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The Future of the
US Research University
David Shulenburger, Senior Fellow,
Association of Public and Land-Grant Universities

Introductory Note: Dr. Shulenburger’s presentation was originally delivered at the
Association of Research Libraries’ Annual Meeting in Washington, DC on October 14, 2010.
To listen to audio from this presentation and access additional information, please visit
http://www.arl.org/resources/pubs/mmproceedings/157mm-proceedings.shtml.

W

hen US higher education receives the accolade of best in the
world, the universities referenced are our research universities.
Jonathan Cole’s excellent volume The Great American

University is largely devoted to this set of institutions.
1

The titles of three of Cole’s chapters capture in a few words the expansive
nature of US research university achievements. The first, It began with a Fly:
Genetics, Genomics and Medical Research, takes us to dozens of universities from
which basic discoveries led to treatments in use today to preserve, prolong,
and enhance human, animal, and plant life. Buckeyballs, Bar Codes, and the GPS:
Our Origins, Our Planet, Our Security and Safety, examines the nature of matter
and the key steps of discovery that led to products like the computer and the
Internet. The third chapter, Nosce te Ipsum: Culture, Society and Values, takes the
reader into the arts, humanities, and social sciences developments without
which the word “university” would have far less meaning.
Without these universities, the millions they have educated and the
research developments that flowed from them, life today would be far less
productive, far less rewarding, far more mysterious, and far shorter. They
operate in an open environment characterized by frequent interchange
of personnel and ready sharing of research findings. In a large sense,
US research universities constitute a single ecosystem.
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Given the interdependence among these great institutions, both private
and public, one must speculate about the subjunctive. Were a few of these great
universities so weakened at some point that they could not support research,
would their extraordinary chain of research developments have been broken?
What might not have been discovered or invented that is key in today’s
civilization? The probability that progress would have been interrupted
or derailed is, of course, far greater if the whole set of universities had been
weakened.
Are these subjunctive musings becoming reality? For example, the
Schumpeter column in the September 4, 2010 issue of The Economist acknowledges the “best in the world” status of US higher education but concludes,
“America’s universities lost their way badly in the era of easy money. If they do
not find it again, they may go the way of GM.” Such warnings are frequent in
the popular press and recent monographs.
What I give you today is my analysis as an economist of the dangers facing
the ecosystem of research universities. My analysis focuses on research
universities only.
A central characteristic of research universities is that they thrive on synergy
that flows from their mixture of research, graduate study, and undergraduate
instruction. Each element depends on the other and each is improved by the
presence of the others. Undergraduate instruction is
improved by the depth of faculty expertise and the
Research universities…thrive on synergy that

wealth of library, computing, and laboratory

flows from their mixture of research, graduate

resources available. Graduate study is strengthened

study, and undergraduate instruction.

by the opportunities to participate in cutting edge
research and to learn the craft of teaching in a rich,
supportive environment. Faculty expertise is present

because resources that flow from tuition, state appropriations, endowment
funding, and research grants and contracts enable these universities to acquire
the resources needed to house and support their programs of research.
Forces that threaten to weaken this synergy are growing stronger. Even if
it were possible to provide undergraduate education with the same qualities,
to equally well educate graduate students and to conduct the same level of
cutting edge research in single-mission institutions, the financial interdependence of the three activities makes it unlikely that institutions attempting to do
so could thrive.
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What are the factors that threaten to undercut this synergy?
1. Undergraduate education in the United States is increasingly being
undertaken by students in non-research universities and colleges.
Between 1970 and 2008 the proportion of undergraduates studying at
research universities declined from 29 percent to 18 percent, while the
proportion studying at two-year colleges increased from 27 percent to
36 percent. At for-profit institutions the increase was from essentially
zero at the beginning of the period to 12 percent today. Because
freshman/sophomore education subsidizes junior/senior instruction,
and undergraduate instruction indirectly subsidizes graduate instruction,
the shift of undergraduates from research universities to community
colleges, regional universities, and for-profit universities ensures that the
implicit subsidy for research universities will grow at a slower rate than
the US undergraduate population.
2. State subsidy of research universities is dropping. In 1987, roughly
$11,600 was appropriated per FTE student in 2009 constant dollars.
By 2009, appropriations were down to $9,700, a decline of approximately
$1,900 per student. State appropriations are intended primarily to support
undergraduate education but they also permit employment of researchcapable faculty, build research libraries and specialized computing
structures, etc.
3. Externally funded research increasingly does not pay for itself.
Institutional expenditure for research has increased from 11.6 percent of
total university research expenditures in 1972 to 20.1 percent in 2008. Much
of this increased university subsidy of research is the direct result of the
federal government’s reduction in the proportion of facilities and
administrative research costs its grants reimburse.
4. At both public and private universities, endowment levels fell sharply
after fall 2008 and remain below fall 2008 levels today. Many prudent
endowment managers have reduced their annual payout because of the
increased uncertainty of future returns.
In the meantime, other financially unimpaired vendors, i.e., federal labs,
contract research firms, and for-profit firms, are willing to conduct federally
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funded research. Other vendors, community colleges, regional universities,
and for-profits are willing to provide undergraduate education. The for-profit
providers, by the way, are major providers of professional graduate education,
leaving only disciplinary graduate education without an alternate provider.
What are the possibilities for changing the funding picture and nourishing
the synergy research universities require?
Can tuition be increased enough to replace lost state and endowment
support? Perhaps. Tuition has increased at more than double the rate of inflation
for over 20 years, but the queues for admissions to research universities grow
longer and the proportion admitted declines over time. In competitive markets,
prices, i.e., tuition, would increase at an even faster rate and/or many new
competitors would enter the market until some equilibrium was reached, but
rates of increase in tuition have been slowed by three forces:
1. University presidents share the fear that higher education will become a
luxury good for only the privileged if tuition becomes so high that others
are excluded.
2. State governments have a role in appointing governing boards that control
tuition and/or they directly or indirectly control tuition.
3. The threat of federal government-legislated control of tuition is continually
in the air. The federal government’s role as provider of Pell Grants and
originator of student loans makes the federal imprimatur a must for
university survival.
Tuition increases at public universities at a rate just sufficient to offset the
loss of state-appropriated support leave public university educational budgets
per student in real terms only slightly above their level of 20 years ago. Tuition
at less constrained private research universities has grown to roughly four times
that at the publics. Their disproportionate tuition increases have increased their
real per student budgets to several times the size of those in public research
universities. But more recently, the additional revenue from tuition increases
at private research universities has been offset by the increases in financial aid
needed to keep their net tuition at affordable levels.
The market response to higher tuition has been a rapid influx of for-profit
universities. These firms tend to price themselves between public and private
not-for-profit universities. Their enrollment growth has been exponential and
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profit growth has followed. Despite the new option presented by for-profits to
students, applications for admission at prestigious public and private not-forprofit research universities have continued to grow. Can tuition at research
universities continue to climb at present rates without this new for-profit
competition or competition from liberal arts colleges, regional universities,
and community colleges siphoning away students?
The conventional answer has been that the prestige and value of a research
university education was worth the price differential. That is, for-profit, liberal
arts college, regional university, or community college higher education was
not really a substitute for research university higher education. Is that true now?
If so, will it continue to be in the future?
Some research into earnings suggests that equally bright students from
similar socioeconomic backgrounds will have roughly the same annual earnings
over their lifetimes regardless of where they get their bachelor’s degrees. It may
be a myth that rubbing shoulders with the children of the prosperous leads to
contacts that makes one prosperous throughout life. But enough students hang
onto that conventional wisdom to permit private not-for-profit universities to
charge a tuition differential over publics and for public research universities to
charge a tuition differential over public regionals. Of course, each maintains a
tuition differential over community colleges.
But what happens if this conventional wisdom is confronted with actual data
on earnings of graduates, specific to university and degree? Such data might
emerge from the trauma created by the for-profits. The Education Department is
attempting to put in place an earnings test for graduates, measuring whether the
income each institution’s graduates earn is sufficient to enable them to pay off
student loans. Earnings of program completers would be tracked using an
existing federal database, probably the Social Security database. This is
referred to in the press as the “gainful employment” test.
For now, this proposed requirement would apply only to non-degree
programs, but such regulations applied to one segment of higher education
tend in the longer run to be applied to all segments. This raises the specter
that brands and prestige might be confronted by hard data on earnings with
the result that those brands may be devalued. If the demand for education
effectively becomes more price-elastic, the ability of research universities
to charge higher tuitions to finance their higher cost levels will be
severely weakened.
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My larger point is this: there is some limit beyond which increased tuition
levels produce financial gains for research universities.
I have been around higher education too long to believe that earnings are
the only measure of value. Truly educated individuals live longer, stay healthier,
keep out of jail, raise more successful children, and, by most measures, live
happier lives. But individual universities currently do not provide multi-faceted
data that substantiates the difference that their institution makes in the lives of
their graduates. Unless they begin to measure such outcomes and share that
data with students, their ability to charge the premium tuition needed to fund
high-cost education may well be compromised and with it may go the ability
of the research university to thrive.
Perhaps we can persuade the states to return to public research universities
the real per student state appropriations of 20 years ago. The same considerations apply here as apply to the tuition/earnings calculus for students. States
from coast to coast are differentially funneling appropriations toward community
colleges since they appear to offer lower cost education per student. This is a
false economy when examined from the cost-per-degree perspective. Retention
in community college is so poor that their cost to produce an associate’s degree
is approximately the same as the cost of producing a bachelor’s degree at a
four-year public university.
Note that few employers protest redeployment of state funding from
research universities to other sectors of higher education. The highly educated
workers they need are highly mobile and move to wherever jobs are. This is
particularly true in a loose labor market.
These days, even very sophisticated work itself moves via the Internet to
employers. Thus employers can rely on workers educated and located in other
states or nations. Employers, at least in the short run, can enjoy lower state taxes
without jeopardizing their access to the high level labor force their businesses
require.
Likewise, innovation needed to keep a state’s economy growing can be
imported. Chilean grape growers seem to get the bulk of their innovation from
research conducted at US universities. States seem to have learned that they can
economize on higher education expenditure, particularly research education
expenditure, without quashing innovation in their states.
If this is true for undergraduate and professional level workers and their
products, it is even truer for doctoral graduates. Faculty members are among
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the most mobile of commodities. Accordingly, few states make funding of
doctoral programs a priority.
But what is true for any one state is not true for the states collectively. If all
states economize on research university expenditures, there will not be enough
high level professionals produced, graduate educators will become scarce, and
innovation will suffer.
Having the locus of responsibility for funding research universities at the
state level worked well in 1862 when the Morrill Act was signed into law by
President Lincoln. Transportation was poor and communication was slow and
expensive. At that time, if a state wanted the benefits brought by a research
university, it had to invest in building and maintaining one within its own
borders.
Federalism devolved the responsibility for higher education to the states at
this time, an appropriate decision. But today’s high speed transmission of
information and high mobility of people and capital make the state locus of
responsibility for funding research universities quite problematic.
How does one convince states to behave in a manner that is responsive to the
good of the whole nation? How do you convince them not to be free-riders? This
question is critical because the states still supply 50 percent of the funding for
educational programs at research universities.
That the federal government understands this problem is evident in the
requirement that Congress embedded in the stimulus funding package that
states maintain their higher education funding effort at least at the 2006 level in
order to qualify for the education portion of these funds. Similar maintenanceof-effort provisions are embedded in other legislation.
But the downward course taken by state higher education appropriations
over time demonstrates that such requirements have not stemmed state
disinvestment.
Perhaps some state will find that funding research universities better will
pay dividends for its citizens. Universities ought to be building this case and
supplying data to demonstrate how past investments have paid off.
While we must not give up on the efforts to restore state funding, I am not
optimistic that such efforts will succeed in time to avert further serious damage.
It is time for the larger collective, the United States, to step forward and assume
more of the responsibility for research university funding.
I note that other countries have come to the understanding that research
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universities have to have significant national support. China is making major
investments in its universities. I have visited some of the campuses that have
received this national funding largess and am amazed how rapidly they have
become substantial research universities. India is in the early stages of a similar
program of massive investment. These countries are not depending on
provincial government support to maintain their critical national research
university needs.
In only a decade the United States has fallen from the top few countries in
the world in the proportion of its 25- to 34-year-old citizens with a higher
education to a tie for 11th. Tertiary attainment decline is the leading edge of the
problem. Competitiveness decline is the next consequence, a consequence we
can avoid if a program of targeted federal investment in research universities is
begun soon.
Graduate education requires an infusion of federal funding. No state will
ever utilize all the Ph.D. classicists or geologists that a single program at a single
large research university can produce. States doing the calculus that compares
state benefit to state cost on a program-by-program basis are likely to cease
funding graduate programs that are critical to the health of the research
university ecology. Only federal funding is likely to ensure adequate production
of such specialists.
A general federal subsidy may be required to help research universities
emerge from the funding trough into which they have fallen, not just in the last
two years but in the last twenty-two years. Facilities have deteriorated,
equipment is out of date, and most operations are understaffed. Research
universities have gone far past economizing and are into cannibalism. Reversing
this trend will take time and money.
Clearly, equity demands that the federal government quit skimping on
facilities and administration cost reimbursements. The federal government must
assume the full cost of federally funded research and cease relying on
universities to subsidize that research.
I do not believe that research universities are in immediate danger, but
danger lies ahead if we do not heed the ample warning signals. The universities
themselves understand the danger and are experimenting with methods of
instruction that may improve student learning outcomes at reduced cost and
are otherwise streamlining operations as they cut budgets.
Research universities are weakened now but have much of their core
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strength remaining. Timely and carefully targeted investment can make the
difference between losing a national strategic asset and retaining it. Stabilization
of state funding and an appropriate infusion of federal funding can keep
research universities strong. Absent these steps, tuition at public research
universities will continue its rapid rate of increase and will someday approach
the levels of private research universities. Dramatically increased tuition without
the additional resources that permit dramatic increases in financial aid, of
course, has ominous implications for access for low income students.
What does this mean for research university libraries? To the extent that
public research universities fail to maintain their status as research universities,
relatively less investment in them can be justified. Their support and derivative
units, including libraries and information technology departments, are at risk of
being severely reduced or even contracted out.
As funding becomes scarcer, money will be targeted to those units that can
demonstrate that they promote the ultimate ends of the university, learning and
research. Clearly, research university libraries must begin to demonstrate how the
resources and services that they offer directly affect student learning, retention,
graduation, time-to-degree, faculty research and success in winning competitive
research grants. I can make the same “must” statement about student affairs,
information technology, residence halls, etc.
Research university libraries can help turn the tide in funding. By making
highly visible to the community the research and creative activity produced by
faculty and staff, libraries can provide a major reason for state investment to
increase and for private donors to increase their contributions. Libraries can
provide the vehicle through which the citizenry
Libraries can play an important role in

comes to understand that research universities have

highlighting the returns that are possible when

tangible meaning for them. Libraries can play an

the federal government invests in research or

important role in highlighting the returns that are

research infrastructure at their universities.

possible when the federal government invests in
research or research infrastructure at their

universities. Properly deployed and marketed, the digital archives most of you
are building can become very attractive showcases in which to display the
unique contributions universities make. Of course, here I am referring to the
imperative for research universities to engage in the distribution of research,
a topic about which much has been said.
Clearly, research universities, public and private, and their libraries are in the
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same boat. They thrive or decline together. The powerful information gathering,
categorizing, and disseminating abilities that you command can be of great
assistance in motivating needed investment. I conclude by asking you to take on
one additional task: use those abilities to help your universities in their quest to
maintain and grow state and federal funding and private giving. Without such
growth, the synergy of the undergraduate, graduate, and research environment
cannot be nurtured and if it is not, the role of research university libraries will
inevitably shrink.
Without the set of research university accomplishments Jonathan Cole
describes in The Great American University, life today would be far less
productive, far less rewarding, far more mysterious, and far shorter. I am
optimistic that we as a society will realize the enormous cost of letting our
research universities deteriorate and will take the actions required to preserve
and strengthen these great institutions.
1

Jonathan R. Cole, The Great American University: Its Rise to Preeminence, Its Indispensable National Role,
Why It Must Be Protected, (New York: Public Affairs, 2009).
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Joining in the Enterprise
of Response in the Wake
of the NSF Data
Management Planning
Requirement
Patricia Hswe, Digital Collections Curator,
Pennsylvania State University Libraries
and
Ann Holt, Graduate Assistant, Office of Scholarly Communication,
Pennsylvania State University Libraries

T

he data management plan requirement activated in January 2011
by the National Science Foundation (NSF) has mobilized many
research libraries to develop and offer resources and services more

specifically dedicated to guiding faculty and students to meet this new
condition. At libraries, library associations, and data service organizations
alike, a spate of new or revised web pages, as well as webinars, workshops,
templates, and tutorials, has emerged in the months since the NSF’s May
2010 press release.1 A sense of urgency no doubt infuses this enterprise of

response—and rightfully so. Funder requirements cannot be ignored. Such
enterprise may hint at novel, even groundbreaking, roles for librarians and
libraries, particularly as subject specialists, data curators, researchers,
information technologists, and university administrators come together,
perhaps for the first time, to address the requirement in actionable ways.
Yet, it is also necessary and affirming to take momentary stock of the situation.
What are libraries already doing in this space that would be valuable to apply
and expand on? Who are the data specialists in our libraries whose expertise
could be leveraged for purposes of both “inreach” (educating librarian
colleagues in data management concepts and practice) and outreach (getting
the word out to faculty researchers that the library is ready to help)?
This article affords an overview of the new, leading roles libraries can
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adopt in the provision of data services, thus blending appraisal with advocacy.
How are libraries currently giving assistance in data management planning?
What recommendations can libraries make that draw from, and build on,
these efforts? The article also reports on new communities of practice forming
around the challenges of digital data issues, bringing together much needed
knowledge and expertise not only from libraries but also from various other
sectors of a university, including IT divisions, grant administration offices,
and research institutes.
The NSF requirement may appear to cast libraries into uncharted territory,
but there is arguably much territory already charted here—to the extent that
some of it may need only to be remapped toward either specific or
generalizable uses. An example is the challenge of developing a template
broadly applicable to management of research data in a range of disciplines,
yet sufficiently detailed and targeted both to meet the NSF requirement and
to suit the particular community of interest (in the absence of more specific
guidelines provided by an NSF directorate or division). Another example is
found in practices familiar to subject specialist librarians with public service
experience: just as the reference interview constitutes an important structured
approach for determining the information need of users, so is the “data
interview” a critical, deliberate process for helping researchers think through
their data management needs.2
Similarly, information literacy practices can also be consulted. An effective
understanding of data management planning involves reaching a level of
literacy about data—i.e., what are the issues regarding description and
documentation of data as well as their access, sharing, storage, and security?
Tutorials and workshops in “data literacy” can be integrated in research
methodology courses and certificate programs in research integrity, which
many junior faculty and even graduate students conducting original research
often are required to take. Given the increasing emphasis on the ability to
understand and work with data, as well as to manage it, it becomes
incumbent on librarians and faculty to work together to educate students
early in their university and college careers about research data and, perhaps
more crucial, to impart consistent advice on how to “do” data planning.
Subject specialists who have liaison librarian responsibilities have a
prominent role to play in this realm, too, as suggested by Tracy Gabridge of
MIT in “The Last Mile: Liaison Roles in Curating Science and Engineering
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Research Data,” which appeared in the August 2009 issue of Research Library
Issues.3 The “last mile,” borrowed from telecommunications jargon, refers to
the final stage of a “research data cyberinfrastructure—the part of the network
that will provide connections between the systems and the researchers and,
ultimately, to new users of the data.”4 Well before the NSF announcement,
Gabridge proposed data management planning as an area in which liaison
librarians in science and engineering could expand on their already
collaborative efforts, laying the groundwork for depositing data by conferring
with faculty researchers from the moment data is created. “Librarians can put
researchers in touch with standards applicable to their need, create a plan for
managing the lifecycle of data in compliance with their grants, and create
organizing strategies for documentation, files, backups, and more.”5 Resources
like MIT’s Data Planning Checklist6 and digital curation guidelines provided
by the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research7 have
been available in the last two to three years and are often the first stops for
both librarians and researchers who are wrangling data plans.
More importantly, inasmuch as the NSF requirement marks a chance for
libraries and campus entities such as research institutes and laboratories to
join forces anew, or cohere substantially around a common challenge, it also
occasions, if not necessitates, opportunities for cross-departmental
collaborations within a library itself. The call from NSF means that librarians
will need to have more than a satisfactory understanding of one another’s
work—for reasons of efficiency, accurate referrals, and identification of gaps
in services and specializations. Implicit in Gabridge’s foregoing appeal is the
depth and range of librarian expertise that cuts across boundaries of practice
and skill sets: subject specialists, metadata librarians, institutional repository
coordinators, data curators, systems/IT librarians, copyright specialists,
collection managers, and acquisition librarians (for advisement on data
sharing and collection policies). The expertise may have to be mined
differently than before, and a new framework, or reorganization of
infrastructure, may have to occur, but many of the essentials for assisting
faculty researchers on data management issues have long been available in
academic libraries. In addition, the cross-specialization making up these
collaborations could be transferrable for the creation of a broader range of
research services. As Dorothea Salo suggests in a posting at the Book of Trogool
blog, “I encourage libraries and IT shops building data-management services
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on the strength of the NSF’s plan requirement to diversify, and that quickly.
Find non-NSF people to help. Do a survey or focus-group study to demonstrate non-NSF-related data-management needs. Pay some attention to the
digital humanities.”8
The emergence of collaboration as a requirement itself in this enterprise
of response cannot be underestimated, and it continues to be born out in ways
suggestive of communities of practice—knowledge networks of people
sharing common interests and commonly created intellectual resources.9 In a
community of practice, everyone contributes to the whole, as members share
information, seek collective wisdom, and learn
The emergence of collaboration as a requirement

from each other. The “ARL Data Sharing Support

itself in this enterprise of response cannot be

Group,” a mailing list based in Google Groups, the

underestimated, and it continues to be born

creation of which coincided with the launch in

out in ways suggestive of communities of

December 2010 of ARL’s web-based Guide for

practice—knowledge networks of people

Research Libraries: The NSF Data Sharing Policy,10

sharing common interests and commonly

exemplifies such a community. With more than 200

created intellectual resources.

members, the group has informally discussed a
variety of questions, ranging from inquiries

regarding video archiving and storage solutions; to challenges surrounding
the cultivation of a data services program needing the support of intra-campus
alliances; to the idea of sharing data management plans—or not—among
researchers belonging to the same institution. Members also post announcements about developments in the data management sphere, and ARL uses the
list as a vehicle for alerting librarians to new content in the Guide for Research
Libraries: The NSF Data Sharing Policy. Issues and ideas that have arisen in this
forum include the following:
• How will data management plans help federal funding agencies in the
future? The NSF data management plan requirement arguably enables
the agency to do an environmental scan, in the sense of finding out what
is being accomplished in this problem space across US institutions. The
knowledge resulting from NSF's review of these plans could inform the
development of baseline best practices and policies concerning the future
curation of scientific research data.
• There has been some brief discussion about surveys, including survey
models to follow, whom to survey, and what to survey. While there are
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institutions that have distributed surveys to faculty for identifying
requirements for data curation services, others are wary of burdening
faculty with these requests and incurring “survey fatigue.” List members
have reported that data interviews and informal evaluations of need in
areas such as information technology have helped fill the survey void.
• The especially basic guidelines for these plans (except in cases where
NSF directorates or divisions provide more specific instructions) and the
two-page limit seem appropriate for the first year of a requirement, but
also imply a “wait and see” approach. Plans submitted this year could
potentially shape what the requirement looks like next year.
• It is clear that in the wake of the NSF mandate, libraries are doing their
best, within their current means, to meet researchers’ needs for assistance
in fleshing out data management plans. But without additional resources
(whether from NSF or from research universities submitting proposals)
it will be difficult to expand on these efforts toward the development of
necessary services—not to mention sustain them.
• While the requirement has compelled librarians to give serious thought
to how to help faculty develop these plans, there is preliminary concern
about researchers as yet not sharing them, or making them available,
within a community of interest—essentially as examples for peers to
view and learn from. Many librarians believe that a culture of sharing
these plans, particularly in cases where no sensitive information is
evident, should be fostered. Of additional interest is seeing whether
NSF itself will provide model data plans in the months following
January 2011.
• Similarly, there is as much concern that researchers will not think to
consult librarians—which could lead to inaccuracies, misinformation,
or unrealistic expectations in the plans themselves.
Since the ARL Data Sharing Support Group list began, much of the
posting activity has convened around matters of practice and the search for
advice and solutions. The list has the makings of a resource that documents
the efforts various institutions are applying toward data planning and that
captures a host of use cases, or ideas for case studies to pursue, in support
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and awareness of new processes and services to develop for assisting faculty
researchers.
In this enterprise of response, however, it is early days yet. While at some
institutions, research data assessment activities are well underway, at others
the value of data as a long-term and reusable asset, the management of which
is worthwhile funding, still has traction to gain among high-level university
administrators, who have a vested interest in continuing to receive significant
research funds. Questions such as how institutions will curate research data in
a centralized way, make them discoverable, findable, and usable, and ensure
long-term preservation and access will depend much on identifying relevant
stakeholders, arriving at a common ground and obtaining buy-in (which
includes stakeholder participation in the process and not hand waving), and
forging the right working relationships to get things done. As librarians work
increasingly across units and departments both within and beyond their
libraries, it will be energizing for the profession to see what models for agility,
collaboration, communication, program development, process management,
and workflow design come into play that can be adapted for local environments. Foremost, what results externally from this enterprise, in terms of
innovative user services, must be evident and of benefit to the faculty and
students whom academic libraries serve, especially if we want to foster “new
users of data.” As Meredith Farkas notes in a posting to her blog, Information
Wants to Be Free, “We need to understand how they [our patrons] do research,
how they use our current resources, why some of them don’t use the library,
and what they want from the library that they’re not currently getting.”11
When this understanding is achieved, the “last mile” will be completed.
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News
ARL Transitions

Harvard: Nancy M. Cline announced her intention to retire from her position
of Roy E. Larsen Librarian, effective at the end of the academic year.
Louisville: Robert Fox has been named Dean of Libraries, as of February 14,
2011. He succeeds Hannelore B. Rader who retired in 2009. Fox is an alumnus
of the 2009–10 ARL Research Library Leadership Fellows program.
Northwestern: Sarah Pritchard’s title has changed from Charles Deering
McCormick University Librarian to Dean of Libraries and Charles Deering
McCormick University Librarian.
Notre Dame: Diane Parr Walker has been named University Librarian
effective July 25. Diane is currently Deputy University Librarian at the
University of Virginia.
U of Toronto: Larry Alford has been named Chief Librarian effective no later
than August 1. Larry is currently vice-provost for libraries, university librarian,
and dean of university libraries at Temple University in Philadelphia. He
succeeds Chief Librarian Carole Moore who will retire in June 2011.
Virginia Tech: Tyler Walters has been named Dean of University Libraries,
effective March 15. He succeeds Eileen Hitchingham, who announced her
intention to retire from the position, effective February 1. Walters is an
alumnus of the 2009–10 ARL Research Library Leadership Fellows program.

ARL Staff Transitions
Christine Avery has been appointed a Visiting Program Officer for the 21st
Century Research Library Collections Task Force. Her VPO position will help
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the task force develop an action plan that promotes a new understanding of the
content and emerging functions that research libraries provide in the 21st
Century digital networked environment. Avery is Head of the University
College Libraries and Collection Development Coordinator for Commonwealth
Campus Libraries at Penn State University.
Karla Strieb currently the Assistant Executive Director for the program on
Transforming Research Libraries will become the Associate Director for
Collections, Technical Services and Scholarly Communications at the Ohio State
University Libraries (OSUL) on April 1, 2011. Strieb has served as Assistant
Executive Director for the Transforming Research Libraries program at ARL
since 2009, after leading ARL’s Scholarly Communication program beginning
in 2005.

Honors
Carol A. Mandel, Dean of the Division of Libraries at New York University and
ARL President, will receive the Hugh C. Atkinson Memorial Award in June 2011
at the Association for Library Collections and Technical Services Award Program
during the ALA Annual Conference in New Orleans. Mandel is being honored
for her leadership in shaping the future of academic libraries and as a “pioneer
in developing user-centered service models for both the physical and the virtual
library, based on assessment and research.”
Deanna Marcum, associate librarian for Library Services at the Library of
Congress, will receive an honorary Doctor of Humane Letters degree from North
Carolina State University. Dr. Marcum is being honored for her role in forging a
path to make our national library—and research libraries in general—as relevant
in the digital world as they have been in the print environment.
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ARL Calendar 2011
http://www.arl.org/events/calendar/
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March 23–25

Planning with the ARL 2030 Scenarios
Atlanta, Georgia

April 4–5

CNI Spring Membership Meeting
San Diego, California

April 10–13

ARL Initiative to Recruit a Diverse Workforce
Research Libraries Visit (Purdue University Libraries)
West Lafayette, Indiana

April 25–28

XML Development: From Markup to Application
Washington, DC

May 3–6

ARL Board & Membership Meetings
Montreal, Canada

June 27–July 1

METS Workshop: The Basics and Beyond
New Orleans, Louisiana

June 27

Basic Skills for Analyzing Library Service Quality
Assessment Data
New Orleans, Louisiana

July 25–26

ARL Board Meeting
Washington, DC

October 11–14

ARL Board & Membership Meetings
Washington, DC

December 12–13

CNI Fall Membership Meeting
Arlington, Virginia

RESEARCH LIBR ARY ISSUES: A BIMONTHLY REPORT FROM ARL, CNI, AND SPARC

21

RLI 274
Research Library Issues
A Bimonthly Report
from ARL, CNI, and SPARC
Research Library Issues is a freely available, online-only
publication released six times per year by the
Association of Research Libraries
21 Dupont Circle NW, Suite 800
Washington DC 20036
voice: 202-296-2296
fax: 202-872-0884
ISSN 1947-4911
Executive Director: Charles B. Lowry
Editor: M. Sue Baughman
Assistant Editor: Sarah Lippincott
Designer: Kevin Osborn, Research & Design Ltd., Arlington, Virginia
© 2011 Association of Research Libraries

ARL policy is to grant blanket permission to reprint from Research Library Issues
for noncommercial use as long as full attribution is made. Exceptions to this
policy may be noted for certain articles. This is in addition to the rights provided
under sections 107 and 108 of the Copyright Act. For commercial use, a reprint
request should be sent to ARL Publications pubs@arl.org.
Current and back issues are freely available on the ARL website.
The website is also where you may sign up for alerts of new releases of
Research Library Issues and learn about submitting ideas for articles.
Visit http://publications.arl.org/9ishf/rli/.

FEBRUARY 2011

RESEARCH LIBR ARY ISSUES: A BIMONTHLY REPORT FROM ARL, CNI, AND SPARC

