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CHAIR’S COLUMN

Rosalind F. Dudden, MLS DM/AHIP FMLA
Gerald Tucker Memorial Medical Library, National Jewish Health

As the spring breaks through in what in some parts of
the country has been a very snowy winter, MLA mem-
bers, start to think about our Annual Meeting. We are
being asked to “Reflect and Connect” in Washington,
D.C., on May 21-26, 2010. As members of the Research
Section, we will certainly have the opportunity to con-
nect at our Research Connection event. Chair-Elect
Diane Cooper has out together a great program called
“Electronic Health Record and Librarians: Potential
Roles and Opportunities for Information Research.”
Check out the details in another article in this newslet-
ter. We can reflect on the content of these great pro-
grams. Watch for the new research symbol, a purple
triangle, to again designate research papers and post-
ers in the MLA Annual Program and Abstract booklet.

For the 2010 annual meeting, MLA will be piloting
an e-Conference meeting registration that will enable
members who cannot travel to the meeting to still be
part of the meeting community via online access. This
might be an economic option for some of you. But for
those of you attending in person, we hope you will be
able to come to the Research Section annual business
meeting on Tuesday, May 25 from 7:30 am - 9:00 am.
We'll have updates from our committees and will do
some planning for the upcoming year. If there is any-
thing you'd like to see added to the agenda, please
just let me know (duddenr@njhealth.org or call 303-
398-1483). The Research Connection is scheduled for
Sunday, May 23, 7:30 am - 9:00 am. This is the third
year for this informal get-together for discussion of re-
search in general or specific research project you may
want to discuss with people. Meeet up with old friends
and have a cup of joe! A continental breakfast will be
served at both meetings.

Our Section Website continues to be the place to go for
information about our section and we encourage you to
check it out (http://research.mlanet.org/). Our thanks
go to Allan Barclay and Nicole Mitchell for their work
on the site this year.
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All of our committee chairs have done a great job again
this year. The Awards Committee co-chairs, Kris Alpi
and Ruth Fenske, have continued to update the con-
tent on the Awards Program page on the Research Sec-
tion web site. The Membership Committee Co-chairs,
Dee Jones and Beatriz Varman, are working on mem-
bership outreach and Beatriz is helping to organize the
2010 Section Shuffle at MLA. Peggy Mullaly-Quijas,
Bylaws Committee Chair, has kept current with our
section bylaws and found no changes needed. Leslie
Behm, as ListServ manager has set up a listserv for
the Executive Committee. The Research Mentoring
Planning Task Force is focusing on a plan for a “fa-
cilitated” research mentor program that will provide
personal growth opportunities for members, increase
research savvy and productivity, and proactively sup-
port MLA’s Research Imperative. They have come up
with some good ideas. And the Strategic Planning Task
Force, headed by Susan Lessick, is just getting started
and will move forward in to the next year. They plan
to conduct a membership survey to identify needs, is-
sues, and trends and create a mission/vision statement
and strategic plan that will inspire and guide Research
Section efforts for the next five years. Susan has also
represented us as Section Council Member in her role
as Immediate Past Chair. She has taken an active role
on the Council. My thanks go to all who have carried
these activities forward.

Next year we look forward to even greater activity un-
der the leadership of Diane Cooper. I know our new
chair-elect-elect, Carole Gilbert will plan a great pro-
gram for 2011.

Again please plan to attend our annual Research Sec-
tion business meeting and the Research Connection
event. We'll have updates from our committees and
will do some planning for the upcoming year. We
hope to see you in Washington, D.C.


mailto:duddenr@njc.org
http://research.mlanet.org/

LITERATURE REVIEW

Ruth Fenske, PhD AHIP

Grasselli Library, John Carroll University, rfenske@jcu.edu

Jaggars DE, Jaggars SS, Duffy JS. Comparing service
priorities between staff and users in Association of Re-
search Libraries (ARL) member libraries. portal: Libr
Acad. 2009 Oct; 9(4):441-52.

Using 2006 LibQUAL+ data from thirty-seven Asso-
ciation of Research Libraries libraries, the authors ex-
amined service priority gaps between library staff and
users.

Library staff set a lower priority on items having to do
with the scope and breadth of the collection and the
ability of users to find information independently, than
did users. “In general, users clearly prioritize the abil-
ity to engage in self-directed, unmediated informa-
tion seeking, utilizing easy-to-use online resources.”
The authors quote the 2005 OCLC perceptions survey
which showed that most users prefer to start informa-
tion searches with search engines rather than by going
to the library or using library websites. It is not clear if
this OCLC result is for all users or just users in colleges
or universities. These authors’ conclusion is that we
“must set a higher priority on supporting users’ evolv-
ing needs and preferences or risk a further reduction
in relevance as users increasingly pursue non-library
alternatives.”

They also found that library staff set a higher priority
on affect of services items than did faculty and stu-
dents. Affect of services has to do with the attitudes
and abilities of library staff when serving users. Here
they conclude that this “reveals a disconnect between
library staff and their users concerning what is most
important ...” In the past, some studies showed that
staff attitude was as important as, or more important
than, the quality of answer provided.

In their discussion of limitations, they point out that
there were many fewer librarian and library staff re-
spondents than there were faculty and student re-
spondents. Also, the response rate for librarians and
support staff was only 6.7%. They imply that this was
lower than the response rate for faculty and students
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but don’t back it up with figures for faculty and stu-
dents. They point out that library staff may have re-
sponded from the point-of-view of a service provider
or from the point-of-view of a user. This is an excellent
point. Perhaps if library staff had been clearly asked to
answer from the user’s point of view or from a provid-
er’s point of view, interpretation of the results might
be more convincing. They also suggest that tracking
trends in misalignment over time would be in order.

This is certainly an important topic. As librarians, we
need to understand what our users’ priorities are and
to adjust our offerings accordingly. As users change,
we also need to change.

This study could be replicated using data from medical
school libraries that participate in LibQUAL. It would
also be interesting for libraries serving the health sci-
ences to design a similar study which clearly specified
the point-of-view library staff should take in answering
the questions.

Lee GH, Lin YH, Tsou KI, Shiau SJ, Lin CS. When a
problem-based learning tutor decides to intervene.
Acad Med. 2009 Oct; 84(10):1406-18.

A group of authors from Fu-Jen Catholic University in
Taiwan studied 636 instances of intervention in discus-
sion by eight experienced PBL tutors. Student partici-
pants were enrolled in medicine, nursing, and clinical
psychology courses. Forty sessions were videotaped
over a period of several years; within a week after each
session the tape was shown to the tutors for analysis
and discussion of the intention behind each interven-
tion. Qualitative methods were used to analyze the re-
sulting transcripts.

Interventions were classified according to three themes:
group process (142), quality of discussion (463), and
quality and quantity of reference materials used (31).
These 31 reference material interventions were subdi-
vided into eight categories: accuracy (8); representa-
tiveness (77); quantity, datedness, clarity, and language
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LITERATURE REVIEW, continued

(3 each), and literary value and originality (2 each). Al-
though they provide scope notes for each category, it is
a little difficult to understand what some of the catego-
ries mean. For instance, “accuracy” refers to “evidence
to determine accuracy of information gathered.” Does
this mean the information wasn’t accurate or does it
mean the students simply didn’t present the creden-
tials of the authors?

Although interventions having to do with quality and
quantity of references was less than 5% of the total in-
terventions, this article serves to remind us that PBL
tutors should be made aware of and be trained to in-
tervene when quality of information is a problem. One
way to approach this might be to create a quick referral
guide which could be used to train tutors about what
to look for when assessing the quality and quantity of
references used in discussion.

Chen HC, Tan JPG, O’Sullivan P, Boscardin C, Li A,
Muller J. Impact of an information retrieval and man-
agement curriculum on medical student citations.
Acad Med. 2009 Oct; 84(10 Suppl):S38-41.

The authors point out that in addition to critical ap-
praisal of the literature, EBM has to be backed up by the
fundamental information retrieval skills of access, ap-
propriately selecting, and adequately citing resources.
First-year medical students for academic year 06/07
had a one-time information retrieval and manage-
ment workshop by librarians plus a 30-minute follow
up visit by the librarian to the group to give individu-
alized feedback. The 07/08 group had the workshop
only and the 05/06 group served as the control group.
In both 06/07 and 07/08, facilitators also received in-
formation retrieval and management workshops by the
librarian and were briefed on expectations for learning
issue reports and citations and their role.

Evaluation of reports was based on presence or ab-
sence of citations, completeness of citations, and the
number and type of resources cited. Student and fa-
cilitator feedback about the participation of librarians
was also gathered.

Based on 2415 reports, the authors found that having
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an information retrieval and management workshop
decreased the number of reports with no documenta-
tion, increased the number of citations with complete
documentation, and increased the average number of
citations for each report. The two workshop groups
used quality tools much more frequently than the con-
trol group and the workshop/librarian group made
more use of primary sources than the workshop only
groups. There was also evidence that the workshop/
librarian group maintained good habits more consis-
tently over time.

Students and facilitators for 06/07 felt that the librar-
ians’ visits were of limited usefulness in improving stu-
dents’ skills and were neutral about having the follow
up by librarians the following year. The authors point
out that this finding demonstrates the “need to exercise
caution in making curricular decisions based solely on
satisfaction data.” In this case, the data show that the
librarian visit was effective even though the visits were
not perceived as being useful. At the end of the article,
they say they plan to try having the librarian provide
individualized feedback online rather than attending a
group meeting to provide the feedback.

Prgomet M, George A, Westbrook JI. The impact of
mobile handheld technology on hospital physicians’
work practices and patient care: a systematic review. J
Am Med Inform Assoc. 2009 Nov-Dec; 16(6):792-801.

Three Australian authors did a systematic review of
thirteen studies on the impact of personal digital assis-
tants on hospital physicians’ work practices and patient
care. One of three themes they analyzed was medica-
tion error prevention. Five of the studies fell into this
category. Three of the five concerned using the PDA as
an information and decision support resource. They
conclude that “among these studies, handhelds affect-
ed hospital physician work practices primarily through
what information was accessible to them for informed
decision making.” One study specifically looked at the
time it took to find the information needed within a
relevant electronic resource vs within a relevant paper
resource. Interestingly access times were similar, once
the resource was located; this study did not take into
account the time needed to locate the paper resource.
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LITERATURE REVIEW, continued

However, those using an electronic resource were sig-
nificantly more likely to change their management of a
patient than those using paper resources.

The authors conclude that handheld devices may be
beneficial in the three areas they analyzed and point
out that the benefits of mobile devices is an underin-
vestigated area. As more and more health sciences li-
braries provide information via mobile devices, it will
be important to study the impact of this mode of deliv-

ery.

Van Moorsel G. Analysis of compliance of hospital
libraries with the Medical Library Association staff-
ing standard: examination of the current state of the
industry and reconsideration of the standard. J Hosp
Libr. 2009 Jul/Sep; 9(3):273-85.

Van Moorsel looks at staffing compliance of 56 hospital
libraries with the 2002 MLA standard which calls for
one FTE library staff for every 750 FTE in the parent
organization. Data were gathered via a survey sent on
the MLA Hospital Libraries Section listserv. Obviously
this is not a representative sample, because hospitals
without any library staff would be unlikely to be on the
HLS listserv. Although the response rate is not given,
assuming this listserv has at least 500 members, the re-
sponse rate was barely above 10%. The author tells us
the average total hospital FTE among respondents was
2865 and the average FTE library staff was 2.4. This
is 1.4 FTE less than it should be, according to the stan-
dard. He does not give a range for either total hospital
FTE or library staff FTE. He does talk about outliers
which skew the means and therefore presents medians
and eliminates outliers from the analysis.

Although he found a consistently negative variation
from the standard, he says that hospital libraries con-
tinue to exist and to provide “vital and robust” services.
He then suggests that the formula is “overly sensitive
to wide variations in staffing levels among the parent
institution.” Specifically he thinks that it inadvertently
handicaps small hospitals and rewards larger hospi-
tals. He says the current standard “appears most ap-
propriate for hospitals of average size.” He proposes a
new formula which is the square root of the total hos-
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pital FTE divided by ten times 1.61803399. (Reading
the formula was difficult because a hyphen was typeset
as a minus sign.) In the next paragraph, he mentions
that this seemingly random number is the “golden ra-
tio,” but doesn’t explain what the “golden ratio” is or
why he used it. He does tell us that “this accommoda-
tion allows the library staffing standard to be driven in
dynamic relation to organizational size rather than by
a fixed denominator.” And that “incorporation of the
‘golden ratio’ harmonizes the library staffing standard
in geometric symmetry with organizational size of the
parent institution.”

Agreeing that using the formula might be useful, I set
out to find out more about the “golden ratio.” Google
led me to Wikipedia which told me this: In mathemat-
ics and the arts, two quantities are in the golden ratio
if the ratio of the sum of the quantities to the larger
quantity is equal to (=) the ratio of the larger quantity
to the smaller one. The golden ratio is an irrational
mathematical constant, approximately 1.6180339887.

The author is convincing in establishing that this group
of 56 libraries is not in compliance with the MLA staff-
ing standard. Although he feels his proposed revision
is an improvement, he concludes that at most it serves
as a “point of departure toward formulating a more ro-
bust staffing measure.”

Jordan C, Watters C. Addressing gaps in knowledge
while reading. J Am Soc Inf Sci Tech. 2009 Nov;
60(11):2255-68.

Having filled in my own gap in knowledge while read-
ing the previous article, this article caught my atten-
tion. As these authors point out, sometimes there are
differences between the background knowledge the
author assumes and the actual background knowledge
the reader has.

They argue that even switching to Google to fill a gap in
knowledge is too disruptive because of the time needed
to switch and develop a query and the necessity to se-
lect from an array of results.

They did some preliminary studies to develop a con-
text-sensitive algorithm. The most cost-effective was
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LITERATURE REVIEW, continued

a term frequency algorithm which uses the abstracts
being read as context and highlighted text as query
terms in Wikipedia. The query terms were searched in
the title and first 150 words of each Wikipedia article.
The result presented to the user is a single article from
Wikipedia which appears as a popup box.

Six undergraduate computer science majors were asked
to read six abstracts and, for each one, to indicate on
a five-point Likert scale their understanding and their
confidence in their understanding of the content. Next
they reread all six abstracts. For three of the six re-
readings they were given the opportunity to highlight
passages they didn’t understand and to read the popup
Wikipedia article. They then again rated their under-
standing and confidence. After they had finished all
six tasks, they also answered a questionnaire on their
opinions about the system and their performance.

Results show that, while simple rereading improved
understanding and confidence, rereading with the
popups resulted in even greater improvement. Confi-
dence increased upon rereading regardless of whether
there were popups or not. Most participants did high-
light passages, with the average number of passages
being 3.23 per abstract. Participants were more satis-
fied with the system than with a regular search engine
when short passages were highlighted than they were
for longer highlighted passages. In general, partici-
pants were more satisfied when only reading the first
paragraph of the popup Wikipedia article was required
to reach understanding. They attributed this to the
greater disruption required when needing to read more
of the Wikipedia article.

Although they cite several prior studies that establish
that disruptions are not good and essentially proceed-
ed on the assumption that this is true, I am not con-
vinced that is as big a problem as they portray it to be.
Even these undergraduate subjects were not effusive
above the advantages. Future studies could ask if un-
dergraduates would even try to follow up on gaps in
their knowledge. If so, would they distinctly prefer this
system to using a search engine. It would be interest-
ing to repeat that proposed study and this study with
graduate students, professional school students, and
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practitioners.

Warwick C, Rimmer J, Blandford A, Gow J, Buchanan
G. Cognitive economy and satisificing in information
seeking: a longitudinal study of undergraduate infor-
mation behavior. J Am Soc Inf Sci Tech. 2009 Dec;
60(12):2402-15.

This article continues the theme of undergraduates’
information-seeking behavior. This is important to
us because students in the health sciences either are
undergraduates or they enter our graduate and profes-
sional programs after being undergraduates.

Thirteen of twenty-seven students entering an under-
graduate program in information management volun-
teered for a longitudinal study of the acquisition of ex-
pertise in information behavior; seven of the subjects
completed all four sessions of the study. This group
of students was deliberately chosen because “they were

being taught how to find, evaluate, and make the most
effective use of information in a much more overt way
than in other areas of undergraduate studies.” The
first year of their course of study includes a module on
information sources and how to use them. Students
were paid a small amount for participating. Partici-
pants filled in an initial questionnaire and underwent
four semi-structured, individual interviews and obser-
vation sessions at approximately six month intervals.
Screen recording software and voice recording were
used to capture the one hour observation sessions.

They found that most students had previously used a
limited range of resources as directed by their teachers
in high school. They did not branch out from the di-
rect assignment. There were able to do basic keyword
searches on the Internet. In college they continued to
be very oriented to concentrating on doing what was
necessary to complete an assignment. They went be-
yond the Internet only when it was necessary to pass.
They did begin to reflect on the quality and trustworthi-
ness of the information they found. What they did not
change was their information-seeking strategy. They
stuck with keyword searching on the exact words in the
assignment title. They were not able to use synonyms,
to broaden their searches, or to use advanced search
techniques, even when their traditional methods were
ineffective. Choice of topic or question to be answered
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LITERATURE REVIEW, continued

when there was a choice on a take-home exam was de-
termined by what they could find using the skills they
already had. They wanted to save time and complete
their course work with minimum effort. The authors
call this “strategic satisficing.” At times failure to de-
velop domain knowledge was a factor in understanding
what they found. They were not confident in their abil-
ity to process and evaluate the information they found.
They tended to stick with Internet searching and text-
books, rather than branching out to more sources that
they might not be able to interpret.

It was obvious that faculty were assuming much higher
levels of motivation and information search skills than
the students had. The primary expertise the students
had developed was to complete the assignment with
the minimum time and effort.

Throughout the article they contrast the views of one
older student with those of the remaining traditional

aged students. They make several allusions to growth
in information seeking being achieved only when the

THE RESEARCH MENTOR

Jonathan Eldredge, MLS PhD AHIP

demands of graduate school or a job require it. They
also cite some studies that some satisficing takes place
in the workplace, particularly when a great deal of in-
formation is available.

For us, this study tells us that undergraduates in the
health sciences and entering graduate and professional
school students may practice satisficing information
seeking behaviors. Some of the earlier studies reviewed
for this column point to poor use of information by
health sciences students and even indifference on the
part of students and faculty to improving information-
seeking skills and the use of information. Possibly fac-
ulty do not fully understand how underdeveloped stu-
dents’ information-seeking skills are. It is incumbent
on us as information professionals to work with faculty
to improve the situation.

University of New Mexico, jeldredge@salud.unm.edu

Authorship Part Two: Order of Authors

This second of two columns on authorship reviews the
issues revolving around the order of co-authors: which
author should be listed first, second, and last. It ad-
ditionally reviews the reasons why, under certain cir-
cumstances, some disciplines occasionally attach great
honor to the last author.

The first column in this series employed the Interna-
tional Committee of Medical Journal Editors’ (ICMJE)
three criteria for determining whether someone should
be included as a co-author. These three criteria were:

“1. substantial contributions to conception and design,
acquisition of data, or analysis and interpretation of

data;
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2. drafting the article or revising it critically for impor-
tant intellectual content; and

3. final approval of the version to be published.” (1)

The first column also referenced the World Associa-
tion of Medical Editors (2) and the American Medical
Writers Association (3) policy statements on author-
ship eligibility. Finally, the first column reviewed the
paired concepts of honor and responsibility inherent in
authorship status. While the career benefits (4) derived
from co-authorship might be obvious, co-authors sel-
dom consider fully the potential career-jeopardizing li-
abilities of taking responsibility for the article contents
through co-authorship. These previously-made points
should be borne in mind when reading this second col-
umn.



RESEARCH MENTOR, continued

Once the authors for a manuscript have established
everyone who they will include as an author, they will
still need to determine the order of these co-authors.
Some commentators suggest that co-authors should
meet prior to the research project commences to de-
cide deliberately who shall do what tasks and on what
timeline. These commentators indicate that this re-
search plan will then determine the order of authors.
(5) While this advice might reflect sound project man-
agement principles, observers such as Lerner note that
not even the most experienced researchers can predict
the results that will occur (6) or the many unexpected
directions that a research project will take en route to-
ward completion. Nor can one predict accurately how
the anticipated research plan will deviate from the ini-
tially-conceived breadth and depth of investigation.
These factors will affect the amount of work and the
needed expertise brought to bear to complete the final
research project.

Experienced researchers know moreover that some col-
laborators might leave the research project while oth-
ers later might join the endeavor at multiple possible
phases. And, as the research project progresses, once
heavily-involved collaborators might withdraw some
of their commitment whereas lesser-involved collabo-
rators might assume new prominence. Typically, only
the principal investigator (or team leader) and the most
experienced researcher roles will continue consistently
throughout the research project. Oftentimes these two
roles are combined in the same person.

Amount of Work

The U.S. National Institutes of Health (NIH) Office of
Research Integrity clearly states that:

“Publication must give appropriate credit to all authors
for their roles in the research. If more than one person
contributes significantly, the decision of which names
are to be listed as co-authors should reflect the relative
contributions of various participants in the research.”
Elsewhere, this document indicates the importance
“that all authors understand the basis for assigning an
order of names...” (7) Co-authors engaged in deciding
the order of authors should use the amount of work
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that was actually performed on the research project as
a major consideration. Carefully documenting one’s in-
volvement in a research project as it progresses from
question formulation to conception to implementation
to reporting through publication appears to provide
a more accurate record for determining order of au-
thors.

The “Activities” and “Hours” columns on Table One
provide one example of how each co-author can track
her or his work on a research project. The team leader
could distribute this or a similar table to all collabora-
tors early in the research project. The co-authors then
can keep track of their work and post their monthly
updates with this or a similar form in a shared digital
workspace.

Type of Work

Sheer effort alone might not serve as the sole criteria
for determining the order of authors, however. A begin-
ning researcher might diligently work for 20 hours on
a task that an experienced researcher might only need
a couple of hours to complete. Recently this author re-
ceived an email from a colleague who wrote: “It took
us 4 months to get an exempted IRB study approved.”
(8) This author recalls all too well how an institutional
review board (IRB) application took him four or five
times longer to complete when he was less experienced
compared to his present required time frame for com-
pleting an IRB application process. One application, in
particular, probably took him 80 hours to complete.
For these reasons, Table One offers different levels of
type of work or expertise required to complete a listed
activity.

Continuity of involvement throughout all stages also
represents another dimension for consideration when
arranging the order of authors. Were all researchers
involved equally at every phase? Or, did some have
only superficial and episodic involvement as the re-
search project progressed? Continuity also relates to
the paired concepts of honor and taking responsibility
for the final research project when ordering authors on
a manuscript.



RESEARCH MENTOR, continued

One Method

Table One offers only one example of a tool that might
assist a group of researchers can equitably arrive at an
ordering of authors’ names. Table One follows the broad
phases of the research and publication processes in a
manner transparent to all involved or to an objective
third party observer. It takes into account the amounts
of effort expended, the type of work, and the required
levels of expertise. Table One codifies the practice by
leading journals such as JAMA, (9) the New England
Journal of Medicine (10) and BMC Public Health (11)
of listing the roles of all of the authors when submitting
manuscripts. Table One makes it easy for a group of co-
authors to document their individual contributions in
the sections following articles where such information
usually appears. Different groups of co-authors might
want to experiment with adapting Table One to better
reflect their shared values and the particular circum-
stances of their own research project. Interested read-
ers might want to consult a particularly simple alter-
nate method for quantifying co-authors’ contributions
for determining order of authors on a manuscript. (12)

The First Author

How does the team define first author status? Often-
times the research team easily identifies the lead au-
thor since this person initiated the project and had sus-
tained involvement throughout the research project.
The NIH Office of Research Integrity writes that the
first author “...has a greater responsibility than other
co-authors to vouch for the integrity of the research re-
port and should make every effort to understand and
defend every element of the reported research....” (13)

The Mentor as Last Author

Some disciplines consider the last co-author to be a
place of special honor under certain circumstances.
These disciplines reserve the last author slot for the
most experienced researcher who has mentored less
experienced colleagues throughout the entire research
and publication processes. Within these disciplines
this last position only grants honor when such an ex-
perienced researcher has this extensive experience.
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Otherwise, this last position belongs to the co-author
with the smallest overall contribution to the research
project.

Resolving Dilemmas

Sometimes a collaborative research project group di-
vides the work equally among team members. These
same members have been involved continuously in all
major phases of the research project. Some have sug-
gested randomizing the names (14) in such egalitarian
instances to decide the order of authors, and indicat-
ing the method in the authors’ contribution section
since most readers normally interpret the order other-
wise as corresponding to the extent of each co-author’s
expended effort. (15) If all authors have contributed
equally other considerations might take precedence.
Was one author the team leader or principal investiga-
tor? Does one author have a special need to be credited
as first author such as happens in tenure and promo-
tion circumstances? The other co-authors might still
randomize their order from the second author’s posi-
tion onward to the end of the authors list. Any groups
of authors deviating from ordering the authors by ef-
fort level should indicate in a brief note describing their
methods or rationales for this deviation.

Conclusion

Co-authorship status celebrates the completion of a
successful collaboration among researchers. As noted
in the first column, co-authorship reflects one’s having
made a significant contribution to different phases of
the completed research project. This second column
has outlined the major considerations for determining
the order of authors on a publication. Co-authorship
represents neither a social club nor gang membership
status. Table One assists collaborating co-authors in
minimizing the social or personal feelings, or possibly
even the personality differences, that might enter into
decisions about order of authors. As researchers, we
should embrace any reasonable method for objectively
assigning credit for completing our research projects.

10



RESEARCH MENTOR, continued

Table One. Determining Order of Co-Authors

Date(s) | Hours Specific Activities

Other

Formulating the Research Question

Conception and Research Design

Securing IRB Approval (if applicable)

Acquisition of Data

Analysis and Interpretation of Data

communication)

Drafting & Editing Manuscript (or alternate

Review

Revising Manuscript Following Editorial Peer

Legend:

C = Clerical: scheduling meetings; data input; corresponding with study participants
T = Technical: performing data analysis; designing and populating a project database
P = Professional: formulating the research question; interpretation of data

E = Expert: research design; higher-level data analysis
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SUPPORT OF EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICE THROUGH
PROMOTION OF CINAHL RESOURCES

Martha Earl, MSLS, AHIP, Assistant Director; Sandy Oelschlegel, MLIS, AHIP,
Library Director; Vicki Cannington, RN, MSN, University of Tennessee Graduate
School of Medicine & University of Tennessee Medical Center, Knoxville TN

Purpose

To track the impact of making CINAHL database avail-
able to nurses at UT Medical Center and promoting its
use for evidence-based practice.

Background and Setting

University of Tennessee Medical Center is a non-profit
600-bed teaching hospital in an urban setting affiliated
with the University Of Tennessee Graduate School Of
Medicine. The Preston Medical Library is an academic
medical library. Preston Medical Library serves the
information needs of both the UT Graduate School of
Medicine and the UT Medical Center.

The UT Medical Center nurses on the journey to Mag-
net status are involved in evaluation and implementa-
tion of processes to improve patient care and safety
through a shared governance model which is comprised
of unit-based and house-wide committee work (1). The
house-wide committees are Nursing Research Coun-
cil, Nursing Quality Council, Nursing Practice Council
and Nursing Professional Development Council. Since
decisions in the Magnet necessitate evidence-based in-
formation, there was a need for appropriate nursing re-
sources and increased integration of library services (2,
3). This need was the driving force behind the project
being described.

In 2008, a library faculty member was asked to join
each of the four Councils and discussions began with the
Chief Nursing Officer (CNO) on evidence based prac-
tice resources. It is recognized that databases beyond
MEDLINE, including Cumulative Index of Nursing
and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL), are necessary
for comprehensive searching of the nursing research
literature (4). The library, because of its reporting
structure and source of funds could not purchase nurs-
ing resources without funding by the Medical Center.

Hypothesis vol 22 no.1

Fortunately the CNO recognized the librarians as the
experts in selecting, acquiring and providing access to
knowledge based information.

Methodology

Preston Medical Library obtained a 3-month trial sub-
scription to CINAHL. The Preston librarians and Uni-
versity of Tennessee Medical Center Nursing Quality
and Research Councils used forums provided though
the Council structure to educate nurses on the use of
CINAHL for searching evidence based practice (EBP)
information. Through this collaboration, several edu-
cational promotions to nurses were held during the
trial period. Promotion of this resource to UT Medical
Center nurses included, articles in the shared gover-
nance newsletter, library presentations to the shared
governance Councils and hosting an NNLM Evidence
Based Practice seminar.

The vendor-partner in the project was Ebsco Publish-
ing, the sole provider of CINAHL. Ebsco worked di-
rectly with the library to provide access and tracking
information on the number of sessions, searches, and
content use. This data was used to evaluate the impact
of the promotion efforts and the availability of the da-
tabase subscription on nurses’ actions to look for re-
search articles. SPSS software was used to determine if
significant differences occurred in CINAHL use.

Results

Differences in the numbers of sessions, searches, and
content use of CINAHL before, during, and after the
3-month trial subscription and promotion period were
significant (alpha.o5). Nurses used CINAHL more af-
ter than during the promotion period.

Use of CINAHL increased during the trial period and
after in relation to marketing and educational efforts
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SUPPORT OF EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICE..., continued

jointly supported by the library and the nursing Coun-
cils (Figure 1-2). Further research is needed to assess
impact on evidence-based decision making. Nurses
also increased requests for mediated searching from
the library during this time (Figure 3).

Discussion

After the trial and evaluation was complete, the UT
Medical Center’s CNO decided to move forward with
the purchase of CINAHL. Because of the libraries ex-
pertise in licensing and providing access to knowledge
based information, it was decided that Preston Medical
Library would manage this aspect of the purchase and
invoice the Medical Center for the cost of the product.
Another impact of this trial period and the training and
support offered by the librarians was a strengthening
of the relationship between the librarians and the nurs-
ing staff. This is demonstrated by both the increased
number of mediated search requests and by increased
collaboration between nurses and librarians, within
the structure of the Nursing Councils.
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BOOK REVIEW: Academic Libraries, Quality, and Assessment

Kristine Alpi, MPH, AHIP

William R. Kenan, Jr. Library of Veterinary Medicine, North Carolina State University,

kris@jeffalpi.net

Munde G, Marks K. Surviving the Future: Aca-
demic Libraries, Quality, and Assessment. Oxford:
Chandos Publishing, 2009. ISBN: 978-1-84334-
477-3. $95.00. Distributed by Neal-Schuman
Publishers.

One of the hardest parts of research can be de-
ciding on what questions to try to answer. Drs. Munde
and Marks encourage you to select a few that matter
and get on with measuring them to manage them.
These 11 chapters provide an introduction to the issues
of measuring quality and advise librarians on creating a
culture where the findings from research about library
performance and outcomes can be applied. At first
browse, Munde and Marks have written a very readable
book for library managers at all levels that will move
them towards more effective assessment. At deeper
review, it reveals a wealth of ideas for all information
professionals to think about how to efficiently evaluate
the impact, outcomes, value and benefit of their activi-
ties. Those new to academic libraries will find this a
great introduction to the issues to be researched while
those new to research will find this a straightforward
guide to focusing on what matters and devising met-
rics to examine quality in any type of library. Chapters
on faculty, postgraduate and undergraduate student
success and library engagement focus on the academic
environment with postgraduates being primarily PhD
students rather those pursuing clinical doctoral de-
grees; otherwise the content is applicable in corporate
and hospital settings. Munde and Marks end with an
exhortation to communicate the results of your assess-
ments to the community you serve saying “If libraries
truly wish to improve, then all information is valu-
able.”

Both authors have extensive experience with
strategic planning, assessment and library services. Dr.
Gail Munde, now a professor of library science at East
Carolina University, was Associate Dean of University

Hypothesis vol 22 no.1

Libraries at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas where
Dr. Kenneth Marks was Dean of University Libraries.
While $95 may seem a high price for a concise 200 page
paperback, the authors have saved us countless hours of
searching and reading the library science, business, ed-
ucation, and psychology literature on consumers, qual-
ity and academic achievement by summarizing many
diverse studies in this well referenced guide. The only
aspect not fully documented is communicating your
assessment results effectively. For those already well-
informed about things like SMART objectives and the
balance scorecard approach, Munde and Marks bring
international perspectives from the literature. Seven
pages of the chapter on performance indicators consist
of a comparison table of performance indicators and
standards from the International Federation of Library
Associations and Institutions (IFLA) and the Interna-
tional Organization for Standardization. This is a great
reference, but timing prevented the authors from using
the final version of the 2nd edition of the IFLA publi-
cation Measuring Quality; Performance Measurement
in Libraries by Roswitha Poll and Peter te Boekhorst
(K.G. Saur, 2007). The only area of the book that dis-
appoints is the index which does not adequately reflect
the wealth of information offered on briefly introduced
but interesting topics such as library roles in recruit-
ment, doctoral student dissertation literature reviews,
and library staff publications.

<http://www.neal-schuman.com/bdetail.
php?isbn=9781843344773>

Surviving
the Future

g
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RESEARCH SECTION DOINGS AT MLA 2010

The Research Section will sponsor several
informative and networking activities at
MILA 2010 in Washington, DC.

Research Connection will be held on Sun-
day, May 23 from 7:30 am-9 am.

This will be an informal meeting for MLA partici-
pants to discuss their research projects or inter-
ests with mentors and experts. A light breakfast
will be served.

New Voices (session) will be held on Sun-
day, May 23 from 2:45 pm-4:15 pm.

The Research Section is co-sponsoring with the
Medical Library Education Section this session
where current master’s and doctoral students and
recent graduates (within one year) will contribute
papers on their emerging research. Presentations
will illustrate how new and future librarians are
connecting what they learned in the classroom
with current practice and research in the field of
medical librarianship. This is a great opportunity
for the Research Section to support new librarians
in the research process early in their careers.

Research Section Business Meeting will be
on Tuesday, May 25 from 7:30 am-9 am.

The annual business meeting will cover the activi-
ties from the past year and new items for the com-
ing year. A light breakfast will be served.

Electronic Health Record and Librarians:
Potential Roles and Opportunities for In-
formation Research (session) will be held
Wednesday, May 26 from 9 am-10:30 am.

This is the Research Section’s sponsored program.
This session will include two invited speakers
with expertise in the implementation of electronic
health record systems. Rear Admiral Theresa Cul-
len is a physician and chief information technology
officer with the Indian Health Service. She imple-
mented an electronic health record system for a
nationwide healthcare system. She will share the
process along with clinicians’ information needs.
The second speaker is Sara Pimental who has been
involved in the interoperability between a website
for clinicians and the electronic health record.
She will discuss opportunities and challenges for
librarians. In addition to the two speakers, three
librarians will present their research projects in
relation to electronic health records. This current
and timely subject will help librarians understand
the electronic health record better and generate
new ideas on how they may participate in their
institution’s implementation. Ideas for research
projects will be discussed.

Submitted by:
Diane Cooper, Chair-Elect/Research Section

Register by April 21 and Save!
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