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This report provides data to support decisioaking about the amount of library fung
that would be adequate to support UMass Dartmouth as a doctoral institution. Library
funding is important because:

A Libraries are characteristics of universities that are very important in fostering
lifelong learning (Kellogg Commission on the FutofeState and Lanérant
Universities, 1999, p. 24). Academic libraries influence faculty recruitment and
retention (Matier, 1989, p. 19). Inadequate library resources are a barrier to the
work of faculty (Pittas, 2001).

A Academic libraries helptofulfil accredi tation agencieso i
requirements (Ruediger & Jung, 2007; Saunders, 2007).

A Library expenditures was the only crasstitutional variable that was
consistently significant in predicting institutional reputation (Weiner, 2007).

A Academic library experiences were related to-sgtorted critical thinking in
undergraduates (Whitmire, 2001, p. 116). There is evidence that institutions that
have more holdings per student have more engaged and satisfied students (Hayek,
2001, p. 18Q) Libraries influence student recruitment and retention decisions
(Reynolds, 2007, pp. 68, 71-74, 78).

A Library professional staff have a role in university teaching, research, and
information policy (Dewey, 2004, p. 10; Johnson, 1996, p. 86). Lérateach
college students information literacy competencies (Boyer, 1987, p. 165);
(Dickenson, 2006, pp. iv, vi). Library professional staff are essential in providing
library services because there are no close substitutes (Hammond, 2006, p. 629).



A An external review of UMass Dartmouth in preparation for a new PhD in-Luso
Afro-Brazilian Studies found the library collection to be inadequate to support the
program (Peres & Tesser, 2007, p. 10; Fonteyn, 2006, p. 2).

A Anecdotal reports from UMass Dartmoutitiilty indicate widespread

di ssatisfaction with the |ibraryds resour
The question that is raised is, AWhat is an
Dart mout h Li br ar y ? develandiysissof library fendingievelsfori t ut i on a
UMassDammout hés aspirational institutions. The

planning and initial budget projections. In addition to this report, | will prepare a
programmatidevel analysis; an analysis of librarglated accreditation requirements
with budget implications; a qualitative analysis of the libraries of the aspirational
institutions; and a report on best practices of academic libraries.

This is a comparison of selectiéarary characteristicbetween UMass Dartmouth afhg
aspirational instutions The aspirational institutions were selected using the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Integrated Postsecondary Data System (IPEDS)
200405 data. This year was selected because it was the most recent year that the Library
submited data to the biennial NCES Academic Library Survey. The criteria for inclusion
were: public Doctoral Intensive or Doctoral Extensive Institutions with 8JG)000

FTE studentsThere are no institutions that have the same academic programs as well a
the student population size to whidiMass Dartmoutlaspires. Therefore, these

institutions represent the best aspirational group based on sEideand institution

type (public). Most of the institutions in this list were also included in the Yardle
reportoés | ists offYardleyRaseamhGroom2007 i nsti tuti ons

Data were extracted from IPEDS and the NCES Academic Library Survey fo108004
The following twelve universities were included in the data set:

East Tennessee State Univirs

Idaho State University

Indiana State University

Montana State University Bozeman

North Carolina Agricultural & Technical State University
Texas Womanbés University
University of Arkansas at Little

University of Idaho Rock

University of Massachusetts Bion

University of Massachusetts Lowell

University of Missouri at Kansas City

University of Wyoming
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The following institutions were eligible but excluded because of missing data: Florida
Agricultural & Mechanical University, Louisiana Tech, North Dak8tate University,
South Dakota State University, University of Maine, University of Maryland Baltimore



County, University of Vermont, and Wichita State University. Rutgers University was
excluded because it included data for more than one campus.

Thisis a description of characteristics of the aspirational institutions and the findings of
analyses of library expenditures, services, and staffing. It concludes with
recommendations based on the findings.

Characteristics of theAspirational Institutions.

The median institutional operating expenditures for the aspirational institutions were

$217,877,288 with a range from $126,412,830 to $305,623,542. At UMass Dartmouth,

those expenditures ($151,291,000) w&té6 lessthan the median for the aspirational

institutions. Closer examination of these data suggests a trimodal distribution. The

group with the | owest expenditures consi sted
University of Arkansas at Little Rock, Indiana State University, Idaho State University,

andthe University of Massachusetts Lowell. The median institutional operating

expenditures for this group were $177,617,094. These expenditures at UMass Dartmouth

were $151,291,000, placing the school third from the bottom in this group.

The middle grougonsisted of East Tennessee State University and UMass Boston.
Their institutional operating expenditures were $217,877,288 and $218,673,000,
respectively.

The group with the highest institutional operating expenditures consisted of the
University of MissouriKansas City, Montana State University Bozeman, University of
Idaho, and University of Wyoming. The median expenditures were $287,604,686 with a
range from $273,745,711 to $305,623,542. (North Carolina Agricultural and Technical
University did not eport institutional operating expenditures.)

UMass Dartmouth is experiencing two transformations: an increase in student FTEs; and
a change from a masters comprehensive to a doctoral research institution. This repor
focuses on the increase in student FTEs.

Figure 1 shows a scatterplot of the aspiratii
expenditures and student FTE count. It indicates that 47% of the variation in institutional
expenditures could be explained ydent FTEs. UMass Dartmouth spent the least in

relation to the number of student FTEs, but, like UMass Boston and Lowell, spent more

than was predicted in this model. Given the student body sizes in 2005, the total

institutional budgets were slightlyriger than expected based on the values reported by

the aspirational institutions. However, increasing the student body size to 10,000 would

require a significant increase in the total budgah approximately $150 million to

approximately $230 millioyor, about 50% increase in the 2005 dollar amount.



Figure 1. Relationship between Total Institutional Operating Expenditures and Student
FTEs at Aspirational Institution@ppendix | lists the institutions that correspond to the
numeric variable labels; tasources are National Center for Education Statistics
Integrated Postsecondary Data System and NCES Academic Library Surve§32004
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Table 1 summarizes the variation in institutional operating expenditures and library
characteristis at UMass Dartmouth from its aspirational institutions.



Table 1. Variation in Library Characteristics at UMass Dartmouth from Aspirational
Institutions.

Characteristic UMass Dartmouth Variation from
Aspirational Institution Median
Institutional Operating Expenditures -31%
Total Library Expenditures -24%
Library Materials Expenditures -15%
Library Monograph Expenditures -50%
Library Serials Expenditures -33%
Total Library Staff Salaries -4%
Services
Circulation Transactions +1%
Library Presentations -32%
Staff
Total Library Staff -9%
Library Professional Staff -32%
Library Support Staff -17%
Library Student Assistants -11%

Figure 2 shows the relationship between Peer Asssdsatore (PAS) frodAmer i ca 6 s
Best CollegegU.S. News & World Report, 2007) and library materials expenditures.
Materials expenditures include books, journal subscriptions, electronic journals, and
bibliographic databases. The PAS is a proxy for irtgfital reputation. It is weighted
strongly in the publicationés annual ranking
institutional standing was found to be significantly related to total library expenditures
(Weiner, 2007) and is shown here todlrate a similar relationship within the selected
institutions used in this analysis. Our aspirational institutions ranked in the third and
fourth tiers. The mean and median PAS in 2084or these institutions was 2.5 out of a
possible 5. Their scasaanged from 2.1 to 2.7. Sixtgur percent of the variation in

PAS of these institutions could be explained by expenditures for library materials.

UMass Boston spent more than its predicted value for library materials and UMass
Lowell spent less. UMasDartmouth is not included in this graph because the PAS

scores shown represent doctoral institutions. As a masters comprehensive institution,
UMass Dartmouth was not included in this set.



Figure 2. Relationship between Peer Assessment Score and/IMatarials
Expenditures.
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Library Expenditures.

The median total library expenditures for the aspirational institutions were $4,479,039.
They ranged from $2,309,749 at University of Arkansas Little Rock to $6,640,607 at
University of Missouri Kansa€ity. At UMass Dartmouth, those expenditures
($3,415,053) wer24% lessthan the median for the aspirational institutiotie median
percentage that institutions allocated to their libraries was 2%. At UMass Dartmouth, the
allocation was also 2%. Atagor research libraries in the country, however, the

allocation is 2.5% ("Library expenditures as a percent of university expenditures for 40
ARL libraries, 19822002," 2005).

The median of the ratio of expenditures for library staff salaries to iimtaly
expenditures for the aspirational institutions was 50%. The ratio at UMass Dartmouth is
51%.

The median total materials expenditures for the aspirational institutions were $2,265,887.
They ranged from $951,303 at East Tennessee State Univer$Ry8653,525 at Montana
State Bozeman. At UMass Dartmouth, those expenditures ($1,935,742)5&tess

than the median for the aspirational institutions.

Library Services.
The median number of circulation transactions for the aspirational ingtgutiere

57,608. The number ranged frd,058 at UMass Lowell to 146,579 at Indiana State.
At UMass Dartmouththat number (58,244yas1% greater than the median of the



aspirational institutions.

The median number of library presentations to groupth®aspirational institutions was
264. The number ranged from 116 at East Tennessee State University to 584 at
University of Missouri Kansas City. At UMass Dartmouth, the number of library
presentations (179) w&2% lessthan the median of the aspiial institutions.

Library Staffing.

The median number of total library staff was 58 for the aspirational institutions. The
number ranged from 49 at East Tennessee State University to 120 at the University of
Missouri Kansas City. At UMass Dartmouthe number of total library staff (53) was
9% lessthan the median of the aspirational institutions.

The median number of library professional staff at the aspirational institutions was 20.5.
The number ranged from 11 at University of Arkansas LittlekRo®&3 at the University

of Wyoming. The number of professional staff at UMass Dartmouth (1432¢adess
than the median of the aspirational institutions. The median number of library support
staff was 26.5. This number ranged from 13 at UMass Lawéll at University of
Missouri Kansas City. At UMass Dartmouth, the number of library support staff (22)
was17% lessthan the median of the aspirational institutions. The median number of
library student assistants was 19 FTE. The number range®@fedMorth Carolina
Agricultural and Technical State Universtty51 at UMass Boston. At UMass
Dartmouth, the number of library student assistants (17)Lli#slessthan the median of
the aspirational institutions.

The median ratio of professional stadfall library staff in the aspirational institutions
was 33%. At UMass Dartmouth, the ratio (26%) W®slessthat the aspirational
institutions.

Recommendations.

1. Increase the total library expenditures An immediate priority is to consider the
level of services and resources needed to meet the needs of the increased student body.

Figure 3 shows the relationship between the number of student FTEs and total library
expenditures in 2005Twenty-sevenpercent of the variation in total library expugktoures
can be explained by the number of student FTlgassDartmouth and.owell spent

more tharthe expected valugased on student FTE populatievhile UMass Boston
spentwell below. Increasing the student FTE to 10,000 would suggest that the total
library expenditures should have begnund$4.5million in 200405.






