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ABSTRACT

	
Aims: This study examines the challenges and opportunities associated with sustainable funding for academic libraries in selected universities in the Volta Region of Ghana.

Methodology: Using a qualitative research design, data were collected through semi-structured interviews with 12 librarians from three institutions: University of Health and Allied Sciences, Ho Technical University, and Evangelical Presbyterian University.

Results: The findings show that libraries rely on a mix of institutional allocations, internally generated funds, tuition-related income, and external donations. While these sources provide some level of support, funding remains fragile due to delayed disbursements, high subscription costs, unpredictable donor support, and strong managerial control over budgets. These challenges negatively affect access to digital resources, training programmes, and overall service delivery. Participants identified opportunities for sustainability through alumni fundraising, partnerships with NGOs and businesses, participation in library consortia, endowment funds, and the promotion of open-access resources.
Conclusion: The study concludes that diversified and protected funding models, combined with stronger governance and strategic partnerships, are essential for improving the long-term financial sustainability of academic libraries in Ghana.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Academic libraries sit quietly at the center of university life, yet they carry some of the heaviest expectations. They are expected to support teaching by providing students with reliable access to books, journals, and skilled help, while also strengthening research by facilitating how knowledge is created, stored, and shared within the university community (Chiware & Mathe, 2015; Islam et al., 2017). The modern library has evolved beyond a mere collection of printed materials; it has become a space where new services are designed and refined through learning, knowledge management, and service innovation (Islam et al., 2017). Also, libraries are increasingly involved in advanced research support, offering research data management services that assist researchers in organizing, sharing, and collaborating with data, which ties directly to research quality and innovation objectives in universities (Chiware & Mathe, 201). Libraries also cater to distance learners, where digital library services serve as the primary link between students and the university’s academic resources (Owusu-Ansah et al., 2018). Given these expectations, sustainable funding is vital, as quality improvement in libraries hinges on committed leadership, staff development, customer focus, and strategic planning all of which require stable resources over time (Asante & Ngulube, 2020). Even when strong planning tools like the balanced scorecard are employed to translate mission and strategy into measurable actions, the practical execution of these plans is contingent on the timely availability of funding to support staff, systems, and services.

Globally, academic libraries face pressures that make securing sustainable funding both more urgent and challenging. A significant factor is digital transformation, whereby universities expect libraries to provide digital services that meet modern research workflows and learning environments, which includes data services related to e-Research and collaboration (Mushi et al., 2020) and research data management support within academic contexts (Chiware & Mathe, 2015). Another pressure comes from the rising costs associated with accessing research publications; thus, institutional repository development and open access initiatives are seen as potential ways to alleviate the financial burden of acquiring articles and journals, underscoring the persistent challenges these costs present for libraries and universities (Oguche, 2018). Cost pressures also manifest in the need for deeper analysis of library operations, as empirical research on time-driven activity-based costing (TDABC) illustrates how simplistic cost estimations may hinder understanding the true staffing and financial requirements of services (Kissa et al., 2024). Financial strain is often linked to budgetary constraints that limit libraries' operational capabilities, prompting them to explore non-traditional funding routes such as fundraising, foundations, endowments, consultancy, and brokerage services, particularly in contexts like Africa where the struggle to maintain services amidst tight budgets is prevalent (Owusu-Ansah et al., 2018). Some regions propose the development of fee-based library services as a strategy for enhancing offerings when typical funding is lacking, while also emphasizing staff training in modern librarianship to ensure services remain pertinent (Ismayilov et al., 2019). These accumulating pressures create a challenging emotional landscape for students and staff, as any shortfall in funding quickly translate into gaps in access, training, and timely support especially as libraries strive to keep pace with constantly evolving digital expectations (Chiware & Mathe, 2015; Owusu-Ansah et al., 2018; Mushi et al., 2020).

When funding is robust and stable, the benefits extend beyond the library itself, positively impacting university performance, research output, and student success; this is because the library's activities are integral to the academic experience. Research support exemplifies this connection. For instance, research data management services are touted as a means by which academic libraries can feed into research endeavors through data sharing and collaboration. The effectiveness of which is closely intertwined with the speed and quality of research and innovation (Mushi et al., 2020). Moreover, scholarly communication support via institutional repositories is seen as valuable, offering potential relief from journal and article purchasing costs while reinforcing local visibility and access to research outputs, which is crucial for research dissemination and knowledge creation (Oguche, 2018). Supporting the learning process, strategic initiatives for digital libraries in distance education indicate that digital library resources play a critical role in enabling teaching and learning for students unable to physically attend campus, thus linking library resourcing to the student experience and educational continuity (Owusu-Ansah et al., 2018). Inside library operations, quality management approaches underscore the necessity of leadership commitment, employee training, teamwork, and strategic planning for sustainable academic library functionality, indicating that the capacity to uphold high service quality is closely related to whether the institution adequately invests in the systems and personnel that deliver these services (Asante & Ngulube, 2020). Strategy-focused tools, such as a balanced scorecard method, further illustrate how university libraries can establish indicators, monitor performance, and manage strategy execution, connecting resourcing to accountability and enhancement. Cost-effectiveness work also demonstrates that improved costing methodologies empower managers with the evidence necessary for informed decision-making, which can safeguard essential services during budgetary strains; however, these methods rely on an environment that values and supports prudent financial management (Kissa et al., 2024). Collectively, these insights reveal that a well-funded library represents not just a better-resourced facility but acts as a catalyst for teaching, research support, and credible knowledge generation. When funding diminishes, it is typically students and early career researchers who experience the first impacts through reduced resources and support.

Funding challenges are not confined to a single country; they present in various forms, illustrating a collective struggle to stabilize academic libraries. In Pakistan, an analysis of higher education commission funding and collection development budgets reveals that university libraries often lack concrete funding policies and may not receive an equitable portion of grant funding, sometimes in ways that contradict institutional expectations. This highlights how organizational decisions can cap library capabilities even when external funding is available (Khan & Bhatti, 2017). In Ghana, evidence from distance education contexts suggests that sustaining digital library services largely depends on internally generated funds and government allocations routed through university library budgets. This reliance on narrow financial pathways can create vulnerability as library needs grow (Owusu-Ansah et al., 2018). In contrast, a case in Malawi illustrates a scenario where a digital library was externally supported yet still required ongoing institutional resources, exemplifying the tension between donor assistance and the long-term commitment to institutional funding (Owusu-Ansah et al., 2018). Similarly, in Azerbaijan, advocates for developing paid library services and enhancing staff training underscore the link between service improvement and financial strategies beyond standard allocations, reflecting the strain on traditional funding sources (Ismayilov et al., 2019). Even in Europe, research conducted in Greece reveals that lacking sophisticated cost allocation methods can lead to rudimentary cost estimates, complicating resource advocacy and the management of limited resources (Kissa et al., 2024). Across African territories, initiatives to establish institutional repositories in Nigeria are discussed as partially responsive to budget pressures, aiming to reduce costs related to journal access, which indicates the ongoing quest for sustainable funding models (Oguche, 2018). Furthermore, attention to electronic records management in Nigerian university libraries signals that libraries are increasingly expected to navigate more intricate digital landscapes, which elevates demands on resources, skills, and governance (Asogwa et al., 2021). In developing nations, discussions surrounding research data management indicate that extensive services remain uncommon, even amidst rising interest, signifying a trend where aspirations outpace actual resources and preparedness (Mushi et al., 2020). Leadership and organizational capabilities are crucial amidst these challenges, as research indicates that South African academic libraries measure readiness to integrate transformational leadership traits (Kunene & Mapulanga, 2023), and total quality management for sustained academic libraries highlights the indispensable nature of top management commitment and staff development, both difficult to maintain in precarious funding climates (Asante & Ngulube, 2020).

Within this broader context, Ghana presents a significant case study due to the close connection between public university library funding and a limited array of sources, shaping the practical sustainability of library services. Research from the University of Education, Winneba indicates that sustaining digital library services primarily relies on government allocations and internally generated income, illustrating that public university libraries are funded chiefly by government support alongside these income sources rather than through a variety of long-term funding streams (Owusu-Ansah et al., 2018). Concurrently, public universities in Ghana, including the University of Ghana, University of Cape Coast, and University of Education, Winneba, represent critical sites for library practice research, emphasizing their centrality within the national higher education framework (Avuglah et al., 2021). When libraries heavily depend on these funding channels, any financial austerity, constraints, or disruptions to institutional backing can swiftly lead to service challenges, prompting libraries to seek alternative funding avenues such as fundraising and endowments to maintain operations (Owusu-Ansah et al., 2018). This pressure intensifies as digital expectations continue to escalate, requiring sustained investment in digital library support for distance learners and ongoing development of advanced research support services like research data management, which demands skilled coordination and resource allocation over time. Also, responsibilities concerning student privacy practices in academic libraries require a conscious organizational effort and staff awareness, which are challenging to uphold under resource constraints. In this scenario, attention to the Volta Region is particularly pertinent because regional university libraries face similar national limitations while operating outside the more recognized academic hubs. The existing literature focusing on Ghana spotlights major institutions and specific service areas, yet offers limited empirical insight into how libraries in the Volta Region react to restricted funding streams. This gap carries significant implications, as the pursuit of sustainability translates into a daily battle that influences the learning experiences of students, the confidence of researchers, and the university's ability to produce knowledge with integrity and continuity through its library services. Thus, this paper examined the challenges and opportunities tied to sustainable funding for academic libraries within selected universities in the Volta Region of Ghana.

Literature Review
Funding Models for Academic Libraries
Libraries need reliable money for buildings, staff, digital services, and long-term collections, but funding pressure is rising across education and public service systems. Because funding needs are complex, there is no single model that fits every country or institution, and a mixed approach is often presented as the most practical way to reduce funding gaps and uncertainty. One widely used model is government funding, meaning money allocated from public budgets to support services that are expected to benefit society over time (Liu et al., 2023). In the context of higher education, government funding is described as one of the main models used to finance institution level priorities such as internationalisation, especially when activities are too large to rely only on private income (Liu et al., 2023). This model is often paired with other streams because public resources can be limited and priorities compete, creating a need to plan carefully and spread risk across different sources (Liu et al., 2023; Armstrong et al., 2019). The Global Fund experience in Malawi, Tanzania, and Zimbabwe shows how limited resources and competing priorities can strain decision processes, even when transparency and local ownership are formal requirements, which is relevant for library funding decisions when budgets are tight and tradeoffs are unavoidable (Armstrong et al., 2019).

A second model is philanthropy and grant funding, meaning donations or time limited grants from individuals, foundations, or other external supporters that target specific goals or projects (Liu et al., 2023). This model is often discussed as a way to strengthen institutions when normal budgets are under stress, and it can also be designed to create a repeating cycle of benefits rather than a one-time gift (Wubah et al., 2021). A practical example comes from Millersville University, where a campus zero energy building was funded partly through philanthropic giving, and then cost savings and utility rebates connected to that building were used to establish a community impact micro grant fund (Wubah et al., 2021). The key idea is that a capital project can generate recurring savings, and those savings can be redirected into mission driven services, producing a virtuous cycle that supports both the institution and the wider community (Wubah et al., 2021). For libraries, the same logic can be applied in a concrete way: if a library building renovation lowers energy costs, those savings can be earmarked to support longer opening hours, digital access, or local learning programs, following the same cost saving and reinvestment mechanism described in the case (Wubah et al., 2020). This approach also fits with a shared responsibility framing where external giving and internal efficiency gains reinforce each other instead of acting as separate and fragile income streams (Wubah et al., 2021).

A third model is endowment and investment income, meaning a dedicated pool of external money that is accumulated, invested, and used to generate ongoing financial support and autonomy (Kapustian et al., 2021). Work on Ukrainian classical universities describe the endowment fund as a tool for accumulating external financing and presents it as a route toward greater financial autonomy, especially when public funding dominates but is not enough for strategic change (Kapustian et al., 2021). The same study proposes a development chain linking an endowment fund to innovation activities such as startup development, showing how investment based income can be connected to new services rather than only to routine spending (Kapustian et al., 2021). Because endowments depend on investment markets, governance choices matter: evidence from the Norwegian Government Pension Fund Global and Swedish AP funds suggests that ethical exclusions of certain companies do not necessarily reduce returns relative to benchmarks, although risk can differ and results vary by case, which supports the feasibility of values based investment rules for mission driven funds (Hoepner & Schopohl, 2018). Broader evidence also notes that socially responsible investment has become well established and increasingly popular among institutional and retail investors, which strengthens the practical availability of such investment products for long term funds. At the same time, investment risks are real: portfolio overlap across funds can increase systemic vulnerability even when diversification rises, so risk management should consider both diversification and similarity of holdings (Delpini et al., 2019). Costs also matter because the real costs of fund management can exceed what is publicly reported as management fees, so decision makers should examine true investment expenses when relying on endowment income for stable library support (Perez & Szymczyk, 2022).

A fourth model is partnership and consortial funding, where libraries and related institutions share costs with external partners or with each other to pay for services that are too expensive or inefficient to fund alone (Liu et al., 2023). Higher education funding reviews describe corporate sponsorship and partnerships with foreign universities as recognised models, often used to expand capacity when internal funding is insufficient, but also requiring careful alignment between partner interests and public purpose (Liu et al., 2023). Platform based grant competitions illustrate both opportunity and risk: Google’s Innovation Challenge funded hundreds of journalism projects across many countries, with funded proposals strongly focused on audience engagement and reader revenue, and the analysis warns this can narrow innovation toward commercial solutions even though journalism is treated as a public good and people are often unwilling to pay (Young & Hermida, 2024). Libraries face a similar tension when corporate funding pushes services toward metrics that fit business goals rather than community access goals, so partnership money can be useful but should be structured with clear safeguards (Hermida & Young, 2024; Liu et al., 2023). A particularly library centered example is consortial funding for open access, where many institutions contribute small amounts to collectively fund publishing infrastructure: the Open Library of Humanities model is backed by a consortial funding mechanism, and it is presented alongside discussion of offsetting deals in the Netherlands and the LingOA transition model, showing how pooled contributions can support fair open access without relying only on paywalls or author payments (Eve et al., 2017).

Challenges of Library Funding
Library funding problems often start with where money comes from and who controls it. In Nigeria, Salman et al. (2018) found that public libraries depend heavily on government bodies not only for funding but also for key decisions, which means library plans can stall when government priorities change or when approvals are slow. The same work also links weak service delivery to inadequate funding, limited involvement of other stakeholders, and public library legislation that does not fit what libraries need today, so libraries struggle to argue for stable support in a formal way (Salman et al., 2018). In New Jersey, Beckett (2016) showed that even when public library directors and mayors broadly agree on what information matters in a budget decision, the budget request process is still complex and political because it depends on how decision makers interpret needs and evidence during negotiations (Beckett, 2016). In South Africa, Mugwisi et al. (2018) reported that public libraries serve very diverse community groups with different information needs, yet limited funding is one of the key constraints that reduces what libraries can actually offer, especially when money shortages combine with skills gaps and technology limits. In universities, Fitzgerald et al. (2023) similarly described academic libraries as fundamental for equitable access to education but often overlooked and underfunded, which makes it harder for them to protect staffing and services when universities make financial choices under pressure. 

Funding constraints become even more visible when libraries try to modernize services, because new services usually require upfront spending and continuous maintenance. In China, Cao et al. (2020) compared makerspaces across public, academic, and school libraries and found that public and academic library makerspaces were funded mostly from the library budget, while school library makerspaces relied more on other campus units and even institutional or individual investments, showing that libraries often have to patch together funding sources to sustain hands on technology programs. Cao et al. (2020) also reported budget limitation and inadequate equipment as frequent barriers, which helps explain why even popular technologies like 3D printing can be unevenly available across library types and locations. In Ghana, Banleman (2023) found that limited funding at the SD Dombo University of Business and Integrated Development Studies library restricted the acquisition of new materials and reduced investment in advanced technologies, even though the library had begun building digital resources and technology infrastructure. In Kuwait, Alghnimi and Chaudhry (2022) identified funding as one of the top challenges for digitisation work in academic libraries, alongside copyright and staff training, meaning that even when librarians see digitisation as important, projects can remain partial or slow because budgets do not match the scale of the task. In South Africa, Masenya and Ngulube (2020) showed that sustainable digital preservation is undermined by lack of funding and inadequate resources, and that these problems interact with missing standards and policies, limited skills and training, limited collaboration, and technological obsolescence, so financial weakness spreads into many other weaknesses that make long term preservation difficult. Across African academic libraries more broadly, Nakaziba & Ngulube (2023) reported that many libraries do not allocate budget for staff training and often lack staff training policies, which creates a practical barrier to digital transformation because new systems require ongoing professional development that must be funded, scheduled, and managed. Even activities meant to support funding can be blocked by funding: in Ghanaian higher education libraries, Ofori et al. (2020) found that marketing of library services is hindered by lack of funds, limited staff knowledge of marketing techniques, and lack of a marketing policy, which can reduce visibility and weaken the case for investment. These examples from China, Ghana, Kuwait, and South Africa show a repeating pattern where limited funding blocks technology, training, marketing, and preservation at the same time, so the gap between what users expect and what libraries can afford keeps widening.

External shocks and system wide cost changes further intensify these funding problems, especially in digital services and scholarly communication. Ayeni et al. (2021)  reviewed how libraries responded to the COVID 19 pandemic and highlighted that many libraries had to close physical spaces and rapidly provide online and remote services, which increases demand for digital tools, platforms, and staff time at the same moment that institutions face financial stress. Fitzgerald et al. (2023) examined decision making during the onset of COVID 19 through reports from library deans and directors and found that some leaders were forced to cut staff funding or felt pressured to reopen, while others were allowed to set priorities, showing that crisis budgeting can either protect or weaken libraries depending on how university administration treats library expertise. Another pressure point is the cost structure of scholarly publishing. Limaye (2022) explained that concerns about stressed library budgets and equitable access have supported the move toward open access publishing, but that the Article Processing Charge model has shifted costs away from library subscription budgets and onto individual research groups, and rising charges may threaten research productivity, which can also create new conflicts about who should pay and how institutions should allocate limited funds. This matters for libraries because publishing costs, access goals, and research support are closely linked to library missions, yet the financial burden can move around the institution rather than disappearing (Fitzgerald et al., 2023). Some libraries try to reduce dependence on normal budgets by using partnerships and external grants, but this also adds coordination work and can be hard to sustain after the grant ends. Ziegenfuss and Furse (2016) described a librarian and engineering faculty partnership built around a National Science Foundation grant to design and evaluate a massive open online course, showing that outside funding can enable ambitious projects but also requires careful collaboration and management processes. At the same time, evidence from public library settings suggests that libraries must spend effort contesting for increased funding and lobbying for support, which uses staff time that could otherwise go to services (Mugwisi et al., 2018), and Salman et al. (2018) argued for alternative funding forms to reduce dependence on government budgets, implicitly acknowledging that the current funding structure can be too fragile for reliable service delivery.


2. material and methods

This study adopted a qualitative research approach to explore the challenges and opportunities in sustainable funding for academic libraries in the Volta Region, Ghana. A qualitative design was considered appropriate because it allows for an in-depth understanding of participants’ experiences, perspectives, and strategies in managing library resources within constrained financial environments. The study focused on three universities in the Volta Region: University of Health and Allied Sciences (UHAS), Ho Technical University (HTU), and Evangelical Presbyterian University (EPU). These institutions were selected purposively due to their diverse funding structures, size, and relevance in regional higher education. Their inclusion ensures that the findings reflect both public and private university perspectives. A total of 12 librarians were selected using purposive sampling, focusing on those with direct involvement in budgeting, resource acquisition, and library management. This sample size was justified as sufficient for capturing rich, detailed insights while maintaining feasibility in data collection and analysis.
Data collection was conducted through semi-structured interviews, enabling participants to express their experiences with funding challenges, dependency on various funding sources, and strategies for sustainability. Interviews were recorded with participants’ consent and transcribed verbatim for analysis. Data analysis followed a thematic approach to identify patterns in funding challenges, power relations, and opportunities for sustainable financing. Themes were cross-validated across institutions to ensure credibility and reliability of findings. Ethical considerations included obtaining informed consent, ensuring confidentiality, and allowing participants to withdraw at any stage without consequence.


3. results and discussion

TABLE 1. Demographic Profile of Participants
	Parameters
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Total
	12
	100

	Age Range
	
	

	25–34
	6
	50.0

	35–44
	4
	33.3

	45–54
	2
	16.7

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	6
	50.0

	Female
	6
	50.0

	Education
	
	

	Bachelor’s
	2
	16.7

	Masters
	6
	50.0

	PhD
	4
	33.3

	Position
	
	

	Senior Library Asst
	4
	33.3

	Principal Library Asst
	1
	8.3

	Assistant Librarian
	3
	25.0

	Senior Asst Librarian
	1
	8.3

	University Librarian
	3
	25.0

	Experience (Years)
	
	

	2–5
	3
	25.0

	6–10
	4
	33.3

	>10
	5
	41.7

	Institution
	
	

	UHAS
	6
	50.0

	HTU
	3
	25.0

	EPU
	3
	25.0


The demographic profile shows a balanced and diverse group of participants. Half of the respondents were aged 25 - 34, indicating strong representation of early to mid-career librarians, while one-third were aged 35 - 44, and a smaller proportion were senior professionals aged 45–54. Gender distribution was equal, suggesting balanced perspectives from both male and female librarians. Most participants held Master’s degrees or PhDs, reflecting a highly educated sample with strong professional capacity. Participants occupied a range of positions, from assistant-level roles to university librarians, ensuring both operational and managerial insights. Experience levels were substantial, with over 40 percent having more than ten years of service. Institutionally, UHAS dominated the sample, supported by perspectives from HTU and EPU.

Sources of Funding
Across all three institutions, participants identified multiple funding sources including university allocations, internally generated funds (IGF), donations from alumni or NGOs, and international support.
UHAS participants stated reliance on university budgets and international donors. Interviewee 1 explained:
“Most of our funding comes from the university budget… Some years we get generous donations from alumni… We also receive book donations from international agencies like Book Aid International, but these are irregular.”
Interviewee 2 reinforced this, noting that donations were helpful but unpredictable:
“We can plan budgets around the university allocation, but there’s always the tension that it might be cut mid-year.”
HTU librarians emphasized IGF as a key source:
Interviewee 5 noted:
“The IGF helps a lot, but it fluctuates depending on government allocations and student fees. Donations supplement us occasionally.”
Interviewee 6 added that IGF sustainability depends on growth in student enrollment.
EPU, as a private institution, relied primarily on tuition fees and board donations. Interviewee 9 stated:
“Funding is somewhat more predictable than in public universities, but it depends on student enrollment and donor willingness.”
Interviewee 12 stated that any drop in enrollment directly affected library resources.

Participants commonly observed that while funding exists, sustainability is fragile, with reliance on donations and unpredictable allocations creating uncertainty across institutions.
This pattern is consistent with what Ghalavand et al. (2024) identify in their systematized review: libraries commonly depend on public/government financial aid and also on receiving fees for providing services, reflecting a blend of subsidy-like funding and revenue generation activities. It is also consistent with Titus (2019) analysis of “de facto privatization” in public research universities, which operationalizes changing funding structures through growing shares of tuition and fees, auxiliary enterprise revenue, and private grants and contracts each of which can shift institutions (and their units, including libraries) toward more market-exposed income streams. In our data, the public institutions emphasized university allocations and IGF, while the private institution (EPU) emphasized tuition and board donations; this public–private contrast matches the broader policy reality that higher education systems increasingly combine public and private provision and, therefore, often combine public allocations with more privately sourced revenues. Because library services can be linked to institutional outcomes such as student retention as shown by Murray, Ireland, and Hackathorn (2016) finding that library use predicts retention using student-level models), the way libraries are financed matters not only for collections and services but also for institution-wide performance incentives that can feed back into funding decisions.

Participants also stressed that, although funding sources exist, sustainability is fragile because allocations can be reduced, donations can be irregular, and IGF and tuition-linked income can fluctuate with enrollment. This concern aligns with Murray, Ireland, and Hackathorn (2016) discussion of the contemporary environment in which institutions face strong accountability pressures, constraints on tuition increases, and heightened attention to enrollment and retention as “high-stakes endeavors,” all of which make unit funding more exposed to mid-year adjustments and performance-linked budgeting. It also aligns with Phillips and Jones (2024) work on the “enrolment cliff,” which emphasizes that institutions relying heavily on student enrollments to generate revenue through tuition and fees face major revenue risk when enrollments decline, thereby amplifying instability for services funded from those revenue streams. Burnett (2021) similarly shows that shocks affecting institutional legitimacy and demand such as accreditation sanctions are followed by enrollment declines, reinforcing the point that enrollment-sensitive funding models are vulnerable to sudden external events that can reduce revenue and strain resources. Also, Titus (2019) finds nonlinear relationships between cost inefficiency and privatization-related revenue shares (including tuition/fees and private grants/contracts), implying that shifting toward more market-like funding does not automatically improve financial sustainability and can introduce complex managerial trade-offs that libraries may experience as budget volatility (Titus, 2019). 

Chen (2016) finds that rising tuition and fees are associated with significant negative changes in first-time, full-time freshman enrollment at a public teaching university, indicating that tuition-dependent revenue can be unstable if price increases suppress demand. Hemelt and Marcotte (2016) likewise find that large public tuition increases reduce the likelihood that students attend in-state public four-year institutions and increase substitution toward public two-year colleges, again implying that tuition policy can reallocate enrollments and thereby reshape institutional revenues. Evidence from other contexts similarly highlights tuition as a salient enrollment factor: Mungai et al. (2021) report tuition fees among the important reasons shaping enrollment decisions in Kenyan public university tourism programs, and Adhikari argues that tuition-fee payment difficulties can help explain gaps between capacity and actual enrollment in Nepalese TVET programs. However, Havránek et al. (2018) meta-regression synthesis complicates a simple “tuition up, enrollment down” story by concluding that, after correcting for publication bias, the mean tuition–enrolment elasticity is close to zero while effects vary substantially across groups and settings, with larger elasticities observed for some populations and for private universities, this heterogeneity helps explain why our private-institution participants emphasized enrollment sensitivity while public-institution participants emphasized exposure to allocation decisions and IGF variability. Rey and Estevan (2019) mixed-oligopoly analysis of Brazil shows that subsidizing private tuition can increase participation but still leave many high-ability students excluded, while expansions of public places may grow total enrollment only slowly, suggesting that policy choices about who pays and who enrolls shape both revenue predictability and equity an issue echoed in Grant (2017) evidence from Malawi that privatization dynamics can reinforce socioeconomic sorting in enrollment choices.

Challenges in Securing Funding
Participants described multiple challenges affecting funding:
Interviewee 3 (UHAS) noted: “Budgeting is a nightmare because allocations arrive late… we have to cancel workshops because the money hasn’t been released.”
Similarly, Interviewee 6 (HTU) explained: “We couldn’t renew a key engineering database because the IGF funds arrived three months late.”
High-cost databases, particularly Elsevier and other specialized journals, were commonly cited. Interviewee 4 (UHAS) said: “The main issue is the high cost of digital subscriptions… faculty sometimes get frustrated when research material is not accessible.”
Participants across UHAS and HTU acknowledged that donor support was irregular and often project-specific. Interviewee 2 reflected: “Donors influence collection priorities… if a donor funds books on public health, that’s what we prioritize, even if other departments need resources more urgently.”
Several librarians reported that university management decisions heavily influenced funding allocations. Interviewee 7 (UHAS) remarked: “University management controls our core funding, and sometimes their priorities don’t match ours.”
These challenges collectively limit the ability of libraries to plan long-term projects, maintain subscriptions, and provide consistent student services.
Impact on Library Services
Funding constraints had direct effects on library services, including access to journals, training programs, and infrastructure.
Interviewee 1 (UHAS) described: “Students studying pharmacy or nursing often complain that the journals they need are inaccessible… we try to compensate with open-access resources, but they’re not always enough.”
Interviewee 9 (EPU) similarly noted that students had to queue for limited computers due to subscription limitations.
Interviewee 2 (UHAS) stated: “We sometimes have to delay workshops on research skills because we can’t cover printing costs or software licenses.”
Interviewee 11 (HTU) emphasized that training sessions were reduced due to delayed IGF disbursements.
Interviewee 1 (UHAS) explained that interlibrary loan programs sometimes failed because of insufficient funds for shipping.

Participants in this study described funding as uncertain and hard to plan, mainly because money arrives late, subscriptions are expensive, and external support is unpredictable. Interviewees reported delayed releases of institutional funds that forced cancellations (e.g., workshops) and delayed renewals of key databases, and they emphasized that high-priced digital subscriptions (including major commercial packages) create constant pressure on library budgets. This pattern is consistent with Kristof (2018) argument that library budgets have been strained by the growing unsustainability of electronic journal “Big Deals,” licensing costs, and the broader economics of scholarly publishing, which together make it difficult for libraries to sustain stable collections over time. However, Kristof (2018)  focuses more on structural budget pressure from publishing and licensing models than on the timing of fund disbursement or the governance issues our participants raised (e.g., university management priorities and donor-driven collection decisions), so our findings add detail on how late allocations and managerial control translate into day-to-day financial instability even when a budget line exists.

Funding limits in our study also had direct negative effects on library services, especially access to journals and the continuity of training and support programs. Interviewees reported that students and faculty could not always reach the journals they needed, that training workshops were postponed or reduced due to the inability to pay for printing and software licenses, and that infrastructure constraints (such as too few computers) increased waiting and reduced service quality. These service impacts align with Kristof (2018) account that resource sharing and access strategies are increasingly shaped by the shift from print to licensed electronic access, where permissions, contracts, and cost structures can restrict what libraries can provide and sustain. At the same time, our data show a practical service breakdown that Kristof treats more indirectly. When funds are insufficient, even interlibrary loan can fail due to basic operating costs (such as shipping), whereas Kristof  (2018) emphasizes that interlibrary loan and copying have long been shaped by publisher concerns and formal guidelines, and more recently by the limits of licensing and the changing role of open access in fulfilling requests.

When compared with Kristof (2018) analysis, our findings both support and extend the wider scholarly argument about why academic libraries struggle to guarantee consistent access. Kristof explains that traditional publishing and electronic licensing have become increasingly difficult for library budgets, and that open access is partly filling gaps by enabling libraries to obtain materials outside traditional subscription and interlibrary loan pathways (Kristof, 2018). In our study, librarians similarly reported using open-access sources to compensate when subscribed content was not available, but they also stressed that open access was “not always enough,” showing a key contrast. Kristof presents open access as an increasingly important enabler within resource sharing and scholarly communication, while our participants emphasized its limits for meeting discipline-specific needs when core paid resources lapse or cannot be renewed on time.

Strategies for Sustainable Funding
[bookmark: _Hlk221167970]Participants proposed several strategies to enhance funding sustainability:
Interviewee 1 (UHAS) explained: “We’ve started crowdfunding campaigns among alumni and faculty for specific needs, like new computers in the e-library.”
Interviewee 7 reinforced this by suggesting monthly micro-donations from alumni.
Participation in networks like CARLIGH was cited as a strategy to reduce subscription costs. Interviewee 3 (UHAS) stated: “Even though we are part of CARLIGH, some databases are still beyond our reach.”
HTU librarians emphasized collaborations with local businesses and NGOs for resource sponsorship (Interviewee 5).
EPU librarians stated technology companies and philanthropic support for digital subscriptions (Interviewee 10).
Participants proposed establishing endowment funds or securing dedicated allocations within the university budget. Interviewee 2 (UHAS) suggested: “I believe creating an endowment fund could secure longer-term sustainability.”
Interviewee 11 (HTU) recommended allocating a fixed percentage of IGF exclusively to the library.
Many participants, particularly from UHAS, promoted open-access journals to partially alleviate subscription limitations.

Participants in this study emphased on alumni-based fundraising, such as crowdfunding for specific library needs and small monthly donations, and this direction is supported by several studies on why and when alumni give. Wang (2023) modelling work shows that alumni donation behaviour can increase when universities use clear incentive strategies (for instance, benefits that donors value and strong relationship-building), which supports the idea that structured alumni campaigns can be a realistic funding stream if they are well designed and actively managed. Pond et al (2022) also found that students’ sense of community can partly explain intentions to donate to university funds, meaning that fundraising success may depend not only on asking for money but also on building identification and belonging that later translate into giving. At the same time, research by Castilla and Poskanzer (2022) warns that donation capacity can be unevenly distributed because “legacy” ties are linked to “material” advantages (such as wealthier families who are positioned to donate), so alumni fundraising can unintentionally reproduce inequality if institutions rely too heavily on the most privileged networks. Warshaw et al. (2017) similarly show that legacy-linked relationships can extend privilege through family institution dynamics, which suggests that alumni crowdfunding may raise more money from already-advantaged groups unless equity safeguards are included in the fundraising design. In addition, Woods and colleagues show that donation requests can be shaped by donors’ bias toward the perceived race and gender of the person asking, implying that libraries should be careful about who is put in front-facing solicitation roles and should use fair, standardized solicitation processes to reduce discrimination risks during fundraising. 

Beyond alumni giving, participants proposed sustainability through collaboration such as working with networks to reduce costs and partnering with local businesses, NGOs, technology companies, and philanthropies to sponsor digital resources and this matches the broader argument that universities often need diversified funding portfolios rather than a single source. Liu et al. (2023) review of higher-education internationalisation financing focusing on multiple models that institutions combine in practice, including government support, private philanthropy, corporate sponsorship, and partnerships, and it explicitly argued that there is no one-size-fits-all model, so diversification is a rational response to financial constraints. This supports our participants’ preference for mixed strategies (business/NGO sponsorship plus philanthropic support plus inter-institutional collaboration), because such combinations can spread risk and reduce dependence on one volatile income stream. However, Parker (2020) critique of university business models in a crisis context cautions that heavy dependence on particular revenue streams can make universities fragile when external shocks occur, implying that partnership and sponsorship strategies should be designed so that they do not simply replace one form of dependence with another. In that sense, our findings align with Liu et al. (2023) diversification logic, while also echoing Parker’s warning that sustainability is not only about adding new funds, but also about governance choices and protecting the university’s core mission when money comes with conditions. Castilla and Poskanzer (2022) “material logic” perspective is a useful contrast here. It explains why organizations may prioritize relationships that yield donations, yet it also shows how such choices can undermine meritocratic and diversity goals, which is relevant when libraries select partners or shape sponsorship agreements that may privilege some groups or disciplines over others Castilla & Poskanzer, 2022). 

Participants also recommended long-term stabilizers, especially endowment-style funds and fixed internal budget allocations, while promoting open access to ease subscription limits. These ideas connect strongly with research on durable, donation-based educational financing and with debates about the real costs of open access. Don and Hussin (2024) analysis of Al-Azhar University explains how a waqf (an endowment-like charitable model) historically supported institutional independence and educational quality through community donation, which supports our participants’ belief that an endowment fund can strengthen long-run sustainability. Yet Don and Hussin (2024) also stress an important limitation. Even successful endowment-style models face modern challenges when traditional funding declines, meaning that an endowment is not a guaranteed solution unless it is continuously replenished and well governed. This reinforces Liu et al. (2023) argument that institutions should not depend on one mechanism alone, because diversified approaches are more resilient when any single stream weakens. On internal allocations, Parker (2020) work is relevant because it present how financially commercialised university systems can become unstable under shocks, implying that protected, predictable internal budget lines may be important to reduce exposure to external volatility an argument that supports participants’ calls for dedicated budget shares for the library. Although many participants promoted open-access journals as a partial response to subscription barriers, Pilato and Tran (2020) study of author perspectives on article processing charges (APCs) shows that open access can shift costs rather than remove them, because APCs can be a significant concern for researchers and may create new access problems on the publishing side even as reading becomes more open. In other words, our findings align with open access as a relief strategy for subscription limits, but the wider evidence suggests a trade-off. Libraries may reduce paywall dependence while introducing or increasing APC-related burdens for authors unless institutions plan for APC support or pursue no-fee open access routes.



4. Conclusion

In conclusion, this paper has shown that sustainable funding for academic libraries in the Volta Region is shaped by a fragile mix of institutional allocations, internally generated funds, tuition-based income, and external donations. While multiple funding streams exist across both public and private universities, their unpredictability undermines long-term planning, weakens service delivery, and exposes libraries to sudden financial shocks. Delayed disbursements, high subscription costs, donor-driven priorities, and managerial control collectively constrain libraries’ ability to guarantee consistent access to scholarly resources and to maintain training and support services. The findings confirm that funding is not only a financial issue but also a governance and policy problem that directly affects teaching, learning, and research outcomes.
Based on these insights, the paper recommends a shift toward diversified and more stable funding models. Universities should establish protected budget lines or fixed internal allocations for libraries to reduce exposure to mid-year cuts. Developing endowment-style funds, supported by structured alumni engagement and transparent fundraising strategies, could strengthen long-term resilience, provided equity safeguards are built in. Libraries should also deepen participation in consortia such as CARLIGH and expand partnerships with NGOs, local businesses, and technology firms to spread financial risk. Finally, open access should be strategically promoted alongside institutional support for publication costs, ensuring that access gains do not simply shift financial burdens from libraries to researchers.
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