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This study was commissioned by the Research Support Libraries Group to provide a
detailed up-to-date picture of the information sources researchers both use and
require, of how they work with these resources and to identify major emerging trends
in these patterns, including any differences in patterns of working between the
disciplines.

The research methodology included an extensive literature review, a major
questionnaire survey of individual researchers and two sets of focus groups of
individual researchers drawn from a range of institutions, disciplines and levels of
seniority. The first set of three focus groups assisted with the design of the
questionnaire. The second set of five focus groups helped to validate the outcomes of
the survey.

The survey findings were based upon a sample survey of 3,390 researchers drawn
from the 2001 Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) Census. In order to ensure a
representative sample across the United Kingdom and across all levels of research
additional samples were drawn for Wales and Northern Ireland together with a sample
of junior postgraduate researchers from seven HEIs across the UK. A response rate of
45% was achieved overall.

Nature and range of material required by researchers

Researchers were asked to indicate what materials they considered essential to their
research. A number of interesting similarities and differences emerged between the
broad subject disciplines. Three areas proved particularly significant: the use of books
and printed journals, the importance of electronic journals and the low use of non-text
research materials.

The use of books and printed journals

The overwhelming importance of books across all subject disciplines was very
evident. It is not only researchers in the Humanities and Social Sciences who require
access to books. At least two thirds of researchers in the Sciences view books as
essential. This view was endorsed by the focus groups but was not supported by the
literature, which provides little evidence to support the importance of books.

It was less surprising that 95% of researchers perceived printed refereed journals as
essential. The advent and popularity of electronic journals has not yet reduced the
importance of the printed journal. This reliance on printed material is expected to
continue across all disciplines for some time; in particular the Arts and Humanities
community believe they will be reliant on printed material for many years. This latter
group also make relatively heavy use of printed ‘non-refereed’ journals.

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership
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The importance of electronic journals

The discipline divide is very apparent in terms of electronic access. Medical and
Biological Sciences research is focussed heavily on journal literature and primary data
and three quarters of this group view electronic access to e-journals and electronic full
text services as essential. Conversely, less than a quarter of researchers in Arts and
Humanities and Area Studies and Languages perceive electronic access to journals
as essential. The focus groups indicated a positive relation between the low level of
use in the Arts and Humanities and the relatively fewer number of journal titles
available in electronic form.

Low use of non-text research materials

Non-text research materials, including computerised data sets, photographs and still
images, moving images and artefacts, attracted surprisingly low levels of use. There
were indications that digital images will become increasingly important to the science
research community.

Nature of access to research materials

Researchers were asked what main access and discovery methods they used. There
was a great deal of consistency across all subject disciplines in the importance
accorded to consulting printed books or journals, inter-library loan and document
delivery and searching catalogues.

Disciplinary distinctions were evident in two areas: the importance of physical access

to libraries and collections and the use of library services for enquiry and research
assistance.

Physical access to Libraries

Twice as many researchers in Area Studies and Languages and Arts and Humanities
consider physical access to libraries and collections essential to their research as their
colleagues in the Social Sciences and over three times as many as researchers in the
Medical, Biological and Physical Sciences. Few scientific researchers consider the
serendipitous benefits of browsing through print collections essential, in stark contrast
to the Arts and Humanities and Area Studies and Languages researchers.

Enquiry and research assistance

Overall, a quarter of all researchers make use of enquiry and research assistance.
However, the Arts and Humanities, Area Studies and Social Scientists are significantly
more likely to use these services than their colleagues in Medical and Biological
Sciences and Physical Sciences and Engineering.
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Location of research materials

Some important differences are evident between the Sciences and the Arts and
Humanities research community in terms of the diversity of research information
providers considered essential.

The physical location of material is becoming a secondary issue to researchers in

Medical and Biological Sciences and Physical Sciences and Engineering as a
widening range of relevant material becomes available electronically.

Researchers’ own and institutional resources

Despite evidence in the literature to the contrary, the study survey showed the
overwhelming importance of the home university library to researchers across all
disciplines. Over 80% of researchers perceived their institution’s library as essential to
their research.

Levels of satisfaction with the home library appear reasonably high with very little
difference across the subject disciplines. However there was a universal demand for
better general or specific journal provision (electronic or printed). There were signs
reinforced in the focus groups, of a widening gap between researchers and the
physical library building.

Researchers in all disciplines made great use of their own private research collection

and also report an increasing use of colleagues, conferences and research networks
to identify and obtain research information.

Use of other university libraries

Relatively few researchers in the sciences considered any other university library
essential to their work. This was in contrast to researchers in the field of Area Studies
and Languages, and to a lesser extent the Arts and Humanities.

Use of the British Library and other national/regional research
resources

The British Library is considered essential by over one third of the researchers in all
subject fields and by over half of researchers in Area Studies and Languages and Arts
and Humanities. However it was not possible to determine whether this indicates the
usefulness of the ILL/document delivery services or actual visits.

All other national and regional providers mentioned in the survey are considered
essential by substantially fewer of the respondents. While a significant number of
researchers from the Arts and Humanities use museum and archives few regard them
as essential to their research. What was particularly surprising was the low level of
significance attached to the other copyright libraries.

Access to electronic information sources and services

Researchers were asked to indicate the importance of a range of search and
discovery methods. Less than half of all respondents rated any method as very
important. However the most popular method of resource discovery employed was the
online catalogue of the home library.
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Web search engines and subject gateways

The Internet is clearly a significant research tool across all disciplines. Even in Arts
and Humanities where use of electronic journals and information sources is relatively
low, researchers make use of generic search engines such as Google and Yahoo,
electronic discussion lists and web sites of important organisations on a regular basis.

In contrast, less than a third of all researchers view mediated subject gateways,
including institutional gateways and those provided as part of the Resource Discovery
Network, as essential to their research. Awareness of these gateways was low, a
finding backed up by the focus groups, where some suspicions were voiced that
subject gateways constrained freedom of choice.

Perceived advantages and shortcomings of electronic access

There were significant contrasts between the disciplines on how easy it is to find,
access and use information electronically, compared to more traditional means. Not
surprisingly the science community are most at ease with electronic access with the
Arts and Humanities researchers the least confident group. Nevertheless, across all
disciplines a similar pattern emerged: finding information electronically was deemed
easiest to do; accessing the information was more difficult and using it more difficult
still.

A desire was evident across all disciplines for print copies of electronic documents,
although this was stronger amongst the Arts and Humanities and Area Studies
communities. Researchers in the Arts and Humanities and Area Studies and
Languages were also more worried about the quality and provenance of electronic
information.

Training, advice and guidance in using electronic sources

There was a perception amongst researchers that training was not required. The
survey showed that over half of all researchers either do not take up training or advice
when it is offered or are unaware that it is available. Less than one fifth of all
respondents had received some form of training, advice or guidance in the past two
years. Even fewer researchers in the scientific community had been in receipt of
training; they were also less likely to seek advice or guidance.

Despite this negative response toward training there was a very strong degree of
unanimity across all disciplines about the areas they would like to know more about.
These included specialist on-line search skills and ways of keeping up-to-date.

Possible changes in access and use of materials

On the whole the research community was conservative about their future research
requirements and methods. The large majority anticipated few changes in the current
situation. There was some indication of change in three key areas: the use of research
materials and sources, the use of research information providers and access and
discovery methods.

8 EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership
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The use of research materials and sources

A majority of all researchers, irrespective of their subject area and their current
research requirements, envisaged using electronic materials and sources more in the
future. There was also an indication amongst the Medical and Biological Sciences
community that they will be using moving images more in future.

A major difference in response arose between the Arts and Humanities on the one
hand and Medical and Biological Sciences and Physical Sciences and Engineering
communities with regard to future use of printed refereed journals. One quarter of the
Arts and Humanities community expected to use printed refereed journals more, whilst
one third of the scientists anticipated using printed refereed journals less.

Use of research information providers

Very few respondents foresee any change — either increase or decrease in use — in
the range of information providers they currently use. A quarter of Arts and Humanities
and Area Studies and Language researchers are more likely to use other university
libraries, including the British Library and those outside the UK more. But there was
little evidence to suggest that other information providers, including the other copyright
libraries, will be used more.

Changes in access and discovery methods

The overall perception amongst all researchers was absolutely clear that the future is
electronic. All researchers expect to access e-books and e-journals more in future.
Equally they expect to use Inter-library loans and document delivery and on-line
catalogues more.

Regional and resource differences

There was an expectation that the survey results would reveal some contrasts
between sub-groups. The results were therefore analysed according to a number of
categories including by age group, region, different types of HElI and CURL and non-
CURL members. In fact, very few differences were identified, a finding which is itself
significant.

Type of HE institution/library spend

There were variations in responses from researchers in different types of institution
and in those with different levels of library spend. For analysis purposes, responses
were categorised to reflect the two stages of university expansion in the latter part of
the 20" century: the creation of the ‘Robbins’ and ‘Technology’ universities in the 60’s
to 70’s and the abolition of the binary divide in the 1990’s.!

Significantly more researchers in the pre-1962 group regard their own university
library as essential. Researchers in this group were also significantly more satisfied
with their own university library than those in the 1962 — 1991 and post 1992 groups.
Institutional library spend per FTE correlate closely with type of university and it was
therefore not a surprise to find that the views of the importance and effectiveness of
their own university libraries followed the same pattern. It also confirmed the
assumption that the large research collections of many pre-1962 universities affect
researchers’ use of, and attitude towards, their home university libraries.

! See section 6.4
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Conclusions

The Study found evidence of some significant differences in research requirements
and behaviour between the subject disciplines. These differences are apparent in
three areas:

diversity of required research materials and research resource providers
continued importance of physical access to research resources

requirements for mediated information and library services, including skills and
awareness-raising activities

Further conclusions relevant to all subject groups emerge on:

increasing importance of remote resource discovery and retrieval of physical
research resources

low levels of use and awareness of research resources outside the higher
education sector

effectiveness of mediated subject gateways and portals as a means of accessing
electronic research resources

Diversity of required research materials and their providers

The Arts and Humanities and Area Studies and to a slightly lesser extent the Social
Sciences research community draw upon a very wide and diverse range of research
resources and providers, although currently only books and printed journals are
deemed to be of high importance. The Medical and Biological Sciences, Physical
Sciences and Engineering are in contrast strongly reliant on their institution’s library,
whilst increasingly their research needs are served electronically.

Although technically many electronic resources can be accessed, or made accessible,
from any location, researchers are highly dependent upon their own institution’s library
and its ability to fund and provide the appropriate and increasing range of electronic
information sources, inter-library loans and document delivery.

The continued importance of physical access to research resources

The “culture” of research was invoked by several of the Arts researchers in focus
groups to explain the importance of physical access to and handling of research
materials. Perceived barriers to accessing research collections in other locations, such
as time, travel and access arrangements, have no impact on the conviction of this
group that physical access will remain essential. We recommend that further research
is carried out to overcome perceived (and real) barriers to physical access targeted in
particular at the Arts, Humanities, Area Studies and Social Sciences.

Requirements for mediated information and library services

10

As the requirements for research materials in different subjects increasingly diverge
between the Sciences and the Arts, so too does their use of enquiry and research
assistance. Assistance from library staff is significantly more important to researchers
from the Arts than the Sciences. For the Scientists such assistance may be linked with
their negative perception of training.

Comparing this with the lack of awareness shown by the research community of
electronic information resources, such as mediated subject gateways, suggests that
academic library services are currently failing to deliver the right kinds of training,
advice and guidance to researchers on finding, accessing and using electronic
resources.

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership
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We recommend to conduct a review and needs analysis exercise in the area of skills
up-grading and awareness-raising for researchers, applicable and transferable
throughout the higher education sector. We also recommend that a review of the
appropriateness of mediated library services should be carried out in the light of the
current and changing requirements of researchers, across the different subject
disciplines.

Importance of remote resource discovery and retrieval

The study clearly indicates the continued and increasing importance of searching
catalogues of library holdings for researchers in all disciplines. This finding
emphasises the paramount importance of comprehensive on-line catalogues of
nationally distributed research holdings linked to fast, efficient and effective inter-
library loan and document delivery services.

The study found a low level of use of non-conventional research resources such as
moving images, broadcast materials and maps. In order to bring this rich source of
research material within the scope and knowledge of academic researchers it is
recommended that the resources of relevant specialist collections, should also be
included in national on-line catalogues.

Research resources outside the higher education sector

The Study clearly showed that national museums and archive services had a very low
profile amongst all researchers, even in Arts and Humanities. It is recommended that
the non-HE research resource institutions carry out more work to promote their
collections and services.

The effectiveness of mediated subject gateways and portals

The case for mediated subject gateways and portals — both national and institutional
has clearly not been made convincingly to researchers from across all disciplines. It
appears that many researchers are simply unaware of the existence of mediated
subject gateways. We recommend that careful consideration should be given by JISC
and others as to how these gateways are conceived, structured, delivered and
promoted to researchers.

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership 11






The purpose of this study is to provide the Research Support Libraries Group (RSLG)
with a detailed, up-to-date and forward-looking picture of researchers’ requirements
and use of information sources. It describes current patterns in how researchers in
and across discipline groups work with these resources and identifies major emerging
trends. It is part of a broader programme of fact-finding and dialogue with the higher
education community undertaken by the Research Support Libraries Group.

HEFCE commissioned the study in July 2001 on behalf of the RSLG and issued a
contract for the work in August 2001 to a consortium comprising Education for Change
Ltd.,, The Research Partnership and the Social Informatics Research Unit at the
University of Brighton. The full specification for the study is appended as Appendix 1.

Research methodology

The consortium, in consultation with a Steering Group chaired by Professor Robert
Burgess, Vice-Chancellor, University of Leicester, devised a research methodology
focusing on a major questionnaire survey of individual researchers. The survey was
preceded and supported by a literature review and a number of focus groups
meetings.

Literature review

The purpose of the literature review was to synthesise key issues in order to develop
the research questions.

An extensive search of electronic and printed literature sources preceded an analysis
of documents using a framework instrument which identified key subject areas and
correlated them with the three main strands of the research; namely

What information sources do researchers use / require?
How do they use the information sources they need?
What are the emerging trends in information location, access and use?

In addition to accessing published and unpublished literature, the consortium also
posted an email invitation for comments and submissions to LIS-LIRG, the JISCmail
list for discussion of research and evaluation across LIS sectors, and elicited some
very positive responses by individuals or organisations who had conducted their own
surveys and who kindly provided details and results.

A full bibliography of sources is provided as Appendix 5.

Focus Groups

Two sets of focus group meetings were convened from among individual researchers:
the first three Groups were asked to assist in the preparation of the survey
questionnaire instrument and the second set of five Groups were asked to help
validate the outcomes of the survey. The discussion topics for both sets of focus
groups are provided as Appendix 3.
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Preparation

The initial series of 3 focus groups were held at the University of Brighton (10
members), King's College London (9 members), and the University of Newcastle (5
members).

Subject coverage across the groups was broad, and included the clusters of Clinical
subjects, Sciences, Engineering, Social Sciences, Humanities and Arts.

Validation

The second set of 5 focus groups were held at Edinburgh University (5 members),
Birmingham University (7 members), Manchester Metropolitan University (5
members), Bristol University (9 members) and HEFCE London (6 postgraduate
members). Once again, subject coverage across the groups was broad. In all cases
the meetings drew upon participants from a number of higher education institutions in
the area.

Survey

14

The survey findings reported upon are based upon a sample survey of 1428 academic
researchers drawn from the 2001 Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) census. In
addition, there was a supplementary sample of 224 postgraduate researchers.

Samples

The universe for the study was defined initially as ‘all researchers’ although
subsequent discussions with the Steering Group refined the focus to researchers
working in Higher Education institutions (HEI) across the UK. Several options for a
sampling frame were assessed and it was concluded that the 2001 RAE Census
would provide the most comprehensive (the Census identified around 50000 active
researchers) and up to date (the Census date was 31° March 2001) source. A total of
3390 researchers were selected from the Census.

Certain groups of researchers were excluded from this sample, such as those
employed by the NHS, and staff who had left their institution but whom may have been
cited in research submissions. Analysis of the distribution of in-scope researchers
showed that HEIs in Wales and Northern Ireland accounted for relatively low
proportions of researchers. A proportionate sample would have resulted in too few
respondents in these countries, and so their samples were boosted to provide reliable
samples. Other than this over-sampling an entirely representative sample was drawn,
having stratified researchers by institution and subject area. The geographic over-
sampling was subsequently corrected by the application of weights applied to the data
to ensure the correct country balance of researchers: all data reported are based upon
the weighted analyses.

The RAE potentially under-represents junior postgraduate researchers, who would be
less likely to be submitted as part of research submissions. It was decided, in the
absence of a supplementary sample frame of suitable quality, to approach 10 HEls
across the UK to provide an additional sample of junior postgraduate researchers.
Seven of these agreed to help by inviting junior postgraduate researchers to take part
in the survey.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in the study is appended to this report (Appendix 2). An initial
version was tested with some of the respondents at the initial focus groups. The
resultant questionnaire was then mailed at the end of November 2001 to 300
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researchers sampled from the RAE Census for the pilot study. A web-based version
of the questionnaire was also made available for those that wished to complete it
online. Pilot researchers were asked to complete the questionnaire and to comment
upon any questions that were difficult to answer, poorly worded, etc. A All
respondents of 76 questionnaires were returned during December 2001, the feedback
from which helped to refine the final questionnaire.

The revised questionnaire was mailed to all 3390 researchers in mid-January; the
revised online version went live at the same time. Non-responders were sent a
reminder questionnaire, covering letter and reply paid envelope at the beginning of
February.

Response rate

A total of 1428 completed questionnaires was received from the RAE derived sample
by the cut-off date. In addition, 12 completed questionnaire were received later — a
total of 1440. There were a further 194 returns from sampled contacts which indicated
that the researcher was no longer working at the institution. Thus 1440 questionnaires
were completed from 3196 sampled contacts — an effective response rate of 45%.
The separate process to survey a postgraduate sample also resulted in 224 additional
completed questionnaires, which were not added to the RAE derived sample, but
analysed separately.

Comparison of the respondents with the original sample in respect of subject group,
region and RAE rating showed that the profile of respondents matched that of the
sample profile: there was little, if any, non-response bias in the achieved sample.

Analysis

The survey responses were analysed by discipline of research, based on 5 broad
subject groups?, in order to compare and contrast, in the first instance, any differences
in patterns of use and behaviour between the disciplines.

The survey respondents were also divided into other sub-groups, such as age,

percentage of time spent in research, working methods, RAE rating to identify
differences where any exist.

The survey responses were also analysed by UK region, based upon the Government
designation of English regions plus Scotland and Wales, and by other factors, such as
age of home institution®, library spend per full-time equivalent (FTE) student in the
home institution, and whether or not the home library is a member of the Consortium
of University Research Libraries (CURL).

Profile of the survey respondents

Tables 1 and 2 summarise the profile of the 1428 researchers who completed and
returned the questionnaires in the main survey. It excludes the 224 additional junior
postgraduate researcher responses (see Samples and Response rate above).

2 Medical and Biological Sciences, Physical Sciences and Engineering, Social Sciences, Area Studies and
Languages, Arts and Humanities (defined in Appendix 4).

3 See section 6.4
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16

Table 1 shows responses in 5 broad subject groups and by respondents’ age groups,
percentage of time they spent on research, supervisory responsibility and whether

they work in a team.

Table 1: Subject and individual profiles of the survey respondents

Medical & Physical All
Biological | Sciences & Social |Area Studies Arts & [respond
Sciences [ Engineering | Sciences [& Languages| Humanities | ents
Age
up to 39 29% 36% 25% 27% 29% 29%
40-49 38% 28% 30% 26% 25% 30%
50-59 26% 24% 37% 36% 36% 32%
60> 5% 12% 8% 11% 10% 9%
Team work
Works in ateam 71% 57% 36% 7% 7% 41%
Does not work in a team 27% 41% 60% 91% 90% 57%
Supervision
Supervises others 95% 93% 86% 83% 76% 87%
Does not supervise 4% 7% 13% 17% 24% 12%
Time for research
Over 50% 39% 25% 22% 8% 12% 24%
Under 50% 58% 75% 7% 91% 87% 75%
Number of responses 315 316 424 123 250 1428
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Table 2 divides the researchers by the location of their higher education institutions in
the 9 regions of England, and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland.

Table 2: Regional and individual profile of survey respondents

© (%)
g | 8 8 | 3
— [ (]
% % 5| & [%z| 3 | % 2 ©
© o =} = 0 Q (54 be] c o
= w = = s =) = L c a o
8 < < = = ZES] = = 8o & < 3
c =] = %) 0 o |=E i = < 5 = =
o o o © @© (o =] (o] o (&) (@) =
3 ) N i i 2 ([>T | 2 z = %) z <
Age
up to 39 21% | 29% | 41% | 329% | 24% | 28% | 28% | 27% | 35% | 41% | 33% | 31% | 29%
40-49 34% | 33% | 26% | 23% | 42% | 32% | 22% | 29% | 32% | 22% | 29% | 31% | 30%
50-59 31% | 29% | 30% | 33% | 28% | 329 | 42% | 33% | 26% | 28% | 29% | 29% | 32%
60> 12% | 8% | 4% | 12% | 4% | 8% | 7% | 11% | 7% | 7% | 9% | 6% | 9%
Team work
:’g’;’r;ks A 39% | 31% | 45% | 37% | 40% | 46% | 38% | 43% | 29% | 49% | 529% | 46% | 41%
i':r)]anfe';(r’Tf WOrk | ceon | 66% | 54% | 62% | 56% | 54% | 60% | 56% | 67% | 50% | 46% | 54% | 57%
Supervision
gt“hpeerfs"'ses 89% | 83% | 86% | 94% | 90% | 93% | 86% | 86% | 81% | 91% | 84% | 89% | 87%
Lo ek 9% | 17% | 14% | 6% | 9% | 7% | 14% | 14% | 18% | 9% | 12% | 11% | 12%
supervise
Timeforresearch
Over 50% 29% | 16% | 34% | 29% | 23% | 19% | 16% | 17% | 12% | 31% | 31% | 25% | 24%
Under 50% 69% | 84% | 65% | 63% | 76% | 81% | 82% | 84% | 86% | 67% | 68% | 72% | 75%
ol 250 | 180 | 98 | 103 | 91 | 111 | 134 | 126 | 58 | 69 | 171 | 36 | 1428
responses

Structure of the Report

This report is in two parts. The principal part is a narrative Summary of Research
Findings, in which the key issues, conclusions and recommendations are presented
and illustrated where appropriate with research data and evidence.

This narrative is supported by an Annex on The Evidence Base, which provides a
detailed analysis of the survey returns,
comparison of responses between broad subject groups and other sub-groups.

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership
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The most significant findings of the research are summarised in this section to shed
light on the broad issues and questions identified in the objectives of the Study (see
Appendix 1), namely:

What is the nature, range and volume of material that researchers in different
disciplines require?

What is the nature of access required and how do they currently use the
material in their research?

What are the implications for the research process of where materials are
located and what achievable patterns of location and accessibility of information
sources are optimal?

How far do researchers currently access research materials on line, and what
are the perceived advantages and shortcomings of accessing materials in this
way?

What is the relative significance of the Internet as a research tool?

What evidence exists for probable changes in how researchers access and use
research materials across the next decade?

What is the extent of difference in needs and practice between identifiable
subgroups of researchers, related to research discipline or to other factors?

The evidence of the research survey is the principal source of this summary and
conclusions; relevant tables and charts derived from the data are included for
reference. Pertinent comments from the focus groups are presented in text boxes and
evidence emerging from RSLG Call for Evidence and the Literature Review is quoted
or referred to where appropriate. Document references are included in Appendix 5.

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership

19



THE RESEARCH FINDINGS

1 Nature and range of material required by researchers
Researchers were asked in the survey to indicate what materials are essential to their
research, what they use but do not consider essential, and what they do not use.
Several interesting similarities and differences emerged between the broad subject
disciplines. Table 3 indicates what percentage of respondents finds each kind of
material essential in their research.

Table 3 percentage of respondents rating material as essential

Medical & | Physical Area

Biological | Sciences & Social Studies & Arts & All

Sciences [Engineering| Sciences |Languages [Humanities |respondents
;ﬂ?ﬁgfsreferee‘j 98% 96% 97% 98% 84% 95%
Books & current
sulsfizarers 60% 77% 92% 98% 93% 82%
Bibliographic tools,
abstracting & indexing 82% 75% 67% 74% 56% 71%
services
Electronic journals &
other electronic 73% 62% 57% 26% 22% 53%
publications
SEEmE T 75% 57% 56% 27% 24% 52%
services
Other printed non-
refereed journals 19% 21% 38% 52% 46% 33%
Electronic pre-print ® o n % 5 o
archives 44% 45% 25% 12% 10% 30%
Sceot;“p”te”sed CRIE) 31% 28% 27% 12% 14% 25%
Photographs & still 5 o . . ® ®
s 20% 16% 10% 23% 42% 20%
Newspapers 2% 2% 31% 34% 27% 18%
Rare books & MSS 3% 4% 9% 61% 49% 18%
Microfilm / microfiche 2% 3% 10% 51% 33% 14%
Moving images and / 9% 8% 5% 27% 22% 11%
or sound recordings
Maps & charts 4% 7% 11% 10% 17% 10%
Artefacts 1% 4% 1% 6% 25% 6%
The indicated range and diversity of materials used by researchers in the different
broad subject groups conformed in large part with the findings of both the literature
review and the focus groups, with some interesting differences or significant indicators
in three key areas: the use of books and printed journals, the importance of electronic
journals, and the low use of non-text research materials.
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Use of books and printed journals

“The first need for researchers in the humanities and social sciences is a full
range of academic books and journals” *

The research shows that it is not only researchers in humanities and social sciences
who require access to books: in the sciences at least two thirds of the respondents
consider books to be essential to their research. A response to the RSLG Call for
Evidence reinforced this in the comment “Medicine...is still reliant to some extent on
research monographs; and, with the advent of evidence-based research, many of its
component subjects require access to a massive volume of published literature, both
old and new.™

There is, however, little evidence in the literature to support the importance of books,
which may reflect more an attitude towards writing about the role of books in research
and the fact that this is not a topic in vogue in professional literature. Bell (1997)
reviewed the literature to 1997 and found that a common theme in several studies was
“the preference of academic researchers for familiar and well-established sources of
information, in their own collections or libraries”, which this research certainly
supports. She does not, however, specify that this means books.

Perhaps less surprisingly, printed refereed journals are considered essential to their
research by virtually all researchers. A significant proportion of researchers in Arts
and Humanities and Area Studies and Languages regard non-refereed printed
journals as essential. The advent and importance of electronic journals in the
sciences, in particular, have clearly not yet reduced the importance of the printed
journal.

One respondent to the RSLG Call for Evidence wrote: “Our consultation with
researchers confirmed the view that those engaged in arts and humanities research
will continue to rely heavily on printed material for many years, those in the social
sciences for a considerable time and that even those in the STM area where
electronic resources have made the most impact perceive an ongoing need for printed
material.™

4 RSLG Call for Evidence — British Association for American Studies.
® RSLG Call for evidence — Russell Group
® RSLG Call for Evidence — University of Birmingham
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Importance of electronic journals and electronic information

22

“In Science and Technology subjects, leading-edge research is no longer dependent
upon the research monograph, and the emphasis of need is largely focused on pre-
prints, on specialised journal articles, research reports and abstracts, as well as on
access to large dynamic databases of scientific and technological data.”

From the research evidence Medical and Biological Sciences research is focused on
journal literature and primary data; timeliness and speed are key factors, which make
the use of these research sources and indexing tools in electronic formats increasingly
attractive and essential to researchers.

Physical Sciences and Engineering research relies on a broadly similar range of
primary data and secondary sources. Reliance on electronic formats and services
appears to be slightly lower among the physical sciences, despite the fact that it is
generally recognised that particle physics has led the way in electronic scholarly
communication (Green 1998; Kling 2000). Kling (2000), however, posits that this
behaviour is consistent with physicists’ pre-electronic pre-print culture.

In the Social Sciences electronic journals and other information sources appear to be
of less importance than in the sciences, though this may reflect a smaller range of
tittes and data available in electronic formats. The Russell Group reported “in the
Social Sciences, the needs largely sit astride ‘the hybrid divide’ between the electronic
and the printed information world. Hard-copy research monographs, major printed
information works, long back-runs of print-on-paper journals need to be consulted
alongside electronic research databases, large data archives, and digital resources of
every kind, including vastly expensive commercial information services.”

Electronic journals and other electronic information sources are essential to
considerably fewer researchers in Arts and Humanities, and Area Studies and
Language.

At least one university has observed “a growing demand among humanities and social
sciences researchers for electronic access to archives of popular newspapers and
non-academic periodicals™

; RSLG Call for Evidence — Russell Group
Ibid.
9 RSLG Call for Evidence — University of Stirling
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Non-text research materials

A small but significant number of researchers in Medical and Biological Sciences and
Physical Sciences and Engineering use photographs and still images. These are
increasingly likely to be digital images used as part of research pre-print and published
articles, or micrographic and computer images.

In one of the focus groups a Chemical Physicist said that his approach to research
had not yet changed but “the advent of 3D images and the gradual ability to integrate
images into research work will change the way individuals perceive their work and the
way in which they collaborate.”

A similar level of use of still images is replicated among the Arts and Humanities and
Area Studies and Language researchers, where the images are more likely to be
surrogates (either digital, film or printed).

Moving images and sound recordings are regarded as important by only about a fifth
of researchers in the arts, humanities and area studies as yet, though there are
indications in the research that this will change (see Table 10 in paragraph 5.1 below).

Surprisingly few researchers in Social Sciences, Arts and Humanities and Area
Studies and Languages regard maps and charts and artefacts as essential to their
research. This may in part arise from the perceived barriers to access to archival
repositories and museum collections (see paragraph 3.3 below).

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership
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2 Nature of access to research materials
For a predefined list of access and discovery methods, respondents were asked to
indicate if they used these, and which ones they considered essential. Table 4
summarised the views on essential methods.
Table 4: Essential access and discovery methods for percentage of survey respondents
Medical & Physical Area
Biological | Sciences & Social | Studies & Arts & All
Sciences | Engineering | Sciences | Languages | Humanities | respondents
_Consult printed books or 91% 90% 93% 98% 96% 93%
journals
Use inter I|br§ry loans and/or 79% 65% 77% 86% 64% 74%
document delivery
f:?dr)Ch ErtEiegLEs (el or 58% 66% 75% 87% 71% 70%
Use other library technology
(photocopying, scanning, 62% 50% 58% 69% 69% 60%
printing out etc)
Access online electronic
books or journal articles S0 o o Lo el 2
Browse through collections of
books or other material = D A3 e 25 b
Consult primary materials 16% 16% 24% 62% 67% 31%
VB CG IR (3 (S 17% 15% 36% 39% 28% 26%
assistance
Consult surrogates? 3% 2% 10% 50% 36% 15%
Here the responses confirm similarities between the subject disciplines in the
importance of inter-library loans / document delivery, of searching library catalogues
(both of the home institution and other libraries) and of using library technology
services. Interesting and significant differences relate to the importance of physical
access to libraries and collections and the use of library services.
2.1 Inter-library loans and document delivery
Erens (1996) notes that “in general, the need for ILL appears to be steadily increasing
over time, as the figures obtained in 1995 were very similar to those obtained in the
1989 survey”.
Further evidence emerges from a study commissioned by the British Library to look at
trends in the provision of science technology & business information (British Library,
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1999). One of the key findings focussed on document delivery and the threats to the
Document Supply Centre’s business through “the electronic revolution, together with
the emergence of competing physical document delivery systems”. The consultants
also speculate, however, that demand for loans of hard copy books and report
literature could increase because of the high cost of books and the “increasing profile
of social science research at government level”.

Importance of physical access to libraries and collections

2.3

Guthrie (2001), in a study which explored how US academics perceived and used
electronic resources, found that academics in the Humanities depend more on the
library for access than social scientists and that more academics in Humanities
thought it crucial for libraries to maintain hard-copy archives than in Social Sciences.

In this Study survey, researchers were also asked how important physical access to
libraries is for their research. Twice as many researchers in Area Studies and
Languages and Arts and Humanities consider physical access to libraries and
collections essential to their research as their colleagues in the Social Sciences and
over three times as many as researchers in the medical, biological and physical
sciences. This correlates with the very wide diversity of physical materials required by
researchers in these fields, in comparison to those in scientific fields and social
sciences (see Table 3 above).

Browsing through collections of books and journals, and the serendipitous benefits this
can bring to research, is also essential to twice as many Arts, Humanities, Area
Studies and Language researchers when compared to their scientific colleagues (see
Table 4 above).

The use of library services

Despite considering physical access to libraries non-essential, the great majority of
researchers in Medical and Biological Sciences and Physical Sciences and
Engineering do consider key library services essential — inter library loan and
document delivery, and use of book collections — while over half also regard as
essential the availability of online and card catalogues of collections and the use of
library-based technology such as photocopying.

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership

25



THE RESEARCH FINDINGS

Few scientific researchers consider the serendipitous benefits of browsing through
print collections essential, from which it might be inferred that they obtain their
required books through more focused search and discovery methods, through inter
library loans or from other sources.

Researchers in Social Sciences, Area Studies and Languages and Arts and
Humanities are significantly more likely to use research and enquiry services in their
institutional libraries than their scientific colleagues. This clearly correlates with their
relative reliance on physical access to collections and, in the case of the arts,
humanities and area studies, with the diversity of physical research materials they
require.
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Location of research materials

Table 5 shows the diversity of research information providers in play among academic

researchers in the UK.

Table 5: Percentage of respondents rating information providers as essential

Medical & Physical Area

Biological | Sciences & Social Studies & Arts & All

Sciences |[Engineering| Sciences | Languages [Humanities | respondents
(Home) university library 83% 83% 87% 86% 7% 83%
Own private collection 74% 74% 84% 91% 90% 81%
Colleagues / conferences / 69% 730 71% 65% 67% 70%
research networks
() G LIRS 28% 24% 36% 72% 53% 38%
library
British Library 30% 30% 27% 66% 51% 36%
Departmental resources 40% 38% 31% 30% 26% 34%
Libraries / museums / 5% 6% 16% 62% 41% 20%
archives outside the UK
RESEEEl TISTIEEE) 10% 8% 11% 20% 28% 14%
library
Other copyright libraries 10% 8% 14% 33% 20% 14%
(e )AL 7% 7% 11% 22% 22% 12%
museum or archive
Public Record Office 2% 1% 11% 19% 26% 10%
National museums 2% 4% 4% 15% 28% 9%
Local record offices 5% 7% 16% 5%
National Library of 1% 1% 206 11% 9% 2%
Scotland
Local public library 1% 3% 5% 8% 3%
Local /regional museum 1% 1% 2% 5% 11% 3%
National Library of Wales 1% 1% 1% 4% 2% 1%
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3.1

These results show that the physical location of material is becoming a secondary
issue to researchers in Medical and Biological Sciences and Physical Sciences and
Engineering, as the widening range of essential research materials and data available
electronically has an impact on research patterns in these fields. They also indicate
the current high importance to researchers across all subject fields of resources in
their own institution’s library or their own collections.

Significant differences between subject groups appear in the importance of other

university libraries in research and in the use of the British Library and other national
research information providers.

Researchers’ own and institutional resources

28

Erens (1996) found evidence that researchers are now making less [our italics] use of
their home university library, with those in medical and natural science disciplines the
most likely to say they now made less use of the library.

Ferguson and Crawford (2001) in their study of library use amongst researchers at
Glasgow Caledonian University note that visits to the library are in decline and report a
lack of awareness of what the library can and does provide, both on and off campus.

Contrary to these reported trends, the survey indicates that the overwhelming majority
of researchers (83%) regard their own university library as essential to their research.
This percentage of ‘essential’ responses is higher than for any of the other information
providers named in the survey.

Researchers were asked to say how well their home university library meets their
research needs. About a quarter, with very little difference across the subject
disciplines, consider it meets them very well, and about half fairly well, so levels of
satisfaction appear to be reasonably high. However, across all subjects, researchers
comment on the need for better general or specific journal provision (either electronic
or printed) as the primary area for improvement of their home university library
services.

Erens (1996) reports declining levels of satisfaction with library provision between
1989 and 1995 and marked differences between the medical and natural science
disciplines on the one hand, and the social sciences, humanities and arts on the other:
“the former were more likely to say that they now relied less on browsing the shelves
and more on photocopied material; the latter were more likely to say that they were
less speculative when recommending library purchases, that their recommendations
were refused more often, and that they used other libraries more often now”.
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The overwhelming majority of researchers, most particularly in Area Studies and
Languages and Arts and Humanities, rely heavily upon their own private collections in
research. The nature of these growing private collections, according to the focus
groups, ranges from books bought from personal funds, printed journals received on
subscriptions linked to membership of professional and other associations, collections
of photocopied articles, downloaded electronic files held on disk and/or printed out,
and collections of biological / botanical specimens.

Use of other university libraries

3.3

More survey respondents in Area Studies and Language indicate that other university
libraries are essential to them in comparison with colleagues in Arts and Humanities
and Social Sciences. Relatively few of their colleagues in the sciences consider any
other university library essential, which correlates with their views on the need for
physical access to libraries and collections.

These findings are key with respect to the Distributed National Collection and the
whole issue of access to research collections. Anderson (1998) reporting on a survey
of postgraduate students and staff found that external access caused “about 20
institutions to incur additional library expenditure ....in excess of £100,000 per annum
...with the top five institutions each probably incurring additional costs of at least
£500,000 per annum”.

However, the CORSALL study @loor, 2001) found that the level of reciprocal use
between three co-operating and locally situated university libraries was low. The main
barriers to reciprocal use were summarised as “lack of knowledge about the reciprocal
access arrangements, lack of knowledge of what was available at the other libraries,
and lack of time”. Other comments in the study included “it is rarely cost-effective for
researchers to visit other libraries to consult material; it is usually more economical to
obtain the material via inter-library loan”. The CORSALL findings are significant in the
light of the government’s regional agenda and some further research into access at
local and regional level is needed.

Use of the British Library and other national / regional providers

The survey indicates that the British Library is considered essential to research by
over one third of researchers in all subject fields, and by over half of researchers in
Area Studies and Languages and Arts and Humanities. What is not clear from these
results is whether this indicates the essentialness of actual visits to the British Library
or of its inter library loan and document delivery services.

The role of other national and regional providers of research information and
resources — many of which are outside the higher education sector, such as the
national museums — is not currently a particularly important one, even in Arts and
Humanities. While a significant number of these researchers do use museums and
archives, few regard them as essential to their research.
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This finding is in contrast to the situation as viewed by some of the specialist libraries
in the response to the Call for Evidence. For example, the Royal Institute of British
Architects (RIBA) interpret their own use statistics to show that “UK universities are at
present unable to meet the needs of their researchers. More than 50% of the use of
the RIBA Library is by members of UK universities.”

Also worth noting is the relatively small number of researchers, outside Area Studies
and Language who regard the other copyright libraries as essential to their research.

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership



THE RESEARCH FINDINGS

4 Access to electronic information sources & services
Researchers were asked to indicate the importance of a range of search and
discovery methods when using electronic information sources. Table 6 summarises
the responses.

Table 6: Electronic sources: search and discovery methods rated ‘very important’ by
respondents
Medical & Physical Area All
Biological | Sciences & Social Studies & Arts & respon
Sciences | Engineering | Sciences | Languages [ Humanities | dents
Online catalogues for your 32% 33% 56% 68% 54% 46%
own institution’s library
CEMEE ED SR 42% 48% 45% 49% 44% 45%
engines
Bibliographic databases,
abstracting & indexing 60% 44% 40% 38% 29% 43%
services
Institutional or departmental 35% 31% 36% 3206 28% 33%
gateways / portals
Subject gateways / portals 2 2 % % o o
(.9. RDN) 26% 24% 27% 27% 21% 25%
Digital libraries / archives % o o ® ® o
(.. MIMAS) 30% 38% 19% 11% 12% 23%
SIS [l WS 14% 10% 17% 15% 13% 14%
alerting facilities
Personal portals 14% 11% 7% 6% 8% 9%
Pre-print archives 6% 16% 4% 7% 3% 7%
Clear similarities between the subject groups are indicated in relation to the use of
‘generic’ web search engines and subject gateways.
4.1 Web search engines and subject gateways

The Internet is clearly a significant and important research tool to all researchers,
across all subject disciplines. Where use of electronic journals and information
sources in research is relatively low, for instance, in Arts and Humanities because of
the relatively few e-titles available, nonetheless researchers make use of web
searches, electronic discussion lists and the web sites of particularly important
organisations on a regular basis. This was confirmed in the focus groups and
supported by almost half of respondents to the survey indicating how essential web
search engines are.

Hewitson (2000) found that the favoured route to accessing electronic information
sources was via gateways or search engines. He expresses concerns about this
finding, in the fact that staff are missing out on the subscription based services
accessible only via library or learning centre catalogues. This view is, tentatively,
supported by the percentage of respondents rating web search engines ‘very
important’ (45%), compared to Institutional or departmental gateways / portals (33%) —
assuming that the latter are a reasonable proxy for the subscription based services
Hewitson refers to.
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4.2

Kibirige and DePalo (2000) found that search engines provide the most common
access points for library users to get to Internet resources on topical issues.

Results from the survey support this in indicating that twice as many researchers
across all disciplines (just under half of all respondents) regard generic search
engines (such as Yahoo or Google) as very important for accessing internet resources
in comparison with mediated subject gateways or portals, including institutional
gateways and those provided as part of the Resource Discovery Network (RDN).

In a significant body of the literature about subject gateways that comes from within
the eLib / RDN projects, there is an assumption about the need for the gateways and
other access tools which is not necessarily borne out by the research findings. Cross
et al (2000) pose the question of how to make the World Wide Web a better tool for
supporting the work of the research community in Europe. The question is key but the
solution offered is technical and perhaps fails to address the more complex issues
highlighted by this research: “By developing new Internet technologies and using
them to create high quality online information services...the DESIRE project has
demonstrated that Internet gateways built by qualified subject experts using standard
Web technologies can offer Internet users unparalleled levels of quality when
searching the Internet” (Cross et al, 2000).

Cole and McCombe (1998) address issues around researchers’ awareness of
resources and their efficient use of time, but their solution again is technical: “For us
this means creating appropriate interfaces for the data - simple enough for a once-off
selection and versatile enough for more sophisticated use”.

Primary points of access to electronic resources

32

Researchers were asked what is their primary (i.e. most used) and secondary access
point for electronic sources of research information.

The majority (80%) of all researchers have their primary desk-top access point in their
office, though researchers in Arts and Humanities and Area Studies and Languages
are significantly more likely to access electronic resources from home than those in
the social and other sciences.
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4.3 Perceived advantages and shortcomings of electronic access

Significant contrasts between the subject disciplines emerge from the survey
questions on how easy it is to find, access and use information electronically
compared to more traditional (non-electronic) means, as Table 7 shows.

Table 7: Finding, accessing and using information electronically: comparison with

traditional, non-electronic means

Medical & | Physical

biological [Sciences & [ Social |Area Studies Arts & All

sciences |engineering | Sciences | & languages | humanities |respondents
Finding information o 9 0 0 0 0
electronically is a lot easier e 7% 65% 48% 48% 66%
Accessing information 9 0 0 1) 0 9
electronically is a lot easier e 7% 45% 32% 22% 4
Using information 0 9 0 0 0 9
electronically is a lot easier S0 €30 31% 22% 17% 32%

These figures reflect the relatively lower levels of use and importance of electronic
information sources among researchers in Arts and Humanities and Area Studies and

Languages than among the science researchers.

What is interesting is that, in all

subject groups, fewer researchers think it is a lot easier to access information
electronically than it is to find it, and even fewer think using electronic information is a
lot easier than using traditional research materials.

Table 8 indicates strong agreement among non-science researchers with the need for

access to printed copies as well as electronic.

This corroborates the focus group

views that everyone prints out electronic documents of any significant size if they wish

to read them in detail.
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Table 8: Views on electronic sources of research information

Medical & | Physical
biological |Sciences & Social |Area Studies| Arts & All
sciences |engineering [ Sciences |& languages| humanities [respondents

IAgree strongly that
access to printed
icopies is needed as
well as electronic

27% 33% 45% 57% 59% 42%

IAgree strongly that

better research can be
[t 42% 36% 33% 27% 20% 33%

information sources

IAgree strongly that
there is less control
over quality
provenance of material

10% 17% 22% 40% 31% 21%

IAgree strongly that
some of the

information | need is
only available online

13% 11% 11% 5% 8% 11%

IAgree strongly that
thereis too much
information available
online

8% 7% 13% 9% 15% 11%

IAgree strongly that
electronic databases
make physical 15% 11% 7% 1% 4% 9%
collections less
important

Researchers in Arts and Humanities and Area Studies and Language are clearly more
worried about the quality and provenance of the research information they find online.
This is likely to arise from the relatively higher dependence among the arts, area
studies and social sciences on use of unmediated Internet sources rather than the
electronic journals and datasets available to researchers in the sciences.
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Training, advice and guidance in using electronic sources

Hewitson (2000) notes that electronic indexes and abstracting services and electronic
journals are not used frequently by staff. “This suggests that many staff are not fully
aware of the different [electronic information services] that are available to support
learning, teaching and research in their subject area.... This suggests that awareness
raising and staff development by LIS should be focussed...”

Significantly, only a small proportion, less than one-fifth, of all respondents said they
have received some training, advice or guidance in using computer-based research
resources in the last two years. Even fewer researchers in Medical and Biological
Sciences and Physical Sciences and Engineering have taken part in any training or
been in receipt of any advice, and science researchers are less likely to seek for help,
advice or guidance than those in arts, humanities and area studies. Table 9 indicates
that over half of researchers either do not take-up training, advice and guidance when
it is offered or are not aware that such assistance is on offer from their libraries.

Table 9: Incidence of those using help or advice offered by their own institution’s library
staff

Medical & | Physical
biological |Sciences & Social |Area Studies| Arts & All

sciences [engineering| Sciences [& languages|humanities | respondents

Yes, advice sought 18% 17% 24% 28% 22% 21%
from library staff

Yes, advice, course,
updates made 9% 7% 16% 20% 14% 13%
available by staff

No, none offered 11% 12% 8% 10% 15% 11%
Egégffered but not 36% 40% 34% 33% 28% 350
Don’t know if 23% 18% 14% 9% 15% 17%

help/advice is available

One of the validation focus groups was dedicated to issues of training, advice and
guidance. It proved difficult to get the Group to talk about their own training needs and
they consistently side-stepped the issue, as if their own training was not a pertinent
topic — or something they were not willing to share with the group.
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It also became apparent that use of the term ‘training’, in connection with raising
awareness of electronic sources and up-dating skills, was regarded negatively by the
group. Despite the perception clearly stated that training was not required, at other
stages of the focus group discussion it became apparent that awareness of aspects of
e-sources was variable.

In the survey, a significant majority of respondents, having registered largely negative
views on training, advice and guidance, nonetheless display a remarkable degree of
unanimity across the disciplines when asked to rank a list of possible things they might
like to know more about. The most votes were given to:

Specialist online search skills

Ways of keeping up-to-date with what is available

Locating high-quality information sources

How to filter online information effectively

How to find / create online archives

To find out what resources are available through their own university
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Probable changes in access and use of materials

5.1

The survey results suggest that researchers have, on the whole, a very conservative
view of their future research requirements and methods: the large majority in all
subject groups anticipate few changes in the current situation. Some indication of
expected change emerges in three key areas: the use of research materials and
sources, the use of research information providers, and access and discovery
methods.

Use of research materials and sources

There are few surprises in the researchers expectations of which research materials
they are likely to use more in the next 10 years, as Table 10 shows.

Table 10: Research materials that will be used more by percentage of survey
respondents

Medical & | Physical

Biological |Sciences & | Social [Area Studies Arts & All

Sciences |Engineering| Sciences |& Languages [Humanities [respondents
Electronic journals &
other electronic 84% 80% 76% 60% 57% 74%
publications
Electronic full text

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,

e 79% 74% 68% 47% 53% 67%
Er'gﬁf\rfég'c pre-print 68% 65% 51% 38% 45% 56%
Bibliographic tools,
abstracting & indexing 59% 48% 43% 28% 29% 44%
services
geot?p”te”sed data 44% 39% 31% 23% 27% 34%
Eé?fjf;‘;g'c alerting 45% 35% 36% 20% 20% 34%
Elg’;gg skl 31% 24% 29% 29% 20% 27%
I'iifsc"on'c CIRTTEE I 25% 25% 27% 16% 25% 25%
PENITE MICEIES ETEON - 22% 16% 18% 17% 20%
sound recordings ° 0 0 0 ° 0
P S 11% 12% 20% 15% 26% 17%
m;’é‘;graphs cEul 18% 12% 14% 16% 21% 16%
ot 8% 10% 18% 15% 23% 15%

A majority of all researchers, irrespective of their subject area and their current
research requirements, foresee that they will use secondary research information
sources in electronic format more than they currently do.
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Of interest also is the view taken by one quarter of Medical and Biological Sciences
respondents that they will use moving images [and/or sound recordings] more in future
— an indication of the increasing importance of digital micrographic and computer
modelling in primary research.

The survey results do not appear to support the view expressed by the British
Association of Japanese Studies in the RSLG Call for Evidence that “it can also be
expected that the research fields will become more interdisciplinary, with the
pressures of the RAE, and the increasing globalisation of scholarship, leading to
research being pursued by more international or global groups of researchers, so
more research activities will become joint projects or cooperative studies and will
involve UK researchers with Japanese, European and North American researchers.
With this trend in mind, it can be expected that libraries will be called on to provide
more original or primary research materials”.

When asked to consider what research materials they might use less in future the only
significant response was that about one third of Medical and Biological Sciences and
Physical Sciences and Engineering researchers expect to use printed refereed
journals less than they do now. This not unexpected response contrasts with the
converse view taken by one quarter of respondents in Arts and Humanities, who
expect to make more use of printed refereed journals..
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Respondents were asked to indicate, for each information provider on a list, to indicate
envisioned change of use. Very few respondents to the survey foresee any change —
either increase or decrease in use - in the range of information providers they currently
use. Table 11 summarises significant anticipated increased use.

Table 11: Percentage of respondents that expect to use the information provider more

Medical & | Physical

Biological |Sciences & [ Social [Area Studies| Arts & All

Sciences |Engineering| Sciences |& Languages|Humanities [respondents
Croe'éeei?é‘ﬁi/etcvf,’grflfgences 24% 23% 22% 15% 25% 23%
(Home) university library 16% 18% 17% 12% 19% 17%
I(ﬁ)r:g)r;ther university 12% 14% 18% 20% 24% 17%
British Library 11% 13% 16% 23% 28% 17%
Own private collection 12% 15% 16% 14% 24% 16%
ﬁgrs:r"’;,mh institute(s) 10% 6% 8% 9% 16% 10%
Departmental resources 11% 10% 8% 7% 10% 9%
Public Record Office 3% 1% 9% 9% 16% 7%
Other copyright libraries 5% 5% 7% 10% 10% 7%
National museums 1% 1% 4% 8% 14% 5%
pomeumvesty | we | | owe | om | e |
Local record offices 1% 1% 3% 2% 10% 3%

About one quarter of Arts and Humanities and Area Studies and Language
researchers expect to make more use of libraries, archives and museums outside the
UK, although considerably fewer respondents, overall, expect to make more use of
museum and archive resources or the copyright libraries in the UK. The British
Library, however, can expect a modest increase in use of its services and resources.
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5.3 Changesin access and discovery methods
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The results of the survey here bear out the overall perception among all researchers

that the future is electronic.

methods respondents think they will use more in their research.

Table 12: Percentage of survey respondents

Table 12 summarises what access and discovery

Medical & | Physical

Biological |[Sciences & | Social |Area Studies Arts & All

Sciences |[Engineering|Sciences |& Languages | Humanities |respondents
JAccess online electronic
books or journal articles R e Sl 22 S0 e
gggdmgg't'g;‘i?’e'%ans AIRIEE | gy 27% 32% 31% 32% 31%
S;:adr)ch catalogues (online or 34% 3506 31% 19% 24% 30%
Use other library technology
(photocopying, scanning, 17% 16% 24% 25% 30% 22%
printing out etc)
gs;;gﬂ‘égy ISR 10% 12% 20% 14% 14% 14%
%‘;rr‘:;l'; izl Dl e 7% 11% 12% 11% 18% 12%
Consult primary materials 3% 4% 7% 9% 23% 9%
Browse through coIIectipns 4% 39 8% 9% 14% 7%
of books or other material
Consult surrogates 2% 2% 5% 12% 12% 5%

Of particular interest is that one third of researchers expect to make increased use of
inter-library loans and document supply, and also library catalogues, perhaps
signalling the growing importance of sourcing and obtaining materials remotely from

distributed collections.
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Regional and resource differences

6.1

The analysis of the survey data according to different sub-groups (see Introduction:
Research Methodology above) was expected to throw up some interesting contrasts
between the views of the respondents in different age groups, from different regions
and from different types of HEI. In fact, very few significant variations in responses
were identified. Lack of variation in several sub-groups — regional groups, age groups
and CURL and non-CURL member institutions - is almost as interesting as distinct
differences. Some significant variations can be seen in responses from researchers in
different types of institution, and in those with different levels of library spend.

Regional groups

6.2

Contrary to some assumptions made at the beginning of the research process, there
are few significant differences in responses from the 9 regions of England®, Wales,
Scotland and Northern Ireland.

Researchers in London appear to be no more inclined to consider national and other
research resource providers outside the higher education sector as essential than
researchers in any other region — not even the British Library. On the other hand,
significantly more researchers in Yorkshire & Humberside and the North East region
than in any other region consider the British Library essential to research — which is
likely to be linked to the proximity of the British Library Document Supply Centre at
Boston Spa.

One quarter of all the survey respondents think their own university library meets their
research needs very well. Levels of satisfaction with their home university library are
slightly higher than this among researchers in London; higher in the North East and
significantly higher in the East Midlands.

Age groups

6.3

No significant differences were found among the age groups in the types of research
information sources and information providers used currently or anticipated for future
use.

It was assumed that differences would emerge in attitude to and aptitude with
electronic information sources and these assumptions were confirmed, though the
variations between age groups are not as wide as anticipated, and the age group 50 —
59 appear to be more at ease with research using electronic information sources than
had been previously assumed.

CURL membership

6.4

There are no significant differences in any question areas in the returns from
respondents in institutions whose libraries are members of the Consortium for
University Research Libraries (CURL) when compared to those from non-member
institutions.

Type of HE institution / library spend

Sub-groups were devised based on date of creation of the universities from which
researchers’ responses were received — pre-1962, 1962-1991, post-1992 - and
whether the institution is an HE college. This categorisation is employed to reflect the
two stages of university expansion in the latter part of the 20™ century: the creation of

10| ondon, South East, South West, Eastern, East Midlands, West Midlands, Yorkshire & Humberside,
North West, North East
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the ‘Robbins’ and ‘Technology’ universities in the 60's to 70’s and the abolition of the
binary divide in the 1990's. We assumed that the large research collections of many
pre-1962 universities would have implications for researchers’ use of, and attitude
towards, their home university libraries.

The only significant variation in responses from each of the three groups of
universities is indeed in the use of researchers’ own home university library and other
university libraries. Significantly more researchers in the Pre-1962 group regard their
own university library as essential. Similarly, high levels of satisfaction with their own
university library appear to be more prevalent among researchers in the pre-1962
group, than among those in the other two groups.

Because institutional library spend per FTE (obtained from SCONUL®) correlates so
closely with type of university (see Table 13) it is no surprise to find that views of the
importance and effectiveness of their own university libraries are very similar among
researchers in the high library spend institutions to those in the pre-1962 universities.

Table 13: Library spend per FTE by type / age of home university of respondents

Pre 1962 1962-1991 Post 1992 reSp(;L\r:ldents
Low spend 11% 39% 80% 29%
Medium spend 32% 46% 9% 30%
High spend 46% 12% 2% 31%
Not available 11% 3% 10% 10%

™ standing Conference of National and University Libraries

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership



THE RESEARCH FINDINGS

Conclusions and recommendations

7.1

Here we draw a number of key conclusions from the research and indicate critical
areas in which further research might be recommended or action taken.

The Study suggests that there are still significant differences in research requirements
and behaviour between the subject disciplines, and supports the comment in the Call
for Evidence that “the needs of researchers in individual disciplines are still distinct but
developing interdisciplinary research and the use of ICT are blurring the boundaries™?.

These differences are still particularly apparent in three areas:

diversity of required research materials and research resource providers;
continued importance of physical access to research resources;

requirements for mediated information and library services, including skills and
awareness-raising activities related to finding and using electronic information.

Further conclusions relevant to all subject groups emerge on

increasing importance of remote resource discovery and retrieval of physical
research resources;

low levels of use and awareness of research resources outside the higher
education sector;

effectiveness of mediated subject gateways and portals as a means of accessing
electronic research resources.

Diversity of required research materials and their providers

7.2

Arts and Humanities and Area Studies and Languages research draws upon a very
wide and diverse range of research resources and providers, though for the large
majority of researchers only books and printed journals are of high importance. This
appears to reflect a relative fragmentation of research into small, highly specialised
areas, for which primary research materials remain essential, and available only
through the occasional use of a wide range of research resource providers.

This diversity and range of needs is also reflected in the results from Social Sciences
researchers, though the importance of electronic information sources (particularly
primary data) is having an impact on research patterns.

The increasing availability of primary and secondary research sources in electronic
formats is transforming research in Medical and Biological Sciences and Physical
Sciences and Engineering. Two trends are apparent: first, although electronic sources
can technically be accessed from any location, researchers are highly dependent
upon their own institutions’ libraries and their ability to fund and provide the
appropriate and increasing range of electronic information sources.

Second, researchers in sciences who continue to need access to physical materials
such as books are likely to build up reasonably extensive departmental or private
collections of essential reference material, and rely heavily upon the inter-library loan
services offered by their own institutions’ libraries. The use and importance of any
other research information providers is relatively low.

Continued importance of physical access to research resources

The ‘culture’ of research was invoked by several focus group members from Arts and
Humanities and Area Studies and Language to explain the importance of physical

12 RSLG Call for Evidence-University of York
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7.3

access to, and in some cases, handling of primary research material — particularly
archival sources, works of art and design and manuscript materials.

More generally, the Arts and Area Studies share with the Social Sciences a strong
emphasis on the importance of physical access to libraries and collections, to browse
and to take advantage of association and serendipity. Perceived barriers to accessing
research collections in other locations, such as the time it takes to get there, the
relative costliness of travel, and non-transparent access arrangements with other
institutions, have no apparent impact on researchers’ conviction that physical access
to materials will remain essential.

This correlates with a relatively relaxed attitude to currency in research which is not
shared by researchers in Medical and Biological Sciences and Physical Sciences and
Engineering, for whom the need for physical access to libraries and research
resources has been advantageously reduced by the availability of electronic
information sources and primary data in electronic form.

We recommend that further research is carried out to overcome perceived (and real)
barriers to physical access targeted in particular at the Arts, Humanities, Area
Studies and Social Sciences. This could include consideration of different economic
and infrastructural models, such as moving materials to researchers rather than
researchers to materials.

Requirements for mediated information and library services

44

The research indicates that, as the requirements for research materials in different
subjects increasingly diverge between the sciences and the arts, so too does
researchers’ use of the available library services in different subject fields.

The use of enquiry and research assistance from library staff remains important in Arts
and Humanities and Area Studies and Language, but not so important to researchers
in the sciences. For these researchers such assistance may be linked with the clearly
negative views about training, advice and guidance on using electronic research

sources.

Academic library services are failing to deliver the right kinds of training, advice and
guidance to researchers on finding, accessing and using electronic resources. Not
only that, but researchers are often unaware of existing advice and guidance
opportunities, the existing interventions are not being delivered in the most appropriate
ways, at the optimum times and by the most effective people.

We recommend that a detailed review and needs analysis exercise be carried out in
the area of skills up-grading and awareness-raising for researchers, applicable and
transferable throughout the higher education sector.

Library services, including inter library loan and document delivery services are of high
importance to all researchers, but the need for timeliness and speed in scientific
research appears to be often undermined by the slowness of response and results
from centralised services.

We recommend that a detailed and critical review of the appropriateness of library
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services be carried out in the light of the current and changing requirements of
researchers.  Services should be reviewed from the perspective of research
requirements among the different subject disciplines, and not from the viewpoint of
academic library managers.

Importance of remote resource discovery and retrieval

7.5

The research clearly indicates the continued and increasing importance of searching
online and card catalogues of library holdings for researchers in all subject disciplines.
This is linked, as resource discovery, to the increasing use of inter library loans, and to
the continuing importance of books and other printed materials in research in all
subject fields.

There are two conclusions to draw from this. First, for all researchers the importance
of comprehensive online catalogues of nationally distributed research holdings is
paramount, linked to efficient, fast and effective inter library loan and document
delivery services.

Second, for researchers in Arts and Humanities, Area Studies and Language and
Social Sciences, it seems imperative that those online catalogues should extend
beyond the catalogue records of printed materials held in higher education sector
institutions.  The research indicates that non-conventional research resources,
perhaps marginal to the scope and knowledge of many academic librarians, such as
still and moving images, broadcast materials, maps and charts, have a very low profile
among academic researchers. Given the richness of these kinds of resources
nationally, for instance, in film at the British Film Institute, it seems imperative that this
kind of material is brought within the conventional resource discovery and retrieval
infrastructures of research.

Research resources outside the higher education sector

7.6

“Libraries, archives and museums contribute substantially to the growing corpus of
digital information that scholars use...Strategic interventions which aim to encourage
higher education’s exploitation of IT need to take account of the shared investment in
and influence over the scholarly information landscape.” (Greenstein and Porter,
1998)

The Study does not confirm the importance to researchers of libraries, archives and
museums outside the higher education sector. On the contrary it seems likely that
national museums and archive services will be disappointed to see how low their
profile is with researchers, even in Arts and Humanities. While it is true that
increasing digital access to research information in these institutions is likely to have a
very positive impact — one thinks of the Public Record Office’'s recent initiatives —
barriers to resource discovery in archives and museums (i.e. lack of comprehensive,
online catalogues) and to physical access to the materials appear to be the two major
hurdles to overcome.

We recommend that more work needs to be done by the non-HE research resource
institutions in promoting their collections and services to academic researchers —
perhaps through academic libraries. This is an area that would benefit from further
research to identify where the main constraints lie and what promotional and
awareness-raising models might be appropriate.

The effectiveness of mediated subject gateways and portals

The case for mediated subject gateways and portals — both national, such as the
Resource Discovery Network, and institutional — has clearly not been made
convincingly to researchers across all subject fields. It also appears that many
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researchers are simply unaware of the existence of mediated subject gateways.

This conclusion, we recommend, should prompt careful consideration by JISC and
others in the HE research community of how the higher education and research
gateways, portals and other electronic resource discovery tools are conceived,
structured, delivered and promoted to researchers.
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Here we report on the detailed outcomes of the survey related to what research
materials are used, which information and service providers researchers use, and
what patterns of research and working methods can be identified.

Section 1 presents an analysis of responses on Research Sources, Materials and
Methods among the 5 broad subject groups represented in the survey responses:
Medical and Biological Sciences, Physical Sciences and Engineering, Social
Sciences, Area Studies and Languages, and Arts and Humanities. At the very end of
this section, key survey results have been brought together in 5 tables, to underpin
and support the preceding text.

Section 2 covers data on Research and Electronic Sources of Information. Here
significant differences between respondents in the broad subject groups are
highlighted where they occur.

Section 3 reports on a nhumber of other Patterns of Research Behaviour among sub-
groups of the respondents, identified through analysis of the data by individual and
institutional characteristics, such as age, amount of time spent in research, age / type
of institution, amount of institutional library spend per FTE, RAE rating.
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Research Sources, Materials and Methods

11

Medical and Biological Sciences

315 respondents to the survey are engaged in research in the Medical and Biological
Sciences.

111 Research sources in medical and biological sciences

48

Primary sources

Computerised datasets of primary research data are the principal primary sources for
medical and biological sciences research: 31% of respondents considered such data
as essential to their research and a further 24% use these datasets. 44% of
respondents believe that their use of such datasets will increase.

Images are important primary sources of information: 20% of respondents think still
images are essential and a further 30% use them in their research. 9% of the
respondents from Medical and Biological Sciences research regard moving images
and / or sound recordings as essential and a further 22% use them in their research.
This is likely to represent the use of digital micrographic images. 27% believe that
they will use moving images and / or sound recordings more in future.

Secondary sources

Printed refereed journals are considered to be essential research tools by 98% of the
respondents in medical and biological sciences, however, 35% of respondents believe
that, though printed journals are currently essential, they will use them less in future.
19% of respondents also regard other printed, non-refereed journals as essential.

Currently 73% of the respondents regard electronic journals and other electronic
information services as essential and a further 22% use such resources. 84% of the
respondents expect to use electronic journals more

The growth in importance of electronic pre-print archives particularly to scientific
research is reflected in the survey responses. 45% of respondents in Medical and
Biological Sciences consider pre-print archives of journal articles to be essential and a
further 30% use them. 68% of respondents expect to use pre-print archives more in
future.

Of all the survey respondents 82% consider books and other current publications to be
essential to research. In Medical and Biological Sciences this figure falls to 60%; a
further 39% of respondents do use books in their research but do not consider them
essential, but 16% of respondents think that they will use books less in future.

The high importance of journals (printed and electronic) and published books
underpins high levels of use of bibliographic tools, indexing and abstracting services.
Researchers in Medical and Biological Sciences accord them the highest importance
— 82% of the respondents regard them as essential, and 59% of respondents believe
their use of these bibliographic and indexing tools will increase. Electronic full text
services, providing researchers with access to text as well as abstracts and
bibliographic citations, are regarded as essential by 75% of Medical and Biological
Sciences, while 79% expect these services to be used more in future.

Other sources of research information
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Around 40% of respondents routinely use electronic bulletin boards and discussion
lists in their research but do not regard them as essential. However, electronic
alerting services are used by 43% of the Medical and Biological Sciences respondents
and considered essential to their research by a further 21%. 45% of respondents
expect to use electronic alerting services more in future.

1.1.2 Finding medical and biological science materials

Internal and external provision

Among the respondents a high degree of concentration on using local providers of
information is evident. 74% of respondents rely on materials in their own essential
private collections, and a further 17% use them. 82% of the respondents regarded
their own university library services as essential, and 39% their own departmental
resources. This no doubt reflects a high level of end-user access to electronic
journals, datasets and other sources of electronic information.

Only 28% of respondents regard any other university library as essential, 42% use at
least one university library other than their own institution, and 29% do not use any at
all.

Of all other national and local library, museum and archive service providers, only the
British Library is significant to Medical and Biological Sciences research, being cited
as essential by 30% of the respondents and used by a further 24%.

69% of respondents consider conferences and networking with colleagues to be
essential to their research and 23% believe that these will become more important to
their research in future.

Attitudes towards their home university library services

Of the respondents 19% think that their own institution’s library meets their needs very
well; 53% fairly well and 23% not very well. Researchers were asked to comment on
ways in which the facilities and services of their libraries could be improved or
expanded to meet their research needs. Of the Medical and Biological Sciences
respondents, 49% want improved online services and remote access to a range of
electronic information services; 16% want a better range of reference books and
journals generally, and 15% want better coverage of specific types of journal.

Constraints on access to materials

Researchers were asked what difficulties, if any, they have using other libraries. The
respondents in Medical and Biological Sciences ‘time to get there’ (54%), ‘charges for
use, or other additional costs’ (25%) and ‘problems with rights of access’ (25%) as
significant problems.

Physical access v. online access

Only 26% of the Medical and Biological Sciences respondents think that actual
physical access (not online access) to any libraries is essential for their research. Of
these, 57% expect that to remain the same over the next 10 years and 31% believe
that physical access to libraries will become less important to them.

A larger number of respondents (38%) think that physical access is fairly important to

them now. Of these, 31% believe it will remain the same, and 63% expect physical
access to decline in importance to them.
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1.1.3 Research methods in medical and biological sciences

Priority research methods

The survey results indicate the following discovery and access methods are priorities
(in order of importance) among Medical and Biological Sciences respondents; the
figures in parentheses give the percentage of respondents who regard the method as
essential to their research:

Consulting books and journals (91%)

Accessing online electronic books and / or articles (80%)

Using other library technology, such as photocopying, scanning and printing
out (62%)

Using inter-library loans (61%)

Searching catalogues, online and card catalogues (60%)

Using enquiry and research assistance (17%)

Consulting primary materials (16%)

Browsing through collections of books / other materials (15%)

Respondents expect to do more searching of catalogues. The majority (78%) of

respondents expect their need to access online electronic books and journal articles
will be an even greater priority.
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1.2 Physical Sciences and Engineering

316 respondents to the survey are engaged in research in the Physical Sciences and
Engineering.

121 Research sources in Physical Sciences and Engineering

The survey asked researchers, which, of a list of information sources, they currently
find essential, or use without being essential, or do not use in their research, and how
levels of use might or might not change over time.

Primary sources

Computerised datasets of primary research data are important primary sources for
Physical Sciences and Engineering research: 28% of respondents considered such
data as essential to their research and a further 23% use these datasets. 39% of
respondents believe that their use of such datasets will increase.

Images are important, though less so than in Medical and Biological Sciences: 16% of
respondents think still images are essential and a further 22% use them in their
research. 12% of respondents regard moving images and / or sound recordings as
essential in their research. 22% believe that they will use moving images and / or
sound recordings more in future.

Secondary sources

Printed refereed journals are considered to be essential research tools by 96% of the
respondents in Physical Sciences and Engineering, and 20% also consider other
printed, non-refereed journals to be essential. 27% of respondents believe that,
though printed journals are currently essential, they will use them less in future.

Currently 62% of the respondents regard electronic journals and other electronic
information services as essential and a further 31% use such resources. 80% of the
respondents expect to use electronic journals more.

The survey indicates that the use of electronic pre-print archives is currently slightly
higher among respondents than in Medical and Biological Sciences: 45% consider
pre-print archives to be essential and a further 36% use them. 65% of respondents
expect to use pre-print archives more in future.

Within Physical Sciences and Engineering respondents 77% consider books and other
current publications as essential to their research and a further 22% routinely use
books in their research, and the majority of those respondents expect no change in
this over the next decade.

As in Medical and Biological Sciences, researchers in Physical Sciences and
Engineering accord bibliographic, indexing and abstracting tools high importance —
75% of the respondents regard them as essential.

Electronic full text services, providing researchers with access to text as well as
abstracts and bibliographic citations, are regarded as essential by 57% of respondents
in Physical Sciences and Engineering. 42% of respondents believe their use of
bibliographic and indexing tools will increase, and 74% expect electronic full-text
services to be used more in future.

Other sources of research information

Around 35% of respondents in Physical Sciences and Engineering routinely use
electronic bulletin boards and discussion lists in their research without regarding them
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as essential. However, electronic alerting services are used by 45% of respondents
and considered essential to their research by a further 11%. 35% of respondents
expect to use electronic alerting services more in future.

1.2.2 Finding Physical Sciences and Engineering materials

The survey asked researchers which information providers they regarded as essential
and which they use additionally or do not use. The respondents were offered a list of
providers, both internal and external to their own institution, and asked them to
comment on any difficulties or constraints on gaining access to the material they need.

Internal and external provision

Like their colleagues in Medical and Biological Sciences research, the respondents in
Physical Sciences and Engineering regard as essential their own private collections
(74%), their own home university libraries (83%) and their own departmental
resources (38%).

Only 24% think that any other university library is essential to their research, while
42% do use at least one other, and 32% use none at all. 14% expect to be using
other university libraries more in future.

The British _Library is the main external source of research materials, considered
essential by 30% and used by a further 22% of respondents. 24% make some use of
other copyright libraries.

Networking with colleagues and attending conferences are considered essential to
their research by 73% of the respondents. 23% believe that conferences and contacts
with colleagues will become more important to their research in future

Attitudes towards their home university library services

Of the respondents 27% think their own institution’s library meets their research needs
very well, 48% fairly well, 19% not very well and 5% are clearly very dissatisfied with
their library. When asked to comment on how the facilities and services might be
improved, respondents in Physical Sciences and Engineering share similar views to
their other scientific colleagues: 35% want improved online services and remote
access to a range of electronic information services, 24% want a better range of
reference books and journals generally, and 17% a better range of specific types of
journals.

Constraints on access to materials

Researchers were asked what difficulties, if any, they have using other libraries. The
respondents in Physical Sciences and Engineering cite ‘time to get there’ (47%),
‘charges for use, or other additional costs’ (16%) and ‘problems with rights of access’
(17%) as significant problems.

Physical access v. online access

32% of respondents think that physical access (rather than online access) to libraries
is very important in their research: of these 12% believe it will become more important
in future, while 63% expect its level of importance to remain about the same, and 23%
expect physical access to become less important to them.

A larger percentage - 42% - think physical access is fairly important, and of those 40%
expect that to remain the same, and 55% expect physical access to decline in
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importance to them.

1.2.3 Research methods in Physical Sciences and Engineering

Priority research methods

The survey indicates a similar pattern of research discovery and access methods as in
Medical and Biological Sciences: the following priority list includes percentage of
respondents who regard each method as essential in parentheses:

Consulting books and journals (90%)

Accessing online electronic books and / or articles (69%)

Searching catalogues, both online and card (66%)

Using inter-library loan services (52%)

Using other library technology, such as photocopying, scanning and printing
out (50%)

Browsing through collections of books or other materials (24%)

Consulting primary materials (16%)

Using enquiry and research assistance (15%)

The majority (73%) of respondents expect access to electronic information books and
journal articles to become an even greater priority.

EfC/SIRU/Research Partnership

53



APPENDIX 5

1.3 Social Sciences
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424 survey respondents are engaged in Social Science research.

1.3.1 Research sources in Social Science

Primary sources

Computerised datasets of primary research data are essential principal primary
sources for 27% of respondents in Social Sciences research, and a further 24% use
such data. 31% of respondents believe that their use of such datasets will increase.

Other primary data used in Social Sciences research include maps and charts,
considered essential by 11% of respondents and used by a further 14%.

Photographs and still images are considered essential primary sources by only 10% of
respondents, though 29% use them in their research.

Secondary sources

Printed refereed journals are considered to be essential research tools by 97% of the
respondents in Social Sciences; 38% also regard other printed, non-refereed journals
to be essential and a further 50% use such sources. 20% of respondents believe that
they will use printed refereed journals more in future.

Currently 57% of the respondents regard electronic journals and other electronic
information services as essential and a further 34% use such resources. 75% of the
respondents expect to use electronic journals more in future. Only 25% of Social
Sciences respondents currently consider pre-print archives of journal articles to be
essential, though a further 32% use them and 50% of respondents expect to use pre-
print archives more in future.

92% of the respondents consider books and other current publications to be essential,
31% regard newspapers as essential in their Social Sciences research, and a further
44% use newspapers.

Bibliographic tools, indexing and abstracting services are considered essential by 67%
of Social Sciences respondents, and used by a further 22%. Electronic full text
services, providing researchers with access to text as well as abstracts and
bibliographic citations, are held in similarly high regard as in scientific research: 56%
of respondents regard them as essential while a further 28% use them. 43% of
respondents in Social Sciences believe their use of bibliographic and indexing tools
will increase, and 68% expect electronic full-text services to be used more in future.

Other sources of research information

Around 35% of respondents routinely use electronic bulletin boards and discussion
lists in their research without regarding them as essential. However, electronic
alerting services are used by 40% of the Social Sciences respondents and considered
essential to their research by a further 13%.

1.3.2 Finding Social Science materials

Internal and external provision
Social Science respondents indicate a reliance similar to their scientific colleagues on
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local providers of information: 84% consider their own private collections of material
essential, and for 87% of respondents their home institution’s library is essential to
their research. Departmental resources are essential to 32%, used by a further 36%.

36% of respondents consider at least one other university library to be essential, and a
further 45% use other academic libraries. 18% expect to be using these libraries more
in future.

For Social Science respondents the British Library is the other most significant
external provider of research materials and information — 27% consider it essential,
and 29% use its services. 16% expect to use the British Library more in future. In
addition, 30% of the respondents make some use of other copyright libraries, which
are essential to just under half of this group.

71% regard networking with their colleagues and conference attendance as essential.
22% believe that conferences and contacts with colleagues will become more
important to their research in future.

Attitudes towards their home university library service

Of the Social Sciences respondents, 27% think that their home university library meets
their research needs very well; 53% are fairly well satisfied, and 16% feel they are not
very well satisfied. Key improvements emerging from respondents’ comments are a
better range of reference books and journals generally (27%), online services and
remote access to a range of electronic information (24%), and a better range of
specific types of journals (16%).

Constraints on access to materials

Researchers were asked what difficulties, if any, they have using libraries and
research information providers other than their own. In common with scientific
colleagues, Social Sciences respondents cite ‘time to get there’ (57%), ‘problems with
rights of access’ (23%) and ‘charges for use, or other additional costs’ (18%) as
significant problems.

Physical access v. online access

Physical access to research materials is currently more important to respondents than
to their scientific colleagues. 45% consider it very important; however, of these 69%
believe this importance will remain the same over the next ten years and 17% believe
physical access will decline in importance. Of the 35% of respondents who believe it
is currently fairly important, 46% think it will remain the same in future, and 49%
believe it will become less important.

1.3.3 Research methods in Social Sciences

Priority research methods

The Social Sciences respondents follow a similar pattern of research discovery and
access methods as their scientific colleagues: the following priority list includes
percentage of respondents who regard each method as essential in parentheses:

Consulting books and journals (93%)

Searching catalogues, both online and card (75%)
Accessing online electronic books and / or articles (61%)
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Using other library technology, such as photocopying, scanning and printing
out (58%)

Using inter-library loan services (59%)

Browsing through collections of books or other materials (46%)

Using enquiry and research assistance (36%)

Consulting primary materials (24%)

In future, 31% expect to do more searching of online and card catalogues; 20% expect
to make more use of enquiry and research assistance and to use inter-library loans
more. 68% of respondents expect access to electronic information books and journal

articles to become an even higher priority.
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14 Area Studies and Languages

123 respondents to the survey are engaged in research in Area Studies and
Languages.

1.4.1 Research sources in Area Studies and Languages

Primary sources

The use of rare books and manuscripts is very important in Area Studies and
Languages, in which 61% of the respondents regard their use as essential and a
further 15% use them. 10% of respondents also consider maps and charts essential
and a further 26% use them in their research.

In Area Studies and Languages moving images and/or sound recordings are
considered essential by 27% of the respondents and used by a further 23%.

The use of computerised datasets as primary sources is confined to only 33% of the
Area Studies and Languages respondents, and 12% consider their use essential to
their research. 23% of respondents believe that their use of such datasets will
increase.

Secondary sources

Printed refereed journals, as well as books and other current publications, are
considered to be essential research tools by 98% of the respondents in Area Studies
and Languages. In addition, 52% of respondents also consider other printed, non-
refereed journals as essential; 34% view newspapers as essential and 34% use them
routinely in research. 72% of Area Studies and Languages respondents believe that
their current use of printed journals will not change over the next 10 years.

Views on the use of electronic journals and other electronic information services are
strikingly different from those respondents in scientific or social science research: only
26% of respondents consider e-journals to be essential, although a further 50% do
use them in their research. However, 60% also believe that they will use electronic
journals more in future.

The growth in importance of electronic pre-print archives particularly to scientific
research is not reflected in the survey responses from Area Studies and Languages:
only 12% consider pre-print archives essential, though a further 24% do use them.
However, 38% of respondents expect to use pre-print archives more in future,
including 18% who do not currently use them.

Once again, the high importance of journals (printed and electronic) and published
books underpins high levels of use of bibliographic tools, indexing and abstracting
services. 74% of the respondents regard them as essential. 28% of respondents
believe their use of these bibliographic and indexing tools will increase in future.
Electronic full text services, providing researchers with access to text as well as
abstracts and bibliographic citations, are regarded as essential only by 27% of
respondents, though a further 43% do use them in their research. 47% expect
electronic full-text services to be used more in future.

Surrogates

Respondents working in Area Studies and Languages make the most use among all
the disciplines of microfiche and microfilm sources: 51% consider microfiche and
microfilm materials to be essential, and a further 31% use them in their research. It
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seems likely that this correlates with the relatively high use of newspapers in Area
Studies and Language research.

Other sources of research information

The research indicates a lower level of use of electronic bulletin boards and
discussion lists in research among the respondents in Area Studies and Languages —
around 32% use them without regarding them as essential. Use of electronic alerting
services is also at a lower level than among scientific research respondents, with only
27% making use of such services.

1.4.2 Finding Area Studies and Language materials

Internal and external providers

Use of a greater range of providers is indicated in responses from Area Studies and
Language. 91% regard the materials in their own private collections as essential; 86%
consider their own institution’s library as essential, 12% of Area Studies and Language
respondents expect to use their home university more in future. 30% feel their own
departmental resources are essential. 22% of respondents see their own university
museum and/or archives as essential to their research.

A All respondents of 91% of respondents use other university libraries and 72% of
respondents regard this use as essential to their research; 20% expect to use other
university libraries more in the next 10 years. 36% use other research institute
libraries and 20% regard these as essential.

Of other external and national providers of research resources, 66% of respondents in
Area Studies and Language see the British Library as essential and 23% of them
believe they will use the British Library more in future. 33% think other copyright
libraries also are essential; 30% use national museum resources and 15% regard
them as essential; 37% use the Public Record Office and other national archives, and
20% regard them as essential. 62% of respondents consider libraries, museums or
archives outside the UK are essential to their research and 25% believe they will use
libraries and other research resources outside the UK more in future.

65% of Area Studies and Language respondents regard contact with colleagues and
attendance at conferences essential to their research.

Attitudes towards their home university library services

Of the respondents, 25% think that their own institution’s library meets their research
needs very well; 37% think fairly well and 31% think not very well. Asked to comment
on ways in which their home university library facilities and services could be
improved, respondents cited more investment in/subscription to up-to-date journals
(24%), a better range of specific types of journals (22%) and a better range of
reference books and journals generally (19%).

Constraints on access to materials

Researchers were asked what difficulties, if any, they have using other libraries. The
Area Studies and Language respondents cited ‘time to get there’ (71%), ‘difficulties
with ordering materials / reserving books’ (30%) and ‘charges / additional costs’
(27%).

Physical access v. online access
82% of respondents in Area Studies and Language regard physical access to
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materials as very important, and 12% fairly important. Of the former, only 9% believes
that such access will become less important in the future.

1.4.3 Research methods in Area Studies and Languages

Priority research methods

More respondents in Area Studies and Language appear to employ a wider range of
research discovery and access methods than colleagues in sciences and Social
Sciences: the following priority list includes percentage of respondents who regard
each method as essential in parentheses:

Consulting books and journals (98%)

Searching catalogues, both online and card (87%)

Browsing collections of books or other materials (69%)

Using other library technology, such as photocopying, scanning and printing
out (69%)

Using inter-library loan services (66%)

Consulting primary materials (62%)

Consulting surrogates of primary materials (50%)

Using enquiry and research assistance (39%)

Accessing online electronic books and / or articles (36%)

12% of Area Studies and Language respondents expect to use surrogates more; 19%
expect to do more searching of online and card catalogues; 20% expect to make more
use of enquiry and research assistance; 23% to use inter-library loans more; and 54%
expect accessing electronic information to become more important.
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1.5 Arts and Humanities
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250 respondents to the survey are engaged in research in the Arts and Humanities.

151 Research sources in Arts and Humanities

Primary sources

50% of respondents regard rare books and manuscripts as essential to their research
and a further 13% use such materials. Only 18% of respondents believe that their use
of rare books and manuscripts will increase. These proportions are lower than those
for respondents in Area Studies and Languages, and are, perhaps, surprising
considering that historical studies are included in Arts and Humanities.

Images are important primary sources of information: 42% of respondents think
photographs are essential; 21% believe that they will use photographs and still images
more in future. Moving images and/or sound recordings are regarded as essential by
22% of the respondents and 17% will use them more in future.

The survey indicates that artefacts and objects are reasonably important to
respondents from Arts and Humanities: 25% regard artefacts as essential and a
further 15% do use them in their research. Also, maps and charts are considered
essential by 17% and a further 23% use them.

A small percentage - 14% - of respondents in Arts and Humanities consider
computerised datasets as essential, while 22% also use them in their research.

Secondary sources

Printed refereed journals are considered to be essential research tools by 84% of the
respondents in Arts and Humanities; and 46% also consider other printed, non-
refereed journals essential in their research. 26% of respondents in Arts and
Humanities believe that they will use printed refereed journals more in the future.
Only 22% consider electronic journals and other electronic information services
essential, though a further 43% do use them, and 57% of the respondents also expect
to use electronic journals more, including 12% who do not currently use them at all.

Newspapers are essential to 27% of the respondents and 35% also use them in their
research.

The growth in importance of electronic pre-print archives to scientific research is not
replicated in Arts and Humanities, according to the survey responses: only 10%
consider pre-print archives as essential, though 34% do use such electronic sources.
However, 45% of respondents expect to use pre-print archives more in future,
including 15% who currently do not use them at all.

The importance of books and other current publications to research in Arts and
Humanities is demonstrated by 93% of respondents, who consider these essential.

Bibliographic tools, indexing and abstracting services are considered essential to
research by 56% of Arts and Humanities respondents, and are used by a further 27%.
Only 24% consider electronic full-text services essential, though an additional 38%
use them. 29% of respondents believe their use of these bibliographic and indexing
tools will increase, and 53% expect electronic full-text services to be used more in
future.
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Surrogates

Use of microfiche and microfilm materials is relatively high among the respondents in
Arts and Humanities — 33% regard these kinds of surrogate materials as essential to
research and a further 32% use them.

Other sources of research information

Use of electronic bulletin boards appears to be slightly lower in Arts and Humanities
research, with only 33% of the respondents making use of them; 52% of respondents
make use of discussion lists, however, while electronic alerting services are used by
only 25% of the respondents and considered essential to their research by only 9%.

152 Finding materials in Arts and Humanities

Internal and external providers

In common with colleagues in Area Studies and Language, respondents from the Arts
and Humanities use a wide range of research information providers. 90% regard their
own private collections as essential to their research; and 28% their departmental
resources. 76% regard their own institution’s library as essential and 19% of Arts and
Humanities respondents expect to use their home university more in future. 46% use
their own university’'s museum and/or archives, and 22% find these essential in their
research. Other local research providers include local record offices (29% use these
and 16% regard them as essential), and |local or regional museums (31% use them,
and 11% consider them essential).

53% of respondents consider other university libraries as essential, and a further 28%
use them in their research, while 24% expect to use other university libraries more in
the next 10 years. Research institute libraries are seen as essential by 28% of the
respondents.

The British Library is considered essential by 51% of respondents and used by a
further 23% and 28% of them believe they will use the British Library more in future.

Other significant external and national providers which are considered essential
include national museums (28%), the Public Record Office and other national archives
(26%) and other copyright libraries (20%). 41% of the respondents regard libraries

museums and/or archives outside the UK as essential and 29% believe they will use
libraries and other research resources outside the UK more in future.

67% consider networking with colleagues and attending conferences essential in their
research.

Attitudes towards their home university library services

Of the respondents, 23% think that their own institution’s library serves their research
needs very well; 50% fairly well and 24% not very well. Researchers were asked to
comment on ways in which facilities and services could be improved in their library.
26% of Arts and Humanities respondents want a better range of specific types of
journals and 18% want a better range of reference books and journals generally.

Constraints on access to materials

When asked what difficulties, if any, they have in using other libraries, the respondents
cited ‘time to get there’ (63%), ‘problems with rights of access’ (22%) and ‘difficulty
with ordering / reserving books’ (19%).
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Physical access v. online access

72% of Arts and Humanities respondents think that physical access to materials is
very important, and of those, 12% believe that such access will increase in importance
in future. Of the 17% who regard physical access as fairly important, 44% believe it
will remain so, and 41% believe such access will decline in importance in the future.

15.3 Research methods in Arts and Humanities work

Priority research methods
Respondents in Arts and Humanities employ a wide range of research discovery and

access methods: the following priority list includes percentage in parentheses of
respondents who regard each method as essential:

Consulting books and journals (96%)

Searching catalogues, both online and card (71%)

Using other library technology, such as photocopying, scanning and printing
out (69%)

Consulting primary materials (67%)

Browsing through collections of books or other materials (64%)

Using inter-library loan services (49%)

Consulting surrogates of primary materials (36%)

Accessing online electronic books and / or articles (30%)

Using enquiry and research assistance (28%)

18% of respondents expect to consult books and printed journals more and 23% to
consult primary materials more in future. 24% expect to do more searching of online
and card catalogues; 30% to make more use of library technology; 24% to use inter-
library loans more; and 51% expect access to electronic information to become more
important.
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APPENDIX 5

In this section, selected survey results have been brought together in tabular form, to
underpin and support the previous five sections describing, respectively, Medical &
Biological Sciences, Physical Sciences & Engineering, Social Sciences, Area Studies
& Languages and Arts & Humanities.

1.6.1

Research sources

The survey asked researchers, which, of a list of information sources, they currently
find essential, or use without being essential, or do not use in their research, and how
levels of use might or might not change over time.

Primary sources

Table 14: Use of primary sources by Subject Area

Medical & Physical
Biological | Sciences & Social Area Studies Arts & All

Sciences | Engineering | Sciences |& Languages| Humanities frespondents

will Will Will Will will Will

Use use Use use Use use Use use Use use Use use

now more | now more | now more | now more | now |more now more

geot's“p“te”sed data | seos | 44% | 519% | 39% | 519% | 319% | 33% | 23% | 36% | 279% | 48% | 34%
Rare books & MSS 17% | 2% | 14% | 3% | 23% | 4% | 76% | 12% | 63% | 18% | 31% | 7%
Maps & charts 10% | 2% | 18% | 3% | 25% | 5% |36% | 3% | 40% | 4% | 23% | 3%
mgégg raphs &stll | 5000 | 189 | 38% | 1206 | 39% | 14% | 65% | 16% | 70% | 219% | 49% | 16%
e enmdee 214101 3106 | 2706 | 25% | 229 | 26% | 16% | 50% | 18% | 479 | 1796 | 339 | 20%
Artefacts 5% | 1% | 8% | 3% | 15% | 2% | 20% | 5% | 40% | 10% | 14% | 4%
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Secondary sources
Table 15: Use of secondary sources by Subject Area
Medical & Physical
Biological | Sciences & Social Area Studies Arts & All
Sciences Engineering Sciences [& Languages | Humanities | respondents
Will Will Will Will Will Will
Use | use Use use Use | use Use use Use | use Use use
now more | now more | now more | now more | now more § now more
J.F;rl:rr‘r‘;?srefereed 100% | 11% | 99% | 129 | 99% | 20% [100% | 15% | 94% | 26% | 98% | 17%
Other printed non- | 250, | 500 | 7506 | 4% | 88% | 8% | 90% | 8% | 88% | 12% | 82% | 7%
refereed journals
Newspapers 27% 1% | 23% 3% | 75% 8% 68% 7% 62% | 5% 50% 5%
Electronic journals &
other electronic 95% | 84% | 94% | 80% | 91% | 76% | 76% | 60% | 65% | 57% | 87% | 74%
publications
Elﬁﬁf\rfég'c Pre-print | 7505 | 68% | 81% | 65% | 57% | 51% | 36% | 38% | 44% | 45% | 62% | 56%
Books & current 99% | 8% | 99% | 10% | 99% | 18% | 99% | 15% | 99% | 23% | 99% | 15%
publications
Bibliographic tools,
abstracting & 94% | 59% | 91% | 48% [ 89% | 43% | 94% | 28% | 83% | 29% | 90% | 44%
indexing services
Eéf\‘;itégg'c‘(“”te’“ 96% | 79% | 89% | 74% | 84% | 68% | 70% | 47% | 62% | 53% | 83% | 67%
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Other sources of research information
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Table 16: Use of other research information sources by Subject Area

Medical & | Physical Area
Biological |Sciences & Social Studies & Arts & All
Sciences |Engineering| Sciences |Languages [Humanities | respondents
will will Wwill Will Will Wwill
Use | use | Use | use | Use | use [ Use | use | Use | use | Use use
now [More | now [more|now [more|now |more|now |more] now more
Surrogates
Microfilm & microfiche 18% [ 2% [ 21% [ 2% |42% | 4% | 82% | 10% | 65% | 8% | 40% 4%
Other information sources
Electronic bulletin boards 47% | 31% | 43% | 24% | 42% | 29% | 40% | 29% | 33% | 20% | 42% | 27%
Electronic discussion lists 51% | 25% | 45% | 25% | 46% | 27% | 47% | 16% | 52% | 25% | 48% | 25%
Electronic alerting services 64% [ 45% | 56% | 35% | 53% | 36% | 27% | 20% | 34% | 20% | 51% | 34%
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1.6.2

Finding materials.

The survey asked researchers which information providers they regarded as essential
and which they use additionally or do not use. The respondents were offered a list of
providers, both internal and external to their own institution, and asked them to
comment on any difficulties or constraints on gaining access to the material they need.

Table 17: Use of information providers by Subject Area

Medical & Physical
Biological Sciences & Social Area Studies Arts & All
Sciences Engineering Sciences [& Languages | Humanities [ respondents
will will will will will will
Use TEE Use - Use TEE Use - Use - Use -
now now now now now now
more more more more more more
?(‘)’lvlr“ag’t’i'(‘)’ﬁ‘e 91% | 12% | 90% | 15% | 93% | 16% | 95% | 14% | 96% | 24% | 92% | 16%
Colleagues /
conferences / 96% | 24% | 94% | 23% | 96% | 22% | 99% | 15% | 93% | 25% | 95% | 23%
research networks
Efs’;irrtg‘zma' 79% | 11% | 74% | 10% | 68% | 8% | 70% | 7% | 67% | 10% | 72% | 9%
I(E')?g‘r';’,) university | o505 | 16% | 95% | 18% | 97% | 17% | 99% | 12% | 96% | 19% | 97% | 17%
S#Sg;ﬁ)r# g:rvaerfgtxe 18% | 1% | 17% | 2% | 23% | 5% | 41% | 7% | 46% | 10% | 27% | 4%
Local publiclibrary | 10% | * | 12% | 2% | 22% | 1% | 28% | 3% | 329% | 4% | 20% | 2%
Local record offices | 4% 1% 4% 1% 15% 3% 19% 2% 29% | 10% | 13% | 3%
r';"f;: u’ r:]eg ional 5% * 5% * 6% | 2% | 19% | 2% | 31% | 6% | 11% | 2%
fﬁmr"sﬁi‘f’“b ary | 70% | 129% | 66% | 14% | 81% | 18% | 919% | 20% | 81% | 24% | 76% | 17%
ﬁgf;f‘; chinstitute(s) 3500 | 1006 | 21% | 6% | 33% | 8% | 36% | 9% | 42% | 16% | 32% | 10%
Nationalmuseums | 7% | 1% | 7% | 1% | 13% | 4% | 30% | 8% | 48% | 14% | 18% | 5%
Public Record Office| 10% | 3% | 4% | 1% | 24% | 9% | 37% | 9% | 41% | 16% | 20% | 7%
British Library 54% | 11% | 52% | 13% | 56% | 16% | 84% | 23% | 74% | 28% | 50% | 17%
Uva;'gs”a' Library of 1 500 | 106 | 3% | 1% | 4% | 1% | 11% | 2% | 8% | 3% | 5% | 2%
National Library of o o 0 o o o o o o o o o
S cotlond 5% | 1% | 5% | 2% | 6% | 2% | 19% | 5% | 20% | 6% | 9% | 3%
ﬁg?:{i o Py 26% | 5% | 24% | 5% | 30% | 7% | 54% | 10% | 41% | 10% | 3206 | 7%
Libraries / museums
archives outside | 16% | 5% | 23% | 6% | 39% | 12% | 78% | 25% | 64% | 29% | 38% | 13%
the UK

* = |ess than 1%

66
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1.6.3 Research methods

Researchers were asked to indicate what research methods they currently use, what
are essential and what changes they foresee in these working patterns over the next

10 years.

Table 18: Access and discovery methods by Subject Area

Medical & Physical
Biological | Sciences & Social Area Studies Arts & All
Sciences | Engineering [ Sciences |& Languages | Humanities ]respondents

Will Will Will Will Will Will
Use | use | Use | use | Use | use | Use | use | Use | use Use | use
now | more [ now | more | now |[more | now |[more | now |more | now | more

%‘l’fr‘rf;'; printed books or gao, | 705 | 999 | 11% | 99% | 129 [100% | 11% |100% | 18% | 99% | 12%

. . 32% | 3% [29% | 4% | 49% | 7% | 78% | 9% | 80% | 23% | 49% | 9%
Consult primary materials

0 9 0 9 9 9 9 0 9 0 9 9
Consult surrogates 17% | 2% | 18% [ 2% ([ 37% [ 5% | 76% | 12% | 65% | 12% | 37% | 5%

Browse through collections| ga04 | 49 | 77% | 3% | 88% | 8% | 98% | 9% | 95% | 14% | 82% | 7%
of books or other material

Searcfé;:atalogues (online | 79% | 34% | 88% | 35% | 92% | 31% | 98% | 19% | 92% | 24% | 89% | 30%
Or car

Use enquiry & research 53% | 10% | 43% | 12% | 77% | 20% | 81% | 14% | 68% | 14% | 66% | 14%
assistance

Use inter library loans 90% | 21% | 89% | 21% | 92% | 26% | 89% | 24% | 79% | 24% | 88% | 23%
and/or document delivery

Access online electronic | 9704 | 780% | 929% | 74% | 92% | 68% | 77% | 53% | 74% | 51% | 88% | 67%
books or journal articles

Use other library
technology (photocopying, | 83% | 17% | 86% | 16% | 85% | 24% | 92% | 25% | 92% | 30% | 87% | 22%
scanning, printing out etc)
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Research and Electronic Sources of Information

Researchers were asked a range of questions about where and how they use
electronic information sources, including the internet, about their capabilities in using
these sources in their research, and about their awareness of the full range of sources
available and training / awareness raising activities.

The survey responses were analysed by broad subject discipline, to compare and
contrast, in the first instance, any differences in patterns of use and behaviour
between the disciplines.

2.1 Accessing electronic sources of information

68

211 Points of access

The primary access point for using electronic information services for 80% of the
respondents is their office.  The significant secondary access points for the
respondents are their home (43%) and the central library services in their own
university (25%).

There are considerable differences, however, between the subject disciplines. In Arts
and Humanities 24% of respondents use their home as the primary access point, and
20% in Area Studies and Language: this contrasts with Medical and Biological
Sciences (8%) and Physical Sciences and Engineering (3%fc).

2.1.2 Search methods

Researchers were asked to rank in importance a range of search methods and
electronic resources available to them in locating electronic information. The following
list, in priority order, shows the number of respondents who considered each method
very important / fairly important.

‘Generic’ web search engines (such as Google) (45%/31%)

Online catalogues for their library collections (46%/26%)

Bibliographic databases, abstracting and indexing services (43%/25%)
Institutional or departmental gateways or portals (33%/31%)

Subject gateways and portals (such as the Resource Discovery Network)
(25%/35%)

Digital libraries and archives (such as The data Archive, MIMAS, EDINA)
(23%/20%)

The survey shows significant differences between subject disciplines in their views on
three of these search methods. In Area Studies and Languages and Social Sciences
86% and 80% respectively of respondents regard online catalogues of their home
university library collections as both very and fairly important, this figure falls to 73% in
Arts and Humanities, and then to 65% and 62% respectively in Physical Sciences and
Engineering and Medical and Biological Sciences.

81% of Medical and Biological Sciences respondents, and 70% of those in Area
Studies and Language regard online bibliographic databases, abstracting and
indexing tools as important finding aids, comparable with 69% in Physical Sciences
and Engineering and 67% in Social Sciences. However, the figure falls to 51% in Arts
and Humanities.

Finally, 57% of Physical Sciences and Engineering respondents, and 47% of those in
Medical and Biological Sciences, regard digital libraries and archives as important
finding aids, whereas that figure declines to 41% in Social Sciences, 35% in Arts and
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Humanities, and 30% in Area Studies and Language.

2.1.3 Ease of access

Researchers were asked to_ compare ease of finding, accessing and using information
electronically with the more traditional methods of research in their field.

All respondents think it is easier to find information electronically, though, as Figure 1
below shows, fewer Arts and Humanities and Area Studies and Language
respondents hold this opinion than their scientific colleagues.

Figure 1: Ease of finding information electronically compared to traditional means
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sciences | engineering Sciences |& languages | humanities
B A lot more difficult 1% 1% 3% 2% 7%
Hslightly more difficult 3% 2% 5% 11% 8%
U about the same 2% 4% 8% 18% 12%
B sjightly easier 10% 15% 19% 19% 20%
DA lot easier 83% 7% 65% 48% 48%

In making a comparison about accessing information electronically, 65% of Medical
and Biological Sciences respondents think accessing electronic information is a lot
easier, and only 22% in Arts and Humanities. Figure 2 below illustrates the changing
relationship between electronic and traditional research methods among all
respondents.
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Figure 2: Ease of accessing information electronically compared to more traditional

means
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The responses in all subject disciplines are of particular interest when the researchers
were asked to compare relative ease in using information electronically with more
traditional research means. 50% of Medical and Biological Sciences respondents
think that it is a lot easier to use electronic information, 27% think it is about the same;
in Arts and Humanities, the majority of respondents think it is either about the same or
more difficult to use electronic information. Figure 3 below illustrates a remarkably
similar pattern of responses.

Figure 3: Ease of using information electronically compared to more traditional means
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2.2 Attitudes and capability

2.2.1 Attitudes towards electronic information access and
services

The focus groups were used to identify a range of attitude statements relating to the
use and effectiveness of electronic information services and products. The
researchers were then asked in the survey to indicate levels of agreement or
disagreement with this range of statements. The following statements gained broad
agreement across all subject disciplines (in order of priority):

I would still like access to printed copies as well as electronic access

It is easier to find information online compared with other methods

| can now do better research because of electronic and online information
sources

I don’t have to rely on others so much when searching electronically

Research now takes less time

Most respondents in all subject areas neither agreed nor disagreed that ‘there is too
much information available now’, though this is clearly an area of concern as 32% of
all respondents did agree with this statement.

In Medical and Biological Sciences, Physical Sciences and Engineering and Social
Sciences the majority of the respondents generally agreed that ‘more comprehensive
information is available online’, but only 24% of Arts and Humanities respondents
agreed and 38% disagreed.

Responses to the statement ‘there is less control over the quality and provenance of
material made available electronically’ reveal quite complex differences between the
subject disciplines. As Figure 4 shows, Medical and Biological Sciences and Physical
Sciences and Engineering most respondents are inclined to agree with this, though a
significant proportion disagree, while most respondents in Area Studies and Language
and Arts and Humanities agree quite unequivocally.
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Figure 4: ‘There is less control over the quality and provenance’
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The response to the statement ‘electronic databases make physical collections less important’
is also a mixed one, with a level of disagreement among respondents from Medical and
Biological Sciences, and Physical Sciences and Engineering, that is quite surprising. Figure 5
illustrates the pattern of responses.

Figure 5: ‘Electronic databases make physical collections less important’
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Finally researchers were asked to consider the view that ‘some research information |
need now is only available online’. The respondents all broadly agreed with this
statement, except those in Arts and Humanities, where 60% of respondents either
disagreed or were neutral. Figure 6 below also illustrates the clear similarity in
response between the scientific disciplines and Area Studies and Language.
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Figure 6: ‘Some research information | need now is only available online’
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2.2.2 Advantages and disadvantages of electronic sources

Researchers were asked to comment freely on the main advantages and
disadvantages of using electronic sources of information, as they perceive them.
Relative consensus across all disciplines emerged on the following advantages:

Easier access from any location (54%)

Faster access to information (50%)

Easier and/or faster to undertake searches (29%)

Ability to download / print information (21%)

Allows a large range and volume of information to be searched and/or located
(20%)

Fewer respondents described disadvantages and a greater range of comments was
received:

Certain material not available on-line (15%)

The difficulties of finding, sifting and filtering information (13%)
Server and/or equipment problems (13%)

Volume of information can be overwhelming (12%)

Image quality can be poor (11%)

It is necessary to print out information (11%)

‘Quality’ browsing is harder / less creative (10%)

Subscription costs increasing (9%)

Learning new skills (6%)

Lack of standard methods of accessing (5%)
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One comment was made by significantly more Arts and Humanities respondents than
by respondents in the sciences:

Problems with reliability and completeness of information (20%).

Researchers were asked about what the overall impact has been of the newer
electronic research on quality of research. As Figure 7 below shows, the majority of
respondents in Medical and Biological Sciences consider that access to electronic
sources of information has improved the quality of research; responses from Physical
Sciences and Engineering, Social Sciences and Area Studies and Languages are
similar. Most Arts and Humanities respondents, however, regard quality of research
to have improved slightly or stayed the same since the advent of electronic information
services.

Figure 7: Overall impact on quality of research of electronic research methods
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2.3 Skills and awareness

2.3.1 Training, advice and guidance

Researchers were asked several of questions about their current skills and awareness
and invited to comment freely about the kind of training, advice or guidance they have
received or would like to receive.

Only 18% of all respondents have received some training, advice or guidance in using
computer-based research resources in the last two years. Among pure and applied
science respondents, this figure drops further to 15% (Medical and Biological
Sciences) and 8% (Physical Sciences and Engineering). Of these respondents who
have received some training, 62% went on university library-run courses on using
electronic resources, and 37% received informal training.

Researchers were also asked if they actually make use of any advice and help in
searching for electronic and online resources offered by their departmental or own
university library. Responses are very similar across all subject disciplines, with Arts
and Humanities, Area Studies and Language and Social Sciences researchers slightly
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more likely to seek and accept advice and help where it is offered.

Overall, 11% of all respondents answered that no help or advice is offered to them by
the library services; 35% answered that they do not take up help and advice which is
offered; and 17% responded that they do not know whether any help or advice is
offered by the library service.

2.3.2 Skills and awareness gaps

Between 53 — 67% of all respondents, across all disciplines think they need a little or
some more training, advice or guidance. 22% of Arts and Humanities respondents
believe they need a lot more training, in contrast to 6% in Physical Sciences and
Engineering and 8% in Medical and Biological Sciences.

Physical Sciences and Engineering respondents consider themselves the most skilled:
40% believe they need no more training, compared to 24% of Medical and Biological
Sciences respondents, 17% Social Sciences, 15% Area Studies and Languages and
14% of Arts and Humanities.

When this group was asked ‘why do you feel that you don’t need further training,
advice or guidance?’ 88% answered that they are ‘confident that | can find what |
need’, 16% that they have ‘ no time for training’, and 15% that ‘training is rarely of any
help or usefulness’.

When asked to rank a list of possible things they might like to know more about, all
respondents display a remarkable degree of unanimity across the disciplines:

Specialist online search skills(68%)

Ways of keeping up-to-date with what is available (65%)

Locating high-quality information sources (65%)

How to filter online information effectively (57%)

How to find / create online archives (43%)

To find out what resources are available through their own university (42%)
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Patterns of Research Behaviour among Sub-groups

3.1

Regional differences

Contrary to some assumptions made at the beginning of the research process, there
are few significant differences in responses from the 9 regions of England®, Wales,
Scotland and Northern Ireland. In the following results, account has been taken of the
possible effects of subject biases in among respondents in some regions.

3.1.1 Finding materials

3.2

Using research institutes

More respondents in London use research institutes than in other regions: 23% of
respondents use research institutes and 20% consider them essential to their
research, in contrast to 14% and 18% of all respondents. This no doubt has a link
with the sheer number of research institutes located in London in contrast to other
cities in the UK.

The British Library

Despite assumptions to the contrary, there is no indication of greater use among the
London-based respondents of the British Library and other national institutions such
as the Public Record Office, or the national museums. In Yorkshire & Humberside
and the North East region, however, 45% and 51% respectively of respondents
consider the British Library essential to research, in contrast to 36% of all
respondents. This may be linked to the proximity of the British Library Document
Supply Centre at Boston Spa.

National Libraries of Wales and Scotland

13% of respondents in Wales think the National Library of Wales is essential to
research, and a further 19% use the Library. In Scotland 17% consider the National
Library of Scotland essential and a further 23% use it. 10% of respondents in the
North East region also consider the National Library of Scotland essential.

Other copyright libraries

Overall only 14% of survey respondents consider other copyright libraries to be
essential and further 17% do use them. These figures rise to 26% and 22%
respectively in Northern Ireland (this may indicate use of Trinity College Dublin), and
21% and 20% respectively in the East Midlands (possibly indicating use of Cambridge
University Library).

Satisfaction with their own university library

25% of all survey respondents think their own university library meets their research
needs very well and a further 50% think they are met fairly well. These figures change
to 32% and 46% in London; 39% and 41% in the Eastern region and 29% and 52% in
the North East.

The researchers

76

The respondents were grouped according to age range, the amount of time they
spend in research, whether they work alone or as part of a team, and whether or not
they supervise other researchers. The results reported on below are those in which a

13 | ondon, South East, South West, Eastern, East Midlands, West Midlands, Yorkshire & Humberside,
North West, North East
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significant difference in responses has been identified among these sub-groups.

3.2.1 Age
The respondents were grouped according to the following categories:
Up to 39 417
40 — 49 426
50 — 59 449
60 or over 125

In addition, 224 postgraduate research students returned the questionnaire, and are
shown in this section as a separate category. Where their responses differ significantly
from responses to the main survey this is indicated. To facilitate comparison between
the main survey responses and the postgraduate sample, postgraduates are not
included in the column 'All respondents’.

No significant differences were found among theseage groups in the types of research
information sources and information providers used or anticipated for future use.

It was assumed that differences would emerge in attitude to and aptitude with
electronic information sources. This was confirmed, though variations between age
groups are not as wide as anticipated, and the age group 50 — 59 appear to be more
at ease with research using electronic information sources than we had assumed.

For example, Tables 19 — 21 below summarise the responses to the question ‘to what
extent do you think finding, accessing and using electronic and online research
information is easier compared with more traditional means?’ Broadly, all respondents
think finding electronic information is easier (Table 19), but significantly fewer (43%)
think this in the age group 60+ than among the younger respondents (over 70%) and
postgraduates (over 80%).

Table 19: Finding electronic and online information

All Post-
Up to 39 40-49 50-59 60 + respondents | graduate
IA lot easier 77% 73% 59% 43% 67% 81%
Slightly easier 14% 15% 18% 23% 16% 9%
lJAbout the same 5% 6% 11% 11% 8% 4%
Slightly more difficult 3% 3% 7% 10% 5% 2%
IA lot more difficult 1% 1% 4% 7% 3% 2%

Overall, fewer respondents display clear preference for accessing research
information electronically compared to traditional means (Table 20), and here the
variation between the age groups is much less pronounced.

Table 20: Accessing electronic and online information

All Post-
Up to 39 40-49 50-59 60 + respondents | graduate
IA lot easier 55% 49% 40% 38% 47% 62%
Slightly easier 25% 29% 31% 22% 28% 22%
IJAbout the same 13% 12% 11% 13% 12% 9%
Slightly more difficult 5% 6% 9% 12% 7% 5%
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Using electronic information sources, compared to more traditional research sources,
is not considered any easier or more difficult by 31% of the all the respondents (Table
21) and the responses of the younger age group and the postgraduates do not differ

widely from the age groups 50-59, and 60+.

Table 21: Using electronic and online information

All Post-

Up to 39 40-49 50-59 60 + respondents | graduate
A lot easier 36% 37% 26% 22% 32% 43%
Slightly easier 15% 15% 14% 13% 15% 15%
IAbout the same 33% 30% 32% 28% 31% 27%
Slightly more difficult 11% 13% 16% 15% 13% 10%
A lot more difficult 4% 3% 7% 11% 5% 4%
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The responses to the attitude statements, asking researchers for views about online
and electronic sources of research information, are similarly balanced across the age
groups. While only 22% of 60+ group strongly agree that better research can be done
using electronic information sources (Table 22), compared to 38% of the ‘up to 39’
group and 51% of the postgraduates, a further 29% are nonetheless in agreement
with the statement, and only 15% actively disagree.

Table 22: Level of agreement that better research can be done using electronic
information sources

All Post-
Up to 39| 40-49 50-59 60 + respondents | graduate
IAgree strongly 38% 36% 29% 22% 33% 51%
IAgree 38% 36% 39% 29% 37% 30%
Neither agree nor disagree 15% 19% 16% 28% 18% 9%
Disagree 8% 5% 11% 15% 8% 8%
Disagree strongly 1% 2% 3% 4% 2%

Similarly, the responses indicate that the older researchers are almost equally inclined
as the younger age groups in the main survey to agree that the overall impact of
newer electronic research methods has been largely positive (Table 23). However,
there is a difference here between the main survey and the postgraduates, where
markedly more respondents believed in a substantial positive impact on quality of

research.

Table 23: Nature of overall impact on quality of research of newer electronic research
methods

All Post-
Up to 39 40-49 50-59 60 + respondents | graduate
Improved a lot 17% 21% 17% 15% 18% 38%
Improved slightly 41% 37% 35% 39% 38% 30%
Stayed the same 30% 27% 32% 30% 29% 17%
Deteriorated slightly 3% 2% 5% 6% 4%
Deteriorated a lot 0% 1% 0% 2% 1%
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3.2.2 Attitude / aptitude for using electronic information

We devised a variable based on responses to survey question E3 (see Appendix 1) to
derive three groups of respondents in terms of their attitude to electronic resources, as

follows:
Positive (score of 21 plus) 497
Middle (15 — 20) 702
Negative (14 or less) 228

Responses to questions about types of research information and sources, information
providers and access and discovery methods were then analysed using these groups
to see if attitude to electronic information resources has any impact upon researchers’
behaviour and work patterns.

Significant differences in responses between the positive and negative groups appear
in two areas — in respondents’ views on the importance of physical access to libraries
to their research, and their view as to whether or not they require more training, advice
or guidance in using electronic information tools and facilities.

In the former, the majority of the group of respondents with an overall negative attitude

towards electronic resources consider physical access to libraries very important (see
Table 24), compared to 28% of those with an overall positive attitude.

Table 24: Importance of physical access to libraries

Positive Negative
attitude to attitude to All
e-resources Middle e-resources | respondents
\Very important 28% 48% 76% 46%
Fairly important 35% 37% 12% 32%
Not very important 29% 11% 5% 17%
Not at all important 7% 3% 6% 5%

As one might expect, there is a significant difference in views of the future importance
of physical access to libraries over the next ten years (Table 25 between respondents
with a positive and negative attitude to electronic resources. The majority (65%) of
those with a negative attitude consider that physical access will have the same
importance, but almost the same majority of those with a positive attitude think
physical access to libraries will be less important in the future.

Table 25: Importance of physical access to libraries over the next ten years

Positive Negative
attitude to attitude to All
e-resources Middle e-resources [ respondents
More important 2% 5% 14% 5%
\Will remain the same 33% 60% 65% 51%
Less important 61% 32% 11% 39%
Don't know 4% 4% 10% 5%
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The respondents views on whether or not they require some more training, advice and
guidance on using electronic research tools are informative. The large majority of
those with an overall negative view of electronic resources consider that they do need
more (Table 26), which leads to the conclusion that their negativity is strongly
associated with lack of skills and confidence. The corollary — that positive attitudes
towards electronic resources arise from being skilled and fully confident - however,
cannot be assumed, as 65% of the respondents with overall positive attitudes still
report that they need some more training.

Table 26: Extent to which more training / advice / guidance is needed

Positive Negative
attitude to attitude to All
e-resources Middle e-resources | respondents
Need a lot more training 6% 13% 29% 13%
Need some more training 30% 38% 29% 34%
Need a little more training 35% 28% 22% 30%
Need no more training 28% 20% 17% 23%

3.2.3 Team working

The respondents were grouped according to whether they worked primarily as part of
a research team or primarily alone, with the following results:

Primarily alone 809
Part of team 581
Not stated 38

A significantly greater proportion of those with a positive attitude towards electronic
resources are working as part of a research team, rather than working primarily alone
— see Table 27 below.

Table 27: Attitude towards electronic resources

\Working primarily| Working as part
alone of ateam All respondents
Positive attitude towards e-resources 26% 48% 35%
Middle 53% 44% 49%
Negative attitude towards e-resources 21% 8% 16%

Members of research teams also appear to be more likely to regard online and
electronic books and journals as essential research tools (Table 28) than those
working primarily alone. 76% of respondents who work as part of a team think they
will use electronic access and discovery methods more in future in contrast with 61%
of those who work primarily alone.

Table 28: Use of online / electronic books & journals for access and discovery

\Working primarily] Working as part
alone of ateam All respondents
Use and essential to my research 49% 74% 59%
Use, but not essential 35% 21% 29%
Do not use 15% 4% 11%
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3.3 Theinstitutions

The institutions, within which the researchers responding to the survey work, were
grouped in a number of ways: by age / type of higher education institution*, by library
spend®®, whether the institutional library is a member of the Consortium of University
Research Libraries (CURL) or not, and the institutional RAE rating for 2000/01. The
results reported on below are those in which a significant difference in responses has
been identified among these institutional sub-groups.

3.3.1 Type / age of HE institution

The following sub-groups were devised based on date of creation of the university and
whether the institution is a Higher Education College: the results are as follows.

Pre 62 911
1962 — 1991 238
Post 92 248
HE College 31

HE colleges have been deliberately excluded from the analysis summarised below as
only ten of the 28 respondents from HE colleges undertake research in sciences or
social sciences, therefore the subject bias is too great to deduce valid conclusions.

Contrary to our assumptions, the only significant variation in responses from each of
the remaining three groups of universities is in the use of researchers’ own home
university library and other university libraries. Table 29 shows that significantly more
researchers in the Pre-1962 group regard their own university library as essential.

Table 29: Usefulness of researchers’ home university library service

All
Pre 1962 1962 - 1991 Post 1992 | respondents
Eess‘zgpfhessem'a' tomy 87% 83% 73% 83%
Use, but not essential 11% 13% 22% 14%
Do not use 2% 4% 4% 3%

Similarly, high levels of satisfaction with their own university library appear to be more
prevalent among researchers in the pre-1962 group, than among those in either the
1962-1991 group or the post-1962 group: Table 30 summarises responses to the
question ‘how well do your libraries (departmental or own university) meet your
research needs?’

Table 30: How well does your library meet your research needs?

Pre 1962 1962 - 1991 Post 1992 respo'?llcljents
\Very well 29% 17% 17% 24%
Fairly well 50% 49% 49% 50%
Not very well 17% 28% 27% 21%
Not well at all 3% 6% 7% 4%

Finally, 48% of researchers in post-1992 universities regard at least one other

14 Using categories supplied by HEFCE.
15 Using data provided by the Standing Conference of National and University Libraries (SCONUL)
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university library as essential to their research, in contrast to 36% of those in pre-1962
universities.

3.3.2 Library spend

The institutions of the respondents were grouped as follows by library spend per full
time equivalent student (FTE) using data obtained from SCONUL.:

Low (less than £250 per FTE student) 408
Medium (between £250 - £350) 429
High (more than £350) 448
Not available 142

The library spend groups correlate closely with the type / age of HE institution groups
as Table 31 below shows.

Table 31: Library spend per FTE by type / age of university represented in survey
responses

Pre 1962 1962-1991 Post 1992 respoﬁlcljents
Low spend 11% 39% 80% 29%
Medium spend 32% 46% 9% 30%
High spend 46% 12% 2% 31%
Not available 11% 3% 10% 10%

It therefore comes as no surprise that other responses from researchers relating to
satisfaction with their own university library services should also show a pattern in
high, medium and low spending institutions similar to those in pre-1962, 1962-1991
and post-1992 groups. Table 32 illustrates this similarity when compared to Table 31
above.

Table 32: How well does your library meet your research needs?

High |Medium | Low All
spend | spend | spend Jrespondents
Very well 36% 19% 19% 25%
Fairly well 50% 52% 50% 50%
Not very well 11% 24% 25% 21%
Not well at all 2% 4% 5% 4%

These results are also supported by the views of the respondents towards using inter-
library loans, where significant differences between responses in high and low spend
institutions can be seen — as shown in Table 33.

Table 33: Current use of inter-library loans for research

High |Medium | Low All
spend | spend | spend Jrespondents
Use and essential to my o o o o
" 45% 63% 66% 57%
Use but not essential 38% 31% 24% 31%
Do not use 17% 6% 10% 12%
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3.3.3 CURL / non-CURL institutions

Contrary to our expectations, there are no significant differences in any question areas
in the returns from respondents in institutions whose libraries are members of the
Consortium for University Research Libraries (CURL) when compared to those from
non-member institutions.

3.34 RAE rating

The respondents to the survey were grouped according to the RAE rating for the
relevant unit of assessment in their institutions, resulting in four groups:

Grade Respondents
1-3 285
4 386
5 500
5* 256

No significant differences in responses emerged except related to two areas — the
level of satisfaction felt with their own university library and the incidence of training,
advice and guidance on using electronic research tools.

The amount of library spend per FTE in respondents’ home institutions correlates
closely with the RAE rating groups, as Table 34 shows.

Table 34: Library spend and RAE ratings of respondents’ institutions

Grades 1-3 | Grade 4 | Grade5 | Grade 5* Irespopr;lcljents
Low spend 66% 30% 17% 9% 29%
Medium spend 18% 32% 36% 29% 30%
High spend 4% 30% 35% 57% 32%
Not available 12% 9% 12% 5% 10%

It is, therefore, not unexpected that significantly more respondents in units of
assessment with Grade 5 and Grade 5* ratings than with grade 1-3 ratings feel that
their home university libraries meets their research needs very well — see Table 35.

Table 35: How well does your own library meet your research needs?

Grades 1-3 | Grade 4 | Grade5 | Grade 5* resptfr:ljents
ery well 15% 24% 27% 31% 24%
Fairly well 52% 49% 50% 48% 50%
Not very well 26% 23% 18% 18% 21%
Not at all well 6% 4% 4% 2% 4%

The survey indicates that respondents in units of assessment with Grade 1-3 ratings
are significantly more likely to have received training, advice and guidance in using
electronic research sources and tools: 26% of those respondents say they have
received such in the last two years, in contrast with 16% and 15% respectively of the
respondents in Grade 5 and Grade 5* institutions.
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