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ABSTRACT

Technology has permeated almost every aspect of society. With this popularity of
technology, information has become more accessible than ever. Because society has become
inundated with information, it is more important than ever to prepare citizens to be educated
consumers of information. Perhaps the community college, whose mission has always included
lifelong learning, is the best type of institution to take on this mission.
This study used a survey to determine if full-time instructors who teach general education
courses at public associate’s colleges in the state of Alabama were aware of national, as well as
institutional, policies related to information literacy. In addition, this study examined the extent
to which instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama were teaching information literacy
skills to students in general education courses. This study also examined certain instructorrelated factors such as age, years of teaching experience, educational background, and subject
matter taught to see if those factors influenced whether instructors taught information literacy
skills. In addition, this study explored the collaboration activities between instructors and
librarians concerning information literacy instruction for students. Finally, this study sought to
ascertain why instructors choosing not to teach information literacy skills did so.
Results revealed that the majority of instructors were unaware of national policies
concerning information literacy. In addition, almost half of the respondents were unaware if their
institutions had policies concerning information literacy or not. This study also revealed that only
two factors—degree earned and subject matter taught—played a significant role in whether
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instructors taught information literacy skills. As technology and information continue to play an
even larger role in society, administrations at all levels—regional, state, and institutional—may
want to consider formally incorporating information literacy into the curriculum.
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CHAPTER I:
INTRODUCTION
Technology has permeated almost every aspect of society. In 1997, O’Banion wrote
“Technology is ubiquitous in American culture, a way of life for the young and increasingly a
way of life for older adults” (p. 70). According to Tapscott (1998), the internet affects
the way we create wealth, the enterprise, the nature of commerce and marketing, the
delivery system for entertainment, the role and dynamics of learning in the economy, the
nature of government and governance, our culture, and arguably the role of the nationstate in the body politic. (p. 3)
Virtually every aspect of American life has been influenced by technology.
With the possible exceptions of government and private industry, nowhere has
technology had a larger impact than in the area of education (Labaree, 1998). One reason that
technology is so appealing to students is that it allows students to learn without being constrained
by time and place (O’Banion, 1997). In addition, with technology, instruction can be
individualized (O’Banion, 1997; Radcliff, Jensen, Salem, Burhanna, & Gedeon, 2007). While
technology is not a panacea, it clearly is an important tool for a college or university that places
an emphasis on learning (O’Banion, 1997).
As educational institutions have attempted to react to and embrace the use of technology,
Neal (1996) contends that the academic library has been at the center of this change. Therefore, it
is no surprise that the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) (2000), a division
of the American Library Association (ALA), published a document entitled Information Literacy
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Competency Standards for Higher Education. This document outlines six behaviors and
competencies of information-literate students. They include the following:
1.

Determine the extent of the information needed;

2.

Access the needed information effectively and efficiently;

3.

Evaluate information and its sources critically;

4.

Incorporate selected information into one’s knowledge base;

5.

Use information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose; and

6.

Understand the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of
information, and access and use information ethically and legally. (pp. 2-3)

Both the American Association for Higher Education and the Council of Independent Colleges
endorsed the standards (ALA, ACRL, 2000). In addition, many regional accreditation agencies
have incorporated information literacy into their competency standards (Bennett, 2007;
Thompson, 2002).
Statement of the Problem
While technology has provided easy access to information, students often need critical
thinking skills in order to distinguish reliable, quality sources of information from unreliable,
non-quality sources (McAskill, 2008). One aspect of the problem is the vast amount of
information available (McAskill, 2008; Palfrey & Gasser, 2008), and it only seems to grow every
year (Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). While students may frequently use technology, research shows
that there is a discrepancy between what students think they know about locating information and
conducting research and what they actually know. According to Maughan (2001), students
actually know much less than they think about locating and using information for academic
research.
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While information literacy is of particular interest to libraries, the challenge of producing
information-literate students is one of such scale that librarians alone cannot accomplish the goal
(Kuh & Gonyea, 2003; Roth, 1999). Because classroom instructors have much more
instructional time with students than librarians do, the task of producing information-literate
students may be – or need to be – a shared one. According to Rockman (2002), this is not
unfamiliar territory for academic librarians, who, she noted, “have a long and rich tradition of
collaborating with discipline-based faculty members to advance the mission and goals of the
library” (p. 260). In addition to collaboration between classroom instructors and librarians, an
educational institution as a whole may embrace information literacy as an essential part of a
postsecondary education.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to ascertain if full-time instructors at public associate’s
colleges in Alabama were aware of national information literacy standards and were aware of
information literacy policies at their respective institutions. This study also examined if factors
such as age, years of total teaching experience, years of postsecondary teaching experience,
educational background, and subject matter taught influence if these instructors teaching
information literacy skills. Finally, this study explored these instructors’ behaviors concerning
collaboration with librarians regarding information literacy instruction for their students.
In her dissertation, The Teaching of Information Literacy by Public Community College
Librarians in the United States, Janice Zuke (2005) surveyed librarians with responsibility for
information literacy instruction in 300 community college libraries in the United States to see if
community college librarians across the United States were aware of two American Library
Association documents -- the American Library Association Committee on Information
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Literacy’s Final Report and the American Library Association/Association of College and
Research Librarians’ Information Literacy Competency Standards. In addition, Zuke wanted to
determine the extent to which community college librarians were teaching information literacy
skills. Her study revealed that, while only 60% of respondents were aware of the Final Report,
83% were aware of the Information Competency Standards for Higher Education. Zuke’s study
also revealed that 96.5% of the librarians surveyed were teaching students how to access
information; however, other information literacy skills were being taught at lower rates. The
respondents to Zuke’s survey were teaching other information literacy skills at the following
rates: 85% were teaching critical evaluation of information and sources, 81.6% were teaching
how to determine the extent of information needed, 80% were teaching the acknowledgement of
information sources, and 71% were teaching the use of information for a specific purpose. The
author concluded that lack of instructional time with students was a major reason that many of
the information literacy skills were not being taught.
Based on the findings of her study, Zuke (2005) suggested the following:
A further study should be done asking classroom faculty similar questions about what
information literacy components they teach. Since they have much more time with the
students, the skills they impart are much more likely to be learned and incorporated into
the students’ knowledge base. It might be profitable to discover how much knowledge
classroom faculty have of the information literacy skill set. (p. 73)
This study attempted to answer that question as it applied to public associate’s colleges in the
state of Alabama.
Research Questions
In order to examine if, and to what extent, full-time general education instructors at
public associate’s colleges in the state of Alabama teach information literacy skills in the
classroom, the following research questions were investigated. They included the following:
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1. Were full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama
aware of any formal policy pertaining to information literacy at their institutions?
Was information literacy a defined student learning outcome in the general education
courses these instructors teach;
2. Were full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama
familiar with the American Association of Community College’s Position Statement
on Information Literacy;
3. Were full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama
familiar with the ALA/ACRL’s recommended information literacy competencies,
which are endorsed by the American Association for Higher Education (now known
as the American Association for Higher Education and Accreditation), and were they
teaching toward these competencies;
4. Did the age, subject matter taught, years of teaching experience, and/or educational
background of full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama affect
the likelihood of teaching information literacy competencies in general education
courses;
5. Did full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama collaborate with
librarians concerning information literacy instruction for their students, and, if so, in
what ways; and
6. What reasons did full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama give
for not teaching information literacy skills in general education courses?
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Significance of the Study
Information has never been more accessible. In addition to being able to simply locate
information, however, an educated citizenry today should be able to evaluate information.
Newman, Couturier, and Scurry (2004) noted that “The changing nature of the media and the
rapid advance of new modes of communication also require a more sophisticated citizenry able
to make sense of an overload in information from an expanding array of sources” (p. 48). This
issue has become such a concern and an important topic that regional accreditation agencies have
included information literacy skills in their competency standards (Bennett, 2007; Thompson
2002).
Since classroom instructors, when compared to their librarian colleagues, have much
more interaction with students, it was helpful to see if classroom instructors are aware of, and are
educating students on, the various levels of information literacy. Chickering (1969)
acknowledged the importance of faculty-student relationships when he notes that only
relationships with peers surpass the influence of faculty-students relationships. According to
Chickering, faculty members and administrators have influenced the following four major
“vectors” of student development: “intellectual competence and sense of competence, autonomy,
purpose, and integrity” (p. 233). In addition, Chickering noted that there are four general
conditions that encourage a beneficial relationship between students and faculty: “accessibility,
authenticity, knowledge, and the ability to talk with a student” (p. 252). According to
Chickering, the faculty-student relationship is of the utmost importance and should be fostered.
Since some researchers report that the most significant changes in critical thinking
abilities occur within the first two years of college (Dressel & Lehmann, 1965), this study
focused on instructors at public associate’s colleges. In addition, the ALA (2000) stated that
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“Information literacy forms the basis for lifelong learning” (p. 2). Since two-year institutions are
often linked to lifelong learning, it is only appropriate that information literacy at public
associate’s colleges is the subject of investigation. Also, because both information literacy and
community colleges are often linked with job preparation, this study is important.
This study is also very significant because it ascertained whether general education
instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama are incorporating information literacy skills
directly into their instruction. Because instructors interact with students more than their librarian
counterparts, surveying the instructors hopefully provided an accurate reading of whether
information literacy skills are being taught or not. In addition, it ascertained whether public
associate’s colleges in Alabama have identified information literacy as a student learning
outcome. If necessary, administrators and instructors will hopefully use the findings of this study
to reevaluate and then revise their curriculum to include information literacy. In addition, the
findings of this study might also encourage librarians and instructors to collaborate more in their
efforts to teach information literacy skills.
Operational Definitions
Accountability in Higher Education - According to Cohen and Brawer (2008),
accountability in higher education can be defined as “the responsibility of campus and system
administrators to provide reports of their stewardship of public funds” (p. 395).
American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) – “The primary advocacy
organization for the nation’s community colleges,” the AACC “represents almost 1,200 twoyear, associate degree-granting institutions and more than 11 million students” (American
Association of Community Colleges, 2009, para. 1).
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American Library Association (ALA) – An organization whose purpose is “to promote
library service and librarianship” and whose mission is “to provide leadership for the
development, promotion, and improvement of library and information services and the
profession of librarianship in order to enhance learning and ensure access to information for all”
(American Library Association, Mission and priorities, 2009, para. 1).
Articulation and General Studies Committee (AGSC) – A committee formed by
the Alabama State Legislature in 1994 to implement “a statewide general studies and articulation
program that facilitates the transferability of coursework among all Alabama public colleges and
universities” (Articulation and General Studies Committee, n.d., para. 2). The committee divided
general education courses into the following four areas:
1.

Area I – Written Composition (10 quarter hours or 6 semester hours);

2.

Area II – Humanities and Fine Arts (20 quarter hours or 12 semester hours);

3.

Area III – Natural Sciences and Mathematics (15 quarter hours or 11 semester
hours); and

4.

Area IV – History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences (20 quarter hours or 12
semester hours). (Articulation and General Studies Committee, para. 7)

Associate’s College – An institution at which the highest degree offered is the
associate’s degree or a bachelor’s degree that accounts for less than 10% of all undergraduate
degrees (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2009). The term “associate’s
college” sometimes is used interchangeably with “community college,” “two-year college,” or
“junior college” in the literature.
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) – Currently the largest division of
the American Library Association, the ACRL is “A professional association of academic
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librarians and other interested individuals” that “is dedicated to enhancing the ability of
academic library and information professionals to serve the information needs of the higher
education community and to improve learning, teaching, and research” (American Library
Association, Association of College and Research Libraries, 2009, para. 1).
Educational Technology - According to Bates and Poole (2003), educational technology
“encompasses any means of communicating with learners other than through direct, face-to-face,
or personal contact” (p. 5) and is defined as “all the components of an integrated system
necessary for appropriately using tools an equipment for educational purposes” (p. 6).
General Education – According to Erwin (2005), general education is “the curriculum
required for the college-educated person” (p. 138). According to the Commission on Colleges of
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (2008), the general education element of a
college education should guarantee “breath of knowledge” and should be drawn from the
following areas: “humanities/fine arts, social/behavioral sciences, and natural
science/mathematics” (p. 17).
General Education Outcomes – According to Radcliff, Jensen, Salem, Burhanna, and
Gedeon (2007), general education outcomes are the “clear-cut expectations for what their
[colleges’ and universities’] students should be able to do upon graduation” (p.7).
Information Literacy – According to the American Library Association’s Association of
College and Research Libraries (1989), information literacy is a set of abilities requiring
individuals to "recognize when information is needed and have the ability to locate, evaluate, and
use effectively the needed information" (para. 3).
Lifelong Learning – According to Tough (1981), Congress’ Lifelong Learning Act (1976)
defined lifelong learning as “the process by which individuals continue to develop their
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knowledge, skills, and attributes over their lifetimes” (p. 296). In addition, Tough explains that
these lifelong learning efforts can be formal or non-formal, traditional or non-traditional, or
directed by one’s self or by others.
Questionnaire – According to Creswell (2005), a questionnaire is “a form used in a
survey design that participants in a study complete and return to the researcher” (p. 360).
Sample – According to Creswell (2005), a sample is a “subgroup of the target population
that the researcher plans to study for the purpose of making generalizations about the target
population” (p. 598).
Stratified Sampling – According to Creswell (2005), a stratified sampling is “a
quantitative procedure in which researchers stratify the population on some specific
characteristic (e.g., gender) and then sample, using simple random sampling from each stratum
of the population” (p. 599).
Survey Research Design - According to Creswell (2005), survey research designs are
“procedures in quantitative research in which investigators administer a survey to sample or to
the entire population of people in order to describe the attitudes, behaviors, or characteristics of a
population” (p. 354).
Assumptions
This study was conducted based on the following a priori assumptions:
1.

Participants were honest and forthcoming in their responses;

2.

Participants were assumed to have various levels of knowledge on the subject
matter, but a general overall understanding of the topic; and

3.

Participants were familiar enough with their respective colleges to be able to
answer the survey in its entirety.
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Delimitations
While Zuke (2005) surveyed academic librarians throughout the U.S., this study focused
only on full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in the state of
Alabama. Therefore, the findings may not be applicable to postsecondary institutions in other
states, institutions at other levels, technical colleges, or private postsecondary institutions.
Study participants were limited to full-time instructors who taught general education
courses only. Therefore, part-time instructors, students, administrators, and other stakeholders
were not invited to participate in this study. In addition, full-time instructors who taught classes
other than general education courses, as defined by Alabama’s Articulation and General Studies
Committee (ASCG), were excluded.
Limitations
This study examined participants’ perceptions of their own behaviors. Therefore, this
study was subject to self-report bias, which is “a tendency of individualities to present
themselves and their practices in a favorable way” (Kopcha & Sullivan, 2007, p. 628).
Even though reflexivity is more crucial in qualitative research than quantitative
(Creswell, 2005), it is important to mention that the researcher did have an interest in the results
of this study. One of the institutions surveyed was Northeast Alabama Community College,
which is the institution at which the researcher is employed. Therefore, the researcher has a
vested interest in the institution. Due to the fact that the researcher works at Northeast Alabama
Community College, the response rate of this institution may be higher than at other institutions.
The use of a stratified sample should ensure the opportunity for equal representation of all
institutions of interest.
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In addition, the researcher has been a librarian for eleven years, and this study discusses
instructor-librarian collaboration concerning information literacy. It was the researcher’s
responsibility to ensure that the study was objective and that her own personal biases did not
affect the outcomes of the study.
Organization of the Study
This research study is organized into five chapters with accompanying references and
appendices. Chapter I consists of an overview to the study, which includes an introduction, a
statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, research questions, and the significance of the
study. In addition, Chapter I contains operational definitions of terms, assumptions,
delimitations, and limitations. Chapter II contains a review of literature regarding technological
change, information literacy, community colleges, and theories of cognitive development.
Chapter III describes the research methodology employed in this study. Chapter IV presents the
research findings. Chapter V presents a summary of the study and includes conclusions and
recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER II:
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Technological Change
There is no doubt that society has been affected by technology. Tapscott (2009) remarked
that technology has influenced the way in which members of society participate in activities such
as politics, business, and parenting. Breivik (2005) noted that children in today’s society are
inundated with information. She wrote that they daily
gather information from messages on cell phones, books, magazines, DVDs, and a
multitude of other sources. Young people today send and receive e-mails, engage in chat
rooms, and find most of the information they use in their schoolwork on the Internet. (p.
22)
The amount of information available is astounding. Palfrey and Gasser (2008) wrote that in the
year 2007, 161 billion gigabytes of digital content were created, stored, and replicated around the
world. They wrote that “in lay terms, that’s three million times the amount of information in all
the books ever written, or twelve stacks of books reaching from the Earth to the Sun, or six tons
of books for every living person” (p. 185). Society, indeed, is inundated with information.
Just as technology has influenced society as a whole, it has also influenced education.
One way technology has influenced education is that it has given students choices as to where
and how they may obtain a postsecondary education. According to the U.S. Department of
Education’s National Center for Education Statistics, during the 2006-2007 academic year, over
twelve million students were enrolled in college-level credit-granting online, hybrid/blended, or
other distance education courses. Almost five million of those students were enrolled at public
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two-year institutions (Parsad & Lewis, 2008). The same document revealed that, while 66% of
institutions overall offered online, hybrid/blended, or other distance education courses, 97% of
public two-year institutions offered this type of course (Parsad & Lewis, 2008). According to
Cohen and Brawer (2009), students often reported registering for online courses because of the
flexibility they offer. Because one aspect of the mission the public associate’s college has
traditionally been access, it should come as no surprise that public associate’s colleges have
embraced distance education. The two-year colleges know that their students, more so than fouryear college students, often juggle the demands of work, family, and college (Roselle, 2006).
While technology has affected the admissions aspect of higher education by enabling
students whose work and family obligations would have previously rendered them unable to
enroll in traditional courses, technology has also affected the pedagogical aspect of traditional
courses. In fact, Newman, Couturier, and Scurry (2004) have asserted that the influence that
technology has had on traditional courses is much more significant historically than online or
distance learning because technology gives instructors the opportunity to use activities that
encourage active learning rather than activities, such as lecturing, that fail to actively engage
students. While some instructors may initially be wary of technology, technology can make
classroom tasks and activities more efficient. The tasks may range from the most mundane tasks,
such as the distribution of the course syllabus and readings, to communication between faculty
and students and among students, to actively participating in online learning activities such as
virtual labs (Newman, Couturier, & Scurry, 2004).
Chickering (1995) predicted the effect technology would have on higher education and
encouraged college students to embrace technology. He wrote that “the quality and efficiency of
your learning will be greatly strengthened if you develop expertise in using the emerging
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technologies. They can (or will, depending on where you live) provide some of your most
important opportunities for learning” (p. 181). In addition, Chickering acknowledged the
following uses of technology for educational purposes: writing and editing research papers,
recording and viewing class notes, accessing library materials and other research tools,
communicating with faculty members, and communicating with other students.
While some scholars such as Chickering (1995) view technology as an asset to education,
other scholars view educational technology as a challenge to education. Breivik (2005), citing
data gathered from Paul R. Young, Chief of the Cataloging Distribution Service at the Library of
Congress, warned that “neither all of this information, nor their ease with the computers and
Internet that bring much of it to them, are translating into better-educated and informed college
graduates or more competent and efficient workers” (p. 22). Breivik (2005) has argued that
many students are attracted to the internet because they want to access information quickly;
however, they fail to evaluate the validity and currency of the gathered information. Far too
often, students may sacrifice quality for speed. Breivik (2005) noted that “with the seductiveness
of the Internet . . . it has become one of education’s greatest challenges to teach students the
skills needed to test the reliability, currency, and relevance of the information they find” (p. 22).
Like Breivik, Boyer (1997) identified three key concerns associated with technology:
access, selectivity, and credibility. First is his reference to the internet as “a dazzling gold mine
of information” and noted that “information is … our most precious resource” (p. 140).
However, Boyer is concerned that, with this abundance of information, users will not be able to
discern credible information from non-credible information. Therefore, he has written “without
highly developed skills, millions of Americans may be intellectually unempowered” (p. 140),
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and he views it as one of education’s challenges to provide students with the skills they need to
select credible information.
Information Literacy
Definition of Information Literacy
The American Library Association (1989) defines information literacy as “the set of
skills needed to find, retrieve, analyze, and use information” (para. 3). According to the ALA and
ACRL’s Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education (2000), an
information literate person is able to do the following:
1.

Determine the extent of information needed;

2.

Access the needed information effectively and efficiently;

3.

Evaluate information and its sources critically;

4.

Incorporate selected information into one’s knowledge base;

5.

Use information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose; and

6.

Understand the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of
information; and access and use information ethically and legally. (pp. 2-3)

The information literacy standards outlined in the ALA and ACRL’s document entitled
Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education have been endorsed by
various higher education organizations. The American Association for Higher Education
formally endorsed them in 1999, and the Council of Independent Colleges formally endorsed
them in 2004 (ALA, ACRL, 2000). In 2008, the American Association of Community Colleges
(AACC) acknowledged the importance of information literacy when it adopted a position
statement on information literacy that reflected the ACRL’s definition of the term. The AACC
defines information literacy as “the set of skills needed to find, access, retrieve, analyze,
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synthesize and use information effectively and ethically” (American Association of Community
Colleges, 2008, para. 1). Both the ALA’s definition of information literacy and the AACC’s
definition of information literacy are outlined in Table 1.
Table 1
Information Literacy Defined
American Library Association’s Presidential
Committee on Information Literacy’s Final
Report (1998)
A set of abilities requiring individuals to
“recognize when information is needed and
have the ability to locate, evaluate, and use
effectively the needed information" (para. 3).

American Association of Community
Colleges’ Definition of Information Literacy
(2008)
“The set of skills needed to find, access,
retrieve, analyze, synthesize and use
information effectively and ethically” (para.
1).

Ragains, Adams, Aldrich, Evans, Keeran, Kitchens, et al. (2006) defined information
literacy as “the ability to identify, locate, and use information effectively” (p. 4). Their definition
reflects the need for critical thinking and technological competency. Ragains et al. noted that
“information literacy is considerably wider in scope than the aims of a single instructional unit,
assignment, or project” (p. 4). In other words, true information literacy instruction is ongoing,
and the need for information literacy skills is not limited to one instructional moment or session.
Despite the importance of information literacy, Regains et al. lament that very few librarians
engage in pedagogical training as part of their educational experience. What pedagogical skills
are obtained are usually done so in the form of on-the-job training and actual work experience.
Many scholars link information literacy to higher level thinking, or critical thinking,
skills. Breivik (2005) has described information literacy as “a kind of critical thinking ability”
and an information literate person as a person who “uses critical thinking to negotiate our
information-overloaded existence” (p. 23). According to Breivik, an information-literate person
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recognizes a need for information, knows where to find the information, and then analyzes the
creditability of the information. Breivik has stressed that a person could exhibit critical thinking
skills simply by recognizing a need for information and knowing where to find the information;
however, he/she would not be information literate unless he/she engages in the analysis process.
According to Breivik, nowhere is the competency of information literacy needed more than in
the workplace. However, Breivik fears that higher education has failed to fully embrace
information literacy as a necessary element of the curriculum and, thus, is failing to produce the
information-literate graduates needed for today’s workforce. The solution, according to Breivik,
requires a commitment from educational institutions at all levels, beginning with kindergarten, to
teach information literacy and technology skills and to assess those skills at various grades/levels
of education.
Like Breivik, Gilstrap and Dupree (2008) also described information literacy as a type of
critical thinking. However, they noted that critical thinking is not
a static and prerequisite ‘thing’ that exists in classroom settings waiting to be discovered.
Rather, thinking and discerning critically incorporates a process of experience and
analysis toward which we guide our students as they become information-literature
consumers as well as producers of information. (p. 407)
In 2002, Gilstrap and Dupree designed a study to assess the critical thinking process of 348
undergraduate students who participated in library instruction at the Southwestern Oklahoma
State University. These 348 participants were enrolled in English Composition II and
participated in four instructional sessions. The researchers used the Critical Incident
Questionnaire, a qualitative research tool, as the assessment tool. The study revealed that the
questionnaire did elicit critical reflection. In addition, the process of writing their responses
enabled to students to critically reflect on what issues they seemed to grasp versus what issues
they found difficult to grasp. The results of the analyses revealed three common themes:
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learning, search strategies, and evaluations. Students repeatedly recognized the importance of
application to the learning process.
Many scholars view information literacy as a vital skill that every educated person should
possess. Carol Kuhlthau (2003) asserted that, in order to be successful in the information age,
students must be able to do the following:
1.

Learn in dynamic situations where information is constantly changing;

2.

Manage information overload where determining what is enough information is as
important as locating and selecting relevant information;

3.

Find meaning in numerous and diverse messages that do not fit together neatly in
a predigested, prepared text; and

4.

Construct a personal understanding from incompatible and inconsistent
information. (p. 4)

Therefore, Kuhlthau sees inquiry-based learning, which is based on Constructivist theory, as
being the most the effective method of learning. Students build on their previous knowledge and
experiences and become active participants in the process of gathering and making sense of
information (Kuhlthau, 2003).
Shapiro and Hughes (1996) have argued that information literacy is more than a vital
skill, it is a broad concept, a “new liberal art.” According to Shapiro and Hughes, this “new
liberal art” started with knowing how to use computers and access information, but also includes
a “critical reflection on the mature [sic] of information itself, its technical infrastructure, and its
social, cultural and even philosophical context and impact” (para. 13). Just as the traditional
liberal arts education included the subjects of grammar, logic and rhetoric, the new liberal arts
education includes technology and information literacy. In Shapiro and Hughes’ opinion,
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information literacy is a civic duty that every member of a democratic society should embrace in
order to ensure the fulfillment of democracy.
While most critics’ assertions regarding information literacy may be less dramatic than
those of Shapiro and Hughes (1996), information literacy has inarguably become a “hot” topic.
In addition, information literacy has been a topic of national importance. Eisenberg, Lowe, and
Spitzer (2004) recounted the various meetings and conferences at which information literacy was
the main topic. The term “information literacy” was first used in 1974 by Paul Zurkowski in a
proposal submitted to the National Committee on Libraries and Information Science (NCLIS).
Zurkowski wrote the following:
People trained in the application of information resources to their work can be called
information literates. They have learned the techniques and skills for utilizing the wide
range of information tools as well as primary sources in molding information-solutions to
their problems. (p. 6, as quoted in Eisenberg, Lowe, & Spitzer, 2004, p. 3)
In 1987, the American Library Association (ALA) formed a Presidential Committee on
Information Literacy, and in 1989, the Committee published a final report, which defined
information literacy and discussed its implications for the business world, a democratic society,
and everyday life. In 1988, the American Association of School Librarians (AASL), a branch of
the ALA, published Information Power: Guidelines for School Library Media Programs, which
encourage all K-12 stakeholders to become efficient users of information and made the school
media specialist an active participant in curriculum development. The National Forum on
Information Literacy (NFIL), a coalition of more than 65 national organizations from business,
government, and education, first met in 1989 to discuss information literacy’s influence on the
various aspects of society. The Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), a branch
of the ALA, published two important documents at the beginning of the new millennium—
Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education in 2000 and Objectives for
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Information Literacy Instruction: A Model Statement for Academic Librarians in 2001.
According to Eisenberg, Lowe, and Spizer, Information Literacy Competency Standards for
Higher Education, which was approved in 2000, served to advocate for the instruction of
information literacy skills at the postsecondary level and to outline how information literacy
competency standards could be implemented throughout the higher education curriculum. The
authors also note that Objectives for Information Literacy Instruction: A Model Statement for
Academic Librarians stresses that information literacy should not be limited to the library and
should be embraced at a campus-wide level. Together, these two documents serve as a blueprint
for collaboration between classroom instructors and academic librarians (Eisenberg, Lowe, &
Spitzer, 2004).
Rogers and Oder (2001) recounted the March 15-18, 2001, American College and
Research Library (ACRL) national meeting, which was held in Denver, Colorado. According to
Rogers and Oder, more than three dozen presentations at the conference pertained to the topic of
information literacy. In addition, they predict that information literacy “will be the focal point for
academic librarianship, offering new modes of engagement for the library with the rest of the
campus while reemphasizing traditional roles” (p. 14).
Accountability and Higher Education
While American higher education has traditionally been viewed as successful, the public
has begun to demand accountability from institutions of higher education (Baker, 2002). Baker
(2002) asserted that quality has always been valued by higher education. However, the fact that
“the characteristics of quality and measures of effectiveness for higher education are neither
easily identified, clearly understood, nor universally accepted” (p. 3). Therefore, institutions of
higher education have traditionally been judged by unspoken, implied standards such as
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reputation or resources rather than by specified, concrete standards such as learning outcomes.
As society has come to expect some sort of accountability for institutions of higher education,
the institutions have become less self-regulatory and more conscientious of and responsive to
demands of external accountability (Baker, 2002).
Ewell (1994) has asserted that, even as other nations are trying to imitate America’s
higher education system, America’s practice of institutional self-regulation in higher education
through regional accreditation is under attack. Ewell wrote that “simultaneous charges of abuse,
collusion, mismanagement, and outright fabrication in areas as diverse as the conduct of
research, the use of state and federal funds, and intercollegiate athletics” have resulted in a public
that does not trust the self-regulation of higher education (p. 25). Ewell noted that as new
challenges emerge, higher education must be prepared to develop solutions. One challenge is the
fiscal reality that has occurred due to the sluggish economy, as well as a competition for state
appropriations. In an environment in which legislators are hesitant to raise taxes for fear of the
response of their constituents, institutions of higher education are forced to compete with K-12
schools and Medcaid/Medicare for funding. In addition, Ewell noted that the push towards
accountability is the result of the public’s demand for a return on its investment. According to
Ewell, the key to meaningful accountability is “reaffirming these core values [academic integrity
and collective responsibility] and what they mean in daily practice is . . . the real key to
responding to current accountability concerns” (p. 28). Ewell further asserted that reform is long
overdue and should be a sincere attempt to better higher education rather than a half-hearted
attempt to temporarily appease external critics.
While Ewell (1994) praised accountability and change in higher education, Peters (1994)
has criticized accountability, which he has defined as “demonstrating results in order to justify
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funding” (p. 17). One aspect of accountability that Peters criticizes is that bureaucratic agencies
are requiring institutions to adopt “objective” means of assessment rather than course grades;
however, institutions often are not receiving funding to acquire or administer these “objective”
forms of accountability. In addition, Peters argued that tests are not truly objective because the
very fact that someone decides what should be taught and chooses which questions to include on
the tests make them inherently subjective. Another aspect of accountability that Peters criticizes
is that faculty members as a whole have not accepted accountability. According to Peters, many
faculty members view that the benefits of higher education are “a) self-evident, b) ineffable,
and/or c) already measured by tests” (p. 19).
Like Ewell (1994), Newman, Couturier, and Scurry (2004) acknowledge that the
American higher education system is considered by many to be the best in the world. In fact,
they note that in the fifty years prior to 2004, more than 500,000 students from other countries
have come to colleges and universities in the United States to study. So, why is the American
higher education system under attack? Newman, Couturier, and Scurry (2004) believed that the
push towards accountability is a result of “a growing gap between the public needs and the
reality of performance of the institutions of American higher education” (p. 47). Like Ewell
(1994), they contended that America’s higher education system should react to changing societal
expectations, which include demographic changes in the population. Populations previously
discriminated against now demand equal access to higher education. As a result, many
institutions of higher education have begun to address the needs of these new, diverse students,
they contend. Newman, Couturier, and Scurry (2004) also cited the new economy, a
postindustrial economy, as one that requires more of the workforce needing a college education.
In addition, as a result of the information explosion, a more educated, technology-savvy citizenry
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is needed, and Newman, Couturier, and Scurry asserted that institutions of higher education
should acknowledge these societal changes and adapt accordingly.
Cohen and Brawer (2008) noted that the idea of accountability in higher education “has
grown since the 1960s as higher education expanded and as trust in and respect for all social
institutions declined” (p. 395). Like Cohen and Brawer, Bruner (1960) identified the 1960s as a
time of importance for the idea of accountability in education. Bruner writes that the question of
what shall be taught and to what end was traditionally a question left up to scholars. However,
due to several societal issues, Bruner claimed that the public’s newfound interest in curriculum
could be a result of several societal issues. The first is a “profound scientific revolution” (p.1) of
the time. The second is a need to solve such national issues as national security.
Alfred, Shults, and Seybert (2007) asserted that the move towards accountability has been
growing since the 1970s. In addition, they believe that this public demand for accountability can
be witnessed through the passage of legislative bills, such as the Student Right-to-Know and
Campus Security Act (1990), which resulted from the public’s belief that higher education
institutions should be held accountable. This belief continued into the last decade when, in 2006,
Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings created a federal commission “to examine issues of
access, affordability, accountability, quality, and innovation in higher education” (p. 5). Alfred,
Shults, and Seybert believed accountability will continue due to a concern for the stewardship of
public funds as well as a concern for a qualified workforce that can compete globally. Unlike
some scholars who view accountability as strictly good or strictly bad, Alfred, Shults, and
Seybert viewed it as less dichotomous. They contended that while the push towards
accountability has forced some institutions to develop performance models at a much faster rate
than would have normally occurred, these performance indicators may not take into account an
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institution’s unique culture or mission. In other words, a “one size fits all” mentality may not
work in higher education.
Information Literacy as a General Education Outcome
In 1994, in response to the push towards improving “general education” across the state,
the legislators of Alabama formed the Articulation and General Studies Committee (AGSC), a
committee whose task was to implement “a statewide general studies and articulation program
that facilitates the transferability of coursework among all Alabama public colleges and
universities” (Articulation and General Studies Committee, n.d., para. 1). This committee
divided general education courses at public institutions of higher education of Alabama into the
following four areas:
1.

Area I – Written Composition (10 quarter hours or 6 semester hours);

2.

Area II – Humanities and Fine Arts (20 quarter hours or 12 semester hours);

3.

Area III – Natural Sciences and Mathematics (15 quarter hours or 11 semester
hours); and

4.

Area IV – History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences (20 quarter hours or 12
semester hours). (Articulation and General Studies Committee, n.d., para. 7)

In addition, to assist in the transfer of credit courses among public institutions of higher
education across the state, the committee formulated a list of specific courses that would fall into
each area (Articulation and General Studies Committee. Approved AGSC general course listing
by area, n.d.). The courses are listed in the Table 2 below.
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Table 2
Courses in Areas I-IV
Area Number

Area Title

Course Numbers

Area I

Written Composition

ENG 101 or ENG 102

Area II

Art

ART 100, ART 203, or ART 204

Foreign Languages

FRN 101, FRN 102, FRN 201, FRN 202, GRN 101,
GRN 102, GRN 201, GRN 202, JPN 101, JPN 102,
JPN 201, JPN 202, SPA 101, SPA 102, SPA 201, or
SPA 202

Humanities

HUM 101, HUM 102, HUM 130, HUM 299-01,
HUM 299-02, or HUM 299-03

Interdisciplinary Studies

IDH 106, IDH 110, IDH 208, IDH 214, or IDS 102

Literature

ENG 251, ENG 252, ENG 261, ENG 262, ENG 271,
or ENG 272

Music

MUS 101

Religious Studies

REL 100, REL 151, or REL 152

Speech

SPH 106, SPH 107, or SPH 116

Theatre

THR 120 or THR 126

Astronomy

AST 220

Biology

BIO 101, BIO 102, BIO 103, or BIO 104

Chemistry

CHM 104, CHM 105, CHM 111, or CHM 112

Geography

GEO 101 or GEO 102

Geology

GLY 101 or GLY 102

Interdisciplinary Studies

IDH 107 or IDH 109

Mathematics

MTH 110, MTH 112, MTH 113, MTH 115, MTH
120, MTH 125, MTH 126, MTH 227, MTH 237, or
MTH 238

Physical Science

PHS 111 or PHS 112

Physics

PHY 120, PHY 201, PHY 202, PHY 213, or PHY 214

Area III
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Area Number

Area Title

Course Numbers

Area IV

Anthropology

ANT 200, ANT 210, ANT 220, ANT 226, or ANT
230

Economics

ECO 231 or ECO 232

Geography

GEO 100 or GEO 201

History

HIS 101, HIS 102, HIS 121, HIS 122, HIS 201, or
HIS 202

Interdisciplinary Studies

IDS 206

Political Science

POL 200 or POL 211

Psychology

PSY 200 or PSY 210

Sociology

SOC 200 or SOC 210

Source: Articulation and General Studies Committee. Approved AGSC general course listing by
area. n.d.). Retrieved October 22, 2009, from http://stars.troy.edu/stars/ CRSLISTS/2yr-a.htm.
Rockman (2002) noted the existence of public pressures for institutions of higher
education to equip their graduates with the skills needed for today’s workforce and to restructure
their curriculum accordingly. As an example of these public expectations, Rockman (2002)
quoted Anthony Comper, the president of the Bank of Montreal, as saying in a 1999
commencement speech:
Whatever else you bring to the 21st century workplace, however great your technical
skills and however attractive your attitude and however deep your commitment to
excellence, the bottom line is that to be successful, you need to acquire a high level of
information literacy. What we need in the knowledge industries are people who know
how to absorb and analyze and integrate and create and effectively convey information—
and who know how to use information to bring real value to everything they undertake.
(pp. 188-189)
Perhaps this need for information-literate members of the workforce has persuaded some
institutions of higher education to modify their curriculum to include information literacy.
Other scholars contend that the push towards accountability is a result of scarce taxpayer
dollars. According to Pederson (2005), “funding of higher education in America remains
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primarily a state concern, and thus the product of the annual or biannual confrontation of
interests that is the state legislative process” (p. 15). Katsinas (2005) has asserted that community
colleges, which relied heavily on state funding at the time of their conception, are particularly
vulnerable. Community colleges now find themselves in competition with health care,
corrections, and K-12 institutions for state funding (Katsinas, 2005). This competition for state
funding may be why some scholars argue that the movement towards accountability is being
encouraged by state legislatures (Lindauer, 1998). Through various forms of accountability, such
as “report cards” or performance-based funding, many states are requiring their institutions of
higher education to provide evidence of their performance (Peters, 1994). Colleges and
universities are being asked to show that money spent on higher education has a more positive
effect on society than does funding of corrections, health care, and K-12 education.
Burke (2005) has contended that, in the 1990s, a major shift concerning accountability
occurred. Institutions of higher education began to be expected to focus on producing results
rather than following rules. In addition, state legislators began to view the correlation between a
state’s economic success and a college’s ability to produce a capable workforce. However, due to
the recession of 1990s, states reduced funding to institutions of higher education. As a result of
decreased funding and increased expectation of excellence, “public higher education had to raise
quality, reduce costs, and respond to new state needs” (Burke, 2005, p. 217). As a means of
accountability, many states adopted one of the following three performance indictors:
performance reporting, performance funding, and performance budgeting. Performance reporting
is founded on the idea that institutions will perform better when results are made public and
when state funding is tied to their performance on specific indicators. Performance budgeting
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allows state leaders to consider performance on specific indicators when allocating funds for
institutions (Burke, 2005).
While the push towards accountability may be witnessed at the state level, it is also
evident at the national level. Cohen and Brawer (2008) noted that “Since 1988, the U.S.
Education Department has stipulated that for accrediting agencies to be on its approved list, they
must require colleges to specify their objectives and conduct studies that determine whether they
are meeting their standards” (p. 394). O’Banion (1997) wrote that all regional accrediting
agencies now emphasize student outcomes as a means of assessing institutional effectiveness. He
reports that “The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools [SACS], a regional accrediting
agency, pioneered such institutional assessment by its early requirement that institutions under
its jurisdiction demonstrate they had in place processes to assess institutional effectiveness by
outcome measures such as these” (pp. 93-94). According to the 2008 edition of The Commission
on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS’s) handbook entitled
Principles of Accreditation: Foundations for Quality Enhancement, Core Requirement 2.12
requires colleges to develop a Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) that focuses “on learning
outcomes and/or the environment supporting student learning and accomplishing the mission of
the institution” (p. 19). In addition, Comprehensive Standard 3.7.1 states that, when employing
faculty members, the institution should hire qualified and competent faculty members who have
“demonstrated competencies and achievements that contribute to effective teaching and student
learning outcomes” (p. 28).
Banta (1991) has stressed that, rather than stating what faculty will teach, goals must state
what students will learn. Banta further notes that reaching a consensus concerning expected
outcomes may be the most important step in the assessment process, but warns, however, that the
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process of establishing outcomes may involve “wearying debate” and “intellectual struggle” (p.
1). In addition to establishing outcomes, she notes that success depends on a formal process for
monitoring the implementation of the goals as well as the effect they have on the curriculum.
McClenney (2003) outlined six characteristics of a learning-focused institution. One of
the six characteristics is “clearly defined outcomes for student learning.” According to
McClenney, institutions of higher education often assume that there is an understood idea of
what their graduates should know. However, she has argued that this is not always the case.
According to McClenney, all parties involved – students and faculty members – should be aware
of a specific and explicit definition of the skills that institutions expect their graduates to exhibit
and master. McClenney suggests having campuswide formal assessment of student learning
outcomes.
Accreditation and Information Literacy
In 2007, Bennett documented that many education accreditation agencies had established
information literacy as a standard, which resulted in many colleges and universities establishing
information literacy as a general education outcome for their institutions. An examination of the
ways in which the six regional accreditation agencies have addressed information literacy for this
study revealed the following:
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Table 3
Information Literacy and Regional Accreditation Agencies
Regional
Accreditation
Agency

Method of Addressing Information Literacy

Commission on
Colleges of the
Southern
Association of
Colleges and
Schools

Comprehensive Standard 3.8.1 states that “The institution provides
facilities, services, and learning/information resources that are appropriate
to support its teaching, research, and service mission” (Commission on
Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, 2008,
p.58).
Comprehensive Standard 3.8.2 states that “The institution ensures that
users have access to regular and timely instruction in the use of the library
and other learning/information resources” (Commission on Colleges of
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, 2008, p.59).

Commission on
Institutions of
Higher Education
- New England
Association of
Schools and
Colleges

Standard 4.18 states that graduates must demonstrate the “capability for
continuing learning, including the skills of information literacy”
(Commission on Institutions of Higher Education, 2005, p. 9).

Higher Learning
Commission North Central
Association of
Colleges and
Schools

Criterion 4 states that “knowledge is a powerful word, for it speaks to
comprehension, application, and synthesis, not just mastery of
information. Computers may have introduced the Information Age, but in
a short time our definitional language for this new era began to include
the term knowledge worker. The shift is as important as it is
misunderstood. The knowledge worker will be technologically literate, to
be sure, but what is valued is the knowledge worker’s capacity to sift and
winnow massive amounts of information in order to discover or create
new or better understandings of ourselves and the world we live in”
(Higher Learning Commissions, 2003, pp. 3.2-12-13),

Middle States
Commission on
Higher Education

Standard 11 states that “several skills, collectively referred to as
‘information literacy,’ apply to all disciplines in an institution’s curricula.
These skills relate to a student’s competency in acquiring and processing
information in the search for understanding, whether that information is
sought in or through the facilities of a library, through practice, as a result
of field experiments, by communications with experts in professional

Standard 7.8 states that “The institution demonstrates that students use
information resources and technology as an integral part of their
education” and that students “gain increasingly sophisticated skills in
evaluating the quality of information sources” (Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education, 2005, p. 20).
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communities, or by other means” (Middle States Commission on Higher
Education, 2009, p. 42).
In addition, in 1993, the Commission published Developing Research and
Communication Skills: Guidelines for Information Literacy in the
Curriculum, a document that offers specific ideas concerning the
integration of information literacy throughout the curriculum.
Northwest
Commission on
Colleges and
Universities

Standard 2.A.3 states that “Degree and certificate programs…require the
use of library and other information sources” (Northwest Commission on
Colleges and Universities, 2003, p.28).
Standard 2.A.8 states that “Faculty, in partnership with library and
information resources personnel, ensure that the use of library and
information resources is integrated into the learning process” (Northwest
Commission on Colleges and Universities, 2003, p.28).

Western
Association of
Schools and
Colleges

Standard VIII, Criterion 2 states that “The institution provides ongoing
instruction for users of library, technology, and other learning resources
so that students are able to develop skills in information competency”
(Western Association of Schools and Colleges, 2009, p.33).

In 2006 a survey of academic libraries conducted by the National Center for Educational
Statistics revealed that 48% of academic libraries reported that their postsecondary institution
defined either “information literacy” or the “information-literate student.” The same report also
noted that 34% of academic libraries reported that their postsecondary institution has
incorporated information literacy into their mission (National Center for Education Statistics,
2006, p.2).
Despite the fact that information literacy has become a general education outcome for
many higher education institutions, Bennett (2007) noted that librarians are still the main
advocates of information literacy on most campuses. The question is why some faculty members
have failed to embrace general education outcomes. Peters (1994) noted that one problem in
academia is the lack of consistency concerning general education outcomes. According to Peters
(1994), faculty
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rarely specify general education outcomes concretely because we have no consensus on
general goals—and no consensus that there should be a consensus. The acrimony of
faculty reactions to assessments of general education, the failure of many attempts to
integrate curricula around real problems or practical skills, the proliferation of majors that
use general education outcomes mainly to recruit students, even the debates about the
canon, are all signs of deep differences about the ends of higher education. (p. 19)
Peters seems to have little optimism that complete faculty “buy in” of specified curricular
outcomes and goals is realistic.
Information Literacy Instruction: Whose Responsibility Is It?
Many scholars assert that the academic library is a central aspect of student learning
(Keppel & Chickering, 1981; Smith, 1994). Librarians, in particular, have been at the forefront
of the movement to recognize the importance of information literacy (Hollister, 2005; Eisenberg,
Lowe, & Spitzer, 2004). Zabel (2004) cited Kuh and Gonyea (2003) as concluding that librarians
should take an active role in promoting the importance of information literacy instruction and
lend their expertise. While librarians can take a proactive role in the promotion of teaching
information literacy skills, many scholars realize that librarians cannot complete this task alone
(Kuh & Gonyea, 2003; Rockman, 2004; Roth, 1999).
Zabel (2004) noted that librarians are in a good position to encourage the incorporation of
information literacy skills into institutions’ general education outcomes Zabel wrote the
following:
Librarians have a long history of serving as members of the university committee
approving curriculum, as well as on subcommittees responsible for major curricular
initiatives such as the freshman seminar requisite, the implementation of writing intensive
courses, and the major restructuring of general education courses to include elements of
general education courses to include elements such as active learning, critical thinking,
and information literacy. (p. 18)
Zabel has contended that librarians have influence, or at least input, related to some curricular
decisions.
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Rockman (2004) wrote that information literacy is no longer just a library issue, stating
that it is the critical campuswide issue for the twenty-first century” (p.1). As such, information
literacy should involve all educational stakeholders – administrators, faculty, librarians, staff,
and other personnel (Rockman, 2004). According to Rockman, the ideal information literacy
curriculum should be campuswide, learner-centered, problem-based and inquiry-based, included
in a discipline’s learning outcomes, taught both within and outside the major, and should make
effective use of instructional pedagogies and technologies. Rockman also noted that librarians
and classroom instructors can and should work together to create meaningful assignments that
incorporate information literacy skills.
Roth (1999) wrote that “In colleges and universities that are serious about meeting the
challenge of the Information Age, the information literacy of students is a responsibility shared
by faculty and librarians and is achieved by integrating information skills into the academic
curriculum” (p. 43). Roth has provided examples of successful collaborative efforts at various
institutions. At California State University, for example, a task force was appointed to raise
awareness of information literacy and to encourage campuswide efforts to improve the
information literacy skills of students. A grants competition was held to award one-time stipends
to incorporate information literacy into the curriculum. In addition, the library provided
information literacy training sessions for faculty members.
Mackey and Jacobson (2005) reiterated how important information literacy instruction is
throughout the curriculum and how important it is that classroom instructors assume an active
role in information literacy instruction. Mackey and Jacobson outlined specific collaborative
methods that have worked at various higher education institutions. The first method, which
Mackey and Jacobson called Building Faculty Alliances, occurs in the planning stages of a

34

course, in a classroom, or in the process of working with a specific library collection. In this
model, a classroom instructor and a librarian work together to develop a course syllabus, develop
specific assignments, or develop a plan to use certain educational technologies. The second
method, which Mackey and Jacobson labeled as Developing Campus Partnerships, extends
beyond collaboration between one classroom instructor and one librarian. This method uses
campus resources and programs to promote collaboration. An example of this method would be
the development of a center for teaching excellence that would focus on improving quality of
instruction through the creation of workshops in which librarians and classroom instructors
would both participate. While the examples Mackey and Jacobson used in their article were from
an actual university, the University of Albany, and have actually been implemented, the authors
urged readers to use flexibility and creativity in designing collaborative models.
While Rockman (2004), Roth (1999), and Mackey and Jacobson (2005) stressed the
importance of collaboration between librarians and classroom instructors, other scholars have
found collaboration to be lacking. Maynard (1990) found a discrepancy between what faculty
members say and what they do. In fall of 1987, the teaching faculty of the Citadel, The Military
College of South Carolina, was surveyed to compare the English faculty members’ perceptions
and use of library instruction to that of other faculty members. According to Maynard, English
faculty members were chosen as subjects of the study because “other than library faculty,
English faculty are often the expected providers of library instruction” (p. 68). The study
examined such topics as the need for library instruction, the importance of library instruction, the
possibility of library instruction as a course, and satisfaction of library instruction. Maynard’s
study concluded that there was not a significant difference between English faculty members’
satisfaction with library instruction and the satisfaction of faculty members of other disciplines.
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However, the study also revealed that, while the majority of faculty members agreed that library
instruction is important, two-thirds of them did not dedicate class time for library instruction.
Similarly, if faculty members want students to be information literate, faculty members’ actions
should reflect that through the use of class time for instruction of information literacy skills.
While much of the literature supports collaboration, Breivik (2005) noted that many
faculty members still consider information literacy instruction to be the librarians’ responsibility.
However, Breivik has contended that, while collaboration between librarians and faculty
members is crucial, the best setting for library instruction is actually in the classroom. Also,
Breivik referred to the Middle States Commission on Higher Education’s document entitled
Developing Research & Communication Skills: Guidelines for Information Literacy in the
Curriculum, which stresses that information literacy instruction does not require the creation of
new courses. Instead, information literacy instruction should be incorporated into existing
courses across the curriculum. In addition, Breivik asserted that information literacy instruction
needs to occur at the institutional, program, and classroom levels.
Some scholars (Ragains et al., 2006; Owusu-Ansah, 2007) have claimed that librarians
are not seen as equal participants in the teaching process because, in many cases, librarians do
not teach credit-bearing courses. Ragains et al. (2006) noted that “Teaching faculty have a
primary relationship with students, ones that differ from typical librarian-student relationships.
Faculty ‘own’ the courses they teach, define expectations for student performance, and hold
responsibility for grading. Unless you teach your own credit-bearing courses, your instructional
contact depends at least indirectly on faculty” (p. 6). To remedy this, Ragains et al. encouraged
librarians to interact with classroom instructors by doing some of the following activities: attend
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meetings and other functions, contact faculty about new services and materials, and promote the
library’s instructional services.
Like Ragains, Owusu-Ansah (2007) claimed that librarians are not seen as crucial
members of the academy because, in most cases, they do not teach credit-bearing courses.
Owusu-Ansah claimed that, if faculty members are to fully accept librarians as equal partners in
the educational process, librarians must “carve out a rightful and acknowledged place in the
academy” (p. 416). He also stresses that librarians must be advocates for collaboration between
classroom instructors and themselves, as well as advocates for their role in curriculum
development and revision.
Unlike Owusu-Ansah (2007), Zabel (2004) has argued that librarians are influential
participants in the learning process. Zabel criticized the assertion that faculty members are
reluctant to collaborate with librarians in information literacy instruction. Using her own
professional experience as well as that of her co-workers as evidence, Zabel stated that she has
had numerous meaningful collaborative experiences with instructors. Zabel feared that such
negativity about the profession of librarianship “only marginalizes librarians and continues the
perception that librarians on the peripheral taking a backseat to faculty when it comes to
instructional” (2004, p. 18). She noted that librarians have had a long history of various
committees dedicated to the task of overseeing and revising the curriculum at their respective
institutions. Unlike Owusu-Ansah’s (2007) claimed that librarians lack credibility because they
do not teach credit-bearing courses and instead participate in passive activities such as reference
work and collection development, Zabel (2004) argued the tasks of reference work and collection
development are, or should be, collaborative efforts in which librarians interact with others.
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Information Literacy Instruction: Which Methodology Works Best?
According to Eisenberg, Lowe, and Spitzer (2004), information literacy instruction in
higher education can come in various formats. One format is as the stand-alone course or class,
which may or may not be credit bearing. A second format is the online tutorial, which may
include such topics as “online searching, evaluating web sites, citing sources, information ethics,
and broad information literacy topics” (Eisenberg, Lowe, & Spitzer, 2004, p. 134). A third
format is a workbook. Temple University requires its students to complete an information
literacy workbook before beginning their second semester. A fourth format is course-related
instruction, which includes research-related workshops and training sessions at the time of
student need, collaboration with faculty to create course-integrated assignments, and courserelated instruction. A fifth format is course-integrated instruction, which teaches information
literacy skills at the time of students’ information needs and in the context of students’
information needs (Eisenberg, Lowe, & Spitzer, 2004).
Several characteristics of successful information literacy instruction have emerged from
scholarship on the topic. First, information literacy instruction should be student-centered
(Nicaise & Barnes, 1996; Wang 2007) and “hands-on” (Ragains, 2007). Wang (2007) noted that
the goal in information literacy teaching is “to reduce the time teachers and librarians spend
delivering lectures and increase the time spent interacting with students while students are doing
learning tasks in the classroom” (p. 152). By using methods other than pure lecture and
demonstration, and by involving students in collaborative learning, librarians and instructors
provide students with the critical thinking skills they need (Nicaise & Barnes, 1996; Wang,
2007). Secondly, information literacy instruction works best when it occurs at the time of need
and is authentic (Farmer, 2003; Herrington, 1998). Zabel (2004) wrote that any instruction “is
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meaningless unless teaching faculty require students (especially undergraduates) to do research
as part of their coursework” (p. 19). Thirdly, in addition to being “hands-on” and at the time of
need, information literacy instruction, information literacy instruction must be frequent (Jackson
& Hansen, 2006). Jackson and Hansen further noted that “information literacy is a
developmental skill that cannot be taught in a one class, one-shot effort. It has to be recognized
as an educational objective” (2006, p. 576).
Community Colleges
In 1994, Ratcliff reported that nearly half of all institutions of higher education were
community colleges. Cohen and Brawer (2008) outlined the following as curricular purposes of
the community college: “academic transfer preparation, vocational-technical education,
continuing education, developmental education, and community service” (p. 22). Like Cohen
and Brawer, Levin (2001) outlined three historical roles of the community college: “education,
training, and historical resource” (p. 6). While Levin has noted that these roles may coexist and
may vary from one institution to another, for the most part, the 1990s were a time in which an
emphasis on the community college as a source of training and economic development emerged.
Levin notes that “In order to compete for students, to compete globally for international
contracts, and to satisfy external demands—those of business, industry, and other higher
education institutions—college members supported the increasing use of these [information]
technologies as well as their application to faculty work” (2001, p. 97).
Wheeler’s book entitled The Community College Library: A Plan for Action (1965) noted
that, while the institutions known as junior or community colleges historically “functioned as the
first two years of the university or as a continuation of high school,” they also assumed the duty
of occupational training (p. 2). Cohen and Brawer (2008) also recognized the dual function of the
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community college as they write that “The community college authorization act in most states
had tended to recognize both [the collegiate role and vocational role of the community college]”
(p 251). Levin (2001) noted that “Although part of the educational structure, the community
college is a unique component. As an institution, the community college is both responsive to
external demands and adaptable in meeting those demands” (p. xviii). Historically, the
community college has played a large role in providing occupational training, including training
for technology-related occupations, to their students (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Cook, Hoss &
Vargas, 1968).
While information literacy is linked to the community college’s mission of vocational
training, information literacy is also linked to the community college’s mission of lifelong
learning. Congress recognized the importance of lifelong learning when it passed the Lifelong
Learning Act of 1976 (Tough, 1981). Bogart (1994) has contended that a loss of federal
monetary support and a decrease in the number of college-age students resulted in the lifelong
literacy movement of the 1970s and 1980. He wrote that “Adults were encouraged to use the
community college (and other institutions of higher education) as educational cafeterias”
(Bogart, 1994, p. 69). Since one goal of community colleges is to promote lifelong learning, it is
only fitting that community colleges and information literacy go hand in hand. According to the
American Library Association (2000), “information literacy forms the basis for lifelong
learning” (p.2).
Research has shown that most lifelong learning activities, in fact 73% of lifelong learning
activities, occur outside the classroom and are initiated by the learner himself/herself to fulfill an
immediate need (Tough, 1981). Therefore, colleges must equip students with the skills they need
to carry out these immediate, independent learning activities. The ALA’s American Association
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of School Libraries (AASL) notes that “students must become skilled consumers and producers
of information in a range of sources and formats to thrive personally and economically in the
communication age” (1998, p. 2). Bush (2009) agreed that consumers need information literacy
skills when she writes that “The information skills of evaluating authority, accuracy, and
credibility of sources becomes necessary in our personal lives when we choose a news source, a
phone system, or a Medicare card” (p. 446).
Theories of Cognitive Development
Studies have shown that college does affect the cognitive development of undergraduate
students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In fact, Chickering (1969) noted that “intellectual
competence has been studied more than any other aspect of development in college” (p. 21). One
study revealed that critical thinking ability improved in each of the freshman, sophomore, junior,
and senior years of college. However, the growth in critical thinking abilities was most
significant in the first two years of college (Dressel & Lehmann, 1965).
The ALA/ACRL’s Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education
(2000) associates various levels of thinking skills with each learning outcome. The following
excerpt from the document reveals a foundation based on Bloom’s Taxonomy:
In implementing these standards, institutions need to recognize that different levels of
thinking skills are associated with various learning outcomes—and therefore different
instruments or methods are essential to assess these outcomes. For example, both “higher
order” and “lower order” thinking skills, based on Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational
Objectives, are evident throughout the outcomes detailed in this document. (p. 6)
Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill, and Krathwohl (1956) claimed that educational objectives
generally fall into one of the following three domains: cognitive, affective, and psychomotor.
They note that most educational objectives fall into the cognitive domain, which they described
as follows:
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The cognitive domain…includes those objectives which deal with the recall or
recognition of knowledge and the development of intellectual abilities and skills. This is
the domain which is most central to the work of much current test development. It is the
domain in which most of the work in curriculum development has taken place and where
the clearest definitions of objectives are to be found phrased as descriptions of student
behavior. (p. 7)
In an effort to organize the taxonomy from the most simple to the most complex, the authors
used the following hierarchy: “1.00 Knowledge, 2.00 Comprehension, 3.00 Application, 4.00
Analysis, 5.00 Synthesis, 6.00 Evaluation” (p. 18). The authors stressed that each level of the
hierarchy builds on the skills below it. For example, Comprehension would require Knowledge,
but Application would require Knowledge and Comprehension.
Bloom et al. (1956) identified knowledge as the most common and most basic
educational objective and one that shows up in almost every course. They defined knowledge as
“those behaviors and test situations which emphasize the remembering, either by recognition or
recall, of ideas, material, or phenomena” (p. 62). In this level of learning, the main psychological
process required is remembering; however, the more complex levels of learning, levels 2.00
through 6.00, require remembering in addition to another psychological process (Bloom et al.,
1956). The second level of educational objectives is comprehension. The authors defined
comprehension as the level of learning in which “students are confronted with a communication,
[and] they are expected to know what is being communicated and to be able to make some use of
the materials or ideas contained in it” (p. 89). According to Bloom et al., comprehension is the
category of objectives that is most emphasized in schools. The third level of educational
objectives is application. Application is the process of applying his/her knowledge without being
prompted to do so. The difference between Comprehension and Application is that with
Comprehension, the student can apply what he/she knows, but with Application, the student does
so without being asked or told to. This level is important in the “real world.” The fourth level of
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educational objectives is analysis. According to Bloom et al., analysis “emphasizes the
breakdown of the material into its constituent parts and detection of the relationships of the parts
and of the way they are organized” (p. 144). Analysis is often a method to further understand
something or to prepare for evaluation of materials. According to the authors, an example of
analysis would be distinguishing fact from fiction. The fifth level of educational objectives is
synthesis. According to Bloom et al., synthesis is the process of putting together “elements and
parts so as to form a whole” (p 162). More than any other level, synthesis grants more creative
freedom to the student. The most complex and final level of educational objectives is evaluation.
Bloom et al. define evaluation as “the making of judgments about the value, for some purpose, of
ideas, works, solutions, methods, materials, etc.” (p. 185). Criteria are often used in the evaluative
process, and that criteria may be given to or generated by the student.
Some scholars call for an update or expansion of Bloom’s Taxonomy. Fink (2003) noted
that “individuals and organizations involved in higher education are expressing a need for
important kinds of learning that do not emerge easily from the Bloom taxonomy, for example:
learning how to learn, leadership and interpersonal skills, ethics, communication skills, character,
tolerance, and the ability to adapt to change” (p. 29).
Fink (2003) described what he calls a “new” kind of learning that includes the following
levels: foundational knowledge, application, integration, human dimension, caring, and learning
how to learn. Foundational Knowledge occurs when a student remembers and understands
information. Application occurs when a student engages in a new type of intellectual, physical,
or social type of activity. Integration occurs when a student perceives the connection between
various things. Human Dimension occurs when a student relates something to his/her life or the
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life of others. Caring occurs when a learning experience results in a new feeling or belief.
Learning How to Learn occurs when a student becomes conscious of the process of learning.
Newman, Couturier, and Scurry (2004) asserted that technology can be used to promote
active learning and to aid to good teaching methods. They write that technology can be used in
the following manner:
To transform learning in ways that capitalize on what we have known for a long time
about powerful pedagogy; that students learn more, learn more profoundly, and
remember over a far longer period when they are actively engaged in self-driven learning
activity rather than when they are engaged only passively, sitting and listening.
Technology can give professors a practical approach to those methods that have been
recognized as far more effective than lecturing. (p. 21)
In addition, Newman, Couturier, and Scurry noted that technology can be used in a way that
addresses the various styles of learning. In other words, when used correctly, technology can
greatly enhance instruction.
Like Newman, Couturier, and Scurry (2004), other scholars support the idea that active,
self-driven learning activities are more effective than passive learning activities such as
lecturing. According to Savery and Duffy (1995), Constructivism consists of the following three
premises: 1) “understanding is in our interactions with the environment;” 2) “cognitive conflict
or puzzlement is the stimulus for learning and determines the organization of nature;” and 3)
“knowledge evolves through social negotiation and through the evaluation of the viability of
individual understandings” (p. 31). All of these premises revolve around the idea that each
learning activity is unique for each learner. No situation or environment can be duplicated, so
every learner will have a unique experience. In addition, each learner brings a unique set of prior
knowledge and experience with him/her. So, active learning will allow him/her to build on that
prior knowledge. In addition, the way in which he/she interacts with other learners will affect the
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learning experience. Therefore, according to Constructivism, no one learning situation can ever
truly be duplicated.
Kuhlthau (2003) expressed that inquiry-based learning, which is based on the
Constructivist approach, to be much more effective than the transmission approach. She wrote
that students “learn by constructing their own understandings of these experiences [with
information and ideas] and by building on what they already know to form a personal
perspective of the world” (p. 4). More than twenty years ago, Kuhlthau (2003) developed the
Information Search Process Model, which involves the following stages:
1.

Initiation (contemplating the assigned task, problem or project and identifying
possible issues or questions to pursue; uncertainty);

2.

Selection (selecting a topic, issue or engaging question to explore; optimism);

3.

Exploration (encountering inconsistency and incompatibility in information and
ideas; confusion);

4.

Formulation (forming a focused perspective from the information encountered;
clarity);

5.

Collection (gathering and documenting information on the focus; confidence);

6.

Presentation (connecting and extending the focused perspective for presenting to
the community of learners; satisfaction or disappointment); and

7.

Assessment (reflecting on process and content learning; sense of a personal ISP).
(p. 4)

Kuhlthau’s method of learning is as applicable today, in the Information Age, as it was over
twenty years ago. This method of learning requires students to think and reflect on the process of

45

seeking and using information, and they become active participants in the educational process
(Kuhlthau, 2003).
Like Kuhlthau, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) also noted the importance of cognitive
skills and intellectual growth. According to Pascarella and Terenzini, evidence suggested that
“the undergraduate experience provides cognitive skills that increase one’s capacity for lifelong
learning and continuing intellectual development” (p. 211). The ALA/ACRL document entitled
Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education (2000) reiterates Pascarella
and Terenzini’s theory. According to this publication, “Developing lifelong learners is central to
the mission of higher education institutions” (ALA, ACRL, 2000, p. 4). In addition, this
document notes the important role higher education institutions have in making certain that their
graduates know how to reason and think critically, as well as in preparing their students for their
roles “as informed citizens and members of communities” (ALA, ACRL, 2000, p. 4).
Summary
At a time in which information is so abundant, it is crucial that institutions of higher
education equip their students with the skills they need in order to be information literate in the
workforce and to be lifelong learners. Public associate’s colleges have traditionally taken on the
tasks of preparing their students for jobs and turning their students into lifelong learners. In
addition, many accreditation agencies have identified information literacy as a general education
outcome for higher education. While previous studies have explored the librarian’s role in
information literacy instruction, this study examined whether or not instructors in public
associate’s colleges are teaching information literacy skills. Because classroom instructors, when
compared to librarians, spend more instructional time with students, this study hopefully serves
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as a more accurate depiction of whether information literacy skills are being taught in the
classrooms of public associate’s colleges in the state of Alabama.
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CHAPTER III:
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This chapter outlines the research design and methodology used in this study. The data
for this study were collected through the adaptation and use of a survey instrument first used in
2005 in a dissertation written by Janice E. Zuke, a doctoral candidate at Southern Illinois
University Carbondale. While Zuke’s study examined if, and to what extent, community college
librarians across the U.S. taught information literacy skills to their students, the intention of the
current study was to examine if, and to what extent, instructors at public associate’s colleges in
the state of Alabama were teaching information literacy skills in general education courses.
Research Questions
As noted in Chapter I, the following research questions were investigated:
1.

Were full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in
Alabama aware of any formal policy pertaining to information literacy at their
institutions? Was information literacy a defined student learning outcome in the
general education courses these instructors teach;

2.

Were full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in
Alabama familiar with the American Association of Community College’s
Position Statement on Information Literacy;

3.

Were full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in
Alabama familiar with the ALA/ACRL’s recommended information literacy
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competencies, which are endorsed by the American Association for Higher
Education (now known as the American Association for Higher Education and
Accreditation), and were they teaching toward these competencies;
4.

Did the age, subject matter taught, years of teaching experience, and/or
educational background of full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in
Alabama affect the likelihood of teaching information literacy competencies in
general education courses;

5.

Did full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama collaborate
with librarians concerning information literacy instruction for their students, and,
if so, in what ways; and

6.

What reasons did full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama
give for not teaching information literacy skills in general education courses?
Materials and Data Collection

This study administered a survey adapted from Janice Zuke’s dissertation, The Teaching
of Information Literacy by Public Community College Librarians in the United States, as well as
a brief demographic survey. Prior to the administration of this survey, the principal investigator
requested and received written permission to use and adapt the instrument for the purpose of this
study (see Appendix E).
This study used data gathered through a stratified sampling survey. Because this study
focused on people’s behaviors, a survey research design was an appropriate choice of research
design (Creswell, 2005). In addition, surveys have a long history of being used to gather
educational data. According to Creswell (2005), the survey research design has been used to
gather educational data since the 1800s (Creswell, 2005). Sample surveys, specifically, have
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been used for more than 75 years and “have remained a remarkably useful and efficient tool for
learning about people’s opinions and behaviors” (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009, p. 1).
Because Zuke (2004) piloted her survey to discover the clarity of the questions as well as
to solicit suggestions, the survey used in this study incorporated Zuke’s findings and was not
piloted. Zuke mailed the survey to thirty randomly selected community college libraries listed in
the Directory of the American Association of Community Colleges. Of the thirty surveys mailed,
her initial response rate was only 30%; however, after two additional mailings, an email
reminder, and telephone calls, her response rate was eventually raised to 76.7% (n=23).
As a result of her pilot study, Zuke (2004) concluded that the two-step method of mailing
the survey with a cover letter asking the library director to forward the survey to the appropriate
librarian responsible for information literacy instruction was not effective. Therefore, her final
survey was mailed directly to the librarians responsible for information literacy instruction.
While the respondents were pleased with the length of time the survey required to complete,
approximately five to ten minutes, two suggestions did surface. First, respondents who were not
familiar with the standards should be allowed to skip subsequent questions about the standards.
Secondly, respondents should have an option between “always” and “sometimes.” As a result,
the choice of “often” was added, and respondents were given five categories from which to
choose an answer. Zuke’s final survey, as well as the survey in this study, reflected the
suggestions made by respondents of Zuke’s pilot survey.
Zuke’s study in 2004 was administered solely by U.S. mail. Dillman et al. (2009) noted
that, although email has become an extremely popular way to communicate, some people are
hesitant to answer surveys that have been emailed to them because they fear a computer virus or
distrust unsolicited emails. In addition, response rates of paper surveys can be quite a bit higher
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than those of telephone or web surveys. Therefore, like in Zuke’s study (2004), participants in
this study received a survey packet via U.S. mail. The packet included a cover letter for the
survey requesting participation (see Appendix A), a print copy of the survey (see Appendix B), a
self-addressed stamped envelope, and two written consent forms (see Appendix C), one of which
was to be signed and returned to principal investigator.
Within three weeks of the initial mailing of the survey for this study, 92 of the 323
surveys were returned. Three weeks from the initial mailing, reminders to non-respondents were
emailed. The reminder email resulted in twenty more returned surveys. Therefore, the final
response rate was 34.7% (n=112). According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2009), “Samples should
be as large as a researcher can obtain with a reasonable expenditure of time and energy” (p. 106).
Because this study met Fraenkel and Wallen’s (2009) suggestion that descriptive studies should
have a minimum number of 100 subjects, the principal investigator decided 112 responses was
an acceptable number.
This survey consisted of 22 questions. According to Rea and Parker (2005), “the
questionnaire should be as concise as possible while still covering the necessary range of subject
matter required in the study” (p. 46). In addition, Rea and Parker note that a survey that consists
of too many questions, or questions that are too complex, may result in a low response rate and
recommend that mailed surveys should take thirty minutes or less, ideally approximately fifteen
minutes. In order to promote a good response rate, the researcher followed these guidelines and
attempted to keep the completion time of the survey under fifteen minutes.
Most of the questions, specifically question numbers 4 through 21, of this survey were
closed-ended. Question numbers 1, 2, 3, and 22 were open-ended, with question number 22
serving as an open-ended “venting” question that asked the respondents for additional
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information not addressed in the previous 21 questions (Rea & Parker, 2005). According to Rea
and Parker (2005), both the closed-ended format and the open-ended format have certain
advantages. One advantage of the closed-ended format is that it promotes uniformity of answers.
In addition, the respondents may view the closed-ended questions as clearer because possible
answers are provided. While closed-ended questions are more convenient for both the researcher
and the respondent, most surveys do find it necessary to include some open-ended questions.
While open-ended questions may promote fewer erroneous responses, many scholars believe that
open-ended should be used as minimally as possible (Rea & Parker, 2005).
Site and Participant Selection
In her dissertation, The Teaching of Information Literacy by Public Community College
Librarians in the United States, Janice Zuke (2005) surveyed librarians with responsibility for
information literacy instruction in 300 community college libraries in the United States to see if
community college librarians across the United States were aware of two American Library
Association documents—the American Library Association Committee on Information
Literacy’s Final Report and the American Library Association/Association of College and
Research Librarians’ Information Literacy Competency Standards. In addition, Zuke wanted to
determine the extent to which community college librarians were teaching information literacy
skills. Based on the findings of her study, Zuke suggested the following:
A further study should be done asking classroom faculty similar questions about what
information literacy components they teach. Since they have much more time with the
students, the skills they impart are much more likely to be learned and incorporated into
the students’ knowledge base. It might be profitable to discover how much knowledge
classroom faculty have of the information literacy skill set. (p. 73)
This study attempted to answer that question as it applied to public associate’s colleges in the
state of Alabama.
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Participants in this study were selected from the twenty-one public associate’s colleges in
Alabama. These colleges were identified through a review of the Alabama Community College’s
website (2009). The names and locations of the institutions are displayed in Table 4.
Table 4
Alabama Community Colleges from Which Participants Were Recruited
Institutions

Location

Alabama Southern Community College

Monroeville, AL

Bevill State Community College

Fayette, AL, Hamilton, AL,
Jasper, AL, and Sumiton, AL

Bishop State Community College

Mobile, AL

Calhoun Community College

Decatur, AL

Central Alabama Community College

Alexander City, AL

Chattahoochee Valley Community College

Phenix City, AL

Enterprise-Ozark Community College

Enterprise, AL

Faulkner State Community College

Bay Minette, AL

Gadsden State Community College

Gadsden, AL

Jefferson Davis Community College

Brewton, AL

Jefferson State Community College

Birmingham, AL

Lawson State Community College

Bessemer, AL

Lurleen B. Wallace Community College

Andalusia, AL

Northeast Alabama Community College

Rainsville, AL

Northwest Shoals Community College

Muscle Shoals, AL

Shelton State Community College

Tuscaloosa, AL

Snead State Community College

Boaz, AL

Southern Union State Community College

Opelika, AL

Wallace State Community College, Dothan

Dothan, AL

Wallace State Community College, Hanceville

Hanceville, AL

Wallace State Community College, Selma

Selma, AL

Source: Alabama Community College System (2009). Find a college near you. Retrieved
August 28, 2009, from http://www. accs.cc/colleges.aspx.
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Participants in this study were full-time instructors who teach general education courses.
Since Alabama public associate’s colleges are accredited by the Commission on Colleges of the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), it is important to examine SAC’s
definition of “general education.” According to the 2008 edition of The Commission on Colleges
of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools’ (SACS’) handbook entitled Principles of
Accreditation: Foundations for Quality Enhancement, Core Requirement 2.7.3 requires associate
programs to include at least 15 hours of general education courses and at least one course from
each of the following areas: “humanities/fine arts, social/behavioral sciences, and natural
sciences/mathematics” (p. 17). Core Requirement 2.7.3 also specifies that general education
courses “do not narrowly focus on skills, techniques, and procedures specific to a particular
occupation or profession” (p. 17).
In addition to complying with the SACS guidelines, Alabama public associate’s colleges
must also comply to the guidelines outlined in the Statewide Transfer and Articulation Reporting
System (STARS). The Articulation and General Studies Committee (AGSC) was formed by state
legislators in 1994 and “implemented a statewide general studies and articulation program that
facilitates the transferability of coursework among all Alabama public colleges and universities”
(Articulation and General Studies Committee, n.d., para. 2). According to the AGSC website,
general studies for the freshman and sophomore years included the following four areas:
1.

Area I – Written Composition (10 quarter hours or 6 semester hours);

2.

Area II – Humanities and Fine Arts (20 quarter hours or 12 semester hours);

3.

Area III – Natural Sciences and Mathematics (15 quarter hours or 11 semester
hours); and
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4.

Area IV – History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences (20 quarter hours or 12
semester hours). (Articulation and General Studies Committee, n.d., para. 7)

The remaining hours required for an associate’s degree, which are identified as falling into Area
V, are not considered to be general education courses. Instead, they are defined as “preprofessional, pre-major, and elective” courses (Articulation and General Studies Committee, n.d.,
para. 8).
The decision concerning what sample size is needed is crucial (Walker & Lev, 1953).
These twenty-one institutions have approximately 700 full-time general education faculty
members. According to Krejcie and Morgan (1970), in order to have a 95% confidence level, the
completed sample size needed for a population of 700 subjects would be 248 respondents.
Bartlett, Kotrlik, and Higgins (2001) warn that voluntary collection methods such as surveys
usually result in response rates well below 100%. Taking the aforementioned issues into account,
oversampling seemed the only way to secure 248 responses. Bartlett et al. (2001) note that, when
a researcher decides to oversample, one of the four methods he/she can to determine the
anticipated response rate is to “use response rates from previous studies of the same or a similar
population” (p. 46). Since Zuke had a response rate of 76.7%, the researcher initially mailed 323
invitations to participate in the study. Although Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) recommendation of
248 respondents would have been ideal, only 112 surveys were returned. According to Fraenkel
and Wallen (2009), “Samples should be as large as a researcher can obtain with a reasonable
expenditure of time and energy” (p. 106). Because this study met Fraenkel and Wallen’s (2009)
suggestion that descriptive studies should have a minimum number of 100 subjects, the principal
investigator decided 112 responses was an acceptable number.
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Informed Consent
Prospective participants were identified through an examination of the most recent
college catalog available on the website of each public associate’s college in Alabama. Based on
these results, the principal investigator used Mircrosoft Excel® to create a spreadsheet
containing the names of full-time general education instructors at each institution and to select a
stratified random sample from each institution. These lists, both in the paper and electronic
format, were kept in a secure location at the principal investigator’s home. Two copies of
consent forms (see Appendix C) accompanied each survey. Those instructors wishing to
participate in the study were requested to sign and return one copy of the consent form with a
completed survey. Both the consent forms and completed surveys were kept in a secure location
at the principal investigator’s home. In addition, all information was kept confidential. Approval
was obtained from the University of Alabama’s Institutional Review Board prior to distribution
of the survey (see Appendix D).
Data Analysis and Intended Outputs
Approximately twelve weeks after the initial mailing of the survey, the survey results
were reviewed, tabulated, and exported to SPSS® for analysis. Demographic data, as well as
data needed to answer Research Questions One through Five, were analyzed with SPSS®.
Logistic regression was the specific methodology used to answer Research Question Four.
According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), logistic regression is a methodology that has become
popular due to its flexibility. It “allows one to predict a discrete outcome such as group
membership from a set of variables that may be continuous, discrete, dichotomous, or a mix” (p.
517). Research Question Five was analyzed using quantitative measures. Research Question Six
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was analyzed using qualitative methods. Analyses of the data are presented in Chapter IV, and
findings and conclusions are reported in Chapter V.
Researcher Positionality
The researcher did have an interest in the results of this study. This study invited full-time
faculty members at twenty-one institutions, one of which was Northeast Alabama Community
College, to participate in this study. The researcher is employed by Northeast Alabama
Community College. Therefore, the researcher had a vested interest in the institution. In addition,
the researcher has been a librarian for ten years, and this study discussed instructor-librarian
collaboration concerning information literacy. It was the researcher’s responsibility to ensure that
the study was as objective as possible and that her own personal biases did not affect the
outcomes of the study.
In order to reduce respondent bias, such as a disproportionately large response rate at the
researcher’s institution, the researcher used a stratified random sample so that each institution
received a proportional number of invitations to participate in this study. For example, if Snead
State Community College had three percent of the total number of full-time general education
instructors, then three percent of all surveys mailed to prospective respondents were mailed to
instructors at Snead State Community College. While most institutions in this study had return
rates comparable to that of their invitation rates, the researcher’s institution of employment,
Northeast Alabama Community College, did have a proportionally higher return rate. Northeast
Alabama Community College’s full-time general education faculty made up only 3% of the total
number of instructors invited to participate in the study but made up 7% of the total number of
instructors who responded to the study. While other institutions had variances of several
percentages, none was quite as large as Northeast Alabama Community College’s. Therefore,
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respondent bias was likely an issue despite the fact that a random stratified sampling was used in
this study. Table 5 displays the total population, sample size, and respondent rate from each of
the institutions involved in this study.
Table 5
Total Population, Sample Size, and Respondent Rate by Institution
Full-Time General Education Faculty Members

Institution

Total
Population

Sample Size
Respondent Rate
Number Percent Number Percent

Alabama Southern Community College

20*

9

3%

1

1%

Bevill State Community College

48*

22

7%

6

5%

Bishop State Community College

31*

15

4%

2

2%

Calhoun Community College

55*

26

8%

10

9%

Central Alabama Community College

26*

12

4%

5

5%

Chattahoochee Valley Community College

20*

9

3%

2

2%

Enterprise-Ozark Community College

24*

11

3%

3

3%

Faulkner State Community College

36*

17

5%

6

5%

Gadsden State Community College

43*

20

6%

9

8%

Jefferson Davis Community College

14*

7

2%

3

3%

Jefferson State Community College

61*

29

9%

8

7%

Lawson State Community College

23*

11

3%

4

4%

Lurleen B. Wallace Community College

27*

13

4%

3

3%

Northeast Alabama Community College

21*

10

3%

8

7%

Northwest Shoals Community College

33*

15

5%

6

5%
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Full-Time General Education Faculty Members

Institution

Total
Population

Sample Size
Respondent Rate
Number Percent Number Percent

Shelton State Community College

42*

20

6%

5

5%

Snead State Community College

24*

11

3%

7

6%

Southern Union State Community College

43*

20

6%

5

5%

Wallace State Community College, Dothan

38*

18

6%

5

5%

Wallace State Community College, Hanceville 43*

20

6%

6

5%

8

3%

3

3%

-

5

5%

Wallace State Community College, Selma
Could not determine**
Total

18*
690*

323

100% *** 112

100%***

*Estimated through an examination of colleges’ websites
**Illegible signature on consent form
***Rounded to 100%
Summary
This chapter presented the research questions that form the framework for this study. It
also included a description of the methodology used for data collection as well as a description of
the sites and participants selected for this study. In addition, it described the process of
participant consent as well as the process of data analysis. Finally, this chapter discussed
research positionality.
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CHAPTER IV:
RESULTS OF THE STUDY
Introduction
One purpose of this study was to learn if full-time instructors who teach general
education courses at public associate’s colleges in the state of Alabama are aware of national
information literacy standards as well as information literacy policies at their own institutions.
Another purpose of this study was to determine if these instructors are teaching information
literacy competencies. Also, this study was to determine if factors such as age, teaching
experience, educational background, and subject matter taught influence whether information
literacy competencies are taught. The final purpose of this study was to explore these instructors’
behaviors concerning collaboration with librarians regarding information literacy instruction
with their students.
Paper survey packets were mailed via U.S. mail to 323 full-time instructors at the 21
public associate’s colleges in Alabama. Each packet included an invitation to participate, a print
copy of the survey, a self-addressed stamped envelope, and two written consent forms, one of
which was to be signed and returned to the principal investigator. The final response rate was
34.7% (n=112).
Demographics
The respondents’ age (n=111) ranged from 26 to 73, with a mean of 48.79 years old.
Years of experience as a postsecondary instructor (n=112) ranged from 2 to 43 years, with a
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mean of 15.37 years. Years of experience as an instructor at any level (n=112) ranged from 3 to
45, with a mean of 20.51 years. These results are displayed in Table 6.
Table 6
Participant’s Age and Years of Teaching Experience
Description

n

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Age

111

26

73

48.79

Years of teaching experience, postsecondary

112

2

43

15.37

Years of teaching experience, any level

112

3

45

20.51

As shown in Table 7, the highest degrees earned by the respondents varied. Of the 112
respondents, 40.2% (n=45) of the participants reported a master’s degree in their discipline as the
highest degree earned, 23.2% (n=26) of the participants reported a master’s degree in education
as their highest degree earned, and 3.6% (n=4) reported having master’s degrees in both their
discipline and education. 5.4% (n=6) of the participants reported an Ed.S. as the highest degree
earned, 11.6% (n=13) of the participants reported an Ed.D. as the highest degree earned, and
13.4% (n=15) of the participants reported a Ph.D. as the highest degree earned. Three
respondents, 2.7% (n=3) of the participants, reported having other doctorates – J.D. (Juris
Doctorate), D.M.A.(Doctor of Musical Arts) and D.Min. (Doctor of Ministry). These results are
displayed Table 7.
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Table 7
Participant’s Highest Degree Earned
Degree
Master’s degree or Ed.S.

Number

Percent

Master’s degree in teaching discipline

45

40.2%

Master’s degree in education

26

23.2%

Master’s degrees in discipline and education

4

3.6%

Ed.S.

6

5.4%

Ed.D.

13

11.6%

Ph.D.

15

13.4%

Other

3

2.7%

112

100%*

Doctorate

Total
*Rounded to 100%

While all 112 participants reported having some training in pedagogy, that experience
ranged from workshops to doctoral degrees. 18.8% (n=21) of participants reported having
training in the form of workshops only. 11.6% (n=13) of participants reported having one to
three education classes as a maximum level of pedagogical training, while 11.6% (n=13) of
participants reported having four classes but no degree in education as a maximum level of
pedagogical training. Many respondents reported having a degree in education as a maximum
level of pedagogical training. 4.5% (n=5) had a B.A. or B.S. in Education, 33.9% (n=38) had a
M.A. or M.S. in Education, 5.4% (n=6) had an Ed.S., 10.7% (n=12) had an Ed.D., and 3.6%
(n=4) had a Ph.D. in Education. These results are displayed in Table 8.
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Table 8
Participant’s Highest Level of Training in Pedagogy
Training
None

Number
0

Percent
0%

Workshops only

21

18.8%

One to three classes

13

11.6%

Four or more classes, but no degree in education

13

11.6%

5

4.5%

38

33.9%

Ed. S. in Education

6

5.4%

Ed.D. in Education

12

10.7%

Ph.D. in Education

4

3.6%

B.S. in Education
M.S. or M.A. in Education

Total

112

100.0%*

*Rounded to 100%
Of the 112 respondents, 2.7% (n=3) taught Area I (Written Composition) courses only,
17.9% (n=20) taught Area II (Humanities and Fine Arts) courses only, 33.9% (n=38) taught
Area III (Natural Sciences and Mathematics) courses only, and 19.6% (n=22) taught Area IV
(History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences) courses only. The remaining respondents taught a
combination of two or more areas. Specifically, 21.4% (n=24) taught both Areas I (Written
Composition) and II (Humanities and Fine Arts) courses, 1.8% (n=2) taught both Areas II
(Humanities and Fine Arts) and IV (History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences) courses, 1.8%
(n=2) taught both Areas III (Natural Sciences and Mathematics) and IV (History, Social, and
Behavioral Sciences) courses, and .9% (n=1) taught Areas I (Written Composition), II
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(Humanities and Fine Arts), and IV (History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences) courses. These
results are displayed in Table 9.
Table 9
Participant’s General Education Curriculum Area
Area
Area I (Written Composition)

Number
3

Percent
2.7%

Area II (Humanities and Fine Arts)

20

17.9%

Area III (Natural Sciences and Mathematics)

38

33.9%

Area IV (History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences)

22

19.6%

Areas I (Written Composition) and II (Humanities and
Fine Arts)

24

21.4%

Areas II (Humanities and Fine Arts) and IV (History,
Social, and Behavioral Sciences)

2

1.8%

Areas III (Natural Sciences and Mathematics) and
IV (History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences)

2

1.8%

Areas I (Written Composition), II (Humanities and Fine
Arts, IV (History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences)

1

.9%

112

100.0%

Total

Information Literacy Instruction Statistics
Research Question One
The first part of Research Question One asked, “Are full-time general education instructors
at public associate’s colleges in Alabama aware of any formal policy pertaining to information
literacy at their institutions?” Of the 112 who responded to the related survey question, 40.2%
(n=45) said that their institution did have a formal policy relating to information literacy. Of the
remaining respondents, 17.9% (n=20) said their institutions did not have formal policies
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pertaining to information literacy, and 42.0% (n=47) were unsure whether or not their
institutions had a formal policy regarding information literacy. These results are displayed in
Table 10.
Table 10
Participant’s Awareness of Formal Information Literacy Policy at Institution
Awareness
Yes

Number
45

Percent
40.2%

No

20

17.9%

Don’t Know

47

42.0%

112

100.0%*

Total
*Rounded to 100%

The second part of Research Question One asked, “Is information literacy a defined
student learning outcome in the general education courses these instructors teach?” Of the 112
participants, 44.6% (n=50) reported that information literacy was a defined student learning
outcome in all of the courses that they taught, while 10.7% (n=12) reported that information
literacy was a defined student outcome in some of the courses they taught. The remaining 44.6%
(n=50) reported that information literacy was not a defined student learning outcome in any of
the courses that they taught. These results are displayed in Table 11.
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Table 11
Information Literacy as a Defined Student Learning Outcome in Participant’s Course(s)
Defined Student Learning Outcome in Course
Yes – all courses

Number
50

Percent
44.6%

Yes – some courses

12

10.7%

No

50

44.6%

112

100.0%*

Total
*Rounded to 100%
Research Question Two

Research Question Two asked, “Are full-time general education instructors at public
associate’s colleges in Alabama familiar with the American Association of Community
College’s Position Statement on Information Literacy?” Of the 112 who responded, 5.4% (n=6)
said they were very familiar with the AACC Position Statement, and 25.9% (n=29) said they
were somewhat familiar with the statement. However, 68.8% (n=77) of the respondents said they
were not at all familiar with the AACC Position Statement. These results are displayed in Table
12.
Table 12
Participant’s Awareness of AACC Position Statement on Information Literacy
Awareness
Very familiar

Number
6

Percent
5.4%

Somewhat Familiar

29

25.9%

Not at All Familiar

77

68.8%

Total
*Rounded to 100%

112

100.0%*
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Research Question Three
Research Question Three asked, “Are full-time general education instructors at public
associate’s colleges in Alabama familiar with the ALA/ACRL’s recommended information
literacy competencies, which are endorsed by the American Association for Higher Education
(now known as the American Association for Higher Education and Accreditation), and are they
teaching toward these competencies?” Of the 112 who responded, 2.7% (n=3) said they were
very familiar with these standards and 20.5% (n=23) said they were somewhat familiar.
However, 76.8% (n=86) of the respondents said they were not at all familiar with the
ACRL/ALA’s Position Statement on Information Literacy. These results are displayed in Table
13.
Table 13
Familiarity with ACRL/ALA’s Position Statement on Information Literacy
Familiarity
Very familiar

Number
3

Percent
2.7%

Somewhat familiar

23

20.5%

Not at all familiar

86

76.8%

112

100.0%

Total

The second part of Research Question Three, the part that asked, “are they teaching
toward these competencies” are reported below. The data are reported by component. The first
information literacy component focuses on determining the nature and extent of information
needed. Of the 112 respondents, 59.0% (n=66) said that they teach the information literacy skill
of determining the nature and extent of information needed in their courses. Of the 59.0% that
did teach this skill as a course goal, 12.5% (n=14) said they always taught that skill, 24.1%
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(n=27) said they often taught that skill, 17.0% (n=19) said they sometimes taught that skill, and
5.4% (n=6) said they seldom taught that skill, but did at times. However, 41.1% (n=46) of the
respondents said that it was not a course goal, and they never taught this skill. These results are
displayed in Table 14.
Table 14
Participant’s Teaching of How to Determine the Nature and Extent of Information Needed
Frequency
Always

Number
14

Percent
12.5%

Often

27

24.1%

Sometimes

19

17.0%

6

5.4%

46

41.1%

112

100.0%*

Seldom
Never
Total
*Rounded to 100%

The second information literacy component focuses on accessing needed information
effectively and efficiently. Of the 112 respondents, 61.5% (n=69) said they teach the information
literacy skill of accessing needed information effectively and efficiently in their courses. Of the
61.5% that did teach this skill as a course goal, 19.6% (n=22) said they always taught that skill,
22.3% (n=25) said they often taught that skill and 19.6% (n=22) said they sometimes taught that
skill. However, 38.4% (n=43) of the respondents said that it was not a course goal, and they
never taught this skill. These results are displayed in Table 15.

68

Table 15
Participant’s Teaching of How to Access Needed Information Effectively and Efficiently
Frequency
Always

Number
22

Percent
19.6%

Often

25

22.3%

Sometimes

22

19.6%

0

0%

Never

43

38.4%

Total

112

100.0%*

Seldom

*Rounded to 100%
The third information literacy component focuses on evaluating information and its
sources critically. Of the 112 respondents, 60.7% (n=68) said they teach the information literacy
skill of evaluating information and its sources critically in their courses. Of 60.7% that did teach
this skill as a course goal, 22.3% (n=25) said they always taught that skill, 24.1% (n=27) said
they often taught that skill, 12.5% (n=14) said they sometimes taught that skill, and 1.8% (n=2)
said they seldom taught that skill but did at times. However, 39.3% (n=44) of the respondents
said that it was not a course goal, and they never taught this skill. These results are displayed in
Table 16.
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Table 16
Participant’s Teaching of How to Evaluate Information and Its Sources Critically
Frequency
Always

Number
25

Percent
22.3%

Often

27

24.1%

Sometimes

14

12.5%

2

1.8%

Never

44

39.3%

Total

112

100.0%

Seldom

The fourth information literacy component focuses on incorporating selected information
into a student’s knowledge base and value system. Of the 112 respondents, 59.9% (n=67) said
that they teach the information literacy skill of incorporating selected information into students’
knowledge bases and value systems in their courses. Of the 59.9% that did teach this skill as a
course goal, 18.8% (n=21) of respondents said they always taught that skill, 20.5% (n=23) said
they often taught that skill, 17.9% (n=20) said they sometimes taught that skill, and 2.7% (n=3)
said they seldom taught that skill but did at times. However, 40.2% (n=45) of the respondents
said that it was not a course goal, and they never taught this skill. These results are displayed in
Table 17.
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Table 17
Participant’s Teaching of How to Incorporate Selected Information into the Student’s
Knowledge Base and Value System
Frequency
Always

Number
21

Percent
18.8%

Often

23

20.5%

Sometimes

20

17.9%

3

2.7%

45

40.2%

112

100.0%*

Seldom
Never
Total
*Rounded to 100%

The fifth information literacy component focuses on using information effectively, either
individually or as a member of a group, to accomplish a specific purpose. Of the 112
respondents, 61.6% (n=69) of the respondents said that they teach the information literacy skill
of using information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose in their courses. Of the 61.6%
that did teach this skill as a course goal, 28.6% (n=32) said they always taught that skill, 22.3%
(n=25) said they often taught that skill, and 10.7% (n=12) said they sometimes taught that skill.
However, 38.4% (n=43) of the respondents said that it was not a course goal, and they never
taught this skill. These results are displayed in Table 18.
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Table 18
Participant’s Teaching of How to Use Information Efficiently, Either Individually or as a
Member of a Group, to Accomplish a Specific Purpose

Frequency
Always

Number
32

Percent
28.6%

Often

25

22.3%

Sometimes

12

10.7%

0

0%

Never

43

38.4%

Total

112

100.0%

Seldom

The final information literacy component focuses on understanding the economic, legal,
and social issues surrounding the use of information, and access and use information ethically
and legally. Of the 112 respondents, 59.0% (n=66) said that they teach the information literacy
skill of understanding the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of information,
and accessing and using information ethically and legally in their courses. Of the 59.0% that
teach this skill as a course goal, 21.4% (n=24) said they always taught that skill, 13.4% (n=15)
said they often taught that skill, 18.8% (n=21) said they sometimes taught that skill, and 5.4%
(n=6) said they seldom taught that skill but did at times. However, 41.1% (n=46) of the
respondents said that it was not a course goal, and they never taught this skill. These results are
displayed in Table 19.
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Table 19
Participant’s Teaching of How to Understand the Economic, Legal, and Ethical Issues
Surrounding the Use of Information, and Access and Use Information Ethically and Legally
Frequency
Always

Number
24

Percent
21.4%

Often

15

13.4%

Sometimes

21

18.8%

6

5.4%

46

41.1%

112

100.0%*

Seldom
Never
Total
*Rounded to 100%

Using information to accomplish a specific purpose was taught by 50.9% of the
respondents, making it the most common skill taught. The second most common, at 46.4%, was
evaluating information and its sources critically. At 42.0%, accessing information effectively and
efficiently ranked third in the skills with the highest combined answers of “always” and “often.”
Incorporating selected information into their knowledge bases and value systems had the fourth
highest combined answers of “always” and “often,” with 39.3%, and determining the nature and
extent of information needed resulted in a combined “always” and “often” percentage of 36.6%.
At 34.8%, understanding economic, legal and social issues surrounding the use of information,
and accessing and using information ethically and legally,” had the lowest combined responses
of “always” and “often.” In order to present this data in an easy-to-compare manner, Table 20
displays these findings from highest to lowest percentage of combined “always” and “often”
responses.
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Table 20
Percentage of Respondents Who Reported “Always” or “Often” Teaching a Specific
Information Literacy Skill, Ranked by Order
Information Literacy Skill
Using Information Effectively, Either Individually or as a Group, to
Accomplish a Specific Purpose (Question 19)

Percent
50.9%

Evaluating Information and Its Sources Critically (Question 17)

46.4%

Accessing Information Effectively and Efficiently (Question 16)

42.0%

Incorporating Selected Information into His or Her Knowledge Base
and Value System (Question 18)

39.3%

Determining the Nature and Extent of the Information Needed (Question 15)

36.6%

Understanding the Economic, Legal, and Social Issues Surrounding
the Use of Information, and Accessing and Using Information
Ethically and Legally (Question 20)

34.8%

To present this comparison differently, the response options were each given a “score” or
point value, and the mean for each item was calculated. This test compared the mean response to
each question with that for each of the others. Giving the answer “always” a value of 4, “often” a
value of 3, “sometimes” a value of 2, “seldom” a value of 1, and “never” a value of 0, the
smallest mean would signify the component that was taught the least. Using this scale, the mean
responses for the information literacy skills questions are presented in Table 21.
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Table 21
Mean Score of Responses Regarding the Teaching of Information Literacy Skill, Ranked by
Order
Information Literacy Skill

Mean

Using Information Effectively, Either Individually or As a Group, to
Accomplish a Specific Purpose (Question 19)

2.03

Evaluating Information and Its Sources Critically (Question 17)

1.88

Accessing Information Effectively and Efficiently (Question 16)

1.85

Incorporating Selected Information into His or Her Knowledge Base
and Value System (Question 18)

1.75

Understanding the Economic, Legal, and Social Issues Surrounding
the Use of Information, and Accessing and Using Information
Ethically and Legally (Question 20)

1.69

Determining the Nature and Extent of the Information Needed (Question 15)

1.62

This analysis revealed that the most-taught information literacy component was using
information effectively, either individually or as a group, to accomplish a specific purpose
(Question 19). The least-taught information literacy component was determining the nature and
extent of the information needed (Question 15). The results were similar to those found in Table
20, except the two least-taught skills—determining the nature and extent of the information
needed (Question 20) and understanding the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the
use of information, and accessing and using Information ethically and legally (Question 15)—
reversed.
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Research Question Four
Research Question Four asked, “Do the age, subject matter taught, years of teaching
experience, and/or educational background of full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges
in Alabama affect the likelihood of teaching information literacy competencies in general
education courses?” These results are recorded below.
Age
In an effort to determine if age affected the teaching of information literacy skills,
instructors’ responses pertaining to the teaching of each information literacy competencies were
disaggregated by respondent age groups. Analyses demonstrated that the 26-37 year-old
instructors teach information literacy skills the most frequently. This age group of instructors had
the highest percentage of “always” and “often” responses than any other age group. They were
the age group that most frequently taught the following skills: determining the nature and extent
of information needed, accessing needed information effectively and efficiently, incorporating
selected information into a student’s knowledge base and value system, using information
effectively to accomplish a specific purpose, and determining the economic, legal, and social
issues surrounding the use of information, and accessing and using information ethically and
legally. Although the 50-62 year-old instructors ranked highest in teaching the skill of how to
evaluate information and its sources critically, it was only by a negligible (.4%) margin over the
26-37 age group.
While the analyses revealed that instructors who fell in the youngest group, ages 26-37,
reported teach the information literacy competencies more often, the analyses also revealed that
instructors who fell in the oldest group of instructors, ages 63-73, reported teaching some
competencies more often than did the instructors who fell in the middle age groups, ages 28-49
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and ages 50-62. For example, the 63-73 year-old instructors reported teaching the skill of
determining the nature and extent of information needed more often that did the 38-49 year-old
instructors. The results are displayed in Table 22.
Table 22
Participant’s Teaching of Information Literacy Competencies by Age
Information Literacy Competencies
Age
_____________________________________________
26-37 yrs.
38-49 yrs.
50-62 yrs.
63-73 yrs.
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
Determine nature and extent of information needed
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

4
4
3
1
5
17

23.5%
23.5%
17.7%
5.9%
29.4%
100.0%

3
10
6
1
23
43

7.0%
23.3%
14.0%
2.3%
53.5%
100.0%

5
10
8
3
13
39

12.8%
25.6%
20.5%
7.7%
33.3%
100.0%

2
3
2
1
4
12

16.7%
25.0%
16.7%
8.3%
33.3%
100.0%

Access needed information effectively and efficiently
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

5
5
2
0
5
17

29.4%
29.4%
11.8%
0.0%
29.4%
100.0%

7
7
7
0
22
43

16.3%
16.3%
16.3%
0.0%
51.2%
100.0%

6
12
10
0
11
39

15.4%
30.8%
25.6%
0.0%
28.2%
100.0%

4
1
3
0
4
12

33.3%
8.3%
25.0%
0.0%
33.3%
100.0%

6
10
4
0
23
43

14.0%
23.3%
9.3%
0.0%
53.5%
100.0%

7
14
6
1
11
39

17.9%
35.9%
15.4%
2.6%
28.2%
100.0%

4
2
2
0
4
12

33.3%
16.7%
16.7%
0.0%
33.3%
100.0%

Evaluate information and it sources critically
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

8
1
2
1
5
17

47.1%
5.9%
11.8%
5.9%
29.4%
100.0%
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Information Literacy Competencies
Age
_____________________________________________
26-37 yrs.
38-49 yrs.
50-62 yrs.
63-73 yrs.
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
Incorporate selected information into his or her knowledge base and value system
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

9
1
2
0
5
17

52.9%
5.9%
11.8%
0.0%
29.4%
100.0%

4
8
7
1
23
43

9.3%
18.6%
16.3%
2.3%
53.5%
100.0%

5
12
8
2
12
39

12.8%
30.8%
20.5%
5.1%
30.8%
100.0%

3
2
3
0
4
12

25.0%
16.7%
25.0%
0.0%
33.3%
100.0%

9
14
5
0
11
39

23.1%
35.9%
12.8%
0.0%
28.2%
100.0%

4
1
3
0
4
12

33.3%
8.3%
25.0%
0.0%
33.3%
100.0%

Use information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

9
3
0
0
5
17

52.9%
17.7%
0.0%
0.0%
29.4%
100.0%

10
7
4
0
22
43

23.3%
16.3%
9.3%
0.0%
51.2%
100.0%

Understand the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of information, and access
and use information ethically and legally
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

6
3
2
0
6
17

35.3%
17.7%
11.8%
0.0%
35.3%
100.0%

6
5
6
3
23
43

14.0%
11.6%
14.0%
7.0%
53.5%
100.0%

8
7
10
3
11
39

20.5%
17.9%
25.6%
7.7%
28.2%
100.0%

4
0
3
0
5
12

33.3%
0.0%
25.0%
0.0%
41.7%
100.0%

Years of Teaching Experience
In an effort to determine if years of teaching experience, both years of teaching
experience at the postsecondary level and total teaching experience, affected the teaching of
information literacy skills, instructors’ responses pertaining to the teaching of each information
literacy competencies were disaggregated by respondent teaching experience groups. Analyses
demonstrated no strong relationship between years of postsecondary teaching experience and the
frequency of teaching information literacy skills. The group with the least postsecondary
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teaching experience, 2-11 years, had the highest percentage of “always” and “often” responses to
the questions asking how often they taught the following skills: accessing needed information
effectively and efficiently, evaluating information and its sources critically, and understanding
the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of information, and accessing and
using information ethically and legally. The group with the most postsecondary teaching
experience, 33-43 years, taught the following two skills more frequently than any other group:
incorporating selected information into a student’s knowledge base and value system and using
information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose. The group with 12-21 years of
postsecondary teaching experience was that group that most frequently taught the skill of
determining the nature and extent of information needed. These results for postsecondary
teaching experience are displayed in Table 23.
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Table 23
Participant’s Teaching of Information Literacy Competencies by Years of Postsecondary
Teaching Experience
Information Literacy Competencies
Postsecondary Teaching Experience
_____________________________________________
2-11 yrs.
12-21 yrs.
22-32 yrs.
33-43 yrs.
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
Determine nature and extent of information needed
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

8
13
10
3
14
48

16.7%
27.1%
20.8%
6.3%
29.2%
100.0%

4
8
4
2
23
41

9.8%
19.5%
9.8%
4.9%
56.1%
100.0%

1
3
1
0
8
13

7.7%
23.1%
7.7%
0.0%
61.5%
100.0%

1 10.0%
3 30.0%
4 40.0%
1 10.0%
1 10.0%
10 100.0%

9.8%
26.8%
9.8%
0.0%
53.7%
100.0%

2
2
2
0
7
13

15.4%
15.4%
15.4%
0.0%
53.8%
100.0%

2 20.0%
1 10.0%
6 60.0%
0
0.0%
1 10.0%
10 100.0%

14.6%
26.8%
4.9%
0.0%
53.7%
100.0%

2
3
1
0
7
13

15.4%
23.1%
7.7%
0.0%
53.8%
100.0%

2 20.0%
2 20.0%
4 40.0%
1 10.0%
1 10.0%
10 100.0%

Access needed information effectively and efficiently
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

14
11
10
0
13
48

29.2%
22.9%
20.8%
0.0%
27.1%
100.0%

4
11
4
0
22
41

Evaluate information and it sources critically
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

15
11
7
1
14
48

31.3%
22.9%
14.6%
2.1%
29.2%
100.0%

6
11
2
0
22
41

Incorporate selected information into his or her knowledge base and value system
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

13
10
10
2
13
48

27.1%
20.8%
20.8%
4.2%
27.1%
100.0%

4
7
6
0
24
41

9.8%
17.1%
14.6%
0.0%
58.5%
100.0%
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2
3
0
1
7
13

15.4%
23.1%
0.0%
7.7%
53.8%
100.0%

2 20.0%
3 30.0%
4 40.0%
0
0.0%
1 10.0%
10 100.0%

Information Literacy Competencies
Postsecondary Teaching Experience
_____________________________________________
2-11 yrs.
12-21 yrs.
22-32 yrs.
33-43 yrs.
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
Use information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

18
10
7
0
13
48

37.5%
20.8%
14.6%
0.0%
27.1%
100.0%

9
7
3
0
22
41

22.0%
17.1%
7.3%
0.0%
53.7%
100.0%

3
23.1%
3
23.1%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
7
53.8%
13 100.0%

2 20.0%
5 50.0%
2 20.0%
0
0.0%
1 10.0%
10 100.0%

Understand the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of information, and access
and use information ethically and legally
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

13
10
9
2
14
48

27.1%
20.8%
18.8%
4.3%
29.2%
100.0%

7
3
6
2
23
41

17.1%
7.3%
14.6%
4.9%
56.1%
100.0%

1
2
2
0
8
13

7.7%
15.4%
15.4%
0.0%
61.5%
100.0%

3 30.0%
0
0.0%
4 40.0%
2 20.0%
1 10.0%
10 100.0%

An analysis of the relationship between years of total teaching experience and the
teaching of information literacy competencies was conducted. The analysis demonstrated no
strong relationship between years of total teaching experience and the frequency of teaching
information literacy skills. While one group, the group with the most total teaching experience,
36-45 years, emerged as the group that most frequently taught four of the six competencies, the
differences were not significant. The skills this group most frequently taught were as follows:
determining the nature and extent of information needed, evaluating information and its sources
critically, incorporating selected information into a student’s knowledge base and value system,
and using information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose. The group with the least total
teaching experience, 3-13 years, taught the following two skills the most: accessing needed
information effectively and efficiently and understanding the economic, legal, and social issues
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surrounding the use of information, and accessing and using information ethically and legally.
These results are displayed in Table 24.
Table 24
Participant’s Teaching of Information Literacy Competencies by Total Years of Teaching
Experience
Information Literacy Competencies
Total Teaching Experience
_____________________________________________
3-13 yrs.
14-24 yrs.
25-35 yrs.
36-45 yrs.
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
Determine nature and extent of information needed
Always
5
18.5%
5
10.9%
Often
6
22.2%
10
21.7%
Sometimes
6
22.2%
6
13.0%
Seldom
3
11.1%
1
2.2%
Never
7
25.9%
24
52.2%
Total
27
100.0%
46
100.0%

3
8
4
2
13
30

10.0%
26.7%
13.3%
6.7%
43.3%
100.0%

1 11.1%
3 33.3%
3 33.3%
0
0.0%
2 22.2%
9 100.0%

15.2%
26.1%
8.7%
0.0%
50.0%
100.0%

6
20.0%
5
16.7%
8
26.7%
0
0.0%
11 36.7%
30 100.0%

2 22.2%
2 22.2%
3 33.3%
0
0.0%
2 22.2%
9 100.0%

15.2%
26.1%
8.7%
0.0%
50.0%
100.0%

6
8
4
1
11
30

2
3
2
0
2
9

Access needed information effectively and efficiently
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

7
6
7
0
7
27

25.9%
22.2%
25.9%
0.0%
25.9%
100.0%

7
12
4
0
23
46

Evaluate information and it sources critically
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

10
4
4
1
8
27

37.0%
14.8%
14.8%
3.7%
29.6%
100.0%

7
12
4
0
23
46

82

20.0%
26.7%
13.3%
33.3%
36.7%
100.0%

22.2%
33.3%
22.2%
0.0%
22.2%
100.0%

Information Literacy Competencies
Total Teaching Experience
_____________________________________________
3-13 yrs.
14-24 yrs.
25-35 yrs.
36-45 yrs.
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
%
Incorporate selected information into his or her knowledge base and value system
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

11
3
6
0
7
27

40.7%
11.1%
22.2%
0.0%
25.9%
100.0%

3
11
5
2
25
46

6.5%
23.9%
10.9%
4.4%
54.3%
100.0%

5
16.7%
6
20.0%
7
23.3%
1
33.3%
11
36.7%
30 100.0%

2 22.2%
3 33.3%
2 22.2%
0
0.0%
2 22.2%
9 100.0%

8
7
4
0
11
30

2 22.2%
4 44.4%
1 11.1%
0
0.0%
2 22.2%
9 100.0%

Use information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

12
5
3
0
7
27

44.4%
18.5%
11.1%
0.0%
25.9%
100.0%

10
9
4
0
23
46

21.7%
19.6%
8.7%
0.0%
50.0%
100.0%

26.7%
23.3%
13.3%
0.0%
36.7%
100.0%

Understand the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of information, and access
and use information ethically and legally
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

9
4
5
1
8
27

33.3%
14.8%
18.5%
3.7%
29.6%
100.0%

7
7
5
3
24
46

15.2%
15.2%
10.9%
6.5%
52.2%
100.0%

5
3
8
2
12
30

16.7%
10.0%
26.7%
6.7%
40.0%
100.0%

3 33.3%
1 11.1%
3 33.3%
0
0.0%
2 22.2%
9 100.0%

Educational Background/Highest Degree Earned
An analysis of the relationship between highest degree earned and the teaching of
information literacy competencies was conducted. This analysis demonstrated that instructors
with doctoral degrees reported teaching information literacy skills more frequently than did those
instructors who held only master’s degrees or educational specialist degrees. Instructors who
held doctoral degrees were the group who most often reported “always” or “often” teaching the
following information literacy skills in their courses: determining the nature and extent of
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information needed, accessing needed information effectively and efficiently, evaluating
information and its sources critically, incorporating selected information into a student’s
knowledge base and value system, using information effectively to accomplish a specific
purpose, and understanding the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of
information, and accessing and using information ethically. However, it is important to note that
differences in the percentages between the master’s and doctoral groups were often slight. The
percentage of instructors with highest degrees earned of specialist degrees reported much lower
rates of teaching information literacy skills than either the master’s or doctoral groups. These
results are displayed in Table 25.
Table 25
Participant’s Teaching of Information Literacy Competencies by Highest Degree Earned
Information Literacy Competencies

Highest Degree Earned

Masters
N

Ed.S.
%

n

Doctorate
%

n

%

Determine nature and extent of information needed
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

12
15
9
4
35
75

16.0%
20.0%
12.0%
5.3%
46.7%
100.0%

0
1
1
0
4
6

0.0%
16.7%
16.7%
0.0%
66.7%
100.0%

2
11
9
2
7
31

6.5%
35.5%
29.0%
6.5%
22.6%
100.0%

0.0%
16.7%
16.7%
0.0%
66.7%
100.0%

6
8
10
0
7
31

19.4%
25.8%
32.3%
0.0%
22.6%
100.0%

Access needed information effectively and efficiently
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

16
16
11
0
32
75

21.3%
21.3%
14.7%
0.0%
42.7%
100.0%

0
1
1
0
4
6
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Information Literacy Competencies

Highest Degree Earned

Masters
N

Ed.S.
%

n

Doctorate
%

n

%

Evaluate information and it sources critically
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

18
15
8
1
33
75

24.0%
20.0%
10.7%
1.3%
44.0%
100.0%

0
1
1
0
4
6

0.0%
16.7%
16.7%
0.0%
66.7%
100.0%

7
11
5
1
7
31

22.6%
35.5%
16.1%
3.2%
22.6%
100.0%

Incorporate selected information into his or her knowledge base and value system
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

16
14
11
1
33
75

21.3%
18.7%
14.7%
1.3%
44.0%
100.0%

0
1
1
0
4
6

0.0%
16.7%
16.7%
0.0%
66.7%
100.0%

5
8
8
2
8
31

16.1%
25.8%
25.8%
6.5%
25.8%
100.0%

8
10
6
0
7
31

25.8%
32.3%
19.4%
0.0%
22.6%
100.0%

Use information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

24
13
6
0
32
75

32.0%
17.3%
8.0%
0.0%
42.7%
100.0%

0
2
0
0
4
6

0.0%
33.3%
0.0%
0.0%
66.7%
100.0%

Understand the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of information, and access
and use information ethically and legally
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

21
5
14
1
34
75

28.0%
6.7%
18.7%
1.3%
45.3%
100.0%

0
1
1
0
4
6
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0.0%
16.7%
16.7%
0.0%
66.7%
100.0%

3
9
6
5
8
31

9.7%
29.0%
19.4%
16.1%
25.8%
100.0%

Subject Matter Taught
An analysis of the relationship between subject matter taught and the teaching of
information literacy competencies was conducted. The analysis demonstrated that instructors
who teach Area I (Written Composition) courses reported teaching information literacy skills
more frequently than did those instructors who taught Area II (Humanities and Fine Arts), Area
III (Natural Sciences and Mathematics), or Area IV (History, Social, and Behavioral Sciences)
courses. Instructors who taught Area I courses were the group who most often reported “always”
or “often” teaching the following information literacy skills in their courses: determining the
nature and extent of information needed, accessing needed information effectively and
efficiently, evaluating information and its sources critically, incorporating selected information
into a student’s knowledge base and value system, using information effectively to accomplish a
specific purpose, and understanding the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of
information, and accessing and using information ethically. The instructors who reported
teaching information literacy skills the least were the instructors who taught Area III (Natural
Sciences and Mathematics) courses. These results are displayed in Table 26.
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Table 26
Participant’s Teaching of Information Literacy Competencies by Area(s) Taught
Information Literacy Competencies

Area(s) Taught

_____________________________________________
Area I
Area II
Area III
Area IV
n
%
n
%
n
%
n

%

Determine nature and extent of information needed
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

6
11
5
3
3
28

21.4%
39.3%
17.9%
10.7%
10.7%
100.0%

10
15
6
4
12
47

21.3%
31.9%
12.8%
8.5%
25.5%
100.0%

2
7
6
2
23
40

5.0%
17.5%
15.0%
5.0%
57.5%
100.0%

1
3.7%
5 18.5%
9 33.3%
0
0.0%
12 44.4%
27 100.0%

31.9%
38.3%
8.5%
0.0%
21.3%
100.0%

4
4
9
0
23
40

10.0%
10.0%
22.5%
0.0%
57.5%
100.0%

4 14.8%
3 11.1%
11 40.7%
0
0.0%
9 33.3%
27 100.0%

36.2%
34.0%
8.5%
0.0%
21.3%
100.0%

4
3
7
2
24
40

10.0%
7.5%
17.5%
5.0%
60.0%
100.0%

3
11.1%
9
33.3%
5
18.5%
0
0.0%
10 37.0%
27 100.0%

Access needed information effectively and efficiently
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

10
13
3
0
2
28

35.7%
46.4%
10.7%
0.0%
7.1%
100.0%

15
18
4
0
10
47

Evaluate information and it sources critically
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

12
12
2
0
2
28

42.9%
42.9%
7.1%
0.0%
7.1%
100.0%

17
16
4
0
10
47

Incorporate selected information into his or her knowledge base and value system
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

11
6
6
1
4
28

39.3%
21.4%
21.4%
3.6%
14.3%
100.0%

16
10
7
2
12
47

34.0%
21.3%
14.9%
4.3%
25.5%
100.0%
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2
9
6
0
23
40

5.0%
22.5%
15.0%
0.0%
57.5%
100.0%

4 14.8%
4 14.8%
8 29.6%
2
7.4%
9 33.3%
27 100.0%

Information Literacy Competencies

Area(s) Taught

_____________________________________________
Area I
Area II
Area III
Area IV
n
%
n
%
n
%
n
Use information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

14
10
2
0
2
28

50.0%
35.7%
7.1%
0.0%
7.1%
100.0%

20
13
4
0
10
47

42.6%
27.7%
8.5%
0.0%
21.3%
100.0%

6
8
3
0
23
40

15.0%
20.0%
7.5%
0.0%
57.5%
100.0%

%

7 25.9%
5 18.5%
6 22.2%
0
0.0%
9 33.3%
27 100.0%

Understand the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of information, and access
and use information ethically and legally
Always
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total

14
9
1
2
2
28

50.0%
32.1%
3.6%
7.1%
7.1%
100.0%

18
11
6
2
10
47

38.3%
23.4%
12.8%
4.3%
21.3%
100.0%

2
2
8
3
25
40

5.0%
5.0%
20.0%
7.5%
62.5%
100.0%

6 22.2%
2
7.4%
8 29.6%
1
3.7%
10 37.0%
27 100.0%

Multivariate Logistic Regression Analysis
A multivariate logistic regression analysis also was used to answer the fourth research
question. The research question asked, “Do the age, subject matter taught, years of teaching
experience, and/or educational background of full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges
in Alabama affect the likelihood of teaching information literacy competencies in general
education courses?” A logistic regression analysis was conducted with SPSS® to determine the
influence of the independent variables (age, total years of teaching experience, years of
postsecondary teaching experience, educational background, and subject matter taught) on the
likelihood of teaching information literacy skills.
Question 14 of the survey asked, “Do you teach information literacy skills, as defined
above, in the courses that you teach?” Using the American Library Association’s definition of
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information literacy as a set of abilities requiring individuals to “recognize when information is
needed and have the ability to locate, evaluate, and use effectively the needed information”
(ALA, ACRL, 1989, para. 3), 55.4% full-time general education instructors at public associate’s
colleges in Alabama reported teaching information literacy skills in their courses. However,
44.6% reported not teaching these skills. These results are displayed in Table 27.
Table 27
Participant’s Teaching of Information Literacy Skills as Defined by ALA/ACRL
Teaching of Information Literacy Skills
Yes

Number
62

Percent
55.4%

No

50

44.6%

Total

112

100%

For the purposed of the logistic regression using SPSS®, if the respondent answered the
question “yes,” the dependent variable was coded “1” in the data collection database. If the
respondent answered the question “no,” the dependent variable was coded “0” in the data
collection database. A description of the dependent variable, as well as descriptions of the
independent variables, is displayed in Table 28.
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Table 28
Variables Utilized in Logistic Regression Analysis
Variables

Variable

Variable
Label

Description
Type

Teach

Dichotomous

0=Don’t Teach
1=Teach

Age

Discrete

26-73

Years of Teaching Experience,
Any

TeachExp

Discrete

3-45

Years of Teaching Experience,
Postsecondary

PostSecExp

Discrete

2-43

EducBackground

Categorical

0=Masters

Dependent
Information Literacy
Independent
Age

Educational Background/
Highest Degree Earned

EducBackground(1)

1=EdS

EducBackground(2)

2=Doctorate

Subject Matter Taught
Area I-Written Composition

Teach1

Dichotomous
1=Teach

0=Don’t Teach

Area II-Humanities and Fine Arts

Teach2

Dichotomous
1=Teach

0=Don’t Teach

Area III-Natural Sciences and Math

Teach 3

Dichotomous
1=Teach

0=Don’t Teach

Area IV-History, Social and
Behavioral Sciences

Teach 4

Dichotomous

0=Don’t Teach
1=Teach

Table 29 displays the summary of the logistic regression model, including the coefficient
(B), standard error (S.E.), Wald statistic, degrees of freedom (df), significance for the Wald (p),
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odds ratio (Exp(B)), and upper and lower bounds of the 95% confidence interval for each
independent variable in the model.
Table 29
Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Teaching of Information Literacy Skills

Variable

95% Confidence Interval
for Odds Ratio
Exp(B)
Odds Lower
Upper
Ratio

B

S.E.

Wald

df

p

Age

.023

.037

.402

1

.526

1.024

.953

1.100

Years of Postsecondary
Teaching Experience

.008

.041

.035

1

.852

1.008

.930

1.092

-.035

.052

.455

1

.500

.966

.872

1.069

7.533

2

.023

Years of Total
Teaching Experience
Highest Degree
(Masters)
Highest Degree
(Specialist)

-.037

1.001

.001

1

.971

.964

.136

Highest Degree
(Doctorate)

1.471

.543

7.345

1

.007*

4.355

1.503

12.619

Subject Taught
(Area I)

3.177

.959 10.968

1

.001** 23.963

3.657

157.029

Subject Taught
(Area II)

1.876

1.069

3.080

1

.079

6.526

.803

53.024

Subject Taught
(Area III)

1.425

1.086

1.723

1

.189

4.160

.495

34.944

Subject Taught
(Area IV)

1.659

1.067

2.415

1

.120

5.252

.648

42.540

Constant
-2.873 1.621
*Results are significant at  =.05
**Results are significant at  =.001

3.140

1

.076

.057
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6.849

Age
The odds ratio or Exp(B) related to age is 1.024 with a 95% confidence interval of [.953,
1.100]. This suggests that for each year in age, the odds of an instructor teaching information
literacy skills increase by 2.3%. Age is not statistically significant (p=.526), so age is not a useful
factor in predicting or explaining whether or not instructors who teach general education courses
at public associate’s colleges in Alabama teach information literacy skills.
Years of Postsecondary Teaching Experience
The odds ratio or Exp(B) related to the years of postsecondary teaching experience is
1.008 with a 95% confidence interval of [.930, 1.092]. This suggests that for each year of
postsecondary teaching experience that an instructor has, the odds of him/her teaching
information literacy skills increase by 0.8%. Postsecondary teaching experience is not
statistically significant (p=.852), so postsecondary teaching experience is not a useful factor in
predicting or explaining whether or not instructors who teach general education courses at public
associate’s colleges in Alabama teach information literacy skills.
Years of Total Teaching Experience
The odds ratio or Exp(B) related to the years of total teaching experience is .996 with a
95% confidence interval of [.872, 1.069]. This suggests that for each year of total teaching
experience that an instructor has, the odds of him/her teaching information literacy skills
decrease by 3.5%. Like years of postsecondary teaching experience, years of total teaching
experience is not statistically significant (p=.500). Therefore, total teaching experience is not a
useful factor in predicting or explaining whether or not instructors who teach general education
courses at public associate’s colleges in Alabama teach information literacy skills.
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Educational Background/Highest Degree Earned
The odds ratio or Exp(B) related to an educational specialist degree is .964 with a 95%
confidence interval of [.136, 6.849], and the odds ratio or Exp(B) related to a doctoral degree is
4.355 with a 95% confidence interval of [1.503, 12,619]. When compared to instructors with
only master’s degrees, instructors with educational specialist degrees are approximately 4 times
less likely to teach information literacy skills, but not significantly so (p=.971). Conversely,
those respondents holding doctoral degrees are approximately 15 times more likely than those
holding only masters degrees to teach information literacy skills (p=.007). Therefore, a doctoral
degree is a useful factor in predicting or explaining whether or not instructors who teach general
education courses at public associate’s colleges in Alabama teach information literacy skills.
Subject Matter Taught
The odds ratio or Exp(B) related to subject matter (Area I) is 23.963 with a 95%
confidence interval of [3.657, 157.029], and the statistical significance of Area I is .001. This
data suggests that instructors who teach Area I courses are almost 24 times more likely to teach
information literacy skills than those who teach Areas II, III, or IV courses. Therefore, this data
suggests that teaching Area I is a statistically useful factor in predicting or explaining whether or
not instructors who teach general education courses at public associate’s colleges in Alabama
teach information literacy skills.
The odds ratio or Exp(B) related to subject matter (Area II) is 6.526 with a 95%
confidence interval of [.803, and 53,024]. The odds ratio or Exp(B) related to subject matter
(Area III) is 4.160 with a 95% confidence interval of [.495, 34.944]. The odds ratio or Exp(B)
related to subject matter (Area IV) is 5.252 with a 95% confidence interval of [.648, 42.540].
However, this data suggests that teaching Areas II, III, or IV are not useful factors in predicting
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or explaining whether or not instructors who teach general education courses at public
associate’s colleges in Alabama teach information literacy skills.
Research Question Five
Research Question Five asked, “Do full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in
Alabama collaborate with librarians concerning information literacy instruction for their
students, and, if so, in what ways?” Of the 112 respondents, 50% (n=56) reported collaborating
with librarians concerning information literacy instruction. Of the 50% who reported
collaborating with librarians, 8.9% (n=10) reported only meeting with a librarian to share
instructional ideas, 2.7% (n=3) reported only having the librarian conduct an in-class
instructional session, and 14.3% (n=16) reported only carrying a class to the library for an inlibrary instructional session. In addition, 10.7% (n=12) reported participating in two types of
collaborative activities with a librarian, and 8.9% (n=10) reported participating in three types of
collaborative activities with a librarian. The other 4.5% (n=5) instructors who reported
collaborating with a librarian concerning information literacy instruction reported activities such
as attending a training session conducted by a librarian or having a librarian embedded in an
online classes. The remaining 50% (n=56) reported no collaborative efforts concerning
information literacy instruction. The results are displayed in Table 30.
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Table 30
Collaborative Efforts Concerning Information Literacy Instruction
Collaboration Efforts

Number

Met with librarian to share instructional ideas only

Percent

10

8.9%

3

2.7%

Brought class to library for an in-library instructional session

16

14.3%

Two types of collaborative efforts listed above

12

10.7%

Three types of collaborative efforts listed above

10

8.9%

Other

5

4.5%

None

56

50.0%

Total

112

100.0%

Had librarian conduct an in-class instructional session only

Research Question Six
Research Question Six asked, “What reasons do full-time instructors at public associate’s
colleges in Alabama give for not teaching information literacy skills in general education
courses?” Forty-seven participants of the study answered the open-ended question asking, “If
you do not teach information literacy skills in the courses you teach, why not?” Of the 47
responses, some of the following general themes emerged.
Time Constraints
Many respondents reported lack of time as a reason for not teaching information literacy
skills. Respondents wrote such comments as “I teach mathematics courses that have numerous
course objectives. We barely have enough time to cover what we are required to cover. I can’t
take class time to teach something I am not required to teach” or “Not enough time to cover
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course material much less additional skills.” Many of the respondents who wrote comments
about not having enough time to teach information literacy skills mentioned that they taught
math courses.
Assumption That Information Literacy Was Taught Elsewhere
Other respondents reported not teaching information literacy skills because respondents
thought those skills were being taught in other classes, most often, English classes. One
respondent wrote, “It is a part of the course in classes such as ENG 101, ORI 100, etc.” Another
respondent wrote, “I assume that information literacy is taught in English courses.” This finding
agrees with the literature that suggests that, other than library faculty, English faculty are often
seen as responsible for instruction regarding the use of library resources (Maynard, 1990).
Lack of Mandate/Directive
Another common reason given for not teaching information literacy competencies was
that it was not a mandated student learning outcome for the course. Respondents wrote
comments such as “Though students are expected to know these skills, it is not a part of the
intended outcomes of my classes” or “It’s not a required component in our curriculum. If it is, I
am unaware of it.” This might be related to the time issue stated by other respondents.
Lack of Training
Another reason for not teaching information literacy skills that received numerous
responses was a lack of training. Respondents wrote such comments as “I have tried to
incorporate some library research activities in a few of my courses. So far the results have been
disappointing. I guess the principal barrier for me is lacking a detailed and consistent rubric for
evaluating their research efforts. The typical results from my small research assignments are
scant content, plaigiarism [sic], and misunderstanding the research question. I’d really like some
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suggestions on how to increase the quality of the results.” Another respondent wrote,
“Essentially, I have focused my attention on the subject matter on my courses. Part of the reason
I have done this is because many of my students have little to no understanding of history.
Additionally, I have to admit that I have not had enough training as to the teaching of
information literacy. I am certainly willing to receive the training and to begin to incorporate
information literacy into my courses.” Most of the respondents who mentioned a lack of training
as a reason for not teaching information literacy competencies seemed very receptive to
professional development opportunities in that area.
Confusion about Definition
Also worth noting is that, in response to the open-ended question as to why they might
not be teaching information literacy skills, several participants wrote that they believed they
might be teaching information literacy skills but were unsure. One respondent wrote, “I probably
do it and don’t call them by a specific name. We do research papers and Power Point®
presentations.” Even though several respondents thought they taught information literacy, their
lack of training in it seemed to dissuade them from labeling their method of instruction
“information literacy instruction.”
Summary
This chapter focused on the results of data analysis for both the demographic part of the
survey and the SPSS® analysis part of the survey. Descriptive statistics were used to provide
information regarding respondents’ ages, years of total teaching experience, years of
postsecondary teaching experience, educational background, subject matter taught, and behavior
concerning collaboration with librarians concerning information literacy instruction for their
students. In addition, this chapter presented the results of a multivariate logistic regression
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analysis. The next chapter will use the data presented in Chapter IV to discuss the study results
and to provide a foundation for recommendations for policy and practice as well as
recommendations for further research. Chapter V will also provide concluding remarks
concerning this study.
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CHAPTER V:
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
One outcome of the technology revolution has been an abundance of information. With
this ease of access to information, however, comes a responsibility to use information wisely and
conscientiously. As is true with any other subject matter studied or skill set obtained during a
student’s educational journey, information literacy must be taught.
According to Hannelore Rader (2006), information literacy has become a national topic
of interest during the last two decades, but what is information literacy? The American Library
Association (ALA) and the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) set forth six
competencies of the information-literate student. They included the following:
1.

Determine the extent of the information needed;

2.

Access the needed information effectively and efficiently;

3.

Evaluate information and its sources critically;

4.

Incorporate selected information into one’s knowledge base;

5.

Use information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose; and

6.

Understand the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of
information, and access and use information ethically and legally. (ALA, ACRL,
2000, pp. 2-3)

In addition to the American Library Association’s recognition of the importance of information
literacy skills, other national organizations such as the American Association of Higher
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Education and the Council of Independent Colleges have endorsed the ALA’s standards (ALA,
ACRL, 2000). Most regional accreditation agencies have also addressed information literacy in
their publications of standards or guidelines (Bennett, 2007; Thompson, 2002). Therefore,
information literacy is a subject that is of great currency and importance.
While this study was based on a dissertation written by Janice Zuke (2005), it differs in
several ways. Zuke’s study, The Teaching of Information Literacy by Public Community College
Librarians in the United States, surveyed 300 community college librarians with responsibility
for information literacy instruction at their institutions. The purpose of Zuke’s study was to
determine if these librarians were aware of documents produced by national organizations, such
as the Final Report of the American Library Association’s Committee on Information Literacy
or the ALA/ACRL’s Information Literacy Competency Standards. In addition, Zuke wanted to
determine the extent to which community college librarians were teaching information literacy
skills.
Unlike Zuke’s original study (2005), this study focused on full-time faculty members
rather than librarians. The purpose of this study was to ascertain the extent to which full-time
instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama are teaching information literacy skills to
students in general education courses. In addition, this study attempted to determine if these
instructors were aware of national information literacy standards and were aware of information
literacy as a general education outcome at their respective institutions. In addition, this study
sought to explore collaboration behavior between these instructors and librarians concerning
information literacy instruction. Also, this study sought to understand why instructors who are
choosing not to teach information literacy skills in these general education courses are choosing
not to do so.
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The desired outcomes of this study were achieved through a survey of a random sample
of instructors who teach general education course in Alabama public associate’s colleges.
Prospective participants were identified through an examination of the catalogs posted of the
websites of Alabama’s twenty-one community colleges.
As was similarly performed in the original Zuke study (2005), this study featured a
mailed survey. Hoping to get a return rate of 76%, the researcher mailed 323 surveys. After three
weeks, 92 of the 323 surveys were returned to the researcher. The researcher then emailed a
reminder to the non-respondents. Two weeks after the email reminder, twenty more surveys were
returned. Therefore, the total return rate was 34.7% (n=112).
Findings
The intent of this study was to determine the extent to which full-time instructors who are
teaching general education courses at Alabama public associate’s colleges are aware of various
policies regarding information literacy as well as the extent to which they are teaching
information literacy competencies. In addition, this study sought to determine if certain factors
influence whether or not information literacy skills are being taught. Also, this study sought to
examine collaboration behavior between these instructors and librarians regarding information
literacy instruction, as well as to determine why instructors who are not teaching information
literacy skills are choosing not to teach them. Six research questions guided this study. They are
restated here along with research results.
Research Question One
Are full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama
aware of any formal policy pertaining to information literacy at their institutions? Is information
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literacy a defined student learning outcome in the general education courses these instructors
teach?
When asked if they were aware of any formal policy pertaining to information literacy at
their institutions, of the 112 participants who responded, 40.2% (n=45) said that their institution
did have a formal policy relating to information literacy. Of the remaining respondents, 17.9%
(n=20) said their institutions did not have formal policies pertaining to information literacy, and
42.0% (n=47) were unsure if their institutions had a formal policy regarding information literacy.
When asked if information literacy was a defined student learning outcome in the general
education courses that they taught, 44.6% (n=50) of the respondents reported that information
literacy was a defined student learning outcome in all of the courses that they taught, while
10.7% (n=12) reported that information literacy was a defined student outcome in some of the
courses they taught. The remaining 44.6% (n=50) reported that information literacy was not a
defined student learning outcome in any of the courses that they taught.
Research Question Two
Are full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama
familiar with the American Association of Community College’s Position Statement on
Information Literacy?
Of the 112 who responded, 5.4% (n=6) said they were very familiar with the AACC
Position Statement, and 25.9% (n=29) said they were somewhat familiar with the statement.
However, 68.8% (n=77) of the respondents said they were not at all familiar with the AACC
Position Statement. As a college librarian, the principal investigator was somewhat surprised that
more participants were not familiar with the American Association of Community College’s
Position Statement since it serves as a national advocate for community colleges.
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Research Question Three
Are full-time general education instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama
familiar with the ALA/ACRL’s recommended information literacy competencies, which are
endorsed by the American Association for Higher Education (now known as the American
Association for Higher Education and Accreditation), and are they teaching toward these
competencies?
Of the 112 who responded to the question regarding if full-time general education
instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama are aware of the ALA/ACRL’s
recommended information literacy competencies, only 2.7% (n=3) said they were very familiar
with these standards and 20.5% (n=23) said they were somewhat familiar. However, 76.8%
(n=86) of the respondents said they were not at all familiar with the ACRL/ALA’s Position
Statement on Information Literacy. This is not surprising considering the ALA and ACRL are
professional organizations comprised of librarians, so classroom instructors might have little
interaction with these organizations.
The second part of Research Question Three asked if instructors are teaching toward the
information literacy competencies. The first information literacy component focuses on
determining the nature and extent of information needed, and 59.0% (n=66) reported teaching
the information literacy skill of determining the nature and extent of information needed in their
courses. Of the 59% that did teach the skill of determining the nature and extent of information
needed as a course goal, 12.5% (n=14) said they always taught that skill, 24.1% (n=27) said they
often taught that skill, 17% (n=19) said they sometimes taught that skill, and 5.4% (n=6) said
they seldom taught that skill but did at times. However, 41.1% (n=46) of the respondents said
that it was not a course goal, and they never taught this skill.
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The second information literacy component focuses on accessing needed information
effectively and efficiently. Of the 112 respondents, 61.5% (n=69) reported teaching the
information literacy skill of accessing needed information effectively and efficiently in their
courses. Of the 61.5% that did teach this skill as a course goal, 19.6% (n=22) said they always
taught that skill, 22.3% (n=25) said they often taught that skill and 19.6% (n=22) said they
sometimes taught that skill. However, 38.4% (43) of the respondents said that it was not a course
goal, and they never taught this skill.
The third information literacy component focuses on evaluating information and its
sources critically. Of the 112 respondents, 60.7% (n=68) reported teaching the information
literacy skill of evaluating information and its sources critically in their courses. Of 60.7% that
did teach this skill as a course goal, 22.3% (n=25) said they always taught that skill, 24.1%
(n=27) said they often taught that skill, 12.5% (n=14) said they sometimes taught that skill, and
1.8% (n=2) said they seldom taught that skill but did at times. However, 39.3% (n=44) of the
respondents said that it was not a course goal, and they never taught this skill.
The fourth information literacy component focuses on incorporating selected information
into a student’s knowledge base and value system. Of the 112 respondents, 59.9% (n=67)
reported teaching the information literacy skill of incorporating selected information into
students’ knowledge bases and value systems in their courses. Of 59.9% that did teach this skill
as a course goal, 18.8% (n=21) of respondents said they always taught that skill, 20.5% (n=23)
said they often taught that skill, 17.9% (n=20) said they sometimes taught that skill, and 2.7%
(n=3) said they seldom taught that skill but did at times. However, 40.2% (n=45) of the
respondents said that it was not a course goal, and they never taught this skill.
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The fifth information literacy component focuses on using information effectively, either
individually or as a member of a group, to accomplish a specific purpose. Of the 112
respondents, 61.6% (n=69) of the respondents reported teaching the information literacy skill of
using information effectively to accomplish a specific purpose in their courses. Of the 61.6% that
did teach this skill as a course goal, 28.6% (n= 32) said they always taught that skill, 22.3%
(n=25) said they often taught that skill, and 10.7% (n=12) said they sometimes taught that skill.
However, 38.4% (n=43) of the respondents said that it was not a course goal, and they never
taught this skill.
The final information literacy component focuses on understanding the economic, legal,
and social issues surrounding the use of information, and access and use information ethically
and legally. Of the 112 respondents, 59.0% (n=66) reported teaching the information literacy
skill of understanding the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of information,
and accessing and using information ethically and legally in their courses. Of the 59.0% that
teach this skill as a course goal, 21.4% (n=24) said they always taught that skill, 13.4% (n=15)
said they often taught that skill, 18.8% (n=21) said they sometimes taught that skill, and 5.4%
(n=6) said they seldom taught that skill but did at times. However, 41.1% (n=46) of the
respondents said that it was not a course goal, and they never taught this skill.
Research Question Four
Do the age, subject matter taught, years of teaching experience, and/or educational
background of full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama affect the
likelihood of teaching information literacy competencies in general education courses?
Age, total years of teaching experience, and years of postsecondary teaching experience,
had little bearing on whether or not an instructor taught information literacy skills. However, this
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study indicated that both educational degree and subject matter taught did influence whether or
not an instructor taught information literacy competencies. The results of this study indicate that
highest degree earned can be a significant predictor of teaching information literacy
competencies, depending on what the highest degree earned is. Instructors whose highest degrees
earned were master’s degrees more likely, although not significantly so, than those whose
highest degrees earned were educational specialists degrees, to teach information literacy skills.
However, instructors whose highest degrees earned were masters degrees were significantly less
likely than those whose highest degrees earned were doctoral degrees, to teach information
literacy skills. The odds ratio or Exp(B) related to a doctoral degree is 4.355 with a 95%
confidence interval of [1.503, 12.619]. Area taught also proved to be a useful predictor of the
teaching of information literacy skills. The odds ratio or Exp(B) related to Area I courses is
23.963 with a 95% confidence interval of [3.657, 157.029]. While the results of this survey
indicate that instructors who teach Area I courses were much more likely than other instructors
to teach information literacy competencies, the results of the survey did not indicate that those
instructors who teach Area II, Area III, or Area IV courses were more likely than other
instructors to teach information literacy skills.
Research Question Five
Do full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama collaborate with
librarians concerning information literacy instruction for their students, and, if so, in what
ways?
According to this study, 50% (n=56) of full-time instructors of general education courses
in public associate’s colleges in the state of Alabama report collaborating with librarians
concerning information literacy instruction for their students. The most common collaborative
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methods include meeting with a librarian to share instructional ideas, having a librarian conduct
an in-class instructional session, and bringing a class to the library for an in-library instructional
session. 10.7% (n= 12) of instructors report participating in two types of collaborative activities
listed above, and 8.9% (n=10) of instructors report participating in three types of collaborative
activities listed above. An additional 4.5% (n=5) of respondents report other collaborative efforts
such as attending a training session conducted by a librarian or having a librarian embedded in an
online class. The remaining 50% (n=56) report no collaborative efforts concerning information
literacy instruction.
Research Question Six
What reasons do full-time instructors at public associate’s colleges in Alabama give for
not teaching information literacy skills in general education courses?
The participants of this study, all of whom were full-time instructors who teach general
education (Areas I-IV) courses at public associate’s colleges in the state of Alabama, were asked
if they taught information literacy competencies. In addition, if they chose not to teach these
skills, they were asked to explain why they chose not to teach these competencies. Most of the
47 responses to the question generally listed the following reasons for not teaching information
literacy competencies: lack of time, assumption it is taught elsewhere, lack of
mandates/directives, lack of training, and confusion about definition.
Conclusions
Conclusion One
Currently, in public associate’s colleges in the state of Alabama, full-time general
education instructors who teach written composition courses are more likely to teach information
literacy than are full-time general education instructors of other courses. This finding supports
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Maynard’s (1990) claim that “other than library faculty, English faculty are often the expected
providers of library instruction” (p. 68). In addition, Maynard’s assertion was further supported
by comments made by participants in this study. When full-time instructors at public associate’s
colleges in Alabama participating in this study were asked to explain why they were not teaching
information literacy skills in general education courses, some instructors of Areas II, III, or IV
courses replied that they assumed these skills were being taught in English classes [Area I
courses]. Therefore, both this study and higher education literature reveal an expectancy of
English instructors to teach information literacy skills.
Conclusion Two
Collaboration between faculty members and librarians is crucial. This study revealed that
50% of respondents reported collaborating with their librarian to plan an information literacy
activity for their students. Rockman (2004) wrote that all educational stakeholders—
administrators, faculty, librarians, staff, and other personnel—should get involved in the teaching
of information literacy. While this study revealed that some instructors currently not teaching
information literacy skills were receptive to the idea, other instructors were not. Through
collaboration and professional development opportunities, those instructors who thought that
information literacy might not have a place in their courses or disciplines might decide
otherwise. Therefore, collaboration is crucial to promoting new ways to integrate information
literacy into the curriculum.
Conclusion Three
One of the main barriers in teaching information literacy seems to be policy and training.
Instructors are not aware of national or institutional policies. This study revealed that 42% of
respondents did not know whether or not their institutions had a policy regarding information
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literacy. In addition, they seem to lack training. In response to a question asking why he/she
didn’t teach information literacy skills, one respondent wrote, “I have tried to incorporate some
library research activities in a few of my courses. So far the results have been disappointing…I’d
really like some suggestions on how to increase the quality of the results.” Another respondent
wrote, “I have not had enough training as to the teaching of information literacy. I am certainly
willing to receive the training and to begin to incorporate information literacy into my courses.”
Most of the respondents who mentioned a lack of training as a reason for not teaching
information literacy competencies seemed very receptive to professional development
opportunities in that area.
Recommendations for Policy and Practice
Many scholars consider information literacy to be a crucial student learning outcome of
any college education. The American Library Association (2000) stated that information literacy
forms the “basis for lifelong learning” (p. 2). Scholars view information literacy as a skill needed
to be productive members of society (Breivik, 2005; Newman, Couturier, & Scurry, 2004), as
well as a skill needed to be prepared entrants into a dynamic workforce (ALA, ACRL, 2000).
Recommendation One
A national or regional information literacy publication or standards for a broader
audience than those currently in place for librarians should be developed. At the national and
regional level, the concept of information literacy has become an important one, and information
literacy has become the topic of much scholarly discussion (Rogers & Oder, 2001). While some
regional accreditation agencies have included information literacy skills in their competency
standards (Bennett, 2007; Thompson 2002), some do not actually use the terminology
“information literacy.” For example, SACS’s Comprehensive Standard 3.8.1 states that “The
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institution provides facilities, services, and learning/information resources that are appropriate to
support its teaching, research, and service mission” (Commission on Colleges of the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools, 2008, p. 58), and Comprehensive Standard 3.8.2 states that
“The institution ensures that users have access to regular and timely instruction in the use of the
library and other learning/information resources” (Commission on Colleges of the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools, 2008, p. 59). However, these standards do not use the
terminology “information literacy.” SACS should consider publishing a document such as the
one published by the Middle States Commission of Higher Education’s in 1993. This document,
entitled Developing Research and Communication Skills: Guidelines for Information Literacy in
the Curriculum, provides specific ideas concerning the integration of information literacy
throughout the curriculum. Perhaps if researchers such as the one who performed this study
would share the findings of their studies with SACS, or, more institutions would make
information literacy the topic of their Quality Enhancement Plans, SACS might see the need to
formally address the term “information literacy” in some of its publications.
Recommendation Two
At minimal cost, institutions should offer information literacy training for their
instructors, despite which courses they teach. In addition, training regarding librarian-faculty
collaboration should be provided at minimal cost. At a national as well as an institutional level,
librarians have been at the forefront of the movement to recognize the importance of information
literacy (Hollister, 2005; Eisenberg, Lowe, & Spitzer, 2004). Zabel (2004) cited Kuh and Gonyea
(2003) as concluding that librarians should take an active role in promoting the importance of
information literacy instruction and lend their expertise. However, many scholars realize that
librarians cannot complete this task alone (Kuh & Gonyea, 2003; Rockman, 2004; Roth, 1999).
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While the results of this study indicate that, by far, Area I (Written Composition) instructors are
the ones who, other than librarians, most often teach information literacy skills, instructors of
other disciplines might be receptive to teaching information literacy skills. In this study, one
history instructor reported currently not teaching information literacy skills but said that “I have
not had enough training as to the teaching of information literacy. I am certainly willing to
receive the training and to begin to incorporate information literacy into my courses.” Therefore,
some instructors of disciplines other than English are likely interested in teaching information
literacy skills. With a little training or collaboration, instructors of all disciplines might discover
unique ways to implement the teaching of information literacy skills into their courses.
Recommendation Three
At the state level, the Alabama Community College System should consider adding
information literacy to the course outcomes on the statewide syllabi for some general education
courses. Because it is not practical to add information literacy as a course outcome on syllabi for
all general education courses, some courses that most students are required to take, such as
English 101 or History 101, should be targeted. Once identified, these courses should have
information literacy as a general education outcome specific in their statewide syllabi. Doing so
would involve little costs other than training faculty members.
Recommendation Four
At the institutional level, educational institutions that do not have policies regarding
information literacy should create such policies. This study found that only approximately 40%
of the faculty members surveyed said that their institutions had a formal policy regarding
information literacy. In addition, approximately 42% were unsure if their institutions had a
policy regarding information literacy or not. With information literacy being such a relevant
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topic in today’s society, colleges and universities that do not have formal policies addressing
information literacy should consider establishing policies regarding information literacy. This
recommendation would require minimal costs except for some possible professional
development opportunities for faculty.
Recommendation Five
Also at the institutional level, for those institutions that already have an information
literacy policy, a recommendation would be that these institutions better educate their faculty
about the existing policy. While every course might not have information literacy as a general
education outcome, each instructor should know if his/her college has information literacy as an
overarching general education outcome. It is alarming that almost half of the respondents to this
survey reported not knowing if their institutions had policies pertaining to information literacy or
not. Ensuring that faculty know the policy will establish them as stakeholders and will outline
guidelines and expectations. Librarians could take a proactive role in disseminating these policy
documents to faculty members at their colleges.
Recommendations for Future Research
Recommendation One
Further research should be conducted regarding the influence that pedagogical training
has on the tendency to teach information literacy competencies. This study found that, when
compared to only a master’s degree, a doctoral degree was a useful predictor in the teaching of
information literacy skills. However, when compared to only a master’s degree, an educational
specialist degree was not a useful predictor in the teaching of information literacy skills. A future
study could be done to see how pedagogical training influences the tendency to teach
information literacy skills. In other words, if there are two instructors, each with a master’s
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degree in their content area, but one has a Bachelors degree in education and the other has a
Bachelors degree in the content area, is the one with the degree in education more or less likely
to teach information literacy competencies?
Recommendation Two
While this study focused on the teaching of information literacy competencies by fulltime instructors, further studies should be conducted on the teaching of information literacy
competencies by adjunct/part-time instructors. Many institutions of higher education employ
adjunct/part-time instructors as a means of saving money (Banachowski, 1996). Therefore, if an
institution wants to fully implement a campus-wide information literacy policy, it must have the
cooperation and “buy in” of its part-time faculty members. Thus, it would be useful to learn
where these part-time faculty members currently stand on the teaching of these competencies.
Recommendation Three
While this study was conducted using primarily quantitative measures, a future study
using qualitative measures, particularly a focus group, could be conducted at a statewide level or
an institutional level. Some very useful information was gleaned from the few open-ended
questions on the survey instrument used in this study, and a focus group would allow more openended questions to be asked. Fraenkel and Wallen (2009) noted that a focus group interview
consists of a researcher asking a small group of people, usually four to eight, a series of
questions. The participants are interviewed in a manner in which they hear each other’s
responses and make additional comments if they so desire. Instructors in this study voiced their
various reasons for not teaching information literacy skills. A future qualitative study, such as a
focus group, would elicit more detailed responses than were provided in this study. For example,
this study revealed that some instructors were confused about the definition of the term
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“information literacy,” so some instructions may actually be teaching information literacy and
not realize it. A qualitative study, such as a focus group, would reduce any “language barrier”
that might exist between the researcher and participant.
Recommendation Four
This study used the Articulation and General Studies Committee’s classification of Areas
I-IV to explore if the subject matter instructors teach influence whether or not they teach
information literacy skills. However, many of these areas include a wide range of disciplines. For
example, Area II (Humanities and Fine Arts) includes the following disciplines: literature,
philosophy, religious studies, speech, foreign languages, art, music, theatre, and dance. A future
study could be conducted to see if there are disciplinary differences in the tendency to teach
information literacy skills.
Recommendation Five
Because the literature stresses how important information literacy is to lifelong learning
and to job preparation, the current study could be replicated with technical education faculty. As
more and more jobs require workers to use information and technology, colleges must equip
their graduates with the skills needed to compete in a global workforce. Replicating this study
with technical education faculty would measure if they are meeting this challenge.
Concluding Thoughts
This study contributed to the information literacy literature by examining whether or not
full-time general education instructors at Alabama public associate’s colleges are aware of
information literacy policies at their institutions and/or are aware of nationwide information
literacy standards. In addition, this study examined whether these instructors are teaching
information literacy competencies in general studies courses, as defined by the AGSC. While
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this study revealed that age, total years teaching experience, and years of postsecondary teaching
experience had no significant bearing on whether or not instructors taught information literacy
skills, educational background as well as subject matter taught did seem to matter. In addition,
those instructors who did not teach information literacy skills chose not to because of time
constraints, a lack of training, confusion concerning the term “information literacy.”
Librarian-faculty collaboration regarding information literacy instruction, as well as
information literacy instruction training for instructors, despite their disciplines, would almost
certainly promote the teaching of information literacy skills. However, it is important to note
that, as a result of some of the comments to the open-ended question asking instructors who did
not teach information literacy skills why they chose not to teach these skills, the principal
investigator in this study began to question if it was practical to expect information literacy skills
to be taught in every course throughout the curriculum. Keeping that in mind, perhaps it is best
to acknowledge that every class may not have information literacy skills as a course learning
outcome. For example, a math course might focus on the learning outcome of problem solving
rather than information literacy. As long as the end product, the student, leaves the college as a
complete, prepared student who has received instruction regarding information literacy skills at
some point in his/her curriculum or college career, then the college has done its job and created
an individual who has many different skills.
Information literacy is a critical set of skills needed in today’s society. As such, colleges
have an obligation to equip their students with these skills so that they will be productive citizens
and employees capable of competing in a global workforce. Therefore, public associate’s
colleges in Alabama should recognize information literacy as a topic of great importance and
continually and systematically seek to improve information literacy instruction.

115

REFERENCES
Alabama Community College System (2009). Find a college near you. Retrieved August 28,
2009, from http://www. accs.cc/colleges.aspx.
Alfred, R., Shults, C., & Seybert, J. (2007). Core indicators of effectiveness for community
colleges. 3rd ed. Washington, D.C.: Community College Press.
American Association of Community Colleges (2008). AACC position statement on information
literacy. Retrieved November 10, 2008, from http://www.aacc.nche.edu.
American Association of Community Colleges (2009). About AACC. Retrieved October 6, 2009,
from http://www.aacc.nche.edu/ABOUT/Pages/default.aspx.
American Library Association (2009). Mission and priorities. Retrieved October 3, 2009, from
http://www.ala.org/ala/aboutala/missionhistory/mission/index.cfm.
American Library Association, American Association of School Librarians (1998). Information
power: Building partnerships for learning. Chicago: American Library Association.
American Library Association, Association of College and Research Libraries (1989).
Presidential Committee on Information Literacy: Final report. Retrieved October 6,
2009, from http://www.ala.org/ala/mgrps/divs/acrl/publications/whitepapers/
presidential.cfm.
American Library Association, Association of College and Research Libraries (2000).
Information literacy competency standards for higher education. Retrieved October 1,
2009, from http://www.ala.org/ala/mgrps/divs/acrl/standards/standards.pdf.
American Library Association, Association of College and Research Libraries (2009). What is
the Association of College and Research Libraries? Retrieved October 3, 2009, from
http://www.ala.org/ala/mgrps/divs/acrl/about/whatisacrl/index.cfm.
Articulation and General Studies Committee. Approved AGSC general course listing by area.
(n.d.). Retrieved October 22, 2009, from http://stars.troy.edu/stars/ CRSLISTS/2yr-a.htm.
Articulation and General Studies Committee. What is the AGSC? (n.d.). Retrieved October 22,
2009, from http://stars.troy.edu/agsc/what_agsc.htm.
Baker, R. L. (2002). Evaluating quality and effectiveness: Regional accreditation principles and
practice. Journal of Academic Librarianship, 28(1-2), 3-7.

116

Banachowski, G. (1996). Perspectives and perceptions: The use of part-time faculty in
community colleges. Community College Review, 24(2), 49-62.
Banta, T. W. (1991). Faculty-developed approaches to assessing general education outcomes.
Assessment Update, 3(2), 1-2, 4.
Bartlett, J. E., Kotrick, J. W., & Higgins, C. C. (2001). Organizational research: Determining
appropriate sample size in survey research. Information Technology, Learning, and
Performance Journal, 19(1), 43-50.
Bates, A. W., & Poole, G. (2003). Effective teaching with technology in higher education:
Foundations for success. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Bennett, S. (2007). Campus cultures fostering information literacy. Portal: Libraries and the
Academy, 7(2), 147-167.
Bloom, B. S., Engelhart, M. D., Furst, E. J., Hill, W. H., & Krathwohl, D. R. (1956). Taxonomy
of educational objectives: The classification of educational goals. New York: David
McKay Company.
Bogart, Q. J. (1994). The community college mission. In G. A. Baker, III (Ed.), A handbook on
the community college in America: Its history, mission, and management (pp. 60-73).
Westport, CT: Greenwood Press.
Boyer, E. L. (1997). “New technologies and the public interest.” In Selected speeches 19791995. Princeton: Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 137-142.
Breivik, P. S. (2005). 21st century learning and information literacy. Change, 37(2), 20-27.
Bruner, J. S. (1960). The process of education. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Burke, J. C. (2005). Achieving accountability in higher education: Balancing public, academic,
and market demands. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Bush, G. (2009). Thinking around the corner: The power of information literacy. Phi Delta
Kappan, 90(6), 446-447.
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2009). Classification description.
Retrieved October 22, 2009, from
http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/descriptions/basic.php.
Chickering, A. W. (1969). Education and identity. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Chickering, A. W. (1995). How to get the most out of college. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

117

Cohen, A.M., & Brawer, F. B. (2008). The American community college. 5th ed. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.
Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. (2008). The
principles of accreditation: Foundations for quality enhancement. Decatur, GA:
Commission on Colleges Southern Association of Colleges and Schools.
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education. New England Association of Schools and
Colleges (2005). Standards for accreditation. Bedford: Commission of Institutions of
Higher Education.
Cook, J. B., Hoss, M. A., & Vargas, R. (1968). The search for independence: Orientation for the
junior college student. Belmont: Brooks/Cole Publishing Company.
Creswell, J. W. (2005). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating quantitative
and qualitative research. 2nd ed. Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Pearson Education.
Dillman, D. A, Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2009). Internet, mail, and mixed-mode surveys:
The tailored design method. 3rd ed. Hoboken: John Wiley and Sons.
Dressel, P. L., & Lehmann, I. J. (1965). The impact of higher education on student values and
critical thinking abilities. Educational Record, 46(3), 248-258.
Eisenberg, M. B., Lowe, C. A., & Spitzer, K. L. (2004). Information literacy: Essential skills for
the information age. 2nd edition. Westport, CT: Libraries Unlimited.
Erwin, T. D. (2005). Standardized testing and accountability: Finding the way and the will. In
J.C. Burke (Ed.), Achieving accountability in higher education: Balancing public,
academic, and market demands (pp. 125-147). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Ewell, P. T. (1994). A matter of integrity: Accountability and the future of self-regulation.
Change, 26(4), 24-29.
Farmer, L. S. J. (2003). Facilitating faculty incorporation of information literacy skills into the
curriculum through the use of online instruction. Reference Services Review, 31(4), 307312.
Fink, L. D. (2003). Creating significant learning experiences. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (2009). How to design and evaluate research in education. 7th
edition. Boston: McGraw-Hill.
Gilstrap, D. L., & Dupree, J. (2008). Assessing learning, critical reflection, and quality
educational outcomes: The critical incident questionnaire. College and Research
Libraries, 69(5), 407-426.

118

Herrington, V. J. (1998). Way beyond BI: A look to the future. Journal of Academic
Librarianship, 24(5), 381-386.
Higher Learning Commission. North Central Association (2003). Handbook of accreditation. 3rd
ed. Chicago: Higher Learning Commission.
Hollister, C. (2005). Bringing information literacy to career services. Reference Services Review,
33(1), 104-111.
Jackson, L., & Hansen, J. (2006). Creating collaborative partnerships: Building the framework.
Reference Services Review, 34(4), 575-588.
Katsinas, S. G. (2005). Increased competition for scarce state dollars. New Directions for
Community Colleges, 132, 19-32.
Keppel, F., & Chickering, A. W. (1981). Mediated instruction. In A. W. Chickering (Ed.), The
modern American college: Responding to the new realities of diverse students and a
changing society (pp. 614-630). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Kopcha, T.J. & Sullivan, H. (2007). Self-presentation bias in surveys of teachers’ educational
technology practices. Education Technology Research and Development, 55(6), 627-646.
Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research activities.
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 30, 607-610.
Kuh, G. D., & Gonyea, R. M. (2003). The role of the academic library in promoting student
engagement in learning. College and Research Libraries, 64(4), 256-282.
Kuhlthau, C. C. (2003). Rethinking libraries for the information age school: Vital roles in inquiry
learning. School Libraries in Canada, 22(4), 3-5.
Labaree, R. V. (1998, April). Computer literacy empowerment strategies in a social context: A
sample approach to teaching a credit course. Paper presented at the meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA.
Levin, J. S. (2001). Globalizing the community college: Strategies for change in the twenty-first
century. New York: Palgrave.
Lindauer, B.G. (1998). Defining and measuring the library’s impact on campuswide outcomes.
College and Research Libraries, 59(6), 546-570.
Mackey, T. P., & Jacobson, T. E. (2005). Information literacy: A collaborative endeavor. College
Teaching, 53(4), 140-144.

119

Maughan, P. D. (2001). Assessing information literacy among undergraduates: A discussion of
the literature and the University of California-Berkeley assessment experience. College
and Research Libraries, 62(1), 71-85.
Maynard, J. E. (1990). A case study of faculty attitudes toward library instruction: The Citadel
experience. Reference Services Review, 18(2), 67-76.
McAskill, W. (2008). Information literacy: The leadership role of the academic librarian. College
Quarterly, 11(1), 1-15.
McClenney, K. M. (2003). The learning-centered institution: Key characteristics. Inquiry and
Action, Spring, 5-6.
Middle States Commission on Higher Education. (2009). Characteristics of excellence in higher
education: Requirements affiliation and standards for accreditation. Philadelphia:
Middle States Commission on Higher Education.
National Center for Education Statistics. (2008). Academic libraries: 2006. First look. (NCES
Publication No. 2008-337). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Department of
Education.
Neal, J. G. (1996). Academic libraries: 2000 and beyond. Library Journal, 121(12), 74-76.
Newman, F., Couturier, L., & Scurry, J. (2004). The future of higher education: Rhetoric, reality,
and the risks of the market. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Nicaise, M., & Barnes, D. (1996). The union of technology, constructivism, and teacher
education. Journal of Teacher Education, 47(3), 205-214.
Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities (2003). Accreditation handbook. Redmond,
WA: Northwest Commission on College and Universities.
O’Banion, T. (1997). A learning college for the 21st century. Westport, CT: American Council
on Education/Ornx Press.
Owusu-Ansah, E. K. (2007). Beyond collaboration: Seeing greater scope and centrality for
library instruction. Portal: Libraries and the Academy, 7(4), 415-429.
Palfrey, J., & Gasser, U. (2008). Born digital: Understanding the first generation of digital
natives. New York: Basic Books.
Parsad, B. & Lewis, L. (2008). Distance education at degree-granting postsecondary
institutions: 2006-07: First look. NCES 2009-044. Washington, D.C.: National Center
for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education.

120

Pascarella, E.T. & Terenzini, P. T. (2005). How college affects students: A third decade of
research (Vol. 2). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Pederson, R. (2005). Conflicting interests in the funding of the early two-year college. New
Directions for Community Colleges, 132, 5-17.
Peters, R. (1994). Some snarks are boojums: Accountability and the end(s) of higher education.
Change, 26(6), 16-23.
Radcliff, C .J., Jensen, M. L., Salem, J.A., Burhanna, K. J., & Gedeon, J. A. (2007). A practical
guide to information literacy assessment for academic librarians. Westport, CT:
Libraries Unlimited.
Ragains, P., Adams, T. M., Aldrich, D., Evans, S., Keeran, P., Kitchens, J. D., et al. (2006).
Setting the stage for information literacy education. In P. Ragains (Ed.), Information
literacy instruction that works: A guide to teaching by discipline and student population.
New York: Neal-Schuman.
Ratcliff, J. L. (1994). Seven streams in the historical development of the modern American
community college. In G. A. Baker, III (Ed.), A handbook on the community college in
America: Its history, mission, and management (pp. 3-16). Westport, CT: Greenwood
Press.
Rea, L. J., & Parker, R. A. (2005). Designing and conducting survey research: A comprehensive
guide. 3rd edition. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Rockman, I. F. (2002). Strengthening connections between information literacy, general
education, and assessment efforts. Library Trends, 51(2), 185-198.
Rockman, I. F. (2004). Integrating information literacy into the higher education curriculum:
Practical models for transformation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Rogers, M., & Oder, N. (2001). Information literacy, record attendance highlight ACRL national
meeting. Library Journal, 126(7), 14-16.
Roselle, A, (2006). Tailoring instruction for community college students. In P. Ragains (Ed.),
Information literacy instruction that works: A guide to teaching by discipline and student
population. New York: Neal-Schuman.
Roth, L. (1999). Educating the cut-and-paste generation. Library Journal, 124(18), 42-44.
Savery, J. R., & Duffy, T. M. (1995). Problem based learning: An instructional model and its
constructive framework. Educational Technology, 35, 31-38.
Shapiro, J. J., & Hughes, S.K. (1996). Information literacy as a liberal art: Enlightenment
proposals for a new curriculum. Educom Review, 31(2), 2.
121

Smith, A. B. (1994). Teaching for learning: Instructional development and change in two-year
colleges. In G. A. Baker, III (Ed.), A handbook on the community college in America: Its
history, mission, and management (pp. 205-17). Westport, CT: Greenwood Press.
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics. Boston: Allyn and
Bacon.
Tapscott, D. (1998). Growing up digital: The rise of the net generation. New York: Mc-GrawHill.
Tapscott, D. (2009). Grown up digital: How the net generation is changing your world. New
York: McGraw-Hill, 2009.
Thompson, G. B. (2002). Information literacy accreditation mandates: What they mean for
faculty and librarians. Library Trends, 51(2): 218-41.
Tough, A. (1981). Interests of adult learners. In A. W. Chickering (Ed.), The modern American
college: Responding to the new realities of diverse students and a changing society (pp.
296-305). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Walker, H. M., & Lev, J. (1953). Statistical inference. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.
Wang, L. (2007). Sociocultural learning theories and information literacy teaching activities in
higher education. Reference and User Services Quarterly, 47(2), 149-158.
Western Association of Schools and Colleges. (2009). Guide to evaluating postsecondary
institutions. Burlingame,CA: Western Association of Schools and Colleges.
Wheeler, H. R. (1965). The community college library: A plan for action. Hamden: Shoe String
Press.
Zabel, D. (2004). A reaction to “information literacy and higher education.” The Journal of
Academic Librarianship, 30(1), 17-21.
Zuke, J. E. (2005). The teaching of information literacy by public community college librarians
in the United States (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Dissertation and Thesis Full
Text. (AAT 3204676)

122

APPENDICES

123

Appendix A
Cover Letter for Survey
Dear Colleague:
I am writing to request your participation in a survey. I am a doctoral student in the
Higher Education Administration program at the University of Alabama who is conducting a
study regarding information literacy skills in general education courses in Alabama’s public
associate’s colleges (community colleges).
Your participation in this survey is extremely important and will help in the advancing of
information literacy skills in public associate’s colleges (community colleges) in Alabama. As
part of the survey, I am ascertaining the extent to which instructors are teaching information
literacy skills to students in general education courses. In addition, I am also asking questions
regarding instructors’ awareness of institution-level general education outcomes of information
literacy as well as instructors’ awareness of national information literacy standards.
This is a short survey and should take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. There
are 22 questions, most of which are close-ended. In addition to this letter, I have enclosed the
following: two copies of a consent form, the survey, and a self-addressed stamped envelope. If
you decide to participate in this study, please complete the survey and return it, as well as one
signed copy of the consent form, to me in the self-addressed stamped envelope I have provided.
Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary, and all of your responses will
be kept confidential. All collected data will be kept in a secure location, at the principal
investigator’s home. At the end of the study, data will be destroyed, so please answer the
questions as truthfully and completely as possible. In addition, as the data is reported, there will
be no personally identifiable information associated with your responses. There are no costs or
known dangers for participating in this survey.
Thank you for taking the time to read this letter and for considering this survey. I realize
this survey will require you to take some time away from your normal daily duties; however,
research and scholarship are crucial to the growth of higher education.
If you have questions or problems related to this study, please contact the principal
investigator, Julia Everett, at 256-259-1054 or juliabeverett@hotmail.com. You may also contact
Dr. David Hardy at 205-348-6874 or dhardy@bamaed.ua.edu. For questions about your rights as
a research participant or to discuss problems, complaints, or concerns about a research study, or
to obtain information, or offer input, you may call Ms. Tanta Myles, the Research Compliance
Officer at the University of Alabama at 205-348-5152.
Sincerely,
Julia Everett
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