Academic Librarian Research: An
Update to a Survey of Attitudes,
Involvement, and Perceived
Capabilities

Marie R. Kennedy and Kristine R. Brancolini

This article reports the results of a 2015 survey that updates and ex-
tends the authors’ 2010 survey of academic librarians, to learn of the
current state of their attitudes, involvement, and perceived capabilities
in the research process. A key change in the 2015 survey is the use of
an expanded research confidence scale, designed by the authors. They
also added questions on research training and institutional support for
research. The results of this survey add to the growing body of research
examining the success factors for librarian-researchers. Research self-
efficacy continues to be a predictor of research success. Institutional
support for research, including both formal and informal mentorship, is
increasing and associated with research success.

Introduction

For decades now librarians have been conducting research and disseminating the
results of their research. Academic librarians have produced most of this research,
primarily due to the impact of faculty status for many academic librarians and the
influence of research practice among the teaching faculty. In the early 2000s, the pro-
fession began to focus on evidence-based practice, assessment, and accountability,
leading more librarians to think about how research might enhance their performance
as librarians—bridging the gap between research and practice. However, there has
been a nagging fear that research conducted by librarians does not meet recognized
standards for reliability and validity and that “publish or perish” has had a negative
impact on the quality of librarian research.

In 2010, the authors began thinking about ways to increase the number of librarians
who conduct and disseminate research that meets the highest standards for rigor. In-
spired by NSF-funded research training for anthropologists, the authors thought novice
librarian-researchers might benefit from a similar program, consisting of both providing
instruction in social science research methods and assembling a group of like-minded
librarians who would support one another’s research efforts. The authors read widely
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in the literature on the topic of librarian-researchers and conducted a national survey
of academic librarians to describe the current state of academic librarians conducting
social science research. The results regarding both barriers to research and supports
for research were used to develop a research-focused continuing education program
for academic librarians. Based on survey instruments developed by Powell, Baker, and
Mika' and Henry and Neville,? the authors’ December 2010 survey focused on current
research practice, confidence in completing the steps of a research project, methods
training experiences, and institutional support for conducting research.’?

Informed by the historical literature and the results of their survey of current
academic librarians, the authors developed a research-focused continuing education
program for academic librarians, the Institute for Research Design in Librarianship
(IRDL). IRDL is designed to overcome some of the identified barriers to librarian re-
search productivity and to increase the ability of librarians to conduct reliable and valid
research. In 2013, the authors received funding for IRDL from the Institute of Museum
and Library Services to support three cohorts of approximately 20 novice librarian-
researchers in completing research methods training and a year-long research project
of their own design. The program addresses many of the research barriers identified
by academic librarians, including lack of research skills, lack of research confidence,
lack of time, lack of a research community, and lack of institutional support—with
an emphasis on providing librarians with appropriate training in research methods,
which builds research confidence, and with time to focus attention on a single research
project within a supportive environment.

In 2015, the authors conducted a new survey to gauge any changes that may have
occurred since their 2010 survey and to discern research success factors among academic
librarian-researchers. The 2015 survey expanded upon the 2010 instrument, includ-
ing additional questions based upon recent findings regarding librarian-researchers,
as well as the authors’ experience with the 2013 and 2014 IRDL cohorts. This article
reports the findings of the 2015 survey; and, to provide a longitudinal perspective, the
authors also compare the responses from their 2010 survey and the study by Powell,
Baker, and Mika, which addressed many of the same issues.*

The authors find the following definition of research to be useful when discussing
the breadth of the types of research in which academic librarians participate:

“The process of arriving at dependable solutions to problems/questions/hypoth-
eses through the planned and systematic collection, analysis, and interpretation
of data: it may be applied or theoretical in nature and use quantitative or qualita-
tive methods. (This definition does not include library research that is limited to
activities such as compiling bibliographies and searching catalogs).”>

This definition was used as a guide for respondents to both the 2010 and 2015 surveys.

Literature Review

An examination of the literature indicates that academic librarians are actively conduct-
ing research that supports decision making at their libraries, evaluates the operation
of libraries, contributes to theoretical underpinnings of librarianship, and advances
the field of information and library science. Librarians are motivated to conduct re-
search by both extrinsic and intrinsic factors. The most common extrinsic factors are
the requirements of promotion and tenure and annual merit pay increases, but many
researchers also note the strength of intrinsic factors such as personal satisfaction,
intellectual curiosity, and the desire to contribute to their profession.® The concept of
a practitioner-researcher is widely accepted in fields such as healthcare, education, and
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social work, but this description was not applied to librarians until 2000.” Watson-Boone
connected the work of Peter Jarvis, author of The Practitioner-Researcher: Developing
Theory from Practice, with the research published by academic librarians.® Jarvis studied
professionals as problem solvers and continuous learners.® Watson-Boone examined 24
articles in The Journal of Academic Librarianship through the lens of practitioner-researchers
and concluded that the authors of these articles “illustrate the ability to problematize
and study issues related to everyday academic library practice; subsequent publish-
ing then advances knowledge of librarianship. The authors’ efforts improve their own
practice and further develop their own levels of expertise.”'° This approach to librarian
research has led to a new appreciation for the benefits that conducting and disseminat-
ing research accrue to the individual, to the institution, and to the profession.

An analysis of the authorship of library and information science (LIS) research
articles found that librarian-researchers are active contributors of research to the profes-
sion’s most important peer-reviewed journals.” Academic librarians author the majority
of articles published in LIS journals,"? including the profession’s most highly regarded
peer-reviewed journals.” Galbraith et al. studied the authorship of articles published
in the top 23 high-impact LIS journals in 2007 and 2009. They found that 42 percent of
the articles were written by academic librarians and 19 percent by LIS professors.** Of
the librarian authors, 65 percent worked at libraries with faculty status and tenure. The
study’s authors also found that faculty status—with its attendant need to “publish or
perish” —does not contribute to the publication of many low-quality articles. Rather,
“faculty status may actually encourage publication in the most respected journals.”*®
The criteria for tenure and promotion have intensified during the past two decades,
and the research output of academic librarians reflects these changes.

Researchers have studied the obstacles that librarians confront in the conduct of
research. Some of the obstacles to conducting research are reported as lack of time to
complete a research project, unfamiliarity with the research process, lack of support
for research (both emotional and monetary), lack of research confidence, discourag-
ing jargon, inadequate education in research methods, and lack of motivation.’* Many
librarians report that they received little or no training in research methods as part of
their LIS master’s degree. However, Luo found no statistically significant relationship
between taking a research methods course and a librarian’s research involvement.!”
This finding is consistent with Powell, Baker, and Mika'® and Kennedy and Brancolini;"
neither study found a statistically significant relationship between conducting research
and the respondents’ belief that the LIS master’s degree prepared them to conduct
research. Librarians have found other ways to fill gaps in their research methods
education, most notably self-education activities (such as professional reading and
online tutorials) and continuing education programs (such as courses, workshops,
and conference programs).

As the barriers and challenges to librarian research success are now better under-
stood, researchers may turn their attention to the factors that enable research success.
Researchers have recently focused on institutional and administrative support.?’ These
studies address the possibility of shifting organizational culture to be more aware and
more supportive of research in academic libraries, which will ultimately help address
the “lack of time” and “lack of support” barriers to librarian research. In something of a
paradigm shift, many researchers have changed their language from the negative—how
to overcome barriers—to the positive —identifying factors that lead to the successful
completion and dissemination of research. Hoffman, Berg, and Koufogiannakis con-
ducted a comprehensive literature review of empirical studies focused on research
success factors, both in librarianship and in other fields.! They found that research
success requires many interrelated conditions. They grouped 16 factors into three
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categories: “individual attributes, peers and community, and institutional structures
and supports,”* with many factors occurring in more than one category. Hoffman,
Berg, and Koufogiannakis found that research mentoring is a well-recognized success
factor for practitioner-researchers in fields such as medicine. Mentoring is a common
practice in academic libraries, but its effectiveness as a research success factor has not
been studied extensively in librarianship. Most research has focused on early career
researchers, but Hollister recently studied posttenure and continuing-appointment
librarians.” Hollister found that librarians who described their library atmosphere as
nurturing, encouraging, or supportive of scholarship were significantly more likely
to be producing research than those who reported library cultures and structures that
were described with words like demoralizing, exhausting, unsupportive, and hostile.?

The authors’ 2010 survey examined both research barriers and success factors, but
with the development of IRDL, they have turned their attention to providing deeper
insight into success factors that have been identified in recent articles. The authors
added questions to the 2015 survey to more fully explore three factors: the impact of
research self-efficacy (research confidence); educational experiences —the completion
of a master’s thesis and statistics courses; and formal and informal research mentor-
ing and other forms of institutional support. Here is the rationale for expanding the
survey on those three factors.

Research Self-efficacy (Q10-17). Research self-efficacy has been found to be a predictor
of research success among practitioner-researchers in a variety of disciplines, includ-
ing psychologists,” psychotherapists,? and physicians.” People with a high degree of
research self-efficacy have confidence in their ability to perform successfully the tasks
associated with conducting research.?® Like academic librarians, some members of
these practitioner-researcher communities report that they struggle with the demands
of job performance and conducting research. To measure research self-efficacy among
academic librarians, the authors developed a 10-item research self-confidence scale,
the Librarian Research Confidence Scale (LRCS) for use in the 2010 survey. Research
confidence was found to be a statistically significant predictor of research success
among academic librarians.”

Researchers studying other communities of practitioner-researchers found that
research self-efficacy can be increased through instruction and encouragement.
Holden et al. measured research self-efficacy to assess learning in a research training
environment, a social work graduate program.* They created a research self-efficacy
scale appropriate to social work education to use as “an outcome measure for a series
of evaluations of social work research education,”?! which consists of a two-semester
research sequence required by the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE). Holden
et al. found statistically significant increases in research self-efficacy over one semester’s
instruction, both for participants and for each question. To measure the effects of the
IRDL summer research workshop on research self-efficacy and to focus the workshop
curriculum on areas of low self-efficacy, the authors revised their 10-item LRCS to
create an expanded, 38-item research self-efficacy scale, LRCS-38. The authors used
LRCS-38 with three cohorts of IRDL Scholars. However, the authors had not tested
this scale with a large sample of librarians, which is required for factor analysis. The
authors included the LRCS-38 as part of the 2015 survey and have since performed a
factor analysis on those results, which will be reported in a future article.

Master’s thesis (Q 21-Q22) and statistics courses (Q22—-Q23). All academic librarians
possess amaster’s degree —or perhaps two, typically a MLIS and a subject master’s —but
not a PhD. The 2010 survey found that only 26 percent of respondents felt that their
LIS master’s program prepared them to conduct research, but what elements in a LIS
master’s program might contribute to research success?® Sassen and Wahl observed,
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“An academic librarian who has not written a thesis or dissertation almost certainly has
a less rigorous educational background in research methods than the typical teaching
faculty member.”* Researchers in psychology education have studied the graduate
research training environment and found that one research success factor after graduate
school is the early, “minimally threatening” introduction to research: “It is important to
involve graduate students in scientific work from very early on in their training, and at
a level that is appropriate to their understanding of research.”* In talking informally
with proficient librarian-researchers, many noted that they developed an interest in
social science research during the completion of a master’s thesis in their LIS program.
While attending the conference Qualitative & Quantitative Methods in Libraries (QQML),
the authors noticed that some of the presenters were recent LIS graduates from Eu-
ropean LIS programs who were sharing the results of their master’s thesis research.
These observations led the authors to wonder about the impact of completing a master’s
thesis, either in LIS or in another master’s degree program. Does this experience have
a relationship to research productivity? The authors added two questions to address
this question, one regarding the completion of a thesis in their LIS program and one
in another master’s degree program.

It is not necessary for a social science researcher to be an expert in statistics, but a
basic understanding of statistics is necessary to undertake quantitative data analysis
and helps researchers understand the ways in which a given research question may be
formulated and studied.® The authors’ 2010 survey included questions about research
methods courses, but what about other specific courses? Among the 10 questions on
research confidence, the question on analyzing data scored the lowest. On a scale of
1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5 being “Very confident,” out of 818
respondents the mean score was 3.26, which was the lowest score. On the expanded
38-item scale used to measure research confidence among IRDL Scholars, the questions
on quantitative data analysis accounted for three of the five lowest average scores before
the IRDL summer research workshop: “Knowing which statistical test(s) to run” (1.24);
“Identifying which statistical package may assist you in analyzing your data” (1.36);
“Knowing how to report the results of the statistical test(s) you have run” (1.70).* To
learn more about academic librarians’ study of statistics, the authors added two ques-
tions, one asking whether the respondent had taken a course in statistics, and, if so,
when: during their LIS master’s program, their bachelor’s program, another master’s
program, or another time? In a search of the literature for other studies that examine
the effect of a master’s thesis or a statistics course on research success, none were found.

Research mentoring and other institutional support (Q25). There is evidence that research
mentoring may be an important success factor. Hoffman, Berg, and Koufogiannakis
found that research mentoring is a well-established research success factor in other
practitioner-research professions, but it has not been studied extensively in LIS.”” Re-
search mentoring has been studied extensively in fields such as professional psychol-
ogy* and academic medicine.* In a well-designed and rigorous study of the academic
advancement of women, minority, and generalist faculty in academic medicine, Palepu
et al. examined mentoring and career development among junior faculty.** Among
1,302 junior faculty respondents, 54 percent had received recent mentoring, defined as
in the past three years. The faculty with mentors rated their research preparation and
research skills higher than those without a recent mentor (3.8 vs. 2.9, p <.0001, on a
six-point scale, 1 =1low and 6 = high). The faculty with mentors allocated more time to
research than did those without mentors (28% vs. 15%, p <.0001). The faculty members
with mentors were also more likely to have been awarded a research grant.* There
were no differences between the two groups regarding the number of publications in
peer-reviewed journals (mean 12.5 vs. 13.5), but the authors speculated that the junior
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faculty may not have had time to publish their research yet.*? This finding is inconsistent
with that of Levinson et al., who found that women medical school faculty who had
mentors during their training averaged 13.1 publications compared with 10.3 articles
for respondents without a mentor (p < .05).* Levinson et al. also found that women
faculty who had mentors spent more time on research, an average of 25 percent of their
time, compared with 21 percent for women faculty who had not had mentors. Palepu et
al. found no differences between the groups of medical school faculty regarding their
self-assessments of their teaching, administrative and clinical skills, suggesting that, for
junior faculty, recent mentoring had the biggest impact on their research confidence.*

Recently, researchers have begun examining mentoring as a research success factor
among academic librarian-researchers. Sassen and Wahl and Smigielski, Laning, and
Daniels studied research success factors among librarians employed by the Association
of Research Libraries member institutions.* Sassen and Wahl found that 91 percent of
the responding libraries offer informal mentoring and 52 percent offer formal mentor-
ing.* Smigielski, Laning, and Daniels found formal mentoring programs in 83 percent
of libraries that grant tenure and 66.7 percent of libraries that do not.” Mentoring was
the fourth most prevalent institutional support mechanism for research among all
responding libraries.* Mentoring programs in academic libraries are often broader in
scope than research mentoring, including learning about the institution and the profes-
sion, becoming professionally active through service, advising on dossier preparation,
advancing in the organization,* and developing leadership skills.*” Zhang, Deyoe, and
Matveyeva conducted a study of the research mentoring program at Wichita State
University Libraries and made recommendations for the development of an effective
research mentoring program. However, there have been few empirical studies on
the effects of mentoring on research productivity in academic libraries. In a study of
research productivity among the librarians of the Pennsylvania State University system,
Fennewald found that, among interviewees, the most significant factor in research
productivity was “the collegial support conveyed in formal and informal mentoring.”*
To gather more data on informal and formal research mentoring, the authors added
these options to the list of institutional supports in the 2015 survey. They also added
the response options of short-term pretenure research leave and incentives, such as
merit pay or bonuses.

As both the 2010 and 2015 surveys were based upon the instrument developed by
Powell, Baker, and Mika, the authors will comment on their findings in comparison to
the authors’ 2010 and 2015 findings, as appropriate.® To make it clear when the data
were gathered for all surveys, the year that the survey was conducted will be noted,
instead of the year the results were published: Powell, Baker, and Mika conducted
their survey in 2000, Kennedy and Brancolini conducted their survey in 2010, and
the current survey was conducted in 2015. Although Powell, Baker, and Mika used a
stratified random sample for their survey and the authors used purposive samples, the
comparison of results over 15 years provides insight into how the research attitudes,
involvement, and perceived capabilities of academic librarians may have changed and
offer suggestions for how librarian-researchers might overcome research barriers and
more effectively foster research success.

Problem Statement

This 2015 update survey aimed to capture a snapshot of the current attitudes and
preparedness to conduct research to update what was learned five years prior, address-
ing the same questions as the 2010 survey: How do librarians currently participate in
research? How confident do librarians feel about completing the various steps in the
research process? How many and which kind of research design/methods trainings
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have librarians participated in, up to this point in their careers? How are librarians
supported by their institutions in conducting research? The results of the 2010 survey
helped to formulate the initial curriculum of a professional continuing education
program about research design for practicing librarians. Functionally, in this 2015
survey, the authors wished to determine if any changes to the continuing education
curriculum were warranted so it remains current and focused on skills as well as at-
titudes. In addition, the authors aimed to contribute to the ongoing discussion in the
literature of success factors for librarians conducting research.

Institute for Research Design in Librarianship

Based on the results of the 2010 survey, the authors designed a continuing education
program for academic librarians, the Institute for Research Design in Librarianship
(IRDL). IRDL is funded through the Institute for Museum and Library Services Laura
Bush 21st Century Librarian program grant (2013-2016 award #RE-06-13-0060-13;
20162019 #RE-40-16-0120-16), with matched funds from Loyola Marymount University,
the home of IRDL. These funds permit the participants to attend IRDL at no personal
cost (award includes travel, lodging, food, educational experience). The design of IRDL
comes directly from the results of the 2010 survey, to focus on areas where librarians
reported feeling the least confident or had the least experience. The authors of this
article are the IRDL project codirectors.

Participants apply to the selective year-long program by submitting a research pro-
posal, a statement about why they wish to attend IRDL, and a letter of support from
their library’s dean or director. An advisory board of practitioner-librarians, along
with the project directors, craft a cohort that is diverse in several criteria: race (with
emphasis given to self-reported ethnic and racial minorities); type of library (includes
archives); geographical location; functional area of the library in which the applicant
works; and area of research interest.

Once selected, the participants, called Scholars, prepare for the week-long workshop
with a series of readings. During the workshop, the curricular focus is on hands-on
experience with a variety of methods typically used in social science research. Ample
time for one-on-one consultation is given throughout the workshop, so that the Scholars
put their learning into immediate practice by revising their research protocols.

After the workshop is complete, the Scholars are supported for the academic year
while they return to their home institutions and conduct their research projects. Mea-
surements are taken throughout the workshop and following year to evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of the IRDL model. The model has been refined in all three years of the first
grant (2013-2016 award), based on the results of the measurements, and will continue
to be adjusted in the new three-year grant cycle. The 2015 survey about which this
article is written was designed in part to discover if attitudes and needs of academic
librarians have changed since 2010 and how those changes may be incorporated into
the design of IRDL. For more information about IRDL, the reader may visit the project
website at http://irdlonline.org.

Methods

Survey Design

To prepare for the 2010 survey, the authors carefully combed the literature, noting
obstacles that librarians identified as barriers to conducting research. The authors built
the survey around four areas of concern that would influence the curriculum design of
the eventual IRDL: current research practice (reading, conducting research); confidence
in completing the steps in a research project; any methods training completed; and
identifying any institutional support for conducting research. Several of the questions
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were based upon those of Powell, Baker, and Mika’s survey and Henry and Neville’s,*
though some of their research questions diverged from those of the authors.

The flow of the 2015 survey followed that of the 2010 survey, with most of the
questions phrased in the same way, in the same order. In 2015, the authors included
an expanded confidence scale, additional response options for some questions, and
four new questions about methods training. Unlike the 2010 survey, the 2015 survey
had no forced responses. For the 2015 survey instrument and call for participation,
see appendices A and B.

Current Research Practice

The authors wanted to gain information about how actively engaged academic librar-
ians are in their current research practice. Knowing whether academic librarians signify
an interest in reading and/or conducting research, and how sincerely they are currently
participating, would suggest to us if there was a potential audience for a continuing
education opportunity related to research design. The 2010 study demonstrated to
the authors the desire among academic librarians to continue their education for this,
so the authors developed the Institute for Research Design in Librarianship. The au-
thors’ interest in repeating these questions is to note if there are any differences in the
engagement in research practice in the current environment.

The survey began with a definition of “research,” as noted earlier. The authors asked
the respondents several questions about their research practice, starting with how the
respondent stays current with the research literature. The authors asked if it is assumed
that the respondent reads research literature as part of her job (Q1). The authors asked
if the respondent is allowed time on the job for reading research literature (Q2). The
authors asked if the respondent regularly scans the tables of contents or abstracts
of research-based articles and then followed by asking if he regularly reads the full
content of research-based articles (Q3, Q4). If the respondent does not regularly read
research-based articles, the authors asked her to mark the possible reasons why, giving
six options plus an “other” category that she could complete (Q5). If the respondent
does regularly read research-based articles, the authors asked him to list the titles of
two journals in which he regularly reads those articles (Q6).

The next three questions were about conducting research. At Q7, the authors asked
if the respondent has conducted research since completing his library or information
science (LIS) master’s degree, giving an optional response for “N/A (Do not have an
LIS master’s degree).” If a respondent indicated that he has conducted research, the
authors then asked if he has disseminated the results of the research to an external
audience (Q8). If she responded that she has disseminated the results, the authors
followed with a question about how they were disseminated; eight possible options
were listed, plus an “other” category that she could complete (Q9).

Confidence

At this section, the authors introduce the largest change from the 2010 survey, a greatly
expanded confidence scale. An exploratory factor analysis completed on the responses
to the original 10-item scale suggested three factors were present, and so the authors
expanded the questions about confidence within those three factors: planning, data,
and reporting.® Two of the items from the 10-item scale, “Performing a literature re-
view” and “Identifying research partners, if needed,” performed poorly in the factor
analysis; “Performing a literature review” was reworded but “Identifying research
partners, if needed” was not included in the further development of the scale. From the
nine resulting items, the authors expanded within each of the three factors. Included
in the scale, under the factor planning, the authors include Groups 1-3 (described
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below). Under the factor data are included Groups 4-5, and under the factor reporting
are included Groups 6-8.

At Q10-17, the authors asked the respondents to rate their confidence in perform-
ing the discrete steps in a research project, on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at
all confident,” 2 being “Slightly confident,” 3 being “Moderately confident,” 4 being
“Confident,” and 5 being “Very confident.” The following thirty-eight items were
measured, in eight groupings:

Group 1, the research question task (three items): (Q10) Turning your topic into a
research question; Constructing a question that is reasonable in scope (not too narrow/
large, given your time and other assets such as money, support, research assistance);
Determining if your research topic makes a contribution to the field, based on the
relevant literature.

Group 2, research design (six items): (Q11) Designing a project to answer your
question; Identifying other research studies similar to yours in order to examine the
methods used; Exploring research designs that are appropriate for your question;
Choosing a research design that is appropriate for your question; Selecting the methods
and procedures for your question; Developing a timeline for the study.

Group 3, review of the literature (five items): (Q12) Writing a review of the litera-
ture appropriate for your research topic; Determining how your study can contribute
to the existing literature; Identifying appropriate information sources in which to
conduct your literature search; Using relevant keywords to discover literature about
your research topic; Determining if a piece of literature is an appropriate source for
your research question.

Group 4, data gathering (eleven items): (Q13) Gathering data; Determining which
members of a population to include in your study; Determining how many members
of a population to include in your study; Choosing appropriate qualitative data col-
lection technique(s); Choosing appropriate quantitative data collection techniques;
Choosing an appropriate data gathering procedure (what kind of data are you going
to gather and how are you going to do it) (examples: in-depth interviews, focus groups,
observation); Identifying appropriate sources of existing data; Knowing how to design
a focus group; Knowing how to run a focus group; Knowing how to design a survey;
Knowing how to administer a survey.

Group 5, data analysis (five items): (Q14) Analyzing data; Knowing how to orga-
nize the data you have gathered, or how to arrange existing data you may be using;
Identifying which statistical package may assist you in analyzing your data; Know-
ing which statistical test(s) to run; Knowing how to code qualitative data to identify
themes and sub-themes.

Group 6, writing results (four items): (Q15) Reporting results in written format;
Knowing the components to construct a traditional social sciences journal article;
Knowing how to apply a style guide (APA or MLA, for example); Knowing how to
report the results of the statistical test(s) you may have run.

Group 7, verbally presenting results (two items): (Q16) Reporting results verbally;
Knowing how to adapt your written research paper for oral presentation.

Group 8, disseminating results (two items): (Q17) Determining an appropriate format
for disseminating results (poster/presentation/article); Identifying appropriate places
to disseminate results (publication/conference).

Methods Training

The authors asked seven questions related to research training. The authors asked if the
respondent believes that his LIS master’s degree adequately prepared him to read and
understand research-based literature (Q18) and then asked if the respondent believes
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that it adequately prepared him to conduct original research (Q19). At Q20, the authors
asked if the respondent wrote a thesis in completing the LIS degree and, at Q21, if the
respondent wrote a thesis in completing another master’s degree. The authors asked
if the respondent had taken at least one course in statistical analysis (Q22). If the re-
spondent signified that she had, then a question followed about when she had taken
the course(s) in statistical analysis, with response options: Part of my undergraduate
work; part of my MLS coursework; part of my coursework for a non-MLS graduate
degree; and other (with a text box for an explanation) (Q23). The authors asked the
respondent to check any educational activities about research methods in which she
has ever participated and to check all that applied (Q24). Questions 20-23 were newly
added to the 2015 survey.

Demographic Information

The authors asked three questions to gather demographic information, to learn if
research activities are supported at their current institutions, if their positions are
tenure track, and if they have an advanced degree other than the LIS master’s degree.
The authors requested that the respondent check all the following research support
options that his institution or library provided for librarians, giving eleven possibilities
plus an option for “no research support for librarians” as well as “other” (with a text
box for an explanation) (Q25). The authors asked if the respondent had worked in a
position eligible for tenure and/or promotion, promotion only, or neither tenure nor
promotion (Q26). Finally, the authors asked if the respondent has another graduate
degree, in addition to her LIS degree, giving an optional response for “N/A (Do not
have an LIS master’s degree)” (Q27).

At Q28, the authors presented an optional text entry box for comments and feedback.
On the last screen of the survey were featured citations to publications that informed
some of the questions and Kennedy’s contact information if the respondent wanted a
report of the results of the survey.

Through field testing, the authors estimated that the survey would take fewer than
ten minutes to complete. The survey protocol was reviewed by the Institutional Review
Board at the authors” university.

Survey Dissemination

The survey was constructed using the software Qualtrics and was administered via
the Internet. The authors solicited participation via listservs on which academic and/
or research librarians are members (see appendix B for the listservs to which the call
was posted). There was one call for participation; no follow-up was pursued after the
initial post. The survey was available for a month. There were no restrictions on who
could choose to respond to the survey.

Results

The authors examined the survey responses regarding their four areas of concern:
the current research practice of the respondent academic librarians; a self-evaluation
of their confidence in performing the steps in the research process; a list of methods
training courses in which they have participated; and demographic and institutional
data related to support of library research.

Of the 793 respondents who began the survey, 669 of them completed it. For this
analysis, incomplete surveys were not eliminated. The authors used all available data
from each question to assist in comparing the responses from the Powell, Baker, and
Mika 2000 survey, and the authors” own survey, conducted in 2010. The analysis here
does not intend to generalize to the population of academic librarians since the sample
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of respondents was not systematically gathered. To be clear about the results, the au-
thors report the total number of respondents (n) of each question.

Reading and Conducting Research

Eighty-four percent of the survey respondents (n = 767) say that it is assumed they
will read research-based literature as part of their job as professional librarians, and 80
percent (n="767) are allowed time on the job to do so; about 6 percent did not know if
it was assumed they will read research-based literature as part of their job, and about 9
percent did not know if they were allowed time on the job to read. Seventy-eight percent
(n=767) scan tables of contents of journals that contain research-based literature, but
only 58 percent regularly read the full content of those articles. The main reason stated
for not regularly reading research-based literature is time; an overwhelming 199 (of n
= 469) respondents noted this reason. Forty-four respondents noted that they did not
enjoy reading research articles/no interest. Of those respondents who regularly read
research-based articles, they identified College & Research Libraries as the main journal
they read, followed by The Journal of Academic Librarianship (see appendix C for the top
fifteen journals noted in response to Q6, listing the titles of the journals in which the
respondents regularly read research-based articles).

Seventy-seven percent of respondents (n =721) have conducted research since com-
pleting the LIS degree, with 2 percent noting that they did not have an LIS master’s
degree. Of the 553 respondents who conducted research since completing the LIS
degree, 83 percent (454) of them disseminated the results of their research. The main
venues sought for dissemination were: presented at national conference; published in
arefereed journal; presented at regional conference; and presented at home institution
in an informal forum.

See table 1 for a comparison of responses from the 2010 and 2015 surveys, as well as
the 2000 Powell, Baker, and Mika survey results, about reading and conducting research.

Confidence
The authors asked the respondents to rate their confidence in performing the discrete
steps in a research project, on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5
being “Very confident.” The 38 components were clustered together into eight groups
of related tasks. In this section of results, the largest number of respondents in each
grouping is noted. The largest number of respondents in the first group, the research
question task (284; n = 707), marked their confidence at 4 for “Turning your topic into
a question that can be tested.” In the next task, about research design, 277 respondents
(n = 696) marked their confidence at 5 for “Identifying other research studies similar
to yours in order to examine the methods used.” In the next (third) task, about the
review of literature, 402 respondents (n = 690) marked their confidence at 5 for “Us-
ing relevant keywords to discover literature about your research topic.” A total of 240
respondents (n = 670) marked their confidence at 5 for the fourth task, “Gathering
data.” Fully 331 respondents (n = 667) marked their confidence at 1 at the fifth task,
analyzing data, for “Knowing which statistical test(s) to run.” In the sixth task, about
the written reporting of results, 403 respondents (n = 664) marked their confidence at 5
for “Knowing how to apply a style guide (APA or MLA, for example).” In the seventh
task, about the verbal reporting of results, 250 (n = 660) marked their confidence at 4
for “Reporting results verbally.” In the eighth task 270 respondents (n = 660) marked
their confidence at 4 for “Determining appropriate format for disseminating results
(poster/presentation/article).”

See appendix D for a few examples of line graphs of each of the tasks and their
responses on the confidence scale. The reader may notice in the graphs that most of
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the respondents highly rated their own confidence levels in completing the steps of a
research project. The authors created a variable during analysis called Average Confi-
dence and, for the thirty-eight steps on the 5-point scale (a possible 190 total points),
an average of 3.41 (n = 647) was calculated.

Asin 2010, the authors were interested to learn whether a respondent had conducted
research since achieving the LIS degree was predicted by their confidence levels in
performing the steps of a research project. To test this, the authors conducted a binary
logistic regression in SPSS (Version 24), using the Enter method. The dependent vari-
able was constructed from Q7, about whether the respondent has conducted research
since completing his library or information science (LIS) master’s degree, giving an
optional response for “N/A (Do not have an LIS master’s degree).” For this test, the
authors removed the responses with the “N/A” answer since they were interested in
the responses from those who had an LIS degree, which left behind only “yes” or “no”
responses. The authors computed a new variable, Average Confidence, from Ques-
tions 10-17, as the independent variable. The resulting model identified a significant
correlation between conducting research and confidence at the 95 percent confidence
level (n = 694). Because the confidence scale ranged from 1 to 5, any one-point change
in an answer to any one-scale item (such as going from 3 to 4) represents a 3.3 percent
increase in the odds of conducting research (p <0.001). This suggests that confidence in
performing the discrete steps in a research project continues to be useful as a predictor
for whether a librarian conducts research.

Given that confidence was not a variable considered in the survey completed by
Powell, Baker, and Mika and that the authors’ own scale was altered greatly from the
2010 and 2015 versions, a comparative table related to confidence measures is not
presented. The reader may find further information about the scale development from
2010 and 2015 in the article by Brancolini and Kennedy.”

Methods Training

The authors asked seven questions related to research methods training. Fifty-five
percent (n = 659) believe that their LIS master’s degrees adequately prepared them to
read and understand research-based literature, but only 17 percent (n = 659) believe
that their LIS master’s degrees adequately prepared them to conduct original research.
Twelve percent of the respondents (n = 659) completed a thesis as part of their LIS
degree, and 27 percent (n = 659) wrote a thesis in completing another master’s degree.
About half of the respondents (53%, n = 659) have taken at least one course in statisti-
cal analysis, and of those taking the course, 46 percent (n = 468) took it as part of their
undergraduate coursework. Of the educational activities about research methods in
which they have ever participated, the top three are: self-education activities (examples:
professional reading, online tutorial); formal master’s degree LIS course(s) (examples:
research methods, statistics); and continuing education program(s) (examples: courses,
workshops, conference programs).

The authors expected that librarians would report having conducted research since
achieving the LIS degree if they believed that their LIS degrees prepared them to conduct
research. To test this, a chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the
relation between conducting research (variable constructed from Q7, about whether
the respondent has conducted research since completing his library or information
science [LIS]) master’s degree, with optional response for “N/A [Do not have an LIS
master’s degree]” removed) and belief that the LIS master’s degree had prepared the
respondent to conduct original research (variable constructed from Q19, about whether
the respondent believes his/her LIS master’s degree adequately prepared him/her to
conduct original research, with the “N/A” answer removed from the set). The relation
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between these variables was not significant (chi-square with 1 degree of freedom =1.65,
p =0.199). This finding is like the analysis of the 2010 data, in that whether librarians
conduct research is not related to their belief that their LIS master’s degree programs
prepared them to do so. Itis also consistent with the findings of Powell, Baker, and Mika.*

In the 2015 survey, the authors introduced two new questions, (1) asking if the re-
spondent had written a thesis in completing the LIS degree, and (2) if the respondent
had written a thesis in completing another graduate degree. The authors anticipated
that librarians may report having conducted research since achieving the LIS degree
if they already had experience with reporting of research by writing a thesis. To test
this, a chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between
conducting research (variable constructed from Q7, about whether the respondent
has conducted research since completing his library or information science [LIS]
master’s degree, with optional response for “N/A [Do not have an LIS master’s de-
gree]” removed) and writing a thesis in completing the LIS master’s degree (variable
constructed from Q20, about whether the respondent wrote a thesis in completing
the LIS degree, with the “N/A” answer removed from the set). The relation between
these variables was not significant (chi-square with 1 degree of freedom = 0.325, p =
0.568). The relationship between the variables of conducting research and writing a
thesis in completing another graduate degree, however was significant (chi-square
with 1 degree of freedom =9.121, p = 0.003). Three-hundred eleven (of 462) that had
conducted research since completing the LIS degree did not write a thesis in complet-
ing another graduate degree.

See table 2 for a comparison of responses from the 2000, 2010, and 2015 surveys,
about methods training.

Demographic Information

Institutional Support

The authors added possible research success factors to the question on institutional
support. In response to the question about research support options provided by their
institutions or libraries, the two options noted most frequently are travel funds (partial
reimbursement), and workshops or other forms of continuing education. Thirty-seven
(5.62% of the respondents, n=658) responded that their institutions or libraries provided
no research support for librarians. The authors expected to find a relationship between
those librarians reporting that they had conducted research and those reporting some
institutional support. To test this, a chi-square test of independence was performed to
examine the relation between conducting research (variable constructed from Q7, about
whether the respondent has conducted research since completing his library or informa-
tion science [LIS] master’s degree, with optional response for “N/A [Do not have an LIS
master’s degree]” removed) and institutional support for research (variable constructed
from Q25, about any research support options that the institution provides for librar-
ians). The relation between these variables was found to be significant (chi-square with
1 degree of freedom =39.803, p <0.001). Powell, Baker, and Mika also found a significant
correlation between institutional support and librarians conducting research.”

The authors looked closer at two new items in the list of research support, formal and
informal mentorship. They performed a chi-square test of independence to examine the
relation between conducting research (variable constructed from Q7, about whether the
respondent has conducted research since completing his library or information science
[LIS] master’s degree, with optional response for “N/A [Do not have an LIS master’s
degree]” removed) and formal mentorship (the item for “formal mentorship [experi-
enced librarian researcher partners with novice researcher]” was checked at Q25). Of
the 96 respondents (out of 646 total respondents, 15%) who noted that their institution
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offered a formal mentorship, 88 (92%) of those have conducted research. The relation
between these variables was found to be significant (chi-square with 1 degree of freedom
=10.975, p <0.001). They then examined informal mentorship and performed a similar
chi-square test. Of the 259 (out of 646, 40%) who noted that their institution offered an
informal mentorship (journal club discussions or article/proposal feedback sessions),
227 (88%) of those have conducted research. The relation between the variables was
found to be significant (chi-square with 1 degree of freedom =19.677, p <0.001).

Powell, Baker, and Mika asked three questions about support for conducting re-
search, each with a yes/no response requested to the following: if respondents have
time during working hours to do research; if they received internal or external support
for research. One out of five (20%) of their respondents noted that they received at least
one of these three support mechanisms.

Faculty Status and Additional Graduate Degrees

The authors asked a question about faculty status and another question about additional
graduate degrees. Fifty-five percent (n = 658) of the 2015 survey participants responded
that they have worked in a position as a librarian that is eligible for promotion and/
or tenure. Forty-eight percent (n = 658) have another MA, MS, or PhD, in addition to
their LIS degree. Powell, Baker, and Mika did not include questions about promotion/
tenure or additional advanced degrees in their 2000 survey. The authors changed the
wording of the questions about promotion and tenure in this recent survey so a com-
parison between the 2010 and 2015 is not represented in table 3.

TABLE 3
Demographic Information, Comparison among 2000, 2010, and 2015
2000 (Powell, Baker, 2010 2015
and Mika)
Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage
of the of the and the
Total Total Total
Responses Responses Responses
for the for the for the
Question Question Question
Research 468 have 26.04% 466 (travel 20.28% 401 (travel 16.12%
support time during | (»=1,797) | funds, partial (2,297) funds, partial (2,487)
options working reimbursement) reimbursement)
that your | hours, 452 19.67% 303 12.18%
institution | - recerve (workshops | (2.297) | (workshops | (2.487)
or lll?rary internal or or other forms or other forms
provides external of continuing of continuing
for . support for education) education)
librarians research
Do you question not asked 321 (response 39.68% 317 (response 48.17%
have is YES) (n=809) is YES) (n=658)
another
graduate
degree, in
addition to
your LIS
degree?
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The relationship between the variables of conducting research since completing the
master’s LIS degree (constructed from Q7, about whether the respondent has conducted
research since completing his library or information science [LIS] master’s degree,
with optional response for “N/A [Do not have an LIS master’s degree]” removed) and
eligibility for promotion and/or tenure was found to be significant, with 440 of the 509
respondents who noted that they had conducted research had also worked in a position
as a librarian that is eligible for promotion and/or tenure (chi-square with 1 degree of
freedom = 32.097, p < 0.001). Similarly, the relationship between conducting research
and the completion of an additional graduate degree was found to be significant (chi-
square with 1 degree of freedom = 17.451, p <0.001).

Discussion

The 2010 survey was designed to gather data to scan the environment related to research
attitudes and capabilities of academic and research librarians, as well as to assist in
the development of a curriculum for a professional continuing education opportunity
in research design. This 2015 survey was administered to determine if there were any
significant changes that should be addressed in an update to the curriculum. Gathering
a snapshot of current research-related attitudes and capabilities in the 2015 survey also
allows the authors to begin to examine trends in this area over time. The large number
of responses from the 2015 survey suggests that research is still a pressing issue for
academic and research librarians. The results of the survey may assist in tailoring a
revision to the curriculum in the following ways:

Current research practice. The authors learned from the survey that academic
librarians are currently participating in reading research-based literature as part
of their jobs. As in 2010, the respondents to the 2015 survey note time as the largest
stated barrier to reading literature. During the initial three years of the Institute for
Research Design in Librarianship (IRDL), the authors, who are the IRDL project
codirectors, had multiple informal conversations with the Scholars about how to
effectively manage time for the research process, especially as it relates to unantici-
pated delays due to changes to a research design midstream, or needing extended
time to conduct analysis while learning new methodological techniques. In future
IRDL workshops, the codirectors will demonstrate time-management techniques, like
the Pomodoro Method and Gantt charts, to give the Scholars practical ideas about
how to manage their research time. The codirectors have also devised a script for
the Scholars to talk with their home institutions’ managers about how to schedule
time for reading and research.

The largest observed change from the results of the 2010 and 2015 surveys is related
to the question, “Do you regularly read the full content of research-based articles...?”
There was a 20 percent drop from 2010 to 2015 in the respondents signifying that they
read the full content of research-based articles (78.47% in 2010, 58.41% in 2015). Since
the sampling mechanism chosen by the authors was purposive, the authors do not
intend to draw general conclusions about why this change may have occurred. As it
relates to a possible curriculum revision, however, it may spur a conversation with the
IRDL Scholars about the value gained by reading deeply, rather than simply skimming
abstracts of research-based articles.

Confidence. The authors’ use of a more granular confidence scale in the 2015 survey
was helpful for the authors mainly in the future development and assessment of the
curriculum for the Institute for Research Design in Librarianship. Having a more accu-
rate measurement of confidence in the subcomponents of conducting a research project
provides guidance for specific attention to those areas in the curriculum, especially as
it relates to hands-on activities that are developed to reinforce preworkshop readings.



Academic Librarian Research 839

Regarding the major components, compared to that of the 2010 survey, the authors do
not observe any differences significant enough for comment.

Methods training. In 2015, compared to the responses of 2010, a lower percentage of
respondents believe that their LIS master’s degree prepared them to conduct original
research (in 2010, 26%; in 2015, 17%).

The ratio of participation in educational activities about research methods remained
the same in the five years between surveys, with self-education activities (examples:
professional reading, online tutorial) being the first mentioned in both surveys, with
formal master’s degree LIS course(s) (examples: research methods, statistics) mentioned
second, and continuing education program(s) (examples: courses, workshops, confer-
ence programs) mentioned third.

Demographic information. In the 2010 survey, 98 (n = 809) responded that their in-
stitution or library provided no research support options. This is a higher percentage
(12%) than was reported in 2015 (around 7%), and it is encouraging to see this figure
decreasing in the last five years, especially given the significant relationship between
a librarian conducting research and their receiving support from their institution.

These survey results have implications for a broader application than the cur-
ricular adjustment for the IRDL. Related to current research practice, for example, a
continuing concern is the time needed to complete any step in the research process.
That issue, coupled with the finding that only about 60 percent of the 2015 survey re-
spondents read the full content of research-based articles, may find a resolution via a
journal club, in which the participants are prompted at a regularly scheduled interval
to thoroughly read journal articles. Related to confidence, a finding from this study is
that the respondents noted their lack of confidence in knowing which statistical test(s)
to run. Participating in a workshop or course may mitigate that lack of knowledge, so
that, when embarking on a research project, the librarian can do so confidently. The
results of this survey noted that respondents participate in self-education activities to
boost their knowledge about research methods. Alist of such professional readings and
courses could be constructed, so that others could participate in similar self-education
activities, without the required research to discover ones that are appropriate. Related
to demographic information, the authors were heartened to learn that institutions are
providing more support for librarians conducting research. Librarians can advocate
for increased support, and more diverse options for “support,” so that librarians may
participate more fully in research activities.

Limitations of This Study and Future Research
Now that the authors have completed two surveys of academic librarians about
their research capabilities and interests and, in this article, compared it with similar
work completed in 2000, the authors can begin to think about trends in this area. The
next iteration of this survey, presumably in 2020, should employ a stricter sampling
mechanism to provide an authoritative understanding of the research process for the
respondents. The authors may consider replicating the survey, using a modification of
the sampling design described in the work by Powell, Baker, and Mika. They surveyed
librarians from all types of libraries, so they sampled members of four professional
associations. The authors would likely limit sampling in a future survey to members
of the association most closely aligned with academic librarians, the Association of
College and Research Libraries. The authors may also want to look at other, more re-
cent survey instruments that focus specifically on academic librarians, such as the one
used by Hoffman, Berg, and Koufogiannakis to survey Canadian academic librarians.*
The 2015 survey asked about the availability of institutional support for research, but
it did not specifically ask which of these supports had been used by respondents. The
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authors are especially interested in exploring more extensively the impact of mentor-
ship, as high percentages of the respondents from institutions with mentoring programs
reported research success, 92 percent for those with formal mentoring and 88 percent
for those with informal mentoring. Future research might ask librarian-researchers
specific questions about their mentoring experiences. The study published by Palepu
et al. provides a possible model for further exploration of the relationship between
research mentoring and research success, especially among novice researchers.®

Summary

In this article, the authors report findings from a 2015 survey of academic librarians
about their attitudes, involvement, and perceived capabilities in the research process.
An update to a survey the authors conducted five years prior, the findings from a
purposive sample were similar. Regarding the authors’ interest in discovering how
librarians are currently participating in research, a notable finding from this survey
was that only 58 percent of the respondents regularly read the full content of research
articles; this is a significant decrease from the 2010 survey (78.5%). This is disturbing,
as research articles are primary sources of evidence for use in evidence-based practice
and research ideas. As illustrated in the figures in appendix D, confidence in complet-
ing the steps in the research process appears very similar between the 2010 and 2015
surveys. Seventeen percent of the respondents believed that their LIS master’s degree
adequately prepared them to conduct original research, 9 percent fewer than in the
2010 survey (26.01%). This is cause for concern, as LIS master’s programs consider the
relevance of their curricula and academic librarians search for ways to enhance and
upgrade their research skills. The 2015 survey added some questions that reflect the
latest research on research success factors for academic librarians: a more granular
measure of research self-efficacy, academic preparation for research, and effective
forms of institutional support for research, including formal and informal mentoring.
The results confirm the importance of institutional support for librarian research suc-
cess and provide new support for formal and informal research mentoring programs
in academic libraries.
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Appendix A. The Survey Instrument

Welcome to the 2015 Academic Librarian Research Survey. Please complete this survey
only one time.

For purposes of this study, we are defining research as: The process of arriving at
dependable solutions to problems/questions/hypotheses through the planned and
systematic collection, analysis, and interpretation of data: it may be applied or theo-
retical in nature and use quantitative or qualitative methods. (This definition does not
include library research that is limited to activities such as compiling bibliographies
and searching catalogs.)

Q1. Is it assumed that you will read research literature as part of your job as a profes-
sional librarian?
o Yes
o No
o Don’t know
Q2. Are you allowed time on the job for reading research literature?
o Yes
o No
o Don't know
Q3. Do you regularly scan the tables of contents or abstracts of research-based articles
in any journals like the ones listed here? (This is a sample list of journals that contain
research-based articles)
College & Research Libraries
Information Processing & Management
Information Technology & Libraries
Journal of Academic Librarianship
Journal of the American Society for Information Science & Technology
Journal of Library Administration
Library Resources & Technical Services
o Yes
o No
Q4. Do you regularly read the full content of research-based articles in any journals
like the ones listed in the previous question?
o Yes (skip to Q6)
o No
Q5. If you do not regularly read research-based articles from the journals on the previ-
ous question, why not? Check all that apply. If you choose Other, please tell us why
you do not regularly read any of those journals.
o Do not have enough expertise in research methods
Do not consider research-based articles to be relevant to my job
Prefer to read essays, opinion pieces, etc.
It is not expected that I will read research articles
I do not enjoy reading research articles / no interest
I do not have time
o  Other (text entry)
[Q6 displays if the answer to Q4 is Yes]
Q6. List the titles of two journals in which you regularly read research-based articles.
o Journal 1 (text entry)
o Journal 2 (text entry)

Oo0ooao
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Q7. Have you conducted research since you completed your library or information
science (LIS) master’s degree?
o Yes
o No
o n/a (Do not have an LIS master’s degree)
[Q8 displays if the answer to Q7 is Yes]
Q8. Have you disseminated the results of your research to an external audience?
o Yes
o No
[Q9 displays if the answer to Q8 is Yes]
Q9. How have you disseminated the results of your research? Check all that apply. If
you choose Other, please tell us how you have disseminated the results of your research.
o Published a book (solo or co-author)
Published in a book (contributed article)
Published in a refereed journal (peer-reviewed, print or online)
Published in a non-refereed journal (print or online)
Published in conference proceedings
Presented at a national conference
Presented at a regional conference
Presented at my home institution in an informal forum
Other (text entry)

O0OO0oOo0ooaoao

The following eight sections ask you to rate your level of confidence in performing
steps in a research project.

Q10. 1. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5 being “Very
confident,” how would you rate your confidence in performing the following steps
in a research project?
[Likert scale 1-5 presented for each entry]
e  Turning your topic into a question that can be tested
*  Constructing a question that is reasonable in scope (not too narrow/large, given
your time and other assets such as money, support, research assistance).
*  Determining if your research topic makes a contribution to the field, based on
the relevant literature.
Q11. 2. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5 being “Very
confident,” how would you rate your confidence in performing the following steps
in a research project?
[Likert scale 1-5 presented for each entry]
¢ Designing a project to test your question
¢ Identifying other research studies similar to yours in order to examine the
methods used.
*  Exploring research designs that are appropriate for your question.
*  Choosing a research design that is appropriate for your question.
*  Selecting the methods and procedures for your question.
¢ Developing a timeline for the study.
Q12. 3. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5 being “Very
confident,” how would you rate your confidence in performing the following steps
in a research project?
[Likert scale 1-5 presented for each entry]
*  Writing a review of the literature appropriate for your research topic.
*  Determining how your study can contribute to the existing literature.
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* Identifying appropriate information sources in which to conduct your literature

search.

*  Using relevant keywords to discover literature about your research topic.

e Determining if a piece of literature is an appropriate source for your research

question.
Q13. 4. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5 being “Very
confident,” how would you rate your confidence in performing the following steps
in a research project?
[Likert scale 1-5 presented for each entry]

* Gathering data
Determining which members of a population to include in your study.
Determining how many members of a population to include in your study.
Choosing appropriate qualitative data collection technique(s).

Choosing appropriate quantitative data collection techniques.

Choosing an appropriate data gathering procedure (what kind of data are you
going to gather and how are you going to do it) (examples: in-depth interviews,
focus groups, observation).

Identifying appropriate sources of existing data.

Knowing how to design a focus group.

Knowing how to run a focus group.

Knowing how to design a survey.

¢ Knowing how to administer a survey.

Q14. 5. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5 being “Very
confident,” how would you rate your confidence in performing the following steps
in a research project?

[Likert scale 1-5 presented for each entry]

* Analyzing data

¢ Knowing how to organize the data you have gathered, or how to arrange exist-

ing data you may be using.

¢ Identifying which statistical package may assist you in analyzing your data.

* Knowing which statistical test(s) to run.

* Knowing how to code qualitative data to identify themes and sub-themes.
Q15. 6. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5 being “Very
confident,” how would you rate your confidence in performing the following steps
in a research project?

[Likert scale 1-5 presented for each entry]

*  Reporting results in written format

* Knowing the components to construct a traditional social sciences journal article.

* Knowing how to apply a style guide (APA or MLA, for example).

* Knowing how to report the results of the statistical test(s) you may have run.
Q16. 7. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5 being “Very
confident,” how would you rate your confidence in performing the following steps
in a research project?

[Likert scale 1-5 presented for each entry]

* Reporting results verbally

¢ Knowing how to adapt your written research paper for oral presentation.
Q17. 8. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “Not at all confident” and 5 being “Very
confident,” how would you rate your confidence in performing the following steps
in a research project?

[Likert scale 1-5 presented for each entry]
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*  Determining an appropriate format for disseminating results (poster/presenta-
tion/article)
¢ Identifying appropriate places to disseminate results (publication/conference)
Q18. Do you believe that your LIS master’s degree adequately prepared you to read
and understand research-based literature?

o Yes

o No

o n/a (Do not have an LIS master’s degree)

Q19. Do you believe that your LIS master’s degree adequately prepared you to conduct
original research?

o Yes

o No

o n/a (Do not have an LIS master’s degree)

Q20. Did you write a thesis in completing your LIS degree?

o Yes

o No

o n/a (Do not have an LIS master’s degree)

Q21. Did you write a thesis in completing another master’s degree?

o Yes

o No

o n/a (Do not have an LIS master’s degree)

Q22. Have you taken at least one course in statistical analysis?

o Yes

o No
[Q23 displays if the answer to Q22 is Yes]

0 Q23. When did you take your course(s) in statistical analysis? Please check
all that apply. If you choose Other, please tell us when you took your
course(s) in statistical analysis.

Part of my undergraduate coursework
Part of my MLS coursework
Part of my coursework for a non-MLS graduate degree

o Other (text entry)

Q24. Please check any educational activities about research methods in which you
have ever participated. Check all that apply. If you choose Other, please tell us about
the educational activities about research methods in which you have participated.

o  Formal master’s degree LIS course(s) (e.g., research methods, statistics)

o  Formal doctoral degree LIS course(s) (e.g., research methods, statistics)

o  Formal master’s degree non-LIS course(s) (e.g., courses in other depart-

O oo

ments)

o Formal doctoral degree non-LIS course(s) (e.g., courses in other depart-
ments)

o Continuing education program(s) (e.g., courses, workshops, conference
programs)

Staff development program(s) provided by your organization
Self-education activities (e.g., professional reading, online tutorial)
None of these

o Other (text entry)
Q25. Check all of the following research support options that your institution or library
provides for librarians. Check all that apply.

0  Release time during the work week

0 Short-term pre-tenure research leave

O oo
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Sabbaticals for librarians

Travel funds (full reimbursement)

Travel funds (partial reimbursement)

Incentives (merit pay or bonuses)

Research grants

Formal mentorship (experienced librarian researcher partners with novice
researcher)

Informal mentorship (journal club discussions or article/proposal feedback
sessions)

Research design consultant or statistical consultant

Workshops or other forms of continuing education

No research support for librarians

Other (text entry)

Q26. Have you worked in a position as a librarian that is eligible for promotion and/

or tenure?

(]
]
]

Tenure and promotion
Promotion only
Neither tenure nor promotion

Q27. Do you have another graduate degree, in addition to your LIS degree?

]
(]
(]

Yes
No
n/a (Do not have an LIS master’s degree)

Q28. Do you have any comments or feedback for the researchers?
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Appendix B. Wording of Call for Participation

The following e-mail was posted to these listservs: Academic PR (Public relations and
marketing in academic libraries); ARL-ASSESS (Association of Research Libraries As-
sessment group); ATLANTIS (Theological Librarians); AUTOCAT (Library Cataloging
and Authorities Discussion Group); CALIBACA-L (California Academic & Research
Libraries Association); COLL-ASSESS (Collection Assessment); COLLIB-L (College Li-
brarians List); DIG-PRES (Digital preservation); ILI-L (Information Literacy Instruction
Discussion List); LIBREF-L (Discussion of Library Reference Issues); Metadatalibrarians;
PRTalk (Public relations in libraries); ULS-L; West Arch (Western Archivists Listserv);
VRA (Visual Resources Association); VRT-L (Video Round Table).

Subject line: 2015 Librarian Research survey call for participation

E-mail body: Help us learn about your research experience, capabilities, and attitudes!
If you are an academic librarian, working in any library setting, we invite you to par-
ticipate in a brief survey about your research skills and your institution’s support for
research. The survey is open through January 15, 2016.

The purpose of this survey is to update our 2010 study on the research activity of
academic librarians. In this Web-based survey we will ask questions about:
*  Your research practice,
*  Your research training,
* How you would assess your own skills in completing discrete research tasks,
and
¢ Institutional support for research.

The survey is expected to take about 10 minutes to complete. There will be no follow-
up contact with you. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and no
risks are anticipated for you as a result of participating. This study has been reviewed
by the Office of Research and Sponsored Projects at Loyola Marymount University.
If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant in this study,
please contact David Hardy, Ph.D. Chair, Institutional Review Board, 1 LMU Drive,
Suite 3000, Loyola Marymount University, Los Angeles CA 90045-2659 (310) 258-5465,
david.hardy@lmu.edu.

You may begin the study by going to this link: <URL removed>
<Author signature>


mailto:david.hardy@lmu.edu
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Appendix C. Q6.

List the titles of two journals in which you regularly read research-based articles.

College & Research Libraries 232
The Journal of Academic Librarianship 112
portal: Libraries and the Academy 44
Communications in Information Literacy 24
College & Research Libraries News 21
Journal of the Medical Library Association 21
American Archivist 20
Journal of Library Administration 19
Evidence Based Library and Information Practice 16
Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology 14
Reference & User Services Quarterly 13
Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication 11
Library Resources & Technical Services 11
Code4Lib Journal 9
Library and Information Research 9
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Appendix D. The Confidence Levels of Some of the
Research Tasks, Charted in a Line Graph
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