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【Abstract】 

During  the 2015/16  academic  year,  the University  Library  at  California  State University,  Sacramento 

(CSUS) administered the 2015 Ithaka S+R Faculty Survey to its faculty. The survey asked faculty about 

their  information‐seeking  behaviors  and  how  they  were  using  the  services  offered  by  their  library. 

Librarians  at  CSUS  used  the  responses  to  determine  whether  there  were  gaps  between  faculty 

members’ perceptions of the library and what the library currently offered and what changes could be 

made  to  improve  library  support of  faculty  teaching and  research. As a  result,  the University  Library 

implemented  a  number  of  changes  in  its  departments,  web  presences,  reference  and  instruction 

services,  librarian and management staff positions, and partnerships  in scholarly communication and 
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research service. The responses of both surverys were also compared to see how CSUS faculty differed 

from the national average. This is a rare case study covering significant changes made over three years 

at a university library in response to the Ithaka S+R Faculty Survey results.   

Introduction 

California State University, Sacramento (CSUS) is one of 23 campuses in the largest four-year 

public university system in the United States. Sacramento is the capitol of California and contains 

over half a million residents, with another million living in the metropolitan area. CSUS describes 

itself as “home to some of the top programs, centers, scholars, and students in the country, collectively 

comprising an environment of growth and learning where students, faculty, and staff come to redefine 

the possible.”  

The University Library at CSUS (hereafter “the Library”) continuously strives to deliver the best 

information and services to all of its users. Therefore, in order to determine whether the services and 

resources it offers are being used effectively, it regularly surveys its users. Previously, the Library had 

conducted the Association of Research Libraries’ LibQUAL+ survey several times, but, for its most 

recent survey of its faculty, decided to administer the 2015 Ithaka S+R Faculty Survey, which it did 

during the 2015/16 academic year. 

Ithaka S+R has been conducting its survey of faculty members in the United States since 2000, with 

an updated edition being administerd every three years. The 2015 survey was “designed to continue 

tracking critical trends in higher education from previous survey cycles while at the same time 

introducing new questions to address issues of current strategic importance…,” in partilcular data 

management and preservation (Wolff-Eisenberg, Rod, & Schonfeld, 2016). The aggregate results of this 

survey, published as the Ithaka S+R US Faculty Survey 2015 report, provide academic libraries “with 

timely findings and analysis that help them plan for the future” (Wolff-Eisenberg, et al., 2016). 

Our research questions based on 2015 edition of Ithaka survey were: 

1. What do faculty identify as their information-seeking behaviors? 

2. Are there gaps between faculty perceptions and what the library currently offers? 

3. What changes can the library make to better support faculty’s teaching and research? 
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Literature Review 

The 2015 edition of the Ithaka Faculty Survey shows that faculty continue to identify acquisition of 

materials (in a buyer role) and support of undergraduate students as the most important forms of library 

support (Wolff-Eisenberg, et al., 2016; Monroe-Gulick, Valentine, & Brooks-Kieffer, 2017). Librarians 

at universities that have conducted their own surveys show similar results in faculty perceptions of the 

library, in that they identify the library in more traditional roles such as reference, technology help, and 

student support, rather than as a resource for their own publication, content and data management needs 

(Phoenix & Henderson, 2016; Brown & Tucker, 2013).  

Particularly in the area of data management, faculty avoid using their university library’s resources, 

either due to the infrastructure not meeting their needs, or unawareness of options available (Sutton, 

Boock, & Whitmire, 2015, p. 392). Librarians are continuing to build systems to support faculty research 

output, such as local institutional repositories, but are having trouble convincing faculty to see the 

importance and value of what many faculty consider a “non-issue” (Kranich, 2017, p. 52). Sutton, Boock, 

and Whitmire (2015) found that the diverse data management needs of their faculty called for a strategic 

plan both broad and specific enough to meet local needs (p. 396). Faculty want to see specific ways that 

the library’s systems can support their individual research needs. However, using a more general 

approach in an effort to address broad common challenges may not be enough to convince them to use 

the support systems being created. 

In the Library Journal & Gale Cengage Learning article Bridging the Librarian-Faculty Gap in the 

Academic Library (2015), 89% of faculty felt that “library resources are essential to [their] own research.” 

However, only 57% of faculty indicated that their library performed above average or excellent in 

supporting their research. Hollister and Schroeder’s (2015) study of Education faculty found that there 

are specific areas where faculty do see a potential in future library support: “grant-related activity, 

bibliographic management, selection of traditional and alternative publishing venues, intellectual property 

management, and data management” (p. 110). These are areas where many libraries see a lack of either 

knowledge or interest in collaboration from faculty, who are unsure what specific steps are needed. 

Therefore, librarians must find ways to connect library services directly with faculty needs and develop 

a message that illustrates the value of those services.  

By gathering information directly from the faculty themselves with a survey, we can learn how they 

are currently using the library and the areas where communication and collaboration can lead to new 

partnerships and ways to support their activities. The literature surrounding faculty perceptions of the 

library frequently discuss the importance of collaboration between librarians and faculty in order to 
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move the perception of the library away from in a “buyer” role to more of a “partner” role, not only for 

supporting student success, but faculty research activities as well. According to Kranich (2017), both 

groups need to “tell a story”; that is, in order to play a part in reinventing how libraries serve their users, 

librarians need to share with their faculty the benefits of their contributions and faculty need to share 

with their librarians their needs and goals. Monroe-Gulick, Valentine, and Brooks-Kiefer (2017) note 

that the literature also indicates opportunities for collaboration in interdisciplinary work, scholarly 

communications, and publishing needs and echoes the need for libraries to be a “partner rather than a 

service provider” (p. 779). Brown and Tucker (2013) found that over half of their faculty showed an 

interest in interdisciplinary research and that the more generalist role of librarians could be a strength in 

the arena of faculty who are more specialized (p. 296). 

The potential for collaboration is not limited to relationships between librarians and faculty, but 

between faculty in different departments, with the library acting as a neutral third-party. Tancheva, et al. 

(2016) assert that “in supporting research, the library of the future can support and/or facilitate the 

collaborative research and writing process” (p. 40). But, given that the library “exists outside department 

silos,” the question remains whether libraries are able to embrace the role of a “connector” 

(Monroe-Gulick, et al., 2017, p. 794). 

While it is important to promote the library’s value to the academic community, learning the 

perceptions of our value by receiving feedback from teaching faculty will help to identify gaps in the 

services we aim to provide. As Nitecki and Abels (2013) state, “Engaging stakeholders in the 

identification of the library’s valued effect and root causes for its impact from their personal perspective 

will gain influential support for improving the library’s institutional value” (p. 18). Additionally, having 

specific evidence that shows how the library directly supports the institution’s goals through its 

interactions with users, including faculty, is the only way to show the full value of the library (Oakleaf, 

2010). As the literature shows, disconnects between what libraries offer and what faculty are using are 

far too common, making surveys like Ithaka S+R imperative for revealing potential opportunities for 

collaboration, connection, and partnership.   

At this time, no case study has been published based on the results of an individual institution’s Ithaka 

survey. This study shows how a large public institution used information observed from the Ithaka 

survey to make significant changes to the Library’s service model and how the data supported decisions 

relating to technological, operational, and personnel aspects of information service to the university. 

There is also very little research looking at long-term changes made at any academic library in 

response to the results of Ithaka Survey. This study fills a gap in the literature.  



 

8   Journal of Library and Information Science  45（2）：4 – 38（October, 2019） 

Survey Methodology 

On February 29, 2016, all 1,816 CSUS faculty on payroll received an email invitation from the 

Library with an embedded link to participate in the survey. Several email reminders were sent to those 

who did not complete the survey during the first two weeks and then first four weeks survey period. The 

survey was closed on April 9, 2016. In total, 526 (29%) faculty members opened the survey and 387 

(21%) completed it. Ithaka provided the CSUS descriptive data and stratification. Ithaka S+R sent its 

2015 survey to a total of 145,550 faculty in the United States. A total of 9,203 responses were received 

for an aggregate response rate of 6.3%. In both surveys, due to flow and skip patterns, not all 

participants were qualified to answer all of the questions. Furthermore, not all respondents answered 

every question when they were able to.  

This was the first time that the Library used the Ithaka S+R Faculty Survey to assess its faculty 

members’ perceptions of the Library and information seeking behaviors. The Library committed itself to 

using the survey results to make positive changes for its faculty in the next 5 years after the survey was 

conducted. Ithaka S+R administered the survey on behalf of CSUS and compiled data to produce basic 

descriptive statistics.  

Although Ithaka S+R provided the Library with a “peer comparison” from institutions of Carnegie 

Classification IIA, (Large Master’s Colleges and Universities), the “peer comparison” data was not a 

public document. Therefore, any comparisons made in this paper will be between the results at CSUS 

and the complete national results from the Ithaka S+R US Faculty Survey 2015, which includes colleges 

and universities in all Carnegie classifications. The authors of this paper believe that the complete 

national results are reasonably similar enough to make a case for comparison.  

Demographic Analysis 

While there were some demographic similarities between the faculty surveyed by Ithaka S+R 

nationwide and those at CSUS, there are also some marked differences. Both sets of respondents taught 

traditional (face-to-face) courses, distance courses, or a combination of the two at similar rates. They 

were also alike in terms of their years in the field and gender identity. However, the faculty at CSUS are 

younger than faculty nationwide, with only 8.3% of faculty over 65 (Table A.41), compared with the 

nationwide number of 17.8%.  

Because our institution offers limited doctoral degrees in education and other applied sciences, it is 

categorized as a Large Master’s College or University (specifically IIA) on the Carnegie Classification 

Scale. On Table B.1, of the 9,203 respondents to the national survey, 2,888 (31.4%) identified as being 
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from a Master’s College or University, while 68.6% of national respondents identified as being from a 

Research University (51.3%), Baccalaureate/Associate College (13.1%), or Medical Program (4.2%).  

Faculty in both surveys reported similar rates of schools/programs; however, the disciplines within 

those fields were not apples to apples. Furthermore, while Arts and Letters and Health and Human 

Services are the largest colleges, most faculty respondents were from Social Sciences.  

Survey Findings 

Although the demographics of CSUS and the nationwide survey participants are not homologous, the 

results of the questionnaire correlate surprisingly closely. This analysis looks at the data from our faculty, 

who were surveyed in 2015/2016 using the 2015 Ithaka Survey, and the data published by Ithaka S+R of 

faculty nationwide, who were also surveyed in 2015/2016 using the same survey, to determine trends 

and implement several significant changes in the years following the survey.  

The research questions at the Introduction part of this study are: 

1. What do faculty identify as their information-seeking behaviors? 

2. Are there gaps between faculty perceptions and what the library currently offers? 

3. What changes can the library make to better support faculty’s teaching and research? 

The faculty information-seeking behaviors are grouped into Information Discovery, Access Materials, 

Print vs. Digital Preferences, Data Management, the Role of the Library, and the Student Learning 

Outcomes. The largests gaps between faculty perceptions and the what the Library currently offers are 

mainly in Data Management and the Student Learning Outcomes areas. The information from the Ithaka 

Survey led to some of the biggest changest the Library has made in the last 20 years. Discussed below 

are both the findings from the survey and how the Library used that information to support decisions on 

the specific changes. Table numbers are corresponding to the survey question Q#, i.e. Table A.36 is the 

result from Q36. Table A.37 - Table A.43 are corresponding to demographic questions D1-7. Table B.1 

is the faculty reponses from different programs and Table C.1 gives the name variation of programs used 

in CSUS v. other universities. 

Information Discovery (Table A.1-TableA.3) 

The University Library strives to meet the research needs of all of its faculty. The results of question 

eight indicate that around three-quarters of faculty are required to perform academic research as part of 

their professional duties. This result nullified any uncertainty that only a small percentage of faculty are 

conducting research.  
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Very few faculty start their research by going to the library building or contacting a librarian (Table 

A.1 - A.3). Instead, they are searching scholarly databases offered through the library, the library catalog, 

or the internet. The national longitudinal data from the Ithaka S+R US Faculty Survey 2015 report 

confirms that the library building has been in continuous decline as a starting point for research since 

2003, while starting at the library website or catalog has seen an upswing (Wolff-Eisenberg, et al., 

2016).  

With so many faculty on our campus actively using the library website, which had not been updated 

in many years, the library decided to invest in website redesign in order to increase its usability. In 

addition to the data gleaned from the Ithaka survey, various strategies, including Google heat maps and 

user group studies, were used to make sure that it was designed with faculty research points of view in 

mind. The majority of the website redesign took place in 2016/17; however, some subpages of the 

website, such as the main database page, were not updated until 2018. Again, the Ithaka survey served 

as one of the triggers for the Web redesign project in the next two years. 

Accessing Materials (Table A.4-TableA.7) 

Like faculty nationwide, our faculty ranked their college library as the most important source for 

research materials (82.5%) (Table A.6). However, free materials online ranked not far below (74%) and 

around half ranked their own collections or subscriptions (51.3%) and/or other institutions’ collections 

(50.7%) as highly important. As reported in the national Ithaka S+R US Faculty Survey 2015, there is a 

clear divide between schools/programs, with humanities faculty being more likely to use their personal 

collections and resources from other institutions, while science and medical faculty consider library 

resources and free materials almost as important, and preference for free materials has been increasing 

over the years (Wolff-Eisenberg, et al., 2016). Interestingly, from our stratification data, there is no 

evidence of younger faculty relying more on free online materials compared to seasoned faculty. 

Actually, the percentage of faculty using free online material in 55-64 age group is larger than that of 

faculty below 34 group. 

When a resource was not immediately available through the university library, faculty on our campus 

looked for a free online version at around the same rate (61.9%) as those nationwide (59.4%) (Table 7). 

The data is listed only for “often” category; if the numbers in the “occasionally” category is included, 

the “free online version” option has around 90%, the highest percentage for both our institution and the 

national average. However, our faculty were not using interlibrary loan services (52.7%) nearly as 

frequently as those nationwide (61.3%), almost a 10% difference. Instead, slightly more (7.7%) of our 

faculty gave up and looked for a different resource or (3.1%) purchased the item themselves.  
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It was clear from the survey that faculty were using the library’s interlibrary loan services, but that 

there were ways we could improve by eliminating extra steps previously required to utilize certain 

access services. Therefore, following the survey, the University Library improved the turn-around time 

of interlibrary loan journal articles and books from 5-7 working days to 2-3 days for most requests 

through our state’s systemwide cooperative, and the service started allowing book requests when the 

library copy was in use or missing, which improved timely service of physical materials. More 

importantly, the library adopted single sign-on for the interlibrary loan system, rather than a 

cumbersome process of creating a separate account that was previously required.  

Print vs. Digital Preferences 

From 2003-2015, faculty in all disciplines became more comfortable with using electronic materials. 

In the national survey, over 60% of faculty in humanities considered print scholarly monographs to play 

an important role, while only 30% of faculty in science and medicine believed that to be true. But over 

60% of medical faculty believed e-books to be very important while over 60% of humanities faculty 

believed print books to be very important. (Table A.4) However, looking at the national average from 

previous years, faculty shifted from preferring e-book format strongly in the previous survey in almost 

all activities, except cover-to-cover reading. (Table A.5) 

Over 70% of our faculty were comfortable replacing print journals with electronic resources and close 

to 60% believed e-books are also important. In 2016-2017, the library resized VHS and other media 

items, print journals volumes, and reference books to about half of its previous volumes, and purchased 

more e-books, including the reinstatement of the Demand Driven Acquisition (DDA) system that had 

been suspended for two years.  

The space gained by collection reduction allowed the Library to house more research related campus 

units: the Student Research Center, Office of Research, Innovation and Economic Development (the 

main office for external funding management), a newly created center for innovation and 

entrepreneurship, a Bloomberg Financial Lab, and a Library Makers Space. Working with the library, 

these campus units will enhance student research skills and improve student learning outcomes. 

Data Management 

Question #18 asks faculty whether they host eight different types of scholarly research (peer-reviewed 

journals; pre-prints; working papers; data, images, media, and primary source materials; books; software 

code; blogs or microblogs; and online comments to articles) for free in their institution’s online 

repository, a disciplinary open access site, or elsewhere online. This is actually the broadest question, 

with twenty-four total sub-questions. Our institution’s faculty are represented in every category but are 
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visibly different than the national results. Between ten and fifteen percent fewer of our campus’ faculty 

are storing books, software code, and data, images, media, and primary source materials in our 

institution’s online repository or a disciplinary open access repository. Instead, they are storing these 

documents “Elsewhere Online,” particularly software code, which is around twenty percent more than 

faculty nationwide. While these results strongly indicate that our institution needs to develop and 

promote its repository, we are concerned about the limited information the category “Elsewhere Online” 

provides. The survey question suggests a personal webpage as an example, but it is inconclusive. 

Faculty prefer to be self-reliant in their data management and preservation but expect libraries to help 

with repository services and provide an interface for free access to their publications. The library formed 

a Scholarly Communication Ad Hoc Committee in 2017 and the Committee members conducted a series 

of eight workshops in the following academic year for all librarians, in the areas of data management, 

institutional repositories, copyright and fair use, alternative academic publishing, and building faculty 

profiles. From 2016 to 2018, the library refilled the long-time vacant position of Head of Systems 

(library IT), added an Associate Dean’s position to oversee both Collections Management Department 

(acquisition and cataloging) and Systems Department. In 2019, the library is in the process of recruiting 

a Scholarly Communication Librarian in the Collections Management Department.  The combined goal 

of these actions is to have a more robust system of support for faculty research. The Scholarly 

Communication Committee workshops are an effort to ensure all librarians are knowledgeable and 

prepared to support faculty in this area, and the new positions will help the library create systems and 

technologies that will make this necessary support possible. The ultimate goal of changes made in the 

library is to improve faculty research and teaching. 

Two-thirds of our faculty consider themselves more as teachers than as researchers, including many 

who conduct research as part of their professional responsibilities. The intended audience of their 

research are scholars in their fields, and about one third received external funding for their research 

projects. Questions and Tables A.19-A.21 are contingent on whether faculty indicated that they are 

required to conduct research (Question and Table A.8). These faculty were publishing their research 

primarily in peer-reviewed journals (53%), conference proceedings (31.8%), and scholarly monographs 

(27.7%) (Table A.10).  

Close to three quarters of the faculty supported open access publications. Unfortunately, until recently 

our library lacked open access services, with the only items in library repository (Scholarworks) being 

students’ dissertations and theses. In 2018, Scholarworks was finally expanded to include faculty 

publications. The backend system will be converted from Dspace to Samvera in 2019 to accommodate 
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more non-text depository items.  

The Role of the Library from Faculty Perspective (Table A.27-A.28) 

The majority of the faculty believed the money spent on the library and library employees were worth 

the investment. This survey result helped support the decision to fill librarian positions that had been vacant 

for many years, such as for positions in Fine and Performing Arts, Social Sciences, and Health Sciences, 

and new positions in Data Management and First Year Experience outreach. 

Student Learning Outcomes (Table A.29-TableA.36) 

There is a clear gap between faculty’s expectation of student research skills and faculty’s perception 

of current students’ research skills. Faculty do expect libraries and librarians to help students with 

information competence and critical thinking skills. The library addressed this need by creating two new 

librarian positions: an Undergraduate Experience Librarian to focus on information literacy instruction 

and outreach to first year and transfer students, and a Library Instruction Coordinator to help create a 

more effective comprehensive library instruction program across disciplines. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Administering the Ithaka S+R faculty survey helped the reorganization of the library at our institution 

by informing how departments’ realignment, library web page redesigns, and the addition of several new 

management and librarian positions in specific roles could improve our services to faculty research and 

teaching. 

This survey allowed librarians to learn how our faculty identify their information seeking behaviors, 

and where the gaps may be between their perceptions of need and what our services offer. The Library 

learned the areas where specific services could be improved, such as streamlined ILL and borrowing 

procedures, but the survey also influenced decisions surrounding new personnel and the training and 

development of current library faculty and staff.  

Particularly in regard to interlibrary loan, open access, and scholarly support via local repositories, the 

Library discovered areas where significant improvement was required to support faculty research needs. 

While added positions such as the Scholarly Communications Librarian will contribute to a more robust 

service in this area, the survey reinforced the need for all subject librarians to be as informed as possible 

to provide a proactive and well-rounded support service for faculty research and scholarship. This 

realization led to an intensive training program that provided scafolded scholarship support training, 

which included new ways that the Library will be able to support faculty research and teaching. 

Information was also provided regarding copyright and fair use issues; while librarians were aware of 
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these issues, and handling them on a case by case basis in general, a new effort was made to provide 

further support for librarians who would need to offer consultation to faculty in this area.  

The actions of the Library as described above show how using the Ithaka S+R faculty survey can lead 

to significant service changes and stragetic decisions that can be implemented in a somewhat short 

period of time. Rather than relying on assumptions of faculty behavior, having an explicit set of data to 

analyze helped the Library justify decisions to improve services and support, even if some were 

directions that might have already been considered.  

Using the Ithaka S+R national survey allowed the Library to see how faculty at our instutition 

compared to those nationwide, and whether national trends as shown in future Ithaka surveys would be a 

reasonable measurement against which to base future decisions. Although the responses of our faculty 

do not align exactly with the national results in all areas, overall there is a strong consistency of results 

between the two surveys. Going forward, the University Library will monitor Ithaka’s national survey 

data as a tool in making informed decisions about meeting the information needs of its faculty. 

The Ithika S+R US Faculty Survey 2018 Report authored by Melissa Blankstein and Christine 

Wolff-Eisenberg came out in April 2019. The main findings are : 

 Discovery starting points are shifting towards Google Scholar and other general search 

engines.While specific scholarly databases remain the most frequent starting point for research, 

faculty are increasingly beginning their exploration of scholarly literature with Google Scholar and 

other general-purpose search engines. 

 Faculty members increasingly prefer to manage and preserve their data using cloud-based storage 

services. Since the previous cycle of the survey, a greater share of faculty report use of cloud-based 

storage services, such as Google Drive, Dropbox, and Flickr, to organize, manage, and preserve 

their research data, media, or images. Faculty also report file hosting services, such as Box and 

Dropbox, as the most valuable source of support for managing and preserving these data compared 

to other sources. 

 While faculty are increasingly interested in an open access publication model, traditional scholarly 

incentives continue to motivate their decision-making. Approximately two-thirds of respondents in 

this survey cycle indicated they would be happy to see the traditional subscription-based 

publication model replaced entirely by an open access system, which represents a greater share of 

respondents compared to the previous survey cycle. However, only four in ten faculty indicate open 

access characteristics of journals as highly influential in publication decisions. 
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 There is substantial interest in use of open educational resources for instructional practices, 

particularly from younger faculty members. About six in ten respondents are very interested in 

using open educational resources (OER), and roughly half strongly agreed that they would like to 

adopt new instructional approaches with OER. 

 Faculty are skeptical about the value of using learning analytics tools.While faculty who have used 

learning analytics tools are more likely to agree that these tools could make a substantial impact on 

their teaching practices and outcomes, survey respondents across the board do not hold especially 

positive views of these tools. 

 The role of the library in archiving materials is increasingly important.While faculty maintain that 

the library’s most important function is as the buyer of resources they need, they are finding the 

library’s ability to serve as a repository of resources increasingly important. 

The Ithaka 2018 survey further confirmed our previous findings that the library is no longer a starting 

place for research/study and data preservation becomes more important for faculty. Furthermore, open 

access publication and open education resources are becoming more relevant in teaching and learning. 

Last but not least, the library should serve as a repository for archiving electronic materials. Our study 

contributed to the literature through a three-year case study in between the 2015 and 2018 Ithaka 

surveys,  and compared the survey findings of both 2015 and 2018 Ithaka national averages with CSUS 

Library’s individual case, showing how the data from this national survey can help strategic planning of 

library services that is directly connected to how faculty engage in research and teaching. 

Disclaimer 

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the public, commercial, or 

not-for-profit sectors. 
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Appendix A.  Survey Questions and Major Findings of the 36 Core 
National Questions  

Q1. Below are four possible starting points for research in academic literature. Typically, when 

you are conducting academic research, which of these four starting points do you use to begin 

locating information for your research? 

 
Table A.1 Research starting points 

 Our Institution % National % 

The Library building 2.59 2.4 
General Web search  33.16 33.2 
Library Website or Catalog 33.68 29.1 
Research Database 30.57 34.9 

 

Few faculty start their research at the library building. Instead, about one-third start their research in 

each of the three categories “General Web search,” “Library Website,” and “Database.” Because of these 

findings, the home page and database page of the library website were redesigned to be more accessible. 

In addition, repurposing space in the library building to be more useful has been a top priority, and a 

number of changes have been implemented.  

Q2. When you explore the scholarly literature to find new journal articles and monographs 

relevant to your research interests, how do you most often begin your process? Select one of 

the following: 

 
Table A.2 Exploring new information  

 Our Institution % National % 

Specific scholarly database 41.86 42.9 
Library website or catalog 23.51 20.0 
Google Scholar 15.50 19.7 
General web search engine 11.37 10.4 
Ask a colleague 1.81 1.9 
Ask a librarian 2.33 1.4 
Other 3.62 3.5 

 

When looking for new scholarly literature, the majority of faculty at our campus, as well as nationwide, 

start their research from a specific database. 

Q3. You may employ a variety of different tactics to "keep up" with current scholarship in your 

field on a regular basis. Please use the scales below to rate from 10 to 1 how important each of 
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the following methods is for staying current with new scholarship in your field. [10 = extremely 

important; 1 = not at all important] 

 
Table A.3 Most important tactics to keep up with current scholarship 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

Attending conferences or workshops 69.39 68.6 
Regularly skimming new issues of key journals 67.19 60.6 
Reading materials suggested by other scholars 64.83 64.5 
Subscribing to relevant disciplinary or field-specific email listservs 62.47 46.2 
Regularly skimming table of contents alerts of key journals 55.76 50.6 
Following the work of key scholars 55.53 55.0 
Reading materials rated highly by a relevant repository or scholarly tool 48.15 34.3 

 

These results are similar to the national data in all disciplines. Attending conferences and skimming 

new issues of key journals, as well as reading materials suggested by others and subscribing to relevant 

email listservs are the more important tactics to keep up. Maintaining the subscription of key journals, 

especially e-journals was identified as the top priority in collection development. 

While Q1-Q3 are about discovery of information, Q4-Q7 are about access to information, especially 

the transition from print to electronic formats.  

Q4. Please use the 10 to 1 scales below to indicate how well each statement below describes your 

point of view - a 10 equals “Extremely well” and a 1 equals “Not at all well.” You may pick any number 

on the scale. The higher the number, the better you think the statement describes your point of view. 

The lower the number, the less you think the statement describes your point of view. Please note: 

the phrase “scholarly monograph,” which appears in this question and in other questions throughout 

this survey, refers to a single volume book published by a scholar for an academic audience. 

 
Table A.4 Print collection 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

It would be fine to replace print with e-journals  72.06 68.6 
Comfortable with journals moving to e-format 59.16 54.3 
E-books are very important in my research and teaching 58.59 51.1 
Print collections can be discarded if they are available electronically 48.69 44.6 
Print monographs are important in my research and teaching 46.86 46.9 
No need for print collection in 5 years 14.06 16.3 

 

Faculty members at our campus and nationwide were comfortable with journals and books moving to 

an electronic format, but neither were fully convinced that there would be no need for a print collection 
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in 5 years. The Result of Question #4 prompted the largest print collection review project in the next 

three years.  

Q5. Below is a list of ways you may use a scholarly monograph. Please think about doing each 

of these things with a scholarly monograph in print format or in digital format, and use the 

scales below to indicate how much easier or harder is it to perform each activity in print or 

digital format. Please select one answer for each item. 

 
Table A.5 E-Book v. print 

Prefer e-books vs. print Our Institution % National % 

Searching for a topic 62.76 67.85 
Explore references 51.97 47.50 
Skimming 27.94 23.2 
Comparing between monographs 18.89 18.4 
Reading a section in depth 10.44 8.01 
Read cover to cover in depth 8.61 6.72 

 

Most faculty prefer e-books for searching and exploring references, but not for skimming, comparing 

monographs, or in-depth or cover-to-cover reading.   

Q6. When you think about the journal articles and scholarly monographs that you routinely use - 

for research as well as for teaching - how important are each of the following sources? [10 = 

extremely important; 1 = not at all important] 

 
Table A.6 Important Sources for Faculty 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

My college library 82.46 81.0 
Free materials online 74.02 73.0 
My own collection or subscriptions 51.31 50.6 
Other institutions’ collections 50.66 45.0 
My academic department’s collections 34.92 24.8 

 

Nationwide, as well as at our institution, across all disciplines the library’s collections are the top 

choice for faculty. Although in the networked environment, the library collection was still more 

important than free materials online for faculty research. 

Q7. When you want a scholarly monograph or journal article that you do not have immediate 

access to through your college or university library's physical or digital collections, how often do 

you use each of the following methods to seek access to that material? 
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Table A.7 Ways to access not-in-library materials 

Often Preferred Ways Our Institution % National % 

Interlibrary loan 42.71 60.3 
Free online version 61.94 59.4 
Give up and look for different resource 21.47 14.4 
Purchase myself 12.34 9.2 

 

Our faculty tend to give up and look for a different resource compared to the national average, while 

faculty nationwide tend to use the interlibrary loan service more. The result of Question #7 prompted a 

further investigation of the Library’s InterLibrary Loan (ILL) servie. For over 20 years, our library 

always had more loan items compare to borrowing from to other libraires. One of the obstacles was that 

ILL required a separate pair of user name/password to login. The single signon was identified as joint 

goal for the library and campus IT units. 

Q8. Is performing academic research among your professional esponsibilities? 

 
Table A.8 Faculty conducting research 

 Our Institution % National % 

Yes 75.58 83.4 
No (skip Q9-Q21)   

 

Q8 is the contingent question for faculty research practices. According to the Ithaka S+R US Faculty 

Survey 2015 report, the nationwide average shows that 87-88% of medical and science faculty tend to 

conduct research as part of their jobs, as compared with social science faculty (84%) and humanities faculty 

(77%). The proportion of the faculty conducting research at our institution is below that of national average 

because most of the universities in our state university system are not in the “Research One” category. 

Q9. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

How important to your research is each of the following digital research activities and 

methodologies today? [10 = extremely important; 1 = not at all important] 

 
Table A.9 Importance of research activities 

Rank 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

Analysis of your own qualitative data 61.89 54.48 
Analysis of your own quantitative data 58.04 51.36 
Analysis of pre-existing qualitative data 45.26 39.48 
Analysis of pre-existing quantitative data 49.12 38.39 
Using models/simulations 24.21 22.90 
Text mining 19.37 13.98 
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Most faculty use their own data generated during their research (58-62%), following by analysis of 

pre-existing data (45-49%). Only 19-24% of faculty use models/simulation and text mining. There were 

a little more qualitative research used primarily by humanities and social sciences/education faculty, 

than quantitative research used by science and engineering faculty. Also close to half faculty used data 

generated by others for their researches. 

Q10. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

You may have the opportunity to share the findings of your scholarly research in a variety of 

different formats. Please use the scales below to indicate how often you have shared the 

findings of your scholarly research in each of the following ways in the past five years. 

 
Table A.10 Modes of sharing scholarly research 

Used Often Our Institution % National % 

Peer-reviewed journals 53.00 56.73 
Scholarly monographs 27.66 29.63 
Published conference proceedings 31.80 29.59 
Pre-print archives 12.19 10.54 
Creative Commons or Open Source 8.13 7.64 

 

Traditional peer-reviewed journals, conference proceedings, and scholarly monographs are still the 

major modes for sharing scholarly research. Among free digital repositories, only 12% of respondents 

used pre-print archives while about 8% used “Creative Commons or Open Source.” Even though our 

library has a free institutional repository for faculty publications, very few faculty used it for pre-print or 

open source. 

Q11. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

When it comes to influencing your decisions about journals in which to publish an article of 

yours, how important to you is each of the following characteristics of an academic journal? [10 

= extremely important; 1 = not at all important] 

 
Table A.11 Important factors in choosing a journal to publish 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

In my field 87.54 84.10 
Well read by scholars in my field 81.29 77.03 
High impact factor 78.57 76.78 
Free for authors to publish (no page charge) 65.84 75.03 
Publish quickly 53.02 57.03 
Long term access 46.40 46.14 
Prestigious and highly selective 45.91 40.95 
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Table A.11 (continued) 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

Free on the Internet 35.82 34.96 
Accessible worldwide 37.28 34.71 

 

When choosing where to publish, the most important factor which faculty members consider is 

whether the journal is in their discipline, followed by impact factor and cost of publishing.  

Q12. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

Please use the 10 to 1 scales below to indicate how well each statement below describes your 

point of view. [10 = extremely well; 1 = not at all well] 

 
Table A.12 Faculty point of view on publishing 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

I clearly understand the criteria that are used to evaluate me in tenure 
and promotion decision-making 

71.01 75.03 

Enabling the broadest readership of my research and maximize my research’s 
impact 

60.79 57.76 

I shape my research outputs and publication choices to match the 
criteria I perceive for success in tenure and promotion 

47.46 54.16 

I would be happy to see the traditional subscription-based publication 
model replaced entirely by an open access/freely available to the public

57.76 53.85 

Circulating pre-print versions of my research outputs is an important 
way for me to communicate my research findings with my peers 

33.09 32.38 

 

Tenure/promotion and broader readership were the top trends. The majority of faculty were happy to 

see the traditional publication model replaced entirely by open access and free to the public. 

Q13. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

Does your college or university library, scholarly society, university press, or another service 

provider assist you with any of the following aspects of the publication process? 

 
Table A.13 “Yes” in publication process assistance 

 Our Institution % National % 

Helping me understand and negotiate favorable publication contracts 9.03 8.08 
Helping me determine where to publish a given work to maximize its 
impact 

14.80 11.04 

Helping me to assess the impact of my work following its publication 15.88 14.82 
Managing a public webpage for me that lists links to my scholarly 
outputs 

24.91 33.64 
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The vast majority of faculty indicated that they do not get any help in the information dissemination 

process. When they do get help, the most common way is managing a public webpage that lists links to their 

disciplines’ scholarly outputs. Librarians traditionally help faculty research but not post-publication services. 

Q14. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

How valuable do you find support from your college or university library for each of the following 

aspects of the publication process, or how valuable would you find it if this support was offered 

to you? [10 = extremely valuable; 1 = not at all valuable] 

 
Table A.14 Valuable library service in publication process 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

Helping me understand and negotiate favorable publication contracts 34.44 28.80 
Helping me determine where to publish a given work to maximize its 
impact 

36.80 30.66 

Helping me to assess the impact of my work following its publication 39.11 31.56 
Managing a public webpage for me that lists links to my scholarly 
outputs 

41.85 38.33 

 

Although managing a public webpage is the most valuable publication process service, less than half of 

faculty rank it as very valuable at our institution and it is similarly nationwide. Our library could promote 

publication contracts negotiation more in order to retain limited copyright for faculty teaching and research. 

Q15. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

How important is it to you that your research reaches each of the following possible audiences? 

[10 = extremely important; 1 = not at all important] 

 
Table A.15 Targeted audience of faculty research 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

Scholars in my specific sub-discipline or field of research 90.58 89.37 
Scholars in my discipline but outside of my specific sub-discipline or 
field of research 

72.10 69.45 

Scholars outside my discipline 49.09 45.87 
Undergraduate students 46.18 44.30 
Professionals outside academic but in the discipline 67.03 62.02 
The general public 51.45 44.96 

 

Together with Q11, this question helps to triangulate faculty publication choices. Most faculty (90.58%) 

target professionals in their field; less than half think it is very important to reach undergraduate students 

even in our institution whose funding depends more on teaching undergraduates than research. 
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Q16. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

Which of the following types of research data do you build up or collect for your own research? 

Please select all that apply: 

 
Table A.16 Types of research data 

Type of data used Our Institution % National % 

Qualitative (open-ended survey responses, interview or focus group, 
text, documents, images, video, audio, etc.) 

72.56 73.39 

Quantitative (numeric files, large scale survey, geospatial data, census 
information, etc.) 

63.16 56.89 

Scientific (lab experimental data, physical artifacts, biological specimens, 
samples, etc.) 

24.06 25.39 

Computational (models, algorithms, programs, scripts, etc.) 18.80 18.23 
Other Types (please fill in) 11.65 9.09 

 

These research data management questions were not in previous Ithaka faculty surveys before its 

2015 edition. The most commonly used data type is qualitative, followed by quantitative, scientific lab, 

computation, and other types. These are in line with the national survey result. 

Q17. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

Are any of the following types of your research publications or products available online for free 

(such as via your personal webpage or an open access repository)? 

 
Table A.17 Types of free faculty research 

Percentage of Free Access Our Institution % National % 

Peer-reviewed journal or conference proceedings 53.82 61.04 
Pre-prints of peer-reviewed journal articles 29.30 28.29 
Working papers or draft manuscripts 27.41 20.01 
Data, images, media, or other primary source materials 31.39 25.64 
Books or scholarly monographs 29.45 23.32 
Software code 7.41 7.55 
Blog or microblog posts 21.93 23.09 
Responses or comments to online versions of articles blog posts, discussion 
forums, or social media conversations 

24.45 24.98 

 

Most faculty had their own peer-reviewed publications in journals or conference proceedings 

available for free via their personal webpages or an open access repository. But less than 8% of faculty 

both at our institution and nationwide share software code. 
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Q18. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8 and contingent on response to Q17) 

Is your scholarly research hosted online at your institution’s repository (Scholarworks), an open 

access disciplinary repository (such as PubMed, SSRN, etc.), or is your scholarly research 

freely available elsewhere (such as your personal webpage)? For each of the type(s) of 

scholarly work(s) listed below, please select all hosting sources that apply: 

 
Table A.18a Free storage of online resources at our institution 

Our Institution % 
My institution’s 

repository 
Disciplinary Open 

Access 
Elsewhere Online 

Peer-reviewed journal 22.88  32.20  61.86  
Pre-prints 19.67  34.43  60.66  
Working papers 10.71  37.50  69.64  
Data, images, media, primary source materials 15.79  21.05  71.93  
Books  25.86  22.41  58.62  
Software code 12.50  12.50  81.25  
Blog or microblog  9.09  18.18  79.55  
Online comments to articles 10.87  28.26  69.57  

 
Table A.18b Free storage of online resources at national level 

National % 
My institution’s 

repository 
Disciplinary Open 

Access 
Elsewhere Online 

Peer-reviewed journal 30.93 35.47 54.88 
Pre-prints 24.04 36.32 53.96 
Working papers 20.23 29.39 57.63 
Data, images, media, primary source materials 26.89 32.02 58.31 
Books  38.94 31.35 49.50 
Software code 22.68 24.74 61.86 
TBlog or microblog  12.38 16.61 78.18 
Online comments to articles 14.60 22.22 69.52 

 

Most faculty provide their publications online outside of their institution’s repository or a disciplinary 

open access site, but we don’t know what is in “Elsewhere Online.” So this question needs to have more 

categories, such as cloud-based service, or campus IT storage. 

Q19. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

Have you ever received or are you currently receiving extramural funding for your scholarly 

research from a public or government grant-making organization (such as the NSF, NIH, NEH, 

etc.)? 
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Table A.19 Extramural funding 

Extramural Funding Our Institution % National % 

Yes 33.45 41.7 
No 66.55 39.3 

 

About one third of faculty on our campus reported receiving extramural funding compared to 41.7% 

of faculty nationwide. National average also has close to 20% that did not answer this question. It is 

very likely a teaching college with only a few master degree programs and no doctoral programs may 

not answer question Q19. 

Q20. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8) 

To what extent do you support or oppose the federal policy mandating that publicly funded 

scholarly research and/or data be made freely available online (i.e., via an open access 

repository or database)? [6 = highly support; 1 = highly oppose] 

 
Table A.20 Federal policy to have publicly funded research available free 

Public funded research free online? Our Institution % National % 

5-6 73.12 68.99 
3-4 22.58 24.34 
1-2 4.30 6.67 

 

Three-quarters of faculty support the federal policy mandating that publicly funded scholarly research 

and/or data be available online for free. However, federal government did not provide a system to make 

publicly funded scholarship available. 

Q21. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q8; response options contingent on response 

to Q17) 

And, when you think about how your work is assessed, such as for tenure, promotion, or research 

funding, how much recognition should you receive for your research products available online for 

free compared to traditional research publications such as journal articles and scholarly books? 

 
Table A.21 Importance of non-traditional research format 

Same or more important than traditional research publications Our Institution % National % 

Data, images, media, or other primary sources 52.79 48.68 
Software code 55.56 50.54 
Pre-prints or e-prints 42.03 51.28 
Blog or microblog posts 26.41 22.29 
Online comments to articles 36.21 26.72 
Others (please fill in): 65.71 57.70 
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About half of faculty believe that data, images, media, or other primary sources, software code, and 

pre-prints or e-prints should be as important or even more important than traditional publications. About 

two-thirds of faculty at our institution also think there are other non-traditional research formats that are 

at least as important as the journal articles and books. Business faculty may have consulting work and 

Social Sciences/Education faculty may have policy reports. Fine Arts faculty may have performance and 

art work as non-traditional scholarship formats. Q21 needs further investigation of the write-in text 

which is beyond the scope of this study. 

Q22. Societal impact, or the benefit of scholarly work and research products to society, should 

be a key measure of research performance for tenure, promotion, or funding proposals 

 
Table A.22 Societal impact be a key measure 

Should societal impact be key in tenure and funding proposals Our Institution % National % 

Strongly agree 11.26 8.4 
Agree 19.03 18.0 
Somewhat agree 21.98 22.3 
Sub-total for all agree: 52.27 48.7 
Neither agree nor disagree 20.11 16.3 
All disagree 27.61 31.3 

More than half of faculty agree that societal impact should be a key measure of the value of faculty 

research. About 27% of our faculty and 31% of faculty nationwide disagree.  

Q23. (Contingent on respondent selecting at least one option in Q16) 

Please use the 10 to 1 scales below to indicate how well each statement below describes your 

point of view. [10 = extremely well; 1 = not at all well] 

 
Table A.23 Data organization and storage 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

I organize data on my own computer 88.24 66.5 
I organize data on a cloud service (Google Drive, Dropbox, Flickr, etc.) 37.65 30.4 
I have difficulty in organizing my data 22.75 16.4 
My college library organizes my data 5.58 3.4 
I have difficulty preserving my data long-term 22.92 18.1 

 

Nearly 90% of our institution’s faculty and two-thirds nationwide, with little variation by discipline, 

organize their data on their own computer. Only 3-6% of faculty had their college library manage their 

data. Most national funding agencies require a data management plan as part of the grant application. 

Store and organize data on personal computers will no longer meet the requirement. 
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Q24. (Contingent on respondent selecting at least one option in Q16) 

Please use the scale below to rate from 10 to 1 how valuable you would find each of the 

following possible sources of support for managing or preserving research data, media, or 

images or how valuable you do find each of the following sources of support for managing or 

preserving research data, media, or images. [10 = extremely valuable; 1 = not at all valuable] 

 
Table A.24 Valuable support for managing data 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

My college library 50.83 47.94 
My college IT department 46.67 38.46 
My institution’s AV or media department 37.19 31.17 
My institution’s disciplinary repository 38.08 36.66 
Another institution’s disciplinary repository 21.52 19.86 
University Press or a publisher 31.67 31.74 
A scholarly society 33.62 35.11 
Freely available software 56.25 57.86 

 

Faculty members’ top three preferences for research data management and preservation were freely 

available software, the college library, and the college IT department. There was a big gap between 

faculty preference and what was offered to faculty in data management. As of 2015/16 academic year, 

neither our campus library nor IT offer data management services for faculty. 

Q25. (Contingent on respondent selecting at least one option in Q16) 

If these collections or sets of research data are preserved following the conclusion of the 

projects, what methods are used to preserve them? Please select each method by which they 

are preserved or indicate that they are not preserved. [Multiple selections possible] 

 
Table A.25 Data preservation 

 Our Institution % National % 

I preserve data myself, using commercially software 74.89 73.86 
I preserve data in a repository  22.03 22.54 
My campus library preserves data on my behalf 5.73 7.00 
A publisher preserves these materials on my behalf 11.89 8.81 
Not preserved following the conclusion of a project 13.66 15.67 

 

Following the conclusion of a research project, faculty favored preserving the data themselves over 

all other options. This is quite different from the print model, in which the library is the primary place to 

preserve primary materials. 



 

圖書館學與資訊科學 45（2）：4 – 38（民一○八年十月）  29 

Q26. How dependent would you say you are on your college or university library for research 

you conduct? [10 = completely dependent; 1 = not at all dependent] 

 
Table A.26 Library dependency for research 

Ranking Our Institution % National % 

8-10 46.45 38.1 
4-7 36.07 35.0 
1-3 17.49 22.6 

 

More of our faculty indicated that they depend on the library to conduct research, with 36% indicating 

some dependency and 46% indicating heavy dependency. The campus library is still the center for 

research. 

Q27. How important is it to you that your college or university library provides each of the functions 

below or serves in the capacity listed below? [6 = extremely important; 1 = not at all important] 

 
Table A.27 Importance of library services 

Ranked 5-6 Our Institution % National % 

The library serves as a starting point or “gateway” for locating information 
for my research 

75.69 74.41 

The library pays for resources I need, from academic journals to books 
to electronic databases 

88.67 82.63 

The library serves as a repository of resources -archives, preserves, and 
keeps track of resources 

77.56 67.37 

The library supports and facilitates my teaching  71.47 70.65 
The library provides active support that helps to increase the productivity 
of my research 

64.64 59.74 

The library helps undergraduates develop research, critical analysis, and 
information literacy skills 

83.93 79.75 

 

Most of all, faculty expect the library to provide resources, facilitate faculty teaching, and help 

undergraduates develop research, critical analysis, and information literacy skills. Above all, it is the 

most important to keep the library collection budget up with the inflation in the publishing industry.  

Q28. Please use the 10 to 1 scales below to indicate how well each statement below describes 

your point of view. [10 = extremely well; 1 = not at all well] 
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Table A.28 The role of the academic library and the academic librarian 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

Colleges should redirect the money spent on library buildings and staff 
to other needs 

11.78 13.7 

The role librarians play at this institution is becoming much less important 13.97 18.1 

 

Most faculty at our institution do not believe that the money spent on library building and staff should 

be redirected or that librarians are becoming less important on campus.  

Q29. Is teaching either undergraduate or postgraduate courses among your professional 

responsibilities? 

 
Table A.29 Percentage of instructional faculty in the survey 

Do you teach? Our Institution % National % 

Yes 95.14 93.2 

 

The vast majority of faculty in our institution as well as nationwide teach in addition to research. 

Q30. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q29) 

Please select which types of courses you have taught in the last 2 years [multiple selections possible]: 

 
Table A.30 Course levels 

Level of courses taught in the last two years Our Institution % National % 

A lower division undergraduate (1st - 2nd year) 62.07 62.1 
An upper division undergraduate course (3rd -4th year) 83.33 74.5 
A graduate level course 42.28 53.8 

 

Most of our faculty taught only undergraduate courses in the previous two years with less than 50% 

taught at the graduate level. At the national level, most faculty taught both undergraduate and graduate 

courses. 

Q31. (Contingent on respondent indicating an undergraduate course taught in Q30) 

In general, how often do you do each of the following when designing or structuring your 

undergraduate courses: 

 
Table A.31 Undergraduate course textbooks 

Never or Rarely Our Institution % National % 

Give preference to assigning free course texts  30.07 28.65 
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Table A.31 (continued) 

Never or Rarely Our Institution % National % 

Give preference to assigning course texts that are available through the 
library 

41.01 38.59 

Liaise with a librarian before finalizing the selection of assigned course 
texts 

84.59 75.82 

Inform a librarian when your course reading list or syllabus is issued to 
students 

79.75 68.22 

 

Most faculty gave preference to assigning free texts and library materials in their courses but rarely 

contact librarians before finalizing the assigned course texts. Given that the high cost of textbooks has 

been one of the barriers for student success, the campus administration was eager to find a solution to 

alleviate students financial burdens from textbooks. 

Q32. (Contingent on respondent selecting “yes” in Q29) 

Please use the 10 to 1 scales below to indicate how well each statement below describes your 

point of view. [10 = extremely well; 1 = not at all well] 

 
Table A.32 Undergraduate students and the library 

Ranked 8-10 - Strongly Agree Our Institution % National % 

My undergraduate students have poor skills related to locating and 
evaluating scholarly information 

64.65 60.77 

Improving my undergraduate students’ research skills related to locating 
and evaluating scholarly information is an important educational goal for 
the courses I teach 

75.40 70.91 

Librarians at my college library contribute significantly to my students’ 
learning by helping them to find, access, and make use of a range of 
secondary and primary sources in their coursework 

60.18 58.04 

Librarians at my college library contribute significantly to my students’ 
learning by helping them to develop their research skills 

52.66 54.84 

 

More than half of respondents strongly agree that librarians help students develop their research skills 

and 75% of our respondents believe information competence is an important educational goal. 

Q33. (Contingent on respondent indicating a lower division undergraduate course taught in Q30) 

Please use the 10 to 1 scales below to indicate how well each statement below describes your 

point of view. [10 = extremely well; 1 = not at all well] 
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Table A.33 Use of primary and secondary sources in lower-division courses 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

I expect lower division undergraduate students to use secondary scholarly 
sources 

55.77 50.28 

I expect the lower division undergraduate students I teach to use primary 
sources 

52.40 48.22 

 

Over half of teaching faculty expected lower division undergraduate students to use primary sources almost 

as much as secondary sources. However, the national data showed that only 30% science faculty expect 

their lower division students to use primary sources based on Ithaka S+R US Faculty Survey 2015 report. 

Q34. (Contingent on respondent indicating an upper division undergraduate course taught in Q30) 

Please use the 10 to 1 scales below to indicate how well each statement below describes your 

point of view. [10 = extremely well; 1 = not at all well] 

 
Table A.34 Use of primary and secondary sources in upper-division courses 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

I expect upper division undergraduate students to use secondary scholarly 
sources 

82.01 81.71 

I expect the upper division undergraduate students I teach to use primary 
sources 

75.45 75.36 

 

Over 75% of faculty at our institution expected upper division undergraduate students to use primary 

sources and over 80% to use secondary sources. 

Q35. (Contingent on respondent indicating an undergraduate and/or graduate course taught in Q30) 

As far as you know, how often do students in the courses you teach interact with librarians at 

your college or university library? 

 
Table A.35 Students-librarian interaction 

Students-Librarian Interaction Our Institution % National % 

Often 6.12 10.43 
Occasionally 44.34 48.18 
Rarely 45.57 37.40 
Never 3.98 3.99 

 

Teaching faculty estimated that students occasionally or rarely interact with their university or college 

librarians.  
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Q36. (Contingent on respondent indicating an undergraduate and/or graduate course taught in Q30) 

Please use the 10 to 1 scales below to indicate how well each statement below describes your 

point of view. [10 = extremely well; 1 = not at all well] 

 
Table A.36 Digital technology and open source for teaching 

Ranked 8-10 Our Institution % National % 

I like to adopt new pedagogies using digital technology 68.47 64.95 
My institution helps to adopt new pedagogies using digital technology 47.45 48.36 
My institution rewards faculty for integrating new pedagogies using 
digital technology 

38.25 38.47 

Open source or free instructional resources are important in my teaching 41.74 39.25 
I have difficulty locating freely available instructional resources 30.30 26.65 

 

Two-thirds of faculty liked to adopt digital technology into their pedagogy and about 40% were 

interested in free/open source instructional materials. Close to 40% indicated that their institution 

rewards faculty for integrating new pedagogies and about half indicated assistance in adopting new 

technology. 

Demographic Questions 

D1. For how many years have you been at your current college or university? 

 
Table A.37 Years worked at the current college 

Years with the college Our Institution % National % 

0-5 31.03 23.84 
6-10 17.24 22.22 
11-15 28.12 19.11 
16-20 13.26 12.90 
21+ 10.34 21.93 

 

Over three-quarters of the faculty were hired since 2001. Nationwide, about two-thirds of faculty 

were hired by their institution since 2001. 

D2. For how many years have you been in your field?  

 
Table A.38 Years in the field 

Years in the field Our Institution % National % 

0-5 6.63 3.87 
6-10 14.06 12.27 
11-15 17.24 16.05 
16-20 19.89 17.19 
21+ 42.18 50.62 
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More than 42% of the faculty and more than half of faculty nationwide have been working in their field 

for at least 21 years. To better understand the faculty’s teaching experience, a question such as “For how 

many years have you worked in your field” may be preferable, or at least added. Since the years spent as a 

Ph.D. student range from 4-10 years, and faculty are likely to stay in the field after such a long-term investment. 

D3. Do you think of yourself primarily as a researcher, primarily as a teacher, or somewhere in between? 

 
Table A.39 Researcher or teacher 

Researcher or Teacher? Our Institution % National % 

Much more as a research 2.38 2.01 
Somewhat more as a research 6.35 5.06 
About equal as a research and as a teacher 26.19 27.47 
Somewhat more as a teacher 26.72 30.10 
Much more as a teacher 38.36 35.36 

 

About two-thirds of faculty thought of themselves more as a teacher than as a researcher. This was 

about the same as the national average. 

D4. Faculty members teach courses both in traditional face-to-face classroom settings and 

using a variety of distance education models. Do you teach courses primarily face-to-face, 

primarily remotely, or somewhere in between? 

 
Table A.40 Traditional vs. distance education 

Teaching Mode Our Institution % National % 

Primarily teach-face-to face 84.72 83.7 
About equally face-to-face and at a distance 13.67 11.0 
Primarily teach at a distance 1.61 3.1 

 

Over 80% of our institution’s faculty taught primarily face-to-face and about 14% combined teach 

face-to-face and at a distance; both were in line with the national average. 

D5. What is your age?  

 
Table A.41 Age of teaching faculty 

Faculty Age Our Institution % National % 

<35 8.56 7.0 
35-44 23.53 19.4 
45-54 31.02 25.5 
55-64 28.61 28.0 
>65 8.29 17.8 



 

圖書館學與資訊科學 45（2）：4 – 38（民一○八年十月）  35 

Less than 10% of faculty at our campus reported being over age 65, while at the national level 17% of 

faculty are over age 65. Although the oldest faculty active in teaching was 90-years old in 2018, our 

faculty tend to retire earlier than the national average. 

D6. Do you identify as: 

 
Table A.42 Gender identity 

Gender Our Institution % National % 

Male 46.15 46.26 
Female 46.42 51.15 
Neither male nor female 1.06 2.59 
Prefer not to answer 6.37  

 

The division between male and female faculty both at our campus and nationally are about the same. 

D7. Please select your school/program. 

 
Table A.43 Faculty distribution among colleges 

Faculty Distribution among Colleges 
Our Institution 

Response 
Our Institution 

Response %
National 
Colleges  

National 
Colleges % 

Arts & Letters 93 24.67 390 24.77 
Business Administration 19 5.04 89 5.65 
Education 32 8.49 204 12.96 
Engineering & Computer Science 20 5.31 125 7.94 
Health & Human Services 56 14.85 290 18.19 
Natural Sciences & Math 45 11.94 160 10.04 
Social Sciences and Interdisciplinary Studies 94 24.93 233 14.62 
Others 18 4.77 83 5.21 
Total 377  1,574  

 

At our institution, the greatest proportion of responses came from faculty in the College of Social 

Sciences and Interdisciplinary Studies and the College of Arts and Letters at almost 25% each.   

Appendix B  Schools/Programs Represented in Each Survey 
Table B.1 Faculty distribution among programs 

School/ 
Program 

Our Institution 
Respondent Total 

Our Institution 
Respondent % 

National  
Respondent Total

National  
Respondent % 

Area Studies 10 3.01% 138 1.50% 
Humanities 91 27.41% 2,617 28.44% 
Medical/Health 18 5.42% 388 4.22% 
Social Sciences 141 42.47% 3,764 40.9% 
Sciences 72 21.69% 2,296 24.95% 
Totals 332 100% 9,203 100% 
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Appendix C  Disciplines Represented in Each Survey 

Schools/programs are based on Ithaka’s classifications. When a discipline’s name differs between the 

two studies (e.g. Biology and Biological Sciences), the name used by our institution is used. Some 

disciplines are simplified into a general subject area (e.g. Civil Engineering, Construction Management, 

Electrical & Electronic Engineering, and Mechanical Engineering are combined as “Engineering”). 

 
Table C.1 Variation of names in our institution v. national  

Discipline Field of Study Our Institution National 

African American Studies Area Studies   x 
African Studies Area Studies   x 
American Studies Area Studies  x 
Anthropology Social Sciences x x 
Art Humanities x x 
Asian Studies Area Studies  x 
Biological Sciences Sciences x x 
Business Administration Social Sciences x x 
Chemistry Sciences x x 
Child Development Social Sciences x  
Classical Studies Humanities   x 
Communication Studies Humanities x  
Computer Science Sciences x  
Criminal Justice Social Sciences x  
Design Humanities x  
Economics Social Sciences x x 
Education Social Sciences x x 
Engineering Sciences x x 
English Humanities x  
Environmental Studies Social Sciences x  
Ethnic Studies Area Studies x  
Family and Consumer Sciences Social Sciences x  
Foreign Languages Humanities x  
Geography Social Sciences x x 
Geology Sciences x x 
Gerontology Social Sciences x  
Government / International Affairs Social Sciences x  
History Humanities x x 
Humanities & Religious Studies Humanities x x 
Indian Studies Area Studies   x 
Kinesiology & Health Science Sciences x   
Latin American Studies Area Studies   x 
Law Humanities   x 
Liberal Studies Humanities x   
Literature Humanities  x 
Mathematics & Statistics Sciences x x 
Middle East Studies Area Studies   x 
Music Humanities x x 
Nursing Medical x   
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Table 45 (continued) 

Discipline Field of Study Our Institution National 

Philosophy Humanities x x 
Physics & Astronomy Sciences x x 
Psychology Social Sciences x x 
Public Health Sciences x x 
Public Policy & Administration Social Sciences x x 
Physical Therapy Medical x   
Recreation, Parks, and Tourism Administration Social Sciences x   
Slavic Studies (incl. Russia) Area Studies  x 
Social Science Social Sciences x x 
Social Work Social Sciences x  
Sociology Social Sciences x x 
Speech Pathology & Audiology Sciences x  
Theater and Dance Humanities x x 
Women's Studies Social Sciences x x 
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關鍵詞： 大學圖書館問卷調查；教師教學與研究信息尋求行為；教師對大學圖書館的認

知和使用；大學圖書館戰略規劃；圖書館在教學和研究中的作用 
 
 

【摘要】 

加州州立大學薩克拉門託大學圖書館（CSUS）於 2015 與 2016 學年度期間對全校教師進行

了 2015 年 Ithaka S + R 問卷調查，該調查詢問教師們的信息搜尋行為以及他們如何使用圖書館

提供的服務。CSUS 的圖書館員使用 Ithaka S + R 問卷調查研究教師對圖書館的期望與對圖書館

目前提供的內容之間的認知與使用是否存在差距，以及可以採取哪些措施來改善圖書館對教師

教學和研究的支持。其後三年，大學圖書館在其部門職能，網絡平台，館員參考和指導服務，

圖書館員和管理人員職位調整，以及與其他大學部門學術交流和研究服務方面的合作關係方面實

施了一系列變革。本文進一步比較 CSUS 教師與全美國教師平均水平的異同。本研究為罕見的長

時間案例研究，涵蓋了大學圖書館三年來以 Ithaka S + R 教師調查結果為出發點所做的各項重大

改變。 
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