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Different themes shape the conversation on higher-education reform in
the United States today. One of the most important, but least discussed,
themes is that of information literacy. Information literacy is important
not because it is controversial (everyone agrees that it is important) but,
rather, because no traditional academic department has come forward
to teach the as-yet-unidentified curriculum that comprises information
literacy. At California State University-San Marcos, librarians were suc-
cessful in having information literacy integrated into the lower-division,
general education curriculum. This article defines a model, describes
the process that enabled librarians to establish the information literacy
program, and offers observations and suggestions for future improve-

ments.

| he necessary skills of an in-
| formation-literate person are
| those required to access, ana-
| lyze, and use information to
solve a problem or make a decision.! Con-
fusion surrounds the definition of infor-
mation literacy, with some placing heavy
emphasis on computer skills. Although
computer literacy is vital, it is not enough.
Information literacy involves making
people aware of information so that they
become educated “information consum-
ers.” Essentially, information-literate
people have learned how to learn. Busi-
nesses are turning to universities and de-
manding graduates who can identify
problems and solve them creatively us-

ing the same skills that librarians have
identified as information-literacy skills.?

Unfortunately, higher education is not
meeting the needs of our society ad-
equately. Works such as A Nation at Risk
and Higher Education and the American Re-
surgence call for educational reform so
that students become active and respon-
sible participants in the teaching/learn-
ing experience.’ Institutions of higher
education are being asked to provide stu-
dents with critical thinking and problem-
solving skills that will enable them to
compete in today’s changing workplace.
These demands are well documented in
Training America: Strategies for the Nation,
which recommends that instruction needs
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to change in order to emulate real-world
interdisciplinarity.” Higher education
should be preparing students for today’s
world, a world of information, rapid
change, and incredible complexity.
Patrick Hill writes: “In the traditional
classroom, however, almost every course
or program has been carefully narrowed
to a departmental or disciplinary focus,
frequently an extraordinary abstraction
from what the real-life problem is.”*
Numerous works also cite the impor-
tance of information literacy for society
as a whole.” Such works recognize that
citizens must be able to sift through the
overwhelming and sometimes contradic-
tory information needed to make deci-
sions for a healthy democracy. To be in-
formed, this citizenry must have informa-
tion skills, especially those that involve
evaluating information critically, looking
for bias, authority, and supporting facts.
It is disconcerting that little attention
is paid to the role of libraries in higher-
education reform and, more specifically,
in the education of students as “informa-
tion consumers.” In libraries throughout
the United States, librarians understand
that it is not enough to give a tour of the
library or to stand in front of a class for
fifty minutes and lecture on how to con-
duct the research needed for a specific
assignment. It is no longer sufficient to
teach students how to use the library as
traditional bibliographic instruction did
in the past. As a result of the prolifera-
tion of media and computerized resources
that have increased the amount of infor-
mation available to students, librarians
must teach students not only how to ac-
cess this information but also how to
evaluate it critically. Further, students
must be able to identify that they have an
information need, understand what infor-
mation resources exist to meet that need,
and understand how to wield that infor-
mation.” In short, students must be taught
information literacy. Two major contribu-
tions pertinent to the role of libraries in
education address this dilemma. The Fi-
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nal Report of the American Library Associa-
tion Presidential Committee on Information
Literacy details the importance of educat-
ing an information-literate society and
emphasizes the need for active, resource-
based learning as the primary means of
achieving this goal.? In this type of learn-
ing environment, students and faculty
become active participants in challenging
each other and searching for new an-
swers.

Support for the role of libraries in edu-
cational reform is found in Patricia S.
Breivik and E. Gordon Gee’s ground-
breaking work entitled Information Lit-
eracy: Revolution in the Library."" This work
emphasizes the need for partnerships be-
tween the university and the community,
the library and the classroom, and the li-
brary and the university administration.
These partnerships would allow for full
use of the library as a vital resource for
informed decision-making and as a learn-
ing laboratory. Educational reforms that
incorporate resource-based education
and active learning are needed and, if
used, can meet the demands of American
businesses and help form the partner-
ships that Breivik and Gee describe. Ac-
tive, resource-based learning greatly im-
pacts the role of the library on the uni-
versity campus. As a primary resource
and as the gateway to the world of infor-
mation, the library is critical to the teach-
ing/learning experience. The case for ac-
tive learning and other alternatives to the
traditional lecture is well documented."
Library-based information literacy activi-
ties are excellent opportunities for active
learning involving experiencing and ob-
serving. Integrating these activities into
the classroom can help reinforce course
content and can address various learning
styles.”?

Active learning activities transform the
traditional model of the library as a
“warehouse of knowledge” to one of a
“learning laboratory.” In this model, stu-
dents are motivated by their own inter-
est not just in acquiring information for
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the sake of memorization, but also in ac-
tively seeking answers to questions and
solutions to problems being discussed in
their courses. These answers or solutions
become class assignments or research pa-
pers using the information resources
available through (not just in) the library.
Instructing students in using this labora-
tory and its tools becomes the educational
mission of the library and the primary
responsibility of instruction librarians.
Active learning becomes the vehicle by
which information literacy instruction is
delivered.

This vision of the library as a learning
laboratory forms the backbone of the In-
formation Literacy Program (ILP) at Cali-
fornia State University-San Marcos and
can serve as a model for other institutions
looking to incorporate this needed re-
form.

The Setting

California State University-San Marcos
(CSUSM) is the twentieth campus of the
California State University system and,
at the time of its founding in 1989, the
newest public university to be built in
California in more than twenty-five years.
The university has three colleges—Arts
and Science, Business Administration,
and Education—and offers master’s de-
grees in mathematical sciences, psychol-
ogy, sociological practice, literature and
writing studies, business administration,
and education, as well as nine teacher-
credentialing programs. Beginning in fall
1995, CSUSM expanded to a four-year
program admitting first-year students,
bringing enrollment to approximately
3,000 students.

Within this setting, the vision of the li-
brary as a learning laboratory is on its
way to becoming reality. In addition to
librarians as teachers of information
skills, the CSUSM library’s vision encom-
passes a reform of the general education
curriculum to include an information lit-
eracy requirement. The following de-
scribes how this model of library-based

information literacy was integrated into
the General Education Program (GEP) at
CSUSM."B

Initial Support
Early plans for developing the ILP were
presented initially at the Librarian’s
Policy Input Meeting in early 1992. After
some revisions, the library faculty and the
dean of library services endorsed the pro-
gram. This “homebase” support added
strength to library efforts on campus.
The need to persuade administrators
and teaching faculty about the impor-
tance of information literacy and library
use skills is commonly cited as one of the

Most colleagues do not fully
understand the need for these
skills, nor are they convinced that
these skills are essential to the
education of undergraduate
students.

major obstacles that librarians face. Most
colleagues do not fully understand the
need for these skills, nor are they con-
vinced that these skills are essential to the
education of undergraduate students. As
one writer stated, “the real challenge of
the 1990’s is for instructional librarians
to develop the necessary political skills
to convince faculty colleagues and admin-
istrators that there is a coherent set of in-
tellectual skills in information-seeking
that can be taught, evaluated, and dove-
tailed with the larger goals of the institu-
tion.”™

Recognizing this, the library took the
first major step toward realizing its vision
of truly integrating information literacy
instruction. In February 1993, the instruc-
tion librarian and the provost attended
the second Bibliographic Instruction Con-
ference at Redlands University. Evan
Farber and faculty from Earlham College
presented their program and made a
strong case for integrating library-use as-
signments into numerous courses. Im-
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pressed by the conference, the provost
became an active supporter of the ILP.

That same month, when a task force
convened to develop the GEP at CSUSM,
the instruction librarian on the task force
advanced it. The committee acknowl-
edged the need to include information
literacy in the criteria for developing
courses and to include it as an aspect of
the philosophy statement. In fact, it is one
of the areas in which university-level
competency should be attained."” Because
its report had to be adopted by the Aca-
demic Senate, the task force conducted
numerous forums for faculty, staff, ad-
ministration, and students that provided
an opportunity to educate the campus
community on the importance of the
library’s vision.

Other support for the ILP came from
the report of the Western Association of
Schools and Colleges Accreditation Team,
which visited the campus in March 1993,
and the report of the CSU Council of Li-
brary Directors entitled Transforming CSU
Libraries for the 21st Century. Both reports
reinforced library efforts to establish an
information literacy requirement into the
GERI&.]?

General Education Program

Within the guidelines established by Cali-
fornia State University, and as delineated
by Title V of the Education Code of the
State of California, the lower-division
GEP is divided into five areas: Area A
(basic skills), Area B (math and science),
Area C (humanities and arts), Area D (so-
cial sciences) and Area E (lifelong under-
standing). The entire program does not
exceed forty-eight units of credit. Area A
encompasses a total of nine units of writ-
ten communication, oral communication,
and critical thinking. Area B is divided
into two options. In the first, science ma-
jors would have a designated life science
course and a designated physical sciences
course tailored to their needs, but also
open to nonscience majors. In the second
option, a six-unit core course for nonsci-
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ence majors would cover the life and
physical sciences at a level appropriate
for them. A math course, three units, also
is required and several math courses ap-
propriate to the majors are offered. Areas
C and D offer a six-unit core course
supplemented by one three-unit elective
in the area. Three units must be taken in
Area E. Upper-division GE includes nine
units in Areas B, C, and D. This program
was approved by the Academic Senate in
April 1993.

By April 1994, when the College of Arts
and Sciences sponsored a weekend retreat
for faculty and administrators to discuss
the implementation of lower-division GE,
the library had already developed the
goals and objectives of the ILP using
ACRL's Model Statement of Objectives for
Academic Bibliographic Instruction."® Sepa-
rate goals, objectives, and competencies
were written for each area. They function
as ILP’s “course criteria” and form the
basis for discussions with faculty."”

During the faculty retreat, the provost
announced the availability of faculty de-
velopment funds earmarked for lower-
division GE. The library seized this op-
portunity and proposed a full-day work-
shop for faculty entitled “Integrating In-
formation Literacy into the Classroom
Using Alternative Teaching Techniques.”
The workshop, conducted by Debra
Gilchrist (Director, Pierce College Librar-
ies) and Cathy Yetter (Assistant Profes-
sor, School of Education, Pacific Lutheran
University), included a general discus-
sion of information literacy and its philo-
sophical basis, effective library assign-
ments, teaching techniques that incorpo-
rate active learning, and finally how to
integrate information literacy into an ac-
tive learning environment.

The Academic Senate approved the
task force report establishing the GEP and
subsequently formed a General Educa-
tion Committee to establish policies and
procedures regarding the program, and
to approve courses developed by the fac-
ulty in accordance with the GE course
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criteria. The Academic Senate bylaws
guarantee the library a permanent pres-
ence on this committee. In the first year,
the committee chair was a librarian, who
received one course release per semester
as compensation for her duties.

The Model

The structure of the GEP allowed ILP to
focus goals and competencies. In the core
courses (Areas B, C, and D), librarians
teach students how researchers in the
various disciplines work. They introduce
students to basic information resources in
those disciplines and help them develop
the skills necessary to use them. For ex-
ample, the first goal of the ACRL Model
Statement of Objectives, “How information
is identified and defined by experts,” be-
comes the goal in Area B, “How informa-
tion is defined by the scientist.”

The criteria for lower-division GE
courses require that the faculty demon-
strate how information literacy and use
of the library will be represented in their
courses. To ensure this, core courses in the
sciences, humanities, and social sciences
have a librarian as part of the instruc-
tional team. In the Area A courses, stu-
dents learn how to use a library (the tra-
ditional goal of bibliographic instruction),
and the courses include aspects of evalu-
ation of sources, critical thinking, and
critical listening. The course meeting the
requirements for Area E focuses on un-
derstanding the electronic library and tar-
gets student use of technology while in-
troducing students to issues on the Infor-
mation Age. This “freshman experience
course” will also use software entitled Get-
ting Published, which will help students
learn about academic research by simulat-
ing the scholarly publishing cycle.”

Targeting all GE courses will reach a
wide spectrum of students, but will leave
transfer students at a general disadvan-
tage. The local community colleges that
act as feeders to CSUSM advise students
on the importance of taking library-use
courses already in existence before trans-

ferring. In addition, the ILP has plans to
develop a three-unit upper-division Area
E class aimed at enhancing the informa-
tion competencies of transfer students.

Observations

Looking back, the authors are aware of
several factors that worked in favor of
the development and implementation
of this model for information literacy in-
struction. Having garnered the support
of the administration from the very be-
ginning may be seen as going against
common wisdom, which looks to fac-
ulty support before implementing a
new program. But having the provost
convinced that this program was not
only important, but also possible, proved
to be one of the most valuable assets.

But having the provost convinced
that this program was not only
important, but also possible,
proved to be one of the most
valuable assets.

Without the support of the provost, the
library would not have been able to get
the two new positions requested to sup-
port the ILP in fall 1995.

Another advantage was the high vis-
ibility of librarians on campus. By work-
ing in the Academic Senate on the Execu-
tive Committee, as senators, and with rep-
resentation on every Academic Senate
committee, as well as universitywide
committees, librarians play an active and
visible role in making the program a re-
ality.?! Librarians also forged “pedagogi-
cal allies” with faculty by attending work-
shops and institutes related to pedagogy
that were offered for GE faculty. Librar-
ian involvement in these workshops pro-
vided more personal contact with faculty,
especially in the group activities that al-
lowed faculty the opportunity to view
how librarians grapple with similar peda-
gogical considerations when designing a
class or a lecture.
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This kind of permeation of librarians
throughout the university, from the ad-
ministrative and policy level to the colle-
gial level, has been one of the key factors
in the model’s success. Such widespread
involvement also fostered the acceptance
of library faculty as colleagues by disci-
pline-based faculty.

The ILP has also received very strong
support from the dean of library services
not only in “advancing the cause” with
the administration, but also in providing
for release time, advocating the need for
two additional library faculty to devote
more than one-half their time to the ILP,
finding opportunities to request extraor-
dinary funds, and facilitating under-
standing within the library itself of the
changing role of the instruction librarians.

Hindsight allows the authors to recog-
nize that some aspects of the ILP were not
ideal. One drawback is CSUSM's new
campus status. The faculty workload in-
cludes not just teaching, but also devel-
oping new courses, new programs, new
majors, and the committee work necessary
for creating a new campus. This unusual
workload may explain why (despite its
being a criterion for course development)
the need to incorporate information lit-
eracy was not always well received. How-
ever, librarians developed the diplomacy
necessary to know when not to broach the
subject, leaving it for a more appropriate
moment. Several faculty were not shy
about their information illiteracy, which
afforded librarians the opportunity to dis-
cuss the program comfortably and facili-
tate understanding of ILP goals.

Another drawback involves the faculty
workshop, which could have been more
successful had it been available to faculty
after they had begun to develop their
courses. This timing would have better
prepared faculty to discuss enhancing
content through active learning informa-
tion literacy assignments. Yet another
drawback was the lack of overlap in par-
ticipation among the various groups: task
force, workshop, GE faculty, and/or the
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General Education Committee. These
groups rarely included the same people.
However, this can be seen from both per-
spectives. The lack of overlap in partici-
pation did not allow for in-depth under-
standing of the program on the part of
the faculty, but it did enable a larger num-
ber of faculty to be introduced to the con-
cept.

Future Implementation

As the library becomes a learning labora-
tory, the role of the library faculty is
changing.” Despite some heated debate
regarding who should be responsible for
teaching information literacy, a strong
case has been made for librarians as the
ones most suited to teach information
management skills.” In addition to teach-
ing, librarians at CSUSM will be involved
in evaluating student learning and cur-
riculum development.

A successful program is never “fin-
ished.” The program as a whole and its
component modules must be constantly
evaluated, reworked, updated, and tai-
lored to user needs. Librarians must be
aware of these needs, and be proactive
and prepared with suggestions for assign-
ments and resources. Adequate staffing
for developing, implementing, evaluat-
ing, and redesigning this program is a
major concern. As librarians are seen
more frequently in the classroom, the ad-
ministration becomes more aware of who
they are and what they do. This visibility
enhances the library’s ability to request
funding for positions and materials.
Course release time is also paid to the li-
brary for its participation in the Area E
course.

Because of the unique aspects of this
program and the planned growth of
CSUSM, the ILP will continue to develop
faculty workshops in close collaboration
with the Faculty Center on campus. These
will focus on aspects such as the effective
integration of information literacy in the
classroom and active learning assign-
ments that emphasize problem-solving
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and inquiry. Instructional tools that sup-
port coursework also will be developed
so that different methods of student learn-
ing can be addressed. Audiovisual pro-
grams will complement learning in the
classroom and hypertext programs, such
as Getting Published, will supplement
instruction. As programs are designed
and developed for individual courses, the
library expects to be working even more
closely with members of computing and
telecommunications, forming a team with
the instruction librarians.

The CSUSM library model expands on
efforts at other colleges and universities.

California State University is experiencing
a debate on remedial education. Nation-
ally, institutions are looking to reform their
GEPs. At CSUSM, librarians are spearhead-
ing this reform. They have acknowledged
that most students are underprepared
when it comes to researching and think-
ing critically, analyzing information, and
using it. The GEP and the ILP, because they
are mandated and an integral part of all
GE courses, will put CSUSM in a position
to prepare its students for a solid univer-
sity career and provide them a better op-
portunity to succeed in this information-
based world.
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