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Objectives: The objectives of this study were to benchmark roles that veterinary librarians at universities and 
colleges play in systematic reviews (SRs) and scoping reviews that are conducted by faculty and students at 
their institutions, to benchmark the level of training that veterinary librarians have in conducting SRs, to 
identify barriers to their participation in SRs, and to identify other types of literature reviews that veterinary 
librarians participate in. 

Methods: Sixty veterinary librarians in universities and colleges in Canada, the United States, England, 
Scotland, Ireland, Australia, and New Zealand were surveyed online about their roles and training in 
conducting SRs, barriers to participation in SRs, and participation in other types of literature reviews. 

Results: Veterinary librarians’ highest participation was at an advising level in traditional librarian roles as 
question formulator, database selector, search strategy developer, and reference manager. Most 
respondents reported pretty good to extensive training in traditional roles and no or some training in less 
traditional roles. Sixty percent of respondents received few or no requests to participate in SRs, and only half 
of respondents had participated in SRs as a review team member. Sixty percent of respondents stated that 
their libraries had no policies regarding librarian roles and participation in SRs. 

Conclusions: The surveyed veterinary librarians participated in SRs to a lesser degree than human health 
sciences librarians, experienced low demand from veterinary faculty and students to participate in SRs, and 
participated as review team members at significantly lower rates than human health sciences librarians. The 
main barriers to participation in SRs were lack of library policies, insufficient training, and lack of time. 

 
INTRODUCTION 

Well-conducted systematic reviews (SRs) and 
scoping reviews are types of research knowledge 
syntheses that are important resources for 
supporting evidence-based veterinary practice and 
identifying gaps in the veterinary literature where 
additional research is needed [1]. Knowledge 
synthesis reviews use reproducible and transparent 
methods to contextualize and integrate individual 
research studies within the larger body of research 
knowledge on a topic [2]. Current best practice 
guidelines for conducting SRs recommend including 
librarians on review teams [3, 4], and some research 
studies indicate that including a librarian on SR 

teams to plan, conduct, and report the literature 
search are associated with better quality and more 
reproducible literature searches [5–7]. Despite this, 
anecdotal evidence suggests that veterinary 
librarians working at universities and veterinary 
colleges do not participate in SRs and scoping 
reviews to nearly the same degree as academic 
librarians in the human health sciences. This study 
sought to understand if this was, in fact, the case 
and to explore reasons for this difference. 

Published studies have benchmarked the roles 
that health sciences librarians play in conducting 
SRs and scoping reviews [7–11], but to date no 
published studies have focused specifically on 
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veterinary librarians. In 2003, Beverley et al. 
identified ten roles for librarians in the SR process, 
including project leader, project manager, literature 
searcher, reference manager, document supplier, 
critical appraiser, data extractor, data synthesizer, 
report writer, and disseminator [8]. Murphy and 
Boden surveyed Canadian academic health sciences 
librarians about their participation in SRs, 
expanding beyond the literature searcher role that 
Beverley identified to include question formulator, 
database selector, and search strategy developer, 
and adding three levels of participation: adviser, 
formal teacher, and review team member. Murphy 
and Boden found that over half of respondents 
participated in the traditional librarian functions of 
searcher and reference manager, while less than half 
participated in any of the nontraditional roles. Lack 
of time and insufficient training were the most 
frequently reported barriers to participation in SRs 
[9]. In a 2016 literature review that mapped out 
potential functions for librarians in scoping reviews, 
Morris et al. recommended that librarians could best 
contribute in the same roles that Beverley et al. and 
Murphy and Boden identified: question formulator, 
search strategy developer, reference manager, and 
report writer [10]. 

The objectives of this study were: (1) to 
benchmark the roles that veterinary librarians 
working at universities and veterinary colleges play 
in SRs and scoping reviews that faculty members 
and students at their institution conduct, (2) to 
benchmark the level of training that veterinary 
librarians have received in conducting SRs and 
scoping reviews, (3) to identify barriers to their 
participation in SRs and scoping reviews, and (4) to 
identify other types of literature reviews that 
veterinary librarians participate in. 

METHODS 

This study received ethics approval from the 
University of Calgary Conjoint Faculties Research 
Ethics Board on April 23, 2018. An online survey 
(supplemental Appendix A), generated using 
Springshare’s LibWizard software [12], was 
distributed on April 24, 2018, via individual emails 
sent to sixty veterinary librarians working in 
universities and veterinary colleges in Canada, the 
United States, England and Scotland in the United 
Kingdom, Ireland, Australia, and New Zealand. 
These countries were selected because they are 

primarily English-speaking and because most 
universities and colleges with veterinary programs 
in these countries have librarians on staff, whose 
duties include providing support for veterinary 
teaching, learning, and research and so would be 
expected to participate in SRs. 

A convenience sample of librarians was 
identified using the online Veterinary Medical and 
Related Libraries International Directory, which is a 
noncommercial directory compiled by volunteers 
from the Veterinary Medical Libraries Section of the 
Medical Library Association [13]. Veterinary 
librarians were identified by job titles listed in the 
directory or on the librarian’s institutional employer 
website. Librarians whose job title was ambiguous 
or could not be determined; agriculture and life 
sciences librarians; librarians in zoo, government, or 
veterinary clinic libraries; and paraprofessional 
library support staff were excluded from the study 
sample. Within the limitations imposed by absent or 
ambiguous job titles, the final sample of sixty 
librarians who were contacted represented most of 
the veterinary librarians listed in the directory for 
each of the designated countries and represented a 
total of forty-nine unique institutions. 

The survey contained six questions including 
Likert, matrix, single answer multiple choice, 
multiple answer multiple choice, and open-ended 
short answer formats. Questions about various roles 
that librarians played in SRs and scoping reviews 
were derived from Beverley et al. [8]. These roles 
included project leader, project manager, research 
question formulator, database selector, search 
strategy developer, reference manager, article 
selector, data extractor, article appraiser, data 
synthesizer, and report writer. Respondents were 
asked to indicate one of three levels of participation 
in SRs for each role, adapted from Murphy and 
Boden [9]: providing expert advice to students and 
faculty, teaching formal classes to students and 
faculty, or participating as a member of a review 
team. The latter is usually the most intensive and 
can include receiving formal credit as a coauthor of 
the review [14]. 

The survey also asked veterinary librarians to 
rate their levels of training in SR methods, identify 
barriers to their participation in SRs, indicate 
whether their libraries had policies or guidelines 
regarding librarian participation in SRs, and report 
on their participation in other types of literature 
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reviews. No personal identifying information such 
as names, email addresses, phone numbers, country 
of employment, or Internet protocol (IP) addresses 
were collected in the survey. 

Survey results were exported into Microsoft 
Excel to facilitate data analysis (supplemental 
Appendix B). Text-based data were anonymized by 
stripping out names of persons, places, and 
organizations that might serve to identify 
individuals or specific organizations. All survey 
responses were included and analyzed, even for 
surveys that were only partially answered. 
Descriptive statistics were calculated for questions 
two to five, and text responses in question six were 
analyzed for themes. 

RESULTS 

Twenty-five veterinary librarians completed the 
survey for a response rate of 42%. 

Roles 

All respondents (n=25, 100%) answered the survey 
question regarding their participation in various SR 
and scoping review roles. Each cluster of bars in 
Figure 1 represents 1 of the 11 roles that veterinary 
librarians played in conducting SRs [8]. Within each 

cluster, the 3 bars represent 3 levels of participation, 
as identified by Murphy and Boden [9]: adviser, 
teacher of formal classes to students and faculty 
members, and member of a review team. Veterinary 
librarians reported the highest levels of participation 
in the traditional librarian roles of question 
formulator, database selector, search strategy 
developer, and reference manager, and much lower 
levels of participation in nontraditional roles. 

With regard to level of participation, veterinary 
librarians reported advising as highest in all 11 roles, 
followed by formal teaching and participating as a 
review team member. Respondents reported that 
they acted as an adviser in their roles as question 
formulator (n=22), database selector (n=24), search 
strategy formulator (n=23), and reference manager 
(n=19). With respect to formal teaching, respondents 
indicated that they had focused on their expertise as 
question formulators (n=17), database selectors 
(n=16), search strategy formulators (n=16), and 
reference managers (n=15). Only half of veterinary 
librarians reported that they had participated as a 
review team member during the past 3 years as 
question formulator (n=12), database selector (n=13), 
search strategy developer (n=13), or reference 
manager (n=10). 

Figure 1 Veterinary librarian roles in systematic and scoping reviews 
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Barriers 

Of the 25 survey respondents, 24 (96%) replied to the 
question on barriers that limited their ability to 
participate in SRs and scoping reviews. As shown in 
Figure 2, the most frequently reported barrier was a 
lack of requests (n=15) from faculty and students for 
veterinary librarians to participate in conducting 
reviews. A second most common barrier was the 
lack of library policies and guidelines regarding 
librarian roles and participation in SRs, with nearly 
two-thirds (n=15, 60%) of respondents indicating 
that their library had no policy. The third most 
commonly reported barrier was the observation that 
veterinary faculty at the respondents’ institutions 
rarely conducted SRs (n=11). While other barriers 
were less frequently referenced, insufficient training 
(n=7) and lack of time (n=7) were identified by more 
than one-quarter of respondents. 

Training 

Of the 25 survey respondents, 23 (92%) fully 
answered the question about their levels of training 
in various roles in conducting SRs. One (4%) 
librarian answered all parts of the training question 
except for the project management role, and 1 (4%) 
librarian answered only the parts of the training 
question dealing with the roles of selecting 
databases and developing and conducting the search 
strategy. Details are in supplementary Appendix B 
in the associated data. 

Figure 3 details veterinary librarians’ ratings of 
their levels of training in conducting SRs. In 
traditional librarian roles, respondents rated their 
levels of training as extensive in database selection 
(n=10), search strategy development (n=8), question 
formation (n=7), and reference management (n=6). 
In these same roles, respondents rated their levels of 
training as pretty good in question formation (n=10), 
database selection (n=9), search strategy 
development (n=8), and reference management 
(n=5). By contrast, respondents stated that they had 
some level of training in SR roles that are less 
traditional for librarians: appraisal of studies (n=11), 
synthesis of results (n=9), data extraction (n=8), 
writing of review reports (n=8), and article selection 
(n=6). Finally, respondents rated their level of 
training as none for data extraction (n=13), synthesis 
of results (n=11), writing review reports (n=7), 
appraisal of studies (n=6), and article selection (n=5). 

Other types of literature reviews 

Less than half (n=11, 44%) of the 25 respondents 
answered the final survey question regarding their 
participation in other types of literature reviews. 
Responses were diverse, with the greatest number of 
veterinary librarians involved in narrative reviews 
(n=3, 12%) and dissertations or theses (n=3, 12%), 
followed by case reports (n=2, 8%). Individual 
librarians also reported their involvement in 
literature reviews for faculty or student book 
chapters, conference papers, course assignments, 
rapid reviews, and patent proof of concept. 

Figure 2 Barriers to veterinary librarian participation in systematic and scoping reviews 
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Figure 3 Training levels of veterinary librarians 

 
 

DISCUSSION 

Roles 

In this survey, veterinary librarians were similar to 
their counterparts in the human health sciences in 
reporting the highest levels of participation in the 
traditional librarian roles of question formulator, 
database selector, search strategy developer, and 
reference manager and much lower levels of 
participation in nontraditional roles [9]. Veterinary 
librarians were also similar to human health sciences 
librarians in participating most frequently in an 
adviser function [9]. However, as a striking 
difference, veterinary librarians participated as 
review team members at much lower rates than their 
human health sciences counterparts, with only half 
of veterinary librarians having participated as 
review team members in the four traditional 
librarian roles. In contrast, more than three-quarters 
of human health sciences librarians surveyed by 
Murphy and Boden [9] participated as review team 
members in these same four traditional roles. 

Barriers 

With regard to barriers to participation in SRs, one 
of the most significant findings of this study was the 
lack of demand from faculty and students for 
veterinary librarians to participate in SRs, with 
almost two-thirds of respondents indicating they 
had received few or no requests and slightly less 

than half of respondents reporting that faculty 
members at their institution rarely conducted SRs. 
This is in striking contrast to the findings of the 
Murphy and Boden study, in which none of the 
human health sciences librarian respondents 
reported a lack of requests to participate in 
conducting SRs [9]. Instead, Murphy and Boden 
noted that the increasing level of demand for human 
health sciences librarians to participate in SRs was 
“impacting their capacity to accommodate these 
requests” and that “accommodation of an increase in 
requests could be challenging” [9]. 

There are multiple factors that may contribute to 
the lack of demand for veterinary librarians to 
participate in SRs. In particular, it may reflect the 
fact that SRs and scoping reviews are still relatively 
uncommon in the veterinary literature [1, 15], which 
in turn may be due to an insufficient number of 
good-quality veterinary clinical trials on many 
topics to enable SRs to be conducted [1, 15–17], a 
lack of organizations dedicated to sponsoring 
production of veterinary SRs, and a lack of funding 
to conduct veterinary SRs [18]. 

Another key barrier that survey respondents 
noted was a lack of library polices and guidelines for 
veterinary librarian participation in SRs, with over 
two-thirds of respondents indicating that their 
libraries had no policy or that they were unsure if 
their libraries had a policy. By contrast, less than 
one-half of human health sciences librarians 
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surveyed by Murphy and Boden indicated that their 
libraries had no policy or guideline regarding 
librarian functions and level of involvement in SRs 
and scoping reviews [9]. 

An additional barrier that was not mentioned by 
any survey respondents is the lack of research-based 
guidance specific to conducting SR literature 
searches in veterinary medicine in comparison to 
human health sciences disciplines [19]. In a 
comprehensive review of information retrieval 
methods used for SRs in food animal health and 
welfare, Wood et al. found that there was relatively 
little research on search methodology for these 
disciplines [15]. 

Training 

A majority of both veterinary and human health 
sciences librarians rated their training in the 
traditional librarian SR roles of question formation, 
database selection, search strategy development, 
and reference management as pretty good or 
extensive. Likewise, both groups of librarians 
reported having less training in nontraditional SR 
roles. However, veterinary librarians differed from 
their human health sciences counterparts in that 
they noted insufficient training as the fourth most 
significant barrier to participation in SRs, whereas 
human health sciences librarians noted this as the 
second greatest barrier to participation in SRs [9]. 

There is an apparent contradiction between the 
majority of veterinary librarians rating their training 
in traditional librarian roles as pretty good or 
extensive and their indication that insufficient 
training is a significant barrier to participation in 
SRs. While the data from this study do not provide a 
direct answer to this contradiction, a contributing 
factor might be the paucity of training programs that 
are targeted to conducting SRs of the veterinary and 
animal health literature. While there are many well-
established training programs available for 
librarians conducting SRs of the human health 
sciences literature [20], several leading experts in 
veterinary SRs have contended that many aspects of 
search methodology developed for human health 
sciences SRs should not automatically be applied to 
veterinary and animal health SRs because of the 
methodological differences between veterinary and 
human health sciences research literature [15]. 
Several specific differences that have been noted 
were greater use of nonrandomized and 

observational study designs in veterinary clinical 
trials and the lack of research evidence on whether 
publication bias is present in non-RCTs, which are 
more prevalent in the veterinary literature. 

These differences call into question the utility of 
human medicine RCT search filters and the need for 
extensive grey literature searches for unpublished 
clinical trials in veterinary SRs. In light of this 
question, training focused on conducting veterinary 
SRs and scoping reviews is needed. In recent years, 
several workshops on conducting SRs in veterinary 
medicine and animal health have been offered, but 
such training opportunities are still relatively rare 
[21–23]. 

Other types of literature reviews 

Adherence to a specific search methodology is not 
typically required in narrative reviews or general 
literature reviews, such as those done for graduate 
study theses and dissertations. However, application 
of relevant SR search methods to these other types of 
literature reviews that veterinary librarians already 
participate in could increase the methodological 
rigor of these reviews as well as raise awareness 
among veterinary students and researchers of the 
importance of search methodology to the quality 
and completeness of literature reviews. For example, 
SR search methodology employs techniques to 
ensure that searches are comprehensive rather than 
selectively aligned with author biases. In SRs, the 
full line-by-line database search strategies are 
reported so that readers of the final review can 
assess for themselves whether the SR data collection 
process was adequate. 

Limitations 

This study has several limitations. First, the small 
sample size makes findings suggestive rather than 
definitive. Second, the types of questions in the 
survey had limited capacity to gather data that 
could help to explain why certain trends were 
present among veterinary librarians. Including more 
short answer survey questions to allow respondents 
to comment about the questions or conducting 
interviews with veterinary librarians could have 
provided a more complete understanding of the 
reasons for the trends noted in this study. Third, 24 
(96%) out of 25 respondents reported some level of 
participation in SRs in the past. Although the survey 
did not require respondents to have experience in 
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conducting SRs, librarians without this experience 
might have chosen not to respond to the survey, so 
their perspectives might not have been captured in 
this study. While not extensive, a fourth limitation of 
this study was the missing data in the survey 
questions about training and involvement of 
veterinary librarians in other types of literature 
reviews. Details of the missing data are noted in 
supplementary Appendix B in the associated data. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The key findings of this study support anecdotal 
evidence that veterinary librarians participate in SRs 
to a more limited degree than their human health 
sciences counterparts. Veterinary librarians 
experience low demand from veterinary faculty and 
students to participate in SRs, and veterinary 
librarians may participate as review team members 
at significantly lower rates than human health 
sciences librarians. The main barriers to 
participation in veterinary SRs that respondents 
mentioned were lack of library policies, insufficient 
training, and lack of time. 

Participating in SRs is a significant professional 
opportunity for veterinary librarians to support both 
veterinary research and clinical practice. Addressing 
the barriers that veterinary librarians face in 
participating in SRs will require a sustained, 
multifaceted approach, particularly in light of the 
relatively slow uptake of SR methodology by 
veterinary researchers [15]. Training specific to 
conducting veterinary SRs and the development of 
library policies for librarian roles in SRs could 
facilitate greater participation by veterinary 
librarians on SR teams and enable librarians to 
function in a greater range of roles, including 
coauthorship of reviews. 

Further research is needed to address the gaps 
in veterinary SR search methodology that were 
identified by Wood et al. as enabling the 
development of research-based guidelines for 
information retrieval for veterinary SRs [15]. 
Additional research is also needed to gain a better 
understanding of why many veterinary faculty 
members are not conducting SRs and why they are 
not asking veterinary librarians to join literature 
review teams so that policies and research support 
services in academic libraries can be customized and 
marketed more effectively to animal health 
researchers. 

Ultimately, demand for veterinary librarians to 
participate in SRs depends on the development of 
stronger capacity for knowledge synthesis in the 
veterinary research community. Although there 
have been calls in recent years in the research 
literature to build a “consolidated infrastructure” to 
fund and provide support for developing animal 
health knowledge synthesis research, training, 
standards, resources, and expertise [24, 25], the 
veterinary infrastructure in these areas remains 
nascent relative to other health sciences disciplines 
[18, 19]. 

If the veterinary research community does not 
develop a more robust knowledge synthesis 
research infrastructure, the number of veterinary 
SRs that are produced will likely remain relatively 
low for the foreseeable future, as will the demand 
for veterinary librarian participation in conducting 
SRs. However, in their current roles as consultants, 
teachers, and participants in non-SR literature 
reviews, veterinary librarians can nonetheless play a 
significant role in increasing awareness among 
students and faculty of the relationship between 
search methodology and the quality and 
completeness of literature reviews and, in so doing, 
facilitate the uptake of relevant SR search 
methodology by veterinary researchers. 

COMPETING INTERESTS 

The author has no competing interests to declare. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The author gratefully acknowledges Dr. Diane 
Lorenzetti, director, Health Sciences Library, 
University of Calgary, Calgary, AB, Canada, for 
reviewing this manuscript. 

REFERENCES 
1. Holmes MA. Systematic reviews in small animal veterinary 

medicine: what are they and why do we need them? J Small 
Anim Pract. 2012 Apr;53(4):195–6. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-5827.2011.01194.x. 

2. Canadian Institutes of Health Research. About us: 
knowledge translation at CIHR [Internet]. The Institute; 
2016 [cited 2 May 2019]. <http://www.cihr-
irsc.gc.ca/e/29418.html>. 

3. Higgins JT, Green S, eds. Cochrane handbook for 
systematic reviews of interventions [Internet]. Version 5.1.0. 
Cochrane Collaboration; Mar 2011 [cited 2 May 2019]. 
<http://handbook-5-1.cochrane.org/>. 



5 0 6  Toews 

 DOI: dx.doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2019.710 

 

 
 Journal of the Medical Library Association 107 (4) October 2019 jmla.mlanet.org 

 

4. Institute of Medicine. Finding what works in health care: 
standards for systematic reviews [Internet]. Washington, 
DC: National Academies Press; 2011 [cited 2 May 2019]. 
<http://www.nationalacademies.org/hmd/Reports/2011
/Finding-What-Works-in-Health-Care-Standards-for-
Systematic-Reviews.aspx>. 

5. Golder S, Loke Y, McIntosh HM. Poor reporting and 
inadequate searches were apparent in systematic reviews of 
adverse effects. J Clin Epidemiol. 2008 May;61(5):440–8. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2007.06.005. 

6. Zhang L, Sampson M, McGowan J. Reporting of the role of 
the expert searcher in Cochrane Reviews. Evidence Based 
Libr Inf Pract. 2006;1(4):44. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.18438/B85K52. 

7. Rethlefsen ML, Farrell AM, Osterhaus Trzasko LC, Brigham 
TJ. Librarian co-authors correlated with higher quality 
reported search strategies in general internal medicine 
systematic reviews. J Clin Epidemiol. 2015 Jun;68(6):617–26. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.11.025. 

8. Beverley CA, Booth A, Bath PA. The role of the information 
specialist in the systematic review process: a health 
information case study. Health Inf Libr J. 2003 Jun;20(2):65–
74. 

9. Murphy SA, Boden C. Benchmarking participation of 
Canadian university health sciences librarians in systematic 
reviews. J Med Libr Assoc. 2015 Apr;103(2):73–8. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3163/1536-5050.103.2.003. 

10. Morris M, Boruff JT, Gore GC. Scoping reviews: 
establishing the role of the librarian. J Med Libr Assoc. 2016 
Oct;104(4):346–53. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.3163/1536-
5050.104.4.020. 

11. Spencer AJ, Eldredge JD. Roles for librarians in systematic 
reviews: a scoping review. J Med Libr Assoc. 2018 
Jan;106(1):46–56. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2018.82. 

12. Springshare. Introducing LibWizard. Springshare Blog 
[Internet]. Springshare; 2016 [cited 2 May 2019]. 
<https://blog.springshare.com/2016/02/03/introducing-
libwizard/>. 

13. Veterinary Medical Libraries Section. Veterinary medical 
and related libraries international directory [Internet]. 
Medical Library Association; 2019 [cited 2 May 2019]. 
<http://www.mlanet.org/page/veterinary-medical-
libraries-directory>. 

14. International Committee of Medical Journal Editors. 
Defining the role of authors and contributors [Internet]. The 
Committee; 2015 [cited 2 May 2019]. 
<http://www.icmje.org/recommendations/browse/roles-
and-responsibilities/defining-the-role-of-authors-and-
contributors.html>. 

15. Wood H, O’Connor A, Sargeant J, Glanville J. Information 
retrieval for systematic reviews in food and feed topics: a 
narrative review. Res Synth Methods. 2018 Dec;9(4):527–39. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1289. 

16. Di Girolamo N, Meursinge Reynders R. Deficiencies of 
effectiveness of intervention studies in veterinary medicine: 
a cross-sectional survey of ten leading veterinary and 
medical journals. Peer J. 2016 Jan 28;4:e1649. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.1649. 

17. Dean RS. Veterinary clinical trials are on trial. Vet Rec. 2017 
Aug 19;181(8):193–4. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/vr.j3867. 

18. Toews L. The information infrastructure that supports 
evidence-based veterinary medicine: a comparison with 
human medicine. J Vet Med Educ. 2011 Summer;38(2):123–
34. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/jvme.38.2.123. 

19. Cooper C, Booth A, Varley-Campbell J, Britten N, Garside 
R. Defining the process to literature searching in systematic 
reviews: a literature review of guidance and supporting 
studies. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2018 Aug 14;18(1):85. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12874-018-0545-3. 

20. Parker RMN, Boulos L, Visintini S, Ritchie K, Hayden J. 
Environmental scan and evaluation of best practices for 
online systematic review resources. J Med Libr Assoc. 2018 
Apr;106(2):208–18. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2018.241. 

21. York Health Economics Consortium. Advanced search 
strategy design for complex topics [Internet]. University of 
York; 2019 [cited 2 May 2019]. 
<https://www.yhec.co.uk/training/advanced-search-
strategy-design/>. 

22. Syreaf Systematic Reviews for Animals and Food. Tutorials 
[Internet]. Syreaf; 2019 [cited 2 May 2019]. 
<http://www.syreaf.org/education/>. 

23. University of Nottingham Centre for Evidence Based 
Veterinary Medicine. Training opportunities [Internet]. The 
University; 2019 [cited 2 May 2019]. 
<https://www.nottingham.ac.uk/cevm/training-
opportunities/training-opportunities.aspx>. 

24. Young I, Waddell L, Sanchez J, Wilhelm B, McEwen SA, 
Rajić A. The application of knowledge synthesis methods in 
agri-food public health: recent advancements, challenges 
and opportunities. Prev Vet Med. 2014 Mar 1;113(4):339–55. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2013.11.009. 

25. Sargeant JM, O’Connor AM. Introduction to systematic 
reviews in animal agriculture and veterinary medicine. 
Zoonoses Public Health. 2014 Jun;61(suppl 1):3–9. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/zph.12128. 

 

 SUPPLEMENTAL FILES  

• Appendix A: Questionnaire 
• Appendix B: Associated data 
 



Veter inary  l ib rar ians ’  par t ic ipat ion in  rev iews 5 0 7  

DOI: dx.doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2019.710  

 

jmla.mlanet.org  107 (4) October 2019 Journal of the Medical Library Association  

 

AUTHOR’S AFFILIATION 
Lorraine Toews, MLIS, ltoews@ucalgary.ca, http://orcid.org/0000-
0003-4692-0358, Librarian, Veterinary Medicine and Bachelor of 
Health Sciences, Health Sciences Library, 3330 Hospital Drive 
Northwest, University of Calgary, Calgary, AB T2N 4N1, Canada, and 
Adjunct Associate Librarian, Department of Ecosystem and Public 
Health, Faculty of Veterinary Medicine, 3280 Hospital Drive 
Northwest, University of Calgary, Calgary, AB T2N 4Z6, Canada 

 

Received March 2019; accepted May 2019 

 

 
Articles in this journal are licensed under a Creative 
Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. 

 

This journal is published by the University Library System 
of the University of Pittsburgh as part of its D-Scribe 
Digital Publishing Program and is cosponsored by the 
University of Pittsburgh Press. 

ISSN 1558-9439 (Online) 


	Lorraine Toews, MLIS
	See end of article for author’s affiliation.
	Objectives: The objectives of this study were to benchmark roles that veterinary librarians at universities and colleges play in systematic reviews (SRs) and scoping reviews that are conducted by faculty and students at their institutions, to benchmark the level of training that veterinary librarians have in conducting SRs, to identify barriers to their participation in SRs, and to identify other types of literature reviews that veterinary librarians participate in.
	Methods: Sixty veterinary librarians in universities and colleges in Canada, the United States, England, Scotland, Ireland, Australia, and New Zealand were surveyed online about their roles and training in conducting SRs, barriers to participation in SRs, and participation in other types of literature reviews.
	Results: Veterinary librarians’ highest participation was at an advising level in traditional librarian roles as question formulator, database selector, search strategy developer, and reference manager. Most respondents reported pretty good to extensive training in traditional roles and no or some training in less traditional roles. Sixty percent of respondents received few or no requests to participate in SRs, and only half of respondents had participated in SRs as a review team member. Sixty percent of respondents stated that their libraries had no policies regarding librarian roles and participation in SRs.
	Conclusions: The surveyed veterinary librarians participated in SRs to a lesser degree than human health sciences librarians, experienced low demand from veterinary faculty and students to participate in SRs, and participated as review team members at significantly lower rates than human health sciences librarians. The main barriers to participation in SRs were lack of library policies, insufficient training, and lack of time.
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	RESULTS
	Roles
	Barriers
	Training
	Other types of literature reviews

	DISCUSSION
	Roles
	Barriers
	Training
	Other types of literature reviews
	Limitations

	CONCLUSIONS
	COMPETING INTERESTS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	References
	Supplemental Files
	Author’s Affiliation
	Lorraine Toews, MLIS, ltoews@ucalgary.ca, http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4692-0358, Librarian, Veterinary Medicine and Bachelor of Health Sciences, Health Sciences Library, 3330 Hospital Drive Northwest, University of Calgary, Calgary, AB T2N 4N1, Canada,...
	Received March 2019; accepted May 2019

