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INTRODUCTION

Ithaka S+R Faculty Surveys provide a regular examination of key strategic issues facing academic
information services providers. Conducted every three years since 2000, these surveys examine a broad
sweep of issues affecting academic libraries, publishadsscholarly societies, among others, to help

them serve the changing needs of their faculty constituents.

In thelthaka S+RFaculty Survey2009 we examined faculty attitudes and reported practices in three
broad areas, finding that:

e Basic scholarlynformation use practicdsave shifted rapidly in recent years, and as a result the
academic library is increasingheingdisintermediated from the discovery progesking
irrelevance in one of its core functional areas;

e Faculty member srdélyingeaxausivelg an digital nmefsimns of scholarly materials
opens new opportunities for libraries, new business models for publishers, and new challenges for
preservation; and

o Despite several years of sustained efforts by publishers, scholarly sydibtaries, faculty
members, and othets reform various aspects of the scholarly communications system, a
fundamentally conservative set of faculty attitudes continues to impede systematic change.

In planning for the future, attention to the need#uals, and behaviors of faculty is of paramount
importance, but these can only be one input into strategic plaprongssesAs our information
environment continues to change, the institutions that serve scholars are chaltetraydy to keep up
with changing attitudes and practices but also to leglgscholars, in order tbestsupport and facilitate
scholarship as well as to ensure their own continuing relevance.

Methodology

Since 2000¢ur Faculty Surveys have examingalv new technologies are impacting faculty attitudes

and behaviors€very three years, weaveconductedargescale studies of facultpyemberdo learn more

about their attitudes toward the transition to an increasingly electronic envirofihese surws have

beenl i mi ted to coll eges and wuniver sitiserdighernThayhe Uni
have been designed to allow for stratificaioneach ofthe major arts and sciences disciplines, as well

as in a number of professiorfalds. We conducted these surveys in the fall of 2000, 2003,,20Qb

most recently 2009, updating the questionnaire to match the rayhidhging environment but allowing

for powerful longitudinal tracking of change in faculty attitudes and practidesess specified

otherwise, all findings presented in this report are based on 2009 data.

! Findings from the 2006 Faculty Survey canbefounldimns s Housewr i ght and Roger Schonfeld,
Stakeholders in the Digital Tr ans fhitp/maw.ithakaorgitmkaHi gher Educati
r/research/faculbandlibrariansurveysSee al so Kevin Guthrie and Ross Housewright,
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Following an initial introductory letter, survey questionnaire booklets were mailed to 35,184 faculty
members in September 2009. A total of 3,08Bpleteresponsewere received and tabulated, for a
response rate of approximately 8.6%. Demographic characteristics, including discipline -aeostfl.
Tablel andTable2 contain information on the breakdown of responses across demographic categories.
In 2006, we deposited the dataset with ICPSR for-teng digital preservatinand access, and we

intend to do so again with the 2009 dat3set.

Table 1: Respondents by institution size Table 2: Respondents by disciplinary grouping
Institution Size Respondents Share Disciplinary Grouping Respondents Share
Very Large 893 29.5% Area Studies 191 6.3%
Large 482 15.9% Humanities 652 21.6%
Medium 1038 34.3% Social Sciences 1154 38.1%
Small 361 11.9% Sciences 791 26.1%
Very Small 251 8.3% Other 237 7.8%

Ithaka S+Rcollected thousandsf survey responsesith hundreds of data points each in 2009 alone, and
due to theaichness and quantity of the daltégs summaryreport can only scratch the surface of the
analysisFor example, we have the ability to stratify by masividual disciplines in the arts and
sciences and many professional fields, by characteristics such as time in fiddutydrank, by profile

as a researcher or a teacher, anthbtjtutional type along with more sophisticated analydéshere ae
survey findingghatyou believe would benefit from further detait, where an organizationally
customized lens would be helpfplease let us know so that we can respond to your intérests

Economics: Anomal y Jaumal ¢f ilradtyi Adngnistratiodt8, noa2 (Augudt@008), pages 17393,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01930820802231%&% d Roger C. Schonfeld and Kevin M. Guthr
Services Needs of Faculty, o EDUCAWUSE Revi ew, 4 2, no. 4 (July
http://www.educause.edu/EDUCAUSE+Review/EDUCAUSEReviewMagazineVolume42/TheChanginglnformationServices/161

752

2 The dataset for the Facultyi§ey 2006 is available &ttp:/dx.doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR22700

8 With questions, comments, or requests, please contacteseatch@ithaka.org


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01930820802231369
http://www.educause.edu/EDUCAUSE+Review/EDUCAUSEReviewMagazineVolume42/TheChangingInformationServices/161752
http://www.educause.edu/EDUCAUSE+Review/EDUCAUSEReviewMagazineVolume42/TheChangingInformationServices/161752
http://dx.doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR22700
mailto:research@ithaka.org
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CHAPTER 1: DISCOVERY AND THE EVOLVING ROL E OF
THE LIBRARY

Scholarlyuse of information serviceshashanged substantially in recent
research practices and teaching methods haveshifted most often at a disciplinary levéetwork

level servicessuch agligital content resourcesyvariety of new kinds of discovery tools, new services

for information organization and use, and scholarly and pedagogical interaction and collaboration tools
havebeen the most important factor in leading this change. This section examines some of the mos
importanttrends in information discovery and use, dmecause these services are increasingly provided
online rather than locallyhe profound challenges they pose for a diverse range of inforns&tivice
providers Traditional research practicedied heavily on the library itself and dacally implemented
library-provided tools for discovery of books, journal articles, and other matéraday, there are
numerous alternative avenues for discovery, and librarieshafiengedo determine whatole they

should appropriatelglay. Basicscholarlyinformation use practicdsave shifted rapidly in recent years,

and as a result the academic library is increasingly being disinteret:ffiain the discovery process,
risking irrelevance in one of itoee functional aread his section examines how patterns of information
discovery and usage by faculty members are changing and the implications of these changes for their
perceptions of traditional and emerging roles of the library.

Information dscovey anduse

Since the first Faculty Survey in 2000, we have seen faculty members steadily shifting towards reliance
on networklevel electronic resources, and a corresponding decline in interesng locally provided

tools for discovery. This sectiona&xines this trend through the lens of several questions posed to faculty
about their information discovery and usage behaviors.

Versions of this study since 2003 have asked facu
of four broad cagories:

e The library building
e Your onlinelibrary catalog
e A generalpurpose search engioe The Internet or World Wide Web such as Google or Yahoo

e A specific electronic research resouf@@mputer database
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Figure 1: Starting point for research identified by faculty, in 2003, 2006,

and 2009
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As Figureli |  ustrates,
physical edifice and catalog have
declined steadily as starting points
for research. The research preges

no longetikely to begin with a face
to-face consultation with a librarian,
a Visit to t he
collections service points, or a search
of the onlinelibrary catalog. Rather,
faculty most often turn to network
level services, including both general
purpose search engines and services
targeted specifically to academia
These services have steadily grown
in importance to a growing share of
faculty members, anchere is every
rea®n to expect this pattern to
continue. Although theyayrely on
resources licensed by the library,
their pathway for discovery of these
materials no longer goes through the
library, except in a very technical
sense; their access is only facilitated
bythel i brary #fAbehind

Of all disciplines, scientists remain Figure 2: Starting point for research identified by faculty, by disciplinary

the least likelyto utilize library
specific starting pointsonly about
10% of scientists start their researct
at either of the libramgpecific
starting pointswhile at about 30%
of humanists do so (se€igure 2).
Most of this difference comes from
their relatively different usage of the
online library catalog.This pattern
i kely st ems fi
continuing reliance on monographs,
which have not made as complete
transition to digital as have the
journalsthat hae traditionally been
used by social scientists and
scientists.
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Figure 3: Starting point for research identified by humanitiesfaculty, in

2003, 2006, and 2009
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Still, humanists havealso trended
steadily away from librargpecific
starting points and toward the
network level (sed-igure 3). Even
for more monograploriented
humanistic sholars, networltevel
services are increasingly important
for discovery, not only of
monographs and journals but
archival resources and other primary
source collections. And, as book
digitization projects advance and the
opportunities to use fullext seach
more broadly in the discovery of
monographs grow, this pattern seems
likely to develop further.

In the 2009 Faculty Survey, we Figure 4: Starting point for research by disciplinary grouping, with

drilled deeper intdhis issue asking
faculty members who reposdtarting
their research with a specific
electronic research resource ¢
subsequent questioabout whether
this resource is disciplirgpecific or
covers multiple disciplines The
survey foundthat scholars tend to
prefer electronic resources specific
to ther own discipline over those
that cover multiple disciplines (see
Figure 4). This pattern holds across
disciplines, although social scientists
are rehtively more reliant on
multidisciplinary  resources than
either humanists or scientists. The
use of resources focused oa
specific discipline may simplify the
research process for scholars
reducing their need to sift through
unrelated materials in thesearch for
items of interest. And targeted
resources may be able to offer
discovery mechanisms and othel
tools that speak directly to a
di sciplineds uni

on
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and practices, further facilitating an efficient and effective research process.

Figure 5: Percent of

academic journals?0o0

Searching in published hambpy
directories or bibliographies

Searching electronic databases for
OAldFrGAaz2zyaXiKSy dzi
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The survey also asked about &Figureé6:

broader set offaculty practices
surrounding use of electronic journal
literature including a number of
discovery issuesNearly all faculty
use electronic journal resources tc
search for materials within their area
of expertise and to access knowr
articles of interestA smaller but far
from insignificant set of faculty use
these same tools to search beyon
their immediate field (sekigure6).

For all the journalusage tasks that
we tracked in 2006 as well as 2009
there has been modest growth, witt
one exception. A somewhat smallet
share of faculty members reported
utilizing nonresearch articles (such
as book reviews) at least
occasionally in 2009 thadid soin

2006, with a drop in share from 59%

col

Applied computational methods, text
mining, or data mining to journAl

Browsed for articles in an online tabl

Used to help prepare for lecture/clas

Percent
often have you done each of the things listed below using electronic
|l ections

Used materials other than researc
articles such as book reviews

Given assignments to student
requiring use of databases

Used a reference or footnote in on
article to link to another article

Search outside area of expertis

of contents

Accessed previously known article

Search within area of expertis

In addition toexamininghow faculty
members begin their research, we
also investigatedhow they discover
materials throughout the research
process, asking about the methods
they use to find information in

academic journals. Two of the
methods listed were nearly
universally used mong respondents:
following citations from other

journal articles and searching online
databases that offer fitkxt access
to scholarly articles. AdsFigure 5
illustrates, discovery through Google
and Google Scholar is in third-
place positionyirtually tied with a
variety of other discovery practices
perhaps because full text is not
always easily accessible when
discoveredhrough such services

of faculty respondi
academic journal a
m Often

= Occasionally
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to 54%.

More than half of the respondents in 2009 said th
academic journal collections in eight of the nine ways laid out in the survey. The one exception was

Afappl ipaud addmnal met hodso: | ess than 20% of respon
computational methods such as texhing and datanining with electronic collections of academic

journal articles, though the far greater use of these methods in¢heexi(19%) than in the social

sciences (15%) or humanities (82auld be interpreted to suggest that these methods will likely grow in
prevalencé.Further change in methods and behaviors in information discovery and usage can therefore
probably be expeet.

Thechanging roles tthelibrary

As faculty research and teaching practices continue to shift in response to their rapidly changing
information environment, their uses of the library also change,esstteir perception of the value the
library offers Faculty used to rely almost exclusively on the library for the scholarly materials they
needed for research and teachiagdlibrarians guidedaculty toandotherwisefacilitatedthe discovery

of these materials. As scholars have grown bettertabieach needed materials directly online, the
library has been increasingly disintermediated from research procassbe previous section on shifting
discovery practices illustrate@he library must evolve to meet these changing n@addo so eféctively
requires awareness of how faculty members evaluate different edistamy roles and react to potential
changes itibrary servicesSince 2003, the Faculty Survey has asked about faculty perceptions of the
importance of three traditional funabs of the library:

e AThe | i brary iGatewapfsararltd cnagt ipmg nitnfoar mati on f or
refer to as the Agatewayo function)

e A" The |l i brary pays for resources | need, from a
(which we refer to as the Abuyero function)

e AMThe I ibrary i s &inoteepworssd, itachivwes, mrdservess anad keaps tieck
of resourceso (which we refer to as the fAarchi

“ Recent funding investments may help to draw the interests of humanists in this area. See for example the Digging into Data
challenge of the NSF, NEH, JISC, and SSHRiib://www.diggingintodata.org/
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Figure 7: Percent of faculty rating these roles of the library as important,

in 2003, 2006, and 2009
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Figure 7 illustrates the gradual
decline in the perceived importance
of the gateway function over time
and the gradual increase in the
perceived importance of the buyer
function. Over time, the gap treeen
roles has grown substantially. While
the buyer role has always been
important to the most faculty
members, it is novby far the most
important of the threewhile 90% of
faculty members view this buyer role
as very important, 71% and 59%
now view thearchive and gateway
roles as very important, respectively.
As individual faculty subscriptions
have declined in favor ofan

steadily i

The gateway, archive, and buyer functions are among the core traditional roles of the library. But many
believe that these historical roles will na the main focus of libraries in the future, and envision the

transformation of the library from an institution focusethcquiring, maintaining, and providing services

centered on a local print collection into a more electronic hub offering a varistywides to support
campus needs for research, teaching, and leathitagy libraries have made significant investments in
such a transformation, reducing print collections or moving them to less central locations to enable the
use of prime real estaterfoew learning and collaboration services such as information confrirons.
addition, libraries are taking on new reseasapport roles, providing digital information curation and
management services and even establishing a new professional identignfseltres as

fiinformdtionists.od

SForexample,se®avi d W. Lewi s, AiAc St irlat @agiye $ oirn At lae e MmiColegeanQuar t er of
Research Librarie§8, no. 5 (September 2007): 4483 4; Joseph Es pMaritt oRa M Wloartal df rf a 'Wa?, 0o
Electronic Publishin@®, no. 1 (Winter 2006); Lyman Ross and Ponge&nny ey, AThe Li brary is Dead,
The Practice of Academic Li bThaedoursahosActadgmicdibrarianshide no.2i(Maich a | Revol
2008): 145152.

®Seeforexampld o an K. Li ppincott, Al nf or mat iJoumal Gfdibrarp Administrdfiene t i ng Mi |
50, no. 1 (January 2010).

"D. Scott Brandt, fiLebearchnsPasdpartniever $ niC&LNewks8 ao i es pr on
6 (June 2007) ; K a t dinis él@pkins B/aleh Mediodl liibvaey ms Base: Trifoematibn Professionals Working in

Li brary User HEbraryias RlacemRethinking roles; rethinking spg€euncil on Library and Information

Resources, 2005).
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In order to evaluate the impact of these transformatwveices our 2009 Faculty Survey asked faculty
about their perceptions of two additional rdiesthe librarybeyond the three reviewed above

e AThe | i bramg fsaeiplortastes my teaching activitie
supporto)

e AThe | ibrary provides active support that helpp
scholarshipd (which we refer to as fAresearch s

Figure 8: Percent of faculty rating these roles of the library as important As Figure 8 illustrates, a roughly
equal share ofaculty members rate

100% .
90% these roles agery important, and the
80% importance of both of these roles is
70% rated at almost exactly the same
60% Ie\(el .as .tgamwa'ylibrar
500 | ~ function. Neither receives anythlng
40% | | F:Iose to the univerdgl high
30% | | |mportance exp[essed about the
20% | | I|br.aryo.s..buy.er rol e.
10% | of tracking data, it is |mp053|ple to
0% . . . | | speculate whether recent library

investment in these roles has
positively afected their value to
faculty members or if they will over

time come to be among the most
widely valued roles of the librarfalthough analyses stratified by years in the field or faculty rank do not
shownoteworthy patterns)t is clear, however, that mg libraries will increasingly focus on these roles
going forward, both developing new services and seeking to direct faculty attention to existing activities.
As libraries continue to invest in developing new emphases on these sorts of services, aottierof

their impact will be crucial to help libraries direct limited resources to the most valuable activities.

Gateway Archive Buyer  Teaching Research
support  support

There are several deeper patterns in response to this question that may have important strategic

implications for libraries. Significanthnor e f acul ty members who consider
teacher o rather than fAmore of @G7%ve d8mrdeseacho r at e
(62% vs. 51%3¥pupport roles as valuable. And faculty members at the very laggestrchuniversities
arelesslikelytoappr eci ate the | ibraryos Takensogethetltebe and t eact
patterns suggest thette relationships built through engaging faculty in supporting their own teaching

activities (which have historicallgroven harder to scale at the largest institutions) may be an especially
beneficial way to build relationships with faculty members more broédly.

8Karen Wil | i am$randornfing idisbndRolesi me pfort (part of the AswRolesati on o
for New Timeseries) may offer valuable insight on these questions, especially in the context of large institutions. See
http://www.arl.org/rtl/plan/nrnt/nrntliaison.shtml

10
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Figure 9: Percent of faculty rating these roles of the library as important, AsS always with information services,
by disciplinary grouping disciplinary stratifications are

100% =Humanies |—  especially revealingsee Figure 9).
90% = Social Science—  Virtually all faculty members in all
80% — | = Science . disciplines uniformly rate the buyer
70% - role as very important. A large

majority of humanists also value
several other library roles highly, but
for social scientists and scientists the
buyer role is by far the most
important role of the litary. It is
1 1 1 —  striking how faculty members have
— — — — come to universally perceive the

. . . . library role as purchasing agent for

Ga‘[eway Archive Buyer Teaching Research |nSt|tUt|0naI information resourcexs
support  support essential

60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0% -

But for other library roles, there are noteworthy disciplinary differences in faoedtgptions. Almost
threequarters of humanities faculty indicated teaching support is a very important role of the library,
while a notably lower share of social scientists and scientists saw teaching support as very irfgortant
this role really most sbngly valued by humanistnd if so why? Alternatively, is there some reason that
perceptions vary so significantly? As numerous libraries have invested in building information commons
over the past decade, are thelterative or additiongkaching role that would be valued by social

scientists and scientists?

The | ibrarybés role as archive is very important t
second to the buyer functioRor social scientists and scientists, however, the anthiele is a distant

second, with 66% and 65%, respectively, ranking the archival role as very imp@ewr#ps this pattern

i s unsurprising, gi vrelancd dn printtmonographsaper archibesaedont i nui ng
special collections, whichdve not yet seen the same dramatic format and preservation shift to the digital

and the network level as have journ@ser the next few years, it will be interesting to track this question

as more and more monographs are readily available to faculty eneadbdooks.

11
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Fi nall y, t he | | Bigurglf: Fg;er@est of faqulty rhtirg the ligragy's "gageway" role as very
gatewaydemands attentiori-.lelping important, by disciplinary grouping, in 2003, 2006, and 2009

o . 100%
usersil ocat e inforr 2003
researcho has be 9% - I
competitive endeavor than it was in  80% - m 2006|
the days of print, and the library now 5, 2009

competes with Google, publishers,
aggregatorsand other networevel
services to serve its constituentge
fact tha the perceived value of the 40% -
gateway rolenas declineds a point 30% -
that must be factored into librasd
resource allocation decisignghe
trend over the last decade makes a
even more powerful argument that 0% -

60% -
50% -

20% -
10% -

libraries need to consider very Humanities  Social Science: Sciences
carefully the iwvestments they make
in search and discovery servicgsh e decl i ne in the | i brmatchgsidheshifter cei v

to networklevel discovery andas been steady and consistent over the last 10 yesAds)g across
disciplinary groupinggseeFigure10).

A particularly small share of scientists (less than half) segé#tévayrole as very important, and

notwithstanding efforts to provide advancdekting and discovery services to faculty members at some
institutions’s ci enti st s® support has dibraridssnded tmeegutarlydr amat i ¢
assess whether their constituents continue to use and value the gateway services thaidbey pro

ensure that the level of investments being made are justified by the benefits being gained by their
constituentsLibraries should also give careful consideration to ways to deliver these services more

efficiently through collaboration and partieig i on i n services delivered fin
level.

°Jay Schecker, fThe Unseen Schol ar s1663:Ras élanzos Iciericenagd Teanrfology mat i on
Magazine December 200&ttp://www.lanl.gov/1663/files/documents/Item/627/1663_dec08_dialogue.pdf
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Figuell: Percent of faculty respondi Despite the reported declines in
dependent would you say you are on your college or university library for i mportance o f al l t he

research you conduc? o
other than as a buyer, the 2009 study

100% saw a slight rise in perceived
90% dependence on the librarysee
80% Figure 11). In fact, in each
70% disciplinary category, faculty rated
60% their dependence on the library

higher in 2009 than they had in
50%

2006, and in some cases at their

40% highest level since 2006rankly, we
30% were surprised by this resultve do
20% not have definitive evidence to
10% explain why the trend has reversed,
0% . . . . but one possibility is that faculty

have become much more aware of
2000 2003 2006 2009 . .
the | ibraryés role as
economic environment that strikes themaapecially important. Furthermore, library efforts to raise
awareness of their purchasing role may complement increased scrutiny on the costs of scholarly journals
brought on by the open access movement, together making the effort and expense of libhasinuur
activities clearer to faculty.

We also asked faculty members about their level of agreement with the strongly worded statement,
ifiBecause faculty have easy access to academic con
becomingnuch | ess i mportant. 60 Al t@mavergge of jus % fwathc2Q% t vy ag
of scientists, 15% of social scientists, and 7% of humanists), the share of survey respondents who do hold

this belief has growacross disciplines in the lastveral years (in 2006, it was 8%, with 13%, 8%, and

4%, respectively). Taken together, these findings suggest that this increased perception of dependence on
the | ibrary may be primarily derived f rboyer. recogni

In severaldisciplines, the librarys perceived as becoming more and nexelusively a purchaser of

needed resources. And while in tight economic tim
role in financially supporting accessnoe e ded mat eri als may rise, this i:
for the library. The decliningisibility andimportance ofraditionalroles for the library and the librarian

may lead to faculty primarily perceiving the library as a budget line, rdiharas an activiatellectual

partner

Summary

Networklevel discovery tools include disciplinary resources and powerful search tools which
dramatically improve research efficiency while also increasing effectiveness. As a result, faculty
discovery pradtes across all disciplines have continued theirkedshift to the network level. This key
finding has important implications for resource providers and libraries alike.

Faculty members are reducing their usage of local library services for discoveoggaiands a result
put Il ess value on t he | i-dddedrole/ad agatewagtd inforiatiam a | i nt el
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Faculty memberdy comparisoomo st strongly support and appreciat
in which it acquires ahmaintains collections of materials on their behalf.

The two new roles in our most recent survey, teaching support and research supportusigggest
opportunities for libraries téurther develogcampus relationships. But notwithstanding noteworthy
library investments in everything from the information commons to data curation services, faculty
membersacross disciplinedo not yet value theeaching and research suppaies nearly akighly as
theydot he Ai nf r asDeveloging researdard teachimgesesvices that are valuable to scholars
in the science and social science fiddems to have bearparticular challenge for libraries.

All this suggests a key dilemma for the libraries pursuing these directions strategically and their paren
institutions.On one handhefields whose practices amost traditionahlso appear tocontainthe

| i br ar y édupportprsteesetore, sf the library shapes its roles and activities based on what is
currently most highly appreciated by facultynaylose a valuable opportunity to innovate and position
itself as relevant in the future. On the other hand, if the library develops new and innovative roles and
services that address unmet needs, becoming newly relevant and even essential toolhos&/koh

have moved farthest away from it, in the near term it may lose the support of its most ardent supporters.
Can the academic library reengage with scieritiétsot, is it realistic to expect humanists to remain
weddedtoit gi ven t Hetc!|hHumanmgi sstupport for the | ibraryés
following in the footsteps of their peers in other disciplines, a trend which may only accelerate as a
broader range of humanistic scholarly materials is made available in digit&l Aalanessing this

dilemma is perhaps the most urgent strategic challenge facing academic library leaders

Few libraries possess the resources to pursue every stigegitunitythey perceive For this reason,
manymayface a strategic choideetweerinvesting to reengage with scientiatsd certain social science
fields or building on their existing strength with humanistslevelopdurable services for an increasingly
online future or similar kinds of strategic resource prioritization decisitmsontemplatingsuch

decisiors, it is necessary to examine the range of feasible services needed or wanted at a disciplinary
level. Moreover, maniibrarieswill find it usefulto consider unique assets and opportunities on their
own campusei the contexof thisbroad strategic backdrpperhaps investing in individualizetrategy
analyses for their own institution$Certainly, in this environmenacademidibrariescan benefit frona
culture ofre-investmentexperimentation, assessment, and as nagessgular redirection which can
impact everything from how budgeting exercises are conducted to the types of information gathered from
regular stakeholdenvestigations

YsSee the UniversityDiomeMsnoealbtBOoamé@&woMikl tor Academic Suppor
http://www1.lib.umn.edu/about/mellon/UMN_Multlimensonal_Framework_Final_Report.pdf tNYld 216t Century Library

Project: Designing a Research Library of the Future for New York University avai | abl e at
http://library.nyu.edu/about/KPLReport.pégh d A St udyi ng Students: The Undergraduate R
Rochest er , hitp:/thdl.kandleamdi/1882/7520
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CHAPTER 2: THE FORMAT TRANSITION FOR SCHOL ARLY
WORKS

As more and more new schdly works are produced in digital form, and as increasing waves of
digitization have brought a wide range of primary and secondary scholarly materials online, faculty
attitudes and behaviorsgardingdigital scholarly materials have evolved rapjdlitering needs and
expectations for scholarly materials in physical form. Scholarly journals have been at the forefront of this
transition. Faculty attitudes suggest that a tipping point has been passed for journal current issues, and,
with certain narrow exg#ions,thatprint editions of current issues of scholarly jourraks rapidly

becominga thing of the past. And although faculty attitudes on journal backfiles have not yet experienced
the same nearlgomplete shiftthey are changing in parallel withbtary resource constraints sublat

backfile print collections will increasingly be replacegclusivelyby digitized versions. Our findings

raise key strategic questions for publishers and libraries alike on when and how to wind down print
publishing anctollecting programs and on how digitization will reshape collections management for print
collections of journal backfiles.

The same transition in faculty attitudes has not yet occurred for other types of materials, perhaps only
because digitization artlgital dissemination has been a more recent phenomenon beyond journals.
While ebooks, for example, remain less important thgouenals to faculty research practices, they have
come to play increasingly important roles and their preservation is véugavhile the tippingpoint

has been passed for scholarly journals and access will ultimately be provided solely in electronic format,
there is as yet little evidence to suggest that a-piietectronic transition for-books is likely to play out

in the sane way.Understanding the unique affordances of monographs is an important challenge for
libraries and publishers that have successfully pursued the format transition for journals.

Looking broadly across material typea,d ul t y me mb e r s 6lyiny exolusivety on digitainf o r t
versions of scholarly materials opens new opportunities for libraries, new business models for publishers,
and new challenges for preservation

Current issues of scholarly journals

Scholarly journals have continued their ineable transition to digital format, with growing acceptance
and in some cases enthusiasm for the substitution of electronic for print journal materialstanuiiog
disciplinary patterns continue to hold: humanists remain more attached to print ihanlteagues in

the social scienceand especially, the sciences. All signs indicate that faculty are wjpteyared foa
complete transition away from print to digialy for current issues of scholarly journals.
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Figuel2 Percent of faculty strongly On currentissues acquisitionghere
library cancelled the current issues of a print version of a journal but . .

continued to make them available electronically, that would be fine with IS Wl_deSprea_d_ agreement that the
me, 6 in 2003, 2006, and 20009 ongoing transition meets the needs of

100% faculty. Nearly threguarters of
faculty agreed strongly that it would
90% be Afined with them f
80% to cancel current issues of a print
70% version of gournal while continuing
to make them available

60% electronically, a figure that has

50% steadily and substantially risen over

40% the years (s& Figure 12). As

30% publishers have indicated that

0% elgctronlc i S lt.he nve
and in many cases added additional

10% content, features, and functionality to

0% : : . their electronic versions that are not

2003 2006 2009 available in print, this shift is not
surprising.

This attitude is almost universally Figure 13 Perc ent of faculty strongly a\
: s ibrary cancelled the current issues of a print version of a journal but

Sh_are(_j by SC_)CIaI SCIen_tIStS andcontinued to make them available electronically, that would be fine with

scientists (sed-igure 13), with less me, ¢ by disciplinary grouping

than 10% ofthese faculty members

100%
holding anegative perception about 90%
print cancellations Even among .
humanists, strong support for this  80%
point of view has continued to grow  70%
over time, and a solid majority of 0% Not Well
humanists have asserted theil g = Somewhat
comfort with such substitution for 40% = Very Well
current issues of journals.
30%
There are, certainly, differences ever 20y
between humanistsArt historians 10%
and Asian studies faculty are the 0% | |

only disciplines in which less than a
majority support the transitioning of
current issues, while philosophers
are relatively more accepting of shitransition than are most humanists. But even among more
Afconservativeo faculty, attitudes have continued
grow.For exampl e, although stil/l | ess @aiththe tpahsitiong t han
has grown at about the same rate as their humanist peers. Although humanists are not yet as uniformly
accepting of this transition as the other disciplinary groupings, attitudes are relatively positive; less than

HumanitiesSocial Science: Sciences
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20% of humanists strognl v di sagree with the assertion that it

current issues in favor of electronic.

This growing acceptance of digital current issue substitution validates the choices of many libraries to
transition their subscriptianto electronienly. Although a sensitive and nuanced approach is ndeded
mentioned above, several disciplines remain less comfortable with such a transition even for current
issued thesenationalfindings suggest that libraries may be able to melegively aggressively in
switching most remaining print subscriptions to electramity with minimal impact on users.

Figue14 Percent of faculty agreeing But the nature of the print to
completely comfortable with journals | use regularly ceasing print versions electronic transition for current

and publishing in electroniconl 'y form, 6 by discip | ] )
issues looks somewhat different if

100% examined not from the campus level
90% but instead from the systewide
80% level. Although facultymembersare
70% broadly accepting of theancellation
60% of local print subscriptions for
50% current issues of the journals they
40% use, they are less comfortable with
30% the idea of the journals they rely on
20% switghipg to an glectrorﬂonly
10% . publishing model (seEigure14).

0% . . » Harley et al suggested that, as

Humanities Social Science: Sciences authors, faculty view the print
versions as fulfilling other important
purposes, such as setting limits on

acceptance rates and thereby establishing the prestige of the jileritdeif! It is also possible that
lingering concerns about the reliability ofjaurnal preservation may drive relatively lower faculty
acceptance of the cessation of print publishihile some publishers had envisioned a relatively
straightforwardwinding-down of print publishing programs, these findings suggest that more strategic
planning, perhaps engaging publishers and libraries together, might be called for to make a smart and
complete transition from print to electronic journal publishing laking into account library, publisher,

author and reader perspectivés.

" The recent work of the Center for Studies in Higher Education @é&ikeley corroborates this author impression, especially

in certain disciplines such as political science, with faculty describing elecwomit y j our nal s as Al ack[ i ng]
havi ng fDgiraanvel tHaasr.locey et al ., HfAAssessing the Future Landscape
Values and Needs in Seven Disciplinesd (UC Berkeley: Center

http://escholarship.org/uc/cshe fsc

2Some publishers have begun to shift their print publishing
version at least for the time being while reducing its cost. In the medium term, perhajis ahvele for prirton-demand,
potentially driven by the Espresso Book Machines that baea acquired by a number of libraries, in this wadogvn.
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Backfiles of sholarly journak

While there is great and growing agreement that current issues can be migastekbttroniconly

format, especially now that electronicisofte t he fAf or mat of toveadlackfilesd f acul t
are somewhat more mixed. For backfiles, a variety of providers, including but not limited to publishers,
have digitized thousands of journal titles, at various levels of quality that may atltireege toat least

some degree from the original published print versioth a variety of provisions for digital preservation
and postcancellation accestt is therefore understandably more difficult for facuttgmberdo

contemplate removing a resource currently available to thentdr@msideforegoing purchase dffie

newdi gi t al A f ,0especidly if the oppoetunity codts associated with retaining print are not
borne by faculty membetsut ratheby thelibrary. Even so, the trend liniadicates thataculty support

for a backfiles format transition is increasing.

Figure 15: Percent of faculty agreeing strongly with the statement: Our study gauged the reaction of
AAssuming that el ect rsarapraventoavbrk veelt t

and are readily accessible, | would be happy to see habpy collections faculty to an eXtrem_ely _Strongly
di scarded and replaced entirely b worded statement asking if they

and 2009 would be fAhappyo with
100% havi n gardcopy h collections

90% discarded and replaced entirely by

80% electronic collectionsThe notion of

70% anyone belng Ahappyo

60% loss, no.matter.hoyv minor, may

0% seem unlikely. Still, #itudes on this

question changed  significantly

40% between 2006 and 200®%lthough

30% still a minority, more than a third of

20% respondents now agree strongly that

10% . . they would be fAhappyo

0% : : . copy collections of scholarly

2003 2006 2009 journals discarded and replaced
entirely by electronic collections (see
Figure 15). And exactly half of
respondents respond at least somewhat positively to this Adtindicating that hhough faculty
membergnaynotbei happy 6 t o s e emapyraie atieasbnatstkofgly bppased ¢p dhe idea

BWwhile we measure fistr on-30 omayliOeseale @asitive respenses inchigeditesrange ob f 8
responses from-&0.
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Unsurprisingly, social scientists andFigure 16: Percent of faculty agreeing strongly with the statement:

scientists are far more comfortable

AAssumi ng
and are readily accessible, | would be happy to see hagbpy collections

t hat

electronic collect

with such a substitution than arediscarded and replaced entirely by electroniccble ct i ons, o b
their colleagues in the humanities,drouping in 2003, 2006, and 2009

but attitudes have
substantially amongll disciplinary
groups since 2006 Even among
scientists, the majority of
respondents are still noi happ
about the prospect ofwvholesale
electroniefor-print substitution, but
the accelerating rate of change ir
attitudes on this topic seen in the
2009 study suggests tha tipping
point maybe in sightevenif it has
not yetbeen reache(seeFigure16).

Figure 17. Percent of faculty agreéng strongly with the statement:
reliable
it will always be crucial for my college or university library to maintain
journal s, o

fRegardless of how

hard-c opy coll ections of

100%

shifted 100%

90%

m2003—

80%

m 2006 ——

70%

60%

2009 —

50%

40%

30%

20%
10% -

0% -

Humanities

and

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
2003

2006

2009

Sciences

Social Science!

When asked about their continuing
need for access to backfiles in print
form, a complementary picture
emerges: only slightly more than a
third of faculty indicated their sense
that it would always be crucial for
their own college or university
library to maintain print journal
collections (seeFigure 17). These
overall figures mask dramatic
differences among individual
discipline s oreactions to print
backfiles deaccessioning. Faculty in
business, economics, and several of
the sciences are among the most
enthusiastic about the transitioning
of print backfilesto electronieonly,
offering an  opportunity  for

immediate impact, while humanities disciplifd® art history and classics anet ready fodocal print
holdingsto be replaced with electronic resources

Declining faculty reliance on local print collections may pose a challenge for libraries, as local investment
in print preservation efforts mago unrecognized and unrewarded just as efforts to withdraw local print
holdings may elicit controversy. Notably, there is no more interest in local print preservation efforts

among faculty at the largest institutions, which are assumed by many to blear then 6 s

share of

responsibility for preservation, than at other institutiofesy methods to more efficiently distribute these
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responsibilities and costs in ways that better balance with faculty valuation of local investment in print
preservation are needadd are the principal motivation behind the library movement to develop print
repositories’

Figure 18: Percent of faculty agreeing strongly with the statement: In comparing the previous statement
AfRegardless of how reliable alsde s . . .
it will always be crucial for to maintain hardcopy collections of abOUt_ local retention W'th a similar
journals, o in 2003, 2006, and 200 question about retentiosomewhere
100% in the library community, it is clear
90% u My college or thgt, while facglty continue to value
. university library print preservation, thegeem to be
80% ~  feeling less of aneed to have
20% m Some college or. . diat ¢ int i |
university library  Immediate access to print journals
60% locally. Boh figures have drifted

downwardover the last decade (see
Figure 18). They have varied
predictably by disciplinei both
numbers are substantially higher for
humanists than for scientists.
Overall, over time and byistipline,
concern that print be maintained

2003 2006 2009 somewherdias consistently trumped

interest in local print preservation.

These attitudes do not give libraries a clear mandate repect to print preservation: they neither
indicatethat local print collectios remain functionally relevant to faculty work processassuggesthat
faculty are increasingly willing to see local print collections @ided and rely on remote accesgher
theyseem tademonstrate a slowlgecliningvaluation of print preservation in general.

50%
40% -
30% -
20% -
10%
0% -

These faculty attitudes may in the long term prove challenging to the print repository strategy that many
libraries and consortia are today pursuing. Today, a slim majority of faculty members agree strongly that
print collections should be retained remotely following their digitization)dng-termtrendsindicate a
continuing declinén prioritization of these activitiedust as decreasing faculty support for local print
preservation activitieshapes the emmonment for libraryinvestment in these areas the declining

mandate from facultynemberdo support remote preservation activitieay have an impact over timé

print repository strategy therefore must also incorporgtesiwide efficiencies in pnt collection
management that reduce the burdens of preservation while still prioritizing the responsible maintenance
of print*®

4 For more on print repositories, seeilly, Bernard F., Jr. Developing Print Repositories: Models for Shared Preservation and
Access. Washington, DC: Council on Library and Information Resources, 2003.

151 t h a k awhst toRvithslraw initiative provides a framework for balancing these considerations from a-sjdeem

perspective to enable library actiddoger C. Schonfeldad Ross Housewright, fAWhat to Withdra
Management in the Wake of Di gi t ihttpaivwwottmke.org/ithblkdserésearcliwhBtlo- Sept e mb
withdraw.
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Preservation of electronic journals

Faculty attitudes with respect toFigure 19:
iHow
you?o0 today

electronic preservation of journal

Percent
i mpor t a-tetm pieservatidn ef electramig journals to
and to the question i

of faculty

r e s questiod i

materials appear much less compleximportant do you think the long-term preservation of electronic journals

facul ty member soWi ldah& do

significance of longerm
preservation of electronic journals
hassteadily increased over tinfeee
Figure 19). Interestingly, faculty
assessments of the importance o
these preservation activities have
grown even faster than faculty
themselves expectedhere is now
virtually unanimous agreement on
the importance of lonterm e
journal preservatignsuggesting that
faculty care most about the
preservationof those materials that
they make greatest use of today an
expect to be important to them in the
future.

%oa@dpog, p 2003,

100%

90%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

2003

2006 2009

2006,

= Now

m 5 years
from now

Libraries may be able to harness thésrunanimous agreemeta garner support for a more holistic

view of the preservation of the intellectual contents of journals across formats, linking up their diverse
preservation activities into a coherergion. Publishers may also find guidance in these findings, which
suggest that a transparent program for {taxgh electronic preservation of their publications may be
viewed positively byand afford value tanany of their faculty constituentih any @se, effective and
sustainable models fdine preservatiorof electronic journalswhich will likely look very different from
the fApreser vat approactbsgd inpthe tohgerh mainkehance of physical materials

must be developée§.

16 See the recentrepoft,Sust ai nab |

e Economics

f eTre ram DA cgci etsasl

Ribbon Task Force on Stainable Digital Preservation and Access, February 2010),
http://brtf.sdsc.edu/biblio/BRTF_Final_Report.pdf

tPol aDniegti:t aH n slunrfi
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Format & preservation of other scholarly materials

Although scholars across disciplinesFigure20:  Percent of faculty respondi
. . AHow i mportant is this item to yo
highly valuethe electronic format for important is the long-term preservationof t hi s type of

journals, opinions on the importance

of other types of digital materials

vary more widely. Broadly speaking, e-books
scholars, regardless of fielohdicate

a general preference that digital

materials be preserved. This interes [
in preservation sometimes outpace: Digitized primary source
actual use substantially: while there collections
is roughparity in levels of agreement
about the importanceof ejournals
and of their preservation, other
formats vary substantially. In the
cases of both-books and digitized | | |
primary source collections, far more ' ' ' '
faculty feel that it is importanthat 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
these materialbe preserved than actualfgel that theseéypes of material@re particularly importanio
their research and teaching at this point in t{seeFigure20).

® Importance to
preserve

= [mportance to
research or
teaching

Databases of academic journa

Figure2L: Per cent of faculty respondi n Different disciplines value
AHow i mpor t anterm preservatiore of thesen types of digital . . .
materials, o by disciplinary group preservatlon primarily of  the
‘ ‘ ! ! materials that they mobsvalue for

Games and simulation: Sciences their research or teaching

reasonably, humanists prioritize
preservation of digitized primary
source collections andrewspapers
far more than their colleagues in the
social sciences and sciences, while
scientists and social scientists value
the preservation of data sets far more
than do humanists (s&égure2l).

e-newspapers = Social

Sciences

Data sets ® Humanities

l If many faculty members think all
' ' ' I ' information sources are trending to
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% digital over time, views on
preservation outp@ng actual usage
may represent a kind of forecasting
of expected valueAlternatively, the divergence of concern for preservation from actual use could be
interpreted to suggest that much of this demand for preasmives softi faculty would prefer
preservation in the abstract, but ultimately may not yet receive enougivardlvalue fromsome
materials to support investment iheir preservationwhen this comes at the cost of other and more
immediately valuablactivities

e-monographs

e-reference works

Digitized primary source
collections

e-journals
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The case of-®ooks draws this contrast into stark relief: while about half of all respondents indicate long
term ebook preservation is very important, only a small fraction of faculty actually make udmoke

in the course of their reseh or teaching. Balancing apparent faculty demand for the preservation of e
books with their relatively low level of use may pose a future challenge for the library that in some ways
parallels current print collections management dilemmas: either imvesdundantly preserving

materials that receive relatively little use, or help faculty understand and accept the strategies that underlie
deaccessioning decisions. Febb@oks, if a format migration is eventually expected, doahat

preservation strategg may Yyield additional value in the long run, but otherwise they may eventually need

to be rethought. Some libraries are already electing to pursue -gigiyehcquisitions for science

monographs that have strong digital preservation assurances.

Figure 22: Percent of faculty
AFor each item that you
your research or your teaching. o

respondi

Eresources specific to your disciplir :
Databases of academic journa |

Your library's online catalog |
E-resources covering various disciplin: |
Abstracting & indexing database |
Archives and special collectior |
Nor+textual material |

Digitized primary source collection

Other library's online catalog:

Free, webbased educational resource

E-books

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

Despite the arrival of devices like
Amazonosi ddd abdut &n
percent of respondents indicated that
they own ane-book device like the
Kindle 7 ebooks have remained
marginal to scholars as tools for their
research and teaching. When asked
to rank a variety of different types of
electronic resourcesaccording to
their importance to research and
teaching, faculty placed theb®ok
solidly in last placelower thanfree
web-based educational resources
(l'i ke MITés OandnCour s
trailing all other resources by a
significant margin (sed-igure 22).
Still, more faculty members expect

e-books to be important in five years from nomith 31% expecting that-#ooks will be valuable in five
years as ampared to onlyi3% today, suggesting thiatimay yet be early days for scholarly monographs

in digital format.

Unlike the case of journals, where many faculty members are willing to imagine that within a few years,
electronic surrogates will largefgplace print originals, virtually all respondents dismiss the notion that
e-books will displace print originals in a relatively short timeframe. Only four percent of faculty members

expressed strong agreement

wi t  hhe tish &f dooks witl lese N t i Wi

prevalent among faculignd students that it will not be necessary to maintain library collections of hard

copy books. o Given

a nbboks; if will bd iraportamt to continueg | mpor t

assessing whetharformat transitiorsimilar to the one which has occurred for journal mateisdigely.
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Summary

In the eyes of faculty, electromiersions ofournals are now utterly mainstream. While pjournals

may continue to play a limited role for facultytivispecific needs that are otherwise poorly met, digital
versions are clearly thmedium of choice for wst facultymemberseven among humanisBringing

together the preservation and business models to wind down print publishing and collections programs
wherever appropriate would probably reduce expenditures by publishers and librari¥s alike.

Especially in the case bfckfilejournalcollections, structural changes in systefide library collections
management processes may be needed in order to faciliate-t-electronictransition that will
supportremainingfaculty need$or some print materialand effectively balance locdkkibility with

systemwide preservation prioritie®eyond preservation of print versions, there are also opportunities for
publishers and other backfile suppliers to ensure that their digitized versions not only meet faculty access
requirementdut can &o serve as a substitute for print for a preservation perspettiggime to lay the
groundwork for this transition is now.

Other types of scholarly materials have not yet experienced the same type of transition, and careful
attention must be paid the different roles that digitized and batigital versions of other materials have
the potential to play. But daculty increasingly turn to digitahaterialssuch as é0oks new
disseminatiorand preservatiomodelswill surely need tdoe developed

71t certainly would do so for nonsubscription costs for librarizhonfeld Roger C., Donald W. King, Ann Okerson, and
Eileen Gifford Fenton. The Nonsubscription Side of Periodicals: Changes in Library Operations and Costs between Print and
Electronic Formats. Washington, DC: Council on Library and Information Resources, 2004.
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CHAPTER 3: SCHOLARLY COMMUNICATIONS

In both mainstream and academic circles, the potential of new online communications dhalogss
Twitter, digital content repositories, and mar transform interactions and level historic barriers has
been wiakly discussed and celebrated. But thus far, our ability to document the impact among faculty of
these radical new abilities to communicate has been extremely limited. Traditional chasfteismade
more efficient by the transition to digital but otheseiiargely unchangddremain the most important

ways in which faculty communicate both formally and informally. And unlike many of the other topics
this study explored, no clear trajectory of change is indicated. Aside from a few outlier disciplirees, ther
are remarkably few attitudinal or behavioral differenmedhese issudsetween scholarsyhether

humanists oscientistsDespite several years of sustained efforts by publishers, scholarly societies,
libraries, faculty members, and others to reformiotss aspects of the scholarly communications system,
a fundamentally conservative set of faculty attitudes continues to impede systematic change.

Faculty objectives

The fact that dculty respondents Figure23 Percent of faculty r ehegquesiahi
unambiguously value  their Bu\tl)\lligheag art:clcte of ;/:oﬁrsT r?ojv imtpo?tantI isne];clh (L)jf ?hg fglll)w?ng ot
professional networksan be seen characteristics?6 in 2003, 2006,
acrossa variety ofindicators in the

survey For example, over the years The current issues of the journalstesbd ol L Ll
and across disciplines, the single are circulated widely, and are

most important factor in selecting el read by scholars in yoxr | T T
where to publish is consistently N€loumal permits scholars to
adership wi hi 0 one PLbihaices o oo vitou S
discipline (see Figure 23)0ver 80% 1o iros have been taken |||

of faculty rated this as very ensure the protection and
important.Other factors apply, but a  safeguarding of the journabs

broad circulationamong a faculty The journal is highlyselective;_ L]
T T

me mber 6s own pee only a small percentage of =
motivating factor in determining submitted articles are published 2009
where to publish The journal is accessible to m 2006

readers not only in develope=
nations, but also in developiixg = 2003

Despite a continuing community
wide discussion about open access _ _
institutionalized in the last several freely available on the internet,
stitu 9 alize € last Several s, there is no cost to accessor
years in the form of opeaccess :
deposit mandates free acceSSibi"t) 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
online has remained the lowest
priority for scholars across disciplines in thestextion of a journal for publication; in fact, prioritization

The journal makes its articles
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of free availability fell substantially between 2003 and 2006. In addition to reputational concerns about

the visibility of their work product to their peers, faculty prioritize paying nothingublish their own
articles over the openness of t hepaysets umhmddelg faawxadr
many open access journals may not match the preferences of many faculty.

The aggregate data presented above do not mask anycsighdisciplinary differences. Faculty from
disciplines where there is a significant amount of eperess prprint activity, such as physics and
economics, prioritizgeervisibility for their articles well above an interest in making them openly

accesdile, just the same as other fields. In fact, these disciplines fall squarely in the middle of the pack in
terms of prioritizing free availability of articles online. The number of faculty indicdiifgr e e

avai | adaiptiority iy highest in fieldkk sociology and education, and lowest (by a substantial
margin) among chemists. But even among disciplines that prioritize free accessibility of their publications
relative to their peers, the relative position of free availability versus other jouaractéristics is

unchanged: in every case, ajournalbeingwel ad among oneds peers is the |
characteristic in its selection, and in every case free availability is among the least impoeianhose

fields that have a significant amouwftdigital open access activity ane moremotivated by reducing the

price of articles than are other fiejdather, there appear to be other factors at play.

In generaljf faculty memberfiaveconcernsabout the established scholarly communicatiaragigm,

their responses do not indicate a willingnesethape their behaviors in response ts¢éhconcernd-or
most faculty membergur data seem to be consistent with other research indicating that fateriggt

in revamping the scholarly pulti;ig system is secondary to concern about career advancemettiatand
activities that will not be positively recognized in tenure and promotion processes are generally not a
priority (an issue discussibelow at greater lengthj Substantive change to teeholarly communication
system is thus unlikely to be driven by faculty attitudes alone; cultural and process citdngédsghest
level of the university will be needed to realign incentives and institute bef@n Althoughfaculty
attitudes are dy one component of policy making for scholarly communications, they may help to
explain why policy makers have in some cases turned towards incentives or deposit mandates. Without
this kind of interest and investment from university leadership, changfes saholarly publishing system
are likely tohappen slowly, if at all.

As Harley et al. describe it, fexperiments in new genres of
are taking place within the context of relatively conservative value and reward systems that have the practice of paer review

thei rHzolrey coet al ., fAssessing the Future Landscape of Schol
Need in Seven Disciplines, o 12.
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Depositof materials in epositories

With perennial interest from the Figure 24: Percent of faculty indicatd.i

. . . . material so or fihave neorte dleipkoesliyt etd
library - community in developing institutional, discipline-specific, or multi-disciplinary repository

institutional repositories and .
substantial attention to successfu lggty/s

. . = Have not
example:.:, qf commumtglnven 80% deposited but |
repositories like arXiv, our study 70% +—— —{ likely todoso |-

— m Have deposited-

revealed a significant amount of  60% - _
— materials o

. . .. . 50% +—
interest in depositing adies, but 20% -
relatively limited faculty deposit 300 1—
behaviors. Less than 30% of faculty 20% ——
members have deposited any 183//;’ |
scholarly output or research material
into a repository, but nearlyp0%

In a college or university  In a college or university
repository, disciplinespecific repository, disciplinespecific

!’Iave not depOSite_d bhbpe to do so repository, or multi repository, multidisciplinary
in the future (sedigure 24). Nearly disciplinary repository  repository, or on a personal
80%, thereforereport that theyare web page.

likely to deposit materials in the
future. Whether this is cause for hope that faculty are moving toward depositng of their work or
just an indication of good intentions is hard to tell.

Figure 25 Percent of faculty indicating that they have deposited materials ~ Only about 15% of faculty members,
in a repository specific to their discipline, in selected disciplines in the aggregate, report having
100% deposited materials into a discipline
specific  repository. The only
discipline with dramatically greater

80% than average disciplinespecific
deposit practices is physics, almost
certainly dueto the presence of the
60% arXiv e-print platform Physicists are
far more likely than scholars in any
other disciplines to deposit ppgints
and final versions of articles in a
disciplinespecific repository
Although prominent disciplinary

20% +— repositories exisin other fields, such
10% j as the RePEcrepository serving

economists, hysicistso6
0% i T T T - T . T ._\ p y

practices as facilitated rXiv have
Mathematics Physics EconomicsSociology Classical Literature ¢ yet been replicated in any other
& Statistics Studies

90%

70%

50%

40%

30%

fields (seeFigure 25 for a sample of
fields).
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Deposit practices in institutional repositories presumably vary by institution, but our national sample
found only15% of faculty members hawdeposited into an ingtitional repositoryFollowing areportby

the Association of Research Librariasarly 2009 calling attention to some challenges in the design of
institutional repositoriess number of institutions have put in place initiatit@getter align reposity
services with author and creator ne€dsis too soon to know whether these initiatives will meet user
needs in such a way asdncouragedditional deposit activity by faculty members.

Use of materials in repositories

The percentage of facultythat Figure_26: Percent of_ facul_ty ir_1di<_:ating that_th_ey havg _used matt_erials
reports havingused content from g;ﬁ?&ﬁ:ﬁeﬁgggr‘; an institutional, disciplinespecific, or multi-
institutional or disciplinary

repositories lags the percentage the 1882//"
has deposited content.In the 800/2
aggregate, use of any type of 70%
repository remains remarkably low 60%
(see Figure 26). Limited use of 28?;2
deposited data by US faculty 30%
membersn most fields may indicate ~ 20%

that demand for deposited materials 182//(‘)’ :- . -:
remains low, although whether this

is due to a challenge with discovery,

In a college or university In a college or university
repository, disciplinespecific repository, disciplinespecific

with  quality perceptions,  with repository, or multi repository, multidisciplinary

citability, or something else, is not disciplinary repository  repository, or on a persona

apparent from the data here. web page.

¥ThereportisiThe Research Library's Role in Digital Repository Ser

TaskForceodo (Association of Rnutps/eawad.brg/dm-doa/repositoesevicesémm.pdfdFory 2009 ) ,
the new services and tools that the University of Rochesseadided to its institutional repository, s&teve Kolowich,
AEncour agi n g Insde Higher £¢gMarers2s 20X0http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2010/03/02/repositories
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Figure 27: Percent of faculty indicating that they have used materials
deposited by others in institutional, disciplinespecific, or multi-

disciplinary repositories, in selected disciplines

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

an B e I N
0%' T T T T |._\

Mathematics Physics EconomicsSociology Classical Literature

& Statistics

Studies

But even in physics, widespread
depositing of articles in arXiv has
not dramatically reshaped reported
usage behaviors: physicists do not
vary substantially from their peers in
their use of these sorts of materials
or repositories (seBigure 27). This

is surprising, andrequires further
exploration. Perhaps this indicates
that physicists may be more
conscious of their depositing
activitiesthanthey are of their usage
of repositories, either because
discovery happens elsewhere or
because they do not distinguish
repositories from numerous other
sources of content

The published article remains -all Figure 28 Percent of faculty indicting that they have deposited each type

important. The material type that
most faculty have the greatest
interest in both depositing and using
is the traditional published article
(seeFigure 28), which remains the

basic unit of scholarship for many
faculty members.

Citations and reference:

Early drafts or articles

Raw materials, such as images, fie
notes, and historical documents

Published articles

Pre-prints

Raw datasets

Pathway data

of materials in a repository or have used materials of each type deposited
by others

m Have deposited

= Have used

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

29



Y

ITHAKA S+R FACU
| I G

T RVEY 2009:
KEY STRATEGIC S S

L
N FOR LIBRARIES, PWBLISHERS, AND SOCIETIES

Figue2s: Percent of faculty agreeing Outsideofafew specific disciplines
continue to use working papers and prerints even after the final version i notably economics, math, and

ofthecorrespondng article is published, o o
physicsi only a handful of faculty
0, . .
100% continue to use prprints and
90% working papers after the published
80% version is made available (sEgure
70% 29). The current attitudes and
60% behaviors of faculty demonstrate that
50% traditional publications continue to
40% dominate research practices, in
30% addition to their impdant
20% 1 reputational and careadvancement
roles.
Pl I I l:
0% i T T T T T

Mathematics Physics EconomicsSociology Classical Literature
& Statistics Studies

The scholarly society

Further evidence for the i mportance of profession
priorities for their scholarly societies. There is a faivigil-establishedervice model for the scholarly

society, built around facilitating interactions among scholars with similar interests. In many cases, one or
several core journals serving as some of the most prestigious publishing venues in the fiatd gene

least a mdest surplus; this income allowrse society to sponsor conferene¢which professional

networking and job searches coexist equally with the formal delivery of scholarly papers. In an
increasingly electronic environment, scale has becommpértant and scholarly societies have

increasingly turadto outside partners for their journal publishing. At the same time, the economic
recession and thease of online communicatieneleadingsometo question whether annual fateface
conferences are feasgbbr appropriate. In sum, the internet has generated new forms of professional
networking, scholarly dissemination, and placement services, all of which are generating important
strategic questions for the scholarly society.

To take a first step in examining faculty demand for services from their societies, the survdpagdked
how important it is to them that their society:

e Publishes peereviewed scholarly journals

e Organizes conferences and othep@rson meetings anmovides information about fellowships
and jobs

e Publishes new forms of disciplirgpecific or interdisciplinary peeeviewed scholarly
communication

¢ Disseminates more informal scholarly materials, such apnmts, conference proceedings,
datasets, imags, etc.

e Facilitates peer interactions via listservs, blogs, and other group collaboration tools
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Figure30: Percent of faculty respondi Publishing peereviewed journals
THow L meeriant L LU Lo YUt and organizing conferences, in
person meetings, and facilitating
communication about fellowships
and jobsare roles of the scholarly
society viewed as having paramount
importance by faculty. On the other
hand, facilitating peer interactions
online is a distant lagilace priority.
In general, faculty value the most
traditional roles of their scholarly
societiesi traditional publishing and
organization of meetingd most
highly, and show far greater
skepticism about newer roles related
1 to more informal and netraditional
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100% Scholarly Communications (See
Figure30).

Facilitates peer interactions
online

Disseminates more informal
scholarly materials

Publishes new forms of peer
reviewed scholarly
communication

Organizes conferences an
provides job / fellowship
information

Publishes peereviewed scholarly
journals

Additionally, the Faculty Survey found thpeer networks remain among the most important factors for
faculty in learning about and being encouraged to try new electronic research resources. Word of mouth is
by far the most common way in which faculty learn about new research resources, and recommendations
and awareness of use by peers of a resource are key drivers in motivating faculty to try a new resource.

But despitethe importance of these Figure 3L Percentoffam | t y agreeing strongly
. . Lo . more valuable interactions with my peers online via listservs, wikis, and

network.s, there is ) little indication blogs than I do in more traditional formats such as scholarly conferences

that online connections have begurand symposia, o by disciplinary gr

to encroach on traditional forms of  1pg9
communication. Faculty preferences
would drive scholarly societies to
focus on traditional meetings over
facilitating online peer interactions 70% +— —
And, in response to a newly ggoo

90% +— —
80% +— —

introduced  baseline  question Not Well

. . 0 +— | —
virtually no faculty membersfind ® Somewhat
their online interactionsvith peers 40% 1— = Very Well

among their most valuable (see 30% —

Figure 31). These patterns do not g9 -

vary  substantially based on

discipline or seniority in the field.

Although there can be no doubt that 0% ' - ' t

online communications technologies Humanities Social Science: Sciences

have changed and will continue to change how faculty relate and inthie@vidence provided by this

study suggests that, as yet, these changes have remaatectly marginglandfaculty members cannot

imaginetraditional forms of interactiobeing supplanted by online mechanis®¢ i | | , todayds pr
31
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amongfaculty members is only one ingredient in the strategic planning process for the future of a
scholarly society in an environment of tremendous change.

Tenure& promotion

The tenure and promotion system igrigure 32: Percent of faculty agreeing strongly withthes t at e me n't
said to enforce a set of relativelyand promotion practices unnecessarily constrain the publishing and

i di ssemination choices made by sch
conservative norms for faculty

L. ; 100%

research and publishing practices 90%
Traditional publications continue to 0
80%

dominate dissemination practices, in
large part dueto their important 70%
reputational and careadvancement 60%
roles. The recent work led by Diane 509
Harley is the most prominerand 40%
complete documentation of this
important constraint on reforffl.In

our survey, roughly onethird of

faculty members strongly agree that

tenure and promotion practices 0%
funnecessaril y Mathematics Physics Economics Sociology Classical Literature
& Statistics Studies

30%
20%
10%

publishing choices, which suggests

that a nortrivial share of faculty members would take different approaches to the dissemination of their
work if they could. This belief is stronger among social scientists and humanists than among scientists
(seeFigure 32). Despite the concerns &dculty with the unnecessary constraints of tenure and promotion
practices around publishing and dissemination choices, career incentives based on traditional practices are
likely to contirue unless there is an overall cultural shift and structural change driven from the highest
levels of academic administrators.

Summary

Many of the issues examined elsewhere in this study focus on ways in which digital technologies can
enable faculty to wrk more efficiently or effectively, but the topics discussed in this chapter are even
mor e cent r al-interestssetating directlysothowssehbldrly work is recognized and reflects

®Harley et al ., #fAss efScholanygComnmueicaton: AruExphoration of Basuttya/plees and Needs in
Seven Disciplines. o
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upon its author. On these core issues, facultynbersare generally unwilling to experiment in ways that

might negatively affect their ability to make an impact in their field and advance their own career,
especially when there is relatively little concrete reward associated with such a risk. Traditional models of
scholarly communications are transitioning to the digital realm, but for scholarly communications to be
transformedwill require new modelsThe 2009 Faculty Survey clearly shows that in the aggregate

faculty members cannot be expected to lead the tnanafwe change in scholarly communications that
many believe to be necessanryeven inevitableThe direction forward, if desirable, is probably to offer
clearand directenefit to faculty members, in conjunction wétinuctural change in how scholarlyk

is recognized and rewarded. Further exploration of the possible ways in which information services
organizations can help faculty to maximize the value and impact of their research is certainly called for.
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CONCLUSION

Although scientists and, to a lesser degree, social scientists generally express greater interest in and use of
digital technologies, it is clear that their potentially transformative impact is not limited to any discrete
group of scholars. Humanists haween later and slower to change in many ways than their peers in the
sciences, to be sure. But a wide variety of responses throughout the Ithaka S+R Faculty Surveys
conducted since 2000 have demonstrated that they are on basically the same trajedtomysés sc

simply lessfar along. Disciplinary differences will of course remain, and research and teaching patterns in
the humanities willikely neverconverge entirely with those in the sciences, but many of the behaviors
and attitudes about digital tewblogies that have grown pervasive in the sciences are increasingly visible
in the humanities. There is every indication tinsebehaviors and attitudéseven in the most

conservative disciplines of the humanitiewill continue to evolve along thedit blazed by early

adopters in the sciencas more and more content is available in digital formats.

Many institutions in academia have been reluctant to lead an aggressive agenda of change, but they are
facing real strategic dilemmas. How can publistesrable faculty members to maximize the visibility of

their research outputs in an environment where almost limitless information competes for our attention?
Will faculty members continue to value traditional services from their societies as the digitation
continues, and what new services might evof¥afl the academic library reengage with scientists and
economists? If not, is it realistic to expect humanists to remain weddedAraditwill faculty be able to

move beyond publishing practicestthaefi u n n e c e s s a r ibytgnure andh wamotian n e d 0
processes

Faculty attitudes anpracticesare at the strategic core of all information services organizations, and
ongoing focused research is needed to enable these organizations to plan aifeak@ptengagement

with and support of trailblazing faculty disciplines may help these institutions develop the roles and
services that will serve a growing range of faculty needs into the future. The institutions that serve faculty
must be responsive faculty needs, but they must also anticipate tHesth to ensure that the 21

century information needs of faculty are met and to secure their own relevance for the future.
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