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ABSTRACT

Today's research climate is characterized prigéasilinformation-seeking via the
Internet, particularly during the early stagesesfaarch due to the ease and speed of
access to results compared to library databaseprartdsources. In addition, the wide
variety and extensive amount of information nowessible via the Internet and library
databases exposes researchers to more and mamnsitnd abstracts but not always to
the documents themselves. Despite the increasimipers of electronic documents
freely available via the Internet, ILL requests sti## requested in high demand in most
academic libraries due to the continual growtthmtumbers of books and articles being
published, which has resulted in additional reqgiéstinformation which no one library
can meet entirely from its own collection.

The purpose of the current study was to investigdtether there were
differences between users and non-users of ILLverether users perceived certain
factors to contribute to satisfactory ILL outcomeé&ke first research question
investigated the differences between users andusers of ILL according to: frequency
of library use, style of information-seeking, demayghics - age, gender and mother-
tongue, and academic profile - seniority, tenu@fpstion status, productivity level, and
academic discipline. The second research quest@amieed the extent to which the
perceived benefits of the following factors werkated to satisfaction with ILL
outcomes: consultation of secondary informatiorrees; choosing
indicative/informative titles, receiving referenassistance, and achieving a timely

delivery.



The study employed the survey method in the foiria specially-compiled web
guestionnaire which was distributed by e-mail gample of faculty and doctoral
students at two Israeli research institutionsotalf 330 questionnaires were distributed
at the University of Haifa and 1090 questionnawese distributed at the Technion,
producing a response rate of 37% at the Univessity18% at the Technion.

The two most significant findings of the currenidst were that: (a) the profile of
an ILL user is someone who frequently uses thadibs services and resources, who has
a deep and thorough style of information-seeking, \&ho is a senior, productive,
humanities, faculty member, and (b) ILL users wkocpived consulting secondary
information sources and receiving reference assistto be beneficial to ILL outcomes
were likely to achieve satisfactory ILL outcomesiethexceed their expectations and
which were incorporated into their research. Initoid the study uncovered several
reasons for non-use of ILL such as: a great destloblarly information in the sciences
and technology was now freely available via thedmét, rendering ILL and libraries
redundant in the eyes of researchers, and therpneie among humanities’ scholars for
purchasing personal copies of books which theydckegp in their possession for future
reference, unlike items obtained via ILL.

The findings of the current study contribute to aoderstanding of the profile of
the user and non-user of ILL, and the ways of InglpLL users to achieve satisfactory
ILL outcomes. Moreover, they are applicable to entidibrary and information science
practice, in that awareness of the profile of Ildets and non-users may enable librarians
to identify potential users of ILL and to encourdlgem to become users. In addition,

awareness of the importance of reference assistarttéhe consultation of secondary



information sources as beneficial to ILL outcomesyraring about an increase in
referrals and use of secondary sources prior toesttng ILL.

Despite unsupportive predictions about the futdirilo due to the widespread
use of electronic journals in academia, the curstudy shows that it is unlikely that ILL
will be eliminated from library use in the neardtg. Although in the sciences document
delivery has declined, in the humanities book bwing has actually increased,
particularly for esoteric, non-English languagenisethat can only be located with the
professional knowledge and experience of ILL lias. The main contribution of the
current study is its validation of ILL as an essargervice for serious academic

researchers.



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Problem

Today's research climate is characterized primasilinformation-seeking via
the Internet. Although embraced initially by reséwers in the sciences, mathematics
and medicine (Dillon & Hahn, 2002; Hiller, 2002;d¢i, 2002; Rowley, 2001; Tenner
& Yang, 1999; Voorbij, 1999), the Internet is noged extensively by researchers
from all disciplines for searching, downloading amdresponding (Lazinger, Bar-
llan, & Peritz, 1997). In particular, Internet sgaengines are utilized during the
early stages of research due to the ease and spaedess to results compared to
library databases and print sources. The arduauis to obtaining an article via a
library database as opposed to via an Internetlsegrgine has been summarized by
Shuttle (2004): the user must access the libraty site, choose the databases option,
choose the requested discipline, choose a speéeifabase, search for a subject -
sometimes only by means of a thesaurus -, locatgtable article, establish whether
the library holds the relevant journal, locatecitsssification number on the shelf,
collect the journal volume and photocopy from irequest it via interlibrary loan
(ILL) if it is not held by the library. In contrastising an Internet search engine simply
requires accessing the website, entering the netdseywords, choosing from the
results received and printing them o@boglés popularity among academics has
risen since the launching Google Scholam 2005 which, according to Rohde
(2005), allows users to search for scholarly liigm@ such as peer-reviewed papers,
theses, books, preprints, abstracts and techmpatts and access information from
resources including academic publishers, univessiprofessional societies and

preprint repositories.



However, despite the simplicity of Internet seagalgines compared to library
databases, faculty still depend largely on thealygs electronic and print resources
for their research due to the predominance of remr-peviewed and non-edited
articles on the Internet and overall lack of qyatibntrol. Moreover, many scholars
use Internet search engines only during the preéinyi stages of research when they
are establishing the need for a certain issue &iumted (Herring, 2001). A recent
study of 100 graduate students at Carnegie Melanddsity found that 77% of
graduate students used the Internet as their pyimathod of searching, followed by
library resources (George et al., 2006). And aystfdl37 faculty members at East
Michigan University (2007) found that 85% relied loternet search engines, such as
Google very frequently or frequently, while only 77%ie&l on the library’s online
databases frequently. The tendency of researabéegin their information-seeking
with electronic resources was also underscorediegllender (2002) who found that
90% of faculty members at more than 3,000 Amerigaimersities began their
research by consulting electronic resources andttiveed to traditional print
sources.

The fact that students and faculty have adof@tedgleand the Internet so
readily may be a result of their dissatisfactiotivthe multitude of different
interfaces offered by libraries. To overcome thisgem, libraries have begun
introducing federated databases which allow usesgarch multiple databases
simultaneously using only one interface. Howevkhoaigh federated databases
simplify searching, it also takes time to becomeuatomed to them, and the large
number of results they produce may cause informatieerload (Terrell, 2004), i.e.,
when the amount of information available exceeeésathility to process it (Klapp,

1982).



The problem of information overload is compoundgdhe continuous
increase in the number of print and electronic gdmaing published each year which,
according to current estimates, stands at a 30%eahnmcrease (Lyman & Varian,
2003). This phenomenon can be illustrated by tleed@t which new items appear in
the databas€hemical AbstractsSince its inception in 1907, it took 30 years to
publish one million citations, 16 years to publiglo million, and 12 years to publish
four million. Currently,Chemical Abstracthas 23 million abstracts (CAS, 2005) with
about 14,000 records added every week and appredy@80,000 new documents
abstracted every year (Shubha, 2001). Furtherntwedjuge amount of information
now accessible via the Internet and library dateb@sposes researchers to more and
more citations and abstracts but not always taltwments themselves. Unless the
full-text is freely available on the Internet oethbrary has a subscription to the
relevant journal, researchers still need to purehias desired documents or request

them via ILL.

1.2 High Demand for ILL

Originally designed to obtain esoteric items far fpecialist researcher, ILL
is now an essential service for the entire acadeontmunity whereby articles and
books not held by the local library are obtainexhrfrother libraries and commercial
document delivery suppliers for a fee. Despiteiticeeasing numbers of electronic
documents freely available via the Internet, ILwesting is still in high demand in
most academic libraries (Kyrillidou & Young, 200d)e to the continual growth in
the numbers of books and articles being publisksedlting in increased demands for
information. Moreover, high journal prices, togethdéth widespread canceling of

print journal subscriptions caused by dwindlingdity budgets (Swan, Needham,



Probets, & Muir, 2004), and the growth of new dificies and multi-disciplinary
research has also contributed to an upward trefid_inequesting (Jackson, 2004).

In addition to increased demand, technological greents have enabled
swift supply of articles to users’ desktops and aggament software has allowed
librarians to process ILL requests more quickly effetiently than in the past,
contributing to increased user confidence andfaatisn with ILL services (Perrault
& Arseneau, 1995) and as a result increased useceét benchmarking study in
Australian academic libraries showed that usesfsatiion with ILL services was as
high as 95% (Ruthven & Magnay, 2001).

In the last three decades, ILL traffic has withdssemendous growth in
American academic libraries. One study showedliaatween 1981 and 1993, ILL
requesting in American research libraries grew &6 %Prabha, 1995) and, in another
study, that between 1986 and 1995 ILL requestingarth American research and
college librariesncreased by 116% (Jackson, 1998). Similarly, stiat from
Virginia Tech indicate that between 1997 and 2001 requesting grew by 85%
(Kriz, 2001). Moreover, among the 123 members efAlsociation of Research
Libraries there was an increase from 3 million bating requests and 5.5 million
lending requests in 2001-02 (Kyrillidou & Young,@&) p. 47) to 3.3 million
borrowing requests and 5.6 million lending reques004-05 (Kyrillidou & Young,
2006, p. 59) and 70 libraries requested more tiBa®OD items from other libraries in
2005-06 (ARL, 2007).

Increased ILL requesting has also occurred in skenaeli libraries where the
present study took place. At the University of lda#tatistics show that between 1997

and 2007 ILL requesting grew by over 100%. Thus,auld seem that the worldwide



growth of ILL that began in the 1990s does not shoy signs of subsiding and the

demand for ILL in academic libraries will continteegrow in the near future.

1.3 Useand Non-Useof ILL in Academia

In every academic institution only a certain petage of researchers actually
use ILL. Most academic researchers will inevitatdyed ILL at some point in their
career, yet some, for various reasons, never usedlvice. Several studies show that
many faculty and doctoral students at Americanlarakli academic institutions do
not use ILL at all. Data from the University of ashow that 87% of faculty and
83% of doctoral students were non-users of ILLOO& However, other studies show
the rate of non-use to be lower. A recent studyast Michigan University (2007)
showed that 29% of faculty were non-users of ILd arstudy by George et al.’s
(2006) at Carnegie Mellon University found that 4@%@octoral students were non-
users of ILL. Earlier studies showed higher figui®soham’s (1998) study in Israel
found that 40% of faculty at two Israeli universgiwere non-users of ILL,
Kinnucan’s (1993) study at three Ohio universitiegealed that 47% of faculty were
non-users of ILL, and Link et al.’s (1984) studyMithigan State University found
39% of faculty were non-users of ILL.

The widespread use of electronic journals and adoeimformation on the
Internet since the late 1990s may partially explality faculty and doctoral students
in some disciplines are non-users of ILL and whyeo$ use ILL in a minimal or
limited manner, but it does not explain severakofactors connected to non-use.
Although some non-users of ILL may receive artiétesn channels such as full-text
databases, professional sites, colleagues, Intemehs and discussion groups,
others may be compromising the quality of theieegsh by managing without

essential sources.



1.4 Factors Contributing to Use and Non-Use of ILL

Traditionally, the amount of use and non-use &f llas been attributed to four
main factors: (a) the size of the local librarylection, (b) the extent to which
potential users perceive ILL as inconvenient, (bether funding is available for ILL
requesting, and (d) awareness of the existendeLofdrvices. Several studies have
shown that patrons request ILL less in librariehvarge collections (Henderson,
2000; Paustian, 1981; Porat & Shoham, 2004) asnieeds are better met by the
local collection. Moreover, the perceived inconegrtie of ILL causes limited or non-
use of ILL (Stolt, Weaver-Meyers, & Murphy, 1998} does the cost of ILL which
deters use, particularly among doctoral students nvlly not have funding for ILL
(Kinnucan, 1993; Perrault & Arseneau, 1995). Finalbn-awareness of library
services in general is related to non-use of ILed(ge et al., 2006; Sridhar, 1994).

Use and non-use of ILL is not only related to exaéfactors such as
collection size, perceived inconvenience, avaiighbdf funding, and awareness but it
may also be connected to personal factors sudtedseiquency of overall library use,
style of information-seeking, demographics suchges gender and mother-tongue,
and academic profile such as seniority, tenure/pt@n status, productivity levels

and academic discipline.

1.4.1 Frequency of Library Use

The first factor that was expected to differentiagééween users and non-users
of ILL was the frequency of their library use. Séads and faculty who regularly use
the library’s print and digital services are alelly to use ILL. Two theories show
how frequency of library use may cause additiosal of library services: the first is
the Matthew Effectvhich was coined by the sociologist Robert K. Mer{1968) and

refers to the fact that success breeds succebgnamenon which is more



commonly-known in the field of LIS a#/illingness to ReturfDurrance, 1995), i.e.,
the tendency of people who have had successfuriexjges in libraries to use them
again. The second theory is thareto Principle(Pareto, 1901) which states that for
many incidents, 80% of the consequences stem f@¥h & the causes, also known
in the LIS field as th&80/20 RulgTrueswell, 1969), i.e., 20% of users generate 80%
of library use, and as theaw of the Vital FewStephens & Juran, 2005). Both these
theories suggest that frequent users of libraredilely to continue, or broaden, their
level of library use.

Despite the rise in Internet usage among the acadsmmunity, (Tenopir,
Hitchcock, & Pillow, 2003), electronic and prinbtary resources are still considered
by most students and researchers to be of higlaityjthan information freely
available on the Internet (George et al., 2006gré&fore, it seems highly probable
that students and researchers, who frequentlyilusey resources both in person and
remotely, will also use ILL more than people whe tise library resources

infrequently.

1.4.2 Style of Information-Seeking

The second factor that was expected to differenbatween users and non-
users of ILL was style of information-seeking. Retceesearch has shown that some
people seek information in a comprehensive or aegpner while others have a more
superficial or surface approach to searching ffarmation (Heinstrom, 2003). The
superficial approach has also been observed by(Zg#9) in hisPrinciple of Least
Effort, or the human tendency to minimize the overall wasgociated with an
activity, and by Simon(1956) who coined the wedtisficingto definehow people
tend to suffice with the first suitable piece dioinmation that is received, thereby

minimizing the effort needed to obtain the inforioat



Lack of willingness to invest effort in informatieseeking is often
accompanied by a lack of patience to wait to rexeivesponse from computerized
systems causing relevant items to be forfeitedclsmzAcceptability Paradigm
(Shackel, 1959, 1991) holds that if all other fastare comparable, speed of access
will be the most significant factor in a personé&cgsion to accept a web-based
document. Figure 1 below illustrates theceptability Paradigmwvhich shows the
tradeoff between the perceived usefulness, perd@&ase of use and attitude about
using the system weighed up against the finanaidlsacial cost (King, 2003, p. 6).
King adds that if a response is not received wigight seconds, most people will

forfeit the search even if all other factors areegtable.

Note Reprinted fronSpeed Up Your Si{p. 6), by A. B. S. King, 2003, Indianapolis,
IN: New Riders. Copyright 2003 by New Riders
Figure 1.Shackel’sAcceptability Paradigm

On the other hand, some people may be more dilg@hthorough in their
information-seeking and may be intrinsically-mote@ possessing “the sacred spark
of academic research... devot[ing] countless houtkdm research projects, even if

they are not rewarded for their efforts with prgstor money” (Kyvik, 1990, p. 37).



It seems likely that conscientious researchers, avbawilling to invest time
and effort in their information-seeking, will albe more inclined to request ILL than
those who tend teatisficeand reject documents that are not available wighght

seconds.

1.4.3 Demographics

The third factor that was expected to differentladéénveen users and non-users
of ILL was demographics such as age, gender antdentdngue. Age has been
shown to affect information-seeking and library uséhat younger people tended to
invest less time and effort in information-seekihgn older people (Agosto, 2002;
Fidel et al., 1999). In addition, academics undeydars of age tend to use electronic
sources, that require less effort than library sesy four times more than academics
over the age of 40 (Tomney & Burton, 1998). Geratet mother-tongue have also
been found to affect library use in that males aoil-native speakers tend to use the
library more than females and native speakers @i@mwuegbuzie, 1997). As ILL
requesting involves time and effort, it seems {jidblat older, Hebrew-speaking males

may use ILL more than younger, Hebrew-speaking fema

1.4.4 Academic Profile

The fourth factor that was expected to accountlitberences between users
and non-users of ILL is academic profile such asi@ity, tenure/promotion status,
productive level, and main academic discipline.uksmg senior and tenured
researchers are also older than junior non-temasearchers, the relationship of
seniority and tenure with use/non-use of ILL i®likto be similar to the relationship
with age, i.e. senior and tenured researchers phphbige ILL more than junior and

non-tenured researchers.
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With respect to productivity level, there is somélence that productivity
may be associated with use of ILL. Very productesearchers who read prolifically
and have sufficient access to literature (RamedhtBaSingh, 1998) are also more
likely than less productive researchers to usdilthary and ILL (Sridhar, 1994), as
are writers of books who are attempting to shovir iaegertise in a subject to a wide
audience (Tien, 2000).

Many studies have shown that academic disciplifextsf research methods,
library use and electronic journal use (Biglan, 3;94erman, 2005; Hiller, 2002;
Lazinger et al., 1997). Recent research on acad@istplines and library use have
noted that scientists frequently obtain articled pre-prints from the Internet as well
as e-mails from colleagues, forums and discussionps reducing the need for ILL,
whereas humanists generally seek esoteric and pyriteets and frequently request
books via ILL or make personal visits to librar(€&eorge et al., 2006; Shoham,

1998).

1.5 Uniquenessof ILL

ILL requesting comprises a unique facet of therimfation-seeking process in
that users of ILL are required to make two setdemfisions regarding a potentially
useful item. Not only must they evaluate whetheaditle or book located in a
library database or on the Internet is relevarnh#oresearch being conducted, but also
whether he/she is willing to pay and wait for itaiwive by ILL if it is unavailable
locally. Studies on how users select items in et@dt and non-electronic
environments show that they evaluate content arlcemedevance judgments
(Fitzgerald & Galloway, 2001; Wang & White, 199%9ded on two main factors: (a)
the apparent relevance of the topic, and (b) thhegbeed complexity of the style and

content of the document. Although the same proapples when requesting ILL,
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library users’ expectations of achieving a satigfgcoutcome may be higher than
with downloaded or photocopied items because ottis¢ and inevitable delay of

ILL.

1.6 Factors Contributing to Satisfaction with ILL Outcomes

As the main objective of ILL is to provide satistfary, i.e., relevant and
useful, information that would not otherwise beaoféd, it is vital that users and
librarians do the utmost to obtain items that fulfiese criteria. Some of the factors
that were expected to contribute to satisfactiai Wil requests were: the user’s
perceptions about: (a) consulting secondary inftionasources, such as abstracts and
citation indexes, prior to requesting ILL, (b) csow titles that provide information
about the intention, method or results of the nesedc) receiving reference librarian
assistance prior to requesting ILL, and (d) acimgvimely deliveries which enable

them to incorporate the items into their researchepts.

1.6.1 Consultation of Secondary Information Sources

The first factor that was expected to contribotsdtisfactory ILL outcomes
was whether the researcher perceived the consultatiformal information sources,
such as abstracts, tables of contents, journalnmgnikdexes, citation indexes, and
guides to academic institutions and faculty membesdeneficial to ILL outcomes.

Stone’s (1983) study at the University of Sheffishowed that most scholars
did not consult abstracts or citation indexes piaarequesting ILL which reduced the
effectiveness of their ILL outcomes. As most reskars now use online databases of
indexes and abstracts, in their literature sear€hesopir et al., 2003), they are more
likely to have read an abstract prior to requestirigthan when searching printed

indexes and are therefore more likely to achietisfaatory ILL outcomes.
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1.6.2 Indicative/Informative Titles

The second factor that was expected to contritausatisfactory ILL
outcomes was whether a user of ILL chooses a dotuwigose title is indicative, i.e.,
reports the main intentions of the research, arinétive, i.e., reports the design or
main results of the research. Papers whose tigl@sfnarize the main idea of the
paper simply...as a concise statement of the maio fapd] identify the actual
variables or theoretical issues under investigagioth the relationship between them”
(APA, 2001, p. 10-11) are more likely to be relevamd useful to a researcher when
downloaded, photocopied or requested via ILL thidestthat are misleading, catchy

or metaphoric.

1.6.3 Reference Librarian Assistance

The third factor that was expected to contributeatsfactory ILL outcomes
was whether a user of ILL requested and receiviederce librarian assistance prior
to requesting ILL. The reference interview, i.¢h€e‘interpersonal communication
that occurs between a reference librarian andrarifuser to determine the person's
specific information need” (Reitz, 2004), is highglued among academics, and
students and faculty who receive librarian asse@drequently consider the
information they receive to be more helpful andfuisthan the information they
could have obtained on their own (Harless & All&899; Jacoby & O’Brien, 2005;
Saxton & Richardson, 2002). As both students aadltiarecognize the value of
reference assistance and believe that it enhahegdriformation-seeking, it seems
likely that ILL requests that originate with a reface interview will result in more

satisfactory outcomes than ILL requests that do not
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1.6.4 Timely Delivery

The fourth factor that was expected to contribatsatisfactory ILL outcomes
was timely delivery. Although speedy delivery, ir@ceiving an item within two or
three days of requesting it, is often assumedfexi$atisfaction with ILL outcomes,
timely delivery, i.e., receiving an item “in time be useful” (Stein, 1999, p. 76) may
actually be more influential than speedy delivenysatisfaction with ILL outcomes.
In a survey of ILL services at Carnegie Mellon Ussity Stein reported that “faculty
and graduate students in the humanities disciplinasere alike in valuing timeliness
over speed (p. 78). Further, the anticipation oéinang items at an inappropriate time
may actually stifle research. In his discussiopaifection development, Metz (1980)
pointed out that inadequate access to informatiay ‘fresult in potential research
projects, in their fertile but tentative and eastgiges, being deferred or, worse,

abandoned” (p. 29). In other words, some reseasahay compromise the quality of

receiving an item in a timely manner. It seemslyikken, that receiving a document
in a timely manner may be just as influential asesly delivery on satisfaction with

ILL outcomes.

1.7 Summary

Faculty and doctoral students seek academic irgtom both from the
Internet and from libraries. Despite widespreachagkedgement of the limitations of
the Internet for academic purposes due to the anasdof irrelevant material of
inferior quality, faculty and doctoral students arereasingly using Internet search
engines during the preliminary stages of reseanchtiaditional and electronic library
resources during the subsequent stages (Georye20@6). However, neither

Internet search engines nor library resources alkteir information needs. Due to
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widespread journal cancellations, diminishing Ifgraudgets, and huge amounts of
newly published information, faculty and doctoraidents frequently use ILL to
supplement locally-available material. In order lidr to serve researchers
satisfactorily and prevent time-wasting and thesigtcof low-quality or unwanted
items, it is essential that librarians provide easgess to high quality tools so that
researchers can evaluate items prior to requettarg via ILL.

The present study assessed the differences betwgeeniand non-users of ILL
based on frequency of library use, style of infalioraseeking, demographics and
academic profile. In addition, it investigated whiestthere was a relationship between
the perceived benefits of consulting secondaryrmédion sources, choosing
indicative/informative titles, receiving referenassistance and achieving a timely

delivery on satisfaction with ILL outcomes.

1.8 Problem Statement

The current study addressed the problem of whyes@searchers do not use
ILL even though many essential documents they aeedot immediately available.
It also highlighted the importance of performingthievel research when access to
potentially relevant and useful information is motmediately available. Given the
abundance of new information being published aedctimstant dwindling of library
budgets, and despite increasing availability of Awabed information, most
researchers need resources beyond those in theililinary or on the Internet. In
order to ensure the provision of the required imi@tion in a timely fashion, library
services such as ILL are essential. Bearing in rthatl ILL requesting is not
perceived by many researchers as a convenienitsids$d the Internet or to
downloading from library databases and, as it ity involves both delay and cost,

it is necessary to consider ways of ensuring satigfn with ILL outcomes.
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Previous research on ILL has generally emphaseedce quality (Nitecki,
1995; Stone, 1984), the effects of electronic jalusage on ILL requesting (Calvert,
2000; Egan, 2005), the implementation of ILL mamaget systems (Kriz, Glover, &
Ford, 1998; Porat, 2001) and the relationship betweL and collection
development (K. J. Anderson et al., 2003; Byrd, mhe, & Hughes, 1982; Knievel,
Wicht, & Connaway, 2006). The few studies emphasgizisers of ILL have
measured satisfaction with ILL services (PerrauAi&eneau, 1995; Stein, 1999;
Weaver-Meyers & Stolt, 1996; Yang, 2004) and nds&sction with the outcome of
ILL requests or the differences between users andusers. Thus, the current
research aimed to explore the differences betwserswand non-users of ILL in an
academic setting and to examine whether the pexddienefits of consulting
secondary information sources, choosing indicaté@mative titles, receiving
reference assistance and achieving a timely dglwere related to satisfaction with

ILL outcomes that are relevant and useful and msget information needs.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

The following literature review examines the reletvisterature in the
following fields to form the theoretical framewdide the current study: (a) theories
on use and non-use of library resources and ser\ibetheories of information-

seeking, decision-making and information evaluateond (c) theories of satisfaction.

2.1 Useand Non-Use of Library Resources and Services

2.1.1 Changing Definition of Library Use

The last two decades have seen a transformatidoramies from providing
print-based to electronic-based collections briggibout a new definition of library
use. Instead of users coming to the library todaerpooks or photocopy articles,
students and faculty are now able to use the ltgalectronic resources remotely
without leaving their home or office.

Several recent studies have focused on the efbé&asniliarity with digital
resources on library use. Lisa Covi (1999) analyheduse of print and electronic
materials by academic researchers in four dis@plet eight US research universities.
She found that the most important factor affectirggtal library use was material
mastery which she defined as the “possession tédkvays of working with
materials from a body of knowledge within speciadizvork worlds” (p. 294). She
differentiated between (general use skillsuch as basic skills for computer and
library use, system-specific searching skills aadegal search strategies, and (b)
material mastery skillsuch as disciplinary search strategy, disciplimaagerials
selection and field integration. She concluded thate were significant differences
in material mastery among the four disciplines @rad there were also differences in

the amount of electronic library use among disogsdi and within disciplines.
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Similarly, a study on information-seeking on théehnet at six Dutch
universities by Voorbij (1999) which focused on tkasons for non-use of the
Internet reported that the main reason for nonefiske Internet was lack of skills
followed by lack of adequate access to Internetifi@s. Studies on student library
use have reached similar conclusions. A study bydvacek (2007) on 95
undergraduate who were infrequent or non-usersefi@h State University library
showed that the perceived convenience and easealfulibrary resources and
services, especially new ones, was the main fattecting library use. One student
stated “the library’s web site [was] too complextvigate easily and [I] prefer to use
Google [to the library if 1] only need to conducsiagle search” (p. 289).

In addition, a study by Simmonds & Andaleeb (20&t1three academic
libraries in Pennsylvania, reported that one ofrttagn factors affecting library use
was the degree of familiarity with the library sst. They found that the library was
in competition with the easy-to-use Internet, escGoogle, and that “the use of
academic libraries was influenced most by a ugetseived familiarity with the
library and its resources [followed by] the peregivquality of the library’s
resources... and tangibles such as a clean andlyisyglealing library” (Simmonds
& Andaleeb, 2001, p. 630-633). The above studideate that library use has shifted
from predominantly book borrowing and article phamtpying within the library to
locating and downloading electronic items madelaisa via the library, from a
user’s home or office. Moreover, frequency of isdatermined by the perceived
convenience of the resources together with theeggeigr which a user is skilled and

familiar with them.
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2.1.2 Non-Use of Libraries

A substantial body of research on library use as&tsiexists and has been
critically reviewed by Wilson (2000), yet only arttdul of studies has focused on
why some people, who are entitled to use libradesyot use them at all or under-use
them (Brick, 1999; Cannon, 1990; Julien, 1999; e 1977; Link et al., 1984;
McCarthy, 1994; New York Library Association, 198Ydhar, 1994; Zhang, 1987).

One of the most comprehensive studies on non-ukigrafies was carried out
by Sridhar (1994) who studied 734 mathematiciacignsists, and engineers at a
special library in Bangalore, India. He definedom+user as “someone who has the
right to use a library but he does not do so ov&sexific period” (p. 4). He found that
although 12% were absolute non-users, another 4886 marginal users in that they
used some of the library’s services. Of all thevises studied by Sridhar’s, the least
used was ILL with only 5% of respondents havingduseA possible reason
suggested by Sridhar was that using ILL was cunoimeesand thalVlooer’s Lawthat
“an information retrieval system will tend not te bsed whenever it is more painful
and problematic for a person to have informati@ntfor him not to have it” (Mooer,
1996, p. 22) may play a role. In addition, his filgs showed a very strong
correlation between productivity and library use. fidund that a high grade on his
Professional Activities and Achievements Inaexich consists of delivering lectures,
attending conferences, participating on editorthmittees and publishing articles
and books, went hand in hand with use of librappugces and services. Sridhar also
suggested that ILL will not be used unless usexsalieady familiar with other library
services. He claimed that "users do not reach amhdhimformation services, such as
ILL, without going through rudimentary servicesdilending and in-house use”

(Sridhar, 1994, p. 21).
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A study by Brick (1999) investigated the percepsiof 42 library managers’
on the reasons for infrequent use of businessridgan the UK. She checked why
non-users, i.e., “people who need information mc¢burse of their research and have
a staffed library available to them but do not isender use it or use it inefficiently”
(p- 195). Her findings suggested that poor libiamgge and lack of awareness of
available services were the main reasons for ingator non-use. Other reasons for
non-use were that potential users were “too bugyaldmit they need information but
feel they can manage without it; and ... believe thair own subject knowledge is
sufficient” (p. 196).

Lack of awareness of library resources and serwi@ssalso found to affect
library use in George et al.’s (2006) recent stodyhe use of information among 100
graduate students at Carnegie Mellon Universityctvlsuggested that one of the main
reasons for under- and non-use of the library vedack of knowledge of existing
services or resources ... and a confusing librarysiteb(p. 22). The above studies
suggest that the main reasons for under- and nemfuspecial and academic library
services may be a combination of an unwillingnesdsal with complicated library

systems and a lack of awareness of specific sexvice

2.1.3 Use and Non-Use of ILL

While research on non-use of libraries is minimagearch on non-use of ILL
is virtually non-existent. Two studies on satisi@ctwith library services suggest that
the reasons for under-use and non-use of ILL mayifferent from the reasons for
general library non-use. Whereas the most commesores for under-use and non-
use of libraries may be lack of familiarity withetihesources (Covi, 1999) and lack of

awareness of the services (George et al., 2006)mtst common reasons for under-
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use and non-use of ILL seems to be the cost arall@sser extent, delay and
inconvenience of ordering.

A study by Kinnucan (1993) on the demand for ILLagademic settings
among 79 faculty members and graduate studenitsest ©Ohio universities, found
that cost was the biggest deterrent to using ILdl that delay and perceived
inconvenience had minimum impact.

Similarly, a study by Perrault & Arseneau (1995)16f faculty and graduate
students from all disciplines who had used ILL g at Louisiana State University
also found that cost, especially among graduatkests, was the most influential
factor in satisfaction, and therefore subsequemtfisLL. Like Kinnucan, they found
that users of ILL were not overly-concerned witlidey time, and that 36% of
faculty and 45% of doctoral students consideredlaely time of two weeks
acceptable.

Another study by Weaver-Meyers & Stolt’s (1996) cked patron
perceptions of ILL services based on 200 ILL retmias 11 Greater Midwest
Research Libraries Consortium libraries. They fothat in addition to cost, the
convenient placement of ILL requests was also @ifsignt factor in patron
satisfaction, and that the widespread availabdftglectronic order forms and other
non-mediated methods of ordering had virtually etexed the inconvenience
previously associated with ILL requesting.

An additional factor that would seem to affect asd non-use of ILL is style
of information-seeking. Jacobs & Morris’(1999) tlelork as part of the FIDDO
(Focused Investigation of Document Delivery Optigm®ject on the current
practices of ILL in UK academic libraries maintadntat use of ILL is associated

with a more comprehensive and thorough style afrmftion-seeking, suggesting
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that there may be a relationship between stylafofimation-seeking and use and

non-use of ILL.

2.1.3.1 Demographics and Use/Non-Use of ILL

Studies have shown that age, gender and motheueaaitect library use.
Thayer & Ray’s (2006) study of the online commutimapreferences among 174
adults in U.S. provided confirmation for the widdidgld belief that younger people
use the Internet more than older people. In addiffemney & Burton (1998)
demonstrated, in their study on 147 academic dtafh five faculties at a British
university, that 56% of faculty under 40 used,aiéad published in electronic
journals, compared to 14% of faculty over the aigé0o And Agosto’s (2002) study
on twenty-two ninth and tenth grade females wheevearolled in a Rutgers
University enrichment program in science and tetdmg found that they tended to
make superficial decisions when using the Intebyetatisficing.These three factors,
Internet usage, electronic journal usage and thaetecy tosatisfice suggest that
younger researchers will probably be less inclitzethvest the time and effort
necessary for requesting ILL than older people.

Gender is another factor that has been founddouat for differences in the
amount of library use. Studies have shown that rsialéents use libraries more than
female students (Adomi & Ogbomo, 2003; Jiao & Ongluezie, 1997) and they also
publish more than females (Barjak, 2006; Leah8962 Prpic, 2002; Toren &
Moore, 1998) which may affect the amount of thelr use.

Mother-tongue has also been shown to affect fouge in that many
academics prefer to read and publish in their nretitregue. A study on faculty at the
University of Buenos Aires in Argentina found tia% of humanists and 73% of

social scientists preferred using information seann their mother-tongue — Spanish,
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and only 6% of humanists and 18% of social scientised information sources in
English (de Tiratel, 2000). In a study in Belgiutrad-lemish engineering school, it
was found that 42% of students borrowed bookserthtch language, the mother-
tongue of most users, and 45.5% borrowed Englistuage books (Rousseau &
Vandegehuchte, 1995).

However, in Israel, the situation is somewhat défe. Due to the fact that the
Hebrew language, the mother-tongue of most reseegcis a relatively uncommon
language, English has become the language of &c{€hdV. Anderson, 1999), and
“in many fields [it is the] primary language forsesarch and academic writing”
(Kheimets & Epstein, 2005, p. 60). As a consequgetheemajority of Israeli students
and researchers use English information sourcegualpitsh in the English language
(Arunachalam & Singh, 1988; Kheimets & Epstein, 200

Two studies carried out in the U.S. have showraioaship between library
use and mother-tongue. In their study on the libtese patterns of 522 students at a
mid-southern and north-eastern university in W&o & Onwuegbuzie (1997)
revealed that students who were non-native Engipakers used the university
library more than native speakers. And a study4® &udents at the South Seattle
Community College (South Seattle Community Colléggshington, 1993) found
that 63% of non-native English speakers were fretjusers of the library, compared
to 45% of native speakers. Both these studies adedlthat non-native speakers had
social and economic issues to deal with in additiotheir studies which influenced
their library use.

While native Hebrew speakers expect to use libmaayerials in English,
immigrants and minority groups may prefer matenaltheir native language, and

due to a sense of alienation at Israeli univessttigdreich, Lerner, & Rapoport,
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2005), they may choose subject matter that dedksseciological or literary aspects
of their culture most of which may only be avaibl the native language. It is
possible also that the publications they need algavailable at other libraries

compelling them to use ILL more than native Hebsp&akers.

2.1.3.2 Productivity and Use/Non-Use of ILL

Scientific productivity, i.e., the prolific publitan of articles and books, has
been shown to contribute to increased library rshis case study on 734 non-users
at a special library in Bangalore, Sridhar fourfg@sitive and strong relation [ship]
between [theprofessional activities and achievement infleikich consisted of
prolific publication and participation in conferess and use of library documents
and services” (1994, p. 20). In other words, lipnasers tended to be more productive
than non-users.

For many researchers, productivity is connectetieo desire for
tenure/promotion due to the “publish or perish” madity in academia. The literature
is replete with studies documenting that produttideclines after the receipt of
tenure (Bridgwater, Walsh, & Walkenbach, 1982; Ewll1977; Tien, 2000).

Other studies have shown that productivity is cateto possessing the
“scared spark of academic research”, i.e., amisitimotivation to publish
irrespective of rewards (Rodgers & Rodgers, 1999¢duced teaching loads. In their
study on new faculty in the natural sciences, awibs and behavioral sciences in
members of the National Association for State Ursitees and Land Grant Colleges,
Kaya, Webb & Weber (2005) reported that naturadrsitsts who had predominantly
research goals published more than social and ehascientists who had

predominantly teaching goals. And a similar findmgs uncovered by Hunter & Kuh
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(2987) who found that prolific contributors to joals in higher education were not
as occupied by teaching commitments as their lesdggotive counterparts.

A recent study by Zainab (2001) on the relationgt@fween library resources
and services and publication productivity amongeBgineers and 239 researchers at
the University of Malaya and National UniversityM#laysia found a strong positive
correlation between the use of ILL and productividore than 50% of the high/very
high publishers rated ILL as useful or very usedud less than 50% were non-users.

Sridhar and Zainab’s studies provide enough evielémsuggest that faculty
with predominantly research goals and who publisfjdently, will probably also

request more ILL than faculty who are less prockecti

2.1.3.3 Academic Discipline and Use/Non-Use of ILL

Researchers from different academic disciplings@gch their research in
different ways and this may account for variationase and non-use of ILL. The
United Kingdom’s government-sponsoredsearch Assessment Exer¢RAE)
provided four definitions of research: (a) humastresearch which is “original
investigation undertaken in order to gain knowledgd understanding; scholarship;
the invention and generation of ideas ... whersdlead to new or substantially
improved insights” (RAE, 2001, p. 8) and whose n@itcome is “critical
commentary”(Burkhardt & Schoenfeld, 2003, p. 5);gbience research which
consists of the same basic premise as the hunsahitiewhose main outcomes are:
“models ... and assertions ... built on empirical excke...and [published in]
research journals, books and conference [procegfl{Bairkhardt & Schoenfeld,
2003, p. 5); (c) engineering research, which cdmsis “the invention and generation
of ideas ... and the use of existing knowledgexpeemental development to produce

new or substantially improved materials, devicesdpcts and processes, including
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design and construction” (RAE, 2001, p. 8) and vehkey products are “tools and/or
processes that work well for their intended usekusers, with evidence-based
evaluation”(Burkhardt & Schoenfeld, 2003, p. 5)dd4d) arts research, which
consists of “the invention and generation of id@&agd, images, performances and
artifacts including design, where these lead to oesubstantially improved insights”
(RAE, 2001, p. 8) and whose key outcomes are ptays;erts, films, opera and ballet
performances. Both Storer’s (1967) division of sces into hard and soft and
Bilgan’s (1973) extension of this definition to inde pure and applied, and life and
non-life are also worth noting in this context.

Due to the inherent differences among the digeglin the aims, methods and
key outcomes of the research processes, reseaatbersave very different
information needs. Several studies on library figen different disciplines have
concluded that one of the main differences betvgegntists and humanists was the
amount of their electronic journal and book usage.

A study on the differences in Internet use amossgaechers from different
disciplines by Lazinger, Bar-llan & Peritz (1997) 818 faculty members at the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem in Israel found tiné¢rnet use was significantly
higher among scientists and researchers of agrreulhan among humanists and
social scientists.

Another Israeli study by Shoham (1998) on scholedynmunication at two
universities also found significant differenceghe information needs of researchers
from the different disciplines. Although research#om all disciplines relied heavily
on professional journals, there were significaffedences in the use of books and
abstracts; 94% of scientists and 92% of humarsié®lars used journals for their

current research, while only 79% of scientists @h% of humanists used books, and
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only 33% of scientists and 10% of humanists coesludtbstracts. Shoham'’s findings
suggest that among ILL users scientists are mkedylio request articles and
humanists are more likely to request books.

A more recent study by Hiller (2002) of over a thand faculty members and
graduate students at the University of Washingtitnaties on the impact of online
information resources and information technologywamk practices also found major
differences between the types of library matetigisd among the different
disciplines. Sixty-five percent of science facudtyd 36% of humanities and social
science faculty considered electronic journalsa@lvery important resource and
25% of health sciences faculty and 79% of humamndared social sciences faculty
considered books a very important academic resputereas 76% of sciences
faculty and 75% of humanities and social scienaeslty considered traditional
journals a very important resource.

Several studies on the information-seeking halfitesearchers have noted
that humanities scholars tend to request ILL mbaa tscholars from other
disciplines. George et al.’s (2006) study on dadtstudents’ information-seeking
behavior at Carnegie Mellon University showed @z of humanities students were
users of ILL, compared to 57% of computer scienagdents and 36% of business and
politics students.

Stone’s (1980) study on the information needs ohdwities’ scholars at the
University of Sheffield observed that humanistsdudé. more extensively than
scholars in other disciplines due to their needpfomary and esoteric texts and due to
the wide range of materials they require.

Herman’s (2004) qualitative study on the informatreeds of faculty at a

humanities and social sciences university in IspaeVided several insights into the
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discipline-related difference among scholars argbitxde reasons for use and non-use
of ILL. She cited a computer scientist who had éastant burning need to get hold
instantly of any information which may be releva(d” 126) and a historian who was
usually able to “circumvent the problem [of delayefbrmation] by forming
temporary hypotheses” (p. 126) suggesting that coenscientists almost certainly
would not be willing to wait for ILL requests, wleas historians probably would.
Although the above studies indicate that thereda@pline-related
differences in the use of ILL, one study suggeshedl these differences may be
minimal. Hiller’s (2002) study on the disciplinelaited differences in library use
among faculty and doctoral students at the UnityecdiWashington found no
statistically significant differences in the usdldf among researchers from the
various disciplines. However, he did find that theras slightly more use in the
humanities and social sciences than in sciencéneagng and the health sciences.
The above studies demonstrate that there are isgmifdiscipline-related
differences in information use. More importantlyptigh, they demonstrate that

humanities’ researchers tend to use ILL more tleaearchers in other disciplines.

2.2 Theories of Information-Seeking

The use and non-use of ILL cannot be studied witkaking into
consideration the information-seeking processphatedes it. Although ILL
requesting is an integral part of the informatieelsng process and occurs once an
information need has been identified and attemate theen made to fill it, it is
seldom mentioned in the information-seeking literat The bulk of information-
seeking research emphasizes the stages in thé sgaoess and the behaviors

associated with attempting to fill information need
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According to Wilson (1999, p. 249), informationekang behavior consists of
“those activities a person may engage in when iyemg their own needs for
information, searching for such information in amgy, and using or transferring that
information”, or in other words, it begins with theknowledgement of an
information need, continues with the attemptsitatfiand culminates when that
information is used.

Often cited in this area of information-seekingaarch is Ellis’ (1989) work
on the information-seeking habits of social sc&stat the University of Sheffield,
which outlined the following stages in the informatseeking process: (a) starting,
i.e., the initial search for information; (b) chiag, i.e., following up on sources in a
backward or forward direction; (c) browsing, igemi-directed searching in areas of
potential interest; (d) differentiating, i.e., @ting and selecting from among the
sources according to the nature and the qualitgefnformation; (e) monitoring, i.e.,
keeping abreast of developments in an area; amxiffacting, i.e., systematically
working through a particular source in order toniafy material of interest. The stage
most relevant to ILL requesting is differentiatinghen an individual filters and
selects from among the sources retrieved by nagtidifierences between the nature
and quality of the information offered. Ellis foutitht during this stage, social
scientists prioritize sources according to threemdteria: by substantive topic, by
approach or perspective, and by level, qualityype of treatment. Ellis’ concept of
differentiating is, in effect, the same as decisimaking and evaluation and is the

most important aspect of pre-ILL information-seekin

2.2.1 Theories of Decision-Making

Decision-making is an integral component of b information-seeking

and ILL processes. Satisfaction with ILL outcomedépendent on the decision-
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making and evaluation a person undertakes pricgqoesting ILL. Users of ILL are
faced with more decision-making than people whomo®ad from the Internet or
photocopy from journals. Not only must they evatuidite potential relevance and
usefulness of items located in databases or omtémet, based on criteria of their
choosing, but they must also decide whether time iseworth the delay, cost and
effort needed to request it via ILL.

Decision-making was first recognized as a sigarftchuman activity in the
1950s when Simon’s groundbreaking research deftresd“the activity of evaluating
and choosing among alternative actions to takespanse to a problem” (Simon,
1992, p. 32). Simon identified the following siages of decision-making: (a)
recognition of a problem; (b) formulation of a plein; (c) generation of alternatives;
(d) information search; (e) selection of informatiand (f) action. Based on Simon’s
typology, ILL requesting is the action that occafter a person has recognized that a
needed item is unavailable in the local libraryiarthe Internet and has considered
the various ways and costs of obtaining it (suctraageling to another library or ILL).

Theories on decision-making applicable to the ficbcess can be divided
into: (a) non-rational and (b) rational theoriebeTirst non-rational theory is Zi#’
Principle of Least Effor{1949) that holds that a person will minimize dverall
effort invested to obtain information even if theatity or quantity of the information
is compromised. This theory was modified by Simb®b66; 1956) by hiSatisficing
theory that holds that a person will suffice wittisfactory, but not necessarily
optimal, decision-making. In a library setting, A@tional decision-making occurs
when a person chooses to download a second-ratie aidwnloaded from the
Internet instead of requesting a first-rate onelhda This phenomenon has been

referred to as th€onvenience Catastroplyy Roy Tennant (2001) due to the
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growing tendency of studentsdatisficewith the convenient Internet instead of using
inconvenient library resources to seek informatibime second non-rational theory is
Simon’s (1955; 1956Bounded Rationalitthat holds that a person will make a
reasoned decision within the constraints of time their cognitive ability. This type

of decision-making occurs when a person will makieasion about potentially-
relevant publications based on cognitive and tiorestraints and not based on the
amount of effort required. As non-rational typesletision-making, botBatisficing
andBounded Rationalitgre associated with a more superficial style fafrimation-
seeking that for most library users will not inatullLL requesting.

The main rational decision-making theory applieatol ILL requesting is
Cost-Benefit Decision-Makin@upuit, 1952; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Marshall,
1890) that holds that a person will only performiats from which he/she will derive
material benefit. As ILL requesting involves bothst; in the form of time, effort and
money, and a material benefit, in the form of aljgalion that contributes, in the
short or long-term, to a research project, it isttaassume that it consists primarily

of rational decision-making.

2.2.2 Models of Information Evaluation

Information evaluation is inextricably entwined widecision-making in that it
is impossible to make decisions about potential iedjuests without previously
evaluating the bibliographic information availabszaluation occurs at the following
two junctures in the information search procesgm@en a source has been located in
a database or on the Internet and the user muistediéd is relevant, and (b) when an
item has been read and the user has to decide evhietbite it. The process that leads
to ILL requesting requires users to makes an amditidecision, thereby increasing

the rationality of the decision-making process. biolty must they decide which items
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appear to be relevant and useful, they must alsiaelevhether to request via ILL
those potentially relevant items if they are unkalde locally.

Research on how people evaluate print and electiofarmation suggests
that they initiallysatisfice i.e., make satisfactory but not necessarily ogtim
decisions (Agosto, 2002), but then they make modepth choices based primarily
on the relevance of the topic (Fitzgerald & Gallgw2001; Wang, 1994).

In hisDocument Selection Mod&\Vang (1994) used qualitative methods to
study the document selection choices of 25 agricailieconomists at a major
American university. His findings showed that t@ity was the most predominantly-
used criterion among 11 identified: (a) topicalitg,, the user’s perception of whether
or not the topic is relevant or related to hisfeject, the single most influential
factor on document selection; (b) orientation/level, the intellectual level of the
document and for which audience it is intendedgfgected quality, i.e., the
estimation of the worth of a document; (d) novelty,, whether or not the user has
seen the document before or whether its contargwsto the user; (e) discipline, i.e.,
the broader subject area or branch of knowledgentoh the document belongs (f)
recency, i.e., the comparative newness of a docyr(@rrelation/origin, i.e., any pre-
existing relationship between the document writet the reader such as reader’s
thesis advisor; (h) special requisite, i.e., docotweas written in a language unknown
to reader; (i) reading time, i.e., whether the Unsex time to read the document; (j)
authority, i.e., the credentials of the authorh@r journal; and (k) availability, i.e., the
easiness of obtaining a document. Although Wartgdyssheds light on the criteria
people use to evaluate items in ILL and non-ILuaiions, it does not address the

issue of satisfaction with ILL outcomes.
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In order to rectify this deficiency, Wang & Whi{g995) carried out a follow-
up study a year later emphasizing document usedasuring whether the selected
items were actually read or cited. They found thatfollowing additional selection
criteria were employed before actually readingibng an item,: (a) whether the item
was a classic, i.e., the first substantial worladopic or methodology; (b) reputation,
i.e., whether or not the document is written bgputable author or organization or
published in a reputable journal; and (c) jourmedcrum, i.e., the centrality of the
journal to the field; (d) publicity, i.e., the daoent received extraordinary
recognition in the field; (e) standard reference, idocument contains the best
accepted treatment of a particular topic; anddfyal quality, i.e., evaluation of a
document’s quality after reading the content.

Fitzgerald & Galloway (2001) further developed tb&ue by distinguishing
between the judgment of relevance and the evaluafithe expected quality of a
document. Their interpretive study on ten undergasek at a large university in
Georgia found that users made decisions about whadlactually use a document
based on two main factors: (a) relevance, i.e.ckbgeness of a resource’s topicality
to their information problem; and (b) evaluationgofality, i.e., how good the
information is for their purposes. Like Wang et Bitzgerald & Galloway found that
the most important and frequently-employed decisiiterion at all stages in the
decision-making process was whether the documesibw&opic

All three of the above studies suggest that useilee a series of decisions
regarding the documents that appear to be usefudammdditional set of decisions
about whether to actually use, i.e. read and citecament. These evaluations and
decisions are considerably weightier when requegstih due to the inherent delay

and cost which do not exist when obtaining itemether means.
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2.2.3 Models of Information-Seeking Styles

Information-seeking behavior is well-documentedhia library and
information science literature (Belkin, 1980; Derg& Nilan, 1986; Kuhlthau, 1988;
T. D. Wilson, 1981; T. D. Wilson et al., 1999), yetly a handful of studies has
focused on individual styles of information-seekiAgcording to the Merriam-
Webster dictionary (20053tyleis a particular manner or technique by which
something is done, created or performed. Informasieeking style therefore, refers
to the different ways people seek information aattheir underlying needs (T. D.
Wilson, 1981) or the stages they undergo in thgénapts to locate information (Ellis,
1989).

Two studies addressed the issue of informationisgeds a constantly-
evolving process, irrespective of differences idividual styles. Bates’s (1989)
Berry-Picking Modebf information-seeking revealed that users makerges of
selections during the search process which argaathsevolving and are being
modified until a choice is made about the bestlteBates claims that h&erry-
Picking Modelapplies to all of the following search strategi@g:footnote chasing,
i.e., following up footnotes found in books anddess; (b) citation searching, i.e.,
finding out who cited a particular item; (c) joutman, i.e., searching all volumes of a
core journal in a relevant field; (d) area scannireg, browsing materials that are
physically located with previously located relevardterials; (e) subject searchers in
bibliographies and abstracting and indexing datedyeend (f) author searching, i.e.,
searching for all works by a particular author apacific topic. Bates’ model is
important in that it acknowledges that users sehycimaking a series of constantly-

modified selections and not by employing a singlarsh strategy.
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The second study to draw attention to the evervevginature of the search
process is Pirolli & Card’s (199 formation Foraging Theoryhich showed that
users' information searching patterns in an elaatrenvironment are similar to
animals’ food foraging strategies. They coinedwloed Informavoreso describe the
decisions people continually make about the kinohfmirmation to look for, whether
to stay at the current site and try to find adad@lbinformation or to move to another
site, which links to follow, and when to finallyogt the search. Because people are
basically lazy, and as laziness like food-hunteg survival-related trait, they must
optimize their searching behaviour by minimizing tmount of thinking required.
One of the most important concepts in ti@rmation Foraging Theoris
Information ScentJust as animals rely on scents to indicate paléobd sources,
humans rely on various cues in the information mment to indicate their chances
of success. Human users estimate how much uséfuimation are they likely to
obtain using a certain strategy and then compareftfiorts with the expected
outcome. When the information scent stops gettiranpger, i.e., when users stop
finding useful additional information and do nopext to find it soon, they move to a
different information source. While Bates’ and Rir& Card’s studies contribute to
our understanding of the constantly-evolving preagsnformation-seeking which is
modified according to the amount of reinforcemeteived, they do not deal with
individual differences in styles of information-&e®y.

The issue of individual differences in styles dbmmnation-seeking has been
addressed in two studies. Heinstrom’s (2002) datttissertation on the effects of
personality and learning styles on information-seglat a Finnish university and
Steinerova & Susol’s (2005) study on the behavid@lovakian library users. Using

personality and learning theories to test the metion-seeking behavior of 305
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masters’ students, Heinstrom identified three ns@ytes of information-seeking: (a)
Fast Surfingwhich is characterized by selecting informatiosdzhon easy access and
minimal effort and is often associated with probsemrelevance judgment and
critical evaluation of information, (lBroad Scanningvhich is characterized by
seeking information actively and spontaneously feomide range of sources, and (c)
Deep Divingwhich is characterized by intrinsic motivatione tthesire for high

quality, and the willingness to work hard in oréiziobtain reliable, scientific
information.

Steinerova & Susol’s (2005) study of the informatgeeking styles of 793
Slovakian university students and faculty yieldedilar results to Heinstrom’s. They
identified the following two styles of informatiaseeking: (a)lype Swhich is
characterized by pragmatic ways of information seglvhereby the searcher relies
on low cost and speedily-available electronic iteamsl (b)Type Awhich is
characterized by analytic, in-depth informationqassing whereby the searcher seeks
mainly prestigious and peer-reviewed print journdlse superficial information-
seeking identified abové-&st SurfingandType $is reminiscent of two theories that
recognized superficiality as a time and effort-sguiiniversal human trait: (a) Zipf's
Principle of Least Effor{Zipf, 1949) which holds that people minimize theerall
effort invested to obtain information even if theadjty or quantity is compromised,
and (b) Simon’s (1955 atisficingtheory that holds that people make satisfactoty bu
not necessarily optimal decisions.

Based on Jacobs & Morris’ (1999) assertion thatik.a more thorough type
of information-seeking than other information-segkendeavors, it would appear that
both Heinstrom’s and Steinerova & Susol’s studiggpsrt the current study’s

assumption that graduate students and facultyavittorough information-seeking
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style Deep Diversor Type A)will more likely to use ILL than those with a supeial

information-seeking styld=ast Surfersor Type S)

2.3 Satisfaction Theories

Satisfaction, or the fulfillment or gratificatiorf a need (Merriam-Webster
Incorporated, 2005), is ultimately the most impottaspect of the ILL process. Two
theories of satisfaction formed the basis for theweation of satisfaction with the

outcome of ILL requests.

2.3.1 Expectation Disconfirmation Theory

Expectation Disconfirmation Theo(f£DT) was first reported by Oliver
(2980) in his field study on satisfaction with thuenza vaccine among 3,000
residents and students of a southern-central Asrety which showed that
satisfaction was a function of expectation in kb satisfied and dissatisfied groups.
The basic premise of EDT is that satisfaction qreetancy disconfirmation, occurs
when performance, or outcome, exceeds expectattnss, expectations are formed
and then they are disconfirmed through performaooeparisons. In their
longitudinal study on satisfaction with Internetsbd services among e-business
community members, Khalifa & Liu (2001) summed UpTE

...satisfaction is determined by the intensity and

direction of the gap between expectation and

perceived performance [or outcome]. An individual

is more likely to be satisfied if the performande o

service [outcome] meets (confirmation) or exceeds

(positive disconfirmation) his/her expectations. On

the other hand, he/she is more likely to be disBad
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if the service performance [outcome] falls below/her

expectations (negative disconfirmation). (p. 602)

By employing EDT, the current study examined pat@erceptions of the factors
which contribute to satisfactory ILL outcomes. Adies such as reading an abstract,
choosing an item with an informative title and igo® reference librarian assistance
prior to requesting ILL were expected to providedidonal information about a
document thereby reducing the gap between expeasadind performance and
causing positive disconfirmation. Likewise, recatyian item received within a user’s
window of usefulness was expected to cause strosgiye disconfirmation, whereas
negative disconfirmation occurred when users dideceive an item within their
expected time-frame. The above theory was employéte current study by defining
the following two expectation criteria: (a) the exted value of an ILL request and,
(b) the expected relevance and usefulness of amdfuest. ILL users who judged
their most recent ILL requests as more valuableyamt and useful than they had
expected were deemed as experiencing positiverdisc@tion, whereas ILL users
who judged their recent ILL requests as less vadyablevant and useful than they

had expected were deemed as experiencing negaoa@nfirmation.

2.3.2 End-User Computing Satisfaction Theory

The second satisfaction theorygeed-User Computing Satisfaction (EUCS
which holds that by measuring user satisfactiomwiimputer systems it is possible
to predict future user behavior (Doll & Torkzad&B888; Etezadi-Amoli &
Farhoomand, 1991). Doll & Torkzadeh’s (1988) landtrstudy using qualitative and

guantitative methods on 618 users in 44 public@ndte firms in USA identified the
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following five factors for measuring end-user congusatisfaction: (a) content, (b)
accuracy, (c) format, (d) ease of use, and (e)lit@es. This theory is most pertinent
for measuring the satisfaction of users who intesately with a computer and not for
measuring user satisfaction with a product. AsEkpectation Disconfirmation
Theoryhas been shown to be a successful predictor isfazton with products and
services (Khalifa & Liu, 2001; Shi, Holahan, & Jatk2004), it was employed in the
current study to measure satisfaction with ILL ames, based on the assumption
that expectation of a certain outcomes is the rfzator determining satisfaction with

the actual outcome.

2.3.3 User Satisfaction with Libraries

Previous research on user satisfaction with libsarvices and resources has
consistently found that satisfaction is compriseth@ main components: (a)
satisfaction with the system and services, sucheadegree of user-friendliness and
speed of retrieval, and (b) satisfaction with tbatent and quality of information
obtained (Applegate, 1995; Murfin & Gugelchuk, 198%i et al., 2004). In a study of
105 faculty and administrators from eight accratlgeience and engineering colleges
and universities located in the north east UnitedeS, Shi et al. (2004) measured five
information product performance attributes derifredn theUser Information
SatisfactionUIS) survey developed by Ives (1983) and revisg®aroudi &
Orlikowski (1988): (a) accuracy - the extent toieththe information is correct and
true, (b) precision - the degree of exactnessannformation, (c) relevance - the
degree of pertinence or congruence of the informnatelative to the interests of the
user, (d) details - the amount and depth of thevkedge that is delivered to the user
by the information, and (e) appropriateness - ttierd to which the format, language,

and comprehension levels of the information artabie for the user. Their main
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finding was that “satisfaction with the informatiproduct may be more important for
overall satisfaction when compared to satisfactuith the information
system/service” (Shi et al., 2004, p. 127). Thepdbund that the degree of
disconfirmation between the expectation of seraicé the actual service received
determined user satisfaction with libraries, isatjsfaction or dissatisfaction occurs
when users compare the performance of what theyuwedt against some
“prepurchase or disconfirmation standard” (p. 133)i. et al.’s findings, together with
Khalifa & Liu’s (2001), provided the theoreticaldain the current study for using

EDT to measure satisfaction with ILL.

2.3.3.1 User-Satisfaction with ILL

The overall aim of ILL is to achieve satisfactomt@omes which are both
relevant and useful to users. Although relevancelen researched extensively in
the context of information retrieval and the cigansers employ to make decisions
about items retrieved (Greisdorf, 2003; Mizzard2;9Tombros & Crestani, 2000),
little research seems to have been conducted arlneance of ILL outcomes and
the extent to which ILL outcomes may exceed expiects.

In his report on the performance of document suppstems, Line (1987)
differentiated between satisfaction with the ILIn8See and satisfaction with the
outcome of an ILL request by suggesting that oVesdisfaction with ILL depends
primarily on the extent to which an ILL request nse person’s information needs
and not the extent to which the ILL service is fakeap or convenient.

Nisonger (2001) concluded in his review of theréiteare on assessment and
evaluation of information that:

Most studies [on ILL] have tended to focus on ligra

performance rather than the value of the infornmatio
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obtained or the benefit derived by the end user ...

[and] do not address questions such as did the

document’s content conform to the user’'s expeatatio

based on the citation that generated the request or

how useful was the document to the patron? (p. 16)

Both Line and Nisonger suggest that satisfactiah amn ILL request is ultimately the
most important aspect of the information-seekingcpss and that ILL departments
should aim to meet users’ information needs by iging relevant and useful ILL
requests, and at the same time to continue to gedvigh levels of service.

The findings of three early studies on satisfactiaih the outcomes of ILL
requests showed that most users considered the remaived via ILL to be relevant
and useful. In Barr & Farmer’s (1977) study on ltdquesting in a medical school
library in the UK, 77% of respondents deemed thdirrequests to be of
considerable or moderate value, while in Taylot'879) study on satisfaction with
ILL requests in public libraries in lllinois 89% oéspondents claimed that the items
they received answered their questions satisfagtori

Stone’s (1983) study of 834 ILL requests suppl@thtulty and post-graduate
students from all disciplines at the UniversitySifeffield revealed a much lower
satisfaction rate. Only 74% of respondents claithedlthe material they received via
ILL was as useful as expecteat,more useful than expectethused, according to
Stone, by the widespread non-use of abstracts fori@questing ILL.

The importance of consulting abstracts on ILL oates was also uncovered
in Ford’s (1980) study on UK medical school andgitad libraries. His study of the
pre-ILL information-seeking behavior of users whdse requests were relevant and

those whose requests were non-relevant showedfthiad 11.5% of users who
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received irrelevant information, none had examialestracts and indexes prior to
requesting ILL.

The findings of the above studies suggest thabafjh most users of ILL
considered the outcomes of their ILL requests tediisfactory, their satisfaction

levels could have been raised if they had consualbstiracts prior to requesting ILL.

2.4 Resear ch on Secondary Information Sourcesand ILL

Secondary information sources, such as absttatigs of contents and
citation indexes, have been shown to greatly apaisons in deciding whether an
item is likely to be relevant and useful (Montesl&diciain, 2005) and even in
today’s electronic environment when full-texts &isguently available, abstracts still
play a vital role in the information-seeking proeé€Binto & Lancaster, 1999).

An abstract, i.e., “a brief, comprehensive sumnudyre contents [of a
document ...that is] accurate, succinct, quickly poghensible, and informative”
(APA, 2001, p. 12) is one of the best ways for er ig assess the content of a
document and its potential relevance. In their beekerence and Information
ServicesBopp & Smith (2001) called an abstract “a valudettiservice [in that it
acts as] a document surrogate” (p. 509). A citaitnalex is a helpful tool “to
determine the frequency with which a specific wigrkited by others, an indication
of its significance in the literature of the fiel(Reitz, 2004). According to tH&cience
Citation Index(2006) web site, it “provides access to current r@tibspective
bibliographic information, author abstracts, artédireferences [from approximately
8,700] of the world's leading scholarly journals”.

However, little research exists on whether patfmrseive abstracts and
citation indexes to contribute to satisfactory lhlitcomes. Two noteworthy

exceptions are Stone’s (1983) study of ILL userShaffield University and Exon’s
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(1993) doctoral dissertation which replicated Steséudy. Stone (1983) investigated
the antecedents and outcomes to ILL, i.e., thamm&bion sources that patrons
examined before requesting ILL and the factors ithfaitenced satisfaction with the
items they received. As the sole source of locadingiracts at the time of the study
was by browsing printed versions of abstracts addxes, only 18% of researchers
had read an abstract prior to requesting ILL wthike majority (39%) requested items
that had been cited in other reputable works. H@nesf the 18% who had read an
abstract, 80% considered the ILL outcoaseuseful a®r more useful thaexpected,
whereas only 73% considered the docunasniiseful as or more useful thaxpected
when an abstract had not been consulted. Stondéuckeakcthat reading an abstract
was the most reliable means of assessing the retevand usefulness of a document
prior to requesting ILL and that the reason martygoes did not consult secondary
information sources was probably due to the peeckimconvenience of doing so.

In his study orinterlibrary Borrowing and the Information-SeekiRgocess
Exon (1993) replicated Stone’s study first at avarsity in Denver, Colorado, USA
in 1984 and again at a university in Perth ,Wes#arstralian in 1991. His findings
showed that even fewer Australian users, 9.4%, eoetpto Stone’s 18%, had
consulted abstracts prior to requesting ILL and/dnl% of Denver respondents had
consulted abstracts. As both Stone’s and Exon&sarel were carried out prior to the
widespread use of online abstracting and indexatglthses, their findings may be
less valid in today’s digital environment. Theisearch does, however, provide
enough evidence to hypothesize that satisfactiom lvL. outcomes may be partially
dependent on the consultation of secondary infaonatources, such as abstracts and

citation indexes, prior to requesting ILL
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2.5 Resear ch on Indicative/l nformative Titles

Article titles have long been recognized as aafalleitool for assessing the
potential relevance of a document because “thegtitate the most concise statement
of the content of a document” (Diener, 1984, p.)2B®cuments whose titles closely
represent their contents afford their readers tebehance of receiving relevant and
useful information than documents whose titlesvary different from their content.
Titles that are non-explicit, metaphoric or catohgke it hard for readers to estimate
the content of the document and increase the cbafaeceiving irrelevant
outcomes. Downloading a not-on-topic article frdma tnternet may be slightly
inconvenient, but receiving it via ILL, which neséates payment and delay, is both
frustrating and time-wasting.

There are two main types of titles that can asseders in their evaluation of
a document: (a) indicative titles, which indicate purpose of a paper, and (b)
informative titles, which provide the main concluss. According to Brikic et al
(2003), indicative titles reveal the main areansfeistigation, whereas informative
titles convey messages about all the relevant el the paper. Both types of title
aim to attract the reader’s attention without caorsileg the whole paper into the title,
rendering reading of the paper redundant.

Research on the informational value of titles $iaggested that titles are
becoming longer (Diener, 1984, p. 222), and theesfoore indicative and
informative and as a result some scientific jostave begun giving explicit
instructions to authors about title requirements. &xample, thdournal of Clinical
Epidemiologyrecently introduced a policy of obligating authtoause titles that are

“simple declarative statements summarizing the agessf the article as succinctly as
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possible [in order to enable its readers to] betssess the content of the information
in the article” (McGowan & Tugwell, 2005, p. 83).

However, not all informative titles are helpfuljudging relevance. In a
survey on the validity and prevalence of 12 acuggbs such as prevents, abolishes,
eliminates, prolongs, reduces, improves, prediessens, weakens, increases,
decreases and causes, in the titles of clinicalreports, Goodman (2000) found that
based on searchesMedlineover a twenty-year period that informative titkesre
becoming more common, but not necessarily reliabid,that by the year 2010, 4.5%
of all titles in clinical reports would contain arle addition, he found that many
informative titles were overly-optimistic, claimirig improve, lessen and prevent
certain scientific phenomena.

However, despite the problem of reliability ofed, it seems likely that if ILL
users choose items with indicative or informatited they will more likely be

satisfied with their ILL outcomes.

2.6 Research on Reference Librarian Assistance

The reference interview, i.e., “the process inchiha reference specialist
communicates with the patron in a manner desigoethtify the patron’s initial
guestion and to identify the patron’s exact infotiommaneed” (Long, 1989, p. 41), was
first recognized as a crucial aspect of informaseeking almost 50 years ago when
Taylor (1968) coined the phrageiestion Negotiatioto show the importance of the
communication process between a librarian andr@patoday, the process is more
complicated than in the past due to the multitudef@rence interactions such as
face-to-face, telephone, chat and e-mail that fecuproviding accurate answers with

none, or minimal, question-negotiation (White, A& Kaske, 2003).
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Many faculty and students who are eligible foerehce assistance do not
actually request it. In a study on reference qaastreceived during two one-month
periods in 2003 and 2004 at the University of disat Chicago health sciences
library, de Groote, Hitchcock & McGowan (2007) slemlithat only 22% of faculty
and 28% of graduate students requested referesistaaxe. In addition, George et
al.’s (2006) study of 100 masters’ and doctoratistis at Carnegie Mellon
University showed that only 40% of doctoral studgendm all disciplines requested
reference assistance, whereas from the humanilésréquested help and from the
arts 44% did so.

For several years, the focus of reference resdwslibeen on accuracy rates
and the quality of the interaction between libnargad patron. Hernon & McClure’s
(1986) landmark study on success rates of refeneters/iews employed unobtrusive
methods to study the accuracy of responses of &eaaic and public librarians from
the West, South and Midwest of America, and fourad bnly 55% or responses were
accurate, hence “the 55% rule”. However, a latedysby Durrance (1989) measured
the success of 266 reference transactions in pdademic and special libraries in
Michigan based on the useW¢illingness to Returand found that reference
transactions had a 63% success rate.

A more recent study on satisfaction with refeeeservice using the
Wisconsin-Ohio Reference Evaluation Program su(fPagter, Fescemyer, Henry,
Hughes, & Smith, 2006) was conducted at the Penasid State University Life
Sciences Library. Their findings showed that 96%tafients and faculty considered
the outcomes of their reference transactions t@leeant to their research. A similar
study conducted at Kent State University in 199@sd that 78% of students and

faculty received “exactly or approximately what weanted and were satisfied”
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(Radcliff & Schloman, 2001, P. 95). The Kent Ststiedy also showed that the 25%
of reference users were from the humanities ang bt were from the social
sciences and medicine. (p. 94).

In addition, George et al.’s (2006) study showet satisfaction among
doctoral students was high and reference assisteaseonsidered to be helpful to
their research:

...university library staff point to relevant resoes,

respond to questions, announce new resource®ackl t

graduate students how to find resources, useltray,

navigate the library Website, create a more foduse

keyword search, or plan and conceptualize a neyeqt:

Graduate students seek help in one-to-one sessanail,

orientation session, research seminars, on siteatference

desk, live chat sessions and in class sessions0)p

Although the above studies focused on satisfaatitim reference assistance,
none seems to have focused on whether the patrembla to make satisfactory use
of the material to which he/she was referred aedetttent to which the reference
interview contributed to satisfaction with ILL ootmes. Even Bopp & Smith’s (2001)
Reference and Information Services: An Introdugtwamch devoted an entire chapter
to ILL, did not mention the impact of referenceistssice on the outcomes of ILL
requests.

Hawley’s (1987) study of the referral processublc and academic libraries
is a noteworthy exception. His findings showed tie&trence librarians were aware

of their potential to influence user satisfactian bnly referred to ILL when they
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believed the benefits to outweigh the costs. Hawlégdings are important in that
they highlight the role of reference librarianghe ILL process and their potential to
impact the outcome of ILL requests.

As satisfaction rates with reference assistaneganerally high, it seems
likely that if the ILL option is pursued the outcerwill more likely be satisfactory if

it was preceded by a reference encounter thamist not.

2.7 Research on Timely and Speedy Delivery

Timely delivery i.e., the arrival of information “in time to beefsl” (Stein,
1999, p. 76) for the individual researcher, haslibe subject of a substantial
amount of research on satisfaction with ILL outcemntearly research by Barr &
Farmer (1977) and Stuart (1977) on ILL deliveryasrassumed that speedy arrival
was the most important aspect of satisfaction With However, more recent
research has suggested that timely delivery maydre influential on satisfaction
with ILL outcomes than speedy delivery.

Two studies focused on the problem of receiving ilelms at the wrong time.
A study by Wilson & Eustis (1981) on 99 faculty meens at Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University on the impact ofrdsgstration on humanities research
showed that when ILL items arrived too early or kate the research process was
hampered because the researcher was already idweltreanother aspect of his/her
research.

In their study on ILL users’ willingness to pay fil on 648 faculty and
students at the University of Oklahoma, Murphy & 1996) found that delays in
receiving items caused by deliberation about wheihetem would justify the cost
also hindered the research process. Items recafteda researcher had finished

examining a subject were sometimes temporarilyadded even though they might
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have been useful had they arrived earlier or |&dditionally, Murphy & Lin
suggested that timely delivery had different megsifor different users; for some
users of ILL, timely delivery involved receiving &gems on a particular subject at the
same time so that an entire subject could be eteli@mprehensively, while for
others it involved receiving an item at any stagée research process as long as it
triggered new thought processes.

Weaver-Meyers & Stolt’'s (1996) study on delivergsg, timeliness and
satisfaction with ILL at the Greater Midwest Res#alibraries Consortium revealed
that one of the most significant factors in thestattion process was a user’'s
perception of delivery as timely, i.e., the recepan item at an appropriate time to
be incorporated into a research project. And thgether with cost and convenience
of requesting, timely delivery was more importdrart speedy delivery on overall
satisfaction with ILL. They observed that itemseai@ed during a personigsindow of
usefulness,e., the time period within which items couldibgegrated into a research
project, were considered more relevant than itexosived outside thewindow of
usefulnesswhen it was too early or too late to use theraatively. Therefore, a
researcher is more likely to be satisfied withalécome of an ILL request if he/she
requests and received an item within hisfhgrdow of usefulness

In Jacobs & Morris’ (1999) report on document defivin the UK, they
referred to the effects of stage in the researobgss on the amount and type of
information users require and on timing of deliveFjiey described two distinct
information-seeking stages in the research cyalethe speculative and iterative
stage which is characterized by searching quiaklyain an up-to-date overview of
research areas; and (b) the ongoing and thoroagle sthich is characterized by

comprehensive information-seeking and is “tradaibnsupported by academic
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libraries and their ILL departments” (p. 71). Thdgimed that users considered
publications timely according to the stages theyeva in the research cycle. For
example, a review article would be considered tynifat arrived during the literature
evaluation or discussion stages, but irrelevamtafrived during the methodology
stage, whereas a description of an experiment woellcbnsidered timely if it arrived
during the methodology stage but untimely if it\aed at the idea-formulation or data
analysis stages.

The above studies provide sufficient evidence footlyesize that satisfaction
with ILL outcomes is somewhat dependent on timeljwery. However, the
achievement of timely delivery is dependent firgttythe user who must place an ILL
request as soon as the need arises, and seconidllg parformance of the ILL service

providers.

2.8 Summary

Although recent research on ILL has focused oemde issues such as access
versus ownership, satisfaction with ILL servicé® effects of e-journals and
technological developments on ILL requesting andises, it seems that no research
has studied the differences between ILL users andusers according to frequency
of library use, style of information-seeking, demeagghics, and academic profile.
Moreover, only a handful of research has emphagtrethfluence of factors such as
consulting secondary information sources, choosidgative/informative titles,
receiving reference assistance and achieving aytidetivery on satisfaction with
ILL outcomes which are relevant and useful to gguester.

There is ample evidence in the literature to sagtiat there may be
differences between users and non-users of ILheir frequency of library use, style

of information-seeking, demographics, and acadgmatle. There is also evidence
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to suggest that satisfactory ILL outcomes are nikedy achieved if patrons perceive
consulting secondary information sources, choosidigative/informative titles,
receiving reference assistance and achieving dytidedivery as beneficial.

Since no other studies have explored the diffexehetween users and non-
users of ILL or whether the factors perceived aseheial by users of ILL are related
to satisfaction with ILL outcomes, the current stadtempted to shed some light on
these issues in order to ensure that researchéosation needs are met, their time

is employed productively and they are fruitful ineir research.

2.9 Purpose of the Study

In view of the centrality of ILL requesting in thesearch process, the purpose
of the current study was to investigate whetherethneere differences between users
and non-users of ILL according to their frequentiibivary use, style of information-
seeking, demographics and academic profile. Inteafgliit aimed to find out whether
there is a relationship between the perceived ltsradfconsulting secondary
information sources, choosing indicative/informattitles, receiving reference
assistance and achieving a timely delivery on feati®n with ILL outcomes which
prevent the receipt of unwanted or low quality matend time-wasting to the

researcher and to his/her institution.

2.10 Significance of the Study

The study was significant because it highlightesirttie of ILL in the
information-seeking process and in the researcle@sa whole. By comparing users
and non-users of ILL, it shed some light on théetldnces among them according to
frequency of library use, style of information-segk demographics and academic

profiles. Additionally, by revealing the extentwdich the perceived benefits of
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consulting secondary information sources, choosidigative/informative titles,
receiving reference assistance and achieving dytidedivery were related to
satisfaction with ILL outcomes, the study wisheatdighten librarians and patrons
about how to achieve patron satisfaction and caresgty, facilitate the timely
completion of research projects. Moreover, by hgitiing these aspects of ILL, it
wished to assist librarians in accommodating tffiferdint styles of information-

seeking and providing services and resources toatqte effective use of ILL.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

3.1 Resear ch Questions

The following two research questions were examindte study:
1. What are the differences between users and nos-oférL according to:
o frequency of library use
o style of information-seeking
o demographics - age, gender, and mother-tongue
o academic profile - seniority, tenure/promotion saproductivity
level, and academic discipline
2. To what extent are the perceived benefits of thleviang factors related to
satisfaction with ILL outcomes?
0 consultation of secondary information sources
o choosing indicative/informative titles
0 receiving reference assistance

o0 achieving a timely delivery

3.2 Design of the Study

The study employed quantitative research methodstermine the
differences between users and non-users of ILLtaadsess the extent to which the
perceived benefits of consulting secondary inforomesources, choosing
indicative/informative titles, receiving referenassistance, and achieving timely
delivery were related to satisfaction with ILL oatges. More specifically, it
employed survey research in the form of a spec@iypiled web questionnaire
which was distributed to faculty and doctoral stutdeat two Israeli research

institutions by e-mail.
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The following variables were examined in the study:

Independent variables

o Frequency of library use

o Style of information-
seeking

o Demographics

0 Academic profile

Dependent variables

Use and non-use of ILL

0 Secondary information
sources

o Informative/Indicative titles

o0 Reference assistance

o Timely delivery

—)
—)

Satisfaction with ILL
outcomes

Use of ILL: requesting an item via ILL at least once durimg preceding

year.

Non-use of ILL: not requesting any items via ILL during the paing year.

Frequency of library use:

o the number of times information was sought fromdrlg databases

within the library or from a person’s home/office

the number of publications that were downloadeatiptopied or

borrowed from the library.

Style of information-seekinthe manner of searching for informatibased

on critical information judgment, relevance judgrsgmocument selection,

investment of effort, thoroughness, search strage@nd preferred sources of

information, the following three styles of infornat-seeking were employed.

o Fast Surfing:seeking information in a superficial, surface manne

0 Broad Scanningseeking information in a comprehensive manner.
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o Deep Diving:seeking information in a deep, exhaustive manner.
e Demographics:
0 Age:calculated by subtracting the respondent’s yeairtti from the
current year.
0 Gender:male/female
o Mother-tonguethe language a person felt most comfortable
speaking/reading/writing. For example, some Russemigrants
considered Hebrew to be their mother-tongue becheseused it
more frequently than Russian, even though theyéshRussian first.
e Academic profile:
0 Seniority:the number of years since the first academic appeint -
calculated by subtracting this number from the entriyear.
o Tenure statusthe holding of a tenured or non-tenured positibthe
current institution of employment.
o Promotion statusthe aspiration to be promoted to a higher rartkeat
current institution of employment or the absenceuwh an aspiration
o Productivity levelthe number of books/articles published, conference
presentations given and articles that were peeewad in the
preceding year.
o0 Main academic disciplinghe discipline a researcher considers as
his/her main field of research.
e Secondary Information Sourcesources of information which aid in the
evaluation of a potentially-relevant publicatiorckas:
0 Abstract:a brief summary outlining the main content of a joalr

article or other document.
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o Table of contentsa listing of the main topics covered in a book,
arranged by chapter or section.
o Journal ranking indexa publication containing the scores allocated to
journals based on the number of times they weeel cit
0 Review:an essay or article that gives a critical evatuatr appraisal
of a book or article
o Citation index:a bibliographic index containing a list of
articles/authors that have cited other articles/aist
o Institutional ranking indexa publication containing the scores
allocated to institutions based on their scienpficductivity. The
affiliation of an author with a highly-ranked irtstiion is generally a
sign of prestige.
Indicative Title:a concise statement of the main topic of reseatcbh
includes the intentions or purpose of the study.
Informative Title:a concise statement of the main topic of reseatahhw
includes the design and/or results of a study.
Reference Assistanca:personal or remote interaction with a reference
librarian initiated by a patron in order to receaaiditional information about a
potentially relevant publication.
Timely Deliverythe receipt of an ILL item:
o atthe same time as all other publications requmed research project
or at any time in the research process.
Satisfaction with ILL outcome:

0 A user’sview that an ILL request was more valudbbn expected.
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0 A user’s view that an ILL request was more rele\ard useful than
expected.

0 A user’s intention to cite an ILL request in hig/legvn publication/s.

o0 A user’s view, following close inspection, that l&h request
contributed to the quality of his/her own reseaxithout which it

would suffer.

3.2.2 Population

The population of the study was drawn from twohaf seven institutions of
higher learning in Israel, a large urban univeraitg an institute for research in
science and technology. The University of Haifacsgdezes in the social sciences,
humanities and welfare studies whereas the TecHsrarl Institute of Technology
specializes in science, technology, engineeringraedicine. Together they cover a
broad spectrum of research disciplines. The Unityeo$ Haifa has six faculties and
five schools with 83 departments, of which 26 hdwetoral programs. In 2007 there
were 17,200 registered students of which 902 weotodal students and 1,300
faculty members. The Technion has 18 faculties $&tdoctoral programs. In 2006,
there were 12,500 registered students of whichv@®@ pursuing doctoral degrees
and 1010 faculty members. The population of theeturstudy was drawn from
faculty members and doctoral students from thevalg six faculties (in order of
size) at the University of Haifa: social sciendasmanities, social welfare and health
studies, education, law, and sciences and scieghamaton, and the graduate school
of business and from the 18 faculties at the Texhtsrael Institute of Technology:
Aerospace Engineering, Architecture and Town PlagyBiology Biomedical
Engineering, Biotechnology and Food Engineeringgi@ical Engineering,

Chemistry, Civil and Environmental Engineering, Guter Science, Education in
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Technology and Science, Electrical Engineering, Huoitres and Arts, Industrial
Engineering and Management, Materials EngineeMahematics, Mechanical,

Engineering, Medicine, and Physics.

3.2.3 Sampling

In order to ensure that all faculties were represgbin the study, cluster
random sampling was used to achieve a representmple of 20% of the
population. A list of all faculty and doctoral serds with e-mails was obtained from
the University of Haifa library’s readers’ file. &alty members and doctoral students
were then divided into clusters based on their dental affiliation and each fifth
person was chosen for the sample. In departmetitsfevver than five doctoral
students, the first one was chosen. In total, 38&tonnaires were distributed at the
university to 210 faculty members and 120 doctetadlents. The sample consisted of
49% of males and 51% of females.

The sample of faculty and doctoral students froenTtechnion was created in
a different manner from the sample at the Universis the Technion was not willing
to provide a list of faculty and doctoral studentsrder to conduct cluster sampling.
As a result, the sample of faculty was built byesmsing the 18 departmental web sites
and sending the questionnaire by e-mail to thi fatulty member on each site. In
total, 190 questionnaires were sent to faculty mesby e-mail. As most
departmental web sites did not contain lists oftol@t students and as the researcher
was unable to obtain a list of the names and esnodidll the registered doctoral
students in order to create a sample, the quesiinwas sent by e-mail to all 900
doctoral students by the Graduate School. In ta@90 questionnaires were
distributed at the Technion to 190 faculty memizard 900 doctoral students.

Because the questionnaire was distributed to th@enpopulation of doctoral
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students, and not to a sample - as intended, inwapossible to determine how many
males and females received the questionnaire dtdblenion. However, based on
data from the Technion, that there are more mak@tiamembers and doctoral
students than female, it can be assumed that malesrthan females responded to
the current questionnaire.

The total sample consisted of 1420 questionnaihl,23% from the
University of Haifa N=330) and 77% from the TechnioN<1090). The total
response rate consisted of 313 responses, withf@#fthe University and 18%

from the Technion.

3.2.4 Development of the Instrument

As no suitable research instrument existed, apse-web-based
guestionnaire was specially designed for the ctistrly: The first section on styles
of information-seeking was adapted from Heinstro@gstionnaire about
Information Behaviofsee Appendix B) and aimed to elicit one of the¢hstyles of
information-seeking. The other four sections cdesi®f questions on frequency of
library use, demographics, productivity, and readon non-use of ILL and were

compiled based on the pertinent issues that wesedan the literature.

3.2.4.1 Reasons for Choice of Instrument

The first reason for choosing a web-based questiom@as the research
instrument was an attempt to achieve a high regpis. As the sample consisted of
faculty and doctoral students who all have free ee/ access to institutional e-mail
accounts, it was hoped that they would be moreigweded to respond to a web-
based questionnaire than a print one. Moreovedjetion Internet surveying show

that web-surveys receive particularly high respaases when conducted on
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populations from the same institution (Schonlal@Z&ndhat response rates for
web-based questionnaires were similar to print ijpr@saires when both were
preceded by advanced notification and reminderpl@¢atz, Hadlock, & Levine,
2004). Another reason for choosing the web-basedtopnnaire was because it is a
cheap, fast and efficient way of distributing aganumber of questionnaires. The
final reason was that it allows easy recordingathdsuch as the number of responses
received per day and response time and, most iyt it allows the responses to
the questions to be automatically transferredatstical software packages such as
Excel, SA®r SPSSor data analysis, thereby reducing processing amd error

during data input.

3.2.4.2 Pilot Test

The pilot test served several purposes: (a) itreastnat faculty and doctoral
were willing and able to respond according to tistructions given, (b) it uncovered
a problem of lack of clarity on one or two questi@md it revealed that some people
found the demographic questions at the beginnirigefjuestionnaire to be off-
putting, and (c) it ensured that the link to thesfionnaire was accessible and that
hard copy alternatives were available when subguatsuntered technical problems
or found the electronic format daunting.

The pilot test was conducted on 10 faculty membadsfive doctoral students
at the University of Haifa. Thirteen of the respents were regular ILL users and two
were non-users. Nine people were from the humanitiee were from the social
sciences and one was from the sciences. Eightmwale and seven were female.
Twelve responses were received electronically,pmreon sent a completed
guestionnaire by internal mail, and one persomged a personal interview to

provide her comments about the questionnaire jtsatfnot to respond to it. One non-
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user did not respond. All thirteen respondents gentesearcher their comments on
the questionnaire by e-mail as requested on therdetter. Their comments were
transcribed and the Hebrew was translated intoig&imgrable 1 below show the most

helpful comments about the questionnaire.
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Table 1Participants’ Comments on the Format and ConterthefPilot Test

Quotation
Format Once you begin to scroll down you are ngéorable to see the headings
“agree”, “disagree”, etc. thus you have to eith@nmorize the criteria or

scroll up and down constantly. (2/6/07)

Content | think that the first part of your questiaire (about productivity/tenure)
is too competitive and personal in its approach, @grsonally, | found it
irrelevant, and not very inviting to cooperate 6(277)

Questions such as "l don't use interlibrary-loan4sges because | find it
too complicated etc." may give back dishonest ansvigan you think of
one academic who would be willing to admit he fiathy library service
too complicated for him to handle? (2/6/07)

| think the main factor influencing ILL use is @eanic discipline, as there
are huge differences between humanities and s@ehteny opinion, ILL
will be in continual demand in the humanities agylas there is no wide-
spread digitization, but less so in the sciencessaial sciences, where
electronic items are widely available. Also, in Hwences, there are often
many other suitable alternatives for obtaining di@alar item, which is
not necessarily the case in the humanities. Ircgftee need for ILL is a
function of the need for a specific item, whickaifunction of the
discipline to which it belongs. (5/06/07)

The questions about frequency of library use dtltyou anything - the
fact that someone comes to the library once a werleaningless. You
could ask “in the last year, how many books did otrow/articles did
you download/photocopy?” using a Lickert scaleO¢#07)

The questionl“frequently use the Internet in addition to elentc and print
library sources” is confusing becausach person interprets the word Internet
differently - you could say something likeffequently usdnternet search
engines such as Google”. (5/06/07)

Most faculty will not seek help from referenceréibans. (5/06/07)

The main change adopted as a result of these cotemes a refinement of
guestion-wording and the placement of the demoggcaplrestions at the end of the
guestionnaire. The question “l do not use ILL beeaitiis too complicated to order
via ILL” was removed on the assumption that feweseshers would be willing to
admit to finding any library service too complicdt@nd two questions “During the
past year, how many articles did you download at@topy?” and “During the past

year, how many books did you borrow?” were addaesofrequency of library use.
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In addition, the scale of responses “strongly dgt@éstrongly disagree” was added
at the end of the questionnaire to prevent unnacgssrolling up and down if

respondents forgot the order of the scale.

3.2.4.3 Reliability and Validity

Due to the small size of the pilot sample, staisdtiests were only performed
on the variabl&atisfaction with ILL Outcomeblowever, reliability was checked on
a number of variables using tAdpha Cronbachest of reliability. First the variables
SatisfactionSecondary Information Sourcasdindicative/Informative Titlesvere
checked and found to have high alpha levels. Nbgtreliability, or internal
consistency, of each of the three styles of infaiomaseeking was checked and found
to have sufficiently high Alpha scores without tieed to remove any questions. The
validity of the three styles of information-seekings already been corroborated
based on the factor analysis conducted by Heins{2@®2). In addition, the
responses to the pilot of the 12 experts confirthatlall 69 questions had content
validity. Construct validity was also corroborategtause the results indicated that
there were significant relationships between thregieed benefits of the factors

tested and satisfaction with ILL outcomes.

3.2.4.4 Description of the Questionnaire

As no similar studiebave been carried out on the differences betweers us
and non-users of ILL or on the perceived benefitseotain factors on satisfaction
with ILL outcomes, a questionnaire in Hebrew waspbed specially for the current
study. Although all Israeli faculty and doctoral@dents read and write English
fluently, the questionnaire was written in Hebrevman attempt to increase the

response rate and to appear more inviting.
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The questionnaire consisted of 69 questions anddwaded into five main
sections. The first part consisted of 46 five-padiitkert-style statements which were
ranked from 1-5 with 1 indicating “strong disagresti and 5 indicating “strong
agreement”. Thirty-one questions were designedi¢ia ene of three possible styles
of information-seeking based on a modified ver@ibheinstrom’sQuestionnaire
about Information Behaviarhich was translated from Swedish. Questions 32-46
attempted to elicit the perceived benefits of cttireyi secondary information,
sources, choosing indicative/informative titlexe®ing reference assistance and
achieving a timely delivery on satisfaction with_LIbutcomes.

The second part of the questionnaire consistedwfduestions on
productivity, such as the number of books and lagipublished, the number of
conference presentations given and the numbetiofegr peer-reviewed. The third
part consisted of three questions on the amoulittraiy and ILL use and the fourth
part consisted of nine Lickert style statementshenpossible reasons for non-use
with space for free-text comments. The final pathe questionnaire consisted of six
demographic questiona.copy of the English translation of the questiarmappears

in Appendix A.

3.3 Data Collection

The guestionnaire was sent as a link by e-maingulune 2007 to 210 faculty
members and 120 doctoral students at the Univeséitiaifa. A cover letter in
Hebrew was sent to participants which informed thleat the questionnaire was
designed to check their style of information-segland their ILL use, that the
research was being conducted as part of a dodizsdrtation, that they were among
a randomly-chosen sample from each departmenthatndhe questionnaire would

take about seven minutes to complete. Additiondtigy were told that all details
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they provided would be used for statistical anadysaly and would be kept
anonymous and confidential. They were also told ifithey were interested in
receiving a summary of the main findings of thedgtin the future, or if they wanted
a copy if the questionnaire in English, they shaddd a request by e-mail. The
researcher identified herself as a doctoral stuchelmformation Science at Bar-llan
University and Head of the Interlibrary Loan Depant at the University of Haifa,
so that her credentials were evident and so tleatatipients of the e-mail message
would not suspect that it was junk mail. The subljee of the e-mail was sent the
first time in Hebrew and subsequent times in Ehghter e-mail messages were
received by potential respondents stating thatrteesage was incomprehensible. In
addition, questionnaires were sent as Word attantsne English by e-mail to people
who requested it. Responses were also sent bylgenpgople who sent general
comments or good luck messages about the resernoctier to encourage them to
continue responding to future web questionnairasttiey might receive and to
personally acknowledge their contribution.

The instructions on the questionnaire itself aglesfhondents tohoose one
option for each statement which best reflected thiginion and to skip statements
that were irrelevant. After completing the questiaine an automatic thank-you
message appeared on the screen. Responses asi@edrymous messages directly
to the researcher’s e-mail account, with a baclagy deing saved automatically on
the library’s server.

The first reminder and thank-you letter to peoplevad already responded
were sent two days after the first e-mail with lihk to the questionnaire. The second

reminder and thank-you letter were sent eight diatgs to all members of the sample.
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Unfortunately, as the questionnaire was anonymobu&as not possible to isolate the
non-respondents, so both respondents and non-mspisireceived the reminders.
At the beginning of July 2007, the link to the dimsnaire was sent by e-mail
to the sample of 190 faculty members at the Techara to all 900 doctoral students.
The first reminder and thank-you letter to facultgs sent two days after the first e-
mail with the link to the questionnaire and theasetreminder and thank-you letter
were sent eight days later. Reminders were notteatuctoral students at the
Technion due to the Graduate School’s stipulatian they would send the
guestionnaire once only to all doctoral studenth@flechnion on the researcher’s
behalf, but would not send reminders. At both tostins, nearly 80% of the total
responses received arrived within the first thragsdollowing distribution while the
remainder arrived during the following ten days. déadline was given for
responding but participants were told of the im@oce of the research and asked to
respond as soon as possible. The questionnaillewie placed on the library server
which was freely accessible to anyone who haditike lIn order not to deter people
from responding, a decision was made not to reguigeform of identification prior
to completing the questionnaire. As the questiaenaas not retrievable via Internet
search engines it did not seem likely that any elagible person who had not
received the link by e-mail would accidentally resg to the questionnaire. Each
completed questionnaire arrived as an anonymouailkenrmessage, usinrgpache
software version 2.0, to the researcher’s persexmadil account and another one was
stored on the library server as a backup copy.résgonses of each completed
guestionnaire were copied from the e-mail and plast@anExcelworksheet and the
comments on the reasons for non-use of ILL wersstated to English and saved as a

Wordfile.
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3.3.1 Response Rate

Of the 1420 questionnaires that were sent to bwtitutions, 313 usable
responses were received - 121 from the Universitly102 from the Technion which
represented 6% of the population at the Univeesity 10% of the population at the
Technion. The combined response rate was 22% -a&#be university and 18% at
the Technion. The response rate from the Technemrelatively low due to the fact
that the questionnaire was sent to the whole ptipanlaf 900 doctoral students and
not to a representative sample. In addition, thead-messages with the link to the
guestionnaire which were sent to faculty appeangidowt any official authorization
from the Technion. The response rate at the untyarsy also have been higher than
at the Technion as some faculty and doctoral stsdeere personally-acquainted
with the university ILL department and may have ¢ddliged to respond due to the
ongoing ILL service they receive. Another factdieafing response rates is the timing
of the questionnaire distribution. As the questaires were distributed during the last
two weeks of the spring semester, which for sornelfg and doctoral students is the
busiest time of the year, the response rate mag bagn slightly lower than if it had
been distributed in the middle of the semester. &l it was expected that delaying
distribution until the summer vacation would haveduced an even lower response

rate as many faculty leave the country for sabbBtiand conferences.

3.3.1.1 Limitations

One of the limitations of the current study wastlatively low response rate
which may have affected the generalizability of findings. However, it is worth
noting that recent research has shown that respateseto e-mail and postal surveys
in academic environments are declining and oneydtad shown that response rates

to e-mail surveys dropped from 37% in 1998 to 2492000 (Sheehan, 2001). The
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overall response rate in the current study was akBeugh at the University
(N=37%, and with pilolN=41%) it was almost double that of the TechniNr18%).
Possible reasons for the low response rate aréhgajuestionnaire was sent to all
900 doctoral students at the Technion (for reapoegiously mentioned in chapter
3.23) and not to a representative sample, (b) tiestgpnnaire was sent to all faculty
members including some who were not currently catidg research, (c) the
proliferation of web-based e-mail surveying in agadh which may have caused
information overload and an unwillingness to regsptmunsolicited e-mail among
some potential respondents, and (d) the high peecal of non-users of ILL in many
academic institutions. Recent data at the UniverdiHaifa has shown that as many
as 87% of faculty and 83% of doctoral studentsnaiduse ILL in 2006 and these
non-users are quite possibly the very people wadt respond to the current
guestionnaire. As a consequence, the results magyleen biased towards the
responses of users of ILL as the subject matterfaragiar to them and may have
interested them. Also, as the self-administered-basged questionnaire is a research
method which is often-used by social scientistslasd so by humanists and
scientists, it may have been more appealing tabecientists. In addition, as
respondents were informed that the study was bmnducted as part of a doctoral
dissertation, doctoral students may have been synpathetic and may have been
more inclined to respond. Finally, people who drease with the Internet and with
computer-assisted communication in general, or @rjoy responding to

guestionnaires, may also have been more inclineglsfgpond to the questionnaire.

3.4 Data Analysis

The data were transferred fra&fncelsoftwareto SAS®version 9.1 for

analysis one month after the questionnaire wasliséd. Two responses received
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after data analysis had begun were discarétihlly, the questionnaire results were
checked for duplicate responses and identical resgsothat were received within a
few minutes of each other were removed on the gssomthat the submit button had
been unintentionally pressed twice. Next, desa@psitatistics were generated on age,
gender, mother-tongue, seniority, rank, acadenscipline and institutional

affiliation, in order to describe the sample.

In order to test the differences between usersaneusers of ILL according
to frequency of library use, gender, mother-tongaek, discipline and productivity,
Chi Squarestatistical tests were performed. In addition,Gleehran-Armitage Trend
Testwas performed on insignificant results to uncaignificant trends. Descriptive
statistics were generate@dorder to establish the main reasons for nonefiseL. In
order to ascertain whether there were differerdara for non-use of ILL at the
university and at the TechnionCdi Squarelest was performed. To test the
differences among users and non-users of ILL acegitd styles of information-
seekingndependent T-Testgere performed and to test the differences acogriti
age and senioritWilcoxon Two-Sample Testas performed.

In order to test the extent to which the perceivedefits of consulting
secondary information sources, choosing indicaté@/mative titles, receiving
reference assistance and achieving a timely dglizey related to satisfaction with
ILL outcomesPearson Correlation Coefficiemind Spearman Rank Correlation

Coefficient Testwere performed

3.5 Summary

A web-based questionnaire was compiled and digethto 1420 faculty and

doctoral students at the University of Haifa anthatTechnion by e-mail over a



period of one month. A total response rate of 2286 achieved. Results were

transferred t&excelandSASsoftware and statistical tests were performed.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

This study was concerned with two main issuesth@)ifferences between
users and non-users of ILL, and (b) the extenthixkwvthe perceived benefits of
consulting secondary information sources, choosidgative/informative titles,
receiving reference assistance and achieving dytidetivery were related to
satisfaction with ILL outcomes. In order to answes research questions survey

research was employed.

4.1 Description of Sample

A total of 313 usable responses were receivedy-Eiafo percent were from
males and 48% were from females. The mean age Wgsats, with ages ranging
from 24 to 79 years of age. The mean amount obsénivas 11 years, with seniority
ranging from 1 to 45 years.

Table 2 below illustrates the distribution of resgents by use of ILL, gender,
rank and institution.

Table 2Distribution of Responses by Use of ILL, Gendenkzand Institution

Useof ILL Users Non-Users Total

125 (42%) 176 (58%) 301 (100%)
Gender Male Female

154 (52%) 141 (48%) 295 (100%)
Rank Doctoral students Faculty

195 (69%) 89 (31%) 284 (100%)
| nstitution University Technion

111 (37%) 190 (63%) 301 (100%)

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 2, 58% of respondents were nensusf ILL (N=176), 52% were
male (N=154), 69% were doctoraNE195), and 63% were affiliated with the
Technion N=190). Likewise, 42% were users of ILN£125), 48% were female

(N=141), 31% were faculty membeid<189), and 37% were affiliated with the
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University of Haifa N=111). Figures 2-5 below show the distributionedponses by

mother-tongue and academic discipline.

Mother-tongue
Other

5%

Russian
9%
English
6%
Arabic
6%

Hebrew
74%

Figure 2.Percentage responses by mother-tongue

(N=299).

Mother-tongue

250

200

Number of 150

responses 100

50

0
Hebrew Arabic English Russian Other

Figure 3.Number of responses by mother-tongue

(N=299).




As shown in Figures 1 and 2, the majority of resjgoris were native Hebrew

speakersN=220, 74%).
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Academic Discipline

humanities
15%
science & social
technology sciences & law
54% 23%
medicine
8%
Figure 4.Percentage responses by academic discipline
(N=313).
Academic Discipline
160+
140
120
100
pumber ol a0
P 60-
40
20
0,
humanities social medicine science &
sciences & law technology

Figure 5.Number of responses by academic discipline

(N=313).
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As shown in Figures 3 and 4, most of the resporsdeste from science and
technology N=154, 54%), and the remainder were from sociaihsas & law N=67,
23%) and humanitiedNE42, 15%).

There were also differences in the distributiorrdnyk at the two institutions.
At the University of Haifa the breakdown by ranksasdmost equally divided among
faculty and doctoral students, whereas at the Tienhthere were many more
doctoral students than faculty. Figure 6 illustsatee percentage distribution by rank

at each institution and the combined distribution.

Breakdown by Rank

80
70+
60+
50+

O Faculty
® PhD

0p 40
30
20
10

University Technion combined

Figure 6.Distribution by rank

(N=292)

There were also differences in the distributiomsérs and non-users of ILL at the
two institutions. At the University of Haifa thestliibution by users/non-users of ILL
was almost equally divided, whereas at the Techthiere were more non-users than
users of ILL. Figure 7 illustrates the percentarpéritbution of use/non-use of ILL at

each institution and the combined distribution.
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Use and Non-Use of ILL

O Use of ILL
@ Non-Use of ILL

University Technion combined

Figure 7.Distribution by use/non-use of ILL

(N=301)

4.2 Testing the Differences between Usersand Non-Usersof ILL

The first research question asked whether there difflerences between
users and non-users of ILL according to: (a) freqyeof library use, (b) style of

information-seeking, (c) demographics, and (d) ecad profile.

4.2.1 Frequency of Library Use
The variableFrequency of Library Usevas divided into four parts:
(a) number of articles photocopied, (b) numberadks borrowed, (c) frequency of
library database usage within library, and (d) freagcy of library database usage at

home/office.

4.2.1.1 Number of Articles Photocopied/Downloadattid)se/Non-Use of ILL

In order to test whether there was a relationshkipvben the number of

articles photocopied/downloaded in the past yedreme/non-use of ILL in the past
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year, aChi Square Teswas performed on questions 51 and 53, whose sempittear
in Table 3 below.

Table 3Number of Articles Photocopied/Downloaded and Usa/Nse of ILL
(N=297)

Number of Use of Non-use

articles ILL of ILL v(3)
photocopied N % N %

0-10 5 4 9 5

11-50 57 46 76 44

51-100 42 34 57 33

100+ 19 16 32 18

Total 123 100 174 100 0.71

*p < .05. *p < .01. **p < .001.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 3, there was no significant reteghip between the number of
articles photocopied/downloaded and use/non-usieLofy(3, N=297) = 0.71p =
0.87). Among users and non-users of ILL the pesgphotocopying/downloading

of articles was equal.

4.2.1.2 Number of Books Borrowed and Use/Non-UséLaf

In order to test whether there was a relationshkipvben the number of books
borrowed in the past year and use/non-use of ILihénpast year, @hi Square Test
was performed on questions 52 and 53, whose resisar in Table 4 below.

Table 4Number of Books Borrowed and Use/Non-Use of ILL

(N=299)

Number of Use of Non-use

books ILL of ILL (1)
borrowed N % N %

0 9 7 29 17

1-100+ 115 93 146 83

Total 124 100 175 100 5.67**

*p < .05. **p < .01

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.
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As shown in Table 4, there was a statistically ificgmt relationship between the
number of books borrowed and the use of lji(X, N=299) = 5.67p = 0.01).
Among users of ILL, there was relatively more bdakrowing (93%) than among
non-users of ILL (83%). This finding suggests ths¢rs of ILL borrow books more
than non-users of ILL.

As there was a significant relationship betweeralip use, i.e., article
photocopying/downloading and book borrowing, and lise, it was decided to
conduct a test to check if frequent library useesanalso frequent ILL users. In order
to do thisSpearman Correlation Coefficiemtas performed on questions, 51, 52, 53

whose results appear in Table 5 below.
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Table 5Library Use and Use of ILL

(N=301)

Mean Useof ILL
Library Use
articles photocopied 3.62 -0.00
books borrowed 2.39 0.09

As shown in Table 5, no statistically significaatationship was found between

frequent library use (article and book use) andueant ILL use during the past year.

4.2.1.3 Use of Library Databases within the Libraand Use/Non-Use of ILL

In order to test whether there was a relationshkipvben the frequency of use
of the library databases within the library and/msa-use of ILL, &Chi Square Test
was performed on questions 3 and 53, whose resuisar in Table 6 below.

Table 6Use of Library Databases within Library and Use/Ndse of ILL
(N=298)

Useof library Use of Non-use
databases ILL of ILL v(1)
within library N
N % %
Disagree 57 46 110 64
Agree 68 54 63 36
Total 125 100 173 100 9.53***

*p<.05. *p<.01l. **p<.001.
Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 6, there was a significant retehip between use of
library databases within the library and use/noa-afslLL (x*(1, N=298) = 9.53p =
0.002). More users of ILL (54%) accessed the Ipdatabases within the library than
non-users of ILL (36%). These findings show tharaf ILL use library databases
within the library more than non-users of ILL. laild be noted that for the variable

use of databases within the librathe responses for “strongly agree”, “agree” and
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“somewhat agree” were combined to form the newaldei “agree”. Likewise, the
responses for “strongly disagree” and “disagreefensmmbined to form the new
variable “disagree”. When the test was performealbfive components of the

variable, no statistically significant relationshyas found.

4.2.1.4 Use of Library Databases from Home/OfficedaUse/Non-Use of ILL

In order to test whether there was a relationsbipvben the use of library
databases from home/office and use/non-use ofdldhi Square Teswvas performed
whose on questions 6 and 53, whose results appdabie 7 below.

Table 7Use of Library Databases at Home/Office and Use/Neg of ILL
(N=300)

Useof library Use of Non-use
databases at ILL of ILL (1)
home/office
N % N %
Disagree 17 13 42 24
Agree 108 86 133 76
Total 125 100 175 100 4.99*
*p<.05.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 7, there was a statistically isiggnt relationship between
the use of library databases at home/office anthaseuse of ILL ¢*(1, N=300) =
4.99,p = 0.02). More users of ILL (86%) accessed thealipdatabases from their
home/office than non-users of ILL (76%). It shobkinoted that for the variablse

of databases within the libraryhe responses for “strongly agree”, “agree” and
“somewhat agree” were combined to form the newaldei “agree”. Likewise, the
responses for “strongly disagree” and “disagreefenmmbined to form the new

variable “disagree”. When the test was performedlbfive components of the

variable, no statistically significant relationshiyas found.
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These findings clearly show that users of ILL ublexhry databases from their home

or office more than non-users of ILL.

4.2.1.5 Summary of Findings on Frequency of Librakyse

The findings orFrequency of Library Usshowed that there was a significant
relationship between book-borrowing, library datbasage - within the library and
at home/office - and use/non-use of ILL. Howevieeré was no significant

relationship between article photocopying and useimse of ILL.

4.2.2 Style of Information-Seeking

The variable ofstyle of Information-Seekinvgas composed of 31 questions
designed to elicit one of following styles of infieation-seeking (afast Surfey (b)
Broad Scannerand (c)Deep Diver

In order to test whether there was a relationsbip/ben style of information-
seeking and use/non-use of ILL, ladependent Samples T-Te&ts performed on

guestions 1-31 and 53, whose results appear ireTgabklow.
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Table 8Style of Information-Seeking and Use/Non-Use of ILL

Use of Non-use T(299)
ILL of ILL
(N=125) (N=176)
M SD M SD
Fast 2.45 0.54 2.63 0.50 2.92**
Surfer
Broad 3.93 0.53 3.84 0.56 -1.53
Scanner
Deep 3.67 0.52 3.33 0.50 -5.71%x*
Diver

*p<.05 *p<.0l1l. **p<.001.
Note Scale 1-5.

As shown in Table 8, there was a statistically isicgmt relationship between
the following two styles of information-seeking amske/non-use of ILL (afast
Surfer= (1(299)=2.92p<.01), and (bPeep Diver= (t(299)=-5.71,p<.001). For the
variableFast Surferyeliability was checked usinglpha Cronbachand question 11
“I prefer publications that are written in my motttengue” was removed resulting in
an Alpha of 0.69. For the varialdieeep Divemo questions were removed as the
Alpha was 0.72. For the varialfi@ast Surferthe mean scoreas 2.63 for non-use of
ILL and 2.45 for use of ILL 2.45 which suggeststttiee Fast Surferstyle of
information-seeking is associated more with nontbae use of ILL. Likewise, for
the variableDeep Diverthe mean score was 3.67 for use of ILL and 3.83ém-use
of ILL which suggests thddeep Diverstyle of information-seeking is associated
more with use of ILL than non-use.

There was no statistically significant relationshgiween the variabBroad
Scannerand user/non-user of ILL even after the following questions were

removed to increase reliability to 0.5; questiofil Irequently use Google and other
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free Internet sources for academic purposes” aegtaun 6, “I frequently use library

databases from my home or office”.

4.2.2.1 Summary of Findings on Styles of Informatieseeking

The findings orStyle of Information-Seekirghowed that there was a
statistically significant relationship betweEast SurferandDeep Diverand use/non-
use of ILL. There was no statistically significaatationship betweeBroad Scanner

and use/non-use of ILL.

4.2.3 Demographics

The variableDemographicavas divided onto three parts: (a) age, (b) gender,

and (c) mother-tongue.

4.2.3.1 Age and Use/Non-Use of ILL

In order to test if there was a relationship betwage and use/non-use of ILL
aWilcoxon Two-Sample Testas performed on questions 64 and 53, whose results
are displayed in Table 9 below. In the questiormespondents were asked to give
their date of birth, this date was then removedftbe current year 2007 to give their
age. The mean age was then calculated by additigeadiges and then dividing by the
number of respondents, resulting in a mean ag8.of 4

Table 9Age and Use/Non-Use of ILL

(N=274)
Useof ILL Non-use Z
of ILL
(N=117,75) (N=157,86)
M SD M SD
Age 43 11.95 39 10.7 2.77**

*p < .05. **p < .01.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.
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As shown in Table 9, there was a statistically isicgmt relationship between age and
use of ILL. The mean age of users of ILL was higd&) than the mean age of non-
users of ILL (39). The median age of users of ILAsw0 and of non-users of ILL it

was 35. The youngest person in the sample was@tharoldest was 79.

4.2.3.2 Gender and Use/Non-Use of ILL

In order to test whether there was a relationskigvben gender and use/non-
use of ILL, aChi SquareTest was performed on questions 65 and 53, wiessgts
appear in Table 10 below.

Table 10Gender and Use/Non-Use of ILL

(N=295)
Gender Use of Non-use
ILL of ILL (1)
N % N %
Male 60 48 94 55
Female 64 52 77 45
Total 124 100 171 100 1.25

*p<.05. *p<.01l. **p<.001.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 10, there was no statisticaliygicant relationship between
gender and use/non-use of ILL. Males and females egually users and non-users

of ILL.

4.2.3.3 Mother-tongue and Use/Non-Use of ILL

In order to test whether there was a relationsbivben mother-tongue and
use/non-use of ILL, &hi SquareTest was performed on questions 66 and 53, whose

results are displayed in Table 11 below.
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Table 11Mother-Tongue and Use/Non-Use of ILL

(N=299)

Mother- Use of Non-use

tongue ILL of ILL v(1)
N % N %

Hebrew 89 72 131 75

Not 35 28 44 25

Hebrew

Total 124 100 175 100 0.35

*p<.05. *p<.01l. **p<.001.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 11, there was no statisticaliygicant relationship between
mother-tongue and use/non-use of ILL. Hebrew andiebrew speakers were

equally users and non-users of ILL.

4.2.3.4 Summary of Findings on Demographics

The findings orDemographicshowed that there was significant relationship
between age and use/non-use of ILL. There wergatistically significant

relationships between gender and mother-tongueaisefhon use of ILL.

4.2.4 Academic Profile

The variableAcademic Profilevas divided into four parts: (a) seniority, (b)

tenure/promotion status, (c) productivity levelddd) academic discipline.

4.2.4.1 Seniority and Use/Non-Use of ILL
In order to test whether there was a relationskip/éen seniority and use and
non-use of ILL, aVilcoxon Two-Sample Teshas performed on questions 67 and 53,

whose results are displayed in Table 12 below.
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Table 12Seniority and Use/Non-Use of ILL (in years)

(N=161)
Useof ILL Non-use Z
of ILL
(N=117,75) (N=157,86)
M SD M SD
Seniority 12 9.35 10 9.94 2.44*
*p < .05.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.
The findings in Table 12 show that there was assteally significant relationship
between seniority and use/non-use of ILL in th&rsi®f ILL tended to be more

senior than non-users of ILL.

4.2.4.2 Tenure/Promotion Status and Use/Non-UsédLladf

In order to test whether there was a relationsbkipvben tenure/promotion
status and use/non-use of ILIChi SquareTest was performed on questions 68 and
53. Table 13 below shows that there was no sigmificelationship between tenure
status and use/non-use of ILL or between promdiatus and use/non-use of ILL

Table 13Tenure/Promotion Status and Use/Non-Use of ILL

(N=284)

Tenure/promotion Useof ILL Non-use of

status ILL (2)
N % N %

Doctoral students 69 60 126 75

Non-tenured 27 23 24 14

faculty

Tenured faculty 14 12 15 9

seeking

promotion

Tenured faculty 6 5 3 2

not seeking

promotion

Total 116 100 168 100 0.93

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.
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However, there was a statistically significant tielaship between rank and

use/non-use of ILL which appears in Table 14 below.
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Table 14Rank and Use/Non-Use of ILL

(N=284)
Rank Use of Non-use  Total
ILL of ILL v(2)
N N
Doctoral 69 126 195
students
Faculty 47 42 89
Total 116 168 284 7.68*
*p < .05.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.
As shown in Table 14, among faculty, the majorig lused ILL in the past
year, whereas among doctoral students, the majuaitynot. This indicates that use of

ILL is associated with having a higher rank in ihgtitution.

4.2.4.3 Productivity Level and Use/Non-Use of ILL

The variableProductivitywas divided into four parts: (a) the number of
articles published, (b) the number of books pulelisi{c) the number of conference

presentations given, and (d) the number of artitlaswere peer-reviewed.

4.2.4.3.1 Publication of Articles and Use/Non-UsEklbL
In order to test whether there was a relationshigvben the number of
articles published and use/non-use of ILICH SquareTest was performed on

guestions 47 and 53, whose results appear in T&bielow.
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Table 15Publication of Articles and Use/Non-Use of ILL Argddoctoral Students

and Faculty
(N=294)
Publication of Use of Non-use of
Articles ILL ILL v(2)
N % N %
0 42 34 58 34
1-2 41 34 79 46
3+ 39 32 35 20
Total 122 100 172 100 6.49*
*p < .05.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 15, there was a statisticallyigicant relationship between the
number of articles published and use of ILL. Us#ri.L published more articles
than non-users of ILL. Thirty-two percent of usefdLL published three or more
articles in the preceding year, whereas only 20%oofusers of ILL published three
or more articles in the preceding year. HowevermtineChi Squarerest was run
separately on faculty to test if there was a retethip between the number of articles
published in the preceding year and use/non-ufle oho significant relationship
was found (as shown in Table 16 below), possibly wuthe fact that the sample
consisted of many more doctoral studeis195 ) than facultyN=89).

Table 16Publication of Articles and Use/Non-Use of ILL Amgdraculty
(N=87)

Publication of Use of Non-use of
Articles ILL ILL v(2)
N % N %
0 3 6 4 10
1-2 13 28 16 40
3+ 31 66 20 50
Total 47 100 40 100 2.27

Note N+#89 as some respondents did not provide data feetheestions.
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4.2.4.3.2 Publication of Books and Use/Non-Use bt

In order to test whether there was a relationsbipvben the number of books
published and use/non-use of ILLC&I SquarelTest was performed on questions 48
and 53, whose results appear in Table 17 below.

Table 17Publication of Books and Use/Non-Use of ILL AmomngtDral Students and

Faculty
(N=283)
Publication Useof ILL Non-Use of
of books ILL 7 (1)
N % N %
0 103 88 159 96
1+ 14 12 7 4
Total 117 100 166 100 5.99*
*p < .05.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 17, there was a statisticallyigicant relationship between the
publication of books and use of ILL. Users of ILulgished more books than non-
users of ILL. Twelve percent of users of ILL pubksi at least one book in the
preceding year, while only 4% of non-users of ILubpshed at least one book in the
preceding year. When tl@&hi Squaretest was run separately on faculty the significant
relationship between book publication and use afiémained - as shown in Table

18 below.

Table 18Publication of Books and Use/Non-Use of ILL Amoaguiy
(N=81)

Publication Useof ILL Non-Use of
of books ILL (1)
N % N %
0 33 75 34 92
1+ 11 25 3 8
Total 44 100 37 100 4.01*
*p < .05.

Note N#89 as some respondents did not provide data feetheestions.
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4.2.4.3.3 Conference Presentations and Use/Non-bifsiL

In order to test whether there was a relationshkipvben the number of
presentations given at conferences during theygastand use/non-use of ILL Chi
SquareTest was performed on questions 49 and 53, whasktseappear in Table 19
below.

Table 19Conference Presentations and Use/Non-Use of ILLngnioctoral
Students and Faculty

(N=294)
Conference Use of Non-use of
presentations  ILL ILL v(2)
N % N %
0 30 24 55 32
1-2 54 44 78 46
3+ 40 32 37 22
Total 154 100 170 100 4.75

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 19, there was no statisticaliygicant relationship between
giving conference presentations and use and nowfusé. However, as the
relationship was approaching significapt (0.09), and as 32% of users of ILL gave
three or more conference presentations, comparealy®2% of non-users of ILL,
the Cochran-Armitage Trend Testas performed to see if there was a significant
trend. The results showed that there was a statiistisignificant trend and that
among people who gave conference presentationsytrall percentage use of ILL
was higher than people who didn’t give conferenas@ntations4(N=294) =-2.13,
p< .03). When th€hi Squareest was run separately on faculty the insignifica
relationship between conference presentations sathon-use of ILL remained - as

shown in Table 20 below.



90

Table 20Conference Presentations and Use/Non-Use of ILLngk@culty
(N=87)

Conference Use of Non-use of
presentations  ILL ILL v(2)
N % N %
0 3 6 6 15
1-2 17 36 17 42.5
3+ 27 58 17 42.5
Total 47 100 40 100 2.72

Note N#89 as some respondents did not provide data feetheestions.

4.2.4.3.4 Peer-Review and Use/Non-Use of ILL

In order to test whether there was a relationskipvben the number of journal
articles that the researcher was involved in peeiewing for other scholars and
use/non-use of ILL, &hi SquareTest was performed on questions 50 and 53, whose
results appear in Table 21 below.

Table 21Peer-Review and Use/Non-Use of ILL Among Doctatadiéhts and

Faculty
(N=287)
Peer-Review Use of Non-use

ILL of ILL v(2)

N % N %

0 66 55 97 58
1-2 20 17 28 17
3+ 33 28 43 25
Total 119 100 168 100 0.18

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 21, there was no statisticaliygicant relationship between peer
reviewing of articles and use/non-use of ILL. Ba#lers and non-users of ILL peer-
reviewed articles equally. When the statistiChl Squargest was run separately on
faculty the insignificant relationship between peegiewing of articles and use/non-

use of ILL remained - as shown in Table 22 below.
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Table 22Peer-Review and Use/Non-Use of ILL Among Faculty
(N=86)

Peer-Review Use of Non-use
ILL of ILL v(2)
N % N %
0 9 20 8 20
1-2 12 27 10 24
3+ 24 53 23 56
Total 45 100 41 100 0.07

Note N#89 as some respondents did not provide data feetheestions.

4.2.4.4 Main Academic Discipline and Use/Non-Usel bk

In order to test whether there was a relationsbipvben main academic
discipline and use/non-use of ILLGhi SquareTest was performed on questions 69

and 53, whose results are displayed in Table 23xbel
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Table 23Discipline and Use/Non-Use of ILL

(N=287)
Discipline Use of Non-use
ILL of ILL v(3)
N % N %
Humanities 24 21 18 11
Social 25 22 42 24
Sciences &
Law
Medicine 13 11 11 6
Science & 53 46 101 59
Technology
Total 115 100 172 100 9.34*
*p < .05.

Note N#313 as some respondents did not provide data ésethuestions.

As shown in Table 24, there was a statisticallyidicant relationship between
discipline and use/non-use of ILL. Forty-six percehusers of ILL were scientists,
22% were social scientists and 21% were humaristaever, among humanists and
there were more users of ILN€24) than non-user®NE18), whereas among

scientists there were more non-users of INEZ01) than users\&53).

4.2.4.5 Summary of Findings on Academic Profile

The findings orAcademic Profileshowed that there were statistically
significant relationships between seniority, rgmiqductivity level and academic
discipline. Senior faculty members from the humasitvho published articles and

books frequently also used ILL more than otheraedeers.

4.3 Reasonsfor Non-Useof ILL

Nine questions asked non-users of ILL to indichgerhain reasons for their

non-use. Figure 8 below illustrates the distribitd these responses.
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Reasons for Non-Use of ILL

-

Needs met by library

Inconvenient to use ILL

Unwilling to wait for ILL

Colleagues send items O combined
Costof ILL B Technion
Members of forums send items (] University

Unaware of ILL service

Travel to other libraries

%

Figure 8.Reasons for non-use of ILL

As exhibited in Figure 8, the most common reasomém-use of ILL is that
all information needs were met by the library, remag ILL unnecessary. The next
most common reason was the inconvenience of raggdsL and waiting for
delivery. Both these reasons were particularlyipent at the Technion where the
need for items is immediate. Cost of ILL was alseason for non-use equally at both
institutions. Lack of awareness of ILL services was$a reason for non-use at the
University but it was at the Technion. Also, at thaiversity, people were willing to
travel to other libraries instead of ordering Ildn option that was virtually non-
existent among Technion faculty and doctoral sttglen

An interesting finding was that 35% of respondextdsmed that they would
use ILL if the service was free, although only 18&imed that cost was a reason for

non-use.
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4.3.1 Comments on the Reasons for Non-Use of ILL

The most frequently-cited reasons for not using il.iaddition to the reasons
that appear in Figure 8 were: (a) items were alrabvghys available for free over the
Internet eliminating the need for library subsddps and ILL, (b) personal or
departmental subscriptions to journals, (c) actjarss of books, (d) ILL requests
were made by supervisor/research assistant arfayrestd-user of information, (e)
affiliation with other libraries enabled accesdaige number of electronic and print
journals/books, and (f) library was not neededésearch purposes, but for clinical
practice. Although the current study did not spealfy seek to ascertain the reasons
for non-use of ILL, it is worth noting that the maieasons cited were discipline-
related. All the people who cited the main reasvmbn-use of ILL was because the
majority of items they needed were freely availaiiehe Internet were from science,
technology and medicine. Table 24 below illustrabesexact quotations received
from non-users who claimed that the availabilityrdbrmation on the Internet was

their main reason for non-use of ILL.
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Table 24Availability of Information on the Internet as Reador Non-Use of ILL

Quotation

Nearly all the publications that | need are avdddb me in databases via
the Technion. Even when | seek historical maténa not need other
libraries because | find the material free on thternet.

In my field, computer science, the absolute majasftpublications are
available on the internet, or in online databakas iy faculty library
subscribes to.

| do not use ILL because everything | need is abéd on the Internet (e.g.
IEEE Xplore, Citseer).

| do not use ILL because most of the articles ksge new and are
available in electronic format on the Internet.

| use ILL as a last resort. Only if the item iswe@nportant to me and |
can't get it from the Internet or via the Univeysiif Haifa library. Happily
this happens infrequently, as | depend on newlestiwhich can usually be
found in electronic journals.

All the items | need | find online at home of in roffice.

Taking into consideration the fact that most of tipeto-date articles are
available on the internet, the time it takes toagearticle via ILL and the
cost, ILL is not a very attractive option.

Most publications are available on the Internet tlee authors’ sites, in e-
journals, etc...

Because it is possible to obtain nearly everytluinghe Internet, | only
used ILL three times during the last eight yealth@ugh the items helped
me, they cost money.

| do not use ILL because | find most research enlthernet

Most of the articles on biology are on the Interngbme are free and some
are available for a fee.

| don’t use ILL services because | download from litternet all the
teaching materials | need. In my specialty, Medicial scientific
knowledge is available on the Internet and becthesd&echnion library
subscribed to the relevant journals, they can lventtiaded free.

Of the two databases | use one is completely fneef@ the other, | only
partially need the library. Basically, in Astropiggswe don't need the
library at all.
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Table 25 below provides quotations from respondsimtsving additional reasons for
non-use of ILL.

Table 25Main Reasons for Non-Use of ILL

Main reasonsfor non- Quotation

useof ILL

Affiliation with other | have access to the libraries of a number of usities
libraries in Israel including the Open University, so ILLIé&ss

relevant to me.

Supervisor submits|ILL My supervisor requests all the articles that | domanage

requests on my behalf to download from the web or get from the librargdese
of the charges.
Acquisition of books | prefer to buy books on my research topic andoot

borrow them, as in my opinion that is a more preif@sal
approach and allows you to return to them, to periss
develop and to be developed from the books thayaure
property. The question about borrowing shows the
temporary nature of the material.

Per sonal/departmental As a member of an academic institution | have a
subscriptions subscription to a large number of periodicals.
Clinical practice The items | need are not research articles [but tee

clinical practice] so | manage with the resourceslable
in the library and on the Internet.

The data in Table 25 suggests that having accdbg tlectronic and print collections
of other libraries, requesting ILL via an assistansupervisor, buying
books/subscribing to journals and not carryingresearch are other reasons for non-

use of ILL

4.4 Testing the Factors Related to Satisfaction with ILL Outcomes

The second research question asked whether thera vedationship between
the perceived benefits of (a) consulting seconddormation sources, (b) choosing
indicative/informative titles, (c) receiving refeiee assistance, and (d) achieving a
timely delivery and satisfaction with ILL outcomésrst users of ILL were isolated

from non-users as this research question was coettevith the satisfaction of users
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of ILL and not the satisfaction level of all respl@mts. Then the dependent variable
Satisfactionwas checked for reliability by checking the AlpgBeonbach on questions
43-46 and was found to have an Alpha of 0.81 indigahat this variable was a
reliable measure of the satisfaction level of uséisL. The variableSatisfaction
was based on the following four statements:

o ‘I frequently cite items that | receive via ILL"

o0 “Most of the items | recently received via ILL warevant and useful to
my research”

o “l often find that the items | receive via ILL aneore valuable to my research
than | expected”

0 “The quality of my research would suffer if | didméceive items via ILL”

The mean response for satisfaction was 2.89 {&@mewhat agree”), the standard

deviation was 0.96 and the total number of useiklofvas 123.

4.4.1 Secondary Information Sources

The variable 8condary Information Sourcegs checked for reliability using
guestions 36-41 of the questionnaire and foundat@ lan Alpha of 0.71 indicating
that this variable was a reliable measure of ILerasperceptions of the benefit of
consulting secondary information sources prioreuesting ILL. The variable
Secondary Information Sourcegas based on the following six statements:

o “In my opinion, reading an article’s abstract befoequesting ILL
will improve satisfaction”

o “In my opinion, checking how many times an item basgn cited
before requesting ILL will improve satisfamtl

o “In my opinion, checking a journal’s ranking befaegiuesting ILL
will improve satisfaction”

o “In my opinion, reading the table of contents dfaok before
requesting ILL will improve satisfaction”
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o “In my opinion, reading a review of a book befoeguesting ILL
will improve satisfaction”

o “In my opinion, verifying the institutional affili@on of an author
before requesting ILL will improve satisfamtl
Figure 9 below shows the distribution of the reggsnto the questions on the benefits

of secondary information sources.

Secondary Information Sources

45+
401
351
301

251 @ strongly agree
% 201 W agree
151 0O somewhat agree
101 O disagree
5 W strongly disagree

Abstracts Table of Book Journal Citation Institutional
contents reviews ranking Indexes affiliation of
author

Figure 9.Secondary information sources

As shown in Figure 9 above, many of the respondesitseived abstracts, tables of

contents and book reviews to be beneficial to lutcomes and that journal ranking,
citation indexes, and institutional affiliation thfe author were not considered to be
beneficial to ILL outcomes.

In order to test the relationship between thegged benefit of secondary
information sources and satisfaction with ILL outesPearson Correlation
Coefficientwas performed on questions 36-41 (secondary irdoom sources), 43-46
(satisfaction). A weak positive correlation wasntiged (see Table 26 below),
indicating that a positive perception of the betsadif consulting secondary
information sources derives a higher level of $atison with ILL outcomes. Based

on the frequencies
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4.4.2 Indicative/Informative Titles

The variabldndicative/Informative Titlesvas checked for reliability using
Alpha Cronbach on questions 32-34 and found to.6@ iddicating that the variable
was a reliable measure of ILL users’ preferencegeming the titles of documents.
The variabldndicative/Informative Titlesvas based on the following three
statements:

0 “In my opinion, a document’s title should includestintention
of the research”

0 “In my opinion, a document’s title should includestdesign
of the research”

0 “In my opinion, a document’s title should includetmain results
of the research”

To test whether there was a relationship betweemptéference for
Indicative/Informative titlesnd satisfaction with ILL outcomé&®arson Correlation
CoefficientTest was performed which revealed that there wasignificant correlation (see
Table 26 below). Figure 10 below illustrates th&ribution of the responses to the questions on

informative/indicative titles.

Indicative/Informative Titles

45

4011

351

301 O strongly agree

% 221 B agree

ig O somewhat agree

10+ O disagree
5 M strongly disagree
o,

Contains intention Contains design  Contains results
of research of research of research

Figure 10.Indicative/informative titles
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Although no significant relationship was found beén titles and use and non-use of
ILL, the distribution of responses in Figure 10 ebalearly shows that respondents
considered indicative titles, containing the intem$ of a study, as more beneficial to

ILL outcomes than informative titles, containing thesign or results of a study.

4.4.3 Reference Assistance

The variableReference Assistaneeas measured with the following statement:

o “In my opinion, receiving reference assistance marequesting ILL will
improve the chances of receiving relevant and Usteins”

To test whether there was a relationship betweempéhnceived benefit ®@eference
Assistancend satisfaction with ILL outcomé&pearman Correlation Coefficiefest
was performed on questions 42, 43-46. A mediumdalypositive correlation was
identified (see Table 26 below), indicating thaitasitive perception of the benefits of

reference assistance derives a higher level ffaation with ILL outcomes.

4.4.4 Timely Delivery

The variableTimely Deliveryconsisted of one statement:

o ‘I prefer to receive all the items | need for mgearch at the same time and
not one after another”

To test whether there was a relationship betweemptéference for &imely Delivery
and satisfaction with ILL outcome&pearman Correlation Coefficiemas performed
on questions 35, 43-46 and no significant corretatvas found. The results of all

four statistical tests appear in Table 26 below.
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Table 26Factors Related to Satisfaction with ILL Outcomes

(N=123)
Secondary Infor mative/ Reference Timely
Information  Indicative Titles Assistance Delivery
Sour ces
Satisfaction 0.19* 0.07 0.22* -0.03
with ILL
outcomes
*p < .05.

Note N#313 as only responses of users of ILL were tabdlate

As shown in Table 26, there were positive corretetibetween the perceived
benefits of consulting secondary information (r=.490.03) sources and receiving
reference assistance<122, p=0.01) and satisfaction with ILL outcomekefle were
no significant correlations between preferring doeats with indicative/informative

titles or preferring a timely delivery and satigfan with ILL outcomes.

4.4.5 Summary of Findings on the Factors RelatedS3atisfaction with ILL

Outcomes

The findings on the factors related to satisfactigth ILL outcomes showed
that there were statistically significant posito@relations between the perceived
benefits of consulting secondary information sosir@ed receiving reference
assistance prior to requesting ILL and satisfaciith ILL outcomes. They also
showed that there were no significant correlatioetsveen the perceived benefits of

indicative/informative titles and timely deliveryatisfaction with ILL outcomes.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

The primary purpose of the current study was terene if there were
differences between users and non-users of ILLrdaog to frequency of library use,
style of information-seeking, demographics and aodd profile. The secondary
purpose was to determine whether the perceivedibenéconsulting secondary
information sources, choosing indicative/informattitles, receiving reference
assistance and achieving a timely delivegre related to satisfaction with ILL
outcomes. The two most significant findings weratlia) the profile of an ILL user
is someone who frequently uses the library’s ses/and resources, has a deep style
of information-seeking, and is an older, senioodurctive, humanities, faculty
member, and (b) ILL users who perceived consubliegpndary information sources
and reference assistance to be beneficial to Ilttaues were likely to achieve

satisfactory ILL outcomes.

5.1 Summary and Explanation of Findings

ILL tends to be used by researchers who are alrizadiiar with, and
frequently use, other library services and resaurireparticular, users of ILL
borrowed books and utilized the library databaseserthan non-uses of ILL.
However, one aspect of library use did not yiegghBicant differences
between users and non-users of ILL; both groups$oglopied and downloaded
articles from the Internet equally. A possible exyation for this is the widespread
availability of journals in electronic formats whibas permeated the whole academic
community and is an academic necessity.
Another anticipated finding was that users of lebded to have a deep style

of information-seeking@eep Diving which involves making “much effort to find
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information and for them only the highest qualg&yacceptable. Information seeking
is thus deep both in the sense of search stratedjynformation content” (Heinstrom,
2002, p. 174). This finding was expected since déquesting demands a substantial
amount of time and effort on the part of the udegiding whether a particular
citation is relevant and worth requesting via lcbmpleting an ILL request form,
waiting, paying, and collecting an item - a prooabsch takes at least twice the time,
effort and cost of downloading an item from a ligrdatabase or the Internet.

In light of the above findings, it was not surprigtherefore, that non-users of
ILL tended to have a superficial style of inforneatiseeking and did not spend much
time or effort seeking further information. Accandito Heinstrom, superficial
information-seekerd=ast Surferstend to “experience problems of relevance
judgement and feel that lack of time prevents tifiemm seeking information. They
neither search for information very thoroughly morested much effort into their
information seeking” (p. 142). In addition, theyridl the appearance of the document
important, prefer certain types of documents [saglverviews and clearly written
material] and want to find confirmation of old knleage” (p. 147).

Neither users nor non-users of ILL were found teeha broad style of
information-seekingpossibly as this type of information-seeking isreleterized
principally by the serendipitous encountering ddérmation, and not avoidance of
information-seeking, that is typical Bast Surferspr systematic information-
seeking, that is typical deep DiversAccording to HeinstronBroad Scannerare
“characterized by wide and thorough informationkseg They seek information
from many different sources, retrieve informatigncdhance [and not by planned
database searching] and find it easy to judge mmd&bion critically” (p. 158). A

possible explanation for this finding is the conxiye of the ILL process which
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involves a series of steps which would seem tordetth theBroad Scanneand the
Fast Surfer.

Of the three demographic variables studied, ong/vags related to use of
ILL. This finding had been anticipated since reskahows that young people use the
Internet and electronic journals more than oldadamics and they prefer to receive
information quickly (Agosto, 2002; Shackel, 199@jher factors that may also
explain why older academics used ILL more than geuwracademics is that they may
be more senior and have a higher rank at theitutisin of employment than doctoral
students, and thus more funding available for IKinfucan, 1993). The current
study indeed corroborated that faculty were moténgito pay for ILL than doctoral
students.

A somewhat surprising finding was that neither ggmbr mother-tongue was
related to use and non-use of ILL. Since studie® lshown that males use libraries
more than females (Adomi & Ogbomo, 2003; Jiao & Qagbuzie, 1997) and that
they are more productive than females (Barjak, 260pic, 2002), it was anticipated
that they would also use ILL more than females.i@nty, data from the ILL
Department at the University of Haifa has indicateat non-native Hebrew speakers,
especially those whose first language is Engligan&h, Russian or Arabic, conduct
their research primarily in their mother-tongued &requently request publications
via ILL in these languages. A possible explanatmrthe non-significant relationship
between mother-tongue and use and non-use of Ithheismall number of non-native
Hebrew speakers (EnglisN£6%) RussianN=9%) and ArabicN=6%)) who
responded to the current study.

Seniority was related to use and non-use of ILthat senior researchers used

ILL more than junior researchers. This may be paltie to young people’s partiality
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for using the Internet, e-journals asatisficing but it also may be because senior
researchers tend to have institutional fundinglaleée for ILL, which may encourage
them to use ILL more. Among non-users of ILL in therent study, 36% of doctoral
students claimed that one of the reasons for neretii_ L was that it was too
expensive, compared to 27% of faculty, and 55%oataral students said they would
use ILL if it were free, compared to 42% of faculty addition, there were significant
differences between the responses of researcloenstifie two institutions concerning
their willingness to pay for ILL. At the Technioonly 32% of respondents agreed
that they were nearly always willing to pay for ILdompared to 48% at the
University. This may be due to the fact that thehireon charges 30% more than the
University of Haifa for each ILL request. Moreovat,the Technion, only 29% of
doctoral students and 45% of faculty were williogpary for ILL, compared to 42% of
doctoral students and 54% of faculty at the Unitisf Haifa. It would seem
therefore, that cost and the availability of furglare two major factors affecting use
and non-use of ILL, especially among doctoral stisle

The two main aspects of productivity, i.e., the lmattion of articles in
scholarly journals and the publication of booksreweslated to use of ILL. More
prolific researchers also used ILL more than naoiHic researchers, a finding which
is consistent with previous research (Sridhar, 19@hab, 2001). Another aspect of
productivity, frequent delivering presentationsamnferences, was also related to use
of ILL, yet frequent peer-reviewing of articlessnholarly journals was not. Overall,
scientific productivity was very strongly-relatemluse of ILL, indicating that very
productive researchers need and use ILL and a@pects value in the research
process and that they were more willing to makeeff@t to request ILL than non-

productive researchers.
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Neither tenure status nor promotion status wase@l®@ use and non-use of
ILL. However, among tenured and non-tenured fadiléye were more users of ILL
than non-users and non-tenured faculty used Ildhdlf more than tenured faculty. A
possible reason that promotion status was unretatade/non-use of ILL was the
small number of tenured faculti£38) who responded to the questionnaire. Another
finding worthy of note was that high academic rards related to use of ILL and that
faculty used ILL much more than doctoral students.

Another major difference between users/non-uselkslofvas connected to
the discipline of their research, a finding whistsupported in the literature (Wiley &
Chrzastowski, 2005). Humanities’ scholars usedthdre than researchers from
other disciplines, and scientists used it the ld@s$sible reasons for this discrepancy
are associated with differences in the nature @féisearch that is carried out, the
predominant information-seeking practices and tmét of materials needed and
available on the Internet. Humanists often neeghg@ry sources, seek information in
library databases and need items that are notdigital, making ILL an essential
component of their research process.

The findings of the current study therefore prowaderofile of an ILL user as
a person who frequently uses the library’s servasebresources, has a deep style of
information-seeking, and is an older, senior, potide, faculty member from the
humanities. In contrast, the profile of a non-usiEelLL is a person who does not
frequently use the library’s services, has a serfgle of information-seeking, and
who is a younger, junior, less productive, doctstatlent from the sciences.

In addition to studying the differences betweenrsis@d non-users of ILL, the
current study examined the perceived benefits dairefactors on satisfaction with

ILL outcomes. It did not examine the degree ofssatition with ILL services, such as
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speed of supply, fill rate, quality of articles,pwliteness and professional knowledge
of the staff, which have already been shown todyg tiigh (Perrault & Arseneau,
1995; Ruthven & Magnay, 2001), rather the extenthech the outcome of an ILL
request was considered satisfactory based on ethiétlvas more valuable, relevant
and useful than expected, whether it would be ditethe user and whether the
quality of the user’s research would suffer withibut

Another important finding of the current study what the perceived benefit
of consulting secondary information sources waateel to satisfaction with ILL
outcomes. More specifically, respondents percealsiracts and table of contents to
be more beneficial to ILL outcomes than book rewggitation indexes, journal
ranking indexes and institutional affiliation checK his finding confirms the research
of Stone (1983) and Exon (1993) that showed thsiratts contributed to the success
of ILL outcomes.

Another key finding with implications for libraryractice was that the
perceived benefit of reference assistance waserktatsatisfaction with ILL
outcomes, with 63% of respondents agreeing wittsthEmentreceiving reference
assistance prior to requesting ILL will improve ttlences of receiving relevant and useful
items”. These finding confirm the role of reference aasise in the information-
seeking and ILL processes and that bydSsisting users in finding and evaluating
information, providing instruction in using resoesg and selecting materials
(Crowe, 2003, p. 60), reference librarians als@ luskers of ILL to achieve
satisfactory ILL outcomes.

Based on statistics on reference use at the UntiyefsHaifa library, which
showed that faculty rarely sought reference assistan person, one of the

assumptions of the current study was that the atmfurse and satisfaction with
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reference assistance would differ among facultydoatoral students. The findings
did indeed confirm that there was an approachiggistant (=0.05) relationship
between rank and the perceived benefit of referassestance on ILL outcomes. In
other words, doctoral students tended to agree tharefaculty with the statement
“I'n my opinion, receiving reference assistance pogequesting ILL will improve
the chances of receiving relevant and useful itefisis finding is consistent with
recent research on the use of reference servicéblty and doctoral students.
Harless & Allen (1999) which has shown that facatyhe Virginia Commonwealth
University, requested reference assistance 2-Sstangar, compared to doctoral
students who requested reference assistance 25 éirsemester. And in a study by
De Groote, Hitchcock & McGowan (2007) at tdaiversity of Illinois at Chicago
health sciences libraryt,was found that over two one-month periods orya2of
faculty requested reference assistance compar@g@Ptoof doctoral students.

An unanticipated finding of the current study waattthe perceived benefit of
choosing indicative or informative titles was nelated to satisfaction with ILL
outcomes. Although most people preferred inforngatovindicative titles, no
connection was found between a preference fortaindipe of title and satisfaction
with ILL outcomes. Titles were expected to be mdatio satisfaction with ILL
outcomes as they succinctly describe the mainafl@gublication and provide the
first piece of information with which a user cankea decision about the relevance
of a document. A possible reason for this result that the questionnaire was
misleading and that the statements concerning tdelocuments were not worded
clearly enough to indicate the connection to ILbr Example, question 32 stated “In
my opinion, a document’s title should include th&eention of the research”, which

could have been worded “In my opinion, choosingeauthent whose title includes
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the intention of the study will improve satisfactiwith ILL” to cause less confusion.
Likewise, question 33 stated “In my opinion, a doeunt’s title should include the
design of the research” instead of “In my opiniomgosing a document whose title
includes the design of the study will improve datison with ILL”, and question 34
stated “In my opinion, a document’s title shouldlude the main results of the
research”, instead of “In my opinion, choosing awuent whose title includes the
results of the study will improve satisfaction witt.".

Another unanticipated finding was that the percgienefit of achieving a
timely delivery was not related to satisfactiontwlitL outcomes. This indicates that
ILL users were equally satisfied and dissatisfiethhe outcomes of their ILL
requests both with timely and untimely deliveri€kis finding contradicts the results
of earlier research that showed that timely dejiverone of the most important
factors affecting satisfaction with ILL services{iphy & Lin, 1996; Stein, 1999;
Weaver-Meyers & Stolt, 1996).

A possible explanation for the above findings < tlh& users perceived
secondary information sources and reference assesta be beneficial to ILL
outcomes, but they did not perceive indicativefinfative titles and timely deliveries
to be beneficial to ILL outcomes - is connectethi® extent of responsibility and
control of the ILL user in the process and hisih&graction with the library system
and staff. Consulting secondary information soustes seeking reference assistance
require actions and decision-making by the usegredms choosing
indicative/informative titles only requires decisimaking. Likewise, timely
deliveries require the user to initiate the requast are dependent primarily on the
level of service the ILL librarians at the requegtand supplying libraries are able to

provide.
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Another interesting finding was that one of the m@asons for non-use of
ILL, in addition to lack of awareness of ILL andstowas that the vast majority of
desired information in the sciences and technolegy freely available on the
Internet, rendering ILL and libraries redundantrmany researchers. An additional
reason for non-use of ILL by humanities scholaraswheir preference for purchasing
personal copies of books, which unlike ILL, remaime their possession after use. A
possible reason for this is the increasing easatrattive prices of books that can be

purchased from online bookstores.

5.2 Implications of the Findings

Although recent studies have shown that the precalef electronic journal
usage in academic libraries has caused a declild inse (Loy, 2007; Wiley &
Chrzastowski, 2005), especially since new electramtiatives have begun providing
electronic access to retrospective journal artiales not just recent ones, the current
study indicates that the reverse may be true.drhtimanities, serious researchers
continue to request ILL for books which are nothigy their libraries and/or are not
accessible via the Internet due to their predontinaed for old, non-English
language, esoteric, primary sources.

In addition, the following phenomena may have dboted to the continuing
demand for ILL: (a) widespread access to schojaulylications of all disciplines via
the Internet which has increased awareness of f@terformation sources, (b) the
exponential increase in the overall number of Egiand books being published
which has increased the number of potential infoionasources but not necessarily
their availability, (c) dwindling library budgetsiss the globe and huge price rises
by publishers which has made acquisitions of ebedtrand print books and

subscriptions to electronic and print journals learhd resource-sharing and ILL a
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necessity for most academic libraries, and (d)rtetdygical innovations which have
made obtaining books and articles from around tbleegvia ILL a quick and simple

process.

5.2.1 Applied Implications

The findings of the current study are applicableugent library and
information science practice in that an awarenés#seoprofile of users and non-users
of ILL may enable librarians to identify potentiagers of ILL and to encourage them
to avail themselves of the service. In particuiararians can offer ILL during
reference interviews and can assist patrons inuttimg secondary information
sources prior to requesting ILL. In addition, bykearking on active marketing of ILL
services, librarians could target non-users of $blLthat they become users.
Librarians could also provide advanced databageuict®on programs for novice and
experienced researchers which emphasize the addigelthat ILL can bring to their
work and which highlight the role of databasesdi@-ILL evaluation purposes and
not just as a tool for seeking information on aipafar subject. Moreover, training in
database usage should help alleviate the problaheafomplexity and disparity of
databases which may be deterring their use anduesgiog users to turn to Google.

In addition, librarians could simplify library wedites so that databases are
easily accessible and searchable and facilitagaualess ILL process from the initial
identification of a relevant publication to itsiolate receipt on a researcher’s

desktop.

5.3 Directionsfor Future Research

5.3.1 Theoretical Directions
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One of the main findings of the current study weest {LL requesting is
associated with a deep style of information-seekinhgossible direction for future
research is to examine whether a person’s styilef@fmation-seeking remains
constant during a research project or whetherahgks as he/she gains perspective
on a subject. Research is also needed to investigatther style of information-
seeking and the amount of ILL requesting are adfidtty stage in the research
process.

The current study found that humanities’ scholarsled to use ILL more than
researchers from other disciplines. Future reseasald address not only the
predominant disciplines of ILL requests, but alse nature of the items requested,
such as literature reviews, historical researc,experimental research in order to
understand the decision-making process of researale are willing to wait for
such items to arrive via ILL. In addition, furthesearch could investigate whether
scholars tend to request via ILL items that confin@ir own hypotheses or whether
they select items that contradict or expand on theminvestigation of the above
issues would undoubtedly provide a fuller underditagp of users and non-users of

ILL and the future of ILL in academia.

5.3.2 Applied Directions

Based on the findings of the current study, theeesaveral possible applied
directions for future research: (a) an investigaiito whether researchers want the
library to perform non-traditional forms of ILL aheir behalf, such as acquiring
personal copies of books for them or scanningrbth-copyrighted books on-demand
which are then added to the collection, (b) an @ration of the current book-
purchasing and personal journal-subscription ptastof faculty in order to reveal

under what circumstances they require ownershipoks and journals and when
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access is sufficient, and to investigate whetheh sutrend poses a threat to the long-
term existence of ILL departments in academic tibsin predominantly humanities
institutions, (c) an investigation into whetherréhés a demand for supplying articles
that are already available in print and/or eleatrdormats in the local library
collection, (e) an investigation into whether tleeigbase in ILL article requesting is
continuing in all academic disciplines, or whettiegre is actually an increase in the
humanities where there are fewer e-journals, (®xploration of the extent to which
authors of prize-winning doctoral research, boaks] articles that were published in
highly-ranked journals, used and cited items thertewobtained via ILL, (g) an
assessment of additional ways of improving satisfaavith ILL outcomes, such as
by encouraging users to access databases and segiohs that provide chapters of
books and parts of articles, prior to requestinig, lind (h)an attempt to find ways of

attracting fast surfers and non-users of ILL todmee users of ILL.
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5.4 Conclusion

The current study shows that ILL is still in higandand in academia and is
not likely to be eliminated from library use in thear future. Although some studies
have shown that there has been a decline in thendlertt delivery aspect of ILL due
to the widespread availability and use of electtqournals (Wiley & Chrzastowski,
2005), the current study shows that book borrovisrggill in high demand,
particularly by older, senior, productive, humagstresearchers, who are willing to
invest effort in evaluating items prior to requegtiLL and who appreciate the
professional knowledge and experience of librariariecating them. The main
contribution of the current study to the field dfrary and information science is its

corroboration of ILL as an essential library seevior serious researchers.
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APPENDIXES

Appendix A: Information-Seeking Styles and Interlibrary L oan Use

Questionnaire (English Tranglation)

The following questionnaire checks your style dbimation-seeking and your
interlibrary use habits.

The research is being carried out as part of myodalcdissertation in the Department of
Information Science at Bar-llan University.

I should be most grateful if you could take abawen minutes of your time to fill in the
guestionnaire.

All details you provide will be used for statistieaalyses and will be kept confidential.
If you are interested in receiving a copy of theults please send an e-mail to
porat@univ.haifa.ac.il.

Please choose the best option for each sentence. If none of the statementsare
relevant to you, please move on to the next one.

A. Please indicate the extent of your agreementwitie  strongly somewhat strongly
following statements: disagree agree agree

| often use Google and other free Internet 1 2 3 4 5
sources for academic purposes
| sometimes choose a book or article based on 1 2 3 4 5
its appearance
| frequently use library databases within the 1 2 3 4 5
library premises
It is important to me to find documents that 1 2 3 4 5
were researched thoroughly
| prefer articles that give an overview of my 1 2 3 4 5
research topic
| frequently use library databases from my 1 2 3 4 5
home or office
| choose documents that are written in a cle 1 2 3 4 5
and plain manner
| frequently choose documents from well- 1 2 3 4 5
established and well-known journals
| try to find documents written by authors 1 2 3 4 5
who are respected in their fields

10. | seek documents based on their apparent 1 2 3 4 5
scientific level

11. | prefer documents that were written in my 1 2 3 4 5
mother-tongue

12. 1 find it easy to see how others could improve 1 2 3 4 5
their research

13. Sometimes | simply do not have time to se 1 2 3 4 5
information

14. 1 often find it hard to differentiate between 1 2 3 4 5
the most important issues raised in an article

15. Most of what | have read for my current 1 2 3 4 5
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

research corresponds with my own opinion
| prefer to find only a few documents which
exactly match the subject of my research

| prefer to find documents that bring new
perspectives on my research topic

| am nearly always willing to wait for an item
to arrive via interlibrary loans

| am nearly always willing to pay for an iten
to arrive via interlibrary loans

Sometimes | choose to manage without
documents rather than spending a long time
searching for them

| buy books for my research

| am happy to spend time on information-
seeking for my research

| am willing to pay for information on the
Internet

| only use material that is available
immediately

In my opinion, a small number of well-
chosen documents is enough for most
research projects

| regularly search for information related to
my research

In my opinion, it is worth concentrating on
the first few relevant pieces of information
one finds in order to save time

In my opinion, it is essential to carry out a
thorough literature review before starting a
research project in a new field

Sometimes | come across information ever
though | am not consciously looking for it

| want to find information about all aspects of
my research

If I do not get the desired results when
searching in a database, | assume that not
was written on my topic and stop searchinc
In my opinion, a document’s title should
include the intention of the research

In my opinion, a document’s title should
include the design of the research

In my opinion, a document’s title should
include the main results of the research

| prefer to receive all the items | need for m
research at the same time and not one afte
another

In my opinion, reading an article’s abstract
before requesting ILL will improve
satisfaction

In my opinion, checking how many times ai
item has been cited before requesting ILL
will improve satisfaction

In my opinion, checking a journal’s ranking
before requesting ILL will improve
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satisfaction

39. In my opinion, reading the table of contents 1 2 3 4 5
of a book before requesting ILL will improw
satisfaction
40. In my opinion, reading a review of a book 1 2 3 4 5
before requesting ILL will improve
satisfaction
41. In my opinion, verifying the institutional 1 2 3 4 5
affiliation of an author before requesting ILI
will improve satisfaction
42. In my opinion, receiving reference assistance 1 2 3 4 5
prior to requesting ILL will improve the
chances of receiving relevant and useful
items
43. | frequently cite items that | receive via ILL 1 2 3 4 5
44. Most of the items | recently received via ILL 1 2 3 4 5
were relevant and useful to my research
45. | often find that the items | receive via ILL 1 2 3 4 5
are more valuable to my research than |
expected
46. The quality of my research would suffer if | 1 2 3 4 5
didn’t receive items via ILL
strongly neutral strongly
disagree agree
B. During the past year how many? none 1-2 3-4 5-10 10+
47. articles did you publish 1 2 3 4 5
48. books did you publish 1 2 3 4 )
49. conference presentations did you 1 2 3 4 5
give
50. articles did you peer-review 1 2 3 4 )
C. During the past year how many? none 1-10 11-50 51-100 100+
51. articles did you download or photocopy 1 2 3 4 5
52. books did you borrow from the library 1 2 3 4 5
53. ILL requests did you make 1 2 3 4 5
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D. If you haven'tused ILL at all in the past year strongly somewhat strongly
please indicate the extent of your agreement whik t disagree agree agree
following statements
54. 1do not use ILL because all my research 1 2 3 4 5
needs are met by my institution’s library
55. 1 do not use ILL because | frequently travel to 1 2 3 4 5
other libraries to get the publications | need
56. | do not use ILL because my colleagues se 1 2 3 4 5
me all the items | cannot obtain on my own
57. 1 do not use ILL because members of the 1 2 3 4 5
professional forums and discussion groups |
belong to send me the items | cannot obtain on my
own
58. | do not use ILL because it is too expensive 1 2 3 4 5
59. If ILL was free | would probably use the 1 2 3 4 5
service
60. | am not willing to wait for an item to arrive 1 2 3 4 5
via ILL if it is not available immediately
61. 1 do not use ILL because itis not convenient 1 2 3 4 5
to order via ILL
62. | do not use ILL because | was not aware tt 1 2 3 4 5

there was an ILL service in our library

63. Comments
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E. What is your?

1. 2.
65. Gender male female

67. Year offirst
academic
appointment

69. Main 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
academic humanities social law medicine sciences technology other
discipline sciences

Thank you for your cooper ation.



129

Appendix B: Information-Seeking Stylesand Interlibrary L oan Use

Questionnaire (in Hebrew)
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Appendix C: Pilot Questionnaire (English Trandglation)

Information-Seeking Stylesand Interlibrary L oan Use Questionnaire

The following questionnaire checks your style dbrmation-seeking and your
interlibrary use habits.

The research is being carried out as part of myodakcdissertation in the Department of
Information Science at Bar-llan University.

| should be most grateful if you could take abawues minutes of your time to fill in the
guestionnaire.

All details you provide will be used for statistieaalyses and will be kept confidential.
If you are interested in receiving a copy of theufes please send an e-mail to
porat@univ.haifa.ac.il.

Please choose the best option for each sentence. If none of the statementsare
relevant to you, please leave the question empty.

A. During the last year how many? none 1-2 3-4 5-10 10+
1. articles did you publish 1 2 3 4 5
2. books did you publish 1 2 3 4 5
3. conference presentations did yc 1 2 3 4 5
give
4. articles did you peer-review 1 2 3 4 5
5. ILL requests did you make 1 2 3 4 5
B. How often do you? never oncea oncea oncea daily
semester  month  week
6. use library databases withii 1 2 3 4 5
the library premises
7. use library databases from 1 2 3 4 )
your home or office
8. use non-library resources 1 2 3 4 5
(such as Google) for
academic purposes
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C. Please indicate the extent of your agreementwtite  strongly some- strongly
following statements: disagree what agree
agree

9. Ifrequently use the Internet in addition to 1 2 3 4 5
electronic and print library sources

10. | sometimes choose a book or article based on 1 2 3 4 5
its appearance

11. It is important to me to find documents that 1 2 3 4 5
were researched thoroughly

12. | prefer articles that give an overview of my 1 2 3 4 5
research topic

13. 1 choose documents that are written in a cle 1 2 3 4 5
and plain manner

14. | frequently choose documents from well- 1 2 3 4 5
established and well-known journals

15. I try to find documents written by authors 1 2 3 4 5
who are respected in their fields

16. | seek documents based on their apparent 1 2 3 4 5
scientific level

17. | prefer documents that were written in my 1 2 3 4 5
mother-tongue

18. | find it easy to see how others could improve 1 2 3 4 5
their research

19. Sometimes | simply do not have time to se: 1 2 3 4 5
information

20. Much of what | have read is written in sucha 1 2 3 4 5
way that it is hard to see what is essential

21. Most of what | have read for my current 1 2 3 4 5
research corresponds with my own opinion

22. | prefer to find only a few documents which 1 2 3 4 5
exactly match the subject of my research

23. | prefer to find documents that bring new 1 2 3 4 5
perspectives on my research topic

24. 1 am nearly always willing to wait for an item 1 2 3 4 5
to arrive via interlibrary loans

25. | am nearly always willing to pay for an iten 1 2 3 4 5
to arrive via interlibrary loans

26. Sometimes | choose to manage without 1 2 3 4 5
documents rather than spending a long time
searching for them

27. | buy books for my research 1 2 3 4 5

28. 1 am happy to spend time on information- 1 2 3 4 5
seeking for my research

29. | am willing to pay for information on the 1 2 3 4 5
Internet

30. I only use material which is available 1 2 3 4 5
immediately

31. In my opinion, a small number of well- 1 2 3 4 5
chosen documents is enough for most
research projects

32. | regularly search for information related to 1 2 3 4 5

my research
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

In my opinion, it is worth concentrating on
the first few relevant pieces of information
one finds in order to save time

In my opinion, a large amount of background
information is essential before starting a
research project

Sometimes | come across information ever
though | am not consciously looking for it

| want to find information about all aspects of
my research

If 1 do not get the desired results when
searching in a database, | assume that not
was written on my topic and stop searchinc
In my opinion, a document'’s title should
include the intention of the research

In my opinion, a document’s title should
include the design of the research

In my opinion, a document’s title should
include the results of the research

| prefer to receive all the items | need for m
research at the same time and not one afte
another

In my opinion, reading an article’s abstract
before requesting ILL will improve
satisfaction

In my opinion, checking how many times al
item has been cited before requesting ILL
will improve satisfaction

In my opinion, checking a journal’s ranking
before requesting ILL will improve
satisfaction

In my opinion, reading the table of contents
of a book before requesting ILL will improv
satisfaction

In my opinion, reading a review of a book
before requesting ILL will improve
satisfaction

In my opinion, verifying the institutional
affiliation of an author before requesting ILI
will improve satisfaction

In my opinion, receiving reference assistance
prior to requesting ILL improves the chances
of receiving relevant and useful items

| frequently cite items that | received via ILI
Most of the items | recently received via ILL
were relevant and useful to my research

| often find that the items | receive via ILL
are more valuable to my research than |
expected

The quality of my research would suffer if |
didn’t receive items via ILL

I do not use ILL because all my research
needs are met by my institution’s library

| do not use ILL because | frequently travel to

H

NN
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other libraries to get the publications | need

56. | do not use ILL because members of the
professional forums and discussion groups |
belong to send me the items | cannot obtain
on my own

58. If ILL was free | would use it more frequently 1

60. | do not use ILL because it is too complicated 1

62. Comments:

D. What is your?

1 2

64. Gender male female

66. Year offirst

academic
appointment

68. Main 1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7.
academic humanities social law medicine sciences technology other
discipline sciences

Thank you for your cooperation.
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Appendix D: Pilot Questionnaire (in Hebrew)
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Appendix E: Questionnaire about Information Behaviour (English Translation)

1. What is your major subject?

2. What is the topic of your master thesis?

3. How long have you been working on your mastesigMark the right
alternative

__0-6 months

___7-12 months

___1-2 years

___2-3years

___3-years

4. Have you worked full-time or part-time on youaster thesis®lark the right
alternative.

__ full-time

___ part-time

5. In what phase of your master thesis projecyateat the moment¥ark the right
alternative (you may choose several alternatives).

___developing the research plan
___reading background material
___planning the collection of data
___data-collection

___analyzing the data
___interpreting the results
__final stage

6. What is your average study resiMark the right alternative
____ satisfactory

____good

____excellent

In the following you will be asked how you use infation related to your master
thesis.

Answer the questions on a scale from 1 to 5 -alsef2. somewhat false 3. neutral 4.
somewhat true 5. true - Please note! Avoid altéra& unless absolutely necessary

7. These questions measure cognitive aspects ofiyimumation seeking
Articles that are published in journals are rekabl

Many of the studies | have read about were poarhdacted

| find it easy to see how others could improvertineaster theses

What is published in books are facts that can ursted
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| tend to agree when | hear someone argue for $onget

Sometimes | simply do not have time to seek infdroma

Much of what | have read is written in such a wiaat it is hard to see what is
essential

Most of what | have read for my master thesis agrégéh my own opinions

| find it difficult to be critical of what | read

8. How do you judge whether documents* found onltibernet are of good enough
guality to be used as references in your research?

9. What has affected the results in the studieshywe read related to your thesis?
Rank the following criteria from 1 to 4

1 most influential

2 second influential

3 third influential

4 |east influential

The opinion of the author

The society where the study was done

The method

The phenomena itself (previous knowledge investigiaem)

10. Please mark in percentage how much you thiakdlowing criteria affect the
way you choose information:
When | search for information for my thesis itngportant for me to find:

. only a few documents which exactly match the sttlgpémy thesis %.
. many documents which are at least somewhat relatery thesis %.
The total number should equal 100 %.

* document = written information like articles, bk& Web pages, manuals,
encyclopedias, newspapers.

Besides the content of a document there may be otiteria which affect the choice
of information source.

11. How do you usually judge whether a documestthie topic of your thesis?
Please mark the table

1 not important

2 of minor importance

3 neutral

4 fairly important

5 important

Type of material (if you for instance prefer todesticles over books).

The appearance of the document (reject a wornaak br a book with small letters).
It is recently written

The document seems thorough
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The document gives overview information

It is written in a clear and plain manner

The source (for instance the journal) is well-elssaled and known
The author is respected within his field

The document is of a high scientific level

The language of the document

12. Please mark in percentage how much you thiekdlowing criteria affect the
way you seek information

When | search for information for my thesis itngportant for me to find:

- documents which confirm my own thoughts aboutstiitgect %.
- documents which give me new ideas %.

The total number should equal 100 %.

13. Please mark in percentage how often you choose:

- material which brings new perspectives on yaeldfof study %

- documents whose contents are recognized andtaddapyour field of study
%.

The total number should equal 100 %.

14. The following group of questions regard how myou are willing to spend, for
instance of your time and money, on your thesiskwor

1 false.

2 somewhat false
3 neutral.

4 somewhat true
5 true

| use interlibrary loans

| am willing to wait more than 2 weeks for an ititaiary loan request.

| am willing to pay for interlibrary loans in order get the material | need
| choose to manage without documents rather thandsmuch time searching for
them

| buy books for my thesis

It is ok to spend time on information seeking fanaster thesis

| am willing to pay for information on the Internet

| only use the material which is available in tlgarest libraries

| prefer to use material which is easily availadahethe Internet

Information seeking is a work and time consuminggghof the thesis work

15. The following questions aim at measuring thg wau search for information:

In my opinion a small amount of well chosen docutaénenough

for writing a master thesis

| regularly search for information related to mgdis topic

In my opinion it is profitable to concentrate o tirst relevant information you find.
since it saves time

In my opinion a large amount of background inforirais essential before starting a
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research project

It is important not to overlook relevant informatiovhen seeking for information
Sometimes | come across information even though hat consciously looking for it
| want to find information about all aspects of thegsis subject

There is a risk to overlook important informatiérome does not carefully examine
the documents one finds

16. Please mark in percentage how true these statsrare for you:
How do you react if you search for information idatabase and do not get any
results on your query?

- Assume nothing is written on the topic . %
- Continue to search in other databases %.
The total number should equal 100 %.

17. When | search for information in a database:

- | plan my searches in advance %.
- My search is gradually developed %.
The total number should equal 100 %.

18. The last questions concern the informationsiyou use.

In the first column, mark the information sourcesihave used for your thesis
In the second column, mark the three sources yoe higed most frequently

1 most frequently.

2 second most frequently.

3 third most frequently.

Journals on the Internet
Other material on the Internet.
TV

Radio

Encyclopedias
Journals

Books

Newspapers

Teacher, professor
Supervisor

Other students

Friends

Conferences, courses
Brochures, manuals
Presentations, lectures
Associations
Companies

Others, what

19. Which of the above mentioned sources has beshuseful to you?
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20. Why?

Thank you for taking time to complete the questaired

Note FromFast Surfers, Broad Scanners and Deep Divg?<295-302), by J.
Heinstrom, 2002, Abo, Finland: Abo Akademi UnivéydPress. Copyright 2002 by
Abo Akademi University Press. Reprinted with pesios.
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Appendix F: Cover Letter

Dear Faculty member/doctoral student,

Would you be so kind as to answer the followingraymeous electronic questionnaire
which | am distributing as part of my doctoral r&s# on styles of information-
seeking and interlibrary loan use among faculty doctoral students at the
University of Haifa/Technion?

As nearly 80% of faculty and doctoral students dbuse interlibrary loans, your
responses to the questionnaire are really impottamie.

It shouldn’t take more than seven minutes of yauetto fill in.
The questionnaire is accessible via the following:|

http://lib.haifa.ac.il/www/Idr/g.htm

Thank you so much for your cooperation,
Lynne Porat
Doctoral Student,

Dept. of Information Science, Bar-llan Universityca
Head of Interlibrary Loans, University of Haifa
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Appendix G: First Reminder

Hello,

A few days ago, | sent you my electronic questiinenan styles of information-
seeking and interlibrary loans. If you have alreegponded, | would like to thank
you very much for taking the time and trouble tosdo- | really appreciate it.

If you haven’t managed to respond yet, | shouldnost grateful if you could find the
time to fill in the questionnaire within the next days. As the questionnaire was
only sent to a few people in each department, gpurions are very important to my
research.

The questionnaire is accessible via the following:|

http://lib.haifa.ac.il/www/Idr/g.htm

Thankyou for your assistance,
Lynne Porat
Doctoral Student,

Dept. of Information Science, Bar-llan Universityca
Head of Interlibrary Loans, University of Haifa
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Appendix H: Second Reminder

Shalom facultynember/doctoral student,

About a week ago | sent you my questionnaire oormétion-seeking styles and
interlibrary loans. If you have already respondidnk you so much for taking the
time and trouble to do so and please accept myg@d for contacting you again. As
the completed questionnaires are sent to me anamiynd do not know who
responded and who didn't.

If you haven’t responded yet, | would really appaée it if you could find the time to
complete the questionnaire. If you would like toaiee a copy of the questionnaire in
English or to fill it in by telephone, please cattene. As | only sent the questionnaire
to a few people in each department, every respgriegortant to me.

The questionnaire is accessible via the following:|

http://lib.haifa.ac.il/www/Idr/g.htm

Thank you so much for your help,
Lynne Porat
Doctoral Student,

Dept. of Information Science, Bar-llan Universityca
Head of Interlibrary Loans, University of Haifa
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