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Although differing in enrollment, student-teacher
ratio, admissions 'policy, cost, curriculum content, and geographic
. location of .students,® the Southeast Missoyri State University Libtary
-(SEMSU). developed a successful b%@lipgréphie instruction program
based on Earflham CoIlege's Bibliographic Imstrupction Ccnjerence of
November+17 and 18,-1977. Designed to enhance students' research

. skills and to give'libratrians a morejactive role in the educational
process, thd ptogram provided biblio?raphic instructioén for ,
experimental groups from the English, History, Psychology, and Speech
Departments: coéontrol groups did not® neceive such_jnstruction. ‘.
Presentatt&ns.involvedgteachimg the ufeof -the card catalog and
.periodical indexes, sedrch strategy, and gibliography,.and a tour of
the library. Responses to a WS-question evaluatiop questiomnaire
ijndicatéd that student research skillg did improve, with significant

iBstRACT

differences betWeen experimental and control groups; hosever, .
sthidents' attitudes toward librarians and the- library did not. S
improve. It was.concluded that education#® philosophy and : O

admininstrative policy have a greater influence bn the prégram's
sulligess than the' characteristdcs mentioned above. Seven references
‘are listed. (RBF) ‘ . K
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' - /' CAN A MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY SUCCESSFULLY OPERATE

N \

. A COURSE INTEGRATED BIBLIOGRAPHIC INS RUCTION PROGRA.M> . .
T ' o / by

- James W. Hart and Gwendolyn Stevens

S -, : . |
1

. t .l
‘ [ » Introduction
o ) g , - \ - ‘ ? -
- L]
The significance.of the project described in this paper is that South-

«

© * 'egst Missouri State UniverSity Idibrary has developed a distinctive ahd-syc-

cessful bibliographic instruction progect based on principles learned at

1 -

Earlhanrtbllege's Bibliographic Instruction Conference of November 17 and 18,

. (3

1977-.l This conference explained in detail how Barlham's' well known course-in-

Y -

tegrated bibliograpH&c 1nstructidh program works. Whereas we initially suspected

LY
.y

that the success of Eéglham s bibliographic instruction program might be due to

;/ v the type of students attracted to the college and the learning milieu it‘provides,

L

this turned out not to be the case. .
C .

» . . .
N -

The differences between the two schools may be inferred by compar ing six

. . 2

! * characteristics of "the two institutions: enrollment, student—teaéher ratio; ad-

r )

oo . ' : ’
missions policy,.cost, curriculum, and the geographic areas from which they draw

“their 'students. The 1978-79 Yearbook of Higher Education reports that-Earlham's
" ) . . 2 ’ . ‘
enroliment at that time was 1,044 full time and 14 part time students and South-

. . N

- east MiSSourfﬂState s (hereafter referred to as SEMSU) enrollment was 7,086
ot
v full time and 1,498 part time students.2 Although SEMSU cannot be called & large
N . . . A —

L uJiverSity, it is certainly larger than Earlham toé an extent 'hat would contri-

. ’ - *y . \ . .
LIRS

bute_to the difference in learning milieu. Earlham S student/faculty ratio

.

was lO 6 to 974 about 10 to l whereas "'SEMSU' s was 20,06 to 1, about twice
%arlham's ratio. Equham s small size contributes to the cohesion of the

- F . -
academid community and to student's visibility in that community. SEMSU's
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— . . - " . ’
ham's catalog does not indicate a clear standard for acceptance or rejection

Hart .- 2

. ) ‘ . t ’ ~

size on the other hand, will necessarily contribute ‘to diversity of the.

academic community and less,visibility for indiyidual students in that
v LY

. . .5

’

The difference in student/faculty ratios indicates that classes

-,

community.

- R - . . R
at Earlham are, on the average, smaller than those at SEMSU. Smaller class

size lends itself to greater class’participation and more opportnnities for

This does not necessar ily mearr that

’

discussion between students and faculty.

.

'educatlon at Earlham is more personal than education at SEMSU:; For both .
- Q !
institutions have relaxed, informal atmospheres that oontrlbute to good rela-

. . LY ‘o . ¥
tionships between students and faculty. It means rather that educatlon at

.
. R @

- 1. —
Earlham is likely to be more individualized Ehan that at SEM&U. .

‘e

Earlham's admission policy is more selective than that at SEMSU. Earl-
— ' -

but lmplles that, although the academic standards for. admlsslon are high,

<
' -

some students who do not meet those stahdards will be admitted for membership ,

< . N -

in the Soc1ety of Frlends, or for their ability to contrlbute to the diversity-’

©

of the academic communlty "Approxlmately 70 per cent of [accepted candldates]

rank in the top quartér of their h1gh ‘school claﬁs n3 SEMSU 5 pollcy is that
!

"Missouri h1gh school graduates...must ‘rank in the upper two-thlrds of the

- o

graduating class or score above the 33rd percentile ,on the School and College

. hid %

Ablllty Test (SCAT) or any other generally-accepted college adm1551ons test....

Out-of-state high school graduates are considered for admlsslon...lf théy rank
N

in the upper half of their graduating class or score on or’ above the 50tk per-,'

centile on any generallyjaccepted college admissions test."6 Approximately 60%

of SEMSU s 1978 freshman class ranked 1n the 60th through 99th percentlles of

their graduatlng high school class and ohe th1rd of that class-ranked in the ,

top 20 %ercentlles of their, h1gh school graduatlng class 7 Although percent o
\ . .

-and percentlles are not precisely comparable, th1s—compar1son should 1llustrate

\

at least roughly that Earlham's policy results in’ &’ sl\ghtly better, academ1- ¢
& Y °

N ‘ .

f
.
- M . . '
\
- 3 3 . Y
. ¥ » -
.
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cally prepared student body.
g The. fourth difference between Earlham and SEMSU is the cost. In the 1979-

. ’ R ,
.. . " o . . s - ) ¢
80 academic ‘'year it cbst a student living in a dormitory $6,100 to'aqpend Eard -

ham.’ This fee paid for room, meals, tuition and ipcidental fc;es.8

year it cost aF undérgraduate student who was a Missouri resident living in a

YThe .same

. . " ) ..
} dormitory $1,315 to attend SEMSU.9 This feédincludes inc¢idental fees, room and

"~
3

N .
meals. Financial aid helps™ to reduce the, difference between the costs of, attend-

. ing these two'scho%ls. In 1978 approximately 50% of Earlham's enter ing freshmen

a

- >
and 31% of SEMSU's freshmen received financial aid. All of Earlham's‘freﬁhmeh

@

. ) . .
R receiving financial aid and almost 90% of SEMSU's freshmen receiving financial

aid received full support.10 Tﬁis is not enough, however, to alter the con-

.
- — —

— clusion‘ghat Earlham's students, on the average, cdme from families whose

»

econémic,status is substantially higher’ than the economic status of SEMSU's

students’ families. Earlham's high cost would tend to restrict its student

body to those from 'a smaller socioeconomic group, and thereby contribute to the )

-

cohesiveness of its student body. - SEMSU's low cost tends to contribut®~to its
N L - - . . .

diversity by making it possible for students from a wider socioeconomic group

~ .
. + K3
~

to attend. . .o -

’ '3

The next point of comparison is the curriculum or intellectual orientation.

Does the curriculum emphasize the ttraditional liberal arts rather tRan education

-

for careers? Does the curriculum prepare students for 'graduate school or for

.
r
.

business and the professions? Certainly this is a matter of Qegree and both -
¢ ° Aol

Earlham and SEMSU send students on t? further education and oht into the world

» : - L4 N
) 4

. - -§ - . R . . N - .
. of rk. Nevertheless, it seems.that an examilnation ‘'of the course descriptions
[ S .. .

. . s . $ *

in_#he cétaloés of both schools shows that Earlham tends to emphasizZe the tradi-% .-

: P . - o N 4
. . tional “léberal arts whereas SEMSU balances the two just about equdlly. An
: | * . : . 2 . .‘ ' ’ :
. Earlham student who wishes to prepare for a career in business must major in h
) 14 ‘ e, " ¥ . . , .
- (] ) Y . .
t. economics a*% select courses such as "Principles of Political Economy,™
’ - N < > . v -
Q n . . . e

s e
:

: EI{L(: R - N 5 ot

oW

e} -
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. .
. . . . - N

w1l \p SEMSU student may majag

-

"Financial Accounting™ and "Management Economics.

in management, marke'ting, accounting, finange, real estate©F computer science
. . . IS . ~ . »

and take courses. that aré directly related.to his career choice or may major in
- 4 7Y
. A .
English preparation for graduate work.
L] ‘ ’ ‘- ,

The two institutions attract students from different geographic areas.
. ) . y . . .
Earlhapm has no particular service area or geographical constituency. It is

. ‘ ]
very probable, although we have not found any documentation to support this

-

proposition, that'Earlham draws its students from the ehtire country. As a

0

Missouri state unlver51ty SEMSU has a serv1ce area in the southeast reglon of
~

the state intlud4ing St. Louis. and Ln 1978 it drew 92% of ats students from with- .

R

- . .
in the state.l? This differencé crosses the socioesonomic range and gives

Earlham a different kind of diversity from that at SEMSU.

1]

Let us summarize the differences between the two schools. Earlham's learn-

ing milieu is characterized by a small %gllege community; small classes, greater
\ ” . . 3

visibility for indiwvidual ‘students, and a traditienal liberal arts curriculum.

I3 ! . ' R * - -

SEMSU's learning milieu is characterized by a significantly larger university
: , . . . A
community than Earlham's, larger classes, less visibility for individual
. . : LI . .
students, and a curriculum that is.balanced between the liberal arts and
X .

education for career preparation. Earlham's student body is slightly better

academically prepared upon matriculatiof, comes from a narrower and higher

» re [N «

[ ! .
.so¢ioeconomic rangéi is likely interested in a tradltlonal liberal arts educa-

~

” A Y

tion,- and comes from a broader geographical area. SEMSU's student body is not

quite so well academically prepare/J§§ Earlham s is upén matrlculatlon, comes

s -

from a broader sogcioeconomic ranée and narrower geographic area, and is slightly

0 ]

N

" more interested in éareer preparatlon thadwEarlham s student body.

~ -

These dlfferences nptw1thstand1ng, the two 1qst1tutlons share one quallty

M ~
s .

4‘
that has proved to be a sine qua noh of a successful course- 1ntegrated blbllo—

< .

graphic instruction'project:' the librarians have an excellent rapport with
J . -&0'

- * had °

¢ . ) . <
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the classroom faculty. The senior librarians here have close personal

- '
. R L 1

associations with classroom faculty members going back many years. Even

before winning faculty status ih 1976, they served on some university com-"
. ’ N -

-

mittees. Since 1976 librarians at SEMSU have served on Faculty Senate com- .

mittees such as the Committee on Committees, the Faculty Status Committee, the

€

Promotion and Tenure Committed; and in 1980 the Library won a permanent place

on the Committee on Committees. Librarians at SEMSU have al chaired such

. ~ L -

‘committees as the Grants and Research Funding COmmittee7 thefsalary Committee,

P .

and the Faculty Welfare Commiytee. Since 1976 all librar{;ns recommended‘by

-
Al 5
>

the Library to the University culty Promotions Committee have been promoted.,
- . . | . ; .
’ » . Al - . v

Clearly librarians here have faculty status not only in name but in fact.. I

. - . . :‘ »

shall now proceed to describe SEMSU's program, which, as' I have said, is ¢

>

~o
patterned after Earlham's. . ‘
. -

1

The Developmentﬂbf the Project

» 5
» -

Thrs project was, begun in the fall of 1977 when William J Petrek, Vlce

3

’

Presidgnt for Academic Setv1ces, sent a referenoe iibrarian, a professor in

y-

. . N
the Speech Communlqatlon Department, and a professor 1n-the Hlstory Department

.to a Blbllographlc Instruction Conference at Earlham College.‘ After the cén
. t . .
ference, Dr. Petrek called a series of meetings “of the Dean of the-College of

Humanities, the Dean of the College of Social Sciences, , the Director'ofnthe

. . . 1 <.
Library, and the university's representatlves;t9~the conference. The result of -

ghose«meetings was a proposal for a College Library Program Grarnt which.was sub-
. 8 NN

mitted to the National Endowment for the Humankties in April 1978. Although the
toeg ®

-

-

grant was not obtained, Dr. Petrek was able to fund the'project at a lower level

than described in thé proposal.

<
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- o The Model

-~ a -
<

L
SEMSU's project was based on a-model that set goals and specified a core of

- ‘ > . »
4 information to be taught, a teaching strategy, and a metpod,of ev7luation. JBe-.

yond those imits, however, the project was flexible. Indeed, the two librarians

’

who taught in the project used differenct techniques, examples and, handouts to'.
N . ) - 4
steach the same core of ideas and information.. The model was’ﬁésigned to give . .

A N ~

the project bqth the ability to6 adapt to chﬁhging)conditipns and needs and a

.
. . \d

. well-organized framework which could be objectively evaluated. .

hd 3

T T A, v The Goals ’ e

The project had two genefal, Lpng—rahge goals, the,first of which was

-

served by two short—rangﬁjsgecific dbjéctives. The first goal, both ih order
and importanceq was to ernhance students' research skfls. This would be

accomplished By fulfilltment of two objectives: to improve students'(library
. & .

i* use §kills and to improve students' éttutudés-towaq%tﬁm 1¢brary and librarians:
. L]
’ - Both of thgse objectives were measured by an evaluation in§trument designed

b -
-

specifically for this project. The second goal was to give librarihns a more
active pole in the educational process. ‘This woluld be accomplishqumefélx by
. N % .

- +

the operatidh of the projeEt. B ' . -

"
Relations with Classroom Faculty . 3

- -

- . \. e * '. ' A R . X
At the beginning of each?semester the project librarians coftacted the

- . a .

"+ .History, Speech, and English departments to determine which classroomofacult§

would be involwved in the project. The quickest and most effective method was

——

+
. . .

to contact one® professor in the dqﬁartment who would in ggrn cdntact e€olleagues.

- . . A )
s 7

The.most important cyiterion for selecting a contact person in a department was
. R [ . ~ - )

prior acquaintance with biblidbraphic instructién or enthusiasm for the library. '

- 4 . .

. Two very effegtive contacts in this project were Gene Ramsey in History and

Jim Scanlon in English. Histo}y and English have always been very epthusiastic

-

o * about’ this projeéf. : ‘ ; = e

E lC ¢ - ’ . 3 ¢ * -

: ’ [ p * S 8 . & )

T , Tey ‘ - d A #ﬁ@ : :
: . . -t r . RE" SN o

|
S
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The Psychology'Deéartment was not originali} involved in this project.
% ’ ’ .

,JPrior to the beginning of the spring 1980 gemester all of the psychology

.

faculty members were contacted and their participatjon.in this project .was
o e \ '.‘ . . A\ f ’ . .
solicited. The'response frém this department was overwhelming; after con-

tacting only three faculty the\brojéct.had all the psyehology classes it

- -

could accommodate. It was clear from this:that.there are pockats of latent

L : ' it _
interest among the faculty that the’gibrary could cultivateyif it had the

resources. Se Y R ‘

! “Library facUlty stayed.in close touch with classroom faculty,throughout
. /

~ .

L

the semester. The Gontact person in each department {except Psychology) can-

4
. 5
? -

vassed all classPoom faculty 1n his department to determlne whether or not they

would part;c1pate in the prOJect. Canvassing fall semester was done at the |

L
beglnnlng of that semester and canvassxng for the sprlng semester was done at
% * L. ;

‘the end of the fall semester. Each classroom teacher who volunteered to

. N I3

'W . : o * .
participate was then contacted either by phone or in persén by the librarian

‘e 4

. . g . . PN . X { ©
who was going to do: the' instruction for his class, The librarian then met
LN - . H
_each classroom faculty member three or four more times Buring the semester.
. ; \ . . .

TR -
- 4

They would at least meet for the pre-test and two sessions of instrugtion. If

three sessions of instructions were giverf, they met four times. In a¥few cases

- v

1ibrarians had“to contact classroom ‘fdculty more tham orice to complete the T

. .
. - ~ .

arrangements for instruction. Now this does not sound like a great deal of

A -

contdct. Yet if one considers. that it is unusual for a classroom faculty member

A f » «

to cal¥ librarians at all to ‘notify them that he has made an-assignment which .

l I's , .
w1ll require the use of the- 11brary, it is obv1ous that the project librariang,

! = \
were'very fortunate indeed to have as much contact with classroom faculty as

. ’

~ . \

they did. ’ - - o -

-
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! ‘ + "The Courses v T .
v/// ** The courses involved in thisg project were "English Composition II,"
e U '

"American History II," "Fundamentals of Speech" and several,upper and lower
4 -~ . .

L ' division psychology courses. The "English Composition II" courses may be tradi-

[ /
tional English composition or may ggncentrate on subjects such as "Sports and

A

Society," "Women and Society," and "Human Motivation." Although*every classroom

’

teacher has an individual approach, most assign one short (three to five pages)

and one long‘paper'(sewen to ten pages). "American History II" is a requiréd

N . -

¢ N > .

course. Those sections which participated in the bibliographic instryction pyo-
] - \ 1

),/:O

ject were assigned one seven to ten page paper. "Fundamentals of Sﬁeech“

<

one semester elective in which all sections follow'the same format. Stuients

®
!
of rather guperficial information. .These courses were chosen because they enroll

» - o )

freghmen who have had little exposure to Kent Library and ‘require library .

give several speeches of different types. Those students need a particular type . //

- research  for paperseor speeches. The psychology courses included "General

. -Psychology, " the introductory course, "Psychology and the Law," "Introduction to’

~

Perceptlon,' “Educatlonal Psychology,' and "Motlvatlon ahd Emotlo? All of’
¥

A a
’

v these courses required either a” library researgh project or a paper. Most of

~
va

\ the classes used in this project were limited to approximately 25 students each B}

-~ - - »> «

- ~ (except for "General Psychology“) All classes were evaluated in the same manner.

. ’
. 2

" For nearly every expérlmental group that recelved the 1nstructlon in these

. o\ . . )
- ] various. classes, there was a control group which received no 1nstructlon or ) ’
) . ~
) B instructién given by the classroom faculty member.13 Both groups were tested
. . R . . > : .

and the resultsAhelped evaluate the project. In the first semester 550 students .
in eight classes served as the experlmental groups and in the second semester
- - } \ v M

) © 262 students 1n 14 sections served as the experimental groub The control

N

~ groups for each Semester contained 283 students in six classes during the first
- ]

semester and 425 students in ten sections during the second semester. Whlle
. -

[y . .

’ , e L
- . (\ « ” . »
Q ‘ ~ «
3 7 = T . . . ] O *

£y -
e, . - " > P ° _
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.

these groups were quite large,” the data presented refleéts a total number of

746 students (267 for the first semester and 479 for the second semester) due

!
to incomplete data or genegal'college attrition.

.

K
N
“
.
'
~

The Instruction

3
Al

The class sessions consisted of three different types of presentations

+

‘

that could be given in any order. The information t® be presented in each °

type was standardized. Two of these sessidns Werq required; the other was at
- v ! . ‘
the discretion of the classroom faculty.

I3

-

» . -

i

The first type taught .the use of the aard catalog and the peribdical indexes.

! »

13

This sessSion took place in the library and 1as£ed fifty minutes.. Included in

'

this ses'sion was. the tripartite diwvdsion of the card cataloé, alphabetiggi:;
~ .

. . . »
order in the card catalog, how to identify the elements of a catalog card, the

,

'

’ ’

List of Subject Headings, how fo'identify the

use of the Library of Congress

’
-

~
.

elements bf a periodical citation and the difference between a periodical

"index and an abstracting service. ‘The two librarians involved in the project

s ¢ L) -7

used different methods to teach this material. One used signs.and worksheets
3 v R :

>

to illustrate the lgcture and give students immediate, on the spot practice and

D}

feedback. The card catalog worksheet, for example, directed a student tq a

“~e

that card, such as who is

s

certain drawer and gafd, and posed questions about

-

. . . Y .
the author, what is the call number, etc. Students filled the worksheets gut

N

. directly Ltter the lecture for that subject.  The workshegts were not graded;

their purpose was to stimulage guestian’s that would not otherwise have been
\ , - ~
asked, ‘give the librarian direct feedback about the presentation, apnd give the

students practice. These three goals were all éccomplished. It is interesting
P i

to note that nearly all stﬁdenis asked questions abog; periodical indexg§.%4 N ~
- ' . . l 3 R
The other Iibrari;ﬁ used handouts to illustrate:the,lecturgé aqd taught news- °
éaper indexes in addition to thevgphef materidl; . . “
. .

11
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'

‘!

'

reIn the beglnnlng mimeograph coples of the. search stgate@y wére handed out and

‘too difficult to folloﬁ the Hiscusgion by this method and by the middle,of the .

-~

: of "English Composition II." fThe entire presentation was a sample search . |

N N ¢ N ’ - -
The second type of session cbvered seareh strategy and bibliograpﬁy.

(23 . \
.

This was a'fifty munute lecture ard discussion given in the classroom. It

< $r < .
covered the folloqdng topics: ' ' i L. st

3

(a) - bibliographies . . . . .

- . . \f _ * . . - ‘ . .
< (3) where students can‘find'bibliogr?phies . s -
. . | . C .

(c) how stqdéhtf should carry on researci in the library . .

.
. : . v ! . e

) -(djj.a sample search strategy T
~NJ .

¢ . 4
~ ¢ .
- - * .

Four genéral principles yere emphasized througholit the lecture: - (1)’ begin -

’
‘ . 4 ' * ‘ vt

with. introductory sources such as encyclopedias, (2)‘usé‘biblioggaphies before
. ; ‘ ] /

using the card catalog (if/possible),‘(3) use selective'-bibliog“‘raphi.e's before
e ‘ ¢ . .

,using comprehensive bibliographies, and (4) every library search should be . §
. B . . . 5
» ‘ . -~ ¥

treated differently from every other search. An annotateé_bibliography of

reference works on the subject at hand was passed oyt to thecstudepts at‘this

L3

.session. Althoﬂgh th1s iecbure began as‘f mere carbon «COPY. of one of Evan
¥ - ’

Y
~ [y - 3

Farber's lectures, it developed more, rap1dly than any other aspect of the _ .-

. . . "\ ¢ » 'y

projeét. Atathe beglnnlng of/the pLQJeCt, "the materla; on blbLlographles was . -
3 M 1Y .
presented before the search strategy Th1s mater1al by itself, however, seemed ¢ _f
. ~ .o - > T e .. —_— . . \ .
to bore the students. Ey the end of*the pro;ect the sample search strategy was __

.

glven first and the other information was worked( nto the ensu1ng discussion. | .

-7
« ! -~ - »

2 ‘Q! oy \.”

. - L.
3 - - -

it was discussed w1thout any accampanying 111ustratlons.} Students found 'it

., . . . ) . 4 . .

v - * e .
. +
second seméster all the search strategies .were given by transparency and

- . ’ o, P -

overhead'projector({’The sample search strateng§*clearl} elicited more

L *
* ‘ . > . . . >
- . ¢ 4 . . . ¢

voluntary student'response thari any of the other two segments of fhe project B

., . . " ‘

because students could relate them most directlx)to'their assignment. -
. | .

. . A : . . e .

The most successful presentdtion of all was for "The Jazz Age,".a section "'

L C L

LY L]

-

as
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strategy on Al Capone. It opened with a very bloody passage from Bloodletters
. * o Y
and Badmen!‘5 This captured students' attention better than any other aspect of
< P . : ‘
the project. - Thﬁiexplanation of_the search was interspersed with anecdptes

& 5 . . N

about Capone's life. As much attentlon was given to ‘thé entertainin aspects
po g

‘o

of this presentation as to the educational. Indeed, tHe students applauded at

- -

the end of gne of these. Yet it elicited more questions from students about
\a""— <.
research technigues than any other presentatlon, which §nd1cated that enhanc1ng

N
.

the entertainment value of the presentation enhanced the educationdl value at

< -

the same time. ' ) .
N >~ :
The optional ,meeting consisted of a twenty-minute tour of the ldbrary

which included the card catalog, the refepénce collectjon, the indexes to

' <«

(. . . .
government documents, reference desk hours, the function of a reference
N A1

-

r ¢
\'librafian, the 1ndexes and abStraéés'to periodical ﬁlterature and the locatlon

,
-
b ¥

~

of periodicals. During this session the librarians merely pointed out lpcations
s . - .

and gave simple explanations. If this session was intluded, it occurred before
A ° . v \
AEY
duagirst session. If it was omitted, the first session 1ncluded a short tour .

T e . .

—of the reference collection, the 1ndexes to government documents, the indexes

¢ >
.

to periodécal literature, and information on locating per10d1ca1 articles.

v
* . s

During the first semester, the classroom teachers in Hlstory reqyested that their
the
A

students not receive the tour at all. At the end of that semester one of Amost

v
)

common responses on the post~test indicated that thehstudents had wanted a tour.

2 .
foe -

When, during thp secopd semester, one history teacher let his class vote on

whether or not to have a tour, a majority of the students voted fO{ the tour.
-

In addition to these three types of sessions the history faculty ¥equested

: “ .

.that a librarian meet students ind?y}dually read'their’preliminary'bibliographies,

4

and make recommendations to help improwve them. This was done after the .
fsa . 0 v -

librarian had spoken td the class but before thé papers were due. No grades

.
*

were given; students were merely informed of how to improve their research.
» 3
7

-
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vThese sessions lasted approximately 20 minutes and, while helping the student

on a specifi¢ problem, also provided an opportunity to repeat the most importgﬁé

po}nts of the c¢lassroom lecture and pravided direct feedback on how well the i “

students were mastering and applying what was taught in the other sessioqs: .

’ -
- .

— <

The Operation of the Project

- s .

The first task each semester was to contact the faculty liaisons in each

participsting department to find out which classes and which teachers would
- ‘ . . .
. . . . \ ’ . .
participate that semester. During the first®semester faculty liaisons were

contacted during the first week of classes for that semester and at the end

: of the first semester they were contacted for'the second- semester. Faculty

o - liaisons had to be contacted during the first week of the fall semester as

opposed to the end Qf the previous spring semester because many of them did
< . ! " N %‘,;.\,;ﬂ‘%‘,}
not have their fall schedules completed until summer. . Heee

Once the librarians had a list of all the classes and teachers who would

.

participate in a given semester, they (the librarians) divided the classes up
4 ‘ .

between| them. Next the librarians telephoned or interviewed persondlly all
/ _the classroom teachers whose classe's he or she had taken. During these con-

- -

versations the librarian described the project in detail, and asked th% -

classroom teacher when he would like to have the pre-test and the instruction,

* 7

what the content of the course wis and what &ubject might be used in the search

- R strategy lecture. P * v o .

* i
. 9 ”

" The next task was to prepare for the class. The instructional materials

and. lectures for the histori and speech.classss had been created before the L
. h <t I "
: progect began whereas the materlals and legtures for the English and psychology ’

°©

classes had to be created while the project was 1n operatLon. As copies of
pgeviously prepared material ran out, ne@,coples’had to be made. An annotated T
) 4 \
bibliography of reference works, an outline of the sample‘\search strategy and
* - " ‘

ERIC T - - 14 - | ,
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a lecture were prepared for each search strategy“lecture.' In addition to this
one of the project librarians prepared her.own handouts for teaching the use of
: \ . ’

the card catalog, the Library of Congress List of Subject Headings and newspaper

indeer. The other librarian_ prepared worksheets for teaching the use of the
~
: ? card catalog and periodical indexes wh1ch has been prev10usly explalned in the

¢

sectzbn~on instruction. Preparatlon for the classes and the pre test had to be

§ ..

a .
done between the time thte classroom faculty were contacted and the lnstructlon

< . 3

itself . ,
. After the imstrucfion, the librarians contacted the classroom faculty :]
. . ‘ J/ 1

to set a date for the administration of the post-tests. The entire process of
\ ~

-

arranging for ?nd giving the post-tests was one of the most difficult of thg
. »

entire project?‘ By that time it was usually the second .half-of the semester
: !
e LN - . ) .

and’ everyone was tired. Although no one said so, it was obvious that the

»

instructdion was of major importance and as the semester wore on the post-test

. - k)
appeared less and less important to everyone involved. In retrospect it

v

seems that the form of evaluation used iq this project was too much of a burden

a

’
k] . ¢

for such a smail project. Although it allows for very detailed, precige and
objective judgements to be made, the benefits of the pfe—test/post—test form of

evaluation are not great enough to justify the time’and'trouble it caused. ~
\ .
The oniy restriction on classroom teachers was that the content of the

A ]
. . . .
*instruction and the sequence, pre—test/instruction/post-test, had to be adhered

'

* to by all participatipg classes. In all other respects classroom teachers were

given as much freedom as possible. The. librarians made no restrictions on when

they would do the instruction.’

§ Evaluation ' . *
- | %
Only the first goal needed to be evaluated; the:second goal, to give

- ‘. -

. librarians a more active role in the educational process, was achieved merely

’ D . L3 ?

%

e
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'By the operation of the project. Goal one, to enhénce students' research skills,

was divided into bwo objectives:

>

1%,

X .

and (b) to improve their attitudes toward the library and librarians.

¢

(a) to improve students' library use skills

This

-

gqgl's_two,objectives were measured using a locally produced 45 question gvalua-

tion instrument designed specifically for this project and results indicated,

Ve

that the first objective was attained, but the second was not.

©

16

.

-
*
.

The first section of the evaluation instrument Qpnsistéd of 30 multiple

°

choice questions based on the information taught in the project. The

.

reliabilities of the instrument ranged from .66 with a standard errof of 1.93

~

for the fall semester experimental subjects' pre-test to .82 with a s apndard

error of 1.92 .for the same group's- post-test as meaﬁured by Kudder -Richardson

A3 s =

reliabilities. The reliabilities of the other groups' tests were all clustered

* ”

around. .77. The second section contained 15 statements on students: attitudes

PR

v
toward tMe library presented in a Likért-type format (l=agree, 5=disagree). ,

The reliabilities of this section were also fairly high ranging from .67 to

- v

.76.. Siéce‘attitudes did not seem to change_appreciabi§ from pre—%ést to

- . I3

post-test for any group, the prbﬁecE was clearly unable to change attitudes.

This fact leads directly to the conclusions that ‘instruction librarians' time

is better spent attempting <§ teach skills~tﬁén,attempting to change attitudes

-

¥ .
4and that we do not know what variables contribute to students'’

<&

Kent Library. - .

attitudes toward

‘

.

The pre-test instrument was administeged to all groups during the first two

*

weeks of classes (before any bibliographiéfinstruction) and the post-test was,

administered during the closing weeks of thHe semester (after the bibliographic

<

instruction had been given to tthe experimental groups). Not all pre-tests and

2>

e Y A

not all post-tests were given at one tifie. . They were given at the individual

classroom teachgr's convenience. The library faculty administered the pre-tests

to the experimeﬁtal gyoupé, but not to the control groups; the classroom faculty
. ~

. -

e

“

% ')
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admlnlstercﬁ the post-test to both experlmental and control groups.17 Students

LNRY
I3

who had formerly been*eqused to. our instruction,were asked not to take the
Y N f' . ~ ¢
pre- and post-tests in a second €xperimental group class. In any case in which

there'waéfﬁore than one set.of data (a set of data being a set of responses for

~ ‘ . B \

~one pre-test and one postFtest) for any given student, only the first set of,

I3
s =

! - . - . ‘ .
data was used. Thus, although Some students participated in the project several
times, there was at mest'one'comblete set of data- per student. Table 1 reflects

the research-design. . . ‘ .

PR . : L7
/ , . N
- - ‘ Table’ 1 : .
Beginning of Semester End of Semester’
™ Experimental ‘group Pre-test _////// Instruction Post-test ¥
* Control group Pre-test » No Instruction Post-test

-
. v

-

EEE data ' from the evaluation questionnaire (for all classes collapsed for

‘ <
N . = -

librarians) was ahalyzed in the following ways: (1) an analysis of variance fQr

§ Lo . ) . : . R
« repeatedetmeasures, ANOVA-R, was utilized'in the analysis of ‘the pre-post test+
b SN— - N

-

data for both skills and attitudes (a* prior evaluativon of the pre-test data

revealed that the hypothe51s of equality between groups could not be rejected),

» -
-

* and (2) .an item analysis of both the skills and attitudes statements. The,

~
dependent variable in the_analysis was the skills acquisition or attitudes

toward the library as measured by the questionnaire di'scussed above. ' The

independent'variables included (1) the experimental-control group dimensioh,

. .
-~

(2) the praypost test dimension and (3) the interaction of these two variables.

. .

'Fo§ the first semester the ANOVA-R revealed. a main effect for the

.

‘ variable of pre-post (F= 39 44, df 1/280, p <£.0001) and, experlmental-control

: (F 16.76, df 1/240, p £.0001) but there was no interaction effect beyond chance

expectgtion. The students did increase in skills acqu1sltlon both over t1me

. = .
and due to the Bibliographic Instruction Project. //,’ ] * .

.
. \ N

.. X | - ;"17
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(8,9,}0,21,22,24,25,26,27,29,30) but in the spring imp?@Vement occurred in only

Q

ERIC -

A Fuirrext provided by R
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v

g

. N L4 : . 3
For the second semester the ANOVA-R revealed main eff

of pre-posf (2?43.24,'g£ 1/462, p<£.0001), aﬁd experimenta

Iy

3

Hart - 16

-

df 2/488, p «.0001). The interaction of pre-post and éxpeLimental-éontrol also

differed beyond chance (F=10.80, df 1/462, p< .0l). When

ef fect ié‘stat?ftically beyond chance’ expectation the main

v

pretdble, Therefore, we shall focus on the interaction.

The interactional results indicate that there was a s

in skills' acquisition over time that was clearly depéndenp on group membership.

- -

’

’

an interactional

%

ignificant difference

’

Figure 2 displays the results for both the ffrs£ and second semester.

L) .

The evaluation instrument was also used to help determine which segments of

the program were most effective. An item analysis irndicated the areas in which

the students' responses on the evaluation instrument improved over the course

. ¢ .

of the seméster and the areas in which they did not improve. The objective

+

information from the item analysis generally corroborated the observations of

©
-

the “Instruction librarians. ‘ v

-

seven (1,21,12,24,27,29,30).' (8ee appendix fQr full questignnéire) Those .

In the fall semester there was marked. improvement in eleven questions

.

questions whose responses improvea the fall semester concerned the difference

'betwed\ word-by-word and

] . I P
letter-by-letter alphabetizing in the catalog, the

definition of bibliography, search strategy and the use of periédicag indexes.

¢ . -

Those quéstions whose responses improved in the sprfqg semestér concerned the
» . LT

jdentifiration of the call number ‘on a sample catalog card, the definition of

bibliography, search strategy, and the'use of periodical indexes. For both

v

L v f

semeéters the greatest amount of improvement occurred in the same areas.' The

- instruction librarians expected the -improvements to come in these areas, But

~

ects for the variable’,
.68 :
l-control (F=9.45,

5

effects are uninter-__

since they were more confident and fawiliar with the piogram the second semestér,

A <

*

Ehey expected that the}r teaching would be more effective and consequently

4 -,. . v .
. & )-. .

18-
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scores would, improve more “during ;the second semester than during the first.

-— "T“ v ‘ *
/There is.no apparent reason for this lack of improvement from one semester to {

" the next. .
In the “first semester there were seven questions (2,3,5,12,15,17,23) shared

L

by both)groups yhich 90% or better of the-sgbjecte answered correctly and two
questions‘(4,I8) for which 90% of the‘experimental group ana 85% or better of
the contrel group answered EOrrectly. Questions 2,3,4 and 5 ask students to,
identify the euthor, titie, date ef publication and bibliography note from a v,

sample catalog card, 12 and 15 ask students to identify periddical volume

£
number and author from g sample Readers' Guide citation, 17 and 18 ask students to

identify the subject heading and date of the articje from a New York Times Index

s .

citation, and 23 asks students what the best way to search for per iodical afticles

is. The scores on these questions did not improve appreciably from pre-to post

test situation. This verifies that most students already have at least an

instinctual grasp of some of the basics of reading %\catalog card, periodical

-

index citation and newspaper index citation. —_

“~

The scores on one- question did improve appreciably from pre- to post-test

M ]

situation. This was question number 4, which asked students” to -identify the

. s

' [
date of publication from a sample catalog card. There was a t&nh percent increase

of respondents answering this question correctly at the end of the first semester,
. \

In the spring ten questions (2,3,4,5,11,12,15,17,18,23) were answered cor-
é’.’
rectly in both the experlmental and control group by 90% of &he students or

*

better. Two other questlons (6,13) were answered correct}y by 90% or better of

the sub]ects in the experlmental gro p and by 85% or better in the control group.

—-— .

All but three of these questlons (6,11,13) wer also answered correctly in the
f1rst semester by 90% or better of -the experi ntal and 85% or beté%r

control group. Qéstion 6 asked students .to ident}fy in which side of Kent
.

.
L

Library's divided eataloq 4 sample card would be filed. Question 11 and 13

.
| N -~
- ’

LY
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asked stgdents tdg identify the title of A periodical ar’ticle and the volume
\ number oM the p?riodical from a san’\ple Readers Guide citiation. This rein-

forces the conclusion stated earlier that most of SL%SU s students have at

(‘ least an instinctual grasp ‘of sope of the basits of reading catalog cards,

‘periodical citations and newspapey index citations., -.

S

-

’

\]

N

to questions 7,%‘;9 and 10 and the number of stud‘ents who could answer them

-

correctly did not increase during the semester.

»

.

1

. LN 'R * - * ’ T, -
! 7 during the first semester, but of all four questions the second semeste?.

) On the other hand, only a small percefitage of students knew the answers °

x,

. X -
This is true only of question *

‘uestions 7,8,9 and 10 asked students to arrange two words and two phrases in ¢

A N '
T \(mrd-by-word and letter-by-letter alphabetizing.,

-

L .

) .4
Although the statistical analyses revealed a significant increase of

06‘ ~

centage of ,students in the .control group who were able to improve® their

- performance on someé questions on the post-test also ingcreased.
. -

N . N

'y

skilis' acquisition for the experimehtal'greub for some questions, the per-

This-was

because iy spme control group classes t;he,assignments_ required students to -

‘e
A}

-

learn, ‘these skills on thei;: own or by asking a referenbe librarian and because

0

. - )

r some control group professors gave their classes their' own,, brand of librar}
-s’ =
. r»t” B
- instruction. Thus, the students in the’ pro;ect a\quired more skills in
. . 14 . ~
N ” .
: library use -than did those ‘in the control group even though some claSses in the
V. . & . _ . ’ .
ocontrol group received instruction from their professors. "

/ _- N

K

v

N

. Oonclu&ion

i’ i

°© .

e

«

. . “ . PR . Y »
; In summary the project was succdssful at teaching. the skills 1t puxjported

f ' " to teach, but was not abke to affect studqnts attitudes toward the librari.ans

prOJect)ibrariaﬁs and “the particip

- - . . ) \X "
. e &
Q . -

-y _ e .

| .
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o?\the.library. ('\I‘he prOJect strengtheged the instructional ties betweer the

correct alphabetical order, which requires a knowledge Of the differencesbetween

-

?ting cl.assrbom faculty It gax?e tthe gﬁrtic-
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ipating 1ibrarfans a more acqeve role in the educational process insofar as they
. ! . v

i . z ¢

. e . ‘ - ¢ b’é R ) -
took part in it. . . T, T ,

o - \
e

~ - -
,

- 'The answer to the guestion posed in the title of this paper (can a Missouri
> . LN N ¢ - _d —_—

T\\‘ state university successfully operate a cours%;iq;@grpted bibliographié ingtruc-
- "‘ ‘ .

’ b » - - D . b . , .
tion program).is yes, We did it at -SEMSU. The fact that we? did it is the basis

by i P
for the further conclusion that the most important var%able‘in the success of
. - J : K

- ¢

? .
- o

a program of this' sort are relations between classfoom and libxary.faculty, the

. [ ' «

support of the librarians, and the support of the library and university
: Tt ‘ . Y - b
7 administrations. We attained the moderate success that we had because‘your '

program was initiated by the Vice President, operated by thé librariafs and

sustained by the excellent relationship between librarykénd classroom facult&.

, £ , : . .
In othkr words, the political situation is the most important determinant of ~° -

the success of a course-integrated bibliographic i{é&rugtign program. It is ’

"' ¢ the same-factor that has made Earlham's and SEMSU'S programs suctessful. The
. M - er e L] .

size of the school, the degree of individualized instructlon, the, academic
& , A

L L)

¢ 'S £, .
preparation of freshwen, the economic status of students, §tudents§ intellectual
» ~ .. - v r T - -
: . - v, ¢
orientation and other similar factors have mych less influence on sﬁqh‘a ' .
o * . ]

'ﬁrog;am than the edugational philosophy and. administrative poligy that anihate

Ty

é;\institution. It seems very probable thatq?;her similar programs could be

o -
-

- . . N - .
successfully instituted in other types ef institutions_.of higher education, if
. - ~

A S .
“w

the people in those institutions want them. = ' g v .

. .
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American Crimlnals from the Pilgrims to the Present (New York: M. Evans,
1973) pp. 97- 98. . )

N

-~

Psychometric information on the evaluation instrument can be obtained from °

the authors: ) N

There is only one instrument glven before and after the instruction was’
given to the experlmental group. When the word pre-test is used in'this . -
paper it refers to this' instrument when glven before the instruction and
when the word post-test is used it’refers to the same 1ntrument giveh after -

the instruction. , \

lerarlans vere already repreuented on the Academlc Council and the Faculty
Senate General Educatlon Committee. ‘
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