CCSS PREASSESSMENT FOR 11TH AND 12TH GRADERS 2014-2015.
Torrance Unified School District
ELA Common Pre-Assessment Fall 2014
Grades 11-12
STUDENT DIRECTIONS DAY ONE 
Using Wikipedia in the Classroom 
Task: 
Your English class is discussing the importance of using reliable sources in argumentative writing.  Your teacher asks your class if you think that Wikipedia is a reliable source to use in research and writing.  A debate ensues: some think it’s reliable; others don’t.  Students complain that some teachers allow Wikipedia to be used in projects while others don’t; most admit to using Wikipedia during the research process, but then not citing it.  The teacher decides that your class will research Wikipedia’s reliability, and then write an argumentative essay that takes a stance on its reliability and its use in class projects.

Directions for beginning:
As part of your initial research, you have uncovered four sources that discuss the reliability of Wikipedia as a source. Examine these sources, and then take a stance on the reliability of Wikipedia: should it be used in your English class?  If so, then how?  You can re-examine any of the sources as often as you like.  You may take notes on scratch paper.



Source #1
This article, from January 13, 2014, is from the Los Angeles Times, and describes the qualities of Wikipedia contributors and the accuracy of the entries that they create.
The People’s Encyclopedia:
If Anyone Can Write and Edit Wikipedia, How Do We Know It’s Accurate?
 By Sue Gardner 
Wikipedia is the encyclopedia anyone can write and edit (yes, even you!), but most people don't think much about who performs those tasks. With half a billion people around the world relying on Wikipedia for information, we should.

More than 1.5 million people in practically every country have contributed to Wikipedia's 23 million articles. Actually, that last figure isn't quite accurate, since more than 12,000 new entries are created every day. Eight articles were created in the last minute. The authors are poets and professors, baristas and busboys, young and old, rich and poor. 
It's crazy. An encyclopedia is one of humankind's grandest displays of collaborative effort, and Wikipedia takes that collaboration to new levels, with contributors from pretty much every ethnicity, nationality, socioeconomic background, political ideology, religion, sexual orientation and gender. The youngest Wikipedian I've met was 7, a boy in Tel Aviv who makes small edits to articles about animals and children's books. The oldest I've met was 73, a retired engineer who writes about the history of Philadelphia, where he's lived for half a century.

My most recent cab driver in San Francisco, a middle-aged guy who I think was Eastern European, told me he edits, although I don't know on what topics. I don't know of a comparable effort, a more diverse collection of people coming together, in peace, for a single goal.

But beneath that surface diversity is a community built on shared values. The core Wikipedia editing community -- those who are very, very active -- is about 12,000 people. I've met thousands of them personally, and they do share common characteristics.

The first and most defining is that Wikipedians, almost without exception, are ridiculously smart, as you might expect of people who, for fun, write an encyclopedia in their spare time. I have a theory that back in school, Wikipedians were the smartest kids in the class, kids who didn't care what was trendy or cool but spent their time reading, or with the debate team, or chess club, or in the computer lab. There's a recurring motif inside Wikipedia of preteen editors who've spent their lives so far having their opinions and ideas discounted because of their age, but who have nonetheless worked their way into positions of real authority on Wikipedia. They love Wikipedia fiercely because it's a meritocracy1: the only place in their lives where their age doesn't matter.

Wikipedians are geeky. They have to be to want to learn the wiki syntax required to edit, and that means most editors are the type of people who find learning technology fun. (It's also because Wikipedia has its roots in the free software movement, which is a very geeky subculture.) The rise of the dot-com millionaire and the importance of services such as Google, Facebook and Wikipedia have made geekiness more socially acceptable. But geeks are still fundamentally outsiders, tending to be socially awkward, deeply interested in obscure topics, introverted and yet sometimes verbose, blunt, not graceful and less sensorily oriented than other people.

Nine of 10 Wikipedians are male. We don't know exactly why. My theory is that Wikipedia editing is a minority taste, and some of the constellation of characteristics that combine to create a Wikipedian -- geeky, tech-centric, intellectually confident, thick-skinned and argumentative, with the willingness and ability to indulge in a solitary hobby -- tend to skew male.

Although individual Wikipedians come from a broad range of socioeconomic backgrounds, we tend to live in affluent parts of the world and to be relatively privileged. Most of us have reliable Internet connectivity and access to decent libraries and bookstores; we own laptops and desktops; we're the product of decent educational systems, and we've got the luxury of free time.

Wikipedians skew young and are often students, concentrated at the postsecondary level. That makes sense too: Students spend their reading, thinking, sourcing, evaluating and summarizing what they know, essentially the same skills it takes to write an encyclopedia. 
Like librarians and probably all reference professionals, Wikipedians are detail-obsessed pedants.2 We argue endlessly about stuff like whether Japan's Tsushima Island is a single island or a trio of islands. Whether the main character in "Grand Theft Auto IV" is Serbian, Slovak, Bosnian, Croatian or Russian. Whether Baltimore has "a couple of" snowstorms a year or "several," whether the bacon in an Irish breakfast is fried or boiled, whether the shrapnel wound John Kerry suffered in 1968 is better described as minor or left unmodified. None of this makes us fun at parties, but it does make us good at encyclopedia writing. 
As befits an encyclopedia that anyone can edit, Wikipedians tend to be iconoclastic,3 questioning and curious. Wikipedia is a place where debate is a form of play and people are searching in good faith for the most correct answer. We're credentials-agnostic4: We want you to prove what you're asserting; we take nothing on faith (and the article on "Faith" has ample footnotes). We're products of the Enlightenment and the children of Spinoza, Locke and Voltaire. We oppose superstition, irrationalism and intolerance; we believe in science and reason and progress.  
The most contentious topics on Wikipedia are the same as those in the rest of the world, like the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, global warming, "intelligent design," the war on terrorism and people such as Adolf Hitler, Ayn Rand and Dick Cheney. We believe it's not our job to edit Wikipedia so that it reflects our personal opinions; instead, we aim to be fair to all sides. Entries need to be neutrally stated, well-documented and verifiable. Editors are asked to avoid stating opinions, or even seriously contested assertions, as facts; instead, we attribute them to their source. We aim for non-judgmental language: We avoid puffery words like "legendary" and "celebrated" and contentious words like "racist" and "terrorist." If we don't know for sure what's true, we say so, and we describe what various sides are claiming. 
Does this mean Wikipedia's perfect? Of course not. Our weakest articles are those on obscure topics, where subtle bias and small mistakes can sometimes persist for months or even years. But Wikipedians are fierce guardians of quality, and they tend to challenge and remove bias and inaccuracy as soon as they see it. 
The article on Barack Obama is a great example of this. Because it's widely read and frequently edited, over the years it's become comprehensive, objective and beautifully well sourced.

The more eyes on an article, the better it is. That's the fundamental premise of Wikipedia, and it explains why Wikipedia works.

And it does work. On Dec. 17, 2001, an editor named Ed Poor started an article called "Arab-Israeli conflict" with this single sentence: "The Arab-Israeli conflict is a long-running, seemingly intractable dispute in the Middle East mostly hinging on the status of Israel and its relations with Arab peoples and nations." Today that article is 10,000 words long, with two maps and six other images and 138 footnotes. It's been edited more than 5,000 times by 1,800 people in dozens of countries, including Israel, Lebanon, Egypt, Denmark, Germany, Australia, Canada, Britain, the United States and Russia.

Since it was founded 12 years ago this week, Wikipedia has become an indispensable part of the world's information infrastructure. It's a kind of public utility: You turn on the faucet and water comes out; you do an Internet search and Wikipedia answers your question. People don't think much about who creates it, but you should. We do it for you, with love.

1 meritocracy: a system in which the talented are chosen and moved ahead on the basis of their achievement.
2 pedant: A person who annoys other people by correcting small errors and giving too much attention to minor details.
3 iconoclastic: attacking settled beliefs or institutions
4credentials-agnostic: not caring about degrees or formal qualifications
 
Sue Gardner is executive director of the Wikimedia Foundation, which operates Wikipedia. She's made 3,000 edits on Wikipedia since 2006, mostly on topics related to media, gender and economics. 
Gardner, Sue. “The People’s Encyclopedia.” Los Angeles Times. 13 Jan. 2013: A.19. SIRS Issue Researcher. Web. 22 Aug. 2014.



Source #2:

This article, from 2014, is from the Harvard Guide to Using Sources (a resource for students), and is about how students should be cautious in using Wikipedia as a source.
What's Wrong with Wikipedia?
There's nothing more convenient than Wikipedia if you're looking for some quick information, and when the stakes are low (you need a piece of information to settle a bet with your roommate, or you want to get a basic sense of what something means before starting more in-depth research), you may get what you need from Wikipedia. In fact, some instructors may advise their students to read entries for scientific concepts on Wikipedia as a way to begin understanding those concepts.

Nevertheless, when you're doing academic research, you should be extremely cautious about using Wikipedia. As its own disclaimer states, information on Wikipedia is contributed by anyone who wants to post material, and the expertise of the posters is not taken into consideration. Users may be reading information that is outdated or that has been posted by someone who is not an expert in the field or by someone who wishes to provide misinformation. (Case in point: Four years ago, an Expos student who was writing a paper about the limitations of Wikipedia posted a fictional entry for himself, stating that he was the mayor of a small town in China. Four years later, if you type in his name, or if you do a subject search on Wikipedia for mayors of towns in China, you will still find this fictional entry.) Some information on Wikipedia may well be accurate, but because experts do not review the site's entries, there is a considerable risk in relying on this source for your essays.

The fact that Wikipedia is not a reliable source for academic research doesn't mean that it's wrong to use basic reference materials when you're trying to familiarize yourself with a topic. In fact, the library is stocked with introductory materials, and the Harvard librarians can point you to specialized encyclopedias in different fields. These sources can be particularly useful when you need background information or context for a topic you're writing about. 

“Harvard Guide to Using Sources: What’s Wrong with Wikipedia?”  Harvard College Writing Program.  2014.  isites.harvard.edu. Web. 22 Aug 2014.



Source #3:
This encyclopedic entry, from April 11, 2014, is posted on Wikipedia, and explains that Wikipedia should not be considered for academic use.
Wikipedia: Academic use
From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia
	This essay contains the advice or opinions of one or more Wikipedia
contributors. Essays are not Wikipedia policies or guidelines. Some essays
represent widespread norms; others only represent minority viewpoints.


Wikipedia is not considered a credible source. Wikipedia is increasingly used by people in the academic community, from freshman students to professors, as an easily accessible tertiary1 sourcefor information about anything and everything. However, citation of Wikipedia in research papers may be considered unacceptable, because Wikipedia is not considered a credible or authoritative source.
This is especially true considering anyone can edit the information given at any time, and although most errors are immediately fixed, some errors maintain unnoticed. However, it can be noted that Wikipedia's Good Articles and Featured Articles are some degree more advanced, professional, and generally more credible than an article not labeled Good or Featured. It is because these articles are reviewed heavily and edited many many times, passing a lot of "tests" before being confirmed Good or Featured, that they can be used for some deeper research than usual. It is Wikipedia's Featured Articles that are especially trustworthy in contrast to normal or even good articles, as they have to pass even harder "tests" to become featured, as they are to be "the best of Wikipedia", "a model for other articles", and thus, a much more reliable source than average articles.
Follow two simple rules:
Do your research properly and wisely. Remember that any encyclopedia is a starting point for research, not an ending point.
· An encyclopedia is great for getting a general understanding of a subject before you dive into it, but then you do have to dive into your subject; using books and articles and other appropriate sources will provide better research. Research from these sources will be more detailed, more precise, more carefully reasoned, and more broadly peer reviewed than the summary you found in an encyclopedia. These will be the sources you cite in your paper. There is no need to cite Wikipedia in this case.
· An encyclopedia is great for checking general knowledge that you have forgotten, like the starting date of the First World War or the boiling point of mercury. Citation is not needed for fact checking general knowledge.
· Some details, such as the population ofCanada, can be found on Wikipedia, but it is best to verify the information using an authoritative source, such as the CIA World Factbook.
· A very obscure detail, such as the names of the founders of the Maharashtrawadi Gomantak Party, might be very hard to find without the aid of an encyclopedia like Wikipedia. Wikipedia is ideal in these situations because it will allow you to find the information, as well as sources which you can research to confirm that information. In any case, you should not cite Wikipedia itself, but the source provided; you should certainly look up the source yourself before citing it. If there is no source cited, consider a different method of obtaining this information.
Use your judgment. Remember that all sources have to be evaluated.
· Wikipedia is not a replacement for a reading assignment by your professor.
· If a book is in your university library or published by a reputable university press, or if an article is in a standard academic journal, that means that several professors at some point have considered the information and considered it worthy to publish.
· Sourcing a website is a game of chance. Unless you know that the site is run by a respected institution, or if you have verified the information from other (reliable) sources, it is probably a bad idea to cite it.
· While reading Wikipedia articles for research, remember to consider the information carefully, and never treat what is on Wikipedia as surefire truth.
It is the goal of Wikipedia to become a research aid that all students can trust. If you, in the course of your research, find that there is misinformation on Wikipedia, look over the basic Guidelines of Wikipedia and especially what the community considers a reliable source and please consider editing the article (and even creating an account) with what you have learned. This is a part of how Wikipedia wishes to attain its goals.
References
· Bould, Dylan M., et al., References that anyone can edit: review of Wikipedia citations in peer reviewed health science literature, 2014, British Medical Journal, 6 March 2014, 348 DOI, online from BMJ
· New Age judge blasts Apple | The Register
· Avoid Wikipedia, warns Wikipedia chief | The Register
1 tertiary: of third rank, importance, or value

"Wikipedia: Academic Use." Wikipedia. 11 Apr 2014. Web. 22 Aug 2014.



Source #4
This article, from November 6, 2011, is from theEdmonton Journal, and presents a method for using Wikipedia in class.
 

Can Wiki Be Trusted in Class?
It was about six years ago that University of British Columbia professor Jon Beasley-Murray first noticed his students citing Wikipedia in their essays.

If they were going to use Wikipedia for his class on Latin American literature, he thought, they might as well improve some of the shoddy articles on the subject.

For the past five years, students in his class have edited or contributed articles to Wikipedia as part of a class assignment.

"It was a chance to break down some of the barriers between the university and society," Beasley-Murray said.

Wikipedia is described as a "free, web-based, collaborative, multilingual encyclopedia project supported by the non-profit Wikimedia Foundation." It was launched in 2001 and takes the first part of its name from the Hawaiian word "wiki," for fast, and is the name of a server program that allows anyone to edit the website's content through their own browser.

At the moment, Beasley-Murray is one of relatively few professors using Wikipedia in class assignments, but that may change this year. The foundation behind Wikipedia is hoping to get more teachers using the website in the classroom. So far, the universities of Alberta and Toronto have agreed to take part in the project.

By the end of this year, Wikipedia hopes to have convinced enough professors worldwide that approximately 10,000 students will be contributing to the site. There are five classes contributing this year in Canada, but there are likely others doing it without being part of the Global Education Program.

The program's ambassadors tour campuses, hoping to get more professors on board with the idea that their students should write Wikipedia articles rather than papers that may simply be filed away once they're marked.

"One of the incentives for students is they're leaving something behind," said Jonathan Obar, who oversees the Canadian program. "The material is staying online and making a difference." 

Wikipedia's goal of having open-sourced1 learning in higher education is mirrored by similar pushes at the secondary-and elementary-school level.

The Toronto District School Board, for instance, lists Wikipedia as a primary source in a research guide it hands out to students, while Wikipedia will be expanding its college program to a high school in Virginia next year.

More often now, Wikipedia is something that's being used in the classroom, rather than avoided.

"It is a valid source for a lot of generalized, public information," said Lisa Dempster, a teacher-librarian at Riverdale Collegiate in Toronto.

Reliable is not a word that traditionally has been associated with Wikipedia, but that's changing.

The change began in 2005, when the prestigious science journal Nature compared Wikipedia to Encyclopedia Britannica and found Wikipedia to be almost as accurate as Britannica, a finding that set off a war of words between the two institutions.

The evidence mounted this year, when Brigham Young University in Utah found that Wikipedia was a reliable place to learn about U.S. politicians. The school's study found few inaccuracies in the biographical and voting details of gubernatorial candidates.

And, in September this year, a study published in The Journal of Oncology Practice found that cancer information on Wikipedia was as accurate as information on peer-reviewed, patient-oriented websites.

The only problem? Wikipedia wasn't as readable - the wiki was written at a college level, while peer-reviewed websites were written at a Grade 9 level, the study found.

But because the information on Wikipedia can be changed in an instant, throwing off its accuracy, educators say their students need a new set of investigative skills to navigate it.

Dempster said she has to tell her students that Wikipedia is like talking to your neighbour - it's a good place to hear about information, but shouldn't be the only source you tap.

"It's not just Wikipedia. It's crowd-sourced2information," Dempster said.

She said figuring out how to help students navigate this information minefield is a "continuing conversation."...

Beasley-Murray said his year-over-year use of Wikipedia in assignments has been helpful in his teaching. Students work all semester on their Wikipedia articles - so no late-night cramming before an essay is due - and have to learn to collaborate with their classmates and Wikipedia's editors.

"This is a Top-10 site on the Internet. The types of things the students were doing in class had real-world impact, real-world effects," he said.

Educators who use Wikipedia also say that bringing it into the classroom helps students become more critical researchers who better identify what is true online.

"You're constantly teaching that evaluative technique," Dempster said.

"We're trying to avoid truthiness,3 and it still always comes down to who wrote it and why."

Beasley-Murray said his students may arrive at the start of a semester blindly trusting Wikipedia, but they don't leave that way.

"They read it a lot more intelligently. In part, that means a lot more critically, but they're able to distinguish between good articles and bad articles, and they're able to see how you should use Wikipedia, which is a first place of resort, not the last."

Jennifer Branch-Mueller, a professor at the University of Alberta who works on developing Web 2.0 lesson plans, says the problem with Wikipedia in the classroom isn't the website itself or the information therein, but the fact that lesson plans haven't adapted to the times.

She says teachers continue to use the same old lesson plans instead of coming up with assignments that require students to do anything beyond the memorization and repetition of facts, she said.

Then there are the next generation of teachers that has grown up with the website. Branch-Mueller said she finds those individuals also are leery about employing the website at school.

"I'm seeing quite a resistance to using technology in the classroom. Students who have succeeded in a traditional class ... don't see a problem."

She said the student teachers she deals with, for the most part, don't want to use Wikipedia in the classroom and struggle to find creative ways to use it and other online resources in the classroom.

"It seems to be a hard sell," Branch-Mueller said. "Some student [teachers] are not quite there yet."

Wikipedia hopes otherwise.

It plans to be on campuses such as York University in Toronto in the coming months to have professors and students take part in its free program.

"Students are really interested in social media and professors are really interested in finding new ways ... to teach students," Obar said.

"As technology evolves, our tools for teaching students need to evolve as well."

 

1open-source: material that anyone can access for free
2crowd-source: obtain (information or input into a particular task or project) by enlisting the services of a number of people paid or unpaid, typically via the Internet
3truthiness: the quality of seeming or being felt to be true, even if not necessarily true
 

“Can Wiki Be Trusted in Class?.” Edmonton Journal. 06 Nov. 2011: B.6. SIRS Issues Researcher. Web. 22 Aug. 2014.

 



 

HERE IS THE PROMPT:

Torrance Unified School District
ELA Common Pre-Assessment Fall 2014
Grades 11-12
STUDENT DIRECTIONS DAY TWO: 
It is recommended that you take a break between Part One and Part Two.  When you are ready to begin Part Two, please read the following.
Task:
After completing your research, you are ready to draft your argumentative essay.  Your teacher has told the class that your argumentative essays will determine how Wikipedia can be used this semester--your essays will inform the Wikipedia policy that she will set for your class.  You will write a multi-paragraph argumentative essay in which you take a stance on Wikipedia’s reliability, and how it should be used in your classroom.  Make sure you establish an argumentative claim, address potential counterarguments, and support your claim from the sources you have read.  Develop your ideas clearly and use your own words, expect when quoting directly from the sources.  Be sure to reference the sources by title or number when using details or facts directly from sources.

