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 HAMILTON: This is November 18, 2003.  I am Marsha Hamilton from the University Libraries, 

interviewing Celianna Taylor.  This is a continuation of an interview that began 

on September 16, 2003.  We had a group of numbered questions and the last 

question on the previous tape was about Lewis Branscomb, who was the Director 

who hired you.  And you had some more information you wanted to add about 

Lewis Branscomb. 

TAYLOR: Right.  Lewis Branscomb, as I was saying, is a charming southern gentleman who 

worked hard but seemed unable to understand and be successful in meeting the 

expectations of the faculty.  In my opinion, his contribution to OSU was his 

interest in establishing faculty rank, title and tenure for professional librarians,  

his interest in bringing automation into the OSU library system, and his efforts 

that eventually contributed to the development of the Ohio College Library Center 

which is now known as OCLC, Inc.  At one time OCLC stood for Online 

Computer Library Center. It was through the initial efforts of the Ohio College 

Association comprised of Ohio University and college presidents that this 

occurred.  Dr. Branscomb was able to influence President Fawcett when he was 

President of the Association, in getting a central data base started that could be 

used at all of the Ohio university and college libraries.  Dr. Branscomb followed 

this up by hiring Fred Kilgour, who was a librarian at Yale in the medical library 

and was very interested in centralized databases. He provided an office for Mr. 
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Kilgour in the OSU library in order to get started.  It was Mr. Kilgour’s efforts 

that brought about a computer based database that is now used world-wide. 

HAMILTON: OCLC.  I remember when Mr. Kilgour still worked on the second or third floor of 

the libraries, as well as his wife, and do you remember much of the discussion of 

the creation of OCLC back in those days in terms of what they really hoped to do.  

Now it is mainly a utility for sharing cataloguing records and to identify who 

holds what.  But what was the original concept?  Do you remember that?   

TAYLOR: Mr. Kilgour was hired after I left.  As a matter of fact, I was even asked for a 

recommendation about it when I was over with the ERIC system.  So I was not in 

on those discussions.  However, I was able to talk with Fred Kilgour a great deal 

during those early years.  So in that respect I knew a little bit about what he was 

hoping for.  I know one thing, he thought it would help many of the activities of 

interlibrary loan, circulation, cataloguing, etc.  He had some great ideas.  And of 

course spent a lot of time finding out what the users out in the real world wanted.  

And this changed many of the concepts as OCLC grew.  

HAMILTON: That’s really interesting to think that you were there at that time.  A lot of things 

we take for granted now in the library world of course originated at that time.  I 

wanted to focus on the questions on the history of faculty status for librarians at 

Ohio State.  I believe OSU began appointing librarians with faculty status when 

Dr. Branscomb was hired around 1948.  Is that your recollection? 

TAYLOR: When I was hired in 1954, I was not privy to the viewpoint of OSU about faculty 

rank for librarians.  There is a small amount of information in various places in 

the University Archives about faculty rank which started earlier.  From these 
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records it appears that the first time faculty rank was awarded to an OSU librarian 

occurred in 1948.  Earl Manchester, Director of Libraries, was granted the rank of 

Professor of Library Administration in 1948.   OSU also hired Lewis Branscomb 

as Associate Director of Libraries and Professor of Library Administration in 

1948 with an indication that he would replace Mr. Manchester when he retired.  

This initiation of faculty rank and title for Mr. Manchester and Mr. Branscomb 

was actually negotiated by Lewis Branscomb during the hiring discussions. In 

1952, Mr. Manchester retired and Mr. Branscomb was appointed Director of 

Libraries and Professor of Library Administration.  That’s when it started. 

HAMILTON: How did the transition to hiring other librarians with faculty status begin?  Was 

that the initiative of Mr. Branscomb when he became Director? 

TAYLOR Yes, this was an initiative of Mr. Branscomb.  He came to OSU with a strong 

interest in gaining faculty status for professional librarians since he had seen the 

value of this, particularly faculty rank status, for professional librarians at the 

University of Illinois. At Illinois he had the rank of Associate Professor of Library 

Sciences and would have been recommended for a full professor the next year.  

So at OSU, he gradually recommended rank and title for the strongest persons on 

the staff with appropriate experience and academic background whenever he sent 

in an annual budget.  He asked for one or two a year since he did not want to push 

too hard and have the whole program taken back.  He usually recommended 

instructor or assistant professor except for a few higher level positions.  Now the 

first effort taken for a higher level position involved the new position of Assistant 

Director, Technical Services and Associate Professor of Library Administration 
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that was established in the 1953-54 budget.  It became the first request by Mr. 

Branscomb for a position of faculty rank on the staff.  Rolland Stevens, who was 

Acquisition Librarian, was promoted to this position and was the first professional 

librarian on the staff to be given faculty rank and tenure.  The next year the 

position of Assistant Director, Public Services and Associate Professor of Library 

Administration was established in the 1954-55 budget.  David Wilder was hired 

for this position.  I believe the rank of Instructor of Library Administration was 

added to the position of Personnal Liibrarian in the same budget.  This would 

have been  six months after I was  hired.  It could be said that the four positions:   

director, two assistant directors and the  personnel librarian, made up the 

executive staff of the library.   

By 1962, there were 16 librarians who had faculty rank and title.  So some 

of these positions I might mention.  One was Catalog Librarian and Associate 

Professor of Library Administration; Reference Librarian and Assistant Professor 

of Library Administration; Librarian, Agriculture Library and Instructor of 

Library Administration and so on.  This is the way it was started. 

HAMILTON: My understanding is that newly hired librarians in the mid-1950s received faculty 

status.  But it took years for some long time employees to receive faculty rank.  

Did having a long transitional period for librarians moving to faculty status create 

any tensions or problems? 

TAYLOR: The process of obtaining faculty rank for OSU librarians turned into a long range 

activity that involved:  1) Development of procedures and qualifications to attain 

faculty rank and title that would be acceptable to OSU faculty and approved by 
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the Board of Trustees and, 2) the answering of questions by faculty committees 

studying faculty rank.  Although there was awareness of some of these problems 

that were happening during these years, the long-term librarians found it very 

difficult to understand and wait for consideration of faculty rank.  One evidence 

of this is a long memorandum written to Dr. Branscomb by the Head of 

Department Libraries about this matter.  This is available in the University 

Archives. 

HAMILTON: Do you remember who that’s from? Who were the people?  What is the name of 

the document? 

TAYLOR: Well this particular document was written by the Head of Department Libraries  

who was Ilse Wilhemy. 

HAMLTON: Okay.  Do you happen to remember when the last librarian on staff became a 

faculty member, was given faculty rank? 

TAYLOR No, I do not recall that event.  It may have been after I left the position of 

Personnel Librarian, and I suspect it really was. 

HAMILTON You set up the Libraries’ first Personnel Department and developed the Libraries’ 

first classification system.  Describe why and how that happened. 

TAYLOR: The positions on campus that were clerical in nature were under the state of Ohio 

Civil Service program in Ohio.  However, the clerical positions in the OSU 

library system were not in this program and did not have any salary scales.  One 

of the reasons for setting up the Library Personnel Office with the position of 

Personnel Librarian was to establish a system that would be similar to the civil 

service program.  Hence I took a course in the College of Business that would 
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help this activity.  The library established a Job Study Committee and the 

membership of the committee was the Director, the Assistant Director for Public 

Services, the Assistant Director for Technical Services, and the Personnel 

Librarian as Secretary.  This was the top level staff of the library and very 

appropriate. I was responsible for doing the job analysis of library positions and 

the various drafts were reviewed by the committee members.  This resulted in a 

record of the tasks of the library clerks and the duties of the professional 

librarians. The Director decided that the positions  of the members of the Job 

Study Committee would not be included in the study.  Any clerical tasks found in 

the duties of the other professional librarian positions were removed to clerical 

positions.  The study also determined that there were four grades of library clerks 

to be identified as Library Assistant I, II, III and IV.  These grades were similar 

but not identical to the Civil Service clerical positions.  The salary levels for these 

grades were also similar.   

HAMILTON: Give me a little bit more background.  If you could remember some anecdotes at 

the time.  You had mentioned something when we spoke previously about why 

they felt it was important to set up a system for the library.  That if the library 

didn’t set it up, somebody else would.  Can you remember that anecdote? 

TAYLOR: I had heard the story of Mr. Manchester who was very interested in developing 

the collection, was not quite as interested in salary scales.  So consequently there 

hadn’t been very many raises.  In fact, I suspect there weren’t any for a year or 

two.  At least I heard that when he was asked about raises for the staff, and 

particularly the clerical staff, that he said, “Oh, we have enough money.  We can 
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get along that way.”  So consequently the morale was going down drastically 

among many of the staff members.  So the University felt it was very important to 

look at what was happening in both the clerical and professional staff and make 

some recommendations. 

HAMILTON: Was it difficult to recruit people back then, or were there a lot of people on 

campus that were interested in getting jobs in the library? 

TAYLOR: I don’t recall any more difficulties than are normal, although this was still a time 

that you had to be very careful about being sure that your staff was filled because 

the availability of replacement staff during certain times of the year would go 

down to zero.  And we were left with important positions that were not filled.  

This was also a problem. 

HAMILTON: Nowadays, for quite a few years now, it’s been a practice to generate some cash 

or salary by leaving positions open. I know 28 years ago when I was hired in the 

library the position I took had been vacant for two years, for a combination of 

reasons.  But one of the byproducts of having positions open for a long time was 

to generate more income so that money could be spent to cover student budgets, 

student wages budget.  Was that a practice done in your time at the libraries of 

leaving positions open specifically for long periods of time in order to generate 

income for other initiatives? 

TAYLOR: No we did not use the special contract concept that way at all.  It was originated 

simply to cover the position that was vacant, and a temporary person would be 

hired.  And this was done at all levels.  Student levels, clerk levels and 

professional levels, so that money was not saved to be used in other parts of the 
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budget.  However, I believe it may have been used for a special personnel 

emergency or project.  

HAMILTON: Well we would still use it in the personnel budget, but perhaps to fund a different 

position.  Namely if one position were open the money that would be generated 

would be made available to pay for extra students let’s say, or temporarily until 

the vacant position could be filled.  So that was not a practice that was actually 

done. 

TAYLOR: Were those students trying to do the professional work of the position? 

HAMILTON: No, it’s just that there has always seemed to be a perpetual need for more 

personnel money than is available.  So any lapses in it, the money was used to 

find graduate students or students or other personnel positions until the person 

who was in the vacancy could be replaced.  The fact that you aren’t picking up on 

this makes me think that that was not a practice at that time. 

TAYLOR: I would not have approved that kind of a practice myself.  I think we had 

questions about that.  I felt that for a vacant position, the work in it should be 

done  on a temporary basis by someone who was qualified.  And as you recall, we 

talked about that one aspect of where, in the circulation department they wanted a 

student to take over one of the clerical positions at that rate of pay during a 

summer quarter.  And I turned that down.  It had to be someone who was a 

qualified clerical person, not a student who went back and forth between one 

salary level and another salary level for short periods of time.   
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HAMILTON: Okay.  You were hired at the rank of Instructor.  Do you remember what your 

thoughts were about being a faculty member, as well as being a librarian for the 

first time? 

TAYLOR: Well the rank of Instructor for my position was added to the 1954-55 budget  six 

months after I was hired as mentioned earlier.  I also should mention this 1954 

date because Mr. Branscomb became Dr. Branscomb in 1954.  He finished his 

Doctorate at the University of Chicago that year.  Since I knew that the rank of 

instructor was not considered a rank working towards tenure and was not highly 

thought of at that time, I assumed that the position of Personnel Librarian was not 

considered part of the teaching/research faculty who had faculty rank and title and 

tenure.  However, I was very interested in helping the Director of Libraries obtain 

faculty rank and title for all professional librarians.   

HAMILTON: So are you saying that, shortly after you were hired, you were given the rank of 

Instructor but you were not placed on the tenure track? 

TAYLOR: That was never discussed with me, so I assumed I was not placed on the tenure 

track.  And yet the interesting thing is, I must have been because I was 

recommended for increases in rank.  The rank of Assistant Professor was added to 

the 1959-60 budget for my position   Somehow I have the impression Dr. 

Heimberger had a lot to do with my attainment of Associate Professor of Library 

Administration rank.   He and Dr. Branscomb decided that it was a great idea.  I 

was asked to go to Dr. Heimberger’s office where I was told by the two of them  

So that’s the reason I’m an Associate Professor in the library system.  I guess I 

was on the tenure track and didn’t know it. I did have a record of work on several 
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projects, publications, talks at national conventions, and activities in professional 

organizations, etc.  My rank was included in the 1963-64 budget. 

HAMILTON: That couldn’t happen now.  You definitely would know whether you were or not. 

TAYLOR: There was very little communication about faculty rank at that time to anyone.  

And it was carefully discussed by Dr. Branscomb because he knew that the 

faculty in general were opposed to it for librarians.  It appeared to me that each 

University unit had their own  interpretation of requirements for faculty rank. 

HAMILTON: The teaching faculty were opposed? 

TAYLOR: The teaching faculty were opposed to this. So he was very careful where and how 

and what he said. 

HAMILTON: So going back to your case, nowadays faculty in the library undergo annual 

reviews and then a fourth year review in which they do a full docier documenting 

their accomplishments in librarianship, teaching, research, publication and 

service.  And then for the tenure review also a full docier of all of those 

accomplishments, the documentation of them.  This is for tenure and/or 

promotion and we go through the exact same review procedures as the teaching 

faculty.  Yet it sounds as if you were almost notified of your promotions as 

opposed to trying to achieve certain accomplishments and document them and put 

your self forward for promotion and rank for tenure.  Is that the case, where 

people simply told when they were going to get promoted? 

TAYLOR: I believe it was to some degree.  Because Dr. Branscomb tried to work on some 

criteria from his point of view. And you will find that  I also worked  very hard on 

criteria that  was eventually used as an initial start  in the 1960s. So there wasn’t 
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anything to go by as far as equating it against what existed for the teaching 

faculty. Agreed upon procedures in addition to the basic criteria that could be 

used by the entire University units who had faculty rank for its professional 

personnel did not seem to exist. And this is why it took so many years for 

discussions by a number of different University committees and discussions with 

appropriate people to review the many aspects of faculty rank that would 

encompass professional librarians as well as teaching faculty and others.  You 

will find Dr. Branscomb’s overview concerning his efforts to acquire faculty rank 

and title for all of the OSU librarians in the printed copy of his oral history, pp 29-

32.                                                                                                                                                      

HAMILTON: You brought in a copy of your own criteria for appointments, promotions and 

tenure for professional librarians.  Beginning  at the top of the page  it says “Part 

II” and it outlines the different criteria for each rank. It’s date-stamped December 

3, 1966.  And we’re going to make a copy of this and append it to this interview, 

simply because in your research here at the archives you did not find a copy of 

this document in the archives.  (See Appendix at end of this Oral History)            

Something that I found very interesting looking over this quickly is that 

the rank of instructor which should normally be the base rank at that time for 

incoming people, is actually set high enough that many new librarians do not even 

have enough years of experience and/or advanced degrees after the Masters in 

Library Science, the terminal degree in our field, to meet these criteria for 

instructor which includes an additional three years of graduate study, which I 

think is to make it somewhat in parallel with the Ph.D. which most librarians 
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don’t have or three years of professional experience in the field.  As a result let’s 

say a librarian coming out of library school or with less than three years of 

professional experience, would actually have to be appointed at the rank of 

Assistant Instructor.  And I know there were people appointed at that rank.  And 

kind of start from a couple of steps below zero.   

TAYLOR: I think the Assistant Instructor idea was dropped rather hastily at one time 

because Dr. Heimberger indicated it didn’t exist at Ohio State.  And I think the 

feeling was that a graduate from a library school with no experience should not 

have faculty rank.  They should get at least three years experience.  That’s why it 

is on that criteria before they would be considered for the Instructor level.   

HAMILTON: So they would be hired, get three years of experience, and then be put on the 

tenure track and be given the rank of Instructor? 

TAYLOR: Yes.  That was the thinking at that time. 

HAMILTON: And did that take place with very many people, do you know? 

TAYLOR: We were so involved with trying to get faculty rank established as a fact rather 

than as something that was going through on a budget, that it wasn’t until years 

after the 1950s that that occurred.  And so the fine points of faculty rank and who 

got it simply could not be determined until there was evidence that it was being 

accepted as something that was approved at Ohio State.  And it took a long time 

to do that.   I should also mention that Part II contains the criteria I developed and 

submitted to Dr. Branscomb in the early 60s for consideration.  It includes a 

footnote dated 4/19/63 about an interpretation by the Executive Secretary to the 

President who was Dr. Corbally.  
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The library used it as Part II of the University pamphlet entitled 

“Publication for Faculty Promotions and Tenure”, 1962.  The date, Dec. 3, 1966, 

stamped on the top of the copy given to you was probably the date it was copied. 

Evidence that the Part II was used can be found in the University Archives in:  1) 

A memorandum dated May 4, 1966 from Dr. Branscomb  regarding  his 

presentation to the Library Faculty at 4:30 pm on May 11, 1966 concerning “The 

Criteria and Procedures Used as Bases for Determining Faculty Salary Increases, 

Promotion in Rank, and Tenure in the University Libraries”.  It would be open for 

discussion since the final copy had to be on file with the Vice President for 

Instruction and Dean of Faculties by July l, 1966, and 2)  A three page document  

with the date November 1970 , issued by Lewis C. Branscomb, Director of 

Libraries.  It is entitled, “The Criteria and Procedures used as Bases for 

Determining Faculty Salary Increases, Promotion in Rank, and Tenure in the 

University Libraries’.  The following information regarding Part II, A, B, and C 

can be found in the first section.  . 

 Criteria for Promotion and Tenure  

Criteria for promotion and tenure are set forth fully in the 

university booklet titled “Faculty Appointments, Promotions and Tenure”, 

1966.  They are contained in the mimeographed section adapted to Library 

Faculty as Part II, A, B, and C. 

HAMILTON: I know a librarian who is still working at University Libraries, Beverly 

McDonald, who was originally hired at the Assistant Instructor rank.  And 

certainly those of us who have been around even close to the 30 year range know 
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that the criteria and the amount of University, not just in the libraries but in all 

colleges, the University-wide documentation guidelines, control procedures of the 

whole promotion and tenure process is much more finely detailed and streamlined 

and laid out than it was even 30 years ago, let alone before that.  So this document 

is terribly interesting.  It sounds from what you are saying and we’ll talk about 

that further in one of the other questions, that the real attempt was to try to get a 

foot in the door kind of thing with faculty status, because there really was not 

general support across the University for librarians given faculty rank as a group 

en masse, and yet there was some administrative support in the University 

otherwise it never would have happened.   

TAYLOR:  I go into this in detail a little further on in one of your questions. 

HAMILTON: Okay, let’s proceed then and get to that then.  As Personnel Librarian from 1954  

to 1966, what was your role in the library faculty tenure and promotion process? 

TAYLOR: Dr. Branscomb talked to me about his interest in faculty rank for professional 

librarians in the OSU Libraries when I first started in the position.  As a result, I 

became involved for over ten years in assisting with the long and lengthy 

discussions and development of procedures that would bring about formal 

recognition and acceptance of faculty rank, title and tenure for the professional 

librarians.  To jog my memory for dates, etc., I have reviewed information about 

faculty rank in the University Archives  and I thought I would try to highlight 

some of the events that occurred, and in particular the work of the Severino 

Committee.  There were many other events besides the ones I will talk about but 

in April of 1957, that was what, about three years after I was hired, Dr. 
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Branscomb submitted a formal recommendation for Faculty Rank and Title for 

Remainder of Library Staff to Frederic W. Heimberger, Vice President, and 

Samuel Beitler, Director of University Budget.  In September 1957  Dr. 

Branscomb wrote to Dr. Heimberger and Mr. Beitler suggesting that his 

recommendation should be held in abeyance until he had submitted it to the 

Library Council, which he hadn’t done.   

For many months this recommendation was discussed and reworked.  On March 

25, 1959, it was presented to the OSU Committee on Rank, Titles and Tenure.  

Members of the Committee were Dr. Severino, Chairman, Dr. Ogden, Professor 

R. Green, Professor Estrich, Professor Kirby, assisted by Vice President 

Heimberger and Dr. Beitler as consultants.  It became known as the Severino 

Committee.  Recommendation  from Dr. Branscomb included these sections. 

• The present status of the 15 professional librarians holding faculty 

rank and title.   

• Recommendation for the remaining 43 professional librarians to be 

granted rank and title with the current and projected distribution shown 

at the end of the report.   

• Justification  that included teaching, degrees, names of other college 

and universities where the entire staff of librarians have faculty rank, 

statement about the thorough job study that established in recorded 

form the duties of clerks and the duties of professional librarians and 

any clerical duties found in the professional librarian positions  

transferred to clerical positions   
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•  Faculty salary floors  whereby the 9 month basis for faculty was 

equated to 11 month basis for librarians based on the statement of Mr. 

Beitler, Director of University Budget.  

•  Criteria used in Ranking for the ranks of Assistant Instructor, 

Instructor, Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, and Professor.   

•  Number and distribution of the several faculty ranks in place and the 

recommended extended coverage of the 43 positions showing where 

they would fall in relation to what had been done for a combined total 

of 58 positions with faculty rank.   

• Import that recognized this as a request of considerable consequence 

and presented after several years of study. Also recognized that faculty 

rank and title not only had prerequisites but carried correlative 

responsibilities such as memberships on campus committees, active 

participation in professional and learned societies, writing, speaking 

and so forth.   

 

 At the end of the report or discussion of this report in the archives, I find that Dr. 

Branscomb had these brief notes on his copy of the report:  

 Beitler:  You cannot use assistant instructor because it is not a faculty      

rank.  

 Severino:  A progress report is to be made in May to the Faculty Council 

about this subject of faculty rank.  And there’s no chance of a final report 

or decision this academic year.   
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                        So this is the start of the work with the Severino Committee. 

HAMILTON: We know that not all teaching faculty and administrators have liked the idea of 

Librarians being faculty.  Can you discuss any challenges you were aware of from 

University committees or faculty, including things like the Severino Committee or 

the Speaker’s Rule Controversy. 

TAYLOR: It’s true, the members of the Severino Committee were opposed to granting 

faculty rank to certain groups on campus, such as the academic staff of the 

University Libraries.  But also the research bureau, extension personnel, and the 

Engineering Experiment Station personnel.  Essentially their report recommended 

a system of functional titles for personnel no longer permitted use of professional 

rank and title.  Descriptions of such titles for various groups were included in the 

report.  Faculty rank would only be granted upon the recommendation of a 

teaching department, thus professional librarians could not be recommended for 

faculty rank in the future.   

It appears that on May 12, 1959, this report of the Severino Committee 

with this information and much more was presented to the Faculty Council as a 

progress report.  Heads of units that would be affected by the outcome of the 

report were invited to the meeting to present their viewpoints.  Since there was 

insufficient time for discussion, it was to be continued at a meeting in the fall.  

During the summer of 1959, a new draft of the progress report was written by the 

committee and included a number of changes since they had had a number of 

contacts about the report.  By now John E. Corbally, Director, Personnel Budget 

in the President's Office and Associate Professor of Education became a member 
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of the Severino Committee as the third consultant.  And his name is actually on 

the report of the Committee on Ranks, Title and Tenure.  It appears that the new 

draft was presented to the Faculty Council on November 11, 1959.  The report 

stated that the University Faculty included more than the teaching staff.  So you 

see here’s a change.  It would include those with professional titles such as 

Curator, librarian, senior research psychologist, and so forth.  Then, the report 

followed with the statement, “The Committee believes that the University should 

protect the recognized ranks and titles as used the world over.”  This statement 

was in quotes.  At Ohio State University there were five official academic ranks.  

Included were instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, professor and 

university research professor with the academic rank of lecturer.  This led to an 

effort to identify and classify other positions on the campus.   

The Severino report also contained a section entitled “Principles and 

Practices Governing the Use of Ranks, Titles and Tenure”.  Only departments of 

instruction could recommend appointments to one of the official five ranks.  

Under the classification scheme the University Libraries was listed under 

Professional Services.  When the librarians that had been granted rank and title 

resigned or retired, the position would no longer carry faculty rank.  The current 

librarians without rank would not be eligible and new positions would not have 

rank and title.  This meant that even the position of Director of Libraries would 

not carry faculty rank after Dr. Branscomb resigned.  The report was approved in 

principle by a vote of 28 to 19 and was then so recommended to the University 

Administration.  The recommendation was overruled by the Administration and 
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sent back to the Faculty Council with the recommendation that it not be approved.  

This was the backing needed by the University Libraries as well as needed in 

other areas of the University for their own particular situations.   

According to a report by Dr. Branscomb, President Fawcett appointed a 

second “Severino” Committee to revise the publication entitled “Academic 

Appointments, Tenure, and Promotions.”  The resulting revision of the committee 

had two important changes.  Units such as the research bureau, research personnel 

not involved primarily in teaching, the Experiment Station personnel and others 

were restored to the teaching faculty group.  The University Libraries were not 

included.  The second change was the removal of important perquisites such as 

membership in the University’s Faculty Club, other privileges but no specific 

provision for continuity of employment.   

On March 16, 1962, Dr. Branscomb issued a memorandum entitled “The 

Status of the Professional Library Staff at the Ohio State University.”  The 

purpose was to bring to the attention of Administrative University Council some 

facts, opinions and recommendations concerning the status of the library 

professional staff.  Important points of the “Severino” Committee and its 

recommendations for faculty rank and title were reviewed in Dr. Branscomb’s 

report.  Again the discrimination against the University Libraries was very 

apparent.  This time it was decided to end his report with the following suggestion 

to revise the reading of the February 1962 draft of “Faculty Appointments, 

Promotions and Tenure” from the present reading of “Only Schools and 

Departments of Colleges and the Department of Physical Education may 
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recommend appointment to the faculty ranks.”  It should be changed to “Only 

Schools and Departments of Colleges, the Department of Physical Education, and 

the University Libraries may recommend appointment to the faculty rank.”  

Eventually, after much discussion and work, this kind of wording was accepted.  I 

believe I am correct in stating that it was the perception of Dr. Heimberger and 

Dr. Corbally that the University Libraries was an academic unit along with the 

teaching unit that bring knowledge into the lives of students.  It should not be 

classed as a service unit but should be classed with the academic 

teaching/research staff.  It was this perception at the top level of the University 

that helped the establishment of faculty rank and tenure for OSU professional 

librarians.  The developments concerning  faculty rank and tenure have been 

continuous  for many years and will be another story for someone to tell who was 

on the library staff during those years. 

HAMILTON: In your opinion, we know that there was opposition, very strong opposition in 

some quarters.  But what, from your viewpoint, were some of the advantages and 

disadvantages of having faculty status for OSU librarians? 

TAYLOR: Well, you often hear that the University Library with its book collections is the 

“heart” of the University.  I recall that President Holbrook recently used this 

phrase in a talk she was giving.  For many years the professional librarians who 

worked in the “heart” of the University were treated as maintenance persons who 

kept books and materials ready for the faculty to use.  Thus the library system that 

was the “heart” of the University was only a pumping machine.  There was little 

or no recognition of the research and teaching efforts developing in the profession 
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of library and information science that was to become an important part of a 

University academia.  Gradually the extensive professional development of 

University librarians in research, teaching and service was evidenced in the 

professional associations and their publications.  The American Documentation 

Institute evolved into the American Society for Information Science and 

Technology with the publication of many refereed research papers.  Today the 

Library and Information Technology Association, a part of the American Library 

Association, has a Committee on Distance Learning.  This is an important aspect 

of teaching in the computer and internet world.  The list could go on of things that 

are important to academia.   

The advantages of faculty rank for University professional librarians mean 

becoming involved in the many activities of the teaching and research faculty.  

Today the OSU Library system has two members in the University Senate.  There 

is membership on the Council of Academic Excellence for Women, the Provost 

Study Group on Continuing Employment Status, and other faculty groups.  There 

is also teaching in some of the teaching departments.  This provides a common 

ground for librarians and teaching staff as members of the University faculty.  

This would not happen without faculty rank for professional librarians.  This 

points up the differences between faculty and non-faculty status of librarians in 

university libraries.  Now, disadvantages you ask.  Disadvantages of having 

faculty status for OSU librarians relate primarily to a person’s ability to cope with 

the requirements of academia and they should cope.   
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HAMILTON: We’re coming close to the end of this tape.  But before, just a few thoughts.  I’ve 

got four books, close to a dozen of peer and editor reviewed articles, 40 some 

published book reviews.  I served on probably a dozen at least, if not 20, 

University-wide committees.  I’ve got a page and a half of library committees that 

I served on.  I have taught in two different teaching departments for credit, five 

hour for credit courses in comparative studies and Judaic and near eastern 

languages and literature.  And there are people much more, not to toot my own 

horn, there are people in the libraries who are much more involved in publishing 

and service and teaching than I.  And I am very proud to be very part of the 

faculty that is very, very, very actively involved in the mission of the University.  

Is that the kind of faculty that you think Lewis Branscomb envisioned when he 

first began this process so many years ago? 

TAYLOR: Yes, I really do. I think this is what he envisioned.  And I think it is one of the 

outstanding features of his efforts and his desire coming to Ohio State to 

accomplish. 

HAMILTON: So it actually worked. 

TAYLOR: Yes.  However, I doubt that Dr. Branscomb would have anticipated the 

extensiveness of the contribution to the University academic program by the 

faculty of the OSU Libraries. 

HAMILTON: That’s very gratifying in a way historically I think.  I believe that the OSU 

Libraries faculty, as with the University of Illinois, on which that model was 

originally patterned, are some of the most active faculty in terms of publishing in 

the field of librarianship and have been very active nationally for years.  It varies 
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depending on budget cycles and what are the hot topics in the field.  But for many 

years there were various topics such as automation where OSU was on the cutting 

edge and the world leader in some of the library automation areas.  And do you 

think that that faculty status system that was initiated after the war had anything to 

do with that?   

TAYLOR: Yes, I do.  I think that it brought in people interested in faculty rank, in high level 

positions in the library, and they made more effort in their positions as a result.   

HAMILTON: This is the end of side 1.  This is the beginning of side B.  You were going to add 

something to the comments. 

TAYLOR: Well I think the comment comes up later in what I say.  So I don’t want to repeat.   

HAMILTON: Okay.  In collecting information about the history of faculty status of librarians at 

OSU, what do you think are the most important things we should know?  What 

were the major issues? 

TAYLOR: My response is this.  Always be one of the leaders in the following:   

• A changing world in regard to your evolving mission and values. 

• The transfer of information to knowledge to wisdom.   

• The use of new technology in:  1) the library system, 2) public access 

to information, 3) teaching and research.  

• The maintenance of high standards.   

• Involvement with appropriate committees and organizations concerned 

with the new external and internal developments that affect the 

continuation of faculty rank and tenure; otherwise, it may not continue 

to exist..  Along with the positive attributes that are essential, faculty 
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raank has many, many negative attributes that need to be eliminated 

and updated concepts added.   

HAMILTON: Okay.  I’m going to try to follow up and get some anecdotes here.  Do you 

remember any stories or anecdotes that come to your mind that highlight to you 

the importance of faculty status for librarians at OSU.  Was there a time when 

someone accomplished something or was able to go out into the departments and 

do some type of work where you thought, “Aha, this has been made possible 

because of the faculty status system.”   

TAYLOR: I was so involved with the development aspect that I really didn’t have the time to 

look at what was actually happening, because the ups and downs in this were so 

tremendous, and they caused such a strain as to whether it was going to happen or 

not, or whether there was another way to look at it to make it happen.  We were 

constantly thinking about this part of the development of faculty rank rather than 

who is successfully showing how good it is.  I think the success of it has come 

gradually and really from my point of view, has come after I left.  Because those 

years, those ten years of getting this through and changing the attitude of the 

teaching faculty was extremely difficult.   And I might mention that one thing that 

probably helped us was that the President of the University realized from some of 

the reports he was getting, that departments were going off on a tangent giving 

faculty rank to people who were temporary even to people whose titles  shouldn’t 

even exist in the University and this sort of thing.  So he appointed a committee, 

that was just a committee for a study of titles at OSU, which I don’t remember 

mentioning before.  It  took a long time to pull this information together and find 
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how it affected existing faculty rank.   We were all so busy looking at all of these 

problems all the time and how they affected our particular area, that the good part  

came after all of this was accomplished and people really started showing the 

things they could do in appropriate relationships. 

HAMILTON: It’s not like just turning on a light switch.  It’s an evolutionary process to build a 

coherent strong faculty and give people the years to accomplish what they’re 

going to do as they grow.   

TAYLOR: In academia, it takes years to accomplish many very fine new inventions and 

projects.  And it’s just not something you can talk about casually I think.  I really 

don’t. 

HAMILTON: Quick decision, quick results, quick payoff is not really an academic model. 

TAYLOR: And it shouldn’t be.  I think we see the discouraging aspects of this model in 

business today, and how many businesses are going down the drain as a result of 

it.  I think it’s tragic that they have moved to that fast level that isn’t working.   

HAMILTON: Is there anything else you’d like to discuss about faculty status at the OSU 

Libraries before we move on? 

TAYLOR: Yes.  I’d like to say that it took over a decade of intensive work for several 

persons to bring about the acceptance of and agreement for faculty rank and title 

for professional librarians in the OSU Libraries.  Therefore, there must be 

continued vigilance in maintaining quality service and performance, teaching, and 

research as well as being active in professional organizations that is basic to 

faculty rank and tenure in an academic setting.  Occasionally there will always be 

someone in authority who will try to take it away.  Cycles continue to occur but 
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they can be survived.  According to the records the first cycle occurred in 1971 

when a second “Severino Committee” was appointed to look into faculty status 

for the campus.  Again this would affect the University Libraries.  Again the 

Director of Libraries had to fight to retain rank and title for OSU professional 

librarians.  This will be an ongoing cyclical activity. 

HAMILTON: I remember I served on the Provost Committee on a test course of continuing 

employment status in which it was suggested that librarians might wish to opt for 

a system of clinical titles similar to what did become the option available to 

clinical medical personnel and to set up a parallel non-tenure track system.  The 

vast majority of librarians were very opposed to this system and quite wedded to 

the faculty model.   And there have been others, some of them were challenges, 

direct challenges, some of them were offers of alternatives, some of them were 

more subtle, but it does continue and certainly the number of professional 

librarians holding faculty rank has diminished in the last few years as the 

economy has changed substantially with more and more work, just as it happens 

in the teaching departments.  This is not unique to the libraries, as more and more 

work is shifted to lower level personnel for cost savings so that let’s say decades 

ago no original cataloging was ever done by someone who was not an original 

cataloger, a professional cataloger with a faculty member.  Nowadays that has 

moved from professional librarian with faculty status to staff person and 

eventually the graduate student.  So it has kind of moved down. The different 

tasks that were done by professionals have been moved to other people, so that 

mostly the librarians who are managers of units are the ones that are still 
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professional librarians with faculty status.  And so the numbers are shrinking and 

some people have viewed that as a challenge similar in some ways to some of 

these more head-on challenges such as the Severino Committees.  These are cases 

in which we see the profession changing and the opportunities for professional 

librarians to maintain a coherent faculty with faculty rank and title and tenure is 

once again in flux.  So these are issues that are as vital and interesting today as 

they were in the 1950s.   

TAYLOR: I might comment that in the 1950s my philosophy was, if there is any task that the 

librarian is doing and a non-professional can be trained in that task within a 

reasonable period, it is no longer a professional task.  And I think as we move into 

more complexity and we move into better educated staff,  this will be an ongoing 

process.  And I think it’s a legitimate process. And I think it should keep moving 

in those directions. 

HAMILTON: It is a very quickly evolving field, information.  I’m going to move to a slightly 

different topic.  We’re currently preparing for a major renovation of Main 

Library, including rebuilding the two-story Grand Reading Room.  Do you 

remember anything about the decision to divide the Grand Reading Room into 

two floors?  Could you tell me anything about that? 

TAYLOR: Well, I may have been involved with the discussion at ASC but I do not know the 

date that this occurred, so I may not have even been on the staff when there was 

that discussion.  I’m not just sure since I was so involved in the personnel aspects 

of the library.  I know that space would have had a great deal to do with it and the 

interesting this is, perhaps I should not comment this way, but the grand kind of 
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space now being talked about for the new library, I have a feeling at some time 

it’s going to go through the same process.  That it’s going to be divided up 

eventually into a space that will accommodate the needs of the time.   

HAMILTON: The building is an evolutionary process too. 

TAYLOR Oh absolutely.  And I know it would be very hopeful that this wonderful building, 

and it truly looks like a wonderful building, would last for 100 years.  But I don’t 

really think so.  I think the space will be changed during that time.  

HAMILTON: Very few buildings are used in exactly the same way 100 years later.  Sometimes.  

Now the Main Library stacks were also closed to undergraduates for years.  

Certainly during the period that you were in the libraries.  Students had to request 

books at the Circulation Desk.  Those books were brought down and handed to 

people.  A little after you left the stacks were opened up to undergraduates and the 

public.  Do you recall any of the decisions or discussions about opening or closing 

the stacks? 

TAYLOR: No, I really don’t recall this.  Again, I was so deeply involved with the personnel 

problems, that it may have been discussed at ASC, but I don’t recall this. 

HAMILTON: What were some of the bigger changes you saw in the field of Librarianship from 

the time you began in 1939 until 1966? 

TAYLOR: There has been increased professionalism and an interest in teaching.  Also the 

management of large information systems, more interest in the content of 

information, interest in the rights of readers.  Also the use of the computer for 

library activities.  Also the public use of computers in libraries.  Use of the 
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internet, the intranet, the computer access to local, regional, state, national and 

international databases.  These are the things that I see that have evolved. 

HAMILTON: Even over the last 30 years I am assuming it was even more pronounced back in 

1939.  Libraries had seemed to be very isolated places. 

TAYLOR: In ’39? 

HAMILTON: Right.  An individual library was its own universe with people using the material 

or getting access to the material, though there were inter-library loan opportunities 

that took a long time.  It was a cumbersome process and librarians were little 

islands of collections, with a lot of space in between them.  And the hallmark of 

modern libraries is their interconnectedness, both through the internet and OCLC, 

but also the large regional consortia, like Ohio Link, connecting all of the public 

and private colleges and universities in the State of Ohio.  So that the collections 

of one library aren’t necessarily as important as the holdings of the consortia to 

which one has ready access.  Would you like to comment any on that trend? 

TAYLOR: I’m a firm believer in open information and I have always pushed for information 

in this way for many years.  I’m delighted to see that it is coming about.  I think 

that there is nothing better than open information for all kinds of purposes and 

large regional consortia are just one of the many ways to do this  So I’m a firm 

believer that it is a good thing.  I should add that some information such as 

proprietary, harmful, etc. requires special consideration and procedures.  

HAMILTON: Why did you decide to leave the Libraries in 1966? 

TAYLOR: Well after 12 years spent in developing the Personnel Office for the OSU 

Libraries, I felt I had made a reasonable contribution and I wanted a position that 

 29



was more related to helping individuals and groups in becoming more 

knowledgeable in their activities, which is what goes on in a library.  I should 

mention that one other program that I started while I was there was the 

Professional Internship Program for the OSU Libraries.  I also was able to  

interest Dr. Branscomb in the potential use of computers in library activities such 

as cataloging, circulation records, interlibrary loan, etc.  As a result we established 

the position of Automation Librarian to look into these possibilities.   So  there 

were a number of things that were very interesting during my time as Personnel 

Librarian, but I felt it was time to move on.  Also, at this time, my marriage to 

Eugene Wilson was coming to a close and ended in a divorce.  So that there were 

a lot of reasons to make changes.   

HAMILTON: Time for a new leaf, time for a change.  Let’s talk about your post-libraries years 

at OSU.  From 1966 to 1970, you worked with the National Center for Research 

in Vocational and Technical Education, when it was involved in the early stages 

of the federal development of the ERIC database, the Educational Resources 

Information Center.  Can you tell me about your work there? 

TAYLOR: When I decided to leave the University Libraries, I mentioned my decision to Dr. 

Corbally and said I would be looking for employment.  About a couple weeks 

after my resignation was effective at the end of December 1965, I had a phone 

call from Dr. Robert Taylor, Director of the Center for Vocational and Technical 

Education, saying Dr. Corbally had suggested calling me to look at the proposal 

for an ERIC clearinghouse that had been previously sent to the U.S. Department 

of Education in Washington (USOE) and returned without approval.  It was now 
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re-written to send back.  He thought I might have some ideas that would be 

worthwhile.  The phone call came on a Saturday morning at home and Dr. Taylor 

wanted me to bring my suggestions into him on Monday morning.  I tried to defer 

this to a later date but he said he was sending a messenger to my home that 

morning and needed to see me Monday morning since there was a deadline they 

were trying to meet.  Well under these circumstances I agreed to look at the 

proposal, even though I had three teenagers and a husband at home with their 

activities to meet that weekend.  

 On Monday morning I met Dr. Taylor and we went over my suggestions.  

As a result he hired me as a consultant and sent me to the U.S. Department of 

Education in Washington, D.C. to talk with the ERIC staff who had initiated the 

request for proposal, the RFP.  I found there was an intent to locate 

clearinghouses where there was substantive expertise in staffing and in an 

institutional setting such as a university.  Each clearinghouse would be 

responsible for a particular substantive area in the field of education resulting in a 

decentralized network of clearinghouses that would have their work put into a 

computer generated database through a central ERIC office in USOE.  

 Upon returning to Columbus I wrote a long memorandum about the 

specifics of abstracting, indexing, and so forth wanted by USOE and then was 

asked to re-write the proposal they were planning to send.  After several drafts 

were reviewed by Dr. Taylor, the proposal was sent to USOE on February 12, 

1966.  You can see what a short period of time this was.  It was funded within a 

short time as part of a five year USOE grant and initiated on March 1, 1966.  We 
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were one of the first to receive funding and I was hired to implement the proposal 

and was given an office, a desk and a phone.  With the approval of the Director a 

staff was hired and soon reached six full-time professionals in library science, 

information science, and vocational education, six part-time professional staff 

including four doctoral candidates, four full-time technical staff, and 12 clerical 

staff.  We were responsible for coordination and development of the document 

based information network for vocational and technical education through all 

State Research Coordinating Units that were actively involved in dissemination 

and utilization of research results.  The clearinghouse became known as VT-

ERIC.   

My responsibilities then were to provide leadership, training and 

supervision of the staff that selected, indexed, abstracted and disseminated 

research and related materials through the USOE computer generated publication, 

Research in Education (RIE).  Much of this material was contract research of 

USOE  The next duty was  to keep the research staff of the Center updated on the 

development of the ERIC system.  I also  designed and developed two computer 

generated quarterly publications.  Now this was in the early stages of computers 

and we hired someone who could write the software code for the design I was 

developing.  The titles were Abstracts of Research and Related Materials in 

Vocational and Technical Education (ARM), Abstracts of Instructional Materials 

in Vocational and Technical Education (AIM).  I might mention that USOE was 

not very happy about the fact that I was publishing abstracts of curriculum 

materials and wanted to put the abstracts and curriculum materials into the ERIC 
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system as well as research materials.  But we insisted on it. My staff and I also 

provided the abstracts for Manpower Research, a publication of the U.S. 

Department of Health, Education and Welfare.  Another duty was to coordinate 

the Seven State Pilot Effort that would be helpful to state Departments of 

Education.   This was California, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, 

Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, that resulted in the publication,  Guide for a State 

Vocational-Technical Education Dissemination System.  I gave talks to national 

conferences and maintained display booths, answered questions of visitors, 

primarily government personnel, some from Russia and other countries, who 

wanted to know what we were doing, how did we develop this system.  

Consultancies  to help establish VT-ERIC were part of my job..  However, there 

was one consultancy that was on release time to join the OSU Library Science 

Proposal Committee.  My contribution was working on a proposal to establish a 

graduate library science program at Ohio State and writing the executive letter to 

Dr. Fawcett for the Committee.  This was the proposal that was approved through 

the University Board of Trustees and the Board of Regents.  Unfortunately, it 

occurred at the time the state was cutting budgets  This led Kent State to push for 

keeping their library school and add a few classes at Ohio State and become a 

joint program. This was followed.  I also had to develop a new library for the 

Center and hire a librarian after it was developed.  These were my duties.  

HAMILTON: And quite a few.  Quite a few duties there. You then moved to C.I.S., the 

Department of Computer and Information Science, around 1970.  How did you 

transfer to that department and what did you do there? 
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TAYLOR: In 1969 the director of the Center for Vocational and Technical Education, who 

was Dr. Robert Taylor and I decided to marry.  At that time Ohio State University 

had strong concerns about nepotism.  Since I was directly responsible to Dr. 

Taylor, we talked to Dr. James A. Robinson, Vice President and Chancellor to 

whom Dr. Taylor reported.  I indicated that I would resign and try to find another 

position on the campus.  At that time the University was in the process of setting 

up a new Department of Computer and Information Science in the College of 

Engineering.  The new chairman was Dr. Marshall Yovits who was interested in 

adding a division on library science since this was a discipline that was actively 

involved in research in the field of information science.  I was asked to be 

interviewed by Dr. Yovits because of: 1) my work with the proposal for a 

graduate library science program at OSU that could not be funded and Marshall 

was on that Committee by the way; and 2) because of my work writing the 

proposal for and developing the ERIC Clearinghouse for Vocational and 

Technical Education as part of a decentralized computer-based system.  The 

interview that I had with Dr. Yovits resulted in my being hired in 1970 as a Senior 

Research Associate to assist in the establishment of the new department.  

 My duties in the CIS department involved the following.  Some were 

administrative and some were new initiatives such as the development of DECOS, 

a computer database that generated several different reports for department and 

student use.  Other departments in the University did not have this kind of 

database.  I also had a teaching assignment.  Additional specific duties were 

Coordinator for the department Curriculum Committee, the Faculty Loads 
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Committee, and the department SETS (Student Evaluation Program) committee 

and activity.  I was Head of the Computing Fund Allocations for all faculty 

activities and student classes and held the money strings for everyone. Also 

designed a computer generated course scheduling system called DECOS.  Code 

for the software was written by two or three graduate students who were 

responsible to me.  It was a database system primarily to produce quarterly class 

schedules that were posted and available to students and faculty, and  an annual 

booklet for the Department of Computer and Information Science  entitled, 

Course Descriptions:  Computing and Computing Related Courses.   I  managed 

the system upon completion.  It was a much more up to date system than the 

University  had at that time.  The database also had the capability to produce 

planning guides, individual course descriptions, and course assignment reports.  

So it had  the capability of producing multiple products.  However, there was not 

enough time to follow up on this capability.  I published the department technical 

reports, and annual report, in addition to the DECOS products.   

Another duty was the development of course syllabi with the faculty 

member responsible for a particular course.  This was done for all of the courses 

that the department gave.  In addition I maintained and updated the master file of 

syllabi for all courses.  I wrote and updated the talk given by the faculty for the 

College of Engineering Scholar Day.  I did that every year.  

 I taught the information and storage retrieval course as an information 

science/library science course, not a computer science course.  It had not been 

determined at that time what should constitute the curriculum of computer and 
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information science.  I had release time also in this department to design an 

information system for the new Academy for Contemporary Problems.  The 

Academy was a joint project of OSU and Battelle.  I had consulting work that 

involved developing information systems outside of the department and the 

University.  One was the CALL system, mow identified as First Link  This was a 

social service telephone referral system for the Columbus Metropolitan area.  

Also a Human Resources system called HUR, and started Com-tility, a utility for 

citizen information and so on.   

I also assisted Dr. Yovits in writing a proposal for a library science 

division to be included in the Department of Computer and Information Science.  

And Dr. Yovits strongly wanted this division to happen. However, the more I 

worked with this proposal, the more I realized it was not a workable department.  

But I didn’t comment on it at that time.  We completed the proposal and we took 

it to USOE in Washington, D.C. to try to obtain funding.  Sufficient funds were 

never obtained and the proposal was never realized.  Computer Science, Library 

Science and Information Science each has its own separate content with 

overlapping topics of interest.  Much more recognition of this is needed.   

HAMILTON: Why did you feel that it could not be a workable proposal? 

TAYLOR: The content was so enormous and complex in each of these two fields, computer 

science, library science … well three fields, information science; that there was no 

way that they could pursue a common mission.  It is terribly important to have a 

mission that you can pursue and then be able to keep up with the evolving new 

developments affecting the mission. 
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HAMILTON: So your belief is that computer science and information science and librarianship 

should be three distinct fields and not melded together, or am I misstating? 

TAYLOR: That’s correct.  And I’ll comment on this later on in our discussion. 

HAMILTON: Okay.  Were there any differences between being a faculty member in the 

Libraries compared to being a faculty member in CIS? 

TAYLOR: I would say that the treatment of faculty in CIS and faculty in the Libraries is 

essentially the same in regard to consideration for faculty rank and the perks of 

rank, committee work, and so forth.  I would also assume that the salary scales for 

University faculty might be similar in CIS and Library faculty except for an area 

whereby the University is trying to become a standard bearer in the world.  

Exceptional persons in the identified area are then brought in at very high salaries.  

The difference between being a faculty member in CIS and Library science lies in 

the  content of the basic knowledge in each of the two fields.  When the 

Department of Computer and Information Science was initiated, it was not known 

what the curriculum should be at the undergraduate or graduate level.  There were 

no PhDs in computer science on the faculty or anywhere else.  It was a group of 

academic persons at Ohio State from different fields who had an interest in the 

development of computers and what could be done in an academic 

research/teaching setting.  It was a new evolving discipline.  In fact, the chairman 

was not an academic person. I believe he came from a position in the Navy or was 

associated with the Navy.  So this was all a new area.   

The theoretical and practical topics of computer science soon evolved 

though.  These were namely design and analysis of algorithms, system software 
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design, computer networks, artificial intelligence, and so forth.  The theoretical 

and practical topics of library science focus on the problems concerned with the 

organization of, storage and retrieval of, use of and preservation of graphic 

records, and the records in other media.  So in other words, it was an entirely 

different focus.  Computer science and library science each have their own 

domains, but they also have overlapping interests.  Dr. Yovits wanted to bring 

computer science, library science and information science into one department.  

Turning to information science, the definition in the online Merriam Webster 

Dictionary is “the collection, classification, storage, retrieval and dissemination of 

recorded knowledge treated both as a pure and an applied science.”  However, in 

the article, “Back to the Future:  Information Science for the New Millennium” by 

Jose-Marine Griffiths (this was in the Bulletin of the American Society for 

Information Science, April/May 2000), the viewpoint is expressed that 

information science has not become a single discipline.  Instead there are some 30 

or 40 disciplines of information.  These were identified by Machlup and 

Mansfield.  Some of these are bibliometrics, communication sciences, 

communicative theory, computer science, cybernetics, documentation, library 

science, linguistics, semantics, system science, telecommunications, and so forth.  

These are some of the 40 listed.  Thus, the study of information has an 

interdisciplinary focus.  According to Griffiths “Interdisciplinary activity is best 

performed by those individuals we classify as ‘boundary spanners.’”  It appears 

that I may have been the first boundary spanner at OSU for library science, 

computer science and information science.  I hope this gives you some idea of the 
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overlapping efforts existing in the information field.  In particular, my comments 

begin to show the differences between the evolving efforts of the computer and 

information science teacher/researcher and the library and information science 

professional librarian.  To be a spanner it is desirable to bring some expertise to 

another information field that is needed and wanted.  This sometimes is called in 

academia multidisciplinary efforts and may I say that there are many reasons why 

these efforts fail in academia, and perhaps we should talk about that sometime. 

HAMILTON: The short version.  What do you think are some of the reasons that cross   

disciplinary efforts do not always succeed? 

TAYLOR: In reality I think that a person with expertise in one field, such as any field, will 

have difficulty trying to be part of a multidisciplinary effort.  I might give an 

example that occurred in the CIS department.  They thought they needed more 

statistics in their academic program.  So they hired a faculty person from the field 

of statistics to come in.  Now he was not knowledgeable in computer science but 

he worked very hard to look at this combination.  But the faculty was totally 

focused on computer science by now when this happened.  This was several years 

into the department activity.  Their faculty rank status and everything was 

focusing on computer science and the expertise that was needed there, which is a 

natural thing for a department to do.  But in the meantime, here we have 

somebody who was multidisciplinary coming in, invited in to be a member of the 

faculty, and somehow the criteria doesn’t fit him anymore in the department as far 

as proposing additional new rank or additional rank or whatever was needed for 

this person who was highly competent.  So the faculty began moving away from 
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discussions with this person.  And they didn’t seem to be able to see how this was 

going to fit.  And so gradually this person began to see he really wasn’t truly a 

member in the faculty discussions and activities.  And that the best alternative for 

him was to leave.  So he did.  He resigned and he went back to a statistics 

department in another university.  Now this is just one tiny example of what can 

happen in the multidisciplinary efforts.  And I found this was true even in my 

efforts.  So consequently, one of the things that I think the committees on faculty 

rank and tenure should be doing, is looking at how can we resolve this 

multidisciplinary problem because there is going to be increased pressure to do 

this kind of activity.  Faculty rank doesn’t seem to fit there but it should.  That’s 

my off the cuff comment. 

HAMILTON: And it seems as if rather than trying to get multiple people from multiple 

disciplines to work together, that sometimes actually the multidisciplinary work 

needs to be done inside the brain of the one individual, namely if a person moves 

from expertise to expertise and puts all of those together, they themselves become 

the multidisciplinary focus as opposed to taking three people solidly rooted in 

their fields and trying to make those three people work together.  I think in 

particular of a doctor over at OSU Hospitals that did some surgery on my husband 

who also had a ceramics engineering background and was developing new 

products for hip replacements and things like this, as well as being a surgeon.  So 

within the one individual the interdisciplinary activity could take place within one 

person.  But I think it’s harder if you were to get several people with several 
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expertise and saying, “Now go off and develop this giant project.”  It’s not as 

natural perhaps or there might be resistance because people have contrary goals.   

TAYLOR: I think if a multidisciplinary  project is within a teaching department, that 

department is not going to be helpful.  It’s not going to be helpful because it has 

its own mission and its own objectives.  And so this is why I think that we have 

this particular situation that needs much more careful thought than has been given 

to it in the past.  It’s  automatically assumed that it will work, and it’s not 

working.  This has been going on for probably 50 years here at Ohio State and I 

don’t see it working well anywhere.   

HAMILTON: Well it needs a little help someplace.  It needs some thought, and certainly your 

ideas are a good start towards that kind of thinking.  What does this mean?  How 

does this come about and so forth.  And how is it related to faculty rank?  Where 

somebody wants freedom to develop new ideas.  It’s both the plus and the minus 

of academia.  The various structures and ranks that help support us, in some cases 

also restrict from moving freely. 

TAYLOR: Yes.  But I think there’s always a solution.  It just takes a few people to think 

about it.  I have a wonderful example of that in my personnel work.  I had one of 

the Assistant Directors come in one day and say, “I would like to do this kind of 

activity.  But I understand it’s against the rules of the University.”  I said, “Yes, it 

is.”  So I got all the rules out. I went through all the rules with him and I said, 

“Now you can see why you can’t do that.”  And he smiled at me with the greatest 

smile and said, “Now we’re going to talk about how we   do it.”  And he said, 

“Put away all of those things.”  We did and my mind opened up, and we started 
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talking about, “Gee, maybe there are solutions to doing this.”  And we talked 

about it and talked about it for maybe a half an hour.  And we suddenly saw a 

glimmer of hope in some activity that maybe the University would accept.  And I 

said, “Well I’ll be willing to ask if they would accept it.”  So we wrote it up and 

the University accepted it.   

HAMILTON: Creative thinking is … 

TAYLOR: This is what I call thinking outside the box. And nobody seems to know how to 

think outside the box.  They just talk about it.  And I certainly was one of those 

persons at one time.  Fortunately I found out a new way, way back in the 50s and 

have been able to apply it ever since. 

HAMILTON: Okay.  Do you have an actual mechanism you use to help free yourself from 

thinking constraints that you want to share? 

TAYLOR: Well, there has to be something that’s done that can be stabilized and used by 

others.  And I have never found anything except something personal I could do.  I 

have never thought of a way that it could be judged and moved into something 

that could be “standardized” and used by others.  And I think that you have to 

reach that point, where others can use it, before you go touting around about 

something new. 

HAMILTON: What works for me. 

TAYLOR: Right.  

HAMILTON: From 1970 to 1986 – when you worked and consulted in CIS, that was a period of 

incredible growth in computing as a field.  What was it like during that period of 

rapid development? 

 42



TAYLOR: There was tremendous pressure to teach something that had not been organized 

for the classroom.  And you can imagine how difficult that would be.  As I recall, 

the chairman and faculty decided on the basic topics to be taught and the level of 

difficulty of each topic and who would qualify to teach that topic as a course. 

Now the chairman insisted that each class or each course would have a suitable 

book on that topic that had been published and could be used as a text along with 

suitable articles.  The only course that I qualified for was the five hour required 

course, 505 Information Storage and Retrieval.  It was taught at different times 

during the year by three or four faculty members including myself and was 

required for graduation.  This was probably the only course that could be called at 

that time an information science course instead of a computer science course.  The 

book used as a text was Information Retrieval Systems:  Characteristics, Testing 

and Evaluation, by Wilfred Lancaster.  It was published in 1969 by Wiley.  I told 

the students that the objective of the course would be an overview and 

introduction to the exploding information problem that related to:  1) information 

transfer, 2) information storage and retrieval, and the emphasis would be here,  

3) information conversion and compression, 4) information users and methods of 

retrieval, 5) information systems.  Now many students only wanted to learn about 

computer problems and they disliked this course as a required course.  Gradually 

it included more computer science. 

HAMILTON: I think we’re running into the end of a tape, so I’m going to stop you right there.  

And this is the end of side B. 

HAMILTON: Celianna Taylor interview, Tape 2, side A.   
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TAYLOR: I was talking about how the students liked the course.  And they generally 

disliked it. So gradually this course became a three hour course, 505, Theoretical 

Concepts of Computer and Information Science.  It was really just a survey of 

theoretical concepts and discrete mathematics, machine languages, computer and 

information theory, and I don’t recall whether it was a required course nor how 

long it took for this change to occur time.  It was certainly not a course that I 

could have taught.  I was much more interested in designing and implementing 

workable information systems that would help and satisfy users.  So in the 

department we had this tremendous influx of students.  In the 1970s the number 

of students taught in the department reached 9,400 per year and rose to 16,000 per 

year in 1983-84.  Some colleges do not have this many students, let alone a 

beginning department.  This tells you how much pressure there was on one new 

department and a small faculty.  Graduate students and outside lecturers had to be 

used in the early years.   

HAMILTON: What were the differences you saw between working with information in Library 

Science compared to working with information in Computer Science? 

TAYLOR: In Computer Science information is broken down to the level of zero and one and 

this can be used to create well defined patterns for the alphabet, numbers and 

symbols.  With the use of mathematics and logic these patterns can be used as 

code to develop software for thousands of different uses, for the development of 

operating systems in computers and so forth.  Thus the emphasis is on symbol 

manipulation in computer science, not on people problems where the information 

is used.  In Library Science information that is recorded is the essential focus 
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along with the availability of the information to the individual.  Thus the emphasis 

is on the many problems of information systems such as selection, description, 

storage, retrieval, user satisfaction.  I should mention that Information Science is a 

smaller domain that works on many of the same problems that Library Science 

works on, but focuses on content manipulation, not the user.  This is a very 

condensed statement about the differences between these three domains.  

 Since I had become interested in designing and developing information 

systems and that was a major activity I was hired to do in the new Computer and 

Information Science Department along with assisting with the library science 

proposal and perhaps teach a course, I found the work just as interesting and 

challenging as I found setting up information systems in the new OSU library 

personnel office, and previously in the library cataloging department at Battelle.  

Perhaps I should mention that during my tenure in the department, a member of 

the Committee for Faculty Rank and Tenure approached me about being 

considered for faculty rank in the department.  I responded that I did not qualify 

for the requirements of faculty rank in computer science and should not be 

considered.   

During this period Library Science linked up with Information Science in 

some universities and Computer Science also linked up with Information Science 

or Library Science, etc. in other universities.  The results from research, teaching 

and application from these three arenas became intertwined when they reached 

the world of individuals, organizations and business and have only become more 

complex.  At present this maize of uncharted and sometimes conflicting efforts 
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are not understood very well by most individuals, organizations, government and 

business.  Hence, there is much confusion about the “explosion of information” 

raining down on us in some areas and a lack of “quality” information where it is 

vitally needed.  Poor decisions are being made by the top levels of organizations, 

universities, government, and business that result in excessive costs that do not 

meet the needs. 

HAMILTON: That’s a very strong statement there.  Why do you think that is? Why do you think 

people are sinking huge amounts of money, and we hear it every day, of the 

companies setting up immense systems that fail and do not do what they want to 

do, and then having to move to other systems or spend millions. I read an article 

about some publishing software today that fell into that category.  Hundreds of 

millions of dollars basically spent to no avail on systems that did not do what they 

were supposed to do.  Why do you think that is? 

TAYLOR: I think this is a lack of a College of Information Science and I’d like to comment 

on that a little later.  

HAMILTON: Okay.  Let’s move on.  You had a very long working career.  When did you retire 

from OSU? 

TAYLOR: I retired June 30, 1986, with a wonderful party given by the Department of 

Computer and Information Science at the Southern Hotel. 

HAMILTON: That’s very nice.  What were some of the big changes you’ve seen on campus 

between 1954 to your retirement, and even to the present? 

TAYLOR: These are the major changes that I have observed.  
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• Dramatic increase in efforts to bring more money into the University 

for special academic programs, new buildings, and redesigned old 

buildings.  

• An increase in outsourcing and loss of control of standards of work in 

some areas.   

• A strong interest in the “bottom line” budgets and increased power 

struggles for money.  

•  Lack of understanding of many important factors involved in 

information technology and its many, many uses in almost every 

aspect of OSU.   

• Increased participation in the University mission and planning. 

• Increased efforts in the transfer of research findings into needed 

applications.   

• Increased interest in reaching out to neighborhood development and 

security.  

HAMILTON: Who are some OSU people who stand out in your mind?  What made them 

memorable? 

TAYLOR: There have been many outstanding individuals at OSU.  However, for me 

personally, there are two who had outstanding expertise and experience that 

provided great assistance in my advancement at OSU.  Dr. Michael J. Jucius, 

Professor in the College of Business, was an excellent teacher of personnel 

administration.  Before he took a position at the University of Arizona, we had a 

number of conversations about personnel administration that were very helpful.  
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Dr. John E. Corbally, Jr. was Director of Personnel Budget, President’s Office 

and Professor, Education. He had an open mind and much insight into the 

differences and needs in academics and administration.  In time he became 

Provost of OSU.  He encouraged my efforts with the library personnel budget and 

our discussions about faculty rank were very help.  There was also a third person 

who was Dr. Chalmer G. Hixson, who was President of the Ohio State University 

Retirees Association, OSURA for the year 1992-93.  He was formerly Chairman, 

Men’s Div. Health, Phys. Ed. & Recreation, who had retired in 1971.  He was an 

exceptional leader who worked to develop meaningful tasks within the OSURA 

committees. He made OSU a leader in the Big Ten Retiree Association. He 

initiated the OSURA Endowment Fund, and encouraged my work in designing 

computer based systems for the publication of the annual OSURA Handbook and 

Directory as well as the newsletter. 

HAMILTON: When we talked before, you had told me an anecdote about Madison Scott, who 

worked in the Libraries.  Could you tell that story? 

TAYLOR: Tell the same story again? 

HAMILTON: Oh, have we already recorded that one? 

TAYLOR: I recorded it early on when I was talking about the Libraries. 

HAMILTON: Very good.  Those are some people.  Did you have much interaction with Novice 

Fawcett, the President of the University? 

TAYLOR: No.  Mine was more with committees. 

HAMILTON: Okay.  Let’s move on to the post-OSU years.  You are involved with the Council 

for Ethics in Economics, the OSU MacForum, and the Ohio State University 
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Retirees Association, a member of the Big Ten Retirees Association.  Does your 

work with organizations like these focus on particular areas of interest? 

TAYLOR: Yes.  My work with the three organizations you mentioned as well as other 

groups involves my interest in developing information systems that succeed in 

meeting the continuing needs of the users associated with the organizations.  I am 

also interested in the mission of the organization because information systems 

must support a mission.  Over the years I have found there are some basic 

problems that persist.  Last year I gave a talk to the Mid-Ohio Chapter of the 

World Future Society in which I talked about three major long term problems in 

information systems that need to be resolved thereby increasing the usefulness of 

information systems many times over.  In addition, the bottom line in many 

situations would be improved as well.  

 In selecting these particular problems that exist in information systems, 

you will find that I am not referring to the immediate problems of information 

security,  potential taxation of internet activities and so forth   The first problem   

is a plethora of information systems with inadequate:  1) definitions, 2) schema, 

3) events and  procedures in the design,  development,  maintenance, review, 

updating and  ways to adapt to change, as well as, 4) an inadequate number of 

information system coordinators who have the expertise to really create an 

effective team of management decision makers out of non-believers and create an 

effective team of designers of the major information system components.  The 

second big problem persisting over many years has to do with: 1) language, 2) 

terminology, and 3) capturing content.  The third long-term problem has to do 
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with searching methods that are used for information systems and the retrieval of 

content for the “ordinary” user and content for the user with expertise.  

I talked about some of these problems using the information system that I 

initiated way back in the 1970’s for CALL (now with the name of First Link), a 

social service information system in Columbus.  Many of the elements of this 

system are still in place.  I also pointed out that the same problems existed with 

information systems in the 1980’s and 1990’s.  They especially exist in the 

development of web sites and I used the MacForum web site and the homepage of 

the OSU web site as examples in my talk.   

Comments were included about the Organization Information Perspective 

that I developed for the Council for Ethics in Economics where the same three 

long term problems exist within the four components of information systems.  

The perspective points up another serious problem.  Three out of four of today’s 

information system components, and these are namely:  Communication systems, 

Computer/Software Systems, and Internet/Intranet Systems are rushing ahead 

with little or no regard for the Human System Component.  This is compounding 

the existing problems.  They don’t understand the Human System Component.  

They don’t want to understand it. This is compounding all the existing problems 

that I’ve talked about.  Unless all four components are appropriately developed 

and coordinated in organizations, information systems will continue to cause 

costly difficulties for the organization and the many users they are supposed to be 

serving.  My comments  about a possible solution that I gave to the Chapter  can 

be summed up this way.  Ten years from now many of these problems will still 
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exist exactly the same way unless quality course work and research is evolving or 

has been initiated already in universities that would comprise a College of 

Information Science and Technology.  These colleges would not duplicate what 

other academic units are doing that involve information activities.  The results 

that come from the studies and research would be used by those in other 

disciplines in the same manner that the College of Medicine and the College of 

Engineering have teamed up on projects that have resulted in the development of 

instruments.  These instruments assist surgeons in the operating room.  It would 

also produce graduates with the needed knowledge and coordinating skills to 

establish effective information systems.  The field of information science and 

technology must become recognized as an important and legitimate field of 

inquiry with its definition broadened but encompassing its own domain.   

HAMILTON: So you don’t see librarianship taking one part of this and computer science taking 

another and trying to limp along as best we can.  You really see the need for 

information science to grow as a very strong third component that is quite 

separate from the other two. 

TAYLOR: I think it would start to sort out what’s happening in these other areas.  There 

were 40 areas that were listed by Machlup and Mansfield involved primarily with 

the field of information.  Forty areas.  That’s many beyond the three we’ve been 

talking about.  Computer Science, Information Science and Library Science.  A 

college would sort this out and there would be perhaps even a different model that 

comes about for this college that we haven’t thought of it.  There is much thinking 

to be done here.  Much thinking.  We certainly would not want to take every 
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discipline that happened to be working with information and put them in one 

college. That would be a big mistake.  

HAMILTON: Because part of the benefit of having it disbursed is you do get that cross-

disciplinary, cross pollination.  You’ve had quite a few roles.  You’ve been a wife 

and mother and librarian, associate professor, designer of information systems, 

researcher, consultant, editor, community member, committee person, retiree.  

What do you consider to be some of your most notable accomplishments? 

TAYLOR: First is staying the course with my objectives and standards.  Next, assisting 

family members and others when needed.  My professional  contributions are:  

• 1954-1965 -  My part of the work on attaining faculty rank for 

professional librarians in the University Library system.   

• 1966-1970 – Design and development of the ERIC Clearinghouse on 

Vocational and Technical Education.  The activity of this 

clearinghouse has continued to be a part of the ERIC system with a 

strong role in dissemination.  It is now called the ERIC Clearinghouse 

on Adult, Career, and Vocational Education.  It has been located at 

OSU since it started except for a very brief period.  This demonstrates 

its ability to continue developing and to adapt to changes since its 

federal funding is continually reviewed for approval.  This means it 

was started in the right direction and has adjusted on a continuing basis 

to the activities and needs of an ongoing as well as changing user 

population.  However, it appears that the current USOE is  going to 

shut down all ERIC Clearinghouses in order to redefine the mission of 
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ERIC with a new management approach.  If it becomes a political 

move, it may not meet the needs of the field of education.   

• 1975-1986 – The design and development of DECOS (Department 

Course Scheduling) for the Dept. of Computer & Information Science 

in the 1970’s that produced several products besides the quarterly class 

schedules.  Again, this is a system designed to take off in the right 

direction.  At present it is no longer used and part of it is folded into 

the University system which may add to the work load in order to meet 

continuing needs of the department.   

• 1992-93 – Design and implementation of computer based systems for 

the production of the OSU Retiree Association newsletter, handbook 

and directory.  You only need to look at what was done before the new 

design and ongoing development to see the results and the many 

elements still in use.  

• 1997-99 – Initial web site activity of the Council for Ethics in 

Economics that had a favorable review by the New York Times in 

1998 and the computer based reports that I did for the Conversation on 

Ethics in Economics that included editing.  The Council is now going 

through some changes, so the web site would not receive a favorable 

review currently.   

• 2000-03 – Primary design of the current web site for MacForum, the 

McIntosh User Group of Ohio State University.  It has a new 

Coordinator so it may change.  It was designed two years ago by 
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George Koval and myself with an infrastructure that does not need to 

be changed on a daily, weekly, monthly or yearly basis.  This gives 

confidence to the users of the web site in regard to finding certain 

types of information in the same place.  Only the information within 

the infrastructure changes when needed.  This change may occur 

within a few seconds/minutes to hourly, or daily, or weekly, or 

monthly, any time it seems necessary for the user.  It is usually within 

a clearly defined and well known procedure.   

HAMILTON: Your thoughts and recollections will be a valuable addition to the history of the 

OSU Libraries, and our history of Library Faculty status.  Before we close, are 

there any thoughts you want to add?  Are there any issues we haven’t covered? 

TAYLOR: I still have a couple of thoughts. 

HAMILTON: All right.  Well what are they? 

TAYLOR: First, be sure to keep up with the University involvement with faculty rank.  

Requirements will change with the times.  In addition, other factors might 

influence a demise.  However, the concept of rank and tenure should in some 

manner continue to provide freedom to develop and contribute to the academic 

mission that involves teaching/learning, research and service for all who want to 

learn. I don’t see a substitute for that.  It is a way to help civilization move 

forward and retain a place in the world and universe.  To promote the 

continuation of faculty rank and tenure, problems should not only be looked into 

by the University Libraries but they should be discussed and acted upon within 

organizations such as AAUP.  It would be advisable for the University Libraries 
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to have some of the professional librarians with faculty rank be members of 

AAUP.  They should encourage the concept of faculty rank and tenure to be 

broadened by means of consideration and action to meet the changing conditions 

without lowering standards.  One suggestion as an example would be the many 

aspects of budgets, salaries and tenured faculty that do not seem to have 

satisfactory solutions.  My second thought is to keep up with the advancements in 

library science, information science, and computer science that relate to the 

mission of librarianship.  There will be new developments for both old and new 

activities and problems. 

HAMILTON: To conclude I’m going to ask you a few questions and I want you to think a 

moment and say the first thing that comes to mind.  This relates to your whole 

life, not just OSU.  What three words best describe you? 

TAYLOR: Take opportunities, achieve excellence.  I’m sorry but this comes out to four 

words. 

HAMILTON: Okay.  You don’t want to use any adjectives like active.  What’s your most vivid 

memory? 

TAYLOR: Astonishment when offered the position of Personnel Librarian to establish a new 

Personnel Office for the OSU Libraries after I had declined to apply because I 

was not qualified. 

HAMILTON: If you could accomplish one more big thing, what would it be? 

TAYLOR: For many years I have been interested in initiating an information system that 

would make it easy for citizens of the United States to become informed citizens.  

My definition of an informed citizen is one who has some knowledge about 
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current events, the government, its officials and their activities, but wants and 

needs more information that is easily and rapidly accessed at a convenient time 

and place.  In the 1970’s I was a member of Common Cause/Ohio.  During this 

time I talked with David Hetzler, Executive Director, about the idea of initiating 

an information database and system for U.S. citizens using this definition. He was 

very interested in the idea and I presented a proposal in December 1975 to the 

CC/Ohio State Steering Committee.  

This resulted in establishing a committee entitled Committee on 

Information Systems and Information Utilities.  We used the words, information 

utilities, in the committee title since we saw this as part of a universal need for a 

continuing service for United States citizens in the same way there is a need for 

an electric utility.  A “top-notch” group of people formed the membership of the 

committee that I was able to bring together.  It is very interesting that the work of 

this committee would be part of a project of OCLC, an evolving central database 

for libraries.  But I want to list the members of the committee.  They were a 

“Who’s Who” of persons at that time, who were interested in the concept of 

developing a computer based system that would help citizens become more 

knowledgeable about such activities as voting and so forth:  James W. Boyd Sr., 

Attorney for Nationwide Insurance Company, Gregg Eiden, Researcher, Battelle 

Columbus Labs, Ronald Force, Head of the OSU Education Library, David 

Hetzler, Executive Secretary, Common Cause/Ohio, Mike Huffenberger, Systems 

Engineering for Chemical Abstracts, Dorothy Jackson, Associate Professor 

Department of Psychology.  She was also on loan to the OSU Provost Office.  
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Fred Kilgour. Executive Director, OCLC, Harvey Koch, Assistant Professor in the 

OSU Department of Computer and Information Science, Robert W. McCormick, 

Assistant Vice President for OSU Continuing Education, Louis Nemzer, 

Professor, OSU Department of Political Science, Chris Perry, the ASRS Office at 

Battelle, Celianna Taylor, Senior Research Associate, OSU Department of 

Computer and Information Science and Executive Director of the Committee on 

Information Systems and Information Utilities.   

As a committee for information systems, the term information and system 

needed defining.  I presented the definitions that I had developed in designing and 

implementing information systems that appeared applicable to every possible 

situation.  I defined information as “something being communicated” and the 

something has many definitions such as knowledge obtained from investigation, 

study or instruction, knowledge concerning some particular fact, subject or event 

in any communicable form, a numerical quantity that measure the uncertainty in 

the outcome of an experiment to be performed, a signal, data as a symbolic 

representation of information, data of value for decision making and so on.  By 

saying that “this something” is being communicated, I meant it is being 

transmitted.  The word, system, has many different definitions and I believe the 

best overriding definition is the one that I developed for my work.  A system is 

anything we decide it is provided it has some defined boundaries and interacting 

components.  This definition provides for a considerable range of kinds of 

systems such as airline system, educational system, highway system, information 

system, political system, social system, value system, and so on.   
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The committee accepted these definitions and went on to establish five 

committee objectives.  The first one was to establish and maintain a computer 

assisted communication and information system network that provides 

information of assistance to all citizens regardless of their income. This would 

help citizens  understand public issues, make decisions about candidates for 

election to public offices in the United States, understand the myriad programs, 

services and procedures of the government, the officials and employees of the 

United States, and other governments and officials.  The second objective was to 

establish and maintain linkage with governmental, civic, and other 

agencies/organizations with a kindred interest in having an informed citizenry.  

The third objective was to provide access capability to other computerized 

information services when feasible.  Fourth was to provide educational services in 

the use of the system.  Fifth was to provide for internal and external evaluation of 

the organization and system.   

A plan for these objectives was developed that consisted of three phases.  

Phase I could be accomplished by the committee and would involve identifying 

test groups, public agencies/groups, contacting a limited number of these groups 

to enlist their participation by providing their functions, what is done to help 

citizens, and other appropriate information such as: 

• Identifying materials being generated by these agencies and groups.   

• Identifying kinds of information needing to be abstracted and/or 

analyzed or synthesized.   

• Identifying language and indexing problems.  
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                 Phase II would be a prototype and demonstration.  Phase III would be 

implementation.  These phases would require many activities, procedures and 

funding.  Since the committee was not a legally constituted part of Common 

Cause, it could not seek funding under the Common Cause name.  However, it 

could be done under a name of its own.  The members suggested names that 

would reflect the general purpose of the organization.  The criteria for the name 

would be:  easily remembered, short, a suitable acronym, a unique characteristic 

differentiating it from other names and systems and, terms that would not have a 

connotation or definition that implied an incorrect funding source, or a place of 

responsibility or a limited user group.  The result was Com-tility as the acronym 

and Computer Utility for Public Information as the full name.  It was registered as 

an official name in Ohio.  Of course, the registration has since run out.   

The committee members worked very hard for a period of four years. By 

that time OCLC had developed a Viewdata-like prototype system for query and 

retrieval by non-data processing users.  It appeared that Com-tility could use this 

system for demonstration.  It proved to be an excellent opportunity when invited 

to be part of the OCLC research project called Channel 2000.  This was a very 

ambitious project and had great implications for libraries as well as other 

organizations.  The participants were:  Academic American Encyclopedia, Bank 

One of Columbus, Columbus Area Chamber of Commerce, Computer Utility for 

Public Information (Com-tility), the College of Education at OSU, the Public 

Library of Columbus and Franklin County.  The year of 1980 was spent working 

toward obtaining materials from agencies in Columbus and getting the 
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information ready following the procedures of the project.  Two hundred homes 

in Columbus were selected by OCLC and test “black boxes” were installed to 

unite their television sets and telephones into the computer terminals.  Four one-

hour briefing and training sessions were held for the participants chosen for the 

three month test.  A manual of instructions and an installation guide was given to 

the participants as well.  Three extensive questionnaires were filled out at 

different points in time by the participants.  Evaluations of the results focused on:  

Ease of use, understanding, installation ease, operations, usefulness, purchase 

intent, Ideal Viewdata services.  Com-tility was rated first in usefulness but fourth 

in willingness to pay for this kind of information.  An excellent report was written 

by OCLC about this project.  I don’t think it was ever published.   

All members of the Com-tility committee were working personnel and did 

not have the time to go further with the public information system concept that 

required considerable funding and staffing.  The OCLC research project pointed 

up the need for this kind of service.  There is even more need now.  If there were 

appropriate funding and staff, I would be very interested in continuing to work on 

the design and implementation of the “public information” system that we started 

and utilize all the advances in information system components. I should also 

mention that as a result of my strong interest in viewdata for public use and 

videotex being developed in Great Britain as a medium for the public, Fred 

Kilgour set up a plan of overseas visitations for me to talk with the persons 

involved in this activity.  My base was London and I spent a month there and 

visited ten videotex operations.  This was in June 1983.  In 1984 I gave a talk 
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entitled “Initial Characteristics of a Videotex System” to a meeting of the local 

chapter of American Society for Information Science and also to the local chapter 

of the Association of Computing Machinery.  This shows the overlap of interest. 

HAMILTON: The technology for this delivery system of this kind of information was very 

difficult.  It was cumbersome.  Phone, television, black box delivery system.  

Now with a web page you could do all of that and more easily.  Do you know of 

anyone who is taking ideas like this now and developing? 

TAYLOR: I tried to interest the local chapter of the League of Women Voters.  They thought 

they were interested but when they saw the volume of work and money required, 

it wasn’t continued.  It will take somebody with a huge amount of money.  

There’s various foundations that have that kind of money but would they put it 

into one activity like this which would use all of their money.  That is the problem 

I think.  They like to disburse the money across many places. The Pugh 

Foundation, which you’ve heard of, would be one of the most marvelous 

foundations to do this if they had sufficient money to do it.  It would be just 

absolutely ideal.  They already have done many wonderful things.  But I think the 

information system activity is so desperately needed in this whole field of 

citizenry, that hopefully someone will be found. 

HAMILTON: Someone will pick it up? 

TAYLOR: Someone will pick it up. 

HAMILTON: Thinking back, name one thing that you would have done differently. 

TAYLOR: If you make an effort to take opportunities, some are not going to be satisfactory 

and may involve considerable pain and unhappiness.  I think this should be 
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expected and you should not waste your time thinking about it or what you should 

have done differently.  Thus, when this happened to me, I tried to use my time to 

do a good job while looking for another opportunity.  Also it resulted in a good 

recommendation for this new opportunity I found.  When I look back, I don’t see 

anything I would have done differently.  I think what you do, you flow with the 

events of the period you live in.  You work your way through any difficulties as 

they arise. 

HAMILTON: A very gracious way to live.  How would you like to be remembered? 

TAYLOR: I would like to be remembered as someone who was a participator/doer in life 

who tried to maintain high personal and professional standards, and was also a 

spectator/observer of life in order to gain understanding. 

HAMILTON: Thank you very much for sharing your time and thoughts and accomplishments 

with us.  Do you have anything else that you would like to add? 

TAYLOR: Nothing else to add 

HAMILTON: Thank you, Celianna.  Thank you very much. 

TAYLOR: You’re welcome. 

HAMILTON: This is the end of tape 2.   
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APPENDIX 

PART II 

CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENTS, PROMOTIONS AND TENURE 

FOR PROFESSIONAL LIBRARIANS 

A. In General 

1. The appointment and subsequent periodic evaluation of persons working 
towards faculty  rank and persons with faculty rank for purposes of making 
tenure decisions, granting promotions and determining salaries is a 
responsibility of the Director of Libraries, the Assistant Directors,. The 
Department Heads and the Personnel Librarian who maintain personnel records 
which include evaluative material for persons in their units. 

  
2. In considering the selection, promotion, and retention of persons having faculty 

rank, rigid application of the criteria for each rank may not be practicable.  The 
duties and responsibilities of individuals v ary greatly and various criteria are of 
different importance in each individual position.  The objective is to determine 
that a person with faculty rank reaches a level of performance in reasonable 
conformity with the requirements of a given rank as a prerequisite to tenure or 
promotion or appointment to that rank. 

 
 
3. In certain of the faculty ranks set forth below a period of probation is 

established as a prerequisite to obtaining tenure.  In general the University 
Libraries will follow these periods.  However, in exceptioinal cases and when 
the person involved has had prior service at or above the level of Instructor at 
this or another university or organization,  such prior service may be included as 
part of the probationary period.  This will be done only upon the written 
recommendation of the Director of Libraries after consultation with the 
appropriate assistant director, personnel librarian, appropriate department head, 
and the Vice President for Instruction and Dean of Faculties. 

4. In all cases the attainment of tenure is not automatic.  It is earned in accordance 
with the University’s rule relating to tenure and is acquired wither in the 
original appointment or following the probationary period upon the 
recommendation of the Director of Libraries after consultation with the 
appropriate assistant director, personnel librarian, appropriate department head 
and the Vice President for Instruction and Dean of Faculties.  The University 
Libraries may recommend appointment to the faculty ranks and to the 
appropriate following special ranks:  (a) Part-time designations, (b) Visiting 
designations, (c) Adjunct designations, and (d) Clinical designations.  
Appointees to these Special ranks may be accorded some faculty privileges 
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(such as Faculty Club membership, athletic ticket privileges, and appropriate 
parking privileges). 

 
5. The de tails of each specific appointment to the Unjversity Faculty are outlined 

in the notice of appointment sent by the Board of  
Trustees to the appointee. 

 
  

B. Librarians Working Towards Faculty Rank 

INSTRUCTOR 

            1. Formal Master’s degree or equivalent from an 
   requisites: an accredited library school. 
 
 2. Capacities: Potential to progress to faculty rank 
     and title. 
 
 

C. Faculty Ranks 

INSTRUCTOR 

 1, Formal Baccalaureate degree and Master’s de- 
   requisites: gree,  or its equivalent and at least 
     three years of graduate study or of 
     professional experience in the field 
     in which the faculty rank is granted.* 
 
 2. Capacities: Satisfactory evidence that person be- 
     ing appointed possesses the capacity 
     to develop and meet substantially the 
     following criteria: 
 
    a,   Professional ability as evidenced 
     by vigorous pursuit of library 
     problems and the promotion of  
     their solution; effective adminis- 
     tration; performance in the area 
     of responsibility; creative devel- 
     opment in the position, 

b. Personal attributes of integrity, 
 Industry, open mindedness, objec-  
 tivity, capacity for leadership  
 and cooperation. 
c. Research and/or consultant work; 
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publishing. 
    d. Participation in professional as- 

sociations, committees, etc. 
 

  3. Tenure Before an  Instructor will be granted 
    tenure, a seven year probationary pe- 
    riod in that rank must be met.  During 
    his seventh year of service the person 
    involved will be informed by the Di- 
    rector of Libraries if he is to be 
    granted tenure beginning with his 
    eighth year of service.  If tenure is 
    not granted, his services with the  
    University will be terminated at the  
    end of that academic year and assist- 
    ance will be given him toward securing 
    a position elsewhere.  
  
    The University, through the Director 
    Of Libraries, will make every effort 
    to inform the person involved, during 
    the fourth year of his service as an  
    Instructor, as to whether he is to be 
    considered a candidate for tenure.  If 
    he is informed that he is not consid- 
    ered a candidate for tenure, his serv- 
    ices will be terminated at the end of 
    the fourth year and assistance will be 
    given him toward securing a position 
    elsewhere. 
 
    The period of time described in this 
    section may be adjusted in exceptional 
    cases according to Part A, Section 3, 
    of this statement. 
 
 

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 
 1. Formal Ph. D. degree or its equivalent. 
   requisites:  
 2. Capacities: Demonstrated evidence that the person 
    being appointed possesses the capacity 
    to meet substantially the criteria 
    listed in C, Section 2, Instructor. 
 3. Tenure: Before an Assistant Professor will be 
    granted tenure, a seven year proba- 
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    tionary period must be met,  Service 
    to the University as an Instructor 
    will be counted in meeting this proba- 
    tionary requirement.  During his sev- 
    enth year of service the person in- 
    volved will be informed by the Direc- 
    tor of Libraries if he is to be  
    granted tenure beginning with his 
    eighth year of service .  If tenure is 
    not granted, his service with the Uni- 
    versity will be terminated and assist- 
    ance will be given him toward securing 
    a position elsewhere. 
 
    The University, through the Director  
    of Libraries, will make every effort 
    to inform the person involved, during 
    the fourth year of his service to the  
    University (including service as an 
    Instructor), as to whether he is to be 
    considered a candidate for tenure.  If  
    he is informed that he not consid- 
    ered a candidate for tenure, his serv- 
    ices will be terminated at the end of 
    the fourth year and assistance will be 
    given him toward securing a position 
    elsewhere. 
 
    The period of time described in this 
    section may be adjusted in exceptional 
    cases according to Part A, Section 3, 
    of this statement. 
 
 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

 1. Formal Ph. D. degree or  its equivalent. 
   Reqisites:  
 
 2. Capacities: Demonstrated evidence that the person 
    being appointed meets substantially 
    the criteria listed in C, Instructor, 
    section 2. 
 
 3. Tenure: A person promoted to Associate Pro- 
    fessor from a lower faculty rank at 
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    this University will acquire tenure  
    upon the effective date of this pro- 
    motion. 
 
    A person appointed from outside of 
    the University to Associate Pro- 
    fessor shall normally serve a two  
    year probationary period.  During his 
    second year the person involved will 
    be informed by the Director of Li- 
    braries if he is to be granted tenure 
    beginning with his third year of 
    service.  If tenure is not granted, 
    his services with the University will 
    be terminated at the end of that aca- 
    demic year and assistance will be 
    given him toward securing a position 
    elsewhere. 
 
    The period of time described in this 
    Section may be adjusted in exception- 
    al cases according to Part A, Section 
    3, of this statement. 
 
 

PROFESSOR 
 
 1. Formal Ph. D. degree or its equivalent. 
   Requisites: 
 
 2. Capacities: Those of the next lower rank and dis- 
    tinguished professional performance; 
    consistent contributions to librarian- 
    ship;  achievement in research and 
    publication. 
 
 3. Tenure: Tenure is automatic upon promotion or 
    appointment to this faculty rank. 
 
 ________________________________________________ 
 
 *Interpretation of the Executive Assistant to the President, Director 
 of Personnel Budget 4/19/63:  Since the M.A.Degree consumes one  
 year of graduate study, the additional requirement beyond the M.A.  
 degree is two years of graduate study, or two years of professional experience,  
 or one year of graduate study and one year of professional experience.    
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