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Added Value or Essential Instruction?
Librarians in the Twenty-First-Century

Classroom

In recent years, we have seen a prolifera-
tion of the amounts of information that
we’re exposed to, and our ability to criti-
cally navigate that information hasn’t kept
pace with the speed at which it’s coming at
us. As information professionals we must
ask ourselves—what is our role in helping
students and patrons navigate informa-
tion? What value can we add in a world
where information is increasingly complex,
contradictory, and competitive? Are our
traditional methods of delivering infor-
mation literacy enough? This paper looks
at the evolution of information literacy
instruction from the skills in the Asso-
ciation of College and Research Libraries
(ACRL) Information Literacy Competency
Standards for Higher Education (2000)
through the newly adopted Framework for
Information Literacy for Higher Education
(2016), using examples from my own expe-
rience as a reference and teaching librar-
ian. I will focus on how the ways in which
we reach students has changed—from
one-shot information literacy sessions to
more in-depth interactions with students
under the new Framework. I will argue,
ultimately, that to truly serve students in
our current information age, librarians
must consider moving even deeper into
the classroom, developing and teaching
information literacy and critical thinking
skills for credit in the college and univer-
sity setting, and I will highlight a course I
developed at my own institution.
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How will this change what we do in
the classroom?

he question was posed by a

colleague of mine as we stood

in the kitchen preparing din-

ner in mid-November 2016.
Our weekly gathering consists of sev-
eral faculty from across disciplines,
though centered in the humanities, at
the University of Montana (USA), so
the question was an extremely impor-
tant and immediately relevant one. The
occasion that prompted this question?
The 2016 presidential race and the sub-
sequent election of Donald Trump to
the nation’s highest office exactly one
week before.

Given that our election cycle
dragged on nearly two years and
exposed deep racial, social, cultural,
and political rifts, the question could
have been—and in fact was—under-
stood in any number of ways. It domi-
nated the conversation for weeks, and
left me at a loss. My own profes-
sional concern was that so much of the
information that swirled around this
election was, quite simply, incorrect.
Whether it came from social media,
so-called news blogs and sites, or the
candidates themselves, much of what
was being passed off as fact was, sim-
ply, not factual. Complex ideas were
grossly simplified, ad hominem attacks
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drew attention from policy discussion, and outright lies were
passed in rage and righteousness around Facebook and Twit-
ter, facilitated, as we now know, by Russian interference. Any
of these issues would be of concern to teaching librarians,
but at the root of my trouble, and central to the question, was
the fact that I'm not, actually, in the classroom. Or, rather,
[ am in the classroom at the whim of others, brought in to
ostensibly teach information literacy, which I do to the best
of my ability in the hour per semester I'm usually with stu-
dents. The space to address this central question didn’t exist
in the classroom. For me, there simply was no classroom.

Whereas my colleagues had dedicated time and space
in which to approach difficult questions with students, I
did not. Here I was, at a university, faced with questions
about how information, misinformation, and disinformation
affected our election, and I had no idea how to adequately
approach the subject in which librarians are, theoretically,
experts.

I turned over the question for weeks—how could librar-
ians talk with students about information in new ways? What
was my responsibility, as a librarian and a citizen, in the
face of so much confusion? I believed in Thomas Jefferson’s
idea of democracy being reliant on informed citizens and
had prided myself on being a member of a profession that
helped create those informed citizens. I found myself won-
dering how I could, in the time allotted me in the classroom,
tackle some of the questions about information that the elec-
tion had raised. I had, over the years, become increasingly
convinced that the one-shot information literacy instruction
sessions were not particularly useful to students. Certainly,
they were not engaging to me. Even when they were carefully
integrated into the course at hand, the fifty minutes with
students were mainly used to teach them where and how to
locate discipline-related resources. We touched on concepts
of information literacy, but not in a way that was satisfying
to me and not in a way that convinced me that students
actually understood information literacy as something more
than library searching.

My suspicions about students’ abilities to approach
information with skepticism and to think critically—my
own understanding of the root of information literacy—
were confirmed later that November. Toward the end of the
month, researchers at Stanford University released a study on
students’ ability to evaluate information online. Their results
showed that “when it comes to evaluating information that
flows through social media channels, [digital natives] are
easily duped.” This didn’t surprise me, and in fact prob-
ably wouldn’t have held my attention had it not been for
their conclusion, which was startlingly frank for academic
researchers: “we worry that democracy is threatened by the
ease at which disinformation about civic issues is allowed to
spread and flourish.”? It was this statement that ultimately
convinced me that as a librarian 1 had a responsibility to
address the questions that this election had raised. It was
this that convinced me that I had to carve out a space for
myself in the classroom.

286

INFORMATION LITERACY STANDARDS IN THE
CLASSROOM

Since 2000, teaching librarians have been guided by the
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) Infor-
mation Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education
(henceforth, Standards). These Standards were used to shape
information literacy (IL) curriculum and instruction across
the United States, including in my own library. The Stan-
dards defined IL as “a set of abilities” that required knowing
when information was needed and having the ability to find,
evaluate, and use information to address the need.’ Focusing
on skills, the Standards were action-oriented—an informa-
tion literate individual would determine a need, access and
evaluate information, use information, and understand the
complexities of information creation and use. The Standards
(2000) noted that IL is cross-disciplinary and essential to
lifelong learning and that it “extends learning beyond formal
classroom settings and provides practice with self-directed
investigations as individuals move into internships, first
professional positions, and increasing responsibilities in all
arenas of life.™

Importantly, the Standards (2000) made the argument
that IL ought to be embedded in and across the curriculum
of colleges and universities and that the achievement of
such a curriculum “requires the collaborative efforts of fac-
ulty, librarians, and administrators.” At my own university,
teaching librarians used the Standards to answer questions
about how IL differed from information technology (IT) and
to push for an IL requirement in all classes designated as
“writing” (or W) courses. Instructors who wanted to teach
W-courses, in making their case to the university that their
courses should have a writing designation (a desirable sta-
tus for any course, as students are required to take a certain
number of W-courses), had to include a library instruction
component in collaboration with teaching librarians or had
to address IL on their own in some other way. It ensured
that IL instruction was embedded across the curriculum,
from first-year through graduate courses. Librarians, under
the direction of our instruction coordinator, developed a
curriculum and rubric that was tiered, integrated, and used
to collaborate with teaching faculty in order to build embed-
ded, course-integrated, one-shot instruction sessions. The
Standards, with their skills-based emphasis, provided an
easy way in which to build and measure outcomes for use
in the classroom.

In theory, all students had an IL component in their first
year and received additional IL instruction in their upper-
level writing classes, instruction that built on the concepts
and skills learned at the lower levels. In reality, librarians
wondered whether we were actually teaching transferrable
skills. Some teaching faculty (though strong and often
vocal supporters of the library) continued to interpret IL
as “library instruction,” and librarians themselves (myself
included) often fell back on database searching or other such
skills that could reasonably be addressed in a fifty-minute
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session. Additionally, though our curriculum was designed
to augment writing classes, librarians, service-minded in
a service profession, would accept teaching requests from
lecturers on non-W classes who requested a session. There
was a general sense that anything that got students into the
library and interacting with a librarian was a good thing.

Though I loved the interaction with students and was
told by teaching faculty that they could see the differences in
their student papers, I was more and more convinced that I
wasn't actually teaching IL. Library instruction, yes. But not
IL. And while library instruction was important and indeed
useful to students and faculty, I was left with the sense that
the ability of students to “become engaged in using a wide
variety of information sources to expand their knowledge,
ask informed questions, and sharpen their critical think-
ing for still further self-directed learning,” as the Standards
promised, was not actually being achieved in the library.®
Perhaps it was, but as a librarian with classroom access to
students only fifty minutes a semester and no role in evalu-
ating or assessing student work throughout the semester, 1
wasn't able to determine if my time with them really did help
them become more critical thinkers.

This was not a problem with the Standards themselves
but with the structure in which we had implemented them.
Our teaching program was strong, we were reaching many
students, and we had a robust curriculum. Librarians were
often inundated with teaching requests—I would teach as
many as fifteen sessions a semester, across various disci-
plines. But the problems with the model were clear. As a
liaison librarian to ten different disciplines, there was no
way I could realistically be expected to be a subject expert
in all of them. Teaching librarians began to talk about offer-
ing credit-based information literacy classes as opposed to
teaching (or demonstrating) the resources of other disci-
plines. We talked for years about how we should construct
a credit course, how we would get students to register for it,
and how we could actually find the time to teach it, while
still teaching one-shot sessions, serving as reference librar-
ians, maintaining publication productivity, and coordinat-
ing functional areas in the library. Having taught critical
thinking credit courses in the past, I was convinced that
we should move away from the one-shot sessions and enter
into the classroom on our own terms in order to really get
to the heart of some of the critical thinking issues that were
missing from our curriculum.

In some ways, our teaching was slowly moving in that
direction, with the hiring of an elLearning librarian who
developed video tutorials that many of us saw as far more
useful to students than library instruction, as they addressed
all the same topics we did and could be used at point-of-need
and viewed as many times as necessary. The goal was to cut
down on the one-shots by truly focusing only on the writing
classes, to retool the instruction in these classes away from
demonstrations (which were now covered by the tutorials)
and toward analysis of information, and to free up time to
truly think about developing credit courses.

volume 57, issue 4 | Summer 2018

Added Value or Essential Instruction?

FROM STANDARDS TO FRAMES

Whether we wanted to change the way we were doing
instruction or not ultimately didn’t matter. In June 2016,
the ACRL retired the Standards. In their place was the new
Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education
(henceforth, the Framework), which had been approved as
an updated set of guidelines for IL instruction in January of
that year. The adoption of the Framework, which noted that
“information literacy as an educational reform movement
will realize its potential only through a richer, more complex
set of core ideas,” as a replacement for the Standards pro-
vided us additional professional context in which to discuss
IL in practice.” Most notably, the Framework moves away
from skills and toward concepts. Key to the Framework are
conceptual understandings that organize many other con-
cepts and ideas about information, research, and scholarship
into a coherent whole. These conceptual understandings
are informed by the work of Wiggins and McTighe, which
focuses on essential concepts and questions in developing
curricula, and also by threshold concepts, which are those
ideas in any discipline that are passageways or portals to
enlarged understanding or ways of thinking and practicing
within that discipline.®

A threshold concept, which ACRL borrowed from other
disciplines, is:

1. transformative, in that it changes the way a learner
approaches a field;

2. irreversible, in that it cannot be unlearned once learned;

3. integrative, in that it exposes connections between ideas
that previously seemed unrelated;

4. bounded, in that it is particular to a specific field,

5. and troublesome, in that it is somehow challenging to
students.

Kuglitsch notes that these characteristics are descriptive,
not definitional; “in other words, they are not required quali-
ties that must be checked off to qualify an idea as a threshold
concept. . . . A threshold concept need not be a full, identical
match for the five characteristics but rather should have a
general fit with most of them.”

Rather than focusing primarily on skills, as the Standards
had, the Framework focuses on “knowledge practices, which
are demonstrations of ways in which learners can increase
their understanding of these information literacy concepts,
and dispositions, which describe ways in which to address the
affective, attitudinal, or valuing dimension of learning.”® The
Framework is divided into six frames that illustrate central IL
concepts and are supported throughout the document with
relevant knowledge practices and dispositions:

e Authority Is Constructed and Contextual
e Information Creation as a Process

e Information Has Value

e Research as Inquiry
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e Scholarship as Conversation
e Searching as Strategic Exploration

The Framework is a departure from the Standards, and
one not without controversy. One of the core complaints is
that, while the concepts should provide for “flexible options
for implementation,” librarians struggled with how to imple-
ment them in practice.! Since the draft release of the Frame-
work in 2015, librarians have written about the changes and
challenges they present, with some highlighting the poten-
tial for new ways of teaching and learning, and others noting
that the amount of work it will take for librarians to adjust
teaching curriculum is impractical, especially given the fact
that the Framework does not provide concrete examples
of how to adjust curriculum, never mind how to actually
implement the frames in a classroom.!? Bombaro observes
that discussions about the Framework divided librarians into
roughly two camps, those with “advanced degrees along with
the benefits often associated with large institutions, includ-
ing faculty status” and those “who may not have had terminal
degrees or any other advanced degree besides a master’s in
library science” and without “faculty equivalence.”?

The librarians at my institution fall into Bombaro’s first
category, and by March 2016, internal library e-mails indi-
cated that there was general agreement that “the new ACRL
Framework [that had been filed in draft form in 2015] sup-
ports a move away from class-integrated teaching.” At that
point, we had been discussing how to redesign our instruc-
tion program for three full years. I, for one, appreciated the
opportunity that the complexity of the Framework might
provide for developing credit-bearing IL classes. Scott points
out that the “co-authors of the Framework . . . advocate rede-
signing courses to accommodate its ‘set of “big ideas” about
research, scholarship, and information,”** while Mays notes
that “traditional, one-shot instruction sessions that focus
on search skills in periodical databases and catalogs are no
longer adequate to support either ACRLs new framework or
the sophisticated skills needed in today’s workforce.” I saw
no way in which we could maintain our one-shot sessions
within the Framework. Unfortunately, shrinking budgets
and a loss of library staff meant that librarians were taking on
more and more work. Few of us had time to develop a credit
class, and there were legitimate concerns about the scal-
ability of such a class, as well as concerns about how many
students we might not reach if we stepped fully away from
one-shots. Our compromise was to redesign the curriculum
in light of the Framework and to formally and exclusively
focus on upper-level writing courses, providing informa-
tion about the frames and a “menu” that faculty could use to
select which frame they wanted addressed in their classes.
Librarians then shared teaching strategies and lesson plans
with each other so that we could have a bank of instruction
material and knowledge from which we could draw to teach
the frames in discipline specific ways.

In my own experience with this new model, one-shot ses-
sions became more complex and more satisfying; anecdotal
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and official feedback from students and faculty indicated the
same. Most of the faculty with whom I worked wanted to
focus on the frame of Authority. The concept of constructed
and contextual authority works well in many of the depart-
ments and programs for which I am a liaison, as they are
largely interdisciplinary and focus on gender, ethnic, or area
studies. I approached this frame by providing students read-
ings from their own disciplines before class, which we then
used class time to dissect—questioning whose authority was
represented in the text, how that related to the larger world of
academia, whose voices might be missing, and how students
in their own research might bring in those missing voices.
While I enjoyed talking about the frames in the context of
their disciplines, though, it was difficult to determine if we
were really addressing threshold concepts. Kuglitsch notes
that the disciplinary nature of threshold concepts is not one
that fits easily into IL, as IL “is a field that extends across
other fields.”® In this way, I still had questions about whether
or not I was actually teaching information literacy, though I
felt that T was getting closer to it. At the very least, I did feel
as though the Framework provided me with more robust
ways to interact with upper-level students in the classroom.

CARVING OUT SPACE IN THE CLASSROOM

While we were adjusting our IL curriculum to more closely
align with the Framework, I was carving out my own space
in the classroom in response to the question raised by my
colleagues and the Stanford study. Before delving into the
details of my own course development though, it is worth
looking at the ways in which librarians have attempted to
address IL in credit courses.

Credit-bearing IL courses are not new. Librarians have
been teaching them and writing about them for years. More
than a decade ago Hrycaj reviewed online syllabi for credit-
bearing library skills courses, research that Elrod, Wallace,
and Sirigos built on as they looked at credit-bearing infor-
mation literacy courses.!” Some researchers have pointed
out that “student information literacy skills are incomplete
when information literacy is reduced to one class.”® Burke
looked at the practical considerations that credit-course
teachers must consider, including questions of assessment,
retention, and delivery method.'” On the question of course
delivery, some researchers looked at web-based models of IL
credit-courses as a way of meeting student needs outside of
a formal classroom setting.*°

One popular model seems to be the integration of IL
credit-courses into other disciplines. Faust described the
teaching of an IL course as part of a general education pro-
gram that combined students into subject clusters, though
she found that one of the challenges of teaching IL, even in
a credit-course, is that students have difficulty understand-
ing IL as something that is useful beyond researching for
papers—something that librarians themselves had trouble
communicating to them.* Researchers have also pointed
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out the benefits of a deeply embedded IL course in the disci-
pline and have advocated for general education IL classes as
a way to approach questions of critical information literacy
that embrace political, cultural, and social contexts.?? Some
have argued persuasively that hybrid models that encourage
IL credit-courses while maintaining the one-shot instruc-
tion sessions have potential,? though Davis, Lundstrom,
and Martin note that “the majority of librarians who teach
using both models appear to favor for-credit [classes].”** As
the Framework has come to replace the Standards, more
recent scholarship has looked at the ways in which they will
change the way we teach and has examined how students
understand the frames in order to consider the best ways to
integrate them into the classroom.*

Stepping slightly away from strict IL credit-courses,
Kemp looked at the potential of librarians teaching non-IL
courses finding that, despite some drawbacks, the benefits
of “closer interaction with students over an extended period
of time, a deeper understanding of faculty workloads, stu-
dent needs, and administrative requirements, news ways of
looking at collection development, enhancement of faculty
status, increased intellectual stimulation, and sharper self-
assessment of performance” all “argue that librarians should
teach credit-bearing courses when possible.”*® She points
out that “students will be more comfortable about visiting
the library” and will “learn to use the library” as a result of
“deeper relationships with a librarian” and that faculty sta-
tus for academic librarians “is validated” when they are in
the classroom as teachers.”” She returns to the question of
whether librarians have a discipline—a position I and others
in my library have advocated as we consider whether librar-
ians can and should teach credit-classes—by noting that “if
academic librarians view the profession as a discipline, then
it follows that the same librarians may more readily embrace
the faculty responsibilities of teaching and scholarship” and
“teaching in their own discipline.”*®

IL BY ANY OTHER NAME

Teaching the discipline was in the forefront of my mind in
November 2016. As I considered the question of the class-
room posed by my colleague and turned over the troubling
results of the Stanford study in my mind, I was convinced
that I needed to be in the classroom in a more formal way.
The Stanford study findings rattled my conception of teach-
ing IL, though. I began to question whether the focus on
finding, evaluating, and integrating information into stu-
dent questions was perhaps a step beyond where we should
be starting. The Stanford findings, indicating that students
couldn’t critically approach everyday material in the real
world, made me wonder if a strictly academic application
of IL, even in a credit-class, was missing an opportunity to
really teach students transferable critical thinking skills. If
students couldn’t determine when a digital photo had been
altered, or when content in their social media feeds was
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Figure 1. Flier for the class, designed by Patti McKenzie, Mans-
field Library.

actually an advertisement, or when a website was full of sus-
pect content, should I really be focusing on teaching them IL
in relation to the library or their disciplines? When so many
people had made decisions about their most important civic
duty (voting) based on false information, was the best use
of my classroom time spent on the traditional questions of
IL? Could the core principles of IL—critical and skeptical
analysis of information—be taught without calling it IL? I
decided to try. In the few weeks between the end of Novem-
ber and the end of the fall semester in mid-December, I got
a course number and description for a one-credit critical
thinking/IL course. The course was offered online because
by that point in the semester many students were fully reg-
istered for spring classes and I reasoned that few would want
to add another course that might conflict with their sched-
ules. Drawing on the Oxford Dictionaries’ Word of the Year,
Information Analysis in the Post-Truth Age (see figure 1) was
born, and eight students enrolled.

I looked at some of the main issues presented in the
Stanford study and built the course around that, focusing
on material that students would encounter online and par-
ticularly in their social media environments. Each week was
dedicated to a topic (see figure 2): clickbait, like-farming,
misleading memes and images, sponsored content, and fake
news. We also looked at more conceptual topics such as
understanding satire, the differences between facts and opin-
ions, the use of emotions in spreading fake news, evaluating
sources for authority and credentials, and looking at the dif-
ferences between bias and credibility. One week was spent
on looking at the IMVAIN method of information analysis.?
Other lessons focused on how to manage breaking news and
how to approach science and health headlines with skepti-
cism, largely supported with the excellent podcasts from On
the Media.* T focused strictly on using non-academic sources
for the course, including videos, websites, blogs, newspapers,
magazines, and podcasts for course material.

My goal was to have students as deeply embedded in
the online media environment as possible. The course was
asynchronous, and students used Moodle to access course
materials and submit their weekly assignments, which asked
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Figure 2. Course outline, LSCI 191.

Figure 4. This screenshot from the satirical site The Onion high-
lights the complexity of the online environment: this particular
“article” is both satire and sponsored content. Original image at
https://www.theonion.com/woman-going-to-take-quick-break
-after-filling-out-name-1819576310.

Figure 3. A screenshot of David Ortiz's Facebook page. We used
real-world social media like this to discuss topics such as spon-
sored content. Original image and analysis at https://www
truthinadvertising.org/ad-not-big-papis-final-walk-off/.

them to think critically and apply the lessons of each week,
often asking them to scour their own social media feeds
looking for sponsored content, clickbait, and ad hominem
arguments or emotional appeals, for example (see figures
3-5).

I did consult the Framework in developing the course,
particularly the frame on authority. This frame greatly
influenced my lesson on authority and credentials, which
involved students critically analyzing a video on the anti-vac-
cine movement in the United States to look at the different
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Figure 5. A screenshot from one of the weekly lesson slides,
which | voice recorded for students with visual disabilities.

ways in which authority is constructed and credentials val-
ued by both pro- and anti-vaccine advocates. Other frames,
such as the frame Information Has Value, came into play
less explicitly when we addressed topics such as sponsored
content and native advertising.

In constructing and teaching the course I worried that
these skills and this level of analysis were painfully below
where we should be teaching at a university. Rereading
the Stanford study set some of those fears aside, as did
the response from colleagues at my university who, when
I sent them the course to advertise it with their students,
responded with unabashed enthusiasm. Clearly these were
skills that were not being addressed elsewhere in the cur-
riculum. Students themselves seemed excited about the
material and would note that they were learning new ways
of evaluating information. A pre-test given in the first week
of class indicated that some topics, such as sponsored con-
tent, were indeed fairly new to students. The pre-test was
designed to give me an idea of what students might already
know and to get them thinking about what they might
already know. I wanted them to think not only about their
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online environment but about where they get information
about topics that interest them on a daily basis. The pre-test
(figure 6) tried to cover several of the major topics that would
be covered in the course and, even in cases where students
provided the “correct” answers, I tried to use these answers
to determine exactly how deep their knowledge ran.

Final exam questions built on these pre-test questions
and asked for some of the same information in more depth.
For example, some of the final exam questions included:
Define the five characteristics of clickbait, how they work,
and provide an example for each; what is like-farming and
how does it work?; what is the difference between an expert
and an authority?; and what is sponsored content, what is
it used for, and what are seven ways you can look out for it?

The class went well, though students struggled with the
anti-vaccine video in particular, focusing too much energy
on the substance of the arguments and whether they agreed
with them or not rather than looking at the ways in which
authority is developed, claimed, or shifted. My weekly
assignments (see figures 7-10), though they seemed straight-
forward and undemanding to me, caused some consterna-
tion from students who thought that I was demanding too
much.

A significant drawback from my perspective is the fact
that we were not in a face-to-face course. In my rush to get
the course on the books (never mind designing it, finding
readings, building assignments, and setting it up in Moodle),
I felt T had to offer it online because students had already
selected and registered for their Spring courses. Offering
it face-to-face would mean that it would likely clash with
already enrolled courses, whereas as an asynchronous online
course, students could complete the work at any time. While
the benefits of this allowed me to easily manage assignments
and know when students were doing the reading, the things
that I most love about teaching (and that would have been
most useful in this class), such as discussion and debate,
were lost. I regularly (weekly) kept in touch with students
via e-mail, but that wasn’t a replacement for the richness
of being in a shared classroom. At the end of the semester,
though, I was satisfied and energized at having been able to
address topics of information analysis in the classroom. The
student evaluations I received seemed to indicate that at least
some students found the class engaging and useful as well.

OBSERVATIONS AND THOUGHTS ABOUT THE
FUTURE

Were this class offered again (I was on sabbatical the fol-
lowing semester and didn’t teach it), I would redesign it as
a face-to-face class, increase the credit load to three credits,
and work in more basic writing skills, an area in which
almost all of the students struggled. I'd pay more attention
to the other frames in order to integrate the concepts more
fully into the class and would more explicitly draw on them
to support teaching and learning. I would also address the
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This is graded only on participation—not on whether
your answers are correct or not! You will get full credit just
for turning this in. If you don't know an answer, it is complete-
ly fine to say ‘I don't know.” | want to see what you know
about some of the topics we're going to talk about this
semester. Don't spend time looking up answers you don't
know—just move through the questions to the best of
your knowledge.

1. What does post-truth mean?

2. How do you typically get information about some-
thing you're interested in? Books? Social media? Web-
sites? Search engines? Friends? Family? Others?

. What is fake news?

. What is clickbait?

. What is like-farming?

. What makes someone an expert?

- What is bias?

. What is sponsored content?

. Are people more likely to share news that makes them
happy or makes them angry?

10. This is a fake news headling, true or false: “Obama Signs
Executive Order Banning The Pledge Of Allegiance In
Schools Nationwide.”

11. This is a fake news headline, true or false: “At West Point,
Annual Pillow Fight Becomes Weaponized.”

O 0~ O L1 N W

Figure 6. Pre-test.

shifting environment of online influence we have seen in the
past year or so. Ideally a course like this would be offered
as part of the general education curriculum, perhaps with
a writing designation, in an effort to reach more students. I
do think that, should enrollment ever grow to a point where
the course could not be taught in a traditional classroom, it
could continue to be taught as an online course.

One of the things that I would not change is the name
and the focus—teaching critical thinking concepts (or IL, for
that matter) doesn’t have to be done through classes called
Introduction to Critical Thinking. If we're competing for
student attention as they decide on a vast array of courses,
we need to stoke their interest.

As the Stanford study results illustrate, we’re assuming
that students are coming into our IL or critical thinking
classes with some level of basic ability to analyze content
that is, sadly, lacking. The rate at which information is cre-
ated and shared, and the increasing sophistication with
which it is produced and packaged, combined with the
online bubbles created by an increasingly partisan and hos-
tile readership influenced by outside actors, seems to have
limited students’ ability to be skeptical about what they're
encountering online. Courses that teach students some skills
in approaching material critically may have a benefit as they
move into more traditionally academic focused courses. I
certainly hope it will have a benefit as students consider
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Figure 7. Weekly assignment on analyzing authority and
credentials.

Figure 8. Weekly assignment on clickbait.

Figure 9. Weekly assignment on memes and altered images.
Note that | wanted students to investigate their own social
media feeds and behavior.

Figure 10. Weekly assignment on breaking news.

their role as consumers of media and citizens of a democracy.

Should librarians be in the classroom? 1 believe they
should. My own experience in the classroom always engages
me and I see the benefits that Kemp pointed out over a
decade ago in her own analysis of librarians in the class-
room.* I am more engaged as a librarian when I am also
engaged as a teacher. Beyond personal satisfaction though,
and beyond the value that librarians teaching IL add to
higher education, we're seeing a real need for basic critical
thinking skills that students are not currently receiving. The
Stanford study and the responses from faculty colleagues
both attest to this. Librarians can be involved in essential
instruction at the university level, reaching students in ways
that incorporate information literacy and critical thinking,
This instruction would be outside of the disciplines, but
it is no less important—in fact one could argue that in a
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democracy it is more important—than the teaching of tradi-
tional IL in a disciplinary context. It appears that right now
very few students are learning to approach information skep-
tically. Who better to teach this than librarians? Were we to
revise our instruction models in a way that would make them
more engaging for librarians and more useful for students in
both an academic and practical sense, we could illustrate our
value on campus in new ways. This model doesn’t throw out
one-shot sessions or traditional IL credit-courses, but it does
argue for a more basic though no less important approach to
meeting very real gaps in students’ critical thinking skills.
Further research is necessary to determine the feasibility and
impact such a change instruction would have at the tertiary
level but, in the meantime, librarians who want to develop
credit-courses such as this should be encouraged to do so as
a way to demonstrate value, provide essential instruction,
and change what they’re doing in the classroom.
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