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Presentation Notes
This title of my presentation is the title of an article published with a composition instructor last year; unfortunately, he couldn’t make it; I’ll be sharing some of the highlights of our collaboration and some basic lessons we learned when it comes to the words, and the meaning of those words, that we use in the classroom.
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Presentation Notes
You’re a freshmen.  Your first-year composition instructor wants you to use reliable sources for your argumentative research paper (sometimes he also says reputable sources).  He wants them to be of the similar rigor and genre.  And he also uses the Aristotelian/persuasive/rhetorical appeals in his teaching.  The instructor and librarian have planned a library instruction session on evaluating sources.  Your class comes to the library for the session.  The librarian is talking about this stuff. Show words.  To you, the librarian is sort of talking about the same things that the instructor talks about, but she’s using different words, or the words have different meanings, or the words might describe other words.   After the session, you’re supposed to find a few sources on your topic, and explain why they are appropriate for your paper, and how you might use them.  You’re expected to justify your choices by the ideas or concepts you learned in the library session.   As a student, you must make sense of this vocabulary, and use it effectively.   This is pretty much what happened to my coauthor and I.   What they may have failed to do, though, is dig deeply into their disciplinary language.  They could have simplified or at least clarified this situation.   We had a good working relationship.  But, we were looking at the session as the librarian coming in and doing the information literacy module, rather than it being a true collaboration with the librarian embedded in the class.  So, instead of a 30 min conversation about the assignment, they’re working together throughout the semester, which allows the librarian to have a better sense of what is happening in the comp classroom Now I’ll explain how we got to this point.  I’m going to talk a little about our lesson plan then share some results of an assignment that students were asked to do



ASSIGNMENT

Rigor: “the thoroughness and accuracy of a source”

Genre: “a category of writing or art that share similarities in form or style”

Topic proposal: 1) provide brief summary of authors’ claims
2) justify why the articles were of comparable rigor and genre

Paper: Analyze sources’ rhetoric and explain which author made the better argument 
and why
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The paper that lined up with the library session that we were going to plan asked students to find two sources on their topic of the same or similar rigor or genre. The reason he wanted them of comparable rigor and genre was he had students in the past compare arguments from a peer-reviewed article and say a blog post. This isn’t all that challenging to students.  This wasn’t all that challenging, because they could easily say “the peer-reviewed article has more evidence.” So, he wanted them to find things that were similar. In a topic proposal, before they wrote a full argumentative paper, they would 1) provide a brief summary of each of the authors’ claims; 2) justify why the articles were of comparable rigor and genre.   Very short assignment in word count.



INFORMATION CREATION AS PROCESS

• articulate the capabilities and constraints of information developed through various 
creation processes;

• assess the fit between an information product’s creation process and a particular 
information need;

• articulate the traditional and emerging processes of information creation and 
dissemination in a particular discipline;

• recognize that information may be perceived differently based on the format in which 
it is packaged;

• recognize the implications of information formats that contain static or dynamic 
information;

• monitor the value that is placed upon different types of information products in 
varying contexts;

• transfer knowledge of capabilities and constraints to new types of information 
products;

• develop, in their own creation processes, an understanding that their choices impact 
the purposes for which the information product will be used and the message it 
conveys.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Some of you may be familiar with the Association of College and Research Libraries’ Framework for Information Literacy for Higher Education, which is based on the theory of threshold concepts and consists of six frames.  This lesson plan on source evaluation, that was the basis for the scenario, was situated in the frame of Information Creation as Process.   So, this is a lot to take in, but these are the “knowledge practices” of the Frame.  The things we want students to be able to do if they achieve  this threshold concept.  Now obviously, there’s no way a 50 or 75 min class could cover all of this.  We’re talking baby steps here.  What you’ll notice is much more involved than understanding the differences between popular and scholarly sources



LIBRARY SESSION

“Students will learn that information is disseminated 
in different formats and that the accuracy and 
thoroughness (rigor) of information is often 
related to the length of time it takes to produce the 
information and the format in which it was 
reported.”

Carter, T.M. & Aldridge, T.  (2015) “Information Life Cycle” In P. 
Bravender, H. McClure, & G Shaub (Eds.), Teaching information 
literacy threshold concepts: Lesson plans for Librarians, 94-98.  
Association of College & Research Libraries. https://www.slideshare.net/JessicaWilliams62/the-information-cycle-56709864

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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I don’t have time to go into depth about our lesson plan, but it has been published, if you’d like to read more about it. We focused on the “information life cycle” which could also be called the publication cycle.  And, we tried not to use checklists; you may have heard of the CRAAP (currency, relevancy, authority, audience, purpose) test; at Auburn, with the Framework, we’re moving toward source evaluation that requires students to think more critically about source use.  One of the problems with checklists is that they don’t take information need into account, and often privilege peer-reviewed sources over others, where sometimes what a student needs IS a newspaper article or blog post.   This was our learning outcome – whew.  A lot to do in 75 minutes.  It does mention the word “rigor” which is the instructor’s word.  “Accuracy” was both of our words, but “thoroughness” was his.  “Format” was mine.  You see how we’re taking ownership of “our” words. He and I looked at the topic proposals to see how well students did the two things they were asked 1) summarize author’s claims 2) justify why they are of similar rigor and genre.  Guess which one they did the worst on?  The justification.  And, what we found was a lot of how they used the words.Not understanding meanings completely, using terms very broadly.  Overall, not great.  



CREDIBILITY= AUTHORITY OF AUTHOR

“[Author] appeals to ethos because he is a psychiatrist at Harvard Medical School.”

“They are also from the same magazine, so the authors have similar credibility.”

“The author in article one has many ethos that help to [sic] his argument which make him credible.”

“Both of the authors appeal to ethos almost equally due to their credibility and background.”

“The only effective part of [author’s] article was his credibility as a writer…. throughout his argument 
he provides many facts on marijuana and the use of it, but the facts are very vague and have very little 
credibility behind them.”
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A lot came out of this…enough for us to write an article.  Let’s look at the word credibility.  I think this is something that both librarians and comp instructors say.  What he and I were talking about was the author’s authority, and my coauthor also used the word ethos.   So, at that time, I’ve tried to make it a little more nuanced now, I was talking about author’s credentials.  This doesn’t require much thought at all on students’ part.  Now the Framework, also has a frame called Authority is Constructed and Contextual, and one of the knowledge practices is for students to define different types of authority, such as subject expertise (e.g., scholarship), societal position (e.g., public office or title), or special experience (e.g., participating in a historic event).  These are important. For the composition instructor I worked with, ethos takes this oversimplified view into consideration, but also requires evaluating how an author exhibits authority through proper diction and ethical claims. Furthermore, a credible author should present counterarguments fairly, and if he or she does not, then their manipulation of information or bias might compromise their ethos, their credibility. The information literacy approach promoted a surface-level evaluation, while the rhetorical analysis of authority required a thorough reading and comprehension of the source.  A lot of weird things came out of this Example 1 (first 2):Looked at credentialsImplies that they just looked at author’s credentials because the authors are most likely both journalists Example 2 (next 2):Whereas ethos and credibility should mean the same thing for the instructor, they’re using these as two different words.  Or their using circular reasoning.They’re saying the author’s are credible because they are credible.   What I think happened here, is I used the word credibility to refer to authority because of credentials, most likely, whereas he used them slightly differently.  So, they’re seeing ethos and credibility as two different words. Example 3:Misuse of wordUsing credibility in the sense of authority, but also credibility for evidence – which would technically fall under “logos” for the instructor, or even just using the word evidence 



TIPS TO IMPROVE STUDENT LEARNING

1. Get on the same page

2. Challenge students’ use of words

3. Create a true collaborative relationship
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This may come across as being nitpicky, my coauthor and I talked a lot about the different implications.  But, it all comes down to student learning.  But, I wanted to share a few tips instead.   I continued to explore the language I use, and if you want students to think critically about sources, you, the librarian, and the students, all have to be on the same page.  1. I try communicate better with the instructor and/or adopt the language of the instructor.   If they use credible, I’ll use credible with their definition.  If they use reliable, I use reliable with their definition.   If they use both, I ask for them to explain the difference to me.  I’m still sort of a guest in the classroom, so I try to blend my language in the best I can, without introducing too many new words.2. Challenge students: Required to find a reputable source.  I’ll ask them to define it.  How do you think they’re going to define it?  What might they say?  Without using the words credible, reliable, trustworthy, valid  - I wish I had an IRB for that, because it really makes them think.3.  Show the librarian all the different assignments, invite them onto CANVAs or Blackboard…
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