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Abstract
Purpose – The aim of this study is to investigate whether there are differences between users and non-users of ILDS and whether users of ILDS
perceive certain factors as contributing to satisfactory ILDS outcomes.
Design/methodology/approach – The study employed survey research in the form of a specially-compiled web questionnaire which was distributed
by e-mail to a sample of faculty and doctoral students at two Israeli research institutions.
Findings – One of the main findings was that an ILDS user is a senior, productive, humanities, faculty member – someone who frequently uses the
library’s services and resources, has a deep style of information-seeking. An additional finding was that many non-users of ILDS believed that all their
research needs were met by the internet. The other main finding was that ILDS users who perceived the consulting of secondary information sources
and receiving reference assistance prior to requesting ILDS as being beneficial, achieved satisfactory ILDS outcomes which exceeded their expectations
and which were ultimately integrated into their research.
Practical implications – The findings contribute to librarians’ understanding of users and non-users of ILDS and may enable them to identify and
encourage potential ILDS users and find ways to promote satisfactory ILDS outcomes. Future research could study whether users of ILDS actually
produce better quality research than non-users.
Originality/value – The research shows that ILDS users have a deep style of information-seeking and uncovers the reasons for non-use of ILDS. In
addition, it confirms Stone’s (1983) finding that secondary information sources promote patron satisfaction with ILDS outcomes.
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Introduction

Today’s research climate is characterized by information-

seeking via the internet, particularly during the early stages of

research (Herring, 2001). This is due to the ease and speed of

access to results compared to the complexity of obtaining

items via library databases and print sources. However,

although huge amounts of information are now accessible via

the Internet and library databases, exposing researchers to

more and more citations and abstracts, there are still many

valuable items which are only obtainable via Interlibrary Loan

and Document Supply (ILDS) or personal purchase.

High demand for book borrowing via ILDS in
academia

Document supply, particularly in the sciences, has declined

worldwide since the early 2000s, (Boukacem-Zeghmouri et al.,

2006; Echeverria and Barredo, 2005; Missingham and

Moreno, 2005; Pfleger, 2008; Sagnert, 2007) due to the

widespread access to documents via the internet, Big Deals,

i.e. “online aggregation of journals that publishers offer [to

libraries] as a one price, one size fits all package” (Peters,

2001) and open access to electronic journals. However book

borrowing via ILDS is still in high demand in many academic

libraries, particularly in the USA. Data from the 123

members of the Association of Research Libraries shows

that there was an increase from 3 million borrowing requests

and 5.5 million lending requests in 2001-02 (Kyrillidou and

Young, 2003, p. 47) to 3.3 million borrowing requests and 5.6

million lending requests in 2004-05 (Kyrillidou and Young,

2006, p. 59) with 70 libraries requesting more than 20,000

items from other libraries in 2005-06 (ARL, 2007). In a

recent ARL White Paper on interlibrary loan, Beaubien

(2007) noted that among 3,700 American degree-granting

institutions surveyed by the National Center for Education

Statistics there was a 26 per cent increase in book borrowing

between 1998-2004.

There are several possible reasons for the increase in book

borrowing via ILDS in American academic libraries. The first

is the continual growth in the numbers of books being

published (Gantz et al., 2008; Lyman and Varian, 2003)

which has resulted in requests for information which no one
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library can meet entirely from its own collection. The second

is the increased awareness of book discovery tools such as

Amazon and Google Books (Beaubien, 2007), which expose

readers to more and more books, but not necessarily to the

full-text. The third is improved delivery options such as user-

initiated ILDS requesting through programs such as Borrow

Direct, which enable users to check the catalog of a

participating library and request that they send a book to

their home library, thereby simplifying and expediting the

ILDS process (Chmelir, 2005; Nitecki and Renfro, 2004).

The fourth is budgetary cuts for monographs, caused mainly

by the high increases in serial subscriptions that have forced

libraries to forego the acquisition of potentially little-used

books and to refer patrons to ILDS. The fifth is the growth in

research of new and integrated disciplines such as women’s

studies, criminology, gerontology and information systems

(Frank et al., 2001) which place demands on the library that

can only be met via ILDS.

Increased book borrowing via ILDS has also occurred in

other countries such as Denmark (Hansen, 2003), Sweden

(Sagnert, 2007) and Australia (Missingham and Moreno,

2005) as well as in many Israeli libraries where the present

study took place. For example, at the University of Haifa

library, book borrowing via ILDS grew by over 25 per cent

between 2000 and 2007. Thus it would seem that the

worldwide increase in book borrowing via ILDS that began in

the early 1990s does not show any signs of subsiding and that

demand in academic libraries will probably continue to grow

for at least the near future.

Previous research on ILDS

Since the 1970s many American, Australian and European

studies have been conducted on ILDS issues such as: the

effects of e-journals usage on demand for ILDS, the

implementation of ILDS management systems, service

quality and patron satisfaction, and the relationship between

ILDS and collection development. Calvert (2000) and Egan

(2005) predicted the demise of ILDS due to the almost

ubiquitous access to electronic journals, while (Kriz et al.,

1998) and (Porat, 2001) demonstrated how ILDS services

were improved due to automation. (Hernon et al., 1999),

(Nitecki, 1995) and (Perrault and Arseneau, 1995) measured

patron satisfaction with ILDS service quality, (Anderson et al.,

2003), (Byrd et al., 1982) and (Knievel et al., 2006) studied

the relationship between ILDS statistics and collection

development. Only two studies highlighted the importance

of patron satisfaction with ILDS outcomes as it relates to the

use and non-use of ILDS. A study at a UK university

explored the factors that contributed to the effective meeting

of patron expectations (Stone, 1983); and a performance

measurement study of the ILDS units at 97 North American

research and college libraries outlined the need for further

research on why potential users with high-performing units do

not use ILDS, (Jackson, 1998). It would seem that no

comprehensive research has been conducted on the

differences between users and non-users and the reasons for

non-use.

ILDS usage rates in academia

Although not all academic researchers actually use ILDS,

most would profit greatly from using the service at some point

in their career. Yet many potential users remain non-users.

Studies have shown that usage statistics for faculty and

doctoral students at American and Israeli academic

institutions are relatively low. A recent study at Carnegie

Mellon University (George et al., 2006) found that only 58

per cent of doctoral students used ILDS, while Dickenson’s

(2006) Colorado Academic Library Impact Study found that

only 62 per cent of faculty and only 23 per cent of

undergraduates did so. Recent data from the University of

Haifa in Israel show even lower usage levels with only 23 per

cent of faculty and 27 per cent of doctoral students using the

service in 2006 suggesting that many potential users are not

availing themselves of the service.

Possible reasons for non-use of ILDS

The widespread use of electronic journals and access to

information on the Internet since the late 1990s may partially

explain why faculty and doctoral students in some disciplines

do not use ILDS and why others use it infrequently. But it

does not explain other factors connected to non-use.

Although some non-users may receive articles from channels

such as full-text databases, professional sites, colleagues and

Internet forums and discussion groups, other non-users may

be compromising the quality of their research by managing

without essential sources.

Factors contributing to the use and non-use of
ILDS

Traditionally, ILDS use has been attributed to four main

factors: the size of the local library collection, the extent to

which potential users perceive ILDS as inconvenient, whether

funding is available and awareness of its existence. Studies

have consistently shown that patrons use ILDS less in libraries

with large collections (Henderson, 2000; Paustian, 1981;

Porat and Shoham, 2004) as their needs are better met by the

local collection. They have also shown that the perceived

inconvenience of ILDS causes limited or non-use (Barr and

Farmer, 1977; Houghton and Prosser, 1974; Stuart, 1977)

and that the cost tends to deter use, particularly among

doctoral students who may not have funding for ILDS

(Kinnucan, 1993; Perrault and Arseneau, 1995). In addition,

awareness of library services in general and ILDS in particular

is related to its use (George et al., 2006; Sridhar, 1994).

Differences between users and non-users of ILDS

The problem addressed in the current study is why some

researchers do not use ILDS even though items that are

relevant and useful to the research at hand are not

immediately available in their library or free on the Internet.

The main purpose of the study was to investigate whether

there were differences in the style of information-seeking

between users and non-users of ILDS which might explain

why relatively few researchers use the service. In addition, its

aim was to ascertain which factors users perceived as

contributing to satisfactory outcomes, which exceeded their

expectations. The study is significant in that it highlights the
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role of ILDS in the information-seeking process and in the

research cycle as a whole. In addition, it may assist librarians

in accommodating the different styles of information-seeking

and addressing perceptions and misperceptions about ILDS

and providing services and resources that promote its effective

use.

Theoretical framework

The theoretical framework of the study was based on two

models: Heinstrom’s (2002) Model of Information-Seeking

Styles and Oliver and DeSarbo’s (1988) Expectation

Disconfirmation Theory of Satisfaction. Heinstrom’s Model

consists of: Fast Surfing, Broad Scanning, and Deep Diving

and was used to test whether there was a connection between

the style of information-seeking and the use of ILDS. Fast

Surfers have difficulty judging relevance, do not invest time in

seeking information, and invest little effort in information-

seeking process. Broad Scanners perform wide and thorough

information-seeking from many different sources. They locate

information serendipitously and not just when seeking it, and

they judge information critically. Deep Divers make much

effort to find information, accept only the highest quality, and

seek information deeply in terms of search strategy and

information content.

Oliver and DeSarbo’s theory holds that satisfaction or

“expectancy disconfirmation” occurs when performances

and/or outcomes, exceed expectation. First, researchers

form expectations and these are then confirmed or not

through performance comparisons. This theory was used to

measure satisfaction with ILDS requests by defining the

following four patron views as expectation criteria to measure

satisfaction with the outcomes: a user’s view that a request

was more valuable than expected; a user’s view that a request

was more relevant and useful than expected; a user’s intention

to cite a request in their own publication; a user’s view that a

request contributed to the quality their own research, without

which it would suffer.

Methodology

The first research question sought to identify differences

between users and non-users of ILDS and addressed such

issues as:
. frequency of library use;
. style of information-seeking;
. demographics; and
. academic profile, i.e. seniority, tenure/promotion status,

productivity level, and academic discipline.

The second research question addressed the relationship

between user satisfaction with ILDS and:
. the benefits of consulting secondary information sources,

such as abstracts, prior to requesting ILDS;
. receiving reference librarian assistance during the process

of information-seeking;
. choosing indicative and informative titles that outline the

methodology and results of a research project; and
. achieving a timely delivery of items requested.

The primary instrument used in the research was a specially-

compiled web questionnaire on styles of information-seeking

and ILDS use. The questions on styles of information-seeking

were adapted from Heinstrom’s Questionnaire about

Information Behavior (2002) which was validated using

factor analysis. The questionnaire was distributed by e-mail to

a sample of faculty and doctoral students at two Israeli

research institutions. A total 330 questionnaires were

distributed at the University of Haifa, an institution

specializing in humanities, social sciences and welfare

studies, and 1,090 were distributed at the Technion, whose

specialty is science, technology, engineering and medicine. In

total, 1,420 questionnaires were distributed at these two large

urban research institutions. A 37 per cent response rate (121

questionnaires) was achieved from the university and 18 per

cent (192 questionnaires) from the Technion, resulting in a

combined response rate of 22 per cent (313 questionnaires)

which is an acceptable rate for web-based surveying

(Kaplowitz et al., 2004; Schonlau, 2002).

Findings

The main finding of the current study was that ILDS users

tended to be senior, productive, humanities faculty members

who frequently borrowed books from the library and who had

a deep style of information-seeking. Non-users of ILDS

tended to be less senior, less productive science faculty

members who used the library’s services and resources

infrequently and who had a superficial style of information-

seeking.

An additional finding was that the main reason for non-use

is the preference among science and technology researchers to

download documents, which are freely available via the

internet, rendering ILDS and libraries redundant in their

eyes. The quotes below show some of the comments received

by respondents of the questionnaire on the reasons for non-

use:

Nearly all the publications that I need are available to me in databases via the
Technion or are freely available on the Internet. Even when I seek historical
material I do not need other libraries because I find the material free on the
internet.

I use ILDS as a last resort. Only if the item is very important to me and I
can’t get it from the Internet or via the University of Haifa library. Happily
this happens infrequently, as I depend on new articles which can usually be
found in electronic journals.

Taking into consideration the fact that most of the up-to-date articles are
available on the internet, the time it takes to get an article via ILDS and the
cost, ILDS is not a very attractive option.

Because it is possible to obtain nearly everything on the Internet, I only used
ILDS three times during the last eight years. Although the items helped me,
they cost money.

All the above comments suggest that widespread access to

electronic articles has caused a decline in the document

supply aspect of ILDS. Table I shows additional reasons for

non-use of ILDS and Figure 1 shows the responses to the

questions on the questionnaire about non-use of ILDS.

The study also attempted to find out if there was a

relationship between satisfaction with ILDS outcomes, which

exceeded users’ expectations and were integrated into their

research, and the perceived benefit of the consultation of

secondary information sources, choosing informative/

indicative titles, receiving reference assistance, and achieving

timely deliveries. The findings showed that there was no

significant relationship between choosing informative/

indicative titles or achieving timely deliveries and

satisfaction with ILDS outcomes. However, there was a
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significant relationship between users’ perceptions of the

benefits of consulting secondary information sources, such as

abstracts, table of contents, and citation indexes, and of

receiving reference assistance, prior to requesting ILDS and

satisfaction with the outcomes. The complete list of responses

is shown in the Appendix.

Practical and theoretical implications of findings

The main practical implication of the findings was that an

awareness of the profiles of users and non-users of ILDS may

enable librarians to identify potential or under-users and

encourage them to become regular users. In addition, an

awareness of the contribution of the consultation of secondary

information sources and reference assistance to ILDS

outcomes may encourage librarians to verify and refer to

secondary sources prior to recommending ILDS and thereby

increase patron satisfaction with the outcomes.

Future research

The current study demonstrates that there is a relationship

between ILDS requesting and style of information-seeking

and productivity. Further research is needed to understand

whether researchers who use ILDS actually produce higher

quality research than researchers who do not.

Conclusion

Despite pessimistic predictions about the future of ILDS due

to the widespread use of electronic journals in academia, the

current study shows that ILDS book borrowing is unlikely to

disappear in the near future. Although document supply is

declining and book-borrowing is virtually non-existent in the

sciences, book borrowing continues to increase in the

humanities, often for esoteric, non-English language items

that may only be located with the professional knowledge and

experience of ILDS librarians. The main contribution of the

current study is its validation of ILDS as an essential service

for the serious academic researcher.
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Appendix

See the information-seeking styles and interlibrary loan use

questionnaire in Figure A1.

Figure A1 Information-seeking styles and interlibrary loan use questionnaire (English translation)
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Figure A1
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