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From Service Role to Partnership: Faculty VVoices on Collaboration with

Librarians

Maria A. Perez-Stable, Judith M. Arnold, LuMarie F. Guth, and Patricia Fravel Vander Meer

abstract: Librarians at two research universities surveyed faculty practices and views about
collaboration with librarians to gain insight into likely partners and strategies for information
literacy (IL) instruction. Quantitative data on methods of collaboration revealed the most often-
practiced method of working together was having a librarian deliver an instruction session,
followed by developing an online course guide. Statistical differences by disciplinary area and
years teaching were examined; experienced faculty reported a greater range of collaboration
methods. Thematic analysis of open-ended responses on motives for collaboration, a factor less
frequently studied, found the top reason was to improve student IL skills, followed by to develop

librarian expertise.

Introduction [A head]

Collaboration between librarians and faculty is essential to incorporating information literacy
(IL) into the higher education curriculum. The topic of faculty-librarian collaboration is
overwhelmingly popular in the library literature. In 2018 alone, over 240 articles addressed this
subject.! In the literature on faculty-librarian teamwork, many voices emphasize the importance
of this partnership as a vital link to integrate IL into the curriculum.? Many studies offer
disciplinary-focused collaborations as an effective method to achieve this integration.® In 2008,
Stephanie Sterling Brasley reviewed the literature, offering specific examples of successful
faculty-librarian partnerships using categories defined by Susan Carol Curzon.* At the heart of

effective collaboration are shared values, good communication, complementary expertise, and



enthusiastic partners.> Numerous articles each year report on the efforts of librarians to work
with faculty to establish and deliver effective instructional experiences that will develop
students’ IL skills.

The librarian’s voice prevails on this topic, which appears almost exclusively in library
science literature, reflecting the importance of the topic to librarians, a perception not necessarily
shared by faculty.® As Ada Ducas and Nicole Michaud-Oystryk, Claire McGuiness, Sue Phelps
and Nicole Campbell, and Tayo Nagasawa, among others, noted in their literature reviews, few
articles on collaboration address the nature of working together itself. Instead, they report on
specific examples of faculty-librarian collaboration in the form of case studies.” As Atif Yousef
observed, only a few researchers have gathered data on the subject of collaboration from the
faculty perspective.® Among those who have solicited faculty attitudes are J. Edmund Maynard,
Anita Cannon, Joy Thomas, Gloria Leckie and Anne Fullerton, and Rhonda Gonzales.® These are
discussed in the literature review.

This study attempts to help fill that gap by adding more recent data (especially since the
adoption of the Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education) and by bringing
faculty voices from two large universities to the scholarly conversation about faculty-librarian
teamwork. The authors combined variables that were addressed separately in other studies to
examine the relationships between collaboration and faculty attitudes toward IL, faculty’s
academic disciplines, and their years of teaching experience. This multi-institutional study
collected data on methods of working together and solicited open-ended comments on what
motivates or hinders the faculty-librarian partnership to capture faculty attitudes in their own
words. The authors hope that data gleaned from the study could be used to set instructional

priorities and develop strategies for collaboration.



The research study had four main objectives:
1. To determine faculty’s methods of collaboration with librarians;
2. To investigate whether such variables as attitude toward the value of IL,
disciplinary area, or years of teaching show differences regarding collaboration;
3. To determine what motivates faculty to collaborate with librarians and what they
like or do not like about such teamwork; and

4. To investigate why faculty may not have collaborated with a librarian.
Literature Review [A head]

Beginning with Maynard in 1990, followed by Cannon in 1994 and then others, research studies
began to solicit input from faculty as well as shared data and insights on faculty practices and
attitudes toward IL, research instruction, and engagement with librarians.*® These foundational
studies provided a model for the current study. In these investigations, the researchers directly
queried teaching faculty, and the studies offered data comparison points on similar topics: faculty
attitudes toward IL or library instruction, reporting of engagement with librarians, faculty’s
instructional practices, and motivations or barriers to collaboration.

These core studies, as well as more recent investigations of faculty attitudes, employed
similar methodologies. Most used a survey or questionnaire with multiple-choice options or a
range of set responses. Some surveys were based in whole or part on the 1994, 20-item
questionnaire by Anita Cannon at York University in Toronto.!! Response rates ranged from a
high of 56 percent!? to a low of 14 percent,*? and the number of responses from 444 to 734.1°
Two studies also incorporated interviews to solicit a more complete picture but did not report
these findings in any detail.'® Paul Hrycaj and Michael Russo at Louisiana State University in

Baton Rouge suggested that perhaps small focus groups with faculty, instead of surveys with



formulated responses, would offer a more reliable understanding of the faculty viewpoint.t” Only
one study, by Kate Manuel, Susan Beck, and Molly Molloy at New Mexico State University in
Las Cruces in 2005, reported on interviews with 21 faculty members who were “heavy users” of
library instruction with a thorough thematic analysis.*8

The purpose behind the investigations described here was similar: to solicit faculty
attitudes and practices in relation to library services, particularly IL, to understand the
willingness of faculty to collaborate with librarians. Many studies gathered faculty input on the
importance of or need for IL.%° They reported the level of faculty participation in IL, along with
data on faculty preferences and practices related to IL (designated as methods of collaboration in
this study), with options ranging from in-class instruction by a librarian to online instructional
aids, such as tutorials.?’ In the course of describing methods of collaboration, faculty often
revealed that they teach IL themselves?! or that they expect students to learn these skills on their
own or in another class.??

When faculty were asked why they did not request instruction, among the most common
responses were that they had no time, that they were unaware of the service, or that there was
“no need” for it.2® While many studies identify the barriers to collaboration, the research by
Manuel, Beck, and Molloy focused on why faculty work with librarians. When they investigated
why faculty use librarian instruction, among the top reasons that faculty cited were students’ lack
of research skills, to combat the Internet, and the need for IL for student success in college. That
study also asked why faculty had a librarian teach IL, which speaks directly to the current
study’s research question on why faculty are motivated to collaborate.?*

Several research studies reported on faculty attitudes or practices by discipline? or by

years of teaching.?® However, the only study that offered a detailed statistical analysis of the



relationship between collaboration and such characteristics as faculty rank and years of teaching
was that by Atif Yousef, who reported on faculty attitudes toward partnering with librarians at
Zarka Private University in Zarka, Jordan. Survey results from 114 humanities and science
faculty included responses on the topics of collection development, user services, and
information literacy. Yousef discovered that more experienced faculty collaborate more.?’

The current investigation builds on the groundwork of these researchers in several ways.
It updates data that have been previously investigated by comparing multiple variables, such as
the importance of IL, methods of collaboration, and disciplinary areas. It also examines the
previously unanalyzed variables of the number of years teaching at the postsecondary level and
the research designation assigned by the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher
Education to the two universities participating in the study for a unique analysis. In addition, this
study uses qualitative analysis of open-ended responses on motivations for collaboration as well
as rationales for not doing so. The inclusion of open-ended responses to the why or why not
collaborate questions distinguishes this study from most previous investigations, which often
offered faculty a choice of set responses. It also serves to expand on a 2012 investigation by two
authors of the current study with a third colleague at Western Michigan University,? as well as

expanding the faculty subject pool to a second institution to solicit a wider range of responses.
Methodology [A head]

The authors of this investigation queried the faculty at two large, research-oriented public
institutions, Wayne State University in Detroit, Michigan, and Western Michigan University in
Kalamazoo. This survey consisted of two parts. The first section questioned teaching faculty
regarding the value they place on information literacy and solicited their feedback on the

wording and concepts of the Framework.?® The second portion of the instrument asked the



faculty about their relationship with librarians—how they have worked in partnership with a
librarian, what motivated them to do so, what they liked about the collaboration, and why they
have not taken greater advantage of working with a librarian. This study reports on the findings
from the second half of the survey, dealing directly with the connections between librarians and
the professoriate.

After examining numerous definitions of librarian-teacher collaboration, Patricia
Montiel-Overall posited one of her own for teacher and librarian partnership for the twenty-first
century: “Collaboration is a trusting, working relationship between two or more equal
participants involved in shared thinking, shared planning, and shared creation of innovative
integrated instruction.”® The authors embraced the ideals of equality and sharing embodied in
this definition. However, the current study explored a wider spectrum of engagement with library
instruction, including traditional in-class instruction by a librarian, as well as indirect
collaboration methods, such as faculty referring students to a specific librarian or teaching IL
concepts to students themselves.

The authors, librarians at Wayne State or Western Michigan, used Qualtrics to administer
an anonymous, Institutional Review Board-approved 10-question survey. The survey consisted
of three demographic questions, two 5-point Likert questions on the value of information literacy
and the frames, a free-response question on alternative wording for the concepts in the
Framework, a checklist of collaboration methods including the option of not collaborating, two
open responses on motivations for and barriers against collaboration, and an open comments
box. The survey was distributed through e-mail in the spring semester of 2016. E-mails went to
1,720 faculty at Wayne State and 897 faculty at Western Michigan. No distinctions were made

between full-time and part-time faculty, and no incentives were offered for returning the survey.



The response rate from Wayne State was 9 percent with 158 usable surveys, and Western
Michigan also had a 9 percent response rate with 79 usable surveys, totaling 237 usable
responses.

The number of responses allowed the authors to establish statistical significance using
institution, area of discipline, and years of teaching as the independent variables. The authors
performed a chi-square test to determine if there was a difference between expected and
observed frequencies in nominal categories. Any relationships that were significant at an alpha
value of 0.05 were then run with a phi or Cramer’s V test to determine the coefficient on the
strength of the association. All statistical analysis was performed using SPSS.

The responses to the two open-ended questions regarding motivation for collaboration
and reasons for not doing so were coded manually for themes then counted for frequency; blank
or N/A responses to these questions were eliminated from the analysis. In addition to frequency
counts, relative frequency was calculated by dividing individual theme frequency counts by total
theme mentions to determine the comparative importance of the reasons for both collaborating
and not collaborating; this value was expressed as a percentage of the total theme responses. The
qualitative findings reported in this analysis represent the views and values of this group of

faculty at the time of the survey and may not reflect patterns at other institutions.

Results [A head]

Summary of Demographic Findings [B head]

Faculty in the study were asked to self-identify their discipline, which the authors categorized
into five disciplinary areas: education, fine arts (including communication), humanities, social
sciences, and STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics). The response rates

were as follows: social sciences (31 percent), STEM (27 percent), education (16 percent), fine



arts (14 percent), and humanities (13 percent). The categories for the number of years teaching at
the postsecondary level were less than 2 years, 2 to 5 years, 6 to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, and 21
years or more. Eight percent of the respondents reported less than 2 years of teaching; 13 percent
had 2 to 5 years of experience; 21 percent had 6 to 10 years; 24 percent had 11 to 20 years; and
35 percent had over 20 years of teaching experience. The authors grouped faculty with 10 years
of experience or less into three categories to capture potential attitude shifts during the early
stages of becoming oriented to and established in the profession.

Do Faculty Collaborate? [B head]

The authors were interested in which segments of the faculty chose not to collaborate to
hypothesize reasons and solutions for increased library involvement. Overall, 27 percent of
faculty reported that they do not partner with librarians. STEM reported no joint efforts at a 33
percent rate, followed by fine arts (30 percent), social sciences (27 percent), humanities (23
percent), and education (13 percent).

Less experienced faculty reported no collaboration at higher levels than did more
experienced faculty. Faculty with less than 2 years of experience reported no collaboration at 42
percent, followed by 2 to 5 years (43 percent), 6 to 10 years (31 percent), 11 to 20 years (16
percent), and 21 or more years (22 percent). There is a significant difference in this category, as
shown in Table 1 (p =.023).

[Table 1]

At Wayne State University, 33 percent of faculty reported no collaboration, while at
Western Michigan University, 14 percent reported none. There is a significant difference in this
category (p =.002). Table 2 shows that Western Michigan University has greater rates of

partnership at nearly every level of years of teaching. The relative value placed on research and



teaching at the two institutions may be a factor. Wayne State University is in the highest
Carnegie Classification with a designation of R1 Doctoral University—\Very High Research
Activity, whereas Western Michigan University has an R2 Doctoral University—High Research
Activity classification.

[Table 2]

The authors expected to find a relationship between faculty members’ ranking of the
importance of IL and their level of collaboration, but no connection appeared. Likewise, there
was no significant difference between institutions on how they viewed the importance of IL
when ranked on a 5-point Likert scale. Wayne State’s mean ranking of the importance of IL was
4.82, only slightly higher than Western Michigan’s at 4.80. No relationship was found between
the ranking of the importance of IL and the years of experience teaching or disciplinary area. The
absence of relationships is because faculty ranked IL highly across all demographic segments of
the study. Faculty in the study widely accepted the connection between student success and the
ability to find and evaluate information.

Methods of Collaboration [B head]

Beyond participation in collaboration, the authors also surveyed faculty on the methods of
partnership they engage in with the library. As seen in Table 3, the most common form of
collaboration was having a librarian teach in a course session, with 41 percent participation,
followed by having an online course guide at 24 percent taking part and making a referral to a
specific librarian at 19 percent participation. The least common forms of collaboration were
having a librarian presence in the course management system (CMS) at 12 percent and having
collaborative learning outcomes at 7 percent.

[Table 3]



Table 3 shows two significant differences in methods of collaboration by institution.
Western Michigan University reported higher participation than Wayne State University in
having a librarian in the classroom, with Western Michigan at 54 percent and Wayne State at 34
percent (p =.002), and in creating a joint assignment, with Western Michigan at 24 percent and
Wayne State at 13 percent (p =.037). As previously stated, institutional variations may explain
why Western Michigan University had higher participation in some instances.

When exploring methods of collaboration by disciplinary area, education and humanities
showed comparably high engagement, while fine arts and STEM showed comparably low
participation in most methods, as seen in Table 4. Statistically significant differences by
disciplinary area were present for having a librarian teach a class session (p = .010);
collaborative learning outcomes (p = .044); online tutorial videos (p = .020); and online course
guides (p = .003).

[Table 4]

As displayed in Table 5, faculty with less than two years of teaching experience had low
participation rates in all methods of collaboration except making a referral to a specific librarian
and teaching information literacy themselves. Faculty with less than two years of experience and
those with two to five years of experience reported similar rates of taking part in online course
guides, referral to a specific librarian, and online video tutorials. All faculty with less than 21
years of experience had similarly low participation rates in collaborative learning outcomes.
Faculty with less than two years of experience and faculty with 21 or more years on the job
reported teaching IL themselves at higher rates than faculty with intermediate levels of
experience. The authors found a significant difference regarding two methods of collaboration:

having librarians teach a course session (p =.032) and collaborative learning outcomes (p =



.041). The three categories of faculty with the most years of experience reported having a
librarian teach a session in their class at greater levels than the two categories of faculty with the
fewest years of teaching. For collaborative learning outcomes, the category with the most years
of experience reported more joint efforts than all other groups at 13 percent; the next closest was
5 percent.

[Table 5]

What Motivates Faculty to Collaborate? [B head]

Two research interests of this study were determining faculty motivation for collaborating with a
librarian and discovering what faculty like and do not like regarding such teamwork. The survey
asked respondents who had worked with a librarian to “explain what motivated you to do so.” A
second part of this open-response question asked what they liked or did not like about the
experience. Most comments addressed the first part of the question—the motivating factor that
led faculty to collaborate. There were not enough like or did not like replies to analyze, which
might have occurred because the question asked for two responses and the second part may have
been overlooked. Only three respondents mentioned disappointment with the collaboration, and
their comments were not analyzed due to this small response.

For this question, 100 responses were usable; because responses frequently expressed
multiple themes, 165 theme mentions were coded and counted. Ten themes were identified and
analyzed. Social sciences faculty were the most represented group in the responses (56),
followed by education (37), humanities (34), STEM (27), and fine arts (11). Faculty with 21 or
more years of teaching experience were most heavily represented (63 responses), followed in

descending order of experience by the other groups: 11 to 20 years (41), 6 to 10 years (30), 2t0o 5



years (23), and less than 2 years (8). These results mirrored the demographics of the study as a
whole.

Table 6 lists the themes coded (with definitions) accompanied by frequency counts and
percentages listed in descending order of times mentioned (n = 165). The three most often
mentioned themes were skill development (49 mentions, 30 percent), librarian expertise (39
mentions, 24 percent), and access to resources (19 mentions, 12 percent).

[Table 6]

Concern for developing students’ searching skills and helping them learn how to access
credible resources were priorities with faculty, and the expressed theme of librarian expertise
indicated that faculty viewed librarians as having the knowledge important for helping students
develop IL. One education faculty member phrased this theme as: “The librarian is an expert in
the area, and | can do the things that | ask my students to do, but she is better prepared to
TEACH them how to do those things.”

The second-tier themes by frequency included collaboration value (12 mentions, 7
percent), student-librarian connection (12 mentions, 7 percent), helpful for students (nine
mentions, 5 percent), established collaboration (nine mentions, 5 percent), and librarian outreach
(eight mentions, 5 percent). Faculty reported that they found value in the act of collaboration,
viewing it as a true partnership. One humanities faculty member expressed it this way: “The
collaboration has evolved over time from a service role to a partnership moving from simply
providing one-time instruction in searching skills to embedding them into ongoing discussion of
the nature and dynamics of information especially digital resources and databases.” Two other
motivation themes mentioned more than once were obtaining another perspective (five

responses, 3 percent) and recommended by a colleague (three responses, 2 percent). Faculty



appreciated the librarian voice for providing “another perspective” as expressed by a humanities
faculty member: “I also think it’s valuable for them [students] to hear from more than one
person—it reinforces the concepts we’re trying to get across.”
Why Faculty Have Not Collaborated [B head]
The counterpart to the previous question asked those who did not collaborate to expand on why
not: “If you have not taken advantage of working with a librarian, please tell us why” as an open-
response question. This question drew 81 usable responses, and 88 theme mentions were
counted. Eight themes were coded and counted.
Themes [C head]
Table 7 lists the themes coded (with definitions) accompanied by frequency counts and
percentages listed in descending order of times mentioned (n = 88). The top two themes, no need
and unaware of service, were identified in 26 responses (30 percent of the total) and 19 responses
(22 percent), respectively. Responses that were coded “no need” included explanations by
faculty that their course was technical in nature or that information resources were not relevant to
the course content. Responses coded as unaware of service stated that faculty were not familiar
with how librarians could support faculty teaching, especially related to IL. For example, a
faculty member in the social sciences commented: “Not aware of services, did not realize
librarians could help.”
[Table 7]

The next tier of responses was represented by the themes lack of time and teach it myself,
at 12 mentions (14 percent) and 10 mentions (11 percent), respectively. The final tier of

responses consisted of referral to a librarian (six mentions, 7 percent), students learn skills



elsewhere (six mentions, 7 percent), perceived availability of librarians (five mentions, 6
percent), and uses online instructional materials (four mentions, 5 percent).

One response, uncoded, from a humanities faculty member declared that librarians were
not “credible, publishing scholars.” Although this comment was discouraging, it was not a
widely expressed perception of the faculty who responded to this survey. Another response
worth noting came from a STEM faculty member who commented: ““I think there is a feeling
amongst scientists that we can find information as least as fast and as completely as a librarian;
maybe this is not true?”

Disciplinary Area and Teaching Experience [C head]

Because of the interest of this study in the association between collaboration and such variables
as disciplinary area and years of teaching (as reflected in the study’s quantitative analysis),
counts of motivation themes by disciplinary area were recorded. However, the frequency
mentions, ranging from a high of 18 to a low of zero, were so low for many themes that
comparisons among disciplinary groups would have little meaning.

A few general observations about the data may prove useful for librarians wishing to
converse with faculty about collaboration. Skill development was the most frequently mentioned
theme and the most often-stated theme in every disciplinary group except education, where
librarian expertise was the most-referenced idea. Librarian expertise was also a motivating factor
for humanities faculty and equaled skill development as the top motivation for collaborating.
Access to resources was the third most frequently voiced motive for working with librarians in

all disciplinary areas.

Discussion [A head]



This study began with the objective to elicit faculty voices on their practices and attitudes toward
collaboration with the library. The investigation found that faculty do collaborate and that they
employ a range of methods; they are motivated to collaborate with librarians and will offer
rationales for why they do not do so. Analyses by disciplinary area and by years of teaching
provided additional insights into faculty practices and preferences. In addition to expanding the
range of faculty voices in the scholarly conversation around collaboration, the findings of this
study can pinpoint opportunities and offer strategies as librarians continue to explore ways to
approach faculty about IL collaboration.

Faculty continue to value library collaboration at high levels, especially direct contact
with a librarian in a class session. Only 27 percent of faculty reported they do not collaborate
with librarians, while 73 percent indicated that they work with librarians in some fashion to help
students develop information literacy skills. This rate of involvement is relatively high compared
to a study in 2003, when 79 percent of faculty reported no interaction with librarians.3! Of
course, collaboration can take various forms. The most frequent collaboration is librarian-led IL
instruction. Forty-one percent of faculty in the current study reported use of librarian-taught IL
sessions, a rate similar to other studies that found 44 percent®? and 37 percent involvement,*® but
higher than the 20 percent reported by Ducas and Michaud-Oystryk.3* Research at Western
Michigan University by Patricia Fravel Vander Meer, Maria Perez-Stable, and Dianna Sachs in
2012 found comparable results, with 42 percent of the faculty reporting use of a librarian-led 1L
session.® Despite librarians’ best efforts to provide IL instruction, the needle has scarcely moved
since the mid-1990s.

The authors analyzed reported methods of collaboration and examined differences across

a variety of disciplines and levels of experience. Of faculty who reported no collaboration,



STEM was the highest disciplinary area at 33 percent, followed by fine arts (30 percent), social
sciences (27 percent), humanities (23 percent), and education (13 percent). This study’s findings
of low participation in STEM and high participation in the humanities and social sciences concur
with disciplinary trends found in other studies.*® Education is notable in its high level of
collaboration, which matches the findings of Joy Thomas.*’ It is especially interesting to see the
rapid shifts in the categories of librarian teaching in a course session (from 16 percent in the first
two years to 39 percent in years 6 through 10) and faculty teach IL themselves (from 53 percent
in the first two years to 24 percent in years 6 through 10) during the time that new faculty orient
to the profession.

Similarly, Yousef discovered that faculty with more than 10 years of teaching ranked
collaboration at a higher level compared to faculty with less experience.® Gonzales found that
faculty with 10 years or less of teaching considered library research less important to their field
than did their more seasoned peers.*® Collaboration may depend on the relationship that teaching
faculty and subject librarians have developed over time, particularly if it has been a long-
standing alliance. Melissa Moore posits that seeking out “library champions” is one of the best
ways for librarians to establish long-term relationships with faculty.*

While articles on faculty-librarian collaboration often discuss barriers to partnerships
(particularly from the librarian viewpoint), the current study addresses a factor that has received
little attention in the literature: faculty motivation for collaborating. When the authors analyzed
faculty’s open-ended responses, the three most frequently recurring themes that motivated them
to work with librarians were skill development, librarian expertise, and access to resources.
These results dovetail with those of a smaller study by Manuel, Beck, and Molloy, who

interviewed 21 faculty members targeted for their high use of library instruction services. Their



research reported that the most frequent themes which emerged in answer to the question “Why
have a librarian teach IL?” were regard for librarian expertise (a major theme in this study), the
opportunity to update their own skills, and the librarian’s role as a corroborating voice,** which
were minor themes in the current analysis.

Insights from additional articles, mostly from the librarian perspective rather than from
the faculty viewpoint, reiterate the importance of the skill development theme, the most
frequently reported reason for collaboration in the present study. Faculty are often moved to
work with librarians to develop or increase their students’ research skills*? or to offer IL to
improve student performance.*® Because IL goals often resonate with faculty pedagogical aims,*
unearthing these shared values can serve as a strong foundation for collaboration.*

The second most frequently occurring motivational theme was librarian expertise. One
faculty member from humanities with 21 or more years of teaching experience expressed the
theme in this way: “I recognized my understanding of modern information systems was badly
out of date, and | knew that my students’ was mostly nonexistent. The librarian’s continual
engagement with the class was essential to its overall success. And it was a success.” The
incidence of librarian expertise as a theme supports the findings of Manuel, Beck, and Molloy,
who extracted this same idea from their faculty interviews.*¢ Anecdotally, librarians who have
cultivated relationships with faculty over time often find those faculty open to more avenues of
collaboration and more respectful of their knowledge. The association of substantial
collaboration with more experienced faculty might suggest that those who have developed
partnerships with librarians over time have learned what librarians can contribute and have

gained an appreciation for this expertise.



The theme of regard for librarian expertise may appear at odds, however, with
observations in some articles that reported faculty do not understand or respect the knowledge
and skills that librarians bring and that librarians are not perceived as equals (instructors) but as
service providers in the eyes of faculty.*” Several observations by librarians in a 2018 survey of
United States and Canadian academic libraries stated that faculty frequently or very frequently
“acted surprised” at the librarians’ “scholastic or academic achievement.”*® Given the findings of
the present study, the authors suggest that these reactions were expressed by faculty who lacked
true collaborative partnerships with librarians.

While the faculty view of librarians not as equals but as service providers is also
discussed as a barrier to collaboration in the literature, it did not appear as a rationale for not
collaborating in the current study. No need and unaware of service were the top themes found in
this study as barriers to collaboration—reasons that also emerged in the literature review. The
response that IL was “not needed” or “inappropriate” for the course was echoed in many
studies.*® Similarly, faculty reported being “unaware” of the IL instruction service in several of
these same core studies.>® The fourth most frequently mentioned barrier that came up in the
qualitative results, teach it myself, was also consistent with the quantitative findings of this
study, where 33 percent of faculty reported that they teach IL themselves. This result also
corresponds to responses described in numerous core studies.®® Many librarians may face these
reasons for not collaborating as they struggle to demonstrate and quantify the value of the library

and its resources and services in the academic enterprise, beyond collections and access.
Recommendations [A head]

In addition to cultivating the willing audiences presented by education, humanities, and social

sciences faculty, librarians might take direction from the themes unearthed in this study’s



qualitative responses regarding why faculty are motivated to collaborate. Skill development,
librarian expertise, and access to resources might serve as “audience appeals” to enhance
marketing and outreach efforts. Similarly, shared pedagogical goals around improving student
skills and performance and institutional assessment initiatives might serve as common ground for
talking with faculty about collaboration. Promoting and marketing instruction with testimonials
by more seasoned faculty who use library services might inspire those who do not, particularly
the newest faculty, who showed the least amount of partnership activity in this study.

The commonly voiced reasons for not collaborating, often mentioned by faculty in this
and other studies, suggest that more outreach and marketing are warranted to catch the attention
of unaware faculty and to open a dialog with faculty who reported no need for IL instruction.
That said, it is important to determine each course’s goals and perhaps review a class syllabus,
often accomplished through curriculum mapping, before assuming there is a need. To counteract
the lack of time argument, librarians might offer more alternatives to in-class instruction. They
could consider developing instructional interventions such as stand-alone tutorials, specialized
online course guides, predesigned modules or assignments, and grading rubrics that align with
the practice of faculty teaching IL themselves.

For those faculty who teach information literacy themselves, librarians might put a more
positive spin on this finding by acknowledging that faculty who recognize the importance of IL
and teach that importance are allies. In fact, librarians can encourage faculty to teach IL
themselves in classrooms by setting up teach-the-teacher initiatives. Several faculty in the survey
commented that attending librarian sessions keeps them up to date, so faculty may schedule IL

sessions with a librarian and then teach it themselves in later semesters.

Areas for Future Study [A head]



The least common types of collaboration reported were faculty and librarians working jointly on
learning outcomes and a librarian embedded in a CMS. These findings dovetail with the
previously mentioned study by two of the current authors and a third colleague at Western
Michigan University, where they also found that the least popular method of collaboration was
the librarian embedded in the CMS.>2 Perhaps faculty view these less-used methods as more
invasive, or librarians might broach them less often. In addition, some faculty may not use the
CMS as a course resource beyond posting the syllabus and grades. This activity on the part of
faculty often goes unrecorded in library reports or statistics; conscious efforts could be made to
keep a better record of librarian presence in a CMS. Possibly, librarians could pursue future
study of these less frequently reported collaboration practices.

One gap in the study was that the authors could not distinguish feedback from part-time
and full-time instructors. Only 16 percent of faculty with less than two years of teaching
experience brought a librarian in to do an instruction session for their class—the most traditional
and popular method of collaboration. Did they lack awareness of library or IL services? Part-
time or graduate student instructors are not always as well informed about library instructional
services as their full-time counterparts. Yousef found that faculty with master’s degrees ranked
collaboration higher than those with doctorates.® This indicates that the instructors that
librarians say are hardest to reach—part-time instructors and teaching assistants—may also be
those that highly value our services. This service gap certainly invites future study.

The phenomenon of faculty teaching information literacy themselves also merits
additional exploration. It was the second most selected response in the list of methods of
collaboration and one of the most frequently mentioned themes of why faculty do not collaborate

with librarians. The nature of what is taught needs to be investigated. Do faculty teach based on



their own research methods, what they have learned from previous library instruction in their
classes, what they acquired from teach-the-teacher library instruction programs, or from some
other expertise? How in-depth is the instruction, and does it meet the information literacy needs
of the students? Faculty teaching information literacy themselves is an emerging reality in library

instruction and might advance information literacy on a large scale.
Conclusion [A head]

Clearly, the topic of faculty attitudes and preferences regarding collaboration with librarians in
the arena of information literacy is multifaceted. Demographic variables, such as disciplinary
area and number of years teaching, and motivations for collaborating (skill development,
librarian expertise, access to resources, and the like) or for not collaborating (no need, unaware
of service, lack of time, and similar reasons) need to be considered carefully when crafting
instructional priorities and creating strategies for teamwork. This nuanced approach, as opposed
to a one-size-fits-all method, will likely increase the chances of an academic library successfully

connecting and collaborating with faculty through its instruction program.
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Table 1.

Statistical analysis of methods of collaboration by disciplinary area, years teaching, and institution

¢ '-‘bfa”?‘” Faculty Online Referral to . Online S Collaborative
eaching ina ¢ o Collaborative - Librarian .
each IL course a specific . video - learning
course themselves uide librarian assignment tutorials in CMS outcomes
No collaboration session g
A2 = A2 = X2 = X2 = X2 =
Disciplinary area (df* = 4) | 2 =5.401 13.329™ | 42 =6.754 | 16.261'% | 2.008 ¥2=6.663 |11.703"* |2.374 |y2=9.811f%
A2 = A2 = X2 = X2 = X2 =
Years teaching (df = 4) 2= 11.370™ | 10.531"* 2 =6.964 | 3.757 4.770 2 = 7.627 1.764 3.303 2= 9.9507*
X2 = X2 = X2 = X2 = X2 =
Institution (df = 1) Y2 = 9.729' 9.534" 2 =2.744 | 0.047 0.054 Y2 = 4,346 | 3.685 0.020 2 = 0.838

*df or degree of freedom is the number of values in the study that are free to vary.

+Significance at an alpha of 0.05.

TWeak association of variables with coefficient below 0.25.
$Moderate association of variables with coefficient between 0.25 and 0.75.




Table 2.

Participation in faculty-librarian collaboration by institution and years

teaching

Wayne State University
(R1 Carnegie Classification)

Western Michigan University
(R2 Carnegie Classification)

Years teaching

Collaboration

No collaboration

Collaboration

No collaboration

Less than 2 (n = 19) 8 (57%) 6 (43%) 3 (60%) 2 (40%)
2105 (n=230) 14 (58%) 10 (42%) 3 (50%) 3 (50%)
6 to 10 (n = 49) 19 (61%) 12 (39%) 15 (83%) 3 (17%)
11to 20 (n =57) 28 (78%) 8 (22%) 20 (95%) 1 (5%)
21 or more (n = 82) 37 (70%) 16 (30%) 27 (93%) 2 (7%)
Total (N = 237) 106 (67%) 52 (33%) 68 (86%) 11 (14%)




Table3.

Methodk of collaboration by institution

Librarianteaching

Facultyteach

Online

Referral to a

Collaborative

Onlinevideo

Librarian in

Collaborative

Institution acourse seson’ | IL themselves course gide I?t?rzﬂzﬁ assignmerit tutorials CMS gﬁ?égirggs
Wayne State University (R1 o o o
Carnegie Classificatior(n = 158) 53 (34%) 47 (30%) 38 (24%) 30 (19%) 21 (13%) 19(12%) | 19(12%) 9 (6%)
Western Michigan University (R2 0 0 0 0 0
Carnegie Classificatior(n = 79) 43 (54%) 32 (41%) 18(23%) 16 (20%) 19 (24%) 17(22%) | 10(13%) 7 (9%)
Total (N = 237) 96 (41%) 79 (33%) | 56 (24%) | 46 (19%) 40 (17%) 36 (15%) | 29 (12%0) 16 (7%0)

"Significance at an alpha 6f05.

"Weak association of variables with coefficient be@@5.




Table 4.

Methods of collaboration by disciplinary area

It_eigézriir?n Facult Online Referral Online Collaborative
Discioli 1ching y toa Collaborative : Librarian .
isciplinary area ina teach IL course specific | assignment video in CMS learning
course | themselves | guide™f | ;v . tutorials™ outcomes™
. librarian
session
. 21 10 9 12
Education (n = 38) (55%) 12 (32%) (26%) | (24%) 11 (29%) (32%) 7 (18%) 6 (16%)
Fine arts (n = 33) 9 (27%) | 17 (52%) (217% | (217% | 5% | 3% | 3(9%) 1 (3%)
Humanities (n = 30) (5230) 10 (33%) | 4%‘/0) (175% || s | 5T | 30%) | 4(3%)
Social sciences (n = 73) ( ho || 203 (2%52/0) (223/0) 12 (16%) | 6 (8%) (11‘3/0) 3 (4%)
17 6 9 10
STEM (n = 63) (27%) 16 (25%) (10%) | (14%) 6 (10%) (16%) 6 (10%) 2 (3%)
_ 96 o 56 46 o 36 29 o
Total (N =237) (41%) 79 (33%) (24%) | (19%) 40 (17%) (15%) | (129) 16 (7%)

“Significance at an alpha of 0.05.

fWeak association of variables with coefficient below 0.25.
IModerate association of variables with coefficient between 0.25 and 0.75.




Table 5.

Methods of collaboration by years of experience teaching

Referral to a

Collaborative

verseaing | beiine | ety | onive, | Mg | cotebonive | ontnevido | ot | “iging
ibrarian outcomes™*
Less than 2 (n = 19) 3 (16%) 10 (53%) | 3(16%) | 5 (26%) 0 (0%) 2(11%) | 0(0%) 1 (5%)
2105 (n = 30) 8 (27%) 9 (30%) 5(17%) | 8(27%) 5 (17%) 3(10%) | 5(17%) 0 (0%)
6 t0 10 (n = 49) 19 (39%) 12 (24%) | 10(20%) | 10 (20%) 5 (10%) 8 (16%) | 6 (12%) 1 (2%)
1110 20 (n = 57) 29 (51%) 16 (28%) | 18 (32%) | 13 (23%) | 12 (21%) | 11(19%) | 7 (12%) 3 (5%)
21 or more (n = 82) 37 (45%) 32(39%) | 20(24%) | 10(12%) | 18(22%) | 12(15%) | 11(13%) | 11 (13%)
Total (N = 237) 96 (41%) 79 (33%) | 56 (24%) | 46 (19%) | 40 (17%) | 36 (15%) |29 (12%) | 16 (7%)

“Significance at an alpha of 0.05.

fWeak association of variables with coefficient below 0.25.




Table 6.

Thematic frequency in faculty comments on motivation for collaboration

(n = 165)
Theme Frequency Explanation
Skill Reflected faculty member’s desire to have students gain
develooment 49 (30%) | research skills, or faculty member remarked on the lack of
P research skills in students.

Librarian 39 (24%) Mentioned the librarian’s better knowledge of resources and

expertise searching skills.

Access to Indicated that motivation included helping students learn about

(eSOUTCES 19 (12%) | appropriate, credible, and/or discipline-specific library and other
resources.

Collaboration 12 (7%) Expressed the value of the collaboration as a motivating factor.

value

Student- Stated the value of actively facilitating a personal connection

librarian 12 (7%) | between students and librarians.

connection
Reflected faculty member’s concern that the experience would

Helpful for 9 (5%) help students (faculty member reflection on how the experience

students would positively influence student’s affect, such as confidence,
anxiety, etc.)

Established 9 (5%) Stated that the collaboration was already established in the

collaboration 0 course prior to their appointment as an instructor.

Librarian 8 (5%) Mentioned librarian efforts to make faculty members aware of

outreach ° the service.

Another 5 (3%) Expressed the value of having students hear a different voice

perspective 0 related to the value of information literacy skills.

ecommende ated that a colleague recommended collaborating with a
R ded 3 (2%) Stated that lleag ded collaborating with
by colleague librarian or arranging for instruction.




Table 7.

Thematic frequency in faculty comments on barriers to collaboration (n

= 88)
Theme Frequency Explanation
No need 26 (29%) The course doe§ not require Ilbrary_research, or the
instructor perceives no need for IL instruction.
Unaware of Faculty member was not familiar with instructional services
: 19 (22%) s i
service or the possibilities of collaboration.
Lack of time 12 (14%) Indicated that ther_e was no room in course content or t_hat
faculty member did not have time to pursue collaboration.
Stated that the faculty member teaches IL, some because
Teach it myself 10 (11%) | they have training, others because they consider themselves
better prepared to teach research skills to their students.
Referral to The faculty member sends students to consult with a
o 6 (7%) oo ) i . ) .
librarian librarian in lieu of having an instructional collaboration.
Indicated that the faculty member believes that other courses
Students learn . .
X 6 (7%) | or instructors teach students IL skills or they already possess
skills elsewhere :
these skills.
Perceived Faculty indicated they did not believe librarians were
availability of 5(6%) | available at times or locations needed (such as satellite
librarians locations).
Uses online Reported using online videos, LibGuides, or other
instructional 4 (5%) | instructional materials.

materials




