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ABSTRACT

The aim of thissequential integrated mixed model design study was to examine
information literacy (IL) levels and needs of gratkistudents in education, social
studies, and humanities at the mid-size Canadiarersgity. This was done through
surveying 201 graduate students who volunteerdd-to a quantitative

guestionnaire that included supplementary opengkgdestions. To triangulate data
and as part of the chosen methodological apprda&chraduate students also took
part in the semi-structured follow-up interviewsighincluded observation of the
participants’ on-task behaviour. In order to coesithe IL of graduate students in the
larger context of a library information ecosystehe researcher incorporated the
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and the Affordaritheory (AT) frameworks.

The quantitative component of the study was baseti® modified Beile Test of
Information Literacy for Education (B-TILED) surveg an instrument to measure
the participants’ IL. The survey questions wereaniged to address the participants’
demographic, academic and departmental charaatsri¥he statistically significant
results were found for the B-TILED scores on théofeing three independent
variables: (i) first language of participants (i:@on-native English speakers
performed lower), (ii) minimum course requiremecasnpleted for the Master’s
degree (i.e., students who did not complete thermim number of courses
performed lower), and (iii) the department of stidg., Master’s of Education and
Master’s of Social Work students performed lowéerhe data from the follow-up
interviews confirmed that graduate students peeckttaat they need more IL-related
instruction, as well as a discipline-specific instion.

Findings suggest that graduate students may bérefitdifferentiated methods for
gaining the IL skills, through frequent and moradson in-library, in-class, and on-
line IL instruction. The conclusion of this stughgints out that those who need
sophisticated search and research skills, requs&amed and individualized support
in order to achieve the necessary comfort and masteloing so. Thus, with
increased technological development of library$palgeneric onetime library
instruction, usually given in the first semestegodduate program is not sufficient to
provide the most needed IL skills.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Ultimately, information literate people are thoskeorhave learned how to learn.

They know how to learn because they know how kndgaes organized, how to

find information, and how to use information in Bucway that others can learn

from them. They are people prepared for lifeloragéng, because they can

always find the information needed for any tasklecision at hand (American

Library Association Presidential Committee on Imf@tion Literacy, 1989, p.1).

Information literacy (IL) is an essential skill bave in today’s world. The
American Library Association (ALA) Presidential Caomitee on IL defines IL as a set of
abilities whereby an individual is able to recognike need for information, as well as to
locate, evaluate, and use the needed informatientefely (ALA Presidential
Committee on IL, 1989). More specifically, infornaat literacy can be regarded as “the
set of skills needed to find, retrieve, analyzel ase information” (ALA, 2007, para. 1).
As the world becomes more technologically advarametidependent on the quick
transfer and retrieval of information, IL will beeated with the ability to formulate
informed decisions in many aspects of life. In pgestondary education, IL might be
introduced through writing research papers or shglfrom textbooks; however, IL
skills are not adequately obtained simply by ddiagic coursework tasks alone (ALA,
2007).According to the Association of College and Reseaibraries (ACRL) (2007),
IL enables individuals to master content and extbedange of their search in order to
become self-directed and obtain better control dveir learning. Therefore, IL serves as

a foundation for life-long learning in that it che shared between various learning

environments and disciplines (ALA, 2006).



Other terminological inconsistencies in relatiordédinition of information
literacy that exist in this domain are addressethéu. In the library field, “information
literacy” is a prevalent term (Marshall, 2006), evhough many studies do not use this
term explicitly but rather generally address infation-seeking behaviours or
information competencies (Barrett, 2005; Fidza@R8; Goetsch & Kaufmann, 1998).
Beile O’Neil (2005) pointed out that IL as a conceame into existence in the last 30
years and that during this time the use of thisi@dar term has dramatically changed.

Goetsch and Kaufman (1998) noted that, in 1990Ath% Presidential
Committee on IL was instrumental in promoting thgportance of IL in American
society as a way of correcting “social and econamequities” (p. 159). Furthermore, the
authors highlighted several problems that havegntd the successful integration of IL
programs at institutions of higher learning. Onetsproblem is that librarians have often
been held solely responsible for developing IL e#&s it was pointed out that faculty
should also understand the importance of IL andilshiategrate IL components into
their courses.

One approach to addressing these problems is eviddtarshall’s (2006)
invitation to instructors to design higher educatourses that promote IL as the object
of learning as well as the medium by which studeatning can occur. In tandem with
Marshall’s views, ALA (2007) suggests that thera iseed for an IL parallel curriculum
in order to develop a solid base of IL in post-selay education, but ALA does not

elaborate on the meaning of the term “parallelicuhum” with respect to IL.



Need for Investigation of Graduate Students’ Petiogs about Library Usage

Sadler and Given (2007) view the academic librarg &ital information resource
that can serve as a hub for students becausenects them to online materials and
provides individualized help and other resourceessary for their academic work.
Since undergraduate students represent the magditie student population on a typical
university campus, academic librarians tend to dpeare time addressing undergraduate
students’ needs as opposed to the needs of gragtudemnts. It may be that faculty and
librarians share the perception that the less expegd undergraduate students have
greater IL needs in comparison to those of the mgperienced graduate students
(Crosetto, Wilkenfeld, & Runnestrand, 2007).

Although a widespread body of research literaturstg on the IL of academics,
graduate students have not received nearly as atteftion (Barrett, 2005); however,
one should not assume that graduate students kpeeenced any library instruction at
the undergraduate level (Williams, 2000). Thererset be a widespread assumption
that graduate students are already familiar witkrarsity library resources, but such an
assumption is unjustified. For example, many gréelstudents do not necessarily
resume their schooling immediately after the coigheof their undergraduate degrees,
and many graduate students change universitiearanthus compelled to learn how to
use libraries that they had previously never vik{teadler & Given, 2007). For these
reasons, the IL skills of many graduate studentg Imeaoutdated or underdeveloped.

In order to improve the research practices of gasslatudents, Barrett (2005) and
Fidzani (1998) advocate for programs at universitiesigned to increase IL, including

bibliographic instruction. In 1998, Fidzani notéat graduate students did not have



adequate training in the use of the library andetwices. It is worrisome that, nine years
later, Sadler and Given (2007) confirmed that alksample of eight graduate students in
anthropology, economics, education, political scempsychology, and sociology were
not aware of IL library services. Additionally, Getto et al. (2007) indicated that many
graduate students in education were not adequattepared to do advanced research. For
instance, Crosetto et al. described the situatitheaUrsuline College in Pepper Pike,
Ohio! where graduate students lacked fundamental acaditls such as the ability to
locate suitable literature and to critically examit Although these graduate students
also demonstrated weak writing skills, Crosettaletlid not report any demographic data
or details about how the students’ compositionsevemaluated. This shortcoming may be
a consequence of the fact that the focus of th& bbapter by Crosetto et al. in the recent
publication on IL was to help develop new literastruction and to extend IL
knowledge through the existing graduate coursenaoessarily to discuss the empirical
evidence found.
Problem Statement

Previous literature on the IL (Barrett, 2005; Beéll¥Neil, 2005; Fidzani, 1998;
Cannon, 2007; Crosetto et. al., 2007; Sadler & Gi2®07), as well as the author’s
personal experiences (pp.36-38) and observatioas amployee at a university library,
indicate that gaps exist in IL education of gradusitidents. The acquisition of
appropriate and timely IL skills (i.e., in termsaniline courses and online search) are
important for graduate students, and the lack egelskills may affect graduate students’

success in keeping up with the technologically+stted demands of their programs (i.e.,

! Ursuline College in Pepper Pike, Ohio is one efdldest women’s liberal art colleges in the US#hw
35 undergraduate and 7 graduate programs; for mfimenation visit http://www.ursuline.edu.



on-line courses, on-line research, etc). Indeejupate students’ lack of adequate IL
skills can negatively impact upon their abilitygerform research related tasks. While
researchers (Barrett, 2005; Beile O’Neil, 2005; @amn 2007; Crosetto et. al., 2007,
Fidzani, 1998; Sadler & Given, 2007) are in acdbat IL skills are important for
graduate students, there seems to be little rdséaat clearly details the IL needs of
graduate students or that differentiates betweemdeds of various graduate programs.
Thus, there is a need for ongoing investigatiogratiuate students’ IL skills, especially
given the continuous evolution of new online tedbgial research tools.

Although academic libraries regularly survey thmtrons to establish their needs
and levels of satisfaction with regard to servidiésary-sponsored usability studies focus
too narrowly on particular services; thus, the saélibrary services are not considered
within the larger context of a library informatiesosystem. In addition, only a few
studies have examined the central role of the amedérary where patrons and
information systems intermingle inside a wider abfiame (Sadler & Given, 2007). For
example, focusing solely on interaction with digresources while excluding other
factors does not assess patrons’ needs holisti¢atlgcological model regards
technology as part of an ecosystem in which th@dghiction of an e-journal might not
only change the journal selection of patrons, bigthtralso affect the frequency of their
visits to the library, or the kinds of interacticin®y seek from librarians. Therefore, as
Sadler and Given (2007) suggest, the ecologicaloggp provides a more holistic view
and affords a better understanding of the wayshithvpatrons locate and comprehend

library and research information.



Although literature on IL differs in methodologicsttengths and weaknesses, it is
evident that the current literature on graduatdestts’ IL levels does not provide a
holistic view of IL users’ needs. For example, r@cgtudies of the IL of graduate
students reflect both qualitative and quantitatesearch methodologies, through
interview data collected from small samples of shid (Barrett, 2005; Sadler & Given,
2007), and surveys (Fidzani, 1998; Liao, Finn, & RQ07). So far, there has been little
research conducted combining quantitative and i@ methodologies in order to
explore IL among a larger sample of graduate stisdéfowever, in Beile O’'Neil’s
(2005) study, the quantitative aspect was baseathtacollected from 172 participants,
and the qualitative aspect was based on a totahgbarticipants—all teacher education
students. Moreover, two other mixed methods studlieimformation-seeking behaviours
of graduate students did not contain reports orvaheity or reliability of data (Fidzani,
1998; Liao et al. 2007). Therefore, the evidenthodblogical gaps that exist among
studies on IL can be overcome in two ways. The i&r$o conduct a study on IL that
would extend the scope of data collection, ands#e®nd is methodologically to enrich
the study by applying a combination of both qualtaand quantitative methods. This
study has attempted to do both. It implements athimodel approach in accordance
with the findings of some qualitative studies oadyrate students’ information behaviour
and information-seeking habits (Barrett, 2005; 8aél Given, 2007) that recommended
extending investigations to various stages of gatgladucation and to other graduate
departments.

Given the limitations in the existing research #meneed for more exploration

and explanation in this particular domain, thiseeesher has decided to use a mixed



methodology approach, since such an approach Eetimtinclusion of both explanatory
and exploratory methods that tease out the vievggaafuate students in selected graduate
programs (Creswell, 1994; Creswell, 2003; Tashak&adreddlie, 1998, 2003). In this
study, graduate students are compared acrosseselbgpartments, a range of graduate
student admission levels, and the number of comglgtars of graduate study.

Research Questions

There are four major research questions in thdystone quantitative in nature and
the others qualitative. In order to answer thessstions, the researcher conducted the
survey among graduate students by integrating gaamé and qualitative parts.

Phase 1: Integrated QUANTITATI¥VENd qualitative part of the stud¥he first,
integrated, part of this study addressed two rebeguestions, one quantitative and the
other qualitative:

1. Which graduate students’ profile cluster (demog@prcademic level or

department) best portrays their IL?

2. What are the graduate students’ IL needs baseldednperceived usefulness and

ease of use of library services?

Phase 2: Qualitative follow-up part of the stude qualitative aspect of this study,
which was informed by the results of the integrajadntitative and qualitative part of
the study, was designed to answer the followingtegearch questions (one main

guestion and one sub-question) by conducting irdes.

2 Capitalization of terms (e.gQQUANTITATIVE)points to a greater emphasis or priority that patson the
specific type of data and analysis. In the firsaigghof this study, the capitalization of the word
QUANTITATIVE ndicates that a “greater priority or weight” wa# pn quantitative data and analysis
(Creswell, 2003, p. 212).



1. What affordance’sdo graduate students perceive in the academaryjitmontext?

(Sadler & Given, 2007, p. 118)

la. What perceptions of library usage play a nolgraduate students’ information
seeking behaviours and awareness aboutyibeaources?
Purpose of the Study and Method

The purpose of this study was to provide a morestioland ecological
presentation of graduate students’ IL needs. Byptementing a B-TILED survey with
the elements of Technology Acceptance Model (TAlH)d Affordance theories, this
study extends the current research literature avf Btudents, both theoretically and
methodologically.

This study examined the IL of 201 graduate studang&smid-size university in
Ontario through (a) a survey instrument with bddsed-ended and open-ended
guestions and (b) 16 semi-structured interview Jirvey consisted of the adapted
instrument called “The Beile Test of Informatiortdriacy for Education” (B-TILED)
(Beile O’Neil, 2005), which is used to measure sttt IL skills. Since IL encompasses
components beyond what B-TILED was intended to mmeashe instrument was
extended by the use of supplementary, open-endestiqas based on the Davis,
Bagozzi, and Warshaw (1989) TAM.

The follow-up semi-structured qualitative interviewere based on Affordance
theory (Gibson, 1977, 1979); more specifically,aoinamework for graduate students’

information behaviour (Sadler & Given, 2007), ashae the TAM (Davis, et. al, 1989).

% See definitions, p. 13.
* See definitions, p. 14.



In this way, this dissertation extends the curtemesearch literature by using TAM and
Affordance theories that complement each otheaniattempt to provide a holistic and
ecological presentation of graduate students’dladdition, this dissertation contributes
to the advancement of IL literature by includingdélance Theory (Gibson, 1977, 1979)
and by integrating a more holistic methodologicahfe of the information gathering
behaviour of graduate students. The data fromdhew-up interviews confirmed the
guantitative findings in terms of graduate studemed for discipline-specific IL
instruction.
Library Services and Information Seeking

It is generally accepted that academic librariespdaices for graduate students to
seek information. Yet, as Fidzani (1998) noteddgede students in his study lacked the
basic skills required to use library services agburces. Apparently, the graduate
students did not have adequate training in theotiBbrary services, and some were not
aware of the services the library could providéhiem. Likewise, the students in the
more recent Sadler and Given (2007) and Crosetib €007) studies were not aware of
how to utilize essential library services. Both Bfaall (2006) and ALA (2007)
recommend certain strategies for developing ILhsagbecoming familiar with multiple
search strategies (e.g., searching by keywordlgestuheading, word truncation,
Boolean logic, etc.), and differentiating amongi®as kinds of sources (e.g., primary or
secondary sources, popular or scholarly materiasjording to Curzon (1997), being
familiar with the systematic organization of lides, information centres, library loan
processes, item delivery services, and electroarstissions is crucial to become

information competen®lthough an individual component in informaticetiieval does
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not have to be an expert, it is necessary for swtikiduals to be able to comprehend
when they need librarian assistance (Wisconsin @éason of Academic Libraries
Information Literacy Committee, 1998).
Significance of the Study

Based on the previous literature review (Sadl€igen, 2007; Wakimoto,
Walker, & Dabbour, 2006) and the researcher’s owgesence, one service in
particular, called SF¥ appears to be unfamiliar to many students. Thie marpose of
SFX reference linking software (some libraries a§t Itbutton in order to link a user’s
request to the necessary database) is to save tuseraind research effort. However, the
majority of graduate students interviewed in Sadted Given (2007) indicated that
students either do not understand this servicearadl know of its existence. Unlike the
librarians in the study, some students did notgieectheGet It button as being self-
explanatory (Sadler & Given, 2007). Participantseyed in the Wakimoto et al. (2006)
study regarded the “no full text available” messagean error in the system (p. 113),
rather than interpreting SFX as a shortcut for mheit@ng library access for that particular
online service. Both studies (Salder & Given, 200/gkimoto et al., 2006) reveal that
students have a blurry understanding of@® it service. However, these studies do not
guestion or explore whether or not students takitiadal steps to obtain electronic
material such as filling out an interlibrary loaguest, or contacting a subject librarian in
order to obtain the desired material. Do thoseesttglassume that there is no full-text

accessibility through the library catalogue, anetéfiore choose not to pursue their search

® The researcher was a staff member in an académicyl whose duty, among others, was to assist
students with electronic search inquires.

® SFX provides context-sensitive linking between Wetources in the scholarly information environment
(Exlibris, 2010).
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further? Hence, the TAM portion of this qualitatisteidy explored graduate information-
seeking behaviours and the awareness of gradwatergs regarding various library
resources.

ALA (2006) recommended that an institution ackrexdge that various thinking
skills are related to different learning outconssthat different assessments or
methodologies are needed for measuring those oeo@urrently, librarians from the
University of Windsor’s Leddy Library are followiritpe Association of College
Research Libraries (ACRL)mformation Literacy Competency Standards for Highe
Education however, there is neither an official policy rquidelines established by the
University of Windsor for the IL of graduate stutkenAccording to an IL librarian at
University of Windsor, this policy will be cominghder review in the near future.

This study, therefore, has the potential not oalgdvance knowledge about the
IL of graduate students, but also to informs trecpce pertaining to the IL of graduate
students. Building on previous knowledge, this gtoffers methodological rigour by
pushing boundaries in new applications of the mixedlel approach. Thus, a more
comprehensive picture of the IL field is provideddxploring the perceptions of
graduate students regarding library use.

The results of this study may serve as an infoweajuide for determining
problematic areas in IL for graduate students. iBtesvstudies of IL behaviour of
particular patron groups contributed to the enhares# of library services and literacy
programs, as well as reference services (Bar@d5;2Fidzani, 1998). Thus, the summary
of the results of this study will be presentedhat teddy Library of the University of

Windsor, since the data were largely collected fgraduate students of that university.
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The wider impact of this study will lie in its aityl to provide a broader ecological model
of graduate students’ information behaviour, ad a®ldditional components for TAM
and Affordance Theory regarding graduate studdotnmation literacy. The researcher
plans to design research IL workshops, trainingeniegs and/or on-line tutorials, and
especially to reach part-time graduate studentsavboften missed in organizing
workshops and training sessions during working 808s previously stated, this study
can serve as a model study that can be furtheermgted at other universities,
especially at those universities that belong toQnhéario Council of University Libraries
(OCUL) consortium. The consortium allows for castiuction, a wider scope of access,
and the ability to take up larger projects; therefohe joint collaborative work between
libraries, purchases of various databases, anélftad workshops could be addressed
across the whole OCUL consortium.
Dissertation Outline

The remaining chapters of this dissertation aramizged in the following way:
Chapter 2 is a literature review that describesctiveeptualization of the academic
library as an ecologically defined educational gpdallowed by an overview of
Information Literacy Competency Standards for Highducation (ALA, 2006), and a
description of issues related to current graduaigesnts’ perceptions abdiltrary use.
This review of the literature on IL makes the ctsd research in this area is needed, and
that new methodological approaches could helphélgaps in previous research.

Chapter 3 contains a description of the methodoldgpproach chosen for this
study and the rational for using it. This chaptgraduces the sequential integrated mixed

method model as suitable for addressing certais gathe aforementioned literature
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reviews. Steps undertaken in order to modify arapathe instruments used in other
studies towards the goals of this research aralekbta

Chapter 4 contains results based on the data tadlésrough a questionnaire and
follow-up semi-structured interviews. Findings asted along with the corresponding
tables and figures. The qualitative follow-up pafrthe study includes prominent
emerging themes.

Chapter 5 discusses the findings of the study.stimemary of the results obtained
and justifications for the conclusions are discds§¥verall, the theoretical models used
in this study are further discussed, as well adigagons for theory and
recommendations for future studies.

Definition of Terms

Affordancesare perceived opportunities for action in the smvinent (Gibson, 1979).
Also, affordances are defined as perceived poteautildgies of an object (Affordances
[n.d.], Oxford English Dictionary Online, 2010). fafdances can be based in the visual
perceptions of the natural world (Gibson, 1979)wa#l as industrial design (Norman,
1988), with the notion that our past knowledge axperiences are applicable to our
perception about the things around us (Sadler &Gi2007).

Affordance Theorystates that the world is perceived not only imre of object shapes

and spatial relationships but also in terms of ctgpessibilities for action (affordances)
— perception drives action” (Learning Theories Kiedge Base, 2010, para.l). This
theory emphasises that perception of the envirohuliegcts the course of action

(Learning Theories Knowledge Base, 2010).
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Information Competencyconsists of the skills needed to become infororafiterate”

(Marshall, 2006).

Information Literacyis “the set of skills needed to find, retrieve,agme and use

information” (ALA, 2007, para. 1).

Information Ecologyis a system of people, practice, technologies, aaldes in a

specific local environment (Nardi & O’'Day, 1999).

Information Literacy Competency Standards for HigBducation(referred in this thesis

as Standard} present a framework for assessing the level fafrmation literacy of an
individual.

Preservice teacheese undergraduate students in the teacher edogatigram who are

currently being trained to become teachers, edh#re elementary or secondary level.

Technology Acceptance Mod@AM) emphasises that beliefs (i.e., perceived uiselks

and perceived ease of use) are primary determimdm$ormation technology adoption
(Davis et al, 1989).
Acronyms

American Library AssociatiofALA) is an association based in the United Stétes

promotes library service and librarianships.

Association of College Research Librar{@€RL), a division of American Library

Association, “is a professional body encompassoaglamic librarians and other
interested persons with purchased membership” (A006a, para.l).

Association of Research Librari@sRL) is “largest division of the American Library

Association” (ALA, 20064, para.l).
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Ontario Council of University Librarie®CUL) is consortium of 21 university libraries

in Ontario (OCUL, 2010).

English as an Additional Langua@feAL) refers to the learning of English by speakars

other languages (Judd, 1981; Knoweldgerush, 2009).



16

CHAPTER I
Literature Review

This chapter provides a literature review that emgasses the conceptualization
of the academic library as an ecologically defieddcational space, followed by an
overview of Information Literacy Competency Start$afor Higher Education (ALA,
2006). The final section of the review deals wibues related to current graduate
students’ perceptions about library use.
The Academic Library as an Educational Space

One might expect that, with the inception of newaeking technologies and
electronic storage of information, libraries willemtually become obsolete. However,
academic libraries have positioned themselveshasifeart of an institution” (Freeman,
2005, p.3) where patrons can access the new infmmmtzchnologies in combination
with the traditional knowledge resources. In orefunction successfully as a vital
aspect of educational institutions, academic lisemust not only meet the needs,
values, and goals of the institution but also feati& access to vast amounts of
information and learning technologies for a varietyisers. Based on interviews with 21
faculty and librarians, Given’s (2007) study empsed “the importance of having
welcoming spaces on campus to facilitate studemstmation behaviors” (p.180).
Providing “comfortable” working areas with appragig lighting, spacious tables, and
flexible soft furniture that could be re-arrangerkates desirable library environment that
supports students’ academic work. The study ppgids noted a need to pay more
attention to the physical setup of the learningcepaand its effects on students’ academic

achievements and failures. Given mentioned the fardabth noisy and quiet spaces as
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the most emerging theme of the 21 interviewed tgard librarians at that particular
academic library. Although faculty members acknalgkethe dual role that academic
libraries have, such as providing students witleas¢o information and space to study,
they also acknowledge that academic libraries sasv&ocial spaces for students’
collaboration and information sharing (Given, 20@9th conceptually and physically,
libraries combine old technology (e.g., historiesidence and print collections) with new
technology (e.g., electronic resources/databases).duality enbles academic libraries
to remain as intellectual centres of higher edocati the new era (Freeman, 2008dt
surprisingly, students still view libraries as @aavhere they can obtain useful life skills
transferable to situations they will encounter eaftar graduation
Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higleducation

For academic libraries, it is important to stanthatforefront of technological
advancements. One way this role can be realizéutasgh oversight organizations that
guide and inform libraries in planning and decisimaking processes. One example of
such an oversight is the Association of College Redearch Libraries (ACRL), a
division of the American Library Association (ALAyhe ACRL is a professional body
whose membership includes academic librarians #mel mterested persons. Its
statement of purpose describes the ACRL as beiedi¢dted to enhancing the ability of
academic library and information professionalsdxvs the information needs of the
higher education community and to improve learntegching, and research” (ALA,
20064, para.l).

In 2000, the Board of Directors of the ACRL apprdvieelnformation Literacy

Competency Standards for Higher Educatfjoaferred in this paper &tandards These
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Standardgpresent a framework for assessing the IL level detrated by an individual.
The competencies encompass five standards andf2mance indicators. The
Standardsspecifically focus on the needs of students in @igiducation at all levels,
suggesting a range of outcomes for assessing stpoEgress towards developing IL.
According to the ALA (2006), these outcomes mayaseas guiding principles for
faculty, librarians, and others designing methddd assess IL and foster student
development in this area. Furthermore, ALA recomadsethat faculty and librarians
should assess not only the basic IL skills, butgthalso collaborate in developing
assessment instruments and strategies geared toggadific disciplines because IL is
present in all disciplines to support knowledgeatiom, scholarly activity, and the
publication process (see Appendix A).
Librarian and Faculty Perceptions of ACRL Standards

Julien (2005) surveyed 199 academic (universityotlege) library employees in
Canada with primary responsibility to provide infation literacy instructions. One in
five participants indicated that “librarian bore mesponsibility for teaching how to think
critically in general” (p.310). Without stating aract percentage, a significant number of
participants noted that “librarians had no respaihsr to teach an understanding of some
ethical, economic, and socio-political informatisaues” (p.310), the stand that Julien
interpreted as being at odds with the ACRL stansla@ohe of the major difficulties noted
were institutional challenges, such as lack of evafion with teaching faculty and
inadequate resources. Julien concluded that ACRIag®gical recommendations are

undermined and that the ACRL standards are notlyatzepted in Canada.
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Contradictory to Julien’s (2005) conclusion, Gudlikh (2006) noted that
librarians in universities and colleges in Canadid the United States have generally
accepted the ACRBtandardsAs a consequence, many librarians base their IL
instruction programs and assessments on theselardsGullikson’s (2006) two-phase
survey study with 117 faculty members from différgrstitutions and various Canadian
university departments examined what teaching fa¢hbught of theStandardsand,
more specifically, how important each of the 87coutes listed in the fiv8tandards
were to them. One of the reasons for conductingtineey was that current literature
provided little information as to which aspectdlud Standard faculty members are most
interested in integrating into their curricula.the survey, the faculty rated the
importance of outcomes on a four-point scale (fmgiortant,” “somewhat important,”
“important,” and “very important,” and an optiorfdon’t know”). In addition, the
participants were asked to specify at which acadéenviel they expect their students to
possess each particular skill. The data showedlledaculty rated most of the IL
outcomes as highly important; however, for sixia ten top-ranked outcomes, the
majority of faculty respondents reported expectegifor students to possess these
outcomes in their first year of university or earliAlthough the results of the study
could not be widely generalized, and there was aotiman of the reliability and validity
of the data, the lack of agreement was noted arfaangdty members in terms of the
academic level at which IL outcomes should be agudy students. Furthermore,
Gullikson (2006) indicated that IL outcomes are gubus, specifically noting that
certain outcomes could be taught over the yeapsdar to address the IL needs of

students. In addition, the survey participants entered difficulties with the language
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used to describe the IL outcomes, and they fredyuasked for further clarification of
terms, suggesting that they felt that certain tesmase vague or inappropriate.
Accordingly, Gullikson called for more in-depth easch on how faculty members
comprehend and interpret tBé&andardsoutcomes, as well as for more valid and reliable
maps of these outcomes, whereby faculty could specify those which they considered
most and least important.

In 1998, Goetsh and Kaufman recommended collalveratork among faculty
and librarians for the purpose of definimformation competencgnd creating
assessment guidelines for programs in higher emuncdésigned to teach these skills.
Eight years later, Gullikson (2006) suggested updaheStandardsased on
experiences reported by faculty and librarians wiece familiar with them. Yet, as of
2010, nothing has changed, and ACRL (ALA, 2006,7G4ill relies on the original
Standardswhich were approved almost a decade ago. Thimuah there has been
serious study of the issue of IL from the perspectif competency and assessment,
along with recommendations for change, the neetlfbas increased, even though
methods of assessing have not changed.

The following literature review addresses the cleainghe use and meaning of
the IL term by encompassing quantitative studigsglitative studies’, and recent
dissertations’ literature reviews.

Literature Review of Quantitative Studies

The literature review of quantitative studies imtg#a a chronological review of

three studies related to the information-seekinigam®murs (Fidzani, 1998; Liao et al.,

2007) and information competency (Marshall, 2006@raduate students.
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Information Seeking Behaviours of Graduate Studdrite purpose of Fidzani’'s
(1998) study was to determine the information neddgaduate students as well as their
awareness of available library services. A totdl44 students from nine Master’s
programmes completed a questionnaire that colldméad quantitative and qualitative
data. The four-section questionnaire contained -@geled and close-ended questions
regarding the information needs and informatiorkseebehaviours of graduate
students. Section 1 elicited demographic inforargtBection 2 focused on information-
seeking behaviours and needs of the graduate st)@action 3 pertained to library
instruction and services, and Section 4 soughp#ngcipants’ general opinions of library
services. A total of 20.1% of surveyed respondemiated that they had never received
instruction on the use of the library at either ghaduate or undergraduate level, while
22.2% (n = 199) had never received any instructiihe graduate level. During their
undergraduate studies, 50% of the participants g&en such instruction only once,
while 54.9% were given instruction on library usee during their graduate level. The
least used library resources were abstracts amk@sd with 33% of the respondents
reporting they had never used these resourcestiguaally, 26% of the respondents
reported they had never used CD-ROMS. A total o8%Bof the respondents indicated
that they did not use CD-ROMS because of diffiesliencountered in working with
them. It should be noted that 26% of the participar@ver sought help from a subject
librarian. The study suggested that students shaeikdhught how to utilize available
library services and resources, as it was app&@nttheir responses that they did not
have an adequate understanding of how to uselteg\i Fidzani did not report on the

validity or reliability of his data, nor did he malany attempt to validate the research
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guestions. The study did not investigate the m@tatip between the students’ ability to
use library services and resources and the stugesrfsrmance in their field of study.
However, Fizdani (1998) recommended the creatigch@following: (i) an information
needs assessment questionnaire for the first yadugte students, (i) an information
marketing strategy between the subject librariashtae corresponding department to
promote resources, (iii) the establishment of &ormation literacy skills course
committee for each program, (iv) the developmerd sfructured IL course that would
take into consideration the information needs odiehts in different academic
programmes, and (v) the creation of an IL coursg¢would address topics on the use of
library retrieval tools. Although Fizdani focused the graduate students of the
University of Botswana, his study did not mentibe tnternational graduate student
population.

Contrary to Fizdani, Liao et al. (2007) did consittee population of international
students (even though 28.9% of the 315 participaete international students) by
positing that, in order to develop and implemene#Hactive service, university libraries
should take into account the multicultural charaofeelevant user or patron groups. The
study by Liao et al. of information-seeking behavsand information needs of graduate
students (Mmerican= 224; Ninternationa= 91) compared how American and international
graduate students selected and used various infiomsources. This study focused on
gaining insights into international graduate stuglenformation-seeking behaviours, as
well as finding the differences and similaritiesnformation-locating patterns compared
to those of American graduate students. Liao ets#dSurvey Monkeya web-based

anonymous questionnaire to design a survey whioBisted four sections: (i)
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demographics, (i) an examination of the generarmation about searching patterns,
(ii1) library activities information, and (iv) opeended questions for final comments.
Demographics indicated that participants of theeyclosely represented the
demographic distribution of graduate studentsat plarticular institution. In addition,
29.7% of international participants had been inWinged States less than two years,
while 49% of participants indicated that they haéin the United States between two
to five years, compared to 20.9% of students witbldeen present over five or more
years. A total of 70.5% of American graduate stasi®ad library instruction/orientation,
compared to 61.5% of the international graduatdesits. Although 34.9% of students
never thought of asking a reference librarian ®lph16.5% of international graduate
students did not know “what a reference librariaes! (p.18-20). Language barriers and
cultural differences were used to explain interal graduate students’ (7.7%) minimal
use of the reference service, a difficulty which émoan graduate students did not
encounter (Chi-square = 17.622, df = 1, p < 0.0Bi&rnational participants obtained
higher mean scores for the usefulness of the firatheir information-seeking process,
compared to American participani € 4.65, as compared M = 4.28). The researchers
concluded that 85.7% of international graduateesttglinvolved viewed the academic
library as central to their information-seeking dgebut that these students had not
obtained enough education about library servicess€quently, the first choice of search
strategy for international students was the Inte@énding which was in stark contrast
to the behaviour of American students, who gengtsban their information searches
using the library’s electronic resources. Thisipatar group of international students

needed some additional instruction on how to conthare sophisticated searches. These
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students needed to develop competency skills iardaddefine research problems and
locate and organize necessary resources pertdmecademic research. Another
difference that Liao et al. (2007) found betweenititernational and American graduate
student populations was that the bonds betweematienal graduate students and their
departments were tighter, compared to the bondgdeet American graduate students
and their departments. Liao et al. pointed out libearians should be aware that the
department may play an important role in buildia@tionships, especially with
international graduate students. Although the lartied not contain the questionnaire,
reports of validity or reliability of data, or ine@th statistical analysis, this study uniquely
examines the IL of the international graduate stagepulation.

Information competencyeducation for IL is an important component of highe
education because through such education the leigragposed to a broad spectrum of
learning resources. Ultimately, undergraduate aadupte students should possess the
characteristics of information literate individuatsorder to obtain the skills necessary
for life-long learning processes (Marshall, 20@Bpetsch and Kaufman (1998) argued
that, as a skill, IL is not sufficient because stud should be able temonstrate
information competency. Students should have tiigyato think in a critical and
integrated approach about their information neadd,have “the knowledge of how to
find, evaluate the quality, use, and manage whet tieed” (p.159). Other authors also
distinguish between information competency andFdar:. Marshall (2006), the distinction
between the two is that information competencyiskile those needed to become
information literate. Breivik (1998) described inmimation-competent individuals as life-

long learners, while Marshall (2006) emphasizeded for the development of
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information competency in higher education and sgggg that students should be able to
learn from broad information resources in orddoécome information literate.

Marshall (2002, as cited in Marshall, 2006viewed the criteria of multiple
programs in developing IL such as the AliAormation Literacy Competency Standards
for Higher EducationlL Competencies and Criteria for Academic Libraries
Wisconsin, the California State University Work @Gpts Set of Core Competencjesd
the Booth Library of Eastern lllinois University&andards Regarding Information
CompetenciedMarshall used these various criteria as the fatiad for developing the
Information Competency Assessment Instrument (ICAhe ICAI encompasses ten
discrete areas that are important for one to bnmdtion competent: a student should
have the ability to (i) identify a topic accurate{y) establish source requirements, (iii)
know how to seek required information, (iv) discoaad retrieve the information, (v)
assess the information, (vi) combine and categdhieenformation, (vii) comprehend
ethical, legal, and socio-political issues of thivsrmation, (viii) aptly utilize mass media
for information, (ix) communicate the informaticand (x) “learn from feedback and
apply to other projects” (Marshall, 2006, p.13)eT&even-point Likert-type scale used in
this instrument required that participants ratehestatement from “strongly disagree” to
“strongly agree.” The ICAI survey was administetedwo different groups of
participants on two separate campuses. In each ttesé0-item scale had a high internal
consistencyCronbach’s alpha= .90) and the 40 questions encompassed 10 dreas o
information competency listed above. The first aggtlon of the ICAI produced a
Cronbach’s alpha= .90 and, at the semester’s end, total scorebhéolCAl @lpha= .92,

N = 106) were correlated with grade point avera@#A) on the assigned major course

" The researcher was unable to obtain the copy o§iMdi’s (2002) paper.
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project in order to determine the predictive validif ICAI. A significant resultiho =
.29, p <. 01) yielded a low correlation with a wealationship between grades and ICAI
scores, suggesting that there is a slight relatipnsetween GPA and ICAI with little
value in prediction between these two variableshénsecond application of ICAI on a
different campusN = 520), Cronbach’s alpha was .90, with significant clatien with
GPA (ho = .109,p < .05), indicating the predictive validity of th€Al instrument in
relation to the GPA and ICAI scores. Comparingrttean scoreM = 170.69 of the first
study with the mean scorbl(= 170.23 of the second study, done with different
participants, shows the stability of the instrumiéself. Marshall (2006) noted that this
instrument measures mainly information competekdissbut that IL extends beyond
what ICAI can measure. For these reasons, Margg@inmends combining the ICAI
instrument with qualitative research in order tquace a better understanding of what is
entailed in becoming an information literate indival. Although this instrument is
designed to measure information competency, thicpeants only state the degree to
which each statement applies to them (stronglygdesato strongly agree). Moreover, in
Marshall’s (2006) study, participants’ IL skills veenot thoroughly tested; rather, the
guestionnaire elicited responses indicative ofipigeants’ feelings about the given
statements. Thus, it would be beneficial to developnstrument that will more
objectively test the students’ IL skills and nastjuecord their attitudes about and feelings
towards IL.
Literature Review of Qualitative Studies

The literature review of qualitative studies inagd review of information-

seeking habits (Barrett, 2005), information-seekirbaviour of international and
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domestic graduate students (Morrisey & Given, 2006:& Winn, 2009; Sadler &
Given, 2007), and Crosetto’s (2007) IL experienmfegraduate students.
Information-seeking habitgnd graduate students’ information-seeking
behaviour Barrett's (2005) study on the information-seekiadpits of graduate students
in Humanities at the University of Western Ontaxplored to what extent those
graduate students constituted a patron group didtiom faculty members as a group,
and undergraduate students as a group. Ten partisithree English, three History, two
Philosophy, one Classical Civilization and one Musgjor), who were at various stages
of their graduate programs (including one receatigate), were interviewed. The
interviews were based on the following five catég®of documented behavioural
patterns: (i) approach to and comfort with inforimattechnology—whereby participants
indicated learning about electronic resources tin@aupervisors and colleagues, (i)
interpersonal contact, (iii) information sourceas) (nformation retrieval patterns, and (v)
process of initiating research projects, for exangirough coursework, supervisors, or
finding gaps in the current literature. In thisdstuBarrett (2005) does not consider
graduate students to be a single patron groupeddsBarrett views graduate students as
a stratified group consisting of individuals whe at unique stages of development. For
instance, graduate students follow predictablespadtas they progress through the stages
of the program. The in-depth interviews indicatealtt besides colleagues, project
supervisors, because of their frequent contact stitbents, played a crucial role in
assisting students to learn about electronic regsuiThe graduate students emphasized
the importance of primary sources for validatingdies or hypotheses, whereas citation

chasing served as a tool for gaining subject egped. Barrett points out that graduate
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students display different needs at different tagjeheir studies, and therefore
recommends differentiation between the four stafgsaduate studies: (1) the first year
of a Master’s or doctoral program; (2) the thesssfertation initiation stage of Master’'s
and doctoral programs; (3) the PhD level comprekerexamination; and (4) a wider
post-initiation/pre-defence stage for Master’s dodtoral programs.

Morrisey and Given (2006) explored the informatsmeking behaviour of
Chinese graduate students at the University of ddbé&Jsing a grounded theory
approach, the authors interviewed a total of nmernational students (enrolled in the
Master’s or PhD programs) of Chinese descent whe s#idying at a Canadian
university for the first time. This study encompagshe students’ information literacy
skills by examining the students’ information beloavs in the context of the ACRL'’s
Standards. The participants were asked questiataqag to their assignments and their
information search processes. The key finding endtudy were related to Standards 1, 2
and 5. The Chinese graduate students did not deatua quality of the online resources
and did not comprehend the role of the univerdisatians. In addition, the participants
stated that their assignments in Canada were nalkenging than in China, that they
mostly relied on the Google search engine to niest tesearch needs. Also, only few
participants were aware about the legal and ethgpécts of information access.
Morrisey and Given (2006) suggested that a morailddtexamination of international
graduate students’ behaviour in the context oRtamdards would be beneficial.

Another Canadian study by Liu and Winn (2009), alsamined the information
seeking behaviours of Chinese graduate studetite atniversity of Windsor. A total of

12 Chinese graduate students participated in inhdgyalitative interviews. The
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interview questions consisted of a mix of open- elede-ended questions, focusing on
demographic data, exploration of library experieniceChina, the usage of the current
academic library and participants’ understandintioséry terminology and library
services. The authors note that their current anadibrary “may need to better promote
its services to this particular group of studeris570). The problem is that these
international graduate students were unaware dflirey terms, services and resources.

Ecological psychology as a theoretical framewadrke principal founder of
Ecological Psychology, and the chief promulgatoAffbrdance Theory, James Gibson,
argued that one’s behaviour (including informatgaeking behaviour) should be studied
in the context of one’s environment (Sadler & Giy2807). InThe Ecological Approach
to Visual PerceptionGibson (1979) described the fundamental compgnant
affordance:

Theaffordanceof the environment are whatatfersthe animal, what iprovides

or furnishes either for good or ill. The verb t&fford is found in the dictionary,

but the nouraffordanceis not. | have made it up. | mean by it somethirag

refers to both the environment and the animalwag that no existing term does.

It implies the complementarity of the animal and &mvironment. (p.127)

Gibson claims th&vorld consists simply of things perceived by an orgariisits
environment. Thus, for Gibson the world consistaftdrdances or opportunities for
action. For instance, a large rock might be peextlyy a reptile in a desert as a place to
sunbathe, while for a human, that rock might be@eed as a building material. Hence,

there is no accurate use for the rock except affordance supposed by those who
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perceive it. The core concept of affordance lietherelationship between an organism
and the environment (Gibson, 1979; Sadler & Gi\a&7).

While Gibson’s views of affordance are based invisaal perception of the
natural world, Norman’s (1988) views of affordaraze associated with industrial design
(Sadler & Given, 2007). Norman supports the notiat our past knowledge and
experiences are applicable to our perception alheuthings around us. Ten years later,
Norman (1999) observed that individuals are ablateract with thousands of objects
even though they might have only encountered thece before, explaining that the
appearance of an object can provide crucial sigesssary for its operation. This
perspective suggests the necessity of distingugdh@tween the intended use (or real
affordances) of an object and its perceived affocéda. For instance, affordances
presented by a knife are defined by the individuab uses it, not necessarily by its
designer. More specifically, although a designefisaged the knife as a cutting tool, the
user might not utilize the knife for cutting. Whi@bson (1979) suggests that the knife
does not have any affordance on its own, exceptwanendividual has attributed a
meaning to it, Norman suggests that the desigmealsor intended affordance for the
knife was for cutting purposes. Although there@bates in the field of ecological
psychology about the nature of affordances (disbnand overlays between intended
and perceived affordances), affordance perspedctingeea crucial area in the study of
usability (Sadler & Given, 2007).

Sadler and Given’s (2007) exploratory study covieesbehaviour of a small
group of eight students (two full-time Master’s asid doctoral students) at the

University of Alberta, and three academic librasiat the same university. Their in-
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depth interviews indicate a disparity between elgnees and expectations of affordances
(perceived opportunities for actions), a dispantych portrays graduate students as an
underserved population in the context of their aesie. More specifically, this disparity
was especially noted in the library’s outreach méfdoward graduate students. Two
particular differences in affordances were founthm IL instructions and

communications with students regarding new libssgvices. For instance, librarians
intended to use the library website for instructimgduate students on issues of IL, but
the graduate students were not aware of this serar had they read any notices or
announcements about the use of the library welsste Figure 1). Figure 1, based on
Sadler and Given’s (2007) affordance categoritsstitates this discrepancy between

affordances intended by the librarians and affocdarthat were perceived by the

students.
Intended by library Perceived by students Intended by library
but but and
not perceived by students  not intended by library perceived by students
-students unaware of - unauthorized distribution - online catalogue
information literacy of journal articles to friends - reference librarians
instruction - students’ fear of - journal databases
- students do not see new technology dependence - inter-library loan

icons or announcements

Figure 1. Summary of Findings for Intended vs.deared Affordance Categories
Salder and Given’s (2007) study implements affocgaheory to frame graduate
students and librarians’ expectations regardingtipservices with the intent to improve
current library-patron communications. Sadler aivk® emphasise the importance of IL
instructions as an inclusionary means to enhangemmication channels between a

library and its patrons. Although this study explbthe feasibility of an ecological model
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in terms of the academic library environment, exjwag this approach with the inclusion
of graduate students from other departments, dsaw&lithin the context of a larger
gualitative study, could create a more comprehensoological model of the information
behaviours of graduate students.

A pilot IL graduate courseéBased on their experience in co-teaching a pilot IL
course in the Educational Department of Ursulinde@e® Education Department,
Crosetto et al. (2007) noted that graduate studerigucation rely extensively on
library resources, library instructions, and intedry loans as a result of their research
and thesis requirements. Yet despite the needwesétgraduate students, there has been
no substantive research on graduate studentshilesarly 2000 (Crosetto et al).
Moreover, according to Crosetto et al., librariahghe 2005 ACRL Conference
expressed concern regarding limited resourcesablaifor teaching IL to graduate
students, although the need for such instructiosn al@ar. Unfortunately a more
substantial discussion relating to issues of gredneed and librarian resource limits was
not provided by Crosetto et al. The authors algmested that many graduate students in
Education were not adequately prepared to do a@hresearch. For instance, students
lacked the ability to locate suitable literaturel do examine literature critically.

Although these students also demonstrated weakg/skills, the authors offered no
details as to how they evaluated the studentsingritConsequently, in order to improve
graduate students’ information literacy abilititee director of the program and librarians
designed a discipline-specific credit course with&ured sessions and assignments.
After the pilot IL graduate course in Education wiafivered and evaluated through the

survey, Crosetto et al. indicated that participaeported the skills learned in the course

8Ursuline College is one of the oldest Catholic watsdiberal arts colleges in United States.
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useful. However, the authors did not elaborate ethods of data collection, data
analysis, and other results of their study, extepiote that they found significant
improvement in scores between pre-course and posse. It seems that the focus of
their work was to promote new literacy instructaeomd describe the pilot graduate course,
rather than to provide a discussion of the dateectd from the students based on
empirical evidence. In conclusion, the authors egped hope that their course would be
adopted by other graduate schools.
Reviews of Recent Dissertations on IL

This section contains reviews of recent dissemation IL, in particular works of
Morner (1993), Beile O'Neil (2005), and Cannon (200 hese three dissertations also
illustrate development of the field, as each congalalissertation served as a foundation
for another subsequent dissertation. Althoughha#ie¢ dissertations focus on students in
Education, in their concluding chapters the authecemmend that further studies extend
investigations into other graduate departmentseds w

In 1993, Morner designed a test of library reseatdlls for doctoral students in
Education. Morner rationalized that prior to heéudy there was no appropriate
instrument constructed that examined whether dacstudents in education are well
equipped to conduct dissertation literature revievne study started with pilot
interviews with ten doctoral students. The purpaisis pilot study was to obtain more
information about doctoral students’ patterns lfdry use and their attitudes towards the
library, especially their knowledge of informaticgsearch tools. Furthermore, this
informal pilot study aided in the creation of tres@ssment instrument—the test of library

research skills. The central question regardingdastents was this: “What do doctoral
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students in education need to know to conductrybrasearch effectively?” (Morner,
1993, p.57). The demographic, attitudes, and patsssues surfaced in this pilot study
became the basis for the selection of the independegiables implemented in the final
test, called the Morner Test of Library Researdie $econd part of the study consisted
of piloting the instrument on a sample of 15 doakstudents, followed by testing
clusters of randomly selected doctoral students fitree universitied\ = 149. Test
reliability was .72, with the Education studentswaring an average of about a half of
the items correctlyM = 21.95, SD = 5.35, SE = 2)8The item difficulty ranged from
8.1% to 91.3%, while the test scores ranged fram3b out of a possible 41. Based on
these scores, Morner (1993) suggested that matinedducation doctoral students
recruited for the study were not prepared to datpresearch at the doctoral level. Since
this part of the study used a small sample of tedents, a larger sample could provide
better data. One of Morner’s (1993) suggestiondudher research is to modify this test
for Master’s students in Education as well as dattstudents in all social sciences,
which could diminish some possible problems with tibst itself.

The Morner Test of Library Research contains aessment scale of doctoral
Education students’ library research skills (Morr€93). Since this test was created
before the ACRL IL standards, it was based on kiilks shat were perceived as crucial by
experts in the field at that time. The basis fer tist items was found in documents
published by Education librarians. These documeéessribed important library
knowledge areas for undergraduate and graduaterdgIACRL-EBSS-BIE, 1992). In
addition to the questions developed during thet gilody, the test items were written

according to eight content clusters: (i) generavidedge—how literature is generated
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and communicated, (ii) intellectual access — dgwelent and refinement of a research
problem, (iii) intellectual access—selecting appiage content sources, (iv) intellectual
access —selecting appropriate bibliographic soufggsntellectual access—
manipulation of access points, (vi) knowledge ahstards—knowing the parts of
citations, (vii) application of knowledge—pattemisphysical access, and (viii) critical
approach—evaluation of information sources. Moawknowledged that, since several
of the content clusters encompassed wide aredsrafyl research, using only five items
for each content cluster might be insufficient épwire the knowledge level in each of
the given clusters. Since Morner’s dissertationpyrtechnological innovations have
emerged as well as tistandardswhich were incorporated in the next dissertation
presented here.

Beile O'Neil (2005) derived a conceptual framewiankher thesis from the
following works: (i) IL construct according to ACRR000) which further encompassed
the characteristics of the construct of IL by inpmmating ACRL and International
Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) standafahich included National
Educational Technology Standards for Teachers [NEJ&8usters), (ii) IL assessments
(Educational Testing Service [ETS], 200, Projeetn8tardized Assessment of
Information Literacy Skills [SAILS, 2001]; and (iiMorner’s Test of Library Research
(1993). The study occurred in two phases. In tfat, fihe project SAILS was developed;
in the second, the final instrument emerged. Beileil (2005) noted that, at the time of
her dissertation, there were no rigorous instrusiérdat measured the IL skills of teacher
candidates; thus, her study describes the developane validation of the Beile Test of

Information Literacy for Education (B-TILED). Theems in this test were based on
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existing IL standards, reviewed by students andesdrexperts in the field, piloted on a
small group of students, and revised before it administered to Education students.
The major part of the sample encompassed a tottddpre-service teachers who
completed a 22-item ted¥I(= 11.97, SD = 3.74, SE = .28and 13 demographic and
self-perception questions. The scores on the sesranged from 2 to 20 out of a possible
22. A total of 92 electronic and 80 print-admiargd surveys were collected. These two
different data collection methods did not produesuits that differed greatly with respect
to the range, the standard deviation, or the stanelaor of measurement.

In addition, the in-library test was derived fronetwritten test in order to assess
the criterion-related validity of the questions eTarticipants’ results were fairly
consistent between these two tests, on which 7818%e eight in-library test items were
answered consistently by the 10 students. A tdtaP®b% of students changed their
answers from correct to incorrect, while 8.7% cleghtheir answers from incorrect to
correct. The scores on the in-library test rangethf36% to 86% correct, with five
students’ having test scores below the mean sd¢d4%. One of the limitations of the
study was that the target population belonged ®iostitution only. The author called
for further development of scale. Two years la@annon (2007) used the B-TILED test
in his dissertation.

Cannon (2007) assessed the IL knowledge of gearthspecial education
graduate students as well as their readinessdgrate IL into their classroom teaching.

A total of 126 Education graduate students from private universitieswere surveyed

® This California teacher accreditation programffered at the graduate level, which provides sttslan
opportunity to earn both general education (prinr@rgecondary) teaching credentials, as well as a
Master’s degree (Master’s of Arts in Teaching orskéa's of Science in Curriculum and Instruction).
Those students who pursue the Special Educatiagrgmospecialize in teaching students with disadit
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over a three-week period. The results from the gvaviously piloted instruments: B-
TILED (Beile O’Neil, 2005) (maximum possible scat100) and Readiness to Integrate
the Knowledge of Information Literacy into Teachsigvey (Cannon, 2007) (maximum
possible score of 105), indicated that graduateestis in the two programs did not
markedly differ in any of the measured scores. Jém@eral education graduate students
(n=81, M=57.19 SD= 14.71) and special education graduate studarntsip,M =

60.36 SD= 16.77) did not significantly differ in their ILdowledge {=-1.10,p = 0.27).

In their readiness to integrate IL knowledge imtstiuction, general education graduate
students = 74.42 SD= 12.77) and special education graduate stud&hts70.22, SD
= 14.13 did not significantly differ{(= 1.71, p= .27, SD = 12.77 Cannon (2007) also
looked into differences among students who taugkthools that differ in their
socioeconomic status. Although the t-test was gtifecant ¢ = -1.09, p = .027

between those graduate students who taught in hegiteoeconomic schools and those
who taught in lower socioeconomic schools, theettslwho taught in the higher
socioeconomic schools obtained higher scores otLBD (M = 62.14, SD = 15.74as
compared to those who taught in lower socioeconachools i1 = 57.89, SD = 14.88
There was no correlation in the scores on two umsénts between the general and
special education graduate students. Cannon (208icated that one limitation of the
study was that more than half (64%) of the paréinis were graduate students in general
education. Also, another limitation was that, sidaéa collection occurred in the latter
part of the day, it is possible that participanes@vnot mentally prepared for a survey, or
that they were uncomfortable self-rating themsebtweshe second part of the survey.

Cannon concluded by recognizing the importancecaflamic and research librarians in
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enhancing IL instructions in graduate programmes &ay of improving the IL of
students.

Table 1 contains the chronological account of terature that summarizes major
features of the listed studies for easy compari$be.instruments and recommendations

from these studies guided the process of buildingethodology for the present study
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Table 1
Summary of Chronological IL Literature Review
Study Participants Purpose Method Results Limitatio = Recommendations
Morner Education Assess library Multiple choice Education doctoral  Sites of data ~ Modify test for Master’s in
(1993) doctoral research skills. tests, interviewing students are not collection were education students as well as
students (N = educational equipped for not diverse, doctoral students in all social
149) doctoral students in doctoral-level library random sample sciences.
the pilot stage; test- research. goal was not
retest. achieved, small
test-retest
group.
Fidzani Graduate Determine Questionnaire Graduate students do No reports of  Apply questionnaire during
(1998) students from information- contained both not possess adequatevalidity or the first year of program,
various seeking behaviour open and closed- training in library reliability of establish collaboration
departments  and use of ended questions. usage. data. between subject librarian and
(N = 144) information department, and introduce IL
resources. course geared towards
specific program.
Barrett Graduate Are humanities Grounded theory, Certain information- Small sample Explore different levels of
(2005) students from graduate students aopen-ended seeking behaviours size. Some MA and PhD degrees.
various distinct patron interviews. distinguish this group departments
departments  group? from other patron were
(N=3MAN groups. represented
=7 PhD) with one

participant.
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Study Participants Purpose Method Results Limitatio = Recommendations
Beile Teacher Develop and 35-item multiple The B-TILED Population Develop the scale further.
O’Neil education validate an IL choice test. instrument is valid from one
(2005) students (N = assessment for assessment. institution.
172) & follow- instrument.
up
in-library
interview (N =
10)
Marshal Undergraduate Develop and Testing of ICAI Development of an  IL actually Combine instrument with
(2006) and graduate  validate the considers two instrument to goes beyond  qualitative research to better
students Information separate studies  measure information what ICAI understand what it entails to
Study 1 (N=  Competency with two different  competency. tends to become an information
276 at Assessment samples. measure literate individual.
beginning of Instrument.
semester, N =
106 after
completion of
program)
Study 2 (N =
520)
Morrissey International Examine the library Grounded theory International graduate Small sample  Conduct a more complete
& Given graduate behaviour of approach with students are in need of international examination of the
(2006) students Chinese graduate interviews. of information students. international students’
(N=9) students & address literacy programs. information seeking
the ACRL behaviour in the context of
Standards. the Standards.
Cannon General (N=  Assessmentof IL  Multiple choice B-TILED and Unequal Enhance IL instructions in
(2007) 81) and special knowledge and self-rating scale. = Readiness to representation graduate programs.
education (N = readiness to Integrate the of two

45) graduate
students
(total N = 126)

integrate IL into
teaching.

Knowledge of IL into populations.
Teaching survey.




41

Study Participants Purpose Method Results Limitatio ~ Recommendations
Crosetto et Graduate Develop new Open-ended survey Graduate students  No Apply the course in other
al. (2007) students — literacy instruction questions. lack the ability to demographic  graduate schools.

number not through a graduate locate suitable data. No

specified course. literature and empirical

critically examine evidence.
literature.

Liao etal. American Assess Comparative study, International graduateNo reports of  International students need
(2007) graduate information- web-based®urvey students are ill- validity or additional IL instruction.

students and  seeking behaviour Monkey informed about reliability of

international and information library services. data.

graduate needs.

students

(N = 315)
Sadler & Social science Apply an Grounded theory  There exists disparity Small sample  Expand the project to other
Given graduate ecological concept with in-depth semi- between expectations of social institutions; complete the
(2007) students of affordance to structured and experiences of  science ecological model of graduate

(N =6 PhD, N information interviews and graduate students.  graduate students’ information

=2 MEd) behaviour in the task-based students. behaviour.

academic library. computer

explorations.

Liu & Chinese Examine the

Winn graduate information

(2009) students seeking behaviours
(N=12) of Chinese graduate

students

In-depth qualitative
interviews.

The academic library Small sample
of international extend the findings.
promote its services. students.

needs to better

A qualitative study would
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Not all the IL researchers agree that 8tandardsare a straightforward
assessment tool. For example, Dunn (2002) notéshid&tandardsencompass broad,
largely idealistic statements, instead of usingcecete measurements of needed skills. In
her description of research done at CaliforniaeSthtiversity (CSU), she indicates that
most IL tests “cannot assess the effectivenessidéat search skills in real life
situations” (p. 27). Dunn recommends the use dflifeascenarios during one-on-one
interviews as a multi-faceted assessment strafidgg/benefit of implementing such
information-seeking scenarios is in the shiftingaesessment away from static tests with
multiple-choice or fill-in-the-blank responses tods the application of knowledge in
practice. This is a feature that has been raredyl irs studies of IL. Dunn (2002) used six
information-seeking scenarios that correspondesiixtof seven CSU Core IL
Competencies; in there she asked intervieweesdosehbetween the two randomly
selected optional searching scenarios. Dunn’s @gpravas also incorporated into the
methodological design of this study.

Author’s Reflections on IL-Related Events during BtnD Program

This section contains the reflective notes ofrdsearcher as a student in the Joint
PhD Program. For this reason, this section is @nith the first person.

As a student in the Joint PhD Progfdnh had many opportunities to interact with
other graduate students and to use research-reégedrces through the libraries at the
three participating universities. Here | descritneé events that occurred during the first

two years of the doctoral program, as | remembemth

9 The Joint PhD Program is a collaborative initiatof Brock University, Lakehead University and
University of Windsor.
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Scenario #1 —Year As one of my first assignments, | had to condudegature
review and include references according to the AsaarPsychological Association
(APA 5.0) style. Together with four other studemt&ent to the library to gather the
necessary literature. Besides downloading the chadeles, | was importing
information into RefworkS. However, the other four colleagues were typirairth
references manually. Realizing that the others waeavare of Refworks, | showed them
some main features suitable for use in the assighrA&er the course was completed,
all students from the group contacted librarianthatr home institutions to learn more
about Refworks.

Scenario #2 — Year Being aware that they might not have been familidin
some information research tools, a group of stigdequested a library workshop.
Although a university librarian organized the wdrép, | was able to contribute to it,
knowing both the features of the software for resdeand the workshop audience. Since
participation in the workshop was voluntary, notsalidents attended. During the
workshop, the librarian introduced various reseaocis such as Scopus, Web of
Science, Foxy Leddy LibX Toolbar, and others. Salvstudents (including the
University of Windsor students) indicated that aitgh they felt confident with their
research skills, they were surprised that theyrfeaer encountered these timesaving
features, especially the students who came intpithgram after taking a break from
school and needed to update their research skills.

Scenario #3 — Year As part of my course assignment, | gave a pregentat

about open access publishing (academic article$yfessailable on the Internet) and

" This is a web-based tool that creates list ofreafees by directly importing them from library dadaes.
This program automatically generates a bibliografongatted in any of the major bibliographic styles
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Securing a Hybrid Environment for Research Presenvand Access (SHERPA).
During the presentation, | asked the audienceey thiere using peer-reviewed journal
materials. There was a silence in the classroors.der another, the students indicated
that they were unaware of the kind of researchdlitee they were collecting. In addition,
the students did not know about the feature thatvalfor display of only peer-reviewed
journals.

Situations like the three scenarios | described het only provide anecdotal
evidence related to the IL capabilities of gradisitelents; they also encouraged me to
pursue further research in IL. This intention wiisrggthened after | performed a
thorough literature review in this domain.

Technological solutions are not flawlegdthough technology, when it works
properly, can be very useful in many ways, it isffam being perfect and totally reliable.
Certain databases mistakenly indicate that ceppaimals are peer-reviewed when they
are not, or certain reference tools such as Refsvarkht not produce accurate APA 5.0
references. For instance, according to the Wilsab \database, the Hashway & Austin’s
(2007) article is not peer-reviewed, while the ERI&Iabase classifies it as peer-
reviewed.

The following two sections include literature reviabout a Web-based survey
for libraries and recent teaching approaches imungon of the graduate students’ IL.
LibQUAL+™,

LibQUAL +™ 2 offers a Web-based survey for libraries, which wsed

internationally in over 500 libraries in the Unit8thtes, Canada, the United Kingdom

1241 ibQUAL+® is a suite of services that libraries usesolicit, track, understand, and act upon users’
opinions of service quality{Association of Research Libraries (ARL), 2009,g04d).
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and in Europe (Association of Research LibrarieRILA 2009). This survey is intended
to measure student and faculty satisfaction wiitaly services and collections. The
purpose of this section is briefly to review th&@QUAL+™ results at three universities
in Ontario, Canada (University of Windsor, Univéyssf Western Ontario and Carleton
University), to look specifically at the LibQUAL™ Canadian graduate student
responses and explain the need for additional rdetbgies that could be implemented
alongside the LibQUAE™,

LibQUAL+™ and Three LibQUAL Canadian University Regs. In 2004 and
2007 the undergraduate and graduate studentstyfaantl staff at the University of
Windsor filled out the LIbQUAL survey. Since thetdaesults from the 2007 University
of Windsor survey were not available, the followhgcussion will address only the
2004 survey results. The 2004 survey consiste@ alo?e questions rated on a scale from
1 (low) to 9 (high). The respondents were askemkg®ess thminimumlevel of library
service expected, thedesiredlevel of library service, and thgierceivedevel of library
service provided. Furthermore, the LIbQUAIM survey encompassed three dimensions:
affect of service, library as a place, and infolioratontrol. This survey also
encompassed five local questions and questionsvela user satisfaction, information
literacy, and usage patterns. The participants &k provided with sections where they
could write additional comments regarding to Iddaiary services. Out of approximately
13 000 surveys sent out at the University of Wimdadotal of 840 were returned (70%
from undergraduate students, 18% from graduateestad8% from faculty and 4% from
staff). The summary of quantitative results indechthat this particular library’s

performance was “slightly better than the minimutpexted level of services” (Ball,



46

2005, Summary: Core Question section, para.l)hEurtore, both graduate students and
faculty expressed concern about the outdated amahiplete library collection. In the
final summary report, qualitative comments fromdyraie students and faculty were
grouped together. These comments indicated thatrdeeof concern seemed to be the
collection, specifically, a need for more books gnanals was suggested. In conclusion,
the LIbQUAL+™ Spring 2004: Leddy Librarseport pointed to several areas that
required improvement: users wanted more full-tetcles, information about resources
and services, and improvement in several aspectsefibrary environment, including
furniture, study space arrangements, cleanlinegsiction of noise levels, and increase in
the number of computers available (Ball, 2005)ulare, it would be beneficial to
compare findings to the latest LibQUAL results.

Based on the LibQUAL™ 2007 survey, the University of Western Ontario
(Western Libraries, 2009) produced tt@ 2007 Action Reparf total of 1300
comments were analyzed in the report, which isdgéi@iinto the following three sections:
() You told us, (ii) What we're doing about it, diii) Completed. For instance, one of
the suggestions was to improve the website (Yod Usl). The report indicated that the
Next Generation Website Implementation Team (NGVWa}¥ redesigning the website
(What We're Doing About It), and the launch dates weheduled for August, 2008
(Completed). This report is very informative sirthe users and participants are able to
follow-up on how their recommendations for improwaits are being addressed.

Carleton University posted its LibQUAL™ 2006 and 2007 survey results on its
website. In 2006, 340 graduate students partiaip@te= 910faculty, undergraduate

students, graduate students, and staff memberspared to the 2007 survey in which
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209 graduate students participatBid 805faculty, undergraduate students, and
graduate students). Although respondents notedhbdibrary needs to create more quiet
zones, increase the fund for print as well as maat collections, and add more
computers, the respondents also noted that theryilmeeds to simplify access to
electronic resources. The report lists the rankofghedesiredlibrary services stratified
by undergraduate student, graduate student, anttyfaesponses. Tables 2 and 3 contain
summary data of the 2006 and 2007 graduate studanksngs of thanost important
(highest desired levelghdfurthest from meeting desired leveldibrary services.

Table 2

Graduate students’ rankings of most important Ifgraervices (highest desired levels)

2006 2007 Most Important Library Services
Ranking Ranking

1 2 Making electronic resources accessible fromhome or
office

2 1 Print and/or electronic journal collectiongguire for my
work

3 3 The electronic information resources | need

4 4 (tied with 5) A library Web site enabling melécate information on
my own

5 5 (tied with 4)  Easy-to-use access tools thatnathe to find things on my
own

Note Most important ranked as 1; based on LibQUAY. 2006 and 2007 surveys.
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Table 3

Graduate students’ rankings of library servicestthee furthest from meeting desired

levels
2006 2007 Furthest From Meeting Desired Levels

Ranking Ranking
1 1 Library space that inspires study and learning
2 2 Quiet space for individual activities
3 5 The printed library materials | need for my wor
4 4 Print and/or electronic journal collectiongguire for my

work

5 3 A getaway for study, learning, or research

Note: Furthest ranked as 1; based on LibQWAL 2006 and 2007 surveys.

Furthermore, the Carleton’s LibQUAI™ report states what the library is going
to do in response to the 2006 and 2007 surveyslgsita the University of Western
Ontario report). Both reports further suggested thidd be comparing their
LIbQUAL+™ results to the results of the surveys done byrdiii@ries that participated
in the Canadian consortium of libraries (Carletanvdrsity, 2009). It should be noted
that the University of Windsor 2004 LibQUAL™ results overlap with some suggestions
in the 2007 University of Western Ontario and 2@06/7 Carleton University
LibQUAL+™ reports. What particularly stood out as a diffeeewas that users at the
University of Windsor indicated that they woulddiko be more aware of the library
resources and services, whereas Carleton Universass were satisfied with information
about resources and services, but identified tied for simplified access to electronic
resources.

The 2007 LibQUALF™ Canada (ARL, 2007) report results from university

students. The data examined graduate student r®sPOMnasters= 5,320; Ngoctoral =
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2,602; Nundecided= 347) in both American English and Canadian French LiBQ+™
versions across various disciplines, regardindibinary use summary (both
electronically and on the premise), and the us®oflibrary information through
different gateways (Goodi¥ and Yaho8"). The data indicated that 38.928¢ ¢ 3219
of graduate students accessed library resowa@ésthrough a library webpage compared
to 72.29% K = 5978 of graduate studentdaily usage of Googl& and Yaho&", or
other non-library gateways for information (ARL,®0. However, this study could have
been more comprehensive if it had included stafigif any of these users who may have
registered through Google Scholar preference Mdraks to obtain any daily results.
LibQUAL+™ and What Does It All Meanfhompson, Cook, and Kyrillidou
(2005) investigated the validity of the LiIbQUAIM scores with particular interest in
how total and subscale LIbQUAI™ scores were associated with self-reported library-
related satisfaction and outcomes scores. In 29@2kal of 88,664 students and faculty
completed LibQUAL+™. The satisfaction questions pertained to genesdirfgs and
perceptions (i.e., “In general, satisfied with tir@y | am treated at the library”, p. 518),
while the outcomes questions focused on persomedfie from the use of the library,
such as the library’s role in aiding academic adeament or informing development in a
particular field. The outcomes captured items [eirig to perceived values and
academic pursuits (i.e., “Library enables me beeafficient in my academic pursuits,”
p. 518). As indicated previously, LibQUAI™ consisted of 22 items and participating
libraries were allowed to add five additional qiess$. This particular study reported

similar results among the graduate students, unadugte students, and faculty groups
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with equivalent validity across those participargups. It was concluded that the results
of LIbQUAL+™ more accurately measure satisfaction than outcomes

Saunders (2007) pointed out that ARL implementbQUAL+™ as a standard
survey instrument to be used in academic librafies listed advantages of the survey
were that individual libraries were able to comptéuar own results with peer
institutions, and that libraries would be abledweson expenses by using a tested online
survey instrument. However, LIbQUAL* has its downfalls. Respondents commented
that the survey was too long and that it couldb®submitted unless all of the questions
had been answered. Although LibQUA™Hs based on the perceptions of participants, it
is unclear what objective values contribute to éhpsrceptions.

In order to increase library effectiveness, othethnds could accompany
LIbQUAL+ ™ such as “interviews, observation, content analgsithe analysis of
existing statistics” (Edgar, 2006, Conclusion smttpara.l). Utilized jointly, these
methods could contribute to long-term advancespnbtin academic libraries, but also
in various scholarly disciplines.

Recent Approaches in IL Teaching of Graduate Stisden

The following section contains recent approachds teaching of graduate
students in Canada and the United States. Bottedbllowing approaches have
overlapping themes, and indicate their current camant towards addressing graduate
students’ IL needs and gaps.

Even though IL graduate student workshops aretraigktforward to create,
Hoffmann, Antwi-Nsiah, Feng, and Stanley (2008)irthe University of Western

Ontario did organize such an initiative for stugeintthe areas of engineering, health
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sciences, medicine and dentistry, and science, Fiesgraduate students provided the
needs assessment dadtb< 274, with 16% response rate on online survey), afteciv
three focus groups for graduate studeNts(33) and one for facultyl\ = 8) were
organized. Both the survey and focus groups wepgdeide feedback about the
perceived usefulness and relevance of the IL wanksWhile the survey contained items
to rate the usefulness of the workshop, particglgrast experience with library
instructions, challenges with finding informati@nd preferred methods of workshop
delivery, the focus groups looked for missed orag@ssary items in the workshop
description. In order to further understand gradwsatident IL needs, the participating
faculty members were selected among those who ittagt supervised or taught graduate
students. Furthermore, there was an overlap beteeestions asked on the survey and
guided discussion during the focus group.

It is notable, that although 35% of graduate pgodicts obtained a Bachelor’s
degree and 15% obtained a Master’s degree fronhanobuntry, the results for this
group were not reported separately. Graduate stsifie@m all four faculties indicated
difficulties pertaining to the following: (i) choo®gy key words and search terms; (ii)
narrowing searches and results; and (iii) sortimgugh results in order to find relevant
information. The majority of graduate students ddte online workshops (67%) and
preferred workshops run by both librarians and fganembers rather than those run by
just librarians (47% vs. 43%). The faculty groudioated a preference for students to
have an opportunity for hands-on-experience, bey #iso recognized the need for
collaboration between faculty and librarians asnaperative step towards teaching

research skills. The faculty suggested organizmy_aredit course or presenting a
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certificate for attending all workshops in a specskeries, as an incentive for graduate
students. Both the survey and focus group notedgtiaaluate students should have an
option between basic and advanced levels of wopshdowever, 85% of graduate
students indicated a preference towards subjecifgp@orkshops as a means of
addressing library research skills geared towdrds tisciplines.

The most popular workshops among graduate stugaredntroduction to
RefWorksKeeping Current with Scholarly Literaturas well as those related to
advanced search techniques. One difference betthegrerceptions of graduate students
and those of faculty was that faculty members emsigbd instruction “on knowledge of
copyright, plagiarism and intellectual property’difinann, et. al., 2008, Choice of
Workshop Topics, para. 5), while graduate studgeterally were not inclined to attend
workshops pertaining to thHethical Use of InformationThe common theme amongst all
graduate students, in all above listed facultiess that they did not obtain standardized
library instruction and that they encountered samdhallenges with finding relevant
information. While Hoffmann et al. (2008) suggestieat a common program for all
graduate students would be acceptable; the gradtiatents indicated a preference for
subject-specific instructions. The authors conalutdat future research could include
graduate students’ perceptions of their IL needbgwe more detailed attention to
different needs of international versus Canadiadestts. Although this study did not
provide more detailed statistical data, its suggestshould be taken into account in
designing IL workshops/courses for graduate stugdieatn other disciplines.

Recognizing the need for IL instruction, Rempel &avidson (2008) created

literature review workshops for a broad range dfject disciplines. First, in order to
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advance graduate student services, a graduatenssetgice coordinator was appointed.
The coordinator reviewed the literature, comparaaous universities’ library websites,
and surveyed new graduate students. As a consegjuegcaduate committee was
formed to organize library-based instruction faaduate students in the area of literature
review; this program was considered especially irgo for their IL development. The
unexpected outcome of the workshop was that orfly 8bgraduate students, who had
been registered for three years or more, atterfteedftered workshop. In addition, the
attendees were evenly split among Master’s ancodalcstudentsN = 226) from various
disciplines. Although no statistical data were pded in the article, the feedback from
workshops indicated that graduate students weremd-date with the most recent
library tools. Even though graduate students wesgre@ of Google Scholar, they were
unfamiliar with more multifaceted library tools,dleb 2.0 tools (for instance RSS
feeds). Thus, they did not use those tools to kgepwith the literature. Rempel and
Davidson (2008) suggest that, in order to adequatgbroach different student learning
abilities, future workshops should be offered aibeer, intermediate, and advanced
levels, preferably at different times of the dajs@® specialized workshops should be
scheduled in order to reach distance and intermaltstudents. Furthermore, the authors
concluded that finding a suitable way to addresslfg's perceptions and expectations
would be beneficial.

An online tutorial titled, “Publish Not Perish: Tiet and Craft of Publishing in
Scholarly Journals,” is offered by the librariarighe University of Colorado for
graduate students and junior faculty. Besides beaapfamiliar with the opportunity to

expand publication strategies, the graduate stadentvell as the junior faculty were
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exposed to open access publications. The feedhme&ysat the end of the tutorial was
overwhelmingly positive in many aspects (in thehh®§%) range. Many participants
noted the benefit of having such a tutorial onlaewell as learning about publication
strategies (Knievel, 2008).

Overall, the recent publications by Hoffmann et (2008), Rempel and Davidson
(2008), and Knievel (2008) note the importanceroiling IL instructions to graduate
students. These three teaching approaches, altltbffigrent in many aspects, give
credence to the importance to graduate studergst iegarding IL instruction. However,
more substantial statistical reports would be heiaffor researchers in this domain.

This review of related literature is followed by &gtter 111, which contains
descriptions and rationales for the methodologapgiroach chosen for this dissertation.
More specifically, it introduces the sequentiabgated mixed method model as suitable
for addressing certain gaps in the aforementionedhture reviews. Furthermore, the
reader is presented with the detailed steps thet heen undertaken in order to modify

and adapt the instruments used in other studighéogoals of this research.
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CHAPTER 1l
Methodology
The previous chapter provided a review of literatoin IL, making the case that
research in this area is needed and that selea#tbdological approaches could help fill
the gaps in previous research. This study buildhou®logically on Beile O’Neil’s
(2005) B-TILED survey and usessaquential integrated mixed model designiraws on
two theories, the Technology Acceptance MGUEAM) and Affordance Theory
(Gibson, 1979; Norman, 1988; Sadler & Given, 200Ygxplore graduate students’ IL
needs, including their personal perceptions and@aaces of specific technologies. The
following section, elaborates upon the justificatfor the sequential integrated mixed
model.
Justification for the Sequential Integrated Mixeddél Design
Sequential mixed model desigitows research questions of the second phase to
emerge from the inferences made in the first phHse first phase of the study includes
data collection, data analysis, and inferenceiimi one methodological approach. The
second phase includes new data collection, newathetiysis, and inferences utilizing a
second approach (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). Tésearch design incorporates
explanatory/exploratory mixed method designs (&eguential exploratory, sequential
explanatory, and sequential transformative desigaslescribed in Creswell, Clark,

Gutmann and Hannson (2003a). Two of the most razedrauthors in the mixed method

13 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis et al8®9. This model emphasises that beliefs (i.e.,
perceived usefulnesmdperceived ease aofsg are primary determinants of information technglog
adoption. TAM is incorporated into open-ended goestin both the survey and interview sections.

14 Affordance Theory, as used in the study of Saaitet Given (2007), is part of the qualitative partif
the study. This theory was previously used in waiexplorations of information behaviour of graduat
students in social science departments.
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domain, Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) recomment] tif@en no suitable design exists
for the project, the researcher might need to dgvalnew mixed method design.
Furthermore, the authors noted that the designtaigb change during the study,
especially if one type of data set turned out tonoee vital as the study progressed.
Based on the literature review (Creswell, 2003;s@edl 2005; Tashakkori & Teddlie,
1998; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003), teequential mixed modseeemed suitable as the
foundation model for this study, but required fertllevelopment to adequately address
all research questions. For the purposes of thdysthesequential mixed model design
proposed by Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003, Figur8,36 688) was extended to the
sequential integrated mixed model deqig@e Figure 2).

The objective of theequential integrated mixed model desiigweloped for this
study was to obtain quantitative and qualitativeadarough a survey of graduate
students from specific departments and follow-upriniews with selected graduate
students. Quantitative data were gathered throogB+TILED survey (Beile O'Nell,
2005) accompanied by TAM based open-ended queshdhs survey instrument.
Additional qualitative data were collected throdghow-up interviews, using questions
informed by Affordance Theory and TAM. This apprioaecognized the 2006 ALA
statement regarding the importance and effectftéreént levels of thinking skills in
relation to different learning outcomes, and argioedhe need for a variety of
assessments or methods to measure those outcoureently, librarians at the university
where the study was conducted follow the ACRIbfrmation Literacy Competency
Standards for Higher Educatiofhus, integration of the B-TILED instrument, whic

incorporates multiple academic programs’ critemi@eéveloping IL, as well as the use of
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TAM and Affordance Theory components, provides aerwlistic approach in assessing
graduate students’ IL.

In asequential integrated mixed model desiguestions for the qualitative
component (interviews) emerged from the inferemoade based on the quantitative
component (survey). Although the interview questiby Sadler and Given (2007)
served as a guide, a selection of the real-lifeages suggested by Dunn (2002) were
added after the quantitative data had been anafgsedch group of participants
surveyed. For instance, when in the quantitativé gfathe study one group of students
did not do well in one of the IL standards (e.garfslard One), that particular standard
was addressed in the qualitative follow-up for thatticular group of students.

The strength of suchsequential integrated mixed methmadel is that, when
unexpected results arise in the first part of datéection (B-TILED and TAM), the
researcher is able to explore these concerns furthke second, qualitative part
(Creswell, 2003). In addition, the research modeé&(Figure 2, p. 54) employed an equal
“priority or weight” (Creswell, 2003, p. 212) stegty implementation in both the
guantitative and qualitative components of the wtBibth methodological contributions
were equally dominant as they were assigned eqeighiby the researcher (Creswell,

2003a; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).
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Figure 2.Sequential Integrated Mixed Model Desgmployed in this study
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Phase 1: Integrated QUANTITATIVE and qualitativetRd the Study
There are two major research questions in thisystutk quantitative in nature and
the other qualitative.
QUANTITATIVE question (based on B-TILED survey):
1. Which graduate students’ profile cluster (demogi@prcademic level, or
department) best portrays their IL?
gualitative question (based on TAM):

2. What are the graduate students’ IL needs baseldednperceived usefulness and

ease of use of library services?

In order to answer these questions, a survey waguobed among graduate students.
This survey was derived from ti&andardsbased Beile Test of Information Literacy for
Education (B-TILED) (Beile O’Neil, 2005), which wasvised and adapted for this
study. This process is explained further in the.tex

Survey Instrumenthe chosen instrument for this study is 8tandardsbased Beile
Test of Information Literacy for Education (B-TILEDBeile O’Neil, 2005). This
particular test measures a participant’s IL lelrethe first phase of this test’s
development, Penny Beile O’Neil designed instrunigms, then in the second phase,
she validated the test items. This test was orilgid@veloped for undergraduate pre-
service teachers, but it has been used for gradtuiadents as well (Cannon, 2007). The
original instrument consists of 35 multiple-chogueestions, out of which 13 questions
are demographic (see Appendix B), and takes apmiaely 30 minutes to complete.

Beile O’Neil’s (2005) B-TILED instrument was judgég five content experts who

validated 22 test items through a procedure in wkach of the items were rated on a
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scale of 0 (low) to 3 (high) by assigning a ratiag (i) accuracy-how accurately does the
item reflect the ACRL objective? (ii) clarity-hovlearly written and understandable is
the item? and (iii) institutional objectivity-doasy of the content of the item reflect local
arrangement or can the item be applied acrossptauiettings? The mean scores for
these items were 2.67 for accuracy, 2.47 for glaaihd 2.85 for institutional objectivity,
which was described by Beile O’Neil as “consistgmtkcellent” (2005, p. 98). Criterion-
related validity was established by comparisorthefresults on a 22-item B-TILED
written test with the results on an 8-item, in-¢ibr test developed originally by Morner
(1993). Morner (1993) noted that criterion-relatadidity was established by showing
the consistency between students’ test answerthairdactual performance on a given
task in the library. A total of 10 participants warthosen from the pool that scored in the
top 20% and the bottom 20% of the Morner Librarg&ach Skills Test (MLRST). Out
of 41 items on the paper-and-pencil, a total oit@@s were selected from the MLRST
for their measurability by observing the actualdebur in the library, as well as
representing the content categories. Out of theatficipants selected for this test, a total
of 73% of the items did not change between testwgeler, 15% of the participants’
answers changed from correct to incorrect, whilg I answers changed from incorrect
to correct. It was concluded that the paper-and:ipest was a stable indication of
participants’ in-library performance.

In Beile O’Neil’'s (2005) study, no correlation ctiefent data were reported for the
10 student participants, but 78.8% of the 8-iterhldrary test answers were consistent

with the written test.
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The participants in the Beile O’'Neil’s study werg2lundergraduate students enrolled
in a teacher education program (N = 12 freshmen;19 sophomore; N = 48 junior; N =
80 senior; while the status of 22 students waspetified). Using the variants of the
Angoff method, in which a number of experts throaghiterative process make
judgments about test items and a passing scoreifildcipner, Langdon, & Strecker,
1987), the panel of experts in Beile O’Neil’s stuayreed on the estimation that a passing
score of 55.5% was an acceptable level of IL; ha@rglvased on individual percentage
adjustments in order to include the test error measent and minimize the false
negative scores, a final score of 57.5% was takeanaccepted level of competency in
IL for undergraduate students only. A total of 14 of 172, or 44.19% of students,
achieved that goal (Beile O’Neil, 2005).

Whereas Beile O’Neil (2005) created the instrumeriest the IL of pre-service
teachers from one university, Cannon’s (2007) aaré&perts, well-versed in IL, verified
this instrument for use with graduate educatiodesis. The experts indicated that, in
this case, students in undergraduate and graceetbdr Education programs would have
equivalent IL knowledge base because the teackdential programs in the state of
California are combined at the pre-service and gatallevel. Since B-TILED was
modeled after the Morner (1993) study and containamber of general items, there was
a need to develop an instrument that contained swygct-specific items. Morner
(1993) recommended modifying the test for doctetatients in social sciences, while
Beile O’Neil (2005) recommended further developmaihe scale. One intention of the
present study was to expand the B-TILED test teesun range of Social Sciences

graduate departments. Consequently, necessaryatidaptwere made in order to
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develop and validate the extended test such asgakio account different graduate
levels (i.e., Master’s and Ph[Barrett, 2005), the population of internationaidents
(Morrissey & Given, 2006; Liao et al., 2007; Liu\&inn, 2009), different institutions
(Sadler & Given, 2007), and to extend the proca#is avqualitative component to
understand better what it entails to become arrnmétion literate individual (Marshall,
2006).

Reliability and Validity According to Hunter and Brewer (2003) “two quaktie
most central to assessment of the ‘goodness’ cdasarement are its reliability and
validity” (p. 581). In this sense, reliability reteto the extent to which the individual
score from a given instrument should be similastable on repeated administration of
the instrument (Creswell, 2005). The original B-ER survey instrument stability was
measured by a test-retest procedure that encontptesadministration of the written
test twice. A total of eleven students completedgbcond test under similar conditions
to the first test. The mean change was 2.4 iterhsfd2l, resulting in 74% item stability
from one test administration to the next (Beile &IN2005). In the current study, overall
Cronbach’s alpha was .631, as various graduatetregats did obtain different
Cronbach’s alpha results. For instance, Cronbaaptsa for Master’s of Education
participants was .682 (removing B-TILED questio®#2ould result in .702), for
Master’s of Social Work was .658, while for Masseof Arts was .582. The Master of
Arts participants from various departments were loioled into one category since certain
departments did have a lower number of participdrtis could be a possible reason for
a lower Cronbach’s alpha, since Cronbach’s alph&i@ster’s of Political Science

participants before they were combined into Mastef’Arts category was .707.
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According to Creswell (2005), validity refers toesearcher being able to draw
meaningful inferences from scores based on a pbpalsample. The content validity of
the revised instrument implemented in this studg esaluated by experts in the field
(i.e., the experts were university librarians vattpertise in particular subjects and were
responsible for providing service and overseeimrgittrary subject collections). The
expert judges determined if the items in the tesasared the intended objectives of IL.
They also suggested modification of items in vidwhe context and purpose of this
study. This method is described in detail in thelification of survey instrument section
listed below. In order to validate the credibild/the qualitative research findings
member checking, or triangulation, was implemengddinterviewed participants
underwent the member checking procedure, in wiielrésearcher asked each the
interviewee to check the accuracy of the interpi@teof his or her responses to the open-
ended questions from the first part of the studygaestions for which participants
provided inaccurate answers were further discussedder to understand the
participant’s view of the particular IL interpretai. Following Martinovic’s (2004)
study, the triangulation process of confirming evide using different groups of
individuals (i.e., different departments), typesiafa (i.e., interview transcripts and
observational notes during completion of the redetasks), and methods of data
collection (e.g., open-ended survey questions at&ihiiews) contributed to more
accurate findings in this research. Overall, tridagon of the mixed method design was
based on the application of both qualitative megh@aterviews) and quantitative
instruments (surveys), while merging the resultgasfous data collection methods in the

final stages of research contributed to better tstdeding of a research problem.
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Modification of Survey Instrumerit order to use and modify the B-TILED test,
permission was sought and obtained from Dr. Beile®. Originally, certain questions
(items #8, #10, and #18) needed to be changedier tw focus on graduate students,
while other questions (items #23 and #26) neededftect Canadian content (see
Appendix B). Leddy Library specialists from eduoatiinformation literacy, social
science, social work, English, university archiv#ata, and library data management
agreed to verify the appropriateness of the chartgets and contributed to the final
modification of items. Some survey questions weoglified to accommodate the
following 10 graduate departments: (i) Communicgatamd Social Justice, (i) Education,
(i) English, (iv) History, (v) Philosophy, (vi) #litical Science, (vii) Psychology, (viii)
Social Work, (ix) Sociology, and (x) Visual Arts.

The first survey to be modified pertained to thadyrate students in Education.
After the Education and information literacy libears approved the modifications to the
test, the data librarian and library data managpraved the survey. This survey, which
can be found in Appendix C, served as the basialfather modifications. Through
meetings with the rest of the content expert lilares, questions #7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 15, 18,
19, 20, 21, 23, 24, and 26 were slightly modifiedider to reflect relevant content
geared towards certain graduate departments (seendijx D) and to target appropriate
standards, performance indicators, and outcomes.

The following section (see also Appendix D) exptanow and why those
particular questions were chosen. Question #7exXample, includes the popular
database choice specific to each of the departm@nts of the reasons for choosing

those particular databases was that they werel Isighe library website under the
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heading, “Journal Articles and Research Tools y&u” as the first and recommended
choices by subject librarians. Question #8 oridgynabntained the “whole language
learning term” that needed to be modified for edepartment. For instance, according to
the social work librarian, a more appropriate aftdroused research term for social work
graduate students would be the term “child develamri Thus, as an option (d) the
following format, “A social work encyclopedia, suaBEncyclopedia of Child
Development was used to reflect the appropriate contenaddition, the librarians
thought that shortening option (b) in question@8A journal article” would be more
appropriate and clear for the participants, inst#adkscribing the article. Lastly, an
option (c) “General website (via Google)” was addaette the original B-TILED item

was repetitive, including two questions about etapy@edias and not addressing the
online option of searching. In addition, a questout Google was added as suggested
by the Education librarian to find out if Googleagreferred choice when it comes to
looking for journal articles. The LibQUAL™ Canada (ARL, 2007) survey also
contained a question about Google.

Question #10 was modified to address the use aldkebases particular for each
department. For instance, Psychinfo would be amogpiate choice for the psychology
majors. Options (a), (b) and (c) of question #12enaodified to mention specifically the
department name, while question #13 was changexdingly to refer to specific
research topics. For communication graduate stadentas more appropriate to phrase
the question as, “You have been assigned to witeod class paper on the effect of
Hollywood’s media”; while for Education graduateidénts, it was more appropriate to

keep the original wording of, “You have been ass@jto write a short class paper on
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effective instruction techniques for teaching.” Quen #15 was changed to reflect
Canadian terminology, including the term “univeystudents,” since the participants of
this study were university students. In additiomesfion #15 was modified according to
the results obtained from databases particulaedch department. For example, the term
“group work” would be inputted in one database, tn@synonym returned by the
database was used as a correct answer for studleose department used this database.
For example, for the Visual Arts graduate studehis chosen database called Arts &
Humanites @ Scholar Portal returned over 25,000std-or certain graduate
departments the term “group work” was replacedngymore suitable term “political
parties.”

Question #19 is dependent on the preferred citatigle of each graduate
department. Thus, the English subject librariamtban appropriate MLA citation, and
the question was further changed to reflect aroogl), “Work in an anthology or
compilation.” For each department, the citationesyuidelines were followed. The
Modern Language Association (MLA) citation styladgiis used in English, Philosophy,
and the Visual Arts department, while the Ameri&aciological Association (ASA)
style is used in Sociology. Although tldicago Citation Style Guidean be a preferred
style for social sciences, including political sae and history, it was not mentioned in
this survey. After contacting various departmegétting feedback from professors and
librarians, and reviewing thesis citation styleggcdiduate students, the researcher decided
that political science graduate students more afssnAmerican Psychological

Association (APA) style, which was the norm fordwate students from Education,
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psychology and social work. Similarly, question #2&s adapted to reflect the preferred
citation styles for each department.

Question #21 was tailored to include the confergrageer reference according to
the database used by each department. Since teraiesquestion #21 required
participants to identify the reference as a comfeggpaper, the researcher and the content
judge chose the conference that was listed in ¢padmental database rather than the
original reference that may have not been famibahe graduate students from that
particular department. Questions #23, 24, and 2@ wmdified across all ten
departments. Question #23 was adapted to reflec€émadian legislative system, while
qguestion #24 was further clarified by adding a yaat a citation to option (4), “To
address these issues, Hunter (2005) has proposedtiidents should work in groups
with the computer peripheral and the teacher aesg facilitator’ (p. 25).” Finally,
guestion #26 was tailored to reflect Ontario preiahgovernment content.

TAM Theoryln the formulation of a theoretical view for studgithe IL and
information competency of graduate students, TAMVB et al., 1989) provides a useful
model. TAM also includes a behavioural componermtrater to explain the end-user’s
behaviours when confronted with the use of a wadgye of computing technologies.

The assumption behind TAM is that specific beligks., perceived usefulness
and perceived ease of use) are primary determif@ntise adoption of information
technology and information systems (IT/IS) (Lu, Yig, & Yao, 2003). Perceived
usefulness is defined as the extent to which ofievas that utilizing the system will
improve one’s performance, whereas perceived dasgeaeflects the belief that

utilizing the system will be free of effort (Daws al., 1989; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000).
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A key goal of TAM is to measure the impact of ertdrvariables on internal beliefs,
attitudes, and intentions (Davis et al., 1989; Yu, Lio, & Yao, 2003) (see Appendix E).
This model is used for predicting user acceptame¢eamnology. Ten years after TAM
was first introduced, the Institute for Scientifitiormation’s Social Science Citation
index (2000) lists 424 citations for the two intoatiory TAM journal articles by Davis
(1989) and Davis et al. (1989). In addition, vas@mpirical studies have noted that
TAM aids in explaining a considerable portion of thariance (approximately 40%) in
usage intention and behaviours. However, resea diemote that the generality of
TAM does not provide more meaningful informationusers’ personal views about
specific technological systems. Integrating TAMwather Information Technology (IT)
acceptance models, or incorporating it with adddidactors, might minimize its current
limitations (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). Thus, byeigitating TAM questions (see
Appendix F) with a modified B-TILED instrument aAdfordance Theory questions the
guest for more meaningful information on graduatelents’ intentions, behaviours, and
opinions about library technology systems mightdadized.
Phase 2: Qualitative Follow-up Part of the Study

The qualitative part of this study, which was imf@d by the results of the previously
described survey, was designed to answer two r@seaestions
Qualitative question (based on Affordance Theory):

1. What affordances do graduate students perceiveeiadademic library context?

(Sadler & Given, 2007, p. 118)
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Qualitative sub-question (based on TAM):

la. What perceptions of library usage play a nolgraduate students’ information

seeking behaviours and awareness aboutylibeaources?

The researcher used interviews as the main dat&ctoh method.

Interview instrumentn the formulation of a qualitative theoreticalrfrawork for
studying graduate student IL, the Affordance Theorg TAM provided useful models.
Both of these models take into account behavicsisgal as the perceptions of
participants. Thus, the interview questions adeér@s®th of these aspects.

Affordance Theory was utilized to investigate te txtent to which the academic
library environment is perceived as useful by geddistudents. Sadler and Given’s
(2007) study stated that using only one sourcafofimation as an indication of graduate
students’ needs, for example, the World Wide Walj Ytatistics are insufficient. It is
essential that such information is collected thfoowiltiple methods such as interviews,
guestionnaires, focus groups, and other meansmofmemication with patrons. Taking an
ecological approach by viewing the academic libesyeducational space, as well as
implementing a mixed model approach to explore gasel students’ usage of library
tools and services, the researcher obtained a coonplete representation of graduate
students’ IL. Thus, the role of the library in sopjing graduate students’ research-
related activities was explored by administrating tmodified version of Sadler and
Given’s (2007)nterview Guide for Graduate Student Intervigiase Appendix G).

The interview guide questions were modified acauydo the results of the
guantitative part of this study. Based on the agialgf the quantitative data, real-life IL

scenarios were presented to participants (Duni22G@r example, if questions
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belonging to the ACRL performance indicators, iatato Standard Three, were not
answered correctly, this issue was addressed iretlidife scenario interview process. In
her study, Beile O’Neil (2005) used 57.5% as theofliscore for the students to be
considered information literate. Since the questip@rtaining to the performance
indicators in this study were not equally distrdxli(i.e., ranging from 2 to 11 per
performance indicator), a legitimate concern aregarding the use of a general cut-off
score that might not properly address studentaessvith particular Standards. For these
reasons, expert librarians were sought to inforeeaech decisions such as how to weigh
students’ knowledge on each Standard. If a graditatent’s skills in two or more
ACRL Standards were unsatisfactory in the quantgatection, the interviewee was
invited to choose between two real-life scenariagnn, 2002). For example, some
students may be more comfortable answering quespertaining to Standard Two
(dealing with access to the information), rathemtistandard Five (dealing with issues of
a social, legal, or economic nature).
The Ecological or System Lens

Schram (2006) views an ecological perspectiveoastcucted upon the general
notion that individuals are placed in and affedtgdh social context that influences their
behaviour. Ecologically or system-oriented researslelieve that a system as a whole
cannot be comprehended fully by analysing its camepts separately. The researcher in
this particular type of research tends

neither to be informed by the inquirer’'s persongdexience in interaction with

study patrticipants (as in an interpretivist oricat approach) nor to be

transformative or deliberately educative (as itical approach). Ecologically or
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systems-minded researchers instead proceed wefhirative and relatively

detached (from study participants) grasp upondbkst of description and

analysis aimed at identifying those contextualdestvith the greatest influence

on individual or institutional behaviors. (Schra2006, pp. 50-51)

As part of the sequential integrated mixed methadysdesign, the second part of
the data collection is informed by the resultshef first part. Thus, the researcher used
her judgment to explore any emerging concerns éuiitnthe second, qualitative part of
the study.

During the interview process, the researcher dicengage in discussions with
the participants regarding to the accuracy of taegwers (e.qg., if a participant
inaccurately claims that th@®et it button always brings in the full-text article).tRer, the
researcher aimed at identifying the contextualoiac(i.e., previous experience, graduate
level, etc) that most influence individual behav®in the use of library resources. The
series of questions and scenarios presented &iulg participants enabled them to
reflect and report on their IL-related experiences.

Study Participants

Previous studies (Barrett, 2005; Morner, 1993) neo@nded that IL research
should include social science students and shastohguish between different levels of
graduate degrees (i.e., such as course work lesis/dissertation levelJhe
participants in this study consisted of graduatéestts recruited from selected graduate
programs at the University of Windsor. Accordinghie 2007 University of Windsor
Graduate Calendar, graduate students are admittezt one of the following five

categories:



(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)
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Regular Admission (M2)a student who holds a four-year degree or
equivalent in the discipline.

Master's Qualifying Admission (MBa student who holds a three-year
undergraduate degree in the discipline or a foar-gegree from another
discipline, pending a request with a recommenddtomdvancement towards
a M2 level, depending upon the achievement of fyuadj courses and grades
obtained. A qualifying student is not consideregtaduate student since s/he is
not a candidate for a degree.

Transitional Admission (M2}-a student who holds a four-year degree in
another discipline to which s/he is applying. Tétigdent is required to
complete up to five additional undergraduate cainseddition to the
graduate requirement of the program.

Probationary Admission (M2}a student who does not currently satisfy the
minimum departmental program admission requirememd is required to
complete at least two specified graduate coursesder to waive the
probationary conditions.

Ph.D—a student who holds a Master’s degree or, in exdiaary

circumstances, a four-year Bachelor’s degree.

Table 4 presents the total enrolment numbers idugti@ programs at the

University of Windsor. Certain graduate programsidbohave a large number of

graduate students; thus, those programs were ddstea Master’s of Arts (MA)

category (e.g., English, Visual Arts, Philosophyjong), while Faculty of Education

Master’s students were compared to Master’s ofé@&¢ork students as the numbers of
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students were comparable in those departments.ghhaniy 110 participants for the
guantitative portion of the study were suggeste@éye O’Neil (2005), a total of 201
students participated in this study. For the qatieé portion of the study, two
participants per department were initially desifeat, since some departments had a
small number of students, it was recognized thatgbal might not be achieved.
Table 4

Total Enrolment Numbers in Selected Graduate Progra

List of Graduate # of Students #Part  # Full #
Programs in Each Gender Time Time International
Department Information  Students Students Students
F M
Communication and
Social Justice (MA) 25 13 12 0 20 5
Education (MEd) 71 56 15 48 23 0
Education (PhD) 19 14 5 11 8 1
English (MA) 33 25 13 2 31 2
History (MA) 26 13 13 0 26 1
Philosophy (MA) 13 6 7 2 11 1
Political Science
(MA) 40 28 12 4 36 5
Psychology (MA) 32 3 29 0 32 2
Psychology (PhD) 74 60 14 0 74 7
Social Work
(MSW) 77 67 10 4 73 0
Sociology (MA) 36 25 11 3 33 3
Sociology (PhD) 15 11 4 0 15 3
Visual Arts (MFA) 9 4 5 0 9 1
Total: 470 325 150 74 391 31

Participants in this study had either full-timepart-time status. The University of
Windsor offers 54 Master’s and doctoral programthafollowing disciplines: Arts and
Social Sciences, Business Administration, Educatmgineering, Human Kinetics,
Nursing, and Science, all of which are listed irpapdix H (University of Windsor

Faculty of Graduate Studies, 2007). Since graduatgrams are divided among eight
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faculties, this study focused on the graduate rogrin the Faculty of Arts and Social
Sciences (FASS) and from the Faculty of Educatigrpéndix H).
The reasons for choosing these two faculties afellasvs: (i) some of the courses
in the FASS are cross-listed in the Faculty of Ediwn (for instance, cross-listing can be
found between certain Psychology and Educationses)y and (ii) graduate students in
the FASS and the Faculty of Education tend to cdenfoe similar scholarships and
awards (e.g., the Social Science and Humanitiesd&eis Council scholarships).
Contrary to Sadler and Given’s (2007) study, Ecoesrgraduate students were not
included in this study since the Economics Depantraéthe University of Windsor is
part of the Faculty of Science, not of the FacaftArts and Social Sciences. One of the
limitations of the Beile O’Neil (2005) study wasathts target population belonged to one
institution only. The Faculty of Education doctostiidents belong to the Joint PhD in
Educational Studies program (in which graduateesttglfrom Brock University and
Lakehead University are enrolled concurrently vidthversity of Windsor students).
This particular diversity of graduate students'adment partially addresses that
limitation of Beile O’Neil’'s (2005) study.

Besides Sadler and Given’s (2007) familiarity wiglsources in the social
sciences disciplines, the reasoning behind th&cgen of the social science disciplines
such as anthropology, economics, education, paliicience, psychology, and sociology
was that they expected that graduate studentstfiese social science disciplines would
use a wider range of academic library resourcebo@igh Sadler and Given (2007) had

a limited number of participants from each discipland no contrast group, the authors
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indicated that graduate students’ knowledge o&lpresources was typical for those
disciplines, though they failed to note how theyvad at such a conclusion.

To summarize, the intent of this study was to deiee the level of IL of graduate
students in the Faculty of Arts and Social Scierasebthe Faculty of Education of a mid-
size Canadian university (including the Joint PhEducational Studies), according to
the ACRL standards (using modified B-TILED), ancet@lore the current graduate
students’ perceptions in terms of usefulness, #se ef use, and support features in
library usage, using the Technology Acceptance M@d&M) and Affordance Theory.
Ethics and Data Collection and Analysis

In compliance with the Tri-Council Policy (Appendix and after receiving
approval from the University of Windsor Researchiéd Board, data collection began
during the summer of 2008 and continued throughWWiger 2009 semester. Data
collection was interrupted as a consequence dftheersity of Windsor Faculty
Association labour dispute period from Sept" 1& Oct. 6", 2008.

Upon the researcher’s obtaining permission frormdggrofessors, and the
Secretariat of the Joint PhD in Educational Stugiegram, and obtaining the graduate
class size information from departmental secretafld graduate classes were visited and
a brief presentation on the research and colleciaata was given. In some cases, when
graduate classes were small (i.e., Communicatiodi&, English, Visual Arts and
Philosophy), permission was obtained to contacgthduate students, via an e-mail
invitation forwarded by the department secretanytiy initial contact with the potential
participants, explanations were given as to thegae of the study, procedures, potential

risks and benefits, remuneration for participaticonfidentially, participation and
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withdrawal rights, feedback on the results of thelg, the rights of the research subjects
and the voluntary nature of graduate student’'sqpation. After the presentation, those
participants who agreed to take part in the studsevgiven a letter of “Invitation to
Participate in a Research Study” (Appendix J),ahesent form (Appendix K), and the
guestionnaire (Appendix L). Since most of the aatifection occurred after classes, 48
participants requested to complete the surveyateatime. Those students were
provided with a stamped envelope. It should beddtiat a total of 40 envelopes were
distributed after the strike period. A total of @9t of 48 stamped envelopes were
returned to the researcher.

In this type of study, a small completion rate \passible due to reasons such as
participants’ intimidation by IL performance-reldtactivities, or participants’ disinterest
in the topic. However, obstacles in achieving teedegarticipation levels in this study
were not encountered, except during and afterah@®08 labour dispute. A total of 21
students explained verbally that they were not &blgarticipate as class times had been
extended to compensate for time lost during thedaldispute. Seven students did not
complete the survey since it was not online, amdests were returned incomplete. The
Visual Arts graduate students were invited twiceadicipate in the study, but only one
student responded.

The questionnaire included the following: (i) demegghic information, (ii) B-
TILED, and (iii) TAM open-ended questions. Condagtdata collection procedures
required on average 20-30 minutes, after whiclsitpeed consent forms and completed
guestionnaires were collected. Participants hadpiien of providing contact

information to indicate their willingness in parpating in a qualitative follow-up study.
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All of the interviews except one were held at tlaedty of Education graduate seminar
room at the University of Windsor. One interviewsaAeld in a nearby campus location.
Before each of the interviews occurred, the intamae was required to sign the consent
form (Appendix M), and consent for an audio tapoidghe interview (Appendix N).
Procedures for Quantitative and Qualitative Dataadysis and Interpretation

All quantitative data were inputted in SPSS 17 Ostatistical analyses.
Interpretation of results was guided by the recomuhaéons of Green and Salkind (2005)
from Using SPSS for Windows and Macintosh: Analyzinglamdierstanding Dataas
were the selection of statistical techniques, a®rsitions of the underlying assumptions
for data analyses, and proper APA formatting.

Recommendations from Bogdan and Biklen’s (2003jhencollection and
interpretation of qualitative data followed befaned after the data collection. These
included inputting all qualitative open-ended resges into a Microsoft Word document,
and initial coding categories were noted and fdbtbnologically. The participants’
responses were coded into activity, event, oregsgtand afterwards classified according
to the assigned descriptive codes based on the oaalities between used words. After
all the qualitative data were inputted, the undlstd amounts of time were set aside to
read the data at least twice (Bogdan & Biklen, 20fi8lowed by a one week break in
order to re-read the data twice again. The datatineasre-ordered according to graduate
students’ departments, as coded data aided inarasy information at different levels.
Since there were fewer than 500 pages of qualgatata, hands-on experience of
analysis with qualitative data enabled a thorouginenation of the data without the

intrusion of a machine (Creswell, 2005).
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The purpose of the follow-up qualitative interviewas to extend and additionally
comprehend the quantitative findings through menchecking (Tashakkori & Teddlie,
1998) of quantitative and qualitative data. Befeaeh interview, the quantitative data
were analyzed in order to find the questions thatstudent did not answer correctly.
Thus, for those students who chose to further @paie in the study, the survey
guestions that were not answered correctly, ananiseers for which the researcher
required clarification about, were addressed duttregnterviews. These follow-up
interviews were digitally recorded (via an OlymddS-40) and stored on a local personal
computer in order to list and interpret data; @iérviews were coded. Interview data
were arranged chronologically, and then by departpte identify for similar themes.
The surveys and data reside in a fireproof lockedchbinet, and are accessible only to
the researcher for a period of three years, atiwbaint they will be destroyed.

The next chapter contains summaries of major iategrquantitative and
qualitative data analyses. The qualitative folloartpf the study includes prominent

emerging themes.
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CHAPTER IV
Results

This study examined the IL of graduate studengsratd-size university in
Ontario through a quantitative questionnaire thaluded supplementary open-ended
questions, and semi-structured interviews. Thiptdraeviews the results of this study.
Phase 1: Questionnaire

The questionnaire consisted of the following thpeds: (i) questions suitable for
establishing a profile of a graduate student;BH)ILED instrument (Beile O’'Neil,
2005); and (iii) open-ended questions (Technologgebtance Model [TAM], Davis et
al., 1989). Part 1 of the survey contained 12 golest capturing the demographic,
academic, and departmental profiles of graduattesiis. Part 2 of the survey contained
guestions related to the students' perceived wbilisearch library databases and the
Internet to find information, and students' pagiexience with library instruction. Part 3
of the survey included the TAM open-ended questions

Results Based on the B-TILED Scotaorder to answer the first research
guestion, “Which graduate students’ profile clugtlgmographic, academic level or
department) best portrays their IL?” tB&andardsbased Beile Test of Information
Literacy for Educatior{B-TILED) (Beile O’Neil, 2005) was used to meastiie
participants’ IL level. A brief summary of the BLIED survey results is presented,
followed by the graduate students’ profile clusesults.
To accommodate other researchers who may wanv&dagethe B-TILED survey
further, Appendix O contains percentages of inairaad correct answers on the B-

TILED test, grouped into standards.
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In order for the researcher to include the survethe data analysis, a respondent
would have to have answered the multiple-choicé@®of the questions. It should be
noted that the correct answers were coded as lthahdcorrect answers were coded as
0. Also, the answers were treated as incorrechses when the participants wrote on the
multiple choice questions section that they didkmmiw the answer, wrote down a
guestion mark next to the question(s), or wrotera#tive answers next to the presented
answers. The first time the survey was distributiecge participants asked the researcher
verbally if they should skip questions to whichytligd not know the answer. Pursuant to
that, all participants were asked to specify thieiyrat know the answer (either by
writing down that they did not know or by puttingjaestion mark next to the question),
instead of skipping the question. All survey quassiidentified by participants as being
unable to answer were noted in the comment seofitile spreadsheet codebook for
further analysis. Table 5 contains the percentdgemect responses for each Standard
(e.g., Standard 1= [((question #8 + question #Riestion #14)/3)*100] where the
overall average was first calculated for each pigdnt). For example, on average, the
participant students answered 57.88% questionsabyrfor Standard One. Such
presentation was done in percentages in ordedtodte the overall average of correct
responses for each Standard. The intent was to@@nggores of graduate students on
these four Standards, and also to establish whethd@rds were most problematic
overall for graduate students to reach. The indi@ighercentage results per Standard
were also used in preparation of customised irg@rsj when the researcher wanted to

specifically investigate difficulties that the inéeewees had with particular Standards.
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Correct Reponses of Eatandard (N=201)
Standaréf # of Minimum Maximum B-TILED B-TILED Percentage of Correct
Question: Score Per Score Per M SDper Responses Per
Standard Standard Per  Standard Standard*

Per Persor Per Persor Standard

Standard One 3 0 3 1.74 797 57.88 %
Standard Two 11 0 11 7.16 2.148 65.08 %
Standard Three 2 0 2 1.06 .641 53.23 %
Standard Five 6 1 6 4.05 1.157 67.50 %

Note.* The percentage of correct responses for eaaid&td was calculated based on the
following formula: [(Sum of the Correct Responseshe Standard / Total # of Questions in the
Standard)*100].

The paired sample t-test was conducted in ordse¢af there was any difference
between th&-TILED means of percentages@drrect responses for each Standard. There
was a significant difference between the mean péage scores on Standards One and
Two, t(200) = -3.597 p < 001, Standards Three and Fi{200)=-5.848 p < .001,
Standards One and Fiw€200) =-4.689 p < 001 and Standards Two and Three,
t(200)=4.878,p < .001. There were no significant differences betwiermean scores

on Standards One and Thrg@00)=1.676 p = .095; and Standards Two and Five

t(200)=-1.503 p=.134. As previously mentioned, Standard Four ma&sconducive to

> See APPENDIX A for more detailed descriptiontw Standards. For instance the following
standards are summarized:

Standard One: The information literate studentrddtees the nature and extent of the
information needed.

Standard Two: The information literate student asee needed information effectively and
efficiently.

Standard Three: The information literate studeatwies information and its sources critically
and incorporates selected information into hisesrkmowledge base and value system.
Standard Five: The information literate studentarsthnds many of the economic, legal, and
social issues surrounding the use of informatiath @tesses and uses information ethically and
legally.
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the web-based, multiple-choice item format, andtlvas not included into the B-TILED
survey.

In Beile O’Neil’s (2005) study, undergraduate papants needed to achieve a
score of 57.5% to be regarded as “acceptably canpdip. 124). Cannon (2007) used
the same score as an accepted level for gradwtleeieeducation programs. Also, in this
study, scores of 57.5% were regarded as constjtatinacceptable criterion level for
graduate student participants.

Table 6 presents the descriptive statistics oflIBED scores for 201 graduate
student participants. For each participant, thelB=D score was calculated by finding
the number of correct answers to questions #7-F28 results indicated that the lowest
obtained score was 3 while the highest score wamiPdf a possible 22 (see Appendix
P). Furthermore, the mean and medign=14.01Mdn = 15.0) of the B-TILED scores
for the whole sample were close to each otherRespae 3) with a standard deviation of
about three questionSID = 3.28). A fairly normal distribution was notedtiva negative
skewness of -.459. Based on the Kurtosis valu€d@B, a slightly platykurtic

distribution was noted.
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Table 6

Descriptive Statistics of B-TILED Scores (N = 201)
Descriptive Measure Value
Mean 14.01
Std. Error of Mean 231
Median 15.0
Mode 15.0
Std. Deviation 3.277
Skewness -.459
Std. Error of Skewness 72
Kurtosis -.023
Std. Error of Kurtosis 341
Minimum 3
Maximum 21
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SD=3.28
N =201

B-TILED % Score = M/Total Number of Questions
B-TILED % Score = 14.01/22= 63.7%

Figure 3.Distribution of B-TILED scores for all graduataidents in the sampfe

' The previous study by Beile O’Neil (2005) utilizéhe B-TILED instrument and included the graphical
representation of the distribution of scores.
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In order to determine whether the graduate studeritss study would obtain
significantly different B-TILED scores comparedth® undergraduate pre-service
students in Beile O’Neil’s (2005) study, the resbar conducted further tests. The
chosen 22-item B-TILED instrument in this studymnged to an average of 63.7% €
14.01;SD= 3.28; N= 201) correct responses. This mean score resslhwher
compared to the one recorded in Beile O’'Neil's @0&tudy, in which pre-service
students' IL results averaged to 54.4%<11.97,SD= 3.74, N= 172) correct
responses. The unpaired t-test result$3ifl) = 56.145p < .001 revealed a significant
difference among B-TILED results between this stadg Beile O’Neil’s study. This
result supports the researcher’s expectation tigtoup of students, as more educated,
would have higher level of IL than the pre-sentieachers in the Beile O’'Neil study.
There was an expectation that this population afigate students would have been
exposed to a wider variety of information databasebsources.

Demographic, academic and departmental clusteest 1 of the survey included
demographic, academic, and departmental variabédse 7-9 shows the descriptive
statistics with respect to B-TILED scores for eatster, including the detailed
descriptions of variable groupings.

Thedemographic clusteronsisted of five questions: questions #1 (gend&r)
(age range), #8 (international student status),(lirhary related position), and #12
(English as a first language) (see Table 7)Abademic clusteconsisted of questions #2
(student status), #5 (program of study for the Eigsstudents only), #6a (minimum
course requirements completed for the Master’'sraragy #6a (minimum course

requirements completed for the Doctoral prograre¢ &ppendix Q), and #9 (last
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completed degree)(see Table 8). Tepartmental clusteconsisted of question #4a
(Department) (see Table 9). Table 7-9 shows altifseriptive variable statistics with
respect to B-TILED scores, including detailed dggimms of variable groups,
percentages, means, and standard deviations.

As previously mentioned, the mean B-TILED scorethos study was 14.050D
= 3.28). The initial observation of the demograpghformation presented in Table 7
indicates that 71.6% participants were females (L44). The majority of the participants
(63.7%, N= 128) were within the age range of 20-29. A tofa21% of participants (N
44) who indicated that English was not their flsstguage obtained the lowest mean B-
TILED scores il = 12.77 SD= 3.50). The answers to the academic clustermwesu
guestions indicated that 80.1% of participants vielle¢ime studentsN = 161).
Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for Demographic Cluster

Item Demographic Group N % B-TILED B-TILED
# Variables M SD
1 Gender Male 57 28.4% 13.91 3.67
Female 144  71.6% 14.05 3.12
7 Age Range 20-29 128 63.7% 14.33 3.20
30-39 37 18.4% 14.00 3.12
40-60+ 36 17.9% 12.89 3.53
8 International Student Yes 10 5% 13.80 2.93
Status No 191 95% 14.02 3.30
11  Library-Related Yes 5 2.5% 15.20 2.68
Position No 196 97.5% 13.98 3.29
12*  English as First Yes 157 78.1% 14.36 3.13
Language No - EAL (Englishas 44  21.9% 12.77 3.50
an Additional
Language)

Note.*Statistically significant difference found andsdeibed in Appendix R and further
discussed in detail in the following quantitatieeson.
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Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for Academic Cluster

Item Academic Group N % B-TILED B-TILED
# Variables M SD
2 Student status Full-Time 161 80.1% 14.04 3.34
Part-Time 40 19.9% 13.90 3.02

5 Program of study Course work only 39 25.8% 13.56 3.135

(Master’s students
only)
Course work and 67 44.4% 14.03 3.191

special research project
(Major Paper)

Course work and thesis 45 29.8% 13.64 3.581

6a*’  Minimum course ~ No-for Masters 109 73.65%  13.40 3.480

requirements Yes — for Master’s 39 26.35% 14.77 2.400
completed for the
Master’s program

6b Minimum course No — for PhD 42  85.7% 14.26 3.321

requirements Yes — for PhD 7 14.3% 16.71 1.254
completed for the
Doctoral program

9 Last completed Undergraduate 147 73.1% 13.79 3.27

degree Graduate 54  26.9% 14.61 3.23

Note.*Statistically significant difference found andsdeibed in Appendix R and further
discussed in detail in the following quantitatieeson.

7 A total of 4 graduate students had already obthingraduate degree. Three students were completing
different Master’s degrees and one student was l=gimg the second doctoral degree. Since detailed
course requirements regarding their past degress uvknown to the researcher, three participarat d
were removed from the analysis of minimum coursgiirements completed for the Master’s program, and
one participant’'s data were removed for the purmdsbe analysis of minimum course requirements
completed for the doctoral program.



87

Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Departmental Cluster

Item Departmental Group N % B-TILED B-TILED
# variables M SD
4 Department MEd 33 16.4% 13.18 3.55
PhD - Education 40 19.9% 14.15 3.34
MA - Psychology 16 8.0% 15.13 1.82
PhD - Psychology 7 3.5% 16.86 1.34
PhD - Sociology 3 1.5% 16.33 1.15
MA - English 6 3.0% 14.67 3.44
MA - History 14 7.0% 15.07 2.89
MA — Political Science 25 12.4% 12.92 3.76
MSW — Social Work 44  21.9% 13.57 3.34
MA - Communication 6 3.0% 14.50 3.01
MA - Philosophy 2 1.0% 14.00 .000
MA - Sociology 4 2.0% 15.50 1.73
MA - Visual Arts 1 .5% 10.00 .
4a* Departmenf MEd 33 16.4% 13.18 3.55
PhD — Education (PhDEd) 40 19.9% 14.15 3.34
MA 74 36.8% 14.20 3.10
PhD - Psychology &
Sociology (PhDSS) 10 5% 16.70 1.25
MSW 44  21.9% 13.57 3.34
Total 20 100% 14.01 3.277

1
Note.*Statistically significant difference found andsdeibed in Appendix R and further
discussed in detail in the following quantitatieeson.

18 The groupings that contained a small number digpants were combined into categories. The
Department variable originally containing the feliag 13 values: (i) MEd, (ii) PhD-Education, (iNJA-
Psychology, (iv) PhD-Psychology, (v) PhD-Sociolofgs) MA-English, (vii) MA-History, (viii) MA-
Political Science, (ix) MSW — Social Work, (x) MAe@munications, (xi) MA-Philosophy, (xii) MA-
Sociology, and (xiii) MA-Visual Arts, was organizéuto the following five clusters: MEd, MA, MSW,
PhD-Education and PhD-Social Science. Master af programs were combined into one category (MA
consisted of the following: Psychology, Englishstdry, Political Science, Communication, Philosgphy
Sociology and Visual Arts). The PhD students frawa Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences were sorted
into another cluster (PhD—Psychology and PhD-Sogig| thus leaving PhD—Education, MEd and MSW
as separate categories. The grouped variablesuseckin all calculations.
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QUANTITATIVE Research QuestioWhich graduate students’ profile cluster
(demographic, academic level or department) besgtrgys their IL?

In order to answer this research question, 11 oagamalyses of variance
(ANOVA) were performed for significance at the @nfidence level (see Appendix R).
If a significant independent variable had consigtechore than two levels, the Tukey
HDS (honestly significant difference) test for pbsic comparisons was performed.

In regards to the demographic cluster, after pariog five one-way ANOVAS,
there were no significant differences between gieenformances on the test with respect
to gendeiF(1, 199) = .070, p =.791, age rarfg@, 198) = 2.757, p = .066, international
student status(1, 199) = .043, p = .836, and library-related posiF(1, 199) = .675, p
=.412. However, a one-way ANOVA indicated a sigraiht difference of(1, 199) =
8.323, p < .05 between those participants who spokgish as a first language and those
who had English as an additional language (EAL)indlécated in Table 10, EAL
graduate student had a significantly lower meanlE=D value M = 12.77) than
graduate students for whom English was the firsgjlage 1 =14.36).

In regards to the academic cluster, after perfognfive one-way ANOVASs (see
Appendix R), there were no significant differenbesween group performances based on
student status(1, 199) = .056, p = .813; program of study (Mdststudents onlyl-(2,
148) = .312, p = .732; minimum course requirementapleted in the current program
for the doctoral prograri(1,47) = 3.675, p = .061; and last completed degreaped
F(1, 199) = 2.503, p = .115. However, there wasassically significant difference in
the B-TILED scores between students who complet@dthmm course requirements for

the Master’s program and those students who dig¢omiplete the minimum course
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requirements F(1, 146) = 5.121, MSE = 10.460, @5< Participants who completed the
minimum course requirements for the Master’s progodtained higher B-TILED scores
(N =39,M = 14.77, SD= 2.400).

After performing a one-way ANOVA (see Appendix R)significant difference
was found in B-TILED scores based on students’ depental degre&(4, 196) = 2.572,
MSE = 10.413, p < .05. Post-hoc pairwise compassming the Tukey HSD test (p<.05)
indicated a significant between-group differenceveen the following graduate student
groups: PhD in Social Science (Psychology and $mgy) and Master of Education, and
PhD in Social Science (Psychology and Sociology) Master of Social Work, but no
significant difference between any other variatiohdegrees (see Appendix S). The
effect sizen®= .049, was moderate. In addition, after perforntimg one-way ANOVAs
for graduate programs according to participantatigate level, there was no significant
differenceF(2, 148) = 1.256p = .288 among Master’s programé € 33,M = 13.18,SD
= 3.557 for MED\N =74,M = 14.20,SD= 3.105 and for MAN =44,M =13.57,SD=
3.344). However, a significant difference F(1,48).534 was found in B-TILED scores
based on students’ doctoral prograibh 5{40,M = 14.15,SD= 3.348 for PhDEdN =
10,M = 16.70,SD= 1.25 for PhDSS).

Part 2 of the survey contained six questions omgtaduate student's self-
perceived ability to do electronic searches andlisror her past experience with library
instruction at the current institution. These sivestions of the survey (see Appendix C)
are presented in Table 10a and Table 10b. Thetfisjuestions rated on a scale 1to 5
the user’s perceived ability to search library ates and to use the Internet to find

information (see Table 10a). This five-unit scakesviurther reduced to a two-unit scale
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in order to separate participants with perceiveh lability (levels 4 and 5) in performing
electronic searches from those with perceived Ibiktg (levels 1 to 3). The following
four questions (questions #3 to #6) in this pathefsurvey pertained to the user’s past
experience with library instruction, especially brsher familiarity with the library either
through a tour, library instruction held in thesdeoom or the library, or one-on-one
instruction with a librarian (see Table 10b) at tlierent institution.

The majority of participants did not obtdibrary instruction(53.7%). There
were 33.8% of participants who indicated that class library instruction was not
organized for them (see Table 10b). More detailatissical tests were performed in the
following section regarding how undergraduate aradigate library instruction was
obtained.

Table 10a
Descriptive Statistics based on the Graduate Stst&elf-Perceived Ability to Conduct

Electronic Searches

Item #. Variable Value N % B-TILED B-TILED
M SD
1 Ability to search library 1 and 2 and 3 70 34.8% 13.40 3.83
databases
4 and5 131 65.2% 14.34 2.90
2 Ability to search the land 2 and 3 33 16.4% 13.73 4.27
Internet
4 and5 168 83.6% 14.07 3.05

Total 201 100% 14.01 3.277
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Table 10b
Descriptive Statistics based on the Graduate Stigl@ast Experience with Library

Instructions at the Current Institution

ltem #. Variable Value N % B-TILED B-TILED
M SD
3 Library Organized Tour Yes 104 51.7% 14.04 3.43
No 97 48.3% 13.98 3.11
4 Library Classroom Yes 84 41.8% 14.33 3.29
Instruction
No 49 24.4% 13.29 3.26
None was 68 33.8% 14.13 3.23
organized
5 Library Instruction Yes 93 46.3% 14.28 2.94
No 108 53.7% 13.78 3.53
6* One-on-one Yes 31 15.4% 12.94 2.82
instructions with
librarian
No 170 84.6% 14.21 3.32
Total 201 100% 14.01 3.277

* Statistically significant difference found and deised in Appendix U.

In the second part of the survey, two one-way ANGQ\(see Appendix T)
indicated that there were no statistically sigmifitdifferences found between groups
based on their perceived ability to search libdatabases-(1, 199) = 3.722, p = .054,
or perceived ability to search the InterR€t,199) = .293, p = .589. In regards to
graduate students’ past experience with the librastyuctions at the current institution,
four one-way ANOVAS (see Appendix U) indicated therere no statistically significant
differences found between groups based on thein@ddince at the current
instutions’organized library toufs(1, 199 = .016, p = .899, classroom instruction on
library useF(2, 198) = 1.664p = .192, and in-library instructioR(1,199) = 1.173, p =
.280. However, there was a statistically signiftogdifference between the mean B-

TILED scores of graduate students who did recenean-one library instruction as
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opposed to those who did fefl, 199) = 3.999, MSE = 10.581, p < .05. The pgréicts
who had one-on-one instructio™N € 9 MSW;N = 8 MA; N =5 MED;N = 8 PhDEdN
=1 PhDSS) with a librarian obtained the lower mBahlLED scores 1 = 12.94)
compared to those who did not obtain one-on-onteucson M = 14.21). This
seemingly paradoxical situation, namely that theke received one-on-one attention
performed worse than those who did not, perhapsates that those with perceived
weaknesses are more likely to search out libragistsce.
Qualitative Research Question

1. What are the graduate students’ IL needs basedeanperceived usefulness and

ease of use of library services?

As previously mentioned in Chapter lll, the resbarchad an opportunity to
immerse herself into the qualitative data colletfiollowing Bogdan and Biklen’s (2003)
recommendations. All qualitative open-ended respsmgere inputted into a Microsoft
Word document, and initial coding categories wereetbped, noted, and filed
chronologically. The participants’ responses wergecl into activity, event or strategy
and afterwards classified according to the assiglesdriptive codes based on
commonalities between used words. Since there fgarer than 500 pages of qualitative
data, this hands-on experience in analysis of tpiade data enabled the researcher to be
close to the data without intrusion of the macl{@eeswell, 2005). In order to examine
further the qualitative research question statew@pthe researcher also included the
guantitative statistical representation of the fatve data. This strategy was based on
therecommendation of Tashakkori and Teddlie (20@8}he quantitative representation

of data turned out to be vital in supplementingligai/e analysis.
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Part 3 of the survey encompassed open-ended guestiothe usefulness and
ease of use of library services in general. Respaisdvere asked to elaborate on these
elements: (i) the perceived usefulness of undetgri@dand graduate library instructions;
(ii) the graduate students’ needs for instructiarttee use of library resources and
services; and (iii) the use of specific libraryaesces. The following section contains a
detailed analysis of graduate students’ respof$es, the graduate students’ responses
were organized by the department in order to ifespecific themes; second, common
themes were sought across departments.

(i) The Undergraduate and Graduate Library Instioas Perceived Usefulness

Most graduate students had exposure to either gratkrate or graduate library
instruction. However, a total of 23.88% of partanps had never received instruction at
the undergraduate level, while 32.83% had neveived instruction at the graduate
level. A total of 118 (83%, N = 142) graduate studdound their undergraduate library
instruction useful, compared to 95 (76%, N = 12G)Ylents who found graduate library
instruction useful. As a result of the instructidhsy received as graduate students,
participants noted that they were able to leartebsearch techniques, increase their base
library electronic and print searching knowledgeg anhance their prior library
electronic and print search knowledge. Althoughstuelents did find library instruction
useful, some participants reported that some iostns lacked adequate detail, such as
the narrowing of search terms, the provision fardsaon experience, and the
development of in-depth research skills. One studeplained that “They never
determined a starting point or pre-tested our kedgé,” and another commented that

instructions “need more depth or how to properly database in library.”
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(i) The Graduate Students’ Needs for Instructionblse of Library Resources and
Services

The participants answered three questions overdike instructional needs
section of the survey. The first question askediabite respondent’s needs for
instruction; the second question was about libs@ryices and resources that are most
needed; and the third question pertained to the often used resources in the subject
area.

In regards to the first question (i.e., “Do younthithat graduate students need
instruction on how to use library information resms in their subject areas?”), 83.58%
of the respondents (N = 168) indicated that graglaatdents need instruction on how to
use library information resources in their subgeeta (see Table 11). While the general
feedback was that technology has changed sindagshgme they were in school,
respondents felt that there are many researcts skiich they would like to learn, and a
trained researcher was recommended by a few stttebe a facilitator of this process.
For instance, the following PhD Education gradisatelents wrote:

“[we need instructions] by a trained researcher.dde always pick up hints from

those with experience.” (participant #23)

“THIS is VERY important as it is a 1st step preaue for becoming

researchers.” (participant #28)

“....there must be individualized assessment of nééplarticipant #28)

“Databases are changing, technology is always ¢hgnlijprarians are the

gatekeepers of information, they are the cuttingeeaf ways to get that

information out to the public.” (participant #41)
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Thirty-three students (B-TILEM = 14.64,SD= 2.848) indicated that graduate students
do not need instruction on how to use library infation resources in their subject area.
Most of these participants indicated that gradsaidents should have the research skills
by now (especially if they had done thesis worki, the information outlining where to
look for information would be helpful for new studs. Among that group were 20 MA
graduate students (N7 MA Political Science; N = 6 MA History; N =5 MA
Psychology; N = 2 MA Sociology).

Over 90% of doctoral students in both PhDEd (N ¥&@W PhDSS (N = 9)
indicated a need for instruction on how to usealiprinformation resources in their
subject areas, followed by over 80% of MEd (N = @8yl MSW (N = 39) graduate
students (Table 11). In addition, a chi-squaredésidependence was significarf(4,

N = 201) =.041, p < .05 for the department vagadoid instructional needs. This
difference may be attributable to the Master osAstiudents, a large number of whom, as
can be seen in Table 11, indicated they did natirednstruction in library resource-
related instruction.

Table 11

Crosstabulation Results for Library Resource-Realdtestructional Needs of Graduate

Students based on Department

Department
Percentage %
MEd PhDEd MA PhDSS MSW Total
Instructional Yes 29 37 54 9 39 168 83.58%
Needs No 4 3 20 1 5 33 16.42%

Total 33 40 74 10 44 201 100%
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Table 12 shows descriptive statistics by departrferanly the graduate students
who indicated the need for instruction on how te lilsrary information resources in
their subject areas. The MEd graduate studentsnelokahe lowest B-TILED score®(=
12.86. After performing a one-way ANOVA (see Table BBy for students who
indicated the need for more instruction on howde library information resources in
their subject areas, the researcher found a stgnifidifference in B-TILED scores based
on students’ departmeht(4, 163) = 2.542, p < .05. Post-hoc pairwise comspas using
the Tukey HSD test (p<.05) indicated a significhetween-group difference between the
graduate student groups, PhDSS (Psychology an@l8gg) and MEd; but no significant
difference between any other variations of degtses Appendix V). The effect siz¢
=.059. The two-way ANOVA (5X2) was not implementesia result of the small cell
sizes.

Table 12
Descriptive Statistics by Department for only theduate Students who indicated the
Need for Instruction

Department Grouped N % B-TILED B-TILED SD

MEd 29 17.26% 12.8¢ 3.662
PhDEd 37 22.02% 14.24 3.362
MA 54 32.14% 13.9¢ 3.141
PhDSS 9 S.36% 16.67 1.323
MSW 39 23.21% 13.54 3.417

Total 168 100% 13.8¢ 3.349
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Table 13
ANOVA Results for Department Grouped Variable fuy ¢the Graduate Students who indicated

the Need for Instruction

SS df Mean Square F Sig.
Between-Groups 109.918 4 27.480 2541 .042*
Within-Groups 1762.933 163 10.816
Total 1872.851 167

*p < .05

In regards to the second question (i.e., “Whibhaliy services and resources do
you need the most help with to meet your graduaigest information needs?”), 98
graduate students’ responses were categorized thetabase/online journals
descriptive code, which noted their need for helpecoming familiar with various
database/online journalsee Table 14). Some specific qualitative respomst#ss
descriptive code category noted a need for hegarching peer-reviewed journals,
searching various Internet journals, getting offapais access, usimRefworksand
narrowing search terms. One graduate student exggested issuing a periodical
newsletter of new library services, since keepipgvith new tools and services was
challenging. What follows are sample comments fgraduate students. For instance, a
PhD-Psychology graduate student remarked:

“[1 need help with] Finding out new (faster & easiways to search for articles &

books, conferences, etc.” (participant #28)

“Online resources! | need everything ever publistivghin psychology (within

reason) to be available online. | often won't reachething if it isn’t available

online.” (participant #171)
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Similar responses were given by Master’s students:
| need to know more about the databases availadldaw they work. | get by
with what | know, but | have a feeling there ioarhore | could be doing/using in
my research. | need to be able to talk to an agteison via e-mail, phone or in
person when | have a complicated question thatatamsanswered through FAQ
or online. (MA Communication - participant #171)
Forty-two students’ responses were categorizegeasral helpsee Table 14). Some
specific qualitative responses in this descriptiwde category noted a need for help in
increasing their confidence with doing researchging onto the system, locating
personalized help, using photocopies/computersfiadohg specific items. To keep up
with changes, an occasional refresher course wasmended. Only 16 graduate
students were interested in the library print atitn, while five history graduate
students wanted to know more about the archives.Edglish student indicated that
better labelling is needed across the library. Esglidents weraot surewhat particular
area they needed help with. This information is samzed in Table 14.
Table 14

Library Services and Resources Graduate Studerdd Nwst Help With

Question Need Most Help with Following Library N
Services and Resources*

(b) Which library services and Database/online journals 98
resources do you need the  General searching of monographs/serials 42
most help with to meet your  gnd in-library instructions
graduate student information  pyint materials and physical organization 16
needs? Not sure 8
Total 164

Note.* Need Most Help with Following Library Services dResourcesategories are mutually exclusive.
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(iif) Use of Specific Resources

The following section discusses the use of spetilfrary resources, such é®t
It, RefWorksand theFoxy Leddy LibXoolbar. Through the questionnaire, the graduate
students noted whether these library resources @asgto use and made suggestions for

the improvement of library services to better thetr needs.

(a) Get ItButton 9t

The purpose of this section in the survey was tabdéish if the function of “Get
it” button was self-explanatory and if graduatedstuts interpreted SFX as a shortcut for
access to that particular online service. A totdl 8 graduate students responded to this
section, for which 45 students’ responses wereadadknow the purposesome
gualitative responses in this descriptive codegmateincluded “finding access to
information/article/citation through various forreaither through database or if not
available ordering it through RACER.” One hundred &wvelve graduate students’
responses were coded as tpaytially know the purpose&some qualitative responses in
this descriptive code category included descrigtisunch as “retrieving only full-text
online articles, pdf articles or the ability to phase an article.” Two respondents
indicated that the service does not always leanh tlvegetting the full-text article and
therefore, they thought it does not work. Twenty-oa@spondents were codednas sure
since they were unfamiliar with the button, haderawsed it, or were new to the school

and had never seen it before (see Table 15).
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Table 15

Responses regarding familiarity with the “Get ItuBon

Question: Familiarity with “Get It” Button N

(a) Explain the purpose of the “Get It" Know the purpose 45

button as inC9tt 5 Partially know the purpose 112
Not sure/Do not know 21
Total 178

(b) Explanation of when the “Get It” Button Does Notadeto Full Text
Thirty-one graduate students indicated that if‘tBet It” button does not bring them to
the full-text of the article, they would uSBACERto order the needed material. The
majority of studentsN = 134) claimed that in such a case they wadodik for other
article or databases, abandon the search, or try a diffarécle with a related topic.
Among those 134 students, 19 students would stltch for the same article in the
library and contact a librarian for help. Two stotieindicated that they would give up
and look for other articles, as they did not knolmwwhe article was unavailable (see
Table 16).

Table 16
Students’ Perceived Activity if the Full-Text of #rticle is not Available

Question Activity Undertaken by N
Graduate Students after “Get
It” button does not lead to

full-text
i it!
(b) You click on the “Get It”{./gEt it button Use RACER . 31
and receive the following message: “No full- L0Ok for other article 134
text available.” What do you do next? Not sure/Does not know 16

Total 181
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Forty-six (22.9%N = 46) students stated that they iefWorksand 41 of these

students specified that they use RefWork<ftation purposes (see Table 17). Although

155 (77.1%) of graduate students indicated that doenot use RefWorks, five students

indicated a general dislike of this feature becauiseconfusing and unreliable; eight

graduate students had never used it, whereas anbapéng to get instruction on it soon.

Table 17
Use and Purpose of RefWorks

Questions: RefWorks Usage N %
(c) Do you use RefWorks — Online Researgfes 46 22.9%
Management, Writing and Collaboration NoO 155 77 1%
Tool?

Total 201 100 %

If yes, for what purpose do you use
RefWorks?

Purpose of Refworks Frequenc %

Usage

Citations 41 73.21%
Other 5 12.5%
Not sure/Not used yet 8 14.29%
Total 56 100%

(d) Use ofFoxy Leddy LibXToolbar

A large majority of students (96.5%) indicated tthety donot useFoxy Leddy LibX

Toolbar, whereas two students indicated that theyadt know about the toolbar (see

Table 18).
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Table 18
Use and Purpose of Foxy Leddy LibX Toolbar

Question: Foxy Leddy
Usage N %
(d) Do you use the Foxy Leddy LibX Toolbar —a Yes 7 3.5%
toolbar that allows you to quickly search the .
University of Windsor's Library resourcgs No 194 96.5%
Total 201 100%
Purpose of %
Refworks Usage ExplainedN
If yes, for what purpose do you use the Foxy Ledescribed usag 3 60%
LibX Toolbar? Did not know 2 40%
Total: S 100%

(e) Ease of Access and Use of Library Resources

Table 19 indicates that 44 students (21.89%ndidind library resources easy to
access or use (B-TILEM = 12.95,SD= 3.90), compared to 153 graduate students who
found library resources easy to access and usd(BBIM = 14.32 SD =12.95). Three
students’ responses were not taken into accounte shose students indicated that they
were new to the institution or they had never ubedibrary resources. After performing
the one-way ANOVA (see Table 20), there was a Bagnit difference in B-TILED
scores based on the graduate students’ answersliregthe ease of use and access to

library services-(1, 196) = 6.016, MSE = 10.578, p < .05.
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Table 19
Descriptive Statistics of Responses on Ease ofs8ared Use of Library Resources
Question: Ease of Access and Use %

of Library Services: N M sD
(e) Do you find library Yes 154 76.61% 1432 305
resources o‘laasy :[70 No 44 21.89% 12.95 3.90
access and use: New Student - Unknown 3* 1.5%

Total 201 100% 14.02 3.29

Note.* Three new students’ responses not taken intowadocdue to unfamiliarity with
resources

Table 20
Ease of Access and Use of Library Resources ANGgAIR

Ease of Access and Use of BG SS df Mean F Sig
Library Resources WG Square
BG 63.636 1 63.636 6.016 .015*
WG 2073.318 196  10.578
Total 198 2136.955 197
*p < .05.

Forty-six graduate students specified that thepentered some difficulties in
regards to ease of access and use of library reseuA total of 18 students’ responses
were categorized as expressing difficulties webearch/search instructiothey noted
that they did know not how to find specific infortiza, that they lacked relevant library
instruction, and that they found getting certaiimimation to be cumbersome. Eleven
students’ responses were coded as expressinguttifie with lack ofavailable full-text
for articles, as well as the limited library collien and not being able to order recent
books (less than one year old) through an intentploan. Six graduate students’
responses were coded as expressing issuedibwahy space/organizationrmore

specifically that the library was disorganized, &émak it was difficult to locate certain
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items. Eleven students who were unfamiliar withltbeary were categorized as new to
the university library and unfamiliar with the ldny website and library instruction,

which made it more difficult to access and usealipresources for them (see Table 21).

Table 21

Main Difficulties Encountered with Library Resousce

Question Main Difficulties Encountered* N

..'.pleas_e specify some main Research/Search Instructions 18

difficulties you have Available Full-text Articles 11

encountered. Library Space/Organization 6
Unfamiliarity with Library 11
Total 46

Note.* Main Difficulties Encounteredategories are mutually exclusive.

() Ways to improve library services to better suitdyrate students’ needs

A total of 83 graduate students listed the waystirch library services could be
improved to better suit their needs (Table 22)r{yksix students’ responses were coded
as falling under theesearch/search instructiorategory. Some of the responses included
that they should be provided with better worksh@pgl hands-on and online training,
especially offered earlier in the semester whesitistruction can be used in upcoming
coursework. Some of the written comments are pex/iaelow in terms of
research/search instruction:

“Incorporate the service into classes.” (PhD Psiaino— participant #188)

“Better training & knowledge about services and howse them. Many people

don’t know if there are dedicated reference litznasito help them.” (MEd -

participant #77)

“FIND US, TEACH US!” (MA — History - participant #5
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Eleven students described a laclawgéilability of online full-text resources as one aspect
that needed to be improved upon, and one studditkited that the online full-text
journal article search should be marked by fulkeailability, instead of waiting for the
Get itbutton to load up. Among participants, there wasieral preference for online
journals as well as online information:
“Get more licences for more online journals.” (PRBychology - participant #75)
“Info page for each dept, on how & where to finébige.g.,- use this databases
[sic] to find conferences, etc.).” (PhD Psycholegarticipant #76)
Fourteen graduate students’ responses were codiedlilonary space and organization
since the studentecommended improvemeritslibrary space and organizatidoy
providingbetter positioned signs, longer hours of operadioth more photocopiers,
organizing virtual tours on the Library websitedallowing online access to certain
departmental librarians. For example, studentsentiaglses recommendations:
“Poster on how to search for journal should beldiggd in library, so student can
use it when the librarians are not available.” (Mdadents - participant #197)
“More signs, or virtual tours of library resourcésvisual way of helping
students locate resources when inside library.’A ®blitical Science -
participant #109)
Lastly, fifteen students did not have recommendatias they were either too new to the
university or were happy with the services they rex@ived. Their responses were coded

asothercategory.
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Table 22

Ways to Improve Library Services to Better Suitdbia@e Students’ Needs

Question Recommendations to Improve N
Library Services

(f) List the ways in which you think ~ Research/search instructions 36

library services could be improved to Availability and support options 18

better suit graduate students’ needs. Library space/organization 14
Other 15
Total 83

Note.* Recommendation to Improve Library Servicategories are mutually exclusive.

Phase 2: Qualitative Follow-up Part of the Study
As previously stated, the purpose of the followgualitative interviews was to
further extend and additionally comprehend the gtaive findings through member
checking (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). In ordeiattdress certain outcomes, the
researcher analyzed quantitative data before edetview to find which questions the
student did not answer correctly. The follow-upgemiews were digitally recorded (via an
Olympus DS-40) and the resulting files were stayea personal portable hard drive.
Each interview was individually coded as the quatitie and qualitative analyses took
place. As unexpected results arose in the firss@lod the data collection (B-TILED and
TAM), the researcher was able to explore them &urih the second part. After all of the
materials were coded, similar codes were gatherddarted to form major themes and
minor themes. Through this process, the interviasdressed the following two
gualitative questions:
1. What affordances do graduate students perceiveeiad¢ademic library context?
(Sadler & Given, 2007, p.118)
la. What perceptions of library usage play a molgraduate students' information

seeking behaviours and awareness about libesources?
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Using an ecological lens (Schram, 2006), the rebealinterviewed 16 graduate
students in an attempt to answer these two reseaettions. Sadler and Given’s (2007)
study defined the term “use” as “in the contexlilmfary resources, including the library
building itself, physical books and journals, conmeation with librarians, and online
services provided by the library system” (p.118)isTstudy builds on Sadler and Given’s
(2007) definition by supplementing it with furthexploration of graduate students’
perceived affordances in the context of an acadébrary, and by examining the role of
library usage perceptions in graduate studentsrmétion-seeking behaviours.

Table 23 provides background information of 16 ipgrants. For the purpose of
confidentiality each participant was assigned almennThe participants’ age range was
about 40 years; there were three males and 13 ésnrathe sample. A total of 14
Master’s degree students participated, comparésldaloctoral students. Both doctoral
students were from Education, with no availabletai@ students from Psychology,
Sociology or Master’s students from Visual Artsowever, two participants did obtain
their undergraduate degrees with double majorspbmdnich was in Visual Arts. In
order to protect the identity of two internatiostidents, their data are not separately
presented; however, a total of three English a&duitional Language (EAL) graduate
students who participated obtained below the olava@rage mean B-TILED scorbli(=

9.67) compared to English as a first language gr@dstudenta\ = 14.38).



108

Table 23
Background Information of the Sixteen IntervieweddBate Students (N=16)
Participant#  Age Gender  Program Number EAL B-TILED
Group of Score
Courses
Completed

#178 20-29 Female = MA — Communications 4 No 15.0
#189 20-29 Female  MA — Communications 4 No 13.0
#120 20-29 Female  MA — Political Science 0 No 19.0
#117 30-39 Female  MA — Political Science 4 Yes 11.0
#65 20-29 Female  MA — Psychology 0 No 14.0
#70 20-29 Male MA — Psychology 0 No 15.0
#191 20-29 Female @ MSW 0 No 13.0
#136 60+ Male MSW 4 Yes 8.0
#1 20-29 Female MED 5 No 9.0
#10 20-29 Female MED 0 No 15.0
#36 30-39 Female  PhD — Education 0 No 13.0
#25 20-29 Female PhD — Education 4 Yes 10.0
#62 20-29 Female  MA - English 5 No 15.0
#103 20-29 Male MA — History 3 No 17.0
#179 20-29 Female  MA — Philosophy 0 No 14.0
#193 20-29 Female  MA — Sociology 5 No 15.0

M= 13.50

Perceived Affordances of Graduate Students in thaeéxt of the Academic Library

The following section encompasses graduate stadeatceived affordances in

the academic library context. As previously mergnSadler and Given'’s (2007) study

defined the ternuseas utilizing the physical building and materigsmmunication with

librarians, and the library online services. Guitbgahis approach, the researcher

explored graduate students’ perceptions of theipalysnvironment of the academic

library, followed by their perceptions of the oritibrary environment/resources, and

their views on communication with librarians, whigte described last.
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Graduate Students’ Perception of Physical Acaddrificary Environment

During the interviews, six graduate students ma@éeiic comments pertaining
to the use of library space. Two students indictéttecheed for more library graduate
carrels and one student specified the long, disgpng waiting list to obtain a library
graduate carrel. One MEd student, who had complete@achelor of Education degree
at the same institution, noted that the Educatlmady section was in need of new and
updated resources. She found that particular seativiting, and related that it did not
create an environment for teacher candidates,latdhe was under the impression that
the area was not originally designed as the Educatiea. Her concern was that it was
and still is seriously lacking resources for thefpssional development of teachers. In
her own experience, she had to purchase a lotiloreh’s books and materials during
her Bachelor of Education training since she wasabte to find relevant materials.
Another Faculty of Education doctoral student ndted, for her research, she found the
physical space around microfiche was not user-erSince the printer and the
microfiche machine were not in the same room, etierg she needed to pick up the
printed materials in the hallway, she had to pgcker stuff and carry it around. One
history graduate student found all of the areakenibrary noisy and suggested strict
enforcement of rules to ensure quiet floors. Hegsated: “Enforce a no-speak and no
music/headphone policy.... Library is way too lougafticipant #103). One Master of
English student made the following comment:

Now that grad students have their own computer, \abano longer have to search

one out in Leddy, which is phenomenal. It is alaechhquieter and easier to

concentrate. One-on-one help from librarians comeery handy — their
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extended hours are a boon. Again, the physicahgdwollection is difficult to

search — if there was a staff member who spectliz¢hat, we could ask for

their help when we can't find the article we’re kaeg for on our own. Or perhaps

just better labelling would help. (participant #62)

However, most of the graduate students did visilitbrary and used library
resources and print material on a need-to-use.bEsestwo part-time graduate students
indicated that they had used the library physipacs more during their undergraduate
degree at the same institution, whereas now, asudtrof the limited amount of time they
spent on campus, they use the graduate loungeday their department since most
of their time is spent studying at home and acogssnline campus resources.
Graduate Students’ Perception of Online Academiicdry Environment/Resources

All interviewed graduate students were able to destrate their use of online
library resources by going to the library websitel #inding journal articles and research
tools by subject. The graduate students were ajgpirerof the speedy delivery of full-
text articles when available, and they used botimerand physical campus resources.
However, a general frustration remained with thet'®’ button and not being able to
retrieve the full-text articles. For instance, &hA-Sociology student said: “It is
frustrating when an article says it's there, bus mot really” (participant #193). Overall,
graduate students found the “Get it” feature muileg. General confusion remained
regarding why full-text was not always availableotigh the “Get it” feature. However,
one MA-English graduate student recommended thewolig:

Mark results of a journal article search by whethery are available in full-text

online or not right on the first results page, lsat twve don’t have to spend a lot of
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time clicking and waiting with the “get it” buttao see if we can read it or not.

(participant #62)

Although the interlibrary loan option was availabled very much praised among
graduate students, those who were pressed fomtonél often abandon their search and
opt for another library item.

In regards to other electronic resources, onlystwalents used Foxy Leddy,
while four students uselRefWorkdor their citations. Another 12 students did ne¢u
RefWorkseither as a result of its lack of accuracy, eirttack of experience with it, or
the inconvenience of remembering one more passwordhese reasons, they preferred
to use alternatives such as Reference Manager,|&Bitg or EndNotes. One student
used the Kindle wireless reading device in ordestttain the desired material. The most
often used databases depended on the departmtmiugh Scholars Portal was most
commonly used as a database, the students frondepelntment tended to search for
articles in their specific areas, such as ERIC@ofehk Portal for Education students and
PsychINFO for the psychology graduate students.

Graduate Students’ Perception of Communication Wikinarians

A total of five graduate students were not awdrhe existence of the subject
librarian in their area of study; however, 11 studeeported having interactions with
librarians. Besides visiting the library to obt&ielp from librarians, self-initiated/self-
sought help and the online chat were also useddnjugte students as alternate options
to obtain convenient help. One part-time studedt@me full-time student both noted that

receiving an electronic update on new resourcesigent events in the library would be
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very beneficial. Two part-time MEd students feklittthey miss a lot of important

information since many events occur mostly duriagtone of the working week.

One political science graduate student noted hsitipe interaction with a librarian:
“Librarian was very helpful during her presentatishe offered to help us with
our research project design, which | think willllEneficial.” (participant #120)

A MEd graduate described her experience with librar
Librarian was extremely knowledgeable and well ggokGood people skills and
enthusiastic. | believe he should have been askdddolty in the Education
department [sic] to present/offer a workshop setdegraduate students in the
program on the library (in the actual library). Masf my colleagues didn’t ever
know he existed. (participant #10)

One MSW participant described negative experientetwo librarians, neither of

whom were subiject librarians in her field of stu8fe was in a need of sophisticated

technological search; she sought help on two diffeoccasions, but was not able to get

it. Based on that experience, she recommendedrihg bf a graduate librarian who

specializes in graduate information literacy neéuser opinion that would be somebody

who is technologically savvy and who has complete@nsive research. Overall,

graduate students noted that they required comtfaectmation for a librarian, especially

one for their department; however, they all noteetad for more advanced searching

techniques in their own subject area.
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Role of Library Usage Perceptions in Graduate Stisidnformation Seeking
Behaviours and Awareness about Library Resources

The following section includes discussions peirtayrio graduate students’
instructional needs, focusing on their informatg®eking behaviours and awareness
about library resources. It is followed by a dgstoon of the graduate students’
perceptions of Google and Google Scholar, and éathaboration of unclear
terminology as perceived by the graduate students.
Instructional Needs of Graduate Students in Regauddbrary Services

A total of 14 graduate students who found librayaurces easy to use obtained a
higher mean B-TILED scoré/ = 13.64) compared to two students who did not find
library resources easy to udé € 12.50). However, 15 graduate students who inelica
that graduate students need instruction on hoveadibrary information resources in
their subject area obtained below the average BeBihED score M = 13.40). As a
consequence of the small cell size, no statistésis were conducted. Three students
specifically noted the need for workshops and tateior a refresher course especially in
the beginning of the program. One MEd student noted

| still struggle with searching databases for &ti¢mainly with defining my

search terms and narrowing my search). Keepingitipngw tools and services

is also challenging. Help here would be nice. Resha newsletter of new library

service through e-mail? (participant #10)
She added:

It is often assumed that graduate students werada with this instruction in

undergrad, when in my experience it is not. Addiaily, being provided with
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instruction relevant to your program of study wob&lbeneficial. One’s
undergrad program may not be their same as thait grogram and therefore
may require them to use different resources (examypldergrad program:
psychology; graduate program: education). (paicig10)
Similar comments were made by four social sciemadugte participants (MA —
Philosophy, two MA — Political Science, MA — Psytiy):
“I'm still not confident with how to bestearch for journal articles....teach us how
to search for information more effectively.” (MARhilosophy).
“I haven’t been in an academic setting in 3 yelg grad program is different
than my undergrad.... Some things have changedlgs be have a refresher.”
(MA — Political Science)
“Hold a mandatory meeting at the beginning of ttigos| year and go over basic
information with the students. Provide studentdwiintact information in case
they require further assistance.” (MA — Politicaie€hce)
“Have a tutorial for 1 year Master’s students in the first couple weekdA —
Psychology)
One graduate student pointed out that considerationld be given for students from
developing countries where access to the Intemmekt/arious library resources is limited,
as there are many resources about which studentoaaware. He suggested offering a
workshop for students from developing countries.
Six graduate students clearly indicated the needdditional instruction with

hands-on training pertaining to narrowing sear@rekscopes, or terms in databases.
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This need is reinforced by the fact that only 2%¥4(4) of interviewed participants
correctly answered question #11 about advancedisesar

Although all 16 students knew where on the libnagbpage to search for the
resources (see Figure 4), only four interviewedsiiis (25%) answered question #20
correctly in the first part of the survey. In orderfind the journal article, only four
graduate students knew that they needed to tyfieeinatalogue the title of the journal
(see Figure 5), not the name of the author or theeatitle. The same rule applied for
browsing and searching online resources (see Fiuigowever, in order to find the
same article in the journal database (for our pseddcholars Portal was chosen) four
students were aware of the advanced search feaha® a drop-down window was
available to search for the name of the articlealy under the title (e.g., Scholars Portal

search), which was not applicable for the libraatatogue search (see Figure 7).

Search Library Catalogue
Books - Videos - Course Reserves - Call Mumbers

Find Journal Articles & Research Tools
By Subject - By Title

Browse Online Journals
ABCDEFGHIJKLMMOPOQRSTUVWIEYZ

Order Books and Articles not in Leddy
Login to RefWorks

Renew Books

Book a Library Computer

Figure 4.Leddy Library’s Website Area for Searching Resosfte

19 permission to use this image has been providagtéyeddy Library.
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University 0‘1 Le dd
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Figure 6.Browse or Search for Online Jourrfals

20 permission to use this image has been providetieoyeddy Library.
21 permission to use this image has been providetiéye¢ddy Library.
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Figure 7.Scholars Portal Advanced Sedfch

When starting a database search, graduate stusdleresconfused about the full-
text icon description (see Figure 8). One sociolsigyglent in particular questioned if
Social Science @ Scholars Portal (Fulltext) comaianly full-text articles, especially
since Sociological Abstracts also leads to the s@ammlars Portal interface. One MA —
Communication graduate student found that, whemstsesearching under the
Communication Subject Area, the Social Sciencesc@l|drs Portal (Fulltext)
information icon for Communication did not work pegyly, which left the student

wondering about the purpose of the resource (Figure

22 permission to use this image has been providetidoy¢ddy Library.
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uriversy O Leddy Library

of Windsor

sitemap - leddy home

Sociology & Anthropology

click on the ¥ icon to read a description of the resource

® Social Sciences @ Scholars Portal (Fulltext) Research Guides
covers a number of research tools and includes the full text of over 6500 journals | & 2gcioloc ¥

@ Criminclogy
® Sociological Abstracts € Familv Studie

Figure 8 Social Science @Scholars Portal (Fulltext) Ogfion

University of Windsor Libraries E-Resources help

Sorry, no help is available on this resource

Figure 9: Information Icon without Description of the Resceff

In terms of exploring further information-seekibghaviours and awareness about
library resources, none of the interviewed studdetaonstrated proficiency with
Scholars Portal Search Tools, especially the Thasaption which enables further

searches for alternate keywords in Scholars Portal.

% permission to use this image has been providatebieddy Library.
24 permission to use this image has been providetiebizeddy Library.
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Figure 10: Scholars Portal-Search Tools—Thes&urus
Google and Google Scholar

Ten graduate participants constantly used GoogleGoogle Scholar as a starting
point for search. The two international studentsifeal out that Google was easier to use
compared to the library databases. They explaioad®oogle corrected misspelled
words and offered alternative spellings, while mhlosary databases do not offer similar
features. Also, through Google, the students weleta find open access articles. One
EAL student was excited when the Google searchdbrioup some articles that were in
her native language, which she later used for ésarch. The local students also praised
usability of Google; they found it more effectivedahelpful for obtaining ideas on any
topic. For instance, a MA graduate student notatl@oogle search can be broadened by

including different synonyms, some of which thedity databases do not have. The

%5 permission to use this image has been providetidoy¢ddy Library.
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student reflected that, during her search on Gooegtde looking for “environmental
movement” articles, she was able to retrieve agicélated to “going green.”

Although Google (e.g., http://scholar.google.cdemi/scholar/librarylinks.html

indicates that it collaborates with libraries toyde links to the library’s subscribed
electronic resources, none of the 16 graduate sts@¥er used Google Scholar’s Scholar
Preferences (see Figure 11) setup for their owarjbavailability search. Instead, the
students would start their search in Google, thahthe reference to the article of their
choice, which they used afterwards to search brarly database to see if the library
subscribed to the resource. Furthermore, it shbeldoted that none of the 16 graduate

students used the advanced features of the D@tpdct Identifier (DOI) and its search

benefits.

Scholar Preferences

Interface Language Display Geogle tips and messages in- | English 4

Search Language ® Search for pages written in any language (Recommendead

(O Search only far pages written in these language(s)

[ Chinese (Simplified) [ French [ Karean
[ Chinese (Traditional) [ German [ Portuguese

[ English [ Japanese [ Spanish
Library Links University of Windsor Find Library
(what's this?) 8.g.. Harvard

Show library access links for (choose up to three libraries)

Canadian Mational Catalogue - Find in AMICUS
University of Windsor - Full text @ Leddy

Figure 11: Google Scholar’'s Preference-Library Isfik

26 permission to use this image has been providetidoy¢ddy Library.
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Unclear Terminology as Perceived by the Graduatel&tts

During the interview process, standard questiom® tthe first part of the survey
were explored, when there was a low percentageroéct responses. These questions
included such topics as website ownership, confighthe reputations of online
resources, and clearly understanding the concegmfright and fair use.

The 229 question in the first part of the survey askedutiioe owner of a
website, and was answered incorrectly by nine grdstudents (56.3%\ = 16). After
further examination of their answers, it was appttieat these nine graduate students did
not differentiate between the business, univeraityg government agency website
domain names. This finding was also confirmed dytire interview process.

The 23 question required verification of the reputatiofi®nline publishers, and
was answered incorrectly by seven graduate stugé®i8%,N = 16). Although all
interview participants were aware of the existeoicéne peer-reviewed journals, there
was a general assumption that, if the journals \pal#ished in the specific library
databases (e.g., MLA), they must be peer-revieweldtlaerefore reputable sources.
Although the international graduate students prefeusing open access journals because
they are freely available, domestic students lacketkrstanding of the difference
between open access and commercial journals. HonaVstudents preferred online
access as an option. Two students that had subrtige work to be published in the
journals were not aware of the copyright agreemgnatisthe particular journals were
offering. One student indicated that her profe$sal chosen the journal, while another

student was not at all clear about publishing dinds.
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The 26" question referred to copyright permission if taeaurce is from a
government agency. Fifty percent of interviewedlshis answered the question
correctly, indicating that half of the students &/aot aware that permission was not
needed to distribute reports from a government@gehfiso, 62.5% of interviewed
graduate students were not aware of the concdpirafse or fair dealing (question #28)
under which it is legally possible to reproducetjpors of works for educational purposes
without permission.

Table 24 contains the summary of graduate studeetséptions described in the
previous section of the text.

Table 24

Summary of Graduate Students' Perceptions in Relati Library Use

Not Perceived by Perceived IL Needs Perceived Perceived Library
the Students Alternatives to Resources
Library
Resources
-clarity of IL - IL workshops or - Google Scholar - online catalogue
instructions instructions (e.g., narrowing
of terms) - Kindle - librarians
- copyright, fair
use dealingand - hands-on training - Reference - journal
publishing Manager databases
- evening workshops (for
- open access vs. part-time students) - NoodleBib - inter-library
commercial loan
journals - organizing references - EndNotes
(RefWorks found as not - RefWorks
- “Get it” button reliable)
and Foxy Leddy - some library
- monthly or quarterly e- instructions

news letter update about
library resources
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This chapter described the results based on dd&rieal through a questionnaire and
follow-up semi-structured interviews. The findingsre listed along with the
corresponding tables and figures. Detailed disonssummaries of the integrated

guantitative and qualitative data findings are giue Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
This study was designed to provide a more holatit ecological presentation of
graduate students’ IL needs in a midsize Ontarivausity. A sequential integrated
mixed model desigapproach was utilized with the implementationhef tevised B-
TILED (Beile O’Neil, 2005) questionnaire. The queshaire was extended with
supplementary open-ended questions. Additiondily résearch design included a semi-
structured interview protocol with the elementd8iM and Affordance theories.
Phase 1 of the Study

One of the recommendations given in Beile O’'N¢R2B05) dissertation was to
develop further the B-TILED instrument, a tool tkae developed for the purpose of her
study. Accordingly, in this study, the B-TILED ingiment was further developed by
taking into account a wide variety of the liter@ueview recommendations, as well as
the recommendations by librarians at the home usityewith specific subject area
expertise. The following recommendations were &gpin this process: to involve
students at different levels of Master’'s and PhDrdes (Barrett, 2005), to address the
needs of international students’ population (Mesey & Given, 2006; Liao et al., 2007,
Liu & Winn, 2009), as well as to develop an instemhfor the social science students
(Beile O’Neil, 2005; Cannon, 2007; Morner, Whatidals are inferences made as a
result of this process.
Demographic, Academic and Departmental Clusters

In order to answer the first research questwhich graduate students’ profile

cluster (demographic, academic level or departmbast portrays their IL?participant
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information was analyzed from the three anglesetbas their demographic, academic
and departmental characteristics. Each clusteohadsignificant variable (demographic
cluster consisted of five variables, academic elusbnsisted of four variables while
departmental cluster consisted of one variable)isTthe following attributes, one related
to each cluster, were significant in portrayingdyrate students' information literacy:
having English as first language, finished minimeoarse requirements for the Master’s
program and department the graduate student ideshio.

In regards to the demographic cluster (see AppeRilixone-way ANOVA
revealed a significant difference for B-TILED sceteetween those participants who
spoke English as a first language, and those wbkesinglish as an additional language
(EAL, see Table 7). Although three EAL studentsenieterviewed, the research
instrument did not allow for further investigatiohEAL participants and the specific
reasons that they did not perform as well. For gdanbased on the survey, one cannot
determine when those students first learned Engfishese graduate students were
recent immigrants to Canada, or if any of thesdesits first had international student
status before obtaining domestic student statusieder, there was no significant
difference on B-TILED scores based on internatiaadlent status. It is possible that the
international students obtained higher B-TILED ssdbecause in order to enrol at the
university they had to provide proof of Englishdaage proficiency (i.e., Test of English
as Foreign Language score). All other variablegdéndemographic cluster (gender, age,
and library-related position) were not significamong participants, which was

consistent with the previous literature in regaadgender and age (Morner, 1993;
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Barrett, 2005; Beile O’Neil, 2005; Cannon, 2004#&ni, 1998; Marshall, 2006; Sadler
& Given, 2007).

In regards to the academic cluster, Barretf®%) recommendations were
followed in differentiating between participantsdifferent stages of graduate studies. To
avoid confounding, the two data sets from Maststitslents and PhD students were
analyzed separately. Statistically higher B-TILED®$’ among graduate students who
completed minimum course requirements for the Maspgogram compared to those
who did not, suggest that exposure to more gradimteses improves B-TILED score.
The participants in this study did obtain signifidg higher B-TILED scores compared
to the participants in Beile O’Neil’s (2005) studshis finding could be because
participants in this study had completed more cesieg the graduate level.

Suggestions from some previous studies (Morner3;1B8ile O'Neil, 2005;
Cannon, 2007) were to investigate the IL of gradsaidents enrolled in different
departments, including Education. Both post-hotsteslicated a significant between-
group difference between the IL of graduate stuslentolled in doctoral studies in the
Social Sciences (Psychology and Sociology) and éagtEducation graduate students
(see Appendix S). It was expected that doctoralesits might do better in the B-TILED
test. Examining the descriptive data in Table 8,rader should note that PhD
Psychology students obtained the highest B-TILERmscoreN = 16.86,N = 7).
Furthermore, without inferential claims, at the Kéa's level, the lowest scores were
obtained by the Master’s of Political Science getdistudentdy| = 12.92,N = 25), and
the highest scores were obtained by the MastePsgthology graduate student4 €

15.13,N = 16). Thus, the Psychology graduate studentsihdtie Master's and doctoral

2" The higher score suggests a higher level of Inétion Literacy.
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programs obtained the highest average B-TILED sdbshould be noted that, in the first
phase of their program, the Psychology doctoradgg#e students are required to
complete a Master’s degree with thesis (UniversitWindsor Graduate Calendar, 2009),
through which they obtain extensive research egped in preparation for the doctoral
program. This is contrary to other programs ingggad in this study, which may accept
students to doctoral programs with course-base@gsoor a major paper Master’'s
degree.

Graduate Students’ IL needs based on their Perddilgefulness and Ease of Use of
Library Services

In order to answer the second research quedMat are the graduate students’
IL needs based on their perceived usefulness asel @ause of library services?
graduate students’ patterns of use of library resesiand their perceptions of library
services were investigated.

The majority (between 76%-83%, depending on thellef/study) of graduate
students reported that both library instructiothatundergraduate level and graduate
level was useful. In Fidzani’s (1998) study on mfation-seeking behaviours of
graduate students, 20.1% of graduate studentsatedi¢hat they had never received
instruction on the use of the library either at ghaduate or at the undergraduate level,
compared to 22.2% students who had not receivedilznayy instruction at the graduate
level. Similarly to Fizani's study, the data fromd study indicated that 23.88% of
students never received library instructions atuhaergraduate level, while 32.83%
students never received it at the graduate levethErmore, more than half of the

graduate students (53.7%) reported they had netweat any library instruction during
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their current program of study (see Table 10baddition, 58.2% of graduate students
had not been exposed to library classroom instrdt the current institution. Thus,
their IL skills are likely not current. Those 3Lidénts who received, at some point, one-
on-one library instructions with a librarian obtathbelow the average B-TILED mean
scores, perhaps indicating that those with perdemeakness are more likely to search
out library assistance. This finding suggests tihese individuals did not receive enough
training to become skilled and independent useesafiemic library resources.

Those participants who had received library ingtauncto build their IL indicated
the need for instruction which include opporturstie test or experience the variety of
search tools available through the library, mom=pce of information searching
techniques, hands-on demonstrations of the seaot$) and a complementary guide
book to support the oral instructions given. Simitathis finding, Rempel and Davidson
(2008) noted that graduate students’ knowledgeadtrsearch tools had not remained
current in terms of changing/new library resountesnt to inform information literacy.
These findings raise several questions relatedaduate students’ lack of IL. Is the lack
of knowledge related to a lack of instruction, ladkawareness of the existence of the
tools, the quality of the instruction, or the compty of tools, that is, are the tools too
difficult to locate and decipher?

Graduate students’ needs for library instructioAsotal of 83.58% Il = 168)
graduate students indicated that they need inginscbn how to use library information
resources in their subject area (see Table 113.vas similar to findings in the Hoffman
et al. (2008) study, in which graduate students adicated a preference for subject-

specific instruction. In this study, the studemtguired the greatest assistance in learning
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about various database/online journals, such aslsag for peer-reviewed and Internet
journals, obtaining off-campus access, learningudhovel library tools (such as
RefWorks), and how to conduct more advanced searab well as narrow search terms.
This study investigated graduate students’ perddieeary needs for instruction
alongside with their answers to B-TILED survey diggs and Standards of IL. It
became apparent that, for example, on the B-TILEDey questions #11 (about
advanced searching) and #20 (what to type in brarly’s catalogue), the majority of
graduate students did not have the correct infaomgsee Appendix O). Questions #11
and #20 belong to Standard Two, which describegnmtion literate students as those
who can access needed information effectively dclently. This lack of knowledge
was again apparent in the answers given by therityagd graduate students for question
#23 (reputation of the Internet source), whichlassified under the Standard Three
(being able to evaluate information and its sourcégally); and questions #26
(copyright choice) and #28 (reproducing portionsvofks), which are classified under
Standard Five (being able to understand many oétle@omic, legal, and social issues
pertaining to use of information and access infaromeethically and legally). In
addition, question #8 (...first choice to consul@ttivas classified under Standard One
(being able to determine the nature and extendeoheeded information), was the least
correctly answered question. Thus, future instanstiin regard to accessing information
on the Internet efficiently and effectively, evaing information and its sources
critically, and understanding ethical and legalezsp of information seeking need to be
taken into account by instructors, especially toher explore how they fit into each IL

Standard in order to address the graduate studémgeds. Although in the Hoffman et
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al. (2008) study the graduate students were nbhettto attend a workshop on the
Ethical Use of InformationKnieve (2008) provided online tutorial on publisipwhich
was well received. Providing alternative instruot{ace-to face, online, or blended)
might be appealing to different groups of gradisatelents.

Ease of use, access to library resources and statdestcommendations for
improvements of library servicdsterms of ease of access and use of library ressu
about one-fifth of graduate students did not fibddry resources easy to access and use.
The findings indicate a significant difference iATBLED scores based on graduate
students’ answers regarding the ease of accesssanaf library services. Those students
who found library resources easy to access andhitsgned higher B-TILED scores
compared to those who did not (see Table 20). Sdrtlee most often mentioned
difficulties with access and use were followinga@sh/search instructions and finding
full-text articles. There were also issues withsgkeup of the physical library space, and
general unfamiliarity with the library materialscaprocesses.

In regard to the study participants’ responsdbeémpen-ended survey questions,
most recommended improvements to existing libraryises. The most common
suggestion was the need for workshops, hands-oomivee training on how to conduct
research and searciThe common theme was that graduate studentsdsbeybrovided
with instructions, instead of letting them inquadeout instructions. This common feeling
was expressed by one student who wrote, “FIND UBAQH US.” It was felt that these
learning opportunities would be particularly usefuffered early in the semester, to
provide timely support for upcoming assignmentsnoorporated directly into the

coursework. These responses are consistent withRérapel and Davidson (2008)
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recommended, including the creation of library vsated workshops at the beginner,
intermediate and advanced levels, preferably &reint times of the day as well as to
schedule more specialized workshops in order tchrdetance and international
students.

Other difficulties noted in graduate students’ megges, which include finding
full-text articles and lack of familiarity with thiérary, could be addressed in these
workshops or through online instructions for thed® are off campus. Since online
journal search seems to be the prevalent reseatigityaamong graduate students, a
further explanation of th&et Itbutton is necessary at all levels of graduateisg, ot
only for the first year students.

In this particular academic library, tiéet Itbutton is made available on certain
database web sites which links a user’s requebetparticular database. As with
research conducted by Sadler and Given (2007)Waldmoto et al., (2006), the results
of this study suggest that graduate students eitbi@ot understand th&et It button
service, do not know of its existence, or do nateme it as being self-explanatory
(Sadler & Given, 2007). For example, a total of §i@duate students in this study had a
blurred understanding of tli&et Itservice, since they were under the impression that,
after clicking on the&set Itbutton, they would receive a full-text of the dei¢see Table
15). After not getting a full-text of the article this process, some students (N = 31)
would use RACER; however, the majority of stud€hts- 134) would either look for
another article, abandon the search, or try aréifedatabase (see Table 16). Similar to
findings in the Wakimoto et al. (2006) study, grastustudents in this study regarded the

“no full-text available” message as an error inslgstem, rather than interpreting SFX as
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a shortcut for determining library access for tatticular article. This confusion resulted
in frustration with the offered service. Thus, thesunderstanding around the use and
purpose of the “Get It” button in this study was\yalent, indicating that students indeed
had a blurred perception of such a service.

With respect to other online services, about oftk-&if the participants used
RefWorksmainly for citation purposes as part of their egsh and found it very useful
for organizing citations and references. The réstudents did not use this service,
which some described as confusing and unreliablidg extent that they preferred to use
alternative methods of citation referencing. Altgbuin this study, data were not
collected on the extent to which graduate studeaisived instruction oRefWorksit is
worth noting that Hoffmann et al. (2008) reportkdttthe most popular workshops
among graduate students wémgoduction to RefWorkd-urther studies should examine
the extent to which graduate students who obtamgduction aroundRefWorkdound it
useful as a research tool.

Lastly, 96.5% of graduate students in this studlyrdit usé~oxy Leddy LibX
Toolbar. Future studies should examine whetherestisdwvere not aware of the service or
why did not find this particular service usefulé¢seable 18). Rempel and Davidson
(2008) indicated that graduate students are unifnwith the more multifaceted library
tools. As mentioned previously, one explanatioed by the authors is that students
may be unaware of the benefits that these toolprande. It is quite possible that
graduate students in this study may not be awatigeahcreasing range of services

suitable to fulfill their information literacy need
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Another difficulty noted by the graduate studengswelated to the physical lay
out of library space. Providing alternative to sms of how library material is organized
either in print (e.g., posters) or online (e.gteractive maps and virtual tours), would be
beneficial for many students. Furthermore, obtgjrardedicated alterative study place or
learning commons in the library would be a defirmisset for graduate students.

Implications for Technology Acceptance Model Theory

In conceptualizing the IL of graduate students, TAMvis et al., 1989) provides
a useful model for several reasons. First, the TeéXdlains the end-user’s behaviours
when using a wide range of computing technolodtes.instance, users in this particular
study encountered the above mentioned difficultigs theGet Itservice. These
difficulties may have a negative impact each timeytuse that particular service in
combination with another service, for examptefWorks If graduate students fully
understand the use of teet Itbutton, they will be aware that they might or migbt
obtain the article in full-text. However, they walways be able to obtain the required
abstracts or article citations. Knowing this, gtadent is working on a large research
project or dissertation, he or she will have anaspmity to download citation
information intoRefWorkdor the requested articles. Each time the studeetls to
access the article it can be retrieved by usingaelt button (Figure 12 — Arrow #1)
from their individualizedRefWorksaccount. Through theRefWorksaccounts, the
students can access other services, suduth®r Profile(Figure 12 — Arrow #2) or
alternative services likRefMobile(Figure 12 — Arrow #3), and social utility toolsch as

Facebookor Twitter. While graduate students may not be using alhe$¢ services,
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being aware of them and perceiving these servieeasy to access and use will open up

opportunities for use.
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Figure 12.RefWorks Account Exampi®

The major assumption behind TAM is that specifitdie (i.e.,perceived

usefulnesaindperceived ease ofsg are primary determinants of the information

technology and information systems adoption (Lalet2003). In this sense, perceived

28 permission to use this image has been providdtiebleddy Library.
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usefulness is defined as the extent to which ofievas that utilizing the system will
improve one’s performance; whereas perceived dasgeds the belief that utilizing the
system will be free of effort (Davis et al., 198@®nkatesh & Davis, 2000). If graduate
students perceive th@&tet ItandRefWorkgools will effortlessly improve their
performance, then this technology is more likelpéofully accepted by them (see Figure
13). However, because these tools are connectedaambe used in conjunction, if
graduate students do not perceive@a Ittool as useful, they might not perceive
RefWorksas useful either. Students in this study did iatic¢hat they disliked the
RefWorkdecause it was confusing and unreliable. If gadelstudents perceive that
RefWorks“an online research management, writing and bolation tool” (RefWorks,
2009, para.l), does not provide accurate citatigess they should be encouraged to
provide their feedback. Their feedback will be us@f addressing various software
issues and troubleshooting the difficulties encered with the tool. If the time is taken
to develop such a sophisticated tool, there mustWway for improving it based on a
feedback from its users.

A key goal of TAM is to measure the impact of ertdrvariables on users’
beliefs, attitudes, and intentions (Davis et #89; Lu et al., 2003) (see Appendix C).
Since TAM is used in this study for predicting theary users’ acceptance of online
library tools, one needs to consider the librastrnctions received as an external
variable in the model (see Figure 13). For instatioe majority of graduate students did
not obtain library instruction at their currenttiigion, thus they might be relying on
instructions obtained at the previous institutidiowever, these skills, even if gained at

some point in time, become in time outdated andegaate.
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Figure 13.Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) Applied on SébecOnline Library
Service and Resources

It has been noted that previous research cauti@tgtie generality of TAM does
not provide for more meaningful information on wSgrersonal views about specific
technological systems. In an attempt to build uthencapacity of TAM as a model for
technology adoption, in this study graduate stuslgrdrsonal views were sought in
follow-up qualitative interviews. Attempts to minime the recognized limitations of
TAM were sought, by integrating it with other ITcaptance models and incorporating
additional approaches to gather meaningful inforomagvVenkatesh & Davis, 2000).
Therefore, integration of TAM questions (see Apperig with a modified B-TILED
instrument and Affordance Theory questions in thalitative follow-up interviews
provided more meaningful information about gradsielents’ intentions, behaviours,

and opinions about library technology systems.
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Phase 2 of the Study

The Phase 2 of the study was qualitative and inéorby the results of the
previously described survey. It was designed tovanshe two remaining research
guestionsWhat affordances do graduate students perceiviedratademic library
context?(Sadler & Given, 2007, p. 118); anlthat perceptions of library usage play a
role in graduate students’ information seeking baebars and awareness about library
resources?

These questions were answered by organizing follpwnterviews with 16
graduate students. Before each interview, quavitaiata were analyzed to identify the
guestions each of the 16 graduate students didrmsater correctly. In doing so, the
researcher found that it was possible to explordéu the results from the first part of
the study in the second, qualitative, part. Basethe percentages of incorrect answers
on the B-TILED test (see Appendix O), as well a®rging themes in the answers to
open ended questions based on TAM, contextualraetere identified (i.e., received
library instructions) that most influence individdeehaviours in the use of library
resources.

Perceived Affordances for Graduate Students irCtbitext of Academic Library

The contextual factors were addressed throughgbetiecological psychology
as a theoretical framework, in which one’s behawvigas studied along with one’s
environment (Sadler & Given, 2007). Accepting tlogion that the world consists simply
of thingsperceivedoy an organism in its environment (Gibson, 19%®),researcher
implemented Affordance theory to investigate to indxdent graduate students perceive

the academic library environment as useful. Thiewahg section encompasses the
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related responses from 16 full-time and part-timadgate students along with Hoffman’s
et al. (2008) recommendations.

First, although graduate students mostly tend ¢otlis study space provided in
their departments, the full-time students expresstedest in using the physical library
space for the same purpose. They requested thktrtpevaiting list for the library
graduate carrels was discouraging, and studentstegbthat they opted to use of the
shared space offered by departments. Those whaotlisdithrary space on a regular basis
emphasized the need for the strict enforcementesfce on the floors as well as a need
for more user-friendly space for microfiche us@isese findings were similar to Given’s
(2007) findings, where the need for both quiet aody spaces was expressed by the
faculty and librarians, who also emphasised theonamce of having welcoming spaces
on campus to assist students during research dizatitin of information behaviour.

Second, with regard to communicating with librasiagraduate students
expressed the need for having contact informatfdib@arians, especially those assigned
to their department (i.e., subject area expertd)owing the Hoffman’s et al. (2008)
suggestion to differentiate between the needstefnational vs. Canadian students, the
researcher specifically paid attention to the fargreup of students. Only five
interviewed graduate students were unaware ofxistemce of the subject librarian,
including two international graduate students. Qragluate student who was performing
sophisticated online searches recommended hawgngdaiate librarian that specializes in
graduate information literacy needs. In this stwdevpinion that should be somebody
who is both technologically savvy and skilled isearch. However, all graduate students

interviewed noted a need for more advanced seay¢bamhniques in their own subject
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area. This finding was similar to Hoffman et ah. which graduate students indicated a
preference for subject-specific instructions.

Information-seeking behaviours in using onlinedikyr environment/resources.
This section addresses graduate students’ usdinédibrary resources such as @et it
button,RefWorksandGoogle ScholaPreferences.

All interviewed graduate students were asked toatestrate the use of online
library resources by going to the library website finding articles and research tools by
subject. The general frustration was with the wotlear understanding of tiaet It
button and their inability to retrieve the full-tearticles with this service. These findings
were similar to the quantitative part of this stadywell as with other previously
mentioned studies (Salder & Given, 2007; Wakimatal @ 2006), where it was revealed
that students had problems understandingatelt service. Although one-quarter of
graduate students usB@fWorksmainly for citation purposes, overall the studethts
find this service very useful, especially for orgamg citations and references. Those
students who described this service as confusidgiareliable noted their preferences
the use of alternative methods of citation refeirnsuch a£ndNotesandNoodleBib
Hoffmann et al. (2008) noted that the most popwiarkshops among graduate students
werelntroduction to RefWorkdiowever, this study did not examine if these shisl had
attended RefWorks workshop or how they learned tthasi service.

Morton and Clovis (2002) noted that the Interndtiidcoveted spot as the
important pedagogical technique" (p. 2). Similati@o’s et al. (2007) and Morrissey and
Given (2006) studies, the first choice of searghviem international students and eight

domestic students was the Internet, more spedyfisathis case was th@oogle
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database due to its ease of use. The students fbat@@oogledatabases allow for
correcting misspelled words and offer alterativellspg, the features that they did not

find in library databases. However, none of thernviewed graduate students were aware
of Google Scholar’s Preferencésee Figure 11) tools through which they could lin
Googledatabases with their library search. Similar firgsi were noted by Rempel and
Davidson (2008), who mentioned that the graduaigestts were aware of Google
Scholar, but were unfamiliar with more multifacetdulary tools.

Perceived Need for Library Instructionhe interviewed participants confirmed
findings from the survey, namely that they needrutdion on how to use library
information resources in their subject area (sd#€l24). These needs include hands-on
training on how to narrow down the search keywohadsy to use Boolean functions to
limit the scope of investigation, and which termsse in different databases. Students
were also not aware of the more efficient wayssearching databases (see Figures 7, 10
& 11), as well as tools such as the Thesaurus e part of alternative searches). This
was also voiced in the comments such as, “I'm sttl confident how to best search for
journal articles.” The most common complaint voickaling the interviews was that
there exists an assumption that graduate studamesteen provided with instructions on
library use during their undergraduate studiescthvas not everybody’s experience. It
was clear that the interviewed graduate studemk that such assumptions are
counterproductive and that they indeed have newdsdivanced library instructions in

their subject area, preferably at the start of esschester.
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Implications for Affordance Theory and TAM

Although the first part of this study did not prdeiin-depth information on
participants’ views about specific library tools|léw-up interviews provided meaningful
information on their perceptions, behaviours, apmhions through integration of the
Affordance Theory and TAM.

Through the use of ecological psychology as a #texal framework, the
researcher studied the behaviour of graduate stsidarthe physical and online library
environment was studied. The results of this sfumint to the deficiencies in IL practices
of graduate students. However, satisfying theseekds should not solely be the
responsibility of the librarians, but of the counsstructors as well.

Universities can use a model described in Rempelavidson (2008), in which
workshops for students were organized on a broageraf subject disciplines. In order to
advance graduate student services, a students@aicdinator was chosen to review the
literature, compare various universities’ librarglvgites and survey new graduate
students. The graduate committees organized lidyvasgd instruction for graduate
students on conducting literature reviews. Anothiarmative example of interventions
to increase the IL needs of students is given os€xtto et al. (2007), in which the
authors described the creation of their discipBpecific credit course. In order to
improve graduate students’ IL abilities, the dicgcif the program and librarians
designed a discipline-specific credit course with&ured sessions and assignments.
Thus, collaboration between librarians and thelfgeuembers could be used as a model

of instruction (see Figure 14).
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INSTRUCTIONS:

Instruction Provided Types of Instructions: Instructions Addressing:

By: '
Meed for - Librarian r Lrery stctons - Physical Library Actual
Instructions —— - Classroom Instructions Enviranment and Resources » System

- Use
Course Instructor . - Online Library Enviranment
- Online Instructions

. . and Resources
= Joint Instructions

(Librarlan and Course - Blended Instructions

) - Alternative Resources
Instructor) (face-to face and onling)

Figure 14 Model IncorporatingNeed for Instructions on Library Use

In conclusion, both TAM and Affordance Theory seageuseful models in
studying IL of graduate students. Both of these @®thke into account behaviours as
well as perceptions of the users of informatiorteys. Since TAM did not provide more
in-depth information on users’ personal views abituary technological tools, the
Affordance Theory was implemented to investigate/bat extent the academic library
environment is perceived useful by the graduateestts. The approach taken in this
dissertation could be further utilized as a modelffiture studies of IL.
Implications for the IL field

In this study, the researcher implemented a vesgdapproach to further
investigation of IL needs of graduate studenteleded graduate programs through the
Technology Acceptance Model and Affordance The®he following three points
provide implications for the IL field.

First, this study can be viewed as extension ofiptes IL dissertations. For
instance, similar to Beile O’Neil’s (2005) and Canis (2007) dissertations, this study

implemented the B-TILED survey. However, this stedyends B-TILED survey to other
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social science fields based on recommendationsrgpfrom previous studies. In
addition, the methodological approach of this stooyld be extended to investigate
graduate students’ IL needs in other fields, swchcgences.

Second, the combination of TAM and Affordance tlyaarthis study presents an
alternative method of combining different theotie&xplore IL. This approach is aligned
with Venkatesh and Davis’ (2000) recommendatiomtegrate TAM with other IT
acceptance models or incorporate additional faceadler and Given'’s (2007) research
that utilized Affordance theory as a framework tiody graduate students’ information
behaviour served as a leading example.

Third, since this study utilized tleequential integrated mixed modagsign, it
serves as an example of how the research methmdsoine discipline (e.g., education,
psychology, or computer science) can be adopte@pplied in another field (e.g.,
library science — IL). Overall, the above mentiomggroaches utilized in this
dissertation can serve as a model in further rekezrrelated disciplines, while the
findings from the study will inform further studie$ IL.

Limitations

One limitation of this study is that the B-TILEDrgay might not access the full
breadth of skills and knowledge expected of grasisatdents (Beile O’Neil, 2005). It
should be further noted that Standard Four wasoducive to the web-based, multiple-
choice item format, and thus was not included th®oB-TILED survey.

Similar to the study by Cannon (2007), who did me¢ equal group sizes in
general and special credential programs for gradstaidents’ comparison, this study

only surveyed groups representative of two facsitieven though the sample size in this
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study was large and included students from varmckgrounds, the sample was
voluntary and convenience, so it might not be regméative of the entire population of
graduate students from social sciences and eduadg¢joartments in Ontario. Although
for the qualitative portion of the study, the rasbar intended to obtain two students per
department, this sampling was not feasible in snakpartments (e.g., Visual Arts). One
the of concerns about this study was the lengthefjuestionnaire, where a fatigue
factor could have been present. The participanghtave grown tired during the first
part of the survey which encompassed both multptEce and open-ended questions.

There was no further quantitative examination oflehts whose English is an
additional language, such as to find when theynkeanglish if they were recent
immigrants, or if any of them were internationalds#nts before obtaining a domestic
student status. Future studies should further eg@och issues.

Another limitation of this study is that a completlogical model of graduate
students’ information behaviour may not be provideé to the integration of only
Affordance Theory and TAM, especially where thelighhbe other factors that can be
further studied through the implementation of otidéormation System theories. Future
studies should also involve librarians and facoigmbers, since both of these groups
play a crucial role in development IL of gradudigdents.

Recommendations for practicehis study examined IL of graduate students at a
mid-size university in Ontario through (a) a surwath 201 participants, and (b) semi-
structured interviews with 16 of them. The studg@npassed ACRL’Standardsand

Sadler and Given’s (2007) affordance frameworkroteoto provide more information on
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graduate students’ IL needs. This section addressass that could be used to improve

IL of graduate students:

(1) Provide a sign-up notification service as wellegular e-mail updates on
resources for graduate students.

It is generally accepted that the academic libreufyundamentally a place for information

seeking. Thus, it is still problematic, when Fidizdr998) and recent studies such as

Sadler and Given (2007), and Crosetto et al. (208 )vell as this study note that

graduate students do not receive adequate traimitinge use of library services and are

even not aware of some services that are available.

(i) Provide workshops to graduate studen#t &re developed and delivered

collaboratively by librarians and faculty members.

In 1998, Goetsh and Kaufman recommended the neenilaborative work
among faculty and librarians with the purpose dirdieg information competency and
creating assessment guidelines for higher instiiuprograms designed to teach these
skills. The students in this study noted the nedudbtve workshops as a part of their
classroom experience.

(i)  Establish official guidelines for supporf the IL needs of graduate students for
institution, by including graduate student repnéaBves and researchers in the
area of IL, as the part of the comeaitt
As stated earlier, ALA (2006) recommended thatretitution should

acknowledge that various thinking skills are redaie different learning outcomes, thus

different assessments or methodologies are need@deasuring those outcomes. Julien

(2005) pointed out that the ACRL practices and &aais that include wide range of
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pedagogical recommendations are not promoted iaedtamong the Canadian
academic librarians. In order to start promoting ACRL practices, one of the first steps
could be following a Gullikson’s (2006) suggestmfrupdating théStandardsn
accordance with faculty and librarians’ past exgreces with th&tandardsHowever, as
of 2010, nothing has been changed and ACRL (ALA&@007) continues to use the
original Standardswvhich were approved almost a decade ago. Curtghtibrarians at
the university where the study was conducted fol®RL'’s Information Literacy
Competency Standards for Higher Educatibowever, there is no official IL policy or
guidelines established for IL of graduate studdhis.essential when creating such a
policy to include various members (including gragustudents) that could contribute
alternative points of view.
(iv) Provide at least one standardized Iliringtion for all graduate students as well
as subject-specific IL instruction, face-to-faceline and/or blended.

There is a need for IL workshops, training matsraid/or on-line tutorials in
order to reach part-time graduate students whoféea missed in organizing workshops
and training sessions during working hours of tag. dn Hoffmann’s et al. (2008) study,
the majority of graduate students opted for onluoekshops and preferred workshops
run by both librarians and faculty members compéaoetiose run by just librarians. The
authors further suggested that graduate studeatscshave an option between basic and
advanced levels of workshops. The data from Hofimetral. (2008) as well from this
study indicate graduate students’ preference tosvaubtject-specific workshops as a
means of enhancing library research skills geare@tds their disciplines. Rempel and

Davidson (2008) suggest that in order to adequaigbyoach the different student
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learning abilities, workshops should be offerebdedinner, intermediate and advanced
levels, preferably at different times of the dayesdl as specialized workshops in order
to reach distance and international students. Tdgrasluate students should be exposed to
workshops with different levels of difficulty. Bas®n data from this study special
attention needs to be given to those students \&le hot completed minimum course
requirements, the international students, and thosduate students for whom English is
an additional language.
(v)  Send/Post LIbQUAL™ graduate students’ results as well as solicit sl
students’ feedback about academicrybsarvices.
The report based on LibQUAI™ 2007 at the University of Western Ontario (Western
Libraries, 2009) includes the following three sexs: (i) “You told us”, (ii) “What we're
doing about it”, and (iii) “Completed”. For instagcsince one of the suggestions was to
improve the Web site (“You told us”), the Next Geateon Website Implementation
Team (NGWIT) was redesigning the Web site (“Whatrgvdoing about it”), which was
launched in August, 2008 (“Completed”). This repsrtery informative since the users
are able to follow-up on how their recommendatimese addressed. In this study,
including graduate students’ recommendations aBetdVorksould improve the
software further. Another way to address graduiatgents’ needs would be to consult
the Graduate Student Society, as well as thoseanhoonducting research on graduate

students’ IL needs.
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Recommendation for theoffhe following two recommendations pertain to
theory.

(i)  Provide a broader ecological model of giae students’ information behaviour
by including faculty, librarians, and graduated&mts from various disciplines.

In previous studies, Sadler and Given (2007) ihetulibrarian perspectives;
subsequently, Hoffmann et al. (2008) included ltgqoerspectives. Since these studies
did not have a large sample, future research shoaldde librarians’ and faculty’s views
on IL issues. Hoffmann et al. (2008) included shiddrom engineering, health sciences,
sciences such as medicine and dentistry, in whiatugte students provided the needs
assessment data and feedback about IL workshopgeRtudies should include
graduate students from other disciplines and aglesits to provide feedback about
perceived usefulness and relevance of the IL warsh
(i)  Provide a further modification of instremts and organize focus group

meetings among graduate studentslityadibrarians, and IL researchers.

The B-TILED instrument could be further developedrclude other
departments. The focus group meetings could benarga twice, once for graduate
students at the beginning of their program of &sidind then towards the end of their
studies, to collect their feedback on their IL exgreces. As Hoffmann et al. (2008)
included focus groups for graduate students andtfamembers, further studies should
explore the option of including librarians.

Conclusion
Nowadays library patrons, including graduate sttglerequire alternative

technologies to practise and obtain IL skills. Tiport this ever-evolving phenomenon,
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both librarians and educators need to provideusstbns in graduate schools, and offer
alternative paths for reaching their patrons’ ne®disen addressing graduate students’ IL
needs, it is important to consider methods to im@iooth practice and theory. First, the
practical implications need to be addressed ainsteutional and the faculty levels. The
institutional level could address the exact libregyvices that could be provided to
graduate students, as well as make more transpaserdf evaluative information (e.qg.,
showcase the results of national and internatisaaleys, such as the LIbQUAL). At the
faculty level, the culture of use of IL technologighould be further examined. The
faculty administration needs to recognize the rfeetl. courses and workshops or
integrate IL as part of curriculum. This provisioould be addressed as part of the
courses, through IL-related assignments and insbng; or through regular visits of
librarians as guest-speakers. It is important te tieat although faculty members and
librarians should both work towards developingitifermation literate graduates, they
are often not on the same path on how to accomflisi{Leckie & Fullerton, 1999).
Julien and Given (2002/03) also noted the compjefirelationship that exists between
faculty members and librarians. Although the coapen between faculty and librarians
is most desirable, the librarians were split betwigaining faculty to train students,
collaborating with faculty to teach students, aolkbly training students. Some librarians
indicated the unequal position that they have coethto professors with doctorate
degrees. Similarly, in the later Julien and PeasK2009) study, the librarians again
pointed to the unequal power relationship withfdeulty members. However, these and
other noted obstacles in “good” professional calakion between faculty and librarians

should be addressed in order to achieve a commalrofbenefiting the information
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literacy levels of faculty members and studentsoAs library participant noted: “We
librarians, along with our colleague professorsehfailed to instil in our students the joy
of real research. We’'ve made the whole processdoddtuffy and difficult, or else we've
provided so little real help in our one-shot sessiqJulien & Given, 2002/03, p.82).
Although the above quote might not be and is nptieable in every situation, a large
majority of graduate student participants in theent study indicated a need for the
subject-specific instruction.

Recognition of these eventual obstacles is impoitathe implementation of
future collaborative programs. The first step tadgacreative collaboration between
faculty and librarians could be the establishmémifiicial guidelines for support of IL as
well as to further explore the role of Standardsyrider to address the graduate students’
IL needs.

Second, from the theoretical perspective, restiltsis study are based not only
on perceptions but also on actual performancesaafugite students. The mixed methods
approach also adds to the validity and reliaboitygtudy. In addition, this study was built
on the recommendations of nine other studies (Bag@05; Beile O’Neil, 2005;

Cannon, 2007; Crosetto et al., 2007; Fidzani, 1288et al., 2007; Marshall, 2006;
Morner, 1993; Sadler & Given, 2007). It soughtitibgfaps in these studies as well as
extending the scope of study by including gradsaidents in social sciences.

In conclusion, the results of this study may sev@n informative guide for
determining problematic areas in IL of graduatelshis (e.g.GGet Itservice). Previous
studies of IL behaviour of particular patron grogpstributed to the enhancement of

library services, literacy programs, as well agmefice services (Barrett, 2005; Fidzani,
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1998). The wider impact of this study will lie its iability to provide a broader ecological
model of graduate students’ information searchrasdarch behaviours as well as to
provide additional components to TAM and Affordafidesory in regards to graduate
students’ IL. Thus, the researcher plans to imfidevelop and run the IL workshops,
provide training materials and/or on-line tutoriedscollaboration with librarians and
faculty members. The goal of the workshop basefinaimgs from this study will be to
provide further IL skills for all graduate studergspecially for EAL students as well as
those students who did not complete their minimoorse requirements. Finally, this
study can serve as a model study that can be furtipdemented at other universities,
especially at those universities that belong toQnhéario Council of University Libraries

(OCUL) consortium, which this particular universisypart o
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APPENDIX A:

ACRL Information Literacy Competency StandardsHdgher Education

Standard One

Standards, Performance Indicators, and Outcomes

The information literate student determines the&matnd extent of the information needed.

Performance Indicators:

1. The information literate student defines and aldigs the need for information.
Outcomes Include:

a.

b.

~®oo0

Confers with instructors and participates in cldissussions, peer workgroups,
and electronic discussions to identify a reseawpict or other information need
Develops a thesis statement and formulates questiased on the information
need

Explores general information sources to increasslifity with the topic
Defines or modifies the information need to achiaveanageable focus
Identifies key concepts and terms that describéntfloemation need
Recognizes that existing information can be contbimith original thought,
experimentation, and/or analysis to produce nearmétion

2. The information literate student identifies a viyrief types and formats of potential
sources for information.
Outcomes Include:

a.

b.

Knows how information is formally and informallyqatuced, organized, and
disseminated

Recognizes that knowledge can be organized intipdiises that influence the
way information is accessed

Identifies the value and differences of potentigaurces in a variety of formats
(e.g., multimedia, database, website, data seip/aiglial, book)

Identifies the purpose and audience of potenteEdueces (e.g., popular vs.
scholarly, current vs. historical)

Differentiates between primary and secondary saureeognizing how their use
and importance vary with each discipline

Realizes that information may need to be constdusfith raw data from primary
sources

3. The information literate student considers thescasd benefits of acquiring the needed
information.
Outcomes Include:

a.

Determines the availability of needed informatiow anakes decisions on
broadening the information seeking process beyooal resources (e.g.,
interlibrary loan; using resources at other loga&ijmbtaining images, videos,
text, or sound)
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Considers the feasibility of acquiring a new larggiar skill (e.g., foreign or
discipline-based) in order to gather needed inféionaand to understand its
context

Defines a realistic overall plan and timeline tg@ice the needed information

4. The information literate student reevaluates thaneaand extent of the information need.
Outcomes Include:

a.
b.

Standard Two

Reviews the initial information need to clarifyyige, or refine the question
Describes criteria used to make information denisiand choices

The information literate student accesses neededmnation effectively and efficiently.

Performance Indicators:

1. The information literate student selects the mpgt@priate investigative methods or
information retrieval systems for accessing thededanformation.

Outcomes Include:

a.

b.

Identifies appropriate investigative methods (dadoratory experiment,
simulation, fieldwork)

Investigates benefits and applicability of variaugestigative methods
Investigates the scope, content, and organizafionfarmation retrieval systems

Selects efficient and effective approaches for ssiog the information needed
from the investigative method or information retaesystem

2. The information literate student constructs andléments effectively-designed search
strategies.
Outcomes Include:

a.
b.
c.

f.

Develops a research plan appropriate to the irgegste method

Identifies keywords, synonyms and related termsHerinformation needed
Selects controlled vocabulary specific to the gisee or information retrieval
source

Constructs a search strategy using appropriate ewdsnfor the information
retrieval system selected (e.g., Boolean operatwnscation, and proximity for
search engines; internal organizers such as indexesoks)

Implements the search strategy in various inforomatéetrieval systems using
different user interfaces and search engines, different command languages,
protocols, and search parameters

Implements the search using investigative protoapfgopriate to the discipline

3. The information literate student retrieves inforimatonline or in person using a variety
of methods.
Outcomes Include:
a. Uses various search systems to retrieve informéatianvariety of formats

b.

Uses various classification schemes and otherragste.g., call number systems
or indexes) to locate information resources withialibrary or to identify
specific sites for physical exploration

Uses specialized online or in person services abviailat the institution to
retrieve information needed (e.g., interlibraryri@ocument delivery,
professional associations, institutional reseaftibes, community resources,
experts and practitioners)
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d. Uses surveys, letters, interviews, and other farfiisquiry to retrieve primary
information

4. The information literate student refines the seatchtegy if necessary.
Outcomes Include:

a. Assesses the quantity, quality, and relevanceeo$éarch results to determine
whether alternative information retrieval system#westigative methods should
be utilized

b. Identifies gaps in the information retrieved antedmines if the search strategy
should be revised
c. Repeats the search using the revised strategycasssy

5. The information literate student extracts, recoaat&] manages the information and its
sources.
Outcomes Include:

a. Selects among various technologies the most apgptepme for the task of
extracting the needed information (e.g., copy/pastvare functions,
photocopier, scanner, audio/visual equipment, pfagatory instruments)

b. Creates a system for organizing the information

c. Differentiates between the types of sources citetiimderstands the elements
and correct syntax of a citation for a wide ranfjeeeources

d. Records all pertinent citation information for fteueference

e. Uses various technologies to manage the informagédected and organized

Standard Three

The information literate student evaluates infoioraand its sources critically and incorporates
selected information into his or her knowledge bes@ value system.

Performance Indicators:

1. The information literate student summarizes thenneas to be extracted from the
information gathered.

Outcomes Include:
a. Reads the text and selects main ideas
b. Restates textual concepts in his/her own wordssafetts data accurately
c. Identifies verbatim material that can be then appately quoted

2. The information literate student articulates angliag initial criteria for evaluating both
the information and its sources.
Outcomes Include:
a. Examines and compares information from variouscesim order to evaluate
reliability, validity, accuracy, authority, timelss, and point of view or bias
b. Analyzes the structure and logic of supporting axgnts or methods
c. Recognizes prejudice, deception, or manipulation
d. Recognizes the cultural, physical, or other contétttin which the information
was created and understands the impact of conteixtt@rpreting the information
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The information literate student synthesizes ma@as to construct new concepts.
Outcomes Include:

a. Recognizes interrelationships among concepts amthio@s them into
potentially useful primary statements with suppatevidence

b. Extends initial synthesis, when possible, at a éidével of abstraction to
construct new hypotheses that may require additiof@mation

c. Utilizes computer and other technologies (e.g.a&skeets, databases,
multimedia, and audio or visual equipment) for gtod the interaction of ideas
and other phenomena

The information literate student compares new kedgé with prior knowledge to
determine the value added, contradictions, or ath&ue characteristics of the
information.

Outcomes Include:
a. Determines whether information satisfies the redear other information need

b. Uses consciously selected criteria to determinghdnghe information
contradicts or verifies information used from otkeurces

c. Draws conclusions based upon information gathered

d. Tests theories with discipline-appropriate techagy(e.g., simulators,
experiments)

e. Determines probable accuracy by questioning theceaf the data, the
limitations of the information gathering tools dragegies, and the
reasonableness of the conclusions

f. Integrates new information with previous informatiar knowledge

g. Selects information that provides evidence forttpec
The information literate student determines whethemew knowledge has an impact on
the individual's value system and takes stepsdoneile differences.
Outcomes Include:

a. Investigates differing viewpoints encountered ia literature

b. Determines whether to incorporate or reject viewfsoencountered

The information literate student validates undewditag and interpretation of the
information through discourse with other individsiadubject-area experts, and/or
practitioners.

Outcomes Include:
a. Participates in classroom and other discussions

b. Participates in class-sponsored electronic comnatioit forums designed to
encourage discourse on the topic (e.g., emailetlboards, chat rooms)

c. Seeks expert opinion through a variety of mechasi@m., interviews, email,
listservs)

The information literate student determines whetherinitial query should be revised.

Outcomes Include:
a. Determines if original information need has bedisfad or if additional
information is needed
b. Reviews search strategy and incorporates additmoraiepts as necessary

c. Reviews information retrieval sources used and eap#o include others as
needed
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The information literate student, individually & a member of a group, uses information
effectively to accomplish a specific purpose.

Performance Indicators:

1. The information literate student applies new andrpnformation to the planning and
creation of a particular product or performance.
Outcomes Include:

a.

b.

Organizes the content in a manner that supportpuimoses and format of the
product or performance (e.g. outlines, drafts,ystoards)

Articulates knowledge and skills transferred fronopexperiences to planning
and creating the product or performance

Integrates the new and prior information, includgquiptations and paraphrasings,
in a manner that supports the purposes of the ptasfyperformance

Manipulates digital text, images, and data, as egeiansferring them from

their original locations and formats to a new cghte

2. The information literate student revises the dgwalent process for the product or
performance.
Outcomes Include:

a.

b.

Maintains a journal or log of activities relatedtbe@ information seeking,
evaluating, and communicating process

Reflects on past successes, failures, and alteensttiategies

3. The information literate student communicates tloelpct or performance effectively to

others.

Outcomes Include:

a.
b.
c.

d.

Standard Five

Chooses a communication medium and format thatduggtorts the purposes of
the product or performance and the intended audienc

Uses a range of information technology applicationsreating the product or
performance

Incorporates principles of design and communication

Communicates clearly and with a style that suppbegurposes of the
intended audience

The information literate student understands mdrii@economic, legal, and social issues
surrounding the use of information and accessesis@sl information ethically and legally.

Performance Indicators:

1. The information literate student understands mdnkieethical, legal and socio-
economic issues surrounding information and infaionatechnology.
Outcomes Include:

a.

b.

Identifies and discusses issues related to prigadysecurity in both the print
and electronic environments

Identifies and discusses issues related to freegshased access to information
Identifies and discusses issues related to ceripast freedom of speech

Demonstrates an understanding of intellectual ptgpeopyright, and fair use of
copyrighted material
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2. The information literate student follows laws, rkgions, institutional policies, and
etiquette related to the access and use of infommatsources.
Outcomes Include:
a. Participates in electronic discussions followingegated practices (e.g.
"Netiquette™)
b. Uses approved passwords and other forms of IDdoess to information
resources
Complies with institutional policies on accessrformation resources
Preserves the integrity of information resourcgsijgment, systems and
facilities
e. Legally obtains, stores, and disseminates texa, diatages, or sounds
Demonstrates an understanding of what constitusgggpism and does not
represent work attributable to others as his/her ow

2o

-

g. Demonstrates an understanding of institutionalgpesi related to human subjects
research

3. The information literate student acknowledges the af information sources in
communicating the product or performance.
Outcomes Include:
a. Selects an appropriate documentation style andiusessistently to cite sources
b. Posts permission granted notices, as needed, figrighted material
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The library is gathering information to evaluateetbffectiveness of its instruction program.
This questionnaire consists of demographic questioml a library and information skills quiz.

Fill in the most correct choice on your Scantrontio

1. Overall, how would you rate your ability to sgfatibrary databases to find
information?

a. excellent

b. good

C. average

d. poor

2. Overall, how would you rate your ability to sefathe Internet to find
information?

a. excellent

b. good

C. average

d. poor

Please indicate whether you have attended anyedbtlowing since you began your
studies at UCF.

3. Have you attended a tour or physical orientatittine library?

a.yes

no

. don’t know

oo

. Have you attended a library instruction seshigld in your classroom?
. yes

no

. don’t know

cop A

. Have you attended a library instruction seshield in the library?
.yes

no

don’t know

oo

. Have you had one on one intensive instructidh wilibrarian?
.yes

no

. don’t know

Co o
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ACRL Performance Indicator 2.4.1.2
7. Which of the following characteristics best raties scholarly research?

a. available in an academic library

b. indexed by ERIC

c. reviewed by experts for publication
d. written by university faculty

ACRL Performance Indicator 1.1.3.2
*8. Your professor has assigned a paper on the vidnadiage movement. You are

not familiar with the topic, so you decide to readrief history and summary about it. Which of
the following sources would be best?

a. a book on the topic, suchRe&rspectives on whole language learning: A casgystu

b. a general encyclopedia, suctEagyclopedia Britannica

c. an article on the topic, such as "Whole languagdke classroom: A student teacher’s
perspective."

d. an education encyclopedia, sucttasyclopedia of Education

ACRL Performance Indicator 2.1.3

9. Research or periodical databases are designedtode items based on which of the following
criteria?

a. found on the Internet

b. not found on the Internet

c. owned by your library

d. relevant subject matter

ACRL Performance Indicator 2.3.2.3
*10. ERIC is the most appropriate database to searidtate:

a. education article citations and documents
b. education publications from 1877 to current
c. full-text education articles

d. US Department of Education statistics

ACRL Performance Indicator 2.2.5.2

11. Most research and periodical databases hawedras advanced searching interfaces. Which
of the following can you do ONLY in advanced seangR

a. add Boolean or search connectors between terms
b. enter multiple search terms

c. search by keyword

d. search multiple terms by field

ACRL Performance Indicator 1.2.2.4
12. Research studies in education are generadtydimmmunicated through:

a. books published by education associations
b. education encyclopedia entries

c. newsletters of education associations

d. professional conferences and journal articles
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ACRL Performance Indicator 2.1.3.10

13. You have been assigned to write a short clagsrpon effective instruction techniques for
teaching English as a Second Language (ESL) stsidéatir professor indicated three recent
scholarly sources would be sufficient. Which stygtes best to locate items?

a. search a general academic and an educatioradatédy journal articles
b. search an education database for journal asticle

c. search the library catalog for books

d. search the library catalog for encyclopedias

ACRL Performance Indicator 1.2.2.3
14. Select the set of search terms that best mrése main concepts in the following:

What are the health risks associated with the tideug therapy for hyperactive students?
a. drug therapy, health risks, hyperactivity

b. drug therapy, health risks, students

c. drug therapy, hyperactivity, students

d. drugs, hyperactivity, therapy

ACRL Performance Indicator 2.2.2.3

15. Select the set that best represents synonythiebated terms for the concept “college
students.”

a. colleges, universities, community colleges...

b. Gen X, students, undergraduates...

c. graduate students, freshmen, sophomores...

d. university, adult learners, educational atteadee

ACRL Performance Indicator 2.2.4.2

16. While researching a paper on character edugatiu find that it is also sometimes called
values educationr moral educationYou decide to look for information on the subjeca
research database, and to save time you writerelsstatement that includes all three terms.
Which of the following is the best example to udeew you have fairly synonymous terms and it
does not matter which of the terms is found inrteord?

a. character and values and moral
b. character or values or moral

c. character, values and moral

d. character, values or moral

ACRL Performance Indicator 2.2.4.7

17. You are using a research database that usegaisk (*) as its truncation symbol. When you
type inread* you would retrieve records that contained whictheffollowing words?

a. examine, peruse, reader, reading

b. peruse, read, reader, reading

c. read, reader, reads, readmit

d. read, reader, reading, reapply
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ACRL Performance Indicator 3.7.2.1

*18. You have a class assignment to investigate howpmwork impacts student learning. A
keyword search in ERIC on “group work” has returoedr 600 items. To narrow your search,
which of the following steps would you next perf&m

a. add “impacts” as a keyword

b. add “student learning” as a keyword
c. limit search results by date

d. limit search results by publication type

ACRL Performance Indicator 2.3.1.3
19. The following citation is for:

Massaro, D. (1991). Broadening the domain of tleylogical model of perception. In H. L.
Pick, Jr., P. van den Broek, & D. C. Knill (Ed€)pgnition: Conceptual and methodological
issueqpp. 51-84). Washington, DC: American Psychologissociation.

a. a book

b. a chapter in a book

c. ajournal article

d. an ERIC document

ACRL Performance Indicator 2.2.4.1
20. Your professor suggested you read a partieutenle and gave you the following citation:

Shayer, M. (2003). Not just Piaget, not just Vyggtd earning and Instruction,

13(5), 465-485.

Which of the following would you type into the ldmy's catalog to locate the actual article?
a. author search: Shayer

b. journal title search:earning and Instruction

c. journal title search: Not just Piaget, not Mggotsky

d. subject search: Piaget and Vygotsky

ACRL Performance Indicator 2.3.2.4
21. The following item was retrieved from an ERI&abase search. What kind of source is it?

Title: Pre-service Elementary Teachers’ Self-Effic8eliefs

Author(s): Cakiroglu, Jale; Boone, William J.

Publication Year: 2001

Abstract: The purpose of this study was to exammeeservice elementary teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs in teaching science.

Notes: Presented at the Annual Meeting of the AtaerEducational Research Association
(Seattle, WA, April 10-14, 2001).

Number of Pages: 24

ERIC Number: ED453084

a. a book

b. a book chapter

c. a conference paper

d. a journal article
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ACRL Performance Indicator 5.3.1.2
22. Using this result from an Internet search emgivho is the “owner” of this Web site?

State policies on planning, funding, and standaBses the state have technology requirements
for students?

http://www.edweek.org/reports/tc98/states/fl.htm

a. business or commercial entity

b. college or university

c. other organization

d. state government agency

ACRL Performance Indicator 3.2.1.4

*23. While developing a lesson plan on the U.S. legigt system, you find the following story
on the Internet:

Congress Launches National Congress-Awareness Week

WASHINGTON, DC—Hoping to counter ignorance of tregional legislative body among U.S.
citizens, congressional leaders named the firskweAugust National Congress Awareness
Week. “This special week is designed to call attento America's very important federal
lawmaking body,” Speaker of the House Dennis Hastgd. The festivities will kick off with a
10-mile Walk for Congress Awareness.

The item is from a newspaper Web site, which stiadies’America’s Finest News Source.”
Given this, the following action is in order:

a. you can use the story as it’s obviously froreutable news source

b. you decide to investigate the reputation ofthklisher by looking at their Web site

c. you decide to investigate the reputation ofphilisher by looking at other Web sites

d. you should not use the story because Web intowmées not always trustworthy

ACRL Performance Indicator 5.2.6
24. Based on the following paragraph, which ser@eshould be cited?

(1)Technology use in the schools is often chareetdras a potentially dehumanizing force.
(2)Perhaps the fear that the virtual world may lEapassivity and isolation, at the expense of
literal social interaction, is valid.

(3)Certainly, educators must askichuses of technology result in increased learningaand
better quality of life.

(4)To address these issues, Hunter has proposestuldants work in groups with the computer
peripheral to the group and the teacher actingeibtator.

a.l

b. 2
c.3
d. 4

ACRL Performance Indicator 5.1.4
25. When is it ethical to use the ideas of angtleeson in a research paper?

a. it is never ethical to use someone else's ideas
b. only if you do not use their exact words

c. only when you give them credit

d. only when you receive their permission
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ACRL Performance Indicator 5.1.4

*26. You are planning an open house for your studgratgents. Browsing the Internet, you find
the reportChild Safety on the Internawhich is a US Department of Education publicatibgou
distribute 30 copies of the report to parents atapen house, which of the following copyright
choices is the proper action?

a. permission is not needed as the report is frgavarnment agency.
b. permission is not needed as the report was foartte Internet.

C. permission is not needed as you are only digtrig 30 copies.

d. permission to distribute 30 copies of the reparst be acquired.

ACRL Performance Indicator 5.2.5

27. You have an assignment that requires you tecoisese management software to practice
setting up a class grade book. Your school hashpsed the software and loaded it in the
computer lab, but you have a difficult time gettioghe lab due to work conflicts. A friend loans
you the software and you load it on your computethis legal?

a. no, because this action constitutes a violaifaopyright.

b. yes, because it is already freely availabl&élab.

c. yes, because it is education software and thereible to be shared.
d. yes, because your friend owns it and can stsahe avants.

ACRL Performance Indicator 5.1.4

28. Browsing a weekly news magazine, you come aanpsrticle that discusses the future of
space exploration. As you are teaching this topic gecide to make copies of the article and
share it with your class. Which of the followingnoepts makes it legally permissible to
reproduce portions of works for educational purgasghout permission?

a. copyright

b. fair use

c. freedom of information
d. intellectual freedom

29. Which of the following most closely describbe tevel you want to teach?
a. early childhood

b. elementary

c. middle school

d. high school

30. What is your student classification?
a. freshman

b. sophomore

C. junior

d. senior

31. How long have you been continuously enrolled@E?
a. less than 1 year

b. 1to 2 years

c. 3to 4 years

d. more than 4 years



32. Have you ever attended another university bege?
a. yes (go to question 33)
b. no (skip to question 34)

33. How long ago did you attend another universitgollege?
a. 0-1 year

b. 2-3 years

C. 4-5 years

d. more than 5 years

34. What is your gender?
a. male
b. female

35. Please indicate those racial or ethnic grol@isapply to you.

(Select all that apply.)

a. White or European American
b. Hispanic or Latino

c. Black or African American

d. Asian or Asian American

e. Other (write in on Scantron)

Thank you!
Test Key
7.C

8.D

9.D

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
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*Certain questions (such as items #8, #10, and #18¥re changed in order to emphasise
focus on graduate students, while other questiongdms #23 and #26) were be changed to

reflect Canadian content
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APPENDIX C: PART 2 SURVEY MODIFICATIONS
Part 2 contains an example of first modified surfa@ythe graduate students in education.

Part 2: Please circle the answer that best applid¢s you

1. Overall, on a scale 1-5, whekreneans low abilityand5 means high ability how would you
rate your ability to search library databasesnd finformation? (Circle one)

1...... 20 TR S 5

2. Overall, on a scale 1-5, whekeneans low abilityand5 means high ability how would you
rate your ability to search the Internet to fintbrmation? (Circle one)

1...... 2o I 4oiiiiinnn. 5

Please indicate whether you have experienced anytbe following since you began your
studies at the University of Windsor®.

3. Have you attended an organized tour of the anedérary?
a. Yes
b. No

4. Have you attended a library instruction seshkigld in your classroom?
a. Yes
b. No
c. None was organized.

5. Have you attended a library instruction seshigd in the academic library?
a. Yes
b. No

6. Have you had one-on-one intensive instructiah wilibrarian?
a. Yes
b. No

7. Which of the following characteristics best rates scholarly research? (Circle one)
a. Available in an academic library
b. Indexed by ERIC
c. Reviewed by experts for publication
d. Written by university faculty

29 All other surveys contain modified wording thatsaguild on this survey.
39PhD - Faculty of Education students had the folhgwvording addedor in the Joint PhD in
Education Program.
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8. In a graduate course you are examining the tfgighole language learning’. You are not
familiar with this topic and you want to find a &irhistory and summary about it. Which of the
following sources would be your first choice to sah?

a. A book on the topic, such &erspectives on whole language learning: A casaystu

b. A journal article

c. General web site (via Google)

d. An education encyclopedia, suchEaxyclopedia of Education.

9. Research or periodical databases are designiedtode items based on which of the following
criteria?

a. Found on the Internet

b. Not found on the Internet

c. Owned by your library

d. Relevant subject matter

10. ERIC is the most appropriate database to s¢aldcate:
a. Education article citations and documents
Education publications from 1877 to current

b.
c. Full-text education articles
d. Ontario Mnistry of Education Statistics

11. Most research and periodical databases hawedrasadvanced searching interfaces. Which
of the following can be done ONLY in advanced skeng? (Circle one)

a. Add Boolean or search connectors between terms

b. Enter multiple search terms

c. Search by keyword

d. Search multiple terms by field

12. Research studies in education are generattydammunicated through (Circle one):
a. Books published by education associations
b. Education encyclopedia entries
c. Newsletters of education associations
d. Professional conferences and journal articles

13. You have been assigned to write a short clagsrpon effective instruction techniques for
teaching English as Second Language (ESL) studéats.professor indicated three recent
scholarly sources would be sufficient. Which stggtes best to locate items? (Circle one)

a. Search a general database for journal articles

b. Search an education database for journal articles

c. Search the library catalog for books

d. Search the library catalog for encyclopedias

14. Select the set of search terms that best mprése main concepts in the following: “What
are the health risks associated with the use @ therapy for hyperactive students?”

a. Drug therapy, health risks, hyperactivity

b. Drug therapy, health risks, students

c. Drug therapy, hyperactivity, students

d. Drugs, hyperactivity, therapy
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15. Select the option that best represents synoayihselated terms for the concept “university
students.”

a. Universities, adult learners, community colleges...

b. Gen X, students, undergraduates...

c. Graduate students, undergraduate students, pasigaay students...

d. University, adult learners, educational attendees..

16. While researching a paper on character edugatiu find that it is also sometimes called
values educationr moral educationYou decide to look for information on the subjeca
research database, and to save time you writerelsstatement that includes all three terms.
Which of the following is the best example to udeew you have fairly synonymous terms and it
does not matter which of the terms is found inrdeord?

a. Character and values and moral

b. Character or values or moral

c. Character, values and moral

d. Character, values or moral

17. You are using a research database that usegaisk (*) as its truncation symbol. When you
type inread* you would retrieve records that contained whictheffollowing words?

a. Examine, peruse, reader, reading

b. Peruse, read, reader, reading

c. Read, reader, reads, readmit

d. Read, reader, reading, reapply

18. You have a class assignment to investigatedrowp work impacts student learning. A
keyword search in ERIC on “group work” has returogdr 600 items. To narrow your search,
which of the following steps would you perform rext

a. Add ‘impacts’ as a keyword and combine with ‘groumprk’

b. Add ‘student learning’ as a keyword and combwuité ‘group work’

c. Limit search results by date

d. Limit search results by publication type

19. The following citation is for:
Massaro, D. (1991). Broadening the domain of thlxeyuogical model of perception. In H. L.
Pick, Jr., P. van den Broek, & D. C. Knill (Ed€)pgnition: Conceptual and methodological
issueqpp. 51-84). Washington, DC: American Psychologisgociation.

a. Abook

b. A chapter in a book

c. Ajournal article

d. An ERIC document

20. Your professor suggested you read a partieutenle and gave you the following citation:
Shayer, M. (2003). Not just Piaget, not just Vyggtd earning and Instruction X3), 465-485.
Which of the following would you type into the ldoy’s catalog to locate the actual article?

a. Author search: Shayer

b. Journal title search:earning and Instruction

c. Journal title search: Not just Piaget, not just dgly

d. Subject search: Piaget and Vygotsky
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21. The following item was retrieved from an ERI&abase search. What kind of source is it?
Title: Pre-service Elementary Teachers’ Self-Effic8eliefs
Author(s): Cakiroglu, Jale; Boone, William J.
Publication Year: 2001
Abstract: The purpose of this study was to exammeeservice elementary teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs in teaching science.
Notes: Presented at the Annual Meeting of the AtaerEducational Research
Association (Seattle, WA, April 10-14, 2001).
Number of Pages: 24
ERIC Number: ED453084

A book

A book chapter

A conference paper
A journal article

oo

22. Using this result from an Internet search emgivho is the “owner” of this Web site?
State policies on planning, funding, and standaBses the state have technology requirements
for studentshttp://www.edweek.org/reports/tc98/states/fl.htm

Business or commercial entity
College or university

Other organization

State government agency

oo

23. While developing a lesson plan on the Canaléislative system, you find the following
story on the Internet:

BMJ 2001; 322:1200 (19 May)
Canada's parliament calls for tighter water steasglar

Alarmed by growing fears of widespread pollutiordahking water, Canada's parliament has
passed a resolution calling fonational law setting out enforceable nationalddiads fowater
quality. Forty six people have recently becomeatdd with cryptosporidium in the small
farming town of North Battleford, Saskatchewang three deaths were at first thought to have
been caused lifie parasite. The province's chief medical hedfibay latersaid that
cryptosporidium was not the cause of two of theltgaut may have played a minor part in the
third.

(Source: The BMJ is published by BMJ Publishing @r&td, a wholly owned subsidiary of the
British Medical Association)

Given this, the following action is in order:

a. You can use the story as it is obviously from autaple news source

b. You decide to investigate the reputation of thelighbr by looking at their Web site

c. You decide to investigate the reputation of thelighler by looking at other Web
sites

d. You should not use the story because Web informasimot always trustworthy
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24. Which of the next four sentences may be usedc#tation?
(1)Technology use in the schools is often chareetdras a potentially dehumanizing force.
(2)Perhaps the fear that the virtual world may lEapassivity and isolation, at the expense of
literal social interaction, is valid.
(3)Certainly, educators must askichuses of technology result in increased learningaand
better quality of life.
(4)To address these issues, Hunter (2005) has gedpbat “students should work in groups with
the computer peripheral and the teacher actingfasildator” (p.25).

a. 1

b. 2

c. 3

d. 4
25. When is it ethical to use the ideas of angtieeson in a research paper?
It is never ethical to use someone else’s ideas
Only if you do not use their exact words

Only when you give them credit
Only when you receive their permission

oo

26. You are planning an ‘open house’ for your stusieparents. Browsing the Internet, you find
the report “Child Abuse: Recognize it, Report iteWvent it” by the Ontario’grovincial
governmentlf you distribute 30 copies of the report to paseaitthe open house, which of the
following copyright choices is the proper action?

Permission is not needed as the report is fromvargment agency.
Permission is not needed as the report was fourtdeomternet.
Permission is not needed as you are only distrigu2D copies.
Permission to distribute 30 copies of the reporsinine acquired.

oo

27. You have an assignment that requires you teosese management software to practice
setting up a class grade book. Your school hashpsed the software and loaded it in the
computer lab, but you have a difficult time gettinghe lab due to work conflicts. A friend loans
you the software and you load it on your computethis legal?

No, because this action constitutes a violatiooogyright.

Yes, because it is already freely available inléte

Yes, because it is education software and therefioleto be shared.
Yes, because your friend owns it and can share aghts.

oo

28. Browsing a weekly news magazine, you come aapsrticle that discusses the future of
space exploration. As you are teaching this topic gecide to make copies of the article and
share it with your class. Which of the followingnoepts makes it legally permissible to
reproduce portions of works for educational purgasghout permission?

Copyright

Fair use

Freedom of information
Intellectual freedom

oo
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APPENDIX D:

MODIFED SURVEY QUESTIONS

Question # Department: Madification:
7 Communication b. Indexed by Communication Abstract
and Social Justice
7 English b. Indexed by MLA
7 History b. Indexed by Historical Abstracts
7 Philosophy b. Indexed by Philosopher’s Index
7 Political Science b. Indexed by Social Scier@eScholars Portal
7 Psychology b. Indexed by PsycINFO
7 Social Work b. Indexed by Social Service Abdac
7 Sociology b. Indexed by Sociological Abstracts
7 Visual Arts b. Indexed by Arts & Humanities @h8tars Portal (Fulltext)
8 Communication 8. In a graduate course you are examining the tigighole
and Social Justice language learning’. You are not familiar with thipic and
you want to find a brief history and summary akiotrom
communication studies perspective. Which of thiowaing
sources would be your first choice to consult?
d. A communication encyclopedia, suctEasyclopedia of
Communication
8 English 8. In a graduate course you are exagithia topic of ‘whole
language learning’. You are not familiar with thagic and
you want to find a brief history and summary abiauiWhich
of the following sources would be your first chotoeconsult?
c. A language encyclopedia, suclEasyclopedia of
English Language
8 History 8. In a graduate course you are examittie topic of ‘19th

Century Romanticism’. You are not familiar withghopic
and you want to find a summary about it from adristl
perspective. Which of the following sources woukdylour
first choice to consult?
a. A book on the topic, suchRemanticism and the Rise
of the Mass Public
d. A history encyclopedia, suchB&scyclopedia of
Romanticism
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Question #

Department:

Modification:

8

8

8

Philosophy

Political Science

Psychology

Social Work

Sociology

8. In a graduate course you are axagihe topic of
‘philosophy of rationalism”. You are not familiaith this
topic and you want to find a brief history and suanynabout
it. Which of the following sources would be yourst choice
to consult?

a. A book on the topic, suchRationalism in Greek
Philosophy
c.A language encyclopedia, suchEgyclopedia of
Philosophy

8. In a graduate course yeweaamining the topic of
‘Canadian-American relations’. You are not fanmikdth this
topic and you want to find a brief history and suamynabout
it from a political science perspective. Whichtod following
sources would be your first choice to consult?

a. A book on the topic, such@anadian-American
Companies

d. A political science encyclopedia, sucticasyclopedia
of International Relations

8. In a graduate course you are exagthe topic of ‘whole
language learning’. You are not familiar with thagic and
you want to find a brief history and summary abibérom a
psychological perspective. Which of the followisgurces
would be your first choice to consult?

d. A psychology encyclopedia, suctEagyclopedia of
Psychology

8. In a graduate course you are @xamthe topic of ‘child
development’. You are not familiar with this topind you
want to find a brief history and summary aboutaini a social
work perspective. Which of the following sourcesuld be
your first choice to consult?

a. A book on the topic, such@sild development: A case
study.

d. A social work encyclopedia, suchEagyclopedia of
Child Development

8. In a graduate course you are examime topic of ‘urban
schools’. You are not familiar with this topic ayau want to
find a brief history and summary about it from fuoeiology
point of view. Which of the following sources wdube your
first choice to consult?

a. A book on the topic, suchRsarspectives on urban
schooling: A case study.

d. A sociology encyclopedia, suchErgyclopedia of
Sociology Online.
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Question # Department: Maodification:

8 Visual Arts 8. In a graduate course you are éxiag the topic of ‘arts
education’. You are not familiar with this topindayou want
to find a brief history and summary about it. Whaf the
following sources would be your first choice to salt?

a. A book on the topic, suchRerspectives on arts
education: A case study.

d. A language encyclopedia, sucltasyclopedia of
Arts Education

8 All departments b. A journal article
c. General web site (via Google)

10 Communication 10. Communication and Mass Media Complete dataisabe
and Social Justice most appropriate database to use to locate:
a. Communication article citations and documents
b. Communication publications from 1877 to current
c. Full-text communication articles

10 English 10. MLA is the most appropriate dataltassearch to locate:
(Circle one)
a. English Language & Literature article citati@msl
documents
b. English Language & Literature publications from
1877 to current
c. Full-text English Language & Literature articles

10 History 10. America: History and Life datab&sé&he most appropriate
database to use to locate:
a. History article citations and documents
b. History publications from 1877 to current
c. Full-text history articles

10 Philosophy 10. Philosopher's Index databadeimost appropriate
database to search to locate: (Circle one)
a. Philosophy article citations and documents
b. Philosophy publications from 1877 to current
c. Full-text philosophy articles

10 Political Science 10. Public Affairs Informati&ervice (PAIS) International
database is the most appropriate database to lzeate:
a. Political science article citations and docursent
b. Political science publications from 1877 to euntr
c. Full-text political science articles




184

Question #

Department:

Modification:

10

10

10

10

10

12

12

Psychology

Social Work

Sociology

Visual Arts

All departments

Communication
and Social Justice

English

10. PsycINFO is the most appropdatabase to use to
locate:
a. Psychology article citations and documents
b. Psychology publications from 1877 to current
c. Full-text psychology articles

10. Social Service Abstracts isniust appropriate database
to use to locate:
a. Social work article citations, publications and
documents
b. Social work publications from 1877 to current
c. Full-text social work articles

10. Sociological Abstracts is the traggpropriate database to
search to locate:
a. Sociology article citations and documents
b. Sociology publications from 1877 to current
c. Full-text sociology articles

10. Arts & Humanities @ ScholarstBbdatabase is the most
appropriate database to search to locate: (Cird¢ o
a. Arts and Humanities article citations and docutsie
b. Arts and Humanities publications from 1877 to
current
c. Full-text Arts and Humanities articles

d. Ontario Ministry of EducatiStatistics

12. Research studies in communication studiesererglly
first communicated through (Circle one):
a. Books published by communication studies
associations
b. Communication encyclopedia entries
c. Newsletters of communication studies association
d. Professional conferences and journal articles

12. Research studies on English Larg&algiterature are
generally first communicated through

(Circle one):
a. Books published by English Language & Literature
language associations
b. English Language & Literature encyclopedia estri
c. Newsletters of English Language & Literature
associations
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Question #

Department:

Modification:

12

12

12

12

12

12

12

History

Philosophy

Political Science

Psychology

Social Work

Sociology

Visual Arts

12. Research studies in history are gelyefiest
communicated through (Circle one):

a. Books published by history associations

b. Communication encyclopedia entries

c. Newsletters of history associations

d. Professional conferences and journal articles

12. Research studies phi | osophy are generally first
communicated through (Circle one):
a. Books published byhi | osophy associations
b. Phi | osophy encyclopedia entries
c. Newsletters gbhi | osophy associations

12. Research studies in poliscgéence are generally first
communicated through (Circle one):
a. Books published by political science association
b. Communication encyclopedia entries
c. Newsletters of political science associations

12. Research studies in psychologgeamerally first
communicated through (Circle one):
a. Books published by psychological associations
b. Psychology encyclopedia entries
c. Newsletters of psychological associations

12. Research studies in social woekgamerally first
communicated through (Circle one):
a. Books published by social work associations
b. Social work encyclopedia entries
c. Newsletters of social work associations

12. Research studies in sociology anegly first
communicated through (Circle one):
a. Books published by sociology associations
b. Sociology encyclopedia entries
c. Newsletters of sociology associations

12. Research studies on Visual Aresgenerally first
communicated through
(Circle one):
a. Books published by Visual Arts associations
b. Visual Arts encyclopedia entries
c. Newsletters of Visual Arts associations
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Question #

Department:

Modification:

13

13

13

13

13

13

Communication
and Social Justice

English

History

Philosophy

Political Science

Psychology

13. You have been assigned to write a short clagsrpn the
effect of Hollywood’s media on Canadian telecomnoation.
Your professor indicated three recent scholarlycssiwould
be sufficient. Which strategy is the best to loéetms?
(Circle one)
b. Search a communication database for journal
articles

13. You have been assigned to write at sass paper on
effective instruction techniques for teaching HantdeEnglish
as a Second Language (ESL) students. Your professor
indicated three recent scholarly sources woulduffecgent.
Which strategy is best to locate items? (Circle)one
b. Search an English Language & Literature database
for journal articles

13. You have been assigned to write atstlass paper on
women’s roles in Canada in the early twentieth wsmntyour
professor indicated three recent scholarly soundesh would
be sufficient. Which strategy is best to locateng@ (Circle
one)

b. Search a history database for journal articles

13. You have been assigned to writeodt €lass paper on
effective instruction techniques for explaining gmeatism to
English as a Second Language (ESL) students. Yfo@egsor
indicated three recent scholarly sources woulduffecignt.
Which strategy is best to locate items? (Circle)one

b. Search a philosophy database for journal asticle

13. You have been assigned tie \&rshort class paper on the
origins of Canada’s political parties. Your prof@smdicated
three recent scholarly sources would be sufficiéfitich
strategy is best to locate items? (Circle one)

b. Search a political science database for journal
articles

13. You have been assigned to writeod slass paper on
effective instruction techniques for teaching psjogyto
English as a Second Language (ESL) students. Yfofegsor
indicated three recent scholarly sources woulduffecgnt.
Which strategy is best to locate items? (Circle)one

b. Search a psychology database for journal asticle
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Question # Department: Modification:

13 Social Work 13. You have been assigned to writhat class paper on
effective instruction techniques for explainingldhwelfareto
English as Second Language (ESL) students. Youiegsor
indicated three recent scholarly sources woulduffecgnt.
Which strategy is best to locate items? (Circle)one
b. Search social work and education databases for
journal articles

13 Sociology 13. You have been assigned to writeoat sttass paper on
how English as a Second Language (ESL) learnerdtanate
to their new schools. Your professor indicatedemecent
scholarly sources would be sufficient. Which stygites best
to locate items? (Circle one)

b. Search a sociology database for journal articles

13 Visual Arts 13. You have been assigned to wrisd@rt class paper on
effective instruction techniques for teaching dragvio
English as a Second Language (ESL) students. Yrofegsor
indicated three recent scholarly sources woulduffecgent.
Which strategy is best to locate items? (Circle)one
b. Search an Arts and Humanities database for @urn
articles

15 All Departments 15. Select the option that begtesents synonyms and related
terms for the concept “university students.”
a. Universities, adult learners, community colleges
b. Gen X, students, undergraduates...
c. Graduate students, undergraduate students, post-
secondary students...
d. University, adult learners, educational attesdee

18 Communication 18. You have a class assignment to investigatedroup
and Social Justice work impacts student learning. A keyword searcBagial
Sciences @ Scholars Portal database on “group vihak”
returned over 13 000 items. To narrow your seamtich of
the following steps would you perform next?

18 English 18. You have a class assignment to inyatstihow group
work impacts student learning. A keyword searchtits &
Humanities @ Scholars Portal database on “groufwas
returned over 600 items. To narrow your searchclwbf the
following steps would you perform next?

18 History 18. You have a class assignment to ingati how political
parties impacts school curriculum. A keyword seanch
Canadian Business and Current Affairs (CBCA) datalmn
“political parties” has returned over 100 items. Aarow
your search, which of the following steps would yamrform
next?
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Question #

Department:

Modification:

18

18

18

18

18

18

19

19

Philosophy

Political Science

Psychology

Social Work

Sociology

Visual Arts

Communication
and Social Justice

English
Philosophy
Visual Arts

18. You have a class assignment tcstigage how political
parties impacts school curriculum. A keyword seanch
Philosopher's Index database on “political parthess
returned over 100 items. To narrow your searchckwbf the
following steps would you perform next?

18. You have a class assignneeinivestigate how political
parties impacts school curriculum. A keyword seanc8ocial
Sciences @ Scholars Portal database on “politevdigs” has
returned over 100 items. To narrow your searchckwbf the
following steps would you perform next?

18. You have a class assignment teiigate how group
work impacts student learning. A keyword search in
PsycINFO on “group work” has returned over 600 geifo
narrow your search, which of the following stepaulgoyou
perform next?

18. You have a class assignment testigate how group
work impacts student learning. A keyword searcBaaial
Service Abstracts on “group work” has returned @0
items. To narrow your search, which of the follogvsteps
would you perform next?

18. You have a class assignment to tigags how group
work impacts student learning. A keyword searcBaaial
Sciences @ Scholars Portal on “group work” hasmet
over 25,000 items. To narrow your search, whicthef
following steps would you perform next?

18. You have a class assignment testigate how group
work impacts student learning in arts classes. ywked
search in Arts & Humanities @ Scholars Portal datalon
“group work” has returned over 25 000 items. Taoaryour
search, which of the following steps would you parf next?

d. A Communication and Mass Media Complete
database document

19. The following citation is for:
Cogswell, Fred. "The Leaf." The Poets of Canada.Jitn
Robert Columbo. Edmonton: Hurtig, 1978. 148-149.

b. Work in an anthology or compilation

d. A MLA document
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Question #

Department:

Modification:

19

19

19

19
19

20

20

20

History

Political Science
Psychology

Social Work
Sociology

English
Philosophy

Sociology
History

Visual Arts

19. The following citation is for:
Nathan, Peter E. and Raymond S. Niaura. 1987. 8at@n
of Alcohol Problems.” Pp. 333-354 in Treatment and
Prevention of Alcohol Problems: A Resource Manadited
by W.M. Cox. Orlando, FL: Academic Press, Inc.

d. A JSTOR database document

d. A JSTOR dataldmmument
d. A PsycINFO document

d. A Social Service Abstracts document
19. The following citation is for:
Massaro, Dominic. 1991. “Broadening the Domainhef t
Fuzzy Logical Model of Perception”. Pp. 51-84CGngnition:
Conceptual and methodological isspedited by H. L. Pick,
Jr., P. van den Broek, & D. C. Knill . Washingt®@¢C:
American Psychological Association.

20. Your professor suggested you read a partiantale and
gave you the following citation:

Shayer, Michael. “Not just Piaget, not just Vygotsk
Learning and Instructioh3.5 (2003): 465-485. Which of the
following would you type into the library’s cataldg locate
the actual article?

20. Your professor suggested you read a partiantale and
gave you the following citation:

Shayer, Michael. 2003. “Not just Piaget, not jugg@tsky.”
Learning and Instructiod3.5: 465-485.

Which of the following would you type into the ldoy’s
catalog to locate the actual article?

20. Your professor suggested you reg@drticular article and
gave you the following citation:
Wallace, M. “Defacing History.” Art in Americ#&8.12
(1990): 120-129.
Which of the following would you type into the ldoy’s
catalog to locate the actual article?

a. Author search: Wallace

b. Journal title search: Art in America

c. Journal title search: Defacing History

d. Subject search: History and Art.
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Question # Department: Modification:

21 Communication 21. The following item was retrieved from a So&alences
and Social Justice @ Scholars Portal database search. What kind ofsds!it?

Title: Learning Messages Notification System to

Mobile Devices

Author Jimenez, M. Lourdes

Publication Year: 2005

Abstract : The work presents a new method to send
educational messages in e-learning systems.

Notes: Presented at International Conference ohiogy
in Teaching and Learning in Higher Education (ChR@205)

21 English 21. The following item was retrievedriran Arts &
Humanities @ Scholars Portal database search. kifithof
source is it?

Title: A Pragmatic Approach to the Teaching of
Discourse/English for Special Purposes

Author: Nyyssonen, Heikki

Source: Fifth International Congress of Appliedduistics
(AILA), 1978

Abstract: Presented here is a survey of work ocodisse
analysis. The main concern is with linguistic pragics &
work relating to sentence processing. A modified
communicative syllabus is described; this modifigtiabus
aims at greater sophistication & flexibility & lees more
room for the abilities learners already have.

Publication Year: 1978

Accession Number: 78500277

Notes: Presented at the Fifth International Corgyoés
Applied Linguistics (AILA)

21 History 21. The following item was retrievedrt Social Sciences @
Scholars Portal database search. What kind of easiit?
Title: Elections Matter. A Longitudinal Study ofeth
Mobilizing Effects of Elections
Author: Stromback, Jesper; Johansson, Bengt
Publication Year: 2006
Abstract : This paper investigates political ingtyg@arty
identification, media consumption and satisfactimough the
electoral cycles between 1986 and 2004.

Notes: Presented at the fifth Accounting Historgtnational
Conference (Sweden, 2006)
Number of Pages: 1
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Question #

Department:

Modification:

21

21

21

Philosophy

Political Science

Psychology

21. The following item was retrie¥ean an Arts &
Humanities @ Scholars Portal database search. Kifithof
source is it?

Title: A Pragmatic Approach to the Teaching of
Discourse/English for Special Purposes

Author: Nyyssonen, Heikki

Source: Fifth International Congress of Appliedduiistics
(AILA), 1978

Abstract: Presented here is a survey of work ocodisse
analysis. The main concern is with linguistic pragies &
work relating to sentence processing. A modified
communicative syllabus is described; this modiBgliabus
aims at greater sophistication & flexibility & leas more
room for the abilities learners already have.

Publication Year: 1978

Accession Number: 78S00277

Notes: Presented at the Fifth International Corgyoés
Applied Linguistics (AILA)

21. The following item wasieved from Social Sciences @
Scholars Portal database search. What kind of sasiit?

Title: Elections Matter. A Longitudinal Study ofeth
Mobilizing Effects of Elections

Author: Stromback, Jesper; Johansson, Bengt
Publication Year: 2006

Abstract : This paper investigates political ingtyg@arty
identification, media consumption and satisfactimough the
electoral cycles between 1986 and 2004.

Notes: Presented at the International Communication
Association Conference (Sweden, 2006)

Number of Pages: 1

21. The following item was retrieviemm a PsycINFO
database search. What kind of source is it?

Title: Learning styles as predictors of self-eftigaand interest
in research: Implications for graduate researdhitrg.
Author: West, Crystal R.1; Kahn, Jeffrey H.2; Nauta
Margaret M.

Publication Year: 2007

Abstract: The authors discuss implications for ioyimg
graduate research training by encouraging studfat s
assessment and by providing instruction using loaidn
pedagogies.

Notes: Presented at the Annual Meeting of the Materm
Psychological Association, 2002, Chicago, IL, US)
Number of Pages: 9




192

Question #

Department:

Modification:

21

21

Social Work

Visual Arts

21. The following item was retridvieom a Social Service
Abstracts database search. What kind of sourd@ is i

Title: Public Attitudes towards Multiculturalism dn
Bilingualism in Canada

Author(s): Dasko, Donna.

Publication Year: 2003

Abstract: The purpose of this study was to exarfiliapadian
public attitudes toward multiculturalism and biliradism.
Notes: Presented at the Annual Conference — Canadid
French Perspective on Diversity (Ottawa, April 4)-2003).
Number of Pages: 24

21. The following item was retrieMEom an Arts &
Humanities @ Scholars Portal database search. ifithof
source is it?

Title: Indigenous Cultural and Intellectual Progert
Author: Browne, Delia

Source: Fourth National Aboriginal and Torres Btsdander
Visual Arts Conference

Abstract: Indigenous culture and intellectual prtype
means Indigenous’ peoples rights to their cultural
heritage. Heritage comprises all objects, sites,
knowledge, the nature and use of which has been
transmitted, or continues to be transmitted, from
generation to generation and which is regarded as
pertaining to a particular Indigenous group oritery.
Publication Year: 2002

Notes: Presented at the Fourth National Aborigamal Torres
Strait Islander Visual Arts Conference
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Question #

Department:

Modification:

23

24

26

All Departments

All Departments

All Departments

23. While developing a lessanpn the Canadian legislative
system, you find the following story on the Intdrne

BMJ 2001; 322:1200 (19 May)

Canada's parliament calls for tighter water stesglar
Alarmed by growing fears of widespread pollutiordanking
water, Canada's parliament has passed a resobatilomy for
a national law setting out enforceable nationatdaads for
waterquality. Forty six people have recently becomedtdd
with cryptosporidium in the small farming town obNh
Battleford, Saskatchewasnd three deaths were at first
thought to have been causediwy parasite. The province's
chief medical health officer lateaid that cryptosporidium
was not the cause of two of the dedithsmay have played a
minor part in thehird. (Source: The BMJ is published by BMJ
Publishing Group Ltd, a wholly owned subsidiarythod
British Medical Association) Given this, the followg action
is in order:

(4)To address these issues,d(2005) has proposed that
“students should work in groups with the computigheral
and the teacher acting as a facilitator” (p.25).

26. You are planning an ‘open house’ for your stusfe
parents. Browsing the Internet, you find the repohild
Abuse: Recognize it, Report it, Prevent it” by @wetario’s
provincial governmentf you distribute 30 copies of the
report to parents at the open house, which ofdhewing
copyright choices is the proper action?
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APPENDIX E:
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

(Davis et al., 1989, p.985)

Percvived
Usefulness
) \
Attitude Behavioral Acrtual

E:-d_m'nal Toward &= Intention to o System
Variables Using (A) Use (BI) Use
\ Perceived /
Ease of Use

(E}

BI=A+U
A=U+E
U=E+EOU

e U = Perceived usefulness

e« E = Perceived ease of use

» A = attitude towards using the system
» Bl = Behavioural intention to use
 EOU = External Variables

3 “Reprinted by permission, (Davis, Bagozzzi, & Wash), (User acceptance of computer
technology: A comparison of two theoretical modé)anagement Science), volume (35),
number (8), (1989). Copyright (1989), the InstititieOperations Research and the Management
Sciences, 7240 Parkway Drive, Suite 300, HanovaryhMnd 21076 USA.”
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APPENDIX F: TAM Open-Ended Questions
Part 3: Please elaborate on your experiences with libraryices in general.
Usefulness and Ease of use
1) Library Instructions
How many times have you been given instruction @ to use library resources by librarians?
At the undergraduate level: 0 1 2 3+

At the graduate level: O 1 2 3+

2) If you were given library instruction at the @mgraduate level:

(a) What kind of instruction did you receive?

2a) If you were given library instruction at theduate level:

(a) What kind of instruction did you receive?



196

3) Library Experience

Circle the number that best reflects your experience with acadeiraty resources and
services.

1 2 3
little experience some experience extensive experience
(limited use) (moderate use) (frequent use)

(a) Describe some of the experiences you have lthdaaademic library services and resources:

4) Instructional Needs

(a) Do you think that graduate students need instroaiiohow to use library information
resources in their subject areas?

YES NO

Please explain.

(b) Which library services and resources do youwribe most help with to meet your

graduate student information needs?

(c) What library resources do you use most in yBulnject area (e.g. WilsonWeb,

Scholars Portal, Project Muse, CBCA, etc)?
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5) Specific software use:
- it!
(a) Explain the purpose of the “Get It” button aef.ngt 'L ?

- it!
(b) You click on the “Get It,,{fget t button and receive the following message: “No-feut
available.” What do you do next?

(c) Do you use RefWorks ©Online Research Management, Writing and Collabomati
Tool?

YES NO
If yes, for what purpose do you use RefWorks?

(d) Do you use the Foxy Leddy LibX Toolbar — a twod that allows you to quickly search the
University of Windsor's Library resourcgs

YES NO
If yes, for what purpose do you use the Foxy Leldt Toolbar?
(e) Do you find library resources easy to accesssuse?

YES NO

If not, please specify some main difficulties yavé encountered.

(f) List the ways in which you think library sereig could be improved to better suit graduate
students’ needs.



198

Voluntary contact information:

If you wish to participate in a qualitative followp study, please leave your name, phone number
or email:

Name:

Telephone number:

E-mail:

Thank you!
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APPENDIX G:

Interview Guide for Graduate Student Interviews
(Sadler & Given, 2007, pp.138-140)

The interview will consist of three sections. Ie tiirst part, demographic information

will be collected about the participant. In them®st part, the user will be asked about
their favorite tools available on the library weteslin the third part, the user will be
directed to the “Get It” reference linking softwared will be asked some questions about
how the use it, or how they think they might use it

* Over the course of the interview, it is expectethat various opportunities for
action will be discussed. Whenever one of these faees is encountered in the
conversation, some or all of the following questianwill be asked:
(1) Do you remember how you first became aware offgasure? (Prompt: Did
someone recommend it? Did you read about it someihe
(2) How well would you say this feature works? Dodsahave the way you expect it
to?
(3) How easy would you say it is to accesstw easy is it to use? Do you need any
special knowledge to use it?
(4) How strongly would you be motivated to use@ you think it is useful?Is it
worth the effort?
(5) How would you rate yourself as a user of this kafidool? Are you a beginner, or
do you feel like you know it very well?
(6) Do you feel you have the support you need to useght? (Prompt: Technical
support? Training? Documentationi®Xhere anything that would keep you
from using this tool?

*Section 1: Demographic questions

(1) Tell me about yourselt Where did you grow uprlow old are you? What were
your experiences of libraries like where you grew pr?

(2) How comfortable are you using computers? When weueintroduced to
computers®o you remember when you started using computers ilibraries?

(3) I would like to know more about your academic baokgd.Where did you do
your undergraduate degreeWhat did you major in?

(4) And what degree are you working on now? In what degrtment? What stage
of your degree are you currently working on (e.g. aursework, thesis,
dissertation)? What areas do you like the best? Do you have aapg’

(5) Do you currently have other work in your academea& Are you someone’s
research assistant? Do you teach?

Note: Questions about affordance were developeggiait) with the guidance of Dr Stan
Ruecker, Humanities Computing Program, Universitjlberta.
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*Section 2: Information seeking preferences

(1) How often do you use library resources? Which kindsf resources do you
use the most (e.g. books, journals, reference librian, computer labs, study
space).

(2) How often do you use the library web site to find esources for your
coursework/thesis? (Prompt: All the time? Only forunfamiliar topics?)

(3) Has there ever been a time, either in the physicéibrary or on the library
web site, when you couldn’t find what you were looikng for? Could you tell
me about that?

(4) **Has there ever been a time when something didoitk the way you thought it
would? Could you tell me about it?

(5) What is one tool available on the library web sitéhat you couldn’t live
without? (Prompt: A “tool” could be a list of resources,asearch feature, or a
subject database. . . almost anything that letsdgosomething.)

(6) **Ask affordance questions about any tools the udentifies.

(7) Where do you go off of the main page of the libnamb site? Could you point at
places you remember going, and places you go mndgrila

Section 3: Reference linking software

(1) Have you ever used the journal databasedfso, how do you use them? What
are they good for? What are they not good for?

(2) I'm going to use one of the databases availableutyit the library web site to
search for journal articles about a certain subjeet user pick database and
subject, if they have a preference. If not, havea ready.] Now, when you
look at this article that we’ve foundp you see this button that says “Get it"?
What do you think that does?(Prompt: Does it always get full text? What
happens if the library doesn’t have the full text n a digital format? What
happens if the library doesn’t have the full text gen in paper?)

(3) If  wanted to make sure | was looking at all the elevant journal articles on
this subject, what should | do next? (Prompt: Do Iheed to search other
databases, or have | searched them already?)

(4) **Ask general affordance questions outlined above.

* The interview was focused on the indicated bolstattions
** Section 2 (questions #4 and 6) and Section &§tjon #4) were discussed in combination with
B-TILED survey and TAM open-ended questions.



APPENDIX H:

List of Graduate Programs — University of Windsor
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#. List of Graduate Programs:

1. Biological Sciences (PhD and MSc)

2. Business Administration (MBA, MBA/LLB and MM)
3. Chemistry and Biochemistry (PhD and MSc)

4, Civil Engineering (PhD, MASc and MEnNQ)

5.* Communication and Social Justice (MA)*

6. Computer Science (PhD and MSc)

7. Earth Sciences (PhD and MSc)

8. Economics (MA)

9.* Education (PhD and MEd)*

10. Electrical Engineering (PhD, MASc and MENQ)

11. Engineering Materials (PhD, MASc and MEnNQ)
12.*  English (MA)*

13. Environmental Engineering (PhD, MASc and MENQ)
14. Environmental Science (PhD and MSc.)

15.*  History (MA)*

16. Human Kinetics (MHK)

17. Industrial Engineering (MASc and MEnQ)

18. Industrial and Manufacturing Systems Engineg(iPhD)
19. Mathematics and Statistics (PhD and MSc)

20. Mechanical Engineering (PhD, MASc and MENQ)
21. Nursing (MSc and MN)

22.*  Philosophy (MA)*

23. Physics (PhD and MSc)

24.*  Political Science (MA)*

25.*  Psychology (PhD)

26.*  Social Work (MSW)

27.*  Sociology (PhD and MA)

28.*  Visual Arts (MFA)

* Indicates graduate programs that will be cdesed for this study
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APPENDIX I:

Tri-Council Policy Certificate of Completions

Certificate of Completion

This is to certify that

Jelena Magliaro

has completed the Interagency Advisory Panel on Research Ethics'
Introductory Tutonal for the
Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans (TCPS)

Issued On:  November 27, 2007
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APPENDIX J:

University
of Windsor

thinking forward

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY

Title of Study: Comparing Information Literacy Levels and Exploring Perceptions about Library Usage
of Students in Selected Graduate Programs by Using Technology Acceptance Model and Affordance
Theory

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Jelena Magliaro, a PhD student from the
Faculty of Education, University of Windsor. Your participation in this study will help me fulfil the research
requirements for obtaining the doctoral dissertation.

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact Jelena Magliaro at
(519) 253-3000, extension 3200 or e-mail me at: jelena@uwindsor.ca. This study is done under the
supervision of Dr. Dragana Martinovic. If you have further questions about this study, feel free to contact her
at (519) 253-3000, extension 3962; or e-mail her at dragana@uwindsor.ca.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to determine and compare information literacy levels of graduate students in the
selected graduate programs at the University of Windsor. In addition, the research will explore the graduate
students’ perceptions about library usage.

PROCEDURES
If you volunteer to participate in this study, we would ask you to do the following things:

* Read the consent form, sign it, and return one copy of it. You will keep this information letter as well
as one copy of the consent form,
*  There are two phases for the study: a survey followed with a follow-up interview.

e Participating in the survey requires approximately 20 minutes

« If you would like to take part in a follow-up interview, please leave your contact information (phone
number and your name on the last page of the survey. | will then contact you to schedule an
interview at the mutually convenient time and place at the University of Windsor.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS

There are no known risks involved with this study.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY

The results of this study may serve as an informative guide for determining problematic areas in information
literacy for graduate students. The results may be used to modify the University of Windsor research
methods courses to better meet the needs of the graduate students. The summary of the results will be

presented to the Leddy Library employees at the University of Windsor and may be used to improve
educational services pertaining to information literacy.
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PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION

No payment will be received for participation in this study.

CONFIDENTIALITY

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. Once the surveys are received from the
participants, the accompanying consent form will be kept in a locked file cabinet that will be only accessible
to the researcher and her advisor. After contacting the students who are willing to participate in the follow-up
interview, the portion of the survey that includes their contact information will be torn away and destroyed.
The data will be destroyed 3 years after the investigator has defended her doctoral dissertation.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

You can choose whether to participate in this study or not. If you volunteer to participate in this study, you
may withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind. You may also refuse to answer any questions
you do not want to answer and still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw you from this
research if circumstances arise which warrant doing so.

FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE SUBJECTS

A permanent copy of the completed research work will be available in the thesis collection of the Leddy
Library at University of Windsor. On July 1%, 2009 the results of this study will be posted on the University of
Windsor Research Ethics Board website at: http://www.uwindsor.ca/reb

SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA

This data will used in subsequent studies.

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS

You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. If you have

guestions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact: Research Ethics Coordinator, University of
Windsor, Windsor, Ontario N9B 3P4; Telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3948; e-mail: ethics@uwindsor.ca

SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR

These are the terms under which | will conduct research.

Signature of Investigator Date

Revised November 2007
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APPENDIX K:

University a

of Windsor
thinking forward

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH

Title of Study: Comparing Information Literacy Levels and Exploring Perceptions about Library Usage
of Students in Selected Graduate Programs by Using Technology Acceptance Model and Affordance
Theory

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Jelena Magliaro, a PhD student from the
Faculty of Education, University of Windsor. Your participation in this study will help me fulfil the research
requirements for obtaining the doctoral dissertation.

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact Jelena Magliaro at
(519) 253-3000, extension 3200 or e-mail me at: jelena@uwindsor.ca. My faculty advisor at the University of
Windsor is Dr. Dragana Martinovic. If you have further questions about this study, feel free to contact her at
(519) 253-3000, extension 3962. Her e-mail address is dragana@uwindsor.ca.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to determine and to compare information literacy of graduate students in the
selected graduate programs at the University of Windsor. In addition, the research will explore the graduate
students’ perceptions about library usage.

PROCEDURES
If you volunteer to participate in this study, we would ask you to do the following things:

* Read the consent form, sign it, and return one copy of it. You will keep this information letter as well
as one copy of the consent form,
«  There are two phases for the study: a survey followed with a follow-up interview.

« Participating in the survey requires approximately 20 minutes

« If you would like to take part in a follow-up interview, please leave your contact information (phone
number and your name on the last page of the survey. | will then contact you to schedule an
interview at the mutually convenient time and place at the University of Windsor.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS
There are no known risks involved with this study.
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY

The results of this study may serve as an informative guide for determining problematic areas in information
literacy for graduate students. The results may be used to modify the University of Windsor research
methods courses to better meet the needs of the graduate students. The summary of the results will be
presented to the Leddy Library employees at the University of Windsor and may be used to improve
educational services pertaining to information literacy.
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PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION
No payment will be received for participation in this study.
CONFIDENTIALITY

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. Once the surveys are received from the
participants, the accompanying consent form will be kept in a locked file cabinet that will be only accessible
to the researcher and her advisor. After contacting the students who are willing to participate in the follow-up
interviews, the portion of the survey that includes their contact information will be torn away and destroyed.
The data will be destroyed 3 years after the investigator has defended her doctoral dissertation.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL
You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may withdraw at
any time without consequences of any kind. You may also refuse to answer any questions you do not want

to answer and still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw you from this research if
circumstances arise which warrant doing so.

FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE SUBJECTS

A permanent copy of the completed research work will be available in the thesis collection of the Leddy
Library at University of Windsor. On July 1%, 2009 the results of this study will be posted on the University of
Windsor Research Ethics Board website at: http://www.uwindsor.ca/reb

SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA

This data will used in subsequent studies.

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS

You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. If you have

guestions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact: Research Ethics Coordinator, University of
Windsor, Windsor, Ontario N9B 3P4; Telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3948; e-mail: ethics@uwindsor.ca

SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH SUBJECT/LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE

| understand the information provided for the study Comparing Information Literacy Levels and
Exploring Perceptions about Library Usage of Students in Selected Graduate Programs by Using
Technology Acceptance Model and Affordance Theory as described herein. My questions have been
answered to my satisfaction, and | agree to participate in this study. | have been given a copy of this form.

Name of Subject

Signature of Subject Date

SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR

These are the terms under which | will conduct research.

Signature of Investigator Date
Revised November 2007
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APPENDIX L:

Survey Instrument — for Graduate Students

This questionnaire aims to compare the informaliteracy skills of graduate students in

the selected graduate programs. The questionmsadligided into three parts

Part 1- we ask you to provide background information abyautrself.

Part 2- we ask you to indicate the answer that best apfigeu(see Appendix B).

Part 3- we ask you to elaborate on your experiences vhtlatyy servicegsee Appendix D).

Part 1: Demographics

Please complete the following blacing a checkmark(\) in the appropriate spaces:

1. Gender: Male Feanal
2. Student Status: Full-Time Part-Time
3. Year of Study. 1 2 3 4+

4. Program of Study - Department:
(e.g. MA - Psychology, PhD - Education)

5. Program of Study: (use checkmark):
Course work only
Course work and special research project

Course work and thesis

6. Totalnumber of coursescurrently completed in this programme

7. What is your age range?

20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+

8. Are you arinternational student?YES _ NO

9. Year of completion of your last degree:

Indicate youtlast completeddegree:

10. Start year of your current degree:
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11. Do you work or have you worked (in the las€ang) in a library-related position?

YES NO

12. Is English your first language?

YES NO

(Note: Part 1: Questions #3 to #7 were modified frm Fidzani, 1998 survey)
Part 2: see Appendix C & D (questions #7-#28), arfélart 3: see Appendix F
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APPENDIX M:

University 0

of Windsor

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
(for interview participant)

Title of Study: Comparing Information Literacy Levels in Selected Graduate Programs through the
Technology Acceptance Model and Affordance Theory

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Jelena Magliaro, a PhD student from the
Faculty of Education, University of Windsor. Your participation in this study will help me fulfil the research
requirements for obtaining the doctoral dissertation.

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact Jelena Magliaro at
(519) 253-3000, extension 3174 or e-mail me at: jelena@uwindsor.ca. My faculty advisor at the University of
Windsor is Dr. Dragana Martinovic. If you have further questions about this study, feel free to contact her at
(519) 253-3000, extension 3962. Her e-mail address is dragana@uwindsor.ca.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to determine and to compare information literacy of graduate students in the
selected graduate programs at the University of Windsor. In addition, the research will explore the graduate
students’ perceptions about library usage.

PROCEDURES
If you volunteer to participate in this portion of the study, we would ask you to do the following things:

« Read the consent form for participation in an interview, sign it, and return one copy of it. You will
keep this information letter as well as one copy of the consent form.

« Upon your signing the permission for audio-recording, the interview will be audio-recorded for
further reference and transcribing.

¢ During the interview, you will be asked about 22 questions. The length of the interview will be no
more than 45 minutes.

« The interview will take place at the university, your or my graduate office, or some other place at
the university you find most convenient. The time of the interview will be mutually convenient for
both you and the investigator.

e Later on, you might be asked for some clarifications (especially if the recording is not clear
enough), most likely through the e-mail (unless you specify some more convenient way of
communication).

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS

There are no known risks involved with this study.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY

The results of this study may serve as an informative guide for determining problematic areas in information

literacy for graduate students. The results may be used to modify the University of Windsor research
methods courses to better meet the needs of the graduate students. The summary of the results will be
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presented to the Leddy Library employees at the University of Windsor and may be used to improve
educational services pertaining to information literacy.

PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION
No payment will be received for participation in this study.
CONFIDENTIALITY

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. After the study is completed and the investigator
has defended her thesis, all hard copies of data will be erased (tapes) and the documents will be shredded.
Electronic copies of data will be kept in the stand-alone computer with password protected access. All the
data will be destroyed 3 years after the investigator has defended her doctoral dissertation.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may withdraw at
any time without consequences of any kind. You may also refuse to answer any questions you do not want
to answer and still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw you from this research if
circumstances arise which warrant doing so.

FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE SUBJECTS

A permanent copy of the completed research work will be available in the thesis collection of the Leddy
Library at University of Windsor. On July 1%, 2009 the results of this study will be posted on the University of
Windsor Research Ethics Board website at: http://www.uwindsor.ca/reb

SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA
This data will used in subsequent studies.

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS

You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. If you have
guestions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact: Research Ethics Coordinator, University of
Windsor, Windsor, Ontario N9B 3P4; Telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3948; e-mail: ethics@uwindsor.ca

SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH SUBJECT/LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE

I understand the information provided for the study Comparing Information Literacy Levels in Selected
Graduate Programs through the Technology Acceptance Model and Affordance Theory as described
herein. My questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and | agree to participate in this study. | have
been given a copy of this form.

Name of Subject

Signature of Subject Date

SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR

These are the terms under which | will conduct research.

Signature of Investigator Date
Revised February 2008
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APPENDIX N:

University 0

of Windsor

CONSENT FOR AUDIO TAPING

Research Subject Name

Title of the ProjectComparing Information Literacy Levels in
Selected Graduate Programs through the Technologydteptance
Model and Affordance Theory

| consent to the audio-taping of interviews.

| understand these are voluntary procedures and tia free to
withdraw at any time by requesting that the tapo®ystopped. | also
understand that my name will not be revealed taaayand that taping
will be kept confidential. Tapes are filed by numioaly and store in a
locked cabinet.

| understand that confidentiality will be respectet that the audio tape
will be for professional use only.

(Research Suhject) (Date)
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APPENDIX O:

Percentages of Incorrect and Correct Answers onlLED Test Grouped into Standards

. Accuracy
Standard Quistlon of Frequency Percentage Easiness Discriminatior®
Answer N % 3
Standard One #8* Incorrect 151 75.1%
Correct 50 24.9% .249 152
#12 Incorrect 30 14.9%
Correct 171 85.1% .851 .251
#14 Incorrect 73 36.3%
Correct 128 63.7% .637 212
Standard Two #7 Incorrect 71 35.3%
Correct 130 64.7% .647 313
#9 Incorrect 68 33.8%
Correct 133 66.2% .662 351
#10 Incorrect 84 41.8%
Correct 117 58.2% .582 .044
#11* Incorrect 120 59.7%
Correct 81 40.3% .403 237
#13 Incorrect 38 18.9%
Correct 163 81.1% .813 117
#15 Incorrect 23 11.4%
Correct 178 88.6% .886 .259
#16* Incorrect 93 46.3%
Correct 108 53.7% 537 .349
#17 Incorrect 57 28.4%
Correct 144 71.6% .716 414
#19 Incorrect 57 28.4%
Correct 144 71.6% .716 .250

32 Beile O’'Neil (2005) termed this item “difficulty’In this study “difficulty” was changed to “easiséss

a higher score in “easiness” better relates todriglercentage of correct responses for each quoestio
“Easiness” describes the percentage of participahtsanswered these questions correctly, whersessi
score multiplied by 100 gives the percentage ofesirscores (i.e., score of 1.0 Easiness = 1008&6). F
instance, Standard Three comprised of two questarestion #18, answered correctly by 146 partitipa
(72.6% = .726 Easiness) and question #23, answeereectly by 68 participants (33.8% = .338 Easihess
A total of 35 students got both questions wron§tandard Three, compared to 48 students who gbt bot
guestions right. The Easiness level of choosingthieect responses ranged for the 22 items, froi9024
answering question #8 correctly to 89.6% seledtirgcorrect answer for question #25.

$%Discrimination” stands for the item discriminatiémdex or point biserial correlation, which “compar
the performance on a given item from top scoringlehts with performance from students in the bottom
group” (Beile O’'Neil, 2005, p.93). Although questi#10, #23 and #29 had discrimination values below
.10, the researcher decided not to delete the itdtmscareful examination of previous Beile O’'Ngil
(2005) study with content judges. Same as in Baideil's (2005) study, the author “decided not ®late
or revise the items since it was believed [that]items did discriminate among knowledge levels94g).
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Question Accuracy . o
Standard " of Frequency Percentage Easiness Discrimination
Answer N %
#20* Incorrect 121 60.2%
Correct 80 39.8% .398 .102
#21 Incorrect 40 19.9%
Correct 161 80.1% .801 325
Standard Three #18 Incorrect 55 27.4%
Correct 146 72.6% 726 .193
#23* Incorrect 133 66.2%
Correct 68 33.8% .338 .090
Standard Five #22* Incorrect 90 44.8%
Correct 111 55.2% .552 279
#24 Incorrect 22 10.9%
Correct 179 89.1% .891 167
#25 Incorrect 21 10.4%
Correct 180 89.6% .896 .242
#H26* Incorrect 105 52.2%
Correct 96 47.8% 478 .049
#27 Incorrect 28 13.9%
Correct 173 86.1% .861 .218
#28* Incorrect 126 62.7%
Correct 75 37.3% 373 157

* Questions #8, #11,# 16, #20, #22, #23, #26,#2®&lwere below the cut score of 57.5%..

Note.Complete text of the survey is given in Appendiai@ D.
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APPENDIX P:

Frequency Distributio?f of B-TILED Scores

Total Frequency Percent

Score N %
3 1 5%
) 2 1.0%
7 1 5%
8 6 3.0%
9 11 5.5%
10 10 5.0%
11 18 9.0%
12 13 6.5%
13 18 9.0%
14 19 9.5%
15 33 16.4%
16 19 9.5%
17 22 10.9%
18 17 8.5%
19 5 2.5%
20 5 2.5%
21 1 5%

Total 201 100.0

3 Previous study by Beile O’Neil (2005) included #anfrequency distribution of B-TILED scores.
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APPENDIX Q:

Minimum Course Requirements for the Master’s Degree

Group Min. Course Additional Stream
Requirement Courses
MA — Political Science 4 0 Thesis
2 Major Paper
MA — Comm. Studies 4 0 Thesis
2 Major Paper
MA - Philosophy 4 0 Thesis
2 Major Paper
4 Course-Based
MA - History 5 0 Major Paper
MEd 6 0 Thesis
2 Major Paper
4 Course-Based
MA - Sociology 6 0 Thesis
2 Course-Based
MA - English 6 0 Thesis
3 Course-Based
MSW — Social Work 6 0 Thesis or Internship
MA - Visual Arts 6 Thesis with Studio and
Creative Exhibition
MA — Psychology 6 3 Thesis with Practicum

Minimum Course Requirements for the Doctoral Degree

Group Min. Portfolio/Proposal Dissertation
Courses Or
Comprehensive Exam
PhD - Education 5 1 X
PhD - Sociology 5 1 X
PhD - Psychology 5 1 X

(with Practicum)
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ANOVA Results for Demographic, Academic and Departat Clusters (Between
Groups = BG, Within Groups = WG, Sum of SquaresSzMean Square = MS)
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Demographic Variable BG SS df MS F Sig
WG

Gender BG .759 1 .759 .070 .791
WG 2147.221 199 10.790

Age Range BG 58.206 2 29.103 2.757  .066
WG 2089.774 198 10.554

International Student Status  BG 464 1 464 .043 36 .8
WG 2147.516 199 10.792

Library-Related Position BG 7.262 1 7.262 675 412
WG 2140.718 199 10.757

English as First Language BG 86.227 1 86.227 8.32604*
WG 2061.753 199 10.361

Academic Variables

Student Status BG .604 1 .604 .056  .813
WG 2147.376 199 10.791

Program of Study BG 6.795 2 3.397 312 732

(Master’s Students Only)
WG 1609.841 148 10.877

Minimum COthse cted | \;BV% 53.561 1 53.561 5.121  .025*

requirements completed in

the current program for the 1527.162 146 10.460

Master's Degree

Minimum course BG 36.085 1 36.085 3.675 .061

requirements completed in WG 461.548 47 9.820

the current prograrfor the

Doctoral Degree

Last Completed Degree WG 468.870 48 9.768
BG 26.684 1 26.684 2,503 .115
WG 2121.296 199 10.660

Departmental Variables

Department Grouped BG 107.116 4 26.779 2572 .039*
WG 2040.864 196 10.413

Total 201 2147.980 200




APPENDIX S

Tukey HSD — Multiple Comparisons for Departmentaister: MEd (Master of
Education), PhDEd (Doctor of Philosophy in Educa)ioMA (Master of Arts), PhDSS
(Doctor of Philosophy in Psychology and Doctor @ilBsophy in Sociology) and MSW

(Master of Social Work)
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Q) (J) Department 95% Confidence
Department Groupe Grouped (MEd- Interval
(MEd-MA-MSW-  MA-MSW- Mean Lower  Upper
PhDEd-PhDSS) PhDEd-PhDSS) Difference (I-J Std. Error  Sig. Bound Bound
MED PhDEd -.968 758 .70€ -3.0€ 1.12
MA -1.021 675 .55€ -2.88 .84
PhDSS -3.518 1.165  .024 -6.72 -31
MSW -.38€ 743 .98t -2.43 1.66
PhDEd MA -.053 633 1.00C -1.8C 1.69
PhDSS -2.55( 1.141 171 -5.6¢ .59
MSW 582 .705 .923 -1.3€ 2.52
MA PhDSS -2.497 1.087 .15C -5.4¢ .50
MSW .635 614 .84C -1.0€ 2.33
PhDSS MSW 3.132 1.13C .04¢8 .02 6.24

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.0%&v

% Because of the possibility of the inflated Typertior rate, resulting from the use of the multigists,
Bonferroni post-hoc tests were performed. Followtimaf criteria, significance was found betweenhtied

and PhDSS group.
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APPENDIX T

Graduate Students’ Perceived Ability to Search &rprDatabase & Internet ANOVA

Results
Variable BG SS df Mean F Sig
WG Square
(1) Ability to search library databases BG 39.959 139.959 3.772 .054
WG 2108.021 199 10.593
(2) Ability to search the Internet BG 3.155 1 3.155 293 .589

WG 2144.825 199 10.778

Total 201 2147980 200
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Graduate Students’ Past Experience with Librarytringtions at the Current Institution

ANOVA Results

Variable BG SS df Mean F Sig
WG Square

(3) Library Organized Tour BG 175 1 175 .016  .899
WG 2147.805 199 10.793

(4) Library Classroom Instruction BG 35.505 2 17.752 1.664 .192
WG 2112.475 198 10.669

(5) Library Instruction BG 12.582 1 12582 1.173 .280
WG 2135.398 199 10.731

(6) One-on-one instruction with librarian BG 42315 1 42.315 3.999 .047*
WG 2105.665 199 10.581

Total 201 2147980 200
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APPENDIX V

Tukey HSD — Multiple Comparisons for Departmentaliable foronly the Graduate
Students who Indicated the Need for InstructiddEd (Master of Education), PhDEd
(Doctor of Philosophy in Education), MA (MasterAots), PhDSS (Doctor of Philosophy
in Psychology and Doctor of Philosophy in Sociologyd MSW (Master of Social Work)

95% Confidence Interval
() Group-  (J) Group-
MEd-MA- MEd-MA-

MSW- MSW- Mean

PhDEd- PhDEd- Difference Lower Upper

PhDSS PhDSS (1-9) Std. Error Sig. Bound Bound

MEd PhDEd -3.63 .87
MA -1.119 757 578 -3.21 .97
PhDSS -3.805 1.255 023 -7.27 -.34
MSW -.676 .806 .918 -2.90 1.55

PhDEd MA .262 .702 .996 -1.67 2.20
PhDSS -2.423 1.222 279 -5.80 .95
MSW .705 .755 .883 -1.38 2.79

MA PhDSS -2.685 1.184 161 -5.95 .58
MSW 443 .691 .968 -1.46 2.35

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.0ele
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