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Technological advances, budget cuts, reorganizations, downsizing, outsourcing, 
expanded roles of professionals, and changes in the information world are redis-
tributing the workload between professionals and paraprofessionals in academic 
library technical services units. Today, paraprofessionals manage major func-
tional areas in technical services and dominate the technical services work force. 
The roles of paraprofessionals have expanded to include duties once considered 
the sole responsibilities of professionals in technical services. In 2011, the author 
conducted a survey to understand more about the roles of technical services 
paraprofessionals in academic libraries during the previous five years. This paper 
analyzes the survey results and provides insight into the roles of paraprofession-
als in technical services in academic libraries by examining required educational 
degrees and high-level skills for paraprofessional positions, complex duties that 
are regularly assigned to paraprofessional positions, and staff development incen-
tives and opportunities.

According to the Online Dictionary for Library and Information Science 
(ODLIS), a library paraprofessional is 

a member of the library support staff, usually someone who holds at 
least the baccalaureate degree, trained to understand specific proce-
dures and apply them according to pre-established rules under normal 
circumstances without exercising professional judgment. Library para-
professionals are usually assigned high-level technical support duties, 
for example, in copy cataloging and serials control. In smaller public 
library systems in the United States, branch librarians are sometimes 
paraprofessionals.1 

What to call the group of “library paraprofessionals” has been perplexing and 
controversial in the past. A brief review of the literature shows that the library 
profession has reached no consensus. In the past, this group has been called para-
professionals, library assistants, library specialists, library associates, non–master 
of library and information science (MLIS) staff, paralibrarians, subprofessionals, 
nonprofessionals, library aids, library technicians, library support staff, and so 
on. In this paper, the author chose to use paraprofessionals for the sole purpose 
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of consistency. In 2011, the author conducted a survey to 
understand more about the roles of paraprofessionals in 
technical services in academic libraries during the previ-
ous five years. This paper analyzes the survey results and 
provides an insight into the roles of technical services para-
professionals in academic libraries during the previous five 
years, detailing the required educational degrees and high-
level skills for paraprofessional positions, complex duties 
that are regularly assigned to paraprofessional positions, and 
staff development incentives and opportunities.

The questionnaire in the survey was designed to answer 
the following research questions:

•	 In the previous five years, what educational degrees 
and high-level skills have been required for the posi-
tions of professionals and paraprofessionals according 
to their official job descriptions? What are the simi-
larities and differences?

•	 In the previous five years, what complex duties have 
been regularly assigned (i.e., officially part of the job 
description) to professionals and paraprofessionals 
in academic library technical services units, either 
full or part time? What are the similarities and dif-
ferences?

•	 In the previous five years, have the roles of parapro-
fessionals in academic library technical services units 
expanded, grown smaller, or remained the same in 
complex duties?

•	 In the previous five years, what incentives do aca-
demic libraries offer to paraprofessionals in technical 
services for staff development?

Literature Review

As Oberg observed in 1995, “Over the past twenty or more 
years, automation of library processes, declining budgets, 
contraction of higher education generally, and entry into 
the electronic information age have changed libraries. 
New library tasks have been created and others realigned. 
This redistribution of the library workload has given rise 
to a new category of employee, the paraprofessional.”2 
The library literature gives evidence of a lengthy dialogue 
about paraprofessionals in technical services, often tied to 
a discussion about professional librarians.3 As Oberg noted, 
“Staff utilization, role definition and articulation, task 
overlap, educational requirements, certification, and status 
have been cantankerous issues within the library profes-
sion for most of this century and remain largely unresolved 
today.”4 Although an abundance of publications addressed 
issues related to paraprofessionals in technical services, 
many focused exclusively on paraprofessionals in catalog-
ing. This paper will focus on the roles of paraprofessionals 

in various technical services functions in academic libraries 
in recent years.

As early as 1923, Williamson challenged the library 
profession to distinguish unambiguously between pro-
fessional and paraprofessional duties.5 Since 1927, the 
American Library Association (ALA) has made a series 
of efforts to define the roles of library professionals and 
paraprofessionals including Proposed Classification and 
Compensation Plans for Library Positions, The Subprofes-
sional or Technical Assistant: A Statement of Definition, 
and Library Education and Personnel Utilization (LEPU).6 
LEPU defined “librarian” as a professional with an MLIS. 
On January 23, 2002, the ALA council adopted “Library 
and Information Studies and Human Resource Utilization: 
A Statement of Policy,” which formalized the acceptance 
of paraprofessionals as integral contributors to and partici-
pants in the library profession and advocated for a constant 
effort to promote the most effective utilization of personnel 
at all levels.7 According to this policy, the basic educational 
requirement for library professionals is an MLIS; additional 
professional degrees will be required for subject specialties. 
In contrast, the basic educational requirement for library 
paraprofessionals is bachelor’s degree for library associates 
or two years of college-level study for library assistants. The 
title “librarian” 

carries with it the connotation of professional in 
the sense that professional tasks are those which 
require a special background and education on the 
basis of which library needs are identified, prob-
lems are analyzed, goals are set, and original and 
creative solutions are formulated for them, inte-
grating theory into practice, and planning, organiz-
ing, communicating, and administering successful 
programs of service to users of the library’s materi-
als and services. . . . Positions which are primarily 
devoted to the routine application of established 
rules and techniques, however useful and essential 
to the effective operation of a library’s ongoing 
services, should not carry the word Librarian in the 
job title.8

In 1991, World Book–ALA Goal Award Project on 
Library Support Staff published its issue paper “Role 
Definition,” which noted that the term “routine,” which 
had been frequently used to differentiate between the work 
done by professionals and paraprofessionals in library lit-
erature, seemed inappropriate to distinguish the jobs held 
by a growing number of paraprofessionals whose duties 
required sophisticated judgment calls, supervision, and 
complex operations in the current library environment.9 
This paper stated that “it may well be that the models and 
definitions which were useful in the initial development of 
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paraprofessional roles no longer serve to describe the reality 
in a growing number of libraries.”10

To understand the roles of paraprofessionals in techni-
cal services, researchers often used literature review, sur-
veys, case studies, job advertisements, or job descriptions to 
do quantitative or qualitative analysis. In late 1990s, Buttlar 
and Garcha gleaned from literature sixty-seven traditional 
and emerging activities in which catalogers in academic 
libraries were involved and incorporated them into a ques-
tionnaire that was distributed to catalogers in academic 
libraries. The survey respondents indicated involvement of 
paraprofessionals in higher leves of cataloging.11 In 1995, 
Mohr and Schuneman conducted a survey of the heads of 
the main cataloging departments of the 119 Association of 
Research Libraries (ARL) institutions to examine the chang-
ing roles of paraprofessionals in original cataloging in ARL 
libraries.12 The results of the survey confirmed the continu-
ing changes in assignment of original cataloging responsibili-
ties to paraprofessionals. The survey respondents expressed 
concerns with increased paraprofessional involvement in 
original cataloging.

In 1998 and 1999, Bordeianu and Seiser conducted two 
surveys of ARL libraries to identify the minimum education 
and experience required of paraprofessional catalogers.13 
The majority of surveyed libraries responded that they used 
paraprofessionals to catalog various types of materials. The 
survey results showed that a higher number of libraries used 
paraprofessionals in copy cataloging than in original catalog-
ing, and some libraries hired paraprofessionals to do some 
jobs formerly restricted to professionals.

Smith and Etcheverria conducted a survey of directors 
and managers in academic library technical services depart-
ments—specifically from a sample of ARL and land-grant 
libraries within the United States—to examine staffing 
trends in technical services in academic libraries. The survey 
responses showed a perception of a growth in work roles for 
both professionals and paraprofessionals.14 Smith and Etch-
everria observed, 

While the literature sometimes refers to the blur-
ring of responsibilities between professionals and 
paraprofessionals, survey respondents perceived 
that all levels of staff had grown in their positions. 
According to comments by respondents, areas of 
growth for paraprofessionals included more high-
level and original cataloging. Areas of growth for 
all staff included aspects of dealing with electronic 
resources, cataloging new formats, and growing in 
sophistication in use of integrated library systems.15

As a follow-up to Smith and Etcheverria’s survey, Smith 
contacted eight of the original group surveyed because 
they had expressed interest in being contacted during the 

original survey. Smith interviewed the five who responded—
and who happened to represent a cross-section of areas in 
technical services—and conducted a qualitative analysis.16 
Smith reported that all five interviewees saw an increased or 
increasing role for paraprofessionals, noting, “The roles of 
professionals were also changing and becoming increasingly 
removed from day to day operations in technical services.”17

Cox and Myers conducted a survey in 2008 to examine 
the roles of professional and paraprofessional catalogers as 
they were perceived by both types of catalogers.18 According 
to the survey findings, a majority of both professional and 
paraprofessional catalogers felt that paraprofessionals should 
do complex copy cataloging. Furthermore, 53.8 percent of 
professional respondents and 82.1 percent of paraprofes-
sional respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that orig-
inal cataloging should only be handled by professionals. Cox 
and Myers found that the perceived distinctions between 
professional and paraprofessional catalogers were in the 
activities beyond cataloging done by professionals, such as 
administrative work, services on committees, and research. 
Cox and Myers suggested “a need in libraries for clarity 
in how responsibilities are defined and assigned, and how 
expectations are articulated, so that professional and para-
professional catalogers better understand their roles and 
value to the organization.”19 Cox and Myers recommended 
that the library profession as a whole reach consensus about 
the level of work paraprofessionals should do and how they 
should be compensated. Cox and Myers pointed out that

the roles of professionals and paraprofessionals 
within libraries have been in flux for more than a 
decade. Advances in technology have streamlined 
workflows, allowing staff at all levels to engage 
in higher-level work. Reduced budgets and the 
reduced staff levels that go along with them have 
required reshuffling of job duties and shifts in 
department priorities. Some of these changes have 
blurred the lines between professional and para-
professional staff. Despite these shifts, the library 
profession still defines employees and the work 
they do in terms of professional librarians, requir-
ing a master of library and information science 
(MLIS), and paraprofessional staff, who typically 
hold at least a bachelor’s degree.20

Gelber and Kandarasheva discussed a case study pro-
gram implemented at Columbia University Libraries (CUL) 
that trained paraprofessional catalogers in Program for 
Cooperative Cataloging (PCC) and Name Authority Coop-
erative Program (NACO) responsibilities.21 The CUL PCC 
training program proved to be a valuable investment of 
cataloging resources because the program contributed to the 
professional development of paraprofessional catalogers and 
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the growth of training and mentoring skills of professional 
catalogers.

In 2011, Primary Research Group (PRG) published 
The Survey of Academic Library Cataloging Practices.22 The 
study looked closely at how academic libraries deployed their 
cataloging personnel—how they used cataloging librarians 
and paraprofessionals. Approximately seventy-five North 
American academic libraries participated in the survey. The 
PRG survey findings included:

•	 27.3 percent of the survey participants routinely used 
paraprofessionals for original cataloging. Public col-
leges were more than three times more likely than 
private colleges to use paraprofessionals for original 
cataloging, and larger colleges were more than twice 
as likely as smaller ones to do so.

•	 24.7 percent of the libraries in the sample use parapro-
fessionals for master bibliographic record enrichment 
in the OCLC database. Most of those doing so were 
public colleges and offered beyond the BA degree.

•	 Copy cataloging was routinely performed by parapro-
fessionals in 81.43 percent of libraries in the sample 
and by professional librarians in 58.57 percent of them.

Howarth discussed the possible future roles of para-
professionals in various areas of technical services including 
selection, acquisitions, cataloging and classification, physical 
processing, binding and repair, and circulation, from the 
premise that the survival of paraprofessionals would depend 
on defining an occupational niche that was unique from 
that of clerical support staff or professional librarians.23 She 
observed, “Rather than being a ‘shadow’ librarian or a ‘glori-
fied clerk,’ the paraprofessional must establish and maintain 
an appropriately broad, but clearly identifiable, niche to 
demarcate this from other levels of staff, both within techni-
cal services and the library as a whole.”24

In addition to publications on the roles of professionals 
and paraprofessionals in technical services, many articles 
have addressed related topics, including library paraprofes-
sional movement, deprofessionalization of librarianship, 
inequalities between professionals and paraprofession-
als, professional and paraprofessional communication and 
mutual respect, job satisfaction, training, continuing educa-
tion, compensation, and career ladder.

Litwin reviewed the history of library support staff 
movement for a higher level of status in library profession 
and explored its implications for the professional status of 
librarianship in the light of sociologist Mane Haug’s original 
work on the concept of deprofessionalization and subse-
quent discourse.25 Litwin observed, “Where the idea of 
deprofessionalization first began clearly to fit was in devel-
opments in technical services emerging later in the decade. 
Technology had begun to enable easy sharing of catalog 

records, which allowed libraries to employ fewer profes-
sional catalogers and to assign paraprofessionals the task of 
loading catalog records containing intellectual labor done 
elsewhere.”26 Litwin pointed out that deprofessionalization 
in technical services was accelerating—more full-time pro-
fessional positions were reduced, eliminated, or replaced by 
paraprofessional positions, and more job duties once per-
formed by professionals were routinely transferred to para-
professionals. Litwin argued, “Our concern about the loss of 
autonomy in the library profession is not entirely a selfish 
concern, for two reasons: first, because a loss of autonomy 
for librarians is a net loss of autonomy for front-line library 
workers, and not simply a redistribution of it; and second, 
because attention to the ethical foundations of professional 
practice depends to a great extent on the maintenance of 
professional identity through a graduate education require-
ment and a strong professional association.”27

In academic libraries, although professionals have had 
opportunities for career advancement via promotion and 
tenure, fewer systems have been in place to recognize the 
contribution of paraprofessionals to libraries or to encour-
age their professional development. Letarte, Pennell, and 
Hamlett reported on both research and case studies related 
to the growing reliance on paraprofessionals in catalog-
ing to perform duties previously done by professionals.28 
They noted, “Recent innovations in the areas of technical 
services have presented challenges and opportunities for 
new workflows. All too often, however, plans for innovative 
redesign of technical services units overlook the most essen-
tial components: the library’s human resources, and more 
specifically, the support staff who accomplish the bulk of the 
day-to-day work in library technical services.”29

Straatmann advocated addressing perceived inequali-
ties between professionals and paraprofessionals through 
staff development programs that “addresses the personal, 
career, and competency issues facing paraprofessionals 
in these environments.”30 Webb also advocated a simi-
lar approach.31 Webb thought that a comprehensive staff 
development program should include three components: 
competency development, career development, and per-
sonal development. Competency development includes the 
training of skills in technology, library services, communica-
tion, and leadership. Career development includes formal 
school education, continuing education after graduation, 
and on-the-job training. Webb felt that establishing career 
ladder programs to recognize paraprofessionals’ skills and 
abilities to function in the same capacities as professionals in 
a variety of duties and tasks is critical. Personal development 
allows paraprofessionals to pursue development opportuni-
ties on their own with institutional support; through this 
type of development, paraprofessionals are more likely to 
develop a lifelong learning habit and gain more confidence 
in their competencies to succeed.
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Why do people accept employment as library para-
professionals and in what ways do they find fulfillment in 
doing the work that is often associated with low salaries and 
compensation? Morrison observed that “a great majority 
of the paraprofessionals working in today’s institutions are 
not there due to love of money. Many do this kind of work 
because they enjoy the people they work with, and because 
they have a dedication to the mission that libraries fulfill. It 
is not just for personal reasons that they do their best each 
and every day in the name of the best service they can pro-
vide in the best way they can.”32 Bull listed the top ten rea-
sons why she loved her job as a paraprofessional cataloger: 

•	 challenges to work with a variety of materials 
•	 inspiration to do more and be more
•	 satisfaction to complete a day’s work 
•	 opportunities to use of a variety of computer programs
•	 opportunities to be creative
•	 interesting work
•	 opportunities to do problem solving
•	 opportunities to use Internet and e-mail
•	 coworkers who are terrific and interesting
•	 library organizations and publications that offer sourc-

es of education, training, and connectivity.33 

However, Grady noted that

library workers cannot live by love alone; terminal 
degrees can be resuscitated by professional develop-
ment; libraries without staff are just buildings; and 
library employees are worth their salary and continu-
ing education investments. As the association seeps 
into the conversation and psyches of the library 
workforce, there may be a future where pay equity 
is a nonissue, where library employees are paid com-
parably with their peers in other professions, and 
where certification is part of the natural progression 
of upwardly mobile librarians and support staff.34

During the past twenty years, paraprofessional issues 
have gained more nation- and profession-wide attention. 
In 1993, Association for Library Collections and Technical 
Services (ALCTS) established the Task Force on Meeting 
the Continuing Needs of Paraprofessionals to identify con-
tinuing education and training needs of paraprofessionals in 
collections and technical services and what ALCTS can do 
to meet these needs.35 As a result, ALCTS started initiatives 
tailored for paraprofessionals in training workshops, train-
ing the trainers, and partnerships with national, regional, 
and state organizations to deliver programs, publications, 
and information clearing house. In 1997, the ALA Library 
Support Staff Interests Round Table (LSSIRT ) conducted 
a survey to determine the predominant issues facing library 

paraprofessionals.36 The survey indicated that the three 
issues of greatest concern for paraprofessionals were lack 
of opportunities for career advancement; compensation not 
appropriate for the level of required education, experience 
and responsibilities; and lack of access to continuing educa-
tion and training opportunities. In 2001, the ALA council 
authorized the establishment of the ALA Allied Professional 
Association (ALA-APA) to “enable certification of individu-
als in specializations beyond the initial professional degree. 
In January 2002, with the approval of preliminary bylaws, 
the scope of the organization was broadened to include 
advocacy for the “mutual professional interests of librarians 
and other library workers.”37

In 2003, ALA’s 3rd Congress on Professional Educa-
tion: Focus on Library Support Staff (COPE III) made 
recommendations to address the top three issues of concern 
for paraprofessionals indicated by LSSIRT’s 1997 survey in 
terms of association life, workplace, credentialing, education 
and continuing professional development, valuing people, 
marketing, and public relations.38 In 2005, at the ALA 
Annual Conference in Chicago, the ALA council adopted 
the ALA policy “Inclusiveness and Mutual Respect,” which 
clearly spelled out that “ALA values, respects, and welcomes 
the contributions and participation of all library workers 
including paraprofessionals.”39 In 2010, ALA-APA created 
the Library Support Staff Certification (LSSC) to recognize 
“the value of the contribution of Library Support Staff to 
quality public service and efficient operation of a library, 
by offering voluntary certification based on a nationally rec-
ognized set of competencies.”40 This certification program 
defines library support staff as those who work in library 
positions that do not require an MLIS. LSSC is intended 
to help earn respect and recognition for paraprofession-
als, demonstrate paraprofessionals’ value to their libraries, 
give paraprofessionals an edge on the job or promotion, 
increase paraprofessionals’ self-confidence, provide proof of 
paraprofessionals’ achievement, increase paraprofessionals’ 
understanding of library services, and help enhance parapro-
fessionals’ service to their library users.

Research Method

In January 2011, the author conducted a survey to understand 
more about the roles of technical services paraprofessionals 
in academic libraries in the previous five years; see appendix 
A. For this survey, a professional position was defined as a 
position requiring an MLIS or equivalent. A paraprofessional 
position was defined as a position not requiring an MLIS or 
equivalent. For this survey, “technical services is defined as 
library functional areas that are responsible for selecting, 
acquiring, organizing, processing, and providing access to 
library collections in all formats, as opposed to the delivery 
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of public services.”41 This survey applied to both centralized 
and non-centralized technical services.

The survey questionnaire consisted of sixteen questions; 
only answers to three questions (1, 2 and 5) were mandatory; 
twelve questions provided the opportunity to add informa-
tion beyond the choices provided in the survey or to make 
comments. The last question was open-ended to provide an 
opportunity for respondents to share comments about the 
roles of paraprofessionals in their technical services. The 
survey was voluntary and respondents could withdraw from 
it at any time. Therefore, unless otherwise specified, the 
percentage quoted in this paper indicates a percentage of 
an individual question’s respondents rather than a percent-
age of the total survey respondents. The percentage was 
rounded to one decimal point; because of rounding, the sum 
of percentages in tables and appendixes do not equal to 100 
percent in most cases.

The survey was aimed at professionals and paraprofes-
sionals currently working in technical services in academic 
libraries. On January 19, 2011, the author distributed the 
survey invitation via ten electronic discussion lists related to 
technical services: AUTOCAT, SERIALST, NGC4LIB (an 
interest group discussing next-generation library catalogs), 
OCLC-CAT, metadataLibrarians listserv, ACQNET-L,  
IFLA-L, IUG (an Innovative users group list), and OLAC-
L. The e-mail invitation stated that the survey was intended 
for professionals and paraprofessionals working in technical 
services in academic libraries, provided a link to the survey 
hosted through SurveyMonkey (a free online survey and 
questionnaire tool), told recipients to feel free to forward 
the survey to any librarian or staff in technical services in 
academic libraries, and informed recipients that all respons-
es would be kept confidential and anonymous. The survey 
allowed only one response per computer. After the survey 
was finished, the respondent would not be able to re-enter 
the survey, and each respondent could only enter the survey 
once. The survey closed February 23, 2011. The survey 
received 820 responses, and 512 respondents answered 
all questions. The author used SurveyMonkey to collect 
responses and perform most of the statistical analysis. Based 
on the IP addresses automatically collected by SurveyMon-
key, 786 respondents (95.9 percent) were from the United 
States; 34 respondents were from other countries, including 
Canada, Great Britain, Australia, and New Zealand.

The author chose to administer the survey online 
instead of by a targeted mailing to achieve a faster response 
and save money. However, the author recognizes problems 
in surveys in which respondents are self-selected. Those 
who had strong opinions might be more likely to respond. 
The population reached might have been participating in 
other surveys at the time and decided to ignore this survey 
invitation. The size of the population (professionals and 
paraprofessionals in technical services in academic libraries) 

was unknown. Every subject in the population undoubt-
edly was not reached by the survey. While a simple random 
sampling could minimize bias, generating a sample that did 
not accurately reflect the makeup of the population also 
was possible. However, the author believes that the large 
number of responses to this survey can correct for these 
problems. Although this survey method had limitations, 
the author is confident that the findings present a reliable 
picture of the roles of paraprofessionals in academic library 
technical services units in recent years.

Findings

All 820 responses were analyzed. Because not all respon-
dents answered all questions and some questions allowed 
more than one answer, the total number of responses for 
each question may be less than or greater than 820.

Respondent Demographics

Of the 820 respondents, 368 (44.9 percent) were profes-
sionals and 452 (55.1 percent) were paraprofessionals. To 
find out what working titles are often used for professional 
and paraprofessional positions, the author gleaned from 
literature a list of keywords to code the working titles. 
Table 1 shows the coding result of the working titles of the 
respondents. The five most common wordings in work-
ing titles for professionals were librarian, associate librar-
ian, assistant librarian, or deputy librarian; head, associate 
head, or assistant head; cataloger; director; and coordina-
tor. The five most common wordings in working titles for 
paraprofessionals were library assistant or assistant; library 
specialist or specialist; library associate or associate; library 
technician or technician; and coordinator. No professional 
respondents had working titles (library assistant or assistant; 
library specialist or specialist; library associate or associate; 
and library technician or technician) often associated with 
paraprofessional positions. However, eleven paraprofes-
sional respondents held working titles (librarian, associate 
librarian, assistant librarian, or deputy librarian) that might 
have been assigned to professional positions in the past. 
Several titles (head, associate head, or assistant head; direc-
tor; coordinator; dean; manager; supervisor; team lead or 
leader; and chair) indicated leadership roles. Of the 368 
professional respondents, 157 (42.7 percent) held working 
titles indicating leadership; only 57 (12.6 percent) of 452 
paraprofessional respondents held such working titles.

Technical Services Functional Areas

Of the 729 respondents that reported the functional areas 
in which they work, 318 (43.6 percent) were professionals 
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and 411 (56.4 percent) were paraprofessionals. Because 
most respondents were working in more than one functional 
area, they could check as many choices as applied (see table 
2). Based on the comments, some respondents also had 
responsibilities in nontraditional technical services areas, 
including automated systems, reference, digital collections, 
interlibrary loan, special collections, non-MARC metadata, 

fundraising, institutional repository, circulation, assessment, 
accounting, and bibliographic instruction.

Changes in Position Numbers and Types

More than half (60.6 percent) of respondents who answered 
the questions about increases or decreases in the number 

Table 1. Current Working Titles

Current Working Title
Paraprofessionals 

(N = 452)
Professionals

(N = 368)
Total

(N = 820)

Library assistant/Assistant 142 31.4% 0 0.0% 142 17.3%

Library specialist/Specialist 88 19.5% 1 0.3% 88 10.7%

Library associate/Associate 42 9.3% 0 0.0% 42 5.1%

Library technician/Technician 27 6.0% 0 0.0% 27 3.3%

Coordinator 25 5.5% 15 4.1% 40 4.9%

Supervisor 22 4.9% 4 1.1% 26 3.2%

Manager 18 4.0% 6 1.6% 24 2.9%

Cataloger 15 0.0% 36 9.8% 51 6.2%

Assistant cataloger/Cataloging Associate/Paraprofessional cataloger/ 
Copy cataloger/Adaptive cataloger

13 6.9% 0 0.0% 13 1.6%

Librarian/Associate librarian/Assistant librarian/Deputy librarian 11 2.4% 195 53.0% 206 25.2%

Head/Associate head/Assistant head 10 2.2% 86 23.4% 96 11.7%

Paraprofessional 9 2.0% 0 0.0% 9 1.1%

Support 5 1.1% 0 0.0% 5 0.6%

Administrator (systems/electronic resources) 3 1.0% 0 0.0% 3 0.4%

Director 1 0.2% 34 9.2% 35 4.3%

Team lead/Leader 1 0.2% 4 1.1% 5 0.6%

Dean 0 0.0% 6 1.6% 6 0.7%

Professor 0 0.0% 6 1.6% 6 0.7%

Note: Respondents’ working titles could contain more than one keyword listed in table 1; therefore total responses might exceed N.

Table 2. Technical Services Functional Areas 

Functional Area
Paraprofessionals

(N = 411)
Professionals

(N = 318)
Total 

(N = 729)

Cataloging 305 74.2% 247 77.7% 552 75.7%

Acquisitions 169 41.1% 121 38.1% 290 39.8%

Physical processing 147 35.8% 79 24.8% 226 31.0%

Electronic resources management 135 32.8% 115 36.2% 250 34.3%

Print serials (check-in, claiming, binding, etc.) 122 29.7% 76 23.9% 198 27.2%

Management/Administration/Supervision 80 19.5% 137 43.1% 217 29.8%

Collections 74 18.0% 103 32.4% 177 24.3%

Documents (federal, state, international, etc.) 57 13.9% 40 12.6% 97 13.3%

Preservation 57 13.9% 36 11.9% 93 12.8%

Note: Respondents could choose multiple areas; therefore total responses exceed N.
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of positions in their technical services units during the 
previous five years reported an overall decrease; 29.6 per-
cent reported no change and only 9.9 percent reported an 
increase (see table 3). Of the 720 who responded to this 
question, 315 (43.8 percent) respondents were professionals 
and 405 (56.3 percent) were paraprofessionals. Because the 
survey was anonymous, the author could not find out how 
many respondents were from the same libraries. Thus all 
the percentages in table 3 only reflect the percentages of the 
total responses of each individual question.

In the comment area of the survey, some respondents 
gave details about causes for decreases in positions, includ-
ing the following:

•	 Technical services lost positions because of depar-
tures, layoffs, and retirements. Vacant positions in 
technical services were not filled or were eliminated 
completely because of a hiring freeze, budget cuts, 
downsizing, retirement incentives/buyouts, or reor-
ganization.

•	 Vacated positions in technical services were moved 
to other departments. Technical services staff were 
transferred to other teams or departments because of 
reorganization or new initiatives.

•	 The same workload was apportioned among 
decreased staff in technical services. When a person 
left, no replacement was added, but the job duties 
were taken on by the rest of the department.

•	 Positions were demoted from professional to para-
professional. Positions were reduced from full-time 
to part-time.

•	 Technical services outsourced some of its servic-

es, such as copy cataloging. Technical services used 
more advanced technology and software to save staff 
resources.

Some respondents explained what caused the increase of 
positions, such as new information needs, information reor-
ganization, and greater workload.

The question regarding an increase or decrease in pro-
fessional positions in technical services drew 718 responses 
(see table 3). Slightly more than half of the respondents 
(53.3 percent) reported that the number of professional 
positions remained the same during the previous five years, 
32.3 percent reported a decrease, and only 14.3 percent 
reported an increase. Some respondents commented that 
they had no professional positions in technical services.

Some respondents explained what caused the decrease 
of professional positions in technical services, noting that 
professional positions were promoted to administrative posi-
tions, vacant professional positions were not being filled, 
and, while the number of professional positions remained 
the same, more professionals were hired to do nontradition-
al technical services work, such as information technology, 
digital initiatives, and institutional repository.

Some respondents gave reasons for the increase of pro-
fessional positions in technical services:

•	 Technical services gained more professional positions 
to do work in nontraditional technical services areas 
such as digital initiatives, institutional repository, 
metadata, digital preservation, information technol-
ogy, electronic resource management, and licensing.

•	 Technical services gained more professional positions 

Table 3. Changes in Number of Positions during the Last Five Years

Change in Total Number of Positions
Paraprofessionals

(N = 405)
Professionals

(N = 315)
Total

(N = 720)

Decreased 255 63.0% 181 57.5% 436 60.6%

Remained the same 113 28.0% 100 31.7% 213 29.6%

Increased 37 9.1% 34 10.8% 71 9.9%

Change in Number of Professional Positions
Paraprofessionals

(N = 403)
Professionals

(N = 315)
Total

(N = 718)

Decreased 140 34.8% 92 29.2% 232 32.3%

Remained the same 198 49.1% 185 45.9% 383 53.3%

Increased 65 16.1% 38 12.1% 103 14.3%

Change in Number of Paraprofessional Positions
Paraprofessionals

(N = 405)
Professionals

(N = 314)
Total

(N = 719)

Decreased 228 56.3% 168 53.5% 396 55.1%

Remained the same 141 34.8% 119 37.9% 260 36.2%

Increased 36 8.9% 27 8.6% 63 8.8%
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because of reorganization or library expansion.
•	 Professional positions were filled when vacant, but 

paraprofessional positions were not.
•	 Paraprofessional positions that had been doing much 

higher levels of work were promoted to profession-
al positions.

•	 Nonprofessional positions were replaced by profes-
sional positions.

•	 The number of professional positions remained the 
same, but administrative level positions were lost and 
replaced with entry-level positions with a focus on 
new skills.

•	 Paraprofessional positions were promoted to profes-
sional positions after employees received an MLIS. 
In some cases, the people working in paraprofession-
al positions had an MLIS. The administration decided 
to change their position titles to librarians, and they 
became classified as professionals even though they 
were doing the work of paraprofessionals.

Slightly more than half (55.1 percent) of the 719 
respondents to the question about increases or decreases 
in paraprofessional positions reported that the number of 
paraprofessional positions in their technical services units 
had decreased, 36.2 percent reported no change, and 8.8 
percent reported an increase (see table 3). One respondent 
mentioned that his or her technical services unit had no 
paraprofessional positions.

Respondents who commented on causes for the decrease 
in paraprofessional positions identified the following reasons:

•	 Professional positions absorbed the work of parapro-
fessionals.

•	 Paraprofessional positions were reclassified as profes-
sional positions when vacant.

•	 Technical services eliminated paraprofessional posi-
tions that were no longer needed.

•	 Technical services hired more students for processing.

Reasons for an increase in paraprofessional positions 
in technical services included paraprofessionals moving to 
technical services for reasons not related to needing another 
staff person in technical services, and the library increas-
ing space and collection size because more students were 
attending the university.

Required Education and Skills Sets

All 820 responded to the question about degrees required 
(see table 4). All professionals reporting that an MLIS or 
its equivalent was required for their positions, and none 
of the paraprofessionals reported such a requirement. 
Among the 452 paraprofessional responses, 214 (47.4 
percent) paraprofessional positions required a bachelor’s 
degree, 17 (3.8 percent) required graduate degrees (not 
in library and information science), and 31 (6.9 percent) 
required a library associate degree. Other educational 
requirements for paraprofessional positions listed by 
respondents were associate degrees in other subject fields, 
some college credits, two years’ college diploma or certifi-
cation, computer certification, a combination of education 
and experience that is equivalent to library associate or 
library technician degrees, library technician diploma, or 
a combination of education and experience that can sub-
stitute for degree requirements.

The survey asked if respondents held degrees higher 
than the degrees required for their positions; 813 responded, 
368 (45.3 percent) of which were professionals and 445 (54.7 
percent) of which were paraprofessionals. Of the 445 para-
professional respondents, 315 (70.8 percent) held degrees 
higher than the degrees required for their positions; only 69 
of the professionals (18.8 percent) held degrees higher than 
the degrees required for their positions.

One question explored high-level skills required 
according to individuals’ official job descriptions, to which 
747 responded. Of these, 329 (44 percent) were profes-
sionals and 418 (56 percent) were paraprofessionals. Table 

Table 4. Required Education

Level of Education Paraprofessionals
(N = 452)

Professionals
(N = 368)

Bachelors degree 214 47.4% 10 2.7%

High school graduation or equivalent 128 28.3% 4 1.1%

Required educational degree is not specified in my job description 87 19.2% 0 0.0%

Library associate degree 31 6.9% 0 0.0%

Graduate degree (not in library and information science) 17 3.8% 11 3.0%

Masters degree in library and information science or equivalent 0 0.0% 368 100%

Note: Respondents could choose multiple degrees; therefore total responses exceed N.
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5 presents the findings. The ten most frequently required 
skills for paraprofessional positions (in rank order) were

•	 computer skills
•	 ability to work independently
•	 management/supervisory/personnel skills
•	 communication skills (oral/written)
•	 analytical skills
•	 interpersonal/human relations skills
•	 teamwork/team leadership skills
•	 knowledge in current issues/trends/best practices/

standards/technology in technical services
•	 ability to implement/manage technological/organiza-

tional change
•	 training/mentoring skills

The ten most frequently required skills for professional 
positions (also in rank order) were

•	 communication skills (oral/written)
•	 computer skills
•	 knowledge in current issues/trends/best practices/

standards/technology in technical services
•	 ability to work independently
•	 problem-solving skills

•	 interpersonal/human relations skills
•	 analytical skills
•	 ability to implement/manage technological/organiza-

tional change
•	 teamwork/team leadership skills
•	 management/supervisory/personnel skills

When the two groups of respondents were combined, 
the top three skills were computer skills, ability to work 
independently, and communication skills.

Table 5 shows little difference in high-level skills 
required for professional positions and paraprofessional 
positions. The ten most frequently required skills for pro-
fessional and paraprofessional positions are almost identical, 
though the ranking orders are different. In addition to the 
skills listed as choices in the survey, respondents identified 
other required skills, including position-specific skills (cata-
loging, reference, public services, teaching, data manage-
ment, math, license negotiation, and library instruction) and 
general skills (research, organizational, time management, 
multitasking, detail-oriented, and service-oriented).

One question investigated complex duties regularly 
assigned (i.e., officially part of the job description) to the 
respondents’ positions in technical services, either full- or 
part-time; 666 responded. Of these, 293 (44 percent) were 

Table 5. Required High-Level Skills

Skills
Paraprofessionals

(N = 418)
Professionals

(N = 329)
Total

(N = 747)

Computer skills 405 96.9% 291 88.4% 696 93.2%

Ability to work independently 392 93.8% 282 85.7% 674 90.2%

Management/supervisory/personnel skills 380 90.9% 233 70.8% 403 53.9%

Communication skills (oral/written) 364 87.1% 303 92.1% 667 89.3%

Analytical skills 299 71.6% 256 77.8% 555 74.3%

Interpersonal/human relations skills 296 70.8% 262 79.6% 558 74.7%

Teamwork/team leadership skills 271 64.8% 236 71.7% 507 67.9%

Knowledge in current issues/trends/best practices/standards/technology in techni-
cal services

241 57.7% 287 87.2% 528 70.7%

Ability to implement/manage technological/organizational change 238 56.9% 239 72.6% 477 63.9%

Training/mentoring skills 214 51.2% 209 63.5% 423 56.6%

Planning skills 209 50.0% 212 64.4% 420 56.2%

Ability to be innovative/creative 183 43.8% 207 62.9% 390 52.2%

Project management skills 182 43.5% 199 60.5% 381 51.0%

Problem-solving skills 151 36.1% 269 81.8% 624 83.5%

Administrative/leadership skills 124 29.7% 222 67.5% 346 46.3%

Foreign language skills 104 24.9% 100 30.4% 204 27.3%

Budgeting skills 86 20.6% 119 36.2% 205 27.4%

Note: Respondents could choose multiple areas; therefore total responses exceed N.
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professionals and 373 (56 percent) were paraprofessionals. 
Appendix B presents the findings. The ten complex duties 
most frequently assigned to paraprofessional positions, 
either full- or part-time, were the following:

•	 Act as one of the primary resources for issues in your 
job duty areas.

•	 Keep current on trends and developments in your 
job duty.

•	 Act as one of the primary trainers in your job duty 
areas.

•	 Act as one of the primary liaisons to librarians, staff, 
vendors, publishers, or library users in your job duty 
areas.

•	 Take the lead in/make major contribution to devel-
oping/implementing policies/standards/goals/proce-
dures to improve workflow in your job duty areas.

•	 Troubleshoot/solve problems involving intensive 
application and knowledge of library policies and pro-
cedures, national standards, vendor systems, or pub-
lisher licenses.

•	 Serve on library working groups, committees, task 
forces, etc.

•	 Attend workshops, institutes, seminars, or conferences 
at local, state, regional, national or international levels.

•	 Perform complex copy cataloging that requires sub-
ject analysis and/or classification.

•	 Assign subject/genre headings.

The ten complex duties most frequently assigned to 
professional positions, either full or part time, were the fol-
lowing:

•	 Keep current on trends and developments in your job 
duty areas.

•	 Act as one of the primary resources for issues in your 
job duty areas.

•	 Attend workshops, institutes, seminars, or confer-
ences at local, state, regional, national or internation-
al levels.

•	 Serve on library working groups, committees, task 
forces, etc.

•	 Take the lead in/make major contribution to devel-
oping/implementing policies/standards/goals/proce-
dures to improve workflow in your job duty areas.

•	 Participate in professional organizations.
•	 Troubleshoot/solve problems involving intensive 

application and knowledge of library policies and pro-
cedures, national standards, vendor systems, or pub-
lisher licenses.

•	 Act as one of the primary liaisons to librarians, staff, 
vendors, publishers, or library users in your job duty 
areas.

•	 Act as one of the primary trainers in your job duty 
areas.

•	 Perform complex copy cataloging that requires sub-
ject analysis or classification or both.

These two lists are almost identical, though the ranking 
orders are different. Paraprofessionals have been involved 
in almost all the complex duties in technical services. One 
noticeable difference is that, while 80.2 percent of profes-
sional positions required participation in professional orga-
nizations, only 19 percent of paraprofessional positions had 
such a requirement. Another noticeable difference is that, 
for almost all the complex duties listed, the percentages 
under paraprofessionals are much lower than the percent-
ages under professionals.

The survey sought to learn the extent to which complex 
duties assigned to paraprofessionals had changed during the 
previous five years. Responses are presented in appendix C. 
Of the 520 respondents, 50 percent or more of respondents 
in libraries that have complex duties assigned to parapro-
fessionals reported that the roles of paraprofessionals had 
expanded in fourteen areas; these are indicated in grey 
boxes in appendix C. Four responsibilities increased the 
most:

•	 Take the lead in/make major contribution to the man-
agement of electronic resources.

•	 Identify or test electronic resources, including both 
subscription/purchases and open access titles.

•	 Troubleshoot complex e-access problems.
•	 Manage or troubleshoot problems in link resolvers.

Respondents identified nine areas in which parapro-
fessionals had no responsibilities. The complex duties not 
assigned to paraprofessionals noted by 80 percent or more 
of respondents were the following:

•	 Conduct research for publications or presentations 
in areas of library and information science or other 
scholarly subjects.

•	 Take the lead in/make major contribution to the prep-
aration of grant proposals.

•	 Take the lead in/make major contribution to institu-
tional repository.

•	 Take the lead in/make major contribution to scholar-
ly communication.

•	 Establish collection development policies.
•	 Take the lead in/make major contribution to negotiat-

ing licensing for electronic resources.
•	 Sign licenses for electronic resources.
•	 Resolve complex copyright issues.
•	 Create/implement the preservation plan for digital 

resources.
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No respondents reported that the complex duties 
assigned to paraprofessionals significantly declined in the 
past five year. In the comment area, respondents noted that 
duties with metadata have gone up, but very few paraprofes-
sionals were involved. In some case, paraprofessionals were 
union members, and union contract agreements at times 
restricted paraprofessionals’ responsibilities. In one case, 
paraprofessionals with MLIS degrees performed higher-lev-
el work. They contributed much more than was expected of 
other paraprofessionals and were held to a higher standard.

Incentives for Paraprofessional Staff Development

The question about incentives offered to technical ser-
vices paraprofessional for staff development received 485 
responses (see table 6). The five most frequently offered 
incentives were

•	 in-house training;
•	 release time to attend local, state, regional conferenc-

es, workshops, etc.;
•	 funding to attend local, state, regional conferences, 

workshops, etc.;
•	 funding to attend paid webinars/online courses; and
•	 systematic training for newly hired/transferred para-

professional staff.

Libraries less frequently offered release time and fund-
ing for paraprofessionals to attend national conferences 

and workshops; this might be because of their higher cost. 
Only three responded that their libraries offered no incen-
tives to paraprofessional staff for staff development. Most 
respondents’ libraries offered support for in-house train-
ing or release time or funding to attend local conferences, 
workshops, and seminars. However, libraries rarely provided 
funding for paraprofessionals to attend national conferenc-
es, workshops, and seminars. Comments noted that budget 
constraints in recent years had decreased or completely 
ended the support for staff development in many respon-
dents’ libraries.

Support to seek a MLIS is an obvious incentive support-
ing paraprofessional staff development and can be offered in 
various ways. Only 395 responded to a question about the 
type of support offered (see table 7). The most frequently 
offered incentive was work schedule adjustment. Less fre-
quently offered were tuition remissions or reimbursement, 
mentoring by professional librarians, and release time for 
classes. Libraries rarely offered to rehire paraprofessionals 
into professional positions upon graduation. Thirty-three 
respondents did not know if their library offered incentives 
to paraprofessionals who would like to get an MLIS or stat-
ed that no incentives were offered to paraprofessionals for 
this purpose. Comments indicated that the support in those 
libraries that offered some incentives to paraprofessionals 
who would like to get MLIS was often viewed as minimal, 
inadequate, or unstable.

General Comments from Survey Respondents

The survey concluded with an open-ended question ask-
ing respondents to share any additional thoughts about the 
roles of paraprofessionals in their technical services, and 116 
offered comments. Most said that their libraries had pushed 
paraprofessionals to do more complex duties because of 
budget cuts, hiring freezes, layoffs, reorganization, techno-
logical changes, or library priority changes (or a combination 
of these). They reported that more of the day-to-day work in 
technical services was being done by paraprofessionals while 

Table 6. Incentives Offered to Technical Services Paraprofes-
sionals for Staff Development

Incentive
Responses
(N = 485)

In-house training, e.g., workshops, free webi-
nars/online courses, learning breaks, presenta-
tions

444 91.5%

Release time to attend local, state, regional con-
ferences, workshops, etc.

386 79.6%

Release time to attend national conferences, 
workshops, etc.

186 38.4%

Funding to attend local, state, regional confer-
ences, workshops, etc.

295 60.8%

Funding to attend national conferences, work-
shops, etc.

133 27.4%

Funding to attend paid webinars/online courses 288 59.4%

Systematic training for newly hired/transferred  
paraprofessional staff

230 47.4%

Each staff has a training allotment each year 51 10.5%

Note: Respondents could choose multiple areas; therefore total responses 
exceed N.

Table 7. Incentives Offered to Paraprofessionals to Seek an MLIS

Incentive
Responses
(N = 395)

Release time for classes 140 35.4%

Work schedule adjustment 333 84.3%

Tuition remission/reimbursement 173 43.8%

Rehire in a professional position upon gradu-
ation

16 4.1%

Mentoring by professional librarians 157 39.7%

Note: Respondents could choose multiple areas; therefore total responses 
exceed N.
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professionals focused more on administration, management, 
research, outreach, new initiatives, services, committee 
work, and policy-making. In some libraries, almost all cata-
loging work was done by paraprofessionals, including copy 
cataloging, original cataloging, and some authority work. 
However, high-level authority work, including Program for 
Cooperative Cataloging (PCC), Name Authority Coopera-
tive Program (NACO), and Subject Authority Cooperative 
Program (SACO) responsibilities remained with librarians in 
most cases. Meanwhile, an increasing amount of work previ-
ously undertaken by paraprofessionals was passed to tem-
porary employees and student assistants. Although duties 
typically transferred from professionals to paraprofessionals, 
some noted that the transfer had been done the other way, 
too. Who does what in technical services in academic librar-
ies was mostly determined at the local level.

One respondent pointed out that technical service was 
a mixture of routine work punctuated by extremely complex 
problems that could crop up without warning. Finding rou-
tine tasks where complex problem solving skills were not 
needed was becoming more difficult. Another respondent 
pointed out that all of the roles in technical services were 
changing with the growing emphasis on electronic resources 
instead of print. Staff had to be savvier at handling new 
duties in new ways. Although many said that the role of 
paraprofessionals had been expanded in terms of complex 
duties, one argued that the role of paraprofessionals had 
been diminishing because more job duties required the 
broader background and greater expertise of profession-
als. The amount of routine work that could be taught once 
and then performed repetitively by paraprofessionals had 
declined; many more situations demanded informed vision 
and constant evaluation. One respondent pointed out that 
emerging technologies and the move from print to digital 
collections would require a higher ratio of professional to 
paraprofessional staff. Many commented that paraprofes-
sionals had always been an important part of technical ser-
vices. For the most part, paraprofessionals tended to remain 
in their positions for a long time, giving them significant 
experience; therefore assigning more responsibilities based 
on their experience was easy. The line between paraprofes-
sional duties and professional duties had not been rigid, and 
duties tended to be assigned according to a person’s abili-
ties. Several mentioned that, because of poor job markets, 
paraprofessional positions were often filled by people with 
MLIS degrees.

Many noticed that while the duties assigned to parapro-
fessionals had increased, the number of paraprofessionals 
had decreased in their libraries, and the authority to make 
decisions had become the responsibility of only the top-level 
paraprofessionals. One commented that administration in 
his or her library showed no respect for paraprofessionals 
in technical services and discouraged paraprofessionals’ 

involvement in decision-making. Policy decisions were made 
without consultation with paraprofessionals who actually did 
the work, creating frustration and chaos. One mentioned 
that some professionals felt threatened by the fact that 
paraprofessionals were doing more complex duties. Some 
mentioned that libraries lay off paraprofessionals and use 
the money to hire professionals; meanwhile, the remaining 
paraprofessionals had to pick up the responsibilities of those 
laid off paraprofessionals. Some pointed out that their posi-
tion descriptions did not always accurately reflect all they did 
in their daily work. In many cases, position descriptions had 
a section for other duties as assigned or related duties. Many 
of the high-level complex tasks including planning, docu-
mentation, researching, and implementation of new tech-
nology were done by paraprofessionals because they would 
not otherwise be done due to of lack of staffing, even though 
those duties were not specified in their position descriptions. 
Some respondents suggested that libraries should involve 
paraprofessionals in information-seeking, planning, and 
decision-making processes, which would encourage buy-in 
to changes and facilitate implementation.

Many commented that, although paraprofessionals took 
on more high-level duties that were once the sole provinces 
of professionals, they had not been compensated at the same 
level as professionals. In addition, paraprofessionals often 
were expected to have a higher production rate. Some 
said that they were concerned about losing their jobs in 
the current poor economic situation as much as they were 
concerned about receiving compensation for the additional 
duties they took on. Those who were at the top paraprofes-
sional levels often did the same level of complex work as 
professionals for a lower salary and without the same ben-
efits and staff development opportunities the professionals 
had. Some mentioned that professional and paraprofessional 
roles had been a contentious issue at their libraries. Parapro-
fessionals had taken on increasing responsibilities without 
increases in compensation. Professional positions were filled 
with recent MLIS graduates who needed time to develop 
but that had been assigned the task of coordinating parapro-
fessionals who had greater expertise and more experience. 
These factors left many paraprofessionals feeling underval-
ued. The conflict led to low morale, breakdowns in commu-
nication, and resistance to changes initiated by professionals.

Many saw a disconnect between allowing paraprofes-
sionals to evolve and grow to the professional level and their 
opportunities. While the duties of paraprofessionals had 
increased quite dramatically, library administration in most 
libraries offered little to no support for promotion. Some 
wished that their staff classification systems could have 
more levels so that they had more chances for promotion. 
One noted that, in his or her library, if a paraprofessional 
reached the top of the classification system, he or she had 
nowhere to go without getting an MLIS. One commented 
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that because his or her library did not have a staff classifica-
tion system, paraprofessionals had no form of advancement 
other than annual cost of living increase, if they were lucky. 
One mentioned the frustration over the lack of support to 
those paraprofessionals who had the knowledge to do the 
job but lacked the money to get an MLIS. To some, taking 
on student loans for a degree with such low future income 
potential and even questionable employment perspectives 
seemed unwise.

Most of the responses in this section reported a belief 
that libraries did not provide adequate training for parapro-
fessionals and that little support for staff development was 
present. One mentioned that when the number of profes-
sional catalogers was reduced, paraprofessionals had to take 
over duties formerly performed by professionals, but no 
funding was available for giving them more training. One 
noted that the only professional left in the department was 
expected to do all original cataloging, train paraprofession-
als, and review their work. This was impossible; as a result, 
paraprofessionals had to do the best they could with inad-
equate training. Quality was no longer considered important 
and even basic accuracy was sometimes optional. One com-
mented that paraprofessionals were required to do more 
work but were given less chance to attend library organiza-
tion meetings and training unless they paid their own way, 
which was not possible on a paraprofessional salary.

Several expressed their concern about being called 
“paraprofessional.” One commented that, as a manager of 
a major unit, considering him- or herself a paraprofessional 
was difficult. This individual considered himself or herself 
a “professional without an MLIS.” Many observed that all 
library staff needed to be treated with respect because, by 
necessity, they worked as equals.

Discussion

The survey findings show that paraprofessionals were per-
forming duties across all functional areas in technical servic-
es, including electronic resources management. In addition 
to duties in traditional technical services functions, some 
paraprofessionals had duties in archives and manuscript col-
lections, integrated library system management, interlibrary 
loan, creation of finding aids, reference desk work, website 
maintenance, institutional repository, software develop-
ment, and digital collections.

The survey findings about educational degrees required 
for professional and paraprofessional positions echoed what 
had been reported in library literature—only professional 
positions required an MLIS. Among the survey respon-
dents, all professional positions required an MLIS or equiv-
alent and none of the paraprofessional positions had such 
a requirement. Paraprofessionals arrived in their jobs with 

a wide variety of educational backgrounds. More than half 
of paraprofessional respondents held educational degrees 
that were higher than those required for their positions. In 
the previous five years, library paraprofessionals were still 
defined as library employees who did not have an MLIS. 
“Librarian” was a working title that had been used almost 
exclusively for library professionals.

The author initially assumed that high-level skills 
required for paraprofessional positions were likely to differ 
from those required for professional positions. However, 
the survey findings proved otherwise, with little difference 
in high-level skills required for professional and parapro-
fessional positions. The ten most frequently required skills 
for both positions are almost identical, though the rank-
ing orders are different. One noticeable difference is that 
knowledge of issues, trends, best practices, standards, and 
technology in technical services; problem solving skills; and 
administration and leadership skills were much more fre-
quently required for professionals than paraprofessionals. In 
contrast, management and supervisory skills were more fre-
quently required for paraprofessionals than for professionals.

The survey findings about complex duties regularly 
assigned to professional and paraprofessional positions 
covered complex duties in most areas of technical services. 
The author was not surprised to find that paraprofessionals 
were involved in complex duties—the library literature had 
noted this trend. However, the author was surprised that the 
ten complex duties most frequently assigned to professional 
and to paraprofessional positions were almost identical, 
although the ranking orders were different. One notice-
able difference is that, while most professional positions 
required participation in professional organizations, service 
on regional and national committees, research, and pub-
lication, few paraprofessional positions had such require-
ments. The second noticeable difference is that, although 
the top ten complex duties were similar for both groups, 
the percentages of employees with these duties were much 
lower for paraprofessionals than for professionals. Without 
a follow-up study, one cannot know the reasons for these 
differences. The third noticeable difference is that, in com-
parison with professional positions, only a small percentage 
of paraprofessional positions (less than 20 percent) had the 
responsibility to perform several complex duties.

In libraries that had complex duties assigned to parapro-
fessionals, the roles of paraprofessionals expanded in most 
of these libraries. This is consistent with findings in earlier 
research. No respondents reported that the complex duties 
assigned to paraprofessionals significantly declined in the 
past five years. Seven libraries reported that responsibility of 
signing licenses for electronic resources had been reduced. 
This responsibility showed the greatest area of reduction, 
but the change only affected 13.5 percent of the libraries in 
this group. Respondents were not asked the reason, but one 
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might posit that libraries became more conscious of the legal 
implications of signing license agreements.

The survey findings will contribute to the ongoing dis-
cussion of issues related to paraprofessionals in technical 
services. According to the ALA, library professionals should 
perform tasks “which require a special background and 
education on the basis of which library needs are identified, 
problems are analyzed, goals are set, and original and cre-
ative solutions are formulated for them, integrating theory 
into practice, and planning, organizing, communicating, and 
administering successful programs of service to users of the 
library’s materials and services.”42

In technical services, rapid changes in technology and 
telecommunication have meant that some duties formerly 
performed by professionals have become more routine 
and established; thus they have been passed to parapro-
fessionals while professionals move on to new initiatives 
and services. However, this transition has not always been 
precise. As more duties in technical services have required 
the broader background and greater expertise of profes-
sionals, the amount of routine work that can be taught 
once and then performed repetitively by paraprofessionals 
has decreased. The survey findings show that paraprofes-
sionals have taken on high-level complex duties that cannot 
be labeled routine because those duties require special 
training, knowledge, and experience; high-level creativity 
and originality; and good problem solving, communica-
tion, and analytical skills. The roles of professionals and 
paraprofessionals have not been clearly delineated as both 
professionals and paraprofessionals continue to grow in 
knowledge and skills. As Lopatin observed, “While support 
staff have taken on much of the routine work, and even 
some of the more complex tasks once the sole purview of 
professionals, technical services librarians have assumed 
wider roles, both within and outside technical services. 
Shrinking resources and rising user expectations of library 
services are factors in this trend.”43 Further, Smith and 
Echeverria noted, “This points to a movement away from 
traditional roles in technical services staffs at all levels; the 
bar is raised for everyone in relation to technology.”44 The 
lines between professionals and paraprofessionals have 
been blurred, and this trend will continue. As more techni-
cal services duties and tasks demand informed vision, com-
plex problem solving, good communication, and constant 
evaluation, technical services units will need a higher ratio 
of professionals and high-level paraprofessionals to low-
level paraprofessionals. The library profession as a whole 
must recognize that paraprofessionals have been doing 
tasks previously performed by professionals and address 
the urgent need to resolve long-standing issues, including 
the appropriate use of paraprofessionals, appropriate com-
pensation and career ladders for paraprofessionals, staff 
development, pay equality, and role definition.

To understand more about paraprofessionals in tech-
nical services, further research on the following topics is 
needed:

•	 roles for professionals and paraprofessionals in vari-
ous functional areas

•	 renovation of staff classification systems to meet cur-
rent and future needs of library services in terms of 
job titles; required education, skills, knowledge, and 
experience; job duties; criteria for promotion; and 
compensation

•	 career paths for paraprofessionals
•	 certification for paraprofessionals
•	 core competencies for paraprofessionals
•	 pay equality for paraprofessionals
•	 training and continuing education for paraprofessionals
•	 communication and mutual respect among profes-

sionals and paraprofessionals

Conclusion

This paper has reported the results of a survey the author 
conducted to understand more about the roles of technical 
services paraprofessionals in academic libraries in the previ-
ous five years. The intent was to gain insight into the roles 
of paraprofessionals in academic library technical services 
operations through a survey of professionals and paraprofes-
sionals. Findings support what has been reported in library 
literature. The roles of paraprofessionals include high-level 
complex work formerly under the sole purview of profes-
sionals. The roles of both professionals and paraprofessionals 
have evolved and expanded. The lines between professional 
duties and paraprofessional duties have blurred. The main 
distinction between professional work and paraprofessional 
work often arise in areas outside traditional technical ser-
vices work, such as administration, service on university 
and national committees, new initiatives, new technology, 
research, and publication. Because of rapid changes in the 
environment, more technical services duties are requiring 
“independent judgment; interpretation of rules and pro-
cedures; analysis of library problems; and formulation of 
original and creative solutions for them.”45 Outsourcing and 
technology advances mean that routine duties that can be 
taught once and done repetitively following established pro-
cedures are decreasing drastically in technical services. This 
shift suggests that soon technical services units will need a 
higher ratio of professionals and high-level paraprofessionals 
to low-level paraprofessionals.

Despite the changes documented here, the library 
profession still defines library employees and the work 
they do in terms of professionals (librarians) who have an 
MILS and paraprofessionals who do not have an MLIS. The 
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library profession should recognize this is no longer suf-
ficient. This author recommends that the library profession 
as a whole reach consensus about the roles of professionals 
and paraprofessionals, the level of work professionals and 
paraprofessionals should do, how professionals and parapro-
fessionals should be compensated, and what the library pro-
fession should do for the continuing education and career 
ladders for both professionals and paraprofessionals.
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Appendix A. Survey Questions

Introduction

You are invited to participate in an online survey about the role of paraprofessionals in technical services in academic librar-
ies. This survey is intended for both professionals and paraprofessionals who are working in technical services in academic 
libraries. For this survey, a professional position is defined as a position requiring a master’s degree in library science/infor-
mation science or equivalent. A paraprofessional position is defined as a position not requiring a master’s degree in library 
science/information science or equivalent. Typical paraprofessional positions include library associates, library clerks, library 
assistants, library technicians, library paraprofessionals, or library support staff. Paraprofessional positions could also be man-
agement positions, such as unit heads, supervisors, and coordinators.

For this survey, “technical services” is defined as library functional areas that are responsible for selecting, acquiring, 
organizing, processing, and providing access to library collections in all formats, as opposed to the delivery of public services. 
Typical technical services functional areas include collection development, cataloging, acquisitions, electronic resources 
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management, physical processing, print serials (checkin, binding, claiming, etc.), documents, and preservation. In some 
libraries, technical services functional areas are centralized and belong to one unit/department/division; in some libraries, 
technical services functional areas are not centralized and belong to different units/departments/divisions. This survey applies 
to both centralized and non-centralized technical services.

Library literature noted that more and more complex duties were assigned to library paraprofessionals in technical ser-
vices in academic libraries. The purpose of this survey is to identify the type of complex duties assigned to paraprofessionals 
in technical services in academic libraries and to what extent paraprofessionals perform library work that has been considered 
professional.

Responding to this survey constitutes informed consent to participating in the research. The survey is voluntary, and 
you may withdraw from it at any time. All responses will be kept confidential and anonymous. The results of this survey are 
intended for publication.

The survey will remain open until February 23, 2011. It should take around 30 minutes to complete. Please feel free to 
forward this survey to any librarian or staff who is working in technical services in academic libraries.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Lihong Zhu, Head of Technical Services, Washington State Uni-
versity, e-mail: lzhu2@wsu.edu.

Thank you for your participation.

Q1. What is your current working title?

Q2. What educational degree(s) does your position require according to your official position description?
 ❍  Required educational degree is not specified in my job description
 ❍  Master’s degree in library science/information science or equivalent
 ❍  Graduate degree (not in library science/information science)
 ❍  Library associate degree
 ❍  Bachelor’s degree
 ❍  High School graduation or equivalent
 ❍  Other (Please specify)

Q3. Do you hold educational degrees that are higher than the educational degree required for your position?
 ❍  Yes
 ❍  No

Q4. What high-level skills and competencies are required for your position according to your official job description? Select 
as many as apply.

 ❍  Ability to be innovative/creative
 ❍  Ability to implement/manage technological/organizational change
 ❍  Ability to work independently
 ❍  Administrative/leadership skills
 ❍  Analytical skills
 ❍  Budgeting skills
 ❍  Communication skills (oral/written)
 ❍  Computer skills
 ❍  Foreign language skills
 ❍  Interpersonal/human relations skills
 ❍  Knowledge in current issues/trends/best practices/standards/technology in technical services
 ❍  Management/supervisory/personnel skills
 ❍  Planning skills
 ❍  Problem-solving skills
 ❍  Project management skills
 ❍  Teamwork/team leadership skills
 ❍  Training/mentoring skills
 ❍  Other (please specify)
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Q5. Which technical services functional areas are you currently working in? Please check as many as apply.
 ❍  Acquisitions
 ❍  Cataloging
 ❍  Collections
 ❍  Documents (federal, state, international, etc.)
 ❍  Electronic resources management
 ❍  Management/administration/supervision
 ❍  Physical processing
 ❍  Preservation
 ❍  Print serials (checkin, claiming, binding, etc.)
 ❍  Other (please specify)

Q6. In the past 5 years, did your technical services have a net increase or decrease in positions?
 ❍  Increase
 ❍  Decrease
 ❍  Remain the same
 ❍  Could you give more details?

Q7. In the past 5 years, did your technical services have a net increase or decrease in professional positions? For this survey, 
a professional position is defined as a position requiring a master’s degree in library science/information science or equivalent.

 ❍  Increase
 ❍  Decrease
 ❍  Remain the same
 ❍  Could you give more details?

Q8. In the past 5 years, did your technical services have a net increase or decrease in paraprofessional positions? For this sur-
vey, a paraprofessional position is defined as a position not requiring a master’s degree in library science/information science 
or equivalent. Typical paraprofessional positions include library associates, library clerks, library assistants, library technicians, 
library paraprofessionals, or library support staff. Paraprofessional positions could also be management positions, such as unit 
heads, supervisors, and coordinators.

 ❍  Increase
 ❍  Decrease
 ❍  Remain the same
 ❍  Could you give more details?

Q9. Please indicate which of the following complex duties are regularly assigned (i.e., officially part of the job description) to 
your position in technical services, either full or part time. Please check as many as apply.

 ❍  Supervise/coordinate technical services on a daily basis
 ❍  Supervise/coordinate a unit in technical services on a daily basis (e.g., cataloging unit, acquisitions unit)
 ❍  Supervise/coordinate only specific duties within a unit in technical services on a daily basis (e.g., cataloging serials, 
monograph ordering)
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to developing/implementing policies/standards/goals/procedures to improve 
workflow in your job duty areas
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to researching/implementing new information technology in your job duty 
areas
 ❍  Keep current on trends and developments in your job duty areas
 ❍  Act as one of the primary resources for issues in your job duty areas
 ❍  Act as one of the primary trainers in your job duty areas
 ❍  Troubleshoot/solve problems involving intensive application and knowledge of library policies and procedures, nation-
al standards, vendor systems, or publisher licenses
 ❍  Act as one of the primary liaisons to librarians, staff, vendors, publishers, or library users in your job duty areas
 ❍  Act as a project/team/group/task force/committee leader
 ❍  Participate in professional organizations
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 ❍  Attend workshops, institutes, seminars or conferences at local, state, regional, national or international levels
 ❍  Conduct research for publications or presentations in areas of library and information science or other scholarly  
subjects
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to the preparation of grant proposals
 ❍  Serve on library working groups, committees, task forces, etc.
 ❍  Serve on university/college committees, task forces, etc.
 ❍  Have the signing authority for acquisition reports, invoices, purchase card logs, etc.
 ❍  Manage acquisitions budget
 ❍  Perform complex copy cataloging that requires subject analysis and/or classification
 ❍  Perform original cataloging: descriptive
 ❍  Perform original cataloging: subject analysis
 ❍  Perform original cataloging: classification
 ❍  Assign LC/Dewey call numbers
 ❍  Assign subject/genre headings
 ❍  Perform authority work on a regular basis
 ❍  Create original authority records
 ❍  Create original metadata with Dublin Core or other metadata schema
 ❍  Review coworkers’ original cataloging
 ❍  Perform complicated database maintenance
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to digital initiatives
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to institutional repository
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to scholarly communication
 ❍  Select/de-select materials as part of collection development
 ❍  Perform collection analysis/assessment/evaluation
 ❍  Establish collection development policies
 ❍  Manage collection budget, e.g., planning, allocation, tracking, balancing, setting cancellation target, etc.
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to the management of electronic resources
 ❍  Identify or test electronic resources, including both subscription/purchase and open access titles
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to negotiating licensing for electronic resources
 ❍  Sign licenses for electronic resources
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to managing existing licensing for electronic resources
 ❍  Monitor subscriptions in relation to existing license expirations and renewals
 ❍  Review the impact of current licensing on post cancellation archival access
 ❍  Arrange for registration and activation of electronic subscriptions
 ❍  Troubleshoot complex e-access problems
 ❍  Manage or troubleshoot problems in vendor electronic resources management modules
 ❍  Manage or troubleshoot problems in link resolvers
 ❍  Manage or troubleshoot problems in metasearch engines
 ❍  Manage or troubleshoot problems in ILS (integrated library systems)
 ❍  Manage or troubleshoot problems in library discovery interface or OPAC
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to collecting usage statistics
 ❍  Resolve complex copyright issues
 ❍  Allocate binding budget
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to establishing/implementing library preservation plan
 ❍  Create/implement the preservation plan for digital resources
 ❍  Establish priorities and procedures for the care and maintenance of the research collection
 ❍  Take the lead in/make major contribution to creating/implementing the emergency preparedness plan
 ❍  Other complex duties (please specify)

Q10. Consider the roles/job descriptions of paraprofessionals in your technical services in the past 5 years. Please indicate 
whether paraprofessionals in your technical services had roles in the past 5 years in each of the following listed complex 
duties/responsibilities. If they had, had their roles expanded, grown smaller, or remained the same in the past 5 years in each 
of the following listed complex duties/responsibilities?
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Duty/Responsibility Had no Roles

Had Roles and 
Their Roles 
Expanded 
in Scope/

Responsibility

Had Roles and 
Their Roles 

Grew Smaller 
in Scope/

Responsibility

Had Roles and 
Their Roles 

Remained the 
Same in Scope/

Responsibility

Supervise/coordinate technical services on a daily basis

Supervise/coordinate a unit in technical services on a daily 
basis (e.g., cataloging unit, acquisitions unit)

Supervise/coordinate only specific duties within a unit in tech-
nical services on a daily basis (e.g., cataloging serials, mono-
graph ordering)

Take the lead in/make major contribution to developing/
implementing policies/standards/goals/procedures to improve 
workflow

Take the lead in/make major contribution to researching/
implementing new information technology

Keep current on trends and developments

Act as one of the primary resources for issues

Act as one of the primary trainers

Troubleshoot/solve problems involving intensive application 
and knowledge of library policies and procedures, national 
standards, vendor systems, or publisher licenses

Act as one of the primary liaisons to librarians, staff, vendors, 
publishers, or library users

Act as a project/team/group/task force/committee leader

Participate in professional organizations

Attend workshops, institutes, seminars or conferences at local, 
state, regional, national or international levels

Conduct research for publications or presentations in areas of 
library and information science or other scholarly subjects

Take the lead in/make major contribution to the preparation 
of grant proposals

Serve on library working groups, committees, task forces, etc.

Serve on university/college committees, task forces, etc.

Have the signing authority for acquisition reports, invoices, 
purchase card logs, etc.

Manage acquisitions budget

Perform complex copy cataloging that requires subject analysis 
and/or classification

Perform original cataloging: descriptive

Perform original cataloging: subject analysis

Perform original cataloging: classification
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Duty/Responsibility Had no Roles

Had Roles and 
Their Roles 
Expanded 
in Scope/

Responsibility

Had Roles and 
Their Roles 

Grew Smaller 
in Scope/

Responsibility

Had Roles and 
Their Roles 

Remained the 
Same in Scope/

Responsibility

Assign LC/Dewey call numbers

Assign subject/genre headings

Perform authority work on a regular basis

Create original authority records

Create original metadata with Dublin Core or other metadata 
schema

Review coworkers’ original cataloging

Perform complicated database maintenance

Take the lead in/make major contribution to digital initiatives

Take the lead in/make major contribution to institutional 
repository

Take the lead in/make major contribution to scholarly com-
munication

Select/de-select materials as part of collection development

Perform collection analysis/assessment/evaluation

Establish collection development policies

Manage collection budget, e.g., planning, allocation, tracking, 
balancing, setting cancellation target, etc.

Take the lead in/make major contribution to the management 
of electronic resources

Identify or test electronic resources, including both subscrip-
tion/purchase and open access titles

Take the lead in/make major contribution to negotiating 
licensing for electronic resources

Sign licenses for electronic resources

Take the lead in/make major contribution to managing existing 
licensing for electronic resources

Monitor subscriptions in relation to existing license expirations 
and renewals

Review the impact of current licensing on post cancellation 
archival access

Arrange for registration and activation of electronic subscrip-
tions

Troubleshoot complex e-access problems

Manage or troubleshoot problems in vendor electronic 
resources management modules
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Duty/Responsibility Had no Roles

Had Roles and 
Their Roles 
Expanded 
in Scope/

Responsibility

Had Roles and 
Their Roles 

Grew Smaller 
in Scope/

Responsibility

Had Roles and 
Their Roles 

Remained the 
Same in Scope/

Responsibility

Manage or troubleshoot problems in link resolvers

Manage or troubleshoot problems in metasearch engines

Manage or troubleshoot problems in ILS (integrated library 
systems)

Manage or troubleshoot problems in library discovery inter-
face or OPAC

Take the lead in/make major contribution to collecting usage 
statistics

Resolve complex copyright issues

Allocate binding budget

Take the lead in/make major contribution to establishing/
implementing library preservation plan

Create/implement the preservation plan for digital resources

Establish priorities and procedures for the care and mainte-
nance of the research collection

Take the lead in/make major contribution to creating/imple-
menting the emergency preparedness plan

Q11. Does your library use a classified position system for library paraprofessional staff?
 ❍  Yes
 ❍  No

Q12. If you answered Yes to question 11, what is your library-specific paraprofessional staff classification system called? Could 
you provide the url for the classification system?

Q13. How many levels of library-specific paraprofessional staff classification do you have in your library? (e.g., In a library, 
the paraprofessional staff are classified by library & archives paraprofessional 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6; thus, there are 6 levels of 
library-specific paraprofessional staff classification in this library.) How many levels of library-specific paraprofessional staff 
classification do you have in your library? (e.g., In a library, the paraprofessional staff are classified by library & archives para-
professional 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6; thus, there are 6 levels of library-specific paraprofessional staff classification in this library.)

Q14. What incentives does your library offer to paraprofessional staff in technical services for staff development?
 ❍  In-house training, e.g., workshops, free webinars/online courses, learning breaks, presentations
 ❍  Released time to attend local, state, regional conferences, workshops, etc.
 ❍  Released time to attend national conferences, workshops, etc.
 ❍  Funding to attend local, state, regional conferences, workshops, etc.
 ❍  Funding to attend national conferences, workshops, etc.
 ❍  Funding to attend paid webinars/online courses
 ❍  Systematic training for newly hired/transferred paraprofessional staff
 ❍  Each staff has a training allotment each year

Q15. What incentives does your library offer to paraprofessional staff who would like to seek a master degree in library sci-
ence/information science?
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 ❍  Release time for classes
 ❍  Work schedule adjustment
 ❍  Tuition remission/reimbursement
 ❍  Rehire in a professional position upon graduation
 ❍  Mentoring by professional librarians

Q16. If you would like to share anything else about the evolving role of paraprofessionals in your technical services, please 
feel free to do so.

Appendix B. Complex Duties Regularly Assigned

Complex Duty or Function Paraprofessionals
N = 373

Professionals
N = 293

Total
N = 666

Supervise/coordinate technical services on a daily basis 55 14.8% 120 41.0% 175 26.3%

Supervise/coordinate a unit in technical services on a daily basis (e.g., cataloging 
unit, acquisitions unit)

84 22.5% 145 49.5% 229 34.4%

Supervise/coordinate only specific duties within a unit in technical services on a 
daily basis (e.g., cataloging serials, monograph ordering)

146 39.1% 71 24.2% 217 32.6%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to developing/implementing policies/
standards/goals/procedures to improve workflow in your job duty areas

215 56.6% 242 82.6% 457 68.6%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to researching/implementing new 
information technology in your job duty areas

117 31.4% 167 57.0% 284 42.6%

Keep current on trends and developments in your job duty areas 255 68.4% 272 92.8% 527 79.1%

Act as one of the primary resources for issues in your job duty areas 286 76.7% 267 91.1% 553 83.0%

Act as one of the primary trainers in your job duty areas 219 58.7% 202 68.9% 421 63.2%

Troubleshoot/solve problems involving intensive application and knowledge of 
library policies and procedures, national standards, vendor systems, or publisher 
licenses

206 55.2% 218 74.4% 424 63.7%

Act as one of the primary liaisons to librarians, staff, vendors, publishers, or 
library users in your job duty areas

218 58.4% 216 73.7% 434 65.2%

Act as a project/team/group/task force/committee leader 114 30.6% 182 62.1% 296 44.4%

Participate in professional organizations 71 19.0% 235 80.2% 306 45.9%

Attend workshops, institutes, seminars or conferences at local, state, regional, 
national or international levels

205 55.2% 249 85.0% 454 68.2%

Conduct research for publications or presentations in areas of library and infor-
mation science or other scholarly subjects

22 5.9% 106 36.2% 128 19.2%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to the preparation of grant proposals 7 1.9% 29 9.9% 36 5.4%

Serve on library working groups, committees, task forces, etc. 206 55.2% 244 83.3% 450 67.6%

Serve on university/college committees, task forces, etc. 63 16.9% 170 58.0% 233 35.0%

Have the signing authority for acquisition reports, invoices, purchase card logs, 
etc.

79 21.2% 82 28.0% 149 22.4%

Manage acquisitions budget 45 12.1% 70 23.9% 115 17.3%

Perform complex copy cataloging that requires subject analysis and/or classifica-
tion

203 54.4% 192 65.5% 395 59.3%

Perform original cataloging: descriptive 172 46.1% 191 65.2% 363 54.5%

Perform original cataloging: subject analysis 154 41.3% 189 64.5% 343 51.5%

Perform original cataloging: classification 159 42.6% 190 64.8% 349 52.4%

Assign LC/Dewey call numbers 171 45.8% 176 60.1% 347 52.1%

Assign subject/genre headings 181 48.5% 190 64.8% 371 55.7%
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Complex Duty or Function Paraprofessionals
N = 373

Professionals
N = 293

Total
N = 666

Perform authority work on a regular basis 140 37.5% 147 50.2% 287 43.1%

Create original authority records 82 22.0% 96 32.8% 178 26.7%

Create original metadata with Dublin Core or other metadata schema 36 9.7% 36 12.3% 72 10.8%

Review coworkers’ original cataloging 65 17.4% 101 34.5% 166 24.9%

Perform complicated database maintenance 154 41.3% 145 49.5% 299 44.9%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to digital initiatives 42 11.3% 58 19.8% 100 15.0%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to institutional repository 17 4.6% 27 9.2% 44 6.6%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to scholarly communication 5 1.3% 27 9.2% 32 4.8%

Select/deselect materials as part of collection development 57 15.3% 141 48.1% 198 29.7%

Perform collection analysis/assessment/evaluation 64 17.2% 132 45.1% 196 29.4%

Establish collection development policies 14 3.8% 69 23.5% 83 12.5%

Manage collection budget, e.g., planning, allocation, tracking, balancing, setting 
cancellation target, etc.

43 11.5% 79 27.0% 122 18.3%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to the management of electronic 
resources

75 20.1% 96 32.8% 171 25.7%

Identify or test electronic resources, including both subscription/purchase and 
open access titles

86 23.1% 76 25.9% 162 24.3%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to negotiating licensing for electronic 
resources

15 4.0% 38 13.0% 53 8.0%

Sign licenses for electronic resources 5 1.3% 22 7.5% 27 4.1%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to managing existing licensing for elec-
tronic resources

35 9.4% 45 15.4% 80 12.0%

Monitor subscriptions in relation to existing license expirations and renewals 79 21.2% 58 19.8% 137 20.6%

Review the impact of current licensing on post cancellation archival access 24 6.4% 29 9.9% 53 8.0%

Arrange for registration and activation of electronic subscriptions 52 13.9% 52 17.7% 104 15.6%

Troubleshoot complex e-access problems 67 18.0% 60 20.5% 127 19.1%

Manage or troubleshoot problems in vendor electronic resources management 
modules

52 13.9% 49 16.7% 101 15.2%

Manage or troubleshoot problems in link resolvers 41 11.0% 51 17.4% 92 13.8%

Manage or troubleshoot problems in metasearch engines 18 4.8% 17 5.8% 35 5.3%

Manage or troubleshoot problems in ILS (integrated library systems) 91 24.4% 118 40.3% 209 31.4%

Manage or troubleshoot problems in library discovery interface or OPAC 64 17.2% 104 35.5% 168 25.2%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to collecting usage statistics 79 21.2% 79 27.0% 158 23.7%

Resolve complex copyright issues 14 3.8% 15 5.1% 29 4.4%

Allocate binding budget 19 5.1% 47 16.0% 66 9.9%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to establishing/implementing library 
preservation plan

20 5.4% 31 10.6% 51 7.7%

Create/implement the preservation plan for digital resources 14 3.8% 14 4.8% 28 4.2%

Establish priorities and procedures for the care and maintenance of the research 
collection

29 7.8% 50 17.1% 79 11.9%

Take the lead in/make major contribution to creating/implementing the emer-
gency preparedness plan

20 5.4% 38 13.0% 58 8.7%

Note: Respondents could choose multiple areas; therefore total responses exceed N.
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Appendix C. Changes in Complex Duties Assigned to  
Paraprofessionals during Previous Five Years

Complex Duty 
Duty Not 
Assigned

Libraries with These Duties

Total 
Response

Roles 
Expanded 

Roles 
Decreased

Roles 
Remained 
The Same Total

Supervise/coordinate technical services on a daily 
basis 58.6% (291) 50.5% (104) 10.7% (22) 38.8% (80) 206 497

Supervise/coordinate a unit in technical services on a 
daily basis (e.g., cataloging unit, acquisitions unit) 45.5% (229) 47.4% (130) 9.1% (25) 43.4% (119) 274 503

Supervise/coordinate only specific duties within a 
unit in technical services on a daily basis (e.g., cata-
loging serials, monograph ordering) 23.1% (115) 49.2% (188) 6.5% (25)

44.2.0% 
(169) 382 497

Take the lead in/make major contribution to devel-
oping/implementing policies/standards/goals/proce-
dures to improve workflow 30.2% (151) 54.2% (189) 4.9% (17) 41.0% (143) 349 500

Take the lead in/make major contribution to 
researching/implementing new information technol-
ogy 54.8% (270) 50.7% (113) 4.5% (10) 44.8% (100) 223 493

Keep current on trends and developments 29.2% (145) 42.0% (148) 2.6% (9) 55.4% (195) 352 497

Act as one of the primary resources for issues 24.4% (122) 46.7% (176) 3.4% (13) 49.9% (188) 377 499

Act as one of the primary trainers 27.5% (136) 43.9% (157) 7.3% (26) 48.9% (175) 358 494

Troubleshoot/solve problems involving intensive 
application and knowledge of library policies and 
procedures, national standards, vendor systems, or 
publisher licenses 43.2% (215) 46.6% (132) 3.9% (11) 49.5% (140) 283 498

Act as one of the primary liaisons to librarians, staff, 
vendors, publishers, or library users 31.7% (159) 42.4% (145) 2.0% (7) 55.6% (190) 342 501

Act as a project/team/group/task force/committee 
leader 47.2% (232) 43.5% (113) 4.6% (12) 52.0% (135) 260 492

Participate in professional organizations 58.7% (283) 24.6% (49) 9.0% (18) 66.3% (132) 199 482

Attend workshops, institutes, seminars or confer-
ences at local, state, regional, national or interna-
tional levels 27.2% (134) 30.6% (110) 10.3% (37) 59.1% (212) 359 493

Conduct research for publications or presentations 
in areas of library and information science or other 
scholarly subjects 84.0% (411) 37.2% (29) 9.0% (7) 53.8% (42) 78 489

Take the lead in/make major contribution to the 
preparation of grant proposals 88.5% (430) 35.7% (20) 7.1% (4) 57.1% (32) 56 486

Serve on library working groups, committees, task 
forces, etc. 21.8% (108) 35.1% (136) 7.0% (27) 57.9% (224) 387 495

Serve on university/college committees, task forces, 
etc. 54.0% (265) 21.2% (48) 6.6% (15) 73.0% (163) 226 491

Have the signing authority for acquisition reports, 
invoices, purchase card logs, etc. 59.5% (287) 29.2% (57) 5.6% (11) 65.1% (127) 195 482

Manage acquisitions budget 60.4% (287) 31.4% (59) 5.3% (10) 63.3% (119) 188 475

Perform complex copy cataloging that requires sub-
ject analysis and/or classification 26.1% (128) 53.6% (194) 2.5% (9) 44.0% (159) 362 490

Perform original cataloging: descriptive 39.5% (193) 51.0% (151) 4.7% (14) 44.3% (131) 296 489

Perform original cataloging: subject analysis 44.9% (220) 50.0% (135) 4.4% (12) 45.6% (123) 270 490
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Complex Duty 
Duty Not 
Assigned

Libraries with These Duties

Total 
Response

Roles 
Expanded 

Roles 
Decreased

Roles 
Remained 
The Same Total

Perform original cataloging: classification 43.4% (212) 50.2% (139) 4.0% (11) 45.8% (127) 277 489

Assign LC/Dewey call numbers 35.5% (173) 46.8% (147) 2.5% (8) 50.6% (159) 314 487

Assign subject/genre headings 35.4% (172) 48.4% (152) 3.5% (11) 48.1% (151) 314 486

Perform authority work on a regular basis 38.1% (186) 39.7% (120) 7.6% (23) 52.6% (159) 302 488

Create original authority records 62.1% (295) 41.1% (74) 8.9% (16) 50.0% (90) 180 475

Create original metadata with Dublin Core or other 
metadata schema 72.2% (337) 62.3% (81) 3.1% (4) 34.6% (45) 130 467

Review coworkers’ original cataloging 69.2% (330) 36.7% (54) 6.8% (10) 56.5% (83) 147 477

Perform complicated database maintenance 40.8% (199) 48.8% (141) 3.1% (9) 48.1% (139) 289 488

Take the lead in/make major contribution to digital 
initiatives 73.1% (343) 51.6% (65) 5.6% (7) 42.9% (54) 126 469

Take the lead in/make major contribution to institu-
tional repository 82.0% (387) 48.2% (41) 8.2% (7) 43.5% (37) 85 472

Take the lead in/make major contribution to schol-
arly communication 87.0% (408) 34.4% (21) 6.6% (4) 59% (36) 61 469

Select/deselect materials as part of collection devel-
opment 71.0% (336) 40.9% (56) 4.8% (6) 54.7% (75) 137 473

Perform collection analysis/assessment/evaluation 70.1% (335) 44.8% (64) 4.9% (7) 50.3% (72) 143 478

Establish collection development policies 83.4% (393) 32.1% (25) 10.3% (8) 57.7% (45) 78 471

Manage collection budget, e.g., planning, allocation, 
tracking, balancing, setting cancellation target, etc. 69.8% (330) 39.2% (56) 4.9% (7) 56.0% (80) 143 473

Take the lead in/make major contribution to the 
management of electronic resources 58.3% (278) 63.8% (127) 6.0% (12) 30.2% (60) 199 477

Identify or test electronic resources, including both 
subscription/purchase and open access titles 58.1% (277) 62.5% (125) 3.5% (7) 34.0% (68) 200 477

Take the lead in/make major contribution to negoti-
ating licensing for electronic resources 81.7% (383) 48.8% (42) 9.3% (8) 41.9% (36) 86 469

Sign licenses for electronic resources 88.9% (415) 38.5% (20) 13.5% (7) 48.1% (25) 52 467

Take the lead in/make major contribution to manag-
ing existing licensing for electronic resources 72.4% (341) 57.7% (75) 7.7% (10) 34.6% (45) 130 471

Monitor subscriptions in relation to existing license 
expirations and renewals 54.2% (259) 54.3% (119) 3.7% (8) 42.0% (92) 219 478

Review the impact of current licensing on post can-
cellation archival access 78.3% (368) 50.0% (51) 4.0% (4) 46.1% (47) 102 470

Arrange for registration and activation of electronic 
subscriptions 60.0% (286) 59.2% (113) 5.2% (9) 36.1% (69) 191 477

Troubleshoot complex e-access problems 57.9% (275) 62.0% (124) 3.5% (7) 34.5% (69) 200 475

Manage or troubleshoot problems in vendor elec-
tronic resources management modules 64.1% (305) 62.0% (106) 3.5% (6) 34.5% (59) 171 476

Manage or troubleshoot problems in link resolvers 64.8% (307) 61.7% (103) 4.2% (7) 34.1% (57) 167 474

Manage or troubleshoot problems in metasearch 
engines 79.1% (370) 40.8% (40) 6.1% (6) 53.1% (52) 98 468

Manage or troubleshoot problems in ILS (integrated 
library systems) 59.4% (281) 48.4% (93) 4.2% (8) 47.4% (91) 192 473

Manage or troubleshoot problems in library discov-
ery interface or OPAC 61.7% (291) 44.2% (80) 4.4% (8) 51.4% (93) 181 472
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Complex Duty 
Duty Not 
Assigned

Libraries with These Duties

Total 
Response

Roles 
Expanded 

Roles 
Decreased

Roles 
Remained 
The Same Total

Take the lead in/make major contribution to collect-
ing usage statistics 55.3% (263) 44.6% (95) 6.6% (14) 48.8% (104) 213 476

Resolve complex copyright issues 88.6% (418) 35.2% (19) 3.7% (2) 61.1% (33) 54 472

Allocate binding budget 73.8% (346) 23.6% (29) 12.2% (15) 64.2% (79) 123 469

Take the lead in/make major contribution to estab-
lishing/implementing library preservation plan 78.8% (367) 10.1% (26) 11.1% (11) 62.6% (62) 99 466

Create/implement the preservation plan for digital 
resources 85.7% (403) 37.3% (25) 9.0% (6) 53.7% (36) 67 470

Establish priorities and procedures for the care and 
maintenance of the research collection 78.8% (369) 21.2% (21) 7.1% (7) 71.7% (71) 99 468

Take the lead in/make major contribution to creat-
ing/implementing the emergency preparedness plan 74.3% (352) 28.7% (35) 6.6% (8) 64.8% (79) 122 474

Note: Respondents could choose multiple areas; therefore total responses exceed N.


