INLS 180 – Notes for Feb 13 (Session 6)

I. Sanity Check: How are we doing so far?

II. OMPs from last time

III. Term project ideas

IV. Overview and Discussion of articles

SANITY CHECK

Good

**Critical questions – forces closer reading and gets conversation going

**Provocative, thoughtful discussions. You’re all well prepared

Read/review/discuss format – ditto

Good group facilitation. Things flow very naturally.

Focused/comparative reaction papers

Mix of students

Splitting time into various activities

Interesting readings, and good to know the foundations of the field

Improvements

Things I can affect:

· Need short overview of rdgs at beg of class

· More advanced notice of assignments and discussion of requirements

· Pressure put on leaders: ideas?

· No change, but more pats on the back! You’re doing extremely well.

· Discussions as smaller portion of grade, remainder to ?? (participation)

· Christy designs small-group activities, leaders provide write-up, questions

· Other ideas?

Things you can affect:

· Be more specific/precise when you speak, don’t misuse words

Things we can do together:

· Synthesizing across articles. How do we reconcile these conflicting needs?

· comparing/contrasting theories and diagrams – more details
· discussion of broader implications – more general concepts
· Would like to respond to others’ critical questions. Blog/ board? Notes avail.

· Relating readings to personal interest and to practice

Things we’re stuck with:

· Pace of readings is too fast to really review – curriculum is how it is, for now. Revised every semester, but there’s always a lot to cover.

· One-minute papers are too much writing, not helpful – they’re actually extremely helpful to me, and more painless than extra assignments

ONE MINUTE PAPERS

Main points from Feb 6:

Info seeking happens in a context

Browsing and searching are related, iterative, ongoing behaviors

Affective issues play a huge role in determining behavior

Understanding the experiences of our users imparts sympathy, if not palliative solutions

The process of how we move from one end to the other of dichotomies: domain expertise, search expertise, search vs. browse, user vs. system, anxiety vs. satisfaction, internal vs. external motivation, passion vs. necessity

Good discussion of the topics outside of the authors’ framework – very natural discussion

( Searching is directed browsing? Browsing is unfocused searching? What about retrieval?

Main questions from Feb 6:

Why all the emphasis on charts, graphs, numbers, if we’re talking about human experiences? What about qualitative methods?

How can systems exploit the multiple strategies a user naturally relies on?

What can libraries do to promote browsing?

How do we encourage/tutor/shove our users without breeding resentment or frustration?

What role does econ play in determining behavior?

Are all these theories just talking about the same things in different terms? What are the distinctions? (Wait for March 5)

When will we talk about term projects??  Now!

TERM PROJECT IDEAS

THIS WEEK’S ARTICLES/QUESTIONS

We are the intermediaries between seeker and information. How do we function as windows, and how do we function as doors? What can we do to be more one than the other? What is the role of technology in mediating this interaction? 

Roloff (1981): Social exchange and economic aspects therein. Interpersonal communication can be a social exchange—so then can the reference interview. In what ways is an information exchange an example of each? What about a specific exchange, like a ref interview?

Harris & Dewdney (1994): Exploring the reference interview in person. Where do we go wrong?

Tibbo (1995): Exploring the reference interview via chat. What are the benefits/pitfalls?

Brown & Duguid (2000): Exploring the “reference interview” with humans removed (or are they??). How can we find a balance of technology supporting humans?

BIG QUESTIONS:

· How does their positioning of bots as information mediators complicate the arguments presented by Dewdney/Ross and Tibbo, who argue that we as librarians or info professionals must work to "maintain the essential human element" (Tibbo, 301)? 

· Corollary: If the reference interview is the key to finding relevant information, as Dedney and Ross suggest, and Tibbo is correct that the reference interview is equal parts art and science, can a computer system ever be as effective or more effective in locating information for a user than a human being?  Or, is the point, as Brown and Duguid argue, that computer systems should not be thought of as replacing librarians, but should be designed to be complementary to the human skills of both reference librarians and general library users?

· Why has there been seemingly so little progress in improving user perception of library service?

Roloff:

· Using Roloff's definitions, do you think the discussions in this class are competitive or cooperative? Are they moving one way or the other, and why? Do you agree with Roloff when he states, "When one gives respect, one bestows superior prestige on the other person"? In your opinion, is this view more prominent among males or females or equally held?

· The Roloff article left me with the question of "So where do reference librarians fit in this."  I tend to see that as a role-bound communication, but am curious to hear what others think. 

Dewdney:

· Are there any other groups of "principles" or research that should be brought into the fold for a good reference interview?  My initial thought is that the following disciplines have been left out: mass market communication studies, Systems Analysis, Change Management studies. How are these covered, or are they, in these articles?

· Dewdney & Ross do discuss the possibility that some of the people the students encountered were not librarians, but for those who are where should/can these types of mistakes be headed off?  With the growing amount of competition libraries and librarians face, as information professions, what can we do to ensure that we remain a valuable, authoritative resource for information?

· Did you find Dewdney and Ross's research to be biased, and if so, did it have a significant effect on their conclusions?

Tibbo:

· Is it important for the patron to have some direct knowledge of the archiving (or library) environment before they can adequately use an electronic means to request information. I mean, if one does not have at least the requisite knowledge of what an archivist does or, better yet, how archived materials are cataloged traditionally, is this an impediment to the communication between the archivist and the patron?

· Do you think that once it is widely known that archivists respond to emails, there might be an overwhelming number of requests sent to some archives? If so, how should these requests be prioritized?

Brown:

· From a user's perspective, I ended up asking myself what the difference was between using some sort of bot and a reference librarian to get to information. In both cases, they're an intermediary between the user and the information and both require some negotiation to get what you want.

· The more movies I rate, the better the agent is at approximating my taste. In this sense it is “learning.” So, would it be possible somewhere down the road to make agents more effective by “breeding” them?

· Where would Tivo fit into Brown's descriptions of agents?

