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In 1994, the authors wrote an article for Cause/Effect which reported on conversations with several IT and Library Directors throughout the 14 universities in the State System of Higher Education (now PASSHE).  We were interested in “barriers to cooperation” as they posed problems to the goals of two very technology-rich departments on campus who seemed natural allies yet often had competing needs.  Much of the literature at the time described relations of the two departments at larger research institutions; our level is comprehensive masters’ universities.
In the original article, we identified three barriers to cooperation:  organizational autonomy, status of personnel, and roles & responsibilities.  It should be noted first and foremost that the emphasis on “barriers” meant we were seeking ways of maximizing resources for a common goal of providing, maintaining, and improving access.

Revisiting the topic some 10 years later, we have found that the barriers are really not important anymore.  The natural evolution of autonomy, coupled with the development of a supra-organization for delivering information resources, has meant a melting away of the three barriers we cited.  The PASSHE formed the “Keystone Library Network” (KLN) to deliver resources to member libraries and hired a staff centralized for all PASSHE libraries.  At one level, they created an autonomous organization to deal with issues for all members that formerly were local issues.  This in turn freed local IT departments to concentrate on other issues.  
Personnel status is no longer the same issue as it once was as libraries and IT departments have clarified their role in support of each other.  Roles and responsibilities have shifted as the KLN supersedes some support issues.  Libraries have hired or shifted responsibilities to librarians (or in some cases, “staff” positions) that were handled by IT personnel did in the past.  In some ways, this has meant that the requirements of libraries locally puts them on the same playing level of competition for help from campus IT.  In other examples, libraries have taken on much more responsibility than in the past and have reduced the dependence on IT.  
A few years ago, the PASSHE (Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education) initiated a technology fee on students, and devised a program to divide the monies.  Each campus put in place a method of applying for distribution of those funds.  As a separate funding source, most libraries have found themselves in equal competition with other campus departments for this money that must be shown to benefit students.   Those who are exceptions to this are different because of their strong leadership or perceived role on campus.  With the onset of the Internet in 1994, we originally noted that campus IT was increasing their role in providing information services, but now it seems that has reversed (from a library’s perspective) and they now play a support role, for example, in ensuring network access for libraries.  The perspective of roles & responsibilities remains strong and differing between the two, just as we had found 11 years ago; they continue to be perceived as very different in the two departments.
Still, we found that both units reported mostly good relations between each other, and most reported the existence of some structural level of cooperation, albeit mostly informal.  The majority of library directors felt that relationships built on informal partnerships was preferable to formalized structure.  These conclusions are certainly not the case across the board, nor are they related to the amount of funding available.  What has NOT changed is the role that “strong leadership” plays, although not necessarily in the manner we originally described.  Strong leadership shapes the debate on how much a library can do without the IT department; what the roles are and how progress is achieved.  We found the existence of internal library committees, many of which invite if not actively seek the participation of campus IT personnel.  But if the campus IT cannot meet the demand, the sense is that the library will probably seek its own solutions.  
Overall, we have found that libraries and campus IT departments are going their own directions and need each other in reduced ways; in other words, they have gravitated to a state of mutual independence.  Libraries remain the largest single users of technology on our campuses.  Ensuring network infrastructure seems to be the common element; beyond that, the yearning to be truly autonomous is tempered by practical considerations such as budgets.  The two reasons for this independence seems to be difference in vision of purpose, and the personalities of key personnel and their perceptions of how to accomplish their missions.  In other words, autonomy remains in place as did our study from 11 years ago.  But one effect of this means that libraries, despite being the largest user of technology on campus, must now compete on an equal plane with the rest of campus departments in the eyes of IT.
We found disagreement among the directors of IT and libraries in perceptions of campus technology plans.  In our survey, we found the two differed on the existence or significance on university-wide technology plans.  There certainly is no evidence of a system-wide (PASSHE) plan.  No strong directive from the top has meant the leaders of the two departments are generally free to pursue their own goals.  There are informal or even formal committees but are not viewed as strongly influencing either department’s responsibilities.  Library directors mentioned one or two examples of a campus “czar” (whereas IT directors did not refer to any in this way), or little mixing of traditional roles beyond library and “computing centers” that have been in place since our last study.   Almost all library directors report to a Provost and are in the Academic Affairs division, while chief IT officers are more diverse in reporting to Presidents, Provosts, or Vice Presidents of Administration and Finance.   
