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Introduction 
 
This assignment was created to teach the IL tag during a summer session. A month is a daunting time 
frame in which to teach information literacy, a skill that must be practiced over and over. Sending 
students to do interviews or having them engage in a traditional research paper during a summer 
semester would not allow the breathing room that a fall or spring semester provides for students to try 
and fail along the way - an important part of acquiring a lifelong skill. As I grappled with this issue, I 
reached out to librarian Jennifer Sullivan for resources. She suggested modeling an assignment after a 
Wikipedia Edit-a-Thon. 
 
Engaging with online information was another goal I had for the IL tag. News about the news gained 
popularity during the 2016 presidential election, and continues to be a question the nation is engaging 
with, most notably with the coining and proliferation of “fake news” (inaccurate or intentionally 
misleading news). Many Americans currently have questions about where information comes from, how 
to find reliable news and information online, and what it means to be an informed citizen. SMU students 
are most assuredly in the same position. In ANTH 3310, we learn how anthropologists produce 
knowledge about gender and sexuality: What is fieldwork? How does data from fieldwork allow us to 
create theories about human behavior? In particular, we explore how the Anthropology of Gender 
makes us question our basic assumptions about gender, sexuality, gender roles, and kinship. Meanwhile, 
national debates centering on gender and sexuality are something that students are likely encountering 
in their day-to-day lives.  
 
The assignment Jennifer and I came up with asks students to use the big questions we talk about in class 
(e.g. “what is gender?”) and grapple with presenting an aspect of it in a straightforward way using 
Wikipedia guidelines, which means removing as much bias as possible. By working with a popular online 
source of information, this project asks students to critically engage with how they find and consume 
information online. It asks them to identify and participate in knowledge production online. It is my 
hope that by working with information hands-on, students gain a sense of agency and ownership with 
online information and will help them remember to be a critical consumer of online information in the 
future. 
 
Description of the information literacy assignment or activities 
 
Students were asked to add a significant section to a Wikipedia page or to create a new Wikipedia page 
on a topic of interest related to gender or sexuality. Several classroom activities supported this 
assignment: a set of readings and class discussion on information literacy and knowledge production 



online, a workshop with librarian Jennifer Sullivan on reliable sources and research resources, and a 
workshop with Jennifer Sullivan on how to use Wikipedia. Students also went through a series of 
assignments designed to help them work through drafts and engage with knowledge production as a 
collaborative activity. They turned in all drafts as a final packet, which was where their work was 
assessed for a grade. 

Overview of Student Assignments: 

1. Explore Wikipedia and Find Your Page  
a. Students explored Wikipedia, learned what makes a “good” page, and chose their top 2-

3 pages to work on. The professor assigned each student (or pair of students) a page 
from her/his list, ensuring no overlap. 

2. Peer Edits  
a. Students brought a hard copy of their drafts and at least one entry in their annotated 

bibliography to class. Students were paired and completed a peer edit worksheet (based 
on Wikipedia’s standards for evaluating articles) for a classmate.  

3. Submit Draft to Professor for Approval  
a. Students submitted a draft of their projects so far to the professor, along with drafts of 

their annotated bibliography and copies of any discussions they had on Wikipedia (Talk 
Pages). The professor then marked what parts of the draft could be made live on 
Wikipedia and which needed more work. The student then made approved changes live 
on Wikipedia and continued work on other sections. Students were expected to 
periodically check in on relevant talk pages to engage with feedback from other 
Wikipedia editors about their live edits. 

4. Turn in Final Packet  
a. Students submitted a final packet of their Wikipedia editing project for a final grade. The 

package included documentation of the work they completed throughout, a short 
reflection paper, and an annotated bibliography. 

 
Method of assessment 
 

Students were given feedback throughout the process (by peers, by Wikipedia editors, and by the 
professor). However, formal assessment occurred when they turned in their final packet, using a 
detailed rubric (see assignment sheet in the appendix). 

 
Results and impact on student learning  
 
Students had two chances to describe their experiences with the project: student reflection essays 
submitted with the final packet and an anonymous feedback form I asked them to complete the last 
week of class.  

• Based on anonymous student feedback, the class almost unanimously felt that they were able to 
learn a significant amount about a specific topic in the area of gender and/or sexuality while also 
adding to a public resource. Many students wrote in their essays to me that they were nervous 



to have their work publicly available online, but the fact that it would be online gave them a 
sense of responsibility toward their work. This indicates that students were able to take pride in 
the work they did, reinforcing the information literacy frame of “information has value,” while 
still expanding their knowledge of subject matter in the anthropology of gender. 

• In response essays and qualitative anonymous responses, students often expressed that they 
were surprised by the editing process on Wikipedia. Almost all students said they had been 
warned away from Wikipedia as a reliable source of information in the past. Now many of them 
said they would consider it as a preliminary step in research. They were also often surprised by 
the iterative peer editing that goes on and the passion that many Wikipedia editors have for the 
project, showing engagement with the information literacy frames of “information creation as 
process” and “scholarship as conversation.” Moreover, by having more hands-on experience 
with Wikipedia, students now have more tools to evaluate information they find on the site (e.g. 
page history, talk page). 

• Students also found the requirement to write to Wikipedia’s Style Guide challenging. In 
response papers, many wrote that writing an article (or article section) with the goal of 
removing bias more difficult than anticipated, since they are so used to constructing thesis-
driven arguments. Some of them also wrote in their response essays that they located space for 
creativity in this project, since they could move the article in any direction they thought was 
best, while striving to make their writing balanced and evidence-based. In this way, students 
practiced the information literacy frame of “information creation as process.” However, the goal 
felt attainable for them, as the class almost unanimously rated the project’s difficulty as 
“difficult” or “just right” in the anonymous survey. 

 
Summary and next steps  
 
This assignment was more demanding of the professor than a traditional library research paper. 
Working in drafts requires more time throughout the semester, but – especially in combination with the 
more compact nature of this kind of writing – make grading final projects quicker. Supporting students 
through the messy nature of learning a new technology and what was, for many, their first experience 
with any kind of peer-review system, is also time consuming. However, it is precisely the struggles that 
accompany researching a narrow topic and working through others’ comments that help students feel 
ownership of their research and experience the process of knowledge production. Partnering with a 
librarian certainly helps mitigate this time investment by spreading out the responsibilities; Jennifer 
Sullivan was generous with her time and met with several students. However, I will also encourage 
students to use the Wikipedia Teahouse for questions in the future, strengthening the goal of 
collaborative work. 
 
Through implementing this project, I helped students explore an area of information literacy that was 
new to most of them – none of them had experience editing Wikipedia and many of them had never 
written for a broad audience before. Students also seemed to enjoy the project, overall. On their 
anonymous survey, all students said they would prefer to complete this Wikipedia assignment over 
another culminating assignment I have used for this class (without an IL tag) – writing a book review of 
an ethnography. Students also indicated that they enjoyed the flexibility to choose a topic of interest to 
them and the freedom to direct their research on their own. Helping students to grapple with some of 



the trickier parts of research and see them take ownership of their work was a rewarding experience as 
a teacher. 
 
There are a variety of improvements I would make the next time I use this assignment: 

• I would give students a firm date to make their edits live to Wikipedia. This time, I gave feedback 
on drafts and asked students to make their pages live as soon as they could, but found that 
many waited longer than I had expected they would, which limited their interactions with 
Wikipedia editors. 

• I would set aside class time with the librarian for a time shortly after students make their pages 
live to Wikipedia to help troubleshoot and provide support. I had envisioned this occurring in 
scheduled open help hours, but students felt more comfortable either in the classroom or 
working with us one-on-one. 

• I would also set up a forum or other space on Canvas where students can post issues they 
encounter and get responses from the librarian and/or from classmates. 

• I would proactively check on weaker writers and non-native speakers of English and more clearly 
encourage them to seek outside help in their work if they need it. Possible resources include 
SMU writing tutors and posting to the Wikipedia Teahouse for editing help. Especially for these 
students, but for all students, I also would prepare them for the emotional labor that can come 
along with opening your hard work up to feedback. I fear that one student who was a weaker 
writer never made his page live because he was too nervous to have others evaluate his work. I 
think simply bringing up the fact that it is normal to feel nervous about sharing your writing in 
class reaction may help normalize it and make students feel less alone in those feelings. 

 
  



Appendix 
 

Wikipedia Project: Final Packet – Due 8/2 

This packet is where your final project grade will be established. Evidence of your revision 
process and your experience of collaborating with others will be evident in your short reflective 
paper and in the screenshots/drafts you turn in. 

To have a complete final project, your packet must include ALL items on this checklist: 

� Cover page including: student name, student username, URL to Wikipedia article 
� Short reflection paper (2-3 pages double spaced, Times New Roman 12-point font, 1 inch 

margins) 
� A screenshot of the Wikipedia Page BEFORE you started working on it 
� Your draft (article and annotated bibliography entry) and feedback paper from our peer 

edit day in class 
� A final copy of your article, annotated to show what you contributed to it (e.g. highlight 

your contributions). This is NOT necessarily what is live on Wikipedia; it should be what 
you think is the most complete, best version of the article (even if some parts are under 
discussion with other editors). 

� A screenshot of your interactions on any Talk Pages you used as you developed your 
Wikipedia page edits (you should have at least one). 

� Your annotated bibliography, with at least 4 entries 
� If you worked on your page with a partner, EACH STUDENT should email the professor 

the confidential, completed “group project evaluation form,” which can be found on 
Canvas. (Please note your URL and partner name in the email to help me keep everything 
organized.) However, only one packet needs to be turned in to the professor. 

*You do NOT need to include the draft/feedback from the professor on 7/26, as I still have 
access to these in Canvas. 

*Formatting Note: Please do not use any bulky packaging (binders, etc) – a binder clip is 
sufficient. Fancy packaging doesn’t boost your grade, and I have a bad back, so the added weight 
is a literal pain for me. Thank you for being mindful of this! 

Reflection Paper Requirements 

You will respond to the following prompt: 

What have you learned about knowledge production on Wikipedia? What kind of 
perspectives or information were missing from the page you worked on (e.g. non-
Western perspectives? Information on women’s lives?) Did you learn anything in the 
process of editing a page? 

You may want to refer to the articles we read at the beginning of the semester about online 
knowledge production as you think about this writing assignment. It should be 2-3 pages double 
spaced, Times New Roman 12-point font, 1 inch margins. 



 

 

Annotated Bibliography Requirements 

You will need at least four authoritative sources for your bibliography. If our course readings 
cover information relevant to your Wikipedia Page, please utilize them. However, only one 
course reading can count toward these four. 

Each entry should include: 

� The full reference for the source 
� A very short summary/main idea (usually 1-2 sentences) 
� A short description of why it is authoritative in this context 
� How did you use the source in your project? (This should help you as you research/write) 

You can use the formatting from the full reference as it appears on the Wikipedia page (or, 
failing that, use an accepted format: APA, MLA, Chicago).  

Each entry should be SHORT, usually one paragraph, maybe two. Show that you know what this 
source is and why you used it, but don’t get carried away. Make sure you are using YOUR OWN 
WORDS in your summary; do not plagiarize.  

A helpful reference for annotated bibliographies: 
https://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/614/01/ 

More information on paraphrasing can be found here: 
https://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/563/1/  
You may also wish to schedule an appointment with a writing tutor at the A-LEC: 
https://www.smu.edu/Provost/ALEC  

 Excellent (A) Good (B) Needs Improvement 
(C) 

Poor (D/F) 

Reflection Essay 
25% 

Essay responds to 
all parts of the 
prompt and shows 
engagement with 
online knowledge 
production. 

Essay responds to 
most of prompt, but 
has some errors or 
missing information 

Parts of essay are 
not focused on the 
prompt, have poor 
organization, are 
unclear, and are 
missing 
information. 

Essay does not 
address prompt 
or does so 
shallowly. Essay 
does not address 
online 
knowledge 
production. 

Active participation in 
collaborative knowledge 
production (drafts/talk 
pages) 
*note, this does NOT 
mean that you must agree 
with or act on feedback 
you disagree with, but 
you must interact with 
people respectfully 

Screenshots and 
Peer Edit Form 
show that the 
student was an 
active participant 
in all steps of 
collaborative 
writing. 

Sometimes student 
did not fully 
participate in 
collaborative 
activities (e.g. 
responds without 
substance) 

Student is missing 
one or more of the 
collaborative 
activities. 

Student did not 
participate in 
collaborative 
activities or was 
disrespectful 
toward 
collaborators 

https://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/614/01/
https://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/563/1/
https://www.smu.edu/Provost/ALEC


 
15% 
Annotated Bibliography 
10% 

Has at least 4 
sources, properly 
cited. Follows 
format given. 
Shows 
understanding of 
an authoritative 
source. 

Has at least 3 
sources, properly 
cited. Follows 
format given. 
Shows 
understanding of an 
authoritative source. 

Bibliography 
contains some 
errors about 
authoritative 
sources and may be 
missing some 
required 
information. 

Bibliography 
contains many 
errors about 
authoritative 
sources and is 
missing required 
information. Or 
any evidence of 
plagiarism. 

Quality of Article  
(50% total – see below) 

Article adds key 
information to the 
page, is written 
clearly and cited 
well.  

Article adds key 
information, but has 
some errors and a 
few minor 
omissions. 

Article adds some 
key information, 
but has substantial 
omissions and some 
errors. 

Article lacks 
information, is 
difficult to 
understand, and 
has few 
citations. Or any 
evidence of 
plagiarism. 

 Added sufficiently to 
page  
30% 

Article added 
substantial 
information to the 
page, at least one 
new section in 
length. 

Article is missing 
some information, 
but makes many 
substantial 
contributions to the 
page. 

Many of the 
additions to the 
page offer no new 
information, but has 
some strong 
sections. 

Added little to 
no information 
to the page.  

 Conformed to 
Wikipedia style 
(including use of 
links)  
10% 

Article includes 
links to related 
pages, is written 
without bias, and is 
clearly organized 

Article is missing 
some links and may 
have minor issues 
with clarity 

Article is difficult 
to understand in 
parts and uses few 
links 

Unclear article 
that does not 
interact with 
other pages on 
Wikipedia 

 Cited Authoritative 
Sources as Needed 
10% 

All cited sources 
are authoritative 
and all facts are 
attributable to a 
source. 

Article may be 
missing a citation or 
may have a poor 
source cited 

Several missing 
citations and poor 
sources 

Few citations 
and many poor 
sources 
referenced. 
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