School C1
My Story

In 2006 we were first approached to participate in a research project- the invitation came from researchers Joy McGregor  from Charles Sturt and Kirsty Williamson from  Monash University. I was a little sceptical at first about the research topic. While plagiarism was, and still is acknowledged to be an issue at the tertiary level, and well documented in many journals, I was concerned that the school library profession may not be able to make necessary in-roads into changing curriculum practices. My sense was that the project might be better aimed at teachers, who have the influence over the curriculum, and its design. 
My experience is that librarians and teacher-librarians are often powerless bystanders while students plagiarise with the resources the library provides, because the process is quite invisible to us.  The evidence of plagiarism is only manifest in the final product which is the assessment task, and surfaced by a product like “Turnitin”. Also, it is the teachers or academics who are confronted with the issue as to how to deal with the plagiarism in a student’s work, not the library staff. 
So where does the library sector intervene meaningfully with plagiarism, was my question. If we don’t detect it, and don’t really know where to locate it, how do we play a relevant role in preventing it? I saw similar parallels with copyright compliance, which loosely sits with school libraries, for the sole reason that the libraries provide the means for copying the resources that they provide, for instance video copying, photocopiers, computers, and printers. Beyond putting notices on equipment and on intranets, enforcement is a difficult matter when the individual user makes the choices about copying. 
I had to do some serious thinking about making substantial resources, staff time, energy and money available to the project. In the end I agreed, as there was a possibility of raising the profile of the library and working with other schools, which also would have great benefits for the participating library and teaching staff in terms of learning and sharing.
Kirsty Williamson and Joy McGregor had set out well in the trial at Kooringal High School. The results were interesting, and teacher participation along with the teacher librarians was a promising start. Subsequent meetings involved the staff from Scotch, and Mater Christi, as well as the Wesley staff, and Kooringal High School staff.  Over the two years of the project it became apparent that the librarians were the main stayers, and the most consistent participants, and that it was harder for teachers to keep the momentum. I believe that this was a factor in what could be achieved the second stage of the research, it being a 2 year project.
The first stage involved interviews with designated teachers and students at each school. I had an uncomfortable feeling of my community being studied and not knowing much more. It took a long time for the data to come out, and results were interesting but not unexpected. My reading of the data was that no school students or staff attitudes or behaviours stood out as being significantly different to the other, except for some differences in attitudes between younger and older students. My sense from the data was that older students were somewhat more ambivalent around plagiarism, despite knowing it was unethical. Younger students were more accepting of rules and interpreted less freely.  To me the focus in the first stage looked at user behaviours, beliefs and values.  
We had a whole group meeting at the end of 2006 with teachers, librarians and researchers. This proved interesting, but we didn’t seem to have agreement on how we would respond to the research data. The data basically found that
· Students plagiarised, despite knowing that it was not ethical

· Students plagiarised when it seemed that there was little to do with the information other than “pass it on” in an assignment. 

· Broadly, teachers and librarians felt that plagiarism prevented students from learning, and that opportunities were lost. Librarians’ comments were more concerned with research processes than teachers comments were, and this was perhaps because of the belief that research traditionally takes place in the library, whereas teachers are more focussed on the entire process including receiving the assessment task in time.

My most vivid impression of the meeting was that while we shared basic assumptions we were still exploring and interpreting the data as a group. However it was also apparent that we were not all in agreement on what our strategies would be to prevent the plagiarism. The meeting determined that we were going to go ahead and find ways individually to develop strategies, and return to the group again to examine the results. One thing we did agree to, and which gave me incentive, was that we would use action research methodology to determine the efficacy of what we were doing. The benefit of using action research to my thinking was that we would be able to discernibly impact on our practice as teachers and librarians, as we engaged in reflection and took the time to examine ourselves in process. This turned out later to have the greatest impact at my school in creating what has turned out to be enduring change in our relationship with the humanities faculty and changed our practice in the library team. It also changed some of my assumptions, and engagement in the project confirmed my love of curriculum design, and being connected directly to students learning and all that goes with that. 
The teacher Amanda, who had partnered with us so far was still willing to work with us. We sat down one afternoon in term one 2007 to share thoughts, realising we had a term or so to achieve something, or to try something. Our reflections were around the following and in relation to middle school students; 
· Students put in ‘pretty” assignments, produced with computer generated text, art, pictures and copied text- but this work is superficial and it has become a ‘product’. 

· Teachers are complicit in the production of the “assignment” in that they accept and mark this work. Superficially it looks fine, but it doesn’t meet a requirement of higher order thinking or synthesis, and it is doubtful that the work is original.
· Students work very fast on the computer when they research. They use search engines in preference to library databases, or catalogue, or books. They rarely appear to evaluate what they find, and they barely read it in the searching process. They appear to scan information.
· Students gather huge amounts of information but they find it hard to synthesize information.

· Students gather information but frequently only their comprehension of it is required by the teacher, they are not required to transfer it into a new situation, or demonstrate understanding.

My hypothesis was that the locus for plagiarism was in the task or learning design. My assumption was that if students had a meaningful, rich task, that required their personal investment and challenged them to take a position, and enabled a range of entry points to participate in learning we would avoid plagiarism, because the task would simply make plagiarism redundant. If we valued student thinking, and their thinking was expressed in their own words, we would make plagiarism irrelevant.
Our plan- to use four existing curriculum directions and policy in our school. 

1. The  “Understanding by Design” framework by Wiggins and McTighe which was the new direction for our middle school curriculum. 
· This included the use of essential questions, and a “Big Idea”. In fact one big question held the whole research process together and that was “What caused the break –up of the Roman Empire”. In our design we created specific opportunities for students to share work, scaffold ideas and understanding- create opportunities for synthesis
· We referred to the work of Ron Ritchhart, whose work in Project Zero for Harvard focuses on cultures of thinking, and which overlaps with Understanding by Design. 

· We wanted students to pursue individual thought in their writing, and put forward the notion that they would be ‘historians” and reiterated to them that there was no right or wrong answer to this question. This would encourage students to take risks and invest in hypothesis, and evidence for it.
· It also would take the assumption away that students needed to emulate some other persons work, or second guess what a teacher wanted, or that the teacher had a firm idea on the answer to the question.
2. IB Academic Honesty Policy

· The UbD methodology was compatible with an existing policy in the school- the IB’s Intellectual Honesty Policy, which is now referred to as “Academic Honesty Policy” , which is a values framework. The policy places student’s investment in academic work at the centre, and interprets the consequence of plagiarism to be a lost opportunity for student learning.
3. Making Attribution-actively contributing to the world of knowledge
· We wanted students to learn to make attribution to the ideas and work of others.
· We wanted students to be engaged in a complex topic, and be able to build on each others work in a conscious way. 

4. Information Search Process

· We decided to “action” test the ISP by Kuhlthau in a unit of work with strong inquiry focus. What would we encounter if we closely watched and shadowed the students? What would we learn ourselves in the process? Kuhlthau’s process might be a “window” into what was happening during the students research process.
This was a big experiment. I had no real idea of how it would play out, but my hunch was that the students would run with it.

It was my first piece of curriculum design for a couple of years, and it was very exciting. Preparation for this four week unit stretched the library team and me as well. We were even working on a Saturday morning trying to meet the deadline- preparing extensive kits on the six topics relating the Roman Empire that the students would study. We individually became experts on the Roman Army, Religion, The Huns, The Goths, the Roman Emperors, and the Roman way of life and economy.
With the in depth subject knowledge and being involved in learning task design, we began to wonder what support might look like when the students were in the library. In our reflections it became apparent that we were all experiencing anxiety of some kind- around a newly emerging role as facilitator rather than content expert, and simultaneously our relationships with teachers was changing too. Once the unit started   the new boundaries around students learning came into play on a daily basis. We became aware of our investment; the personal, emotional and our own cognition in the process of the research assignment along with the students. Action research helped us to surface these experiences and make sense of them -it was very challenging. Things got quite intense.

This intensity extended to excitement at the final writing pieces that students wrote. The first class had two students with Asperger’s syndrome, three ESL students and was considerably differentiated in ability. Yet every student wanted to write the test essay- which their final individual response to “What caused the breakup to the roman empire?” This piece represented a culmination of learning in the unit. It was a true “performance task” according to the UbD approach. The pieces themselves demonstrated not only the differentiated nature of the class, but more importantly how much the task had extended every one of them. This became even more apparent as, one by one, the four other year seven classes participated in the unit.
Teachers’ most frequent observation was that the level of work by far exceeded their expectations. They referred to students’ motivation in the task, intellectual engagement, the group reports, and the final writing pieces.  My observations over the next few months were that it had led to new insights into what their students could do. Every student participated, regardless of ability – even when student with special learning needs were offered abridged tasks. When teachers were concerned about the student being under pressure, students refused alternative tasks and demanded they be allowed to write like all the other students. This is consistent with Jay McTighe’s observations that open ended discipline based curriculum, and essential questions invite participation and personal investment. Like Kuhlthau, McTighe and Wiggins put forward that understanding is an internal process, needs coaching and facilitating.
Our action research revealed an interesting experience with students’ referencing and reference lists in the unit. We carefully provided templates and instructions for this and this activity was specifically built into the report. While teachers  ostensibly were going to adhere to this, firmly advocating the need for referencing correctly, when students ran out of time, the first thing that fell by the wayside was the reference list. It simply disappeared and nobody noticed that it wasn’t there. When we reflected in our meetings we began to think about this phenomenon. We reflected that while we advocated the reference list, it didn’t function for us as a preventative measure.  It was a mechanism that didn’t deliver the heightened awareness of resources they had used, or critical evaluation we wanted or had associated it with the research process. It was an add-on. Students were observed thinking of resources as a “place”; somewhere you found the information.  It was as if they believed teachers just needed to know where you found it, - not who wrote it!  
This led us to more carefully link our task design to the learning we wanted to achieve. We felt it was better to focus on the critical evaluation, and make creating the list a secondary concern. Hence, the next step in our action research cycle was to make the traditional reference list redundant and simply ask students for the 3 best resources at their presentation, and require reasons they could give for their selections.  This brought very interesting results, and focused students in a very different way. This was a revealing experience.  Students keenly shared how they used the information, where it was lacking, and what the differences were for them between print and online information. Such readiness to share and explore this information with us! 
Hence mechanical means of preventing plagiarism in the middle years, such as a focus on bibliographies and referencing, or templates to take notes fail to address for us the critical issue for student learning.  The “sense making” and understandings students need to grapple with required more intrinsic methods, and different thinking about how constructing a learning design. With UBD this is carefully planned, with accompanying focus on formative and summative assessment.

With each cycle of the action research, the more we learned. In particular what we learned was that teachers role in preventing plagiarism is central by setting tone, pacing and overall facilitation of the learning in the research process. As we librarians, were now partners in the process, we too were influential in the students learning. We partnered the process from the introduction, to the sharing and evaluation of the final writing pieces. Without a doubt, these were eye-opening experiences for the library staff, as became apparent in their professional reviews the following year, where librarians reflected that participating in the Romans was the most engaging and deep learning they had done in their professional development. In this unique opportunity to share teachers work, they were closer to students’ experiences and this brought them much closer to a guided inquiry practice than ever before. 

The project developed a life of its own, and when the researchers came back to interview our students and teachers in the second half of 2007, the work had gone beyond the boundaries of an investigation relating to plagiarism prevention.  We were now creating new knowledge, and working with student inquiry in ways we had not imagined. The project expanded in 2008 around a 4 week Civil Rights movement study with year 8 “Would the civil rights movement have succeeded without Martin Luther King”, and a year 7 astronomy unit “What will it require for humans to live in outer space”. In 2009, all these units are running again and now expanded to include year 10, as we are using the process again to inquire into Australian Identity over the past 150 years, and how values and beliefs have changed over time. This has far exceeded our expectations, as well as increase our workloads. These projects have also brought our book collections back into a new focus , as students rediscover reading text, after the Google search proves less relevant. They appear to appreciate  text for its more linear and in depth treatments of subjects, particularly when framed by essential questions, and Wikipedia truly does only seem to be an introduction to the subject….
The overlap in role between the librarians and the teachers was an interesting dynamic for me and others to work with. These are often referred to in the literature as boundary experiences, where one profession’s role and that of another begin to overlap, sharing responsibilities and managing role boundaries simultaneously. It brings to mind the perceptions people bring to role experience and which of these may inhibit partnerships and negotiations around student learning. This has subsequently become an action research project in 2009 and is in process as I write.  The action research is a partnership project between the Library and teaching staff. The work consists of surveys, interviews, and a community reflection meeting to investigate the nature of our relationships when we work together to improve student learning. This will be presented at the ASLA Perth conference where we hope to have lively dialogue with our friends and colleagues about our learning.
So what was learned? In relation to preventing plagiarism, and helping our middle school students use information and create new knowledge, I feel that we have learned the following, and in no particular order here follow some observations
· UbD Essential questions- are valuable for our practice in guided inquiry and the zone of intervention.
· Kuhlthau's ISP model - we monitored ourselves and students in the process- 

we could verify the process, and experienced a parallel process while we did the action research 

· Students "zone of intervention” was a palpable experience for us, and “felt” by teachers and students. After some time we began to share practices around the phenomenon and learned to work better with it.
· We learned that active and constructivist pedagogy is preventative in avoiding plagiarism

· We found that students need time and structured opportunities for synthesis, and can be assisted to make higher order thinking and connections through a range of activities. 

·  We found that assessing students higher order  thinking involved new learning for teachers and librarians, and we learned to use different assessment strategies and rubrics- i.e. Blooms taxonomy
· We believe that student voice in authentic learning is indicative of real understanding and learning – we need to learn how to work with this, and value it.
· The systemic issues in schools- i.e. parents expectations, the teachers feelings and reactions to student performance, crowded curriculum and disruptions to learning all play a part in speeding up assessment tasks and focussing on content coverage. This plays a part in plagiarised student work. 
· We found that helping students learn to make attribution and building it into authentic learning is a useful strategy to heighten student awareness of  research processes.
· We became aware that those mechanisms such as bibliographies and reference lists are espoused as being important by librarians and teachers, but in fact were not valued in “practice”.
