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Developing the Informed Learning Scale: 
Measuring Information Literacy in Higher 
Education

Michael Flierl, Clarence Maybee, and Emily Bonem*

Academic libraries continue to face challenges communicating their value. One 
dimension of this challenge is in demonstrating how information literacy relates to 
important measures of student learning, like course grades and motivation. This study 
documents the development and exploratory pilot testing of the Informed Learning 
scale—which is intended to produce data for institutional reporting purposes at scale 
in alignment with contemporary IL theory, specifically Informed Learning. Preliminary 
findings include small correlations between the Informed Learning scale and course 
grades and moderate correlations between the scale and student perceptions of 
their learning climate and self-determined motivation. 

Introduction
Documenting and communicating the value of academic libraries is an essential challenge 
of the profession.1 Part of this challenge lies in how Information Literacy (IL) supports the 
teaching and learning missions of colleges and universities. Using self-perception data from 
scales measuring IL has been a common and useful approach to demonstrating the impact of 
IL educational efforts. Self-perception scales provide a solution to the formidable challenge of 
scalability—how to measure IL across thousands of students. However, many extant IL scales 
are based in the now-rescinded ACRL IL Standards.2

Theoretical and practical problems with the Standards are well documented.3 The Standards 
have been described as treating research as a linear, reductive process rather than iterative 
and dynamic,4 lacking transferability and ignoring disciplinary aspects of IL,5 and promoting 
a deficit-model of instruction.6 There is a clear need to measure IL in accordance with contem-
porary theoretical developments in IL, such as sociocultural,7 critical,8 or Informed Learning9 
approaches, which accentuate the contextual nature of IL as many IL assessment instruments 
currently in use rely on a standards-based conception of IL. Results from a 2017 systematic 
review indicate that the two most popular IL instruments measuring students’ IL self-efficacy, 
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ILSES and IL-HUMASS, are both based in a standards-based conception of IL.10 Informed 
Learning, the theory that underpins the scale that is the focus of this research, emphasizes 
the role of engaging with information within the learning process.11 Seeking data on how 
students use information or the library’s resources is useful and important for librarians and 
administrators, as this provides evidence for how academic libraries support desired student 
outcomes like improved general education performance and retention.12 However, there are 
additional opportunities to learn about the role IL plays in student learning by examining 
the relationship between IL, course grades, and other variables related to student learning.

The authors present a new IL scale with two purposes in mind. The first purpose is to create 
an instrument where IL is viewed as relational and contextually dependent (as opposed to a 
skills-based conception not taking into account disciplinary and other factors), as aligned with 
an Informed Learning theoretical approach. In this new instrument, IL is related to learning, 
and the knowledge or practices to be learned are drawn from a disciplinary context, such as 
engineering, or history. The second purpose is to pilot the collection of IL data in such a way 
that will correlate with other important institutional measures of student learning, including 
course grade, student motivation, and learning climate. This paper will describe how and 
why the Informed Learning scale was developed as well as sharing preliminary findings to 
demonstrate the value of such a scale. 

Problem Statement
Existing scales for measuring IL are primarily grounded in skills-based conceptualizations of 
IL.13 Such scales were primarily created during a time when the ACRL (2000) Information Literacy 
Competency Standards for Higher Education guided IL work in academic libraries. Rescinded in 
2016, the five standards describe IL as: 1) determining needed information; 2) accessing in-
formation efficiently; 3) evaluating information; 4) using information effectively; and 5) using 
information ethically and legally. The IL scales developed during this time tend to measure 
discrete skills that align with the Standards, such as the ability to frame an information need 
or evaluate an information source. These kinds of measures align with the data-reporting 
practices that emerged in the 1980s, which marked the beginning of what Drabinski refers 
to as the “time of compliance” in which educational institutions provided data to prove they 
were meeting outcomes to accrediting agencies and funding bodies.14 

While there is value in collecting data related to learners’ abilities to perform basic in-
formation skills, it is difficult to find efforts in library and information science literature to 
examine data related to more complex theoretical understandings of IL. For example, Informed 
Learning, the theoretical perspective on IL developed by Christine Bruce (used in this re-
search), views IL as part of the process of learning.15 An Informed Learning perspective views 
IL within a larger theoretical context that cannot be examined using scales designed only to 
measure specific information skills, but rather requires examining how information is used 
in relationship to disciplinary learning. Skills-based IL scales are not sufficient to measure IL 
within the learning process.

Audiences external to academic libraries are often concerned with evidence of student 
learning and success for large numbers of students. Developing instruments that reveal how 
IL data relates to student outcomes and success metrics may more closely align with data 
considered meaningful by administrators, accrediting agencies, and funding bodies.16 To ad-
dress these needs, the current exploratory research aims to develop a scale that produces data 
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for institutional reporting purposes at scale, but also provides data more in alignment with 
contemporary theoretical developments in IL—providing insight concerning how students 
understand IL in the context of learning within undergraduate courses.

Literature Review
Introduced by Zurkowski in 1974, the academic library community adopted the concept of 
information literacy as necessary for developing the U.S. workforce, framing it as a set of skills 
needed by college students for academic and professional success.17 While early views of IL 
were behaviorist, a number of process models were created that were grounded in cognitivist 
theory, especially constructivism. One of the most influential models in higher education is the 
Information Search Process (ISP) developed by Kuhlthau (1993), which takes a constructivist 
approach that considers students’ affective states as they engage in a research process. Views 
of IL as a set of skills or a process underpinned the development of the ACRL Standards.18 
In turn, the Standards framed the development of several instruments used to measure IL 
in higher education. However, new approaches have emerged over the last several decades 
that ground IL using specific theoretical lenses, such as critical, sociocultural, and Informed 
Learning.19 Nevertheless, extant instruments for measuring IL remain largely associated with 
the now rescinded ACRL Standards.20

Instruments used to measure learners’ abilities to use information in various contexts 
tend to rely on self-reported data.21 A recent systematic review of IL scales found 45 studies 
reporting on 22 scales.22 Such instruments include: IL-HUMASS, Project SAILS, the IL Self-
Efficacy Scale (ILSES), B-TILED, and the IL Test (ILT). While some of these instruments may 
draw from additional theoretical foundations, such as IL-HUMASS drawing from the Society 
of College, National and University Libraries (SCONUL)—and ILSES from the Big 6 skills, 
Seven Pillars, and ANCIL standards—all of these measures are primarily based on the ACRL 
Standards. Additional instruments based on the ACRL Standards include the IL Test for Higher 
Education,23 Locally Developed IL Test,24 the Virtual Orientation Seminars IL Assessment 
(VOILA),25 and the Information Skills Survey.26 

It should be noted that some measures use performance and behavioral data or evidence 
of cognitive development to assess the mastery of IL skills to bypass issues typically associ-
ated with self-reported data, such as students overreporting their abilities.27 Multiple-choice 
tests,28 information search tasks,29 and rubrics analyzing student work30 are some examples 
of these types of measures. Concept maps, portfolios, and many other forms of measuring 
student work have been used to measure students’ IL abilities as well.31 

A number of different conceptualizations of IL are being adopted in higher educa-
tion that offer a different definition of IL than outlined in the Standards.32 Based on work 
by Mackey and Jacobson,33 the ACRL Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Educa-
tion argues that IL is a metaliteracy, a composite of “behavioral, affective, cognitive, and 
metacognitive” engagements within an “information ecosystem.”34 Metacognition enables 
learners to analyze their own cognitive processes, such as how they understand information 
skills and processes. The Framework conceptualizes IL more as “knowledge-based learning 
and discovery” than a demonstrable set of skills.35 New instruments are being developed 
that aim to measure the concepts outlined in the Framework. For instance, the Threshold 
Achievement Test contains disposition items to indicate “students’ willingness to consis-
tently apply the skills they have learned in one setting to novel problems in new settings.”36 
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Other emerging approaches link IL to the context in which information is being used. Lloyd 
outlines a sociocultural approach to IL in which information practices are considered part of 
a larger “practice” within a discipline or professional setting—such as enthusiast car restor-
ers and renal nurses.37 In contrast to focusing on the context of a practice, Informed Learning 
emphasizes the learning environment as the context of IL.38 Informed Learning defines learn-
ing as experiencing changes in awareness related to both using information and disciplinary 
content. Adopting an Informed Learning approach in higher education emphasizes students 
learning to use information within a discipline—which in turn better prepares students to use 
information to learn in their personal and professional lives outside of educational settings. 
Three principles guide the development of Informed Learning pedagogy: 

1. Build on learners’ previous Informed Learning experiences;
2. Promote simultaneous learning about disciplinary content and the information-using 

process;
3. Enable learners to experience using information and disciplinary content in new ways.39 
While it is being implemented as an approach to IL education in higher education, ques-

tions remain about how to measure the results of applying an Informed Learning approach.40 
The situated and context-dependent nature of Informed Learning make answering fundamen-
tal questions about how students use information difficult. Comparable to other theoretically 
grounded approaches, measuring IL from an Informed Learning perspective requires a dif-
ferent approach from measuring discernable skills, practices, and dispositions, as instruments 
based in the Standards or Framework attempt to do. An Informed Learning approach to IL is 
less concerned about specific skills that could be measured in an assignment than with how 
students describe their experiences using information in a disciplinary context. Therefore, to 
investigate IL from an Informed Learning lens, we need to evaluate student perceptions of 
information use in a disciplinary context. Measuring IL from a context-dependent theoreti-
cal lens at scale, across disciplines, presents further challenges. Accordingly, the Informed 
Learning scale attempts to discern undergraduate students’ self-perceptions of their ability 
to use information to learn in various disciplinary contexts. 

Methods 
Initial Question Design
The purpose of this Informed Learning scale is to measure student perceptions of using in-
formation as it relates to learning in a course. Therefore,12 of the initial set of 16 statements 
deployed in the scale (shown in table 1) were created by drawing key concepts from the three 
core principles of the Informed Learning model.41 Previous IL research conducted by the re-
search team informed the other four statements used in the initial scale.42 

The 12 statements that were part of the initial scale that related to Informed Learning 
were in three sets of four statements each evaluated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 
(“Strongly Disagree”) to 7 (“Strongly Agree”). Each of the three sets aligned with one of the 
core principles of Informed Learning.43 For example, the statement “I build upon my previ-
ous experiences of using information to learn subject content in this course” relates to the 
first core principle that focuses on building on learners’ previous Informed Learning experiences. 
The statement “I believe I can learn in this course by using information” relates to the second 
principle, which emphasizes simultaneous learning about disciplinary content and the information-
using process. The statement “My instructor encourages me to use information in new ways 
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to complete assignments” relates to the third principle of enabling learners to experience using 
information and disciplinary content in new ways. Originally, these three sets of four statements 
were intended to create subscales to measure different aspects of student perceptions about 
their ability to use information to learn disciplinary content.

To allow for comparison with the part of the initial scale related to Informed Learning, four 
statements were also included that were grounded in a local description of IL derived from the 
AACU Value Rubric for IL, which emphasizes five skills: 1) determining a need, 2) access, 3) 
evaluating, 4) effectively using, and 5) ethical use of information.44 The AACU Value Rubric was 
adapted to define IL for Purdue University’s Core 
Curriculum, so these four questions are particularly 
important in the authors’ local context.45

Drawn from previous research, the four state-
ments that were included in the scale were intended 
to measure student perceptions of using informa-
tion generally; that is to say, not in relationship to 
learning. For example, one statement focused on 
the importance of evaluating information within 
the course, while another emphasized feeling con-
fident in one’s “ability to synthesize information 
from different sources.” The inclusion of these 
statements was intended to provide data to show 
how students perceived using information gener-
ally and how that compared to their perceptions of 
using information to learn.

Expert Validation
To determine content validity for the scale, a team 
of five IL experts provided feedback on the initial 
16 questions. The five experts were selected for the 
quality and quantity of their IL-related scholarship, 
as well as representing diverse theoretical perspec-
tives on IL. The experts were asked to rate each item 
on a 3-point scale—either “This item is valid,” “This 
item has some validity,” or “This item is not valid.” 
The survey also included an open-ended text box 
so that qualitative feedback and suggestions could 
be collected for each question. A final prompt asked 
the five experts to share questions and comments 
as an opportunity to provide holistic feedback 
about the scale overall. Wording was modified to 
address the expert’s qualitative feedback provided 
on individual questions as well as the final open-
ended prompt. All questions were rated as being 
valid, or having some validity, by at least four of 
the five experts. 

FIGURE 1
Informed Learning Scale 

Development
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Data Collection and Participants
Data were collected at a large, public, research-intensive university in the United States across 
two semesters (fall 2018 and spring 2019) from undergraduate students and the registrar. 
Student data were collected through end-of-semester student-perception surveys sent to all 
students enrolled in a course that had completed a large-scale course redesign program, In-
struction Matters: Purdue Academic Course Transformation (IMPACT),46 in which faculty and 
staff from the Purdue University Libraries, the Center for Instructional Excellence, and other 
units at Purdue participate. Levesque-Bristol et al. describe how IMPACT data are collected 
and compared with various information related to student performance, including course 
grades, converting typical letter grades to a 4-point scale, and course failure or drop (known as 
DFW) rates (2019).47 The authors currently or have served in leadership positions in IMPACT 
and accordingly wanted to investigate how students who completed the program were using 
information to learn in their courses. Drawing from this sample met an institutional need to 
show the libraries’ value for participating in IMPACT and also provided access to a larger 
and more diverse dataset than would have been possible otherwise. Informed Learning is a 
part of IMPACT’s curricula, so this instrument was created, in part, to measure changes in 
student perceptions about how information is used to learn in their course. There were a total 
of 18,927 student-perception surveys sent out to students enrolled in 151 courses across the two 
semesters, and 7,992 surveys were completed by 6,791 unique students (42% response rate).

Measures
The student-perception surveys included the Learning Climate Questionnaire,48 the Situational 
Motivation Scale,49 students’ Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale,50 
and the newly created Informed Learning scale. During the fall 2018 semester, the full 16-item 
Informed Learning scale was used. Based on initial analyses from fall 2018, a short version 
of the Informed Learning scale, consisting of 8 items, was used in spring 2019. University 
records were accessed to provide student demographics and numerical course grade data for 
the students who participated in the survey in either semester. 

Factor Analysis
It is common to use factor analysis to analyze data for exploratory scales in library and informa-
tion science research.51 Factor analysis is useful with survey data to model the interrelationships 
between variables with the aim to reduce the number of variables by identifying underlying 
factors. Factor analysis can also provide some support for the construct validity of the scale 
by providing evidence that the scale is measuring the correct underlying constructs. To deter-
mine whether a factor analysis was appropriate for the Informed Learning scale, several well-
recognized criteria were assessed using the fall 2018 data with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
and Bartlett’s tests. Both tests provide insight as to whether data are appropriate for a factor 
analysis—specifically if multiple variables can be meaningfully reduced into a fewer number 
of factors. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy was .96, well above the recommended 
value of .6. The KMO test examines the proportion of variance among variables that may be 
shared variance to determine whether there may be distinct underlying factors. Statements 
that have a lot of shared variance (such as I like dogs and I like puppies) are likely measuring 
the same construct (enjoying dogs) whereas two statements that have low shared variance 
(such as I like dogs and I like kittens) are likely measuring separate constructs. Bartlett’s test 
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of sphericity was also significant (χ2 (120) = 46929.69, p < .01) indicating that the variables are 
not completely unrelated. Finally, correlations were above .30 for all of the Informed Learn-
ing scale questions except one (“I think that learning subject content and using information 
are the same thing”); that item had correlations ranging from .21 to .40 but was kept in the 
factor analysis due to theoretical considerations. However, it is plausible that this question is 
more opinion-based than other questions, which tended to focus on students’ opportunities 
or abilities related to using information to learn, and the item was eventually excluded from 
the final scale. 

An exploratory factor analysis using a principal-axis factor extraction was then conducted 
to investigate the number of constructs measured in the scale in an effort to find the fewest 
number of factors that can account for the variance expressed in the data. Two factors were 
extracted with eigenvalues over 1.00—indicating that these factors explain more than a single 
variable; however, since all of the items that loaded onto the second factor had higher loadings 
on the first factor, only one factor will be discussed. This provides evidence that the Informed 
Learning Scale is predominantly measuring one phenomenon or experience as expressed in 

TABLE 1
Factor Analysis Constructs

Factor 
Loading

Item 1 2
Factor 1: Informed Learning (α = .962)
16. I feel confident in my ability to use information to learn subject content in this course. .85 –.14
9. I build upon my previous experiences of using information to learn subject content 
in this course.

.84 .07

10. I think my previous experiences of using information support my learning subject 
content in this course.

.84 .06

2. I understand how my previous experiences of using information support my learning 
subject content in this course.

.83 .14

12. My instructor encourages me to use information for specific purposes. .82 .11
14. I feel confident in my ability to use information in this course. .80 –.002
11. I will be able to use information to learn in my future course work. .80 .02
5. I believe I can learn in this course by using information. .80 .15
15. My instructor encourages me to use information in new ways to complete assignments. .78 .08
1. My instructor encourages me to learn subject content by using information. .77 .14
13. When I consider my life after college, I feel confident in my ability to learn when 
engaging with information sources.

.77 –.49

3. I believe it is important for me to carefully evaluate the information I use in this course. .77 .15
8. I believe it is important for me to learn to use information. .77 –.08
7. For this course my instructor encourages me to use my prior experience of using 
information.

.76 .17

6. I feel confident in my ability to synthesize information from different sources. .76 –.48
4. I think that learning subject content and using information are the same thing. .37 .17
Note: The short scale is composed of the bolded items.
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the survey. One item was removed (question #4 on the Informed Learning long scale) as it did 
not load onto any factors. The single factor explained 60.39 percent of the variance. Loadings 
of variables on factors are shown in table 1.

Reliability Analysis
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was calculated to determine the internal consistency of 
the Informed Learning scale. High levels of reliability indicate that participants are answering 
scale items similarly, indicating that there is a common, underlying factor for the scale. With 
the 15 items identified by the factor analysis, the reliability was high for all items (α = .962). 
The 8-item shortened version of the scale also demonstrated a high level of reliability (α = .928).

Findings
Correlation Matrix
To determine how the Informed Learning scale related to other variables associated with stu-
dent learning, we examined correlations between the Informed Learning scale and the other 
measures in the student perceptions survey using the spring 2019 data (see table 2). The short 
version of the Informed Learning scale showed moderate correlations with student percep-
tions of the learning climate (r = .620, p <.001) and their self-determined motivation (r = .615, 
p <.001). There was also a small correlation between the Informed Learning scale and student 
achievement, as measured by overall course grades (r = .191, p <.001). These findings suggest 
that the way students perceive how they use information to learn disciplinary content may 
be an important link to how they perceive their classroom, how motivated they are to learn, 
and, ultimately, how they perform on graded assessments.

Discussion
The Informed Learning approach to IL views learning as changes in awareness of aspects 
related to both using information and disciplinary content.52 The Informed Learning scale 
is a tool that aims to bridge the divide between an educational theory—Informed Learning 
pedagogic theory—and educational practice in the form of academic libraries’ assessment 
activities. The scale sheds light on student perceptions of IL as it relates to learning across 
undergraduate courses. 

TABLE 2
Correlation Coefficients

This table shows the correlation coefficients between the Informed Learning scale and other student 
outcomes including learning climate, student motivation, and academic performance as measured by 
final grades.

IL Scale Learning 
Climate

Self-Determined 
Motivation

Academic 
Performance 
(Final Grade)

Informed Learning Scale 1.00
Learning Climate .620** 1.00
Self-Determined Motivation .615** .526** 1.00
Academic Performance .191** .165** .165** 1.00
**p < .01
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IL theories that emphasize the situated nature of IL, such as Informed Learning, are not 
commonly associated with standardized assessment techniques like surveys. Instead, they 
typically require the analysis of student products or reflections. We argue that this stance is 
problematic. Measurements of student work products are only practical on a small scale, and 
so are unlikely to provide adequate evidence to demonstrate the value of IL to student learning 
at a curricular level, across thousands of students from different majors. Given quantitative 
assessment demands (often tied to funding and other resources in higher education), there 
is a real need to investigate whether academic librarians, through their work in IL instruc-
tion, further disciplinary learning goals. The Informed Learning scale addresses this need by 
providing quantifiable assessment data of student perceptions of their ability to use informa-
tion to learn. While other scales use more questions—we suggest that a short instrument is 
beneficial as it allows the Informed Learning scale to be used in tandem with other scales. 
Collecting data about student learning at the same time and in a similar way as one collects 
data about IL better enables exploring how using information relates to student motivation, 
learning climate, and academic performance.

Given that the Standards focused on developing a set of IL skills, many measures aimed 
to assess student behavior and performance regarding IL-related work. This is a valid and 
useful way to measure IL from this theoretical perspective. However, using a definition of 
IL based on Informed Learning theory, we argue that student perceptions of their ability to 
use information in their disciplinary context is equally important—as Informed Learning is 
concerned with whether students experience using information in ways that are conducive 
to learning subject content. Additionally, the results of our exploratory study indicate that 
the Informed Learning scale is correlated with course grades, suggesting that the scale might 
act as an acceptable proxy in situations in which no other measure of student performance 
related to IL is feasible. A liaison to an engineering department would likely find it easier to 
ask a civil engineering administrator to add eight questions to an existing student survey than 
to work with various instructors on how information enables students to learn disciplinary 
content across multiple courses. Informed Learning Scale results could be shared with an 
academic unit—pointing to areas where library resources should be used. As the Informed 
Learning scale is a short, context-independent measure, it could be administered broadly to 
target specific courses or contexts that might benefit from closer engagement with IL. 

The Informed Learning scale provides academic libraries a platform to share data that 
is of interest to a broad audience by allowing a comparison of student perceptions of using 
information to learn with student learning outcomes as defined by grades or other learning 
measures like learning climate and motivation. Instructors could use these data to refine learn-
ing outcomes, assessments, or classroom activities. Administrators both internal and external 
to an academic library could better determine the value of academic libraries in furthering 
student learning across a curriculum, department, or college. Too many variables can account 
for differences in overall GPA—Kuh et al. note that high school academic preparation, full- and 
part-time status, student engagement, and first-year experience in the classroom, among oth-
ers, are all predictors of desired educational success.53 Black and Murphy also note that GPA 
“may not always be the most appropriate measure for communicating a library’s impact.”54 
While individual assignment grades may not be of interest to a broader institutional audience, 
course-level grade data across different majors may be ideal for assessment efforts aiming to 
provide actionable data for instructors, administrators, and funding agencies. 
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In linking IL to measurements of student learning like course grades, the Informed 
Learning scale may be used in a variety of ways to address specific assessment needs. In the 
initial pilot research, the scale was completed by 6,791 unique students (42% response rate) 
enrolled in 151 courses, but it could also be implemented in one course or a sequence of 
courses. If implemented in a pre-/post- fashion in which students complete the scale before 
and after undergoing instruction, the data collected could shed light on changes of students’ 
perceptions of using information to learn as a result of instruction. The scale could also be 
used longitudinally to track large cohorts of students’ perceptions of using information to 
learn as they advance through a curriculum. 

Data gathered through the implementation of the scale may be linked to demographic 
data to measure certain student populations and their perceptions of using information to 
learn. Successful instructors, courses, or programs who are able to foster more sophisticated 
understandings of using information to learn could be identified and their successful meth-
ods and approaches replicated. Results from the Informed Learning scale could also provide 
targets for embedding IL into curricula by indicating courses where students do not feel 
confident in their ability to use information to learn disciplinary content. Linking data from 
the Informed Learning scale with data from other aspects of student learning, like motiva-
tion, could provide academic librarians with evidence for how embedding IL into their course 
could improve student motivation. This could shift librarian-instructor conversations toward 
motivation and learning climate—and the role IL may play in such aspects of student learning. 
If IL can be discussed in relation to other important measures of student success that faculty 
use for promotion and tenure, this may provide useful data in support of the importance of 
embedding IL into curricula. 

This research is exploratory in nature, and the preliminary findings are not generaliz-
able to other contexts. Further analysis—for instance, seeking discriminant and convergent 
validity—could be useful. Additionally, Informed Learning is one IL theory among many that 
argue for a situated and context-dependent approach to IL. This limits the findings to focus-
ing on students’ perceptions of their ability to use information to learn as our theoretical lens 
focuses on this exact phenomenon. Nonetheless, other self-reported scales could capture data 
relating to different aspects of IL in the disciplinary classroom, such as sociocultural elements 
or power dynamics. Such instruments would further enrich scholarly inquiry about how IL 
relates to student learning. Future research using similar data could be analyzed in terms of 
student demographics—providing insight on the possibility of substantial discrepancies of 
outcomes for certain student populations. 

The Informed Learning scale attempts to address two major issues: 1) demonstrating how 
IL data can be related to other important measures of student learning; and 2) measuring IL in 
alignment with recent theoretical advancements where IL is context dependent. Such an ap-
proach may yield valuable insights into the relationship between IL and student learning—as 
suggested by our initial findings identifying correlations between students’ self-perceptions 
of their ability to use information to learn and measures of student learning like course grade, 
motivation, and learning climate across thousands of students. Though this research describes 
an exploratory pilot of the Informed Learning scale, preliminary results suggest that the scale 
can advance academic library assessment efforts by using contemporary theoretical develop-
ments in IL while linking IL data with important measures of student learning.
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Conclusion
This paper describes the development and initial implementation of the Informed Learning 
scale. Initial findings suggest that it may be a useful tool to measure how students perceive 
their ability to use information to learn in various disciplinary contexts at scale in higher 
education. It is also proof of concept for how an IL scale can be developed from a theoretical 
perspective that views IL as more than just a set of skills. While still preliminary, findings 
suggest that such a scale may offer useful evidence for providing a demonstrable link between 
how students use information to learn disciplinary content and important metrics of student 
learning like motivation, learning climate, and course grade. 

In practice, this may provide justification for IL instruction efforts to focus more on 
helping students achieve disciplinary learning goals. Using the Informed Learning scale may 
also help to foster close partnerships between academic librarians and instructors by using 
metrics that instructors care about, namely student learning and motivation gains. Perhaps, 
most importantly, librarians who use a scale based in a relational approach to IL may be bet-
ter equipped to articulate their role as educators by showing how their instructional efforts 
impact measures of student learning and success in concrete ways. 
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