Western Michigan University

WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY S ChOl&l‘WOl‘kS at WMU

University Libraries Faculty & Staff Presentations University Libraries

5-12-2017

Reining in Information Literacy Instruction: Using
Faculty Survey Data to Guide the Process

Veronica Bielat
Wayne State University, vbielat@wayne.edu

Judith Arnold
Wayne State University, ay4047 @wayne.edu

LuMarie Guth
Western Michigan University, lumarie.guth@wmich.edu

Maria A. Perez-Stable

Western Michigan University, maria.perez-stable@wmich.edu

Patricia Fravel Vander Meer
Western Michigan University, patvandermeer@wmich.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/library presentations

b Part of the Information Literacy Commons

WMU ScholarWorks Citation

Bielat, Veronica; Arnold, Judith; Guth, LuMarie; Perez-Stable, Maria A.; and Vander Meer, Patricia Fravel, "Reining in Information
Literacy Instruction: Using Faculty Survey Data to Guide the Process" (2017). University Libraries Faculty & Staff Presentations. 13.
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/library_presentations/13

This Presentation is brought to you for free and open access by the
University Libraries at ScholarWorks at WMU. It has been accepted for
inclusion in University Libraries Faculty & Staff Presentations by an

authorized administrator of ScholarWorks at WMU. For more information,
please contact maira.bundza@wmich.edu. WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY



http://scholarworks.wmich.edu?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarworks.wmich.edu?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/library_presentations?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/library?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/library_presentations?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1243?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/library_presentations/13?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:maira.bundza@wmich.edu
http://scholarworks.wmich.edu?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholarworks.wmich.edu?utm_source=scholarworks.wmich.edu%2Flibrary_presentations%2F13&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

~«, Reiningin Information Literacy

Lexington, KY

Instruction

Using Faculty Survey Data to Guide the Process

Veronica Bielat, Wayne State University

LuMarie Guth, Western Michigan University
Judith Arnold, Wayne State University

Maria Perez-Stable, Western Michigan University

Patricia Vander Meer, Western Michigan University



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Good afternoon, everyone.

My name is Maria Perez-Stable, and I am one of the Research and Instruction librarians at Western Michigan University in Kalamazoo.  I am the first of 5 presenters today.� �



Overview

e Methodology of joint WSU/WMU research project
e Faculty survey of both institutions
e Quantitative and qualitative results

e Discover ideas of how to rein in disparate instructional
efforts at your own institutions

e Questions and discussion
* Parting thoughts


Presenter
Presentation Notes
This afternoon, we plan to: 

Explain the methodology of a joint Wayne State University and Western Michigan University research project , where we conducted a survey of the faculty at both institutions;

We will share with you the quantitative and qualitative results of the survey ;

And, hopefully, you will leave with some ideas of how to rein in instructional efforts at your own institution ;

We will reserve about 10 minutes at the end of our presentation for questions and discussion , and then leave you with a few parting thoughts.



SR
Rationale for Study

 ACRL Framework has prompted new mandate for IL programs.
e Librarians must work in tandem with faculty to achieve IL goals.

 |[thaka S+R US Faculty Survey 2015* results reveal increasing
faculty concerns about students' IL skills.

e Little research has been done on teaching faculty's response to
the Framework.

*DOI: https://doi.org/10.18665/sr.277685
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Presentation Notes
So, there is little doubt that the new ACRL Framework for Information Literacy in Higher Education has prompted academic libraries to re-evaluate their information literacy programs .

Sometimes we librarians tend to get too caught up in our own bubbles, but we really do need to work together with the teaching faculty to achieve our information literacy goals.

The results of the 2015 Ithaka survey revealed that faculty in the social sciences, humanities and sciences consistently responded that their undergraduate students had poor skills related to locating and evaluating scholarly information, AND, an even greater number reported that improving students' skills in this area was an important educational goal in their courses.

Not much research has yet been done on the teaching faculty's response to the Framework, and we felt the time was right to gather some faculty perspectives.



https://doi.org/10.18665/sr.277685

Contents Framework for
Introduction

Frames Information Literacy for
Aol b conetidl - Higher Education ToC

Information Has Value

Research as Inquiry
Scholarship as Conversation

Searching as Strategic Exploration

Appendix 1: Implementing the Framework

Suggestions on How to Use the Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education
Introduction for Faculty and Administrators

For Faculty: How to Use the Framework 5
For Administrators: How to Support the Framework

—t

Appendix 2: Background of the Framework Development

Appendix 3: Sources for Further Reading
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Presentation Notes
We should note that in Appendix 1, the new Framework DOES have a brief section for the teaching faculty on how to use the Framework.

I wonder, though, how many librarians have even looked at this— I must admit, I had not.� �


Objectives of the Survey
To discover from the teaching faculty:

* Perception of importance of IL to student academic success
 Value faculty place on each of the six Frames

 Disciplinary language faculty suggest to describe the Frames
 How faculty collaborate with librarians

e Reasons why faculty do not work with librarians


Presenter
Presentation Notes
So, we had several objectives in our survey of the teaching faculty at our institutions:

We wanted to garner their perspective on the importance of information literacy to students' academic success; 

We wondered what value the faculty would place on the 6 individual Frames; 

We were interested in alternate language that faculty might suggest to describe the Frames ;

We wanted to discover in what ways faculty collaborate with librarians in delivering information literacy, and finally,

We wanted to learn the reasons why faculty do NOT collaborate with librarians.


Methodology

2 large Midwestern
public state institutions €/ \5

Used Qualtrics to administer
anonymous, 10-question survey

K\Kﬁ

WESTERN MICHIGAN

UNIVERSITY
Total number of responses: 243
27,222 Enrollment 23,556 Enrollment
1,677 FT Faculty 890 FT Faculty
Response Rate 9.8% Response Rate 8.9%

164 usable surveys 79 usable surveys
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Presentation Notes
We surveyed the faculty in the spring 2016 semester , so just about a year ago.

We decided to collaborate and include both universities to secure a larger, more diverse pool, including one ARL library.

You can see on the slide our respective enrollments and number of full-time faculty.

We used Qualtrics to administer an anonymous, 10-question survey, asking a mix of quantitative and qualitative questions.

The demographic questions were simple:  home institution; department affiliation; and the number of years teaching at the post-secondary level. 

We ended up with 243 usable responses— a 9.8 percent return rate at Wayne State, and an 8.9 percent return rate at Western Michigan. 
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Presentation Notes


As you can see in this chart, responses from arts and sciences, health sciences, and education were high , followed closely by fine arts and humanities.�
At 38 %, the largest response was from the College of Arts and Sciences.

Math whizzes in the audience may notice that this does not add up to 100 %; Wayne State had minimal responses from the Honors College and the School of Library and Information Science, which we removed from the results 

Although we think the number of responses was decent, overall, we were a bit disappointed in the academic distribution of the participants ��


Participation by Years Teaching

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
S


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The majority of the faculty respondents, 58 %, were in the categories of 11 or more years of college teaching, which pretty much reflects the aging professoriate many of us have at our institutions.

20 % of the respondents were in the range of 5 or less years of college teaching , which is comparable to the 22 % of faculty who reported 6 to 10 years of academic teaching experience.

I will now turn it over to my colleague, Patricia Vander Meer, who will lead you through our first interactive exercise



Authority Is Constructed and Contextual

Information resources reflect their creators’ expertise and credibility, and are evaluated based on the information
need and the context in which the information will be used. Authority is constructed in that various communities
may recognize different types of authority. It is contextual in that the information need may help to determine the
level of authority required.

Expernsendarstand that authority is a type of influence recognized or exerted within a community. Experts yiswguthority with
an attitude of informet siepticiam and an openness to new perspectives, additional voices2ad-eitanges in schools of thought.
Experts understand the need to determine the vanuily Ul e iidnauon created by different authorities and to acknowledge
biases that privilege some sources of authority over others, especially in terms of others’ worldviews, gender, sexual
orientation, and cultural orientations. An understanding of this concept enables novice learners to critically examine all
evidence—be it a short blog post or a peer-reviewed conference proceeding—and to ask relevant questions about origins,
context, and suitability for the current information need. Thus, novice learners come to respect the expertise that authority
represents while remaining skeptical of the systems that have elevated that authority and the information created by it. Experts
know how to seek authoritative voices but also recognize that unlikely voices can be authoritative, depending on need. Novice
learners may need to rely on basic indicators of authority, such as type of publication or author credentials, where experts
recognize schools of thought or discipline-specific paradigms.

Knowledge Practices

Learners who are developing their information literate abilities


Presenter
Presentation Notes
OK, As a prelude to our discussing how the faculty ranked the six frames, we thought we would ask you to tell us which one of the frames you think came out as being ranked the highest.

I should note that when we asked the faculty to rank the individual frames,we provided them with a brief description of each frame as published in the framework.Here is an example of what one looked like with the short description in the survey.


Which ONE of the six frames do you think
teaching faculty ranked the highest?

To vote online, visit menti.com and enter code
587839
After voting stay in menti.com.
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PFV Poll Audience

So now we are asking you to vote online for your selection of how you think the faculty voted.

If you would take your phone or tablet or computer now and go to menti.com
enter 58 78 39
You can answer the first question anytime starting NOW by clicking on the circle for one of the choices listed and hit the SUBMIT button 
leave screen open in order to answer another question later on in the presentation
we will give you a minute to think about it and vote
ok let’s stop the voting now and see what you think 
ME click SHOW RESULTS in left menu to show the results of their voting
ME summarize the ranking of the audience and make note on sheet for me to refer to
ME compare their top answer with the survey project top answer Research as Inquiry
ME click back arrow to get to questions to get ready for the second question �


~— #1Research asInquiry

#2 Searching as Strategic Exploration

#3 Information has Value

#4 Scholarship as Conversation

#5 Information Creation as a Process

#6 Authority is Constructed and Contextual



Presenter
Presentation Notes
PFV NOTES�
-OK let's take a look at how the faculty voted. 
-Research as Inquiry was the winner.
ME comment on their choice if different and where it fell in the lineup on this slide.



Information Literacy Rankings

Information Literacy Importance (4.81)

Research as Inquiry (4.49)

Searching as Strategic Exploration (4.47)

Information has Value (4.40)

Scholarship as Conversation (4.33)

Information Creation as a Process (4.19)

Authority is Constructed and Contextual (4.08)



Presenter
Presentation Notes
PVM: Notes for Frames slide:


-Here is a closer look at the rankings.

-First of all we have at the top how faculty ranked Information Literacy in general and then we have each of the ACRL Frames from top to bottom. 

-I should note that the value faculty placed on IL was pretty high at 4.81

-In terms of the frames, Research as Inquiry was rated the highest at 4.49(compare this to how audience voted).

-That frame was almost tied with Searching as Strategic Exploration at 4.47, followed pretty closely by Information has Value at 4.40 and Scholarship as Conversation at 4.33.

-Then there is a larger dip down to Information Creation at 4.19 and perhaps rather surprising Authority was rated last at 4.08. 

-However if you look, all of the frames scored between 4.08 to 4.49.






. Information | Research as | Searching as | Information Scholarship Information : .
Unit : ) ; as : Authority Unit
Literacy Inquiry Exploration Value Conversation Creation
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4.23 4.15  [Business
Education|  4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26  [Education
Engineering & Engineering &
Computer, 4.11 4.22 4.22 4.22 Computer
Science Science
Fine Arts 4.82 4.48 4.36 4.39 4.12 4.18 4.00 Fine Arts
Health Sciences 4.44 4.68 4.17 4.37 4.27 Health Sciences
Humanities 4.70 4.27 4.37 4.50 4.20 4.40 Humanities
Sciences 4.77 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08 Sciences
Social Sciences 4.50 4.58 4.42 4.50 4.10 4.06 Social Sciences
Social Work 4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38
Total 4.49 4.47 4.40 4.33 4.19 Total



Presenter
Presentation Notes
PFV Notes on Ranking of Frames by departments of colleges:

We also analyzed the ranking of IL and the six individual frames by  College.

PAUSE




. Information | Research as | Searching as | Information Scholarship Information : .
Unit : ) ; as : Authority Unit
Literacy Inquiry Exploration Value Conversation Creation
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4.23 4.15  [Business
Education|  4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26  [Education
Engineering & Engineering &
Computer, 4.11 4.22 4.22 4.22 Computer
Science Science
Fine Arts 4.82 4.48 4.36 4.39 4.12 4.18 4.00 Fine Arts
Health Sciences 4.44 4.68 4.17 4.37 4.27 Health Sciences
Humanities 4.70 4.27 4.37 4.50 4.20 4.40 Humanities
Sciences 4.77 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08 Sciences
Social Sciences 4.50 4.58 4.42 4.50 4.10 4.06 Social Sciences
Social Work 4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38
Total 4.49 4.47 4.40 4.33 4.19 Total



Presenter
Presentation Notes
If we look at IL as a whole, it was rated just below 5.0 by Health Sciences at 4.95, and Humanities and Sciences at 4.93 and 4.92.



|
Unit :
Literacy
Business 4.54

Education 4.84

Engineering &
Compute
Science

4.11

Fine Arts 4.82

Health Sciences
Humanities
Sciences

4.75

Social Sciences

Social Work

Total 4.81

Research as | Searching as | Information Scholarship Information Authorit Unit
Inquiry Exploration Value Convealfsation Creation uthority nl
4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4.23 415  [Business
4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26  |Education

Engineering &
4.22 4.22 4.22 Computer
Science
4.48 4.36 4.39 4.12 4.18 4.00 Fine Arts
4.44 4.68 4.17 4.37 4.27 Health Sciences
4.70 4.27 4.37 4.50 4.20 4.40 Humanities
4.77 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08 Sciences
4.50 4.58 4.42 4.50 4.10 4.06 Social Sciences
4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38 Social Work
4.49 4.47 4.40 4.33 4.19 4.08 Total
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Presentation Notes
Social Work, Education, Fine Arts and Social Sciences closely followed next in that order and then there was a bit of a drop down to Business at 4.54 and the lowest score of 4.11 was for Engineering and computer science.




. Information | Research as | Searching as | Information Scholarship Information : .
Unit : ) ; as : Authority Unit
Literacy Inquiry Exploration Value Conversation Creation
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4,23 4.15 [Business
Education|  4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26 [Education
Engineering & Engineering &
Computer, 4.11 4.22 4.22 4.22 Computer
Science Science
Fine Arts 4.82 4.48 4.36 4.39 4.12 4.18 4.00 Fine Arts
Health Sciences 4.44 4.68 417 4.37 4.27 Health Sciences
Humanities 4.27 4.37 450 4.20 4.40 Humanities
Sciences 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08 Sciences
Social Sciences 4.58 4.42 4.50 410 4.06 Social Sciences
Social Work 4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38
Total 4.49 4.47 4.40 4.33 4.19 Total



Presenter
Presentation Notes
If we look at ranking of individual frames by colleges, Research and Inquiry was considered most valuable by Sciences and Humanities at 4.77 and 4.70  and did not receive a score by any of the disciplines lower than 4.08.



. Information | Research as | Searching as | Information Scholarship Information : .
Unit : ) ; as : Authority Unit
Literacy Inquiry Exploration Value Conversation Creation
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4.23 4.15  [Business
Education|  4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26  [Education
Engineering & Engineering &
Computer, 4.11 4.22 4.22 4.22 Computer
Science Science
Fine Arts 4.82 4.48 4.36 4.39 4.12 4.18 4.00 Fine Arts
Health Sciences 4.44 4.68 4.17 4.37 4.27 Health Sciences
Humanities 4.70 4.27 4.37 4.50 4.20 4.40 Humanities
Sciences 4.77 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08 Sciences
Social Sciences 4.50 4.58 4.42 4.50 4.10 4.06 Social Sciences
Social Work 4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38
Total 4.49 4.47 4.40 4.33 4.19 Total



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Searching as Strategic Exploration, while given the second highest total score of the Frames, was given a relatively low score of 3.89 by Engineering and Computer Science, maybe exploring is not high on the list in that discipline as opposed to finding concrete information period? - Not sure.


. Information | Research as | Searching as
Unit . ) ;
Literacy Inquiry Exploration Value
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15
Education|  4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61
Engineering &
Computer 4.11 4.22 4,22
Science
Fine Arts 4.82 4.48 4.39
Health Sciences 4.44
Humanities 4.70 4.27 4.37
Sciences 4.77 4.69 4.31
Social Sciences 4.50 4.58 4.42
Social Work 4.63 4.00 4.50

Total

4.49

4.47

4.40

4.50

4.31

4.50

4.38

4.33

4.20

4.15

4.10

4.38

4.19

4.40

4.08

Scholarship Information
as : Authority Unit
: Creation
Conversation
4.15 4.23 4.15  [Business
4.26 4.29 4.26  [Education
Engineering &
4.22 Computer
Science
4.00 Fine Arts

Health Sciences

Humanities

Sciences

Social Sciences
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Presentation Notes
Information Has Value ranged from 4.17 to 4.69 across the colleges.


. Information | Research as | Searching as | Information Scholarship Information : :
Unit : ) ; as : Authority Unit
Literacy Inquiry Exploration Value Conversation Creation
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4,23 4.15 [Business
Education|  4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26 [Education
Engineering & Engineering &
Computer, 4.11 4.22 3.89 4,22 4.22 Computer
Science Science
Fine Arts 4.82 4.48 4.36 4.39 4.00 Fine Arts
Health Sciences 4.44 4.68 417 4.37 4.27 Health Sciences
Humanities 4.70 4.27 4.37 4.50 4.20 4.40 Humanities
Sciences 4.77 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08 Sciences
Social Sciences 4.75 4.50 4.58 4.42 4.50 410 4.06 Social Sciences
Social Work 4.88 4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38
Total 4.81 4.49 4.47 4.40 4.33 4.19 Total



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Scholarship as Conversation also was rated comparatively low by Engineering and Computer Science with a rating of 3.78. We know there is scholarly conversation going on there but either the concept or maybe the way it was described suffered here.

Regarding Information Creation, there was the same phenomenon with a 3.78 score by Engineering and Computer Science.


. Information | Research as | Searching as | Information Scholarship Information : :
Unit : ) ; as : Authority Unit
Literacy Inquiry Exploration Value Conversation Creation
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4.23 4.15  [Business
Education|  4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26 Education
Engineering & ngineering &
Computer 4.11 3.89 4.22 omputer
Science
Fine Arts 4.82 4.48 4.36 4.39 Fine Arts
Health Sciences 4.44 4.68 4.17 4.37 4.27 Health Sciences
Humanities 4.70 4.27 4.37 4.50 4.20 4.40 Humanities
Sciences 4.77 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08 Sciences
Social Sciences 4.75 4.50 4.58 4.42 4.50 4.10 4.06 Social Sciences
Social Workl ~ 4.88 4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38
Total 4.81 4.49 4.47 4.40 4.33 4.19 Total
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Presentation Notes
Engineering and Computer Science DID rate three of the Frames above a 4.0, with Research as Inquiry, Information Has Value, Authority is Constructed and Contextual each ranked at 4.22.  



Scholarship

Uni Information | Research as | Searching as | Information Information : :
nit : ) ; as : Authority Unit
Literacy Inquiry Exploration Value Conversation Creation
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4,23 4.15 [Business
Education|  4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26 [Education
Engineering & Engineering &
Computer, 4.11 4.22 3.89 4,22 4.22 Computer
Science Science
Fine Arts 4.82 4.48 4.36 4.39 4.12 4.18 4.00 Fine Arts
Health Sciences 4.44 4.68 417 4.37 4.27 Health Sciences
Humanities 4.70 4.27 4.37 4.50 4.20 4.40 Humanities
Sciences 4.77 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08 Sciences
Social Sciences 4.75 4.50 4.58 4.42 4.50 410 4.06 Social Sciences
Social Work 4.88 4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38
Total 4.81 4.49 4.47 4.40 4.33 4.19 Total
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Presentation Notes
The lowest scores for Authority is Constructed and Contextual were given by health sciences at 3.76 and social work at 3.75.









. Information | Research as | Searching as } Information Scholarship Information : :
Unit : ) ; as : Authority Unit
Literacy Inquiry Exploration Value : Creation
Conversation
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4.23 4.15  [Business
Education|  4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26  |Education

Engineering & Engineering &

Computer]  4.11 4.22 3.89 4.22 4.22  |Computer
Science Science
Fine Arts| 4,82 4.48 4.36 4.39 4.12 4.18 4.00 [FineArts
Health Sciences 4.44 4.68 4.17 4.37 4.27 Health Sciences
Humanities 4.70 4.27 4.37 4.50 4.20 4.40  |Humanities
Sciences 4.77 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08  |[Sciences
Social Sciences|  4.75 4.50 4.58 4.42 4.50 4.10 4.06 [Social Sciences
Social Workf 4.88 4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38 Social Work
Total 4.49 4.47 4.40 4.08 [Total
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Presentation Notes
We wondered if the Faculty's ranking of Research as Inquiry and Searching as Strategic Exploration as the most important frames might reflect a continued appreciation of some of what we could be considered the more traditional components of information literacy. 

Now I'mgoing to turn it over to Veronica Beelaht who is going to talk about alternate terminology faculty suggested for their disciplines.



Q. Regarding the information literacy concepts above, what alternate
terminology might you suggest for relevance and understanding for
students in your discipline?

N=66
Themes (212)

Lacks Clarity or Uses Jargon (21)
Students will not understand (13)

Types of Authority (19)
Types of Sources (12)
research vs. RESEARCH (12)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Veronica

After asking faculty to rank the frames,we posed this question:
Regarding the information literacy concepts above, what alternate terminology might you suggest for relevance and understanding for students in your discipline.

Responses were gathered as open, unlimited text responses. After removing blanks and comments that  stated agreement with the language, or statements such as “fine for my discipline”, we analyzed the 66 remaining responses, which were coded thematically.  In reviewing the responses for coding, our initial expectations were that faculty would provide suggested terminology. However, responses fell into 2 broad categories , as a critique of the language, or suggestions about what were the most important skills and understandings in their discipline

The most frequent coded theme, Lacks Clarity or Uses Jargon, is not a new observation, as this is an informal discussion among librarians  since the Framework drafts were released in 2014. The second theme was Students will not understand, has been a discussion for some time, and the ACRL framework listserv archive from August 2015 contains a thread in which the same themes were echoed.

The second group of themes related to types of information, and we believe this reflected their relevance within the discipline. An interesting observation is that although at Patricia noted, Authority scored the lowest in faculty ranking by frame,it was mentioned in some sense by 20%of those who responded, and may indicate Authority is a topic that needs to be addressed in information literacy instruction from a disciplinary perspective.

Research vs. RESEARCH was coded for answers that spoke to library research versus big “R” scholarly and empirical research.
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The jargon used is quite
dense. The literacy levels
expressed in the
statements are
stratosheric [sic]:
astroliteracy required.
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Presentation Notes
Veronica 

We really did want to elicit faculty reaction to the frames without guided questions or filtering., as noted in this response 

The jargon used is quite dense. The literacy levels expressed in the statements are stratosheric [sic]: astroliteracy required.  


These are in no way succinct...

The language around them
was so jargonistic it was hard
to tell what the point was.

The language presupposes a
high academic level.

Image Credit: http://kdl.kyvl.org/catalog/xt75736m0s6q_351_246
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Presentation Notes
Veronica

Not surprisingly, the most frequent theme identified were comments that spoke to the lack of clarity or use of jargon in the frames.  

The presented quotes 
These are in no way succinct
The language around them was so jargonistic it was hard to tell what the point was
The language presupposes a high academic level
were drawn from faculty responses. 

I don't think any of us are necessarily surprised by these comments. However, these responses do emphasize the point that we need to connect the frames in everyday language that reflects concerns of the faculty. 

These responses were identified most frequently in comments from faculty in Education and Social Sciences, perhaps reflecting their  familiarity with standards from a practitioner perspective.


The situations/people to which the
findings can be generalized —i.e., there is
no one Truth — can differ for different
subgroups of population.

"Ethos," or the perceived credibility of
the author/speaker and the authority
they have to speak on a particular
subject .

Image Credit: http://collections.carli.illinois.edu/cdm/ref/collection/usf_share/id/400


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Presented here are examples of portions of faculty responses that were coded as authority.This theme occurred most frequently in responses from Social Sciences and Health Sciences,and from faculty who reported their tenure as 21 or more years. 

It is likely our original questions would need rewording or better described specificity in any future iterations of this survey  The statements, including those excerpted here, were grounded in paragraph long responses, so one could not discern if they were speaking from within their disciplinary lens, or if this was an activity they wanted students to perform.  These comments do illuminate, however,the need to understand Authority within a disciplinary lens and approach teaching authority from that perspective.



Q. What alternate terminology might you suggest for relevance and
understanding for students in your discipline?

"Pick authoritative sources...but know who the authority is
and what their qualifications are. Information is inherently
biased...be aware of the bias of the source and your bias
towards methods of delivery. Information is valuable in many
ways. Information evolves over time. Finding good
information is a complex process."

Response from Faculty, Science, 11-20 years experience
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Do not get the impression that all responses were critical of the Framework.  We did receive some very  well worded suggestions for what alternate terminology might you suggest for relevance and understanding for students in your discipline? Note this example--

Pick authoritative sources...but know who the authority is and what their qualifications are. Information is inherently biased...be aware of the bias of the source and your bias towards methods of delivery. Information is valuable in many ways. Information evolves over time. Finding good information is a complex process."


This fully formed example from a faculty member from the Sciences succinctly covers the framework and its ideas,but uses language that is familiar.



"I have collaborated with a
librarian in a course because | am
certainly not as skilled as a
professional in that area, and | can
honestly say that | learn quite a bit
each and every time the librarian
speaks with my students. The
students also find it very
beneficial."

Photo Credit: http://kdl.kyvl.org/catalog/xt75736m0s6q_345 1
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Now LuMarie Guth [Gooth], Business Librarian from Western Michigan University, and I are going to transition to the second focus of our survey: what faculty report about faculty-librarian collaboration. 

We will look at:
•Methods of collaboration reported by frequency and by Unit 
•Who doesn't collaborate?  
•Specifically, at those who say they teach IL themselves 
•Examine open-ended responses for reasons why faculty say they do not collaborate 
•Consider what we might do in response to some of the barriers identified

The quote on the screen is an actual response to Q8, which asked faculty to elaborate on what motivated them to collaborate. It expresses the anecdotal experiences all of us have with our faculty collaborators who value our instruction, as it affirms the value of the course session collaboration. We all hear faculty say things like, "I learn something new from the sessions" OR "I want the students to SEE the library." OR "I want students to hear about IL from somebody else besides me.“ 



Methods of Collaboration

Librarian Course Session (42%)

Teach Information Literacy Myself (33%)
No Collaboration (26%)

Course Guide (25%)

Referral to Specific Librarian (19%)

Collaborative Assignment (18%)

Online Video Tutorials (16%)

Librarian in CMS (13%)

Outcomes (7%)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
T
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Q7 asked faculty to select ways that they collaborate with librarians to help students develop IL,  so this chart reflects what faculty are actually doing, not their preferences. The options list ranged from high engagement like collaboration on outcomes or course sessions to low (such as librarian referrals) or no engagement, and allowed for multiple selections. 

The traditional librarian course session was by far the most popular at 42%, perhaps because librarians probably push this option the most. 
   
As you see on this chart, following the course session the most frequently reported responses are “I teach information literacy myself” (33%), “No collaboration” (26%), and “Use a course guide” (25%), which round out the top four choices in response to“ How have you collaborated?” 

It is interesting that these top four reflect polarities of engagement. The librarian course session, which involves planning and setting common goals, contrasts with the next most popular option, “I teach information literacy myself.” Similarly, the next two reported methods are “no collaboration” and “course guide,” which are also at opposite ends of the collaboration spectrum.

High engagement collaborations, such as a librarian presence in a Course Management System (CMS) or collaborative learning outcomes are more invasive and the least popular options on the list. Lots of professors do not like to use a CMS, which could influence their reluctance to use that option. 

As we examined this data, we wondered if users of the course guides were also predominantly course session users. Looking at this data more closely we found that 77% of online course guide users also engaged in librarian course sessions. 

Finally, we discovered that referrals are a "go-to" for those who are not engaged, and are associated with those who report no collaboration or teach information literacy themselves.

Now LuMarie will take a deeper look into collaboration as reported by unit.


Librarian Referral To Collaborative

Unit Course | Teach Info No Online Course Specific Collaborative |Online Videos| Presence In Learnin Unit
. Lit Myself |Collaboration Guide pect! Assighment Tutorials CMsS 9
Session Librarian Outcomes

Business| 38% 15% 23% 8% 8% 23% 15% 15%  [Business

32% 13% 26% 24% 29% 32% 18% 16%  [Education

Education

Engineering
and Computerl 22%
Science

Engineering
and Computer
Science

1% 33% 22% 11% 22% 22% 11%

Fine Arts| 27% 30% 21% 21% 15% 9% 9% Fine Arts
Health| Health
Sciences 24% 27% 10% 20% 7% 15% 10% Sciences

33% 23% 47% 17% 20% 17% 10% 13% |Humanities

Humanities

Sciences| 38% 31% 8% 15% 8% 8% Sciences

15% 10% 12% Social

Sciences

Sociall 46% 379

Sciences,

Social Work 38% 13% 13% 25% Social Work

Total 33% 18% 16% 13% Total
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LG.  Do multiple slides with boxes

Sciences score low in collaboration, except for library course sessions.
Low engagement overall from Sciences and Engineering and Computer Science.  Sciences especially marked 0% for online course guides and referral to a specific librarian. 
Fine Arts is biggest category for teaching info lit themselves.  
Humanities, Education and Social Workers all had at least 50% engagement in course sessions.  Social Sciences close at 46%.
Humanities and social work like online course guides.  Link between online course guides and librarian courses sessions.
Social work is also high in referral to a specific librarian.  Social work librarians at institutions seem to be heavily embedded in orientations.  
Business doesn't use tutorials.  Maybe we didn't have the right people.  WMU does not have tutorials at present.  Personal preference of librarians on tutorials.  Education and engineering are higher.
�



Unit L(i:brarian | Teach Info No Online Course Rgferr:-:lfl_To Collaborative [Online Videos
ni S:sus.;ii Lit Myself |Collaboration Guide Lig?::i;z Assignment Tutorials
Business| 38% 15% 23% 8% 8% 23%
Education 32% 13% 26% 24% 29% 32%
Engineering
and Computer] 11% 33% 22% 11% 22% 22%
Science
Fine Arts)  27% 30% 21% 21% 15% 9%
sonealh 2494 27% 10% 20% 7% 15%
Humanities 33% 23% 47% 17% 20%
Sciences| 38% 31%
social 460, 37%
Sciences 0 0
Social Work 38%

Total

33%

Collaborative
Presence In Learnin Unit
CcMsS g
Outcomes
15% 15% |[Business
18% 16%  [Education
Engineering
11% and Computer
9%
10%

10%
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Sciences score low in collaboration, except for library course sessions where they had a respectable level of engagement at 38%.  In particular, Sciences marked 0% for online course guides and referral to a specific librarian. 



Librarian Referral To Collaborative

Unit Course | Teach Info No Online Course Specific Collaborative |Online Videos| Presence In Learnin Unit
. Lit Myself |Collaboration Guide pect! Assighment Tutorials CMsS 9
Session Librarian Outcomes

Business| 38% 15% 23% 8% 8% 23% 15% 15%  [Business

32% 13% 26% 24% 29% 32% 18% 16%  [Education

Education

Engineering
and Computerl 22%
Science

Engineering
and Computer
Science

1% 33% 22% 11% 22% 22% 11%

Fine Arts| 27% 30% 21% 21% 15% 9% 9% Fine Arts
Health| Health
Sciences 24% 27% 10% 20% 7% 15% 10% Sciences

33% 23% 47% 17% 20% 17% 10% 13% |Humanities

Humanities

Sciences| 38% 31% 8% 15% 8% 8% Sciences

15% 10% 12% Social

Sciences

Sociall 46% 379

Sciences,

Social Work 38% 13% 13% 25% Social Work

Total 33% 18% 16% 13% Total
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Fine Arts faculty stood out by reporting 52%for teaching info literacy themselves, compared to the 33% average for that category.�



. Librarian | Teach Info No Online Course Referrrfll_To Collaborative |Online Videos| Presence In Collabm_'atwe .
Unit Course ) . . Specific . . Learning Unit
. Lit Myself |Collaboration Guide . . Assighment Tutorials CMsS
Session Librarian Outcomes
Business| 38% 15% 23% 8% 8% 23% 15% 15%  [Business
Educatio 32% 13% 26% 24% 29% 32% 18% 16%  |Education

Engineering
and Computerl 22%
Science

Engineering
and Computer
Science

1% 33% 22% 11% 22% 22% 11%

Fine Arts| 27% 30% 21% 21% 15% 9% 9% Fine Arts
Health| Health
Sciences 24% 27% 10% 20% 7% 15% 10% Sciences

33% 23% 47% 17% 20% 17% 10% 13% |Humanities

31% 8% 15% 8% 8% Sciences
37% 15% | 10% | 12% cooel
Social Wor 38% 13% 13% 25% Social Work

33% 18% 16% 13% Total
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Humanities, Education and Social Workers all had at least 50% engagement in course sessions.  Social Sciences close at 46%.



Unit L(i:brarian | Teach Info No Online Course Rgferrg:_To Collaborative Online Videos| PresenceIn Colllabm_'ative Unit
ni s;l;i?: Lit Myself | Collaboration|  Guide Ligf::i::l Assignment | Tutorials CMS 033::33 n
Business| 38% 15% 23% 8% 8% 23% 15% 15%  [Business
Educatio 32% 13% 24% 29% 32% 18% 16%  |[Education
Engineering Engineering
and Computer] 22% 11% 33% 22% 1% 22% 22% 11% and Computer
Science Science
Fine Arts| 27% 30% 21% 21% 15% 9% 9% Fine Arts
Health Health
Sciences 24% 27% 10% 20% 7% 15% 10% Sciences
Humanitie 33% 23% 17% 20% 17% 10% 13%  |Humanities
31% 8% 15% 8% 8% Sciences
37% 15% | 10% | 12% socal
Social Wor 38% 13% 13% 25% Social Work
33% 18% 16% 13% Total
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You can see that they also have corresponding high scores in online course guides, which reinforces the hand in hand link already explored between class sessions and onlilne coures guides.�



Librarian Referral To Collaborative

Unit Course | Teach Info No Online Course Specific Collaborative |Online Videos| Presence In Learnin Unit
. Lit Myself |Collaboration Guide pect! Assighment Tutorials CMsS 9
Session Librarian Outcomes

Business| 38% 15% 23% 8% 8% 23% 15% 15%  [Business

32% 13% 26% 24% 29% 32% 18% 16%  [Education

Education

Engineering
and Computerl 22%
Science

Engineering
and Computer
Science

1% 33% 22% 11% 22% 22% 11%

Fine Arts| 27% 30% 21% 21% 15% 9% 9% Fine Arts
Health| Health
Sciences 24% 27% 10% 20% 7% 15% 10% Sciences

33% 23% 47% 17% 20% 17% 10% 13% |Humanities

Humanities

Sciences| 38% 31% 8% 15% 8% 8% Sciences

15% 10% 12% Social

Sciences

Sociall 46% 379

Sciences,

23%

Social Work 38% 13% 38% 13% 13% 25% Social Work

Total 33% 26% 18% 16% 13% Total
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Social work is also high in referral to a specific librarian.  Social work librarians at the participating institutions are heavily embedded in orientations, which may explain a high level of awareness of the liaision.


Unit Lét:'::isin II'_I'ﬁaht;h Info No ) Online _Course Rgi:;‘r:?:i;ro Colla!borative Online \f’ideos Presence In coﬂf;?;ﬁgve Unit
Session yself |Collaboration Guide Librarian Assighment Tutorials CMS Outcomes
Business| 38% 15% 23% 8% 8% 23% 15% 15% |Business
Education 32% 13% 26% 24% 29% 18% 16%  |Education
Engineering Engineering
and Computer] 22% 11% 33% 22% 11% 22% 11% and Computer
Science Science
Fine Arts| 27% 30% 21% 21% 15% 9% 9% Fine Arts
aonca 24% 27% | 10% | 20% 7% 15% | 10% poath
Humanities 33% 23% 47% 17% 20% 17% 10% 13% [Humanities
Sciences| 38% 31% 8% 15% 8% 8% Sciences
social 45 37% 15% 10% 12% Social
Sciences, 0 0 0 0 0 Sciences
Social Work 38% 13% 13% 25% Social Work
Total 33% 18% 16% 13% Total
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Business doesn't use tutorials at all.  Maybe we didn't have the right people in the study.  However, the WMU buiness liaison does not have tutorials because of personal prefernce based on low engagement in Youtube video analytics from past tutorials, so personal preference of librarians on tutorials can can impact level of use.  Education and engineering are higher.
�



PERCENTAGE OF PROFES50RS BY YRS EXPERIENCE THAT USE EACH COLLABORATION
METHOD

m=2(8%) wW2Zto5(12%) wetolD(21%) wm1lto20(24%) m21ormore (34%)

TEACH INFORMATION LITERACY MYSELF (33%)
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We looked closer at the category of teaching information literacy myself, since this was one of the more intriguing responses to the study.  There is a steep drop from 50%to 30% after a couple years experience.  What does this say about new faculty?  Are they teaching large lecture courses without a research component?
There is a trough for 6 to 10 years experience at 23%. 
In contrast faculty with 21 years or more experience is high at 40%. Do they feel that their increased experience gives them the confidence to teach it themselves?

81 participants checked teach myself and 64 participants checked no collaboration.  Of those21 participants checked both.

Anecdotally researchers are seeing a pattern of periodic instruction.  Where a professor will use us every other or every third semester for a refresher and then teach alternate semesters with aid of the course guide.  Is this a model we should think more deliberately about instead of pushing a course session every semester?

Further analysis of years experience will be explored in a future article. 


Q9. If you have not taken advantage of working with a librarian
in a course, please tell us why. (n=116)

USES ONLINE TOOLS

USES LIBRARIAN REFERRAL

STUDENTS LEARN SKILLS ELSEWHERE

TEACHES RESEARCH SKILLS

OPEN TO COLLABORATION

(WY
W

TIME

UNAWARE OF SERVICE

NO NEED

(WY
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Qualitative responses to Q9 offer another lens to analyze faculty attitudes towards collaboration and can provide insight on “why” they do not collaborate. This data can, importantly, help direct efforts of instruction programs by identifying barriers to collaboration and by suggesting whether pursuing a collaboration might be worth the effort.

Responses were manually analyzed and coded for themes. On the screen you see eight of the twelve themes we identified and tracked in the open-ended responses. Four major themes (defined here as 13 or more responses) were found in 80 responses out of the total 116 (69%). They included: 
There is No Need: The course does not require research (ex., “ I teach piano.”) 
They are Unaware of Service: Some respond they are unaware of the potential for collaboration. 
Time: Those who report time as an issue do not elaborate how or why. 
Open to Collaboration: Even when reporting they do not collaborate due to the preceding reasons, some responses indicated a willingness to consider it.

In addition to these most frequently occurring themes, another popular theme was teaching Information Literacy themselves, given as a reason for not collaborating. This is in keeping with the earlier reported methods question (Q7), which showed ( 33%) selecting the option that they teach IL themselves.  

Now that the survey data has helped pinpoint some obstacles to faculty-librarian collaboration, let's see how we can strategize ways to remove them through an interactive group think.




SR
Suggest a strategy for collaborating when...

1) #noneed
2) #unaware
3) #time
4) #open

To enter your suggestions using the hashtags
above. Visit menti.com and enter code 587839
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For Pat to do:
return to mentimeter.com (should be logged in but just in case: -     ID:pat.vandermeer@wmich.edu  Password: Pattykate1!)
click on second question 
click on “delete results” if previously populated
to show the second question click on the “Present” blue button

Judith directs audience to:

Patricia and I will now facilitate a pair/share activity.
We would like to collect suggestions that you have for strategies for collaborating with faculty given the top four response themes we have identified:  
1: #noneed
2: #unaware,
3: #time 
4 #open to collaboration
These could be things you have actually tried in your libraries or things that might be worth a try.
So find a person to buddy up with and take a few minutes to talk.
When you are ready to enter a suggestion, go to menti.com again and this activity will appear. Here are login directions if you need them again (see slide)
Please type the corresponding hash tag at the beginning of your response to help us sort the responses
You have 140 characters per suggestion to work with. Don’t forget to click on SUBMIT. You can submit multiple suggestions.
We will give you a couple of minutes for the activity. YOU CAN ENTER YOUR SUGGESTIONS ANYTIME FROM NOW ON
(After 2-3 minutes). We  will now look at your suggestions.
�Judith discusses the results:
Note to audience: we will give you the address for a google doc with a copy of all of these suggestions at the end of this presentation 
Highlight some of the suggestions submitted and displayed in the 4 categories  No Need,   Unaware,   Time,    Open to collaboration



Questions and
Discussion




Parting Thoughts
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After questions.

LG
We can look at this as not riding into sunset, but riding into the dawn of a new collaborations with faculty,  focusing on our combined needs for building information literate students.
We've learned a lot from the faculty survey that we plan to incorporate into our instruction programs:
Faculty affirm that the language of the Framework is confusing, so we should work to translate it when setting learning out comes for instruction.
We should be sensitive to individual Frame preferences, particularly by discipline.  Faculty do not want librarians to stray too far from the practical of finding sources for the assignment at hand.
We got a lot of great ideas for how to approach barriers to collaboration from the activity, and this will be made available.
We should let the sciences, engineering and computer science lead the discussion on information literacy collaboration. 

For the future, we will analyze the data more fully and write an article.
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