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Abstract
The first section of this article examines the size of the library work-
force and the projected demand for librarians in the United States. 
Information on the library workforce is segmented into several na-
tional data collection efforts. To develop a more comprehensive 
picture of the size and scope of the profession, we have analyzed 
data from: the American Community Survey, the Quarterly Cen-
sus of Employment and Wages, National Center for Educational 
Statistics’ Academic Libraries Survey and Common Core of Data, 
and the Institute of Museum and Library Services’ (IMLS) Public 
Library Survey. All sources, except the American Community Survey, 
provide a sufficient number of observations for state-level analysis. 
The review highlights a profession experiencing modest growth for 
the paraprofessional segment of the workforce and stable demand 
for ALA-accredited MLS librarians for the last six years of available 
data. The state-level analysis reveals no consistent pattern of change 
in the size of the library workforce as a proportion of each state’s 
population, although when significant change is observed, it is most 
often due to a decline in the size of the workforce relative to the state 
population. The national and state-level analyses provide a point of 
departure for a discussion of the federal grant program designed 
to address library workforce issues, the IMLS Laura Bush 21st Cen-
tury Librarian Program. This program supports training initiatives 
that include master’s-level and doctoral programs, in addition to 
continuing education, preprofessional recruitment, research, and 
programs to build institutional capacity in graduate schools of library 
and information science. The second section of the article sum-
marizes the program’s goals, provides descriptive statistics profiling 
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grantees based on the agency’s administrative data for 2003–5, and 
highlights promising developments in library and information sci-
ence education and practice identified and supported by IMLS since 
the program’s inception in FY2003 through 2009.

Overview of Statistical Data on the Library Workforce
At the present time, there is no single source of data that provides a com-
prehensive portrait of the library workforce. The publicly available data 
either report on a single library sector or rely on samples that are too 
small for detailed analysis by state, library sector, and other attributes of 
interest. We provide descriptive analyses, using a number of different 
data sets to build a more comprehensive picture of the state of the library 
workforce in the present day.
 For a broad view of the library workforce, we reviewed annual estimates 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics between 2003 and 2008 for library tech-
nicians (or paraprofessionals), librarians, and the general Education, 
Training and Library Occupations category of North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS), of which both are a part (see table 1). This 
analysis paints a picture of a library professional sector that has seen little 
change in the last six years. Between 2003 and 2008, the estimated num-
ber of librarians fluctuated within a narrow band of approximately 6,600 
workers nationally. In 2003, the total estimated number of librarians was 
153,300, compared to 151,170 in 2008. While the total number of library 
technicians has grown slightly over the six year period, from 108,940 in 
2003 to 113,510 in 2008, it has not grown substantially as a percentage of 
the library technical workforce.1

In 2003, library technicians accounted for 41.5 percent of the library 
workforce. The number of technicians grew slightly in the intervening 
years and then dropped to 42.9 percent in 2008, which is essentially the 
same proportion as the 2003 estimate when accounting for measurement 
error. Overall, the year-to-year growth among library technicians was mod-
est in comparison to the total Education, Training and Library Occupa-
tions category. In only one of the six years reviewed was the rate of growth 
larger among library technicians than the average growth rate in the gen-
eral NAICS Education category. For librarians, the annual growth rate was 
consistently lower than the rate of growth for both library technicians and 
for the general Education and related occupations category.

Analysis by State and Sector
Below the aggregate estimates at the national level, states vary consider-
ably in the size of their library workforce and their ratio of librarians to 
library technicians. Table 2 provides estimates of the total number of li-
brarians and library technicians by state, along with the total workforce 
size for their relevant NAICS category.
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For most states (thirty-nine), librarians make up the majority of the 
library technical workforce. In some states, such as Florida, Texas, Ken-
tucky, and West Virginia, and in the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, 
librarians make up more than two-thirds of the library technical work-
force. Among the states where library paraprofessionals make up the ma-
jority of the library technical workforce, the percentage ranges from 46 
percent in Connecticut to as high as 73 percent in Idaho. The last column 
in table 2 provides an estimate of the percentage of the state’s educa-
tion workforce that is made up of by librarians and library technicians. 
Across all the states listed, excluding Idaho, Maine, and the District of 
Columbia, librarians and library technicians make up less than 5 percent 
of the state’s education workforce. Among some of the most populous 
states, Texas and California, librarians and library technicians make up 
the smallest portion of the education category, at 2.1 percent each.

To get more detail about the attributes of the library workforce, we 
turned to the American Community Survey (ACS). The public use micro-
sample of the ACS provides details about the age, gender, and racial dis-
tribution and other attributes for both librarians and library technicians. 
For this analysis we have limited the sample to librarians. The three-year 
combined ACS sample (2006 to 2008) was used to increase the reliabil-
ity of the estimates in the subgroup analysis. Though the sample is quite 
large, there are not enough observations for state-level breakdowns and 
they are not reported.

Table 3 provides a simple breakdown of the most commonly identi-
fied industries for librarians by NAICS code in the ACS. On the whole, 
librarians are concentrated in three primary industries: libraries and ar-
chives (37 percent), elementary and secondary schools (30 percent) and 

Table 1. Estimates of Workforce Size and Growth Rate for Librarians, Library 
Technicians, and the Education, Training and Library Occupations Category, 
2003–8

 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Library  
 Technicians 108,940 113,520 115,770 113,940 114,150 113,510
Growth Rate   4.20% 1.98% –1.60% 0.18% –0.60%
Librarians 153,330 149,680 146,740 148,610 148,800 151,170
Growth Rate   –1.02% –1.02% 1.01% 1.00% 1.02%
Total Education,  7,831,630 7,891,810 8,078,500 8,206,440 8,316,360 8,451,250 
 Training, and  
 Library Occupa- 
 tions Category
Growth Rate  0.76% 2.37% 1.58% 1.34% 1.62%

Source: National Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates, May 2008, Bureau of 
Labor Statistics.
Note: Growth rates are calculated as a percentage of the previous year’s workforce within 
the same occupational category.
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colleges and universities (24 percent).2 These three industries account for 
ninety-one percent of the librarian workforce nationally.

Figure 1 highlights the age and gender distribution of librarians in the 
American Community Survey three-year sample broken into eleven age 
categories. For each category, men and women are displayed separately. 
The estimates above each bar denote the percentage of all librarians in 
the ACS sample. For each age category, women account for a larger por-
tion of the librarian workforce. However, among earlier cohorts of librar-
ians (below thirty-four years of age), there is a much closer gender distri-
bution, with differences of less than three percentage points for each of 
the three youngest age categories. Among older cohorts the differences 
become much more pronounced. Fifty percent of the librarians in the 
country (approximately 60,000 librarians) were over the age of fifty in 
the circa 2007 ACS sample, with women making up the overwhelming 
majority.

The gender and age distribution among librarians is not the same for 
all employment sectors. Among public librarians, the largest librarian em-
ployment sector, the median age is fifty-five years of age and 89.3 percent 
of these librarians are women. For primary and secondary school librar-
ians, the median age is fifty-three years old and 94.5 percent are women. 
Academic librarians have the lowest median age at forty-five years and a 
less severe gender difference with 74.3 percent being women.3

The American Community Survey is the only publicly available source 
of data that reports the racial and ethnic distribution of librarians in the 
United States. According to the self-reported racial and ethnic categories 
in the sample, the overwhelming majority—four out of every five librar-
ians—in the current workforce are non-Hispanic whites (see figure 2). 
Among the other subgroups, 8 percent are non-Hispanic African Ameri-
cans, 5 percent are Hispanic or Latino, 5 percent are non-Hispanic Asian/
Pacific Islander, and 2 percent are non-Hispanic Native American/Alaska 
Natives.

Table 4, which is drawn from the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Occupa-
tional Outlook Handbook, provides the estimated growth rate for librar-
ians and library technicians over the next ten years. The projected growth 
rate for each group is 8 percent and 9 percent, respectively, with an antici-
pated 172,400 librarians and 131,200 library technicians needed in 2018. 
The projected annual growth rate for library technicians is approximately 
.86 percent per year, which is relatively close to the actual growth rate for 
this group over the past six years (.83 percent). However, the projected 
growth rate for librarians (approximately .76 percent per year) stands in 
contrast to the lack of employment growth for librarians over the past 
eight years. Moreover, the economic downturn may have an even stronger 
negative impact on the growth of a largely public sector workforce like 
librarians. The lack of growth in the number of librarians during a period 
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of national economic growth, coupled with the economic downturn, sug-
gests that the BLS estimates for librarians in 2018 are likely to have over-
stated future demand.

However, even if the librarian workforce growth rate remains flat over 
the next ten years, retirement attrition alone will present serious chal-
lenges to maintaining the current size of librarian workforce. As we re-
ported above, a significant number of librarians are currently approach-
ing retirement age. Based on the three-year sample of the ACS, half of all 
working librarians (over 79,000) are over fifty years of age. However, the 
most current graduation statistics for new library science master’s degrees 
is approximately 6,700 graduates per year (Snyder, Dillow, & Hoffman, 
2008). If this graduation rate were to continue over the next ten years, 
adding approximately 67,000 new librarians to the workforce and the 
number of librarian positions remains stable, age based attrition will likely 
outpace the supply of newly training librarians entering the field. The 
development of online master’s degree programs, some of which have 
rather large enrollments, may affect the rate of increase of degreed librar-
ians entering the field. However, the data is not yet available to estimate 
the size of this impact.

To deal with changes like these in a strategic manner, much more in-
formation is needed about the dynamics of the librarian workforce be-
low the national level. As with other segments of the U.S. labor force, 
national-level statistics may not reflect what is occurring at the state level. 
In order to look at the state-level variation in more detail we have devel-
oped two additional state level tables. Table 5 looks at changes in the size 
of the librarian workforce relative to state population. Table 6 examines 
the size of the librarian workforce in the three major subsectors: public, 
academic and school libraries.

Table 3. Most Commonly Identified Industries for Librarians, 2006–8

NAICS Industry Percent

Libraries and Archives 36.7%
Elementary and Secondary Schools 30.0%
Colleges and Universities, Including Junior Colleges 24.2%
Legal Services    1.5%
Justice, Public Order, and Safety Activities   0.8%
Hospitals   0.7%
National Security and International Affairs   0.6%
Performing Arts, Spectator Sports, and Related Industries    0.4%
Civic, Social Advocacy Organizations, and Grantmaking and Giving Services   0.3%
Religious Organizations    0.3%
Other Schools, Instruction and Educational Services   0.3%
Insurance Carriers and Related Activities    0.3%
Museums, Historical Sites, and Similar Institutions    0.3%

Source: IMLS analysis of American Community Survey data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 
2006–8.
Note: The industries listed account for 96.4% of the librarians in the sample.
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Table 5 provides a standardized measure—the ratio of librarians to 
the state population to explore changes in the size of each state’s library 
workforce over time. For this analysis, we looked at ten years worth of data 
from 1998 to 2008. The midway point of 2003 was included to monitor 
the rate of change in the interdecennial period. For each state and year, 

Figure 1. Gender Distribution of Librarians as Percentage of All Librarians. 
Source: IMLS Analysis of American Community Survey, 2006–2008 U.S. Census 
Bureau

Under 24        25–30           30–35           35–40           40–44          45–49           50–54           55–95           60–64           65–69       70 and over

Figure 2. Percentage of Librarians by Race/Ethnicity, Circa 2007. Source: IMLS 
Analysis of American Community Survey, 2006–2008 U.S. Census Bureau 
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the total population estimate is listed alongside estimates for the total 
number of librarians and the corresponding ratio of librarians to popula-
tion, which is scaled to one librarian for every 10,000 state residents. The 
five-year and ten-year rates of change are also given, under the 2003 and 
2008 ratios, respectively.

The first thing worth noting in table 5 is that there appears to be no 
consistent pattern across the states, in either the direction or rate of 
change. For example, while only eleven states experienced limited change 
in their ratio of librarians to state population (less than .30) over the ten-
year period, eighteen other states lost or gained at least one librarian per 
10,000 state residents. The majority of the states that experienced this 
dramatic change in the number of librarians (fourteen) lost ground. For 
some of these states, the change came slowly. For Connecticut, New York, 
Oregon, Virginia, and Wisconsin the ratio of change appears to have 
been gradual, trending in the same downward direction over the ten-year 
period. However, for the other nine states, change occurred, for the most 
part, over one of the five-year intervals. Alaska, Georgia, Nebraska and the 
District of Columbia experienced the bulk of their change between 1998 
and 2003. In contrast, Alaska, Indiana, Mississippi, New Jersey, and Utah 
experienced the bulk of their “loss” between 2003 and 2008. It should be 
noted that both five-year intervals coincide with relatively strong periods 
in national and state economic growth.

For a more detailed picture of the types of librarians in each state’s li-
brary workforce, we compare state level data across three sector level sur-
veys: the IMLS Public Libraries in the United States survey, the NCES Aca-
demic Library Survey, and the state education reporting that makes up the 
Common Core of Data. Table 6 lists the total number of librarians from 
each of the three subsector data sources and the percentage of the total that 
each group makes up for a given state. Though somewhat dated, this com-
pilation of survey data does reveal a number of important facts about how  
academic, public, and school librarians are distributed across the country.

Across twenty-eight of the fifty states and the District of Columbia, 

Table 4. Estimated Demand for Librarians, Library Technicians, and Library  
Assistants, 2008–18

  Projected    
 Employment,  Employment,      

Change, 2008–18
 

Occupational Title 2008 2018 Number Percent

Librarians 159,900 172,400 12,500 8
Library technicians 120,600 131,200 10,600 9
Library assistants, clerical 122,000 135,500 13,500 11

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Outlook Handbook, 
2010–11 Edition. Retrieved March 14, 2010, from http://www.bls.gov/oco/ocos068.htm
Note: Data in this table are rounded.
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school librarians make-up at least half of the professional library work-
force. In one quarter of these states (seven), school librarians make up 
two-thirds of the workforce in these three categories. Across all states, ex-
cept for California, Massachusetts, Michigan, New York, Ohio, and the 
District of Columbia, school librarians make up the plurality of the three 
groups of professional librarians. In both Massachusetts and the District 
of Columbia, academic librarians are the largest group. For the other four 
states the largest group among the three is public librarians. While public 
librarians outnumber academic librarians on the national level, there are 
a large number of states (twenty-five) where academic librarians account 
for a larger share of the librarian workforce than public librarians. In 
states as far ranging as Vermont, Alabama, and Idaho, academic librarians 
outnumber their pubic librarian counterparts.

Summary of Cross-Survey Analysis
The data collected and reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), 
the National Center for Education Statistics, and IMLS provide an impor-
tant point of departure for examining the size of the library workforce 
at both the national and state levels. Except in the case of elementary 
and secondary schools, library services, and workforce information have 
been collected consistently for well over a decade. Based on the BLS data 
it appears that the aggregate size of the library workforce has not grown 
substantially between the years 2003 and 2008, and has failed to keep pace 
with the modest growth in the broader educational sector of which it is a 
part. At the state level, however, changes are more varied. Less than half 
of the states lost ground in their aggregate librarian workforce on a per 
capita basis over the past ten years. Where significant changes were seen 
(among eighteen states), they were more likely to be losses.

While a great deal can be learned by looking across multiple surveys, 
there are several significant challenges that stand in the way of a truly 
comprehensive portrait of the state of librarians in the workforce. First, 
the vast majority of workforce data consists of generic staffing counts 
within individual sectors. The Public Library Survey, the Academic Sur-
vey, and the NCES Common Core of Data each provide detailed informa-
tion on the size of the workforce but these data provide very little detail 
in terms of the attributes of the workforce. For two surveys, the American 
Community Survey and the Public Libraries in the United States survey, a 
distinction is made between librarians and library technicians or parapro-
fessionals. However, the basis of these distinctions is different. Whereas 
the PLS distinguishes between librarians that possess a degree from an 
ALA accredited program and those who do not, the BLS uses the NAICS 
employment category distinction for librarians and library technicians. 
The Academic Library Survey does not distinguish between librarians 
who receive degrees from an ALA accredited program and those who do 
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not (Holton, Hardesty, & O’Shea, 2008).4 The Common Core of Data 
identifies librarians based on functional activities and state certification 
as library media specialists, which does not require a master of library 
science degree in all states (Sable & Plotts, 2009).5 While the varying defi-
nitions may be reflective of the employment practices in each sector they 
present real challenges to a comparative, cross-survey analysis.

Attribute information such as age, gender, wages, racial or ethnic com-
position is sorely needed and can only be found in the American Commu-
nity Survey. Unfortunately, the number of respondents in even the three-
year ACS samples is insufficient for detailed subgroup analysis. Aggregate 
national level analysis can be done, but this information is of limited value 
for targeted regional or state-level planning.

Impact of IMLS Funding on Education in Library and 
Information Science
Against the basic backdrop of this national and state-level analysis, we 
turn now to a more detailed review of a federal program designed to 
support library and information science (LIS) education in the United 
States. Since its first competitive grant awards for libraries in 1998, IMLS 
has provided grants for the education of library and information science 
students and for continuing education of practicing librarians and library 
staff. Initially, education and training grants were made within the Na-
tional Leadership Grant (NLG) program. The funding level was mod-
est, with less than $7,000,000 appropriated for the entire NLG program 
in its first year. The program criteria stipulated that NLG awards were 
to be made for innovative, model projects. In 1998, only three awards 
were made for recruitment and education of master’s degree students; 
two of these focused on diversity recruitment and one on the preparation 
of school library media specialists recruited from the ranks of classroom 
teachers, (Bogart, 2004, p. 345).

Funding increased in 2003 with the establishment of the 21st Century 
Librarian Program (now designated as the Laura Bush 21st Century Li-
brarian Program or LB21). With this program, substantial federal funds 
were dedicated for the first time to the recruitment and education of a 
“new generation” of librarians. The program was established with a bud-
get of just under $10,000,000, and the focus shifted from innovative model 
programs to the needs of the profession for MLS-degreed librarians, for 
faculty to help prepare new librarians, and for current librarians and li-
brary staff to update their skills to meet changing needs. The stated aim 
of the new program was “to recruit new librarians to help answer a critical 
national shortage . . . recognizing the key role of libraries and librarians in 
maintaining the flow of information needed to support formal education; 
to guide intellectual, scientific, and commercial enterprise; to strengthen 
individual decisions; and to create an informed populace” (Bogart, 2004, 
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p. 324). It was estimated in 2003, that as many as 58 percent of the profes-
sional librarians then employed in libraries would retire by 2019 (Bogart, 
2004).

The 2003 funding priorities were to

•	 recruit	and	educate	the	next	generation	of	librarians;	in	particular,	to	
increase the number of students enrolled in nationally accredited gradu-
ate library programs preparing for careers of service in libraries;

•	 develop	faculty	to	educate	the	next	generation	of	library	professionals;	
in particular, to increase the number of students enrolled in doctoral 
programs, particularly in programs that will prepare faculty to teach 
master’s students who will work in school, public, and academic librar-
ies;

•	 enable	pre-professional	library	staff	to	make	the	transition	to	librarian-
ship, especially in locations where recruitment is historically difficult; 
in particular, to increase the number of students enrolled in preprofes-
sional education or training programs that will enable them to provide 
enhanced service in underserved communities and prepare them for 
master’s-level education; 

•	 provide	the	library	community	with	information	needed	to	support	
successful recruitment and education of the next generation of librar-
ians; in particular, through funded research, to establish baseline data 
and evaluate current programs in library education for their capacity 
to meet the identified needs. (Bogart, 2004, p. 325)

In 2003, IMLS received seventy-six applications requesting more than 
$27,000,000 and made twenty-seven awards totaling $9,898,338 (Bogart, 
2004, p. 325). Funding for the program has increased significantly since 
then, with $24,525,000 appropriated for 2010.

Now, with the experience of seven years of grant awards, some assess-
ment of the early years of the program is possible. Since most grants have 
been made for three-year periods, and because many grants were extended 
to enable as many students as possible to complete the programs, analysis 
of student statistics for this article was restricted to the years ranging from 
2003 to 2005.6

Somewhat surprisingly, more master’s level students were reported as 
having benefited from IMLS funds than were anticipated. In the years 2003 
to 2005, schools anticipated recruiting 1,633 master’s level students and 
reported that 2,460 students completed the programs.7 In some cases, this 
difference is attributed to the fact that schools were able to stretch their 
funds to include more students, thus reducing the cost per student. In other 
cases, the popularity of new online courses resulted in higher enrollment in 
distance education programs. A consortium led by Syracuse University for 
Web-based Information Science Education (known as the WISE program, 
http://www.wiseeducation.org/), enabled students enrolled in any of the 
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member institutions to take distance education classes at any other member 
school. (Note, however, that reporting from the WISE program may have 
resulted in some duplication of data on students, since the number of stu-
dents enrolled in WISE courses who also received IMLS-funded scholarships 
from their home institutions is unknown.) This program, still operating 
successfully with fourteen institutional members, including three universi-
ties in Canada and one in the United Kingdom, has greatly increased the 
number of specialized classes available to LIS students.

At the PhD level, the number of completing students was slightly lower 
than projected. This is primarily attributable to the fact that the maxi-
mum grant period was three years until 2006, when IMLS began permit-
ting four-year awards for doctoral programs. From 2003 to 2005, projects 
anticipated supporting sixty-four doctoral candidates and reported sixty-
one as having completed the PhD by the end of the grant period.

In addition to the general goals of increasing the number of profession-
als with master’s and doctoral degrees in library and information science, 
IMLS has pursued two specialized goals: increasing diversity within the pro-
fession and promoting the development of new curricula to ensure that 
new professionals truly have the skills needed for the twenty-first century. 
Diversity in recruitment and education has been emphasized from the be-
ginning of the program with an evaluation criterion for “degree to which 
the project identifies the diversity of the communities within its scope and 
explains how the project will address the library service needs of those com-
munities, particularly the needs of traditionally underserved groups and/or  
communities” (Institute of Museum and Library Services, 2003, p. 29).

Statistics on student recruitment and completion indicate that the 
goal to increase diversity in the profession has been generally successful. 
From 2003 to 2005, projects anticipated recruiting 995 “diverse,” or non-
traditional, master’s students and twenty-nine doctoral students, and re-
ported 1,525 master’s students and twenty-seven doctoral candidates as 
having completed programs by the end of the grant period.8 However, it 
should be noted that the reliability of these statistics is unknown because 
of inconsistencies in reporting. Moreover, the definition of diversity for 
purposes of the grant program is quite broad. As stated in the program 
guidelines (see previous paragraph), diversity is based on the self-identi-
fied demographics of each applicant community rather than on specific 
racial or ethnic minorities or protected classes of individuals. Thus the 
definition could encompass individuals from traditionally underserved 
communities, such as rural areas, and individuals with special skills such 
as foreign languages and the ability to serve patrons with special needs, in 
addition to minorities.

At this time, information on the placement of graduates who received 
IMLS-supported scholarships is not available. However, two IMLS-funded 
projects at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill have been 
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undertaken to gather and disseminate information on graduate place-
ment and retention of librarians in the larger library community. The 
Workforce Issues in Library and Information Science (WILIS) team, 
funded in 2005, with Joanne Gard Marshall as Lead Principal Investigator, 
studied the career patterns of graduates of LIS programs in North Caro-
lina in order to build an in-depth understanding of educational, work-
place, career, and retention issues faced by LIS graduates. Since North 
Carolina has an LIS program in a historically black institution (North 
Carolina Central University), the researchers were able to include a focus 
on career and retention issues faced by minorities, in addition to those 
for the larger population of librarians. A subsequent project, WILIS 2, 
funded in 2007, enabled the research team to refine the career-tracking 
survey and methodology to be usable by all LIS programs, recruit other 
schools to participate in a national launch of the career-tracking model, 
and explore options for sustaining the work and disseminating results on 
an ongoing basis. Several articles based on the study have been published 
in fall 2009, in a special workforce issue of Library Trends.

In addition to increasing professional diversity and improving career-
tracking of librarians, IMLS has devoted substantial resources to enhanc-
ing the skills of librarians. To support the development of new curricula to 
meet changing demands on information professionals, IMLS established 
a category for “Programs to Build Institutional Capacity” in 2004. This 
category does not require student recruitment, though in many cases the 
grants have provided student fellowships in addition to developing new 
courses. Much of the new curricula relates to the management of digital 
resources, with emphases variously on: digital preservation and archives 
(Northeast Document Conservation Center, in a partnership with Sim-
mons College, 2004); digital libraries and digital information manage-
ment (Indiana University, 2004; Rutgers University, 2004; The University 
of Texas at Austin, 2004; Drexel University, 2005; Long Island University, 
2007); digital humanities (University of Maryland, 2008); and digital cu-
ration (University of Arizona, 2006; University of Illinois Urbana-Cham-
paign [with concentrations in curation of science, 2006, and humanities, 
2008]); University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2006 [and a new con-
centration in curation of public information resources funded in 2009); 
Simmons College (concentration in cultural heritage information, 2009); 
and Syracuse University (concentration in e-science, 2009). Other special-
ized curricula have been developed in rare books and special collections 
(Long Island University, 2004); online programs in school library media 
and youth services (Rutgers University, 2004, and Florida State University, 
2005); library management and leadership (Indiana University, 2007); 
ethics and technology (College of St. Catherine’s, 2007); community in-
formation (University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign, 2007); and multi-
culturalism (University of Arizona, 2008).
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In addition, the Building Institutional Capacity category provided 
funding for the WISE consortium in 2004 and 2006, as well as the devel-
opment of a post-master’s certificate of advanced study in health sciences 
librarianship at the University of Pittsburgh in 2009. Other programs with 
emphases on new or expanded areas of study were funded under the 
categories of master’s level programs and doctoral programs, including 
concentrations in archives, preservation and conservation, and library 
management and leadership. In total, these grants have expanded and 
enriched the LIS curriculum to ensure that graduates of United States 
schools of library and information science do indeed have the skills of a 
new generation of librarians for a new generation of library users. Many 
of these new courses are offered online, enabling LIS schools to offer 
educational opportunities to students who do not live near a school of 
library and information science, who have full-time jobs, or who want to 
take courses not available at their own institutions.

One significant result of the expansion of curricula in the area of 
digital libraries and digital curation, beyond the preparation of students 
with new skills, has been the ongoing conversation among educators 
and between educators, researchers, and practitioners. A new group, 
International Data Curation Education Action (IDEA), was formed and 
has convened at the International Digital Curation Conference and in 
conjunction with other meetings. In addition, the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill has established a Digital Curation Exchange (“a 
space for all things digital”), designed “to serve as a ‘town center’ for the 
practitioners, researchers, educators, and students of digital curation” 
(Hank & Davidson, 2009). The site, developed under the direction of 
principal investigator Helen Tibbo, aims to serve as a repository for the 
exchange of syllabi and other course materials relating to digital curation 
education. A research project funded in the National Leadership Grant 
program in 2007, at Purdue University, directed by Scott Brandt in col-
laboration with Carole Palmer at the University of Illinois Urbana-Cham-
paign, has developed data curation profiles for researchers in a number 
of disciplines to determine their needs for assistance in managing their 
research data as well as the degree to which each discipline profiled is 
open to sharing their data more broadly. This information will be used 
by the Purdue Library to develop data management and preservation 
services for those disciplines that are willing to share their data. These 
types of new services have the potential to transform library services 
and practices in the post-bibliographic era. They also demonstrate the 
value of partnerships between researchers and educators in LIS schools 
and librarians working in research libraries. Librarians in these institu-
tions are positioned to see how research is being transformed across 
many disciplines and to develop new services to support new research 
practices; LIS faculty can bring experience in research methods as well as 
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students who can contribute to project work while gaining valuable field  
experience.

This renewed emphasis on the internship as an important experience 
in LIS education has been one of the most significant developments in the 
introduction of digital curation to the LIS curriculum. Among the pro-
grams that have developed significant internship experiences as a compo-
nent of digital education are University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 
UNC-Chapel Hill, University of Maryland, and the University of Michi-
gan. Many of these involve partnerships with other LIS programs, as well 
as digital humanities centers and data archives (Ray, 2009).

A final area of expansion of the LIS curricula relates to the relationship 
between libraries (and archives) and museums, which has become closer 
in the digital environment. Cultural heritage institutions that make signif-
icant portions of their collections available online realize that they must 
adopt standards for the creation of digital content and metadata, and for 
preservation and interoperability to ensure that relevant resources can 
be found regardless of parent institution and can be preserved into the 
future. The archival perspective, with its emphasis on appraisal and selec-
tion, digital life cycle, and long-term preservation, is as relevant for mu-
seum content as it is for libraries and archives. The conversation around 
“convergence” among libraries, museums, and archives has been particu-
larly fruitful in the area of education. An IMLS-supported workshop held 
in Sarasota in 2008, in a collaboration between the Florida State University 
School of Information and Library Science and the Ringling Museum of 
Art, resulted in a report (see http://chips.ci.fsu.edu/), as well as special 
issues of Library Quarterly, Archival Science, and Museum Management and 
Curatorship on the theme of convergence, all edited by project director 
Paul Marty. IMLS has supported the development of programs focusing 
on museum libraries and archives, and related topics in the broader field 
of cultural heritage, in LIS programs such as Pratt Institute and Simmons 
College.

Conclusion
The statistics presented here indicate a modest increase in demand for 
library technicians and a continuing, stable demand for librarians over 
the next decade, although opportunities will vary by specialization as well 
as by state. With 50 percent of librarians over the age of fifty in 2007, and 
more than 20 percent over the age of sixty, a large number of retirements 
can be expected.
 Based on current data, the IMLS 21st Century Librarian Program has 
met its stated overall objectives and has in some cases exceeded them sig-
nificantly. It has contributed to the enrichment and diversity of the library 
and information science profession in ways that were not anticipated ei-
ther in 1998, when IMLS made its first awards for LIS education, or in 
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2003, when the 21st Century Librarian Program was created. We do not 
yet know enough about long-term outcomes of the program—including 
important questions on graduate placement and retention—but IMLS 
plans to award a contract in 2010, for an external evaluation of the pro-
gram, which we expect will help to fill in some of the gaps. However, we 
do know that thousands of students have graduated with master’s degrees 
in library and information science—many of whom would probably not 
otherwise have pursued this education—and we know that many of them 
have gone on to rewarding first professional jobs. At the time of this writ-
ing, we know this only anecdotally from the many new librarians who 
approach IMLS staff at conferences and say, “I was an IMLS scholarship 
student—thank you!” We hope to document many of these success stories 
and put them in statistical context as part of the program evaluation dur-
ing the next year.

Disclaimer

This article reflects the views of the authors and does not necessarily re-
flect the views of the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) 
and the United States government.

Notes
1. Professional, clerical, and other administrative staff not typically associated with library 

education and training were not included in this analysis.
2. The libraries and archives grouping is the broadest among the top three NAICS industries 

for librarians and is defined as follows: establishments primarily engaged in providing 
library or archive services. These establishments are engaged in maintaining collections 
of documents (e.g., books, journals, newspapers, and music) and facilitating the use of 
such documents (recorded information regardless of its physical form and characteristics) 
as are required to meet the informational, research, educational, or recreational needs of 
their users. These establishments may also acquire research, store, preserve, and generally 
make accessible to the public historical documents, photographs, maps, audio material, 
audiovisual material, and other archival material of historical interest. All or portions of 
these collections may be accessible electronically.

3. Authors’ calculations using 2006–8 ACS sample and NAICSP industry variable.
4. The Academic Library Survey defines librarians as: staff whose duties require professional 

education (the master’s degree or its equivalent) in the theoretical and scientific aspects 
of librarianship.

5. The definition used for the Common Core of Data is: A professional staff member or su-
pervisor assigned specific duties and school time for professional library services activities. 
These include selecting, acquiring, preparing, cataloging, and circulating books and other 
printed materials; planning the use of the library by students, teachers, and instructional 
staff; and guiding individuals in the use of library books and material maintained separately 
or as a part of an instructional materials center.

6. Statistics are reported only for projects for which final reports had been received at the 
time of analysis, and includes all projects funded in 2003, and all except two of six PhD 
projects for 2004. For the year 2005, analysis is based on thirteen of eighteen master’s-level 
projects, two of three PhD projects, and one of two projects in the Building Institutional 
Capacity category.

7. This figure includes students recruited under the categories for “Master’s Level Programs” 
and a new category established in 2004 for “Building Institutional Capacity,” which permit-
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ted LIS schools to develop new curricula with or without recruiting new students, in addi-
tion to 319 students reported by Syracuse University as completing online classes through 
the WISE program; the number of IMLS fellowship students who were also reported by 
their home institutions is not known.

8. The master’s statistics includes a large award to the Spectrum Initiative of the American 
Library Association, which anticipated serving 210 minority students and reported a total 
of 471.
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Appendix A: Description of Data Sources Used in  
the Paper

Academic Library Survey
The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) collects data bienni-
ally from about 3,700 degree-granting postsecondary institutions in order 
to provide an overview of academic libraries nationwide and by state. An 
academic library is the library associated with a degree-granting institu-
tion of higher education. Academic libraries are identified by the post-
secondary institution of which they are a part and provide the following 
pieces of information: (a) an organized collection of printed or other ma-
terials or a combination thereof; (b) a staff trained to provide and inter-
pret such materials as required to meet the informational, cultural, recre-
ational, or educational needs of clientele; (c) an established schedule in 
which services of the staff are available to clientele; and (d) the physical 
facilities necessary to support such a collection, staff, and schedule. For 
information on the PLSS sample design and other topics, visit: http://
nces.ed.gov/surveys/libraries/academic.asp.

American Community Survey
The American Community Survey (ACS) is a new data resource that has 
replaced the decennial census long form. Like the long form, the ACS 
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collects detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing informa-
tion. The ACS is the largest household survey in the United States, with 
a sample size of about three million housing unit addresses throughout 
the country. Release of annual estimates from the ACS began in 2006 for 
all geographic areas with a population of 65,000 or more; three-year aver-
age estimates will began in 2008 for areas and subpopulations as small 
as 20,000; and five-year average estimates will start in 2010 for census 
tracts, block groups, and small subpopulations. All estimates, including 
the three-year and five-year average estimates, will be updated every year. 
The data for this paper are based on the three-year ACS sample of re-
spondents interviewed in 2006, 2007, and 2008. The population repre-
sented (the population universe) is limited to the household population 
and excludes the population living in institutions, college dormitories, 
and other group quarters. For information on the ACS sample design and 
other ACS topics, visit: http://www.census.gov/acs/www/index.html.

Public Libraries in the United States
The Public Libraries Survey (PLS) is a national census of public library 
systems. It is conducted annually by IMLS in partnership with the U.S. 
Census Bureau, State Library Agencies, and the Library Statistics Work-
ing Group. Its data elements cover library service measures such as the 
number of uses of electronic resources, the number of Internet terminals 
available to the general public, reference transactions, interlibrary loans, 
circulation, library visits, children’s program attendance, and circulation 
of children’s materials. It also includes information on collection sizes, 
staffing, operating revenue, and expenditures. Selected data elements are 
aggregated and summarized at the state level. The PLS is designed as a 
universe survey; its survey frame consists of 9,217 public libraries in the 
50 states, the District of Columbia, and selected U.S. territories. It is ad-
ministered via a web-based survey tool. For information on the PLS visit: 
http://harvester.census.gov/imls/publib.asp.

Occupational Employment Statistics
The Occupational Employment Statistics program relies upon data col-
lected through a federal-state cooperative program between the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics (BLS) and State Workforce Agencies (SWAs). These 
data are collected through semi-annual mail surveys and designed to pro-
duce estimates of employment and wages for specific populations. The 
OES program collects data on wage and salary workers in nonfarm estab-
lishments in order to produce employment and wage estimates for about 
800 occupations. Data from self-employed persons are not collected and 
are not included in the estimates. The OES program produces these occu-
pational estimates by geographic area and by industry. Estimates based on 
geographic areas are available at the National, State, Metropolitan, and 
Nonmetropolitan Area levels. The Bureau of Labor Statistics produces oc-
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cupational employment and wage estimates for over 450 industry classifi-
cations at the national level. The industry classifications correspond to the 
sector, three, four, and five-digit North American Industry Classification 
System (NAICS) industrial groups.
 The OES program surveys approximately 200,000 establishments per 
panel, every six months, and takes three years to fully collect the sample 
of 1.2 million establishments. To reduce respondent burden, the collec-
tion is on a three-year survey cycle that ensures that establishments are 
surveyed at most once every three years. The estimates for occupations 
in nonfarm establishments are based on OES data collected for the refer-
ence months of May and November. The OES survey covers all full-time 
and part-time wage and salary workers in nonfarm industries. Surveys col-
lect data for the payroll period including the 12th day of May or Novem-
ber. The survey does not cover the self-employed, owners, and partners in 
unincorporated firms, household workers, or unpaid family workers. For 
information on the OES visit: http://www.bls.gov/oes/home.htm.

School Library Media Centers Survey
The School Library Media Centers Survey is part of the Schools and Staff-
ing Survey (SASS) and is conducted by the NCES, with the assistance of 
the U.S. Census Bureau. The sample of school library media centers sur-
veyed consists of 10,600 public school libraries and 300 public charter 
school libraries in the United States. This survey is used to assess the status 
of school library media centers, nationwide. For information on the sur-
vey design and other topics, visit: http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/libraries/ 
school.asp.
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