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What about the “Google Effect™
Improving the Library Research Habits
of First-Year Composition Students

> Patrick Corbett
New Voice

This article presents a consideration of how students existing information-seeking behaviors
affect traditional methods of teaching library research in first-year writing courses and offers
an alternative method that uses both library and popular internet search tocls.

The prominence of information literacy as an outcome for postsecondary general
education stems from the degree to which it is believed to affect students’ preparation
to do college-level work (Samison and Granath 149). As early as the 1998 report by
the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges entitled Information Com-
petency in the California Community Colleges, educational policy makers have argued
for increasing two-year college students’ proficiency with seeking, finding, and using
informarion. As faculty who teach writing, we have long understood the need for
students to improve their information literacy. We recognize the contribution of
information-seeking skills and practices to students’ academic success. For at least
a decade, though, shifts in digital informaton and communication technologies
have forced dramatic changes in the methods we use to teach information literacy
(Warren 299). These frequent shifts within the new technological order have forced
an across-the-board strategic reconsideration of what information-seeking tools
and skills students must learn. In the writing disciplines, we have struggled to keep
abreast of these shifts with relevant pedagogies that promote students’ proper reli-
ance on these tools and skills m their research and writing (see Sidler, Morris, and
Overman-Smith for writng-relevant conversations).

This article addresses one aspect of the ongoing pedagogical struggle with
new information technology. [t explores the disconnect between the obligation we
place on students to begin using sophisticated digital library tools for our classes and
thelr ability and willingness to successfully use these tools to find the information
that will serve them best. The article presents the results of a small HCI (human-
computer interaction) study of first-year writing students and offers a possible
explanation for the percetved intractability of these students in their un-academic
information-seeking behaviors. Focusing on students’ funiliarity wich popular
Internet inforination tools like the Google scarch engine, it offers a srage-process
approach to information literacy and a niethod tor integrating information-secking
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mstruction with assigniments in frst-year writng courses. It discusses how this
approach can improve traditional information literacy mstruction in the writing
classtoom before concluding with a discussion of my own implementation of the
approach in rescarch-based first-year composition courses.

The Library Research Barrier

Traditional pedagogy for teaching writing students to do library research is centered
on the expectation that students learn to do research by enulating expert research
practices with expert research tools (see Rockman for various perspectives). First-
vear writing students are typically given a brief, intensive introduction to library
tools and then are expected to use these resources on their own time in support of
a larger research writing project. This instruction usually comes from librarians or
writing instructors in the form of instruction modules at the “point-of-need” (Peary
and Ernick 39). The challenge of successfully using point-of-need instructional
delivery is thac it frames lbrary research as a means to an end when library research
is instead part of the practice of making knowledge and inseparably integrated with
the intellectual project undertaken by the student.

For various reasons, writing faculty who use the point-of-need pedagogy
often demand that students proscribe their own native Internet practices and habits.
In Kate Manuels survey of the portrayal of first-year students m information literacy
literature, she notes that students are perceived by many faculty to be unsophisti-
cated consumers of information and unnecessarily invested in easily available, but
unreliable, Internet information (401)."' This view is predicated on the beliet that
students expend as modest an effort in their research as possible and with little re-
gard for the intellectual property of others (402). Though writing faculty generally
have a more nuanced understanding of students’ information-secking behaviors,
even if we do not attribute students’ lack of sophistication to laziness, we typically
discourage their reliance on the use of Internet information tools such as Google,
Yahoo, Wikipedia, or Ask.com. The risk of this tactic 1s that it tempts us into seeing
the task of introducing students to expert library research practices as an interven-
tion in existing “bad” Internet habits. The tacit expectation of this point of view is
that because these existing habits ave not useful in an academic research context,
students will “see the light” when we force them to use more academically appro-
priate tools and methods. Despite worthy intentions, we are then frustrated when
many students insistently rely on the popular Internet for their writing projects,
even when the information they find is mappropriate or madequate.

The “Google Effect”

In the spring of 2007, 1 (with the help of three colleagues) conducted HCT usability
research with first-year writing students as they used a digital library interface for
basic research tasks. Through our usability research we analyzed students” at-the-
kevboard scarch habits for what effects their prior learning had on how they con-
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ducted simple library research tasks. We learned that a key influence for how students
perceive library rescarch tools is the degree to which they are already familiar with
and dependent on popular Internet information tools, particularly Google.” In
other words, the ubiquity of Google in the information-seeking lives of writing
students factors heavily on how they interact with more specialized expert search
and retrieval tools like those associated with acadenic hibraries.

At face value, finding that students preferred tools and skills gamned from
informal learning rather than direct mstruction seems obvious; however, the
“Google effect” (as we came to call 1it) 1s deceptive in its simplicity. In HCI terms,
the “Google effect” refers to our finding that student-participants’ “mental mod-
els” of how the Internet and Google worked were almost undifferentiated. Even
though participants could offer matter-of-fact wavs that the Internet and Google
are different (e.g., Google searched the Internet), they saw no salient difference
between the two entities in terms of how they worked, what they were able to
provide under different circumstances, or why. The research suggests that partici-
pants’ misconceptualization of Google, the Internet, and digital public information
sites in general contributed to several other barriers: (1) their sense that Google is
more dependable than library research tools; (2) their belief that it provides more
appropriate feedback from searches; and (3) their view that it is more time-cost
effective for achieving adequate results.

Student participants relied most heavily, it not exclusively, on Google for
their information needs both in and out of school. When confronted with our
library research tasks and tools, each student demonstrated a strong desire to use
Google mnstead, including one vocal student who lectured us on the superiority of
Google to library wools. The participants also shared a similar, and counter-productive,
mental model of Google’s tunction that stemmed from their familiarity with using
it without understanding how it worked. Put simply, they conducted their searches
as 1f the Web was found on Google rather than the other way around. Their opera-
tional assumption was that anything useful on the Web could be accessed through
a Google search. Participants did not know that records found through the library’s
digital card catalog (or through other crucial library databases) were a different set
of data than the information available through Google’s front page and that there
1s irregular overlap.

Student participants” mental models of Google were born out of their
relative familiarity with the surface teatures of it and similar tools. This familiar-
ity contrasts markedly with their use of digital library resources, which many of
them had difficulty using even for the most basic tasks. One reason for this is that
Google appears to be intuitive and 15 “sold™ as such. Participants believed that li-
brary resources would be intuitive to use as well, but library resources are expert
information search and retrieval tools that require a significant time investment to
learn to use properly. Despite first being given access to help modules specifically
designed for the research tasks assigned to them, participants all but disregarded these
materials and quickly began to apply the same search techniques to the research
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tasks that that thev found to be effective with Google. One explanation for tAhiS 18
that Google’s interface privileges case of aceess over powertul control and forces
little of the precision that library research tools typically require of users. Accessing
library digital records demands more precise language and logic than Google and
with less pornt-and-click functionality. Library tools are unforgiving of spelling
errors. and users must be aware of relatively complex strategics to find sought-after
information. As a result, while none of the participants were able to articulate what
1 Boolean AND function was. the seven out of eight of them who were familiar
with Google all relied on the Boolean AND operator being mnplicitly provided in
their search strings, as it is with Google searches. This same behavior produced an
error message with the library’s digital card catalog because two or more kevwords
were inputted without explicit Boolean operators.

A tinal,but also significant, barrier participants encountered was that, unlike
Google. digital card catalogs have low “information scent.” This means that they
provide few contextual clues (Iike annotated search results) to give the user an idea
about what inforniation their immediately future actions will provide. Library digital
card catalogs do not provide clear and immediate feedback on the effectiveness of
a search because users then must physically vetrieve the information. This created a
problem when study participants enacted a research strategy that is highly cffective
with Google——casting the “wide net.”When casting the wide net, an information
seeker begins a search with one or two broad scarch terms to which other terms
are later added to narrow the search once a few web pages are reviewed. When the
wide net strategy was used with the digital card catalog, participants were faced with
hundreds or thousands of records that did not produce a web page when clicked
(a source of great frustration to Google-trained participants).

The Stage-Process Approach

As a means of addressing some of the information-secking barriers that students face,
I have developed a stage-process approach for research instruction m writing courses
that I teach. In this section | present a general discussion of the approach, tollowed
by a mote detailed explanation and examples of how Lapply it. The stage-process
approach is designed to make library research more approachable (and, hopetully,
relevant) to students by helping them develop both Internet and library research
skills and incorporating these together in an intertwined, ongoing, and recursive
process. Conceptually, the approach is inspired by inquiry-based writing pedagogies
like those espoused in textbooks by compositionists David A Jollifte (xiii—xiv) and
Bruce Ballenger (xx), which provide students with clear methods for developing
their writing project from its necessarily chaotic beginning. Methodologically.
the stage-process approach resembles a similar method advocated by Alexandria
Peary and Linda Ernick that focuses on engaging students m library research for
A CNLTe Semester.

I developed the stage-process approach in recognition that my deniand
of students to begin immediately using these expert tools proficiendy is often
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met with a scratching of heads, both students and my own, when the results are
presented. To frame the issue as an HCI problem, students” existing behaviors, at-
titudes, and choices, which are shaped by previous learning, strongly lead them to
misuse expert tools. Point-ot-need methods of introducing digital library tools to
students, such as guided library visits and scavenger hunts, only begin to resolve
this issuc. Increasingly, digital supplements like online directions, help modules,
and tutorials are being used as solutions, but other research supports our own HCI
findings that users, mcluding students, do not benetit from niost online help forms
(sce Dormann for a review of the literature), Without a solution, scudents who are
not practiced in navigating the functional differences between intuitive and high
information scent tools like Google and their university’s digital card catalog and
databases will likely as not abandon digital library resources because they produce
unfamiliar and unhelptul results.

The problem of pomt-of-need pedagogy is addressed by Peary and Ernick,
but nevertheless they recommend the traditional pedagogical technique of se-
verely limiting students” ability and incentive to use popular Internet tools so that
students will rely more heavily on scholarly resources (40). Recognizing that this
attitude toward Internet sources often does not produce the mtended result, the
stage-process approach instead requires students to begin research with whatever
common Internet tools they use natively. Rather than eschewing these tools as the
objects of bad habits, the stage-process approach uses them to begin the research
process and to demonstrate to students that research is a generative practice that
can accommodate (even capitalize on) the humble beginnings, missteps, U-turns,
and dead ends of an intellectual inquiry even as it secks to move beyond them.
The significant amount of informal and formal research-oriented text that students
produce expands upon and modifies the research of previous stages so that other
complex tasks of the research process can be explored. Once the research process
has sufficiently advanced beyond the facility of common Internet tools, expert
library tools are introduced to sustain and develop it.

The stage-process approach builds mto writing classroom instruction the
expectation that students will continue not only to investigate but also to rethink,
retool, and expand their research throughout the semester. The tools become part
of the research inquiry as students are asked to examine how their understanding of
the tools changes. By design, the approach begins with assigniments and classroom
activities involving stiiple research tasks and familiar tools and moves (with a great
deal of support) toward more complicated tasks with expert tools. The expectation
1s that over the duration of the course, while researching a topic ot their own choos-
ing, students will also be able to explain what it means to do research with both
common and expert tools, explain the ditferences between them, and articulate a
research strategy that uses both. While developing the approach, I have kept in mind
several issues reported in scholarship focusing on informaton search and retrieval:
that instructors want students to use “real” sources (Groce 196): that a mismatch
exists between the broad scope of many first-year composition courses and the
expectation that students use research written by experts for experts (Baker 181);
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that students need extra support in navigating academic informational spaces (Ray
149); and that students find raditonal methods of teaching mtormation literacy
to be “isolatng” (Foster 175).

Applying a Stage-Process Approach

As the stage-process approach is further explained below, it is worth noting that
assignments within a particular stage are arbitrary. These assignments, the individual
stages, and their lengths are merely pedagogical strategies to assist the task of learning
to do sustained research with an increasingly sophisticated information hteracy. Any
components of this approach can easily be adapted or substituted to suit individual
teaching styles or course objectives. What is important is that the research process
1s broken down, explored meta-analvtically, and sustained over the course of the
semester so that students are continually asked to think like researchers, even as
they are given license to struggle with what “thinking Iike a researcher™ means.
Similarly to Peary and Ernick, this approach asks students to engage in frequent
meta-analysis of research tasks i the form of “research process notes” that, Iike writ-
ing process journals, allow students to consider their information secking habits and
techniques as they develop and change throughout the semester (38). By the time
students have completed the course, they will likely have written several informal
research-oriented papers on a topic, compiled a technical research document, and
developed at least one extended research essay written with sources found using
expert tools. They will have also written numerous short analytical texts designed
to provide opportunities for reflection on and reconsideration of the information
and tools that they encounter.

Stage |: Exploration

In the first week of class T give an informal assessment of the information-seeking
behaviors and needs of individual students and use this information to introduce a
general discussion of secondary research. Students are assigned a very simple initial
research task that asks them to find, read, and evaluate several Internet resources on a
tangible topic of their own choosing. A few ot the topics that students have chosen
to develop in the past include Disney movies, barbecuing, and post-traumatic stress
disorder (PTSD).” I ask students to take notes as they research and then to compose
an informal analysis detailing the search engines they have used, their keywords, the
usefulness of the search, websites visited, key information learned, turther questions
that the initial research has raised, problems encountered, and other information
relevant to the search itself. I use this information to compile a report that shares
with students their existing informaton-seeking profiles and habits: what tools
they use, for what, how so, and to what extent. This information provides me with
an understanding of what mental models, preconceptions, and tendencies are in
play with a particular group of students, and it gives the students the beginning
of a broader context for thinking about research as a recursive process involving
various tools and techniques.
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Stage 2:"Quick and Dirty” Research

Next, students are involved in a radically simplified version of the research process
(ak.a. "quick and direy” researchy moan effort to get them reading, and writing
about what they read, as quickly as possible. In this way, fromi the beginning of the
course, students produce their own research analyses that become objects of textual
analysis, reconsideration. and learning. Students have the option of using the topic
they have already chosen to explore, or choosing one that is different. Students
are free to use popular Internet tools but are also expected to work with slighty
longer sources at this stage. T ask them to take ample notes from these sources us-
ing pseudo- or proto-citation, which over the course of the semester we formalize
to it MLA or APA style.’ A student who chose Disney movies to explore mitially
might research how romance is portrayed in several of these novies, while a student
who is researching barbecuing mighe focus on his theory that outdoor grilling is
a quintessential suburban activity. Similarly, a student interested i PTSD mighe
tocus specifically on female soldiers. T ask students to generate and organize fields
of keywords that they can use as future search terius, and, as a class, we develop
several possible directions that they can use to push more deeply mto their topic.
Later in this stage, students write simplified research plans that articulate what they
already know about their topic and grasp for what they feel they need to know next.

Stage 3: From Familiar to New

As students continue to develop various threads of expertise within their chosen
topic through their research of common Internet sites, the class develops an in-
creasingly sophisticated understanding of what roles these sites can eftectively play
in the research process. The sites become the object of meta-analysis involving
short writing assignments and class discussions. The class might read the editorial
discussions from contested Wikipedia pages and other publicly edited content
so students have the opportunity to become aware of the political nature of the
information they seek. The class pushes Google’s hmits of utility for finding basic
and sophisticated information and compares it to other tools like clustering search
engines and visual information tools,

At this pomnt, digital library resources are also introduced mn conjunction
with and in comparison to the more familiar tools. Students practice using the
digital library card catalog and journal databases in class workshops (a prospect
made easier by access to computer classrooms). This work is done collaboratvely
with particularly vexing research problems opened up to the entire group. Exercises
using various hands-on research dilemmas illustrate basic Boolean search concepts
(e.g.. how to construct a search that differentiates the theologian Martin Luther
from Martin Luther King Jr.), source management (e.g., practicing effective reading
strategies for bulk research), and search redirection (e.g., processing indexes and
bibliographies for key words). For example, I might ask students to explore the
provenance of a particular idea or concept by pursuing additional sources trom the
bibliographic entries of their existing sources. I have also asked students to do this
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sort of"intellectual digging” with their keywords by usigan crymo}ogical' diction-
arv and tracing historical and alternate meanings for thetr kevwords. 1 typlc‘a_lly use
this exercise when students are having wouble conceprualizing how to shift thewr
initial research into a more focused and systematic mquiry. For example, a sturljclnt
interesred in exploring the act of barbecuing as 4 quintcxsmt}al suburban acovity
will discover several things through an etvmological studv of the word “suburb™
first. that the concept of the “suburb™ is not strictly American or ﬁ'on{ the twen-
deth century: second, historically, the use of the term “suburb™ has often carr‘wd
an unﬁatteri(ng connotation: third, one cannot study “the suburbs” without taking
into account the larger concept of “urbanization.”

Stage 4: Guided Self-Assessment

By this point in the research process (four to six weeks in‘ for my own classes),
students have often written much more than what they typlcaHyw\\rould na cla§s
where research is neither process based nor staged. The trade-off in work load is
that the writing has low stakes and is not evaluated ~for stylistic efﬁcavcy. The goz}l
of the frequent writing tasks is to get students confidently communicating their
thinking through writing about their topic and their approach to 1t \\’blle at th.s
same time generating documents that are useful to them as they complicate their
ideas with research found from more academic strategies. o
In this stage | ask students to exercise more formality and s‘ophlsm‘an}er} n
their research process while thinking about, using, and contextualizing thc infor-
mation sources that they are finding. When students have achieved a critical mass
of rescarch and can begin making serious connections between ideas and sources,
they prepare a four-section technical document (with abogr five hundred Wgrds per
section) in which they position themselves as a writer with respect to thelr topic,
contextualize the topic according to issues that have come up n their refearch, and
analyze the arguments of the writers on whom they are relying in their 1'eseat'§h.
From this analysis they develop several questions for a more formal research.m-
quiry, one that reformulates their research to date and pushes iF n a new @ir@cﬁF1()11‘
A student who is interested in the portrayal of romance in Disney movies might,
at this point, examine more closely the moral center of male-female romance 1
Disnev animated films.A student who is interested in how the suburbs are portmyg‘d
1 American culture (and possibly what role barbecuing plays n this) night ?cgm
exploring a historical or sociocultural analtysis of Amemfap F\\'Qlltletl‘l-—g“t;‘n[ll"l‘?fV sub-
urbia™ and shifts in urbanization trends. A student who 15 mterested in PTSD and
fermale soldiers could focus her inguiry on how returning female combat soldiers
from the Second Iraq War are treated for PTSD in comparison to male soldiers.

Stage 5 (and Beyond): Being the Expert

As the semester progresses, students compose longer s while focusing on the
construction of arcuments that make more sophisticated use of the research they
contnue to do. Often, students will write annotations of sources by providing a
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synopsis and an analvsis of how the source fits into cheir inquiry. The class comes
back to the tope of exploration and reconceprualization for cach assignment m
varving degrees of formality. One way this happens is that when students reach the
limits of their research abilities in their own time we discuss possible strategies as a
group. Another way 1s that when I comment on and return dratts of tormal assign-
ments, [ often use this opportunity to suggest conceptual turns i their arguments
that require additional rescarch. For example, if a student who is interested in ro-
nuance in Disney films has come to the limit of her ability to find sources that treat
romance as a cultural and ideological construction. I might suggest that she look
for sources that discuss the pseudo-fenumist commodification of feminine power
in Disney films. However the student chooses to move forward, the expectation
is that she will not only be introduced to the features and strategies of successful
information seeking—source access, Boolean searching, keyword generation, source
assessment, research reading skills, citation, and so forth—but that she will have
multiple opportumties to practice these skills in a project in which she 1s invested
over several assignments throughout the course of the semester.

Examples from the Classroom

Since the 2007 HCI study, I have refashioned my own mstruction to be more
sensitive to helping students understand the function and differences between the
computer tools they use in their everyday lives and the tools they use for academic
purposes. | continue to develop and use the stage-process approach in my research-
based first-year composition courses, both at two-year and four-year institutions.
Though the nature and character of each individual class is different, generally the
students are willing, and occasionally enthusiastic, about choosing topics according
to their own interest and making research decisions. They are initally intrigued
by the possibility of doing something that their mstructor explains as “research,”
but that feels more like the Internet use to which they are accustomed. Students
have reported to me that the slow introduction of formalization in the texts they
compose and in their rescarch processes has allowed them to take chances with
their ideas that they otherwise would not have taken for fear of a harsh evaluation.
Many times the topics that students initially choose evolve quite substantially as
they progress to formal assignments. [ am pleased that many students often write
m-depth research papers that have benefited trom several significant perceptual
turns over the course of previous dratts and informal assignments. The account
of a student 1 call Mina illustrates what these perceptual shifts look like and how
students conie ro make them.

For her first informal research assignment, Mia chose a tangible topic,
Botox, and asked why so many women fecl they need Botox to be beautitul. She
had inigally wanted o write about credit cards, but she did not have the nitial
mtormaton search and retrieval skills to find anything more than sponsored ads
and business news, which she had little interest in pursuing. Instead, she composed
an informal but passionate text about the dangers of Botox injections. To promote
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a higher degree of objectivity, T encouraged her to explore both medical and cos-
met\ic uses of Botox if she were interested in writing a position paper on it. Over
the next several weeks, Mina wrote a “quick and direy” research essay on “Botox
parties” and then a further short picce on the process ot manuf}\ctu%‘ing Botox
from the Botulinum toxin type A protein. As she continued her investigauon, she
was surprised to learn that Botox was originally used. and contigu&;s to b’c used,
therapeutically. In her technical report, Mina linked the previous intormation she
had researched with information about the therapeutic uses of Botox that she had
eathered from more formal public Internet sites and her mitial forays into library
databases. Still interested in what she believed was the proliferation of unnecessary
cosnetic enhancement., she shitted her tocus in her formal rescarch essay from
Botox to body dysmorphic disorder (BDD). which was a rearticulation of what
originally concerned her about Botox. Able to use her existing knowledge of Bo-
tox as an example, Mina used library tools to find information on BDD as \‘vel} as
the representation of women’s beauty in magazines and wrote her paper linking
together these three aspects of her research.

One aspect of the stage-process approach that helped Mina and other StEld@l]tS
the most was writing reflective assignments about the research process. Each tormal
and informal writing assigninent students completed had a reflective component
attached. In these shorter reflective picces, students would discuss particular aspects
of the research process and their experiences with them. For example, to begin
the “Exploration” stage of their research, students work on formulafing a rcs.c:a’ﬁ.:h
question. Using classroom exercises to gencrate and narrow ideas for their initial
research inquiry, students have come up with broad. but addressable. questions. such
a5 Why is SPAM so popular a food product?”and"Where did the flush toilet come
from?” Once students have their question for which they complete an informal
research-based text, [ also give themt a reflective assigmment like the following:

Once vou have determined your question and completed some prehminary
Internet research, say for at least one full hour, take 2 moment to respond to the
following questions. As you conduct your research, write down on the %hcetw
provided the scarch engines you use, the keywords. whether they were }wlpiul
or not, the websites you have visited and found useful. key points of information
vou have learned. further questions you have raised, problems you have had, and
:llxy'thil]g else relevant to your scarch. From these notes. conypose 3 response that
discusses vour basic research strategy (or lack thereof]. Specifically address the
how, what, why, aud where of the work vou did.

This type of reflective text, when coupled with the support of classroom discussikons,
instructor response, and further “re-reconsiderations.” can become the seed for a
new iteration of the project, or a significant development of a previous text. Students
may resist what they feel is the *busy work™ of such detailed record keeping, so 1
make immediate use of any data-collection assignment of this type in the discussions
or exercises of the next class meeting, where we aggregate our information and

use it to explore what has worked, what has not.and what might be the next step.
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Final Thoughts

I have tound that the stage-process approach benefits students”  writing in my courses
n several ways: (1) as Mina’s work illustrates, students produce written projects that
are often re-visioned several times; (2) students learn how to conduct research as a
recursive process; (3) students gain valuable practuce mtegrating researched infor-
mation and their own previous syntheses of researched mtormation mto texts of
increasing conceptual complexity, and (4) students leave the course with a more
complex understanding ot what role textual research and sophisticated informa-
tion seeking can play in their own writing. Part of the strength ot this approach, as
I have emphasized, is that it takes the mformation search and vetrieval portion of
research pedagogy from a point-ot-need and develops it concurrently with other
aspects of the writing course over the length of the entire semester.

Implementing a stage-process approach does not come without costs. Time
in the writing classroom 1s a limited, precious commodity. For every pedagogical
strategy that is implemented, many must be left out. Activities that focus on writing
skill building are what have been sacriticed i my classes as I've implemented the
stage-process approach. They have, n many respects, been relegated to the status
of point-of-need, and [ feel fortunate to have had students who are comfortable
learning this way. I have also had the good fortune of always having a computer
classroom in which to teach my writing courses. | would not implement the stage-
process approach as I have described it if the class, or my students at home, did not
have regular access to Internet-ready computers. The technological demands of
the approach would be a poor fit. Finally, because each assignment and each stage
of the research process is so heavily dependent on the last, student absences are a
significant factor.

['ve come to believe that T am the first-best resource n assisting students in
my classes to successtully learn how to conduct information search and retrieval
in their writing research. This stance 1s supported by findings that instructor par-
ticipation is a key component to student information literacy success (Samson and
Granath 149; Zoellner, Samson, and Hines 378}. I no longer “outsource” teaching
library resources to librarians {though I have become more willing to call on them
for advice and collaborative support). The stage-process approach offers a perspective
that questions the point-of-need application of information search and retrieval
pedagogy and instead places pedagogy within a context of information seeking
as a natural behavior. Library research does not have to be an “isolating” practice
(Foster 175), but faculty sometimes make it so through subtle misperceptions of
why students exhibit the information-seeking behaviors that they do, and how to
move them forward. The stage-process approach is intended to honor not only what
information students seek, but why, and to move them forward m their expertise
by making explicit links between their native information-seeking behaviors and
the behaviors that we demand of then.
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Notes

1. Kate Manuel’s study of 2,877 first-year writing students at New Mexico
State University in 2003—4 found that instruction alone does not resolve the
misperceptions students hold toward library tools on account of the strength of
these misperceptions and the manners in which they serve students.

2. This research was conducted by an mterdisciplinary team of two compo-
sitionists and two computer engineers. Using an HCT usabiliey test method, we
designed and tested three prototype help interfaces to assist instructors i teach-
ing first-semester writing students to use a library digital card catalog. We hoped
that our new multimodal interfaces, which combined text with images, video,
and interactive features, would assist student learning and teaching instruction of
digital library tools. Not only did these prototype interfaces quickly prove to be
ineffective in moving student writers forward to use the more sophisticated re-
search tools that an academic library has to offer, but they also mcreased student
resistance toward using digital hibrary tools.

3. Students had more success when searching for tangible and specific
concepts or objects rather than abstractions like love, war, freedom, truth, life, or
death. As a heuristic for selecting a topic, | suggest that if they can “touch, taste,
smell, see, or put it into exact words.” they will have more success than if they
choose something that they “feel” or that is too big to put into words.

4. Proto-citation offers students a way of working with the necessary infor-
mation found in formal citations without grappling with the syntax. For ex-
ample, I might ask students to find the author, date, publisher, and, 1f warranted,
Uniform Resource Locator (web URL) for a source and then ask them to pres-
ent chis information in a manner that they believe is both logical and useful.

Works Cited

Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. “Information Competency
in the California Commmunity Colleges™. 1998. <http://www.asccc.org/
Publications/Papers/Info_competency.html>. November 5, 2009.

Baker, Robert K. “Faculty Perceptions towards Student Library Use in a Large
Urban Community College.” Journal of Acadenic Librarianship 23.3 (1997):
17782,

Ballenger, Bruce. The Curious Researcher: A Guide to Writing Rescarch Papers. 6th
ed. Boston: Longman, 2009,

Dormann, Claire. “Designing On-Line Animated Help for Multimedia Applica-
tions.” Lecture Notes in Computer Science 1077, London: Springer-Verlag,
1994: 73-84.

5

Foster, Helen. “Growing Rescarchers Using an Information-Retrieval Scatfold
Teaching English in the Tivo-Year College 31.2 (2003): 170-738.

276 TEITYC March 2010

Groce, Heather. " Information-Secking Habits and Information Literacy of Com-
munity and Junior College Students: A Review of Literature.” Conmunity
and Junior College Librarics 14.3 (2008): 191-97.

Jollitte, David A, Inquiry and Genre: Writing to Learn in College. Boston: Allyn and
Bacon, 1998,

Manuel, Kate.*What Do First-Year Students Know about Information Re-
search? And What Can We Teach Them?™ Currents and Convergence: Navigating
the Rivers of Change: Procecdings of the Association of Colloge and Research Librar-
ies. Ed. Hugh A. Thompson. Minneapolis: 2005, 40118,

Peary, Alexandria, and Linda Ernick. “Reading, Writing, Research: Incorporating
Strategies from Composition and Rhetoric into Library Instruction.” College
and Undergraduate Libraries 11.1 (2004): 33—43.

Ray. Donald. “The Meaningful and the Procedural: Dilemmas of the Commu-
nity College Library.” Journal of Academic Librarianship 15.3 (1989): 147-50.

Rockman, llene E, ed. Integrating hiformation Literacy into the Higher Education
Curricudui: Practical Models for Transformation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2004,

Samson, Sue, and Kint Granath. “Recading. Writing, and Rescarch: Added Value
to University First-Year Experience Programs.” Reference Services Review 32.2
(2004): 149-56.

Sidler, Michelle, Richard Morris, and Elizabeth Overman-Smith, eds. Conput-
ers it the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcchook. Boston: Bedford/St.
Martin's, 2008,

Warren, Leslie A, “Information Literacy in Community Colleges: Focused on
Learning” Information Literacy and Instruction 45,4 (2006): 297-303.

Zoellner, Kate, Sue Sanson, and Samantha Hines.*Conunuing Assessment of
Library Instruction to Undergraduates: A General Education Course Survey
Research Project.” College and Researcl Libraries 69.4 (2008): 370-83.

Patrick Corbett is a PhD candidate in rhetoric and composition at the University of Louisville who
speaalizes in computer-mediated literacies,

What about the "Coogle Eifect™? 277



	Part1
	Part2

