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Waverly Ray is aPh.D. student funded as a research assistant for the project. Sheis planning a dissertation based on the
implementation of the project in various international settings.
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HERODOT

The HERODOT Network, funded by the European Union, is chaired by Karl Donert (Liverpool
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Hope University) and links geographers in European universities, research centers, non-
governmental organizations, and professional associations for collaborative activities and
curriculum development. HERODOT will host a CGGE Phase 2 workshop in Liverpool on
September 2-4, 2008.

I nter national Geographical Union

Project work will be disseminated at forthcoming IGU conferences, starting with the IGU
Congressin Tunis, August 12-15.

National Council For Geographic Education

NCGE staff are participating on the project's steering committee. Project work will also be
presented at NCGE annual conferences, starting with the 2008 NCGE Annual Meeting in
Dearborn, MI on October 9-12, 2008/

Centrefor Active Learningin Geography,

CeAL isone of 74 centers of excellence in teaching and learning funded by the UK Higher
Education Academy. Itsmission isto study, develop, and disseminate inclusive and
exemplary active learning experiences for undergraduates in geography and affiliated
disciplines. CeAL staff are contributing to the devel opment of project materials and will also
be active in the research component.

INLT

INLT isacollaborative network of over 250 geographers who share interests in research on
teaching and learning in higher education. Project news and materials are being
disseminated through INLT publications and sponsored sessions at academic conferences.

Other Collaboratorsor Contacts

Thefollowingisalist of individuals from the United States and foreign nations who are
contributing to the devel opment of the six project modules:

Nationalism

0 U.S.: Phil Klein
0 International Faculty 1: Margaret Keane (Northern Ireland)
0 International Faculty 2: Toni Luna (Spain)

Population

0 U.S.: Kristen Conway-Gomez

0 International Faculty 1: Marta Kingsland (Argentina)

0 International Faculty 2: Wang Min and Wei Dongying (China)

Globa Economy

0 U.S.: Ellen Hansen

0 International Faculty 1: Richard Le Heron, Nick Lewis, David Hayward, Christina
Stringer, and Christine Tamasy (New Zealand)

0 International Faculty 2: Rosser Bianchi (Chile)

Globa Climate Change

0 U.S.: Steven Silvern
0 International Faculty 1: Colin Arrowsmith (Australia)
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0 International Faculty 2: Chew-Hung Chang (Singapore)
Water Resources

0 U.S.: Doug Gamble

0 International Faculty 1: Ahmad Atiya (West Bank)

0 International Faculty 2: Carolyn Roberts (U.K.)
Migration

0U.S: Wel Li

0 International Faculty 1: Yvonne Schleicher (Germany)
0 International Faculty 2: Osvaldo Muziz (Chile)

Activitiesand Findings

Resear ch and Education Activities: (See PDF version submitted by PI at the end of the report)

Thefirst year of the project focused on the development of six online modules for
international learning collaborations in undergraduate geography. This process was
supported by two workshops and monthly tel econferences with the project staff, module
developers, and external evaluators. Anocther important activity was planning and
designing the international research study that will assess the impact of the modules on
students' learning of geographic issues and their international perspectives of those issues.
Full details of the process are included in the attached Activitiesfile.

Findings: (See PDF version submitted by PI at the end of thereport)

Thefirst set of findings related to the research component will be available after the second
year of the project. For the first year, findings consist of the attached external evaluation
report by AAC&U. Overall, the project was successful in meetings its goals in accordance
with the proposed calendar of activity. Recommendations for improving the process of
managing an international project of this nature include more face-to-face workshops and
funds for trandators to participate in conference calls.

Training and Development:

This project is funding athree-year research assistantship for Waverly Ray, a PhD student in
the Department of Geography at Texas State University-San Marcos. Waverly is serving as
the project's research assistant and is designing a doctoral dissertation to evaluate the

impact of the CGGE Phase 2 modules on students' learning of geographic issues and their
international perspectives of those issues.

Outreach Activities:

Jour nal Publications

Booksor Other One-time Publications

Web/Internet Site

URL(s):
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http://global geography.aag.org

Description:

Thisisthe public website for the CGGE-Phase 2 project. It will serve asthe portal for
accessing the six new modules when they are published in 2009.

Other Specific Products

Contributions
Contributionswithin Discipline:

Contributionsto Other Disciplines:
Contributionsto Human Resour ce Development:
Contributionsto Resour cesfor Resear ch and Education:

Contributions Beyond Science and Engineering:

Special Requirements

Special reporting requirements: None
Changein Objectivesor Scope: None
Animal, Human Subjects, Biohazards: None

Categoriesfor which nothing isreported:

Activities and Findings: Any Outreach Activities

Any Journal

Any Book

Any Product

Contributions: To Any within Discipline

Contributions: To Any Other Disciplines

Contributions: To Any Human Resource Devel opment
Contributions: To Any Resources for Research and Education
Contributions: To Any Beyond Science and Engineering
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DEVELOPING AN ONLINE CENTER FOR
GLOBAL GEOGRAPHY EDUCATION - PHASE 2

Annual Report (September 2007 — August 2008)
I. ACTIVITIES
A. Project timeline, history, and context

The National Science Foundation has awarded a grant of $495,481 to the Association of
American Geographers for expanding the AAG Center for Global Geography Education.
The three-year CGGE Phase 2 project is under the direction of Michael Solem (AAQG),
Phil Klein (University of Northern Colorado), and Osvaldo Muiiiz (Texas State
University — San Marcos). Researchers at the Association of American Colleges and
Universities will monitor procedures, design and conduct an on-going formative
evaluation with annual reports, and prepare a summative evaluation of the project’s
learning resources and faculty development workshops.

The project has commissioned an international group of geographers to revise the library
of instructional modules created under the first phase of CGGE (Nationalism, Global
Economy, and Population) while also developing three new titles: Water Resources,
Migration, and Global Climate Change. This work is being informed by an extensive
evaluation study' that assessed the effectiveness of the first set of CGGE modules during
classroom trials between September 2004 and May 2005.

CGGE Phase 2 will also sponsor workshops aimed at expanding the network of
collaborating faculty to areas in the Middle East and Southeast Asia, while retaining the
existing networks of faculty in the Americas, Europe, and China. The first such workshop
was held at the AAG Annual Meeting in Boston. Workshops will also take place at the
upcoming IGU Congress in Tunisia in August 2008 and the HERODOT Liverpool
Conference in September 2008. Information about these workshops and other project
activities will be posted at globalgeography.aag.org.

! Klein, P. and M. Solem. 2008. Evaluating the Impact of International Collaboration on
Geography Learning. Journal of Geography in Higher Education, 32(2): 245-267.



B. Timeline

YEAR ONE (September 1, 2007 — August 31, 2008)

SIOND|JJFIM|AM|J|J|A|S

Planning activities

PI planning meetings X

X
Hire TX State Ph.D. assistant X
Submit IRB forms for approval X

UNCO, AAC&U subaward agreements

Sl alte

First meeting with project evaluators

Recruitment of module developers X

Module development activities

CGGE Chile workshop materials edited X | X
(Phil, Osvaldo, Waverly)

Test Moodle site development (Michael, X | X
Susan)

Virtual meeting of module developers XX

Sample module materials, link to Moodle X
site sent to module developers

Module developers work on case studies X|1X|X|X
and activities

Workshops and Conferences

First module developer workshop: AAG X
Annual Meeting in Boston

IGU Tunis Congress X

Second module developer workshop: X
HERODOT conference in Liverpool

Evaluation activities

Procedural evaluation data collection X X
(interviews, documents, etc.) (AAC&U)

Year 1 evaluation report submitted to PIs X
(AAC&L)

Draft evaluation instruments for module X | XXX
trials (Waverly)

NSF Annual Progress report submitted X
(Michael)

The first year of the CGGE Phase 2 project started with a planning phase in which
personnel were hired, subaward contracts were developed and signed, IRB forms were
submitted and approved, and module developers were recruited. Starting in January 2008,
work began on developing the basic architecture of the online collaboration system
(Moodle) that will support the modules. Simultaneously, materials from the May 2007
CGGE Chile workshop were edited and prepared for incorporation into the Phase 2
Global Economy, Population, and Nationalism modules.




By March 2008, the module developers had conducted virtual meetings with their co-
authors and begun initial planning for their modules. In the summer months following the
AAG workshop in April 2008, module developers worked on their materials with a target
of completing their work by the HERODOT Liverpool conference on September 2-4,
2008. Work also began on developing research instrumentation for the module trials.

The second year of the project will commence with a workshop for module developers
held in conjunction with the HERODOT Liverpool conference in September 2008. This
workshop will focus on preparing the developers for upcoming classroom evaluation
trials for the modules. Media production, graphic design, and language translation work
will take place in the fall of 2008, with final drafts of the modules published in the
Moodle system by December 2008. Classroom trials will commence in January 2009.

C. Characteristics of the Modules

In its first phase, the CGGE modules, consisting of four lessons each, were designed to be
taught collaboratively by pairs of faculty in different countries. Students, working in
teams of 4-8 individuals from two countries, completed the modules by reading
background content before collecting, analyzing, and discussing data using online
discussion board technology. A typical implementation of a module lasted from four to
six weeks.

Although this approach resulted in positive gains in student knowledge, and to a lesser
extent some appreciation for international perspectives on geographic issues, the overall
effectiveness of the modules suffered from the time required of professors and students
and the difficulty of sustaining active communications among some of the student
groups.

With this background, the Phase 2 project will restructure the modules in a manner that
we hope will give faculty more options for teaching international perspectives on global
issues, while providing students with a higher quality, international learning experience.

The following is a brief description of the components being developed for each CGGE
module (Figure 1):

*  Module Homepage — Each module will be developed in the Moodle e-learning
platform. The homepage will provide open access to most content areas, with
restricted access to others (e.g., only registered faculty will have access to teacher
forums and be able to set up user accounts for students). Some communication
areas can be made public, while others can be set-up as private forums for
particular groups of students (e.g., those using a module activity for a multi-
country collaboration).

» Teacher’s Guide — Each module will be supported with a teacher’s guide that
provides suggestions for using the materials in undergraduate courses. The
teacher’s guide will offer tips for managing online student collaborations and



using the modules with one or more international colleagues. It will provide a
matrix illustrating the knowledge, skill, and affective-trait learning objectives
supported by the case studies and collaborative learning activities.

Teacher’s Forum — This area will enable teachers using the module to share ideas
and strategies with colleagues, thereby helping build an international community
of practice.

Conceptual Framework — A 5,000-word introduction to the geographic issue in a
global context. It further explains how the case studies provide local/regional
examples of the issue and how each case study is connected in some way.

Case Studies — To provide students with comparative analysis of geographic
issues, the modules will feature case studies written by international teams of
geographers (three case studies per module are in development for Phase 2). Each
case study will be approximately 3,000 words (not including tables, figures, and
supplementary files) and support four objectives: (1) explore a significant
geographic issue using data and examples from the country or region represented
by the author(s), (2) model the application of important spatial thinking skills, (3)
help explain important geographic theories and concepts, and (4) provide visual
images and other facts about important places and regions. Collectively, the case
studies should illustrate how issues vary in nature and significance for people,
places, and environments.

Collaborative Learning Activities — Each case study will be supported with
optional activities for students to acquire additional international perspectives via
online collaboration and discussion. The activities will also provide students with
an opportunity to practice new skills and engage the ideas taught in the case study
through such strategies as interactive investigation, simulations, role play, inquiry,
and problem-based learning. Because these are optional activities, faculty will be
able to use the case studies independently if they only wish for their students to
read the content without engaging others in an online international collaboration.
These activities will also enable collaborations within the U.S. and Canada as
well, among faculty and high school teachers using the Advanced Placement
Human Geography course.

lllustrated Glossary — Each case study will be supported with an illustrated
glossary providing definitions of terms and concepts. The glossary is intended to
provide students with essential background information and a place where they
can refresh their understanding of concepts referenced in the case studies.
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http://globalgeography.aag.org/climate
Figure 1. Components of the CGGE Phase 2 modules. The Global Climate Change module is shown as an example.



D. Description of module development process

The conceptual frameworks, case studies, and collaborative learning activities for each of the
modules being developed for CGGE Phase 2 are currently being written by six teams of
international geographers. The process began last autumn with a series of memos from the PI
team to all the geographers who agreed to undertake this project (each author will be paid $2,000
per year for their work). In these memos, the structure of the Phase 2 module components was
explained. At this time, the development teams also exchanged ideas to define a clear vision and
mission statements for the project that reflect an international consensus on the goals and
strategies of the CGGE modules.

The author teams began their collaborations with a pair of conference calls, one each in February
and March 2008, using online communications software (Skype). These calls were arranged by
Waverly Ray, the project’s graduate research assistant. Each of the conference calls was also
“attended” by one of the PIs. During the Skype conferences, module authors exchanged ideas
for their conceptual frameworks, region-specific case studies, and potential learning activities.
Relevant documents were often exchanged via email during the conferences as well.

In mid-April, representatives from each module-development team attended the CGGE
workshop held prior to the AAG Annual Meeting in Boston. Not every author was able to attend
in person, of course, but most teams were able to contact their “missing” partners via Skype or
email them. The groups were also introduced to the types of activities that can be supported by
the Moodle online learning system. Each team concluded the workshop by presenting to the
entire group the plans for their modules. (See the Findings section for the evaluation results
regarding this part of the process.)

During this summer, the module teams will continue to meet monthly on Skype and exchange
drafts of the module sections via email or by posting new ideas to the test-Moodle web-pages
established for each module. Although the Skype conferences have occasionally been hampered
by technical communications issues, for the most part they have proven to be an effective means
for keeping the international development teams on track in terms of both understanding
deadlines and identifying appropriate content for each module.

E. Description of research component
1. Research Questions

The overall goal for the CGGE project is understand whether international collaborative
learning can be supported online and result in enhanced undergraduate learning of geography
content and international perspectives of global issues. The specific research questions for the
second phase of the CGGE project were devised based on the first phase CGGE evaluation.

Main research questions for the second phase include:
1. Do student perspectives toward geography and international collaboration change as a
result of using the CGGE modules?



2. What factors or combination of factors are responsible for enhancing student
awareness and appreciation of international perspectives?

3. Do students value intercultural communication skills they may have gained during the
CGGE module collaboration?

2. Research Design

In order to test methods and instruments, two pilot studies will be conducted during Fall
2008 based on international collaborations using the Water Resources and Nationalism modules.
Additionally, baseline data will be collected from students who will not collaborate
internationally using the CGGE modules; based on teaching schedules of CGGE module
developers, classes at six universities will be invited to participate in the survey, including
California State University-Pomona, Emporia State University, University of Auckland, Salem
State College, RMIT University, and Texas State University-San Marcos. The results from the
two pilot studies will inform the research design for Spring 2009-Spring 2010. During this time,
all six modules will be utilized in trial international collaborations and data will be collected for
each trial.

3. Data Collection

The research will be conducted by the doctoral research assistant under the advisement of
her Research Advisor at Texas State University-San Marcos (a CGGE co-PI). Data will be
collected in the Fall 2008 through online surveys in a pre- and post-test format, review of
student-generated materials, interviews and observations. The online surveys will be available
either through the CGGE’s Moodle website or through SPSS mrInterview'  hosted by the
Testing, Research-Support, and Evaluation Center of Texas State University-San Marcos. Data
collection will continue through the 2008-2009 academic year.

4. Methods

The pilot studies and baseline data collection will employ a mixed methods design
described by Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) wherein qualitative methods help to explain
quantitative results; open-ended items will help to explain Likert-scaled responses. The mixed
methods design will enhance the credibility of the findings (Greene 2007) since triangulation
allows the researcher to test for consistency among several data sources (Patton 2002). The pre-
and post-surveys will be analyzed using quantitative statistical tests. Interviews will be
transcribed and analyzed based on the steps outlined in Patton (2002). For the pilot studies,
student work will be categorized and coded to allow for content analysis related to the research
problem (cf. Love 2003). Notes from observations will be analyzed based on emerging themes.
During the CGGE workshops at the International Geographical Union meeting in Tunis in
August 2008 and the HERODOT meeting in Liverpool in September 2008, CGGE module
developers and others will be invited to comment and evaluate the research instruments to ensure
that the research methods are relevant to the wide range of teaching and learning contexts where
the CGGE modules are utilized.

5. Anticipated Outcomes



There are several outcomes anticipated from research on the impact of the CGGE
modules. First, it is anticipated that there will be significant differences between the perspectives
of students who collaborated internationally and those who did not. Second, the degree to which
the modules impact student perspectives is expected to vary due to the participants’ differing
nationalities and cultural backgrounds. Third, a wide variety of factors are likely to be
responsible for enhancing student awareness and appreciation of international perspectives.
Finally, it is anticipated that students will value the intercultural communication skills they have
gained during the CGGE module collaboration.

6. Works Cited
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External Evaluation of NSF Grant Award 0717170
AAG Center for Global Geography Education (CGGE)
September 1, 2007-July 31, 2008

Submitted by Caryn McTighe Musil, External Evaluator
Association of American Colleges and Universities

This evaluation of the first year of a three-year grant to the Association of American
Geographers Center for Global Geography Education seeks to provide a year end
overview of how successfully the project has been managed thus far. The evaluation will
focus principally on how successfully the principal investigators are achieving the
project’s primary goal for year one: revising and developing six modules.

Evaluation Methods Employed: I have relied upon a variety of methods to secure

information that might illuminate how effectively CGGE is accomplishing the goals of its

NSF grant.
Document review—I have reviewed on a regular basis the documents produced
for the grant, including the original grant proposal itself; PI conference call
agendas and notes; summary of Skype conference calls with the module
developers; CGGE module development document; CGGE flyers in English and
Spanish; list of module developers; and timeline of activity for year one. I have
also reviewed last year’s evaluation documents submitted at the end of the first
phase of the project, which had influenced specific adjustments implemented
during this second phase.

Participatory observations—My AAC&U colleague Kevin Hovland and I took
part in three key Project Investigators Skype calls, first in November of 2007,
then in January 2008, and a third time in June of 2008. In March 2008, Kevin and
I also traveled to Boston to observe the day long workshop designed for the
module developers and linked to the annual AAG conference.

Survey questionnaire—As a follow up to the Boston workshop, I prepared a
questionnaire for all 18 module developers. I sent the survey both to the people
who had attended the Boston workshop in person and those who were linked to
the event through Skype or email but did not have the benefit of face to face
interaction.

Key informants—Over the last year I have had extensive conversations with
Michael Solem who had written and overseen the first phase of this grant and
designed its second phase. He has been invaluable in placing the grant in a larger
context and in explaining its original as well as its newly revised goals. Phil
Klein has been the second key informant who shared the full evaluation he had
done for the first phase of the grant when he served as External Evaluator. His
explanation of his assessment clarified the kinds of redesign elements that have
been infused into phase two. As the third co-PI on the project, Osvaldo Muniz has
also provided important insights from the perspective of one who had developed a



module in the first phase of the project and who understands deeply the value and
challenge of cross-national collaborations.

Primary Question for Year One:

How effectively is the project being managed to achieve its end of revising and
developing six new online geography modules created through cross-country faculty
collaborations?

To answer this larger question, I have posed a subset of inquiries.

1. Did the managers of the grant organize the project thoughtfully and transparently?
Phase 2 of this grant is clearly benefitting from its first phase during which they candidly
evaluated what parts were not working well and what parts were. The adjustments they
have made to unshackle the modules from a linear course, to improve the interactive
assignments in order to promote greater cross-national dialogue and problem solving on
the part of the students, and to expand the range of topics explored have produced a
cleaner, more adaptable set of online resources for faculty and students alike. Yet they
are very clear about the essential elements of each module in their template which helps
guide the formulation of the modules and guarantees a higher quality across all six.

The proposal lays out the goals very explicitly as well as how to reach them and by when.
It is one of the most well thought out proposals I have read and offers a road map with
good signage along the way. There is also a nice balance between sharply defined goals
and an invitation to faculty to be creative in their designs. The letters of invitation to the
module developers spell out the goals and expectations as well as the timelines, although
my understanding is that most module developers were approached in person before ever
receiving their letters. The progression across all three years flows logically and builds
upon the success of the preceding year as they move from module development in year
one to web site enrichments and faculty development and expansion in year two, and
finally to assessing the impact of their design on student learning in year three.

2. Did they provide and adhere to clearly articulated timelines?

The PIs have been very careful to provide the funding agency, participants, and
evaluators with clear timelines. I don’t think that there is one that they have missed from
the first-year calendar grid which Michael Solem created for his original proposal. In the
four categories he organized—planning activities, module development activities,
workshops and conferences, and evaluation activities—the project has stayed on course.
However, in the midst of any given activity, the planners are not rigid but rather invite
critique and adjustments from participants. It is a healthy balance of careful planning
while also creating space for creativity and input by others.

Timelines don’t usually work just because they have been written down on paper. They
require prodding and maintenance by someone. Waverly Ray has functioned beautifully
in that capacity for this grant. She has been responsible for making sure that the monthly
Skype conference calls for each module takes place and that the PI conference calls occur



on a timely basis. She and Michael also make sure the minutes and documents are shared
across the Pls, developers, and evaluators.

A few faculty expressed some concern about whether they could meet the timeline for the
production of the first and second drafts of the modules given how international
collaborations are often slowed down by differing academic calendars. Most, however,
felt the timeline was reasonable and in the June call, only one of the six seems to be
lagging behind the others at the moment in making progress. By August, the PIs will
know if the teams are able to deliver their first draft and when the majority of them meet
in Liverpool in September to revise their drafts, they should have some opportunity to
make necessary adjustments across the six teams.

3. Did they identify international collaborators for each of the six modules?

Because they understood that the success of the project was dependent on the modules
being created through the cross fertilization and perspective taking gained through
international faculty groups, they were careful in constructing the module teams. Each
module includes at least three faculty, all of whom are from different countries and in all
but one module faculty are also from three different continents. They have had some
success in drawing new people to the project who had not participated before, some of
whom had first learned about the online collaborative goals of CGGE during a
dissemination workshop in Chile. By November, most of the module developers had
been identified and by early winter, the last few individuals were put in place.

There were some unsuccessful outreaches to countries and people that would have
expanded the project’s geographic reach even further. Their plans to hold workshops in
both Tunisia and in Liverpool will help advertise the online modules and attract more
faculty both to use the existing modules and to consider collaborating with others in
expanding them further.

I was especially impressed by the design of the Tunisia workshop which seeks input from
entirely new geographers, many of whom will be from parts of the globe not yet
represented in the international faculty teams. The plan is to invite participants at the
Tunisia workshop not only to respond to the existing module curricular elements, but to
suggest case studies that might deepen the geographic knowledge of students by
including additional locally relevant issues within the six topical modules. Such an
invitation extends the authorship of the modules, provides additional positional
perspectives, and stimulates greater interest in the conceptual design of the modules
themselves. It remains to be seen just how engaged workshop participants in Tunisia
become in developing new aspects for the online topical modules. But I admire the effort
of the principal investigators to subject their project to revision, adjustment, and
enrichment from diverse geographers from parts of the globe so little understood and so
often overlooked.

4. Have they facilitated the ongoing collaboration of the module developers?
The challenges of international collaboratives are certainly formidable. The PlIs,
however, have made extraordinary efforts to nurture the sense of cohesiveness within the



six different groups and scheduled regular exchanges both in person and through
technology. Among those faculty who replied to the survey following the April
workshop in Boston, most said that they benefitted greatly from the face to face exchange
they had, either in Boston or from prior working relationships with their module partners.
Almost all of them also commented on how useful the Skype conference have been in
keeping them on track, cementing intellectual and educational relationships, and accruing
a sense of identity as a group over time. Email exchanges have also been valuable
especially when it is difficult to reconcile the time zone changes for phone calls. One
survey commentator went so far as to say that although she had never met her colleague
face to face that the fact he was well organized, answered emails quickly and thoroughly,
and contributed so creatively to the design of the module that she felt she had not suffered
by not working with him face to face.

Nonetheless, there are still obstacles that people are trying to figure out how to solve.
Language seems one of them. When there is not a common language like English or
Spanish across the three faculty, it is cumbersome to translate each email and not always
possible to get a translation on the spot during a Skype call. People are doing their best
to cope with these disadvantages. Time shifts, varying academic schedules, and
competing obligations can derail progress in some cases for a month or two. One team
that has experienced that this month is trying to work out a way to sequence their
collaborative work. It makes Waverly Ray’s job as the overseer of the Skype calls all the
more important. In some cases, two of the three will work to keep the project moving
forward while someone is pulled away.

In the best of all worlds, it would be most efficient if sufficient funding could be found or
permitted that would allow all the members of each team to meet face to face at least
once a year during the development phase. Several people commented on how
productive the Boston workshop had been for their team when each had focused time to
map out their module and begin to create the different elements for it. If Boston could
have had everyone for the initial development workshop which was then followed up five
months later with a second face to face meeting in Liverpool, less time would have to be
spent rethreading the needle through monthly calls. There are apparently some
restrictions that prevent such funding, but unfortunately those limitations impair the
efficiency of the project.

The Boston workshop was well designed and couldn’t have been timelier. It could,
however, have benefitted from having another three hour block for team planning,
whether all the team members were actually in Boston or not. That should be something
to consider for the Liverpool workshop. Many had traveled so far to get to Boston and
were clearly catalysts for one another. The faculty members we met in Boston were
intellectually engaged, impressive in their expertise, and creative in their case studies and
interactive activities. Most commented on how much they were inspired by what the
other topical groups were developing.

One critique that surfaced in the post-Boston survey was the disappointment that they
didn’t have more time to work together as a team. I had also observed that the time



devoted to describing the new Moodle platform for the modules bled over into the
planning time for teams. While the new platform seeks to resolve some of the technical
issues that plagued the online courses during the first phase of the project, the
presentation about Moodle went on too long. In an irony of the moment, participants
were talked to non-stop for an hour about how to create an interactive web site. At least
half of the audience had begun to do other things than listen to the presentation after 45
minutes and began to do email and work on the development of their module.
Fortunately, one of the workshop planners diplomatically suggested that it was time for
the group to begin to work in their module teams.

But by the end of the workshop, each of the module teams presented on what they had
developed so far and the progress everyone had made in that short time was truly
impressive. They had identified key conceptual frameworks for their topics; zeroed in on
complex, engaging case studies rife with messy, entangling local and global issues; and
began to amass a nice variety of activities that promised to engage students with one
another.

There was an intellectual breakthrough when one module developer asked if it would be
possible to have access to other topical resources when she was teaching her course.
What the group had discovered were the intersecting questions across the six modules.
Instead of discrete, isolated topics that could be neatly compartmentalized, the faculty
began to see how the insights from climate change, for instance, could illuminate an
understanding of global economic issues or how nationalism was related to migration
which in turn was tied to water resources. No one figured out how to answer this
question but it should be explored more in the Liverpool meeting. It might also have
implications for the final design of the interactive web based resources in year two.

5. Have the Pls overseeing the project interacted in a mode that embodied the goals of
the international collaboration?

All three of the PIs are currently living in the United States. Two are American born and
the third was born in Chile. All of them are seasoned travelers who also have long
histories in international collaborations. As such, they set a tone of openness within the
project as a whole. They continually invite multiple approaches and have designed a
project that will not work at all without that core value at its operational heart. They are
also convinced that students will acquire more profound global knowledge more quickly
if they, too, are interacting with people who are from another part of the globe and in the
process acquire curiosity, listening skills, and a conviction that they have something
important to learn from someone who stands on a different plot of ground. The PIs
approach each topic without foregone conclusions about what is best to include as case
studies and examples in the modules. Instead, they are receptive to hearing what people
positioned at different locations across the globe and from multiple vantage points within
a given country believe is important or which might offer a provocative angle on a given
topic.

The PIs also convey a sense of respect for each of the faculty from the different countries
and acknowledge their particular sources of expertise. While there is an invitation to



others to shape aspects of the project, however, there could be more discussion of and
attentiveness to which intercultural global skills they are seeking to cultivate in students.
It would also make sense to try to articulate how such intercultural skills are tied to
acquiring fundamental geographic knowledge. That aspect seems a bit underdeveloped
in the current module design.

Because I have not yet been part of any of the module developers monthly Skype calls
which involve considerable cross-national translations, I don’t have a basis for judging
the interactivity and cultural sensitivities across the module developers other than the
Boston workshop. The project is structured in such a way that each of the Pls is assigned
to two of the topical groups and interacts with them once a month on Skype. During this
next year, [ will make a point to participant as an observer/listener on some of those
upcoming calls. From what I observed in Boston, there was a lot of ease as people
interacted comfortably with one another. But some of the participants who were from the
farthest away could not travel to Boston to be part of the workshop. It is not clear if their
physical presence might have made the cross-cultural differences more emphatic than
they were.

Conclusion

Overall, the first year of the project has proceeded very smoothly and according to plan.
It is a well run, carefully designed project with ambitious goals and a well drawn road
map of how to achieve them.



