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I. Introduction  
 
Librarians continue to play an active role in the instructional mission of Utah State University. 
Librarians taught a total of 1,203 classes during the 2007-2008 academic year, another record for the 
Library Instruction Program. This represented 22,235 contact hours with students. If you account for 
students in classes that participated in multiple library instruction sessions during a single semester, 
librarians reached 10,220 students.1 
 
English 1010 and 2010 classes continue to be the primary focus of our instruction, representing 853 
library sessions (or 70% of the total). Librarians taught sessions for 38 academic departments and 
programs, an increase from last year. Librarians also reached several departments that had previously 
not participated in library instruction, including Art/Art History, Music, Environment and Society, and 
Wildland Resources. Librarians have been doing more outreach in the areas of fine arts and natural 
resources, and these classes were a good step in that direction. Several instructors committed to bringing 
future classes to the library for instruction.  
 
Eleven Reference Department librarians, three Library Peer Mentors, one teaching assistant, and 25 staff 
from other departments provided instruction during the year. The hiring of a part-time teaching assistant, 
Angela Neff, eased some of the English 1010/2010 teaching burden on Reference Department librarians. 
The Library administration continued funding this position because of its success in the initial year and 
to help accommodate for a reference librarian's retirement. 
 
Librarians also continued to take an active part in curricular and instructional design, developing and 
refining our approach to integrating information literacy instruction into the university curriculum. Our 
third Information Literacy Fellows project focused on the General Education curriculum. Librarians also 
continued to assess student bibliographies and papers in order to discover the degree to which students 
meet our information literacy learning goals. 
 
II. English Composition Instruction 
 
The number of English 1010 and English 2010 library sessions held steady for the 2007-2008 academic 
year. Librarians taught 478 sessions for English 1010 and 354 for English 2010. These numbers are very 
similar to the 2006-2007 year, suggesting that this represents a stable demand for library instruction if 
enrollment and the number of sections offered do not increase.  
 

                                                      
1 Since we cannot track which students might have taken more than one class that participated in library instruction (e.g. 
English 2010 and a business class), a more accurate number of individual students would be slightly lower. This number also 
does not account for students who receive library instruction in more than one semester during the year. 
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As in previous years, we adapted the English 1010 library instruction lessons to integrate the Common 
Literature selection, Complications, by Atul Gawande.  The group research project based on the 
Common Literature selection has become an established part of the English 1010 curriculum. Nearly all 
of the instructors, including the new Graduate Instructors and Lecturers, included the Complications 
project as part of their curriculum; only two instructors (both Lecturers) did not use this assignment. 
 
All but one English 1010 instructor (a lecturer who has more freedom to design her own curriculum) 
participated in library instruction. For the remaining instructors, the average number of library 
instruction sessions for each section of English 1010 was 4.65. This was close to the average of 5 
sessions for the 2006-2007 year. The average number of sessions decreased to 4.3 in the spring, which 
probably occurred because several instructors dropped an ethnographic essay assignment and replaced it 
with a less research-intensive assignment. Interestingly, the average number of library research days 
(sessions in which students work on their research projects with the help of a librarian during class time) 
increased from 1.9 to 2.4 between Fall and Spring semesters. New instructors, during their first semester 
teaching, often realize that students need more one-on-one assistance from librarians and tend to 
increase the number of library research days in their second semester. 
 
For the second year in a row, there was no Òdrop-outÓ rate (English 1010 instructors who choose not to 
participate in library instruction between Fall and Spring semesters). A strong librarian presence is now 
firmly established in the English 1010 classroom. 
 
English 2010 underwent changes during the academic year. The Writing Program adopted a common 
textbook, Lester FaigleyÕs Writing: A Guide for College and Beyond and promoted a more standard 
curriculum. Most English 2010 instructors, for example, began the course with a personal essay and then 
assigned a persuasive essay assignment. The Writing Program also inaugurated the Voices essay contest, 
in which students select the top personal and research-based essays in each class. Winners compete for 
cash prizes and read their winning essays in the Performance Hall.  
 
Librarians offered a range of options for the English 2010 curriculum, including lessons on topic 
brainstorming and developing research questions, citing sources, and hands-on research days. All but 
one English 2010 instructor brought their classes to the library for instruction. The average number of 
sessions per English 2010 section was three in the fall semester and 3.85 in the spring semester. This 
represented a decline in the average number of library sessions. In 2006-2007 some instructors 
scheduled eight library sessions for their classes. The highest number in 2007-2008 was six. These lower 
numbers probably represent a more stable approach to library instruction for English 2010. After a few 
years of experimentation, librarians and instructors have a better sense of which library instruction 
activities work best. We are codifying a recommended ÒsequenceÓ for library instruction for English 
2010 based on three or four library instruction sessions per semester. The lower number also represents 
a more sustainable average for librarians. 
 
Librarians are increasingly reaching students at the beginning of the research process, helping them 
develop focused research questions, and introducing them to scholarly library resources. But our citation 
analysis (reported more completely below) suggests that both English 1010 and 2010 students still rely 
heavily on the most convenient sources, including freely available websites. Librarians and English 
instructors have also noted that students still have difficulty synthesizing research and using information 
effectively in their writing. In essence, students can find some high-quality information, but they still 



USU Library Instruction Annual Report 2008                Page 3 of 17 

tend to Òbuild bibliographiesÓ that meet assignment criteria without figuring out whether those sources 
actually answer their research questions and help them further develop their argument. Librarians will 
work with English instructors in the coming year to develop lessons that focus on applying and using 
information. 
 
III. Other Course -Related Instruction 
 
For the second consecutive year librarians taught more subject-specific courses, including general 
education courses and introductory and advanced courses in several majors. Librarians taught 197 
subject-specific courses, up from 175 in 2006-2007. For the first time, librarians taught instruction 
sessions for every college and reached 72% of the academic departments at USU.  
 
Librarians expanded their instruction to the College of Natural Resources. Erin Davis and Pamela 
Martin taught classes for the first time in several years for the departments of Environment and Society 
and Wildland Resources. Jennifer Duncan and Cynthia Nordgren taught several classes for the 
departments of Art, Art History, and Music, also for the first time. Librarians also taught 14 sessions for 
the Honors Program.   
 
Librarians provided a short introduction to library services for Connections classes, the freshman 
orientation course at USU. Connections enrollment increased and we taught a total of 71 sessions. For 
Honors sections of Connections, we also provided an additional introduction to library databases. 
Feedback from students and instructors continues to be positive. Pam Martin served in her second year 
as coordinator of the libraryÕs Connections curriculum and did an outstanding job. 
 
IV. Special Projects 
 
General Education/University Studies 
 
The Library Instruction Program focused on developing instruction and teaching strategies for 
University Studies (general education) breadth classes for the third year of the Information Literacy 
Fellows Program. We selected Charlie Huenemann (Department of Languages, Philosophy and Speech 
Communication), Jim Rogers (Intensive English Language Institute) and Vicki Rosen (Biology) as our 
2007-2008 Fellows. The Fellows and librarians worked in discipline-specific groups (arts and 
humanities, social sciences, and sciences). Each group analyzed existing research assignments for 
general education courses and developed guidelines for integrating information literacy effectively in 
these introductory classes. We also developed specific assignments and strategies for delivering 
information literacy instruction, paying close attention to the challenges of teaching large courses for 
non-majors. All of this material was organized on a website created in Fall 2008, which is available for 
instructors of general education classes (see http://libguides.usu.edu/gened). Future plans include 
instructor training and outreach, coordinated with USUÕs General Education Subcommittee, in order to 
help instructors collaborate with librarians to design and deliver effective information literacy 
instruction. 
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Find It Fast 
 
We offered a new service, Find It Fast. Library Peer Mentors offered customized instruction and 
research assistance during hour-long sessions on two nights a week. They opened each session with a 
quick demonstration of the Library Catalog and the Academic Search Premier database, if needed. Then 
they provided customized research assistance for individual students, including helping them use library 
databases and taking them to the stacks to help find books. The goal of Find It Fast is to provide basic 
instruction in the mechanics of searching the library. Each year a small group of students from English 
1010 and 2010 classes say that they need more help on such basic mechanics. Find It Fast is designed to 
provide this help in a targeted way. Find It Fast helps us address the fact that students walk into our 
library classrooms with a wide range of experience. The service lets us reach those who need very basic 
help, so we can focus on deeper information literacy skills (e.g. determining an information need, 
evaluating information, etc.) in the classroom.  
 
Turnout was fairly low in our first, pilot year. We will work to market the program to English 1010 and 
2010 classes in 2008-2009. Our goal is to get English instructors to treat a Find It Fast session like a 
Writing Center visit and possibly provide credit for students who attend.  
 
Honors Thesis Preparation Class 
 
Wendy Holliday and Flora Shrode taught a one-credit class for the Honors Program on thesis 
preparation. The course was designed to help students develop and refine their research questions in the 
context of a thorough examination of the scholarly literature related to their thesis topic. The final class 
assignment was a polished thesis proposal. Six students enrolled in the class and feedback from teaching 
evaluations and informal conversations with students was positive. The class will be offered again in 
Spring 2009. 
 
V. Web-Based Instruction and Tools 
 
Online and Distance Education Classes 
 
Librarians play an active role in online English 1010 and 2010 classes. A librarian and a Library Peer 
Mentor (LPM) were assigned to each online English class. They monitor and participate in discussion 
boards. When students post their research topics or proposals, librarians and LPMs respond with 
suggested library and web resources that will help students find high-quality and relevant information on 
their topics. Librarians and LPMs typically spend 8-12 hours assisting students in these online English 
classes. 
 
The Library Instruction Program reaches few distance education classes outside of English 1010 and 
2010. One of our goals for the coming year is to make contact with faculty and students at regional 
campuses and in distance education classes in order to better integrate the library and provide distance 
students with services comparable to those received by on-campus students. 
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LibGuides 
 
Britt Fagerheim investigated LibGuides, a content management system created by a company called 
Springshare, as an alternative to creating course and subject guides in HTML. We were able to get a 
break in pricing as one of their first clients, so we decided to try the system for a year, beginning in Fall 
2007. LibGuides provides easy-to-use authoring tools for creating customized websites that guide 
students to information sources, research and citation tools, and other instructional content specifically 
geared towards their assignments. LibGuides also has many useful sharing features, so librarians can 
link to and copy content created by other librarians who use the LibGuide system. All of the guides are 
stored on the Springshare server. LibGuides enables tagging, keyword searching, and other features to 
help users find relevant guides. 
 
Librarians took up LibGuides with enthusiasm. In the past a few librarians created Web pages using an 
HTML editor, Dreamweaver. Since not everyone knew how to use Dreamweaver, librarians were 
sometimes reluctant to ask a colleague to create a course guide. There were also bottlenecks for posting 
web pages to the Library web server, because only three Reference Department librarians had the 
administrative rights to do this. Static web pages were also difficult to maintain because each link had to 
be changed individually if, for example, a URL to a database changed. In 2006-2007, we had only 45 
course-related guides. With the switch to LibGuides, librarians created 142 guides, including 100 
created for specific courses.  
 
Now every Reference Department librarian creates course and subject guides using LibGuides. The tool 
is so easy to use that librarians can create them quickly, sometimes immediately before they meet with a 
class. Librarians even update guides during classes; they can add links when students, librarians, and 
instructors find useful resources as they conduct research. Usage statistics are much higher than our 
previous versions of web course guides. The LibGuides home page received 25,773 hits. The individual 
LibGuides created during FY 2007-2008 received a total of 51,991 hits. Some of these guides are 
general subject guides. Course-related guides received 41,068 total hits, with an average of 411 hits per 
guide. In 2006-2007, our static HTML course guides received only 8,290 hits, averaging 184 hits per 
guide. Adopting LibGuides as a content management system enabled librarians to double the number of 
course guides created. Web traffic to course-related guides more than doubled. 
 
We calculated hits per student, based on the enrollment in the classes for which each guide was created. 
The course-related guides averaged 11.6 hits per student. The top ten guides, based on hits per student, 
are listed in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Most popular course-related LibGuides, based on hits/student 
 
In many cases, students returned to course-related LibGuides throughout the semester and sometimes 
even after the class was over. Some guides probably also received high use by students in related classes 
who found them on the library website or through word of mouth.  
 
The heavy use of LibGuides suggests that students find them a useful way to navigate the libraryÕs 
complex collection of resources. Students comment in teaching evaluations on the usefulness of the 
guides, especially when they are customized and focused on their actual assignments.  
 
Britt Fagerheim has been instrumental in serving as our local administrator for LibGuides and training 
librarians to use the system. All of the Reference Librarians have been generous partners in sharing 
content and tips for creating better guides. 

VI. Statistics 

Librarians reached approximately 6,800 students in the Fall and 3,400 students in the Spring (Fall 
enrollment tends to be higher and more English 1010 and 2010 sections offered). 
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Table 2: Total sessions by type of course 
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Librarians taught instruction sessions for a 
wider range of departments than in previous 
years. Five of the seven USU colleges are 
represented in the Òtop tenÓ library instruction 
participants. The College of Business used to 
be the primary participant in library instruction. 
We now teach more classes for the College of 
Humanities, Arts, and Social Sciences (HASS). 
HASS is the largest college at USU, in terms of 
the number of departments and enrollment. 
These numbers suggest that we are starting to 
reach a representative cross-section of classes 
across the university. See Table 3 
 
There were no significant changes from previous trends in class content or instructional activities and 
format. Hands-on activities, especially research days (students working in the library classroom with 
one-on-one help from a librarian), remain our most common instructional strategy. Librarians continue 
to teach library databases as the predominate focus of class content. The large number of classes 
dedicated to ÒotherÓ content includes more critical thinking skills, like brainstorming research questions 
and narrowing a topic. The fact that these types of classes rank second in our offerings suggests that they 
have become well-established parts of the curriculum. Librarians also track which ACRL Information 
Literacy standards are covered in each library session. Standards One (defining information needs) and 
Two (searching for information effectively) continue to be the most common.  
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Reference Services Department librarians taught an average of 105 library instructions, only slightly 
fewer than the previous yearÕs average of 111. Staff from other departments led or assisted with 126 
sessions. The total estimate of preparation time by all librarians was 707.5 hours for the year. The 
estimate of post-session consultation time (or time spent helping students outside of class time and as a 
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Table 3: Instruction sessions by department (top ten) 
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Table 4: Session Content                 Table 5: Session Format 

Table 6: ACRL Standards  
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direct result of library instruction) was 182.25 hours. Reference Services Department librarians spent an 
average of 47.6 hours preparing for classes and 17 hours working with students outside of class time. 
Librarians remain inconsistent about keeping track of preparation and consultation hours. The Reference 
Services Department started using a new tracking tool, LibStats, in spring. Some librarians began 
keeping track of their consultation hours in LibStats, so we hope that future numbers are more accurate. 
Using these conservative figures, librarians at USU dedicated 2,000 of teaching hours (prep time, class 
time, and consultation time) during the past year. 
  
VII. Assessment of Student Learning 
 
Citation Analysis 
 
Our primary assessment method for the 2007-2008 year was citation analysis. We were able to conduct 
a citation analysis of a much larger sample of ENGL 2010 papers and bibliographies because the 
English Department graciously provided access to copies of all papers entered into their first annual 
writing contest, Voices. ENGL 2010 students submitted either a personal essay or an argument paper 
prepared during the Fall semester. We analyzed only the argument papers, as the personal essays did not 
require research. We analyzed 214 papers from 28 sections (65%) of ENGL 2010. This represented 
papers from 19 of 21 (90%) of the English 2010 instructors, which was a much wider sample than we 
had acquired in previous years. These papers yielded a total of 1,445 citations. Twenty-eight citations 
were incomplete, leaving 1,417 usable citations. 
 
We also analyzed the citations from annotated bibliographies submitted by 72 ENGL 1010 students. 
This was a convenience sample because we relied on the cooperation of individual English instructors to 
provide copies of bibliographies. Six instructors submitted bibliographies, representing 26% of ENGL 
1010 instructors. Bibliographies from ENGL 1010 are harder to analyze for patterns by individual 
students because the bibliographies sometimes reflect group work. The bibliographies included 551 
citations. Thirteen of these citations were for the book, Complications, an assigned class reading and the 
jumping off point for the group research project. We removed these from the sample. Five citations were 
incomplete, yielding a total of 533 citations for analysis. 
 
We categorized each citation along several parameters. First, we categorized them according to basic 
type, such as a website, a scholarly journal, a magazine, a newspaper, etc. We included Wikipedia as a 
unique source type, as we are interested in tracking the use of Wikipedia by students. If an article was 
available on the Web for free, we classified it as a newspaper, journal, or magazine article rather than as 
a website.  
 
We also classified the mode of access for articles and reference sources. We determined if the student 
accessed the article electronically or via print. In some cases, the URL in the citation told us that a 
student used an electronic version. In other cases, we checked the library holdings to see whether we 
subscribed to the publication in print or electronically. When we held both electronic and print copies 
and had no URL to guide us, we assumed that students accessed the electronic version.  
 
We also determined whether students accessed journal, newspaper, and magazine articles via the library 
or via the free Web. In many cases, the URL in the citation provided this information. For example, 
several students cited online articles from the New York Times website and included the URL in the 
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citation. Finally, we categorized all of the websites into the following categories: commercial, 
educational, governmental, organizational (from an organized, non-commercial group, such as an 
advocacy group), news organization (such as CNN.com), personal (such as a blog), and YouTube. 
 
In general, we found that students cited the same types of materials, at the same rates, as in previous 
years. Websites were, once again, the most popular type of source among all students. ENGL 2010 
students used fewer websites and more newspapers and magazines than ENGL 1010 students, but they 
cited other sources at about the same rates. ENGL 1010 students actually cited slightly more journal 
articles, which was similar to the results from our analysis in 2006-2007. This trend suggests that the 
more intensive library instruction in ENGL 1010 steers students toward the journal literature. ENGL 
1010 students cited websites nearly 10% more often than last year, but this was probably because of the 
nature of the topic for the group presentations, medicine. There is a lot of high-quality medical 
information available on the Web.  
 
ENGL 2010 students were strikingly constant in their citation behavior compared to last year. Websites 
comprised 39% of the citations in 2006-2007 and 2007-2008. Journal citations remained steady at 
around 15%. Book use declined slightly, from 11% to 8.2%, and newspapers and magazines increased 
slightly. Wikipedia used remained fairly constant. See Table 7. 
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Websites are the most popular source used by both groups of students. We classified each website into 
the following categories. We did not use the URL as an indicator, as .com sites are sometimes advocacy 
sites rather than strictly commercial in nature, and vice versa. 
 

¥ Commercial: websites with a clear commercial intent, such as to sell or advertise a product, 
service, etc. 

Table 7: Types of Sources Cited  
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¥ Organization: sponsored by a private group, including professional and trade organizations, 
charities, advocacy groups, political groups, etc. 

¥ Government: created by federal, state, or local government 
¥ News organizations: websites of news organizations like CNN or the BBC. We counted 

newspaper articles that appeared on newspaper websites as articles, not websites. 
¥ Education: websites with a clear educational or scholarly intent 
¥ Personal: blogs, wikis, and postings on electronic bulletin boards 
¥ YouTube 

 
The same pattern emerged from both ENGL 1010 and ENGL 2010 student work. ENGL 1010 students 
cited more organization websites and fewer educational and scholarly websites. ENGL 2010 students 
cited more blogs, wikis, and bulletin boards. In ENGL 1010 we also saw citations to YouTube for the 
first time. See Table 8. Students are still citing quite a few sources that might have implicit or explicit 
biases, although organizational websites run the range from highly credible (e.g. the American Cancer 
Society) to ProDeathPenalty.com. In future years, we hope to do a more thorough rating of the quality of 
various websites to better gauge studentsÕ ability to evaluate information they find on the Web. 
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    Table 8: Website types 
 
When using periodicals, students overwhelmingly favored electronic sources once again. In both classes, 
students use electronic journals, magazines and newspapers almost exclusively. See Table 9. 
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Students generally accessed these electronic periodicals via library subscription databases. Newspapers 
are the major exception to this rule. ENGL 1010 and ENGL 2010 students found 71.4% and 63.8% of 
their newspapers articles on the free Web, respectively. Students also found between 20-30% of their 
magazine articles on the Web, rather than through the library. More publishers, especially newspapers 
like the New York Times and Wall Street Journal, are providing their content for free online. Students 
are finding and using high quality news sources on the web, a positive trend.  
 
Scholarly journals are still overwhelmingly accessed through library subscriptions. The percentages are 
very similar to last yearÕs results, with the use of library electronic sources increasing slightly among 
ENGL 2010 students, from 69% to 74.4%. See Table 10. 
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      Table 10: Access to electronic periodicals and reference sources 
 
In addition to looking at overall percentages in the use of various types of sources, we also classified 
individual student citation patterns. We looked at each bibliography and determined whether each 
student used primarily library or non-library periodicals. We found that approximately half of all 
students used only library periodicals, with a slightly greater edge among ENGL 2010 students. A solid 
minority, however, used only free web periodicals, which is similar to the results from last yearÕs 
citation analysis. This suggests two things. First, there are more newspapers and other periodicals 
available for free online. Students might be using these because they are easier to discover than articles 
in the libraryÕs subscriptions databases. Second, a significant minority of students probably tends to rely 
on Google or other search engines as their only research tool.  See Table 11. 
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           Table 11: Student Patterns of Use of Electronic Periodicals 
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We also characterized studentsÕ broader citation patterns. Librarians have noticed, anecdotally, more 
students using personal sources, such as personal interviews and media sources. Librarians also noted 
that students seem reluctant to use books. So we classified the source types from our sample into two 
major groups: 
 

¥ Traditional publication sources: books, journals, newspapers, magazines, government 
documents, theses and reference sources. 

¥ ÒNon-publicationÓ sources: websites, movies, television shows, music, and personal interviews 
and surveys.  

 
We looked at each studentÕs bibliography to see how many favored traditional or Ònon-publicationÓ 
sources and how many used a mix of such sources. ENGL 2010 students tended use only publication 
sources at a slightly higher rate than ENGL 1010 students. ENGL 1010 students tended to cite mainly 
non-publication sources at a higher rate. Only one-third of students in both classes used all or mainly 
traditional publication sources. This reflects students' general preference for websites as their favored 
source of information. See Table 12. 
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        Table 12: Student Patterns of Use of All Sources 
 
 
Last yearÕs citation analysis suggested that books tended to serve as ÒgatewayÓ sources, meaning that if 
a student cited a book, they were also more likely to cite more traditional library sources, such as 
journals, periodicals and reference sources. We did a similar analysis this year. The number of students 
who cited books in ENGL 1010 (15) is too small to make any comparisons, and there were no strong 
patterns among book users in ENGL 2010. Among ENGL 1010 journals users, there was an increase in 
the percentage of students who cited all or mainly traditional publication sources. The trend is similar in 
ENGL 2010, with journal users citing all or mainly traditional publication sources at a higher rate than 
the entire sample. See Figures 1 and 2. The larger number of students using traditional source among 
journal users reflects, of course, the citation of journals themselves. Journals represented 36.9% and 
32.3% of the total citations among journal users in ENGL 1010 and ENGL 2010, respectively. It does 
seem that journal use indicates some disposition to use more traditional publication sources, however.  
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           Figure 1: ENGL 1010 students, patterns of use, journal users 
 

 
           Figure 2: ENGL 2010 student, patterns of use, journal users 
 
The citation analysis results provide only tentative data on some basic trends, especially since they are 
derived from descriptive statistics. The Library Instruction Program is partnering with the Office of 
Analysis, Assessment, and Accreditation to conduct a more rigorous analysis of multi-year citation data 
in Spring 2009, so we should have a better sense of what these general descriptive statistics can tell us 
about student performance. 
 
ENGL 2010 Papers  
 
Using the same sample of research papers from the Voices contest, Wendy Holliday, Teaching Assistant 
Angela Neff, and Library Peer Mentors Stephen Bradford, Lia Inoa, and Ben Johnson rated the papers 
using our standard rubric (http://library.usu.edu/instruct/eng2010/2010rubric.pdf). Librarians scored the 
papers to see how they addressed the following four learning goals: 
 

1. Students will use a variety of sources to explore a topic in order to produce documented material 
directed to a specific audience. 
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2. Students will evaluate information for its value, relevance, and accuracy in order to assess 
whether the information they find is credible and useful for their purpose. 

3. Students will synthesize and integrate the information found in order to create new knowledge or 
understanding, answer a question, make an argument, or solve a problem. 

4. Students will document their sources in order to acknowledge their intellectual debts and 
demonstrate their understanding of research ethics. 

 
For each learning goal, we used the following scale: 
 

¥ One = Needs improvement 
¥ Two = Good 
¥ Three = Excellent 

 
As a test, all five scorers rated a sample of eight papers. We then calculated the differences between 
each score. There were no discrepancies larger than one point for Learning Goals Two and Three 
(evaluating and synthesizing/integrating information). One paper had a one-point discrepancy for 
Learning Goal Four (documentation). The greatest number of discrepancies was for Learning Goal One 
(using a variety of sources). We discussed the difference in scores and came to an agreement about 
rating this learning goal. For the final analysis, two people rated each paper and their scores were 
averaged together. When there was a discrepancy in score of more than a point, Wendy Holliday 
checked the paper and determined the final score.  
 
We scored a total of 226 papers from 30 sections of ENGL 2010. Four sections had only one or two 
research papers entered in the Voices contest, so we calculated average scores for 26 sections. The 
average scores for the total sample placed most students in the Good category. Scores declined 
somewhat from the previous year. See Table 13. 
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      Table 13: Average paper scores 
 
Looking at individual student performance, rather than class averages, told a similar story. There was a 
sharp decline in the percentage of students who scored in the Excellent range when compared to last 
yearÕs analysis. Only 5.8% of students scored in the Excellent range this year, compared to 29% in 
2006-2007. Around the same percentage scored in the Good range in each year. The percentage of 
students who scored in the Needs Improvement range increased from 18% in 2006-2007 to 41% in 
2007-2008. 
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    Table 14: Percentage of students scoring in each range    
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We also calculated the average scores for each class to see whether the number of library instruction 
sessions or the type of instruction might have any impact on student performance. See Table 15. 
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None of the English 2010 sections had average scores in the Excellent range, defined as a total score of 
10.5 or above. Indeed, only two classes achieved Excellent ratings for any of the individual Learning 
Goals, Five (documentation). This is the learning goal that is most likely taught by the English instructor 
rather than librarians. Most classes performed in the Good range, both in total scores and for individual 
learning goals. See Table 16. 
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        Table 16: Percentage of classes with average scores in each range 
 
Few patterns emerged in the type of instruction and class averages to help determine why there are such 
high numbers of students in the Needs Improvement range. Honors classes tended to score higher, as did 
classes taught by experienced lecturers rather than graduate instructors. Several of the higher-performing 
classes used a Problem-Based Learning (PBL) lesson, in which students learn the library research 
process by tackling a real-world problem as a class or in groups. Classes whose total score fell in the 
Good range participated in a slightly higher number of library sessions (3.8 versus 3.4 sessions). For 
Learning Goal Two (using a variety of sources), classes scoring in the Good range participated in an 
average of four library sessions, versus 3.1 for the Needs Improvement classes. For Goal Four 
(synthesizing and integrating information), classes that scored in the Good range actually came to the 
library slightly fewer times (3.3 versus 4 sessions). These numbers are probably not statistically 
significant.  
 
Using both class averages and individual student scores, there was a significant increase in the number 
of students scoring in the Needs Improvement range. This might be a result of different raters. The 
citation analysis results were not strikingly different from 2006-2007, suggesting that the raters might 
have scored the papers more harshly than last year. The lower scores might also reflect the use of a 
larger sample that represented a broader range of sections. In any case, the decline in student scores is a 
cause for some concern. By the end of ENGL 2010, students should be performing in the Good to 
Excellent range. The citation analysis suggests that students are using the same number of websites as in 
previous citation analyses, but they are also using a large percentage of personal sources, including 
personal interviews and media.  
 
Future citation analysis and paper scoring is needed to learn more about a potential decrease in student 
performance on the libraryÕs information literacy goals. A joint assessment project by both librarians 
and English instructors might also shed light on criteria for student performance. Librarians might be 
using different standards from those of instructors in assessing student work. Librarians and English 
instructors should also address how to address possible gaps in studentsÕ information literacy skills in 
ENGL 2010 and modify the curriculum accordingly. 
  
VIII. Goals  
 
Librarians had a productive year in instruction, but assessment results suggest that it might be time for 
another re-assessment of our approach to ENGL 2010. We also need to continue to address the issue of 
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sustaining heavy teaching loads during continued position vacancies. The following goals will help us 
determine how to meet the needs of our students and faculty most effectively. 
 

¥ Conduct a more thorough assessment of ENGL 1010 and 2010 work. This includes partnering 
with the English Department, to revisit and standardize criteria for analyzing citation patterns. 
We will also partner with Office of Analysis, Assessment, and Accreditation to conduct a more 
sophisticated statistical analysis of citation data from the past few years.  

¥ Reach out to the General Education Subcommittee in order to promote the use of new lesson 
plans and teaching ideas generated as part of the Information Literacy Fellows project. Conduct 
initial assessment through faculty feedback surveys and analysis of student work from courses 
that use these new teaching resources. 

¥ Further develop LibGuides as a way to integrate information literacy into both face-to-face and 
distance classes. Investigate ways to integrate LibGuides into Blackboard. 

¥ Conduct more outreach with faculty teaching at a distance, including at regional campuses. 
¥ Develop a staffing plan to rotate heavy teaching loads among Reference and Instruction Services 

librarians in order to prevent teaching burnout and allow flexibility to fulfill other professional 
responsibilities. 


