x

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 232 657 IR 050 282

AUTHOR _ Vasi, John

TITLE - Budget Allocation Systems for Research Libraries.
Occasional Paper Number 7.

INSTITUTION Association of Research Libraries, Washington, D.C.
Office of Management Studies.

PUB DATE - Jan 83 ‘ -

NOTE 58p.

AVAILABLE FROM Association of Research Libraries, Office of
Management Studies, 1527 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.,
Washington, DC (free to ARL members, $8.00 per copy
to all othérs).

PUB TYPE Viewpoints (120) -- Reports - Research/Technical

’ (143) -- Tests/Evaluation Instruments (160)
EDRS PRICE MFOl Plus Postage. PC Not Available from EDRS.
~DESCRIPTORS *Academi® Libraries; *Budgeting; Library Acquisition;

Library Administretion; *Library Expenditures;
Library Personnel; Library Standards; Library
Surveys; Operating Expenses; Postsecondary Education;
Questionnaires; *Research Libraries; *Resource
Allocation

IDENTIFIERS *L1brary Fund1ng

ABSTRACT B
~In July 1982, 10 member libraries of the Association
of Research Libraries (ARLY were surveyed to obtain information on
their existing budget practices. Libraries participating in the study
were the University of California, Santa Barbara; University of
Chicago; University of Colorado; University of Florida; Iowa State
University; Notre Dame University; Oklahoma State University;
Stanford University; University of Wisconsin; and York University.

'This report examines how library budget allocations are determined at

the 10 institutions, particularly in the areas of personnel,
acquisitions and binding, and operatiors expend1tures. The budget
process for base budgets as well as annual increases is described,
arid details of budget administration and flexibility are reported. In
a review of issues underlying the budget practices in use, a
compromise between the development of absolute standards and the
present system of adherence to historical allocation levels is
suggested. It is proposed that ratios of library support related to
library use, be utilized to-calculate an index of relative library
support. Report appendices comprise: (1) a sample survey form; (2) a
list of 11 suggested readings and resources; and (3) a copy of the
March 1975 Report of (the) ARL-ACRL (Association of College and
Research Libraries) Joint Committee on University Library Standards
(Revised), which provides additional perspectives on- budget
allocation systems. (Author/ESR)

X R R XL R R R AR SR SR SR SRS EEAEFEEEEEEETEEEEEETEEETEXTEEEELE LRI T LR L EEEEEEE L EEEE T

A Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
**‘k*****+*******x*x******************************k****x****************

3

o

el




Poso3FP

m -
—C B
@

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

U.S. DEPARYMEMT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

FDUCATIONAL RESUURCES INFORMATION

. CENTER (BRI
‘. Tt document b been reproduced

il

fecenved from the person of ofganization

utuprating 1t

AMinor ¢ hanges have been made ta tapiowe

repradur ton quabty

Pamts of view or opions stated o this docg

ment do sut ae esuanly represent offical NIE

powtion or policy

ED232657

t

udget
Allocation
Systems
For

Libraries

Ye

Occasional Pape: Number 7
January 1983

by John Vasi

Office of Management Studies
Association of Research Libraries
Washington, D.C.

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL IN MICROFICHE ONLY
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Maxine Sitts

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."




€D

This publication, one in a series of OMS Occasional
Papers, has been prepared under the OMS Collaborative
Research/Writing Program. First announced in 1980,
this pilot program enables selected librarians to work
with OMS staff in joint research and writing activities.

John Vasi is Assistant Uniyersity Librarian,
¢ Administrative Services and Planning,
University of California, Santa Barbara

3

Office of Management Studies
Association of Research Libraries
1527 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

(This paper is distributed free to ARL library members
and SPEC subscribers. Additional copies are available for
$8.00, prepaid only, with checks inade payable to "ARL
Office of Management Studies.")

) J

14

.....




"BUDGET ALLOCATiON SYSTEMS FOR RESEARCH LIBRARIES

by John Vasi
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ABSTRACT

" The aim of this publication is twofold. A primary-goal is to document
existing budget practices at a sample of ARL libraries as pbints of
comparison and contrast for other institutions. . The paper examines how
library budget allocations are determined by universities or othet funding
agéncies at ten institutions and addresses the budget process for base
budgets as well as annual increases. A second aim is to review some of
the issues which underlie the budget practices in use. A compromise
between the development of absolute standards and the present system of
adherence to historical allocation levels is suggested: Ratios of library
support related tofibrary use could be used to calculate an index of
relative library support. Appendices include suggested readings and a
1975 report from a joint ARL/ACRL committee on university library
standards. - :
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INTRODUCTION

.

The declining funds available to higher education in recent years have
focused administrators' attention on academic library budgets and making the
most effectlve use of available resources. Generally, libraries are not able to -
buy as many books or employ as many staff as .in past years. The literature
has given some attention to managing resources within the library; studies and
recommendations are available to guide libraries in book budget allocation and
some other aspects of library budget management.

This paper addresses a more basic issue: How does a library determine
and justify its basic annual budget from a funding agency? The focus is not
the internal allocation of the budget within the library, but rather the budget
practices in use today which determine the total - annual allocation for a
research library,

The disparity in’ funding among research libraries of similar size and scope
indicates that library budgets are not determined by common factors or
formulas. If commonly accepted budget practices or standards were used as a
basis for setting library budgets, one would expect operating budgets to be
relatively equal for libraries having similar sized user populations and
supportmg similar academic programs. This is not the case, as even a brief

eview of the ARL Statistics indicates. The size of operating budgets for ARL
hbrarles is no* correlated to any Smgxc iactor or set of factors descrlblng
library use. Q

- g
‘The aim of this publication is twofold. A primary goal is to document
existing budget practices at a-sample of ARL libraries as points of comparison

¢
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made to obtain further information when needed.

and contrast for other institutions. The paper exarnines how library budget ,
allocations are determined by universities. or other funding agencies at ten
institutions and addresses the budget process for base budge*s as well as
annual increases. A second aim is to review some of the issues which underlie
the budget practices in use: Are budgets responsive to the needs of libraries?
Are they flexible enough to accommodate change? Are there alternate
approaches for determining library budgets that might better serve libraries
and their dsers? , &

THE STUDY

In July 1982, ten ARL libraries agreed to participate in a study of budget
processes and to provide information for this publication. The libraries were
selected to represent a range of collection sizes, funding levels, geographic
location, and academic emphases; some are state institutions, some private.
There was no preliminary information available to predict what types of
budget allocation systems exist at the institutions selectgd. :

Libraries participating in the study were: University of California, Santa
Barbara; University of Chicago; University of Colorado; University of Florida,
Iowa State University; Notre:-Dame University; Oklahoma State University;
Stanford University; University of Wisconsin; and York University.

A written survey form (see appendix) requested budget allocation
information ior the three basic areas of library expenditures: personnel,
acquisitions, and operations. There also were questions about the extent of

_ flexbility in administering budget allocatlons.

It was expected that formal documentation on budgeting procedures would -
not be readily available in many instances. In order to cut down the time
spent by respondents in completing the questionnaire, the format required
short answers with opportunities to add narrative information to clarify a
response or to provide additional explanation. Follow-up telephone calls were

B

The initial question for each section of the questionnaire was: "Is there a
formula used to determine the base budget for your library's staff size? (or
acquisitions budget? or operations budget?) If a formula existed, respondents
were asked to briefly describe its major components. If there was no formula,
respondents were asked to descri‘.e the process used annually by the university
administration or other funding agency to determine allocations.




BUDGET PRACTICES

STAFFING <

Nine of the ten libraiies indicated that they use no formula to determine
the number of permanent staff allocated to the library. Staff size at those
libraties is based on historical allocation by the funding agency. The responses
of the nine libraries indicated that although there may be adjustments
year-to-year in staffing level for permanent positions, there is no review of
the basic annual allocation of staff. Requests could be made annually for
additional staff by offering specific justifications in some cases; and staffing .
levels might be reduced during some years, but the basic process is one of
making relatively minor adjustments to a historical base allocation, rather
than a process which considers the appropriateness of thesbase allocation.

" One library uses a formula addressing the total staffing allocation. " The
formula recommends a staffing level based on several factors: student
enrollment and faculty FTE, number of branch libraries, and hours of operation

‘of the branch libraries. Differing levels 6f students are weighted to generate

library staff in proportion to the projected demands each category of students
makes on library staff. As an example, an upper level ggaduate student
generates six times more staff in the formula than a lower division
undergraduate student. Similarly, a lower division faculty member generates
only abodut one-fifth the amount of hbrary staff than is recommended for a
"Graduate II" faculty member. There is an additional factor in the formula
which is intended to award staff to the library to compensate for library use
generated by grant or research personnel who use library services but are not

o




part of the university staff. This portion of the formula has never been used
to obtain funding, however. This same formula is used to recemmend levels of
staffing for all academic libraries n the.state, but formula recommendations
have not been fully funded.

Temporary Staffing (Student Assistants)

None of the libraries surveyed uses a formula to determine the number of
temporary positions allocated to the library. Almost all libraries responded
that levels of temporary help are determined basically by historical allocation,
adjusted year-to-year by sminor increases or decreases dependent upon the
fiscal resources of the funding source.

In follow-up questions, several libraries noted that the use of student
assistants is a significant factor in the operation of the library program, and
that students are called upon to perform increasing numbers of library tasks,
especially during evening or weekend hours. Despite the reliance on this
componeni of total library staffing, methods for determining appropriate
levels of temporary help, are not in-use at any of the surveyed libraries. The
percentage of student positions within the total staff (as measured in FTE) at
the surveyed libraries ranged from a low of 10% at one institution to a high of
35% ai two institutions. (The 1980/81 ARL Statistics show the median
percentage of student assistants to total staff for the 10l university library
members as 21 %, with a high of 57% and a low of 6%).

STAFFING BUDGET ISSUES;.

&

The majority of responding libraries do not have base staffing levels
justified or reviewed annually during the budget process. There is no formal
connection between user statistics or library productivity and staff size. Staff
size has been determined through a process of historical allocation. While one
library did tie annual staff adjustments to public service workload statistics,
total staff size was not.reviewed. Additionally, the library reported that
recommended increases have not been funded in recent years. At one library
where historical allocation was not used and staff size.was reviewed through a
complex formula, the formula proved unsatisfactory to the funding agency (in
this case, the state legisleture) which was unable to allocate funds at the
recommended levels.

One possible reason for the lack of a formal budget process might be that
efforts to tie funding to stated quantitative goals is not possible in the
difficult fiscal climate of higher education at this time. Another view is that
the mission and/or effectiveness of research libraries is only minimally tied to
quantitative goals. ) s
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While there is surely some truth to both statements, one may also note:

that other educational operations are riieasured and budgeted through the
application of quantitative data. For example, a basic measure of relative
support for instruction is the student/faculty ratio. Ratios for instructional
support differ by level of instruction -- graduate vs. undergraduate -- and
faculty positiofs are budgeted accordingly. However, libraries do not base
requests on ratios, although the possibilities for creating measures of relative
support are available and might prove useful. Only one of the ten surveyed
libraries used a factor which took into account the number of users in relation
to the-number of library staff. “

There are surely complex interrelationships betw{en library staff and
users, and it woufd be difficult to recommend a specific nymber of library
staff to serve a given number of users. Factors which- would affect library
staffing ratios include: type of university, subject area, level of students,
number of branch libraries, and others. However, such variables apply to
studcit/teacher ratios as well, and those ratios are useful as measures of
relative support despite the admitted problems which exist when one uses any
purely quantitative measures to gauge support of educational activities.

However, the dramatic chénges in library operations and staff
responsibilities in the past decade may militate against formula approaches.
Even if staff/workload measures were developed to recommend library
staffing levels, would they be workable even a few years after dévelopment,
considering the increasing use of automated systems in research libraries? A
formula developed in the 1970's would probably recommend more original

catalogers than libraries need today, but it would not address the need for-

on-line bibliographic searching. Cne can cite numerous examples of this_type.
As evidence of this difficulty, the cne staffing formula now in use has very
cbmplex and specific factors which were required to justify the library's
existing staffing levels at the time the formula was instituted. This
complexity does not allow the formula to adapt to the changing needs of today;
the formula's recommendations have notsbeen fully funded in recent years, nor
does the library allocate its staff internally in accordance with the formula.
Perhaps staffing formulas, with their quantitative basis, are incompatible with
the dynamic environment in academic libraries today and the changing
patterns of staffing.
&
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ACQUISITIONS AND BINDING
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The survey also sought information on how base aflocations for
acqmsmons and .binding budgets are determined and how year-to-year-
increases or adjustments are ‘made. In replyifg to the question, "Is there a,
formula used to detérmine your library's acqu1smons budget?", seven libraries
indicated that no formula exists. The remaining libraries rely on formulas in
different Ways.

The formulas in use have somewhat different assu ptions behind them
and different factors which drive them. The annual acquisitions needs for a
research library relate to either the user population served by the library or
. the academic programs and research needs to be supported. In some formulas,
‘more usérs’generate more volumes; in other formulas, higher level programs
(master's or doctoral level) demand more library matenals for in-depth
researchs In addition, some formulas recommend a basic collection of
essential materials which any research library needs for its core collectiop
before consideration is giverr to any other factors.- The formulas used at the
surveyed libtaries demonstrate these ba51c approaches, both singly and in
comblnatlon.

l. At one library, a relatively elaborate formula is in effect,
determining the acquisitions budget recommendation by
factors for number and level of degree programs offered as
well as number ' of titles published annually in specific
academic disciplines. Additionally, unit costs for the previous
year's book purchases are factored into the formula
recormmendation. For example, if the institutuon offers a
PhD. program in a certain discipline, the ‘formula enables
planners to recommend that the library purchase a specific
percentage of gaterials published in that discipline each year.
(The higher level degrees warrant higher percentage levels to
be purchased) The number of volumes required under the
formula in each degree area is multiplied by the average price
per title for each respective discipline (as determined by the.
previous year's cost data), and a dollar allocation is
determined. Since the inception of the formula in the mid
1970's, full funding has not been available. In the last several
years, funding has been at only 50-60% of formula
recommendation. In the most recent budget cycle, the,
formula recommendation has been considered only as advisory
"information by the funding agency rather than as a formal
indicator of library acquisitions needs.
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2. At another library, a formula addressing academic programs as
well as number of students is in use. The formula was applied
rather strictly several years ago to recommend the number of
volumes to be purchased annually. In recent years; formula
recommendations have not been fullyfunded to cover the total
number of recommended volumes. Additionally, adjustments

? to the formula have not been made year to year to reflect
_actual’ changes in the formula 'categories; variations in
, enroliments and changes to academic degree offerings have

not been factored consistently into each year's calculations.

3. At the- third institution which is: part of a state university.

system, a formula is used to divide the state's total

. acquisitions atlocation among the nine state schools.
However, the state does not use any formula to determine the
total amount of acquisitions dollars available for all nine

~ schools.

For those sgven libraries which have no formule, the most common
method of determining acquisitions budgets is historical allocation. Several
libraries have budgets set by campus decisions, while others are based on
decisions at the state level. Adjustments are made (or requested) year to year
Dy a variety of methods designed to justify ‘changes to the base budget.
Several respondents noted that justifications are  most effective when
documenting new programs or new degrees offered at the university.
Conversely, requests fors“acquisitions increases ;based on what the library
believes to be ge"ne:rally inadequate funding are not successful, "

Annual price increases for acquisitions budgets are justified at all ten
libraries by using some form of publishing and book price statistics. There are
several techniques that derive price increase requests for inflation from
manipulation of ‘in-hcuse cost statistics, published statistics, or other
information which addresses past years' inflationary increases for library
matecials. In combination with retrospective price statistics, several libraries
justify their requests“in part on predictions of future book price inflation,
though this is less common. Three respondents noted that their practice of
using the past year's inflaticn data results in an anomalous situation where
inflation increases are based on two-year-old prices. For most libraries, 1981

. book price inflation figures will be used in some part as.the basis for the 1983

acquisitions inc:;ease request. In an attem’pt to refine pricu increase requests
further, one library uses book' price inflation statistics in conjunction with
publisher's predictions of increasés, current and probable foreign gxchange

rates, and regression analyses of the past 8-10 years' costs of materials. .

Several libraries volunteered the information that the actual increases

received, while based on book price inflation data, are usually less than the.

data vould seem to justify. . o
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Binding

Compared to other budget categories, binding budgets are quite flexible.
All ten libraries indicated that the amount of money spent on binding is an

‘internal library decision. In four of the ten libraries, funds for binding are

included as part of the acquisitions allocation, while in the other six libraries,
the binding allocation is made separately. “hether a separate allocation or
1mbedded in the total acquisitions allocation, binding funds are closely related
to” acquisitions -funds, as one might expect. Several resphndents noted that
their libraries aimed at budgeting binding expenditures at 10% of the
acquisitions budget. Décisions- on the type or format of materials to be
purchased directly affect the amount of material that requ1res blndmg This
close relailonship between blndlng and acquisitions budgets is récognized; all
the libraries have flexibility in transferring funds between these categories.

"ACQUISITIONS BUDGET ISSUES

Acquisitions budgeting follows a pattern similar to that used for staffing.
Historical allocation provides the base budget level for most libraries
surveyed. At those two libraries following a formula approach that relates
acquisitions budget to6 degree programs or number of wusers, formula
recommendations are not strictly followed; both libraries receive less funding
than nceded to purchase the recommended number of volumes. Also, most

‘'surveyed libraries agreed that annual inflationary increases actually received
" were insufficient to maintain purchasing power over the years, despite the

availability .of commonly accepted measures for calculating book trade
inflation. :

»

Libraries are not purchasing as many volumes as they did in past years.
The. fiscal climate today may again be cited as the reason, but surely libraries'

- inability to docurment the effects of adding fewer volumes plays a part as
‘well. As with staffing, there are not commonly agreed-upon ratios for a

number of books per student or books per_program. There is no objective
method of relating the quality of education a student receives to the size of a
library's collection. There does exist the possibility of '"disaccrediting" a
degree program because insufficient library resources exist, but such drastic
action is rare and addresses a problem of different scope than the present
discussion. -

An issue of ever-increasing importance cited by one library is the view
held by its state legislature that the statewide university system constitutes a
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unified library resource. Certain research materials, it is said, need not be
duplicated at multiple locations when they are available through interlibrary
loan. With greater numbers of libraries participating at some level in shared

acquisitions programs and consortia with reciprocal borrowing privileges,
- formula approaches to acquisitions funding will be more in question. The basic
premises of library ccllection building are undergoing critical review through
analyses such as the Research Libraries' Group's Conspectus, which formalizes
the understanding that some libraries can devote their energies and dollars to
certain collection areas while other libraries cover other subjects.

As with staffing, the formula approach of straight correlations between .

volumes added and users does not work at the libraries surveyed. The reasons

are multiple: less funding than was available in past years; greater possibilities.

for resource sharing; easily searchable online databases; the realization .¢hat
not every library can collect everything desired. These new understandings
and developments question past tenets of formula approaches. If formula
recommendations cannit be fully funded or need significant tinkering each
year to adjust for change, it is of little use. The state using a full formula
approach for acquisitions found that its libraries needed about $60,000,000 to
catch up to what the formula recommended for state academic libraries over
the past decade. Since the libraries continue to function, and the . academic
degrees are still awarded, one can assume that the accumulated shortfall will
. not be forthcoming from a legislature which cannot take such an approach
seriously anymore. Therefore, while formulas may be in limited use at some
libraries, one wouid assume their adoption and use is in decline. They are
based on older concepts of more liberal funding and greater self-sufficiency

. for libraries.

Perhaps a formula approach may be devised which takes into account the
realities of 1980's funding and resource sharing. However, if one assumes that
some basic premises of library collection building will continue to undergo
change, the rigidity of a formula approach may be inappropriate.

OPERATIONS

The remaining large budget category is generally known as the "operations
budget" or the "supplies and expense budget." Funds in this category gre used
for the remaining library expenditures that are not covered by the staffing or
acquisitions and binding funds. Operations budgets are used for such expenses
as supplies, equipment, contractual services, travel, and recruitment.

I




None of the ten libraries uses a formula to determine the operations
budget request. Similarly, no library uses a zero-based budget approach to
justify. operations funds. As in the other major budget categories, historical
allocation modified by annual adjustments is the process by which most
operations budgets are determined. Several respondents outlined situations
which are somewhat different, however, from other budget areas.

b ¢

Acquisitions and personnel budgets might be considered basically “as
allocations to meet annual goals.of adding specific numbers of books to the
collection or funding the salaries of a specific number of FTE. In theory,
those budgets are generated by multiplying u.it costs (for personnel or books)
by a desired level of books to be added or staff to be employed. In simpler
terms, the personnel and acquisitions budgets represent an attempt to fund
specific and itemized targets. Operations budgets, on the other hand, are not
allocated in response to a budget request which identifies the items or services
a library hopes to purchase during the year. In practice, the operations
budgets of most responding libraries might best be characterized as the funds
available after other budget categories are funded. ) '

While libraries do tend to have a fair amount of flexibility in
administering their total budgets, and frequently can move funds among
budget categories depending on need, the operations budget is the least well
defined of the three major categories. This lack of definition is evident in the
manner by which annual price increases are requested and awarded for
operations budgets.

In regpmse to the question: "How are price increases determined for
(your library's operations) budget?", there were ten different answers from the
ten libraries. Responses indicated that in several libraries, the increase is a
library decision based on available funding or library manipulation of the total
budget to prodgce workable allocations. Other libraries' price increases for
operations are based on factors such as gross national product, overall average
for all university operations, statwide inflation statistics, factors determined
by the university business office, or a straightforward justification for any
increase. One library simply answered "they aren't".

As a quantitative measure of the differences among the operations
budgets of the responding libraries, the percentage of total library budget used
for "operations" ranged from a low of 6.5% to a high of 17.0%. The average
percentage of total library funding devoted to operations was 10.4%. This
compares to the 1980/81 ARL Statistics for 90 university library members
which shows a median of 10% for 1980781 (up from 8-9% over the past 5 years).

PAGE 10
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OPERATIONS BUDGET ISSUES

Because libraries finance automated systems for public and technical
services from the operations budget, its importance is great even though in the
past it has been the smallest of the three major budget categories. Individual
libraries are required to fund ~different types of expenditures from the
_ operations budget: Some pay for computer services, while others pay only in
part; some pay for building utilities, while others have such sefvices paid by
the university; travel and recruitment expenses paid by the library or the
university also vary. For these geasons, comparisons of actual expenditures or
even percentages of expenditures by libraries would not be particularly
meaningful or aid in justifying budgets. ’

However, operations budgets are intended to fund specific program needs
(circulation systems, bibliographic utilities, etc.) and regularly occurring
expenditures (supplies, travel, contractual services, equipment); they would-
seem to be good candiates for detailed, itemized budget justifications each
year. This need will become even more important, since the 1981/82 ARL
Statistics show a steep rise in operations budgets. Zero-based budget requests
identifying essential and desirable expenditurés might be appropriate in
justifying annual requests. No surveyed library uses such a procedure,
however, and the historical base adjusted annually for inflation js the norm.

The difficulty observed in determining a correct budget for personnel or
acquisitions should not be a problem with the operations budget. Specific
levels of funding can be tied to planned expenditures rather easily, yet
libraries do not treat the operations budget request differently than the other
budget areas. Due to the dramatic changes in expenditures in the operations
area in recent years, basing the operations budget on historical allocation has
little relevance. However, that practice is in effect at all surveyed libraries,
séveral of which supplement the operations budget with funds from other
major budget categories. - :

BUDGET ADMINISTRATION ANL FLEXIBILITY

A series of questions explored the flexibility or constraints associated
with library budget administration. Responses ranged from almost total
ability to move, save, and carry over funds at some institutions to very
restrictive procedures at other institutions which allowed' little manipulation
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of funds between categories or evenh reuse of unspent funds within the
personnel budget. As an example, five libraries reported no restrictions in
transferring funds between budget categories and three libraries could transfer -
funds between only selected categories. The remaining two libraries were not
allowed any transfer of funds. Considering the wide range of institutions
surveyed, such differences are not unexpected.

A trend may be observed however, in the tightening of library budgets in
general. One-half of the libraries surveyed are required to return part of the
total allocated budget to the funding agency, while the other five libraries
have no such requirement. Those libraries volunteering informdtion on the
‘amount of the required return mentioned sums of from 1% to 3% of total
~budget. Four of these five libraries noted that this return is a recent
" development of the past several years. In response to a question on whether
libraries received extra funds at year's.end for special purchases, there was
again an even split--five have never received such funds and five have. For
those libraries receiving funds, the frequency and the amount of the year-end
supplements have lessened in recent years.

a

Respondents believe that the drying up of year-end funds and the required
return of initially allocated money are indicators of fiscal difficulty in general
for higher education, and not necessarily a reflection on the status of
libraries. When asked to rate the budget treatment of their libraries relative
to other academic operations on campus, nine replied that their libraries have
been treated equally or favorably, while only one believed the library has been
treated unfavorably. ’

A final question was whether respondents could readily supply
documentation to explain their budget process in sufficient detail to
reconstruct their library's current allocation. Only three libraries could supply
such documentation for the total budget. This finding is disturbing, but not
surprising in view of the information obtained on how library budgets are
allocated. The' budget process at most libraries surveyed might best be
described as static rather than dynamic. The allocation systems are
long-established and th2y lean heavily on historical allocation as the basis for
budget justification. :

An optimistic view of this process is that historical allocations have been
" made correctly, and minor annual modifications are enough to tune up the
budget. A more pessimistic view of current budgeting practices is that
historical allocations do not adequately represent the neeus of libraries today
and, in addition, there is no clear evidence that historical allocations were
made initially in response to the specific needs of individual libraries.
Although the questionnaire did not request information on how historical
allocations were determined, follow-up information received from respondents




reyeals that most historical allocations were not based on a formal analysis of:

need. Allocations merely reflected the amount of support available over the
years. ‘

The present methods of budget allocation perpetuate the historical base --
those libraries which were funded at a high or low level in past years remain in
the same positions year to year compared to other libraries. Since most
budgets are not correlated directly to academic programs or definable
measures of use, there is little objective basis for significant changes year to
year in levels of support. It is therefore not surprising that most libraries
surveyed did not have detailed documentation available. If budget allocation
systems responded to annual changes in use patterns, there would be
considerably more intergst among libraries in reviewing and undérstanding the
basis for all funds received. With the present situation of static allocation
systems, there is little need for libraries to have doCumentatibn available.

Fans
,“‘b

A
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ARE THERE OTHER WAYS?
e

A review of the data collected in the survey .on current budget practices
reveals a predominant pattern of.funding based on little analysis, either in the
past or at present. The factor that influences library budgets most
significantly is the amount of funding available, rather than perceived library
need. To determine the adequacy of a library budget, one must ask-whether
the budget is sufficient to accomplish the aims or responsibilities of the
library. This question, unfortundtely, may be impossible to answer.

The question of library adequacy cannot be answered in yes or no terms:
The success of a library in meeting its responsibilities ta users is measured in
degrees and not absolutes. This holds true for its levels of service as well as
its collections. Trying to measure the adequacy of a library by its staff size or
collection size reveals the same problems as the application of a formula to
the budget process -- i.e., quantitative measures are not sufficient to evaluate
the success of the educational process. Moreover, if a_ quantitative approach
“is used as a gauge of adequacy, ‘does this mean that there are levels of support
below which a library becomes inadequate? Any quantitative approach leads
eventually to standards of -acceptability or absolute numbers which higher
education has not accepted as viable indicators of library adequacy. A further
complication in attempting to establish minimum standards for budgets is the
rapid development of resource sharing and automation. s

Another approach to assessing library budgets would be to develop
correlations of library support as related to user data or academic programs. '
Some work has been done in this area (see 1975 report in Appendix for
examnple), and despite the difficulties, the development of relative user
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support tables at this time could be helpful in several ways. First, the process %
could identify standard areas of comparison relevant for establishing budgets.
Possible library indicators -- which would have to be agreed upon by ARL
libraries — could includé:

Library staff/user ratios

Acquisitions dollars per FTE student
Acquisitions dollars per PhD program

Total library expenditures per FTE student
Technlcal services staff per volume processed
Public services staff related to user statistics

Aside from identifying relative budget support, these comparisons would also '
allow libraries to compare selected areas of library productivity with other "
libraries--e.g., are there differences in processing capability with different
bibliographic utilities; are there trends in movement of staff between
technical. services and public services; do library expenditures rise
geometrically with the size of the user populatnon"" The basis for thoughtful
analysis of a library's operations could be presented through such an approach

A second benefit could be the compilation of data into an index of library
support similar to the present ARL Library Index. However, the new index
could present library staffing expenditures in relation to the students and
programs a library supports. Jhe.index would be an indicator of library budget
adequacy rather than an indicator of size. Again, there would be no absolute
values to indicate whether a library has "enough" support, but there would be
"data indicating how ARL libraries compare with each other in terms of suppo;t
related to library users.

A final benefit could come from constructing an index as a first step in -
deflnlng acceptable levels of budget support for research libraries. Budget
comparisons could be made which take into account user populations, graduate”
programs, volumes added and other variables which are included in present
rank order tables but are of limited use in‘analysis of library budggt adequacy.

Given the problems of establishing indexes for such correlations, some
groundwork has been laid, and some helpful data are already available. Many
libraries refer to standings in the ARL Statistics as measures of the support
they receive from budget agencies. These compilations provide an exhaustive
and valuable source of gross statistics on budget and staffing data. The

o PAGE 15
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recently installed ARL Library Index calculates a composite for each ARL
library based on ten variables, although the Index is a pure measure of size and
includes no factors for what a library has to support through its budget.

A 1980 ARL report (The .ARL Library Index and Quantitative
Relationships in the ARL, by Kendon Stubbs for the Committee on ARL
Statistics) provides information on relationships between selected variables
through calculation of correlation coefficients. These correlations allow the
prediction of specific variables from other variables. The methodology used in
preparing those correlations could be the basis for comparing annual budget
support for ARL libraries with programs and users that need to be supported.
The data needed to make such comparisons already have been collected
through the ARL Statistics and could be further analyzed to produce
information useful to budget officers and library directors in preparing and
justifying annual budget requests. ‘ S

SUMMARY

Without development of relative measures of library support, there is
little data that budget officers can present to funding agencies to support
library budget requests. In the past ten years or so, the staffing and book
budget purchasing power for research libraries Ras followed a downward path.
An index of relative support tied to the specific users that a library needs to
serve could be a first step in producing objective data that document budget
support in a relevant way. Too often, libraries have portions of their budgets
lopped off because they are convenient targets for funding agencies; the
effects of the cuts are more difficult to document than cuts in other academic
areas.

There seem to be at least three possibilities for developing methods for
assessing library budgets. One could attempt to develop absolute numbers that
prescribe the amount of staffing or volumes needed by a library to serve its
users. This has been tried and is in use at a minority of research libraries, but
it presents problems because of fiscal difficulties in higher education and
because the factors included in the formulas are subject to question as library
practices_change and develcp. A second possibility is the approach employed
at a majority of libraries today. This approach relies on historical allocation
to define the levels of service and collection building. While this method is in
widespread use,\it\s suitability is difficult to assess and it does not provide an
ability for libraries to respond to changing needs brought about by
developments in technology and changing attitudes in areas of resource sharing.

ES} h k‘\




This paper suggests a third avenue--a type of comproinise between the
development of absolute standards and the present system of adherence to
historica! allocation levels. Ratios of library support related to library use
could be used to calculate an index of relative library support. This index
would allow meaningful cornparisons of budget support among research
libraries and could be a first step in analyzing research library budgeting at
the national level.

‘ ' PAGE 17 : ) J
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APPENDIX: THE SURVEY FORM

NOTE
\

When answering this questionnaire, please consider only your "main"
source of budget funds. We are attempting to get information on the basic -
budget processes at work for your library. There may be special sources of
minor amounts of money which are allocated and expended differently from your
basic budget ( e.g. grant money, special project money, special campus funds).
In general, do not consider those funds in your responses. We are interested .
in the main source of your funds and how those allocations are figured.

If you believe your library has special circumstances in its funding
that do not allow you to respond as outlined above, please include an explanation
if you feel it is needed to clarify your budget situation, or call me to
discuss your situation.(805) 961-2674
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Name of Library

Staffing Budget

The intent of this section of the questionnaire is .to gather information on how §r
your staff size is determined and what_factors are used annually to add or take -
away staff from your library's personnel allocation. The term "staff" is used

here to include all permanent positians allocated to your library.

1.
2.

Is there a formula used to determine your staff size? Yes _ No

If there is no formula, what determines the basic number of staff in your 1ibrary?

e.g. historical allocation? annual zero-based budget request? etc.

©o

. If there is a formula, what are the basic components df it? For example, is your

staff allocation based on factors for student enrollment? branch libraries? hours
of operation? etc. Explain in a paragraph or two how your formula works in general.

© ¢

. Is there a formula used to determine the number of temporary FTE or the amount of

money allocated for your library's temporary help (basically, your student assistant

budget)? Yes No  If yes, please explain how, the formula works; 1f no, please
explain how the-amount is determined. s

. Once your staff allocation has been determined through formula or some cther

approach, does your library receive full funding to fill all positions, as opposed
to partial funding or "frozen" positions? Please explain if it would be helpful

* in understanding how your allocation is made.

d
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Name of Library

Acquisitions Budget

The intent of this section of the questionnaire is to gather information on how the
size of your acquisitions budget is determined from year to year. .

1.

Is there a formula used to determine the amount you receive for your library's
acquisitions budget? Yes  No___ '

. If the answer is yes, what are the main components of the formula? For example,

is it based on the number and level of academic degree programs offered at -your
university? on the student enrollment? other factors? Briefly outline in a
paragraph or two how the formula works. If there is no formula, how is your base
acquisitions budget determined? e.g. historical allocation? annual budget request?

etc.

Is your binding budget included in your acquisitions budget (as opposed to a
separate birding allocation)? Yes, it is included  No, it is allocated

separately

How is the amount of your binding budget determined? e.g. Tibrary decision?
percentage of acquisitions budget? specific allocation from the university?

o

How are anrual price increases (for inflation) determined for your acquisitions
budget? : -

" (continue responses on reverse if needed)
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:Nam& of Library

-]

Operations Budget

The  remaining portion of most library budgets is variously destribed by such terms
as:- operations budget; supplies and expense budget; other .than personal services
budget; etc. This is the portion of the budget expected to cover purchase of
supplies, equipment, contractual services, or other goods and services that are
not personnel or acquisitions expenses. ¢

1. Is there a formula used to detgrmine your library's allocation for the
operations budget? Yes ' No

2. 1f the answer is yes, please describe how the formula works.

G

3. If there is no formula, how is this portion of your budget determined? e.g. annual
.budget request? historical allocation? etc. ‘ ~

4. How are price increases determined for this area of your budgnit each year?

Yy »
H L4
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- : : ‘Name of Library

[

1. Are there any restrictions which prohibit your Tibrary firom transferring funds
from one category of the budget to another, if you desire? (For example, could
you use part of your acquisitions allocation to supplement your personnel
allocation?) No, there are no restrictions__ Yes, there are restrictions___

X If yes, please outline briefly the restrictions.

M

2. Is there an émount of money you are required to return to your funding agency
each year? This might be called a "savings target" or might be a percentage of
your budget. No___ Yes_ If yes, explain briefly :

Ry o . B ' R
3.%Ts your library allowed to "keep" funds for library use that are genérated by - 'é,
unfilled personnel positions, leaves, or positions that become vacant during the

fiscal year? Yes ~ No
‘hN ) - - _ #m'
4. Not considering your acquisitions budget, are you able to "roll over" funds . i
- from one fiscal year to tﬁe next (as opposed to losing unspent funds at the s

end of the fiscal year)%;N";__ Yes  If yes, in what areas can you do this?

5. Has your library regularly received funds near the end of the fiscal year for
special purchases of materials or equipment? These funds would be in addition
“to your general budget allocation for the fiscal year. Yes__ No___ -

‘-

" 6. Are there any cther funding formulas in use at your library that are not ﬁove?eﬂf
here? (Perhaps for computer services, equipment replacement; etc.) No___ Yes
Describe briefly, if yes. ‘ . : : /g ;

<3 . ’ s s

¢

(continue responses on Aeverse if needed)
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Name of Library

7. In your opinion, has your library fared better or worse than the majority of
academic operations on your campus with respect to fiscal support? For
example, if your university/campus receives a general cut or increase, does
the 1ibrary share equally, or has it been treated with favor or disfavor?
__Library has shared equally
___Library has been treated favorably .

___Library has been treated unfavorably

Cannot answer

8. Your library will not be asked to supp]y'any documentation of budgeting

systems for this study. However, if your Tibrary were asked to supply
documentation that.explains your budget process in sufficient detail

to reconstruct your current allocation, could you provide such documentation
readily? Yes _ No

i . . /

L
od -

DEADLINE FOR RETURN OF QUESTIONNAIRE IS AUGUST 15, 1982

4

—

Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed envelope to:

John Vasi

Assistant University Librarian
Administrative Services and Planning .

3589 Library : .

University of California

Santa Barbara, CA 93106 - v
/\)
‘<. 20
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- APPENDIX

REPORT OF ARL-ACRL JOINT COMMITTEE
ON UNIVERSITY LIBRARY STANDARDS (REVISED)
MARCH 1975

*

This report, originally distributed to the ARL Membership in 1975, has proven
a useful discussion of the issue of qualitative and quantitative standards for
university libraries. It is included as an appendix to provide additional
perspectives on budget allocation systems. No formal action has been taken
as a result of the report. : ' :

=
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Report of ABL-ACRL Joint Committee

on University Librarv Standards

(Revised)

Significance of University Libraries

The rapid growth of American university libraries since World War II is
one of the most remarkable changes that has occurred in highér educatioﬁ’during
the present century, An explanation of the emphasis on strong libraries is
contained in a report issued by the Americhn Councii on Education. 1In its An

Assessment of Quality in Graduate Education, the report gtates: '"The library —

is the heart of the university; no other single nonhuman factor is as obviously

po=3

related to the quality of graduate education. A few universities with poor
library resources have achieved considerable strength in several departments,
in some cases because the universities are located elose to.other great library

-

collections such asithg Library of Congress and the New York Public Library.

¢Z 90vd.

But institutfons that are strong in all areas invariably have major national
.research libraries." ' * -
The reascns for the explosion of academic library collections in all the
American states and Canadian provinces are complex, including such important
factors as cheAesthblishmept of numerous new institutions, the transformation
of former agricultural and engineering coliéges to the status of general |
universities, the enrolldent of millions of additional students in colleges
and universities, emphasf on faculty research and scholgriy productivity,
‘channing nethads of instr¥ction, expansion of book budgets, extensive foreign
I .
.acquisitiun programs, the\steadily growing rate of publication of books and
journals, and, perhaps not| least, the prestige accruing to a university

pussessing an outstanding [Library.

|

|
|

|
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Era of Library Cooperation

In recent years, university and other’research libraries have sought for
ways and means to hold in check the mounting flood of printed materials.
National, reg;ona%, and.local union catalogs have been create& to lo::te books
in othgr libraries, there are cooperative purchasing agreements, on-going plans
for subject specialization among libraries, programs for the centralized housing
of 1ittle~used books, projects for microfilming large masses of matérial for

preservation and to reduce bulk for storage, and a widespread system of inter=

library loans has developed.

-

“

.As a general principle, individual university libraries are no longer
regardéﬁ as separate and independent entities, the development of each proceeding
without consideration of its neighbors. Instead, libraries have come to view
their holdiqgs within a larger frame of referenée. as element$ of a national
resource, the sharing of which can be éf immense mptual benefit. Large
coopérative enterprises during the past 30 years have demonstrated several facts:
university libraries are able and willing to support programs for the improvement
of library resourc@s, the concept of libr§ries combining for the acquisition of
research materials is feasible and dedirable, and the research resources of
American university libraries are a matter of national concerﬁ.

In relation to interlibrary cooperation, it must be recognized that chrréﬁtly
there are serious imbalances in borrowing and lending among university’and
research libraries. The load and‘corresponding expense borne by the largest
libraries are disproportionate. The most equitable solution to the dilemma
appears to bg a system of state subsidiesa such as prevails in Illinois and
New York. ‘ “ ‘ .

The foregoing facts are directly or indirectly relevant to the mattér of

o

standards for university libraries.
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Standards ¢
: o 3. Doctoral-granting institutions with moderate emphasis on doctoral
Interest in and the need for university librsry standards have long been

programs. The'se institutions awarded 40 or mgré Ph.D.'s im the last
evident. Equally apparent have been the obstacles in the wsy of “aveloping s '
year (plus M.D.'s if a medical school was on the sade campus) or
set of criteria scceptable to professionsl university librarians. Among th
" Y n ng ? + received at least $4 million in total federal financial support in
difficulties are the lack of agreement on the definition of a university, ’
. : the last yesr.

skepticism among librarians as to the desirability of setting up fotrmal standards, 4. Limited emphasis on doctoral progra?s These institutions awarded

and the question of whether standards shoyld be primarily quantitati
4t P Y quan ve or at least 10 Ph.D.'s in the lsst year, with the exception of a few
qualitative.
. new doctoral-granting institutions which may be expected to irrrease
A solution to the first dilemma--what is s university?--appears t beern '
Y ppears to have beer the number of Ph.D.'s awarded within a féw years.
provided by the recently published classification of t .
y P he Carnegie Commission on A further limitation is proposed. A "university" for the purposes of the
Higher Education, based on several years' res h. A total of t ) 5 ’
' y esearc ° of 18 categories of recomsended standards will offer doctoral programs in not less than three of the

" institutions of higher education are defined in the Commission’
gj 8 e Comaission's classification. four major areas sdopted by the American Council of Education for classifying
! For :he purposes of the ARL-ACRL Joint Committe Uni ity Lib St
m P eon versity rary Standards, doctoral degrees: humanities, biological sclencea, physical sciences, and social
N it is proposed to restrict a code of stsndards to the first £ at
o P " he our categories, all sciences. Further, in groups 1 and 2 above, doctoral progrsms will be offered in
doctoral-granting institutions, described as follows:
. not less than 20 of the 30 aress, and in groups 3 and 4, not less than 15 areas
B 1. Doctoral-granting institutions, with heavy emphasis on research.
— i ss defined by the National Research Council: o
These are the 50 leading institutions in terms of federal financial 1 '
e ’ . Aress of Grsduate Study
support of academic science in at lesst two of the past three ye.rs, Mathematics gisigrz 4 hmert Lan
! ' . ‘ Physics and Astronomy nglish an rican guage
provided they awarded at least 50 Ph.D.'s (plus M.D.'s if a medizal Chemistry snd Literature
school was on the same campus) in the last year.. Earth Sciences Modern Foreign Language and
: Engineering lLitergtuze 4L
. ~grar . Agriculture and Forestry Clasoical Langusge an terature
2. Doctoral-granting institutions with moderate emphasis on reses ch. Health Sciences Philosophy A o
- Biochemistry, Biophysics Physiology Speech snd Dramatic Arts
These institutions were on the list of 100 leading institutions in and Biosta;istiCI ’ Fine Arts and Music
iness Adninistration
t of federal fi t 1 t Anatomy, Cytology, Entomology, Bus
erms ede nancial support in at least two out of three of Genetics, Microbiology, Embryology Home Eignomici
. 5 ' ' Botany, Zoology, General Biology Journalism
the above three years and awarded at least 50 Ph.D.'s (Plus M.D.'s Psychoiogy ’ ) Law, Jurisprudence
Anthropology and Archeology Library and Archival Science
if a medinl school was on the same campus) in the last year. : Sociology Architecture
Economics and Econometrics Education
Political Science and Other Professional Fields (Count
.i e . . ) . International Relstions as 1 field of study)
R i “Source: Nltionll Acndeny 9f* Sciences. National Research Council. Doctorate
g v Recipients from United Stzces Universities, 1958- 1966. Wsshington: National
Q Academy of Sciences, 1967, pp. 5-1l. '
ERIC @ | | L
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"stated criteria-~the folluwing points seem relevant:

G

Another reasun tor the suggested cut-off point is that collegiate institutions

below the above four categories are within the province of the AéRL's Ad Hoc

Cormittee to Revise the 1959 Standards for College Libraries, now actively at work.

Concerning the second roadblock to the adoption of a statement of nuniversity
library standdrds--the resistance and even downright opposition to any formaily
(1) Standards exist fox
college, junior college, school, public, professional, and other types of libraries;
why should university libraries be an exception? (2) Failure by university
librarians to participate in the prebaration and adoption of standards is resulting
in the task being taken out of their hands by budgeting, appropriating, and
governing bodies--such as state boards of Qigher education, state departments of
education, and regional accrediting associations-~~which make their own standards,
u;ﬁally unsatisfactory in nature to librarians. (3) University librarians,
egpucially in newly developing institut! ~s, need basic criteria and guidelines to
follow as goals, internally and externally, for planning growth, for dealing with
university administrators, etc. (4) All standards should be stated as minimal
to avoid the criticism that gtandards level down instead of upgrqding.

The matter of choosing between quantitative and qualitative standards is
complex. 1Ideally, perhaps, qualitative criteria are preferable. Measuring quality,
however, is far more difficult than measuring quantity, involving, for example,
detailed checking of standard bibliographies, judgements by subject experts,
comparisons with similar collections elsewhere, analyzing in detail the content of
collections, and, not infrequently, simply using Eubjective opinions. Often,
so-called qualitative standards turn out to be rhetorical exercises, largely
Furthermore, as Clapp and

meaningless in applications to practical situationms.

Jordan stated, "When standardizing authorities onit or refuse to set standards in

v

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4
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quantitativé terms, the budgeting and appropriating epchorities, who cannot avoid
quantitative bases for their decisions, are compelled to adopt mehsures which,
thevzh perhaps havin; the virtue of simplicity, may be essentially irrelevant"--
another argument for librarians to develop relevant measures.

For the foregoing reasons, the standards for university libraries proposed
for adoption by the ARL and the ACRL are stated concretely. To make the recorwended
criteria even more specific and down to earth, the proposed standards are based

primarily upon the best current practices as reported by leading American university

libraries in University Library Statistics (ARL, 1969), supplemented by such

sources as Clapp-Jordan's "Quantitative Criteria for Adequacy of Academic Library

Collections,” Metcalf's Planning Academic and Research Library Buildings, the

Washington State Model Budget Analysis System for Libraries, and the ARL's annual

Academic Library Statistics.

An important factor, affecting both quality and quantity, is location; though
its impact may be difficult to determine. A university placed in the center of
major library resources may be able to rely extensively upon the holdings of other
institutions, while a university remote from large libraries will have to depend
mainly on its own resources. An example o' the first situation is the ambitious .
cooperative program recently announced by Columbia, Harvard, Yale, and the New
York Public Library. Examples of isolated institutions are numerous, e.g.,
University of Colorado, University of Illinois, and Uhiversity of Texas. In any
case, cooperation has limitations. Every great fesearch library must maintain a
large degree of independence. A university library that leans too- heavily on its
neighbors is unlikely to provide satisfactory service to its students and faculty.

The basic areas in which the Joint Committee is proposing adoption of
standards are as follows: resources, personnel, space, finances, public service,

and administration.

3 3
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Resources. At least 10 criteria may be used in measuring a library's

resources: (1) total volume holdings, (2) total volume Loldings in relation
to student enrollment, (3) volume holdings in relation to graduate student
enrollment, (4) volume holdings in relaticn to number of faculty members,
(5) volume holdings in relation to major subject fields for undergraduates,
(6) volume holdings in relaticn to fielis of concentrvation at the masters
level, (7) volume holdings in relation to fields of graduate concentration
at the doctoral level, (8) number of volumes added annually--average of last
five years, (9) number of currgnt periodical.subseriptions, (10) number of
current serial subscriptions. It would also be practicable to look at
volumes added in relation to total holdings. For certain fields requiring
currency of information, a volumes-added figure may be more significant than
volumes held--a factor which teuds to measure retrospectivé strength.

A majority of these criteria was adopted by Clipp-Jordan and in sonrzewhat

modified form by Washington Gtate's Model Budget Analysis System, in measuring

library hol&ings. The general formula developed by Clapp-Jordan hss been
widely applied for nearly a decade and for the most part has demonstrated its
validity as a practical device for testing the strength of a library's
collections. With certain simplifications and modifications, as specified
below, therefore, the basic formula is recommended as the ARL-ACRL standard:

1. Basic rollection (undergraduate level) . . . . 85,000 volunes
{Clapp-Jordan: 50,750 volumes)

2. Allowance per F.T.E. faculty member. . c . 100 volumes

3.. Allowance per F.T.E. student . + + . &+ ¢ ¢ &
(Clapp-Jordan: 12 volumes)

15 volumes

4, Allowance per field of undergraduate
concentration « o o o o o o 0 0 o6 e 0 .0

350 volumes
(Clapp~Jordan: 335 volumes) A

-8~

5. Allowance per master's field, when
no doctorate offered in field . . . . - . .

(Clapp~Jordan:

3,050 volumes)

6. Allowance per master's field, when
doctorate is offered in field . - . . - - »

6,000 volumes

3,000 volumes

7. Allowance per doEtoéal field*. . . . . . . . . 24,500 volumes

A standard for total holdings would aiso be reasonable. In the ARL's

Academic Library Statistics for 1973~74 the median number of volumes held was

1,553,192 for the 82 ARL members. A median of 1,500,000 volumes is recommended

for university libraries in groups one and two; 1,000,000 volumes in group

three; and 750,000 in group fbur. If cstaloged, or otherwise processed for

use, government publicationa should be included in the volume count.

Rate of Increase.

A deficiency in the Clapp-Jordan formula is the lack of provision for

growth of the collection. It is a truism that constant growth is essential

v

*For standardization purposes, the fields defined 1n the American Council on

Education's statistical compilation of earned doctorates can serve.

as follows:
Humanities

Architecture
Classical
Languages
English
Fine Arts
French
German >
Journalism
Music
Philosophy
Religious Educa-
tion and Bible
Russian
Spanish
Speech and
Dramatic Arts
Theology
Foreign Lan-
guages, Other

Biological Sciences

Physical Sciences

Agriculture
Anatomy
Bacteriology
Biochemistry
Biology
Botany
Entomology
Forestry
Home Economics
Nursing
Pharmacy
Physiology
Psychology
Public Health
Veterinary ,
" Medicine -
Zoology
Biological

Sciences,

Other

Astronomy
Chemistry
Engineering,
Aeronautical
Engineering,
Chenical
Engineering, Civil
Engin%&ring.
Electrical
Engineering,
Mechanical
Engineering, Other
Geography
Geology
Mathematics
Metallurgy
Meteorology
Physics
Physical Sciences,
Other

They are

Cocjal Sciences

Anthropology
Business and
Commerce
Economics

. Education

History
International
Relations

Law

Library Science

Political Science

Public Administra-
tion

Social Work
Sociology

Social Sciences,
Other




)

to keep a library alive. This factor is recognized in the Washington
standard, with a provision stating that "A min{mum number of acquisitions
per year chall be established cqual to five percent of the estimated number
of units [volumes] of library resources held at the start of each fiscal

year."

The 5 percent figure is intended to serve as a "floor factor' and
"weuld come into effect when 100 percent of formula was reached and the
institutdon's growth in enrollment or programs would allow for an increase
of less than the five percent,"

The experience of our largest university libraries indicates that the
five percenf figure may be unrealistic when collections exceed a certain
size. For example, in 1973-74, Harvard University Libraries, with 9,028,385

volumes, added 297,283 volumes (gross). The five per cent formula would have

called for the addition of 451,420 volumes. Similarly, Yale, with 6,350,824

6C ADVd

volumes, should have added 317,541 volumes; actual additions were 190,750
volumes Sgroas). For the largest libraries, an alternative would be to adopt
the Washington State formula on rate of §rowth and after 100 per cent of the
formula has been reached, continue to add 5 per cent annually to the target
size.

The net number of volumes added among the 82 libraries included in

Academic Library Statistics ranged from 198,724 to 28,733, or gross figures

from 297,283 to 32,132 volumes. The median for the 82 institutions wus
78,671 volumes gross and 71,525 volumeg net. It is proposed that the
mininum standard be set at 100,000 volumes annually for the first two
categories of the Carnegie Commission's classification, and 50,00¢ vilumes
for categories three and {our.

An-important factor that should not be overlooked is that the growth of *

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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collectlons should bear a close relationship to the development of academic
programs. Some areas make greater demands than others, and new offerings

will require an immediate library response.

Periodicals.

In actual application, the Clapp-Jordan formula for current perioaicals
has been found low, producing figures substantially under the holdings of
strong libraries. A more realistic formula is proposed hrrewith for periodical
titles:

1. Undergraduate collection . . « «,4 ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢« « « « . 500
(Clapp~Jordan: 250)

2. Per F.T.E. faculty yuumber. . . . . . . + « o ¢ o . 2
(Clapp-Jordan: 1)

3. Per field of undergraduate concentration . . . « o« 6
(Clapp~Jordan: 3)

4. Per field of graduate concentration--master's., . . 20
(Clapp~Jordan: 10)

5. Per field of graduate conégﬁtration--d0ctoral. . o 200
(Clapp~Jordan: 100) .

Among thie university libraries included in Academic Library Statistics
for 1973-74, the number of current periodicals received ranged from a loy¥ of
7,631 to a high of 100,000--the latter figure suspect betause it probablly did

. o e
not differentiate between periodicals and serials. The median was 19,343.
As a standard, 20,000 titles are recopmended as a mininum total for institutions
in categovies one and two and 10,000 in groups three and four.

flso calling for standardization is usage of the terms "périodica%b and
"gerial." In some university libraries, the two are not differentiateé;
instead, all are reported as "periodicals,” producing grossly distorted

figures. Serial publications in a university library collection may out- B

number periodicals by more than two to one. An acceptable definition is
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offered by tne U.S. Office of Education's National Center for Educational

Statistics, as follows: //‘

#

A periodical is‘a pybfication that is issued in parts which

usually contajins articles by several contributors. It generally

has a gisfinctive‘title and the successive numbers or parts

e

o
are intended to appear at stated intervals and usually for an

e indefinite period. Serials include periodicals, newspapers;

annual reports, yearbooks, memoirs, proceedings, transactions

of soc%eties, and may include monographic and publishers’
) oy .
An al:ernative is tnf,definition of periodicals used in LIBGIS' "Library

series.

General Informacion Survey,” and adopted for the ARL's annual sucmary of

"Acadamic Library Statistics": VR !

A periodical is a publication constituting one issue in a

0¢ IDVvd

continuous series under the same title published at regular or

irregular inteérvals, over:an indefinite period, individuak
issues in the sc¢ries being numbered consecutively or eacn
issue being dated. Newspapers as well as publications appeacing
annually or less frequently are included in the definition.

oy It shopld be noted that this definition does not differentiate between.

periodicals and serials, and for that reason the first definition is preferable.

N
Microforms? -
. ¥

“ Several formulas for'@easu:ing the size of collections attempt to include
‘microforms in the volume count. The problem is of great complexityAbecause
of the varied nature of microforms: microfilm rolls, microfiche, microcards,
microprint, ultramicrofiche, etc. Clao?—Jordan propose that "fully-cataloged

material in microform will b% measured in volumes as though it were in
| .
EMC ~ .

e

¢ ‘ . . .

e
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original form,”" The Washington State formula states that “one ‘reel of

microfilm or eight micro-cards or microfiche" should be counted as a volure,

The U.S. Office of Education's Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities

uses another method of -counting microforms: one reel of microfiln is equal

to a unit [volume] of library resources; for all other microtext material,
five pieces equal one volume. Even more complicated is a plan proposed by the

(New York State Education Department 's Advisory Committee on Planning for the

Academic Libraries of New York. In the Committee's "Guidelines for Assessing

the AdeqLacy of Academic Libraries of New York State" (1973), microforms are
counted as volumes, using this formula for counting a unit or volume of library

one reel of microfilm,

resources: eigh: microcards. eigh: sheets of microfiche,

K3

four sheets of microprint, and one-seventh sheet of ultrafiche.

. It is all too obvious that these various schemes aod up to total
confusion, leading libraries into a dense thicket from which there is no
escape, resplting in astronomical figures which make cpmparisons between

individual‘libraries impossible. Adoption of such plans is apparently s

consequence of the pressure on newer librapies to acquire large numbers of

“yolumes" quickly.
i © .
The Annual Report of the Library of Congress has Tontinued to separate

various categories of material in its statistical analysis of holdings. Three

typcs of microforms are recognized in the breakdown: micro-opaques, micro-
+

fiche, and microfilm (reels and strips). This topic was debated at some

/length in the ARL meeting in Washington, D.C., on January 6, 1969. (See:

p. 35, 53-56.) At the conclusion

/ ARL Minutes of the Seventy-Third Meeting,
;/ of the discussion, the ARL membership voted approval for continuing to couat .

B microforms as a separate category.

;5 . . V (¥>;
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It is proposed, accordingly, that the 1969 action of the Association
;f Research Libraries bé reaffirmed, and that the annual ARL Academic Library
Statistics continue to ‘include analyses of mic;oform hnldings %nder four
categories: reels of microfilm, number of microcards, number of ﬁicroprint
sheets, and number of microfiches.

(A strong supporter of the idea of counting microforﬁs as volumes
proposed that only complete bibliographical units be included in such s count,
e.g., whole volumes of periodicals and entire books, eliminating single
periodicai articles, chapters in books, and gpheﬁeral pazmphlets. In short,
one should apply the same criteria.for defining a volume as for nmaterial in
A:raditional formats. The logic of such a scheme is obvious, but tle .

administrative difficulties are too serious for the Committee to recommend

-
.
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Personnel. Personnel standards may involve suchvfactors as (1) Ratio of
prof;ssional to non-professional staff; (2) Sizc of staff in relation to
student enrollment; (3) Size of éechnical staff in relation to acquisition
rate or to growth of collections; (4) Length'of work week and work year;
(5) Status of professional librarians; and (6) the influence of centraliza-~-
tional and decentralization on size of staff. »

Professional-Nonprofessional Ratio.

Research studies have demonstrated that two-thirds or more of the work
in an academic library can be done successfully and econcmically by non-
professional personnel, including student assistants. That “appears to be
the prevailing distributi;n among American university liSraries at p;esen:,
though ratios as high as four or five clericals to oﬁe professional have been

propos;d. The compilation of Academic Library Statistics for 1972-73 for ARL

v

ERIC
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menbers revealed that the percentage of professional librarians ranged from

21.9 to 48.6 with an average of 33.3 and a median of 32.6. As a university

* 1library stsndard it is recommended that the profea#ional staff should not

exceed one-third of the total -staff. (In Cenada, the current range is fronm
16.5 to 29.6, with an avé;age of 21.4 per cent,) .

A further refinement is proposed, that is, the creation of two groups
of staff members aside from ‘the professional librarians. In addition to the
profeséional and.cleriqql categories there should be a "proféssional
specialist® staff, composed of systems analysts, planning officers, photo-
reproduction specialists, information scientists, business managers, gnd
other specialized technical personnel, who do not require graduate librsry
school education, but whose: training has been at a high level in another area.

Following the recommendations of Ashgin's manpover study for the
Americah Library Associatiop, which defines five levels of library personnel,
it is suggested that the ch:I:;l staff be divided into two categories: (1)
technical assistants, who perform "simple, routine tasks and special skills
tasks” for which technical-~assistant courses and post-secondary training in
special skills may be required; and (2) library clerks who are assigned
typing, filing, snd operation of businegs machines, for which business school

or commercisi training will constitute proper prebaration.

Staff in Relation SS Enrollment.

"

In the Washington State standards, elsborate formulas have been developed
for determining the number of staff required for public services and for
technical proces:l{: The public setvicg standard is derived from the number
of FTE students at &i{ious levels: underclassmen, upperclassmen, masters

candidates, doctoral candidates, and registered outside users. The size of

the technical processes staff is obtained by this formula: "Add the number
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of units of library resources estimated to be ‘added in the year to which the
’//ggleﬂigzzzg/ipplies, to the total u?its held at the beg;nning of that year
plus the number of units estimated to be deleted." A rather cémplei;
mathematical formula is then applied to the "welghted units to be processed’
to gain a total FTE technical processes staff. A similar scheme ;as deQiSed
by the ﬁniversity of California library system to establish staffing needs
for public gervices and technical proce;ses. Similar formulae are being
develépedﬂfor the SUﬁ% libraries 1& New York and the Nebraska séaté‘colleges.
The University of California System approach to budgeting for library
staff was selected by thé Washington State libraries to serve as a basis for
deternining needs. According to this anflysis, "In technical processes, the
g% approach assumes that it becomes progressively more difficult to process
{: materials as the size of the collection increases. It also assumes that this
1 is partially offset by economies of scale which occur as the size increases.
In public services, the assumption is made that demand on librar; resources

increases as the level of the student's program increases.”

According to University Library statistics, among the 50 libraries

4 sufveyed, the ratio of professional étaff members to enrollment viried from
1 to 41.64 to 1 to 675.72, with a median of 225.24, These figures included
both publi¢ service and technical processes personne}. For total staff,
pro}essional and clerical, the mgfian figure was 1 to 89. The median figures
for professional staff exceeds t!!ione-third maximum previously recommended.
Application of any ratio of library staff to student enrollment should
be flexible for these reasons: Investigations indicate that the size of
staff is directly affected by a large number of branches, i.e., by institutional
folicies relating to centralization or decentralization of library services;
LS o
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the library's rate of growth, which may require more or fewer staff members
in*technical services; and by the "climate" of"a given institutfon, which
may result in'far heavier use of one libr;ry than another.

Concerning the staffing of technical services, libraries are obviously
in a period of transition, and fixed formulas may be of doubtful validify
étgm.a long range point of view. The coming of MARC tape-produced cards
from the Library of Congress, the computerized, on-line catalog mnintlinedl
by the Ohio College Library Center (OCLC), and SOLINET, a similar progran ‘
for the Southeast, are likely to affect drastically the staffing of technical
départments in individual libraries in the near future.

Another possibie answer té the question of staff size was offered the
Committee by a prominent university librarian, who believes that the "only
reasonably valid lPPrOlCW' is "to link professional st. ff size to the number
of teaured faculty, because the latter number is perhapuy the best inﬁicator
of the character of an institution, and it seems logical to link the 'academic'
capaéity of a library to the most important academic indicator in the
institution." No suggestion was maH;, however, as to pr;;er ratios or
percentages, if this device were to be adopted. )

A table in University Library Statistics, p. 72-74. shows that in the \\

50 institutions reporting the weekly.work schedule for the préfessiona;
staff varied from 35 to 40 hours, with an average of 38.44, Whether this is
a proper sphere for standardization may be debatable. Schedules may be
necessary as a component of good management, but they should be matters for
local decisions. Experiments in progress in a number of institutions provide

flexible arrangements for professional staff members, in harﬁony with improved

: 4. -
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*status, a trend which should be encouraged. Rigid work schedules are

~ incorpatible with the librarian's research and scholarly activities.

£e IDVd

Administrators and staff members dedicated to individual research, association

activities, writing, and special projects may carry work schedules

considerably in excess of the norm.

. Staff Perquisites.

A vacation allowance of one month or 31 days should be the minimum
for all full-time professional staff members on 12-month appointments.
Sabbaticals for research projects, study leaves, hospital and health

B

insurance, tenure, and retirement benefits should be identical to those for

‘which the.teaching faculty ig eligible. Termination of contracts for

professional staff members should be handled in accord with ﬁhe AAUP's 1940

Y
"Statement of Principles." - -
Status of Library Staff. ¢

After prolonged considération, a Membership Meeting of the Association
of College and Research Libraries adopted in 1971 a statement of "Standards
for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians." A copy of this
document ig attached to the present report. Subsequently, a committee of
the ACRL, the Association of American Colleges and the AAUP drafted a
"Statement on Faculty Status of College and University Librarians.”" The
étatement has been endorsed by the ACRL, AAUP, a;d 32 libraczy organizations.
The ARL Board voted to "endorse in principle faculty status for professional
librarians, and commend to the attention if all college and university
ada;nlstrations the 'Joint Statemenﬁ on Faculty Status of Colleg= and
University Librarians.'" In the belief'that general adoption of these concepts

will upgrade the library profession, help avoid a drift toward unionization

of library staffs, and minimize or reduce the troublesome divisiveness

Q
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gecoming prevalent in many institutions, the Joint Coﬂmittee recormends
endorsement of the principles of the ACRL statement as an important elemegt
in its gene;al code of standards. Wherever possible library staff practices
should relate to the university's general practices. Individual grievances,
for eXample, should be handled through university grievance channels, ;f:er
departmental grievance procedures have been exhausted. In the areas of
appointment, tenure, promotion, and staff develoﬁment, the librarians,
organized as a faculty, can oper;te much the same as teaching faculty, though
the cfiteria may vary. In.other areas of library policy gnd practice, on
the other hand, there may be many factors, inside and outside the library,
that must be considered in decision making. The university librarian (director
or dean) should have freedom to take action on the basis of acsice from ‘
various sources: library faculty committees, department heads, teaching
faculty, and other university personnsl. -

+ Each library or library system should develop a written personnel
policy covering recruiting, employment practices, performance evaluation,
grievance procedures, promotion and tenure, and staff development, in

conformity with the foregoing principles.

Space. University LibraryAStatistics reveals Sfrious discrepancies between
ideal or theoretical standards for IPHCGmlnd hard existing facts. For
example, among the 49 univgrsity_libraries rgporting, the seating capacity
as a percentage of enrollment averaged only 16, in contrast to the usually
recommended minimum of 25 or 30 per cent. Ne::rtheless, the failure of many

libraries to achieve adequate standards for various types of space is a sound

.

reason for proposing adoption of satisfactory norms. On the basis of the .

2
o

4



~19-

-

findings of two leading experts in this field, Metcalf and Ellsworth,
therefore, the iollowiﬁg basic criteria are proposed for the three chief
elements: book, reader, and staff space: -

Metcalf declaras, in discussing space requirements for book stacks, that
the first rule should be: "Qeware of formulas." . As a tentative sugge;tion,

H

however, he states that "Not more than 12 volumes per square foot should be

used for larger undergraduate collections of up to 100,000 volumes. Thirteen
is safe for considerably larger collections and 15 for universities with great
research collections and open access for graduate students and faculty only.
Up to 20 can be used for a great researcﬁ library with very limited stack
access, narrow stack aisles and long ranges."

An alternative formula is recommended by Bareither and Schillinger:

First 150,000 volumes: .l SF per bound volume; second 150,000 volumes: .09

Ht dDVd

SF per bound volume; next 300,000 volumes: .08 SF per bound volume; all volumes

in excess of 600,000 volumes: .07 SF per bound volume.*
Bareither and Schillinger note that '"There are certairfmaterials other
v..than books stored in’'libraries that require stack space.” A conversion basis
is recommended for these materials, as follows: .

Conversiorn. Ratio

Type of Material Unit Unit to Volume
Roughly Classified Pamphlets Item® ) 15 to 1
‘Music Scores and Parts Item 15 to 1
Sound Recordings Record - 6 tol
Microfilm Reels Reel 4 tol
Maps Map 9 tol
Arghival Materials Cubic Feet 1 to 15

a A pamphlet, score, or one grouping in a manila folder equals
one item. A grouping in a manila folder may consist of one )
paper or related papers. )

Bareither and Schillinger, University Space Planning (Urbana: Univ. of

*
Q 1linois Press, 1968), p. 65.
ERIC '
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For reader space, Metcalf concludes that “for undergraduates 25 sq. ft.

for each seat in a reading area or for open carrela in a& book stack should be

adequate.... Thirty sq. ft. for the use of a master's candidate, 35 to 40 sq.

ft. for one writing a doctoral dissertation, and from that up to as nmuch as

.75 sq. ft. or even more for a private study for a faculty member.! Metcalf

adds: "In general, it is fair to say that in our State universities, if

provision can be made for 25 per cent of the students at one tire in the

university library, that would be ldequate.f
Under the heading of "Space for the Staff," too many variables are :

present for any fixed criteria for administrative personnel. For the public-

,

service staff, Matcalf recommends & minimum of 125 sq. ft. per person for

circulation and reference department heads and “occasionally for some other

* professional assistants,” and "100 sq. Ft. per person on duty at one time.”

For all "groups that can be'lumped under the heading ’processing,' 100 sq.
ft. per person," Metcalf finds, "is an absolute minimum...for housing and
equipment, plus another 25 sq. ft. for the section head ‘'of each section with
as many as five persons."

The question of lightiné has man; complex aspectfs and it may be debatable
whether it is practicable to state any‘stindards. Matcalf "is not convinged
that anything over 25 to 30 foot-candles is required except in limited
areas," though he recommends that "a new libkai} be wired so that 50 foot-

’

without complete rewiring.” . t .

Finances. Various attempts have been made to set up standards for the

financial support of university libraries, e.g., relaticnship of total library

*  Metcalf and Ellsworth, Planning the Academic Library, p. 59,

4.
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expenditures to total university expenditures for general and educational
purposes; relationshfp of total library expenditures to salaries and wages,
to books, periodicals, and binding and to general expense; student per capita
expenditures for books, periodicals, and binding and for total library
expenditures; financial support in relation to stages of library developrent;
and the distribution of book funds by subject fields and by types of material.
The 1959 ALA Standards for College Libraries states that !'The library
budget should be de:e;mined in relation to the total budget of the institution

"  The program of library service

for educational and general purposes.
outlined in the standards proposed "4ill normally require a minimum of-5 per

cent of the total educational and general budget.”" The 5 per cent figure has °

been widely applied also to university libraries to measure adequacy of support.

In its Guide to University Library Standards (1965), the Canadian

Agsociation of College and University Libraries recommended that the following
factors Be taken into account in assessing the necessary standard of financial
support: (a) size and quality of bookstock; (b) total student enrollment;
(c) extent ana growth.of graduate sFudies: (d) rate of growth of the
institution; (3) amghQﬁ of faculty research; (f) extension projects; (g)
introduction of new courses. In a complementary report CACUL recommended
these levels of supp;t:: (1) "Ten percent of the institutional operating
budget should be considered a minimum for the ordinary operation and

development of established libraries, in universities with well established

curricula, during the next 10 years,”" (2) "New institutions, and others
which are undertaking new programmes, shoﬁld raise their library expenditures
to considerably more than 10 percent of the institutional operating budget
until the necessary library servicés are established." Possible reasons for

the relatively high nercentage levels proposed by CACUL were that at the

93V
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time the standard was set the Canadian libraries had more catching up to

do in their development and a number of new universities had been founded.*
It should be noted that some university presidents object to a

percentage standard for library budgets on the ground that there is great

diversity of "institutional environments' and of "missions"

among indiﬁidual

ins:i:u:ions.

In reglistic terms, one has to recognize that the university library's
o+

share of total funds is generally well under the old ACRL 5 per cent figure

and far below the Canadian utopia of 10 per cent, University Library

Statistics revealed that among the 50 libraries reporting, the range was
from 1.6 to 8.6 per cent for total library expenditures in relation to total

-

university expendiéurés for general and educational purposes.' The average

was 3.5 and the median 3.6 per cent. The Joint Committee believes,
nevertheless, that the 5 per cent standard is still reasonable as a minicun
for :he maintenance of Pigh—quality libraries.

On the matter of the relationship of total library expenditures to

salaries and wages, to gooks, periodicals, and binding, and to general expense,
f

reference again to Univéggi:y Library Statistics shows a wide spread. For

lalaries and wages, the Lange was from 43.6 to 67.8 per cent (the median

was 56), for books, periLdiclls. and binding, from 21.2 to 50 per cent (median
36. 5); and for general erpense, from 2.5 to 28.5 per cent (medinn 5.5). As

a s:andard it is propolpd that the range for salaries and wages should be

betwecn 60 and 65 per ce%t; for books, periodicals, and binding between 30

- and 36 per cent; and for;general expense, between 5 and 10 per cent. .It is

recogﬁized that the use éf automation and other forms of mechanization may

—_— {

* The 1973-74 expenditudes of 23 Canadian university libraries ranged from
a high of 11.78 to a low of 5.92 per cent of imstituticnal operating
expendi:ures, with an [average of 7.61 and a median of 7.49,

{

i
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*
require a percentage increase in general expense.

.

University Libraryv Statistics reveals far greater differences among -
libraries in student per capita expénditures for books, periodicals, and
binding, and for total 1ibrary expenditures. Institution A, for examp}e,,
spent more than ten times as much per capita in béth categories as institution

B at ‘the bottom of the group. To be meaningful over a period of time, any

standard would have to be expressed in an index or constant dollar figure.
Without more extended investigation and research, the Joint Committee will

defer any recommendation for standards in this area.

Concerning the dist¥ibution of book funds by subject fields and types of

material, numerous studies exist.

Rogers and Weber conclude that "One type of book fund, the departmental
allotrent, is passing from the scene in most universities. Established at a
time when funds were more scarce, such allotments insured a share of weager

funds to each department. With greater affluence in book funds and with a

more competent library ¢uratorial staff, the raison d'etre for such funéing

and the very considerable red tape that accompanied it have vanished. Blanket
order arrangements have contributed to the relinquishment of the allotment
system also because many books are acquired across the whole range of

disciplines." (p. 108)

A strong exception is made to this statement by another experienced

university library administrator, who maintains that "we have excellent

* The U.S. Office of Education's Library Statistics of Colleges and
Universities, 1971, covering more than 2,500 American college and
university libraries, found that 57 per cent of operating funds was
spent on salaries and wages aud 34 per cent on books and other library
mate¥ials. For comparative purposes, Canadian universities in 1973-74
spent an average of 57.1 per cent on salaries, 30.7 on acquisitions and
binding, and 12.2 for other expenses. .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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backing from our faculty because they have some say in how funds are spent."
The happy affluence described by Rogers and Weber has also disappeared, at
least temporarily, for many libraries. i

Three steps are recommended for the management of available book funds:
first, the development and adoption of an acquisition policy statement is
recommended for every university library. By specifying the depth of
coverage in all subject areas with which the library ia concerned, the
collections will be built up according to a logical, well-conceived plan,
rather than aimlessly and without clear purpase. The extent of coverage
will naturally vary widely in different institutions. Second, departmental
allocations of reasonable size for current monographic material may be made
to insure faculty participation in book selection. Third, emphasis should
be placed on the role of librarians as book selectora; collection developzent
should be a partnerahip between faculty and librarians, but the overall
responsibility should rest with library selectors.
Public Services. Potential areas for standardization in the public service
areas are somewhat limited. Circulation atatistics, for eXﬁﬁple, are
generally suspect, mainly because they may indicate a mere qraction of actual
library use. Much consultation of open~shelf collgctions i% unrecorded. A
research study some years ago, sponsored by the Council on #ibrary Reaources,
estimated that the non-recorded use of books in libraries m*y be three to nine
times as great as the formal circulation figures, varying a%cording to policies -
governing stack access and open-shelf collections availablg to readers.

Readers' services assume a variety of forms: reference and research

assist&nce, circulation of library materials, photographic services, inter-

library loans, teaching the use of books and libraries, exhibits, audio-visual

”

I3




-25- s ) \l ’ =26~
|

service;, etc. Few of these are susceptible to stan@ardization. Mos& The public service aspects of departmental and divisional libraries

widely accepted is the interif.rary loan code first adopted in 1940 and since have long cglled for recognition and standardizing principles. On every

revised from time to time to w~et changing conditions. university campus discussion goes on concerning the relative merits of

A matter of‘frcquent agitation among students is demands for longer hours. @

centralized versus decentralized systems. Practices vary from completely

Nothing less than 24 hours per day will satiafy some nighthawks, but practical centralized systems,-with all library operations in one building, to a

considerations of expense and staff must influence library administrators. central library. supplemented by dozens or even sc&tes of departmental

Kl

Modern concepts of library architeﬁture encourage self-service on the part of libraries located elsewhere. Whatever policies are adopted in reference
;ibrary users and minimm supervision. Well-planned new buildings provide to centralization or decentralization of library services, the following
for ; single public exit, equipped‘with turnstiles, through which‘everyohe rules -are recommended: " [
-clears in leaving the i}brary. The need for a full staff throughout the ‘ ' 1. Books and other library materials should be purchased or
building is eliminated, especially when few readers are present. Reference otherwise acquired through the library's acquisition
: ‘ggi and circulation services should be provided; however, during all houré in department, and not by individual departmengs.
Fﬁ which the library‘is open, though reduced staff wil; be able to maintain ) 2. Materials should be classified, cataloged, bound, or
¢ Eﬁ 'chégé';eEQiEEQ'dUE1E§‘1EE§f;EEIGE‘§E?IE§§; such as,lﬁtg-evening hours. o otherwise processed centrally, except certain nonbook
Among the 50 libraries reported in University Library Statistics, the materials.
schedule of hours open ranged from 74 to 121.5 éer weék, with a nedian of - 3. Books, pamphlets, periodicals, or other publications
exactly 100. The median figure would appear to be a reasonable standard. received andvéteéefved should be recorded in the ceﬁtral
In the same tabulation, student per capita circulation, general and library catalog. Exceptions may be made for certain nons
reserve, varied from 9.55 to 179.18, with a median of .39.4k" General baok mat:erials,/';uch as maps, prints, sound recordings,
circulation alone ranges from 4.31 to 82.98, on an afnual basis, with a slides, sheet music, and bictute collections. Deviations
median of 28.31. Despite skept;cism about the va}i;ity of eirculation may also be reasonable for the processing of material in
statistics, they are somewhﬁt indicative Of:the extent of libtfry use. non-Western and non~-alphabetic languages, and because of
If that point is granted, a minimum general circulation (home use) of 30 . local conditions, such as availability of space.
borrowings per year and of 40 for general and reserve circulation are 4. Every book acquired by the uﬁiversity or any of its )
required to demorstrate that the library is a vital institution on cémpus. departments should be considered a part of the library's
° Circulation fig;rés‘will be influenced, of course, by types of library collections. This principle applies also to th;‘numerous
buildings and length of loans. "bootleg libraries" which have grown up on university campuses
Q
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during the post World War II period, purchased from foundation for use of all library materials; for the selection and
and government grant funds to individuals and teaching ‘ o di;ection of the library staff; for the preparation of
departments. budgets and reports; and for the performance of such other s
5. DepartmenEal or college libraries and librarians should duties as are commonly included undern university library
belong to the central library organization, and be under administragion.
the supervision of the chief librarian, who should be 5. Endorsement of the ALA "Bilu of Rights" and "Right to Read”
responsible for administration of the entire system. ) ’ statements. h
6. There should be free interchange of material among all 6. Appointment of a faculty—student library committee to advise
librories on a campus. . the university librarian and library staff on progranms of
7. In such matters as hours of service, physical facilities, library development and services and to bring faculty-student
- and qualifications of staff, departmental and divisional ) points of view to the administration of the library. Such
2; library standards should be in general conformance with . a committee should be appointed by the president with advice
E: central library practices. . i from the librarian or elected by the faculty senate or
00 -
i ‘comparable body and report periodically to the president
VI. Administration. Every university library should be governed by a statemert . .
’ » _and the senate. Its personnel should represent a broad cross
of policies, including the following provisions:
section of the faculty, the members should serve staggered
1. A clear definition of the relation of the librarian to »
‘ ‘ terms with regular rotation, and 1t should function in an
the university administration.
B N ' advisory and not administrative capacity.
2. A definition of what constitutes the library resources of !
the university, specifying that they comprise all books,
pamphlets, periodicals, and other materials purchased or
/ acquired in any manner by the university and preserved and Clifton Brock, Jr.
! ' ’ ° G. A. Harrer
/ used in libraries to aid students and investigators. ) John W. Heussman
! ‘ ‘ . . Jay K. Lucker
/ 3, Placing the administration of all library resources and . . John P. McDonald
' N _ . Ellsworth G. Mason
services wherever located under the university librarian. BN " Robert B. Downs, Chairman
4, A description of the librarian's duties, making him/her \\
- ’ N March 1975
responsible for the selection, acquisitionm, and preparation N ‘
1‘) H . . . . i . ‘
Q ] . ' o3y . |
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