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Academic Librarians’ Contribution to Information 
Literacy Instruction and Learning 

Kimberly Mullins and Mary-Kate Boyd-Byrnes*

Using data from a learning module embedded in all first-year seminars, researchers 
found evidence suggesting that librarians are uniquely qualified to deliver information 
literacy instruction compared to campus faculty. The study analyzes writing assign-
ments from first-year modules taught by either librarians or campus faculty for two 
academic years. The data indicate that students met the learning objectives more 
often in modules taught by librarians. The outcome demonstrates the centrality of 
the librarian’s role in information literacy instruction and student learning and helps 
substantiate the value of academic libraries.

Introduction
In keeping with Ranganathan’s theory that the library is a growing organism, library instruc-
tion continues to evolve, adjusting to a changing environment that conserves its survival. 1 To 
that end, there has been a shift from teaching bibliographic sessions about library resources 
and services to facilitating student learning focused on thinking critically about information 
and engaging in reasoned processes to evaluate its reliability. Moreover, in response to an era 
marred by social, political, and economic upheavals, the discipline of information literacy is no 
longer a library-centric topic but a critical competency that applies to all academic content areas. 

Higher education often views academic librarians as subject matter experts within the 
information literacy landscape. Historically, they have been at the forefront as teachers and 
curricular consultants who work with campus faculty on all issues related to information lit-
eracy.2 However, despite these endeavors, there appears to be a lack of sufficient research to 
substantiate the academic librarian’s contribution to student learning in the classroom. 

The research reported here strongly indicates that librarians are distinctively qualified 
to deliver information literacy in the classroom compared to other campus faculty. The study 
is unique because it reports on information that surfaced when working with data from two 
different cohorts enrolled in the same program over two different academic years. It expands 
on what is known about librarians leading information literacy instruction.

The study utilizes qualitative assessments, including constructivist grounded theory, to 
report on information derived from direct measures of student learning from a module em-
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bedded in every section of a required first-year seminar class over two years. The module 
addresses the importance of evaluating information sources on the Internet and the role fake 
news plays in the rights of news consumers in a democratic society. 

Initially, the researchers focused on assessing whether students met the learning objectives, 
while remaining open to any other outcomes that surfaced. After a close review of emerging 
information, the results indicate the librarians’ positive impact on student learning when 
measured against similar instruction delivered by campus faculty. The results contribute to 
the steadily increasing research on the impact of academic libraries over the past decade and 
further substantiate the value librarians bring to information literacy instruction and the col-
leges and universities they serve.

Literature Review
The Value of Academic Libraries 
Doomsday discussions about the demise of libraries are nothing new. Over the years, shrink-
ing budgets, evolving technology, and ubiquitous access to information have threatened their 
existence. While academic libraries assumed protection by the infrastructure of higher educa-
tion, Sullivan’s Academic Library Autopsy Report: 2050 sardonically projected the bleak mortality 
of academic libraries.3 Sullivan’s piece triggered alarms, skepticism, and mobilization. 

Too often, stakeholders fail to see the merit of academic libraries beyond “underutilized, 
expensive storehouses.”4 As colleges and universities viewed other academic units as more 
impactful, they began shifting their resources. As a result, libraries experienced reduced 
brick-and-mortar real estate, declining budgets, and a shrinking workforce.5 During this time, 
the Association of College and Research Libraries’ (ACRL) 2010 Value of Academic Libraries: 
A Comprehensive Research Review and Report responded by explaining the plight of academic 
libraries. The Value of Academic Libraries report suggested recovery required libraries to move 
beyond defending “knowledge for knowledge’s sake” and instead prove their value.6 ACRL, 
along with accrediting agencies and academic stakeholders, petitioned academic libraries to 
define their contributions to institutional worth with supporting evidence explicitly linking 
libraries and librarians to student learning and academic success, as well as to enrollment and 
retention improvements and graduation rates. 

In 2017, ACRL issued the report Academic Library Impact: Improving Practice and Essential 
Areas to Research, addressing the lack of consensus on how academic libraries could best 
demonstrate their value. The document was the product of an extensive review of the library 
and information science and higher education literature, focus group interviews with library 
administrators, and interviews with campus provosts. As a result, Academic Library Impact iden-
tified six “priority areas” for research and practice, including “quantifying the library’s impact 
on student success” and “enhancing teaching and learning” as two of the “action-oriented” 
ways that “libraries could increase student learning and success while communicating their 
value to higher education stakeholders.”7 The report also identified actions for developing 
programs, collections, and spaces, further specifying that campus provosts expressed par-
ticular interest in libraries establishing value through quantification rather than qualification, 
mission alignment, and strategy. 

A subsequent paper by Cheng and Hoffman amplified the range of perspectives repre-
sented in the Academic Library Impact report. Their study involved practicing academic librar-
ians, researchers, administrators, and others, investigating the library’s impact on student 
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success. It found that the librarian’s views differed vastly from those of library administra-
tors and provosts. Remarking that professional librarians valued “practical, action-oriented 
results” over a desire to “quantitatively communicate value” to external audiences, Cheng 
and Hoffman also felt that library deans and provosts were data-driven and less receptive 
to qualitative inquiries on the library’s impact and the significance of associated research to 
prove value and persuade campus administrators on a myriad of issues, including budgeting.8

Doucette performed a content analysis of 2006–2014 library papers on assessment, pub-
lished as part of the biennial Library Assessment Conference proceedings. This work sought to 
uncover the factors influencing the push for library assessment and identify which stakehold-
ers values these assessments represented.9 Doucette analyzed 39 assessment papers noting 
that 92 percent of these studies contained at least one motivation for improving the library.10 
In contrast, 46 percent of these papers identified that they were explicitly driven by require-
ments to strategically prove or demonstrate value by justifying, establishing, or illustrating 
something to higher-level stakeholders.11

Taken altogether, the Academic Library Impact report, Cheng and Hoffman, and Doucette’s 
work emphasize that tensions exist when library values are juxtaposed with institutional 
aims and where the inquiry rests on ‘proving’ rather than ‘improving.’ Additionally, these 
papers reveal that libraries and librarians have difficulty adopting business-driven practices 
in a service-based, not-for-profit environment. Understanding the motivation behind the 
need to link academic libraries with student learning is essential because provosts and other 
upper-level administrators make the critical financial decisions that affect library operations. 

Demonstrating value and contributing to student success is increasingly essential for 
academic libraries. They are now required to participate in the push to provide quantitative 
evidence on their role in student learning and success. Moreover, establishing a library’s 
influence on learning gives the library an edge in institutional decision-making, particularly 
when vying for resources, personnel, and funding. 

As early as 2007, Lynch et al. reported that the library had been displaced in its symbolic 
role as the “heart of an academic institution.”12 The authors found that university leaders 
were less inclined to reduce library budgets when library administrators employed strategies 
that connected the “functional role of the library in service to the university’s [values and] 
mission,” observing that this was the information they were looking for to provide ongoing 
levels of budgetary support.13 Then, some ten years later, Murray and Ireland’s 2018 study 
surveyed provosts and chief academic officers about their perceptions of academic libraries 
and value. Their findings echoed much of Lynch et al.’s earlier work. They reported that 72 
percent of their respondents looked favorably on continuing library budgetary support when 
accompanied by data that demonstrated correlations linking the use of library resources and 
services with student academic success.14 The research reported here confirms one of the 
primary ways librarians can quantitatively communicate value to the institutions they serve 
is by documenting how information literacy instruction and other collaborative work impact 
student success and learning. 

Academic libraries continue to build evidence correlating information literacy instruc-
tion to student research and learning.15 Much of the literature suggests a relationship between 
library instruction and student success indicators, such as GPA, retention, and campus course 
grade.16 While formal assessments of information literacy learning objectives are crucial, stu-
dent success measures are a starting point for proving the value of information literacy instruc-
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tion. One study found a statistically significant increase in GPA among graduating students 
who took library classes (n = 1,265) over students who received no library instruction (n = 
115).17 Often, research focuses on collaborations between libraries and first-year programs as 
a means to instill early opportunities for impacting student success.18 However, more studies 
indicate that a scaffolded approach to increasingly difficult information literacy instruction 
throughout students’ academic careers significantly impacts learning and success.19

Constructivist Grounded Theory
The current study employs a constructivist grounded theory approach, described by its origi-
nator, Charmaz, as a more “contemporary version” of Glaser and Strauss’s initial grounded 
theory work.20 The researchers employed this theory because it more closely aligns with their 
philosophical views that one cannot escape prior knowledge and that one should examine 
and understand how this knowledge might influence their perspectives. In agreement with 
Charmaz, the constructivist version also “fosters asking probing questions about the data and 
scrutinizing the researcher and the research process.”21

Grounded theory seeks to develop principles grounded in data rather than hypotheses. 
Established in 1967 by Glaser and Strauss, it has become a well-known method of inquiry in 
social research. Grounded theory is an inductive research methodology that bridges the gap 
between research and theory development by “discovering theory from data that has been 
systematically obtained.”22 However, grounded theory has evolved and now includes several 
distinct “genres” from within the larger framework.23

Charmaz further states that constructivist grounded theory allows one to position theory 
based on “historical, social, and situational conditions.”24 Such is the case in this current 
initiative, where the researchers wanted to understand disproportions to various outcomes 
associated with administering these modules. Consequently, the constructivist grounded 
theory lends visibility and gives voice to data that may otherwise have gone undetected. The 
approach provides opportunities for learning, which would expand efforts on how best to 
support the information literacy needs of students enrolled in the First-Year Seminar pro-
gram, given the specific circumstances. Priya submitted in 2016 that constructivist grounded 
theory is instrumental in building middle-range theories, or those that help people describe, 
understand, and construct meaning from problems or phenomena that occur in everyday 
practice25—very much like those experienced here in the first-year seminar modules.

Background
In 2016, the director of first-year seminars at a private university in New York State asked 
librarians to replace a standardized information literacy exam with a one-session learning 
module embedded in all first-year seminar classes. The director requested that the learning 
module provide an information literacy foundation by incorporating the first-year seminar 
reading chosen annually for all incoming classes. While the intention was to have librarians 
teach the information literacy module, first-year seminar instructors representing campus 
faculty had the academic freedom to teach the information literacy module personally. 

An instructional design librarian (IDL) worked with other librarians to create the informa-
tion literacy module that evaluated resources in the context of fake news related to the themes 
of the first-year reading. In general, the module’s purpose was to teach students who “remain 
unprepared to navigate the digital landscape”26 to distinguish between alternative facts and 
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legitimate online information sources. The librarians also hoped that this essential aspect of 
information literacy would become a foundational springboard for future collaborations with 
faculty in subsequent academic years. 

 The IDL designed the one-shot module using a flipped-classroom approach requiring 
students to interact with materials before attending an in-person class session. The librar-
ians believed that this pedagogical method led to more efficient use of class time during the 
quintessential one-shot library class.27 The learning management system (LMS) embedded 
the module’s materials including activities, readings, videos, and assignments, within the 
forty-five sections of first-year seminar course.

During the in-person class session, the students worked in small groups to assess the va-
lidity of online news and information sources centered on the first-year reading themes. After 
the activity, the groups shared their findings with the class. The instructor’s role, whether it 
was campus faculty or a librarian, was to guide and amplify this discussion to reinforce best 
practices for managing fake news within the context of the assignment’s objectives. After the 
session, the course’s first-year instructor was expected to assign the following short reflective 
writing assignment graded on a pass/fail basis: 

•	 What best practices and media literacy tools do you plan to use when consuming news 
and Internet information? 

•	 What issues concern you the most moving forward as a news consumer with the right 
to be informed of the truth?
Data about learning outcomes was collected for 2017 and 2019. The instructional module 

for both years was identical except for framing the assignments around the different first-year 
seminar readings and the role academic librarians played in its implementation. In 2017, librar-
ians offered to teach the in-person class at the instructor’s request and provide any additional 
support. As a result, librarians taught 84 percent of the fake news modules in first-year seminar 
classes. The library also facilitated teach-the-teacher instruction and a lesson plan outlining 
the best pedagogical approaches to teaching the module. By 2019, the departure of seven 
full-time librarians due to attrition made it impossible to provide the same level of support. 
However, the library did offer limited assistance when it was available. Librarians were not 
tapped to deliver any information literacy modules or provide teach-the-teacher instruction 
to first-year instructors delivering the module in 2019.

Methodology
Overview
The study involved analyzing reflective writing assignments related to a fake news module. 
While the assessment focused on whether the students met the learning objectives, the re-
searchers were open to what other information might be unearthed. In this type of inductive 
approach, the investigators do not seek to prove any hypothesis when analyzing the data 
but instead let concepts and patterns emerge from the data itself. As the analysis progressed, 
the researchers constructed tentative ideas about the data. They contextualized them further 
by looking at the data’s properties, such as the year, the instructor’s qualifications, library 
involvement, and the reading choice. In the context of this study, assigned reflective writing 
scores representing how well students met the objectives were mapped to whether a librarian 
or other faculty taught the module. The data suggest a relationship between the improved 
student learning and instruction taught by librarians versus other instructors. 
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Data collection and analysis occurred from spring 2019 to winter 2020. To ensure the 
manageable size of the writing samples, the researchers randomly chose one writing sample 
per class for 2017 (n = 31) and 2019 (n = 28). To note, writing samples were unavailable for 
analysis from 16 percent of the 2017 sections and 30 percent of the 2019 sections due to either 
not being assigned by the first-year instructor or not electronically submitted via the LMS. 
In addition, the sample size proved large enough to reach data saturation as no new data 
emerged to warrant additional thematic codes during the analysis. The investigators randomly 
assigned alphanumeric labels to each sample to ensure a blind review and separately recorded 
the label, year, section, and module’s instructor in a spreadsheet for future reference.

In general, the analysis included 1) an initial coding phase of deconstructing and cod-
ing the written samples, 2) a focused coding phase of inductively organizing the codes into 
themes as they relate to the objectives, 3) an objective assessment phase of revisiting and 
scoring each sample using a rubric representing how well the student responses met the 
module’s learning objectives, and 4) comparing the objective scores to whether a librarian or 
other instructor taught the module. Throughout the initial and focused coding phases, the IDL 
applied Charmaz’s grounded theory phases described below in more detail. The analysis was 
iterative within and among the phases; when new information emerged during coding and 
categorizing, the investigator revisited, reviewed, and revised previous codes and themes. 

The researchers decided that as the course developer, the IDL was best suited to analyze 
and rate the students’ written responses. They used this approach because they believed the 
IDL’s intimacy with the content would elicit greater insight into the open-ended writing 
prompts. Glaser refers to this tactic as furthering “theoretical sensitivity,”28 because it brings 
“analytic precision to the work.”29 This study also used an analytic rubric and Cronbach’s 
alpha to measure a single observer’s reliability.

Initial Coding Phase
The initial coding phase aimed to deconstruct student responses into distinct descriptions to 
dig deeper into their meaning. During this phase, the IDL read each response line-by-line and 
assigned short descriptions in the form of actions using gerunds, not topics. This tactic allowed 
movement through the data to answer the question, “What is the student trying to communicate 
here?” The answer was applied in conjunction with the iterative process of reviewing prior codes 
as new data and patterns emerge. Coordinating these strategies ensured that the coding remained 
organic and unforced. Examples of initial codes during this phase included “verifying informa-
tion using a secondary source,” “using skepticism when reading news,” “believing that news 
media greatly affects personal ideals,” and “recognizing the right to be informed with the truth.” 

Focused Coding Phase
Focused coding further defined emerging themes and subthemes from the initial coding. This 
is where the information is organized into logical buckets—with some buckets fractured fur-
ther into more nuanced subcategories that ensure greater consistency among the codes. For 
instance, the theme “trustworthy/authoritative sources” contained subthemes naming specific 
sources students identified as trustworthy (e.g., CNN, research databases, Google Scholar, 
peer-review journals). Next, the themes were organized according to the module’s learning 
objectives to form a codebook (Appendix A). Finally, the IDL used the codebook to re-analyze 
the samples and assign the objectives and themes to the written content (Appendix B). 
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Objective Assessment Phase
Because writing assessments are subjective and more prone to reliability issues, the research-
ers developed an analytical rubric to assess the samples according to the learning objectives 
because “any assessment without a scale is based on subjective judgments and general im-
pressions.”30 Educators and researchers commonly accept that rubrics add to the consistency 
of single raters.31

The rubric explicitly defined the criteria for assessing how well the writing sample met 
the module’s learning objectives:

Objective One: Discuss objectivity, fairness, and balance in the context of fake 
news, disinformation, and misinformation.

Objective Two: Identify personal concerns as news consumers with the right to 
be informed.

Objective Three: Define the best practices and tools for evaluating news and in-
formation.

The ratings included proficient (3 pts), emerging (2 pts), beginning (1 pt), and not met 
(0 pts) (Appendix C). Before applying the rubric, the researchers agreed on how to apply 
the categories, then scored the same set of writings and discussed the outcome of these scores 
until they reached a consensus. The IDL used the consensus as a framework to score each 
writing sample. 

Intra-rater Reliability
This study verified intra-rater reliability using Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of internal 
consistency, that is, how closely the single rater re-assessed the same writing samples. Mea-
suring alpha, technically not a statistical test but a coefficient of reliability, was vital because 
it evaluated the accuracy of the interpretation of the writing samples by the IDL.32

While intra-rater reliability is reported most in the medical literature, it is seldom reported 
in social sciences or educational research despite its importance.33 Ideally, intra-rater reliability 
is estimated by having the rater read and evaluate each paper more than once. In practice, 
this approach is infrequently used due to time factors and because two readings of the same 
essay by the same rater are not considered genuinely independent.34

To measure alpha, the researchers randomly selected ten writing samples, assigned new 
identification numbers, and mixed them into the existing data. The rater blindly assessed the 
samples a second time using all analysis phases—coding the responses, mapping the course 
objectives, and scoring the samples according to the 
rubric. Next, SPSS was used to calculate the internal 
consistency of the rubric scores assigned to identical 
writing samples. Consistency measures of 0.70 or 
greater are deemed acceptable in the literature.35 This 
study showed acceptable levels of consistency with 
alpha reliability coefficients ranging from .853 to .942 
(table 1).

TABLE 1
Consistency Measures

Objective Cronbach’s alpha (n = 10)
1 .853
2 .875
3 .942
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Comparing Objective Ratings to Instructor
During this phase, researchers investigated whether the student writing samples met the 
module’s objectives when taught by a librarian versus campus faculty. This was done in 
two steps. First, they recorded each student’s objective ratings of not met (0), beginning (1), 
emerging (2), or proficient (3) and whether a librarian taught the module (Appendix D). Next, 
the researchers calculated the rating percentage for each objective according to whether the 
module was librarian-taught versus campus faculty-taught (Appendix E). 

Results
For objective one, about 29 percent of the writing samples from librarian-taught modules 
received ratings of emerging (2) or proficient (3), and 7 percent of the writing samples from 
campus faculty-taught modules received the same ratings. In addition, about 71 percent of 
the writing samples from librarian-taught modules received ratings of not met (0) or beginning 
(1), and 93 percent of the writing samples from campus faculty-taught modules received the 
same rating. 

Regarding objective two, approximately 51 percent of the writing samples from librarian-
taught modules received a rating of emerging (2) or proficient (3), and 18 percent of the writing 
samples from campus faculty-taught modules received a similar rating. About 48 percent of 
the writing samples from librarian-taught modules received a rating of not met (0) or beginning 
(1), whereas 82 percent of the writing samples from campus faculty-taught modules received 
the same rating. 

For objective three, roughly 80 percent of the writing samples from librarian-taught mod-
ules received a rating of emerging (2) or proficient (3), and 43 percent of the writing samples 
from campus faculty-taught modules received the same rating. Also, about 19 percent of the 
writing samples from librarian-taught modules received a rating of not met (0) or beginning 
(1), whereas 57 percent of the writing samples from campus faculty-taught modules were 
rated the same. 

Finally, the cumulative calculations for all three objectives showed that 53 percent of the 
writing samples from librarian-taught modules received a rating of emerging (2) or proficient 
(3), and 23 percent of the writing samples from campus faculty-taught modules were rated the 
same. Also, about 46 percent of the writing samples from librarian-taught modules received 
an overall rating of not met (0) or beginning (1), whereas 77 percent of the writing samples 
from campus faculty modules received the same rating. The results indicate that 30 percent 
more reflective writing samples taught by librarians received an overall rating of emerging 
or proficient. In addition, 31 percent more samples from modules taught by campus faculty 
received an overall rating of not met or beginning.

Discussion
The data shows a causal relationship between information literacy modules taught by librarians 
and improved student learning. That said, a discussion of the factors that may have affected 
student learning outcomes other than the instructor’s knowledge or background provides 
essential insight. 

The module’s content was consistent across the years and sections. The flipped-class 
approach helped level the knowledge playing field before students participated in the class 
activities. During class, students accessed almost identical content and assignments. The minor 
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difference between the two years was that the class examples aligned with the first-year read-
ing titles chosen for each year. In addition, all instructors used the same content to teach the 
module as prescribed by the IDL. Finally, the reflective assignments were essentially identical. 

There are variables between the modules to consider. A notable difference was the involve-
ment of the library and librarians in 2017 and 2019. In 2017, librarians played a significant role 
in the module’s implementation, delivered the majority of instruction, and provided training 
to faculty instructors who chose to deliver the module independently. Whereas in 2019, the 
library was not involved. Not coincidentally, the LMS statistics from 2019 also reflected a 
decrease in student engagement with the materials and assignments. The decline in engage-
ment may also have affected the learning outcomes. 

Limitations
Unaddressed contributing factors may also affect the differences between student performance 
in 2017 and 2019. First, the researchers speculate that the content of each first-year reading may 
affect student engagement and perspective on evaluating sources and recognizing fake news. 
Classroom instructors’ anecdotal feedback indicated that students seemed more motivated 
to learn about the 2017 first-year reading because of numerous campus events, including the 
author’s visit, than the 2019 novel, which had no associated events. A second potential factor 
could be the cognitive capabilities of the students themselves. As the institution’s recruitment 
and enrollment were relatively stable during this period, it is unlikely a contributing factor. It 
is also essential to recognize that the data reflects a sample of student work, and there must 
be caution when generalizing the results across the larger population. Finally, the instructors 
administering the course could also potentially affect outcomes. There were some differences 
in who taught the course; however, most instructors remained the same. 

Conclusions 
Academic librarianship is changing. Higher education is increasingly asking libraries to prove 
their value. Librarians are increasingly playing a more significant role in facilitating student 
learning, particularly in evaluating resources. However, measuring and assessing the outcome 
of this work continues to be the Achilles heel within this discipline. This insufficiency is of-
ten the most significant reason teaching librarians and library faculty cannot quantitatively 
demonstrate their significance in student learning.

This study used data from a learning module embedded in a required first-year seminar 
to posit that librarians are uniquely qualified to deliver information literacy in classroom set-
tings compared to other campus faculty. The analysis of student written work demonstrated 
that learning improved when librarians taught information literacy classes. While a causal 
relationship is inferred, the reasoning substantiates academic librarians’ role in student per-
formance. Future research should, and must, find ways to explicitly link libraries to student 
learning and academic success.

A vital lesson learned from this project was the importance of gaining campus faculty 
buy-in when implementing a large-scale library instruction module. While most first-year in-
structors understood the value of information literacy instruction early in students’ academic 
careers, some campus faculty viewed the module as “extra work.” Faculty who supported 
information literacy in informal follow-up discussions had more students complete the pre- 
and post-class assignments. Conversely, a few campus faculty members who stated that the 
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library module was too work-intensive for a first-year seminar class chose not to assign the 
pre-class work. As a result, the librarians who taught the module’s in-class portions indicated 
that they could not complete the instruction because of the time dedicated to bringing students 
“up to speed.”

Librarians reflected on ways to promote the value of information literacy instruction to 
campus faculty. One librarian suggested explaining how to explicitly build upon and scaf-
fold the module into other classes. Another suggested discussing how librarians can support 
campus faculty, already burdened by classroom demands, in future information literacy 
endeavors. Finally, all librarians agreed that they must remind faculty that information lit-
eracy is not just a “library” topic but manifests itself in all content disciplines and is critical 
to lifelong learning.

The strategies used here should be a call to other librarians to develop ways to meaning-
fully and measurably position and advocate for themselves within their universities. Using 
their institution’s LMS as a frame for devising content, modules, and other learning objects 
that include opportunities for authentic assessment will take ingenuity and planning but will 
almost certainly help garner quantitative mechanisms to document their worth according to 
administrative standards. Such validation is crucial to offset Sullivan’s doomsday predictions 
of libraries’ demise, particularly in the higher education landscape.36
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Appendix A. Sample Codebook 
Objective 3: Define the best practices and tools for evaluating news and information.
Theme Subtheme
Corroboration finds two or more agreeing sources, lateral reading, using 

reliable/primary sources, lateral reading
Trustworthy/authoritative sources uses journals, science, mainstream news sources, avoids 

unknown/uncredible sites
Sourcing checks links, verifies original sources

Sniff Test sounds too good to be true, why do I want it to be true, 

Reliable URLs .org, .edu, .com, .gov, other

Grammar/spelling/punctuation all caps, misspellings, poor grammar

Mechanical errors dead links, site not loading

Clickbait ads, selling something, persuasion

Author credibility background check, 

Verify images Google image search, Tineye
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Appendix B. Sample Initial and Focused Coding 
Student Writing Sample Initial Coding Focused Coding
In order to be sure that the content that 
I read on the Internet is reliable there are 
multiple precautions I can choose to take. 
The first step I can take is to research the 
author and the article to see whether 
or not the author himself has a credible 
knowledge base on whatever subject it is 
that I am researching. Secondly, I would 
look through the authors cited works to 
make sure that he or she is using sources 
that are credible and up to date. If the 
sources are not up to date or if the article 
itself is not up to date the article and\or 
sources may have information that has 
since been proven to be false. Finally, I can 
look for skewed information within the 
article I am reading that the author may 
have used to sway to readers to think a 
certain way that is bias and opinionated 
rather than factual.

My main concern in regards to being 
a news consumer is that it is especially 
evident today that authors journalist 
etc… often put their own opinions into 
their writing. This makes it difficult to find 
information that is credible and without 
bias. Society as a whole is negatively 
impacted by this because not only is 
there many examples of bias in news and 
reporting but the topics that are reported 
in a bias way are often topics that need 
facts and honest reporting the most. This 
also makes it especially hard for individuals 
to make their own conclusions and educate 
themselves on particular topics. In today’s 
society, it is essential that individuals have 
access to non-bias information so that 
they may create their own their own ideas 
without them being disrupted by the bias 
of another individual. 

Researching the author to verify 
they have credible knowledge on a 
subject.

Looking at authors’ cited works to be 
sure they are credible and up to date.

Recognizing that if sources are not 
up to date that current information 
may discredit the sources.

Looking for skewed information 
that may sway readers toward bias 
and opinionated rather than factual 
information.

Worrying that as a news consumer 
authors and journalists often include 
personal opinions in their writing.

Making it difficult to find credible 
information.

Identifying the negative impact 
bias news reporting has on society 
because such topics need facts and 
honest reporting.

Referencing the difficulties 
individuals have in drawing 
conclusions and educating 
themselves on topics.

Stating that it is essential for 
individuals to access unbiased 
information so they can create their 
own opinions.

Obj1: Discuss 
objectivity, 
fairness, and 
balance

Biases/subjective 
reporting 

Education and 
awareness are 
important to inform 
public

Obj2: Identify 
personal concerns

Expresses personal 
concern

Obj3: Define the 
best practices and 
tools

Author credibility

Currency

Looks for bias

Seek facts/stats over 
opinions



Academic Librarians’ Contribution to Information Literacy Instruction and Learning   435

Appendix C. Rubric
Objective Criteria Proficient (3) Emerging (2) Beginning (1) Not Met (0)
Obj1: Discuss objectivity, 
fairness, and balance in 
the context of fake news, 
disinformation, and 
misinformation.

The argument should 
include obstacles such as the 
spreadability of content for 
own purpose, bias reporting 
through agenda setting, 
monetary incentives through 
clickbait and advertisements, 
news algorithms, drawing 
readership through slander, 
sensationalism, and rush to 
report, and the public’s lack of 
awareness and education on 
the subject. 

The discussion should reflect 
the importance of verifying 
information, neutral and 
unbiased reporting, and 
freedom of speech. 

The response 
reflects a 
sophisticated, 
analytical 
understanding 
of what impedes 
and promotes 
objective, fair, 
and balanced 
news and 
information. 

The discussion 
includes clear 
and varied 
examples and 
evidence, as 
well as the 
importance of 
objective, fair, 
and balanced 
news and 
information.

The response 
reflects an 
adequate 
analytical 
understanding 
of what 
impedes and 
promotes 
objective, fair, 
and balanced 
news and 
information.

The discussion 
includes some 
examples 
and evidence 
regarding the 
importance of 
objective, fair, 
and balanced 
news and 
information.

The response 
reflects a 
minimally 
adequate 
analytical 
understanding 
of what 
impedes and 
promotes 
objective, fair, 
and balanced 
news and 
information.

The discussion 
includes few 
examples and 
lacks insight 
and a high level 
of sophistication 
regarding the 
importance of 
objective, fair, 
and balanced 
news and 
information.

The response 
fails to 
recognize 
the obstacles 
to objective, 
fair, balanced 
news and 
information. 

The discussion 
is unsupported 
by examples 
or evidence, 
nor does it 
reflect the 
importance of 
objective, fair, 
and balanced 
news and 
information.
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Obj2: Identify personal 
concerns

The argument should reflect 
personal awareness and 
concerns about how fake 
news affects the self or 
individuals and the importance 
of questioning or validating 
information we use in our daily 
lives.

The discussion should reflect 
the negative repercussions 
fake news may have on one’s 
personal (deciding where to 
live, who to vote for, reputation 
among friends and family), 
academic (disseminating 
misinformation as fact), or 
professional lives (career 
choices, professional standing, 
or performance). 

The response 
reflects a 
sophisticated, 
analytical 
awareness of 
how fake news 
affects the self or 
individuals. 

The response 
also includes a 
discussion about 
the importance 
of validating 
information.

The discussion 
includes clear 
examples of how 
fake news may 
negatively affect 
one’s personal, 
academic, or 
professional 
lives. 

The response 
reflects an 
adequate 
analytical 
awareness 
of how fake 
news affects 
the self or 
individuals and 
the importance 
of validating 
information. 

The discussion 
includes some 
examples 
and critical 
regarding how 
fake news may 
negatively 
affect one’s 
personal, 
academic, or 
professional 
lives. 

The response 
reflects a 
minimally 
adequate 
analytical 
awareness 
of how fake 
news affects 
the self or 
individuals and 
the importance 
of validating 
information. 

The discussion 
includes few 
examples and 
lacks insight 
into how fake 
news may 
negatively affect 
one’s personal, 
academic, or 
professional 
lives. 

The response 
fails to 
recognize how 
fake news 
affects the self 
or individuals 
and the 
importance 
of validating 
information. 

The discussion 
is unsupported 
by examples 
or evidence 
nor reflects 
how fake news 
may negatively 
affect one’s 
personal, 
academic, or 
professional 
lives. 
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Obj3: Define the best 
practices and tools. The 
response focuses on the 
specific ways in which 
students will verify 
information going forward. 

The discussion may include the 
following practices and tools:

1) Performing lateral reading 
using fact-checking sites (i.e., 
factcheck.org), corroboration 
using authoritative resources 
(peer-review journals, 
mainstream news outlets, 
science-based resources), 
“going upstream” by verifying 
the original source where the 
data or information originated, 
verifying the credibility of the 
author/ organization, images 
or graphics (i.e., Tineye, Google 
reverse image search).

2) Attending to elements 
internal to the information 
source, including the URL, 
mechanical errors/functional 
links, about/contact/author 
sections, monetary incentives 
such as clickbait/ads, trigger 
words (rumor, donate), site 
purpose (entertain, persuade, 
sell, inform), close reading for 
bias or agendas

3) Applying general 
approaches including using 
intuition or applying the “sniff 
test” (if it sounds too good to 
be true, then it probably is), 
becoming knowledgeable 
on a subject before reading 
(such as gathering background 
information of seeking multiple 
viewpoints), and recognizing 
personal beliefs/bias/
motivations.

The response 
includes clear 
and varied 
best practices 
(5+) for verifying 
information 
(i.e., lateral 
reading, internal 
elements, 
general 
approaches)

The discussion 
includes 
examples of 
specific tools (i.e., 
Tineye).

The response 
includes 
adequate best 
practices (3–4) 
for verifying 
information. 

The discussion 
may include 
examples of 
specific tools 
(i.e., Tineye).

The response 
includes 
minimally 
adequate best 
practices (1–2) 
for verifying 
information. 

The discussion 
may include 
examples of 
specific tools 
(i.e., Tineye).

The response 
lacks best 
practices 
for verifying 
information or 
examples of 
specific tools 
(i.e., Tineye).

 

http://factcheck.org


438  College & Research Libraries	 April 2024

Appendix D. Objective Ratings and Instructor Per Student 
(Sample)*
Student Identifier OBJ 1 Rating OBJ 2 Rating OBJ 3 Rating Librarian- 

taught Module? (Y/N)
a38 2 3 2 N
b42 1 2 2 N
c37 1 2 2 Y
d34 1 1 1 N
e35 0 1 0 N
e47 1 1 1 N
f38 0 1 1 N
f45 1 1 1 N
g39 1 1 3 N
g44 0 1 0 N
j33 0 0 0 N
j37 1 1 2 N
k33 1 1 3 N
k35 1 2 2 Y
k39 0 1 1 N
k47 1 2 3 Y
l35 1 1 3 N
l46 1 1 2 Y
m40 1 3 3 Y
m44 2 1 0 Y
m45 0 0 1 N
n44 1 1 3 Y
n45 3 2 3 Y
o35 1 1 3 N
o44 2 2 2 Y
p37 0 0 1 Y
p39 1 1 1 N

*ratings = not met (0), beginning (1), emerging (2), or proficient (3) 
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Appendix E. Overall Objective Percentage Ratings by Instructor 
Type

OBJECTIVE 1
Rating Scale Module Taught by Librarian Module Taught by Campus Faculty

not met (0) 9.67% 32.14%
beginning (1) 61.29% 60.71%
emerging (2) 16.13% 7.14%
proficient (3) 12.90% 0%

OBJECTIVE 2
Rating Scale Module Taught by Librarian Module Taught by Campus Faculty

not met (0) 3.22% 14.28%
beginning (1) 45.16% 67.85%
emerging (2) 38.70% 14.28%
proficient (3) 12.90% 3.57%

OBJECTIVE 3
Rating Scale % Module Taught by Librarian Module Taught by Campus Faculty

not met (0) 6.45% 14.28%
beginning (1) 12.90% 42.85%
emerging (2) 32.25% 21.42%
proficient (3) 48.38% 21.42%

OVERALL FOR ALL OBJECTIVES (1, 2, 3)
Rating Scale % Module Taught by Librarian Module Taught by Campus Faculty

not met (0) 6.45% 14.28%
beginning (1) 12.90% 42.85%
emerging (2) 32.25% 21.42%
proficient (3) 48.38% 21.42%
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