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SUMMARY'

Objective and Method

To determine the effectiveness of an NJIT undergraduate education on information
literacy skills, we used the Dept. of Humanities established writing portfolio assessment
model to evaluate student research papers on five additional performance measures in
spring 2005. (See Figure 1,Two NJIT librarians developed information literacy
performance indicators mapped to Middle States standards to create a scoring rubric
used by a team of librarians and teaching faculty to assess student work. (Figure 2.)

Results

Our study, replicable in design, showed high reliability and validity using the established
sample and yielded authentic, performance-based data to inform concurrent
instructional efforts. Each portfolio score on the information literacy model—citation
(M=6.68, SD=3.01), evidence of research (M=6.46, SD=3.25), appropriateness
(M=6.24, SD=3.0), integration (M=6.05, SD=2.86), and overall information literacy score
(M=6.14, SD=2.90)—fell below the cut score of 7; the lowest scores, on any scale, that
have been recorded since the Dept. of Humanities began its writing assessment
program a decade before.

Beyond investigating the internal relationships of the model and the abilities of readers
to reach consensus and consistency, librarians and instructors wanted to know if
relationships existed with other measures of student ability. As such, the writing model
and the information literacy mode were both examined for their relationships with
criterion-based performance levels of the students: course grade and cumulative grade
point average (measures of concurrent validity); placement tests; and admissions tests.
All associative relationships for 2005 are shown in Table 1.

Conclusion
Students could present the sources used in their research papers so that the source
could be retrieved, but beyond that, the scores were weak. What is to be done when
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graduating seniors, with an average of 136 earned credits, earn the scores shown in
Figure 1, scores that are lower than those yielded from the writing model? Experience
shows that results of the writing portfolio assessment can be successfully used over
time to improve the curriculum and teaching. Information Literacy can follow the same
pathway to successful integration of information literacy skills. Authentic assessment of
student work has already made a significant contribution to the understanding of the
question “When is a person information literate?” at NJIT and can help us illuminate a
collaborative and instructional way forward for librarians, faculty and administrators. The
results support the recommendations of the ICT Task Force that information literacy
become a focus in every NJIT program.

Table 1. Associative Analysis: Senior Seminar Portfolio Scores, Spring 2005.
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