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ASSESSMENT

A Word from the Editors

H ow do we know that our instructional activities have affected learning? That is
the question thar Bonnie Gratch-Lindauer answers in this comprebensive and
clear look at the role of assessment in the development, revision, and refinement of
information literacy programs. Bonnie, currently the Coordinator of Instructional
Services at the Rosenberg Library, City College of San Francisco, is a well-known
author in the field of information literacy and ouscomes assessment. Bonnies M.L.S.
is from Syracuse University and she also has an M.PA. from the State University of
New York, Brockport. Bonnie also has a secondary teaching credential from San
Francisco State University. Her article “Defining and Measuring the Librarys Impact
on Campus-Wide Outcomes” won both the K.G. Saur Award as well as the Associa-
tion of College and Research Libraries Instruction Section publication award,
Drawing from her extensive experience in such activities as the Bay Area information
competency assessment project or her service on the executive committee of ACRL}
Institute for Information Literacy, Bonnie covers in this chapter the elements of devel-
oping an assessment plan, an overview of assessment methods and measures aligned
with IL program components, and the importance of communicating assessment re-
sults. Bonnie demystifies the features of program assessments, provides a primer for
the uninitiated in assessment, and brings forward many thoughtful points Jor those
who already have some background in this area. Writing to the editors, Bonnie cited
a quote from Patricia lanuzzi speaking on “Information Literacy—Laying the
Foundations” at the Library Association of the City of New York (LACUNY) Insti-
tute in 2000. Bonnie felt this quote summed up the right attitude towards assess-
ment: Assessment is the means for learning, not just the method of evaluation.”

256

!,

Chapter 16

Information Literacy Program

Development:
The Role of Assessment

By Bonnie Gratch-Lindauer

THE ROLES OF ASSESSMENT

n this chapter, the terms evaluation and assessment are used inFerchangeably,
although the author recognizes that for some these terms have different mean-
ings. Assessment with a small “a” and a capital “A” is part of all aspects of a vital
information literacy program, from development to revision and reﬁn‘ement. As
the chapter quote points out, the primary reason to do assessment is to.lea}rn
how our instructional activities affect learning. In fact, one of the distinguishing
characteristics of an information literacy program plan, as opposed to a biblio-
graphic instruction plan, is the degree to which the st.aFement_of student lt?,arr‘l—
ing outcomes, and learning and assessment opportunities are 1'ntegrated w1tb1n
the curriculum, demonstrating the shared responsibility required for teach{ng
and assessing information literacy. This chapter covers elements of devel.oplng
an assessment plan, assessment of specific program components, an overview of
assessment methods and measures, and a brief mention about communicating
assessment results. Since in-depth coverage of the how-to of assessing studer‘lt
learning outcomes cannot be adequately developed in a chapter, the reader will
be referred to several useful books on assessment of learning outcomes that have
been published in the past five years. _ _
There are at least three major roles that assessment plays in an 1nf9rmat10n
literacy program. Undoubtedly the major purpose is to improve learning—not
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just student learning, but also faculty and librarians, and others who have a part
in designing and revising information literacy learning activities. Moreover, in-
formation literacy is integral to learning in any area of study, thus assessment
of what learners know and can do related to how they use information is fun-
damental to their academic achievement, careers, and lifelong learning. Assess-
ing learning and the learning-teaching dynamic is what drives the small “a” in
the assessment of IL programs. It is the daily feedback gained from teaching
and observing learners engaged in doing information research in the classroom
or in the library, as well as the more formal evaluation of instructional program
components.

Another role that assessment often plays in information literacy program de-
velopment and revision relates to building and improving external communica-
tion and collaboration, as well as improving internal communication.
Information literacy assessment at the course, program, and institutional levels
involves outreach and communication, raising awareness, and faculty-librarian
collaboration in the design and implementation of assessment activities. This
external role has the potential to directly contribute to valued course and pro-
gram goals and priorities, especially when information literacy abilities/skills are
infused in academic programs (e.g., within a major/vocational program); in tar-
geted student programs (e.g., first-year programs, retention programs); and are a
part of institutional learning outcomes (e.g., general education/core abilities).

A third role relates to how assessment findings can improve overall services
making the library more accessible and responsive. James Madison University’s
well established program illustrates such service changes. Its online IL tutorial
and assessment instrument kept being revised to better reflect IL competencies
that faculty came to recognize were important based on assessment findings and
curriculum change. The benefits of this several-year process include: “Assess-
ment has influenced decisions from the choice of an online catalog to the design
of the library’s homepage. It has guided allocation of resources, causing us to
bolster important services and keeping us from cutting services that are more
useful than we had realized” (Cameron, 2004: 234). To illustrate these roles at
one institution, an example is used of how the library staff at Pierce College in
Washington used an assessment cycle approach internally and externally to im-
prove communication and collaboration within the library and across campus.

Pierce College Library established a departmental assessment process which
“led to identifying public outcomes, assessments, and criteria for all library de-
partments, and setting up a standard assessment process library-wide” (Miller
and Pellen, 2004: 192). Starting with rewriting the library mission as outcomes
and then specifying indicators of how the outcome would be measured, the staff
more clearly recognized their connections and contributions to student success.
As one example, the reference librarians identified the following outcome and
indicator related to information literacy:

e
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Outcome: Respond appropriately and pedagogically to individuals’ refer-
ence questions, in order to develop confident, competent and independent
information seekers.

Indicator: Model and teach appropriate information-competent behavior
and practices. (Miller and Pellen, 2004: 194)

Using periodic student surveys, they found after a year that 90 percent of stu-
dents, which is 10 percent higher than the assessment criterion they had estab-
lished, stated that they learned something of value they can apply in the future
and that the learning will positively enable their completion of their current
project. After a year of various assessment activities, analysis, and discussions
about the findings, the library staff found that “once staff members were in-
vested in the assessment cycle, outcomes became a seamless part of how we
work instead of the work itself” (Miller and Pellen, 2004: 195).

Pierce College is fortunate to have information competency defined as one of
the five core abilities described in the college’s strategic plan, and an institu-
tional goal of increasing the number of campus constituents who teach and
model the five core abilities. Through a series of workshops, the library faculty
worked in collaboration with discipline-based faculty to establish a clearer defi-
nition and understanding of information competency within their own disci-
plines with the goal of increasing the number of courses, assignments, and
programs that integrate information competency. After a couple of years of out-
reach and collaboration, the results have been impressive: in 2002, 42 out of 48
departments (80 percent) participated in integrated library instruction, reaching
an increasing number of students and building stronger relationships between
librarians and discipline-based faculty (Miller and Pellen, 2004: 202).

The roles and effects of assessing information literacy are many: assessment
fuels improvements in learning and teaching; it can help grow and strengthen
relationships among all the constituents in the organization; and with time, it
offers the potential to change the organizational culture so that it truly becomes
the means for learning and change.

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT AND ASSESSING
STUDENT LEARNING: KEY FEATURES

Assessment with a capital “A” encompasses an entire instruction/information lit-
eracy program and is most commonly needed for program review, annual re-
ports, and accreditation self-studies. Institutions with information lireracy
integrated in general education/core competencies and those with IL graduation
requirements and/or system-wide or state-wide competency-based requirements,
may have an even greater assessment responsibility, and in some cases their in-
stitutions’ level of funding may even be related to demonstrated IL competencies.
Two examples describing this type of state-wide, competency-based situation
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and the role of assessment include James Madison University Libraries’ experi-
ence with revising the online tutorial “Go for the Gold” and the development
and revision of the information seeking skills test (Cameron, 2004) and the
Citadel’s Daniel Library, South Carolina, where funding for colleges and univer-
sities is determined by how well each meets a set of 37 performance indicators
(Carter, 2002).

All program assessments take place in the context of a development-feed-
back-revision loop process. Nearly all writers on assessment planning describe a
cycle of assessment, grounded in the institution’s mission and overall educa-
tional objectives, which includes the steps of:

Identifying objectives ~> Gathering evidence => Interpreting evidence ~>
Implementing changes and improvements = Publicizing/reporting findings =
Reviewing/revising objectives = and so on, repeating the cycle.

Even when the focus of the assessment is student learning outcomes, it is useful
to also look at how other program components may have affected learning.
Indeed, the “Principles of Good Practice for Assessing Student Learning” direct
attention to not only assessment of student learning outcomes, but also the ex-
periences that lead to learning (Astin, accessed: 2006). Especially at the program
level, those experiences that directly contribute to the development of informa-
tion literate individuals are just as important to measure and assess; such as as-
pects about the quality of the learning environment, the effectiveness of the
instructor and the learning materials, and the quality of the learning opportuni-
ties. Assessing the changes and accomplishments of an entire program, or sev-
eral of the program components at specific points in time, and combining a
variety of use data, qualitative data about users’ perceptions of specific program
components, and findings from different types of evaluations of student learn-
ing constitute IL program assessment. In short, the focus is on the whole instead
of only one or two of its parts.

Over the past ten years or so outcomes assessment has been emphasized in all
segments of education, largely because of accountability concerns and the re-
vised regional and professional association accreditation standards. Outcomes
assessment focuses on the achievement of outcomes that have been identified as
desirable in the information literacy program’s goals and objectives, along with
identifying performance measures that indicate how well the program or learner
is doing in relation to the stated goals and objectives. Our profession has mir-
rored the outcomes assessment movement with the publication of several stan-
dards and guidelines that include outcomes assessment, such as the “Standards
for Libraries in Higher Education,” which includes considerable amount of text
describing the importance of outcomes and outcomes assessment along with
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other more traditional measures of program effectiveness (ACRL, 2004); and
che “Characteristics of Programs of Information Literacy that Illustrate Best
practices: A Guideline” which distinguishes between assessment of an IL pro-

gram and student learning outcomes.

For program evaluation:

« establishes the process of ongoing planning/improvement o.f thf: program
« measures direct progress toward meeting the goals and objectives of the
. i:?eggr;r?es with course and curriculum assessment, as ‘vs"ell‘ as institutional
evaluations and regional/professional accreditation initiatives
« assumes multiple methods and purposes for assessment/evaluation
— formative and summative
— short-term and longitudinal

For student outcomes:

e acknowledges differences in learning and teaching styles by using a valrlgty
of appropriate outcome measures, such as portfolio assessment, oral de-
fense, quizzes, essays, direct observation, anecdotal, peer and self review,
and experience o '

« focuses on student performance, knowledge acquisition, and attitude
appraisal

« assesses both process and product .
e includes student-, peer-, and self-evaluation (ACRL, 2003a)

Still another is the ACRL document, “Guidelines for Instruction Programs in
Academic Libraries,” which specifies the need for systematic ongoing assessment
and describes five practices essential to good information literacy assessment:

« There should be a program evaluation plan addressing multiple measures
or methods of evaluation; such measures may include needs assessmer;tl,l
participant reaction, learning outcomes, teaching effectiveness, and over
effectiveness of instruction. ‘ ' . ‘

« The criteria for program evaluation should be articulated in re':ad.lly avalld

able documents pertaining to the program’s mission, description, an

outcomes. '
nt

Specific learning outcomes should be addressed and specific assessme

methods should be identified. o ecanse

« Coordination of assessment with teaching faculty is important

learning outcomes are a shared responsibility. . _—

Data for both program evaluation and assessment of specific learning i

i revi-

comes should be gathered regularly and brought into the Prograrln o

sion process so that the program can be improved continuously,
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specific learning deficits addressed in an ongoing, formative manp
er

(ACRL, 2003b).

The ACRL guidelines/best practices documents referenced above rein
force several key elements that are essential to assessing information ljt .
programs: cracy

* having an orf-go‘ing assessment process and/or evaluation plan based
goals and objectives tied to institutional goals and educational prior o
and with specified criteria for program evaluation which inte f:ue m'lelf
course, curriculum/program and institutional assessments s

* identifying specific student learning outcomes that focus on student
formance, knowledge acquisition, and attitude appraisal and that ispec;_
dressed by a variety of assessment methods -

* using the results of assessment activities for continuous improvement

. coordinating assessment activities with discipline-based facult and
other relevant academic staff because IL and its assessment is a sﬁarreld

responsibility

THE ASSESSMENT PLAN/PLANNING PROCESS

Developir%g an assessment plan, like all planning, guides the process and helps
to ensure improvement of program and student learning goals and objectivei
.In fact, creating or revising the information literacy plan is the perfect time t(;
incorporate thinking about how the instructional objectives and expected
outcomes will be evaluated, thus linking instructional planning and Esseses-
ment planning. Depending on the size and nature of the institution, libraries

might:

L. 'develop a separate IL assessment plan—e.g., Indiana University—Bloom-
ington Libraries, www.indiana. edu/~libinstr/Information Literacy/
assessment.html or Gustavus Adolphus College Library, Wwv;.gustavu);
edu'/ oncampus/ academics/library/Pubs/AssessmentPlan. htm] or Suffolk.
University, Mildred F. Sawyer Library, www.suffolk.edu/ sawlib/ plandocs/

, current_student_assessment_plan.htm

- Integrate assessment plans within a variety of courses and pr.
Weber State University Library, http://facu?,ty.weber.edu/chais:fjﬁgrsls_UZi;
ILProgram/assessment.htm or King’s College’s Comprehensive Assessment
Program, www.kings.edu/ Academics/capprogramcomponents.htm#6 or
Wartburg College Library, www.wartburg.edu/library/infolit/

3. embed assessment objectives and strategies within an information litera,
program plan.—e.g., University of Arizona Libraries, http://dizzylibrar(;}.’
;3}2311}1’;(1)/.0 ezdouz/ g(l));:a;}(ri/fteams/ InfoLic2000/ InfoFluencyProgram%20Plan%

*
0
{
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4. integrate information literacy assessment activities in the library’s assess-
ment plan or institutional plan—e.g., Paradise Valley Community Col-
lege Library, www.pvc.maricopa.edu/library/assessment/PVCCLibrary
AssessmentPlanSpring2004-Spring2006.pdf or University of Northern
Colorado Libraries, www.unco.edu/library/assessment/plan.pdf or Uni-
versity of lowa’s Strategic Plan 2004-2009, which has a piece relating
to information literacy outcomes and assessment, www.lib.uiowa.edu/

admin/strategic-plan.html

Peggy L. Maki, higher education consultant on learning assessment, has writ-

ten extensively about planning for assessment. She refers to an “assessment
guide” that can help institutions to conceptualize a plan that integrates assess-

ment into their organizational cultures (Maki, 2002: 12). The elements of chis
guide are quite comprehensive, containing three major parts with sub-activities
that are not necessarily linear or lock-step, but suggest areas about which discus-
sion points need to occur and decisions need to be made:

1. determining the institution’s expectations
— state expected outcomes
— identify where expected outcomes are addressed in the instructional
program
— determine methods and criteria to assess expected outcomes
~ state institution’s or program’s level of expected performance (e.g., score
on an examination or culminating project)
— identify and collect baseline data/information
2. determining timing, identifying cohort(s), and assigning responsibility
— determine who will be assessed
— establish a schedule for assessment
— determine who will interpret results
3. interpreting and sharing results to enhance institutional effectiveness
— interpret how results will inform teaching/learning and decision-making
about need for revision (e.g., revise freshman orientation program to in-
clude more active learning activities)
— determine how and with whom you will share findings and interpretations
— decide how your institution will follow up on implemented changes

(Maki, 2002: 9-12)

She provides useful explanations, examples and advice regarding each of these
sub-activities. Throughout she stresses the partnerships across the campus that
are involved in these sub-activities and the importance of knowing the local or-
ganizational culture.

Developing an assessment plan or planning process doesn’t have to be overly
complicated. An example cited in Hernon and Dugan (2002: 34) captures
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uffolk University, which based its plan on ACRLs “Objectives
on Literacy Instruction: A Model Statement for Academic

advice from g
for Informg;
Libraries”.

. identify goals

- identify specific objectives for each goal

. deVelop performance criteria for each objective
“termine the practices to be used to achieve goals
- select agsessment methods for each objective
conduce assessments

deteﬂnine feedback channels
evaluage whet
achieved

PN M

her the performance criteria were met and objectives

When a librar
plore connecyjy,
tion. For exam
offices shou]q
the institutiop,
share their ex
they are rece

Y is getting started with assessment planning, it’s useful to ex-
g with other assessment processes and offices/staff ar the institu-
ple, contact with the staff in the institutional research and testing
make it clear what types of assessment plans and activities exist at
al and program/department levels. These staff can also advise and
Pertise about survey development and other instruments. Often,
; Ptive to librarian review and suggestions of items for institutional,
regional, or nagjon,| student experience questionnaires. Contact with campus
currlcu.lum committees is also important for exploring improved linkages of in-
formation literacy with the curriculum. For example, the University of Mary-
land UI?iVersity College is reported to have followed these seven steps in
connecting xternally with other constituents about its assessment planning
process:
L. Establjsh, ,
from libra
2. Charge ¢
and deve
tion of
. Present
. Implem

1 information literacy study group. Ensure wide representation
tians and faculty.

he study group to devise a definition of IL, identify standards,
lop a plan for implementation, assessment, and on-going evalua-
L standards across the curriculum.

the plan to the curriculum committee for formal acceptance.

ent the recommendations of the study group.

evelop an initial course and revise upper-level courses as appropriate.

€Vise assessment measures and review and evaluate the effectiveness of
current offerings.

7. Use asg
1

OV

eSsment results to revise the learning process and improve assessment
Horts. (Middle States Commission on Higher Education, 2003: 46)

No matter
tion literacy prq
or in the choijce

W comprehensive or basic the assessment plan for an informa-

gram is, the following questions should be addressed in the plan
of assessment approaches:
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Are the assessment goals tied to the institution’s misgjop,
Will the assessment of information literacy occur ag ope |
levels? o .

» How will the current bibliographic instruction program pe g, de part of
the overall information literacy assessment effort and linked ¢o the course,
program, of institutional levels?

e Are there any similarities between tf.le IL assessment effo s
grams (e.g., writing across the c.urnculurr'l):> .DO these sim;
or offer opportunities for coordlr'lated' activities?

o Are the goals, benchmarks, and timelines for accomplishing the IL assess-
ment plan reasonable? ‘ |

e What will be the feedback loop? That is, how \lell the assessment results

be reported and used to improve current practice? (Middle Seates Com.

mission on Higher Education, 2003: 45)

and goals?
evel or on several

and other pro-
larities overlap

The structure and content of information literacy assessmen plans or assess-

ment sections of the library’s information literacy program plan reflect the vari.
ety of their host institutions. Most of those examined contajp

2 mission or purpose statement _

* overall goals and objectives, typic‘ally refemng' to,,the “Information Liter-
acy Competency Stan'dards for Higher Ed}lcatlon (.ACRL, 2000)

» specific student learning outcomes, sometimes specified by level

e learning opportunities (program components), sometimes linked to spe-

cific levels, such as basic skills orientation, first

in the majors, and graduate courses |

specific measures or evaluation methods, sometimes |

outcomes Of program component

“Year program, instruction

inked to learning

Assessment plans should also ir.xcludc? mention of hovs{ the results and find-
ings will be analyzed, used, and disseminated, anc'l who is involved ar}d/or‘ re,-
sponsible in assessment. A'n exc.ellent example is Weber Spare University's
Stewart Library’s “Information Literacy Program Assessmen Plans and Data”
that lists and provides links to assessment Plaﬂ.S for Cf.edit courses, library skills
orientation, subject-specific course-integrated instruction, first-year experience,
and the entire information literacy program assessment. Each assessment plan
has a standard format and includes priority outcomes, how assessed by measures
and criteria, and a schedule of data and reports. What is mos¢ helpful is the in-
formation about how and where the findings will be feported (Weber State Uni-
versity, 2003). o o o

Because collaboration is critical to eﬁjectwe information literacy program de-
velopment and assessment, it is being singled out .heref. Evidence of collabqra—
tion is found in the increasing number of institutiong that are including
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information literacy among their core abilities in first-year programs,
ucation courses, and/or identifying information literacy as a graduati
ment. The following statement illustrates this shared role:

general ed-
Ont require-

Student learning is a campus-wide responsibility, and assessment is a way
of enacting that responsibility. Thus, while assessment efforts may start
small, the aim over time is to involve people from across the educational
community. Faculty play an especially important role, but assessment
questions can't be fully addressed without participation by student-affairs
educators, librarians, administrators, and students. Assessment may also
involve individuals from beyond the campus (alumni/ae, employers)
whose experience can enrich the sense of appropriate aims and standards
for learning. Thus understood, assessment is not a task for small groups of

experts but a collaborative activity; its aim is wider, better-informed atten-
tion to student learning by all

parties with a stake in its improvement.
(Gardiner et al., 1997: 11-12)
There are many examples of how librarians have collaborated with discipline-
based faculty in designing information literacy assessment approaches and in-
struments. An exemplary program is the King’s College comprehensive
assessment program, which has an information literacy component. Informa-
tion literacy, as one of the college’s seven core skills and abilities, is integrared
throughout the four parts of the assessment program. The first element of the
program is the development of educational goals, where faculty and librarians
identify and articulate how the transferable core skills and abilities apply to their
discipline. The second part of the program is the development of competency
growth plans, which are four-year plans that each department develops to “map
out how students will transfer skills from the core curriculum into the major
and then design pedagogical strategies and assessment criteria to ensure cumu-
lative student growth” (Association of American Colleges and Universities,
2005: 2). The librarians have been involved in designing the assessments in the
core curriculum and the faculty have played a key role in the design of assess-
ments in the majors. Brian Pavlac, a history professor who headed King’s infor-
mation literacy project team, notes thar “the most significant challenges faced by
the program hinge on the involvement of faculty” (AACU, 2005: 2). There are
two assessments of information literacy in the major: a sophomore
nostic project and a capstone seminar project.

Those readers seeking more information about the King’s College program
and other examples are referred to the AACU news article and the King’s Col-
lege comprehensive assessment program’s Web page; the chapter, “Using the As-
sessment Cycle as a Tool for Collaboration” in the 2004 Miller and Pellen book;

the many summary descriptions in the Avery (2003); and the chapter “Assessing
Information Literacy” in Rockman (2004)

-junior diag-
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WHAT CAN BE ASSESSED?

€ y ed-, revi a-l gr S are com-

N WI fOfm t lzed) and SCaSOHCd 1nf0rmat10n llteracy prO. am O.

I y . al‘nlng pP -
i l)aSlC 11 tlle sa. O pO S

]) lsed Of a. mec f“/e com nent lea]]le]s a]l(l le [0] ortuni
es, learIllllg IIlatC[lalS, 1mnstructors, and learnlng Cnvn‘onments. EaCIl ()f theSC

t1

I ents can bC Cvaluated as pa[t Of a thaIy S assessme € la n d
SESS nt plan. AS Xp mne
CcO pOn

m evaluation woul nel
sbove, 2 compere o8 study reports. Similar

for program review, annual reports, and accredltat'mn self(—i o e
t0 other curricula/learning programs, the empha;m}s1 S}(li(‘);:lf eC :S  measuring e
i i the differen
i ointed out earlier, one o : ‘
learning outcomes. As p : ne o D e option
ici i information literacy prog
instruction programs and ‘ he adoprion
e i dent learning outcomes that are broader
i entation of student learning
and program implem: : proader and
omfectzce;d to institutional goals, which frequently reflect locall}(ri dej cd ad pher
C . . S O
tions of the national “Information Literacy Competency Standar. g
Education” (ACRL, 2000). ' The various components ar
What exactly do these components consist of? The vari 1 s are
and w
separated below for assessment purposes, but of course they overlap

together in practice:

Leatllets—_tlle [CCIplCIltS Of instruction pIOgIaIIlS can bC aSSCSSCd ma Vallety
tio ctentio l)e (0] ce as IeVealed thl()u P QCess O S€a
g
1 n/r tention; I‘f rman }l [lle T (¢ f rese IC}l alld
WhethCI tlley arc COUI‘SC—CIanddCd aSSlgIlIIleIltS, rCSCaICh dlal 1€8,

i ftects
media projects, portfolios, etc. One can also measure the e
behaviors and values,

application,

lti-
papers, mu ‘ . !
or impact of these learning experiences on attitudes, behaviors and values
often captured by student self-reports (e.g., journals) and rating sca M
veys. If programs also include faculty and staff/administrator training,

are part of the learners to be assessed.

. N nd
Learning Opportunities—include separate information hteracl};S c}i)urses_ah

i iti tations/workshops either

i mmunities, group presen :
those linked to learning co . : > cither
linked to the curriculum or as stand-alone offerings, and mdepenc};nt 1o j igL
. . . . i ope

such as reference desk instructional interactions and librarian-develop

i iti identify and
tutorials. Other independent learning opportunities are harder to identify

a. y y \ 1 y VV. n lCaIIleIS
SSESSs but the ma be even more pre alent, CSpeClall 1th NCtGe
)

p
n gI()upS to learn fIOIIl eaCh ()tllCI. EXaIIl les lllclude 11 lde[)elldellt l)] ()Wslllg
()[ materi eer-to-pecr lealnl g, p/ a 1PS 1Ilfollllat P }‘
ater. alS, p p n llel s€ ICll t > 10on I()Vlded b
CaICh tOOlS, aIld Otkle[ ty [& Of x Cb lnfOIIIlaUOIl dlat lea[IlCIS fllld by thCIIl-
S p
ClVCS. IOSSlbly, it mit llt be LlSCful to 1Ilclude a sur Vey 1tem or Iatlng by stu-
S g
g
dellts ab()ut t}]e Va.luc a[ld Ielatlonslllp Of thCSC tprS Of activities to lCaI ning.
IlleIe Illay al 0] be CO- urIlCula f d nror arnt g pp
S C T OIInal anail i() IIlal le rning o ortunities
SpOIlSO[Cd by Studellt affalIS Staff tllat [elate to some aSpeCtS Of HlfO[IIlaUOIl
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llFeracy (e.g., career research skills workshops); by student organizatio

hlsFory club session on genealogical research methods); and depau‘tmens ;fle &
ferings (e.g., legal studies department about copyright law related tont O'f-
'downloading; or an art department exhibition with handouts on legal oo o
images for multi-media projects). Being aware of these for potentia.’lg coﬁS(IZOf
ration and assessment activities is yet another avenue. o

Le.arning Materials—are the various handouts, assignments, onlj
guldes/tutorials, course textbook/readings, and so on. Online tuto,rialn o
1nstru'ctional Web pages are included in both the learning opportunitiez an:ii
fnatenal‘s components, since they can be used as a primary component o?n
instruction program, such as a required multiple-module online tutorial fan
first-year freshmen or they can be pieces of something larger and used o
plemental learning materials. ® e

In'structors——include both the librarian/library staff presenters and disci
pllne-l?ased instructors who may co-teach the learners as well as observe e
sentations. In either situation it’s important to evaluate the presentati pr:l-
and teaching abilities of whoever is doing the instruction. ? o

Learning Environment—is the physical facilities (e.g., space/room, com
puters for hands-on practice, projection equipment, types of seatin’ et ;
and networked facilities (e.g., interactive technologies, wireless nei’avorcl;
campus with online courseware such as Blackboard), and the institutio al,
mission/values, organizational culture, and the formal curriculum. It atlsor'1
cludes the informal learning environment both in the library and -extemalm_
t}.1€ library, such as reference transactions and assistance and handouts r(t>0
v‘1ded by other library departments (e.g., archives or government ubﬁc i
tlo.ns‘); lecture and curriculum-related programs, exhibitions compfl)lter laal;
training resources, tutorial and writing center lab resources, ax;d sO on

SPECIFIC MEASURES AND METHODS
FOR PROGRAM COMPONENTS

Assessment data and documentation about students’ information literacy skills
can come from many quantitative and qualitative measures as well as di:c?’ct nd
indirect methods of measuring students’ skills. Quantitative measures canab

rf:presented numerically (e.g., data coming from tests or surveys), while ualit::
tive measures generally relate to quality or kind, such as narrative ,or text gomin

frqm obse'rvations, interviews, focus groups, or open-ended items on uf:stiong
naires. Direct methods refer to approaches that measure performancci and/ ‘
knowledge coming directly from what learners know or can do, such as assi o
ments or observation of search behavior. Indirect methods refe’r to a roacin-
that generate findings related to learning, such as perceptions or self—rziﬁlgs bj:

)
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do not measure the learning itself. While nearly all measures will be based on
program goals and student learning outcomes, there are other approaches to
evaluation, such as goal-free and naturalistic evaluation. Goal-free evaluation
refers to the collection and analysis of information related to actual results,
rather than pre-established objectives. In fact, a literal understanding of the
hrase “learning outcomes” means actual outcomes, not necessarily what was
desired or expected. Common usage, however, does not always make this dis-
tinction. Naturalistic evaluation usually refers to such qualitative methods as
case study, participant observation, and other sociological methods to compre-
hensively describe program processes and results. Whatever the method used,
the measures are designed to yield data and other types of evidence to inform
program planning and needed improvements.
Evidence is the data and other findings upon which a judgment or conclu-
sion may be based. The following are characteristics of good evidence:

o It is purposeful and related to specific questions.

e It has been interpreted and reflected upon, not offered in its raw or unan-
alyzed form.

o It is integrated and presented in the context of other information about

the institution that creates a holistic view of the program.
o Tt is cumulative and is corroborated by multiple sources of data. (WASC,

2004: 10-11)

The data collection methods and types of measures are secondary to the
questions that drive the assessment. Spending time clarifying the purpose, the
audience and what one wants to learn from the assessment is critical. Figure 16-1:
Program Elements with Potential Assessment Methods and Measures illustrates
the various program elements with possible methods and measures for collect-
ing data/documentation. The instruments and methods listed include both
direct and indirect methods and they yield quantitative and qualitative data and
documentation.

There is a great variety of information literacy assessment instruments and
measures currently in use. If the 2001 College Library Information Packet
Committee (CLIP) “Survey on Assessment in College Library Instruction Pro-
grams” were administered today, this author is certain there would be more in-
stitutions reporting that they do formal assessments and more would be
course-embedded than the 2001 findings, which reported that 59 percent of the

158 responding institutions doing formal assessments cite multiple choice/short
answer tests as the most frequently used assessment tool (Merz and Mark,
2002). Activity and lesson-based assessment examples are commonly used in
junior/middle and high school settings.

There are several national tests, some standardized, that assess aspects of in-
formation literacy. The Information and Communications Technology exam,
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Measures/Methods
Program Elements Measures/Methods Program Elements
: . . - Description of types of learning
Learners—What do they know? What can | Performance (scores, grades, ratings) of: Learning Materials—What are the dand materiZIs nd how used to
they do? How do they perceive their + Standardized or local test/quiz : learning materials, how are they used an accommodate variety of learning
abilities and what do they value? Do * National licensure examination f how are they rated? styles and student needs
students who participate in IL program * Quiz and task items embedded in ) . Student and/or faculty survey of
opportunities have higher GPAs? ggtneetutotr)lagd dace . online tutorial and other learning
- - N . rse- : : .
—> Start with instructional objectives and N esrs/e:r(;'eects ed assignments ' materials _
desired learning outcomes and match to papers/p °) . . : « Expert rating of online
* Moral/ethical choice exercises ;

appropriate assessment measure/method . ‘
e * Simulated task performance H
to generate data and/or qualitative + Concept mapping
information . 1 i i —What is the
ormat » Capstone experience (paper, field | Learning Env"r“mfem:e learning environ-
. . *
Selection of measure/method also project, presentation) ‘ nature and quality o

tutorial/materials

- Description of aspects of the physical

learning environment and how it’s

A : d and for which groups of learners;
depends on the instructional * Portfolio analysis of research products : ment’s E)hystcal and V|rt}1al spa;i? :ll?W E(l)l;et :jjS:ntiﬁcation of barriers to effective IL
setting/learning opportunity (e.g., course, using established criteria on checklists s instructional teChn,OlOQIes ust'e ho PP instruction and assessment
workshop, online tutorial, etc.) and overall or rubrics teachin'g and learning? What s t ese . Description of the institutional and
purpose of assessment * National or locally developed freshman institutlonal., program anfi/or C°7U|‘; program curriculum linkages to IL

; ; survey compared to senior survey ' support for information literacy? For - Description of the course linkages to

Examples of desired learning outcomes + Classroom assessment techniques ; example, are there specified Iearnl.ng ' e dp € library/information
and instructional objective: (CATS) a i outcomes related to information literacy in iL and use o Y.

i ioni i d on a syllabus
* Knows how information is formally and sources, possibly base Y

. . * Online monitoring of searching E the general education or othc.er acade7mlch . oy
informally produced, organized, and + Direct observation of research behavior ; programs? Is there an IL requirement! Wha Yy o f the types of
disseminated : is the extent to which the use of library and | + Description o . tvsx-:f;n ibrarian and

+ Demonstrates an understanding that Analysis of: information resources is included in course collaborat|c(>jns e o with a summary
date, sponsor, or publisher of the infor- * Self-reflection documented in research ‘\ or program descriptions? What is the . faculty/aca emlscof hese relationshipe
mation may affect its value in selecting log, journals, reflective essays 1 extent of collaboration between |ibrar|an§ of the.oqtcorr;e b or e facilities
appropriate sources for assignment * Items on national or local survey of ! and course instructors and other academic | * Descrlpt|.on of other idep

* Values the variety of information student engagement/experiences staff? What other campus facilities and anc.i services thal.t pm\;ated ol
resources and investigative methods, * Items on alumni, employer or graduate : services exist that provide assistance assistance/training re :
including the librarian and other experts, surveys related to information literacy?

* After attending two instructional * Interviews and focus groups of learners, ? . « Peer feedback about teaching and
sessions, students will conduct effective librarians, course instructors, employers i Instructors—How do peers, discipline- ntation skills, using a checklist of
searches using two online search tools + Correlation studies of GPA of students based faculty and students ratg the p;fesi've behaviorls
to find two scholarly sources to compare who do/do not participate in IL teaching and presentational skills of : e; |nt and faculty ratings of
and contrast in a 500-word essay workshops, tutorial, courses i librarians and others doing the IL : ptr:s:ntations

instruction?

. _rati ntation
Learning Opportunities—What are the + Description of variety/number of Self-rating of prese

; iti ; - - . r peer analysis of video of
learning opportunities, how many, who learning opportunities with usage Self am:/f:iog Y
do they reach and in what data and % of curriculum participating presert1 Zﬁn of presentation
programs/curricuta? How are they rated in IL instruction | " Expert rating
by participants? * Analysis of assignments based on surve L . ini re and post to
’ or sy)lllabus/cogrse outline review g ‘ Note: Many of the methods assessing learners could zeaad':g;is;tesstarch d:sign
* Unsolicited feedback from letters, i compare performance.The use of a control group an ppth ns evidence
e-mail; anecdotal evidence ) L strengthen the findings. A muilti-methods approach strengthe X : rence
] ] : P ¢ " #. i int,”“the one-sentel
« Course, workshop, tutorial survey Examples of CATS are thg or\e—m!’nute paper, ;he n;;g:f;t g:)olgst (s
evaluations completed by learners, ; summary,”“what's the principle?,” etc. See T.A. Ange o en

Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
librarians and/or course instructors assessment techniques: A handbook for college teachers, 2nd. ed.San

&
|
td.)
| i i sessment Methods and Measures (Con
Figure 16-1: Program Elements with Potential Assessment Methods and Measures % Figure 16-1: Program Elements with Potential As:
i
i
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developed by Educational Testing Service, uses scenario-based tasks to measure
both cognitive and applied information literacy skills. The reader s referred to the
ETS information literacy Web site for more information about the outcomes this
exam is designed to assess (Educational Testing Service, 2006). Another is the
“Information Literacy Test,” developed at James Madison University as a generic
version of their instrument for sale to other institutions through the university’s
Center for Assessment and Research Studies. It is a 60-item, multiple-choice Web-
based test that measures all of the ACRL competencies, with the exception of the
standard four, although 68 percent of the test items measure knowledge and 32
percent of the items measure application of IL concepts (James Madison Unj-

tion literacy skill levels for groups of students and to pinpoint areas for improve-
ment. Currently, the test is administered from the Project SAILS Web site twice a

sessment questions such as the relationship between certain student behaviors

expected to be analyzed and shared in late 2006. These instruments usually
allow institutions to add some of their own items, so thar benchmarks can be es-

Quite a few organizational information literacy Web sites include 2 section
on assessment, some with links to instruments, or a listing of publications in-
cluding assessment, such as those Web pages created by ACRL sections and the
Institute for Information Literacy (e.g., the Institute for Information Literacy’s
Information Literacy Web site, which has links to “Assessment Bibliography,”
and “Assessment Issues”); the DORIL Web site (“Directory of Online Resources
for Information Literacy”); the National Forum on Information Literacy; the
Association for Research Libraries’ “ARL New Measures Initiatives”; the Library
Instruction Round Table’s annual “Top Instruction articles”; and the American
Association of School Librariar’s “Planning & Assessment,” one of the Resource
Guides for School Library Media Program Development.

The reader is referred to the following publications listed in the “References”
section for information about methods and types of instruments, as well as ex-
amples of specific instruments and scoring checklists/rubrics: Avery (2003);
Grassian and Kaplowitz (2001); Hernon and Dugan (2002); Merz and Mark
(2002); Neely (2006); and Shonrock (1996).

e
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In summary, IL program assessment goals, learnérs, orgam.za‘tlox:lhiccuhlt;rrsi
icular practices, and local expertise are all factors in determml'ng S

S ts are assessed, how and when. The use of multiple measures,
gfam'compc}’lnen ssessing student learning, is essential to generate more robust
eSPecmlly Cour a-ernbec%ded assessments, such as research assignments, papers,
€V1jeft1§:r i?(;lcflslits of student performance are rich souzces of student lej::;:i
o nd the findings are streng
i borh thf)'cozrsei:}il Elnj;fegr ﬁizrlezvzlf saelf—ratings or rgﬂections ab.out Fhe
TNhen ectonos el:;’n /research process. When the entire IL program is being
mf(l)xizltizoz-rf: shoﬁld consider having the following combination of mea-
eva )

sures/methods:

isti in meetin
 Descriptive narrative and statistics about progress n}adt; rogran%
jecti or p
well as use statistics
program goals and objectives, as
components ' ' N
. Desfription of the learning environment, especially how chang
have affected IL offerings and outcomes § ohsereations] messare
¢ User surveys, and other types of feedback and observ 2 measure
: i i ear
about quality of IL instruction, learning materials, and specific g

ities .
. zigf:elin;erformance and other Student Learning Outcome (SLO)

measures . I
e Indirect beneficial effects, such as increased awareness and visibility

bta[y llb[allalls increase i]l paItIlCIShipS l)etvvee]l ll.bla]y a]ld itS external
/ ' . ; | d i n and Othcr
audienceS' il‘lCluSion Of IL CompetenCICS n general educatio

>

program objectives/outcomes

RESEARCH DESIGN AND ANALYSIS

j a more rig-
At times, specific components of an IL program may be: SEEJSEZCI?I. t:fter earliegr’
orous assessment study. This type }?f aslizsnm:i:) rrnn;;l;iShed e tine
- formative assessments have . ng :
flrsr:gl::) ?:r?;erove instructional materials or learnmfg oppotritclilrll;t:ei;,sltzzlcrfo;};el
roundwork for a research study of the effect.s o ? par'f o
%nethod/ mode of delivery, for example, on learning of speci 1ch e
A more formal research study might be undertakel} when .oneall ‘c‘)tseatmem” e
evidence that demonstrates the effect between an ms'trtl)llcuon | treatment” and
a resulting outcome by trying to contr91 certain variables 15(;1 that a causal reia
tionship can be established. Such studies involve r‘no.rczll p ial ° sg,A e
research design, often a sampling s.chedule and statistic fihisych;pter’ | expl
nation of this type of assessment is b.eyond“the scope 0 e e o
reader is referred to the following titles in the “References” which p
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about research design, data-gathering instruments, and statistical analysis: Fy,.
uating Bibliographic Instruction: A Handbook, authored by Avery, Hernop,
Dugan, Schwartz, Powell, and Connaway. One should not be discouraged from
undertaking a more formal assessment, even though it will be more time-cop-
suming, as there is always local expertise to help plan the research, design, de.
velop instruments, and conduct the statistical analysis.

COMMUNICATING ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

The assessment cycle discussed above in the section “Program Assessment and
Assessing Student Learning: Key Features” makes it clear that assessment find-
ings need to be analyzed, reflected upon and then used to inform program revi-
sion and change. As Palomba and Banta (1999: 297) point our, “Assessment
information is of little use if it is not shared with appropriate audiences and
used in meaningful ways. Much of the value of assessment comes from the Sys-
tematic way it makes educators question, discuss, share, and observe.” Also im.
portant to internal and external audiences is to be informed about how the
findings have been used to make program improvements. This information not
only gives information literacy more visibility in the institution, it also docy.
ments how the library is contributing to institutional goals relating to educa-
tional excellence, student success, and becoming a learning institution. In fact,
one of the most convincing ways to publicize the value of information literacy
and assessment is to make others aware of how findings have been used to im.-
prove assignments and instruction in particular courses or programs, so that fac-
ulty and administrators can better understand the connections between
information literacy and the curriculum. Small successes once shared can gener-
ate more interest in information literacy and raise the level of faculty commit-
ment. Communication also reinforces the commitment made by faculty who
may have been the early innovarors, and who may become the models to help
prepare other faculty.

Finally, sharing assessment results can lead to recognition at the local, regional,
state, and national levels. Communicating with peer or “sister” institutions can
help to generate new ideas and approaches, even stimulating collaborative inter-
institutional initiatives. Excellent advice about how to communicate assessment

findings is found in the Middle States publication “Developing Research &
Communication Skills”;

Making the connections between assessment findings, recommendations,
or implications and what they may mean for “their students” helps faculty
to put a human face on the findings. Disaggregating institutional data and
making comparisons by student subgroups or major programs also may
assist readers in understanding the information and reflecting on the larger
message. (Middle States Commission on Higher Education, 2003: 59)

Proven Strategies for Building an information Literacy Program
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CONCLUSION

nt is as inextricably linked to IL program development and revision, as
AS'Ses'smed teaching. Assessment findings and results are the raw material for
L lmk'c tlc?bralriansgt.o learn more about students, faculty, and themselves as
mStLuCUO\)thlat we learn from assessment feeds directly into how we teach, }%ow
z::cdeesri;.n instructional activities and materials, the kmd ar;il ql;ztzhrtz l(;lft (s)e;viei
ffer, and ultimately it can transform our organizational culeu :
o oof (;utcomes assessment. Outcomes assessment has, }in some cases, eveﬁ’re
Gef ibrari i i late to their institutions. It’s a
defined how librarians view the‘lr role and re Lo thelr insritutions. Its 2
ful opportunity for librarians to connect with their colleag :
;nggns an%pdeparttn}lrents to help ;haﬁae tf};e futu(rietionfl ;eag:;?rgi rzllgctihzeta::;;i
So, there’s no question that it’s wort the effort an . -
ment is an integral part of an information literacy plrogr?rrln n be factiaced by
having an assessment plan or regular assessment p axigen%spc ocess: The acal
development and administration of assessment 1}1;15trk1A1S nis can be shared with
local faculty experts or othef appropriate staff. T fan att(;on li[t)eracy fonal devel
opment opportunities spec'lﬁca%lly targetec% t}? inform O e
more librarians are becoming involved with assessment p ing and imple
mentation. Some of these professional development opportun pclude re
i tate and local workshops, and conferences; Assoc’1at10n of ‘
%li(l;rrl:rli’ez Institutes; ACRLs immersion program and ACR}S e—lf?;;:l;i (:)r:l:;s
seminars, such as “Creating a Comprehensw:: Plan foﬁf %ir;aweb-semina;s
and “Assessing Student Learning OutFomes, and ACRL- -
and Webcasts, such as “Information Ll'terac.y and Assessment. T
The roles of assessment in informatl.on 1.1ter:ilcy programs a}ie scg1 pal and the
future looks bright for even more partic1pat;10n in assessment,d OEZ un};xpected’
creased sharing of information about findings, both exlf)‘ecte a
so that information literacy programs and learners benefit.
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