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All Together Now: Getting
Faculty, Administrators, and
Staff Engaged in Information
Literacy Assessment

by Megan Oakleaf, Michelle S. Millet,and Leah Kraus

abstract: Trinity University has established effective strategies for engaging faculty, administrators,
and staff in information literacy instruction and assessment. Succeeding in an area in which many
libraries struggle, the Coates Library at Trinity University offers a model for libraries seeking
to actively engage their campuses through 1) establishing a common definition of information
literacy; 2) developing workshops and grants; and 3) engaging in campus-wide information literacy
assessment using rubrics. Furthermore, a survey of Trinity faculty, administrators, and staff reveals
facilitators and impediments to campus acceptance of collaborative information literacy activities
that can inform the evaluation efforts of librarians at other institutions.

Introduction

tudent information literacy assessment is a challenge common to many academic

libraries; a nearly universal obstacle is securing campus-wide acceptance of in-

formation literacy assessment from faculty, staff, and administrators. At Trinity
University, librarians have successfully initiated a Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP)
for accreditation based on information literacy, and perhaps more important, they have
achieved widespread buy-in from their colleagues across the institution. Succeeding in an
area in which many libraries struggle, the Trinity University information literacy program
serves as a model for other libraries seeking to engage faculty, staff, and administrators
in ongoing information literacy assessment through 1) establishing a common definition
of information literacy and goals for the campus; 2) developing a series of workshops
and grants; and 3) engaging in a continuous campus-wide conversation about assessing
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information literacy using collaboratively constructed rubrics. Furthermore, a survey of
Trinity faculty, staff, and administrators reveals potential facilitators and impediments
to campus acceptance of collaborative information literacy assessment that may inform
the efforts of librarians at other higher education institutions.

Literature Review
Importance of Information Literacy in Higher Education

Information literacy skills, as defined by the Association of College and Research Librar-
ies (ACRL) Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher Education, are crucial for
learning across all academic disciplines and higher education environments.! These skills
are also necessary for success in the working world, where individuals need to navigate
multiple information sources, apply information to specific tasks, and absorb continuous
technological changes.? Since a deficit of information literacy skills leaves individuals
“deficient in skills to locate, retrieve, organize, and evaluate critically the retrieved in-
formation and use it effectively for personal as well as professional accomplishments,”
as Indira Koneru says, it is essential that students leave college with well-developed
information literacy skills.?

Unfortunately, many college students lack such skills. Indeed, navigating through in-
formation resources to find relevant and accurate materials can be a major challenge for to-

despite evidence to the contrary.’

day’s undergraduate students.

Many students believe themselves to be This challenge is compounded
proficient in information retrieval and use, by both the ever-increasing

abundance and availability of
information resources.* Ironi-

cally, many students believe
themselves to be proficient in information retrieval and use, despite evidence to the
contrary.® This disconnect underscores the need to teach and assess information literacy
skills on campuses nationwide.

Importance of Collaborative Information Literacy Instruction

Whose job is it to teach students information literacy skills? The responsibility rests with
both librarians and faculty members. In fact, collaboration between these two groups is
an essential component of successful information literacy instruction.® Librarians and fac-
ulty teach students complementary information skills and concepts. While librarians are
experts in information retrieval, new technology, and electronic information resources,”
faculty can provide disciplinary context to for the information literacy instruction.® By
providing a disciplinary context for information literacy instruction, faculty contribute
to student motivation to learn; students are more likely to value information literacy
instruction when information skills are presented within disciplinary contexts.’

Barriers to Collaborative Information Literacy Instruction

Although most librarians will acknowledge the importance of collaborative information
literacy instruction, many barriers impede effective faculty collaborations. For example,
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some faculty do not recognize the importance of teaching information literacy skills.
Instead, they believe information literacy is something students already know, something
they will “pick up,” or some-

thing that cannot be taught.”  Although most librarians will acknowledge
Even when faculty members hei f collab ive inf
acknowledge the importance L€ IMportance of collaborative informa-
of information literacy instruc-  tion literacy instruction, many barriers

tion, they may not make time to impede effective faculty collaborations.
integrate instruction into their
courses." Indeed, faculty cul-

ture is characterized by “lack of time; emphasis on content, professional autonomy, and

academic freedom”; consequently, many faculty may utilize their limited instructional
time toward the teaching of disciplinary content.'? Faculty perceptions of librarians can
also prevent effective collaborations. Some faculty members perceive librarians as sup-
port staff with a status “less than faculty” who are not meant to have a teaching role.”?
Other faculty, however, recognize both the value of information literacy instruction and
the role of librarians in teaching such skills. Clearly, there is a wide spectrum of faculty
attitudes pertaining to information literacy collaboration. Some impede collaboration;
others facilitate partnerships.

Importance of Collaborative Information Literacy Assessment

While library literature includes examples of collaborative information literacy instruc-
tion, few examples of collaborative information literacy assessment exist.'> Certainly, many
authors emphasize the importance of collaborative assessment. Patricia lannuzzi states,
“There are at least four levels at which we should assess information literacy outcomes:
within the library; in the classroom; on campus; and beyond the campus. Librarians
[working alone] can only perform the first of these.”*® Therefore, faculty involvement is
necessary to evaluate the lasting impact of information literacy instruction on student
knowledge, skills, and abilities outside of the library. Indeed, feedback from faculty
and students is needed to help librarians refine information literacy instruction and
meet stakeholder needs and expectations.”” Collaborative assessment results can also
be used to reaffirm the importance of the information literacy instruction to faculty and
encourage new faculty members and departments to become involved with information
literacy initiatives.’®

At Trinity University, librarians and faculty have recognized the importance of
information literacy skills and committed to collaborative information literacy instruc-
tion and assessment. By examining Trinity University as a model, other librarians can
learn how to engage faculty and librarians campus-wide in collaborative information
literacy programs.

Campus-wide Engagement in Information Literacy Instruction: A Case Study

Trinity University is a selective, master’s level private college in San Antonio, Texas,
with a full time enrollment of approximately 2500 students, more than 240 full time
faculty, and 10 librarians. Primarily a residential campus, the curriculum focuses on an
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undergraduate liberal arts education. Trinity University is a member of the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). Recently, SACS instituted a new accredita-
tion requirement: every campus in their region was required to develop a QEP as part
of their reaffirmation of accreditation. According to SACS, a QEP “describes a carefully
designed course of action that addresses a well-defined and focused topic or issue re-
lated to enhancing student learning.”** SACS requires the QEP to be selected by campus
consensus, be feasible, and be assessable. As long as institutions adhere to these general
guidelines, they can select their own QEP focus; the topic selection process within an
institution is often competitive.

Getting Started

At Trinity University, the emphasis on campus engagement in information literacy
instruction started in 2003. That year, the Coates Library underwent a physical trans-
formation from a 1970s-era library to a bustling space with an information commons,
collaborative workspaces, and a coffee shop. At the same time, the University Librarian
redesigned an open position to hire an information literacy coordinator to work with
faculty. The new information literacy coordinator augmented the existing outreach efforts
of ten liaison librarians by building a coalition of faculty members with two characteris-
tics: they expected their students to demonstrate high-level research skills (which their
students often did not do) and they viewed librarians as teachers. First, the information
literacy coordinator approached small faculty groups, targeting specific stakeholders and
curriculum areas, such as the required first-year experience seminars. Next, the coordina-
tor utilized a grant from the Associated Colleges of the South to hold a series of lunch
meetings to integrate information literacy into the first-year experience seminars. During
the lunches, faculty welcomed suggestions about redesigning assignments and adding
some face-to-face library instruction in their courses. As a result, library instruction in
first-year experience seminars grew from 60 percent participation in 2003-2004 to 90
percent participation in 2007-2008. Librarians worked with other small faculty groups
to revise information literacy assignments and held individual research appointments

with students, either in lieu of or in

librarians as educational partners.

One consequence of the increased in-

addition to face-to-face instruction.
Overall course-integrated library

struction was that more faculty viewed instruction grew 151 percent from

2002-2003 to 2007-2008. One conse-
quence of the increased instruction

was that more faculty viewed librar-
ians as educational partners. These initial efforts were of critical importance when the
opportunity for a campus-wide information literacy initiative emerged.

Getting an Opportunity

In 2006, prior to Trinity University’s ten-year reaffirmation of accreditation, the univer-
sity president called for proposals for QEP themes from the university community, and
appointed a committee of faculty, staff, students, and alumni, to receive and review
submitted proposals. By late fall, twelve proposals were received and the committee
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asked for further descriptions, budgets, and details from ten of the proposal authors.
The proposal committee then narrowed the field to six proposals, which were presented
to the Trinity University community on January 24, 2007. The six finalists were “Dif-
ficult Dialogues,” “Global Learning Enhancement through Coordinated Seminars,”
“Improving Science Appreciation,” “Service Learning: Enhancing Education through
Community Engagement,” “Toward Global Citizenship,” and “Integrating Information
Literacy Across the Curriculum.” All of the proposals were well received by the campus
community. After careful evaluation, the proposal committee forwarded three finalists
to the president, among them the information literacy proposal. In March of 2007, the
university president chose the information literacy proposal, which was renamed “Ex-
panding Horizons: Using Information in the Twenty-First Century.” Next, he formed
an implementation committee which planned the deployment of the QEP, beginning by
composing an eighty-six page blueprint document.? The blueprint calls for 1) a common
definition of information literacy and goals for the campus; 2) a series of workshops and
grants to support campus-wide integration of information literacy instruction; and, after
achieving the first two goals, 3) the initiation of a continuous conversation among faculty,
staff, and administrators about assessing information literacy.? Upon the successful visit
from the SACS accreditation team, the implementation committee was dissolved and
replaced by the president-appointed Information Literacy Committee (ILC). The ILC
took up the challenge of deploying the QEP plan.

Information Literacy Definitions and Goals

As one of its first tasks, the ILC defined information literacy as the ability to gather, criti-
cally evaluate, and use information creatively and ethically.* The goals of Expanding
Horizons are modeled on the ACRL Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher
Education.® The five goals of the plan seek to develop information literate students that:

¢ Understand the nature of information and the varieties of information sources
[UNDERSTAND]

e Access internal and external information efficiently and effectively [ACCESS]

e Understand the concept of intellectual property and the economic, legal, and
social contexts of information and using information ethically [USE ETHICALLY]

¢ Evaluate information and its sources [EVALUATE]

e Incorporate and synthesize information into existing knowledge for individual
and group products [CREATE]

Workshops and Grants

In order to provide faculty, staff, and administrators with the support they needed to
teach information literacy skills, the QEP committee developed several strategies, includ-
ing workshops, grants, symposia, and the formation of a curriculum database. Among
these strategies, workshops and grants have been most effective in engaging faculty in
information literacy instruction. Because the QEP project strives to create a faculty-driven
information literacy program on campus predicated on faculty-librarian collaboration,
the library and the ILC host faculty from across the disciplines in annual workshops.

835



836

All Together Now

During the workshops, faculty and librarians collaborate to redesign courses, create
new courses, and develop specific information literacy assignments. Faculty workshop
attendees are eligible to apply for QEP-funded grants to either redesign existing courses
by incorporating information literacy goals or to introduce an entirely new course that
addresses the information literacy goals. This strategy has been very successful. In both
2008 and 2009, the workshops were full to capacity and have resulted in 47 faculty grants.
These grants have been a major incentive for faculty because they support the time it
takes for faculty to examine their existing teaching patterns and integrate new informa-
tion literacy content, a barrier previously noted throughout the literature.

While the first-year of Expanding Horizons implementation (2008-2009) went ex-
tremely well, librarians soon realized that assessment of student information literacy
skills posed a difficult hurdle for faculty. In fact, faculty reported numerous difficulties
in identifying and analyzing the information literacy skills demonstrated in their stu-
dents’ work as well as understanding the difference between assessment of learning and
evaluation for grading. While they were

ties in identifying and analyzing the

strated in their students’ work.

Faculty reported numerous difficul- comfortable providing qualitative com-

ments about student work, faculty were
uncertain about how to pull together

information literacy skills demon- quantitative evidence that demonstrated

information literacy skill acquisition. The
librarian ILC co-chair recognized that

teaching faculty needed tools to jump-
start an ongoing conversation about assessing information literacy. After some reflection,
the committee decided that information literacy rubrics designed specifically for Trinity
University were the perfect tools to facilitate continuous dialogue.

Campus-wide Engagement in Information Literacy Assessment: A Rubric
Approach

In order to engage faculty, staff, and administrators in an ongoing conversation about
student learning of information literacy skills, the ILC decided to develop information
literacy rubrics and integrate them into teaching and assessment activities as well as
campus-wide continuous improvement processes for accreditation. They envisioned
rubrics that could be used in a number of ways: to help students engage in self- and
peer-evaluation, to expedite faculty and staff scoring processes, and to track student
learning across time and multiple programs on a campus level.

Rubric Workshops

Librarians kicked off this strategy with rubric workshops that engaged librarians,
faculty, staff, and administrators in the construction of rubrics designed to assess the
information literacy skills evidenced in first-year and senior level research papers and
projects. (Note: First-year and senior level rubrics were developed with two different
groups of faculty; however, the workshops were led by the same external consultant
and the activities were identical.) The workshop content may serve as an example for
other libraries seeking to involve faculty and staff in information literacy assessment.
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Each rubric workshop began with a short introduction to rubrics. The introduction
included different rubric models (checklists, Likert scales, scoring guides, and full-model
rubrics), scopes (general vs. task, holistic vs. analytic), components (criteria and perfor-
mance levels), benefits and limitations, and example rubrics from other disciplinary fields.
After this review, workshop participants (librarians, faculty, staff, and administrators)
engaged in Stevens and Levi’s 4-step rubric creation process: 1) reflecting, 2) listing, 3)
grouping, and 4) creating.?

During Step 1, workshop participants reflected on student information literacy skills
as evidenced by previous student papers and projects using three guiding questions:

e Why did we create this assignment?

e What happened the last time we gave this assignment?

e What is the relationship between this assignment and the rest of what students
will learn?

In Step 2, participants used a listing activity to generate initial ideas for an informa-
tion literacy rubric. Using three questions as a prompt, participants wrote down their
individual answers on sticky notes during a silent working sessions, one answer per
sticky note. The three questions were:

¢ What specific learning outcomes do we want to see in the completed assignment?

¢ What evidence can students provide in this assignment that would demonstrate
their learning?

e What are our expectations of student work and what does that look like?

In Step 3, participants shared the answers they wrote on the sticky notes and worked
collaboratively to group the sticky notes into categories. As each category emerged,
participants gave them labels that captured the main idea of each category.

In Step 4, participants considered each category and described the best possible
student performance they could expect in that category, followed by the least desirable
student performance. Then, they envisioned a middle developmentally expected per-
formance between the two and entered all their performance descriptions into a draft
rubric template. Finally, the workshop closed with a discussion of common flaws in
rubric design and ways to translate rubric scores to grades. The draft first-year rubric
was collected (see Appendix 1), piloted by faculty and students in spring 2010 courses,
and subjected to an additional round of faculty, administrator, and staff revision during
two additional workshops (see Appendix 2).

Faculty, Staff, and Administrator Reaction to Information Literacy Rubrics

After the workshop, all participants received a survey (see Appendix 3) to gauge their
opinion of the collaborative rubric development process as well as to elicit opinions
about what barriers might impede widespread adoption of the rubric. The survey
was developed by the library staff and the external consultant. The survey included
seven statements followed by Likert scale options ranging from “strongly disagree”
to “strongly agree,” two ranking questions, and three open-ended questions. It was
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e-mailed to 12 participants one week after the workshop and one reminder e-mail was
sent. The response rate was 64 percent. A library staff member who did not participate
in the workshop collected the data, removed all personally identifying information, and
aggregated the results.

Survey Results — The Rubric

e Survey results revealed that all participants (librarians, administrators, faculty,
and staff) were in agreement on nearly all points:

e Allagreed or strongly agreed that the rubric developed during the workshop was
visually clear, easy to read, and comprised understandable words and concepts.

e All agreed or strongly agreed that the rubric will accurately measure student
information literacy skills.

e Allagreed or strongly agreed that they could envision themselves using the rubric
and sharing the rubric with students; they also could imagine how results of the
rubric, or an adaptation of it, could be used to improve teaching and learning of
information literacy skills across classes in their department or over time.

e All but one participant believed that other people using the rubric would assign
the same scores that s/he would.

¢ Taken together, these results indicate the participants’ confidence in the product of
their collaboratively-developed assessment tool and suggest that ongoing rubric-
based collaborative information literacy assessment at Trinity University has a
bright outlook. The sole concern voiced, regarding rubric interrater reliability, is
legitimate and can be directly addressed through rubric norming processes and
revision.”

Survey Results — Assessment Barriers

All these strategies—definitions, goals, workshops, grants, and rubrics—have been use-
ful in building an ongoing collaborative information literacy assessment approach at
Trinity University. However, while librarians have achieved success with a core group
of faculty and staff, they seek to grow the number of faculty and staff involved in infor-
mation literacy assessment even more. Therefore, librarians also surveyed the faculty
and staff who participated in the rubric workshop about factors that may facilitate or
impede their use of the information literacy rubric they developed, or an adaptation
of it, as a campus-wide assessment tool. Survey respondents also provided feedback
about what might help or hinder their university colleagues as they move forward with
campus-wide information literacy assessment. The facilitators and impediments listed
on the survey were drawn from Oakleaf and Hinchliffe’s survey of librarians’ use of
information literacy assessment data.?

Survey results indicate that the faculty and staff already involved in the collabora-
tive information literacy assessment initiative require the following to move forward:
a campus commitment to the process, assistance adapting information literacy assess-
ment tools (i.e. the rubric) to their specific needs, and time to engage in the assessment
process. They perceive that the main barriers to their progress are a lack of time, a lack
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of rewards for their efforts, and a lack of coordinated structures for assessment, such as
a point person or committee.

The same respondents offered insight into the facilitators and impediments impact-
ing their faculty and staff colleagues. When asked what they believed the main barri-
ers to their colleagues’ involvement in information literacy assessment and the use or
adaptation of an information literacy rubric, they listed a lack of time and rewards for
assessment efforts. They also believed that a lack of familiarity with rubrics, informa-
tion literacy, and assessment in general would prevent their colleagues from moving
forward. However, the study respondents also offered a lengthy list of ways to facilitate
increased faculty and staff collaboration in the information literacy assessment process.
First, respondents suggested that their colleagues need to gain an understanding of the
value of assessment—a belief that assessment “is worth” the time. Second, for a rubric-
based approach, they believed that their colleagues need to conceptualize the rubric
creation as a “bottom up” approach in order to feel ownership in the process. Third,
their colleagues need increased awareness of and communication about information
literacy assessment. They need a greater understanding of information literacy as a
concept and either support or “pressure” from their departments or central university
administration. Finally, respondents believe their colleagues will respond to incentives
like grant money or participation in workshops.

Overall, the survey results appear to indicate that faculty and staff need increased
time, knowledge, structures, and rewards to participate in collaborative assessment of stu-
dentinformation literacy skills. While these results require replication on a greater scale
and on multiple campuses, even this small-scale, preliminary information can be used
to plan for future efforts to engage faculty and staff in information literacy assessment.

Time — Librarians and/or administrators who seek to include faculty and staff in
information literacy assessment efforts need to schedule time dedicated to the effort.
Librarians may need to carve out ongoing meeting times to meet with faculty and staff.
Administrators who seek to encourage collaborative information literacy assessment
may need to allow faculty and staff to delegate a portion of their existing responsibilities
to make time for new assessment activities.

Knowledge — Faculty and staff require additional knowledge so that they can partici-
pate fully in collaborative information literacy assessment efforts. They need to know
more about information literacy as a concept, assessment (especially authentic and per-
formance assessment), and major assessment tools, including rubrics. Librarians can help
close these knowledge gaps by engaging faculty and staff in professional development
opportunities, providing readings, or orchestrating consultant visits. Administrators can
provide support and travel funding to allow faculty and staff to participate in non-local
professional development opportunities.

Structures — For faculty and staff to engage fully in information literacy assessment,
structure is required. Librarians should articulate the structural and curriculum connec-
tions between information literacy assessment and existing assessment and strategic
plans for the overall institution as well as academic and student support departments
and programs. Administrators can appoint both individuals and teams to assist in as-
sessment efforts. They can also supply funding for the hiring of additional personnel
with assessment expertise as well as the purchase of assessment tools and software.
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Rewards — Finally, rewards and incentives complement other strategies for engaging
faculty in information literacy efforts by communicating the value placed on assessment
within the institution.

The Future

In the fall of 2010, the ILC shared the first-year rubric with faculty campus-wide, and
the senior year rubric will be finalized by fall 2011. In addition to these “global” rubrics,
the information literacy committee and individual librarians have worked with several
faculty to design their own course rubrics (see Appendix 4).

Since the inception of rubric assessment of student information literacy skills, there
is no doubt that the conversation on campus regarding information literacy and how it
relates to student learning has changed dramatically. This is evident in the number of
grant applications received and awarded by the campus information literacy commit-
tee and attendance at events, but also with the increased number of faculty who seek
to integrate information literacy into their courses even without seeking the extrinsic
reward of grant funding.

Conclusion

Trinity University has succeeded in its efforts to get faculty, administrators, and staff
engaged in information literacy instruction and assessment. By establishing a com-
mon definition of information literacy and goals for the campus, developing a series
of workshops and grants, and engaging in a continuous conversation about assessing
information literacy using rubrics, Trinity librarians have developed a successful model
for campus-wide information literacy collaborations and thus set an example from which
other academic librarians can learn.
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Appendix 3 (part 1)

Information Literacy Rubric Workshop Survey, 2009

This rubric is visually clear and easy to read.

()Stronglv,r Disagree ODisagree ONo Opinion OAgree OStrongly Agree ODon’t Know

| understand the words used in this rubric.

OStroneg Disagree ODisagree ONo Opinion OAgree OStmng[vAgree ODon’t Know

| understand the concepts included in this rubric.

OStrongIv Disagree ODisagree ONo Opinion OAgree OStroneg Agree ODon’t Know

| believe this rubric will accurately measure student information literacy skills.

OStrongIv Disagree ODisagree ONO Opinion OAgree OStmnglv Agree ODon’t Know

The rubric is missing something that would improve its ability to measure student information literacy
skills.

()Strcmgl'..r Disagree ODisagree ONO Opinion OAgree OStronglvAgree ODon’t Know

If Agree or Strongly Agree, please describe the omission:

| can imagine how results from this rubric, or an adaptation of it, could be used to improve teaching
and learning of information literacy skills in my class(es).

OStrongIv Disagree ODisagree ONo Opinion OAgree OStrongly Agree ODon’t Know

| can imagine how results from this rubric, or an adaptation of it, could be used to improve teaching
and learning of information literacy skills across classes in my department, program, or over time.

()Strclnglwr Disagree ODisagree ONo Opinion OAgree OStrong!vAgree ODon’t Know

| can envision myself using this rubric, or an adaptation of it, to assess student information literacy
skills.

()Strcmgl'..r Disagree ODisagree ONo Opinion OAgree OStronglvAgree ODon't Know
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| can envision myself sharing this rubric, or an adaptation of it, with students for them to use as a self-
evaluation tool.

OStrongIvDisagree ODisagree ONOOpinion OAgree OStmnglyAgree ODon'tKnow

| can envision myself sharing this rubric, or an adaptation of it, with students for them touse as a
peer-evaluation tool.

OStrongIvDisagree ODisagree ONOOpinion OAgree OStmnglyAgree ODon‘tKnow

| believe that other people using this rubric would probably assign the same scores as | would.

OStrongIvDisagree ODisagree ONOOpinion OAgree OStronglyAgree ODon'tKnow

| believe this rubric is free of cultural, ethnic, and gender stereotypes and biases.

OStroneg Disagree ODisagree ONO Opinion OAgree OStroneg Agree ODon’t Know

What was the best thing about the rubric creation process?

What support do you need to move forward with assessing information literacy using this rubric, or an
adaptation of it?

Please rank order the top 5 barriers that may impede you from assessing information literacy using
this rubric, or an adaptation of it? (Use 1 for the largest barrier and 5 for the smallest)

_ Lackoftime

__Lack of financial resources

_ Lack of staff support

___lLack of professional development opportunities

_Lack of reward for effort

__ Lack of familiarity with information literacy

__ Lack of familiarity with assessment

__Lack of familiarity with rubrics

__Lack of coordinated structures for assessment (“point person”, committee, etc)
___Uncertainty about faculty role in assessment (beyond student grades)
__Uncertainty about faculty role in information literacy assessment (beyond student grades)
___Concerns about utility or accuracy of assessment tools

__Concerns about use of assessment data
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What do you think it would take to convince your colleagues to assess information literacy using this
rubric, or an adaptation of it?

Please rank order the top 5 barriers that may impede your colleagues from assessing information
literacy using this rubric, or an adaptation of it? (Use 1 for the largest barrier and 5 for the smallest)

__ lack of time

__Lack of financial resources

_ Lack of staff support

__Lack of professional development opportunities

_ Lack of reward for effort

_ Lack of familiarity with information literacy

_ Lack of familiarity with assessment

_ Lack of familiarity with rubrics

___Lack of coordinated structures for assessment (“point person”, committee, etc)
____Uncertainty about faculty role in assessment (beyond student grades)
__Uncertainty about faculty role in information literacy assessment (beyond student grades)
__ Concerns about utility or accuracy of assessment tools

__ Concerns about use of assessment data

| attended the:

|:| First-Year Rubric Workshop

|:|Senior Rubric Workshop

lam a:

|:|Faculty member
|:|l.ibrarian
|:|0ther:
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