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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Before we get started, we’d like to get an idea of who is in the room.How many of you would self-identify as leaders? How many of you have been involved in any leadership programs? How many of you are managers? How many of you are non-managers?



An Acknowledgement.



It seems some introductions are in order…

▪Who are we?
▪Why are we here?
▪How dare we?
▪Disclaimers / statements of bias /

RTs do not necessarily equal endorsements
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So why are we interested in this topic? Well, partially because we have to be. Though we’re both early career professionals, we’ve noticed the centrality of “the leadership conversation” in libraries. It’s impossible not to notice how ideas of leadership dominate so much of our professional identity, from conference presentations to the literature to job postings to more formalized institutes. We’ve also both been recognized as leaders before, in both formal and informal ways. Myron, why don’t you share a little bit about your leadership perspectives?On some level, we’ve always been a bit uncomfortable with the label of leadership, so we thought that interrogating that feeling would be a good place to start. But before we get started, we wanted to emphasize a couple of things. First, that we’re coming from specific contexts. Namely, academic and public libraries as “capital L” librarians. We’re going to speaking to our own experiences and what we’ve noticed in those contexts. We’re not purporting to speak on behalf of others. Second, we’re not promising to have “the answers”, but rather we’re interested in starting a conversation. We see this dialogue as an initial step to better understanding the larger leadership dynamic in libraries.



“I’ll have the usual, please”:
The (stereo)typical leadership trajectory
▪ “It all began in library school…”

▪ Scholarships
▪ Student committees
▪ Work experience

▪ Early projects receive support & recognition

▪ Bespoke training opportunities (more on this later…)

▪ Alternately, the Peter Principle & its corollaries.
▪ Mere survival in the face of precarity and economic attrition may unwittingly privilege a person 

for later management. If you had to quit to make rent, you’re hard to promote.
▪ Inobtrusiveness and/or talent for organisational politics can generate significant benefits.
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As we see it, the process by which people amass signifiers that will later predispose them for “leadership” opportunities and positions is library school. �In this context, scholarships provide people opportunities to gain name recognition. This allows them to start building informal professional networks, on which so much later and future LIS career success depends. Student committees allow for the exposure to how complex organizations function and give volunteers an opportunity to build political capital. And of course, there’s work experience. This experience, whether it is during or prior to library school, is perhaps single biggest advantage of all. If you show aptitude for the work, you gain relevant references and a feel for the internal politics of LIS workplaces.Success with any or all of these areas help to ensure that early projects receive support and recognition, which are crucial for securing fellowships and non-transparent awards (such as Emerging Leaders or Movers and Shakers). This allows for further accrual of recognition and respect. �Alternately, there’s the Peter Principle. Do people know what this is? Essentially it means that the selection of a candidate for a position is based on their performance in their current role, rather than their abilities or skills that would be relevant to the future role. So if someone was a really excellent Metadata Librarian, they might get tapped on the shoulder to be the head of Public Services, because the assumption that someone who is good with details would be ideal for management. Which of course, attention to detail is a good thing, but if that person does not have as much emotional intelligence or conflict resolution skills, they are ill-suited to that role. Merely surviving in the face of precarity and economic attrition can also privilege a person for later leadership opportunities. If you had to quit your part-time volunteer job to pursue something that would actually pay your bills, you’re a little hard to promote. Sometimes we privilege qualities that aren’t necessarily positively correlated with leadership ability. In LIS, mere inobtrusiveness and/or talent for playing organizational politics can generate significant benefits. 



Decoupling leadership from management

▪What is leadership?
▪What is management?
▪ Are they the same thing? Do we act like they are?
▪Key distinctions and areas of overlap

▪ According to whom, anyway?
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But we’re getting ahead of ourselves here, with all this talk of promotion and managing. What does that have to do with leadership?Well, because in library circles, the word leader tends to be conflated with the word manager, with the assumptions that a) all managers demonstrate leadership and b) leadership is something that only exists within the upper echelons of administration or management. This is problematic for a number of different reasons, most obviously because it is simply not true. Leadership can be, and often is, exercised at all levels by folks doing all sorts of different work. The reality is that leadership and management are two distinct things and should be treated as such. Not all managers are leaders and vice versa. This is not an inherently bad thing, but under our current fetishization for leadership, it has become so. To be honest, I can’t even believe we have to say this, because it seems so incredibly self-evident, but we still observe a plethora of leadership-themed webinars, conference presentations, training institutes and the like that are exclusively delivered by managers, so apparently it’s not as obvious as we thought. We’re not sure if our profession’s persistent conflation of the two is the result of a deep-seated aversion to the word management, which tends to conjure up images of rote tasks, rules and structures. Leadership on the other hand is more aspirational and feel-good. Of course, notions of prestige and power inevitably factor into these characterizations. Despite this, for that seems so bound up in our professional identity and taken for granted as a unilaterally positive thing, there are sure a lot of efforts to define leadership. Of course, there’s our scholarly conversations. As many as 200 articles a year in LIS journals try to posit what leadership looks like or how it can be understood. There are institutes such as the Public Library Leadership Fellowship, the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute, the Leading Change institute, and other similar programs, whose whole raison d’etre is to “teach” people how to be leaders. There are competencies for leadership. These can be devised by different library sectors (public, academic, law), by associations (such as ALA’s Library Leadership and Management Association specifically, or principles espoused by associations such as the California Library Association or the New Jersey Library Association more generally), or by organizations themselves (such as in the case of Toronto or San Jose Public Libraries). And of course, there is the proliferation of library-based consultants or firms that keynote or organize various conferences, workshops, and institutes about library leadership and its future. To us, this last trend is particularly disingenuous and worrisome. Not only because it suggests the uniformity of leadership across libraries (regardless of their size, focus, or constituents) but also because it speaks to a sort of “library leadership industrial complex,” whereby libraries spend thousands of dollars to listen to “experts” tell them how to shape their budget, staff, and priorities, rather than doing so by liaising with the folks that work or use that space.So what is leadership and what is management? Again, we’re not purporting to have the answers, but generally understood (by both us and a substantial body of the literature), management is working within boundaries of known quantities (policies, procedures, structures) to achieve operational tasks and outcomes. This relies on a defined skill set (for example, planning, organizing, directing). Or if you want a more straightforward definition, you could just describe it as any position with supervisory responsibilities (whether that be for finances, people, or other resources).  Leadership is more like the ability to influence a group of diverse people toward achieving common goals and objectives, whether that be an event, a reorganization, or a rethinking of how we deliver a service. Although some people think leadership requires inherent physical, social, personal characteristics, the reality is that there is no defined attribute set, because the effectiveness of a leader is dependent on context of organization and (to some extent) the profession writ large.So, some key distinctions that arise out of these (admittedly simple) defintions. First, leadership is not predicated on any supervisory components. Employees can and do lead from any level and any position. Second, leadership is more social in its process. Just like the effect of leader is dependent on the organization, the organization defines the effectiveness of leader to an extent. This can be through the structure of the organization (including things like support, opportunities, rewards, compensation models) and the culture of the organization (things like norms, values, and so forth). Third, as a social process, leadership is inherently political – more on that later. 



Existing opportunities
▪ Academic

▪ Leadership Institute for Academic 
Librarians (Harvard)

▪ ARL Leadership Fellows Program (ARL)
▪ Senior Fellows Program (UCLA)
▪ Leading Change Institute (CLIR/Educause)

▪ Public
▪ Public Library Leaders Fellowship Program 

(CULC)
▪ Advanced Public Library Leadership 

(SOLS)

▪ Archives
▪ Archives Leadership Institute (NHPRC)

▪ Law
▪ AALL Leadership Academy (AALL) 

▪ Non-sector specific
▪ Northern Exposure to Leadership 

Institute (NELI) (Private)
▪ Aurora Institute for Emerging 

Leaders (Aurora Institute)
▪ Emerging Leaders (ALA)
▪ MPLA Leadership Institute (MPLA)
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As you can see, there are dozens of leadership institutes and programs out there. This is honestly just a small sampling of them. So, what are they all about?In terms of characteristics, these tend to be affiliated with associations, universities, or private organizations. An estimated 30 or so of these take place annually or bi-annually. The majority take place in the United States, with some having state-specific library services as their focal point. Others take place in Canada, Australia, and the UK.In terms of programming, these institutes can take many approaches. They can have skills building, intensive feedback, problem-based learning, or personal growth as their focus, but its likely that it’s a combination of these. These tend to be facilitated by faculty members, librarians (often a Chief Executive Officer or a Chief Librarian), or library consultants. If there are mentors, they are often preselected from a group of precious participants or existing library “leaders.” In terms of takeaways, these programs can offer formal diplomas, continuing education credits, or practical skill-based training.In order to accommodate the intensive and immersive nature of the programming, these programs are often residential in nature. They usually last from 2-5 days; but some can run as long as 3 weeks or over the span of 18 months.



Characteristics of leadership programs

▪ Residency, resort-like location (if you’re lucky)

▪ Expensive fees (tuition + travel / accommodation)

▪ Highly selective

▪ Application process, often driven by external nomination

▪ Demonstrated, “exceptional” leadership

▪ Minimal information available online
▪ Creation of small, exclusive communities 

▪ Little or no assessment of impact or usefulness
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In terms of location, retreat or resort-style settings are usually par for the course. While accommodation may be covered by the registration fee, participants are often responsible for covering off own travel as well as any additional accommodation near airports. This in turn means that registration fees are often exorbitantly expensive. Though prices can be as reasonable as $750, they can also cost up to $15,000. The majority of existing programming has fees that are in the range of $3,500-$6,000 (usually US dollars). These costs are almost always covered by the partcipant’s place of employment.As for participation in these programs, it is often highly selective. The group is usually limited to 15-35 people who are drawn from a national/international pool. Participants must satisfy pre-determined criteria, such as having 5+ years management experience or being the executive director of a library. More often than not, they require the possession of an ALA-accredited MLIS degree.Worth noting are 4 particular things. First, the process is almost always kickstarted by employer or someone else in a position of power. This means that managers are the ultimate arbiters of what leadership looks like and who exhibits it. Second, there is often a requirement for demonstrated or exceptional (or in the case of one institute, aggressive) leadership experience. What does it mean to be exceptional or aggressive? What sort of experiences or qualities are being self-selected when managers are the ones who have to make this call. It would be preferable to use language such as potential. This hyperindividual focus is often reflected in the required letters of interest: prospective applicants must address why they are leaders and how they will benefit from participating. Third, information is often lacking. There isn’t much information online about many of these programs. Information about the program’s structure, who is involved in planning / organizing, logistics about selection (is there a panel involved? How many people apply? How many are chosen?) are often conspicuously absent, leaving applicants to infer the value of the opportunity from its self-proclaimed benefits. This lends an air of secrecy to the whole process. Not only do applicants not know what they are signing up for or what will happen, but this also suggests an idea of an insular and exclusionary community. This also artificially inflates the level of the program’s prestige. But perhaps what’s most problematic about this is that it is challenging for participants as well as their employers to know what will be brought back or how it will be integrated. Fourth, there exists little to no assessment regarding the impact/usefulness of these programs. The existing literature relies on participant self-reporting or descriptive narratives of program components, meaning there is a lack of assessment regarding learning, retention, changes to behaviour, or the completion of program objectives. 



Barriers to participation
▪ Economic
▪ Who pays? How?

▪ Cultural
▪ Ritual language / social capital
▪ Performativity of values not necessarily tied to leadership aptitude

▪ Logistical
▪ Jurisdictional: Urban/Rural, Travel restrictions (explicit & implicit)
▪ Professional: Coverage for responsibilities / freedom to take time
▪ Personal: Family responsibilities, childcare, &c.
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In terms of the barriers these programs perpetuate, there are a few. The economic barriers are pretty self-evident here. How are leadership opportunities funded? Are there hidden costs (socializing, participation in activities) that have to be borne by participants? Many of the opportunities we just mentioned involved volunteered/”above and beyond” efforts / time investments. Who can afford to spend a bunch of time on a flashy project if they need to pay tuition, endure a long commute, or work multiple jobs? �Of course, there are also cultural barriers. These tend to hinge on social capital. Crass as it may sound, money is probably greatest predictor of social capital in the LIS field. People  may face cultural barriers to ideas like working for free (which tends not to be a mindset for low-income folks, those in their second career) or asking for money (it may be a point of pride to say you’ve paid your own way or not gotten handouts. Related is the idea that ritual language and behaviour informs a lot of socializing and prestige in LIS. Because one’s fluency in privilege is a major predictor of career success, and because LIS is comprised overwhelmingly of upper/middle class white women, if you identify as female in LIS and don’t know how to -- or aren’t good at -- performing the role of an inoffensive, nice, deferential white lady; a lot of people who would *never* admit it are going to resent and penalize you. This effect is of course exacerbated for people of colour. Contrast this with the freedom that male-identifying librarians have -- male children’s librarians “break norms” and are seen as sensitive, those in IT are celebrated for having “hard skills” – and we can see how gender norms and expectations can factor in Of course, this performativity of values is not necessarily tied to leadership aptitude. But we need to think about how as a field, we privilege certain cultural aptitudes (niceness above all else, low personal expectations, acceptance of having one’s time wasted on make-work activities) above others in a way that penalizes �And of course, there are cultural barriers. Where you live in this vast and somewhat sparsely populated country plays a part…it’s hard to be a “library leader” if it’s difficult for you to travel. There are rural areas in North America that have severely restricted internet infrastructure that would make participating in conference calls and webinars challenging. And of course (given what’s been happening in America recently) travel restrictions can play a role, as people of colour or Muslims don’t get the same level of personal privilege as white folks do. Such groups may face barriers to travel to conferences and professional development opportunities because of the colour of their skin or their religion, making it harder to build up that social capital we mentioned earlier as necessary for success in LIS. Professional limitations also play a role, since the rules of the workplace play a major part in who can participate in professional development opportunities. Public libraries are more reluctant to permit staff to take time away from operational responsibilities, while academic librarians are much more likely to have dedicated funding to support extracurricular activities. That being said, smaller institutions such as community colleges or primarily undergraduate institutions are less likely to enjoy these opportunities because they have smaller staffing pools and less resources. And of course, there are personal limitations. Needing to travel or spend more time on projects means taking on the risk and additional logistical and financial burden of arranging care for children or other dependents. This puts more stress on lower-income or single parent households.



Repercussions
▪ Replication and amplification of societal inequality
▪ Prior access —> continued access
▪ Many opportunities privilege librarians over other staff
▪ Is “leadership” somehow less important for other staff?
▪ Doesn’t everyone want and deserve opportunities to be the best at 

what they do?
▪ The perils of individualism
▪ How can we meaningfully effect change in complex systems?
▪ Is “effecting change” our purpose? Or maintaining current norms?
▪ What do we genuinely bring home, besides lines on a CV?
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The trends and cultural norms around “excellence” and “leadership” in the LIS field generally cause replication and amplification of societal inequality. This becomes further entrenched -- more or less perpetually -- as a group of people with relatively homogenous traits and life experiences are elevated to roles of strategic significance in libraries. This is obviously an issue in a profession that already struggles from a catastrophic lack of diversity. �Prior access to financial, social, and cultural capital is the single greatest predictor of continued access to similar capital, and this tends to mirror the way we think about prestige and expertise in libraries more generally. This means that we tend to privilege librarians over other staff. This focus doesn’t always map onto the types of organizations we should be striving to be or which best serve our communities. Is leadership less important for, or less likely to be found and cultivated in non-MLIS staff? Doesn’t everyone want and deserve opportunities to develop and grow?�This also perpetuates problems of individualism. Too often we think of “leadership” in the context of “exceptional individuals using individual agency to accomplish extraordinary things.” But does that correspond well to meaningful, lasting change in complex systems. Unlikely.�We should be interrogating what participants in these programs are genuinely bringing back home, besides lines on a CV.



Participant Reflections¹ — Themes
▪Management heavy
▪Hyper-individual
▪ Echo chamber
▪Useful, for a given value of “useful” —

some workplace integration
▪ Focused introspection is useful
▪Mentorship, building relationships was valuable

¹ names have been withheld to protect the guilty
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Since neither of us had participated in any sort of leadership program, we decided to interview some folks we knew who had.We weren’t trying to do an overly scientific or rigorous study, we just wanted to hear from participants about what programming looked like and their general feelings/impressions (did they find it valuable? What did they bring back? What did participating in the program mean in the larger context of their career?). We conducted some informal interviews with generic questions, asking probing questions if the conversation went an interesting way. We tried to be as diverse as we could (considering we were doing convenience sampling). Our group had attended several programs (Harvard Leadership Institute for Academic Librarians, NELI, Emerging Leaders), some as recently as the month before, some 20 years ago. We spoke to men and women in all ranks (management and non-management positions). A number of folks had attended more than one such program, speaking again to this notion of accruing and perpetuating privilege. If you were able to participate in one program and gain access to that network, you could develop more leadership opportunities that would make them more desirable for other programs. It’s worth nothing that all of the participants we spoke to had mixed feelings about the usefulness of these programs. In terms of composition, they noted that it was very management heavy, both in terms of the programming (including mentors and consultants) and participants. Even at something like NELI (the Northern Exposure to Leadership Institute), which is targeted specifically to early career professionals, participants had been tapped on the shoulder, feeling as if they had been “anointed” to be a future manager, even if this expectation wasn’t specifically articulated. They felt that it was hyper-individual, with much focus being put on who they were as a leader, what their own plan was, how they would change things, and how this would benefit them as a professional. For this reason, they also mentioned it feeling kind of echo-chambery. While there was value in being surrounded by other folks in same positions working on similar problems or issues, the context and perspectives of non-management and non-librarians were often missing. But it’s not all bad! Participants also had a lot of great things to say about these opportunities. They all noted a change in perspective. More specifically, increased self-confidence and a better understanding of how they behave and what motivates them. They also felt like they left with a better approach to problem solving. The Harvard Leadership Institute for Academic Librarians in particular was viewed favourably. Its emphasis on case study approaches was realistic and provided attendees a useful framework to tackle their own issues. The diversity in attendance was a positive aspect as well, as folks came from all sorts of settings (manager, non-manager, community colleges, universities) and was international in focus. Participants also valued the mentorship opportunities these programs provided, as they learned a great deal from folks who had different career trajectories. And unsurprisingly, participants also appreciated the relationships they were able to build during the program and maintain for years after its completion. They developed a circle of people they knew they could count on that would provide the crowd-sourcing of wisdom, ideas, or resources they could use further down the line.  All of this is to say that the experiential learning and communities of practice fostered by these programs are immensely valuable, and this value is likely why these programs continue to exist and multiply. However, it’s safe to say that we shouldn’t be perpetuating these programs as they are, given the inherent barriers and issues we discussed earlier. Rather, we should be exploring ways to facilitate learning, mentorship, and problem-solving in a more sustainable and equitable way.  



Alternative models?
▪ Localised leadership institutes (USask)

▪ Grassroots initiatives (E-Learning Symposium, NLS)

▪ Dickinson College model (a more nuclear option)

▪ Mentorship, especially in-workplace and/or free-to-play

▪ Thinking differently about hierarchy and organisational structure
▪ All-librarian meetings (HPL)
▪ Parallel assessment
▪ Meaningful fora for dialogue
▪ Explicit commitments to diversity (MIT)
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So, if there’s some inherent value to be had in these programs, how do we replicate that without reproducing barriers and inequity? It’s challenging to define what’s needed for folks in different stages, settings, or careers, so it’s important that multiple approaches are considered. We could start off by seeing ourselves (rather than consultants) as experts, especially with respect to our organization, where we are the ones familiar with its goals, community, strengths, and history. Why should someone else tell us what leadership is or looks like or requires? Getting back to that social component of leadership, this means being inclusive. We should develop and support local and grassroots leadership initiatives by providing resources, time off, or in-kind sponsorship. The University of Saskatchewan developed a Library Leadership Development Program a number of years ago that provides a possible framework. This program mirrors many of the characteristics of the programs we mentioned earlier (immersive learning, developing practical skills and building relationships) but does so in a local venue in Saskatoon, with six 2-day multiple modules offered over a span of 8-12 months. This helps to lessen the financial and logistical burdens of participants – everything happens in the city they work in. The curriculum was developed by the library for the library through feedback from focus groups, under the philosophy that anyone can be a leader and thus has space at the table. This is why the program is offered to any and all employees, rather than just those who have been tapped on the shoulder or who currently occupy management positions. This is less of a resource drain and ensures that takeaways address local contexts. It also allows for We can also look to grassroots models such as the eLearning in Libraries Symposium, the Critical Librarianship Workshop, and the New Librarians Symposium. All of these initiatives were created by early career, non-management folks and rely on keeping things as lightweight, affordable, and accessible as possible – they only require a short commitment and are either free or extremely modestly priced. In terms of creating communities of practice and allowing for networking around similar areas of interest, we think we could learn a lot from these folks.In terms of more structural alternatives, we can look to something like Dickinson College, who model their governance structure around traditional academic units. This means everyone has opportunities to develop their leadership potential, since everyone rotates into and off of administrative positions. While we admit that this is easier done in smaller, more centralized organizations, it definitely offers some food for thought in terms of a distributed leadership model.We should be thinking about ways to provide mentorship opportunities for all staff, not just librarians. This could take the form of a formal mentorship program that matches staff up and gives them opportunites to come together to learn about the organization. This helps foster knowledge, communication (which helps with de-siloizaton), and respect, because people know each other as colleagues and as people.We should also be thinking differently about hierarchy and organizational structure. This ties in to the more social aspect of leadership, aiming for more inclusivity and diversity at the table. We need to move away from idealized leadership, which fetishizes the individual over the collective. We should be allowing staff to participate in exchanges or secondments, to allow them to grow different skillsets and work with others. We should be honouring and prioritizing collaborative work on annual reviews and evaluations. We should be allocating training and development funding for part-time, paraprofessional, and non-librarian staff members. We should be allowing for assessment of everyone, not only “rank and file” employees but also managers. And those opportunities for non-managers to provide feedback should be regular and meaningful.Organizations like Hamilton Public Library have all-librarian meetings, where all folks with an MLIS degree (regardless of whether they are working in a capital L Librarian job) are kept in the loop and invited to share their expertise on more strategic matters. MIT has made some amazing inroads in terms of making explicit their commitments to diversity, which allows them to loosen some of the restrictions around hiring, allowing some of the cultural and socio-economic deficiencies of librarianship to get remedied.



Alternative models — individual efforts
NB! These represent our own observations & interpretations!

▪ Gillian Byrne: using evil for good (mentorship, connecting people)

▪ Barb McDonald: making time for all, leadership audit

▪ Monique Woroniak: groundwork for change, centering political and labour issues

▪ John Dupuis: chronicling war on science (using individual expertise)

▪ Jim Suderman: respecting people’s time

▪ Deb Thomas: working on-desk, personally participating in new staff hires
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In terms of more individual efforts, there are a lot of people out there who are already embodying this type of leadership in their research and their practice so we’d like to give them a little shoutout. We’d like to preface this by saying that this people don’t endorse our endorsements -- some of them might even eschew this label / be embarrassed that we’re calling them leaders. But we’re gonna do it anyway!Gillian Byrne, who is a Manager at Toronto Reference Library, is one such person who uses her evil for good (we’re being facetious here).  Gillian offers up a lot of her time and efforts to mentorship and connecting people, proactively offering to provide advice to prospective job applicants even if they don’t make it to the interview stage. She champions the efforts of early career professionals visibly and vocally on Twitter and in her practice, and offers mentorship opportunities to them by offering advice and perspectives on norms within librarianship. Recognizing the power and privilege she has, Gillian uses it to make space for others to assert their voices and perspectives. She often provides personal financial and in-kind support to grassroots initiatives such as the New Librarian Symposium, to create diversity scholarships to facilitate conference attendance, and to take on the responsibility for hosting and maintaining an LIS mentor database. Barb McDonald, who is currently an Associate University Librarian at the University of Guelph is also doing very good work. Despite Barb’s wealth of experience as a manager, she eschews the “sage on the stage” persona that tends to characterize library leadership. Rather, she makes space for others to experiment, build up their capacities and prevent feedback. Although Barb is part of the senior admin team, she always makes time to meet for coffee with her staff, whether that’s to hear about conference debriefs, provide feedback on research, or just to check in. While serving as an L at Brock, Barb invited staff to participate in a leadership audit, allowing her to receive anonymous feedback that later helped her take action and improve her leadership style. �Monique Woroniak is a Librarian at Winnipeg Public Library doing amazing work to make political and labour issues front and centre of her practice and the profession. She uses her knowledge and position to help foster relationships between settlers and indigenous communities through her efforts with Groundwork for Change, a portal that works to educate settlers about colonialism, treaties, indigenous sovereignty and other issues). She always approaches this work through the lens of justice and solidarity, ensuring that she isn’t imposing a white colonial lens onto issues or perspectives. More recently, Monique served as one of the more vocal supporters in the University of Manitoba faculty strike, sharing information, resources, and perspectives on Twitter that provided a valuable real-life chronicle of events on the ground as they were happening. Recognizing the importance of solidarity and support, she joined the picket line several times. John Dupuis is a Science Librarian at York University who used his subject-based expertise to chronicle the Harper government’s cuts to federal libraries and science funding. Doing so helped widen the conversation beyond the scope of the library community to the wider media, helping it gain more traction in the public eye. In fact, it was impossible for journalists to refer to the government’s War on Science without linking to his blog. �Deb Thomas is the Deputy Chief Librarian at the Burnaby Public Library who despite the high level of her position, completes regular reference desk shifts and participates personally in new hires. This work allows her to keep in touch with what’s happening on the ground and in the community, thus helping her make more informed strategic decisions. By doing so, Deb shows that doing work in core, public facing service areas is as important as management, which ultimately allows her to build and maintain relationships with staff and helps to boost morale. The unifying thread within all of these people is the inherently political nature of their leadership work. Words, ideas, and images matter, and it’s important that we acknowledge this.



Closing Thoughts / Q & A

Unlike a leadership institute, we don’t secret knowledge.

What are your thoughts?
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