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ABSTRACT

QUT School of Information Systems carried out a project in association with Griffith University and QUT
libraries. The project involved the identification and evaluation of electronic and print resources. These were
described within the framework of UKOLN ROADS (Resource Organisation And Discovery in Subject-
based services) software. They are being made available viathe libraries Web sites as Infoquest subject
guides.

A group of students completing the graduate library and information studies course at QUT, undertook the
resource discovery role as part of their professional practice, working in conjunction with professional
librarians. Students were each allocated specific subject areas. Their tasks were to review current Internet
guidance for the subject area, undertake resource discovery, evaluate the material found according to standard
evaluation guidelines, and report the material for incorporation into a Web site. Twenty five students
participated in the project. They were involved in 24 different subjects areas supervised by 12 different
librarians from the 2 universities. Subject areas ranged widely and included Japanese studies, environmental
engineering, forensic sciences and ethics. Email surveys of al students were performed before and after the
exercise, and we also independently conducted small focus groups of staff and students. We report on the
student participation with respect to improved Internet and library skills, and understanding of resource
evaluation. This has had many positive outcomes such as professional experience, shared workload, recourse
to library subject experts, and cooperation between faculty and libraries.

As an outcome of the project, we are developing an instrument that consolidates the experience gained from
the exercise along with material from established guides to Internet site evaluation. We are reviewing criteria
for site evaluation, and comparing these with evaluation criteria for databases and for printed publications.
We are devel oping a guide that provides a structured approach to site evaluation. It will be available through
the Faculty’s Web-based Integrated Learning Environment to be used by both information technology and
library studies students as they undertake comparison of sites located by search engines. The guide provides a
categorised approach to site evaluation that takes into account features such as functionality, organisation,
accessibility, content, level and range.

The guide aso isto provide support for carrying out metainformation creation exercises when constructing
Web pages. These description, classification and indexing exercises are carried out with reference to evolving
standards such as Dublin Core and the AGLS (Australian Government Locator Service). Therefore the
instrument includes connection to software for supporting creation of metainformation content.

I ntroduction

InfoQuest (1998) is a project initiated by the Libraries at QUT and Griffith Universities. It
involves the development of an Internet WWeb subject resource gateway to specified subject areas
of interest to the respective faculties. The interface, such as that shown in Figure 1, provides
pointersto freely available or library subscription Internet resources, databases and electronic
journals, as well as selected print resources available within the respective libraries.

The gateway is created and maintained using ROADS (ROADS, 1997) software. ROADS s a set
of software tools and standards designed to provide customised information gateways to Internet
resources such as Web sites, interactive services, file transfer sites, and mailing lists. Resource
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descriptions are maintained in a database that may also be classified according to a standard
classification scheme, thus improving resource discovery.

Figure 1. The Griffith University InfoQuest subject gateway browse page
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The resource descriptions can be created and maintained from WWW forms such as that shown in
Figure 2. The software uses the information in the database to build a set of WWW pages
allowing the information in the database to be browsed, with each resource described and
organised under subject headings according to its classification information. Browsing and search
pages may be configured for both appearance and functionality, so that gateway controllers can
personalise identity of a service and what it offersits users. A user of one ROADS based
information gateway is able to search other ROADS based information gateways from asingle
search form because of compatible metadata structure. In thisway ROADS can form the basis of
adistributed database of resource descriptions.

The collaboration between the Universities has the advantages of sharing workload, ability to
draw upon subject expertise from each institution, development of closer ties between staff, and
the provision of an enhanced service from each institution’s library.

With the cooperation of the libraries, we enabled student participation in the project as an optional
part of their Professional Practice subject. We anticipated that participants would experience a
small taste of one aspect of work experience. Additionally, we felt that they would be able to
improve their resource discovery skills, improve their ability to evaluate information resources,
improve their professional project participation skills, and enable the libraries to obtain a student
perspective on the endeavour. Furthermore, participation in the project contributed to aflexible
learning environment for the postgraduate students.
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Figure2: A ROADS interfac
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All students who took part in the exercise had in prior coursework been introduced to resource
discovery on the Internet and to information retrieval from digital databases. They had also been
introduced to approaches for evaluation of Internet sites. During the course of the project they
were made aware of additional approaches to evaluation. As a consequence of our referring to a
range of evaluation approaches, we decided that it would be of benefit to all students going
through courses to have access to an evaluation instrument that consolidates eval uation material
from different sources, and provides some self-instruction and guidance.

In what follows we summarise the results of the Infoquest project, and describe the devel opment
of the evaluation tool that is being developed and maintained for student use.

Review of approachesto evaluation

The Internet is often criticised for the quality of its information resources, and more particularly
for the difficulty of identifying effective resources within the 'infoglut’. Various mechanisms are
available for endeavouring to assist resource discovery. Most notable is the variety of search
engines with their varying capacities for locating material (Notess, 1999; Schwartz, 1998,
Sullivan 1996). Many of these engines include ranking facilities, and increasing attention is being
given to the incorporation of metadata to assist the discrimination capacity of the engines
(National Archives of Australia, 1999).

However, the old 'garbage in garbage out’ aphorism is as pertinent on the Internet as anywhere, so
any attempts to improve information quality at sites can only benefit retrieval. The many ways of
improving the quality at sites include effective page construction following HCI principles,
ongoing maintenance of sites, and inclusion of metadata. Ideally, design approaches are evaluated
In association with user needs anaysis (Corry, Frick, & Hansen, 1997), or user reaction to pages
along with more in depth looks at a Web site’'s purpose, identification, authority, layout and
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design, links, and content (Sowards, 1997). Many examples of guidelines and standards for
creating quality resources have been brought together by Ciolek and Goltz (1996).

One approach to assisting users to identify useful sites is by providing interface sites or
information gateways that act as evaluated interfaces to focused subject areas (Morgan, 1998;
ROADS, 1997). It is this approach that is being used by the libraries to produce their Infoquest

We wished to complement this by developing an instrument that gives guidance in evaluation of
resources that have been created. We therefore draw upon design guidance principles such as
those mentioned above. However, we concentrate more on consolidation and exemplification of
evaluation criteria that have been itemised in a number of ways (Alexander & Tate, 1996;
Kapoun, 1998; Smith, 1999; Tweddle, Avis, Wright & Walker, 1998; Wilkinson, 1997).

In this respect we have endeavoured to extend the work of tutorial sites that explain the different
attributes, using different approaches to categorisation of criteria such as, content, form and
process (Worsfold, Hiom & Peereboom, 1998), or relevance, purpose, authority, publisher,
content, accuracy, coverage, currency, recognitions (Ohio State University Libraries, 1997).

The Infoquest application

Twenty five students participated in the project. They wereinvolved in 24 different subjects areas
supervised by 12 different librarians from the 2 universities. Subject areas ranged widely and
included Japanese studies, environmental engineering, forensic sciences and ethics.

Email surveys of al students were undertaken before and after the exercise, and we also
undertook small focus group sessions.

Questionnaires were brief and elicited responses on:

» library and Internet search skills before and after the exercise
* mechanismsfor carrying out required tasks

» communication between librarians and students

* useof evaluation tools

» use made of authority control guidance

» worth of the learning experience

There were 23 responses to the first student survey and 19 to the second.

Focus groups followed the survey material with discussion in these same areas. These groups
were carried out independently with students and with supervising staff.

The first survey established that one third of the students elected to work in a subject area that
gave them a correspondence with their first degree. This produced some sound subject expertise
for the InfoQuest work. (Table 1)

Most respondents to the second survey considered the exercise to be a useful learning experience
(4.4 on 1-5 scale with 5 representing very useful) (Figure 3).
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Table 1: Correspondence with first degree

1st degree InfoQuest subject
Religion Religion
Chemistry Chemistry
IT/Law Justice Studies

Modern Asian Studies

Japanese Politics, Modern History and Business

Biology (including biochemistry)

Biochemistry

Medical Science

Forensic Science

Psychology/ English Literature

Library Profession

Liberal Arts Library Operations
Psychology Library Technical Services
Fine Art Digital libraries

Education: Science/Maths

Radiation therapies

Australian Studies: Literature, Sociology, Culture

Ethics

Chinese Studies

Engineering - Environmental

English/History/ Journalism

Communication (Business) Telecommuting etc.

Screen Production

Philosophy

Food Technology

Sustainable Development

Journalism/English

Nursing

Japanese/Psychology

Asian studies: Chinese & Japanese

English/Art History

Arts/Music/Performing Arts

Journalism/Law

Information Issues: Copyright & FOI

French/Japanese

Information Issues: Censorship, Ethics

Students per ceptions of the learning experience

Was it a useful learning experience?
12
10
8
‘ ~
. [
) [
: L
Non-Existent Poor Average Good Excellent

Students ranked their library research skills at 3.87 (1-5 scale, with 5 representing excellent)
coming into the project, and 4.26 at the conclusion. The students perceived that they have
improved in their library research abilities. It was noted however, as one student pointed out in
relation to the scale, 'average’ for alibrarian might be regarded as 'good’ for a student. Similarly,
students’ rating of their Internet research skillsincreased dightly from 3.96 to 4.16. (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Compar ative tabulation of research skills before and after participation

Comparison of Students Research Skills
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Library Research Internet Library Research Internet
Skills before  Research Skills Skills after Research Skills
Infoquest before Infoquest Infoquest after Infoquest

A uniform approach to resource coverage was not required by the librarians. For example only 10
of 19 student respondents were expected to report database resources, and 12 of 19 to report print
resources. All were required to report Internet resources (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Resour cesthat studentswererequired to find for InfoQuest

What were you required to find?

Internet & Database Resources |

Internet, Database & Print Resources

Internet & Print Resources

Internet Resources only

The supervisory Librarians ranked the student work skills and the authoritative work they
received. (Authoritative work meaning the extent to which descriptive and subject information
that was provided matched the standards being set for the project). The Librarians found the
students work good with aranking of 3.5 out of 5. (Where 1 was dreadful and 5 was excellent).
The students’ presentation of authority information was found to be fair only, at 1.83 out of 5
(Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Presentation of authority infor mation
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Despite feeling that there was a lack of authority information provided by the students, the
librarians were in general enthusiastic about the project and prepared to supervise further students
(Figure 7).

Figure 7: Supervisory librarians experience

Do you want to do it again?
No
13%

Yes
87%

The evidence to date suggests it has been a valuable learning experience for the students and one
they believe should continue in some form as part of their professional practice unit. The
preliminary survey began with some positive comments. The preliminary survey also revealed an
excellent overall response to the collaborative working arrangement in a professional setting.
Comments from this survey included:

» It's an excellent project. Gives students opportunity to expand knowledge and experience - good for resume...
» ... extremely worthwhile exercise for library students

> ... beneficial to use the subject knowledge of the librarian

The only negative comment received in the preliminary survey was that the student felt:
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» longer time[was] needed.

The second survey of the students confirmed the preliminary survey’s anecdotal results.
Comments from the second survey included:

» | hopethis cooperative effort with Griffith University continues - it gives students a taste of research for a definite
goal, not just for the sake of an assignment...

» | enjoyed meeting with a librarian from another campus

»  Thebest part was getting together with the whole group and discussing our thoughts and any problems we were
having.

Also confirmed was the overall lack of time to complete the project. Approximately half the
students in the second survey made some comment about time difficulties. For example:

» | think alot of us were pressed for time

> Thetime demands of the GDLIS course are enormous and during semester | doubt that anyone has the time to
devote to this project that | feel it deserves.

From the teaching and learning perspective, the student’s improvement of searching skills was
encouraging. They rated their skills as better at the end of the project. Thisincluded not just
Internet searching, but searching for other resources. The students believed that their evaluation
abilities aso improved. Their commentsinclude:

It greatly helped my Internet searching and made me aware of sites | may not have encountered otherwise.

It has also improved my Internet Search skills - particularly the evaluation of sites and made me aware of sites and
tools | would not otherwise have been aware of

| learnt a lot especially web evaluation skills

One of the best parts.... learning how to find good resources no matter what my level of expertise in a subject area
may be.

VvV VvV

Finally, the overall student response to the project was very positive after the second survey.
Comments from the students included:

» It was a great experience and | would recommend it be included for future LIS students in some form
» Overall a great project.

From the librarians’ perspective, despite some experiences with less than productive students, all
librarians except one (who seemed to have a reasonably positive result from her student/s) wanted
to repeat the exercise with another group in 1999. The librarians’ comments included:

» The best part was the association with students
> | think the idea is a good one

To summarise, in the words of one of the students, it appears to have been overall a great project.

FAVORS: A Web evaluation instrument

Prior to and during the course of the project, students were advised about approachesto
evaluating Internet sites, principally through existing references and guidance sites on the
Internet. However, their use of these sites was not carried out in any formalised way.
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We felt the need for having an instrument that draws upon existing evaluation criteria and
consolidates them for students, both as a structured learning experience, and as a reference tool
for site evaluation.

An instrument, from which pages are shown (Figures 8,9), has been devel oped since the student
participation in the project came to an end, and for the benefit of subsequent students. It provides:

» A categorised approach to site evaluation, presently organised under FAVORS:
functionality, authority, validation, obtainability, relevance, and substance

» Definitions of evaluation criteria within these categories presented in a stepwise manner

» Linksto sites that exemplify criteria

» A tool that may be used in association with the teaching of subjects that include page
evaluation and creation exercises.

At the top six levels of FAVORS, category aspects are briefly explained, so it may not be
necessary for the student to move further into the criterialist. However, each criterion can be
selected for an explanation, and samples of how to apply it are given. For example, in Figure 8,
the category of Functionality is shown, with the list of criteriarelating to the specific aspects of
functionality given. Students simply select the specific aspects they wish explained.

Figure 8: Example page from a site eval uation guide category page level

¥ Web site evaluation guide frames layout - Netscape
File Edit %iew Go Communicator Help

Y 2 A A a £ o & @
Back Fomward Reload Home  Search  Guide Frint Securnty  Sfog
g J "Bookmarks £ Location: R e L T e 7 I

Functionality &

==
N e Hhai does it mean? Swec 2
Functionality = ipecific aspec
Authority BNy
'Val'idi'rg' AR How effectively the site is designed %}
Obtainabilit . to help you move around it {Dinyi
Relevance . * Layout
Substance * Search facility
=Feos e . * Jite maps
ET——-— * Taxt for images of formats
IST of SriTeria - -
References BN
i Things io look ont for
W |begratse] Lasming Eniarmee * s the page set out so that it is obwious how to mowe around it?
FrdyCirmed ™k

* Dioes everything on the page present in a way that is expected?
*  Are thers ways of giving yourself guidance about what is at the rest of the site?

E| |DDcument Done
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Figure 9 displays what the student would see if they selected the criterion Active Links within the
Functionality category. Each criterion is explained in this manner, with the category clearly
displayed within the frame, the heading for the criteria displayed, and the example sites given.

Figure 9: Example page from site evaluation guide criterion page level

¥ Web site evaluation guide frames layout - Netscape
File Edit “iew Go Communicator Help

e o A B a2 £ S & B
Back Fomvard Reload Home Search  Guide Frint  Security  Stop
4w Bookmarks A Location:|htip:/ /v fit qut edu. au/FAVORS /frame htm -|
Bctionality Active links L] =
==
Hhat docs it mean? Criieria
- —— - The extent to which all links tmade * Do any of the Bnls lead 1o a dead end when ted ?
: Fw L from the page to other sites, are * I theve evidence of active page maintenance such as a date
CAdtharity live, and are routinely checked to afupdate ov vevision#
Validity tnake sure that the sites to which
,IOJi.aina]'Jili-t ST they point, retain online.
_Rgl_}e_vanice 5 . Trying it out
Substance
There are tools on the Web that will analyse a site for you to see the extent to which links are
List of criferig - operational These are useful for diagnostic purposes when you are developing your own pages.
Rsfg,.e,;,csi: BN Howeever, they can also be usefil for testing other sites.
Esamples are:
W It Leaming Enef aee
P . Doctor HTML reports directly on possible 'dead' links
o [EE=lR e tests ot links and emails you a report —
& 'Document: Done E[Thursday, May 20, 1993]

As afurther example, within the category Validity, we include referring links, that is the extent to
which other sites refer to the site in question. Thisis suggesting that much like citation indexing,
and the principles of citing someone in print, we can use this approach and check who has cited
the WebSite.

The evaluation criteria exemplified at present are all also listed on a separate page for aternative
entry. An extract is shown in Figure 10, which aso shows the correspondence between a criterion
and the category into which we have placed it. It is therefore possible to search the site
alphabetically by thelist of criteria. While being fairly stable, the list remains under development
aswe evaluate class use of the site.

FAVORS also provides support for carrying out metainformation creation exercises when
constructing WebPages. These description classification and indexing exercises are carried out
with reference to evolving standards. Students may also choose to refer to the large list of
references used when this material was drawn together and look at how others have approached
Internet Site evaluations.

We have begun to use the site with classes for teaching purposes, but our evaluation of its use will
not be completed until later in the year.
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Figure 10: Extract from list of criteriaindicating their functional area.

¥ Web site evaluation guide frames lapout - Netscape
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Conclusion

The collaborative work with the Library proved to be successful both as collaboration, and as a
learning experience for the students. The work was chosen as an exemplar for presentation at a
QUT senior staff meeting, and was well received.

Utilisation of the approach within our teaching will continue as follows:

* Anextension of student participation in Infoquest within student professional practice
subject in association with the Library

» Use of the evaluation tool for application with introductory information management
subjects, and subsequently for other subjects that wish to use it for teaching purposes.

We believe the project has also potential for further collaborative benefits. The evaluation tool
will provide valuable cross-faculty flexible delivery options, and should provide a useful adjunct
for a’'technical literacy’ project that isunderway at QUT. It will provide al future students with a
tool that helps them to locate, retrieve, evaluate and organize Internet resources.

Middleton & Edwards 11



Internet site evaluation toal........ 30-11-99

References

Alexander, J. & Tate, M.A. (1996, August 8). Evaluating Web resources. Wolfgang Memorial
Library, Widener University. <http://www.science.widener.edu/~withers/webeval .htm>
(2999, April 13).

Ciolek, T.M. & Goltz, I.M. (1996) Information quality WWW virtua library: the Internet guide to
construction of quality online resources. <http://www.ciolek.com/WWWVL-
InfoQuality.html> (1999, April 13).

Corry, M.D., Frick, T.W. & Hansen, L. (1997) User-centered design and usability testing of a
Web site: anillustrative case study, Educational Technology Research and Development,
45(4), 65-76.

Favors. (1999) <http://www.fit.qut.edu.au/FAVORS/>. (1999, May 13).

Infoquest. (1998). <http://roads.itc.gu.edu.au:8880/>. (1999, April 13).

Kapoun, J. (1998, July/August). Teaching undergrads Web evaluation: a guide for library
instruction, College & Research Libraries News 59(7), 522-523.

Morgan, E.L. (1998, August 27) Alex catalogue of electronic texts. Version 1.0.
<http://sunsite.berkeley.edu/aex/> (1999, April 13).

National Archives of Australia. (1999). Australian Government Locator Service.
<http://www.naa.gov.au/govserv/agls/> (1999, April 13).

Notess, G. (1999) Search engine showdown. <http://www.notess.com/search/> (1999, April 13).

Ohio State University Libraries. (1997). net. Tutor. <http://gateway.lib.ohio-state.edu/tutor/>
(2999, April 13).

ROADS: Resource Organisation And Discovery in Subject-based Services. (1997).
<http://www.ilrt.bris.ac.uk/roads/> (1999 April 13).

Schwartz, C. (1998). Web Search Engines, Journal of the American Society for Information
Science, 49(11), 973-982.

Smith, A. (1999). Evaluation of information sources. In: T.M. Ciolek & 1.M. Goltz Information
quality WMWW virtual library <http://www.vuw.ac.nz/~agsmith/evaln/evaln.htm> (1999,
April 13).

Sowards, SW. (1997). Save the time of the surfer: evaluating Web sites for users. Library Hi
Tech, 15(3-4), 155-58.

Sullivan, D. (Ed.). (1996). Search engine watch. <http://searchenginewatch.internet.com/> (1999,
April 13).

Middleton & Edwards 12



Internet site evaluation toal........ 30-11-99

Tweddle, S., Avis, P., Wright, J. & Walker, T. (1998). Towards criteriafor evaluating Web sites.
British Journal of Educational Technology, 29(3), 267-270.

Wilkinson, G. (1997, May 20). Evaluating the quality of Internet information sources.
<http://itechl.coe.uga.edu/Faculty/GWilkinson/webeval .html> (1999, April 13).

Worsfold, E., Hiom, D. & Peereboom. (1998, May). Internet detective.
<http://sosig.ac.uk/desire/internet-detective.ntml> (1999, April 13).

Middleton & Edwards 13



