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Burton, V.T., & Chadwick, S.A. (2000). Investigating the practices of student 
researchers: patterns of use and criteria for use of internet and library 
sources. Computers and Composition, 17, 209-328.

In this study of 543 undergraduate students, the authors determine that convenience or ease of access is students’ number one criterion when evaluating a research source. The authors observe that despite the fact that “a key element of academic literacy is the ability to locate, select, evaluate, synthesize, and cite outside sources in their own writing” (309), a majority of writing manuals and writing instructors fails to address the role and significance of source evaluation. They argue that “if teachers want student writers and researchers to stop using sources irresponsibly or inappropriately, they must take responsibility for training students in strategies of critical evaluation and urge colleagues across the curriculum to do the same” (324). 

Capossela, T. (1991). Students as sociolinguists: getting real research from freshmen 
writers. College Composition and Communication, 42(1), 75-79.

The author argues against traditional assignments that ask students to choose a topic and research it; instead, she advocates assignments that will lead students to the library as a logical step in the writing process. The article focuses on ways to assign research papers that involve exercises, such as finding sources from the bibliography of an essay while developing a topic. The author suggests that such assignments will remove the artificiality found in research papers where students have found sources to fulfill a requirement instead fulfilling an information need.

Cook, Doug. (2000). Creating connections: a review of the literature. In Raspa, R. & 
Ward, D. (Eds.) The Collaborative Imperative: Librarians and Faculty Working Together (pp.137-145). Chicago: ACRL.

Cook argues that collaboration has become a catch-all term for a variety of relationships and partnerships that are not truly collaborative. The author claims that for true collaboration to take place, “there must be a formal framework of clearly delineated roles, tasks, expectations, and outcomes. Anything short of this model is deemed merely networking or cooperation” (141).

Currie, L. & Eodice, M. (2005). Roots entwined: growing a sustainable collaboration. In
Elmborg, J.K. & Hook, S (Eds.), Centers for Learning: Writing Centers and Libraries in Collaboration (pp.42-60). Chicago: ACRL. 
In this case study, Currie (the research librarian) and Eodice (set with the task of starting a writing center) worked together under a new dean of libraries at Kentucky University. The proposal for a writing center was made by the new dean of libraries who was responding to administrative encouragement to “look around” for concepts of innovation with an eye toward disciplines or academic units with which to collaborate. Currie and Eodice looked at a “shared space collaboration” as a possible requirement for survival for both library and writing center. 
Elmborg, J. K. (2005). Libraries and writing centers in collaboration: a basis in theory. 
In Elmborg, J.K. & Hook, S (Eds.), Centers for Learning: Writing Centers and
Libraries in Collaboration (pp.1-20). Chicago: ACRL. 
Elmborg opens this book he co-edited by stating that “both writing centers and information literacy instruction have grown to a point where formal collaborative partnerships might be the best way to open new lines of development” (1). After surveying the range of pedagogical approaches by now familiar to the modern student (including the learning communities described by Vygotsky and Bruffee), the author proposes that writing centers and libraries are in a unique position to work together because both share a penchant for pragmatism; both “deal with real world problems that involve a high volume of students doing work under time pressure” (5). Elmborg recommends cross-training of writing center tutors and librarians so that both can recognize “decision points” student writers and researchers reach in their work and refer patrons to resources accordingly. 
Fister, B. (1992). Common ground: the composition/bibliographic instruction 
connection. In Kirk, T. (Ed.). Academic libraries: achieving excellence 
In higher education: proceedings of the sixth national conference of the
Association of college and research libraries (pp. 154-157). Chicago: ACRL.


Fister suggests that composition and bibliographic instruction share a 

Similar position in the academy in that both fields “deal with the teaching of skills rather than content,” (154) and “often have our most organized encounters with first year students” (154). Fister suggests that an additional link can be made between the emphasis on “information literacy and the notion that writing is done for self-discovery and empowerment” (156). Ultimately, Fister concludes that collaboration between the two departments will lead to improved instruction, scholarship, and political advantage.

Fister, B. (1995). Connected communities: encouraging dialogue between 
composition and bibliographic instruction. In Sheridan, J. (Ed.) Writing-
Across-the-Curriculum and the Academic Library. (pp.33-51). Westport, CT: 
Greenwood Press.

Fister proposes in this essay that in order to improve the chances of making the practice of scholarly inquiry meaningful to students, it is worthwhile for writing and bibliographic instructors to “ seek ways in which we can learn from one another to collaborate for stronger linkages among the highly interrelated activities of reading, writing, and research” (34). Included in the essay is a survey of pedagogies (process approach, social construction of knowledge) used in each discipline.

Gibson, C. (1995). Research skills across the curriculum: connections with writing-
across-the-curriculum. In Sheridan, J. (Ed.) Writing-Across-the-Curriculum 
and the Academic Library. (pp.55-69). Westport, CT: Greenwood Press.

Gibson highlights recent trends in both composition and bibliographic instruction toward a social constructionist paradigm centered on problem-solving (or “question analysis”) and critical thinking. While these trends have resulted in a process approach in both disciplines, Gibson cautions that the “research process” is used in different ways in the context of the library and other disciplines. The author advises librarians to address ambiguities by adapting a “research-across-the-curriculum” model to complement a “writing-across-the-curriculum” program, and embed information literacy within all disciplines.

Hook, S. (2005). Teaching librarians and writing center professionals in 
collaboration: complementary practices. In Elmborg, J.K. & Hook, S (Eds.), Centers for Learning: Writing Centers and Libraries in Collaboration (pp.21-41). Chicago: ACRL. 
Hook identifies what she sees as a fundamental disconnect between writing centers and libraries. She suggests that the study of the Canons of Rhetoric (invention, arrangement, style, memory, and delivery) might be a means to bridge this disconnect, and she offers ways in which both writing and library instructors can apply both to their disciplines while lending a sense of consistency to the research process. While acknowledging that disciplines will only be bridged through cooperation of faculty, the essay concludes that the transition from tools-based to problem-solving and learning in library instruction has further laid the groundwork for collaboration between writing centers and libraries. 
Kautzman, A.M. (1996). Teaching critical thinking: the alliance of composition 
studies and research instruction. RSR: Reference Services Review, 24(3), 
61-66.

Kautzman likens composition and research instruction to “training wheel” courses, often overlooked by the academy. In this article, she proposes a model for integrating critical thinking and library skills into a single 50 minute session. Through team teaching, the composition and bibliographic instructor are able to acknowledge students’ dread toward writing and research tasks, and to “provide tools to [help students] move beyond it” (63).

Lorenzen, M. (2002). Working with campus writing centers: opportunities for 
cooperation. LibraryInstruction.com. http://www.libraryinstruction.com/
writing.html.
Lorenzen details methods by which the library can foster a relationship with the campus writing center. The fourth method consists of co-presentations made by the writing center and library staff to writing-intensive classes so as to create an association between the two centers in the minds of students about to embark on research writing projects. The fifth method suggests that offering physical space within the library for writing center peer tutors can also foster associations between the writing center and library for students and faculty.
Lowe, M. & Lea, B. (2004). When worlds collide: libraries & writing centers. Academic
Exchange Quarterly, 8(1), 134-139.


Lowe offers an account of her experiences developing a collaborative relationship


between the library instruction program and writing center at University of 


Missouri Rolla. By giving writing center peer tutors a larger role in the library’s


one-on-one “research assistance program” (RAP), Lowe proposes, tutors would 

be empowered to “help their peers find the rights kinds of resources for their research” (137). While Lowe’s plan is still only theoretical, she outlines a ten-hour training program to prepare writing center peer tutors for such a role.

Marino, S.R. & Jacob, E. K. (1992). Questions and answers: the dialogue between 
Composition teachers and reference librarians. The Reference Librarian, 37,
129-142.

In this article, the authors address the tension caused by composition and library instructors’ differing (and sometimes contradictory) conceptions of a research paper. The authors provide an overview of the changes to composition pedagogy favoring a more critical, less linear approach to research writing. Marino and Jacob conclude that currently, “the questions raised in the composition classroom often deny both the possibility of an answer and the necessity of a positive goal attached to their formulation” (139). For librarians apt to direct students toward answer-based sources, this type of assignment can be confounding. The authors suggest that both disciplines need to maintain awareness of the pedagogies of the other so as to create an open dialogue.

Nugent, C. & Myers, R. (2000). Learning by doing: the freshman-year curriculum and 
library instruction. Research Strategies, 17, 147-155.

Nugent and Myers describe the development and implementation of a program that integrates library instruction into the curriculum of Maryville College. The article includes recommendations for colleges that are in the process of creating similar programs. The authors also provide information about student and faculty responses to information literacy and a model of a three-hour session.

Quarton, B. (2003). Research skills and the new undergraduate. Journal of Instructional

Psychology, 30(2), 120-124.


Recognizing the free-floating position of the information literacy curriculum in the university, Quarton identifies both essential library resources for undergraduates, and teaching strategies that foster the acquisition of information literacy skills—both of which may be applied in any classroom and in any discipline. Quarton begins the article by observing that “many students move from course to course with only a marginal understanding about how to use research tools and how to evaluate resources” and suggests that to address students’ ignorance, instructors should emphasize the role a topic’s discipline plays in framing its context. The use of subject encyclopedias and subject-specific databases is advocated.

Reid, C. (2005). From cross-referencing to co-construction: Contemplating collaborative 

potentials for reference and the writing center at southwest Missouri state university. In Elmborg, J.K. & Hook, S (Eds.), Centers for Learning: Writing Centers and Libraries in Collaboration (pp.78-92). Chicago: ACRL. 
Drawing on the Stephen North’s seminal “The Idea of the Writing Center” and Kenneth Bruffee’s work on peer-tutoring, Reid considers two options in developing a relationship between the writing center and library. The first option consists of training writing center tutors in research technique, while the second entails merging the two spheres into a combined research-writing assistance program. Reid determines that the tag-team/combined approach is the most effective of the options, though he admits that staffing posed a challenge. 
Simons, K., Young, J., & Gibson, C. (2000). The learning library in context: 
Community, integration, and influence. Research Strategies, 17, 123-132.

The authors examine four programs, one of which includes a collaboration between librarians and writing center tutors. Most of the article argues for the development of programs that work with specific learning communities, for the integration of library services into the academic curricula, and for the vision of the library as a locus of learning. The authors build upon the work of Lev Vygotsky and Jean Lave, who argue that people learn through social interaction in specific cultural environments.

Smith, T.G. (2001). Keeping track: librarians, composition instructors, and student 
writers use the research journal. Research Strategies, 18, 21-28.

Smith argues that acknowledging the collaboration between composition and library instructors results in more “productive research and thus more informed writing” (22). The article advocates the use of the research journal to emphasize that research is a process. Smith suggests students begin their research journals the day a research project is introduced, making “a record of everything they plan to do and then what they actually do” (25). Read by both the library and composition instructors, “the journal sets up an important collaborative tool for the librarian and composition instructor as they seek to maintain continuous dialogue with the researchers” (28).

Sommers, N. (2005). The case for research: one writing program administrator’s story. 
College Composition and Communication, 56(3), 507-514.

Sommers, a writing program administrator at Harvard, recounts her experiences developing the writing program at the university. The essay offers a glimpse of students’ frustrations over a lack of consistent expectations and instruction when it comes to writing. Sommers suggests that further support from campus faculty not traditionally associated with the writing program might address students’ concerns. “Writing,” she concludes, is “not just the responsibility of one course”; rather, it is the “shared enterprise of the entire 
college” (511).

Whitaker, E.E. (1993). A pedagogy to address plagiarism. College Composition and 


Communication, 44(4), 509-514.

The author suggests that students commit “inadvertent” plagiarism because they do not understand how to work with secondary sources. The article describes an exercise used in classes to show that students need to learn how to evaluate and analyze secondary resources. While the article does not mention library instruction specifically, it suggests that students need to acquire the skills that are associated with information literacy not only to further their thinking but also to protect academic integrity.

White, C. & Pobywajlo, M. (2000). A library, learning center, and classroom 
collaboration: a case study. In Raspa, R. & Ward, D. (Eds.) The Collaborative Imperative: Librarians and Faculty Working Together (pp.175-203). Chicago: ACRL.

This case study describes a library instruction effort between librarians, writing center, and two English professors. Advocating for a problem-based approach to instruction that is at once collaborative and engaging, the authors propose that in order to be effective, library instruction must move away from tool-based lecture/demonstration toward a curriculum that stresses fundamental research concepts, intellectual inquiry, and evaluation. They also suggest that learning that is based on the information resources of the real world and learning that is active and integrated, not passive and fragmented (179) can result from collaboration between faculty and library instructors.

