena of fraud in research.

But if, és the writers of the historical argument themselves
eventually come around to, it was really not Gilman's Hopkins after all,
but instead Winsor's Harvard and Dewey's Columbia that were the "buds,"
then where, we are left wo;ldering——the German University connection

rejected-~did their ideas, which the current state of policy uniformity

suggests they were successful in pushing, originate? As will be sug-
gested below in Chapter VI where Winsor and Dewey are rgjoined as an
alternative explanation is developed, Winsor's and Dewey's sources may

have had little to do with higher educaticn.

Change, Cause, and Instructional Methods
Another vantage from which to look broadly at the historical argu-
ment's weaknesses, its questionable history, is to look at its basic
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principle of change. One widely accepted way of framing this change is
Lohis Wilson's three part model: Forces outside the college, changes
within tﬁe collezge, and changes within the 1ibrary.38 Guy Lyle adopted
this for the earlier editions of his treatise Administration of the
College Librar139 but in later editions he subordinated the first and
third parts in favor of the second one, changes within the college. 1In
that he erred, for this subordination not only thereby failed to recog-
nize the potency of forces outside the college--which, as will be shown
in Chapter ﬁI, may alone be sufficient to explain all of the change--but
also seems to have failed to realize that the strength of the historical
argument as proof of the College Library Doctrine stands or falls with
the case it can make for fhe second part (changes within the coliege) of
the model. Put differently, if fhe tight connection with college
education is lost, the entire fabric comes unraveled. And that it does,
because the tight connection is illusory; because the changes alleged for
the college are doubtful. It is history of events which never happened.
Now as already noted, the historical argument looks at the contex-
tual setting of the wider higher education history, as told by its
historians, and plugs %nto it. It finds changes there, and tﬁen makes
associations and interpretations, claims influences and, more strongly,

claims to find in this larger change the cause of the purported effect,

viz., the state of being or reality according to the College Library
Doctrine.

This is an interesting venture in its own right because we are per-
mitted to see the construction of a reality unfolded before our very

eyes. It is different from Veysey's often—quoted passage about how
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the development of an institutional framework presents
particular problems for the historian who seeks to account
for it. It is often easy to make general statements about
the causes for a pattern of institutiomal arrangements and
relationships [but that nevertheless].... The most fun-
damental assumptions were not being articulated.
Instead, unlike that "lack of self-consciousness," here we find a
situation quite different from Veysey's, one in which "practically
everyone [was] taking the fundamental choices for granted" and articulat-
ing their fundamental assumptions in print regularly, both at once. As a
result, there is here little of the difficulty expressed by Veysey about

n4l Quite to

trying to write "a history, or even a sociology, of silence.
the contrary, there is a plethora of self-conscious explanation, both by

those who were privy to the times as well as by those who retrospectively

comment upon them.

It is just that ;rticulation and explanation written using the prin-
ciples of change and cause that is riddled with problems. In fact, the
simple problems of presentist anachronism and Whig historiography already
noted are merely the background for more intractable ones. Most confus-
ing, these usually are found in combination. But it is possible to break
some out and 1§ok at them in a way dovetailing with the conjectural al-.
ternative explanation in Chapter VI, as will be frequently noted.

First, the historical argument talks in the language of one way
causation in change; simple, direct, and more or less concurrent.
According to this thread, of which Hamlin's abrupt about face in the
previous section is an example, changes in the larger higher education
milieu caused changes in the college, thence the changes in the library

operation, its "development." But this argument never deals with the
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possibility that it might be merely the commission of the post hoc ergo
propter hoc fallacy and the related cum hoc fallacy. The former, widely
familiar, "is the mistaken idea that if event B happened after event A,
it happened because of event A." The latter, a jinx of the social
sciences when any of é number of statistical techniques is employed,

"mistakes correlation for cause,"42

But that is relatively minor, comparedfto the second proble;n, which
is that the causal pattern is represented as a largely internal, self-
contained process within higher education, with any boundary transaction
with the(external environment occurring well away from the library
operation. That is to say, the changes in the library are held out as

having been endogenous, intrimsic to higher education. Yet they well may

have come from somewhere else entirely, through the library's own

_transactions with the external environment; not by way of college

education, or even higher education, at all, and certainly not as
response to "needs" or "demands" made by college education. This is
shown in Chapter VI.

Third, although by no means all of the writers are professional
librarians, the exposition of the historical argument takes place
entirely too much within the professional librarian literature. It is
parochial, self-feeding, and open to reasonable suspicion of self-inte-

reste It is all in the family. Michael Freeman and others in their

~strictures conveyed only a bare hint of the extent of the tendency on the

part of authors to cite and quote from one another--all secondary

w43

material--as "evidence. Consider Arthur Hamlin's The University

Library in the United States: Its Origins and Development, quoted
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earlier. In his Preface the author implies that this is the first work

_of its kind; and then cheerfully admits that "most of the source material

[sic] used has been strictly the literature of librarianship.44 This
tendency is accompanied by an irreducible component of advocacy and
special pleading, in word and tone, as well as in what gets chosen for
citation and how it is handled. This cannot help but slant the writing.

Fourth, there is a chronic conéeptual casualness by authors' moving
in seemingly haphazard fashion around the institutional typology and its
distinctions, differences, and diversity without explanation or comment;
certainly without a bow to these distinctions and differences. 1Indeed,
this skipping about goes outside higher education entirely, into such
places as public libraries, which comes back with a vengeance in Chapter
VI. Relatedly, distinctions between different higher education ac-
tivities are disregarded, with those things specific to ”research/scho—
larship" carelessly commingled into those things specific to "college
education," such obvious things as delivery of undergraduate instruction,
which it requires a disregard for facts to equate with graduate/profes-
sional instructionm. In'other words, the literature confounds arguments
about different things, and confounds evidence for different things.

This tendency, which is quite se;ious, may in turn be partially
attributable to the commissions of anachronism, and Whig fallacy, already
mentioned. For, as James Axtell has pointed out,

the Whig historiography compares the coileges of ome
period with the universities of a later one. >

And in a companion paper Hugh Hawkins observed that
American colleges during the half century after the Civil
War--usually small, under strong religious influence and

located away from cities—--have been largely neglected by
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historians of higher education, although u

%d as foils to
set off the merits of the new universities.

%
Thus we find a conception of the Modern University, or even Kerr's Multi-
versity, projected back, the implication being that any failure of imsti-
tutions to have met--or. meet--the specifications of this model are some-
how deficiencies. We get, for instance, library writér Samuel Rothstein
seem_iﬁg to apologize for the situation at mid-nineteenth century:
under these discouraging circumstances natural science
studies could not aspire to high levels of scholarship.
Where instruction was offered it was elementary in
charac_:ter; gbaduate work and laboratories were still all
but unknown. :
And it also may be partially attributable to the previously remarked
librarian article of faith in a generic and universal practice stock-
-in-trade, in connection with the "university librar}.' syndrome," a topic
returned to in Chapter VI.

What this casual confounding does, is affect the selection of evi-
dentiary examples by authors in support of their assertions. Occurren-
ces, innovations, trends, anecdotes, are taken from places which were
actually in the process of becoming what we today would call, following
the Carnegie taxonomy, "Research Universities," and never to be "col-
leges" again. Thus (in what is also the commission of the Fallacy of
Irrelevant Proof*8 unless its relevance is shown) the writers of the
historical argument keep telling us what was going on at the Harvards,
Yales, Princetons, and emergent state flagship universities. Would it
not be more t6 the point to look 'at the Eureka Colleges for the same
period; the grassroots of Mainstream America't’49 Often we are even told
of events at such places as the Library of Congress or the New York

Public Library, although how these are supposed to relate to college
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education is never explained. Such treatment of extraneous examples as
though they wefe within the realm of college relevance is another matter
returned to in Chapter VI. It may be that the resultant skewing or bias
of examples is probably less due to what Axtell called "the Whig preoc-
cupation with the unusual and the bizarre," than it is to the fact that
the kinds of places that have been famous have therefore beeﬁ most
written about (thus illustrating the expression that "Celebrities are
people who are famous for being well known"); in other words, the kind of
documentation available. This selection of evidentiary examples may also
be related to a bias which is part of what Ellen Lagemann has called "the
politics of knowledge," a matter that will be returned to in Chapter V.So
But whatever the reasons, we are never let in on the writers' selection
rules, and it is doubtful that what they select may fairly be considered‘
as "representative."

Fifth, very often when the writers do go outside the professional
librarian literature and cite authorities beyond the suspicion of
parochialism —-such as Rudolph-—-it is on some subordinate point or obiter
dictum, or(some neutral and purely factual matter such as a statistic,
upon which the outside authority made neither a finding nor an inter-
pretation applicable to the library operation. Indeed, often it has
nothing to do with it at all. 'And yét the appearance and impression
created is that of consultation and corroboration.

Sixth, and also a matter of authorial documentation, in citation
formats there is a practice of blanket, omnibus, reference. This, in
fact, is done both by librarian authors as well as by authors from

"outside." In this practice, previous writings being cited--often
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lengthy and quite richly information-packed volumes hundreds of pages
long--are referred to simply by author, title, and facts of publicationm.
This makes it quite impossible to track back, determine exactly just
where and what in the work cited is being referenced as authority, and to
check it out. This is not only a breach of sch.olarly standards®! but
also reduces these blanket, omnibus citations to the status of mere
makeweights, and the color of "schblarship." However, looked at through
propaganda, fiction, and myth lenses applied in this analysis, this may
be purposeful. It makes the story more convincing. It may be likened to
the "Gottingen" effect, seen in the preceding section. Such practices
might be called "bootstrapping" of argument, evidence, and authority.
Seventh, something else that might be called "bootstrapping" is of a
diffetle'nt sort. This is the pandemic use of arguments of the type called
Q.E.D. arguments. Q.E.D. stands for Quod Erat Demonstrandum. It has
variants, such as Quod Erat Probandum and others. The notation Q.E.D.
is most usually found in mathematical proofs, and generally means that
the writer is relying upon a proof made by someone. else, published
elsewhere. In a way, it is like the notation "By others" which is used
on construction bl}xeprints. But when we look closely at these other
arguments, we discover that they have by no means at all been "proven" or
"demonstrated" by the others, contrary to the impression given. Indeed,
wha.t we are in fact given would be better identified as hypotheses. But
these are "bootstrapped" in as previously proven facts.
~ Along with "bootst‘rapp.ing," the literature making the historical
arguﬁlent also reveals yet another pract'ice in the handling of authority.

This may be called "laundering" (or, another domestic metaphor, "cook-
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ing") of authority. Essentially, it involves recycling, punching up, a
weak or otherwise suspect or unconvincing authority somewhat in the way
in which a hailstone builds as it revolves in the up- and down- drafts of
a weather front. Perhaps the best way to illustrate this practice is to
track such a citation through the process. This, it must be emphasized,
does not take place in isolation, but occurs right along with the other
practices already discussed and yet to be. Since Brubacher and Rudy did
several of these things all together, they get to be the example.

Take their account in Chapter Nine of the.1968 edition of their book
Higher Education in Transition. To begin with, they confounded institu-
tional types, since this is "The Development of the Graduate School"
(emphasis supplied). Under the section "New Instructional Techniques and
Expanding Scholarly Activities" they tell us about "the development of
great university libraries." In such a context as this obviously is, one
clearly of research, and graduate education, it is a little difficult to
understand just which of Brubacher and Rudy's numerous points go with
which of the seven authorities who appear in their endnote, No. 100. But
two of these, and most especially Guy Lyle's The Administration of the
American College Library (1944‘edition) are almost classically préble—
matic in an account of the development of the graduate school. And both
of these citations also illustrate other previously noted faults. Both
are librarians' writings, and they are blanket, omnibus citations. bn
top of all that, none of thé successive editions of Lyle's bodk have ever
reported any original, primary, research by him: He merely repeats what
others have writtem, so that his treatise is a "secondary" authority at

best, and at worst, possibly more laundering and bootstrapping itself.
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But in tracking the Brubacher and Rudy laundering, when we look at
the next following (1974) edition of Lyle's book, who should we find
cited (blanket and omnibus, of course) by reciprocal exchange of cour-
tesies, as an "Additional Reference" for Lyle's historical introduction,
but the same 1968 edition of Brubacher and Rudy. This creates the
implication that there we will find support for, and expansion of, Lyle's
ver;ion of history. Mosé readers would never suspect that he is actually
citing something to the creation of which he himself contributed. But it
lends a credible appearance of outside and independent weight and
authority to Lyle's version of history, in a book disproportionately
heavy enough with the writingé of librarian authors.

In this way, through a circularity or revolving door of citationm,
authorities get pasged back and forth, panded around, recycled, each
citing the others, until neither citations nor the points they were sup-

posed to back up ever get looked at again afresh. It becomes a matter of

" incantations, litanies, rather than the careful, reasoned marshalling of

argument and evidence. The effect seems to be similar to what David
Altheide and John Johnson discovered in field research on evangelism,
that
what people regarded as the truth was a result of fami-
liarity. Thus, the truth for all practical purposes could
be establigshed by repeating views of reality.
And this effect of repetitive familiarization has a wide recognition, and
there are names for it. It seems to be a combination of two of David
Fischer's "fallacies of substantive distribution," where in the one,
more common and subtle forms of argument ad verecundiam
[appeal to authority] appear in appeals to all the
paraphernalia of pedantry. Among them are ... appeals to

references ...
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and the other,
the fallacy of argument ad nauseam ... in which a thesis
is sustained by repetition, rather than by reasoned proof
eeee But it should not be lightly dismissed. Its
popularity among advertizinpropagandists Public relations
specialists, and profession.?3 r5.'...,,...._1'.31:8 is sustained
by the solid fact that it works. 3
Seventh, one of the more elusive traits in the historical argument
literature is something like what syndicated columnist Paul Greemberg has
called "Mentioning." He defined this in an attack on textbooks, in which
a great many topics are mentioned superficially but few if
any are treated in any depth, which leaves the student
with an extensive vocabulary of names and phrases but
little undeststanding of them ... a collection of catch
phrases.... 4
Eighth, another elusive flaw in the historical argument is a
baffling inconsistency or discordance, a lack of sequence. It is a sort
of time warp or temporal plasticity. It may be described by analogy with
what Raphael Patai called "the Arab mind," and its manifestation in the

Arabic language's "vagueness about time"; that is, its

extreme flexibility or indeterminateness as far as the
time of action denoted by the verb form

and its

verbal exaggeration in which one refers to facts as events
the speaker wishes to happen.

This seems not to be strictly a named fallacy, but something more like
the employment of a rhetorical device called prolepsis, or "anticipat-
ing," the description--by definition a fictionalized one--of an event as
though it had taken place, before it had done so, an event which may

never have come about after all.
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Hence, in the literature of the historical argument we find all pos-
sible stages-of-being of change, and of cause and effect. The past is
invoked, later denigrated. That which is said in one place to be in full
swing, or fiat accompli in the 1920s is another place said to be at that
very‘ same stage in the 19708, and in yet another place to be anticipated
momentarily. Events are both completed and in process; potential and
realized; possible and desired. We are given both then and now, or then
or now, all at once. Unless and until the investigator grasps this
achronicity, it is all most confusing.

| This attitude tov.vard time clumps together along with post hoc

reasoning to create an effect called here "Yesterday's Tomorrows,"
g

a name
and idea taken from the title and premise of a traveling exhibition the
Smithsonian's National Museum of American History fielded in 1984---85.56
The premise was utopian or futurist prognostications out of the past,
often from science fiction, of what the Future would be. The interest is
in seeing those prognostications from the bhindsight vantage of the
arrived Tomorrow about which the Yesterday had made them. There is,
needless to say, frequent incongruence.

'And finally, there is the plain, unvarnished misrepresentation of
what others have found and said, in order to keep it from making trouble.
More than co-optation, it is an egregious practice of appearing, by
virtue of mentioning and citing them, to have included and dealt with
contrary writings while actually conveying a quite false impression of
their real thrust. Since this is at its most flagrant in the "user

studies," which are a story of their own, this is dealt with at more

length in a later chapter.
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Having seen these generalized practices singled out for individual
examination, let us look at a showpiece of the wa§ in which many of these
serious problems just enumerated combine in the literatufe of the
historical argument. This is, as it happens, also a showpiece of the
literature of professional librarians, a series of papers invited by the
Association of Research Libraries (ACRL) for the purpose of being later
collected as one. of the ACRL's official contributions to the 1976
Bicentennial celebration under the title Libraries for Teaching, Librar—
ies for Research: Essays_ for a Centuryf Edelman and Tatum's a;ticle,
which we have already seen in conjunction with the Gottingen matter, 1is
one of this collection. Hére is the historical argument in full panoply.
Let us look first at the editor's perception of what was being assembled,
after which we will look at the papers individually.

The editor's Introduction proclaimed that

together these individual contributions depict the changes

and growth in American higher education as reflected in

the libraries serving the teaching and research needs of

the nation's colleges and universities.
Now a strict but reasonable interpretation of both the volume's title as
well as the editor's introductory remarks just quoted, raises the -
presumption and expectation of a clear recognition of two separate and
equal topics, a recognition to be reflected in the ensuing papers. It
would be consistent with accepted usage to see "teaching" ;s "college"
and "research" as "university."

Instead, close examination reveals that disproportionately little is
said about the "teaching" part. Much less is there any article actually
confined to the college library operation, despite the fact that there is
one limited explicitly to "Newcomer to the Academic Scene; The Two-Year
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College library/Learning Center."”3

In reality, what we are given is a
graphic (literally as well as figuratively) peek into the casual con-
founding of institutional types that goes into the covering term "aca-
demic" libraries and derivatives; for

interspersed among the preliminary pages are illustrations

of six representative academic and research libraries,

with descriptive text by W. L. Williamson. These il~

lustrations were featured on the covers of College and

Regsearch Libraries in 1976,
wherein the articles first appeared. Of the six, three of the libraries
pictured are prima facie problematic. One is the "University of Wiscon-
sin Library and State Historical Society," which, even if they had not
been housed in the same edifice, are--by being presented together—-the
"joint production function" thrice confounded. The second is the
Newberry Library in Chicago, a "privately endowed research library" not
structurally part of any higher education institution. The third is 't:he
New York Public Library, which is likewise a freestanding corporate
entity. Only one of the three--Wisconsin--was in any way a part of an
institution of higher education, and whether it may or may not be related
to undergraduate instruction is one of the basic Q.E.D.s of this whole
analysis. .

Of the remaining three, two--while bona fide "academic" library op-
erations in even the strictest possible sense--were during the period
covered by the historical argument, like Wisconsin, part of emergent apd
now emerged, universities. That leaves only one of the six, Williams,

which by any stretch can be considered a college, hence its library

operation a college 1ibrary operation. So, What, we have to ask, is the
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relevance of the others to teaching, i.e., college education? Much less,
the relevance of some of them to higher education at all?

Yet this small but revealing graphic glimpse of mindset is at once a
frame to and microcosm of the ensuing papers of this centerpiece volume.
It is carried throughout them, and makes them problematic on their oﬁn.
Turning, then, to the papers, we find that one of them is about the
"independent research library" or “privately endowed research library" as

61 Edelman

a type, of which the Newberry Library just mentioned is one.
and Tatum'; previously mentionéd paper is by its own definition about
graduate education and "research" entirely. But it is with some of the
remaining papers in this volume that the flaws combine most interesting-
ly, and the best way to illustrate that and to bridge over is to take thé
teaching methods aspect of undergraduate education as the pivot. This is

what we were promised in the volume title, but which is comspicuous by

its small part.

Requiems for Pedagogies

Quixotically, im the ACRL volume Libraries for Teaching, Libraries
for Research, the lead paper at once gives the appearance of giving
college teaching, and hence presumably college education, equal billing,
and yet managing to really say very little at all about it. Edward
Holley's "Academic Libraries in 1876" is a curious piece of work in
which, at one place or another, every one of the flaws isolated earlier
appears. The tone is set by introducing the backgrounding part about
"Higher Education in 1876" (librarian writers of the historical argument
usually seem somehow uncomfortable when doing this, since they are out of
their metier and must borrow from others) with the statement "Higher

99



education in 1876 was in a major transitional phase," a watershed. From:
th;t intellectual fingerpost he filled pages with "mentions"--dropped
names, the Harvard, Yale, Hopkins social register--but ignored thg
Eurekas, except in the Tables, which came from elsewhere. The Tables afe
a model for a pastiche of "data," that is to say, numbers, ﬁhere numbers
about undergraduate, and graduate, aspects are run together in democratic
and uncritical equality. It followed that his narrative sketch of the
population of institutions in 1876 was based on the U. S. Bureau of
Education's tabular censuses. Consistent with his emphasis.on the
emergent universities whose names he dropped, fhe focus of his attention
was on the size of their book collections, not their "careful selection.”
And he committed presentism toward his "data"; which would be presentist
even if conyerted from current to constant dollars:

in 1876 the total income of all colleges and universities

was approximately $4.5 million. With such relatively

small sums available for the total programs of the

colleges, it is ng§ surprising that college libraries were

poorly supported.
And plentifully mixed throughout are accounts and quotations of the pub-
iished hopes, opinions, and aspirations of the library enthusiasts of the
era, which are useful for understanding the ideological climate, but not
for illuminating factual practices.

Perhaps the most obvious flaw of his showpiece paper is its procliv-
ity for Greenberg's "mentioning," so that we come away with a headful of
names and numbers, but no interpretation of them by Holley--other than
that they were fewer and smaller than today, and therefore lesser. Not

only did he merely name-drop institutions, he produced a half-baked

cultural history of American higher education in which topics likewise
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weré name-dropped. Wé hear, through gestufe or mentioning~-1ike a
Hollywood bus tour of estates of the stars-—of the decline of the

classical curriculum, acceptance of scientific studies, electives,

"change from an agrarian society to a complex industrial era,"

creation
of land grant institutions, and so forth, totally without interpretation
or analysis. He never opens the estate gates. In all, the depth of

Holley's analysis makes his Summary, the opening words of which we saw

earlier, consistent with his text:

What were academic libraries like in 18767 They were
small, but expanding. They were not yet a significant
part of the education process but were striving toward
that goal.... The advance guard of the full-time librar-
ians shared the general optimism of the age, and they
expected libraries to become a vital part of college
experience. If they were often confused about the place
of the library ir the curriculum, their confusion was no
more unnatural than that of the parent institutions which
often were confused about their role and mission....
Professional education and graduate study were about to
become a major concern at many universities and extensive
libraries and laboratories would be established to serve
their needs.

But with all that, what in fact Holley never did was to say anything con-
crete and/or specific about college teaching in terms of the college
library, or vice versa.

But suppose we give Holley the benefit of a doubt, and argue that
the nature of his paper was predetermined by editorial plan to be limited
to generalities superficially treated so as to set up the later papers?
If so, that would leave only one other paper in the volume to have
diverted some attention from graduate/university interests, to colleges,
undergraduate teaching methods. And yet even there the history and
narrative have the same flaws. Here the case study is Stanley McElder-
ry's paper "Readers and Resources: Public Services in Academic and
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Research Libraries, 1876-1976." Watch his leaps closely, keeping in mind
the problematic practices of the narratives of the historical afgument
generalized earlier. After having invoked the obligatory "increasing
emphasis on research" as an influence, he began the next paragraph by
saying

of equal significance to academic libraries was a parallel
revolution taking place in instructional philosophy and
methods. Brubacher describes the pattern of instruction
derived from the English college, which persisted in this
country through much of the nineteenth century, in these
terms: [lecture versus recitation, brief description of
each as a pedagogical method, taken from B & R, 1958
edition, duly noted]. Curricular reform came in the form
of expanded course offerings, an elective system of
allowing free choice on the basis of interest, problem-
-oriented instruction, and other pedagogical techniques.
The significance of these reforms to the library was that
instruction was centered on student interests, the student
assumed a larger place of responsibility in the instruc-~
tion process, and problem—-solving skills acquired .an
importance equal to or greater than the acquisition of
information itself.. The library as an instrument for
instruction and research emerged as a sufficient body of
information, in active use, required systematic acquisi~
tion, 2rganization, and the guidance of a professional
staff.o

But are we informed about "the library as an instrument of instruction?"
Not here, either. McElderry's reasoning back from his final sentence is
a walk into darkness, and he never turns on a light. What he says 1is
mere rhetoric, a reiteration of the College Library Doctrine, not a proof
of it. And what precedes it is nothing more than non-sequitur. It does
not explain: It, again, merely alludes, mentions a laundry list of
borrowed platitudes themselves dubious. For instance, if there did in
fact occur a shift to "student-centered instruction" and a "problem~solv-
ing" orientation, then why is it such a cause with some to try to bring

it about today? And we will see about "active use" in Chapter IV. No,
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for all its breezy certainty and plausibility, the passage offered as
example, if read wi&h care, reveals itséif not simply flawed, with such
faults as the post- and cﬁm hoc fallacies among others; it is merely a
sucession of postulates. Like Holley, the writer passed through casual-
ly, some potentially heavy going of intellectual history merely pointing,
"mentioning," but not touching, much less engaging any of it.
Nor did McElderry stop there. He went on to bootstrap some author-
ity by declaring that
the status of thé academic library in 1876 has been
comprehensively treated by Holley [in the paper preceding
his], Carleton, and others
which is erroneous because of their preoccupation with the proto-univer-
sity and ignoring of the "college"; and

changes in educational philosophy and ﬁethods as related

to libraries have been described by Brubacher and
Pdnlah02
Rudolph

which evaporates when we check and discover that what these authors had
to say was itself entirely bootstrapped and laundered citations trailing
right back into the librarian literature. And yet it is precisely this
relationship that we keep looking for from the writers of the historical
arguﬁent themselves, and which they keep telling us that thex are going
to explicate, or else have done, or that someone else will or has--Quod
erat demonstrandum. ’

Thus, in reality, this showpiece volume of the historical argument
comes much closer to its editor's own introductory promise, of articles
"tracing events in fields with which they [the authors] are intimately

familiar," events in the internal practitionership of library routine,

than to his other promise that "together these individual contributions
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depict the changes and growth in higher education as reflected in the

1ibraries."66

And this volume is representative of the whole body of historical
argument writings. But college education and its teaching methods are
not, however, conspicuous by their neglect in all the accounts figuring
into the historical argument, especially if we include those from the
overlap area of literature, viz., outside the strictly librarian litera-
ture. One such account was that of Ernest Wilkins, whose 1927 book The
Changing College illustrates the "Yesterdays' Tomorrows" thread in éﬁe
historical argument, wherein McElderry's expression of the historical
argument keystone of "parallel revolution ... in instructional philosophy
and methods" actually gets specific, with old, repudiated, castoff and
passé methods of teaching/learning on the one hand, foils for the new,
approved, "modern" replacements on the other.

Wilkins was sure that "efficient" methods were overcoming "ineffi-
cient" ones. "Inefficient" methods wére ones such as "the idea of omne
book per course. We are stressing collateral reading more and more,"
with "the habit of consulting books other than the text-book--as ...
p?eferable to enslaved &ependence on a single text." Out of this change
and causation as he saw it, "the primary instrument of ... training is,
of course, the college library." Elsewhere in the book Wilkins had hard
words for that perennial whipping boy in the higher education literature,
the lecture and lecturing; which he condemned as rendered obsolete by.the
invention of printing.67

Now we are getting somewhere. Wilkins thus serves to identify two
of the "old teaching methods"--the textbook and the lecture--which are
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principals in the "Yesterday's Tomorrows" fallacy im the historical
argument, unmourned victims of the "parallel revolution" making the
college library "the heart." These two scapegoats are frequent travell-
ing companions in the literature. They were blamed in a 1931 article by
Floyd Reeves and John Russell in their conceding that the "lesson-hearing
and textbook type of instruction which has prevailed in colleges"
provided little reason for a library operation program of the type they
were plugging because "under such instructional methods 1little use is
made of the library."
However, they said, there were (as they headed the section) "Newer

Educational Movements Affecting the Library" afoot:

There are now underway certain fundamental changes in the

nature of higher education which will undoubtedly result

in marked modifications in the relationship of the library

to the academic work of the college. The whole center of

the academic life of the institution seems to be shifting

from the classroom to the library....
and these "fundamental changes" were, of course, the movement away from

the lecture and the textbook.

Sometimes one or the other alone was the target. Just about the

"same time, in 1927, Samuel Capen was announcing categorically that

the single textbook has given way to a wide range of
reference materials [so that] it is obvious these changes
have completely Galtered the position of the university or
college library. 9
And in 1933 Charles Judd scoffed at the textbook and proclaimed that its
time was done, being displaced by such "Improved Methods of Teaching" as

"the library method." 70

Actually, the deathwatch over the despised textbook had begun
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earlier. Librarian Melvil Dewey reported in 1886 to his president at
Columbia that
the colleges are waking to the fact that the work of every
professor and department is necessarily based on the
library; textbooks are constantly yielding their exalted
places to wider and broader methods.
And librarian James Wyer, writing in 1928, said that "years ago at
Harvard ... instructors began to discard the textbook and require more
reading by their students";72 at the library, it goes without saying. In
that same year, 1928, we find William Bishop writing that
modern college teaching is based upon the laboratory
method. Instruction merely through recitations, lectures,
and single textbooks is generally obsolete.... The
laboratory method has captured teaching of collegiate
grade. The social sciences %Pd the humanities find their
laboratories in the 1ibrary.7
And yet there is the anachronism of temporal plasticity. Many years
later, in 1952, which is in the Tomorrow predicted by those Yesterdays,
we find Sidney Mattis speaking of events having "madg the college library
the center of the curriculum," but of the "heyday of the single textbook
and the ipse dixit lecture" as "while ... not completely past...."74
But then there was librarian Robert Downs who, in his congressional
committee testimonial for the Higher Education Act of 1965, warned that
the anticipated "flood" of students might force colleges to "return to
the old single-textbook plan for undergraduates," which can only be
construed as meaning that he was saying it had been discarded long
since.75
So, what has really gone on? Is this wishful thinking? If the

demise of the textbook and of the lecture were conditions precedent and

necessary causes for the realization of the version of reality portrayed
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by thé CLD, and if these demises, these consignments to the ashheap of
history, were certainties a full century ago, and if not were (in "kettle
defense" style)‘happening all along the way, how can it be less certain
more recently. Indeed,'has it really happeqed yet? And if not, where
does that leave the CLD?

The.lecture: Did it (after the manner of Marx's prediction for the
State), "wither away?" Not according to Arthur Levine, who in his

Handbook On Undergraduate Curriculum says that

live courses--which involve two or more students, usually
an instructor, and face to face meeting--constitute by far
the most common and certainly the most stereotypic form of
collegiate instruction

and that, for "live courses," two teaching methods predominate, one of

76

which is the lecture. And Ernest Boyer, writing in 1987 from the

information base of even more recent Carnegie surveys than did Levine,
says_"today, the lecture method is preferred by most professors."77
Boyer's tone creates the impression that it is still more tolerated than
loved. Buﬁ at least if it gets no panegyrics, it seems to need no
requiem.

And the temporal plasticity over the lecture is an interesting case,
serving to remind us of the transience of Fortune's favor and the fickle
inconstancy of academic fashion. More to the point, it reminds us of how
imprecise and inexact the higher education community is in what it says.
For, according to the historians, this community, or factions thereof,
attacked the lecture despite its appearing to have been one'of the bright
young faces of the "new university" and its ways; one of the "three new
instructional techniques," reforms imported from the German University
according to Brubacher and Rudy. But that depends upon where in Bru-
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bacher and Rudy one is reading; because on pages 88-89 and again on page
264 we are told that "by the middle of t';he nineteenth century;'--and hence
before the putative zenith of German University influence--"lecture" was
one of the "dominant modes" of "instruction in undergraduate classrooms,"
with a heritage reaching back, it seems, to the "medieval university."
And yet when they come to tell us about "The Development of the Graduate
School". (Chapter 9) the lecture now becomes "one of the three new
instructional methods." Pérhaps writers of the historical argument
should be excused if they are sometimes inconsistent along with the
writers of general higher education history from whom they uncritically

lift materials for their arguments.

At any rate, if the lecture is supposed to have .been withering away
in favor of methods based upon the library operation program in the world
of T;)day according to the pundits of Yesterday, how is it that in the
arrived Tomorrow of so many others--Levine's, Boyer's, to say nothing of
that of the two landmark studies of teaching methods, Robert Dubin and

Thomas Taveggia in 196 g’8

and Wilbert McKeachie in 1963 and again in
19807 %—-the lecture is alive and well, even thriving? Or that Clifton
Conrad could say in 1982 "lecture remains the most widely used method of
instruction +..2"80  Or that Kenmeth Fble in 1972 would speak of the

798l And these

lecture (or at least "lecture-discussion") as "pervasive
were all major overviews. If the lecture had been driven out and super-
seded in college education by methods centering on the college library

operation, it would surely show up here. But it does not.
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Or to return to the other half of the disapproved duo, the textbook.
ff it is long'sinée sixpplanted, fallen into desuetude as predicted, how
is it that in 1958 we find Edgar Dale talking, in a paper "New Techniques
for Teaching," about how the textbook is "the most widely used teaching
media [sic] in college," and about efforts at improving it?782 or indeed,
what about--almost literally Yesterday--H. Hahn's complaint in the
Chronicle of Higher Education that the textbook--"the old workhorse"--is
taking over? 83

. Part of the inconsistency in this thread of the historical argument
may issue from the woolliness of definition and lack of uniform usage of
"textbook." The American Library Association's own A.L.A. Glossary of
Library Terms tells us in some detail what a "thumb index" is, but the
cl'osesi: it comes to "textbook" :is "Textbook edition. An edition publish-
ed for the use of students."8# This is circular, but in the circularity
may in fact be the explanation. Being a "textbook" is not an innate
quality, but rather is defined by how any book is uged. This would
certainly come nearer to common observation and experience, and would
explain the obvious fact--anomalous in the "twilight of the textbook"
scenario——of the vigorous life of college b’oolcstores. These features of
the campus landscape are certainly as ubiquitous as the library edifice,
though less. shrouded in mystique. Somewhere in each bookstore con-
siderable space will be fbund to be given over to the stocking for
student purchase of the "textbooks" required for each of the courses
which build the curriculum, intended by the teachers as the bagic
pedagogical tools. And recognition of the circulérit:y would also square

with another historical phenomenon, or "change," sbout which the his-
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torical argument is mostly silent ... the so-called paperback revolution.
Many of the "textbooks" required for and used in courses, thus stocking
the bookstores, are paperback edit(:ions.85

Indeed, the collapse of the twilight of the textbook scemario is
very damaging to the historical argument. According to the argument,
"demands" made by changes in college education, changes such as the
demise of the lecture and textbook, have been the engine driving the
changes within the library, leading to the depiction of reality of the
CLD. Samuel Capen, as we saw, spoke of "demands," as do others. Tt;e
historical argument comes off sounding as though the college library
evolved some sort of supply-side monopoly on books and reading in
colleges. But all of the flourishing "textbook" and college bookstore
life takes place quite independent of the college library operation, and
would seem to diminish the "demands" argument.

Another source of confusion in this part of the historical argument
is revealed through understanding the terminological imprecision of
"textbook " and "original source." One of the alleged.improvements in
college education characterizing the sweeping changes wrought by "scho-
1arship'; and the "new teaching methods" (or else engendere;i as part of
them; the relationships are not always the same, depending upon whose
~account it is) was the turning to and use of "original source material,"
or "original treatises," rather than the pedestrian "textbooks." "Origi-
nal source material" always is uttered sanctimoniously. But what it
likely comes down to, in actual practice, as against the solemn accounts
in the literature, is almost certainly the college'student in her

undergraduate work--even in one of the myriad kinds of advanced, ac-
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celerated, enriched, and otherwise elevated courses or programs--reading
"original" texts or documents from a paperback edition designated as a
required textbook by the professor, and student-bought at the bookstore.
It seems pretty unlikely that such a student would be reading (say) Magna
Carta or the Gilgamesh Epic from the original manuscript in the college
library. "Originél" is a word with more than one meaning.

And yet that multiplicity of meanings gets authors into trouble when
they write about use of "original source material," and in so doing sound
as fhough they actually mean the unlikely Magna Carta/Gligamesh scenario.
}t was thus with R. A;ragon, a Reed College professor writing about "The
Relationship Between the Library and College Objectives."” He was writing
in 1954 about Reed's hﬁmanities course, whiéh took the students to "pri-
mary materials"--Homer, Cervantes, Lucretius-—apparently without himself
realizing that in the nature of things he was speaking of modern critical
editions of these authors, not "original" manuscripts or early printed
books although his account would lead belief that way. Actually, his
.main theme was an argument that librarians ought to have a role better
than one of providing "Textbooks"” for the students' use (a minor'and
pass@ controversy in the library literature was over whether libraries
ought to provide multiple‘copies of assigned bdbks, yet another nuance of
the circularity and imprecision of "textbook"™) .80  But then Arragon
cancelléd out his own argument anyway, by acknowledging, if only barely,
that "many members of the class buy a considerable proportion of the
works assigned."87 In other words, they were "textbooks." We are left

to wonder what then, indeed, Arragon saw the "relationship" to be.
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Thus, the demise of the textbook and the lecture are fictions,
myths, or propaganda, a reality created out of plastic time by those who
simply disliked them as teaching methods, and by those who were advancing
their own interests. This segment of the historical argument is the
grinding of axes. But if the causal agents of the demise scenario that
is pointed at by the writers of the historical argument did not behave
(or simply may not have behaved) in the way in which we are told, this is
enough to cast a reasonable doubt on the historical argument built upon
the demise scenario. And that, as announced in Chapter I, is the test

used here.

In addition to the library-based "new teaching methods" which were
supposed to have driven out the textbook and lecture and replaced them,
writers of the historical argument point to other changes and innovations
in college education, ones supposedly hitting stride a little later in
this century, as also driving the CLD. But this tack has to be balanced
against such assessments as Arthur Levine's, that "since the first decade
of this century, new methods of teaching have not been developed."88

Reeves and Russell confidently enumerated some of these other
changes and innovations in their article already noted; survey courses,

89 Others add to the

honors courses, independent study, and tutorial.
list such things as general education. Allowing for some variation, the
list has been pretty stable: Years later, Guy Lyle repeated a similar ome
in historically arguing the cLp.?0  And additionally, one of Reeves and
Russeli's "Newer Educational Movements Affecting the Library" was the
abandonment of "the traditional 'major and minor' in favor of a broader
n9l

and more interdisciplinary 'field of concentration' plan.
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