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during service encounters and everyday academic engagement. This paper
reconceptualises accessibility as an enacted institutional practice shaped through
the relationship among institutional conditions, service practices, and user
experience. The study adopts a conceptual approach based on critical literature
synthesis to examine how accessibility is produced in academic library
environments. From this analysis, the paper develops the Enacted Accessibility
Framework, which explains meaningful access as an outcome of alignment among
institutional conditions, service practices, and user experience. The framework
clarifies that institutional conditions establish the enabling environment, service
practices translate accessibility into action, and user experience reflects how access
is realised in use. It further shows that accessibility breakdown emerges when
these domains lose alignment, even in settings where infrastructure, technologies,
and policy frameworks are present. The paper contributes a process-based
explanation of accessibility that moves beyond provision-centred interpretations
and offers a stronger analytical basis for examining how meaningful access is
produced in academic library contexts.
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1. Introduction

Accessibility in higher education is grounded in global and national commitments that frame
inclusive access as a fundamental condition of academic participation [1-3]. In this context, academic
libraries carry an operational responsibility to shape the environments through which disabled
students engage with information resources, navigate learning spaces, and participate in academic
systems. A persistent concern lies in how access is realised in practice, since institutional
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arrangements, system configurations, and service practices determine whether access becomes
meaningful in everyday academic life. Recent work points to a continuing gap between formal
accessibility provision and the quality of access realised in use, where institutional design and system-
level execution continue to produce inconsistent outcomes in learning [4,5]. This condition weakens
the capacity of academic libraries to function as fully inclusive knowledge environments and points
to the need for a stronger explanation of accessibility as an enacted institutional practice.

In this paper, disabled users refer to individuals with physical, sensory, cognitive, or learning
impairments that affect their use of library resources and services, aligned with the Persons with
Disabilities Act 2008 (Act 685, Malaysia) and the international usage of Persons with Disabilities
(PWD) [1]. Accessibility is approached in relation to these users as a multidimensional condition
shaping how library environments are navigated, interpreted, and experienced, instead of being
treated as a fixed outcome of infrastructure provision or compliance with standards [6,7]. This
framing positions accessibility as a condition produced through institutional arrangements in use.

Evidence from higher education reveals differentiated accessibility in physical, digital, and
institutional dimensions, where structural constraints, inconsistent application of accessibility
standards, and limitations in institutional support continue to shape patterns of participation [8-11].
Digital environments intensify these conditions through usability barriers that restrict independent
engagement with academic resources [12-17]. Continued reliance on assistance, mediation, and
adaptive strategies further reflects stratified access among student groups [18-20], confirming that
accessibility remains unstable in practice. This pattern aligns with broader developments in higher
education, where access increasingly intersects with questions of inclusion, institutional culture, and
the embedded practices that structure participation [21]. Empirical syntheses reinforce this concern
by demonstrating that disabled students continue to encounter layered barriers in infrastructure,
pedagogy, and institutional systems, while practices in assessment and learning processes reproduce
exclusion in subtle but consequential ways [22-24].

In academic libraries, these broader conditions acquire practical form through service practices.
Accessibility is shaped through how users obtain assistance, interpret information, and navigate
resources during actual service encounters. Access to library facilities and services for persons with
disabilities reflects inconsistent provision of assistive technologies and limited-service readiness,
both of which constrain effective engagement with information resources [25]. The quality of access
is further shaped by staff capability, where structured training in producing accessible materials
influences how information is delivered and understood by users [26]. Accessibility is also
strengthened through collaborative service approaches, where engagement between libraries and
broader institutional actors supports inclusive service practice and expands user participation [27].
These practices are sustained through institutional conditions linked to leadership support, resource
allocation, and institutional readiness, which shape how accessibility efforts are prioritised and
maintained.

Accessibility challenges in infrastructure, systems, and user experience are widely recognised,
while the explanation of how access is produced through practice remains underdeveloped. Day and
Fleischmann [28] argue that academic librarians play a direct role in enabling access through
interaction with users, where assistance in locating, interpreting, and adapting academic materials
shapes how information becomes usable in practice. At the same time, accessibility has frequently
been discussed through provision, compliance, or standardisation, which gives greater visibility to
what institutions provide than to how access is realised in use. Bennett et al.,, [29] argue that
accessibility cannot be reduced to technical or regulatory solutions and should instead be understood
as a socially embedded and continuously enacted process shaped through interaction among users,
services, and institutional contexts. Peacock and Vecchione, [30] similarly highlight procedures,
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workflows, best practices, and policies as important mechanisms for structuring accessibility-related
service activity in academic libraries. Even so, this line of work explains provision and operational
arrangement more clearly than it explains how institutional conditions, service practices, and user
experience interact in producing access. A conceptual gap, therefore, remains between institutional
intent and what users are actually able to do when engaging with library resources.

This gap carries both conceptual and institutional consequences. Conceptually, accessibility
remains weakly articulated as a process through which access is produced in interaction, limiting its
strength as an analytical construct in service contexts [28]. Institutionally, formal accessibility
provision may coexist with variation in the quality and usability of support, shaped by staff response,
service context, and organisational coordination [31]. Brunskill, [32] gives empirical weight to this
concern by demonstrating that the quality of accessibility information shapes whether users with
disabilities approach library services with certainty. Krejtz et al., [33] extend this concern by
illustrating that accessibility in higher education can be institutionally represented while remaining
fragile in practice, while Mack et al., [34] demonstrate that accessibility depends on continuing
coordination among stakeholders, systems, and institutional practices. Access, in this sense, may be
institutionally established while remaining unstable during actual service encounters, reducing the
dependability of academic libraries as inclusive knowledge access points.

Against this backdrop, this study advances a conceptual understanding of accessibility as an
enacted institutional practice produced through the relationship among institutional conditions,
service practices, and user experience. By integrating service quality, organisational readiness, and
user experience, the paper develops a structured explanation that moves accessibility scholarship
beyond provision-centred interpretation toward a process-based account of how access is realised
in academic libraries. Although prior studies have yet to combine these dimensions in a single
explanatory structure, Vettriselvan et al., [35] foreground service alignment, Kontio [36] strengthens
the case for systematic accessibility practice, Putnam et al., [37] reinforce the importance of user
experience in explaining how accessibility is realised, and Boticario et al., [38] demonstrate the value
of integrated higher education accessibility frameworks linking institutional conditions, service
design, and user needs.

The paper makes three contributions. First, it repositions accessibility from provision to practice
by focusing on how access is realised during actual service encounters. Second, it integrates
institutional conditions, service practices, and user experience in a unified analytical perspective,
clarifying how these dimensions jointly shape accessibility. Third, it establishes a conceptual
distinction between provision and lived accessibility, thereby strengthening the basis for analysing
accessibility as an institutional process. Accordingly, the study aims to conceptualise accessibility as
an enacted institutional practice for disabled users in academic library contexts.

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 develops the literature review by examining
accessibility as an institutional provision, service practices, lived experience, institutional readiness,
and their integration as an enacted institutional mechanism. Section 3 introduces the Enacted
Accessibility Framework in Academic Libraries. Section 4 discusses the paper’s contributions and
implications. Section 5 addresses limitations and future research directions. Section 6 concludes by
clarifying the significance of meaningful access as an enacted institutional accomplishment in
academic library environments.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Accessibility as Institutional Provision and Enacted Access
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Accessibility is widely treated as an institutional responsibility in academic libraries, where
physical infrastructure, digital systems, and assistive resources are introduced in line with broader
commitments to inclusive education [1-3]. In this policy and institutional framing, libraries are
expected to provide spaces, platforms, and support arrangements that allow disabled students to
participate equitably in academic life. Accessibility, therefore, enters library discourse through a
provision-based logic that gives central importance to facilities, technologies, service points, and
organisational support. This orientation has played an important role in establishing institutional
obligations, particularly in higher education, where inclusion is closely associated with infrastructure
development, digital access, and formal service commitments [6,7,25,39]. Through this lens,
accessibility is often understood through the presence of enabling structures, including accessible
entrances, adaptive technologies, digital interfaces, and service arrangements designed to support
learning and research participation [9,10].

Research grounded in academic and higher education settings indicates that provision alone gives
an incomplete account of accessibility. A recurring pattern appears in studies reporting limitations in
infrastructure design, digital usability, and operational readiness, even in settings where facilities and
systems are formally available [40-43]. This line of work points to a persistent gap between the
existence of accessible features and the user’s capacity to engage with them effectively. Facilities
may be visible, digital platforms may be available, and support mechanisms may be formally
established, although access remains fragile when design decisions, service routines, and staff
responsiveness fail to translate provision into usability [44,45]. Hence, the central issue lies in the
operational life of accessibility, because institutional commitment gains practical meaning only when
users can locate, interpret, and use resources with reasonable clarity, continuity, and support.

This limitation calls for a stronger analytical framing of accessibility as an enacted condition
produced through service interaction. Accessibility gains substance through the encounter between
users, systems, staff, and institutional routines, where navigation, communication, mediation, and
timely assistance shape whether academic resources become genuinely usable [44,46,28]. Assistive
tools, accessible entrances, digital platforms, and designated services remain important, although
their value depends on how they function during actual engagement [47,48]. From this standpoint,
accessibility is produced through use, mediation, and institutional response rather than treated as a
finished condition secured by provision alone [18,19]. In sum, the analytical emphasis moves from
what the institution provides to how access is delivered, negotiated, and sustained through everyday
library service processes [28,30,36,49].

In this paper, enacted access refers to accessibility as realised through actual use, where
navigation, timely support, and meaningful engagement with library services determine whether
formally provided arrangements translate into effective and usable access for disabled users [50-53].
Research from Malaysian higher education reinforces this position by indicating that meaningful
access depends on the combined functioning of institutional conditions, digital arrangements, and
service responsiveness. Work on inclusion in higher education, accessibility-oriented web initiatives,
and disabled students’ engagement with academic support points to recurring gaps between formal
commitment, technological provision, and actual user experience [8,12,18,54]. In this context,
accessibility is shaped through activation, coordination, and practical delivery in everyday academic
settings, where the quality of digital interfaces, the availability of meaningful support, and the
responsiveness of service environments determine the depth of participation achieved. This
positions accessibility as an institutional accomplishment realised through practice. From this
perspective, service practices emerge as the key mechanism linking institutional intention with lived
academic participation, which makes them central to the next stage of the review.
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2.2 Service Practices as the Mechanism of Accessibility Delivery

Service practices occupy a central place in accessibility because access acquires practical meaning
through the encounters that connect disabled users with library staff, systems, and support
arrangements. In this setting, accessibility depends less on the formal presence of services alone and
more on the quality, responsiveness, and usability of the assistance delivered during actual
engagement. Service quality scholarship identifies responsiveness, reliability, assurance, and
empathy as core dimensions in contexts where users depend on informed and timely support [55,56].
In academic libraries, these dimensions take shape through staff guidance, assistive technologies
such as screen readers and adaptive software, collaboration with institutional and external partners,
staff awareness initiatives, user-centred service design, and accessible digital tools that strengthen
inclusive service delivery [30,57,58].

Service practices refer to the behaviours, actions, judgements, and situated adjustments carried
out by library staff during service encounters. These practices shape how accessibility-oriented
support is delivered and how it is experienced by disabled users [59-61]. Access frequently depends
on staff mediation, system interpretation, and the ability to adapt assistance to specific user
requirements [58,62,63]. When assistance is delayed, familiarity with assistive technologies is
limited, or personalised support is weak, users may face greater difficulty completing academic tasks
and engaging independently with information resources [64,65]. This point matters analytically
because it positions accessibility as something carried through service enactment, where the quality
of staff response shapes whether available resources become effective and usable in practice [52,66].

The effectiveness of these practices is closely tied to professional readiness and institutional
support. Inclusive service delivery depends on librarians’ capacity to respond knowledgeably,
confidently, and appropriately to disability-related needs. Preparedness in this sense extends beyond
technical familiarity and includes training, confidence in the use of assistive tools, and access to
support structures that allow accessibility commitments to be translated into practical assistance
[52,64,67]. Pionke [68,69] makes this clear by demonstrating that staff views, competence, and
comfort in serving patrons with disabilities shape the quality of accessibility support in library
settings. Dos Santos [70] strengthens this point by underlining the continuing significance of
accessibility training and inclusion-oriented professional development, while Day et al., [58] illustrate
that service effectiveness depends on staff capacity to support specialised formats and assistive
access in everyday library work. Small et al., [71] reinforce the same logic by framing inclusive
librarianship as an ongoing professional commitment tied to core service responsibility. From this
standpoint, accessibility is inseparable from the professional judgement, confidence, and readiness
of staff who convert institutional provision into meaningful support.

Service practices are also shaped by the organisational conditions that influence how
accessibility-related work is prioritised, supported, and sustained in everyday operations. Workload
pressures, resource allocation, managerial expectations, and the extent of institutional coordination
influence whether staff can provide support in a consistent and responsive manner. When
accessibility is treated as a peripheral responsibility or left to individual discretion, service delivery
may become reactive, inconsistent, and overly dependent on personal effort [72,73]. Falloon [74]
illustrates that accessibility gains force when institutional commitment is translated into practical
arrangements, whereas Nazim and Ali [25] draw attention to the continuing effects of service and
resource limitations on the support available to persons with disabilities. Ferrara [75] adds a further
dimension by pointing to the role of staff understanding of attitudinal barriers in shaping how
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accessibility is interpreted and carried into service settings, while Chiscano [57] foregrounds the
importance of service design grounded in the lived experiences of students with disabilities. Samson
[76] similarly emphasises that effective disability services require sustained institutional attention to
service adaptation and user support. These studies clarify that differences in user experience emerge
when organisational backing is weak, staff response lacks continuity, and accessibility depends too
heavily on local improvisation at the point of service. In practice, such conditions become visible
through personalised assistance, adapted service delivery, format conversion, and assistive access,
all of which shape how users engage with library systems and resources during actual encounters
[25,45,77].

From a service perspective, accessibility is realised through interaction among disabled users,
staff, and institutional structures. Access depends on how information is communicated, how
support is delivered, and how services are adjusted to individual needs during actual encounters.
User-oriented studies indicate that disabled individuals frequently rely on mediation and assistance
when engaging with library services, which reinforces the central role of service practices in shaping
access outcomes [18,19]. Service delivery is further strengthened by the integration of technologies
and organisational coordination, where differences in training, resource availability, and system
design influence how accessibility is operationalised in practice and how users experience service
quality [6,78,79]. Accessibility, in this sense, is produced through service processes involving
interpretation, adjustment, and interaction in specific institutional settings. Service practices thus
function as the mechanism through which institutional provision is translated into lived user
experience.

2.3 Lived Experience of Disabled Users

For disabled users, accessibility in academic libraries is judged at the point of use, where
participation depends on whether spaces, systems, and support arrangements can be engaged with
confidently, continuously, and with reasonable independence. From this perspective, lived
experience captures the practical reality of accessibility as users move through library environments,
interpret service conditions, seek assistance, and adjust to demands that emerge during everyday
academic activity. User-oriented studies suggest that access frequently involves navigation difficulty,
reliance on assistance, and repeated adaptation to conditions that respond only partially to
accessibility requirements [18,19]. Lived experience thus brings accessibility into focus as a condition
encountered in action, where participation is shaped by what users can actually do, sustain, and
complete during engagement with library life. In this paper, lived experience refers to how disabled
users encounter, interpret, and negotiate accessibility in practice as they navigate library spaces, use
digital systems, seek support, and participate in everyday academic activity [42,80,81].

This experiential perspective carries analytical importance because it reveals how accessibility is
felt, negotiated, and evaluated in practice. User experience is shaped by the interplay of physical
movement, access to resources and assistive technologies, digital usability, staff interaction, and the
social and emotional conditions that influence participation [45,82,83]. Accessibility, from this
standpoint, becomes a layered experience in which material arrangements, interface design,
interpersonal support, and affective response combine to shape whether library use remains
manageable, supportive, and academically productive.

Material and digital conditions place immediate pressure on this experience. Physical accessibility
continues to raise serious concerns related to mobility, spatial navigation, and the practical usability
of facilities intended to support disabled users. Structural limitations such as inaccessible layouts,
limited assistive features, and variation in design standards affect users’ ability to move
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independently and use academic environments with confidence [8-11]. A related pressure emerges
in digital settings, where access to information resources depends on systems offering very different
levels of usability for different users [39,78,84]. Studies on Malaysian institutional websites and
digital platforms identify limitations in navigation, compatibility with assistive technologies, and
interface usability, particularly for visually impaired users [12-16]. Under such conditions, users may
spend additional time, energy, and effort locating information, relying on workaround strategies, or
revising how tasks are completed when digital design responds weakly to accessibility needs [47,79].
Accessibility, in this situation, becomes inseparable from the burden of effort required to secure
usable access.

Service encounters shape this experience further by influencing the degree of independence,
assurance, and continuity users can sustain during library use. When users require assistance to
navigate systems, interpret information, or obtain resources, interaction with library staff becomes
part of the lived condition of accessibility. Timely guidance and responsive assistance can strengthen
participation, whereas weak communication, delayed response, or limited familiarity with
accessibility-related needs can leave users uncertain about available support and less able to
complete academic tasks effectively [19,25,45,64]. From the user’s standpoint, service interaction
affects more than task completion alone. It also shapes confidence in seeking help, willingness to re-
engage with services, and the sense that library environments can be approached as usable and
supportive spaces.

Social and attitudinal conditions deepen this experiential layer by influencing how disabled users
are received and included in academic environments. Accessibility is also experienced through
treatment, recognition, sensitivity, and the quality of interpersonal regard encountered during library
use. Negative perceptions, limited awareness, and weak sensitivity to disability-related needs can
restrict participation and reduce confidence in seeking support [85]. User experience, in this respect,
includes reassurance, hesitation, comfort, exposure, and stigma, all of which affect how library
services and academic activities are approached [84,86]. These responses matter because
participation is shaped by emotional security and functional access.

Lived experience ultimately marks the point where institutional claims about accessibility are
tested against practical reality. Access gains meaning when disabled users can move through physical
settings, engage digital systems, obtain timely support, and participate without excessive disruption,
dependence, or uncertainty. Strain in any one of these dimensions can weaken access to information
and reduce the quality of academic participation [82,87]. These positions' lived experience as a
critical analytical lens for understanding accessibility, because it reveals how institutional provision
is converted into confidence, effort, dependence, participation, or withdrawal in everyday library
use.

2.4 Institutional Readiness and the Conditions of Accessibility

Institutional readiness refers to the extent to which organisational structures, resources, and
commitments are aligned to sustain accessibility-oriented services as part of routine operations [72-
73,88]. In academic libraries, readiness is reflected in policy frameworks that guide accessibility
provision, the availability of accessible infrastructure and assistive technologies, staff development,
resource allocation, user engagement mechanisms, and collaboration with internal and external
stakeholders that support inclusive service delivery [7,25,78,84]. In this sense, readiness extends
beyond institutional intention. It captures the degree to which accessibility is established as an
operational responsibility supported by coordinated structures, practical resources, and continuing
organisational commitment.
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Leadership, policy direction, and organisational coordination form the core conditions of this
readiness. Institutional commitment influences whether accessibility is embedded in everyday
operations or left to depend on local initiative and situational response [72,73]. Accessibility gains
operational force when policies are translated into workflows, responsibilities, and service routines
that shape everyday practice [89]. Clear planning, defined responsibilities, and coordinated action
strengthen the institutional basis for accessibility, while weak policy integration and limited
managerial attention can leave accessibility inconsistently carried into practice [7,78]. Readiness,
therefore, depends on whether accessibility is treated as a shared institutional responsibility with
clear operational expression.

A further condition lies in the institutionalisation of staff capability. Readiness depends on the
extent to which staff are prepared through structured training, awareness of disability-related needs,
and familiarity with assistive technologies that support service adaptation [25,52,64,67]. Professional
knowledge and confidence matter because accessibility is frequently advanced or constrained
through the judgements staff make during actual service delivery. When training is limited or support
structures are weak, accessibility may rely heavily on personal commitment rather than established
professional capacity. From this standpoint, staff capability represents a core expression of
institutional readiness, because it connects organisational expectation with the practical ability to
respond effectively to diverse user requirements.

Resource readiness is equally decisive. Access to assistive technologies, accessible digital
platforms, alternative formats, and support systems influences whether accessibility can be
sustained as a functioning part of library operations [12,13,17,84,87]. The issue extends beyond the
formal availability of tools. What matters is whether resources are integrated into service workflows,
supported through adequate funding, and coordinated among the institutional units involved in
accessibility provision. Technologies and tools carry limited organisational value when they are
difficult to mobilise in response to user needs at the point of service [90]. Institutional readiness is
therefore shaped by the practical integration of resources into the operational life of accessibility.

Institutional culture adds a further layer by shaping how accessibility is understood, prioritised,
and normalised in academic environments. Attitudes toward disability, sensitivity to accessibility
needs, and recognition of inclusive practice as a collective responsibility influence how seriously
accessibility is carried into everyday work [19,85]. Where awareness is limited, and accessibility holds
a weak institutional profile, policy and resources may exist without generating strong operational
commitment. A supportive culture, by contrast, strengthens readiness by reinforcing the idea that
accessibility belongs to the core responsibilities of the library rather than to occasional adjustment
or individual goodwill.

Viewed as a whole, institutional readiness functions as the enabling condition through which
accessibility gains operational force. Variation in access often emerges from differences in policy
integration, staff preparedness, resource coordination, and institutional culture, even when formal
commitment appears present. Accessibility in academic libraries is thus shaped by the quality of
organisational preparation that supports service delivery, user engagement, and practical response
in everyday settings [31].

2.5 Accessibility as an Enacted Institutional Mechanism in Academic Libraries
Accessibility gains practical force when institutional conditions, service practices, and user
experience operate in concert during actual library use. The preceding discussion has established that

access depends on the combined functioning of physical and digital environments, accessible
resources, service interaction, institutional readiness, and the lived experience of disabled users
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[6,7,25,39]. This synthesis positions accessibility as an enacted institutional mechanism: a
coordinated process through which access is produced, sustained, and experienced in academic
library settings.

This mechanism rests on three analytical layers. At the institutional layer, policy direction,
resource allocation, leadership commitment, and organisational coordination create the conditions
that enable accessible service provision [7,78]. At the service layer, staff practices, assistive
technologies, and accessibility-oriented adjustments shape how support is delivered during actual
encounters [47,58,91]. At the user layer, access takes form through navigation, interpretation,
confidence, effort, and participation as disabled users engage with library spaces, systems, and
resources [45,82,87]. Accessibility acquires its practical value through the relationship among these
layers, because access depends on how institutional preparation, service enactment, and user
experience reinforce one another in use.

This layered view clarifies why formal provision offers only a partial account of accessibility.
Accessible infrastructure may exist, digital platforms may appear compliant, and service
arrangements may be formally established, while access still weakens when staff preparedness is
limited, resources are weakly integrated, or support is difficult to mobilise during actual use [82,84].
The quality of accessibility depends on operational alignment: institutional priorities need to be
carried into service routines, and service routines need to support users in ways that strengthen
navigation, understanding, and participation. Accessibility, in this sense, emerges as an institutional
accomplishment realised through coordinated organisational and service action.

The synthesis developed in this review presents accessibility as an enacted institutional
mechanism realised through the interaction of institutional conditions, service practices, and user
experience in academic library settings. This position clarifies that accessibility acquires practical
force when enabling structures, responsive service action, and users’ actual engagement operate in
relation to one another during library use. To consolidate this argument, Table 1 organises the
literature into six accessibility domains and maps each domain through three enacted layers:
institutional conditions, service practices, and user experience. The final column draws these
elements into an integrative insight that clarifies how accessibility gains meaning in practice.

Table 1
Accessibility as an enacted institutional mechanism in academic libraries
Accessibilit N - . . . . .
Domain ¥ Institutional Conditions Service Practices User Experience Integrative Insight
Spatial design, . N . .
.p . & Staff guidance, navigation Movement, Physical access gains
circulation routes, L ) . :
. . support, and situational orientation, meaning when
. accessible entry points, ) . . .
Physical adjustment shape how confidence, and environmental design,

and environmental

Environment .
planning create the

physical environments are independent use staff support, and user

institutional basis for
physical access.

used during actual
engagement.

influence how physical
access is experienced.

movement work in
concert during use.

Digital
Environment

Platform design,
interface structure,
accessibility standards,
and compatibility with
assistive technologies
shape access to digital
resources.

Digital guidance, staff
mediation, and service
adaptation influence how
users navigate systems
and obtain information.

Usability,
interpretability, effort,
and persistence shape
how digital access is
encountered in
practice.

Digital accessibility is
realised when system
design, service response,
and user engagement
support usable
interaction with
information resources.

Accessible
Resources

Assistive technologies,
alternative formats,

Format conversion,
adaptive support, and

Access to content,
continuity of

Resources strengthen
accessibility when they
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Accessibilit N - . . . . .

Domain ¥ Institutional Conditions Service Practices User Experience Integrative Insight
accessible platforms,  specialised assistance engagement, and are integrated into
and resource support  determine whether independent use service routines and
structures provide the resources can be mobilised depend on the activated in support of
material basis for at the point of need. practical usability of real academic tasks.
access. resources during

service use.
Organisational support, .
ganisat PP . . Clarity, reassurance,
accessibility Personalised guidance, . L .
. . responsiveness, and  Service interaction
procedures, staff system interpretation, A S
. - task completion converts institutional

Service development, and communication, and . . .

. . . . . influence how users commitment into usable

Interaction service expectations accessibility-oriented . - )

. . . experience accessibility support through direct

establish the conditions adjustment shape how . . .

: : ) during service engagement with users.
for responsive support is delivered.

. encounters.
assistance.
Policy direction,
leadership Readiness takes practical Reliability of support, Organisational readiness
commitment, resource form through continuity of access,  gives an operational
N allocation, staff implementation, and confidence in force when policy,

Organisational - . .

Readiness preparedness, and continuity of support, and services are shaped by capacity, and
organisational the translation of the degree of coordination are aligned
coordination create the institutional priorities into institutional coherence in support of service
enabling environment  routine service action. encountered by users. delivery.
for accessibility.

o Confidence, e .
Institutional culture, Respectful Accessibility is also lived
- o reassurance, o
disability awareness, communication, . — through dignity,
. o e . belonging, hesitation, )
Social- and recognition of sensitivity, supportive > confidence, and
. . . . . . . . and stigma shape how . ; .
Emotional inclusive practice asa interaction, and inclusive . inclusion, which shape
. - - L disabled users .
Climate shared responsibility ~ orientation influence how ) the security of
- . approach library L
shape the social climate users are received and . . participation in library
- . services and academic
of accessibility. assisted. use.

participation.

Source: Author’s synthesis based on the literature reviewed in Sections 2.1-2.5.

Table 1 clarifies that accessibility rests on relational alignment rather than isolated provision. Each
domain acquires accessibility value through the way institutional preparation, service response, and
user engagement reinforce one another during actual use. Physical and digital environments,
accessible resources, service interaction, institutional readiness, and social-emotional climate each
contribute to access, although their significance lies in the way they support movement,
interpretation, assistance, confidence, and participation in library life. This synthesis strengthens the
paper’s central claim that accessibility in academic libraries is best understood as a coordinated
institutional accomplishment realised through enactment in practice.

3. Enacted Accessibility Framework in Academic Libraries

The review developed in Sections 2.1 to 2.5 leads to a clear conceptual conclusion: accessibility
in academic libraries is best understood as an enacted institutional process produced through the
relationship among institutional conditions, service practices, and user experience. Earlier literature
has commonly addressed accessibility through infrastructure, digital provision, assistive
technologies, service support, or user barriers as closely related concerns. The present synthesis
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draws these strands into a single explanatory model by treating accessibility as something realised
through coordination, interpretation, and use in actual library settings. On this basis, the Enacted
Accessibility Framework is proposed to explain how access is produced, how strain emerges, and how
meaningful access can be strengthened in academic libraries.

The first domain of the framework is institutional conditions. This domain refers to the
organisational environment that enables accessibility, including policy direction, leadership
commitment, resource allocation, staff preparedness, accessibility-oriented planning, and
institutional coordination. Its importance lies in the degree to which accessibility is established as a
sustained organisational responsibility supported by coherent priorities, workable routines, and
continuing institutional attention. Institutional conditions, therefore, provide the enabling basis that
allows accessibility to move from formal commitment into operational possibility.

The second domain is service practices. This domain captures the actions, judgements,
adjustments, and responses through which accessibility is carried into practice during service
encounters. Access takes form through staff guidance, communication, system interpretation,
adaptive support, specialised assistance, and the practical mobilisation of assistive and accessible
resources. Service practices provide the operational link between institutional commitment and user
support. In the framework, they function as the translating mechanism through which policies,
resources, and organisational priorities acquire practical force at the point of interaction.

The third domain is user experience. This domain refers to how accessibility is encountered,
interpreted, and lived by disabled users as they engage with library spaces, digital systems, resources,
and staff. User experience includes physical navigation, digital usability, service interaction, and
social-emotional response. It is at this level that accessibility acquires immediate meaning, because
users encounter the consequences of design, service quality, institutional readiness, and social
climate in ways that directly shape participation. User experience is therefore treated as the realised
expression of accessibility in practice.

The framework proposes that meaningful access emerges when these three domains operate in
alignment. Institutional conditions create the enabling basis, service practices convert that basis into
support, and user experience reflects the quality of access realised through that relationship.
Accessibility becomes stronger when institutional priorities are carried into workable routines,
resources are usable in practice, staff are prepared to respond, and users can engage with
confidence, continuity, and interpretive clarity. Accessibility weakens when alignment loses force,
such as when formal provision exists while service response lacks consistency, or when technologies
are available while their practical mobilisation remains difficult at the point of need.

From this perspective, the Enacted Accessibility Framework advances a process-based
explanation of accessibility in academic libraries. The framework redirects analytical attention from
provision alone to the coordinated institutional action through which access is produced and lived in
practice. It also explains why accessibility may appear established at the level of policy, infrastructure,
or service availability while remaining difficult to sustain as meaningful access during actual use. By
organising accessibility through institutional conditions, service practices, and user experience, the
framework provides a structured basis for examining where alignment strengthens access, where
strain becomes visible, and how more effective forms of accessibility can be supported in academic
library contexts.
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Fig. 1. Enacted accessibility framework for meaningful access in academic libraries (Source: Developed by
authors) Meaningful access emerges when institutional conditions, service practices, and user experience
are aligned; strain arises when this alignment weakens

Figure 1 presents the framework as a relational model in which accessibility gains practical
meaning when institutional conditions, service practices, and user experience reinforce one another
during actual library use. The framework clarifies that accessibility is realised at the point where
institutional intention is carried into service action and encountered by users in practice. Its
conceptual contribution lies in explaining accessibility as a coordinated institutional process rather
than as a collection of parallel issues related to infrastructure, services, and user barriers. In this way,
the framework provides a clearer basis for examining how access is enacted, where strain is
generated, and how meaningful access can be strengthened in academic libraries.

4. Contributions and Implications

By positioning service practices as the operational core through which accessibility is enacted,
the study establishes how institutional conditions acquire practical meaning in user experience. Prior
studies have approached accessibility through infrastructure, digital systems, and service provision,
although these elements have often been examined as separate components with limited
explanation of how they function together in practice [7,45,82]. Studies of academic libraries and
higher education accessibility repeatedly describe settings in which facilities, systems, and policies
are present, while meaningful access remains constrained by weak alignment among usability,
service execution, and user interaction [8,12,14,18]. This study addresses that limitation by
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establishing accessibility as a coordinated outcome produced when institutional conditions are
translated into service practices and realised in the experience of disabled users during actual service
encounters.

This reconceptualisation shifts the analytical focus from institutional provision to the production
of accessibility in practice. By positioning service practices as the operational core through which
accessibility is enacted, the study clarifies how institutional conditions acquire practical meaning in
user experience. This perspective offers a sharper explanation for the persistent gap between
accessibility initiatives and meaningful access, including settings where resources and policy
frameworks are already in place. In this formulation, accessibility takes shape through the quality of
coordination among institutional conditions, service practices, and use [31].

From a practical standpoint, the implications are substantial. Efforts to strengthen accessibility in
academic libraries require more than expanded infrastructure, assistive technologies, or stronger
policy frameworks considered separately. Evidence indicates that facilities and systems may be
present while disabled users continue to encounter barriers when service practices lack consistency,
adaptation, or institutional support [8,17,64]. This places service practices at the point where
accessibility gains practical force or loses its effectiveness. Institutional efforts must therefore focus
on embedding accessibility in routine service delivery, strengthening staff capability in interpreting
and responding to diverse user needs, and ensuring that institutional resources are translated into
coordinated service action [58,69,89]. In academic libraries, accessibility becomes meaningful when
institutional commitment is carried into user support through service practice. In the absence of such
alignment, accessibility remains difficult to sustain as a reliable and structured condition of library
service.

5. Limitations and Future Research

This study offers a conceptual explanation of accessibility as an enacted institutional practice,
developed through theoretical integration and critical synthesis, with direct empirical examination of
service environments reserved for subsequent inquiry. That orientation gives the framework
conceptual precision while leaving the situated complexity of accessibility to be explored through
real encounters, institutional routines, and user responses. Accessibility, as advanced here, is
dynamic, relational, and interaction-dependent, so its expression is likely to differ according to
institutional arrangements, service configurations, and user circumstances. The framework should
thus be read as an analytical foundation that clarifies key domains and their relationship, while
empirical work remains essential for tracing how these dynamics unfold in practice.

The study is also deliberately centred on academic library environments, where institutional
structures, service roles, and user expectations follow relatively recognisable organisational patterns.
This focus gives the analysis depth and conceptual coherence, although other information
environments may involve different governance arrangements, technological infrastructures, and
forms of user engagement. The framework likewise emphasises institutional conditions, service
practices, and user experience as the principal domains through which accessibility is realised.
Broader systemic influences, including sector-wide policy pressures, inter-institutional variation, and
wider digital ecologies, remain beyond the immediate scope of the present analysis. These
boundaries position the study as a conceptual platform for subsequent inquiry. Its contribution lies
in organising the literature into a process-based explanation of accessibility and in identifying
alignment as the condition through which meaningful access gains practical force.

Future research can build directly on this foundation by examining accessibility through real
service interactions, where institutional conditions, service practices, and user experience meet in
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immediate and consequential ways. Such work could examine how staff interpret accessibility in
everyday service situations, how support is adapted during encounters, and how disabled users make
sense of these experiences as they navigate spaces, systems, resources, and assistance. Empirical
attention to these processes would deepen understanding of how accessibility is realised, where
strain emerges, and how meaningful access is strengthened in service contexts.

Further inquiry could also examine how differences in institutional readiness, staff capability, and
service execution shape accessibility in different academic libraries. This line of research would enrich
understanding of the conditions that support alignment between institutional intent and service
practice, as well as the circumstances that give rise to accessibility breakdown. A comparative agenda
extending to digital repositories, hybrid service environments, and other information settings would
further sharpen the framework’s relevance and portability. Through such work, the conceptual
foundation developed here can support a more precise and context-sensitive understanding of
accessibility as an enacted practice.

6. Conclusions

Accessibility in academic libraries is anchored in global and national policy commitments that
position inclusive access as a core responsibility of higher education. In Malaysia, this responsibility
is reinforced through major policy instruments that establish accessibility as part of institutional
obligation and educational participation. The analysis developed in this paper shows that policy
commitment, infrastructure, and formal provision, while important, acquire practical significance
when institutional conditions, service practices, and user experience are aligned in use. This paper
advances a reconceptualisation of accessibility as an enacted institutional practice, clarifying that
meaningful access is realised when organisational priorities are translated into service action and
encountered as usable support by disabled users. The Enacted Accessibility Framework proposes a
process-based explanation for the persistent gap between accessibility provision and lived
experience in academic libraries by showing how alignment strengthens meaningful access and the
disconnection gives rise to fragmented support, reduced usability, and constrained participation. In
the Malaysian higher education context, this argument sharpens the implementation challenge by
indicating that the force of accessibility lies less in declared commitment than in the quality of
enactment through everyday library practice. As access to information remains central to
participation in teaching, learning, and research, the framework offers a clearer analytical basis for
strengthening dependable and meaningful access in academic library environments.
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