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The need for Sp! ;

has been ai ued. ThlS 'tudy focused on librar formula bud stin
g ’ y g g

)/ concern for the typlcal upper d1v1s1on univer-

[ 7,

T«Me okje nves were deveiped through six phases. Phasij )
L X nd 0

« ‘
’consisted of literature search, data collection,

d evaluation of existing fox(‘?mulas. Phase four field

o tested the selec# d formulas, togethert—wuh the UDUL rnodels in
res 7 \ .
-Phase f,1ve cons1sted of . =

| app}ication to té uppef division institutions.

* an evaluation off/the WDUL formulas by a pahel of exgeﬁ from leading
Phase six drew conclusions akd presented

ibraries. _ ‘
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_ upper division
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\‘ recommendations‘concerl:xing the feasibility and utilization Value;of a
L f%rmula designed for upper divi$ion university libraries.
The scope of the study was limited to fo;\‘mule budgeting.
This is a rnethod of line-item buglgeting based ugon quantitative models
whluxpress the budgetary su:j\% needs generated by operating >
programs and functions. The UDUL forrnulas developed cover all
- major bud et categories commonly found in academlc libraries, i.e., »
salaries, materials and expense. A phkysical facﬂdlty iormula was

1

éxcluded from this study, sirce it is not typical*lir part f an annual

.

Operatin{g budget.

B
4 4 A

A " Although the study was necesSarily limited to institutions

Lid
serving a statewmfe system oﬁ hlgher education, other mstltutlons may

, ro ' o~
« . > The prirnary‘goa‘l of the study was to develop a model library

find the forrnula Eﬁphcatmn useful.

. budge’é formula that would be particularly sensitive to institutions
4.

-

without l’ower‘divis ion enrolfments. This goal has.been achieved, with

-

. the limitations noted undef’ the concﬁs‘jns The majox: recommenda—q '

tion resultmg from the study is that upper division institutions give

T ﬁserious considerat‘lon to the adiption of the UDUL formulas presented.
L = - ' ' ’ o
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RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY

Introduction,

There has neverbeen a greater needfor stu‘dies of the methods

Much improvemeng in existing'.méthods

are mahy problems yet to be resolved.

,State system of higher educatlon Library formula budgetmg is a ra-

~N

' ther newhpgenor-nenon. As a systemw1de budgetmg method, the 11brary

In many states the formula approach is just'being developed Sgine
states, like Florlda or Texas, have been ut11121ng the statewide app11ca—
tion of library formulas for university libraries for the past three to

four yea;s These two staLtJe systems ha ut one-third of all upper

d1v1S1on state umver51t1es in ex1stence as\of 1974.- . 2 i

The Texas system has ex—empted t per. d1v151<on university

.libraries. from the formula as of the 1974/75 acad,émlg year.. They will

' come undcr a formula of their own or the existing Texas formula, de-=

pendl,ng on the outcome, of currently con\dﬁc(ted studies. The fmdmgs

of this and other studies will have some influente onthe development

and d1rectlon of the upper di\v151on 11brary formula in Texas as well as;

elsewhere. - . ‘ . - : o,
. .
( Tora
\"g} J \ s .
‘ g \
; . \ -

is less that ten years old and barely through the state of infancy.

-
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N _’ :,l‘he hbrary formulas in Florida (and presumably in'other
states as wéll) have slmply assumed that the upper division institution
is the)&pper half of a four- year college wn.thout any special considera-,

tion of the problem this might present in rend’erlng adequate quality
v 4 . . .

a - : .
Lib‘rary formulas that serve the traditional university along

library serv1oe

with the upper division university system have been in effect for-the
past few years, and mstltutlons have surv1ved There is a difference,

however, between mere surv1val and quallty and equallty in budgetmg

methods\jnat. Would support tl}me upper fémuslon llbrarles commensurate ..

with their/ specified missions.

J . Do libraries s’ervmg upper division universities need a special

fundmg formula? An’ mformal survey of libragy d1rectors employed

by upper division un1vers‘lt1es revealed an emphatlc yes. In addition, .

‘we find Burmgton Reed, Commissioner of Higher Education, State of
Téxas, supportmg this notmn ol /
Reed felt that student serv1c,es, llbrary support and faculty

salar1es deserve special cons1deratlons when planning for the upper

division un1versxty. S ' -

"The/purpose of all formulas_is to provide adequate
» “and equitable funding for the functlons bemg performed\by
an institution. The functions being performed by an upper-
level institution are somewhat different from th\ose per— -
formed by four-year institutions. R
© o ’ The whole area of special formulas for upper level
,instltutlonS'needs to be studied, with thorough research °
done to determiine how the dlfferent functions of these new
institutions may affect their need for fundmg We in Texas
have not yet done that research; therofpre there is-.no
. sound informational base an which I base my observations
- on the need for special formulas for upper-level institutions..

The formula for library support,also needs to be
stdied carcfdlly to determine whether or not the present
« fo!%nula, which ig for four-year institutions, would be cqui=-
o tablé to mcet the needs of 1nst1tutlons offering only upper-
.division and graduatc work."

.~ ) ?

»

'
.

a
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’ Reed illastrated the varla)uons m lnstructlonal cost’ l)y level

of teachlng citing mformatlon “collected by the Coordmatmg Board.

\ ThEII‘ report indicate’s that the studentéteacher ratio, the'single m“ost
1mportant factor in determmmg the cost of mstructlon, is larger mthe
freshman sophomore cburses than in junior- senior &nd graduate levels.

Salaties. w"ere “cited by Reed as_ another var1at10n 1n instructional cost.

o)

Lower ‘division instructors ate pald less, as the upper lelSlOl’l classes '
are more llkely to.draw the most experlenced senior fac.ulty Hence,

accordmg'to Reed, productivity should be funded with full_ considera-.
A .

. tlon of the prevallmg prnctlces :

’ "Any special funding form\%a should be an’ attempt
to allocate like amounts of money for like functions. The
upper-level institution is a response to thé needs of stu- - >
dents for more individualized programs for strong '

S e ﬂ:ounselmg programs, and for teachmg technigyes and
o ‘ S ‘methodology which meets student needs. As férmulas’
r,‘,,,aﬁa-ﬂ? - . are develoqaed they should reflect these impértant func-

' ' " tions of the upper-level institution. , :

Y Dr. Roy‘ _assiter, Vice President for-Academic Affairs at
Unlver51ty of Nor h Florida, an upper division state university, pre-
senteda case for spec1al funding of Upper D1v1510n Unlversines within
the. Flor1da State Universily System. 4 Lassiler discovered that the

, /tna,di%l four-year institutions ‘reeeiﬁed upper—di\}isio“n'level funding .

for lowergjivivsion students enrolled in upper-division classes. Infact, . '
. € N

- 3

" he foind that in one institution 17.J percent of the total upper-level
- 'credit hours were generated by freshman-sophomores; who thus in-
'crease\d nnper—level enrollments by 4,800 FTLE. Dr. Lassiter hds '
demonstrated in this paper. that the four-year institu'tion‘s supnort and

subsidize their more expensive upper -division classes {o a large

-

extent from the lower d1v1Slon student overflow. This, .of coursel s

i these 1nst1t1_1t1qns do not have freshman-sophomore classes, thus ‘cr
e \ . ' v
ting a funding inequity among these two types of institutions. B
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.A thorough llterature soarch revealed that while most areas
of upper division un1vers1t1es\have been studied, only a relatlvely

small amount of mvestlgatlon h@s been conducted in the area of ‘spe-

clal budgetmg .forx,:nulas for thls At}gpe mstltutlon\ There is a definite

abserice of such stud1es for/upper division llbrarlesqand there are no

maJor works. avallable on upper division un1verS1ty library formulas.

=

What is an Upper DivisionﬁUniversity?

\\‘ R L . : ) - .
. The upper divisiowrliversity is an institution which admits -

.

students omly after completZ?n of a mmlmu’m of two yd’ars of colleglate

N 4
and senior year'levels It may or may not §lso offer postgradua‘te

work on the master and doctoral studles levels ,
The concept of the upper-division unnj.ersity"is by no means
h"eyv to higher, education, although the expansion of the junior colle“geQ
movement in the United States has created a sighificant recent
interest in the establlshment of upper division universities. In fact,

most of the ex1stmg UlStltuthl’lQ were created in the sixties and early

severtiesT They typically serve urban centers and are located in

states which have active commumty college programs. By contrast,

N .
the established state universities, in most instances, are not lOCB{.’tEd

in population centefs. Thus, the establishment of new upper level

" mstltutlons in strateglc geographlc locations affords more entry and

exit pomts in the educational system than were previously available.
A major purpose of public upper level universities is iq
serve students who have f1n1shed their first two years of gencral

\
educatlon in a junior, or commumty college. This stated purpose is

- a logical outcome of the rapid and successful growth of the junior and

“so did the need to provide a’continuum in the educational system.

community colleges. As the number of AA degree graduates increased

\

=

o \w””‘"'d
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"work. Such.a un1vers1ty t?s ically. offers academlc work on' the Jumor -

-
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Altn“lan believes that the whole @enm philogophy of higher
education, is centered around the them{ that no preparator'y WOI‘& be-

longs ina univerS1t¥ 6 When a student enfers a univerS1ty he is to .

come fully prepared to-enter a spec1alized field, the broad liberal arts

~ background having been learnéd in hi-gh sféhool and during the freshman=- -

, . - %
sophomore years. Hence, Altman sees the role of the upper division
¥'s
university as one that will not have to be concerned with general educa-
% ’
tion. General education will have beeg; obtained during the first two

years, freeing the upper division irstitutions to concentrate on Sp801ali".

_zations and preprofessional programs, American universities have -

attempted to follow this pattern at least in theory. In, practioe," h&vever,

one finds.a ponsid)erab'le percentage of rnix.of lower-division students

@

_ taking upper,-division courses. Conversely, ‘it is possible for a junior

.or senior level student‘to finish some of the required-lowdr-division,

general education classes just before graduation ' .
The upper division univerS1ty, its students,and its- faculty&\jve
s.pec:1al characteristics which must be. noted as they have a diréct or
indirect impact on institutional budgetary coms1derations
h wl. The average student at the upper level university is

older than his counterpart in a traditional four- year institi‘ition. 7 ’The'
older student generally makes wiser curricular ch01ces and seéms to
have clearer, educational objectives than does the traditional student

., who is often ten to fifteen years younger. o .

”::,As a consequence, upper division institutions place R l
probahly‘ less emphasis on the liberal ar‘ts'. aﬁd tend to concehtrate on
vocational and professional programs. This zfts not necessarily mean
the total abandonment of liberal arts, offerings. %It does mean, however,

that upper d1v1s1on schools could not 1g‘nore the interests of junior

college graduate., in those areas.» »

2. A great'majority of the students in upper division

universities oome'from low to middle ela‘ss income families. The
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typ1cal student supports himself and is employed WhllC attending school. 7 | <
The consequence of this phenomenon is that the mix of part tlmc to full- |
tl\me students will be consjderably higher than on'traditional campuses.

P L 3,‘. The mature of the sjudent body craezf%tcs a basieally coom- )

" muter campus that is typ1cal for thé Junlo4“ college from where these
stud“cnts have transferred Although some_ upper d1v161on universities . .
have some dorm1tory space, others do not. Dorrmtory space is ah

A 1mportant consideration as far as deman,ds for library spéce and ser-

. - ‘ ~ vices §re concerned. ’7\ commu‘ ber campus experlences heavy student

, use of the llbrarz?g}when classee are offered and, conversely, light J

-

student use when there are few or no classes. TS

§ 4. A rather lngh percentage of part -time students suggests
that many of them do not go through an academic prognam in an uninter-
rupted schedule. This, in fact, is one of the great advantages of the

v \
upper division schobl. The student is able to interrupt and then return

2

* to an cducational institution at different times in his lifetime.

-

B Educational opportunities are increasingly importan't as
A many professlons and occupations demand updating; also, some adults
may wish to pre‘pare for a 'second carcer or a hobby. The setting and
{/ orientation: of the upper level un.iversity is ideal to serve these needs
- w1thout the st1gmas associated with attending a traditional college. 8
8 5. Most of the upper (ghwsmn universities havc formed ,'
their own unique phllosophy in relation tod curriculum offormgs, degree
requ1rcments, gr\admg system and educational administration. Most
~attempt to be innovative and creative in the complex1ty and diversity
of programs offered. One can\only assume that thls phenomenon is
elated to a problem common to all upper division universities. All
of these un1vcrs1t1e.s seem to have had enrollment problems even
during the hcydays of the_sixties. 9 | a
6. The typ1cal faculty member attracted to an upper division

7
university tends to be an md1v1dualf‘ with a terminal degrec A$ such,

3 . =
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he or she alsoftends to have rescqrch interests in addition to the

* 2.  teaching assig,nments The percentage of aCtl\'C r)?soqrch conducted . *

per FTE faculty seems to.be high. The rescarch projects gcnerate

P 'library activily and create demands for collections that’ new!ly\eﬁ‘{ated

mstxtutlons ha1ve difficulty in satxsfymg

A

Are Upper division univer sities here to stay or will they

i

) .
. transform intp the four-year tyf{; institution after a period of time? ( \

The answer ig not«difficult to formulate. ‘One muf‘t’ recognizcﬂ[hat the

Y publ1c Jumor collcg\&g c thc fastest growmg c:ogment of Am can

. higher educa ion, The JU]]lOI‘ colloges will gcnorate an increasing de- -

'mand for thd upper level cducation. ‘Thig, obsecrvation is true espec all
pp P )\ ¢ p y

in those arcas where a system of Commumty or JUI’IlOI‘ colleges is in

”
]

_ operation. . Lo o S ‘ ) o . SN
. - LW ¥t alternatives are there to provide the baccalaureaté nee—d |
. ' on a regional ba81s‘? The Céordmatmg Board of the’ Texas College and
: University System recognufe‘d the avaxlable alternatives that may be '
considered valxd in othef states,as well:10 - ° . ¢ -

} ' 1 To expand Jumdr colleges to four years. This‘ possi- o
bility rececived opposition fromm the junior college sector which felt
that., among other reasens, their community ervice and vocational-
technical programs vl/ould suffer. e - »

2. To creatc new four y(’e‘n ingtitutions. This avenue
promised to be fmancxally un;%mblc Facilitics and programé at
the lower-division level are vailable in the j}mior colleges and
would represent unngcoqsary duplication. 'In addition, therec would
be unnecessary competxhon for students dm.ong institutions. '

3. To Create upper division colleges and UI’llVCI‘SlthS
This Has cdpturod the imagination of cducators and legislators in
Texas and several other states. .

} An upper division university can and should-providc an

educational expericnce uniquely tailored to the'nceds of the junior

N
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college transfer, as well as to otifer students who elect to change //

institutions after cdmpletion of their sophomorf! y%ar. They wﬁ

established for this pu{ﬁ se.
economically anc{i edul%i\oén;l{ly feasible alternative to the four-year\ '
) . N b , oot ] &

te the-offeripgs of existent junior col-

he.jxpper level instijution prov1des<an

institution which  would up‘ii

ruc in those states in which public junior

« le This is particularly
colleges glready provide convenient access to higher education for a
s ¢

AL

o« 4

+Th student at the u per division un1ve sity level has already
&S p sty

large number of students.

-t

¥ -underg%ne th?,;.mtlal sifting and sortmg ge is somewhat older than

©

the traditional college student‘ more\?‘ﬁ{atu\ré and probably h1ghly moti-

vated. Yet, upper level 1nst1tutlons must concentrate some of their

.

resou@ces and serv1ces\Q minimize the ' transfe,r shock'" which often
< i .
- accompanies the mew student from the Junlor@college

¢ ~ Ex1stmg upper d1v1s1on un1vérs1t1es have demonstrated this

typeof institution to be workable and ca:pable of serving as a capstone

"toa growing number of public educational s%stems. 11 .. . T

" How Do Upper Division Un1vers1ty L1brar1es ‘
Differ from Other Libraries? ' P

o

. The obJectlves of a typ1cal university llbrary are based on the

obJectlves of the institution 1tself Essentlally these are: (1) to make
( avallable the booles, perigpdicals; government publlcatlons, fllms,
maps, reCOrds and other:sanstructlonal and research materlals neces-
sary for conducting a successful university program; (2) to ass1st and
cooperate with faculty members in the1r varied instructional and re-
search programs; (3) to encourage agd teach students in the effectlve
@ use of collections; (4) to encourage students_to develop the hablt of self-

e‘ducat10n, (5) to provide ‘a ''library environment' that is conducive to

-

- . . 2

study, lea@:nmg and rescarch. 12 While institutional objectives may bc-
very similar, the two fypés of institutions--upper division universities

‘rs . 7. . e
and traditional universities--have dniquely different characteristics.

©
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" An exhaustive literature search failed to yiald discussion on’

~the differences that may exist a’mong'libraries in upper division univer-
o ‘ sities and traditional universities. *This drea itself desérves further
. .
.- in-depth investié\'ltion' For the purposes of this research, however, it

is probably adequate to lxst some of, the obv1ous differences that do exfist

and to state factors that cxert influence’ and demand on the upper divi-

b . . ety . i \
N sion university library. . ” ‘ ,

* " o

1. Age of institutions. ~ The majority of state supported

| upper dévxsmn universities have been in ex1stencc for less\t“han fivie
:,A. years. Florida Atlantic Ulﬁv’*é’rsny, one of the" more establlshed mstl-
. tutlons, is about ten years .old, The age of the mstxtutlon reflccts on
s ' the size and quah_vé' of the library collections. Quahty in new library
‘ ‘ collectlons ‘requires t1me and specxal funds Yo permit the( development
of thé desxred depth and mix of subJect matters. ‘ , '
In creating instant Unlversalty libraries, the challenge is
T | " two- Tfo:ld First such a library must keep current in what is bemg
A publxshed of curricular and research interest for the faculty Second
such a llbrary must buy some of, the umportant materlal that/v’as pub-
[J. .llshcd in the.past. Public upper d1v151on llbrarle}‘by and largeg, are
stant libraries and will stay in this pattern of operatxon for at least
//ﬁfe first twenty-five years of existence.~ Obv’%usly the first year of’
Operatxon will have greater demands for retrospectwc material than
C. tha twenty-fifth. cherth&cl.ess, the demand for ;etrospectlve material
! will be there. The four,.-,ycar‘institution (unless it is a brand new uni-
‘ versity) will not have the need of similar dimensions for r&%r(}spective
’ | | purchases. , ’
/‘(N ) 2. Nced 1:or some lowcr-cdivision library materials. :
U

pper divisien libraries need some lower-division book and periodical

v

purchases in 'addition to the specialized advanced works. This is gon-

trary to prcacnt f01 mula budgeting practices that use number andlevel
%

e

&
of students’cnrolled as/one of the varlables for support. Just what

. ) . , .
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perc;;(htage of a’coll”ection in an upper division library should.b_g\ at the
lower division level we do not know. Since thd\rg are no publish‘ed
studies on,the matter, any estimate at this time would be arbitrary and

" inaccurate; however, at lﬁleas\‘t tWo known’ parar‘neters'moay be cited

which are based on institutional experience:

| A. } ®Some transfer students arrive at tl)e uppeéer level
institution without receiving the basié and introductory knowledge re-
s.quired in.the cbllege of his/her choice. This is not to be mmgrpreted

. as a reflaction on the junior college. Rather, it should be understood
that the reasons for unprepi{redness may be due to: (1) the student
changed major after transfer; (2) the uppér division university may offer
programs that do not have _]umor‘college parallels.

\7 .~ B. Students who have studicl’ ajfolect mattgr at one

time may have to go back to elementary material to refresh their "y
mctories. For example, it is not uncommon for doctoral students

taking Research Methods courses to study from the elementary fresh»

)

man levelsstatistics textbodks.

-

\ 3. Experimentgtion and innovation. Up‘per division
I

libraries have been the centers for experimentation and ignovation in-
higller cducation during the pas‘t fifteen years. Their age, §iz<; and
lnack- of traditions,and old habits provided naturalground‘and environ-
»ment for such activities. " For example, Florida Atlantic Universitly
.has ploneered in llbrary automation. Ttlis institution's library wads the
firgt to produce a printed card catalog on a computer:~ It was equipped
 with teaching machines, lisiening roorgs; ’ language laboratories and
other aids tqlinclependexﬁ learning. Classrooms' were equipped with
TV receivegs, and th%‘University‘ invested heavily in TV studio and

: trgnsmission facilities..- Much of what was learacd through bold experi;

~ mentation has benefited and molded widespread liprary automation |

r’throughout the nation during the scventies. {

o & - a ’
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& Innovation and experimentation in a'new, small institu-

& wd

tion can be made undes-reduced risk conditions and possibly at lower
cost than in an older institution. This is probably due to the function f
size; however, the lower cost and risk factors still mean higher opcra-

ting costs whenever experimentations are being carried out. Itisa fact

that innovation and experimentation is away of life in &an upper division

university. ” : ~
4 . ’ “ fa Q

- -

4., Characteristics of clientele se"rved; The iharacter and

)

composition of the students at’t/gndmg upper division universitics have

an influence onthe naturesof library ser v1c8’5 eollect1ons and physwal
fa0111t1es. It was noted earlier that the average age 'of the students is
higher than found in a typical four-year institution. The older, more
mature students tend to be. m01 c mdependent andlare not afraid to ex-
plore subjects of interest in the library. As working adults, they are
usually committed to learning and invariably insist on the availability

“of resources that make exploration of a subject matter and lcarning
’ o S -

poésible.
. The upper division u?liversit'y gttfdents tend to make a
Specia'l impact o.n libi‘ary services in the Reference and Interlibrary
Loan areas. The research problems with which they need #ssistance -
‘are morg complex and, therefore, take longer to handle. This need
is expensive to support. It has an important consequence on staffing

requ‘irements, in that more protessmnal 11brar1ans will be needed to

take care of fewer studente’ it also means that subJect SpeCLalmamon of

Iibrary staff is desir able By contragf, "the typical four-year institution

has a mix of Jower refer;pence scrvice, when it deals with freshman-

sophomore students, that is easier toqsamsfy and thercfore should cost
. 14

»

less to’ rende_r. ’ .

' ’ . Interlibrary loan services are particularly active on the

upper division and graduate lévels. The more specialized the researcp

A Y4
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becomes on a given campus the less likely that its, library will possess

all the needed material for its researchers. Upper division universi- - ‘
ties seem to have a cli/eiltele that demands material beyond the available
collections. Thc hig’i‘x/level of inﬂterlibrary loan ap:tiwty nM also bhe a
function of the relative newness of the upper division university Efibra-
ries. Their collections are naturally smaller, ag Scollection size is
also a function of age; however', even large research libraries with |
several million \}olumes borrow from other libraries. This activity

is not iik'ely to disappear fgom the ypper division university libraryas

' its collection size also increases over a’ period of time. = «

*
i

‘ Summ aty

The purpose of fo mulas in mstitutional budgeting procedures S
is to prov1de adecquate and equitable fundmg for the functions being per—' .
formed by an mstitutiom The functions performed by an upper d1v1S1on
university e somewhat dyfferent froé those performed by the tradi- ° ‘
tig.nal four-year institution. ‘

There 1s little or no support in published literature that d
describes the fundamental differences between these types of mstitu— ‘
tions. ThlS is probably a function of time, as the great maJority of "
the existing upper diVision universities /Zre less than five years old.

There is even less wr1tten about the S1gn1ficant similanityes
or d1ss1milarit(2es that may or may not exist among the librarie?)}syer—
ving these types of institutipns. The author attempts to show that
basic differences are inherent’in the purposes of the upper div1sion
institutions and their‘librari'es. The followmg factors were identified
‘that make, the upper divisior; library needs unique: |
1. The age of.the mstitutions,

&
2. The need for lower division library material
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¢ 3. ’ The upper division university library's typical

'commitgbilt/to experimentation and innovation;z . .

° 4. Characteristices of client‘élﬁe/, including (a) mature, '

R v older é_t,u\?lent body; b) faculty with advanéed teaching and research
. N -

3 . L 4 )
’ interesty; (c) close ti€s with.community. ; b

L]
x
\
»

‘ There may be other factors to be cor;sidered, but for the
purposes of this study it is sufficient to note 'that some differences do —
v 3 ‘exist which n}aﬁ;"e upper division university libraries as uniq}e"a's the
institutions they serve. . : o - .
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3 Chapter 2 - . ‘

LITERATURE SURVEY .

ot I ..® E R
Historical Background '

o {
| The annual operatmg expenditurcs for asademic hbra\fy
prOgrams over ihc decdde of 1963 to 1?37}41ave mcreascd from
$276, 000; OOO to some $850, 000, OOO excluding, capltal outlays. 1_-All
/ indicatfons are that the 'trend for‘even greater expcnd.ltures will con=
tmue.. The mégnitu'd\e of these library expenéﬁtures has created an
apparent interestin budgeting procedures ameflg a.tcademi.cq_ibrarians,
\ S | presidents, fiscal officers and legislators.' '
An un‘dex\'standing of the historical develepnlent of the fiscal
- i . administration of acadentic ‘institutions is basic to undcrstanding the . |
problems of formula budgethg techm,ques that are cur rently used or
are under development in both higher educatlon and libraries. S

, ' One of the first pd’blish‘cd works of mdjor copsequence on bud-

geting for higher education was Trevor Arr}lett"s College and University

Finance. 24 Arnett's book, published in 1922, was ﬁrompted by the rapid !
e
increases in thﬁ cost of higher education durmg the first two decades of
the prescent century. He reported that the 1921-22 budgets of the large |
~ - midwestern state universities had reached upwards olﬁive million
v dollars. Many of Arnctt's recommendatie'ns for institut(onal budgeting

and management ‘arc being followed today.

Following Ar nett Morey made important contmbutlons to the
literature during the 1930's. His work expanded on Arnett's wr‘.‘.“.g
to cover the multiple activities of the growing universities. Morey's

o principles of cost accounting form the current basic structures of

college and university accounting today. . f ) K

15




~

| | CL18Y
The American 'Council on lL‘ducation formed a Financial

Advisory Service headed by Morey in 1936. This Service has helped

a large segment of the nation's colleges and univérsities by means of

reports, bulletins, conferences. ACE published a two- volume refer- .

erfce work entitled College and University Business Administration

’ 7

- In 1952 ThlS work consisted of revisions to\jle 1935 edition of the

Fmanmal Reports for Colleges and Un1vers.1t1es, mcludmg a series

of recommendations for the admmistration of the non- accounting areas

of the institutions. - The refer/ences)to bu%etm{‘g i these,.works were -

Y

Adesigned r mternal management and control of a\smgle mstitution
;le purpose"~ f these budgets was simply.to msure that an institution .
does not obligate 1tself in excess of available revenues. These ACE
books were quite.adequate for that puroose they were not des1gned to
demonstrate the financialnee@ls in the institution. This work cautioned
that income estimates should be realistic, underscoring the philosophy

which dictated that budgets were builf to allocate available resources,

f Y

“not prOJected needs.®. ‘ . : o
" The Arnett-Morey influence on budgeting procedures in higher

education was significant because they brought a degree of uniformity ‘
into a setting where autonomy and diversity had existed. “"I'ney estab-
lished principles which were needed for f.isoal control and budgeting
techniques m a modern institution. They have laid the groundwork
and conditions basic tebur present budgeting methods.

| One can observe the developments in budgeting procedures avt

the federal, state, and local levels of government that have made an
impact on cducational institutions beginning in the early 1950‘ . The

stages of governmental budgeting reform include a Hoover Commission

recommendation that the Yudget] aecounts be changed to reflect

functions and activities. 6\ : AQ

¢
e

-~
During the mid-1950's the Rand Corporation published scveral
reports regarding the deficiencies in military spending within the,

Y
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Defense Development .The reports deseribed the failure to relate -
budgetm{g and plannlng and suggested th(, use of program budgetmg
as a method'of relating<objectives an\d resources. It was ip thls set--

tmg m 1904 that the concept of program budgetmg was pro_]eeted for

" the Dofense Depax tment Here Pl ogram'' was to mean an 1ntegrated

_ plannlng, programmmg, budgeting process that woulq bring together S

all of the resources to be apphed to opeelflc mlss10ns l‘hc s1 nlfleant

'feature of this process. was its effect .on cfee1s10n maklng and control -

A}

in :Be v1tal.§rea of defense e\penchtures While this program budget-
1ng system ‘had a notable 1mpaet on fiscal management, it left the
tr‘adltlonal fiscal proeess relatively unchanged. 7

’ The nnp(lementatlon of program budgeting in the Defense
Department was made by Seeretary of Defense Robert McNamara in
1963. Pres1de t Johnson extended the. concept of progra;.budgetlng
to all federal age cies by Presidential Order in 1965. ' T

Budget ref rm in state and-local government has generally

followed that of" the fc,deral government. In the casc of the Planning,
Progr ammmg,Budgetmg System: (PP BS) the fede1 al government made
special efforts to promote its applicatidn. The federal government

financed demonstr atlonqpx ojects. One of the best known of such pro-

§ects was the State-Local I'inances Pro_]eet at George Washmgton

ﬁniversfty. 8 A 1968 survey shows that 28 states began ste’ps toward °

" initiating PPRS. 9 -

The interest in program budgetmg Spread in the field of edu-

cation also. A study publlshed in 1966 by Williams states the bEDCfltS
of program budgeting: ) '

-

""The basm principle of program budgeting is to derive and
struetule an annual budget in such a way that it reflects the
annual portlon of 41l the major programs in a university,which,
in turn, promote the overall purposes and ob_]eetlves» of that in- '
stitution. The single most important promoter of planning and
programming landscape 1% the analysis which i behind: the
structural budget format. )

’ - o Z‘@ B
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Farmer conceptualized the reasons for program budgctmg in

{.

‘higher education in a monographapublished by the Western Interstate

Commission for ﬁghdr Education (WI(‘HE) as follows
"Planning and programming --a two- sth decision process--
represents the substance of PPBS™\ Budgeting is.the mechanism
for 1mp1ementat10n and control not for basic demswnmakmg
. Planning requires a specific statement of institutional objectives,
the development of ‘alternative courses of action, and an analysis

of these alternatives. 11l .

As several university systems began expernnenting with
PPRBS models, doubts about its usefulncss began to surface as'evi-
denced in literature. _ .
l'\/Iosher charged the advocates of PPBS i;vith overselling,
promising more than they could d€liver, and promising results faster ’
- than they could deliver. 12 Mosher advanced an opimon that the De-
partinent ef Defense modelk was inappropr_‘iate and misleading for staté
implementation. Cost effeetiven:ss studies had been conducted in the
- ¢ Department of Defense since World War II. While tnat agency had )
such experience for twenty-five years, no such expertise in cost effec- -
tiveness was available at the state level or at the universities This
phenuinenon had obviocus consequences on the success or failure of

" PPBS. ",

s

Peterson cxpressed his concern over the use of PPBS in’

nigher education. He stated:

"The (négﬁ[ehﬁ{/tations of PPRBS by its supporters in the
federal gofernment are exemplified by President Lyndon B.

~Johnson's statement in a message to Congress in 1867 that it
'brings to eawiat,dcpaf&te‘ment and agency of the federal govern-
ment the most advanéed techniques of modern business manage-
T ment'. Yet a Bureau of the Budget report could label it 'a

source of disagretment and confusion' and a noted political
scientists has suggcstcd that it was initiated 'in a burst of
grandiose claimg of "breakthroughs' and exaggerated apphca—

- tion to 1rrelcvant situdtions'."!
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PPBS in Academic Library Environment

De Genaro ;ﬁ,mowledged that planning, programming,

bu\dgeting systems could be applied to academic libraries, égincc the
model existed. 14 The implemenf-ation of such a system, however,
‘would likely be faced with insurmountable problemg{ These problems
as summarized by Mo§l1er arc probably common to éc.ad;:inic libraries

and othep institutions: 15

R

‘ 1. The prime prercquisite for cffective PPBS adminis-

v

tration is a clearly deflﬁdé\ssrpecn”lc set of ?bJCSthGS.' ‘

» < A. In a collegiate form of governance, who should . .. |
determine these obJectlves‘? : . ' \
S S B. w can values be defined in an academiic

.

eﬁ@irenment where the rationaljty is diverse and noi necessarily

economic?

C. | Academic undertakings have a fnultiplicity of .
o u objectives and the weighing of one agéirt‘?t the rest is a monumental /
' task. ‘ : A - . .
! . v / .
' 2. The emphasis is on the ability to stretch quantitative

values to @put and output agd eventually attach a dollar vajuc io each.
How do we measure in those terms the learnmg
process, research and effcctive teaching at an academic inst#ution?
3. Plannmg, programmmg, budgctlng, by its very nature,
tends to shift orgamzatlonal str:uctL:re. Typically,” the balance of

power tends to be centralized and strong, because of its knowledge and

control position. .
A. This characteristic of PPB3S tend§ to be contrary %}
to the collcgiate form of managcment of universities\\vith"somewhat
! -« decentralized cont/role '
. B.. By its nature (as @escrlbed in A.) IfPBS creates
conflict between academic. mterest groups and the central bu?get '

2 T )
e management. )
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Mason states that if the univer sity as a whole does not have a

progrﬁ plemnmg budgotmg sydtem, y unlikely that the library of

b/t}/at institution can have a compiehensive PPDB system of its own.

He recognizes that t\)lo 11bra1y, as a service organization, xfopmdll&
responds to demands placed by its users. In its respanse to these

' demandsj the library is cxpccted to (1) supply bibliographic materials
that are relevant to the x‘efem‘ch, instructien and service activities
“4W1thm the academic dlsmplme (2) supply user scrvice’s such as iden-
tlfylng, locating, retricving and repr oducmg bibliogr aplnc sources; i
and (3) supply user space and any nu.essary oqullpx}luxt for using the
library materials. Thus the level of total program- plarining"sophisti- '
cation of a glven campus will directly influence the level of prog;a.m.
planning, possjible in the library. 17 '

In spitc of the serious attempts to introduce PPBS in academic
libraries progress was very slow. Allen identified the followmg rea-
sons and difficulties that cau50d IX‘B raries to abandon pure PPBS
appllcatlons by the early seventles

1. It is difficult to cstablish realistic obpjectives in terms

of PPBS requirements for libf/aries.

</, 2. 'Qu-untitative measurcment takep in a'librax‘y does not

reflect quality'
3. L;brarleb have discover cd that a truly effective PPBS

\w"’
rcqulrcs extenqwc record gathering that can be analyzed and compared

to quantified ObJCLthGS 18. X
| . All of these activitics are posmblc, but the cost of maintaining
a good PPBS has been found to be more expenswe than it it womg.
Consider able staff rcsources must be devoted to these activities if
done properly, .an expense for \\:hlch mosL libraries have found they
‘cannot get support from funding agencics.

Program-planning- budgeting is a management system. The

literature, acknowledges the theoretical benefits to be derived from- itf

h
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Yet, even successful applications of PV 55 have been gradually

abandoned in the face of difficulties.

\ Jmergence of Library Formula Budgeting

As the pure PPR systems were rejected in libraries,~ formula
budﬂot,m«r methods pamw‘ widenpread acceplance. It is intercsting to
note how some of the PPBS techmqucs left their mark of 1nf1uence o
: ) currently dcvelopcd formulas. Axford has written an article entltl‘cd
"An A})proach to Performance Budgeting at the Florida Atlantic Uni-
versity Library'. 210 The article has very little to do with performance
ﬁudgvetin;:. h’{_f)‘t'(‘:u‘i, if describes a ligrdry formula tl\ét is currently ’.

uscd bg,n the State Univer ‘ity System of Florida originally derived from

e unit cost studxea and oihcr woi'k measurement techmques 81m11ar to-
’ the ones used in l’PB systems. ‘ . .
: " > The governing bodies rcjecting PPBS have also expected a-

sm1p1er ind Bettor budgeting technique to be introduced. Across the-

courdry an increasing number of. qtate leglslators"ﬁ)\vgan demanding

more and casier-to-understand mformatlon, as thcy are asked to allo-
AN

cate large sums of funds for higher edwcation in general and to Iibra-
| { | ries in pgxrtxculdx The w1dCSproad demand for reasonably: goodt(dgct
preparation and its JuStlflCElthﬂ has helped the formula approath to

-

spread rather swiltly.

» - The rcasons for formula rather than PPB arc probably best

22 ’
R exr{t/os:acd by AHLII.
1. Formula is mechanical and thcrefore ea81er to prepare.
2. There appears to be justification for monies req\f”)sted

because of its application to all 111bt1tut10ns in the pohtlcal JurlbdlCtIOl’l.
3. . The goyetnmg bodx‘es havc a sensc of ecquity because .
each institution in the system is measured against the same cr iteria.
" 4. Fewer budgeting and plannihg skills are requlrcd to
prcpare and administer,a formula budget. '

©a -

O -~ -
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A closer scfutiny of th& acceptance of formula budgeting (

reveals that to Some extent it is pot a totally new practice. What we «‘
: have seen emefge in the late sixt.i\es is a sophist{cated formula ap-
proach which was much influenced by tke PPBS movcrﬁc'nt. If this ]
observation is accuraté, then development of fbrmula budgets inlibra- \

y ries can be categorized as (1) pre-1965 an? (2) post-1965 formuias. R

- 1. Pre-1965 formula approaches.  For the sake of

. ] ) - : \
convenience, McAnally grouped library budget formulas uscd during

the postTWorld War II period into four mafor categories: (A) arbitrary;

I 5 . /
. (B).enrollment based; () comparative; and (D) unit cost based.

rbitrgmry formula. - This stanaard probably

was theﬂ most commonly used method durjng the period from 19845 to -
. 1965. It assigncd an arbitrary’ perccntége of thé ‘{o'tal‘ educational
. and general Pudget of tixé institution. “ |
(\ o The American Library Association's Standards
for Collcéé and Research Libraries publ‘ished in 1959 suggests the

. following formula rationale: -
- "The library budget should be determingd in relation to
the total budget of the institution for educational and general
purposes. The program of library scrvice outlined in these .
s . standards normally required a minimum of 5 percent of the
total educational and genéral budget. The percentage must
be higher if the library's holdings are sceriously deficient, if
there is rapid expansion in student population or course offer- -
ings, or if the institution fosters a wide range of studics at ¢
the Master's levels or programs of independgnt study. ",
4

. - o ‘ It is not difficult tbﬂagr,ee with Russell, who has,

il P o0

\

criticized the weaknesses of this approé‘ch to financing libraries.

Fifsjc, "he points out that flp norms }(;av.e ever bc::‘een established for tlghe

percentagﬂe distribution of expendituresamong the various, functitons. - D
\.ggcond,' this-is me;r‘ely 4 device for dividing.up available funds, whe-

ther adequate or not., Third, the f\ir;ds are divided up and handed out

t

\‘1‘ C e
wi
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without evaluating in a reliable way the actual library needs. d / _—

¢ g* o Another type of arbitrary formula was applied
- in_two states, Texas anpd California. 26 The Texas CommMmission on
Higher Iqéducatlon set a figure of f1\:c percent a&the rate of annual ' .
. growth for each institution of lngher education in Texas. The nuém .
ber of volumts generated for each institution was then multiplied by .
the average cost per volume (86, 000 in 1861). The base size for.ﬂthae
University of Texas was 1,200, 000 volumes; forthe other graduate «
i~ type sins_titu{tionos,v 400, 000 volumes; ‘and for all the state colleges,
100, OOO’volumcs. The California System set a goal 1n 1961 at P
'3, 000, 000 volumes for the un1ver51t:1es. Until the goal was’ reached .
in r;;%n years, the libraries would grow at thg rate of four pc‘.rcent‘

(about 120, 000 volumes annually) Both of these states abandoned the )

- \

? above plan -sevcral years ago. Agam 1t is easy to see the weakness . |
S in the simplistic and arbitrary approach prev1ousl@escnted in i

these two state systems.

B. Enrollmcnt based formula. The most commonly

used formula in ine latc fifties and early sixties was the standard 'not
less than $30. OO per full time equxvalent student" .27 It is interesting

to note that the 'Southern Association of Colleges and Sgcondary Schools

' " no longer states the amount of dollars to be spenth on FTE students in .
‘quantitative terms. 5 " '

Enrollment was a popular way to express staffing
nceds in l]brama.‘; durmg the early sixtiecs. A typical formula was that
of the State- Uiﬂ’v@lSlt) of New York. Tlns formula called for six ‘ |
profcssmnal positions and six clerxcal positions for the first 1, 000 |

i

]

|

full-time regular students. For additional enrollments, staff was, 3
" l

28
allocated on a scale: “ - - i

. -

- . )
- ' Y
. W ~—
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Lo Professional Clerical -
) Enrollment . Staff Staff
- . 1400 T 7 o
o | 1800 8 R
2200 o = 9 -
N .4 12600 P 0 JECEE )
3000 10 TR .
- - . 3400 S, 13
T | - " 3800 o 1e
“ . . 'cf*"' .

’

Book fK\nds were also generate@d on these: baSes

\
1)
in a number of s14te mstltutlons Jn such sta,tes as New York and New

3
‘o

. Jersey, and by the California State Coll:éges 29 These formilas i ' v

either called for a spocxf%(: amount per fulf~t1m‘e students for both

funds, or they spetified the number of b'ooaksthc library should own N
per student. In 1961 the SUNY coI‘lcge‘s rece.ived-,$10'.h00 pe’_r student ’ i
for book punrchase_s. The California state colleges had a somewhat A -
' "more complex formula calling for the achIlSltlon of 4 volumes .per
) student for fhe first 1, 000 studel’lts, 2 volumes for the next 4, 900, . d o

and one volume fox all bc;. ond %‘5 000. The cost per volume was based
on past experience. Both of these techmques were abandoned by the

late 1960's in favor of other budget formula techniques.

. ]
Y . 1

C. Comparative formulas. Mc[gnally identified
three types of comparisons used in budget preparations during the ‘post-
World W;‘atr II period. 30 -

! (1)  Comparison of proposecd budget with
currentéand past budgets within & given institution; .
- (2) Comparison of institutional budgets- w1th
each mstltutlon that is part of the same state system,
(3) Comparison of budgets among 1nst1tut,lons
g in other states and/or in the region. |

: ‘ - . L t A

.




' sons were made neg@ar.ly to 1ust1fy budget increases.

[} [

Comparisons used for budgeting purposes had

‘ several .dangers. -If an institutional budget had been historically bad,

the in- house comparlson perpetuated the bad support year after year.”
The. mterinstltutlonal compar;s;gm a sfate system encouraged across- "
"the-boagd mcdloc\racy). It was’also based on the fallacy that s1m11ar

institutiyhs necdéd\identical budgets. Slmilar“ institutions may not be

: Ve .
‘identjgal; hence, such arbltrary budgeting practiceés created anfortu- o

o

nate results. The gthlrd ;nethod that compared budgets w1’$<~mst1tutlons

outside‘the qystem, and even with out of- state institutions, was useful

 to helpﬁ keep up w1th the Jones' s". In many instit\utions such compari-

-~
[ »
b

) L It is 1nterestmg to note that, while-it is unhkely

that any state un1verslty system ‘would use comparlsons to prepare a’

'budget t,oday, comparisons are still being made quite regularly Typl—

cally they.are used.to check ‘on the va11d1ty of other.budgeting technlques

. currently employed by the mstltut1ons. Such comparmsons are helpful

in demonstrating to board mems érs or legislators that the actual.

amounts requested are in line with.support received elsewhere.
X _ Sy : ! .

a

4

. o« ’ ’ . ) .
D. Un1t cost fprmula The development of library

3y
budgets based on un1t cost was the forerunner of the Formula Budget-

ing Techn).que 1ntroduced during the sixties. | The unit cost tcchnlque
was an cffort ‘to base the 11brary budget on the ‘work load it-carried?

The best example to be found may be the system-

~ used by the California state colléges in the mid- SO's. In this system

©
the lxbraryz staffmg necds_\uycre established by a series of worksheets

that translqted the workload into staffrpo‘sitions Such factors were

_cons1dered as (1) the number of books to be acqu1red (2) the number

of volumes circulated, and (3) the number of service pomts to be

staffed.?l o . , .

. ‘ . = . ” /(v
.
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e o Clearly, the increased use of unit cost data in

library budgeting has helped administrators to appreciate the cost of '
services rehdered, much of which wa‘s/hiddon in the past. Over the

years the unit cost studies, such as the Axford study, resulted in
. nationwide undorstzmd'ing of the various clgments of library opcration.‘M
The academic library field was ready toatxi;nslate these cost studies

into reliable formulas that were to replace thc arbitrary and less sci-

entific budgeting systems, but without getting into the complexities of

a true I?PB system. , ‘

-

. & hd : "
. \2\\\ Post-1965 formula budgeting.  The rapid growth of

-

librarics and their increased cost ?1:1ve'bce1_1 the cause of conc’érn to\-
library administratlors, university presidents, legislators and oth;rs.
It may be casier to comprchend what has hﬁppened bétween t‘k;e years

1964 and 1974 if one looks at the actual dollar expenmture of 'a single

umvermty (1b1 ary. Ior the 11 Jorida Atlantic Unwcr31ty lerary the

expenditures increased as follows: , -
( Category _ . K Budget
1964»/6§ - 1974/75
Books and Periodicals ~ $150,000  § 517, 523 v
Salaries .. 155,000 509, 028
Expgggeé 7 30,000 37, 399
., " -Total g $335, 000 $1,063, 950
. : ' Cost, increascs of this magnitude dre improssive/'/ as

well as aldrming to some, but their significance lics piore in the rate
of growth which they represent. Over the past five .years the FAU

» °

Library has grown at’an ayx-.)ragc annual rate of 20 percent. This growth

-

7 . . .
rate mcans that_tl}c size of tBc collection doubles every five years.
A . . - [~

’ @’-‘ M - . 3 3 - - »
Dix reports similar findings in a survey of fifty-eight university libra-
. . " ¢ !

ries. 3:, Dix has identified several library factors, in addition to

A S

-

asaB




general inflation and higher salaries, as the principal causes of this

K growth ' , ,
, A, | Increas mg cnrollments (atleast until 1973);
‘ . B. | Expanswn in scope pf tcachmg and rescgkh
programs; k > ) ) o N
, Coe C. Rapid increase in wol‘ldi%%ge production of
r'ecordedjknowled.ge; o ; ' , - .
- * =« D. Iicrease in uriit.cost of publications considerably

in excess of,general commodity indexes during the last ten years.

. :
. ‘ In this climate of growth," formula budgeting appears

to be the current trend in academic libraries: Libraries are not only

competing with cach othcr for available funds, but they are also com-

peting Wlth the“other e’ducatxonal units deservmg support, Formulas S

have been looked 'at as a managcment tool that could introduce same

equity in the budnetmg process. Allen gathered evidence to this effect

N 3
in his survey ofsthirtcen academic libraries. ‘ .
. ’ , A

» .

What is a 1. 1brary Budgct f‘ormula? . . o

® .
i} k]

A llbraryjbudget formula 1s defmed as a method of line-item
budgeting which is bised upon quantitative models and which expressés .
thc budgetary support nee@ erated by operating programs and func-
thl’lS. A formula budget system scts numeric. guldelmec. fo(r fund gene-
ration in acco>1 dance with acceptcd standards of. adequacy and expected |

levels of attainment.

»

Types of Current Formula Appro"lches

Mode\rn library formulas vary widely in approach Boverage
and degrce of qo{g)lustlcatlon. A library formula may cover one or all
of the followmg elements of a budgct a) staff, b) collectlon, c) other

expenses, d) library space (building).
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In addition, the formula budgeting technique does not have to

be limited to"the asking budget. It thay include a budget distribution
. . - F

-form,ula, of the funds actﬁally received. The most sophisticated budget
formula will cover th.e three basic components of any operational bug-~
get (staff,. collectiorl, expepse) and will have both an asking budget and
a distribution model component. At this writing, none of 'th.e S}.ISt_GInS
of higher education stem to have a complete formula package that in-
cludes all the above.

The Washington Formula, which is widely copiéd by a number

of states, has neither an expense component nor a distribution model. 35

The Washington Formula itself consists of the mer ger of the Clapp- )
Jordan model36 and a proposed staffing formpla for the Umvers1ty of
California System.37 The merging of thg Clapp-Jordan Formula (for
couectlons) and the California proposal (for staffing) erected one of the
mobst complete llbrary formulas for the State of Washmgton instita- -
tions, followed _by the F101 ida Formula in 1970. The Florlda budget
generating formula has several antecedents. It is based on a modified
Washil;gton formula and it also has a distribution model.

An éxtensive search for existing formulas in statewide
systems has revéaled the following criteria:- '

Group A: berary formula including at lea%éstaff and collections

Florlda‘38 (sunllar to Washington with d1str1butlon modcl)

-

Kansas39 (Suame as Washington)

\ Minneso'ta40 tsame as FloTida)
Nebraska State Colleges41 (same as Florida)
Washington42 ‘ ..

Group B: = Partial\forrnula (generales library dollars only)
Alabama43 “Arkansas44 Ohio45 South Carolina46

° ) . [t
South Dakota47‘ Texas48 Wisconsin49 "»Californiao0




—
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Group C: Partial formula (generates library staff only)}.
C‘olorado51 Nlinois 2 Maryland53 Ne%{ York™?

Utah55 \[irg.ginias6

The adoption of a~»lib’rary formula’'in a given state doesn't

“necessarily mean that it is applled to all institutions in the state.

"For e>.ample, &s of 1974/75 the Texas Formula has not been applled

\.—/‘o

to the upper division ‘universities in that state.

il - * . <
Summary \ P . ‘

In this chapter the evolut1onary stages of budgeting methods
were descri bed The development of budgeting practices was re-

v1ewed showmg the 1nfluence of federal ‘and state governments on

educatlonal institutions. Conslderable attontlon was- g1ven to P}/X(g
which promised a great deal to higher education in ge?eral and to .
libraries in particular. " . )
The difficulties 'in operating the coﬁ‘lplex PPBS resulted in a
dl"lft to formula systems ) Currently there is a great deal of ‘activity
in the area of budget formula development Tlus fact .alone poscs a
problem in f1rrnly establishing the state of the art at any given tlme
The lates® knoWn inventory of library formulas used by state systems
is reported as of summer 1§74. Formula budgetmg concepts, if
developed properly, represent a great Potential for enabling"educd-
tional leadership to JuStlfy llbrary budgets that keep gettmg larger,

and therefore more" _v1.s1ble, each year. ' .

1~
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’ Chapter 3- 4 _ .
. THE STUDY
Introduction ,

»

Operation of a library within an academic community is

IR ary

generally aimed at achieving a set of institutional goals.

‘programs scldom operate without purpose, cven though there may be

programs for which purposes arc obscure. | B .
' Maxngcmcnt is the pl‘occss that defines what the program\s

to aC(.OI‘Il])llbh and spt@ufles the methodologies for accompllshmg the
stated objectives. Onge of the:most 1mportant clements in ryinagcment
is p—lannmg._ The followmg pages include a discussion of the plannmg

phases of managomcnt and the pr Seesses for ‘1dtn‘t1f) ing the resources

necéded to operate the planned program through formula techniques.

Planning is the process through whuh goals and objcetives
are 1clc§rlt1f1cd and the mothods of attaining them arc doscr;bcd Justi-

fication and value of progrrqm phmmng as described by Ew mg indicates

that the process would: i -
1. Leadgo a better position for the organization--a means
to‘dn end for the operating organuatlon,
2. Help the organization process in wdys the m’magcmon‘t

thought best——controlled progress and development; .
haY L) ’ o

<

3. ° Ilelp management make necessary decisigns and act

more cff¢ctively as gdbals for the program are sought--give direction

.

»to action; . ) .
4. .Help kecp the organization flexible--keep management
preparced to tadg needed actions. : ’ A
N /’\‘ ) E
PRSI 34 « 7 )
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. the future; 2) the impact of the 1nstH:~s§10n on that .socxcty,

| ' 35
5. __h"'SmlfTﬂcq%pcrative, integrated approach to organiza-

tional px‘bbbm&_ .

‘ . 6. -Indicate to managemept techniques for monitoring

progress of programs as it strives to achieve the defined objectives

' 7. Lead to socially and economically useful results.

The COI‘}Clllbl()nb drawn from Ewing's seven pomt.; are that /'\J.nay

planning is an ObS(‘Jltl'll elcment in management of coxaplo programs.
- Planning is an element that needs to be included’in library

programs. A library budget formula is a tool that can be utilizéd in

the planning Ecthtxcs. Thus, in \Plc-ct'mg the most suitable library

bud'fet formula, on(, must attempt to devise a bybtem tlmt would make
the various ma301 operational components -of the library visible.
In describing plﬁn‘mini,{l/ﬂartley identifies three major cate-

gories: 1) long range--five or#hore years into the future; 2) metdium

"range--three to five years into the future; 3) short range--the nearest

year through two ycars into the future.

Planmng is a futurxstxd activity. As such, it brings to bear
all available resourdes for .pr cdnctmgz‘)w future objectives of a pr‘o—
gram to mect the future nceds of those calling upon that program.
ﬁron,g poims out that this implies prc'dicti@ns about 1) ’;110 demangds
to be placed on the academic institutions by society at some pomt in

) thc role

of the library within the academic institution's programs; 4) the con-

sunaption of resour'tes by the institution and its subunits in pro%iding
A4 '

o . . cps . . S
the progrgins necded to meet the identified objectives. - Coe

°

The furtherinto the futurg planning moves, the less'p‘rocisc
it bdgomes. For this reason, the Upper Division University ‘I;ibrary\

Formula to be crecated forﬁhis project will be designed for short range
. — ‘ \ '
planning activities. " The nced docs exist for a,precision tool to pre-.

. v N

dict the required yesources to opcral@ogrmn identified for the
. . by &

next year. ¥ ) ’ . \

-~

'

/
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~ Closely related to p‘rqgram planning is budget planning. The
ﬁudget lows the program both sequence of px‘épai'ation andian con- .
t

ent. Budgets are financi nressiong of the objectives, activities o

aQ ,

- and programs.' Ai)})liCu’ti; ’ ; given formula provides an indication
of the levels of resources n: eded to operate a'given program. : ’
The use of a formula docs notl necessarily ig;ply that planning
has taken place. -One mx{i’t assume that the pracess of planning has
précéded td?rc\a.}wplicntion of the formula., Allgéation forn\mlas generally
. provide for an examindtion of the resources nceded to opcr“a’gc a pro-
. ¢ gram from the basis that all programs at various institutions arec alil_m.
The variables '{m the existing formulas are usually such things as size
of student populgtion, levels of d(eg'rcc)progréms, numbersof degree
a ' programs, and current size of ¢ollections. .
Even the best library budget formtlas will not solve all thcq '
problems adminiétrators face ycar after ycapr. : Some* pl‘aCtitl()n(:I‘vS
dislike such S);stcms, because a formula budget t(:*nffs to remove the

P .
. -j . . N . .
. budget generation from the librarian to the business Inano:gm"s office.

d has expressed two concerns over formula budgeting: 1) they

e

cally ignore the specific needs of the collection and 2) the attitudes
v
-of those controlling the progfgin with the formula scem dominant.

- - L

LS V]
‘While the imperfection of\k\own formulas is u(‘knowlcdgc\& s

©

. we must accept the fact that libraries‘are probably better off with
\ o .
imperfect formulas than with nogpe at ‘all. The debate, however;'is

. d
purcly academic; because the formulas are here to stay as long as
. . !
. . i -
gaverning bodies demand accountability. As the, demand for account-
ability seemis to be on the rise, improvement of the existing formulas

appears to be the only rcasonable course of action. ‘ /

- - s

“ERIC I S

¢
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Objecctives
Th& primary objective og this study was to develop and .
reu)mmcnd a model hbrar‘y budget formula for uppor division univer-

sxty librarvies. It was found that the followmvr formula componento

covcrcd all major budgets commonly found in acadcmlc libraries: .~

. 1) mat‘crial fupds(books, periodicals, etc. ) 2) per bonnrnl (professmnal

and clérical) 3) eprnse (suppllec;, travel, cte.). A survey of physical

faClllthS formula was cxcluded from thc model formula, since physi-

cal facﬂlty fundb is typlcﬂly not part of. this annual opegating budfre t.
The bCLOl’lddly important objective: of the proposcd model

-Grmula w111 he to serve as a short range planning tool for mstxtutlons.

The scope of the' study was limited to%‘oxmula P)ud(retmff

defined as aymethod of line item budgetmg based upon quantgtatwe

models which Zpress the budgetary support nceds vgcjnée;y.cd by opera-

ting programs and functions. Such a system scts nufnéric guidelines

»

/or fund allocations relative to accepted standards of adeql,ia'cy and
a

=n

w

-

ccepted levels of attainment. . ’

0

Dcimnhtlons of the Study

’

The dclmuhh@nb of the zescqrch study were: ' S

1. The s;\ly was limited to the examination and develop-
ment of a hbr‘n‘y formula buddct to be uscd by upper division univer-
sities existing in stato systems. ‘

2. Thc model was tested by select institutions considered
rcpi‘esontutivc of other upper divigi6n univer sities.

.

3. Alfhough nor;-state—supportcd upper division ;Inivcrsi-
tics or institutions not part of a system may find'this formula applica-

[

tion uscful this study was not focu%ed on their nceds.

4. The formula ‘was llmlted to thc following major

opcrating budget etements: a) materials, b) personncl c) cxpcnse..

v
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Excluded from the study was any discussion of library space fogmul:ﬁs
on grounds that o'perating bud&ots‘seldom, if ever, include capital
+ (building) funds. ' : L
. . | )
, Assumplions oo
13 i 1. A«{ula budgeting can be applicd to all state supported

&
“¥ upper lelSlOll universitics e‘«ustmﬁ in a sy stém with 1casonab1y ac-
i

ceptable rcsults.

2.

v,

\ . Sq. P .
A budget formula suitable to the upper division univer-
sities can be an cffective administrative tool for an cquitable resourfce

a_llocation among institutions in 4 system.

-

A budg'et féeﬁmula suitable to the upper division univer-

sﬂdﬁ an be an effective admunotl ative tool for makmg wise

cdun 1on;Qlans .

. Effectiv({aém‘fﬁistration of the natjon's upper division
university librarics necessitates that funding needs are cleafly and

I -~ - . )
-easily anglyzed 4hrough a reliable budget formula, .

- - A
In terms of long-range bencefits the-budget formula
o : 7

- v N - o} . . -
will improve the level of sugport the libraries will receive.

6. sity

A budgpt formula designed for upper dlﬁ univers

libraries w111 rcecognize the special nccds of t}ns type of ingtitution.

e .
7. It may be unnccessary to ' mvent_ an entirely umquc

formula for upper division libraries. 'lostmg of sclect foym 1l'w<}may

" prove’ thcm to be, \Vlth or without some modification, degired

model for all librgrics.

Y R

~

.

Procedures in the Devc’lop'ment of the IFormula

: . >
This study was a dcvclopmcntal resedrc 1 project. The search

and development for the Upper D1v151on .Umverblty Iibrary IF omixnula
by this inves tlfﬁ'tor pr ogrcsscd thx ough six pha@es. 2
;8
\

4

e

t

\

i
4
|
:
:
|
1
|
3
|
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Phasc Oné: w(Géncralizatio‘ns and guidcl}nes in the literature
dealing with library formula budgeting werc identified. Existing
libragy formulas were cvaluated in terms of their uscfulness to the
ﬁpper d;vis'ion university librarics. Based oy this cvaiﬁation, for‘—‘
mula elemé.nts and techniques were classified and cither retained or

discarded for the purposcs of the _developnrgcgt of the Upper& Division
University Libraries (UDUL) FFormula. |

Phase Two: Through a questionnaire library data were

mwper d1v181on university libraries

collected from state-supported
) in¥ ~
& U

which are also part of@ statewidg system.

Foe Phasc Three: Exlstmg formulas were sglected for mclur

sion in the study and in the UDULI‘01 mula.
) 5\ - - )
Phase Four: Ten upper division university libraries were
used to test the formuhs Institutional data gathcx ed from the ques-

¢
tionnaires scrved as a sour\(:e of mformatlon

_ Phase Iive: .'T‘hc final product, consisting of a budget
generation formula, was evaltlateid byra panel of experts. The panecl
of ekperts consisted of the mgmbci‘s of tlm\Co’mmittec on Upper,
Division Universities of the Amecerican Library‘:‘Asso%j:’;i@r;d

directors of librarics from the participating.instituti

L .

Phasc Six: Conclusmns wele drawn and recommcndatlons

5 A

were madc’ conccrnmg the fca:ﬂbll]lty and utlll/atlon of applymg the

UDUL Formula. ' S v "
~ R

\ ‘ . A
Other Studies Utilizing Developmental Iﬁsearch Techniques

)

"The following five dissertations will be discussed here begausge
they have used developmental research techniques in budgeting systems

N .
for higher education. The rescarch techniques employed by these

Y

#
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: dissertations proVided the author with support of the methodology and
design used in the execution of this study on library formula budgeting. »

1. Stumph5 collected publications, reports, statistics
and otheg pertinent data on Statewide 0perating-budget formulas from 7 .

v, ~ ten states. "The data were ar;xalyzed and compared with dach other -

' leading to ‘the selectlon or derlvatlon of approprlate factors to be
cons1dered in pla.nnmg ‘and developmg a sc1ent1flc budGet for mula and
tailoring it to the needs of'a state usmg a coordmatmg board system. .

. The author relied heav11y on 1nterv1ews and :ox respondence. The
various formulas currently,, in"use are discussed in detail. Stumph
selected one best suited and presented it as a plan for acceptance.

-ﬁ'In the selection of the formula he employed the followmg criteria:  * o

A A. ~ Is the formula elemient approprlate to the

’ SpalCLflc activity to be measured? o ‘ K o \.

¥ B. IS‘SlnlplG to apply to a comprehenswf

situatipn? ) o ‘ ot ‘ - . v

% ®

C. What‘ is its. potehti"al.- for contribution to cfficidwedf
S -
and economy in allocatmg resources? ,

\'

SV The plan developed by Stumph was rev1ewed by an T
expert Robert A Pringle, then Ass1stant Director, Operating

udgets of the Illmo1s ‘Board of Ihgher Education.

0 o
.

2. _' MacKeragnan s6 study set out to determine whether a
conceptual planning- programmmg b\h)};etmg system model could be

developed for a commmnty eollege The model sought to provide a

L]

method,of identifying fzhe costs’ of community college programs for

. . A _ )
use by educational deci@iorfL’makers inm the rational allocation of its

f1scal rgsources. \ P
. o ‘ E\l\he study s four pha=ses 1ncluded a) identification of X

educationa’l PPBS.gencr‘al.lzahtdons and guidelines lfrom a search of the :

literature; h) developmen't of s conceptual PPBS mode.l'for a com-

o . L - o
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munity college based on such generalizations and guidelines;

-

c) analysis of the eoncept,ual PPBS model as an administrative con-+’

cept at a selected Florida commpanity \college,"-)vithin the, instit'ution‘s
existi‘ng. cemmunication, ac?ﬁng, budgetidg and decision-making
prgce:dures; d,),'development of 'conelﬁsio'ns and recemmendations cen-
cerning the usec of the conceptual PPB& model in Florida's community
colleges. ™ - |

MacI{eraglman applied l}is PPBS model‘to a single

Florida junior college making it difficult to draw broad genecraliza-

tfons for appllcablll y to other junior colleges.

*~ 3. The Wllson7 study }v_vas accompllshed by means of:
a) a review and analysis of literature; b) acquisition of informafion
gdbout planmng programmmg budgetmg systems from states, counties,
91t1es, governmental agenc\'les and mdustry, c) acqulslmon of infor ma—
tion about the application of plannmg programmmg budgeting systems
ih education; and d) development of a handbook for PPIS in é?ducatlon
The purpoSes of this study were: 51.) to mvestlgate thwe ‘
origin, histbm,y and'educat‘ional‘ ai)plication‘of planning—programmiﬁg—
budgeting systems b) to ldentlfy the major factors involved in estab-
lishing su,ch a system; and c).to develop a handbook‘for planning- o
plro_gramming-—budgeting systems for administrators, boards of edu-.
cation, professors and students in edueati'on, supervisorsf prhmipals,
teache‘rs, and other persons who would bc involved in the adoption
and nnplemcntatlon of PPB systems in cducatlon 7
B Following a review of. planmng—gogx~afnming—budgcth1g )
systems in education reported in the available literature, ‘an analysis
of 'thematerials gr;d manuals available was completed. From this
bacl\ground information, a handbook was developed to meet the needs

of .those plannmg to adopt a PPB systern in educaltion. '

!
-

&
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. o ' A'*;istance/ with the format of the handbook for planning-
) programnnng b”'!gotmg sfxystems was obtained from Dr. Stirling B.

Wllllams, Jr. ol the Memphls Clty Schools, who had prev1ous ex- |
. \perlenCe in devet,ping handbooks for school personnel Dr. Donald
- ~ R. Thomsen,. Atujgtant Project Director of the Research Corporatxon
of the ASSOCia““H of School Business Offic‘ials, Chlcago-, Illan‘lS, ‘
checked the han‘“mok for accuracy of content Changes suggested

by these SpeC/lall., ls were 1ncorporated mto the handbook. The hand~

-

: b00k appears as [he Appendlx of his study. . - .-
4. I ~(,her8 advanced the concept that communlty colleges _
need new systein. for effectlve and eff1c1ent utlllzat‘lon of scarce re- .
. vsources ]
L ¥

The“g ‘neral purpose of the study was to develop an opera- DT
tional model of & program budgetlng system (PBS) whlch would make ‘

) it POSSlble f01 Crimmunity colleges to lmplement program budgetmg

- The: model “’hlcl' was developed in the form of a systems manual was

research »

v

s included~

a result of the piiycedural steps taken in response to th

»

. vquestlons 1151"‘1 tis1- cach step. These pr ocedural st
‘ _a) the develme. nt of PBS criteria from a review of the literature;
: b) an in-depth sl |y of a typical county-sponsored community college;

and c) the dCVC]“mn(,nt of an operationdl model to overcome the dlf-

e ~

ferences betwea typlcal community college and the PBS cr1ter1a

Uw nodel was then reviewed in community colleges . -
~sponsored by oth. than a county and modified to reflect these differ-
‘ences. A nation \l.panel was requested to evaluatethe usefulness and |
general applicaliiljiy of the model to other community colleges in the

-~ nation. S ) v

o. ‘?gil-ongg devcloped a model for a‘pre’diction formula for

determining resiyces necessary to operate a defined h1gher education
. ¢

audlov1sual cenliy. program. Te accomplish th1s the follow1ng obJec—
tives were motm ) 7 - e

t - » _‘\.
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- A. Create a listing of descr1pt1ve statements
representmg all componemnts of audiovisual programs that mjght

exist; arr'mge the component listing into a catalog from which

program components could be selected. Y

|l
LY

‘B, Create a series of formula elements and

mathematlcal staternents, matched to the program components, ' ‘

* 1

,that could be used to pred1ct collectlon sizes, personnel requ1re—

ments, or monies necessary to operate the: defmed program. '

. f

a—I-hgher educatlox}/audiovisual' center programs were

assumed to be extremely diverse operationg. The r,ange of 'program—

ming a arcas that fight be operated could include but not be- 11m1ted to:

mater1als collection development and management, materlals produc—

tlon, instructional desu:rn and currlculum development, equ1pment

o e

A .
serV1ces, research professmnal ass0c1atlon act1v1t1es, and institu~

tional development. T - S
7

The formula developed was appl*1ed agamst six state—

'supported four -year mstltutlons in the State of Washmgton. TE

- acceptability of the formula was based on its ab111ty to adequately .

predict the resources neededto'operaté the six Wasglington
programs. Adequacy was determmed by the program director
an- adV1sory p'mel " "\ ' N
Conclusions drawn from the st(\dy indicated that the
approach used in formula resources pred1ctlon was appllcablé to
plannmg and budgetmg processes in use'in 1972 The spec1f1c formula
de\/eloped was found to prowide acceptable predictions for audlowsual
center programs in many operat1onal areas, and it was concluded that

it could serve as a model for further formula developmenl in the 7/

aud1ov1sual center program areas.

. (‘\
-—

-



Summary . 4
. T ‘\\' .

T‘ns dw\velopmental research pro;)ect had two ObJCQtlves, . R .

a

% f F1rst, Lt deVEIOped model budget formuia for upper d\v1s1on univer- .
o 51ty 11bra1§1es. Seco\nd, it proposed that the i‘ormula, ane de\;eloped |
-should be able to eXpress thd budrretary needs of an mstltutlon and L
should serveas a sat1sfactc}l\y short rance plannmg tool for manage—
4 ment. Although the project was\hmlted to state 1nst1tut10ns servmg '
o in a system, other institutions. /ma;\fmd the formula. appllcatlon useful
‘ The SlX phases of the study re resented the key to the suc-
cessful completlon of the project. Phases o\e to three conS1sted of
. 11terature search data collectlon, and exammatlon and evaluatlon of
. "existing formulas. Phases. four amd f1ve con51sted of testlng formulas
) selecte€1 for use:and the evaluatlon ‘?esults by a panel of experts =~

from leadmg upper dlvlslon unlv‘ers1ty libraries. Phase six mctuded :

-

- conclus1ons and recommendatlons concernmg the feas1b111ty agid value o
| of applymg a formula suitable for'upper d1v1sron un1vers1ty hbrarlcs. |
B ' . Flve recent doctoral dlsscrtatlons were rev1ewed in this S
, chapter, all of which used dev010pmcnta1 rcsearch technlques in C \
budgeting systcms for higher education. The research techn;,ques
N employed by these dissertation authors supported the methodology
. ‘and design usecd in the- devclopment of th1s study on hbrary formula : x
PR budgeting. T S o o B - o |

. . . “y o :

ki T , ) ’ L
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Ch a_pte'r' 4

ADMINISTERING THL‘ STUDY oo

S o " AND-TILE .DEVELOP MENT" B
A o OF UDUL FORMULAS . ; :
P

"The Questionnaire

— : oL,

An analysis of library Iplrograms in upper divisi_ona’l'se_ttings o

was considered basic in the deve.lo-omexit of .the formula. The objec-,

% .o : . . . : . s

“tive of the questionnaire was Yo provide for analysis an examination

“of ex1st1n<f llbrary programs.o The questionnaire ‘addressed the._fol-‘-

low1ng topics: ST A

a.;.r:"

1. El rary programs and functlons carrlcd out- durlng

. 1973[74; S L oy

2 . Type “of*.budgetifng-rnethods used ahd extent of pperating

*

. funds; B o \

3. . General statlstlcs on lrbrary operatlons durmg the

-1973/74 academic year. S , S ' . : -

L
[ AN

A draft of the questlonnalre was mailed to members of the

. Amerlcan Library Assoc1atlon, Assoc1atlon of College & Researclp

Libraries Cornrmttee on Upper Division University Libraries (UDUL)

for their comments and evaluatlon. -Their remarks were incorporated

-

int f1nal verSmn of thc questlonnalrc (see Appendix I).

‘The basic mallmg llSt for the questlonnalre was the membel -

»

B ship list from thc Association of Upper Level’ Colleges and Un1vers1t1es.
Dr. Robert’ Altman2 was, consultcd before the final malllng was pre- .

'pared It was assumed that he WOuld be aware of any addltlonal upper

level um.,Vers1t1es that mlght not have membershlp in the Assomatmn.

. N v 46
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Altman 1dent1f1ed two such mstltutlons, Monterey Institute of Porelgn
Studles and Anchorage Semor College of the Un1vers1ty of Alaska
system, both of which wer\l‘ added to the mailing list. -
The qu,e,stlonnalre was malled to twenty eight 1nst1tutlons

representmg 100 percent of upper level colleges and uI’llVCI‘SLtleS (see

' Append1x II). The institutions surveyed mcluded twenty state-

c--.~

supported unwcrs1t1es, on¢ ecity college and seven prlvate schools.

s

Enclosed W1th the questlonnalre were, 1) a etter desorlbmg the pur—

'pose o‘l the proJect and 2)a return memorandum wluch enabled an. -

. 8-
md1v1dual to e\press lus/her mterest in participating in the develop—

ment of the.modﬂ buddet formula (see Appendmes ITL and IV) _ Twenty-

‘
°

four of the twén y-eight mstltut;ons responded to the qﬁ'estlonna&. )

Selectiton of the_ Expert Panel : - _ o .
The Expert ]Panel3 was selected from among those llbrary

directors who expressed an interest in evaluatmg the proposed formula,

The F)spert Panel 'serves, in addition, the memb\ers of the ALA

" ACRL, UDUL Comm1ttee and.prov1des the broadest pOSSlble exposure

of this rcsearch pro;ect among tw_go/nught be able to use the’

. _results Although the pr1mary obgectlve of th1s p1 OJect waa to develop

T

'Selection of Institutions for

a model formula for upper d1v1S1on umvers1ty l1brar1es serv'mg in a

-

state system of highier education, it was assumed that oncé the! formula

-was developed it might also be-useful to non-state- supported mstltu- ‘

n

~tions. For-this reason the E\pert Panel mcludcd individuals from

both private and public .s.eetors.

Field-Testinq 'Formulas - ‘ : - U 4

There was general concensus among the Expert Panel mem-

bers that the rnstltutlons selected should prov1de a representative base

for f1eld testing the formulas.: The followmg cr1ter1a were set to help

o

¥

kY

L
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W1th the seleenon process. T

1. The library should havefat least 120, 000 volumes, L
. 2. 'J.‘he annual budget should bes not less than $300 000,
' 3. ‘_' There should be some, evidence of 1nst1tut10na1 '

 stability and matyrity; . o e
- \ 4 The mstltutlon should be t'»x suppovted

J\' R A high perce ntage of the upper d1v1smn umver‘sltles are Stlll

o - sdnew that ‘they operate unc]er unusual start-up conditlons The flI‘St
three criteria were demgned to elmnnate frg\n ficld testmg those
mst1tut10ns which could dlStOI‘t the resultb by the unusual start-up
condltlons 50 typlcally employed in-such cases. Nme state mstltutlon

quahfled for the fleld testmg A elty collerre was. ad,ded as the tenth

upper division libraries. ‘ T S
. . A The Ten Institutuions Used in the Field Teét' ‘\
Code | Iﬁstitutien, . c Location
. R\ - ‘ -
A ' Sangamon Staté‘ University Springfield; Ill.
- B Governors State University  Chicago, Hls+ ° .
- C Florida International University =~ Miami, Fla.
- ' - D University of West Florida . Pensacola, Fla.
E Q Uni_ve;‘sity of North Florida . Jacksonville, Fla.
CF Florida Atlantic University .  Boca Raton, Fla.
: . G ‘Penn State-Capitfal . © - Middletown, Pa.
1 ‘“H °  Univ. of Texas-Permian Basin . = Odessa, Tex.
. o Universify of Texas-Dallas . Dallas, Tex. ‘
e J Richmond College ~ - Staten Island, N.Y. 1
. , , . e N E
‘ . . . -
| o T ‘ ,
| : / T . TFigure 1. Code Dé‘signatign for Test Institutions
5 ' | 774
T o - (;.. El ( 1 ’ ‘
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~ The ten institutiohs represent five states. Florida is

represented With twice as many institutions as the others, the result |

L]

of the function of age and maturity of the upper division university

mb\{em‘ent which devclc;pevd earlier in Florida than in o‘ther states. .

< . v . 4 .

AN

.-

a

o .
. » -

for'¥ 1cld Test Groups ! o ' .

"The ten 1nst1tutlons selected for field testing have a rather

[

interesting proflle. Ag Table I shows, their COllCCthn size ranges »

- from 120, 000 to§3\63 853 volumbs, I‘TI“ studcnt body rang sﬁrom an e

enrollment of 39

bmg budget was $341, 4186, wlnle the largest was over $1.2 nnlllon.

Nine of\the ‘ten schools have master lechms and the tenth one
has afpproval to start scverjl such programs next year. Only the

‘University of Texas~Dallas and I‘lorlda Atlantlc Unlversx.ty offer

_'doctoral lcuvel programs, howe{er, several schools expect to add

B -doctopal programs in t1me,‘ The. levcl and num,ber of graduate pro-:

grams was e.p)xlsldcred by all rcspondents to be an 1mporta,nt variable - '

m\any formula. = ) ' SN ’ ) : '

Tl"lc distfibution of FTE staff bctwcen pubhc services and

[

tcchmcal serv1cos may rcflect both workload and 1rys1,1tut10nal orxenta—

~ tion toward either serv1cc or support functlons. The sma,llcst staff

of . 14 5 FTE was- notcd as totally inadequate by Rlchmond College. -« -

Other programs affectlng workloads were conS1dered in

.'; olléctlng institutional data. Certamly, iterlibrary loans are a

| workload factor that every library absorbs. . There were two institu-
'tlons ‘which did not report their interlibrary loan statistics even though
"thcy provide th1s servyice. 'l‘he reg1stered outside borrowers can also

‘be a factor if a lib'rary is involved/)m major community service, Jhe

degree-of such involvementin the test group was qu1te mlxed makmg

1t difficult to arrlve at any conclusi ion. . S ' .

.-

to 6, 625. Durmg 1973/74 the3 smallest library opera: .

o
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"Selection of Exiétihg Libmry Formulas - |

Y

«A number of library formulas were exammed to determme
thelr probable usefulness in developlng a new or modificd formula
sultable"‘for UDUL purposes. In order to eliminate mcomplete for-
dmulas, the follovnng selection criteria Were establlshed

LN
1.; The staffmgﬁr formula shonld . :

A. address itself to both publlc and techhlcal

rd

- - services staff nee(ﬁ , _— . "o
v - . -

- B

T

he able to rGSpond to 1ncreas1ng or decreasing
workloa,d in these two basic divisions of llbrary service; R )
C.. be part of a formula package servmg state sys-1

PR \ ‘tems which also has collectlon development formulas avallable.

2. Th@maternls formula should

R4

A, reflect the need for a basic collectlon of at 1east

15, 000 volumes; N .
e , B. = relate the size of the collection to the size of
| the student body; | ‘ | v _
o . ’ C. be resioonsive to the di&ersity and complexlty of

[y n
\

gra aduate programs.

g ._3. Expense formula, ‘There was no expense formula '

avallable at the ouE;et of th1s pro;]ect It was established however,”_

. 'that an. e\pense mela was desirable and that one should be deswned

The ‘de'51gn-of)ihe eypense formula will be d1scusse~d later. o

o

Based on-the above cr1ter1a, the Callfornla Formula, the
Flor1da Formula and the Washmgton Formulawere selected for their
ab111ty to predlct llbrary needs in ‘an upper d1Vls10n setting.
The Kansas Forrnula was ellmmated because it is the same as. .
the Waslnngtpn rmodel Slrmlarly, the Minunesota and Nebraska for-
‘mulas were d.iscard.ed because they are baslcall'y tlle same as the

N Florida model. Also eliminated were partial formulas used by about




Table - XI.' ~ Comparative Group Analysis

fourteen other states because they did ngt meeﬁ 1;he stated crxtema. |
A complete list of the formulas «cvaluated is, found in Chapter 2,
" pages 28 and 29. N L

-

1. Staffing for m,ula .The "fol'lowing pages “\)Gill cons.'@dex?

* the ten institutions tested both mchv1dually and as a hypothetical group .
of. llbramesmservmg '1 bmgle state system of higher educatlon. "Fhe

( California, Florida and W'ibhmgton staffing formulas will be first

described and then applled to the ten institutions to show how each.

w0uld be affected. This section mcludes the followmg tables of inter-

- est:

- il‘able" 0. California Staffihg Formula Desm“iption '

Table III,- Califorhia'Staffinv Formula Appiie‘d to Institutions
Table IV. 'I‘lortch Stdffmg I0 ormula Descrlptlon ’ s

V'In‘ab_le V. I‘lorlda Staffing Formula Applled to Instltutlons

Table - VI. - Waqhmgton Staffing Formula DGSCI‘lpthn

Table, VII ‘ Wabhmgton S’mffmg Formula Applied to Instltutlonc;
Table VIII.. Proposed UDUL Staffing Formula DCSCI‘lpthn

Table IX. ' Propos"ed UDUL Stafi‘ing Formuyla Applied {o Institutions
Table '

©

-Suiﬁxin’iar‘.y of Staffing Formulas - . »

-

£

A. The development of the UDUL

1

. : " v 7 Staffing Xormula .

An analysis of

the results of the California, Ilorida and W'léhington"formulas revealed

P

some useful basic concepts. The Washmgton type model was pre-
ferred over Cé-lifornga becaufé it recognmed the mcreased complexx—

ties of book px‘oeeseincT associated with larger collectlon size. . The

formulas tested have shown a cfr'unatlc dlscrepancy betwe‘en existing

staffs and the staffs these formuhs have gener '1tcd Nine out of ten
institutiqns stated that they would like to have some additional staff.

At the same tim'e-‘ it was assumed that any;forfnula asking for unreal-

g2




<

S . 53

1st1c staff increases would not be taken seriously by the fundlng .

authorltles. Keepmg this in mind, the UDUL formula adopted the . '

_concepts of the Washington staffing formula buﬁe‘ also infroduced

v s et A Yy

moderatmg influences: that redpced the total staff generated. This
turned out to be an\acceptable model, accomphshmg 1ts objective
by mampulatmg the constants.

o If one considers the ten.institutions as a smgle
group serving a smgle hypothetlcal system of h1gher educatlon, itis
poss1ble to study the 1mpact of the four formulas (see Table XI, p. 63) » ;
-The total actual staff employed amounts to 342. 4 FTE. The most ’ : | .

extreme r esults are obtamed from the Washington model Ahat suggests. v

650.6 FTE, representmg an addltlonal 308.2 I‘TE staff for these in-_

e et et 4,

st1tut10ns, or 90 percent mcrease The Florida and Cahfornla models .

would increase the group total staff to 55 and 51 percent respectlvely :

\M‘ ‘The pr0posed UDUL formula mcreases the total

new sta ff demand by only 19.7 percent, In looklng at the test results .

“of the ihdividual institutions (Table X), it appears that three of the

institutions are staffed above the, UDUL formula It must be remem- e

berred, however, ‘that all libraries cmploy studcnts and.other hourly p

wacre earners.' The formula recommends that not less than 15 per- -

cent of the FTE staff be added .in the form-of hourly wage employées

This added labor, force will bring each institution within a realistic

range.of .plannin-g'for' library stafffng.

a
a. .

‘Recommended conversion of UDUL

. B.
' L - formula generated staff to dollars.

The UDUL

g

formula gencrates mlnlrnum staff needs only. The. number of positions

do not represent support for any special project a hbrary/mﬁay wish to : ;

inaugurate or for branch library operations. Similarly,/it does not
. &
propose to, generate support for media center type services such as

audio- ylsual TV or graphics. There arc standards and forn1u1as pub—

o . REN

hshed([for these activities that should be conS1dered for institutional




. TABLE II

CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGE LIBRARIES -STAFEING FORMULA

- 1. Basic Allowance per Projected total FTE.fIa(:—ulty & students \

A) 3 positions . ' new, unopened college - _
_B) . 5 " e "1 less than 1,601
<. 7 " o 1,601 - 6,250 S
D} g " R 6,251 - 10,800 oot
E) g " - , 10,801 - 15,000 :
.F)y 10 "M - ~ greater than 15,000
=2 -
3 Pl =% + e - :
¥ N P1 = number of public s‘crvi‘c'e area 'positibn‘s éuthox;ized
: ‘ -a = average weekly hours pro;eeted to be-devoted to all
S R ~ circulation activities related to charged materials
R ' S functions by professionals, non-professionals and
L student assistants. - ' S : i
. - b"'= 40 hours per week |
e = one position for pro.]ected»mcreasc or decrease of
. each 12,000 volumes, charged or 70,000 volumes.. °

reshelved of non-charged- -materials. S s
(factors c and d omltted they relate specifically to the Cal system)

3. B .= total FTE faculty and students divided by 750."

-'.lm B » . 2 I b @
4. P, = special.clients and graduate students divided by 500.
5. Technical Services = number of volpmes processed divided by 950.

[

-~

- 6. ’Ma'nageriql/Admin'istrative based on number of employees

o _ A)  2M/A positions : - up to .15
SR . By 3 " . . _ 16 = 25
C) 4 el o 26 < 35

D) 5 o . 36 - 50

E), 6° " . 51 -~ 70

) 1 " i .y 11 =110

G) 8 o : 111 - 160
. H) 9 " o - 161 - 220

< Iy - 10 " over 2207
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- - v : TABLE IV
- FLORIDA STATE UNIVI‘RSITY LIBRARII‘S STAI‘I‘ING I‘ORMULA
i
N A
A. PUbllC Services (mcludmg pro rata share of hbrany admmlstratlon)
” 1. Number of FTE Students ' Multlpllcd by Welght /
, . e
- ~ 300/400 level , X 1.76 o
. e { . 500 level ' B x 2,05 L«
. . .~ 600/700 level , o x 4.76
, .. registered outside’disers " x 1.00 \
o "~ 2. Determine total weighted enrollment; ,, ' | o
. : d1v1de by a factor of 300 to detive .~ . o .
o , formuh PTE Public Services Stqff \
i . A w . 1 ; . )
~ B. - Technical Serv1c:es (mcl pro rata share of llbrary admln ) ‘
Probess Formula "~ ‘and R Descrlptlve Example -
. Step ‘1-':' To the total units held at beginning of ‘year - -~ 261,153
. - _Add the number of units of library resources N R
: ‘ _ “estimated to be added in year to Whlch L L o
R -+ calculdtion applies = .. - e 23,501 ,
L | ‘ . . 284, 654 - (1)
Step 2: Mul‘t'rply Result by, Units to be Added (UA) - -_ x 23,501 -
LT P 66%896,536 ~ (2) .
Step 3: Divide by 1, OOO 000 to dCI‘lVE - -1, 000 000
Weighted Units lo be Added (WUA) = e -8, 6&9 65 (3)
Step 4: Multlply WUA by the factors that apply _ X . 01514 (4)
. “ ‘ Factor . Const’gmt
WUA . (Step-4) 4), (Step 5) -
, 11to 14,89 . x  s01514. + 67
. 15,000, to 41,999 x .00664  + 194
s 42_,000 to 300, 000 -~ x ~ .00360 + 322 _ '
S T e 1 101..28 (4)
Step 5: To the Result of Step 4 ' o, - NP o
. -~ Add the applicable cohstant as given above N, + 67 (5)
. . to obtam the Faclor Rcsultmn‘ (w R) i 168 28 (I‘R)
Step 6: Divide WUA (step 3) E B . 6 689 6.)
' ‘ by Factor Resulting ('R, Stcp o) : : - 168.28
R , ~ to derxve formula IFTE chhmc"d Serv1ces Staff 139.175 (6)' *
. K . . . - . f . L
;
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.. -7 . .7 . TABLE VI' Tt
WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES STAI"‘I‘ING I‘ORMULA/
~ - s
. »A. Pubhc Serv1ces (mcludmcr pro rata shiare of 11brary admuustratlon)
f: R T Number of f‘@E Students e Mul’rlphed by Welght _ O
: . 300/400 1evel L S 1.80 R _ ‘
oo T . - 5001evel S x., 430 \
‘ ' 600/700 level : T~ % 6.00 & . . : B
. reglstered outside users CTox . OO o .
§ _ ) L2 'Dctermme total welghted cnrollment A . ;’ . .' T \ .
: e - divideby a factor of 220 to derive Lo RO
N - : formula FTE Publlc Servicts Staffr s, 7, ¢ / B l‘""“
PR . ] _. ’,-Q Lo ; ]

,
&Bﬁ Techmcal Servxccs (mcl pro rata share of hbrary admm )

-

.

8 A ' Process Formula - and A Descrlptwe Example R e

L , L 30
Step 1: To the total unlts held at begmnmg of year ‘ /261,153 ., |
’ ' Add the number of units of library resources I8

3 estimated to be added in ye:g.r to Whlch o . . L
» calculatLOn applles R A - 23,501 - . . o
. Lty 284,654 (1), - ..
. ) o . . R o . " . - ' J A . . .
% Step 2: Multiply Re,,sult_by Umits to be Added (UA) . ~. “x 23,501 ,
‘ _— , T T e 66, 896,536 - (2)-
- Step 3:  Divide by t, 000,000 t6 derivg . = 1,000,000 i
’ - Weighted Units {o be Added (WUA) e 6,689.65 (3)
Step 4: Multlply WUA by the f'ictors that apply: . 'x . .,01514 (4) .
' : o oL Factor C@nStan't S ; i
SWU A j_ " (Step 4) | (Step5)
. o 1to 14,999 x 01514 * + = 67 - .
A 15, OOO to 41,999' x 00664 - 194 :
S .42,000 to 300_,000 x  .00360 + 322 : -
RS . e 101.28 (4)
.Step 5t To the Result of Step 4 ' S « "
o . -Add the applichbie const:mt as glven above, e + 67 (5)
: , to to obtain the Factor Resultmg (¥ R) R " 1$8.28 (I'R) _
" Step 6:  Dividd WUA (step 3) -, o 2 6,689.65 "
. " by Factér Resulting (FR step 5) .. .- = _168.28 Ry
to derive formula FPTETechnical Servlces Staff - 39.175 (6) . &7
- . . . . ' . . N ~ o . k
4 . o
a N0 . ( J
. 2 o B
» 0 . ° (25'? .
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oL B TABLEVII T
- A o ca i PROPOSBD - 80
UPPL‘R DIVI UNIVERSITY LIBRARII‘S STAFI"ING I‘O’RI\IULAEmr

. A;. - Pubhc Se LS (1nc1uchng pro rata share of hbrary admmlstratlon)
- I ‘ L. _ Number of ¥ TE Students Multiplied by Weighf.
e 300/400 level . x C1.76 0
oot .. 500level - . x  +2,05
: - . 600 leve1 : X, \\ C 4, 76
: 700 level x L 4.76 ;
- 2. a. Determme total Weighted Enrollment (WE). .
| 'b. "Divide.up to first 7,000 WE by a factor of 300, - '~ *'s
c. Divide WE in excess of 7,000 by a factor of 450. L
L e d. Add #esults of b.iand c. to derive total formula i
e T FTE Public*Services Staff. |
B ' ".Techmcal Sér*vmes (mcludmcr pro rata share oi‘ hbrary admin.)
. . o "Process Formula o _An' and _' - ' Dgscrlptlve Example
' Step 1 To the total umts held at bcgmnmg of vear ‘ %6 1,053
‘ Y. Add nimber of units of library. resources ' )
' : ‘estimated to be added in year to, which . I
calculation applies, ) o R 27,974
S I T 289,027 (1)
. 3. Step 2:  Multiply Result by Units to be Added (UA) =~ - x 27,974 .
. N | - 7 8,085241,298  (2)
Step 3:  Divide Result by 2, 000, 000 to derive - -+ A 2,,000,000-
o - Weighted Units to be Addegd (WUA) - . 7 4,042.062 (3)
Step 4: Mulé‘lply WUA'by the factors that apply 7t x_.03028 (4)
~ Factor Cbng’;ant' ' -
\" U A ' : (Step 4) . (Step 5)
 1to 14,999 x 03028+ 30 D
15, 000 to 41,999 x . 01328 + 9T ' T
42~ 000 to 300, 000 X . 00720 + 161 B v
Step 5:  To'the Result of Step 4 T - 122,41 (4)
‘ Add the apphcable constant as given aboveJ -+ - 130 - (5)
to obtain the I‘qctor R esulting (FR) g .. . 152.41 (FR)
R - . i . N - 3
© Step 6: Divide. WUA (step 3) : g L o ' 4,042.62 - ]
‘ by Factor Resulting (FR, step 5) Yoo 152.41 0 00T

ito dcr&ve formula FTE \'f[‘echmcal Serv1ces Sta.ff . . 28 52 (6)~

* Not including hourly wages. For hourly wages add 15% of staff generated..

[ ] RN
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adoptmn- if apphcable 4 A library needing additional s;caff for special'

¥ -

63

progects 0r~ media activities should.request this staff b'xsed on justi-
Qe

The recommended ratio of supportive staff to
professional staff is approximately 2.5: 1. Supportive staff nceds

may vary as much as t0.5 according to local needs and circum-

* o

<
i

N ¢ 1
e - To arrive at average ualames per pos1t10n, one

must cons1dcr the average support staff type salar1es in the 1oca1 :
geographlc area. ‘Aver age professional salarles must be computed

on the basis of both local and nai;lonal salqry offermgs In the final

analysls, each mstltutmn must develop its van mix of staff and defend -

it through programs dehvax ed. Hourly wage earners are generated
_atals pe,,gent lcvel over the staffing formula. The FTE hourly wages
arc converted to dollars at the average current local rate, whlch is

typically equdl to. the begmn ing clerical rate paid by institutions. -

TABLI XI

COMPARATIVE GROUP ANALYSIS

’ OIF STAFFING #ORMULAS o -
Actual staff employed Comparisons )
by ten librarics: N = 342.4 P |
Formula gen‘eratéd staff _ Deviation from Percent
for ten libraries ’ . actual (N) deviation
‘California = . 517. 0 +174.6 " |  50.9%
Florida T 531.1 " 188.17 " 55.0
Washington © 650.6 ©308.2 - “ 90.0
UDUL’ . 410. 1 67.7 | 19.7

e <




. . ' B, ' ) R
2. Materials Formula. ~ In analyzing the ten materials

to

64

formulas, the irisititutions were tested in‘di-vidually and agatn as a

'hypothetic‘al group of llibraries serving in a singl'e state system of

higher education. This section Wl\l follow the pattern established

earlier, descrlbmg the California, Florlda and Washmgton materlals
~ formulas and applj%lmg them to. the ten mstltuthns." The gollo\v1ng

table{s»are paesented in this section:

»

- Table XIL "Conﬁponents of Material Formula's:' : .
t S . Californig, Florida, Washington; UDUL

"Table XIII. California Materials Formula Applied
Table XIV. Florida Materials Formula Applied
Table XV.. Washington Materials Formula Applied

Table XVI. UDUL Materials Formula Applied '
- Part A: Books '

Table XVII. UDUL Materials Formula Applied
: ' " Part B; Periodicals/Serials

Jo

Table XVIII. Summary of Materials Formulas
Table XIX. * Comparative Group Analysis -

R AP

3
®

A, Components of material formulas. It is obvious- .

e,

at t:irst‘ g"{énce that.the four formulas used in thiS'gnalysis'have a great .
deal in common,o\yet they yicld different results vastly signif.icantto a |
given institution or group of institutions. ' | \
The existing material for mulas generate volumcs
-only, 1eavmg the perlodlcallserlals group undefined for mstltutlons
The UDUL formula, however, has introduced a criteria that sets’ the
basic perlodxeallserlal subscrlptlon needs in sc.ope with the. academlc
_ programs they support (see Table XII). This makek the UDUL formula

v uniquely different.
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A B., The development of the UDUL | .
' ‘ . ' ‘Materials Formula. Application of .

the California,. Florida and Washington'fol-‘mulas 1o the ten institutions.
~ tested shows low each formula affccts the COllECthl’l of an upper d1v1— :
sion mstltutlon., The Callfornla formula gcnerated the least number of
volumés, while the I«lorlda model generated the most.: As Table XVIII
mdlcﬂtes, the ten institutions as a s1ngle group have a total of

2, 035 181 volumes.

s

-

_ ; 1_’:[‘he California model application increases the

X desired minimum v'olurne ‘count by 267,669, or about 13.1 percent.
The Washmgton model shows a. dlfference between. hold1ngs and the
formula amounting to oO7 129 volumes representmg a 24.9 percent .
increase. Thc Florida formula gencrates 2 625,210 volumes, repre-‘ '
sentmg a 28. ‘) percent mcrease in the minimum number of volumes.

”The dircction: of the: Florlda model has been used

to further increase f01*n1ula-gener'ated collecttions fo¥r upper division

" institutions. It was es_tabl.i:slled in Chapte‘r 1 that upper division unis
versity libraries need somewhat larger collections than traditional
four-year 1nst1tut1ons LIt was impossibile fo establis.h with any degree
of accuracy Just how much larffer the UDUL library should get before
it reachcd a.minimum level of adcquacy Expert opm1ons var1ed
somewhat, but 1n gcneral it- was estlmated in the oO to 70 perCent _

- range. - ) a K

| The for mulas tested addressed the'issue of .

collectlon adcquacy simply in terms of voLumes. This was cons1dered/~t
to be a ma301 wcakncss because current subscr1ptlons and serial pub-

. lications, whlch are chfflcult to convert to volurncs, reprcsent about.
50 to' 60 percentcof ].1brary acquisition costs. Ten years ago such

.- Subs'criptions may have been only 20 to 30 percent of the budget. The’ .

increascd costs raise many questions about subscriptions, including

-thc number of them an 1nst1tut1on must have. - o
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These 1ssues were basm conS1deratlons in

¥

£l

v developmg the UDUL materlals formula.

*. of Volumes generated in all varlable categorles

: employed.

The UDUL model started

{out by adopting the baS1c Florlda formula, but increased the number |

———— ~f

: made on seVeral grounds, one of which lsjhe lncrease in new know- :

ledge and 1nformatlon during the past 15 years For exqmple the

L Clépp- Jordan I‘ormula (1964) c1ted in Chapter 2, asked for a basm :

The U.s.
about 24, 000 new tf;lcs durmg that year. In 197o the trade publishers

collectlon of 50, 000 volumes “trade publlshers prodtmed

expect some 46 000 new t1tles to be publlshed If we a,ssoc1ate bas1c » .

- collectlons with rate of publlcatlon, as the Florida and Washmgton o

”

formulas have done, the UDUL formula elemer\ts are reasonable

-, L Part B of the UDUL formula establlshes the .. .

| minimum number of perlodlcal/serml titles to Wthh a llbrary should

subscribe. The increase to a basic collection of 1,000 titles is based

on the number and level of-prog’rams and the number _ol FTE faculty

: o
® . o

_ TABLE XIX g

COMPARATIVE GROUP ANALYSIS
OF MATERIALS FORMULAS

3

-

~: Actual volumes owned
by ten ljbraries:

-~

Comparisons

N - o= 2,035, 131 ) )

Formula géncrated Deviation from Percent
volumes for , A

A . . actual (N) deviation

ternr libraries - : : )
“California 2, 302, 800 + 267,669 13.1%
Washington’ 2, 542,260 507,129 | 24.9 -
Florida . 2,625,210 - " 1590, 079+ 28.9  ~f
'UDUL 3,418,628 1, 383,497 67.9

Justlflcatlon can be |
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[0 o ' - C. Reéommendod growth rate qnd - \ L
B C .. _.conversion of UDUL Formulas,” |- :
. o~ A P'wts, A and B, to dollars. _ | - The JDUL

S . Materlals Formula prcdlcts only nnmmum coll >ction qdequ c cs A .
v . 4 )

hbrary must ccmtmue to grow p'tst this level once it has been reac,hed

In fact, a minimum annual grow th of the colloctxon is equally 1mpor~

. tantto-g lLbrax,y whcthcr the collcctlon is below or above the figure ' .
. | -:_ 1nd1cated by the formula. '1‘he question remains; what 1s tth mini~ |
e mum annual growth that must be mamtamed‘? |
‘e T - Both the Waqhmgton and ¥lorida formulas suggcst J - R

five percent g drowth of the coll ectibn.on hand There are certain weak- .
nesses Built into tie five pcr(,cnt me.;hod -in thqt it- Lgnores the depth. S o
and, bre@dth of thc institutions and.the annua}" r’tnge of new publlcqtlons,_ .

E ' both domestlc and forc1gn. Thcse factor set the 1‘_)<GC(2 in m,uumum

collectlor) development and are as crltxcal as the total volumc count in
N " 1 . . . o . FI

a.hbrary.‘ . T JO '

‘ e . The UDUL formula rccomrnendf‘ that an upber coT

| . division yniversidly llbl"d’(‘y add fo its eollcctxon not less than ?5 000,

Y
© 7 volumes per year—or f1vc percent (5%) of its holdings, Wh].ChGVGl" is

greater. ’]ﬁe mcm.bcrs of the I‘\pert PPanel cﬁ‘lmdcr thlS rate to be .
o mlmmal' growth both undcr and over the formula- generated collectlon ..

Nt count Subsc;rxptmns are converted at the rate of 1.75 volumes per

.
3 » - !

IR t1tle when calculhtmg arhual growth zat C , .,

3

R Instxtutlon'll growlh naust bo predetermined, ‘and

N budgét requcsts shouch be bascd on thc average cost of library ma-"
terials. The follow'

VI | 1924[‘75) were use

sts {thc actual averagc costs for I"AU for o .

com .utn‘l{» thc, UDUL matemals forruula-“
o s Monogra1 vofumes. - . ' ‘@'.$18-50, D
| ' » “’L_-' Subscrlptxons, qcrml/pemodlcab tltles R @. $45.00 - o

i [ K iil ] v N /- o . o +
. . , s

\ S ) Obv_iously, each _mstltutl.'o,n rnnust determing -its

e, ~ ) PO e - C e . :
. own dollar conversion. It maybe less Qr fmore per volume and/or . .
o } . ! e . ' 7 ’ . .

B : . . )

. : ® . .
L 4 S : . .
.




title, depending on curricular emphasis affedting collection dévelop-
; . R . p‘. ) N :
" ment. ST . -

. 3. The UI)UL T‘xpon)c Formula. The ExpenSe Forinula

is umquc in that no othcr ekpenqc prediciion formulas of any’ I\md a1 e .
« avallable for llbl‘hl“l(}b. ‘The need for a valld c:-,pcnuc model is great -
as one can see from Table L. Ixpense budgcts xangcd from $18 000
to $89, 000 among the ten”institutions selected for the study The
ObJCCtIVC of the UDUL l*xpcnuc Formula lS to predict with-a reason-

able degreée of acouracy the minimum' dollar support a glven'llbrar'y \

necds. - ’ ; : T T
oo < . . K

" - A, Devclopmont of the e\pcnsc for'mula.~ The flrst , -

.

" step m this tasl’ was to demc the tyandl and gcnerally accoptcd ex-

pense ltems in ].lbl aries Crenerally spcakmg,‘expense ltems include
S
travel i"entals, postagc,' printing oostg, supplles and other ‘consum-

“Jale items that (annot be (‘]doS ified as capital cxpendliur'e. L\cludcd
from the ef.pensc cateaor Yo al.so, are all salamcs and wages.- Some
vam_atlon cxists among btatcs in their d(’flmtlon of whon a supply item

3 becolnes a capltal cxpendlturc.. Some 3tates th it to ¢ dollar flgur‘e,

| settmg an arbitrary ].Hnlt of, lct us say, $50 or $100 f Under thls
,'systcm any item that costs ovc,r the set limit 'is not am e:xpense item.

h Ariothc—;x metlaod UhGS tho cos/t plus useful/llfe. Under \hls system

any item ‘over a predetermine /cost of, c.g.p $v25, whi h will last a
fixed number of years, will be considered a capital exps ndxtur‘e.

, In dlscussmg this pr‘oblcm th'h a number of adnnmstra*tors, however,
- >

1t was a'vreod that thc var mtlons in glate practlces arc not sufficient

s

to upsot thc v(,lldlty of a formula that discounts the gray ar'cas of the
,dcfmltlon,s. S T T e - "

-, The UDUL exp’c;n”sc formula was developed after
. 2 r ) - . ) . L
considerable con.s[ultation with library administrators followed by an

-

[y




w""“generatmg fa(‘tors to the follo vmg

analyS1s of actual budgets and other institutional data of fhe ten -
1nst1tut10ns in this. study. The bq:;lc abeumptlon in the development

of this formwula was that'the cost—.gcncratmg factors must be common *:
“to all 1il;ﬁ ries: ) T‘he formula list had to be brief in order to be pralc-'
tical for inétitlﬂi@ll&l use. "l‘hvis-rcquirement rccix_lced the cost-

(1) number of volumes added to collection

(2) nqmbex of subscriptions

(3) studeh%s' served ’

(4).' _ facul-;cy served

(5) I‘\L“ l1b1 ary staff, employed

T . Aftcr conslderablo e\per‘unenhtlon W1th asmgnmg-
. weights to these factors an ac‘:ccptable expense for mula emerged, as -
+ .delineated jn’ Table XX,

. T/ QB:./ . L - '- - (.

‘ ' TABLE XX

. UPPL‘R DIVISION UNIVL‘Rsm LIISRARIPS ‘
: E\PJ« NSE 1 OR\lULA - "

Q

f.a‘;'c t o r'_' . : - -, Weight

Esytimated ﬁ{vols. to be : ,
" added {o collection - : .75 .

Subseriptiofis © * . " LN
a) no. titles "{ > 17\5\
)'re‘:/ultq offay = 7 | - 5,00
No. FTE btudents - N 0.75
‘No: I‘TE faculLy : x - 1.50°

.' Tota. Ir'TE 111)r'm'y'st;1ffg o B x1; 0‘00;. .

]

Total of items 1 t‘hr.ouglh/S Vo osbpy 2

. 'r::itio 1:1

Convert points to: doIla’WS
. . N S ~ . N
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~. : ) I‘ormula to-dollars.

B. Oonversmn of UDULl,Fxpense

acadcmlc year data as the base, the conversion of the formula to

dollars on a one-to- one ratio is shown in lme 7 of Table XXI.

apphcatlon of the ﬁormula to the tcn 1nst1tutlons rcsulted in reduc-

tions of expcnse budgets in some cases and incr

-

1\

' smg the 197 74

The

eases in others. The

P spread of . dollars decreased from a range of $18 000- ‘1;89 OOO toa

.t

-

range of $27, 625- $76, 842 (see Tables XXI and XXII)."

If we take the group of ten 1nst1tutlons and con—

-

sxdcr them agaln as.a hypothetlcal smgle system of 11brar1es we can.

determme the total 1n1pact of the: formula.

Through this formula, as.

Table XXIII shbws; the ten llbrarles genera‘éed $90 992 more than

_their actual combme!d\1973/ 74 expense budgets of $432, 728.

This

represcﬁts an mcrcase of 17 2 percent for@the hypothetlcal system

lxbrames.

-

[

Expert Pa el members and others have agreed

" that thlS formula pr ducecl reasonable kfy’pothetlcal results for their’

mst;tutlon’s, ' .4 - /-.’ _‘ 4'
oo TABLE XX1I

rd

1

. EFI‘EC‘I‘ OF UDUL raPr,NSL FORMULA \
e ©ON HYPOTHETICAL SYST;LM
' « ' OF TLN LTBRARJES/ .

—
~ oo s
Actual expense funds -ava~iﬁable R

in"ten libraries, 1973/74:
Formula—generated‘expcnfse :
funds for ten libraries -

"~ Formula doliar dif?er n‘pe ' ;7'
© from actual funds’ fon )

v
od

_f

- N .

[ $432,728

. 523,720

+$ 90, 992

¥

|
[

¥

[ : b
I‘or/hula percent dxfference' e o L / 17, 270
- Il e -~ ] ) )
" - - 1 [ .
. N A ’\.7. ¢« « e N
ve J " o .
o _ » . A [ 33
© ) ¢ ® . .}x'-.( .',”— g “ /‘ " .
\ : #, . 8 / 5 .
- .’ "/ ' -
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\/ ‘Summary ' ._ . c

, C. Expense funds progectlonf , o - .
: using. UBUL Formula. = If a Library genérated

55 *000 pomts m the formula durmg 1973/74 these would be converted

tOr $55, 000 with: the 1:1 lat/lo o . . ,
\g . - Usmg an economic lnde*c, the base year should be =
- considered as 100 percent. On th1s.baS1s, inflationary lncrementc‘ can
be calculated annually for future years.  Ience, if the bud{,,et for
4 1974/75 included a 12 percent 1nflatlonary factor, the 55, 000 pomts

[

generated by that same llbrary would be calculated as follows | /

55 000 x 1.12 = 61, 600 x $1.00 = $61, soo *”

o

e o The formul as_ developed will generate funds
proportlonate to mstltutlonal growth and develOpment ‘It will also

_reSpo}td to proportlonate IedULthHS m enrollment staff and othcr

" factors. B ,4 ; - e
., %,/ )

. Chapter 4 dlscussed phases two, thrce, four and fué of this-
_ \devclopmengl res earch progect as described in the Procedures

'section of Chaptey 3. _ o . e
/Thls stt/dy selectcd ten up‘per drv1s10n unwerS1ty llbrarles,

' from a‘total pOpul'lthl’l of twenty clght to be. 1ncluded in the develop-
ment of. buclget prcdlctlon formulas particularly suited to the needs of -
'thl ; type of Lnstlﬁtlon A questlonnan e method was used/Lto initiate

' the (iata gathc;rmg phase of the project. The instltutional dat‘a ob-
ta1ned from the qucstmnncnr S was applled to existing formulas |

.(Callfornla, F101 ld"t, Washl on). -

‘ / Results of these formula applwatlons, as shown in numerous

y / - tables in this ‘chapter, were used to de7é10p the UDUL Staffing and

Materlals Formulas. ‘.A / . ' /

¢

-




J . S e 81
| | o In gddition to the-Staffing and Materials forrhulas, this projevct

resulted in the. development of an UDU‘L Expense'Fdfmula model that

‘is unique in fhe field. This is the first known expense formula tech-
nique and should be of interest to library administrators beyond the

* UDUIn group.

Consultations were held with individual members of the Expert
. Panel and members of the ALA, ACRL, UDUL COmxz‘t’?ttee. Changes
and useful suggestlions Were_ incorporated in t_heA final UDUL formulas.
. . / .
W k ) ’ / s
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Annotated References Chapter 4 | e o \

1Members of the ALA ACRL, UDUL Commitlee are:

Peter Spyers Duran, Chau‘man '

James C. Andrews
Dick L. Chappell
~James T. Dodson
Irlene R. Stepheps
‘Richard Vorwerk

Y

_ \) 2Dx‘ Robert Altman is Executive Dlrector, Assoc1at10n of Upper - :
S . Level Collegcs and Universities, 28 Merlon Place, :
_L_aWrenceVLlle New Jersey 08648. -

< JN. '
Expert Panel members are:

. Florida Atlantlc University
Rensselaer Polytechni ie Institute
Univ. of Texas-Permian Basin -

*»  Univ. of Texas-Dallas
" Richmond College-CUNY .

Governors State University ’.

R <
VS ‘ e

‘

SO ., - Howard Cordell Florida Intern‘atlonal University -+ =~ "
o - Howard W. Dillon Sangamon State University - - =~ S
ek ~ Gloria B. ElllS -  Walsh Collegé of Accountancy and. :

- o Business Administration a | |
Andrew F-arkaS, _ Umvers?y of North Florida . S .

Emerson Jacob Penn State Univ. -Capital Campus =~ .

Bruce Keeney ‘State University College a} Utiga

James Servies University of West Elorida : ‘

" W. Walter" Wicker Univ. of Houston- Cl(.ar Lake C1ty I, j

4’Brong, Gerald R A Resour‘ce Predlctlon and Alloc*atlon Model for o,
Audiovisual Centers in.Higher Education. Washmgton State

: Umverslty, la72 /Ld D. dlssertatlon
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: - B ~ Chapter %/

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS -
. ) ¥ e ‘ ) ’ . . .
Summary * o R

LN
=

-

4 model llbrary budget formula for upper dl\’lSlOI’l unlvers1ty llbrarles
: (UDUL) “This formula was to cove‘r all maJor budget categorles
cornmonly found in ac"tdemlc libraries, i..e.: salaries (staff), ma-

terlals (books, perlodlcals, etc )i expense (SuppllCS, travel, rentals,j

. etc.). The examination of the physical’ facilities category was exclu-

" ded from this study 7cm the grounds that such budgets are typlcally not
S ¢

-

part of annual opera:tmg budgets.

The scope of this study was llmxted to formula budgetmg,

d(.fmed as "a me}hod of line 1tem budgetmg based upon qugntltatwe

“~

models which é\/{)ress the budgcta}[}} support needs gener/étcd by -
uoperatmg procrrarns and functlons To accompllsh the ObJECthCS of

this study the 1nvcst1gatton was dcvcloped through six phases.

A4 l
N ’
K

' In Phase 1 currently used budgct formulas were 1dcn iti ed

: —_— R

rKi evaluatcd for posmble inclusion in this study. The (ﬁallforma, -
Florlda and Washmgton £ormulas were retame‘d for comparlson and

. use as models whlch could be nnproved upori. Other Tormula models

were discarded because they exthcr represented a dupllcatlon of the _

Washmgton modcl or were su)any less sophlstlcated in dcswn.

Voo )

In Phase 2 library data was collected through e,questionrfq/ire

- /
- R . Fs .

N
“ e . . .-
T AN ' .

«

The purposec of this. study was to develop and recommend a ! 4

-~

v



S g - A
., from upper division university libraries known to exist in the United
States. Ten ta{ﬁg—,su_pported_ in,éwt-itutions were select‘ed.for inclusion in

~ the ‘_st_’udy;fi.... o Vo

i

" In Phase 3 the emstlng Callfornla, I‘lorlda and Washmgton

formulas were applled to the’ ten upper d1v151on unwer51t1es. The

N rcsults wcre evaluated by mem’bers of an Expert Panel

..

: . Phasc 4 inc ludcd the development of three UDUL formulas

(a) staffing, (b)Y materlals and (c) expense. - Again the results were
. ) !

'evatu‘ated by members of the Expert Panel.

As” Phaso 5 the final product was revmwed in/ Chlcago on
[

January 22, 1975, at a meetmg of admlnlstrators representlng upper 1

A
division unlvcr51ty libraries. e _
N B } ) . ) . ) _ . -_.::1 .-
4
* / - . * The final step, ‘Phase 6 1ncludcs concluSLOns and rccommcn—

datlons as, repor tedrin tlus chapter concelnmg fea51b111ty and utlluatlon

value of the UDUL foxmulas I e

.
o . ]

The UDUL form:/as described in Chapter 4 were produced

&

through the COOpCI ation ten. llbrary dlrectors part1c1pat1ng 1n the

' study, ‘with the aid and qsmstance of mcmbers of the Commlttee on -
Uppcr D1v1510n Umversuy Libraries of the American Library Associ-
ation and tho m(thduals constltutmg thc E\{pert Panel. The models |
contained in ant chapter weré rcviewed for the purpose of assessmg
' thcir,ué‘efulness and adaptablllty to upper d1v1510n libraries. Each
' individual received a copy qf the‘ formu/las and apprdpriate tables

show1ng the actual applm[atlon of thc formulcfs to ten institutions. Their

ﬂ respo,nfscs afnd commcnts hclpcd to formulate the model. presented U

Expclt Panel members basically agreed that llbrary budget

.'formulas'carn support statcwg{idc goals dnd o/ﬁl]cctlves and. tHat they tend
. } ‘. , + . i 1 2




to treat all 1nst1tut10ns equally Thls 1s probably one of the reasons
an increasing number of states have moved toward operatmg budget
formulas, It was also agreed that formulas are not.an end, but ra_ther
a means by which needs can be ekpressed ‘There was unanimous |
agreement that governing boards must consider many, other facts in
- addition to these formulas in ordeér to arrive at an adequate level of
' support..'.Each process must have a beginning, hoWever, and the use -
~  of a budget formula establi§h‘§ an accurate measure of need. " .

S,
3

-

&

Conclusions

The‘overall goal of the investigator was the déveloprn'ent of 'a

‘model llbrary/budget formula that is partlcularly sens1t1ve to institu- -

- tions wh,l do not have lower d1v1s1on enrollments "~ Fyrther, it was
the o)o/ec’ie\g( the study to utilize existihg llbrary bu_dgevt formulas )

- ~ of the Assumptlons stated that it .might be unnecessary to mvent" an

entir ely unlque formula. Indeed the test1ng of the Florida formula o
'X’Vlth some.modification became the basis on wlnch the des1red rnodel B
for stafflng and mqterlals was built. The thlrd maJor category, expense l
had to be treated dlf[%rently as there was no known formula avallable
For this reason an experise formula was created. Thesc. formulas have
been f1eld/tested to show hypothetlcal budget results.in the upper divi-
sion university llbrarles The development detalls f the UDUL formu-
" las are d1scussed in Chapter 4, o .
The acceptability -of the UDUL forrnulas was based on thelr
s o ability. to provxde reasonable predigtions of desired resources ncces-
o sary to operate upper division university libraries. Acceptance of the
UDUL I‘ormula by a magorlty of library dlrectors 1nd1cates ‘that these
formulas can be used for predlctmg resources needed for the operatlon

i ’

/ . and @alntenance of upper division llbI‘al"lCS ~ T : {

/ ‘ / . !

upon which the UDUL formula could be~ developed In Chapter 3, Item 7. - .- T3



‘ the mmlmum number of ETE line’ 1ﬁsﬁmns needed to carry out

- th.e tot'al FTE lme item pOSltlonS

o analysls, be more 1mportant than overall size. This suggested crrowth :

’ _rate has been set at 25 000 carefully- selected volumes, or f1ve per—' A

| S o . 86

Forrnulas are useless, however, w1thout a sklllful admmls- ) iy

trator who can cffectively.utilize the formula-generated results in the
plannmg budgetmg processs There is constant danger of blmd accep-’
tance of formulas w1thout -an effort~ fo prOperly 1nterpret results For

this reason, it is appr opr1a"te,to rev1ew_thc formulas! -capabllltles and -

'rest‘rio'tioﬁs.' ' T . LV L k , | :
.1._ : /What the formula.s wi'll 'do- e S - A ’\
CA. The Staffing for rnula prov1des an mdlcat1on of

2

ity library. In addltlon, it

Tt

the functllons of an-upper d1v1sxon un

generates hourl'y rate (student) help in the amount of 15 percent of -

Y . .
b % ' L R - . ; S
o ‘B. ., The Materlals formula establishes the minimum

size of (a) the boo‘k collectlon and (lﬁ') perio'dical/'ser‘lal subscriptions. IR

It also suggests a minimum annual growth rate that may, m the fmal

Acent (o%) of- the total collectlon, wh1chever is greater.

. v . .
. C. The Expense formula is.based on cost-generating- -
factors common to all libraries. It con"slders only typical costs in an
average} m t1tutlon, therefor e, it must be regardcd as a minimum ' o L,

formula that must.be eapandcd if the l,Lbrary engages in pro;ects de— '

manding additional funding. ' t" S e

¢

-

.. 2. What the formulas will not provide -
. .o N T I. o T ]
- A, - Theée Staffmg(formula will not prov1de salary levels.
I‘urthcr, it will not establlsh/the exact mlx of professmnal and non-, *- Co

pI ofessional staff; however the suggested ideal ratio of professjonals




“ERIC

B A - 7ot Provided by ERIC

-

r

d‘

'."\ - B. Thc\‘l\/hterlalsformul't will not.provide gross ~ * -

to n_on»—'profes.ﬁonals _Wou’Ld be not less than 1: 2 andvhot more than 1(;&.\\\ .

r
-

i Jll

budget figurcs. As stated eavlier, "thJS forxnu»la Fenerates desired

«
P Y

COllGCthI’l size and rate of drowth only. The actual dollars

.must be gener ated by establlslmlg the avurage cost per volume and

' multlplymg that cost by the expected number of volumes to be added . e

.can mcrease the need for addltlonal finds. L lns type of expense, as

«wc],l as speeml progect

to the collection. The.same techmques musgt be used for perlodlcal -
. o , . / - . c
subscriptions. Such flg,ures can be obtained” fz‘orn authorltatlve sources: ‘

such as, the Bo\ker Annual or from 1nst1tutlonal ptt clasing" hlstory
b

o
The materlals« formula cannot dlstlngulsh l/)etween good and useful

books and the outdatﬂd or poorly wrltten ones. One' must assumge that R

L

the quantlty e>.pressed in °the formula Wlll b mt\el:/ryreted as the hlghest

. . . . . o . . -~

quality po/ss1ble. | .

3

C. The L>.ponse formula cannot 1nclu‘d‘e all possible

B

expenses. For e\campl . the level of automatlon an mstltutlon desi?res

.

\

- “"i . j A
‘must be a(k 1ed. to tho formul generated base. o

SN -~,,’ \ SRR
- D. None of the above formulas 1dent1flesrthe leve\l of

I'ES R . )

support generated by a gwen sub -unit of a c.a}npus. The needs arle '\

. — . \ - o N

establlshed collegtively for th@ entire campus. ! . . L -
M %E) ' None of'the ahove formu a categori‘es should be f

i

used ag’ a substitute for value Judgement 1‘01»mulas atre s1mpl\y lnd'l- N

» N

catorsg of-need‘ whlch requlre constderatlon ahd mterpret\atlon in the o :

' hudgetmg process. * - ' A ST : )

of the size of the ll\brairy manage-rml staff. o o °

“for admlnlstnatté(e staff, It le‘aves to” each ihstitution the deterrmn tiog -

» ' S k . . f
R

. . o
N - o .’ ) . f
Y : ' % . "

Y . . - . 5
. s 3 : R
»3.  -Mdentified wegknesses and p.ossz,bl,e/problefns ‘e
. . . ! )
; “of a model budget formula system e

v LS

b H . o
i . i

;@& A..  The U]DUL Formula makes no. spem/al provision
<

-~

. L e ) ® . . ) e ' PO

N o L | 96 L
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B. . The Formula assumes an equal ’difficdlty of

! - .

catalog'mg in all institutions and does not provide for the added com-

- . plemtlcs of teclmlcal processmg assodiated with a larger collec ion.

&

., C. The Forn_ntla does not pg‘ovide for factors t s . |

-v. N : b - . . . -
compensate for'a‘decentrallzed organ’rzatlon. Décentralization 1s not

now e{~zjblem in the type of institutlons we hdve studled but it could

" bécom prolilem in the future. ., - .

e Y . o

.

D. " lerarg lcnder seches on dl.fferent levels - /
f . I _‘

e The Formula does not recognize the poss;ble. chfferences 3hat may

N . AN

ex1st but smaply alms at the aver age needs. . e -

R

o "E.  The I"ormula does. not prov1de for _any .research

or development but assumes this cost will be an atLLd—on. There is

. ' . always dunger in assuming.that ‘an mstltutlon will ﬂzefwﬂlmg to, go be»-\‘ .

yond the formula genel -ated funds,- ’ B .

R e . . . ? .‘ . N . . . g
R - , B The I‘ormula 1dcnt1f1es mmnnt;m needs. There : o
: ~ \ \x) bl Sy et LT
IR is a potcntlal danger that Lnstltutlons w1ll sed the fo} mula gcngrated .
S mmlmuﬁm&ﬁmm ILthls shouldfdev&lo s all non- forrnula- ,

‘M — a

o anC‘I'd.th costs would appear as luxuries. N _ I S
- : .« . = o ; . ! o . /

‘&

-

\V ' G. .Fermula budgets further deprnd upou several '

\  \ 1mportant 1ssues, for’ cxamplec - : BV L ’ o fooo-

. , ! . (17“ Higher education in gerleral and libraries / A

‘. ‘ 7» m partlcular suffer from a lack of accepted dcfmltlons. .Consfder, /
fOr mstance, the issue of pt ogram count. - When ‘s a program-a

genume program and not dbtrac((‘? : ) : o v \/ ‘
_;/ s ‘ . _ (2) Cred1b111ty of a formula among board m\ern— v-[;:‘ M

| \ © _ Dbers and'”legislators. Unirealistic formula results will erocle,the confi-"
T 1 " dence of these grouﬂs in the forrnula s valldlty. : ' , ]
, ; .y . e

<~ ' Institutions adoptmg fornfula budgetmg should be wax;'e ofgthek\

> - limitations that. emst A compreﬂenswe formul'1 should produce a-- >

('.Q




. -_ "‘ .- . \ o . L ' -. >
‘ \ _ - . ) . .o~ . i "»a : .

.

reasonably aZlequ'lte budgct predlctlon for fmanmal support It would \ .

. . o ’ ,’ ' . . ‘ . . "
a . . - - . E ’ /
Recommendatio-ns and Need for Fhrther Studies v .
. . The prunary rccommendatl.on resuting fr‘om this study is /
9 / O i ’
that upper division letltutlons glve semous consuleratmn to the adop- / .

tlon of the WUDUL I‘or,pml'ls Th(; adoptlpn of the Formulak will give

.

these mstltutlons the mmunal resoyrces necessary to serve their

lnstltutlons. : N // ‘_(.;"' '

- Jn addltlon, the need fomfurther stu@s is I‘ecoormzed a d
recommended as follows' RS // R S o ) o
, (SN : - ' S . ’

. 7

‘&

/not re;’ihain static;. ‘They'should‘be

1. - Formulas sho 1

G

_ constantly 1mproved in ordfr

tools.
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APPENDIX I -

Q

Y
Plcaso find cncloch a dr aft COPY of the questlorm"u c for

your evaluqtlon, surfgc‘,tlons and, ac]d1t10ns

Y
4

As you Tecall our meeling in N(‘w York, the final Vérs1on of
sent to all thd upper “division 11brq1 jes’

I will apply the various known Tormulas to thg data
Once thatl is done, 1 will return thes

the qucstmnnau‘c will be «
known to us.
reccived fack from this group.

1 - R ) * N
e_‘ -; t 2 .
Iy P
“ : . .
~ i . ;
i- »
L co Yo
; .
K4 ‘; ) -
“oo N R T
. . , » o o .
MEMORANDUM . : :
- - . i . 7 . Fa »
To: - » ; Comunijtteeon Upper Divisipn Libraries: %
Co 3 .- ' ° . e ;
\ Y . .. - ' R Ay - . . ":
[ . el s
TFromy Petler Spycers-Duran, Dircctor of Libratied,
Subject: - .- Qfestionnaire Bvalaation b

.

results' for your® evaluation and selection of the most G:Ol‘l‘lpdtlble

N

ERIC

PAruntext provided oy enic [l

° W

formula. T e e
RS would apprecmtc it if you could retunn your rcsI)onse by‘
return mail. , .
' . ,‘ . - » ) , i :‘.\-
PSD/u v .0 L Ty :
encl, L ' : D S .
James C. Addrews Renssclaer Palytéchnic™
_Dick L. Chappell Univ. of Texag- PermianBasl‘n,
James Dodson Uni¥, ofyTexas+Dallas B
Irlene R. Stephens Rlchmond College, M. Y. :
° Richard Vorwerk Govcrnors,S.t'a,tevav. |
. ¢ BN
»w L
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Ce N * : . . . ' v \ ... .. I’
ST o BUDGET FORI)JULA ‘-‘TUDY QULSTIONNAIRT‘ L 92 .
| ) o I« OR Ul’l)l* R DIVISJO\I UNIVLRSl I‘Y LIBRARIFS ' ST
. ¢ T : ;
P . . . . . . X . ».. C . /J ) ¥
1. = ~Total number of :volumes ¢quivalency* in collcct10n as of“June 30 1974: _ q
e E'v. N - 7 - A v , \'1; - . 3
i . © . . ) L ) . . . T C §
*Equivalents inclisions and exclusions: _ _ , N
a.  one volume : £ onc volume ) '
A b. " one r(eel microfilm | ., = one ‘volume - - :
c. _ eight micr ocard or flche o= ~one volume ' d
s, d..- three maps = - "one volume = ’ .
. . c. all.8ther types: e.g., films, ’
o nhono records, lapes, etc.y = one-to-one basis .
P for veporting purposes o .
. include all-such materials as have bcen Cl&SSlfled )
' -———7\ cataloged and prepared for use; ‘ L :
e : ° exclude such groups as government depdsitory. '
L ‘ _ collections, ERIC, HJAAI* and all archival !
' - dype codllections. o '
.2.  Number of FTE faé:ul-ty pesitions during 1973/74: '
3. Number of FTE students duzj;‘lgb 1973/174: M .
. fuse 3—qua'1*ter or 2-semester average) . C .
e ., a. lee breal\down of students by level . vs A .
. . 'Numb;r 100/2:00 level (freshman/qophomorc) ‘
ST Number 300/ }OO level (junion/senior) - : L .
| e .“ Number 500 vcl (beginning graduate) ' :
- L 2 - Number 600 ﬁ(nnstcr) : - . :
N . - > Number 700 leié‘l“(dU(ftT)l A e e
-4 '-Number of registered outside uscrs of llbrary IR Yy
, 5 Number oI/IIonors undel grqduatos (1f any) :
| 6. \ Numbcl of masters fields without doctorates: A ’
7. Nun]bE{» (jf mastcrv‘fiélds with doctorates: Lt -
i . . A ] l N . \ . - ’ -
8. © Nummnber of doctoral fields: - , ' : , ‘
9 Numbcr of tOt"il I«" TI library staff . :
as - alloc dtGd to Technical Services. ) S .
" b.  allocated to Public Services "
10. Dfumb’cr of I-L-L transactions 'd'urin/g/l s -
) - ; y U : ' : 5] A
sxdefined as "Persons not connected’with the institution who make use of the ;
i C()llL"(‘thll, who are I(,glst(’l ed #nd possess a borrdwer's card". -
- e R S : { , .
:l . . ‘. » ’ Lo - . -I _1_ . ‘ . . ) ' N .,

e
EKC10/74 . . |

T : . ) - . T 4 - .




R ’ ) \\" \ i . T ‘
S udgct I*ormula Quoshgﬂg_gnvo (('ontmued) v R 93
"11.;_ "What was your lidtary budrr(\t for 1913/74‘? ‘ ‘ |
[ a. | BITE staff ’ S . o o o
‘b.. Hdur‘ly rate staff : ~ : . 0 :
, el - Materials. (books, binding, ' - .
o pemodlcalh, cte.) i » ‘
. .d. Dxpense (rentals, postage, ) 14 '
A . supplies, eic. ) ’ ) , <
R _ Total lerary Budget: . -' ‘ S )
. LN . \Q N -
12, What 15 the.*)udgotmg method currently used at your institution?
’ (Check one) 1 ‘ -
ki a. Forv"mul'a L T .. , "
b. Pl)_OB " | . . ) . ] o ' .
Y Lump sunt, y ‘ ' N
. -7 d. Line item. R P .
: ., .e. Last year base plus * S . ]
' f. Combination of above (spemfy) _ o ’
13, Is there any indication, that your mqtltutl@n is movmg toward
- . .for n—tsgjgbudge ing? - "~ Yes . No L
. ’ : . ' : * T~
, -+ 14. . Do you-approv formul budrrctmg for librarigs? L
: ' . . Yes - - No i
. 15. Do you feel tlmt upper dwawn colleg c/umvcrsny libraries should
have formulas that are par tlcu;arly sensitive to the Spec‘ml necds
of such 1ns}1tut1 ws4 It *x es, why?* Xes‘ — T No
. ) . —
a for mula now, is that for mula arbitr amly altered
., by office§ outb xdg\* the’ - “‘\%’;@M
“ 17 Is our institution in a whate system? R Yes ., No ﬂ-.
™~ .y\,' R g TR ) — O
18. Is your institution (chcck ome) N\ . T
L 7 a. = ‘stat‘c'suppor"tcd‘ ' o : . -
T ~ b. . privale ‘ ' " N '
. c other‘ (spu 1fy ' ; .
) ) . - . . . . s ‘.Q " k.
/19. Where in your >ystmn are library as kmg bu\cLoet& determmed“?
o ,// : a: Librarian L, "
b. Campus Business C)f«fmor .
. &,  President (Chicf- (,ampm (_)iflC(‘F) .
d. = . Other (‘;spomfy)v . o
, F= . .
° \ i . » 3 » LT ) ) ) Lo \\: '
v your answer to No. 157%s "Yw plc ase give your reasons on Rgverse sule
o  of this sheot.

8 o . . . ° - ‘ : .v 1@2
Lo . . u . _;‘2__; .' . r

. Full Tt Provid c B : .
o . N .
N . . ' - k
N . . . . + ~ .
. T - . . -




..

ERIC: .

‘Budget Fﬁo r)

Pl

i

-t

la Questionna

ire

-
«

Y

' ((;(Jth_i_klt-lc-cl) e

T

L.

i 3 \ . A . ] .' R o o ! s . . : .‘ ‘
20, Where in your system is the budget distribution determinéd?
AN . ) . - - - R ) ’ )

‘

N Sz = b
21. How do hpper dwlsmn univer; ,1ty liby amcs d1ffel f-l om four -year mst1tut10ns?
: a. D0e< S"your® lilgrmy have lh(.g uppor lmlf” of collections only‘?
e . [ . 4 .
: . ) - - Yes ' NoA

“b. . If your answer is "No", please cxp}am the ‘extent and dcgree of -
10we,1 division. l('\ el collee tlon dcvclupmcnt

-

-

. e .
L, b .
. ; o ‘o . -
& - ’
. . Q . .
C- Estimdte the pcr ccntag( of \the collection develOpmcnt bludyet
) spent on lower divisiowmathri & ‘ %
d. What are the char aotm i: ,tlc%l of lxbraly scrvices to btudont.s d[ld
« . faculty in an.upper division fa\Cll()()l? Do thesec 1(:;)1"osont a .spccm"c
- problem in'bpth level all(] numbcr of sty ffmg requlred ? )
:‘ ‘ \ -
L : o o ¢
T / . a VA
" . ) ;‘ - .
. A ' =
4;4. * ,:.s )
o / . . 7‘ { N .
B M ';‘ ' ._ . - . ° . ‘1{ L i : . - . . .
- ‘/” 22 Descrile your faculty in lm 1y s ()f thm\r dema nd dn the library for their

¢

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

R

res€farc

Heavy dcma}md‘ ’

1y

k]

.
-

Plcase return to:

4

- Pet@r Spyer«s Du zm,

LY

.Bo_(@ ]vgton, I' lmx la 33
. \ ? . . ~

Dn‘

ctor

451

and tea(:himg needs (eircle (me)

e

o

Low demand

<

’.

1 2 | 5
1 . 2 $3 4 5 -
1 P2 3 .4 5 o .
1 v 273 4 5
¢ \ \' o
\ - d
. 4 N
‘name : k
- .
title . . '
®
m.s'tl_wtr_on ”,
& » R f
()f'_[:,ihr.'m'ies ) . .
- ¢ . | /

+

Phone: (305)

o

103

395-5100;

oxt, 2449
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.Ja,cksomﬂle’, Florida 32216
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SR T ey  APPENDIX L™ - " IO
ST o  List of Upper DlVlSlOl‘l Collegos and Umversrtles e .
“ _. . in the U. s., rau 1974 N \{ L
. X S . N . l NG
- members - - o HEPEEE -
Pacific'Oaks Colleges Upper Dnmox\iﬂ‘hool of. /\pphcd Sc;cn"c - University of Texas at Dallas
714 West California Boulavard Rochester 1nsmu(c of Techioleay - P.O. Box 30365 '
.. Pasadena, California«91105 - - CQ\_anb M(mmml Drive- Dallas, Texas 75230
i o S o - Rechester, New York 14623 ¢ ‘ :
) \ Florida Atlantic University _ U o .f1" . )
- \ - Boca Ratdﬁ,.FIorida 33.132 State Um\cmly Colfege at Ullul/R()ﬂlL niversity )O oxas i
) " 811 Court Street of the Permian Basin, o
Floridla International Ul;)\'c‘l>11y Utica, New York 13502 Odessa, Texas 79762 L -
.« . Tamiami Trail T NN ' '
Miami, Florida 33144 s . College of Community, Services Milwauhce School of
h S Y : - , Engincering
: : : French Hall B
v . ‘ 3 . " ¥ P !
- University of Notth Florida °* University of Cincinnati , ‘:,thnc»!ngy ark OV
P.O.:Box 17074 ] : Cincin;mli, Ohio 4321 - Nitwaukee, \\.licomm 53201 - |

Potisburg Station

Garfield Senior Colle e
cfo Lake Erie Colleyge

. The Unjiversity of West Florida =~ Painesville, Ohjo 44077 ,

Pcn;acola Florida 32501 i o & s Ypper Leve) Universities -/ ¢
B Capital (,am')us - , i : Voo
Govcrnors State Unlversuy b Pennsylvania S ate University ~Anchorage Srv.College of.
Park FblC%l South, Rinais 60466 Middictown, Pennsylvania 17057 , Ul'li\'(‘l")ﬁ'\ of . Alaska .

. 4
Texas A and I University o N
Springfield; Illmons 62708 - at Cotpus Christi I Anchoy ‘.Lg-,(‘i

2535 Providence Ave
\AK 89504

Sangamon State Umvcrsny

o : P.O. Box 6010 3
%\ - Concordia Senior Collcg : Corpus Christi, Texas 78411 ‘ . .
6600 North Clinton Street , e Tt it e ol
Fom Wayne; Indiana 46§25 ‘ Texas A and | Ccnw: at Laredo, N[?ntm. © ln_.Stl.m‘u" of
‘ P,0. Box 537 . L Foreign Studics
University of Baltimore = " taredo, Texas 78010 - 425 Van Ruren St
, 1420 North Charles Street ' o R Mortercy, CA 93940.
4 Baltintore, Maryland 21201 East Texas State Univegsity Center N .
N . ' : Tl Texarkana-— ;_Nj\_ o~ S ‘\,
o o Walsh College of Accountancy and P.O. Box 5518 T e -
” Business: Administration . WTexarkana, Texas 75501 C * ,.\ ~
P.O. Box 35 I . ] O o \
Troy, .Michigan’48084 TylerState College T ' L . A i
- - 100 ECast Berta Street o . e Y
Mmmsom Metropalitan Slalc College - Tyler, Texas 7570 1 I
LL9G Metro Squarc 7 . e # . v
St. Pani, ancsota 35101 University of Houston at Clc.lr Lake City T ’ . }
: . Cullen Boulevard ™'~ - , - ' ' N\
Rlchmond (.ollcg,e of ‘the Cxty Houalon Texas 77006 . v ‘ L .
- = University of New Yok : , : . . . . ‘ N
3 130 Stuyvesant Plage . University ‘of Houston; Victoria Center i :
- Staten fsland © 2708 North B ¥ Jordan Street, s
New York, Nc\v Yorl\ 10?()! o VlClOFl.l. TC\(,:? 77901 ' . '
the association of upper level colleges: and unlvmslucs -
- g o
. DA ' ) . :-‘....‘ e e ‘ - ;,/,
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¢ APPENDIX Il

P

" Mr. Gary D. MacMillan, Director
Upper Division School of, Applied Science
Rochester Institute of Techndlogy
One Lomb Menrorial Drive - .

- Rochester, New York 14623

~

Dear .l\/Ir.'Mac_Mil‘lan: Yoo b

B Y

AS Chalrman of the ALA ACRL. Committee .on Upper DlVLSlOH UI‘llVCI‘SlthS,
"I am sending the Cl’lSlObEd questionnaire to all twenty-nine of the uppcr
level umvcr\‘ilty libraries known to exist. . The cooperation of each of you
will help in developing a Model Budgel Formula that will serve the unique
reeds of our type of ms'ututlon which, by and lar‘ge, are unrecogm?cd in '\
the emstmg budgeting proce’eses - \

- ConSLderable work has already gone mto developmg a model budget formula
for upper dwlsxon\unn ersities which may be complcted by February, 1975,
We hope to de\relop national gmdclmes and standards that may help the fu-
-fure development of\ tho-,e libraries. We necd\mstltutlonal data to finish .~

this ambitious pro‘]cﬁt\ ‘ Z] "

Please takc a few minttes of your time to fill out the enclosed question-
" naire and send it to me by return mail. I will*send you a copy of the model
formula as sodh as it can be dcvelop-eémd on ‘the questiannaires. This
. project is one of the first effort toward secking some recognition®of the
special character of upper division umversﬁy librariesa .Your help and
_s/uLort is much nee@g,,.___\ - o '
\_—._»__‘——\,
1 would llkcjj; invite you to serve on our E\{per Panel and provid
opportumty «to review the modol formula before i is'presented for adoption.
Your input, criticisin and.evaluation will be invaluable in assuring quality '
“in such a‘projcct. This can be handled by mail; howgver, we do plan to"
‘have an open discussion on the matter as onc of the ALA programs. I hope
the enclosed memo will reflect your acceptance. |, o

Mafly thanks for your cooperat»ions..

.

Sincerely,
Q;,tu "S'{sg‘ ‘—v\-"h"“"“"";.
T L My Peter Spydrs—Doran ,
- . PSD/ks = S S Dircctor‘o\f Libraries
v ~ ) o ' - ) ) . . . | . ’
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S APPENDIX IV .
' .o “Date-
.ot L ' :
v i . } . - T 7 ‘7.. . -
. X\ ) . ) ‘ . ) ‘ 1Y
MEMORANDUM -
. / .
TO: . Pe;ce'_r Spyers-—Duraf} ' . .
} ' Director of Libraries '
P Florida Atlantic University -,
« FROM: A - v
| Name & Title..
“ - ' . ’ * . . - g f
R : : K
. Institutjon N >

Pleaac find eﬂclosed your Model, Library ,Formula Budge’e
Study Questlonnau‘e )

.
-

Xpe

~

model, but must decline serving on the L\’perts Panel.

-l
" - A
~ 1 -
- N
o
i
- ¢ | !
S Y
B [N
~ L} ~ B Ay
- B ’
[4 .
r T:, -
N L)
o , o
a L]
.
.
~ ) a
1)
1 ° "
t
. .
-
- }’ ’; »
o {
-, L, H i
- - 3
I’ f } L
" ) - L} t‘
N - [ B3
’ I
> ’ o t ]
S - . 14 - - B it
- : > - . e ) . .- P
v : o . . - .
Ll ¢ 'l
i . . ) . . A3 . ‘ : H -
: : Lo
. : . . R . , -
LN . Y ) ’ .-
O L. . ) ) ) ' ' ) e
. ‘ . . [ ) . ¥
ERIC - 106
. T \' -

_.' e / . . Ce .
I W111 be plcased to receive a draft copy of the prbposed -
model and react to 1t as a member of thc Experts Panel

i w111 be 1r61tere§ted to receive a draft copy. of the proposed -
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: o - - . & . . "
LA S , MEMORANDUM ‘
. l . . ‘« . . - E ) R [ . I._, . : Sl
- ... " . ’ ) - _‘ .... ‘:
~Tos Partfcxpatmg Experis in the Upped D1V1slon U111vc3r51ty
: lerarleu (UDUL) ¥ ormuh Study
D
From: . Peler Spyepg;—I()uran,- Chairman of UDUL CommltteeQ
‘ and Principal lnvcstigator - - W
| quject‘: Gompardtﬂe Axmlyms of Cahforma, Florida’ and e

~

W'rshn},gton I'ormulas and Evaluation of UDUL Formula

7 .

" Pleasé find enclosed a comparative analysis of the California, Florida

L4

- Many th a_nk)s;f@ -

"~ and Washington formulas.

These,
in exislance, have bcen used to develop a
suit upper’division library nceds.

: Pleasc look over the proposcd UDUI\ formul

usmg the oncloscrl cvaluation shoet

SF
4 v,

being the most advanced formulas

[PUL: Formula, \altered to

&”’S'

and cvaluate them by
|

coa

The ALA ACRL, UDUL Commlttec dill moeﬂfat 2:00 p.m. Monday, ) i ..

Januaxy 20, 1975,

at ihe Pglmer Housc.
to-attend our- mcotnw/flﬂ,d%w.t]mpate in th
formulas./ ot X )

.
[y

i you cannot dttend
Jénuary 30, 1975, A "no reaponse!
plete satlsfactlon with the I)l‘OpOuOd UDU-L

-
-

ur, cooperation. - A

SD/g
enclosures
i Y
7 e .
M v
3
-( . ) 4 )
“ 3
407
.. .

Yoy are cordially invited
c evgluatxpn of thc_ue '

-
' e

I WOLI].() apprecmtc recelvinff your evahmlon by - -
' will be n‘rtorpreted as your com- .-

fogr‘,mulas .

98

¢
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[ . . S s L © - -4 ‘ : ‘ - . , |
T s EVAI UATION OI* UDUL, FORMULAS .
P ' R ]'_n evaluatmg the proposed YDUL formulas, pleasc. fc el frce to add’ yOur S -
' ‘thoughtsrand comments to these questions:” Attach addltlgnz}l.ikmetks of - T
) paper if needed : A e .
A.°.  STAFFING I“OR'\IULA I |
Tt . - 1. The UDULu Staﬁ'mg hEN ormu]a is (c weck one) )
' [0 a)petter than other formulas , - . R
[] .b)about the same, SRR R
. [J - ¢©) worse : -t . e IR
4 Cow s o ',u. ..‘“ . - . v . - ‘ A ,'C’“.
j . . Commments: - crt T S -
; 2. Would you rccommend adopt;on of the UI)UL S
. ;' _ . . Formula (check one) . - - ' .
' o [0 a)without change *» i - "" .
A T . 0 bhunder no circums stances - . :
' O c¢)only if the foll*owmg chenges are incor porated
o . ’ - , . c‘
. -Commentis: - ' I * B . S
o . e
i ' 3. What is your overall evcxluauon of "tho UDUL
Staffing l“ormula? : P e
@ N N v "‘ "
v B~ MATERIALS I«ORMULA - T )
' | 1. Do you agree w1th the UDUL formula concept Wthh
» o separates books‘from SeI‘I‘:&S—LQQl‘lOdlcaIS? ‘ .
| | [ Yes [JNo 0, . 30
= — Is this approach (check.oie) - ; L
: A / ' [0 a)better than the ot"hcr formulas uge
" T 0D b) about the same ‘ i ' )
N ‘ O .c) worse ‘ - . ( )
1 .. 7 Comments:. - S : N
- % - I — T ‘ v c.
N . X . -
. /. \‘\ \ .. o ‘ ) ' ‘ é,‘ '
o R S AL RN e vt
‘ \)‘ P . . . . e o o . . e
- e : . : . ﬁ" b ' :
JERIC Y- o Bes N
. L ‘, | : . Ry, L




- M . c - ‘
. . . - - . =
* ’ * P ' i --:} : . . .
. A .

= .ﬁ - . ) - LI
- 1 R t L4 T _,‘ .
, 3 o -, s ¥ T00
‘Evaluation of UDUL Formulas  -2- RV VA
i B. 3‘.,'.. Would you recommend adoptlon of the UDUL Matemals ‘?'\ .
" “, - : o Formula (checl\ one) .- j L - ,

a) Wlthout change . ' . . o | 3
'b) under no circumstances . = = SR
c) only’ 1f_the Jollowing L_cﬁhanges are incorporated: S

/.f"
000

. 4 - Comments:, R ' i

o ' . . . - a
- ] . - '_‘. . .. , ) \

- ' PR P ~ e

L "“i"u., = - B 4, What is- your overall e\faluatlon of the UDUL N oo

R s Matemals Formula? Y
.. .V. ‘) ' .

~ : -

‘v»<'b._ ! '.o‘_ v
S »

S O R EXPLNSE FORMULA’ O, T
ORI AR o

ST T . 1. The UDUL Expense Formula 1s\{;.(c'heck one)

.- : o D a) agreeable for adoptlon withouti change v

' D b) a complete dlsaster». abandon e ,:‘ oy
R SR a E] c) has potentml but needs the followmg changes S

T~ e : - - o . \ ¥ ‘ //
Y 4 . - CEE TR . N .
. ‘ 8. . o ) . e - ) A

— e . _"
PR / T
s . : M . : \ ) ) . ¢
~ S . submittedby:
. N . 7’ ‘a‘\ . "d.
, /'"\ - "f‘v':v..'
T A'prepared by: . : S ‘
& Peter Spyers- Duran, Chalrman et .
. .~ ALA, ACRL, UDUL Coyzlmlttee R xﬁké '
.13 January 1975 Y - . ggi : )

B § . X . . ‘ . if{}g . .

"?b;»
P
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e Boca Raton, Florida 33432

CURRICULUM VITAE , K

o - | | | ;o
Peter Spyers -Duran;> - . v - ‘
637 S.W. Fourteenth Street = *~ . ‘ - :

Born January 26, 1932, Budapest, Hlingary U.S, citizen.

Married‘ Jane F Cumber. Children: Klmberly, Hlla}'y, Peter.

Education: Un1vers1t of Chlcago, Graduate L1brary School
M. A 1960; Nova Un1vers1ty, d. ‘D, 1975.. ' '
' d Dlrectﬁ'r X L1brar1es, Florlda

Employment Professor

Atlantlc University, 1970- 3P Ssor and D1rector of Lﬂbrarles,

:Western Mlchlgan Un1vers1ty, Kalamazoo, Mich., 1967-1970; Asso-—, '

= 'clate Professor and Assomate D1recto;‘Y;1brar1es, Un1ver§.1ty of

Wlsconsm Mllwaukee, 1963 1967; Americdn Library Assomatlon

- Profess1ona1 ASS1stant 1962 1963; Un1vers1ty of chhlta, Instructor
N and Heac(i of C1rcu1at10n Department 1960-1962; Chlcago Pubhc ‘
, L1brary, Ref@ence L1brar1an, 1959-1960; Un1vers1ty of Chlcaégo

». Lawy lerary, Catalog Department 1957-1959, ’

{ Member:. AmErlkc,an L1brary Association (life); Florida and

Southeastern Library Ass'ociations- Florida Association of Public .

“Junior Collegg; Board of D1rectdrs, United Fund of Greater Boca

Raton e . . ' ' ‘ \ ' K

< ’
Listed in: - Who's Who in Amerlca, Contemporary Authors,

- Who's Who in Ig}brary S_erv1ce, Dictionary ¢ Internatlonal Blography,

Who's Who in American Edu»cation. - ‘ ’
" Author: ‘Mgving Library Materials, 1964- Basic Fringe Bene-
fits for Pubhc Libraries in the U. S 1967 Approval and Gathermg

Plans in Academlc L1brar1es 1970 Advances in Understanding Ap-

'roval Plans in Academlc L1brar1es 1971 ECODOI‘I‘IICS@f ApprovaL_Plans

1972; Ma:nagement Problems IIySema}s Work 1973 contributor to
o v
professlonal Journals .and,techmcal reports. » | Coa
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, 1 certh tha ‘I have read and am w1111ng to\gpnsor
‘th1s Major Applied Reseatch Prbject. In my opinion it con-

Yy

L3

"and quality as a Major Apphed Research Project for the

gf Doctor of Educatmn at Nova University.

L forms to acceptabls standards_and is fully. adequate in scog I
d gree

>

SR oot . Dr. FredemckC Kmtzer 4 '
. @.;MRP Advxsor . E L
’ oy 1

[+ > \’(u , L. X C . A ; .

I certlfy that I have read thlS MaJor A%pli‘e"d Research RS N
P;co;ect and in my opiniont it conforms to ‘agceptable standards ’ v :
for Major Applied Research Projects for the degree of Doctor — -
~of. Education at Nova Umvers1ty N - /\’ : j
-(\ . : ! S v ; : ‘ . A ' “
Dr. \Jafnes Chinn. C r

’ ' Cluster Coordinator

’ . | - o =
This MaJor Apphed Research PI‘O]eCt was subrrntted
to the Central Staff ‘of the Nova Umversxiy Ed.D. Program
. for Community College Faculty and is a¢ceptable as part1al

fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of .
Education. : :
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U Dr. Georg& M. Barton
o : . ,\ Nova University : ' o
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