On the Cutting Edge  Phone Interviews Summary
From May to September 2005, Dr. John McLaughlin and Ellen Iverson conducted 54 telephone interviews from past (2002-2004) workshop participants.  The solicitation for telephone interviews was sent to all past participants.  

The goal of the phone interviews was to determine the suite of important impacts for the various types of workshops.  In particular we wanted to explore impacts of new knowledge, networks, and leadership skills on teaching practice, professional planning, and leadership in community.

We were particularly interested in establishing if there were impacts on 

· Teaching practice

· Research opportunities or interests

· Networking/ participation in professional communities

· Career management

· Leadership abilities

The complete interview protocol is attached at the end of this report (Appendix II).
Participants

Participant Primary Workshop

	Early Career
	8

	Course Design
	6

	Career Prep
	4

	Viz
	3

	Human Health
	4

	Biocomplexity
	7

	Web design
	5

	Petrology
	8

	Structure
	9

	
	54


21 of 54 (39%) had attended multiple On the Cutting Edge workshops (14 of these or 67% were for one of the Early Career, Career Prep, or Course Design workshops).

31 of 54 (57%) had attended one of the Early Career, Career Prep, or Course Design workshops.
Resulting Claims
· Significant change to participant teaching methods to incorporate more active-learning techniques. This resulted in changes to teaching content to:
· Allow time for more engaged teaching methods

· Incorporate emerging geoscience content

· Incorporate teaching activities vetted by other participants

· And in some cases completely redesign the curriculum
45 of 54 (83%) participants noted that one of the biggest impacts was to their teaching and described specific active learning techniques and activities that they have incorporated.  
Out of the 9 participants who did not list teaching as a significant impact:

· 1 was negative on workshop in general

· 4 attended emerging theme workshops and their impacts were leadership/research

· 2 had not taught since attending workshop

· 2 confirmed what already did in teaching and had other impacts

· Change in participant attitude about the practice of teaching and study of learning and demonstrated this change in attitude through

· Scholarly activities such as published papers and presented posters related to geoscience education

· Service such as involvement in teaching/learning centers; other teaching related workshops; and community outreach/education

38 of 54 (70%) participants described significant shifts in their attitude about the practice of teaching and study of learning.  They used words to characterize this change such as “eye opener”, “seismic shift”, “new twist”, “like a hot air balloon”, “awareness”, “think differently”.  They demonstrated this changed by sharing their new philosophy with colleagues verbally and through presentation/publication.

14 of 54 (26%) participants talked about how the workshop reaffirmed their existing attitudes and belief about teaching and learning in geoscience.  They used words such as “confirmed what I already believed”, “inspired”, “verified”, “legitimized”.  
Only 2 of the 54 participants (4%) did not feel a shift in attitude toward teaching and learning.  Theses faculty (who were early in their career) attributed this lack of change to the research-nature of their tenure-track positions.
· Strove to increase their leadership role and sphere of influence as a result of the workshop and demonstrated through leadership such as:
· Leading regional workshops

· Participate and lead cross-discipline curriculum or activities on campus

· Pursuit (and many times be awarded) grants related to workshop outcomes

· Develop outreach programs for local community education

· Develop pre-service or in-service science teacher programs
· Present or publish in area of geoscience education

42 of 54 (78%) participants highlighted outcomes from the workshop that demonstrated an expanded sphere of influence.
19 of  the 42 (45%) participants had attended more than one workshop.  The types of workshops they attended were distributed as such: emerging themes (40%), teaching X (36%), course design (26%), and early career (26%).
· Observed marked improvement in student learning from changes made as a result of workshop characterized as:
· Anecdotal observations of increased student participation and engagement

· Written positive comments reflecting learning on student evaluations

· TAs and graduate students demonstrating learning through use of more interactive teaching methodologies

· 2 formal assessment studies showing marked improvement through pre/post test and writing artifacts
· Grade improvement trends 
33 of 54 (61%) participants spoke about the positive impact to students from changes they had made to their own teaching as a result of the workshop.
15 of  the 33 (45%) participants had attended more than one workshop.  The types of workshops they attended were fairly evenly represented across emerging themes (33%), course design (33%), teaching X (30%), and early career (27%).
· Described impacts to department as a result of workshop participation including:
· CCLI grants pursued and awarded

· Increased use across department in technologies learned at workshop (class response systems, web resources)

· Complete curriculum overhaul for majors

· Curriculum overhaul for teacher preparation

· Aligning department goals

· Aligning with community colleges
15 of 54 (28%) participants described specific department-wide results from their participation in the program.  37 of the remaining participants found their departments supportive of the changes they had made but did not necessarily adopt the changes across the department.  Only 2 of the 54 participants noted that their department was hostile and not supportive of any changes resulting from the workshop.

15 of  the 33 (45%) participants had attended more than one workshop.  The types of workshops they attended were fairly evenly represented across emerging themes (33%), course design (33%), teaching X (30%), and early career (27%).
· Other lesser impacts reported as results of workshop participation included:
· 16 of 54 (30%) reported a change in career plan or an improvement in managing some professional aspect of their life

· 9 of 54 (17%) expanded their research into a new area or developed a new collaboration

· 4 of 54 (7%) reported an increase in rank or achieving tenure 

Participants of Cutting Edge Workshops reported highlighted the following characteristics of the workshop as significant to their changes in practice:

· Ability to network with other participants through structured and unstructured opportunities at the workshop

· Ability to immediately be able to put to use ideas, activities, and other resources from the workshop

· Quality of the leaders facilitating the workshop

· Off-site nature of the workshop (getting away from the office)

· When applicable the field experiences and how they were incorporated into the workshop

Suggestions from participants ranged from structure of workshops, workshop follow up, and future topics:
· Repeating previous Teaching X topics (Mineralogy and Petrology were frequently suggested)

· Repeating workshop topic in a 1 day revisit or advanced format
· Facilitate listserv participation rather than relying on attendees to do so

· Facilitate lasting/sustaining networks 

· Some how make participants feel more accountable about follow up action (or at least accountable to let others know how they have followed through as many have but have not shared with others)

· Broaden topics to include public policy, and other stuff mentioned
Value of website

· More significant responses for attendees of emerging topics or teaching X

· Looked for teaching activities on other workshop websites (petrology, structure, and visualizations mentioned most frequently)

· Used as reference to share information with colleagues

· Liked the listserve, however, sporadic it seemed to have value

APPENDIX I

COMPARISON OF DEMOGRAPHICS

Overall, the 54  phone interview participant sample closely mirrored the overall demographics of the Cutting Edge participant demographics.  The single difference that appears significant is the percentage of participants that attended more than one Cutting Edge workshop (31% of phone participants while 14% for all Cutting Edge participants).
How were they alike:

The percentage of women and under-represented minorities from the phone participants closely matched that of the overall Cutting Edge participant demographics (within 1 percentage point).   The participants’ academic discipline also closely mapped to the overall Cutting Edge demographic within 3%.  

How were they different:

The most significant difference to note is that the phone participants included a higher number of participants that had attended more than one Cutting Edge workshop as compared to the demographic of all Cutting Edge participants.  31% of the phone participants (17) attended more than one workshop as opposed to only 14% (114) Cutting Edge participants that attended more than one workshop.

The years teaching was another area where the phone survey participants differed slightly from the overall Cutting Edge participant demographic.  The phone survey had fewer participants in the 16-20 years (4.3% compared to 11.3%)and those greater than 31 years of teaching (0% compared to 3%).  Overall, however the number of years teaching aligned to the bigger pool of Cutting Edge participants.

The highest degree offered by department also showed some slight differences.  More of the phone interview participants came from departments offering public 4 year degree (28% compared to 21%) and fewer came from doctoral and masters granting departments (doctorate 34% compared to 37%) (masters 14% compared to 17%).

APPENDIX II
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

	Question
	Goal/Prompts

	1. What is the biggest change/result of your participation in the Cutting Edge program?

	· Prompt for  specific relationships between workshop activities/website materials and  impacts on their professional activities: teaching, career planning,  research,  community participation

· prompt for workshop/website/both

· prompt for importance of program in leading to this result
a) What's the biggest change as a result. (prompt change could be in what you teach, how you teach, how you assess, etc.) 
b) What did this change lead to? (prompt impact on students, professional career, promotion, status, etc.) 
c) What aspect of your experience with the CE program lead to this change?(prompt workshop experience, website, combination of the two (synergy) 
d) Could this change have occurred without your attending CE workshop
e) Are there other results? Did you share this result with anyone.- how?

	2. As you reflect back on your participation in the On the Cutting Edge program, what was the most valuable aspect for you?


	· Prompt for impact of valuable element (note that what they think was of value may not have been the item that caused a change or generated specific results)
· These two questions are designed to get flip sides of the relationship between program elements and impacts as above.
· We’ll have to watch for redundancies here – don’t want to frustrate them
· How do factors at your school interact (support or put up barriers) with your ability to act on what you learned at the workshop- positive and negative

	3. Give an example of the impact of the program on 

· teaching/students learning
· professional life

· career planning

· ability to network 

· research


	· Use only if they haven’t given sufficient information in questions 1 and 2.

· Prompt for impacts related to workshop experiences across range of teaching, research, knowledge of content and pedagogy, career management, networking, leadership

· Questions 1-3 are very close and I suspect answers will come naturally. 

· We always want to ask if there is another outcome they want to mention. 

· We should collect artifacts that represent change if possible.

	4. How did you benefit from attending more than one workshop? (only for participants who have done so)


	· Did your role or the way you participate change

· How did the workshop experiences build on one another

· Did you have a better understanding of what to expect at the second workshop? How did this affect your experience at the workshop?

· Were there things you learned at the first workshop that you used at the second one? 

· We want to understand the impact of the multiple workshops on their ability to learn, to network, and to lead.

· Prompt for whether these impacts reflect 2 workshops or 2 cutting edge workshop.



	5.  How have you been able to build on what you learned at the workshop? 
	· Prompt for value/role of website

· Prompt for type of use and relationship to impacts

· materials for teaching

· content for learning

· references
· Prompt for learning after workshop

· Prompt for learning about things beyond scope of initial workshop experience

· Did the website enhance your ability to use the things you learned at the workshop?

· Lead to learning new things? …in preparing for teaching or your research?
· Prompt for other kinds of follow on activities



	6. How did your participation in the workshop change your view of geoscience, geoscience education or your role in the geoscience community? 
	· Do they feel a sense of responsibility to the community

· Do they have a view of the whole community and its goals

· Have they integrated learning into their professional life and shared the results.  If so how?

· Did the get practice that helped them become a better leader

· Do they understand the broader impacts of their work

· Do they think it is important to understand those impacts

· Do they have a sense of responsibility to contribute regarding their teaching?  

· Prompt on role of workshop in supporting their growth as leader

· We are fishing with this questions to determine what are good measures of development of leadership potential


