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Systematic Review of Effective Library Instruction for Business Students 

The most successful library teaching strategies for post-secondary business 

programs have yet to be determined. The aim of this systematic review is to 

investigate the effectiveness of library instruction (with a focus on pedagogy) in 

business undergraduate and graduate programs. The researchers searched seven 

databases, selected studies that met the inclusion criteria, and extracted data 

following PRISMA guidelines. To achieve the study’s primary objective, the 

researchers included any library educational intervention in a business program 

conducted by librarians or library staff. The quality of included studies was 

evaluated based on a modified instrument designed to critically appraise 

educational interventions. The instrument consists of nine questions that relate to 

content, context, outcomes, study design, and methods. Thirty-five studies met 

the inclusion criteria and data was extracted based on subject area, content 

coverage, mode of instruction (in-person vs virtual), faculty collaboration, 

assessment strategies, and library educational interventions used to teach business 

students. Common educational interventions included hands-on activities, live 

demonstrations, active learning, group work, and lectures. The most compelling 

strategies include active learning, providing engaging sessions (e.g. flipped 

classroom), and faculty collaboration. Since most of the studies did not state clear 

learning outcomes, it is difficult to ascertain what type of interventions were truly 

effective in improving library sessions.        

Keywords: library instruction, information literacy, business education, 

systematic review, faculty collaboration 
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Introduction 

There are a multitude of ways for librarians to teach library instruction in business 

schools. These library instruction sessions tend to include and emphasize subjects 

that expand students’ information literacy skills. As communicated by Makani-

Lim (2015), there is consensus amongst business professionals and academics 

about the importance of developing information literacy skills for business 

students, regardless of the differences in the instructional approaches. In addition, 

Rodríguez (2018) outlines five reasons to include information literacy in the 

business school curriculum. Literature around the value of business information 

literacy also specifically points to the impact that information literacy has on the 

bottom line and how a “lack of information literacy can also hurt a company’s 

productivity” (Makani-Lim, 2015, p. 310). Business professors often recognize 

the value of this knowledge and look to incorporate it in their courses (Gunn & 

Miree, 2012). Librarians are well positioned to develop and deliver this 

instruction and there are many examples of them working with professors to do so 

(Makani-Lim, 2015). As “great believers that [Information Literacy] is a 

transformative and elemental experience required for all citizens'' (Stonebraker, 

2016, p.229), librarians tend to invest a lot of effort into this teaching.  

Despite this general agreement around the importance of library instruction and 

information literacy, as well as the efforts invested by business schools and librarians, it 

is unclear what are the most effective strategies for post-secondary business programs. 

Although instructional context matters and accounts for the difference one can observe 

(Gunn & Miree, 2012), there are inconsistencies when it comes to the approach in how 

librarians teach business students (Baxter et al., 2016). Significant differences can be 
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observed when it comes to frameworks used in the classroom, caused perhaps by the 

fact that “AACSB requirements (AACSB International, 2012) make no direct reference 

to the need to develop information literacy type skills” (Cullen, 2013, p.211). There are 

some frameworks that figure more heavily in this domain such as the ACRL Framework 

for Information Literacy for Higher Education, but there is no one unifying framework, 

overarching theory, standard, or conceptual model. Though it should be noted that in an 

earlier business library instruction review conducted by Fiegen (2011), of “the 45 

evidence-based articles most but not all referred to a theory, standard, or model as basis 

for their study” (p. 271), with 16 of these specifically using an educational theory.  

In an effort to provide an overarching perspective of library instruction provided 

to business students, this study will investigate the effectiveness of library instruction, 

with a focus on pedagogy, in business undergraduate and graduate programs. Cullen 

(2013) notes that many librarians have strategically examined how to improve their own 

practice and the practices of others. Indeed, a noteworthy review was conducted by 

Fiegen in 2011 where she identified “six components from evidence-based literature of 

business information research instruction to synthesize best practices and so to serve as 

a guide when planning and delivering information literacy instruction to business 

students” (p. 268). This current study differs from many of the existing literature 

reviews since they were completed a considerable amount of time ago and they did not 

apply a systematic review methodology to examine the pedagogy of library instruction. 

A systematic review can be defined as “a carefully organized and structured 

assessment of all completed research on a specific topic. The term refers to both the 

process of conducting the review and the final document produced from the review 

process” (Ungvarsky, 2020, np). The rigorous and transparent nature of the systematic 

review was ideal for this project as it allows a study to be “reproducible and updateable” 
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(Zawacki-Richter et al., 2020, p.vi), which could be beneficial for future research in this 

field. Although systematic reviews were initially born in the health fields (Ungvarsky, 

2020, np), they are being embraced by educational professionals since systematic 

reviews “have much to offer the educational community in terms of providing unbiased 

evidence from a wide range of studies of educational policy and practice” (Davies 2000, 

p.375). Systematic reviews become more important in educational disciplines, as such 

when these fields turn to the “use of research evidence to inform policy and practice 

decision-making” (Newman & Gough, 2020, p.4). Dowd and Johnson (2020) also note 

that there is a rising number of systematic reviews being published in the top cited 

educational journals such as Review of Educational Research.  

Generally systematic reviews are viewed positively because “they tend to be less 

time-consuming and less expensive than conducting new studies. In addition, systematic 

reviews are generally more accurate than any individual study and the results can be 

more widely applied” (Ungvarsky, 2020, np). However, there are some areas of caution 

that the authors hope to avoid during their work on the systematic review. The first 

being that the “quality of systematic reviews and meta-analyses depends upon the 

quality of the primary studies on which they are based, and on the rigour, transparency 

and reporting of the inclusion and exclusion criteria used by reviewers when doing a 

systematic review” (Davies 2000, p.375). As such, the authors have been selective in 

including primary studies and have outlined their inclusion and exclusion criteria in 

great detail in the methods section. Dowd and Johnson (2020) also emphasize the 

importance of the author’s ability to “story and inhabit systematic review articles with 

the variety of compelling people and place” (p.71) and reduce bias. These are 

suggestions that the authors have taken to heart in their methods and reporting of the 

results.  
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Objective 

This systematic review explores the effectiveness of library instruction, with a focus on 

pedagogy, in Business postsecondary programs, including undergraduate and graduate 

studies. In doing so, this review hopes to answer the following question: What is the 

effectiveness of library instruction (with a focus on pedagogy) in business programs? 

Methods  

The reporting of this systematic review was guided by the standards of the Preferred 

Reporting Items for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) Statement (Page, 

2021). The methods described below are also outlined in the following PRISMA 2020 

Flow Chart. 

FIGURE 1. PRISMA Flow Chart 
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The authors developed a set of inclusion and exclusion criteria to review the 

studies that is summarized in the Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria Table (Figure 2). 

FIGURE 2.  Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria Table 

Study 

Characteristic

 

  

Inclusion 

Criteria 
Exclusion 

Criteria 
Rationale 

Population and 

Setting 

Business 

students at a 

post-

secondary 

business 

school 

Anyone who 

was not a 

business 

student at a 

post-secondary 

business school 

Business programs have specific or specialized 

resources that they use, which is the rationale in 

this review to restrict to business programs rather 

than exploring all library instruction in different 

disciplines. 

Intervention Library 

instruction 

conducted by 

library staff 

 

Active 

educational 

interventions  

 

Non-Library 

Instruction 

 

Instruction by 

non-library 

staff 

 

Passive 

educational 

interventions 

Only library instruction that was conducted by 

library staff was included, making this review 

more relevant to the profession of librarianship. 

 

Due to the authors’ objective of focusing on 

pedagogy when it comes to library instruction, 

only active educational interventions were 

included. For the purpose of this review, an 

active educational intervention was an action or 

method implemented during the instruction. 

Active intervention might include an in-person 

instruction session or a recorded session but 

would not include, for example, libguides, 

handouts, or static content included on a learning 

management system. Other publications were 

also excluded due to lack of content, or 

duplicated content, such as the same author or 

authors writing about the same study in multiple 

publications.   

Publications Published 

after 1999 

 

Published in 

English or 

French 

 

Primary 

studies with 

enough detail 

to meet the 

research 

objectives  

Published 

before 1999 

 

Published in 

language other 

than English or 

French  

 

Conference 

proceedings, 

book chapters, 

publications 

considered 

synthesis, 

reviews, or 

assessment of 

studies 

Publications published before 1999 were 

excluded since this was the time frame that 

aligned with the emergence of Web 2.0, which 

dramatically changed the way in which 

information became readily available through the 

internet. 

 

In order for the reviewers to fully understand the 

included studies, only papers in English or 

French were included. 

 

To promote the homogeneity of how studies were 

reviewed, it was important to include certain 

publication types and not others. This was 

accomplished by finding primary studies with 

enough detail to meet the research objectives.  
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Once the eligibility criteria was established, the authors selected the following 

databases for the search because they had comprehensive coverage of library education 

for business students: Library & Information Science Source, Library & Information 

Science Abstracts, Business Source Complete, Scopus, ERIC (via Ovid), as well as 

Canadian Business and Current Affairs (CBCA) and ABI Inform. CBCA and ABI 

Inform were grouped together as they both used the same ProQuest platform and 

controlled vocabularies. The authors also developed search strategies using keywords 

and controlled vocabulary for each of these databases that can be seen fully in Appendix 

1 - Search strategies. Using these databases, the authors ran the searches and extracted 

1244 unique references for further study. All of the references were uploaded to 

Covidence (https://www.covidence.org/), a web-based tool to facilitate the initial 

title/abstract screening as well as full-text screening phases. Then, both authors 

independently screened the titles and abstracts and made a decision as to whether they 

should be included in the full text screening phase using the eligibility criteria 

elaborated previously. Conflicts were resolved through consensus. A total of 120 

publications were selected for full text review. For the full text review, the authors 

independently read each of the articles, and made decisions based on the eligibility 

criteria as to whether they should be included in the data extraction phase. A total of 39 

publications were selected for data extraction. However, upon closer examination 

during the data extraction phase, one additional publication was excluded to prevent an 

overrepresentation of the same studies in the analysis since they were deemed duplicate 

publications of the same study published in different journals. Therefore, a total of 35 

publications (listed in Appendix 2) were included in the synthesis of the systematic 

review.   
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The publications selected for data extraction were then added to a spreadsheet 

that included all the elements for data extraction. The data extraction consisted of 

general information about the intervention, as well as a specific series of questions to 

enable the authors to evaluate the educational intervention. A full list of the elements for 

data extraction can be viewed in Appendix 3 - Elements in the data extraction table. 

Some of the questions were based on an instrument developed to critically appraise 

educational interventions developed by Morrison et al. (1999), and adapted by the 

authors to better suit the objective of this review. The modified instrument includes the 

following questions:  

 Are there learning outcomes? 

 Are the learning outcomes clear and explicit?  

 Is there a method to assess the intervention? (the teaching)  

 What is the impact of the intervention on students?  

Having completed the data extraction, the authors then analyzed the data 

extraction form, identified themes, and evaluated results using a narrative synthesis 

approach. Narrative synthesis is a method used to identify themes and summarize 

findings of all included studies by primarily focusing on words and text used in 

publications (Popay et al., 2006). 

Results 

Thirty-five articles met the inclusion criteria of the review. The researchers extracted 

the following variables: country of origin, collaboration, mode of instruction, audience, 

specialty or subject area, frequency of sessions, length of sessions, intervention, content 

(such as tools or topics covered), student deliverables, learning outcomes, assessment, 

and recommendations provided by authors. Approximately the same number of articles 
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were published between 2000-2009 (n=17) compared with those published between 

2010-2019 (n=18). Based on the country of origin of the first author, an overwhelming 

majority of the studies originated from the United States (n=30) and there was one study 

from each of the following countries: Australia, Canada, Ireland, Singapore, and the 

United Kingdom. Educational systems vary across different regions and countries, 

which may result in different approaches to library instruction. However, this was not 

an issue that required consideration for this review since most of the articles came from 

a North American context. Collaborating with faculty members was integral in many of 

the sessions (n=27). There were collaborative efforts with other groups as well. They 

included university centres/other university offices (n=6), vendors (n=1), and local 

business leaders (n=1). Authors from four studies did not collaborate with anyone 

outside of the library and three studies did not indicate whether collaboration was a 

consideration during the design and implementation of their sessions. 

Most of the studies used in-person as their mode of instruction (n=30), four 

studies were online, and one study had a combination of both in-person and online 

components. Library sessions were targeted primarily to undergraduate students (n=25), 

six studies focused on graduate students, two studies targeted both undergraduate and 

graduate students, and two studies did not specify the audience. Library instruction 

spanned across several specialties or subject areas in business (Figure 3). Most of the 

classes centered around marketing (n=8), general business (n=6), management (n=6), 

and accounting (n=4). The total frequency displayed in Figure 3 is greater than 35 since 

some sessions reached more than one subject area (e.g. multiple library sessions that 

reached accounting, economics, and marketing classes). Four studies did not indicate a 

specialty, subject area, or course for the library sessions.  
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FIGURE 3.  Specialty/Subject Areas in Business where Library Instruction Occurred    

 

The frequency of sessions varied. More interventions involved multiple sessions 

(n=16; 46%) and twelve studies (34%) provided one-shot sessions only. Five studies 

(14%) did not indicate the frequency of library sessions, and two studies (6%) included 

a combination of multiple and one-shot library instruction. Figure 4 summarizes the 

length of library sessions across the 35 included studies. Surprisingly, a significant 

percentage of papers did not indicate the length of their sessions (n=17; 49%) and there 

was a fairly even distribution of studies that had sessions running between 1-60 

minutes, 61-120 minutes, and sessions longer than 180 minutes. One study was marked 

as unclear because there was confusion on the precise length of each session since there 

were multiple sessions.  
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FIGURE 4. Length of Library Sessions 

Length (min) Count 

1 - 60 6 

61 - 120 5 

121 - 180 1 

More than 180 5 

Unclear 1 

Unknown 17 

 

Instructors used a wide variety of interventions when teaching their library 

sessions. The 5 most frequently used interventions included hands-on activities, live 

demonstrations, active learning, group work, and lectures (Figure 5). Some studies may 

have integrated more than one intervention in their sessions.   

FIGURE 5. Most Common Educational Interventions Applied 

Intervention Count 

Hands-on 14 

Live demonstrations 14 

Active learning 8 

Group work 8 

Lectures 8 

Interactive discussion 7 

Case study 6 



 

 
13 

Flipped classroom 5 

Gamification 3 

Handout 3 

Instructor help 3 

 

Librarians covered a wide range of topics for their sessions including, but not 

limited to, tools, databases, resources, websites, and specialized business topics or 

vocabulary. The majority of the content covered involved specified resources or 

databases and the frequently mentioned databases included Lexis-Nexis (n=10), 

ABI/Inform (n=7), Hoover’s (n=6), Business Source Complete (n=4), Mergent (n=4), 

Business Source Premier (n=3), and Standard and Poor’s (n=3). There were also 

thirteen studies that did not specify the resources taught or information sources. Other 

common topics covered were citations (n=9), business vocabulary including NAICS 

codes, SWOT, Porter's Five-Forces assessment, and competitor cash flow analysis 

(n=8), library orientation/libguides (n=8), research skills (n=8), evaluating sources 

(n=6), literature searches (n=4), search strategies (n=4), and web searching (n=4). Many 

other topics were covered by one or two studies including critical thinking, case based 

learning, copyright, and plagiarism. With the variety of topics covered in the sessions, it 

was not surprising to see that there was also a fair amount of variety in terms of what 

students were required to deliver in those classes. Student deliverables ranged from 

completing graded assignments, group projects, to writing exams (Figure 6). Some 

courses required more than one deliverable to be completed by students.  
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FIGURE 6. Student Deliverables 

Deliverables Count 

Research report 9 

Assignment 9 

Project 6 

Exercises 4 

Term paper 2 

Case study 2 

Certification examination 1 

Group discussion 1 

Group presentation 1 

Oral presentation 1 

Unclear 1 

Unknown 7 

 

In order to critically appraise the included studies, a modified instrument based 

on a study by Morrison and colleagues (1999) was applied to determine the use and 

extent of learning outcomes such as identifying whether or not the learning outcomes 

were clear and explicit. Of the 35 papers reviewed, 18 studies (51%) included learning 

outcomes, five studies did not, and it was unclear whether the remaining twelve studies 

used learning outcomes in their educational interventions. Learning outcomes were 

subsequently categorized as clear and explicit if they used action verbs (see Figure 7) 

that are based on a revised version of Bloom’s Taxonomy of learning objectives 
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(Anderson et al., 2001). In other words, learning outcomes needed to be specific and 

measurable. Based on the aforementioned criteria, only nine studies (26%) had clear 

and explicit learning outcomes.   

FIGURE 7. Action Verbs to Facilitate the Evaluation of Learning Outcomes (Mohawk 

College) 

 

The majority of included studies had at least one method to assess the 

educational intervention, particularly with teaching (n=28; 80%). On the other hand, six 

studies (17%) did not mention the use of assessing their teaching, and one study was 

ambiguous so it was coded as unclear. Figure 8 lists the most common methods used for 

assessing their teaching, which included pre- and post-tests or questionnaires, graded 

assignments, surveys, student feedback, and assessment tools. Due to the lack of detail 

in several papers, it was unclear whether the librarian and/or faculty member was 

involved in grading students’ assignments. 
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FIGURE 8. Assessment Strategies 

Assessment Count 

Pre and post-tests 11 

Assignment 9 

Survey 8 

Student feedback 6 

Assessment tool 3 

Faculty feedback 2 

Class work 2 

Exam 2 

Student peer assessment 1 

Unknown 4 

 

Student feedback came from a number of formats including course evaluations, 

feedback forms, formative assessment, and informal feedback. Some authors used 

established assessment tools such as the Information Literacy Inventory and Learning 

Outcomes Checklist (Cooney & Hiris, 2005), or their own version of an assessment 

instrument to help students reflect on their learning (Reilly, 2017). Narrative synthesis 

was used to synthesize the literature concerning a) the impact of the interventions on 

students and b) author recommendations. In addition to identifying themes, textual 

descriptions were grouped and clustered based on similarities, differences, and results 

that may be used to inform practice. 

Impact of the interventions on students: 
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The themes were consolidated into six categories; there were 18 studies that found the 

students gained knowledge, 13 studies where their instructors received positive 

feedback, 8 studies demonstrated that the educational intervention improved the quality 

of students’ work; students experienced high level of comfort with the material in two 

studies; there was no change in the students’ performance in two other studies; and 

finally, one study found the students worked more efficiently. Three articles did not 

specify how the educational intervention impacted their students.   

Recommendations: 

The included studies mentioned a number of recommendations, which have been 

grouped into five overarching themes: general commentary, collaborations, teaching 

recommendations, improving assessment, and future directions. The general 

commentary theme consolidated ideas that authors shared in terms of what worked and 

what did not work in their library sessions. Based on these comments, it may be inferred 

which strategies to implement and which should be avoided. For instance, hands-on 

exercises should be encouraged since students found them to be credible and valuable 

(Cunningham &Anderson, 2005). On the other hand, giving treats or prizes did not 

increase student satisfaction (Spackman & Camacho, 2009). In order to show instructors 

and faculty members that librarians are dedicated to being more involved, more willing 

to learn and participate, librarians could attend nontraditional library events such as 

attending classroom events that showcase students’ work (Pietraszewski, 2016). 

Collaboration and building relationships with key stakeholders, including faculty and 

administrators, was a recurring theme that emerged throughout the literature (n=11). 

One notable example is where the flipped classroom strategy can be used as a “catalyst 

for collaboration” (Cohen, 2016, p. 20). Teaching recommendations varied from 

developing or enhancing support materials (e.g. video tutorials, libguides, provide 
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search templates, and multimedia), reducing content, and requiring assignments (e.g. 

compare and contrast sources, reflective assignments). Sessions can be improved by 

providing self-directed learning opportunities so that students can understand the 

relevance of the content (Reilly, 2017). Holler (2008) stressed that in order to facilitate 

more structure to the course, integrating ACRL standards would be a step in the right 

direction. Several authors made suggestions to improve assessment in their teaching 

such as expanding assessment to other areas (e.g. modules, tutorials), combining both 

quantitative and qualitative data analyses, and constructing formal evaluation forms. 

Some authors offered future directions such as expanding services to off-campus 

students and developing the session as an online course. They also proposed future 

areas for research including establishing student satisfaction in a controlled environment 

and considering longitudinal studies of student learning and improvement. 

Discussion 

There is a wide range of studies exploring business library instruction in different 

contexts. This systematic review provides a comprehensive way of synthesizing all 

related literature by identifying common themes and pedagogical strategies for 

improving library sessions. 

In order to discuss the results as to how they relate to the research question, it 

helps to refer to the ACRL Framework, a primary source for standards, guidelines, and 

frameworks on academic libraries. The ACRL Framework for Information Literacy for 

Higher Education covers six frames for enhancing information literacy skills among 

post-secondary students (American Library Association, 2015); listed in alphabetical 

order they include Authority is Constructed and Contextual, Information Creation as a 

Process, Information Has Value, Research as Inquiry, Scholarship as Conversation, 

and Searching as Strategic Exploration. Not all frames were covered in the included 
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studies but there was strong alignment with three frames, Information Has Value, 

Research as Inquiry, and Searching as Strategic Exploration.  

The framework Information Has Value expresses the diversity of how value can 

be assigned to information such as “a commodity, as a means of education, as a means 

to influence, and as a means of negotiating and understanding the world” (American 

Library Association, 2015, p. 16). For example in her case study, Tingle wanted 

students to understand that “proprietary business databases vary in focus and content” 

(2018, p. 189), which directly relates to how information is perceived as a commodity. 

The value of information also comes in the form of assigning proper credit to original 

ideas through citations and attribution to original content creators. The proper use of 

citations was a common topic covered across nine studies. Research as Inquiry presents 

the concept of research as an iterative process where answers to original questions may 

lead to more questions, thus expanding the set of research questions within a field 

(American Library Association, 2015). Several studies had learning outcomes that 

related to evaluating and synthesizing information from multiple sources for a specific 

purpose (Roldan & Wu, 2004; Spackman & Camacho, 2009; Stonebraker, 2015). 

Instructors also promoted critical thinking in their sessions (Detmering & Johnson, 

2011; McInnis et al., 2009; Taylor, 2008), such as understanding the economic, legal, 

and social issues with regards to using information (Leavitt, 2016), and identifying bias 

in websites (Strittmatter, 2012). Critical thinking skills are particularly important for 

business graduates since a study found that eighty-one percent of employers placed 

heavy emphasis on critical thinking and analytical reasoning skills in business learning 

outcomes (Hart Research Associates, 2015). The Searching as Strategic Exploration 

framework outlines the complexity of searching multiple information sources and how 

it is a nonlinear and iterative process (American Library Association, 2015). With an 
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abundance of free and licensed resources available, students needed to know where to 

find and effectively use relevant information (Roldan & Wu, 2004). Students also 

learned how to optimise search strategies such as including appropriate subject headings 

and knowing how to re-execute searches (Pietraszewski, 2016). Although authors did 

not explicitly mention using or adopting the ACRL framework in their instruction 

sessions, they incorporated many guidelines into their teaching practices with a heavy 

emphasis on the frames related to research. Alternatively, in a recent study by Click and 

colleagues (2021), they found that the three most useful frames for business information 

literacy instruction include Authority Is Constructed and Contextual, Information Has 

Value, and Searching as Strategic Exploration.  

Many key points expressed in the included studies of this systematic review 

reinforce the findings and conclusions of existing literature, for promoting effective 

library instruction. They include topics concerning active learning, providing engaging 

sessions, and faculty collaboration. Positive course evaluations from one study 

demonstrated the successful approach of integrating a mixture of content delivery 

methods, including short lectures, small group discussions, and games (Leavitt, 2016). 

Strategies for engaging students in sessions are as diverse as the number of business 

resources available. Hands-on exercises were common such as implementing interactive 

activities for identifying business sources (Lahlafi et al., 2012), optimising classroom 

discussion by using evaluative prompts in search activities (Tingle, 2018), and group 

exercises (Taylor, 2008). Student feedback demonstrated that these interventions were 

effective. Impressively, more than 90% of students agreed or strongly agreed that their 

library research skills improved after the session (Strittmatter, 2012). Cohen found that 

the flipped information literacy instruction helped students develop “substantial skills 

and confidence in conducting research and in compiling data into a report” (2016, p. 19) 
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and the business professor was so impressed with the students’ quality of work that she 

hoped to continue the collaboration with the librarian in the future. In this study, faculty 

collaboration was fundamental to the success of library sessions, which has been 

affirmed by other studies (e.g. Cooney & Hiris, 2003; Fiegen et al., 2002). Not only did 

librarian/faculty relationships improve the course work for students but they also better 

contextualized the library sessions into the course as a whole.    

Authors used a variety of methods to assess their teaching such as 

surveys/questionnaires, graded assignments, and exams. However, 75% of studies did 

not clearly identify learning outcomes, which is problematic since assessment activities 

are used “to evaluate learning outcomes in the general education component of 

programs” (Murphy & Harrold, 1997, p. 1). As a result, it is unclear how effective the 

assessments really were if they were not aligned with learning objectives set out in their 

sessions. Despite the general acceptance expressed in the literature on the importance of 

having student learning outcomes (e.g. Lightner & Benander, 2010), there is a notable 

absence of documenting this information in publications on library instruction. In 

addition to the missing learning objectives, some studies did not provide enough detail 

concerning their sessions in order to provide more context. Many studies did not 

indicate the length of sessions, content or resources covered, and what impact, if any, 

did educational interventions have on students.  

Based on the themes identified concerning the impact of interventions on 

students (e.g. gained knowledge, positive feedback from instructors, improved quality 

of students’ work, and students’ level of comfort), there is a degree of ambiguity and 

uncertainty with this information since the true impact on students’ learning appeared to 

be unmeasurable. Additionally, there are significant challenges that librarians face when 

conducting one-shot sessions given the time restrictions of interacting with learners and 
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the limitations of pursuing long term assessment to see if students have met session or 

course learning objectives.  

The limitations to this systematic review should be considered. With the 

English/French language limit applied to this study, papers published in other languages 

may have been missed in the analysis. Grey literature was also excluded from this 

review to minimize the heterogeneity of the study by focusing on peer-reviewed 

literature. Due to the subjective nature of how data was extracted, it is possible for other 

themes to emerge if this review were to be repeated by other researchers. For instance, 

the ACRL Board adopted and published the ACRL Framework in 2016 but the majority 

of the included papers for this study was published prior to 2016 (n=26), which required 

some interpretation on how the interventions aligned with the six frames. Integrating the 

ACRL Framework into future instructional studies would be worth considering as there 

are still many factors left unexplored such as investigating how librarians are using the 

framework to redesign their information literacy programs and sessions.            

Conclusion 

To the authors’ knowledge, this is the first systematic review to explore the 

effectiveness of library instruction in business undergraduate and graduate programs. 

This type of review methodology is comprehensive and may be applicable to other 

library topics of interest. While the common instructional strategies identified are not 

new, they helped reinforce the importance of active learning, applying the flipped 

classroom approach, and collaborating with faculty and other key stakeholders to 

develop library instructional sessions. Since there were many papers without learning 

outcomes or details about assessment, instructors are strongly encouraged to consider 

including learning outcomes in library sessions as best practice and to provide ample 



 

 
23 

detail in publications so that others may be able to adopt strategies into their own 

teaching practices.   
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1 - Search strategies 

Database Search Strategy 

Library & 

Info. Science 

Source 

S1 DE "Libraries & business" OR DE "Business information 

services" OR DE "Business librarians" OR DE "Business 

libraries"  

S2 "business school*" OR "business program*" OR "school of 

business" OR "business education" OR "business student*" OR 

"business librar*" OR "business facult*" OR "business 

department*"  

S3 DE "Information literacy" OR DE "Information literacy 

education" OR DE "information literacy digital resources" OR DE 

"Study & teaching of information retrieval" OR DE "Study & 

teaching of internet searching" OR DE "Literacy education" OR 

DE "Library education"  

S4 (librar* or literacy) N4 (instruction* or education* or teach* or 

curricul* or pedagog*)  

S5 S1 OR S2  

S6 S3 OR S4  

S7 S5 AND S6 

Library & 

Info. Science 

Abstracts 

( MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("business libraries") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Business schools") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("MBA programs & graduates") OR 
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(LISA) noft(("business school" OR "business schools") OR ("business program" 

OR "business programme" OR "business programmes" OR "business 

programming" OR "business programs" OR MBA OR "Master of 

Business Administration") OR "school of business” OR "business 

education" OR ("business student" OR "business students") OR 

("business library") OR "business faculty" OR ("business department" 

OR "business departments")) ) AND ( MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Team 

teaching") OR MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Instructional design") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Teaching") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Pedagogy") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Training") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Library users") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Online information services") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Online instruction") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Information literacy") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("User training") OR noft((library OR literacy) 

NEAR/4 (instruction* OR literacy OR education* OR teach* OR 

curricul* OR pedagog*)) ) 

Business 

Source 

Complete  

S1 DE "BUSINESS libraries" OR DE "BUSINESS education" OR DE 

"MANAGEMENT education" OR DE "MASTER of business 

administration degree" OR DE "BUSINESS school graduates" OR 

DE "BUSINESS schools" OR DE "BUSINESS students"  



 

 
31 

S2 "business school*" OR "business program*" OR mba OR 

"Master of Business Administration" OR "school of business" OR 

"business education" 

S3 S1 OR S2  

S4 DE "LIBRARIANS" OR DE "LIBRARIES"  

S5 DE "LIBRARIES & business"  

S6 librar* 

S7 S4 OR S5 OR S6  

S8 (librar* or literacy) N4 (instruction* or education* or teach* or 

curricul* or pedagog*) 

S9 S3 AND S7 AND S8  

ABI/Inform 

AND CBCA 

(MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("business libraries") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Business schools") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("MBA programs & graduates") OR 

noft(("business school" OR "business schools") OR ("business program" 

OR "business programme" OR "business programmes" OR "business 

programming" OR "business programs" OR MBA OR "Master of 

Business Administration") OR "school of business" OR "business 

education" OR ("business student" OR "business students") OR 

("business library") OR "business faculty" OR ("business department" 

OR "business departments"))) AND 

(MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Academic Libraries") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Librarians") OR noft(Librar*)) AND 

(MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Team teaching") OR 
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MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Instructional design") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Teaching") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Pedagogy") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Training") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Library users") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Online information services") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Online instruction") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("Information literacy") OR 

MAINSUBJECT.EXACT("User training") OR noft((library OR literacy) 

NEAR/4 (instruction* OR literacy OR education* OR teach* OR 

curricul* OR pedagog*))) 

Scopus ( ( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( ( library  W/4  ( instruction*  OR  education*  

OR  teach*  OR  curricul*  OR  pedagog* ) )  OR  ( literacy  W/4  ( 

instruction*  OR  education*  OR  teach*  OR  curricul*  OR  pedagog* 

) ) ) )  AND  ( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "business school*"  OR  "business 

program*"  OR  mba  OR  "Master of Business Administration"  OR  

"school of business"  OR  "business education" ) ) )   

ERIC 

(OVID) 

1. exp Business Education/  

2. exp Business Schools/  

3. master of business administration.mp.  

4. mba.mp.  

5. business program*.mp.  

6. business student*.mp.  
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7. business faculty.mp.  

8. business librar*.mp.  

9. school of business.mp.  

10. business education.mp.  

11. business department*.mp.  

12. 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 or 6 or 7 or 8 or 9 or 10 or 11  

13. exp Libraries/  

14. exp Librarians/  

15. exp Library Services/  

16. librar*.mp.  

17. 13 or 14 or 15 or 16  

18. exp Information Literacy/  

19. exp Library Instruction/  

20. exp "users (information)"/  

21. ((librar* or literacy) adj5 (instruction* or literacy or education* or 

teach* or curricul* or pedagog*)).mp.  

22. 18 or 19 or 20 or 21  

23. 12 and 17 and 22 
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Appendix 3 - Elements in the data extraction table 

 

Authors 

Title 

Journal Year 

Country Origin 

Institution Name 

Mode of Instruction  

Audience 

Specialty Area  

Frequency of Sessions 

Length (min) 

Intervention 

Content (Tools, Topics covered) 

Learning Outcomes  

Student Deliverables 

Collaboration  

Educational Intervention Modified Instrument: 

Are there learning outcomes? 

Are the learning outcomes clear and explicit?  

Is there a method to assess the intervention? (the teaching)  

What is the impact of the intervention on students? 

Assessment  

Recommendations  

Notes 


