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About Outsell

Outsell is a research and advisory firm focused on the publishing, information, and education industries. Our international team provides independent, fact-based analysis and actionable advice about competitors, markets, operational benchmarks, and best practices, so our clients thrive and grow in today’s fast-changing digital and global environment.

Disclaimer

The information, analysis, and opinions (the “Content”) contained herein are based on the qualitative and quantitative research methods of Outsell, Inc. and its staff’s extensive professional expertise in the industry. Outsell has used its best efforts and judgment in the compilation and presentation of the Content and to ensure to the best of its ability that the Content is accurate as of the date published. However, the industry information covered by this report is subject to rapid change. Outsell makes no representations or warranties, express or implied, concerning or relating to the accuracy of the Content in this report and Outsell assumes no liability related to claims concerning the Content of this report.
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Executive Summary

The Research Information Network (RIN) commissioned Outsell to investigate how frequently researchers in the UK are hampered by being unable to obtain access to licensed content when they need it, the strategies they use to overcome such non-availability, and the impact on their research output.

Outsell deployed a two-stage methodology, holding three focus groups with librarians that informed the subsequent web survey of researchers. A total of 923 individuals completed at least part of the survey’s questionnaire, with sufficient numbers completing it in most of the sub-segments – such as subject discipline and type of institution – where deeper analysis was required. The exception was in the geographic spread, since the overwhelming majority of respondents were affiliated to institutions in England. 
Selected key findings from the survey of researchers are as follows:

How often researchers encounter problems of non-availability
What emerges from the investigation is a less than encouraging picture of researchers spending a significant amount of valuable time trying to obtain content which they believe they need for their research, even if only to be able to discount it.

· Over half of respondents have difficulty at least once a month in accessing the content they require from their own institution’s library;

· The type of content which presents most problems is electronic journals.
Barriers stemming from discovery methods

When content is not immediately available, there may be real restrictions to accessing it (for example, no licensed has been purchased) or it may be that the problem lies in search and navigation, combined to some degree of a lack of researcher expertise. These problems appear to be fuelled by the complexity of discovery options, with many researchers using external search interfaces that are not well-integrated with library systems.

· Around half of respondents also admit that, up to five times per year, content they thought unavailable is in fact available via their own institution; 
· When beginning a new line of research, survey respondents indicate that Google Scholar is almost as important as the library catalogue of their home institution. Close to 80 per cent of respondents follow a link from an external finding tool (i.e. not their own institution’s library catalogue) at least once a week;

· Two-thirds of respondents reported having problems accessing the content identified via external finding tools at least once a month, at which point most, but far from all, seek help within their own institution;

· Librarians participating in the focus groups acknowledge that problems persist in library systems which are not user-friendly for the uninitiated, and that the diversity of IT systems and platforms is often confusing. 

The methods used by researchers to overcome access problems 
· Well-established methods like inter-library loan and document delivery are still well used, but restrictions, delivery times and costs are cited as problematic;

· Many researchers report that informal methods, from contacting authors or colleagues to creative online searching, are relatively quick and effective;
· Although researchers are aware of the existence of institutional repositories, there remains significant lack of clarity about both deposit and use.
The impact of the identified limitations and barriers to access to resources
Respondents did perceive that barriers had a tangible effect on their research, although this was felt more keenly in some subject areas.
· Around 59 per cent of respondents thought that non-availability of content does have some impact on their research, while 18 per cent say the impact is ‘significant’ either in terms of timing and/or comprehensiveness and/or other quality impact;
· Evidence was found of significant differences between broad subject disciplines. Researchers in the arts and humanities appear to be most disadvantaged, reporting greater concern over the impact on their work of non-availability of content than researchers in the social sciences. The latter in turn reported greater concern about impact than scientists.

Recommendations on how the limitations and barriers might be mitigated or eliminated arising from these findings are categorized under four headings: (1) internal institutional measures to improve training and librarian-researcher communication; (2) initiatives involving finding tools and focusing on increased convergence of external and internal finding tools and content platforms; (3) initiatives concerning publishers and licensing; (4) other suggestions.

1. Introduction 

This report, produced by Outsell for the Research Information Network (RIN) and based on data collected via a series of librarian focus groups and a web-based survey of researchers, analyses:

· How often researchers encounter problems accessing licensed content which is not immediately and readily available to them;

· The methods used by researchers to overcome such problems and how frequently they do so;

· The impact of the identified limitations and barriers to access to resources;

· Ways in which the limitations and barriers might be mitigated or eliminated.

Licensed content

For the purposes of this report ‘licensed content’ is defined as formally published material, available electronically and either paid for by an institution or freely available via the internet. Types of content covered may include monographs, academic journals, databases, abstracts and bibliographic data, standards and specifications, technical papers, patents and so on.

1.1 Methodology

A web-based survey targeting researchers provided the main data collection method for this project. The questionnaire used in the survey is included in the appendices to this report.

Three focus groups were undertaken at the outset of the project (two in London and one in Birmingham), with mainly library-based participants invited from a selected group of 20 institutions (both research-intensive and non-research-intensive). A total of 20 participants attended from 14 different institutions. The focus group findings provide valuable insight into librarians’ perspectives on key issues and were used to inform the design of the web questionnaire. A list of the attendees at the focus groups and a summary of the main messages gleaned from the focus groups are also in the appendices.

The web-based survey was fielded for four weeks during January and February 2009. It was promoted to target respondents with the assistance of members of the expert panel appointed to steer the project, focus group attendees, other RIN contacts, learned societies and research councils.

Responses were collated in an Excel model,
 and further segmented in three ways better to understand trends:

· By type of institution: 20 larger research-intensive universities (Russell Group); 18 smaller research-intensive universities (1994 Group) and non-research-intensive universities (all other institutions);

· By subject discipline: Biological Sciences, Medicine, Physical/Chemical Sciences, Engineering, Social Sciences and Arts and Humanities;

· By region: England, Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales. (Unfortunately, for this segmentation, the England-heavy range of responses did not yield significant insights). 
This report is based on close analysis of the survey data, including responses to open-ended qualitative questions. In addition to internal Outsell quality assurance procedures, the Outsell team has been guided throughout by an external Expert Panel appointed by RIN who have reviewed all project outputs and provided valuable feedback on the final report.
1.2 Sample

Some 923 respondents commenced the online survey, but some delivered incomplete responses and so the base for each question varies. Base numbers are noted in the report wherever useful and are available in full in the Excel model. Overall this good response to the survey provides a sound platform from which to identify strong areas of consensus and diversity and to discuss particular issues for key respondent sub-segments such as subject groups. 
1.3 Sampling issues

A number of issues relating to the respondent sample and its recruitment must be borne in mind when using this data. Most importantly, the report is based on findings from a self-selecting sample and is, therefore, potentially open to bias in terms of the type of respondent. For example, those encountering the most problems securing access to content are potentially most likely to have been motivated to respond. Also, as will be highlighted below, this method also results in some imbalances in the distribution of respondents across regions, institutions and subjects. 
Furthermore, it was not practical to promote the survey directly to all relevant UK researchers and the indirect approach adopted has inevitably also led to some sample skew towards institutions where the project was promoted most widely and enthusiastically (for example, in the institutions of focus group attendees who kindly agreed to publicise the survey to their researchers).

1.4 Sample analysis

Classified by status, the largest group of respondents are doctoral researchers (44%), followed by faculty/teaching staff (28%) and post-doctoral researchers (18%). The balance is made up of other post-graduates (9%) and undergraduates (1% – the survey automatically screened out undergraduates so this small group of respondents must also have been employed in some research capacity).

Figure 1.
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The geographic spread of respondents is limited, with 97% based at English institutions. With an insignificant number of respondents from Scotland (17), Northern Ireland (1) and Wales (2), no meaningful sub-analysis of regional variations could be undertaken. 
The 816 responses from English universities are spread across 48 institutions, but around 87% of these come from just 11 institutions, namely:

Table 1.

	Institution
	Response count

	University of Nottingham
	166

	Durham University
	89

	University of Warwick
	81

	University of Hertfordshire
	76

	Institute of Education 
	67

	University of Birmingham
	50

	University of Exeter
	49

	University of Leicester
	37

	University of Oxford
	35

	University of Salford
	35

	University of Southampton
	23

	Other institutions
	108

	Total
	816


The particularly high level of response from Nottingham was considered not to have skewed results. A lack of major differences between groups of universities (see institutional differences, below) suggests that no one university has unduly influenced the results of this survey.

Overall, there is a concentration of responses from the research-intensive Russell Group universities (45%) and 1994 Group institutions (23%). Non-research-intensive universities account for the balance of responses (32%).

There is a good spread of responses across subject disciplines with each of the six named categories achieving more than 50 responses. The ‘other’ category consists mostly of respondents working in the fields of mathematics, computer sciences, education, and health sciences.

Figure 2.
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2. Librarian focus group findings

2.1 Methods used to obtain non-available licensed content

Librarians report a number of ways in which they support researchers in overcoming issues of content not being immediately available. They will consider a purchase if researchers submit a request, or this may be passed on to the relevant department where purchasing is devolved. Alternatively they may instigate a document supply service (DSS) request to the British Library or an Inter-library loan (ILL). However, our focus group participants report a general downward trend in the overall number of ILLs (possibly down by as much as 40-50% overall in the past five years) driven by researchers finding other online means to access materials, particularly when time is an issue.

Some librarians will encourage researchers to visit other institutions, for example by briefing the researcher in question on the SCONUL Access system and on how to make best use of other institutional libraries. The latter method was flagged as increasingly important as many researchers are now based off-site and sometimes even abroad. However, librarians find offering walk-in access to researchers very challenging. Adhering to the different licence terms offered by different publishers is time- and staff-intensive; for example, one librarian reported offering only selected databases to external users in order to reduce the management overhead.
Librarians also report that researchers will turn to colleagues or ‘flatter authors’ in order to obtain access to non-available content. Repositories are seen as a potential solution, but are still very much in the process of achieving critical mass. Participants report supporting efforts to encourage researchers to deposit materials and some have introduced a mandate to oblige them to do so.

Several of the focus group participants often receive requests and ILL orders for material that is actually stocked. They are critical of the complexity of their own library management systems and understand the researchers’ desire for simpler more intuitive tools. In an ideal world, researchers favour a link from Google directly into the full-text content in the library catalogue.

Participant quote: ‘Log-in is a big turn-off’.

2.2 Reasons for non-availability of content

Aside from the issue of budgetary constraints preventing the purchase of licences, librarians cite a number of different reasons for content not being immediately available to their research communities. Many of the issues highlighted are technical, for example:

· log-in and authentication issues;

· problems with proxy servers and off-site access;

· researchers struggling to cope with the complexity and diversity of different publisher interfaces. 
Any one user may access these systems using multiple personae (e.g. NHS employee, lecturer, student) and from more than one location, giving him/her multiple access points to the same data and different access rights each time. Librarians are aware that this situation is extremely confusing from the researcher perspective.

Some material, usually content of less commercial value, is often not available in digital format, and some gaps in digital collections are experienced as barriers by researchers. Archival or back issues of journals, PhD theses and out-of-print monographs were cited as examples.
2.3 The impact of non-available content

Focus group participants highlighted three main issues affecting the relative impact of non-availability on their researcher communities:

· Timescale: the impact is clearly far greater where timescales are short and there is too little time to employ alternative methods of access;

· Type and level of research: for example, non-availability is less problematic for a researcher undertaking some background research, but is absolutely not acceptable when undertaking a systematic review;

· Currency: in some subject areas (sciences, medicine and law were highlighted) the non-availability of the latest research impacts on the reputation and credibility of researchers who are unable to access up-to-the-minute research findings.

2.4 Suggested remedies
The focus group participants’ suggestions on remedying access problems were clustered around: communication and training; better finding tools; and acquisition or licensing issues. 

Focus group participants suggest there is a need for better communications between the research and librarian community within individual institutions and for better training to be available to researchers. This is particularly important for post-graduates who have moved institutions. The librarians were also keen to get senior teaching staff to participate in training. While staff may feel their skills are satisfactory, librarians in the focus group members suggest they are often not up to date with the latest research tools and techniques and propose that one-to-one updates or drop-in sessions would be appropriate ways to support them. Some librarians feel tapping into new web 2.0 tools, such as a blogs, or even using simple ‘tip of the day’ links may be good ways to keep researchers up to date. 
Participant quote: ‘Librarians need to be more imaginative in how we offer assistance’.

Discovery tools should be intuitive. Focus group members believe greater consistency in terms of both interfaces and terminology between publisher systems would be helpful, but do not expect to see many advances on this front in the short run.  
Participant quote: ‘We need to keep it simple, but our databases are complex’.

Focus group members also pointed out that re-negotiating deals annually with publishers is out of step with researcher work-cycles, which may be three to four years. When titles are removed from bundled (‘big deal’) subscriptions, for example, researchers may lose critical titles on which their research relies. A number of focus group attendees suggest that a more consistent or national solution was required, moving away from institutionally negotiated licences to national deals. 
3. Researcher web survey findings

3.1 Type of resources used

The vast majority of survey respondents (>99%) use electronic information resources during the course of their work and research. By far the most widely accessed electronic resources are scholarly journals, used by over 95% of respondents, followed by abstracts, indexes and bibliographic databases (59%), technical papers (27%) and datasets (e.g. time series, statistics and experimental results – 23%). 
3.2 Location of research

Our findings indicate that half of respondents are sometimes located at places other than their own institution when undertaking their research; most of the rest always do their research at their institution. Researchers in the sciences are more likely to be solely institution-based (68%), while most social scientists and arts and humanities respondents sometimes work in alternative locations (68%).

3.3 How researchers find content

When starting a new line of research or a new query, most respondents use their own institution’s library catalogue (60%) and/or Google Scholar (56%) to begin. Abstracting and indexing tools (42%) and other internet search engines (37%) are the next most cited starting points. Researchers in the sciences are less likely to use the library catalogues (either their own or others) than those in arts and humanities and social sciences. They are more likely to use other resources, including online databases such as Web of Knowledge/Web of Science, Medline/PubMed and SciFinder.

Figure 3.
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Around 80% of respondents will follow a link from an external finding tool either daily or weekly (i.e. not their institution’s library catalogue) in order to access content. Further analysis by subject discipline suggests that scientists are rather more likely than social sciences or arts-based researchers to use such links on a daily basis (and, thus, to encounter barriers to access more frequently). 
Figure 4.
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Two thirds of researchers surveyed report that problems accessing the content identified via these external finding tools occur on a weekly (42%) or monthly (25%) basis. Around 15% encounter these access problems on a daily basis.

When faced with barriers to accessing content identified via an external finding tool, most respondents (55%) will either consult their own institution’s catalogue to see if it is available to them and/or use an alternative external finding tool (48%). Other library catalogues (25%) and colleagues (25%) are used to a lesser extent. Some 15% of respondents report using ‘other’ tactics, most notably, using the inter-library loan service or contacting the author of the content. A small number will seek out alternative, more readily available content.

Figure 5.
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3.4 Frequency of non-availability of licensed content

Over half of survey respondents are unable to access the content they require from their institution’s library on either a weekly (30%) or monthly (26%) basis. Almost 11% report encountering problems on a daily basis; at the other end of the scale, 17% experience problems only two or three times each year.

Figure 6.
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The content type which respondents require, but are most often unable to access is scholarly journals, with nearly 80% citing access problems. By comparison, problems accessing other types of content are far less common.

Around half of the respondents admit that they have discovered that licensed content they thought was unavailable was actually available via their own institution’s library on up to five occasions in the past year. These resources were ultimately discovered via a combination of further searching of the library’s resources (62%), discussions with librarians (20%) or by chance (29%). On the other hand, more than a third of researchers (37%) report that they have never subsequently discovered ‘unavailable’ content to be available via their institutional library.

When licensed content is not available via their institution’s library, our respondents report that it is their understanding that lack of electronic availability of either the backfile (28%) or particular volumes (49%) is the key reason why. Researchers (particularly those in the 1994 Group) also cite library budgetary constraints (56%) and failure of the content to meet their institution’s acquisition criteria (38%) as key reasons why they do not have access.

Figure 7.
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3.5 Information discovery training

Approximately half (53%) of researchers responding were given training on information discovery when they first joined their institution, while 40% did not (the balance were not sure or cannot remember). Those who have undergone training are mostly either somewhat satisfied (46%) or very satisfied (29%) with the training they received. In the vast majority of cases (83%) this training was delivered by library staff. Fellow researchers (8%) and internet-based guidance (5%) play a far lesser role in training provision.

Many respondents seem happy with the training and services they were provided with. However, a number of useful suggestions were made as to how, ideally, this training need might be better addressed.

Most researchers believe that information discovery should be a mandatory element of all undergraduate courses to put basic research skills in place. After this, most respondents would prefer an iterative, drop-in approach whereby bite-size updating or refresher courses are available to staff and researchers and introductory sessions are available for new starters. This would be particularly valuable if it might be subject or faculty-specific. Face-to-face training would ideally be supported by online training guides and, in particular, an effective help/FAQ or troubleshooting function and an email address or telephone helpline for further support. Several researchers suggest that this might be supervisor-led rather than librarian-led to make it more pertinent to individual researcher needs and problems.

The topics for training researchers mentioned included help on finding unavailable materials, enabling off-campus access to resources and the pros and cons of Google Scholar and Google Books.

3.6 Methods used to obtain non-available licensed content

Inter-library loans (ILL) or document supply services (DSS) are the most cited methods used to obtain licensed content not immediately available. Over a third (37%) of those using ILL services have done so more than five times over the course of the past year. Arts and humanities researchers appear to be the most intensive users of ILL services. Requests to colleagues and access to institutional repositories are the next most popular methods, but the majority of respondents have used these methods on fewer than five occasions in the past twelve months (i.e. 79% and 77% respectively). The least-used methods are visits to another institution’s library (most often made by arts and humanities researchers and those at non-research-intensive universities) and pay-per-view services.

Respondents have mostly experienced all of the cited methods of accessing licensed content not immediately available to them to be at least somewhat effective. A large proportion of those using ILL (49%), requests to colleagues (45%) and pay-per-view (41%) rate these methods as ‘very effective’. Institutional repositories and other libraries are rated less highly, with most users ranking them ‘somewhat effective’. Other libraries are, however, rated more highly by those researchers in the arts and humanities who tend to make more use of them than researchers in science-oriented disciplines.

Although all of these various methods are generally seen as at least somewhat effective in enabling researchers to access licensed materials which are not immediately available, in their comments respondents highlight a number of limitations and barriers which mitigate their usefulness. 
While ranked as the most effective methods, ILL and DSS services are criticised for being slow – taking at least a week and often longer. Many respondents also find the expense and administrative burden of ordering content a hindrance. Researchers are also limited in the numbers of items they are allowed to request; one respondent mentioned asking undergraduates to make British Library requests for him once his quota was used up. Several respondents also highlight issues around restrictions on the use and time permitted to use loaned items as problematic. In addition, some respondents cite problems with excessive delays and processing errors, though this does not appear to be widespread.

Respondent quote: ‘I have sometimes found that by the time the item arrives my work has already moved on. The bureaucracy of the ILL procedure and the expense has often put me off ordering things that – objectively speaking – I really ought to have done’.

Respondents emphasise the speed and effectiveness of contacting colleagues for copies of content they are unable to access. A drawback of this route is that it should not be overused; respondents are cautious about irritating their colleagues.

For most respondents the costs (in time and expense) of visiting another institution’s library versus the benefits of materials they could access just do not make this option worthwhile. Several researchers also mention restrictions on materials they are able to access in other libraries as a limitation (e.g. they may not have access to any electronic materials as a result of the publisher’s licence terms).

Respondent quote: ‘Visiting other libraries is not practical – the cost of the time to do this far outweighs the cost of inter-library loans’.

Exceptions to this general view seem to be those researchers located in London who are able easily to access multiple University of London libraries and the British Library without undue travel time or expense (the SCONUL scheme is mentioned in this context). Also, those located within easy reach of Oxford and Cambridge report making use of these libraries.

While pay-per-view is ranked an effective method of obtaining articles, its cost is a major barrier for most respondents who simply do not use it. Messages regarding institutional repositories are mixed; several respondents admit to being unsure what they are.

Respondents also described a number of other methods they use to get hold of content. Of the 285 responses collated, by far the most popular method reported is contacting the author of an article or book to request a copy directly. This route is seen as expedient and usually effective. Many researchers will also check the author’s web page first to see if the article is available there.

Respondent quote: ‘Email author. Flatter them. Beg. Request that they email you the manuscript’.

A further important alternative route is using creative searching online, primarily using Google Books and Google Scholar, to try to seek out a version of an article or at least partial access to book content. Respondents report resourceful ways of overcoming the barrier of non-access, for example: using the Digital Object Identifier (DOI) to search; accessing cached content; and signing up for free trials with publishers. These methods are not always wholly successful, but can at least give access to abstracts or sufficient content to evaluate the source.

Whereas only a minority of researchers responding to the survey are willing to pay for access to journal pay-per-view content or personal subscriptions to journals, many do report buying books online, usually second-hand, when they are unable to get access via other routes. 

Several respondents also report that they may have access to more than one institution’s resources, either via a previous position, or through working, studying and lecturing at different universities. Students with links to the Open University report that its electronic resources are particularly helpful.

Respondent quote: ‘The main method I use for obtaining licensed content not immediately available at the institution where I work is to use the institution where I am also studying. Larger institutions have much better facilities’.

Other methods mentioned, though to a far lesser extent, are:

· accessing preprint servers;

· utilising society memberships and personal subscriptions;

· waiting for the source to become freely available online; and, 

· making a purchase request to the relevant university department or library. 
A handful of respondents report that encountering barriers leads them to abandon their search for a particular source, make do with the abstract and, ultimately, to look for alternative sources. 
3.7 Impact of non-availability
Most respondents (59% overall) report that the lack of availability of licensed content does have ‘some impact’ on their research. Around 18% rate the impact as ‘significant’. Respondents rating the impact as significant are more likely to be researchers in the social sciences and, in particular, the arts and humanities and researchers at the non-research-intensive universities. Overall, around 22% consider this lack of availability of content has very little impact on their work, whilst a very few (1.2%) report no impact at all.

Figure 8.
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Of the 447 respondents who commented on the specific impact of the lack of availability of content, the vast majority describe the key outcomes as delays in their research and in paper submissions while they seek out alternative ways to get access to a particular source. Some also mention the financial impact of having to pay for ILLs or to purchase books or pay-per-view content.

Also highlighted are the limitations this lack of access to content causes to researchers’ literature reviews, particularly, by definition, systematic reviews. Where researchers have been ultimately unable to track particular content down, they have been forced to submit literature reviews which have noticeable holes and to cite secondary sources when an original article or source cannot be obtained. This is often the case when submitting research bids which are particularly time sensitive and there is no time to obtain ILL materials or visit other institutions. One respondent mentioned having an article rejected due to a key source not being cited.

As well as annoyance and frustration at these obstacles and delays, some researchers report feeling dissatisfied and even anxious about the limitations on their research findings. Lack of access creates bias in their source selection and at the very least raises quality concerns. Peer reviewers mention it hinders the quality of their work when they cannot access cited sources or other articles by the author. Scientists report more practical hindrances whereby particular experimental or research methods, particularly newer and quicker ones, are not identified and therefore out-of-date methodologies may be adopted, work may be duplicated or a particular experiment cannot be run at all. An important distinction which respondents make is that they can often find alternative sources for established knowledge, but that the lack of ready access to current or cutting-edge content is a more difficult gap to fill. 

A number of respondents make the important point that they cannot really assess the impact of not being able to access material they have not seen and therefore cannot evaluate, but that it undermines their faith in the integrity of their own research.

Respondent quote: ‘It could have potentially been very important or it could have been junk, but either way it leaves you wondering’.

Respondent quote: ‘It requires you to make a value judgement on how important you think this document might be to your research. Without being able to see it, it’s almost impossible to do so. It also requires you to think about other relevant documents which might cover the area of the document you can’t access. Ultimately, it is just an added complication’.

A small number of researchers report changing tack with their research and a few admit to not pursuing new lines of enquiry or thought when access issues hinder ready progress.

Overall, lack of immediate access to electronic content is seen by researchers as a hindrance which slows their progress and can mean potentially important data is not taken into account. Most manage to work around these limitations, but are frustrated by the situation.

Respondent quote: ‘Worst case:  important information cannot be taken into account. Average case: my own research is delayed whilst information has to be collected using a different source/approach (contacting other researchers etc.). Best case (rarely!): no impact’. 

Respondent quote: ‘It is an irritant, and sometimes curtails tangential lines of enquiry, without being significantly detrimental to the overall research project’.

3.8 The extent to which researchers put their requirements to one side 

In the event of licensed content not being immediately available to them, the vast majority of researchers who commented (456 respondents) state that they are mostly able to leave their immediate requirements to one side and move on to using content that they can get access to. For most this is seen as a necessary and pragmatic evil, not a choice. 
Respondent quote: ‘Don’t have much choice – just have to plug on. Sometimes I’ve had to shelve work on something entirely until the content became available through alternative means’.

Respondent quote: ‘I usually put inaccessible things on a list to one side and work with what I have – I then go back to it all when I am making a trip to somewhere that holds those resources, or occasionally reassess how necessary it now is to use these sources in light of later work’.

Respondent quote: ‘In general you have to be pragmatic about these things…get over it and move on’.

In the vast majority of cases, putting their immediate content requirement to one side means a delay of a few days for an ILL item to arrive, to visit another institution or for access to be gained via a colleague. This interruption to workflow is seen as inconvenient and disruptive. Researchers report losing their thread, having to revisit and adjust research at a later date and, in some cases, forgetting to go back to fill the gap. Particular problems are reported where deadlines are tight; for example, for grant applications, funded projects, conferences and responding to requests and queries from peer reviewers.

While most researchers reported being able to delay their work until content is sourced by alternative means – continuing with other strands of research in the meantime – a few will reluctantly chose to omit the particular article from their research. 
Respondent quote: ‘I have to do this to a large extent and I’m concerned that my research isn’t evidence-based. I would say that I should not have to abandon certain content’.

Respondent quote: ‘[Finding alternative sources] is possible as there is a wealth of information available, but it will mean a lack of innovation in research as the most easily available will be the most commonly read’.

The extent to which alternative sources can be found also depends on the nature of the task and of the article. It is not considered good practice for a systematic review, but if a researcher is undertaking some general research to find out about a new topic or concept, then alternative articles or books may well be able to fulfil the need. By contrast a critical or very new piece of research – awareness of which is important to the credibility of the researcher in their field (particularly in fast-moving subject areas) – cannot be substituted.

3.9 Suggested institutional remedies
While desiring access to as much content as possible, most of the 406 researchers who commented are mindful of the budgetary constraints within which their libraries must operate. Many said that better electronic access to older materials would be welcome. Beyond freeing up more funds to buy more content, a number of other remedies are suggested.

Libraries should implement or improve processes for researchers to pass on requests for content and to register content which has been sought but is not available. Researchers would like feedback from libraries as to whether these purchase requests can be satisfied and, if not, why this is not possible. A large number of respondents felt that their views and needs are not sought in any way, but if they were they could provide a good basis for more informed library purchasing decisions.

Libraries should provide improved training and support to researchers and, in particular, guidance on how to find content which may not be immediately available. Any collaborative agreements with other institutions should be well-publicised and links to the ILL service prominent and easy to follow.

Many researchers see pay-per-view access to content as an efficient solution for non-available electronic content, but find the costs disproportionately expensive compared to ILL services. An institutionally run and part-subsidised pay-per-view scheme would be helpful.

As reported earlier, most researchers find the ILL service effective in meeting their needs, but they are keen to see it improved where possible. The key ideas proposed are:

· to eliminate restrictive quotas;

· to simplify the ordering process (for example, most post-graduates must get the signature of a supervisor in order to place an order);

· offer more funding support for ILL fees;

· speed the delivery process up; and, 

· digitise both the ordering and delivery mechanism.

Many researchers flagged barriers to accessing their library’s current collections as needing attention. In particular, respondents need improved off-campus access to electronic resources, resolution of password and log-in issues and a much simplified e-catalogue of what is available.

Respondents also proposed extending the SCONUL Access scheme to cover e-resources and suggest that more funding for research trips to other institutions such as the British Library would be valuable. They also suggest greater collaboration between institutions to share the cost of access.

There is some criticism of publisher pricing and several researchers urged a move towards open access models. A suggestion was made that regular peer-reviewers might negotiate journal access to that title for their institution by way of recompense for their services. Others proposed that the research playing field should be levelled via government intervention enabling nationally negotiated access to key electronic content.

3.10 Suggested publisher remedies
Many researchers who responded suggested that publishers should make their materials available to the not-for-profit sector free of charge or at least at a reduced price. However, most recognised that the publishing industry is driven by commercial aims and proposed that alternative content funding models might be found, for example by allowing advertising. Another model suggested was a low-use licence which might be introduced for institutions to buy access to less popular titles at a reduced or nominal pay-per-view price. Usage could be monitored and once reaching a certain level, a subscription would become payable. 

There is considerable demand for older backfiles (e.g. 10-15 years post-publication) to be made freely and electronically available. Researchers are also keen to see embargoes on current content being available online removed.

One of the most popular proposals was for publishers to reduce the amount charged for pay-per-view access. Whereas academics can go to Amazon or other online book stores and buy a second-hand book for a reasonable cost, individual articles priced at around £15 are beyond the means of most researchers and do not compare favourably, for example, with a cost of less than £1 for an iTune. At the very least, researchers would welcome greater access to extracts of pay-per-view materials (e.g. as is available on Amazon eBooks) free of charge so that they can make an informed decision about its possible value. 

Respondent quote: ‘If the price was halved then there would be some consideration whether to buy it or not, rather than it just not being an option’. 
Summary of differences between subject disciplines
A number of differences in the responses given by researchers in different subject disciplines were noted. The more important differences are reported below.

Location of research: Researchers in the arts and humanities and the social sciences seem more likely to work off-site (and consequently are more likely to encounter difficulties when visiting other libraries). Approximately 68 per cent of arts and humanities and social science researchers do work in alternative locations compared with 68 per cent of science researchers who are based solely at their own institution.

Visits to other libraries: 73% of scientists have never made such a visit, compared with 36% of social scientists and arts and humanities researchers. The latter are far more frequent and more satisfied users of other libraries. 

How researchers find content: Researchers in the sciences are less likely to use the library catalogue than arts and humanities and social science researchers. When starting a new enquiry, 46% of researchers in the sciences use the library catalogue as opposed to 74% of social scientists and arts and humanities researchers. Science researchers are more likely to use ‘other’ finding tools, citing Web of Knowledge/Web of Science, Medline/PubMed and SciFinder. As a result, it seems likely, therefore, that science researchers follow links from an external finding tool more frequently than others – 47% do so daily compared with 30% of social science and arts and humanities researchers.

Use of ILL: social scientists and arts and humanities are heavier users of ILLs – 23% of social scientists and A&H have used ILL more than 10 times in the past year compared with 10% of science researchers. 

Impact of non-availability: more researchers in social sciences and arts and humanities (25%) see the impact of non-availability of e-content as ‘significant’ compared to in science (11%). This appears particularly true of arts and humanities, where 30% say that the impact is significant.

Summary of differences between institutions

Few differences were noticed between the responses given by researchers based at different types of institution. This fact tends to support the view, expressed above, that the particularly large number of responses from the University of Nottingham has not skewed the results of the survey. The few differences are mentioned below.

Reasons understood to be behind non-availability: a higher proportion of researchers at institutions in the 1994 Group cite budgetary constraints as a main reason for non-availability: 1994 Group 69%; Russell Group 53%; non-research-intensive institutions 51%.

Use of visits to other libraries: perhaps not surprisingly, researchers at non-research-intensive institutions are more frequent users of other libraries: 57% of respondents from non-research-intensive institutions have visited other libraries, compared with 41% of research-intensive institutions (and an even lower proportion from Russell Group on its own).

Impact of non-availability: more researchers at non-research-intensive institutions see the impact of non-availability as ‘significant’ (23%), compared with 15% at research-intensive institutions (who are more likely to say ‘some impact’ – 61%).

4. Recommendations

On the basis of the findings of the focus groups and the web survey, we set out the recommendations below. We recognise, however, that several of the recommendations are long-term or large-scale, and will require the cooperation of a range of different types of stakeholders, as well as particularly careful coordination, and Outsell is not in a position to suggest how or by what entity they might be funded. We are also conscious that some recommendations cover ground which is already being addressed by RIN and/or other relevant bodies, especially JISC. 
A.
Libraries

1. Training: there is clearly scope for improving arrangements for training researchers in resource discovery. A number of ideas are worth pursuing, including: closer liaison between library subject specialists and researchers in their sphere; more formal initial training, possibly including a mandatory module in undergraduate courses and/or more innovative use of web 2.0 capabilities; greater involvement by teachers and supervisors (i.e. those who really understand the type of research being carried out and the relevant resources in particular fields); more informal updating practices to help keep supervisors and teachers fully up to date in discovery techniques.

2. Library tools: there are several areas where initiatives could be useful, though not just at institutional level. Firstly, it is clear that the diversity of library search systems is user-inimical, and creates difficulty. Convergence of search systems and interfaces would be a long-term undertaking, but would be very valuable. This could be addressed through national procurement of a common library management system and discovery tools which libraries could opt into under the auspices of JISC. Secondly, log-in and authentication arrangements would benefit from longer-term efforts to simplify them, again not just at institutional level. Finally, retrospective cataloguing could usefully be extended in order to ensure that the number of resources which are still invisible is progressively reduced.

3. Library/departmental procedures: despite signs of decline, ILL is highly effective, if relatively slow. It would be potentially very helpful, therefore, if institutions relaxed or eliminated barriers to the continued and extended use of ILL, some of which are financial, some connected with sign-off procedures, and some involving constraints of time and use.

4. Library awareness: as libraries become ever more transparent, especially to the remote user, there is an increased need to reinforce awareness of the full range of facilities and services, including subject support, that they provide and pay for.

5. Repository awareness: efforts to mandate and encourage use of institutional repositories need to be increased in order to get closer to the critical mass at which they are more likely to become the places that busy researchers will willingly turn to. Similarly, there is an argument for promoting awareness of other Open Access initiatives.

6. Collaborative digitisation: although there is no lack of digitisation initiatives, more needs to be done in collaboration with publishers to plug gaps in serial runs and to extend digital availability further back in time.

B.
External initiatives: finding tools

7. Access to content: in view of the evident importance of external finding tools to a large proportion of researchers, it would be extremely valuable to investigate how e-resource providers and others operating e-resource interfaces could work together to enable and authenticate access to content through external finding tools. The aim would be to eliminate the need for researchers to exit from the external finding tool in order to commence a further search to ascertain whether the content identified is available via their own institutions.

8. Managing diversity: while commercial operators inevitably strive to ensure that their discovery tools have unique features, it would be worth studying ways in which greater similarity of operation might be achieved between library systems and a restricted number of external finding tools. See also recommendation A.2, above.

C.
External initiatives: publishers

9. Digitisation: as indicated in recommendation A.6, above, there is scope for further collaborative digitization programmes with publishers.

10. Pay-per-view: as a last resort, pay-per-view is clearly important, but pricing is out of kilter with other paid-for avenues used by researchers, such as ILL and the (mostly online) second-hand book market. Publishers may well be sceptical, but there is a case for talking to market leaders to seek to persuade them that different pricing would increase volume and might make pay-per-view more than a last resort. 
11. Licences: both librarians and researchers indicate that publishers’ licences are still a barrier to access and use in some situations. Further development of the arrangements negotiated by NESLi would appear to be indicated.

D.
Other

12. Electronic ILL: the physical nature of ILL (as opposed to electronic document delivery) constitutes a significant constraint. If the use of electronic document delivery could be extended, this would be likely to have a beneficial effect. Naturally, this would involve negotiations with the libraries which are responsible for most of the lending, with the British Library, and with publishers.

13. Trials: as most problems appeared to be associated with arts and humanities, it would seem logical to prioritise these areas in any experimental schemes are undertaken as a result of these recommendations.
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