Summary Notes from Dec. 9, 2006 

Carleton Energy Workshop: Day 3, 1:00-3:00 p.m.
Sponsored by the Carleton Interdisciplinary Science & Math Initiative (CISMI) and Environmental & Technology Studies (ENTS). Funded by Carleton's Howard Hughes Medical Institute (HHMI) Grant & Carleton College.

Brian Stenquist convened the session at 1:15 p.m., inviting participants to reflect on the previous day’s presentations by Fred and Richard. In particular, he invited participants to assess what they had learned about the value of different perspectives, the experience of interdisciplinary collaboration, and the practical issues involved in moving from pedagogical theory to classroom practice.
Mark K. observed that there was a tension between pedagogical experience of students’ views of energy, Carleton as a lab, and larger lessons regarding energy use in general, i.e. from Carleton and local issues to policy and societal experience. 

Kris noted that the workshop members generated creative ways of blending and visualizing ideas for courses. She was especially interested in ideas for interdisciplinary comps. 

Chris noted the richness of ideas. Mark G. observed that the general discussions of the first day had resulted in creative, specific course ideas on the second day. 

Mary appreciated seeing new people involved in the workshop discussions, moving conversations along in new directions. As a result, the workshop demanded a lot of work and in many ways demanded more expenditure of participant energy than did past workshops. 

Will appreciated Rich's data set, which pointed towards specific projects one could begin with students. 

Julie valued the ways that the ideas for courses emerged out of theory into concrete course ideas. 
Kim stated that in most conversations on energy topics, scientists, economists, and political scientists tend to dominate discussion. In the workshop, participants from many disciplines enriched the process. Laura agreed, as did Heather. 

Jen noted that the conversations were fun and productive, and she particularly valued the input of Fred and Richard.
Dana cited the value of the ideas that the small groups developed. Trish commented on the participants’ unconventional thinking and inclusion of powerful visualizations that promoted new ways of thinking. 

Joel noted that while there would be problems with carrying out interdisciplinary tasks, there was value in modeling what colleagues would like to do in the classroom. Nathan also noted challenges to working interdisciplinarily, and he also noted the importance of moving beyond theory to concrete challenges. 
David appreciated participants’ interests in visual ways of thinking, and he appreciated the perspectives of Fred and Richard, whose presentations produced a positive kind of tension with the discussions of the first day. 

Carol observed that the course designs reflected the best of Carleton pedagogy, including elements of hands-on work and performance. 

Tammy noted that the course designs, represented on the flip chart paper, suggested the transferability of knowledge from one discipline to another and indicated flexibility of thinking.

Bjorn appreciated the multidisciplinary views and their blending together, a process not easy but rewarding. 

Brian commended the participants for their work in small groups and for their ability to assess and synthesize the work of workshop in a large group setting.  Brian asked the participants to share further their responses to the presentations by Fred and Richard. 
Kim responded that she was struck by Richard’s visuals. What are the consequences of presenting information in this way? Mary noted that the workshop participants positioned themselves along a range of positions from theoretical to practical, and she noted that people can be at different places at different times along a spectrum of responses to an issue. 

Heather confessed that she is one of the idealists. She noted the need to inquire regarding the balance between the claims of justice and use of the environment, and she also noted the tension between claims of aesthetics and sustainability. 

Nathan confessed his pragmatism. The College is pursuing approaches that make economic sense and it will be forced to make tradeoffs.

Kris said regarding "how we can decide on a course of action" and on "what tradeoffs to make"- that we can begin with our values, align goals with resources, and proceed from there. 
Jen suggested that the College needs an open, campus-wide conversation about College values and desired outcomes, with the conversation guided by an experienced facilitator. Chris agreed with the need for conversation, noting that the College has not followed up on the 2001 statement of the Trustees regarding conservation and responsibility for the environment. 
Will stated that the College will need to take a systems approach. We live in a campus energy system that displays anomalies. Campus conservation is a good aim, but campus data is incomplete. Facilities doesn’t know its own system well. Individuals can begin measuring room temps, air leaks, and so on to begin collecting data. 

Julie also noted the need for continued conversation (and stated that the Trustees statement noted by Chris is difficult to find). Moving from theory to practice requires that the College community cares and is on board for the discussion. Kim noted that statements do not result in a changing of values; the College will need to focus on workshops, retreats, and student-faculty meetings. Joel observed that there is a difference between what we say and what we do. Jen noted that there is a hidden curriculum, i.e. what our buildings and behavior really communicate about our values. 
Trish observed that Malcolm Gladwell has decribed the phenomenon of “tipping points,” and we may need to find these points, in addition to the work we want to do in identifying good learning experiences for students. 
Brian asked whether people generally aim for a “band of comfort,” e.g. of temperature. Is the “band” a construct? Might our room actually be colder in summer, although we would wear shorts in the summer room and heavy clothes in the winter room?  Clearly the workshop members want the conversation to continue. What specific actions can the workshop members or the College to ensure the conversation proceeds?

Heather noted that the College already accommodates dyads and triads and cross-course case studies (in Biology, her example), so there are good models out there already. Julie observed the need for cooperation among participants to avoid top-down planning. 
Kim asked how integration will occur for students. She observed that we do not have language yet for this kind of integrative learning. Trish commented that metaphor can be a creative tool, e.g. cold-blooded, warm-blooded analogy. 
Chris observed that not all departments are represented in the discussion. Heather noted the need for including assessment in course planning. Kim responded that teams can build around shared concepts, e.g. “efficiency,” whether in economics or physics. Jen said that getting a multicausal picture requires getting more perspectives on the table, e.g. visual, and introducing more complexity; Greg M., she said, can provide guidance in how to create multicausal models. David stated that he already teaches in multidisciplinary ways, e.g. in creating models of sustainable living environments. Figuring out how to collaborate with other faculty, however, is difficult. Will noted that faculty need to establish levels of sophistication: students standing in a field can’t discover levels of CO2; the students need introductions to levels of abstraction and quantification. 
Kris said that in reaching beyond her discipline she brought in ethics, and this was easier than team-teaching. (Jen noted that ethics is not any one person’s turf.) Heather brought in guest speakers, including Laura and Tammy. Kim agreed that we need to think beyond team-teaching, at least by highlighting how one discipline differs from another. Joel noted that the discussion was suggesting possible steps for introducing interdisciplinarity than he had not considered previously. Trish agreed, noting that introducing these possibilities to students, e.g. finding ways to introduce new perspectives and engage in blending exercises. Mark K. observed that he mainly teaches students how to evaluate evidence, especially quantitatively; but case studies provide an opening to address problems from multiple perspectives, reaching students who are comfortable with numbers and those who are not. Julie said that literature scholars are accustomed to using several methods when looking at texts, including lenses of gender, history, and politics. 
Brian asked what problem-based topics would engage the community. Carol suggested water, and several participants suggested possible topics related to watershed, run-off, and conservation. Trish suggested that aging was a possible topic (and credited Brian for the idea). Kim asked what a problem-centered approach in the humanities might look like. It could be the testing of a hypothesis, she said, such as Ruskin’s belief that clouds were different in appearance in his century than in earlier ones. Brian observed that a “problem” is a whole, and each discipline deals with a part. Julie and Carol noted that we need to introduce students to disciplines, but this disciplinary training may impede interdisciplinary efforts. Kim agreed, noting that departments are geared towards what grad schools are expecting of our graduates, and faculty research is geared towards what peers are expecting. Mark G. noted that external audiences may be thinking of education in integrative ways, e.g. a parent donor who would like to fund a chair in social entrepreneurism, which is an interdisciplinary concept. 

Trish asked why we are not engaging in more authetic interdisciplinary teaching and learning. Kim replied that we need to find a balance between disciplinary and interdisciplinary teaching and learning. Jen stated that students would be well-served by an emphasis on problem-based learning, but the approach would require that the College think of new measures of success besides those associated with getting into graduate school. David observed that the sciences have training realities that are not going away. But on the other hand, said Heather, immunologists are working in an inherently interdisciplinary area, and students can discover the importance of interdisciplinarity when working in immunology. Jen noted that faculty also need to think through their attitudes regarding the assumed or implied hierarchy of disciplines, in which sciences and engineering are usually valued more than humanities. 

Trish brought the meeting to a close, giving out gifts to each of the participants. Brian asked participants to offer closing observations. Mark K. observed that he initially did not think he was going to have much to offer the workshop but began to see ways that he and his discipline could be involved. Kris said the workshop group should stay in communication, and Chris agreed. Will said he appreciated having a theme that provided specificity for the workshop. Julie observed that the conversation about interdisciplinarity seemed to reside mainly in ENTS for some time but is broadening out. Kim suggested inviting American Studies to be involved in planning a future workshop. Laura said she will be inviting guest speakers to her class. Heather said she was pleased to see so much energy and enthusiasm among workshop members. Trish said that she sees, like Will, a positive trajectory from last year’s meeting to this year’s: “We’re getting good at this!” Heather agreed, saying that last year’s emphasis on epistemology hurt her head. Tammy said she likes Will’s idea of “taking the temp day.” Brian, bringing the meeting to its conclusion, noted that the future of energy “is the spirit of participants in this room.” Participants thanked Brian for his facilitating the meeting and gave him a round of applause.
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