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ABOUT THE WORKSHOP
What we are examining
Investigating Search is a browser extension that places a short reflection card beside some Google searches. It tests whether ideas from search scholarship can be useful at the moment of searching, without presenting the card as a verdict or instruction.
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	Install in Chrome
Open the Chrome Web Store page
The project server receives the text of each search, uses it for semantic topic matching and prompt selection, and does not retain it. It does not record activity, collect responses or attach an identifier to the installation. Chrome will show this notice before the first search is sent.

	
	How the interface works
Your query is compared with a database of topics using semantic similarity. If the strongest match passes a threshold, an editorial rule selects one approved prompt for that topic. The extension then places the card on the results page. Topic matching and prompt selection are separate decisions.


Workshop agreement
☐  Discuss searches only when you are comfortable doing so.
☐  Do not write down personal information or identifiable search histories.
☐  Treat no card as a possible design decision, not automatically a failure.
☐  Challenge claims and categories without needing to reach consensus.
	
	Use of workshop material
This is workshop feedback, not a formal research study. Taking part is voluntary. You may keep this file or send me only the sections you choose. I may use anonymous summaries or short anonymous quotations from what you share to inform future development and a funding application. Please remove personal information and identifiable search histories. Delete anything you do not want used. Contact details for project updates are collected separately and will not be linked to this workbook.




ENCOUNTER
One search of your own
Use a real query you would be comfortable discussing. You do not need to record the query.
Did a card appear?
Type one answer: Yes / No / I am not sure
	


What topic and category did it seem to use?
	


What did the card make newly visible?
	


What did it assume about the query, the task or the reader?
	


Overall judgement
Type one answer: Helped the task / Redirected it usefully / Overreached / Missed the point / Silence was better
	


INTERROGATE
Four proposed prompt categories
	
	Mechanism
Purpose: Explains a process or relationship that is easy to miss on the results page.
Most useful when: A query that asks how or why something works.
Possible failure: It can sound more settled than the evidence allows.



	
	Critical question
Purpose: Asks the reader to judge how power, values or consequences are at work.
Most useful when: A contested question with more than one defensible answer.
Possible failure: A loaded question becomes a disguised instruction.



	
	Things to watch out for
Purpose: Directs attention to signals the reader can inspect on the page.
Most useful when: A practical task where recognition matters more than explanation.
Possible failure: A generic warning list can detach from the actual search.



	
	Activity
Purpose: Invites a short action that tests the result or the system.
Most useful when: A reader with time to compare, probe or follow a source.
Possible failure: It can demand too much during an urgent or routine task.



Where do these categories overlap?
	


Which distinction is most useful?
	


COMPARE
One topic, four cards
Read the advertising and sponsored results cards in your table pack. Record your first choice before discussing it.
Encounter 1
A reader asks: “what does it mean when a result is sponsored”
My choice (type A, B, C, D or No card)
	


Reason
	


Encounter 2
A reader is trying to buy something quickly: “cheap flights hamburg to london”
My choice (type A, B, C, D or No card)
	


Reason
	


What changed between the two encounters?
	


SELECT
How should the interface choose a category?
	Policy
	Promise
	Open question
	Your judgement

	One editorial default
	Consistent and easy to explain.
	Whose judgement fixes the default?
	Retain / revise / reject

	Rotate over time
	Readers encounter more than one mode.
	Does variety improve relevance or make the tool arbitrary?
	Retain / revise / reject

	Choose by topic
	Different subjects can support different interventions.
	Who decides that a topic is best served by an activity or a question?
	Retain / revise / reject

	Choose by query
	The wording and apparent task shape the card.
	How much can a short query really reveal about intent?
	Retain / revise / reject

	Reader choice
	People opt into categories they find useful.
	Does choice protect autonomy while narrowing what can surprise them?
	Retain / revise / reject


Recommended policy or hybrid
	


Which principle should govern the choice?
	


CRITIQUE
Are these the right categories?
Keep
Which category names a distinct and useful intervention?
	


Merge or remove
Where do the categories collapse into one another or encourage weak cards?
	


Add
What mode is missing: source trail, comparison, counterexample, uncertainty, history, or something else?
	


Proposed change and the problem it solves
	


MAKE
Build one case that can be reviewed as a whole
One person can record the table's decisions in a fresh copy of this workbook, starting here. Keep earlier individual search notes in your own file.
Table case and case ID
	


1. Reader and task
Who is searching, and what are they trying to do? State only what the query supports.
	


2. Observed case
What did the interface do? What is the strongest evidence that this was helpful, wrong or appropriately silent?
	


3. Intervention boundary
What should the intervention make possible? When would no card be better?
	


DRAFT
Two different prompt modes
Prompt 1 category
	


	
	Prompt 1
Write one specific, modest card. Make it useful to the search at hand.


	


Prompt 2 category
	


	
	Prompt 2
Change what the card does, not only its tone.


	


Why might one category be preferable here?
	


BOUNDARY
Trigger, near miss and selection rule
Two queries that should trigger the intervention
Query 1
	


Query 2
	


One near miss that should not
	


Show this card when
	


Do not show it when
	


Choose this category because
	


CHALLENGE
Neighbour review
Review another table’s unit. Return one challenge, not a rewrite.
What is the card assuming about the reader or their intent?
	


Which nearby query would expose the boundary?
	


Does the category describe what the card actually does?
	


When would no card be more respectful or useful?
	


RECOMMEND
Decision and limits
Recommendation
Type one answer: Retain / Revise / Investigate / Leave unresolved / Show no card
	


Reason for recommendation
	


What evidence would be needed before development?
	


What could this intervention get wrong or make worse?
	


ROUTE ONWARD
Investigating Search: In Perspective
What should the longer scholarly component contain so that the short card remains accountable?
Claim
What does the short card say?
	


Evidence
Which sources warrant it?
	


Dispute
Where might scholars or publics disagree?
	


Method
How was the knowledge made?
	


Action
What could the reader inspect, compare or try?
	


COMPLETE
Table check
☐  Reader and task are stated without inventing an identity.
☐  The observed case is recorded as evidence.
☐  Two prompts do different kinds of work.
☐  Two triggers and one near miss define a boundary.
☐  The selection recommendation is explicit.
☐  Limits, unknowns and possible harm are named.
☐  The In Perspective outline provides a route to sources and disagreement.
One decision to report
	


One unresolved question to report
	


CLOSE
What should search scholarship do at the moment of searching?
One thing to retain
	


One thing to revise
	


One question to investigate
	


One disagreement worth preserving
	


	
	Before you leave
Keep this file, or save a separate copy containing only the sections you choose to send Rosie. Delete anything you do not want used. 

	
	If you are happy to share your workbook please email it to:
R.Graham@bham.ac.uk 



SEASON 2026  |  1
image1.png




