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Dear Readers, 

 

The authors who have written for this issue of Impact are grappling with their place in our world and in the classrooms 
where they teach. As a result, they have taken on some heady topics!  

We hear from an anthropologist who philosophizes about the relationship between the proposed planetary epoch called 
the Anthropocene and its challenge to anthropology; a Romance Language professor who shows us how ñspaced 
learning practicesò encourage students to better understand the people whose language they study; and a faculty 
member who reflects on his journey on the zigzag path of teaching and learning. Each of these authors is reflective and 
honest about what he believes. 

Whether they are paying homage to the ñoutliersò of nineteenth-century British literature who taught themselves and 
thereby altered pedagogy, charting a study of empathy, or picking their way through the latest tomes on interdisciplinary 
teaching, our reviewers are working furiously to help us make better sense of the universe we inhabit and how we can 
help others make sense of it. I thank them for their courage and hard work!  

 

Best, 

Megan SullivanΣ 9ŘƛǘƻǊ 
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Latest Announcements 

Please refer to CITLôs website for our latest announcements: http://www.bu.edu/cgs/citl/. 
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Every December, the editors of Impact: The Journal of the Center for Interdisciplinary Teaching & Learning 
invite submissions of scholarly and creative non-fiction essays between 1,000 and 5,000 words on any aspect 
of interdisciplinary teaching or research. The author of the winning essay will receive a $250 award and 
publication in Impact. 

Essays should be readable to a general, educated audience, and they should follow the documentation style 
most prevalent in the authorôs disciplinary field. Essays for this contest should be submitted by the first 
Monday in December to http://CITL.submittable.com/submit. See our general submission guidelines in 
Submittable.  

CITL reserves the right to not publish a winner in any given year. Faculty and staff from the College of 
General Studies are not eligible to submit to this contest. 
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ñA Long Dayôs Journey into the Scholarship of Teaching and Learningò 
 
By Angus Woodward, Our Lady of the Lake College 
 
I suppose there are teachers who begin their careers as scholars of teaching and learning, whose graduate programs 
focus not just on mastery of a discipline but also on the art and science of guiding others into mastery of that discipline. 
But donôt most of evolve, over the years, into scholars of teaching and learning? 
 
It begins when we first look out into the sea of faces and think, ñI wonder if they got that. Did it work?ò Or we realize that 
our students look bored, and then realize that we would be bored, too. We might have these thoughts during the first 
month of the very first class we teach, or years later. Others might never have such thoughts. 
 
And then we stop griping about our students, stop rolling our eyes when they ask questions we thought we had already 
answered, stop gritting our teeth when they misunderstand instructions that seemed perfectly clear to us. We abandon 
all complaints, public and private, about the differences between our generation and theirs. We come to understand that 
when we were students, we were atypical, that few (if any) of our classmates would become college faculty, and so we 
let go of the idea that all of our students should act just as we acted. Instead we become willing to take some 
responsibility for our studentsô questions and misunderstandings, acknowledging that there may be better ways to get 
through to them. 
 
And so we make adjustments to our syllabi, our handouts, our assignments, our quizzes or tests. We cast a more 
skeptical eye toward our textbooks, wishing they had more X or less Y, and if we have the power and/or freedom to do 
so, we look for better textbooks. Maybe we stop just tweaking things and start changing them. Maybe we create new 
assignments or use a different kind of test question. 
 
What is happening to us? We may not be able to put our fingers on it just yet, but it could be that not only are we 
evolving, but our institution is also in transition. There may even be a paradigm shift afoot, and it may even extend 
throughout higher education. Lead is turning into gold, and we are among the atoms transforming. 
 
John Tagg, in The Learning Paradigm College (2003), described the transformation that he thought should happen (and 
perhaps is happening) in higher education as a shift from an instruction paradigm to a learning paradigm. He 
encouraged us to abandon the instruction paradigm, which ñsubstitutes a means for an end. It raises formal 
organizational processes (courses, transcripts) to the level of institutional missionò (18). Instruction-paradigm institutions 
also have a tendency to foster shallow approaches to learning, emphasizing extrinsic performance goals and nurturing 
isolated silos of practice. The learning paradigm, on the other hand, strives to foster deep approaches to learning, 
emphasizing intrinsic learning goals and nurturing active communities of practice. You can probably guess which 
paradigm emphasizes evaluation via test scores, course grades, and GPA and which emphasizes feedback via critiques 
and comments on student performances. In the instruction paradigm, students experience ñintermittent engagement with 
random subjectsò rather than being ñengaged in a continuous project of learningò (225). 
  
And so as our journey continues, we consider the changes we have made in our courses and wonder, ñIs it working? Are 
these changes making a difference?ò; we and our institutions and higher education itself are starting to value learning 
primarily and instruction secondarily. We probably feel like our adjustments have made a difference, but we also 
understand that we cannot just rely on our impressions and hunches. And so we decide to ask our students. We donôt 
want to wait for official course evaluations, with their broad questions not specific to our disciplines. In the middle or 
toward the end of a course, once or twice or more, we ask the students to write comments about our courses. We might 
remember a colleague a few years back who gave his business students a piece of paper with two incomplete sentences 
on it: ñI like this class the most when __________ò and ñI like this class the least when __________,ò and we might do 
the same thing. Or we have more specific questions, like ñHow helpful and productive has group work been?ò Depending 
on our discipline and/or natural inclinations, we might be more data oriented: Indicate your agreement with the following 
statement: ñWorking in small groups with classmates has been productive and helpful.ò Strongly agree / agree / neutral / 
disagree /strongly disagree. And if only 42% strongly agree or disagree, then we add a brief introduction to group work to 
our courses, giving ourselves a chance to explain the goals and ideal behaviors of collaboration. And if at the same point 
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in the following semester 65% agree or strongly agree, we feel like we have made some progress. Maybe our other 
questions are about the handouts, the grading, the textbook, the exams, the homework, the projects, the emphasis on X 
or Y. 
 
We do not have too many questions, but we have some questions, and we have begun to evaluate our own teaching. 
John Tagg subscribes to John Biggsô three levels of ñthinking about teachingò (Tagg 19). ñIn the first, the focus is on what 
the student isò (Tagg 19), which Biggs characterizes as a ñblame-the-student theory of teaching, based on student 
deficit. When students donôt learnéit is due to something the students are lackingò (as quoted in Tagg 20). But at this 
point in our journey from one paradigm to another, we have abandoned Level One and reached Level Two, ñwhere the 
focus is on what the teacher doesò (Tagg 19). Level Two has its drawbacks; Biggs points out that it ñis also a deficit 
model, the blame this time being on the teacherò (as quoted in Tagg 20). Nevertheless, we are on our way to Level 
Three, where weôll turn our attention to ñwhat the student doesò (Biggs, as quoted in Tagg 31). 
  
We are influenced by our surroundings. If we are lucky, our administrators encourage us to learn more about teaching 
and learning. They do so by rewarding not just evidence of scholarship but also evidence of teaching effectiveness, such 
rewards coming in the form of points toward advancement in rank and/or toward tenure, technological support for 
innovative teaching strategies, funding for projects related to teaching and learning, and so on. Tagg distinguishes 
between two kinds of leaders in academia: structural and functional. He characterizes a structural leader as ñsomeone 
who has a leadership role because of her position in the organizational structure,ò whereas ña functional leader is 
someone who assumes a leadership role because he wants to accomplish something, to achieve a purpose, and must 
elicit the participation of others in order to do soò (338). We may have the good fortune of working in an institution whose 
structural leadersðdeans, provosts, vice presidents, etc.ðare also functional leaders. Perhaps we are also surrounded 
by functional leaders without leadership titles; Tagg offers the example of ñthe faculty member who suggests starting a 
roundtable on teaching topics and talks it up with colleaguesò (338). 
  
And so maybe (for example) we work at a small private college that receives state funding dedicated to faculty membersô 
ñresearch, teaching, and/or public serviceò (Endowed, 2008). Our college might use the funds to offer modest grants to 
faculty who apply for support of academic projects, including those related to teaching and learning. Perhaps one of us 
proposes to do some reading in the scholarship of teaching and learning and write monthly blog posts for our college 
community about what we are learning and how we are applying it in our classes. Maybe the funding is granted, and we 
use it for a course release so that we will have the time to read and blog. Waiting outside of our deanôs office one day 
the year before, we may have noticed a book on the end-table: Engaging Ideas, The Professorôs Guide to Integrating 
Writing, Critical Thinking, and Active Learning in the Classroom by John C. Bean. We flipped through it for a few minutes 
and made a mental note to get it from the college library, knowing that the college library had a growing collection of 
books such as this. And so Beanôs book is the first we turn to when we begin preparing for the blog. It might provide the 
impetus for reducing our reliance on lecture: ñThere are many ways to make lecturing more effective for a wider range of 
learnersé.The most successful lecturers change the pace several times during a class session by breaking the lecture 
into parts punctuated by student-centered activities in which the instructor gives students a problem to solve at their 
seats, switches to discussion for a few moments, assigns an in-class freewrite, and so forthò (170). A book like Beanôs 
might also deepen our understanding of what is really meant by ñcritical thinking,ò which we, like everyone else, have 
claimed to emphasize in our courses. Bean summarizes J.G. Kurfiss, who provides eight principles for emphasizing 
critical thinking: 
 
1. Critical thinking is a learnable skill; the instructor and peers are resources in developing critical thinking skills. 
2. Problems, questions, or issues are the point of entry into the subject and a source of motivation for sustained 
inquiry. 

3. Successful courses balance challenges to think critically with support tailored to studentsô developmental needs. 
4. Courses are assignment centered rather than text and lecture centered. Goals, methods, and evaluation emphasize 
using content rather than simply acquiring it. 

5. Students are required to formulate and justify their ideas in writing or other appropriate modes.  
6. Students collaborate to learn and to stretch their thinking, for example, in pair problem solving and small group work. 
7. Several courses, particularly those that teach problem-solving skills, nurture studentsô metacognitive abilities. 
8. The developmental needs of students are acknowledged and used as information in the design of the course. 

CQQ?WQƤ AMLRGLSCB 



10 

 

Impact 

Teachers in these courses make standards explicit and then help students learn how to achieve them (4). 
 
We might not only blog about these stipulations, but also photocopy the page and pin it to the wall above our desks. We 
are moving to John Biggsô Level Three, where our focus is on what students do in a learning environment that we create 
for them. And in John Taggôs view, one of the keys to leaving ñthe atomized world of the Instruction Paradigmò (89) is 
creating a ñhot cognitive economyò throughout an institution. Tagg borrows the term ñcognitive economyò from David 
Perkinsô 1992 monograph Smart Schools: Better Thinking and Learning for Every Child. Perkins characterized the typical 
elementary-school classroom as having a ñcoolò cognitive economy, ñéone that does not motivate the energy needed 
for complex cognition of students but runs at an altogether lower level of cognitive demandò (as quoted in Tagg 94).  
 

Perkins chose economy as an analogy in order to analyze ñthe gains and costs students encounterò (as quoted in Tagg 
94). A demanding task, for example, has costs for students in terms of ñtime and effortò (Tagg 94), but it also has 
benefits. Tagg extends this borrowed  metaphor, applying it to entire institutions as learning environments. As we reduce 
our reliance on lecture and increase our emphasis on authentic critical thinking, evolving from mere cogs in Instruction 
Paradigm machines into scholars of teaching and learning, we help to warm up the cognitive economy around us. Put 

CQQ?WQƤ AMLRGLSCB 

Table 8.1 

The Cognitive Economy of Colleges

Hot                                                                                           Cool

Goals

Emphasizes intrinsic goalsEmphasizes extrinsic goals

Activity

High level of cognitive activity; highest reward for 

high cost activities: deep approaches, complex 

cognition

Low level of cognitive activity; high reward for 

low-cost activities: surface approaches, reten-

tion

Information

High ratio of feedback to evaluationLow ratio of feedback to evaluation

Time Horizon of Learning

Long time horizon; decisions bear consequences 

in the long term

Short time horizon; decisions bear consequenc-

es in the short term

Community

Strong support communityWeak support community

Alignment

Institutional behavior consistent, aligned with 

learning mission

Institutional behavior aligned with instruction 

mission or misaligned
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another way, we push our institutions from right to left in Taggôs concise comparison of hot and cool cognitive economies: 
 
Only one of us has that particular experience at that particular college, most likely. The rest of us have other particular 
experiences, with one thing in common: we begin to read scholarly work outside of our own disciplines. Whether we 
teach mathematics, genetics, finance, or drawing, we discover that people are writing about teaching and learning in 
ways that apply to all of us. If not Beanôs book, perhaps we discover the work of L. Dee Fink, whose research and writing 
focus on significant learning. We have all had students who were transformed by our classes, who blossomed in our 
presence or experienced epiphanies sometime between Labor Day and Thanksgiving (or Martin Luther King, Jr.ôs 
birthday and Easter). But for most of us, those students have been the memorable exceptions, not the rule. Reading 
Finkôs book, Creating Significant Learning Experiences, might make us think that all students in all courses could be so 
transformed by what and how they learn. In Finkôs words, ñéall significant learning offers one or more of the following 
values: 

¶ Enhancing an individual life: developing an ability to enjoy good art and music, developing a thoughtful 
philosophy of life, and so on. 

¶ Enabling us to contribute to the many communities of which we will be a part: family, local community, nation 
state, religion, special interest groups, the world. 

¶ Preparing us for the world of work: developing the knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary for being 
effective in one or more professional fieldsò (7). 

 
Finkôs Taxonomy of Significant Learning, made up of six equally important domains (foundational knowledge, application, 
integration, learning how to learn, caring, and the human dimension) that combine in significant learning, might appeal to 
us more than Bloomôs famous hierarchical taxonomy. 
 
At some pointðperhaps sooner, perhaps laterðwe find colleagues on campus, in our own disciplines or others, who are 
on the same path. At large universities, we may only encounter colleagues from other disciplines on committees; at small 
colleges, we may share buildings or even offices with them. One way or another, we find ourselves talking to a colleague, 
close or distant, about our classesðnot about how big they are or about ways to control our studentsô bothersome 
behavior, but about how we teach them and how they learn. We find out that they too poll their students about the 
effectiveness of their teaching strategies, or they are about to start doing so, or they used to. At certain kinds of 
institutions, large or small, we may attend formal or informal presentations made by such colleagues, and that may be 
how we meet them and others like them. 
 
Somewhere along the line, someone says something that sticks in our minds, simmering there for days before boiling 
over. Maybe it is, ñItôs time to stop asking ourselves what we are doing in class tomorrow and time to start asking 
ourselves what our students are doing in class tomorrowò (and we might learn later that our colleague, the illustrious 
Glenn Blalock, was paraphrasing what John Tagg said about John Biggsô three levels of ñthinking about teachingò [Tagg 
31]). Or it could be the old chestnut about the sage on the stage becoming the guide on the side. Whatever it is, it 
inspires actionðmore and/or better polling/surveying of our students, deeper and/or broader changes to our courses, 
wider and/or narrower reading in the scholarship of teaching and learning. Additional galvanizing ideas might come from 
our reading in SOTL (an acronym whose meaning we learn somewhere along the way). L. Dee Fink, in Creating 
Significant Learning Experiences, identifies certain teaching strategies that enhance significant learning, among them 
service learning, problem-based learning, and team-based learning. We might read about these strategies and others in 
Finkôs book or elsewhere and realize that one or more of the courses we teach would be well-suited to a certain strategy. 
We may, for example, realize that the course in which we frequently (but not very systematically) have students work in 
groups during class (which first 42% and then 65% of our students found productive, according to our informal surveys) 
could be improved if we adopted team-based learning. And so we might turn to work that focuses on a specific method, 
such as Team-Based Learning: A Transformative Use of Small Groups in College Teaching by Larry K. Michaelsen, 
Arletta Bauman Knight, and L. Dee Fink. 
 
We might learn that team-based learning (TBL) goes well beyond the casual, occasional use of small student groups or 
even the more systematic use of groups in cooperative learning, that TBL ñécalls for procedures that support the 
transformation of newly formed ógroupsô into óhigh-performance learning teamsôò (8). Maybe we like the way it holds 
students accountable for reading assignments, for learning the basics from them on their own, and the way it uses 

CQQ?WQƤ AMLRGLSCB 
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collaborative tasks to extend and deepen learning. We might appreciate the relegation of lecture to a subordinate role, if 
not outright elimination. And we will realize that TBL could give our students added motivation: rather than just owing it to 
themselves and the instructor to succeed, they also owe it to their teammates. When we look at that photocopy on the  
wall of John C. Beanôs summary of J. G. Kurfissô principles of critical thinking, we realize that TBL fits the bill rather 
nicely. Later, when we read Taggôs book, we will see that TBL raises the temperature of the cognitive economy in our 
classrooms. 
 
At a certain point, we may make a decision: not to use TBL at all or to take a plungeðeither a large oneðñconvertingò 
an entire course to TBLðor a small one: adapting just one instructional unit in the course to TBL. 
 
Letôs say that in our particular situation we decide to take the big plunge. We spend a couple of months rethinking our 
whole approach to achieving course learning outcomes. During the first week of the new semester, we tell our students 
about the principles of TBL, how it works, and why we are using it. As the semester progresses, we listen to our students 
and make reasonable adjustments in response to any difficulties or unforeseen problems. We also make notes about 
how to better apply TBL the next semester. 
 
We assess. Not because our institution forces us to do so (because their accrediting agency forces them to do so), but 
because we have the sense that assessment, in John Taggôs words, ñmay or may not be useful for public relations or 
compliance with external requirements. But it is essential to build a hot cognitive economyò (328). Although we now 
understand that the informal survey we began using a few semesters prior is not an ideal assessment tool (because it 
was not designed with formal assessment in mind), it does provide a baseline, and we continue to administer it so that 
we can compare responses by students in non-TBL (pre-plunge) classes to those by students in TBL (post-plunge) 
classes. 
  
We might know as little about presenting data as we do about collecting it, but we like the results we get over the next 
four semesters, and we like the way area graphs allow us to quickly grasp the resultsðthe more blue (strongly agree) 
and red (agree) we see, the better. And so we present our results to our colleagues at a poster session sponsored by 
our college, pointing out to them that the ñagreeò and ñstrongly agreeò are particularly salient in looking for trends and 
significant numbers. About our methods, we write this: Since the fall 2010 semester, I have surveyed my students 
regarding five pedagogical concerns: use of readings, emphasis on ideas, grading, engagement, and group activities. 
Surveys, administered at the ends of semesters, were anonymous and completed when I was out of the room. The 
number of survey respondents has varied from 16 to 49, with an average of 29. For each question, students indicated 
their level of agreement with statements about the course on a five-point scale, with choices ranging from ñstrongly 
agreeò to ñstrongly disagree.ò Students also had the opportunity to write comments after each question. 
 
And this is what our results look like:  
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Figure 1 
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Question 1: Readings: Indicate your agreement with the following statement: ñMr. Woodwardôs use of read-

ing assignments contributed to my development of writing skills.ò

Term/YearStrongly AgreeAgree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disa-

gree

Fall 10 (non-

TBL) (n=16)

5 (31%) 6 (38%) 2 (12%) 1 (6%) 2 (12%)

Spr 11 (TBL) 

(n=31)

10 (32%) 13 (42%) 5 (16%) 3 (10%) 0

Fall 11 (TBL) 

(n=21)

6 (29%) 13 (62%) 2 (10%) 0 0

Spring 12 (TBL) 

(n=49)

18 (37%) 20 (41%) 8 (16%) 3 (6%) 0

Fall 12 (TBL) 

(n=30)

17 (57%) 9 (30%) 2 (7%) 2 (7%) 0

CQQ?WQƤ AMLRGLSCB 
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Figure 2 

Question 2: Ideas: Indicate your agreement with the following statement: ñMr. Woodwardôs emphasis on ide-

as (thesis and reasons) as the building blocks of essays contributed to my development of writing skills.ò

Term/YearStrongly AgreeAgree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disa-

gree

Fall 10 (non-

TBL) (n=16) 

7 (44%) 7 (44%) 1 (6%) 1 (6%) 0

Spr 11 (TBL) 

(n=31) 

16 (52%) 9 (29%) 5 (16%) 1 (3%) 0

Fall 11 (TBL) 

(n=21) 

10 (48%) 10 (48%) 1 (5%) 0 0

Spring 12 (TBL) 

(n=49) 

27 (55%) 19 (39%) 2 (4%) 1 (2%) 0

Fall 12 (TBL) 

(n=30) 

14 (47%) 11 (37%) 3 (10%) 2 (7%) 0

CQQ?WQƤ AMLRGLSCB 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Fall 10 Spr 11 Fall 11 Spr 12 Fall 12

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree



15 

 

Vol. 6, No. 1, Winter 2017 

CQQ?WQƤ AMLRGLSCB 

Question 3: Grading: Indicate your agreement with the following statement: ñThe basis for Mr. Woodwardôs 

grading of my papers is clear to me before and after I turn them in.ò

Term/YearStrongly AgreeAgree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disa-

gree

Fall 10 (non-

TBL) (n=16) 

4 (25%) 6 (38%) 2 (12%) 2 (12%) 2 (12%)

Spr 11 (TBL) 

(n=31) 

9 (29%) 16 (52%) 4 (13%) 1 (3%) 1 (3%)

Fall 11 (TBL) 

(n=21) 

11 (52%) 6 (29%) 4 (19%) 0 0

Spring 12 (TBL) 

(n=49) 

29 (59%) 8 (16%) 10 (20%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%)

Fall 12 (TBL) 

(n=30) 

14 (47%) 11 (37%) 3 (10%) 2 (7%) 0

Figure 3
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Figure 4 
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Question 4: Engagement: Indicate your agreement with the following statement: ñThe class is engaging 

(i.e., it requires my involvement and is stimulating).ò

Term/YearStrongly AgreeAgree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disa-

gree

Fall 10 (non-

TBL) (n=16) 

3 (19%) 5 (31%) 5 (31%) 3 (19%) 0

Spr 11 (TBL) 

(n=31) 

9 (29%) 11 (35%) 10 (32%) 1 (3%) 0

Fall 11 (TBL) 

(n=21) 

7 (33%) 11 (52%) 2 (10%) 1 (5%) 0

Spring 12 (TBL)  

(n=49)

27 (55%) 13 (27%) 8 (16%) 1 (2%) 0

Fall 12 (TBL) 

(n=30)

20 (67%) 7 (23%) 3 (10%) 0 0
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Figure 5 
 
 
 

Question 5: Group Activities: Indicate your agreement with the following statement: ñWorking in small 

groups with classmates has been productive and helpful.ò 

Term/Year Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disa-

gree 

Fall 10 (non-

TBL) (n=16) 

 

3 (19%) 7 (44%) 3 (19%) 2 (12%) 1 (6%) 

Spr 11 (TBL) 

(n=30) 

 

12 (40%) 7 (23%) 9 (30%) 2 (7%) 0 

Fall 11 (TBL) 

(n=20) 

 

3 (15%) 8 (40%) 6 (30%) 3 (15%) 0 

Spring 12 

(TBL)  (n=49) 

22 (47%) 16 (34%) 7 (15%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%)

Fall 12 (TBL) 

(n=29) 

15 (52%) 9 (31%) 2 (7%) 2 (7%) 1 (3%) 
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We appreciate the way our colleagues in the sciences know how to grasp the significance of graphs and tables almost at 
a glance, and we come to agree with those among them who venture to say that Question 4 (Engagement) is the most 
important one. In one corner of the poster we do our best to distill the experience into one (three-part) grand Conclusion: 
In a first-year writing course such as WRIT 1311, team-based learning can: 
 

¶ Help instructors work toward pedagogical goals (such as integrating reading or emphasizing ideas). 

¶ Help students understand how they are evaluated. 

¶ Make the course significantly more engaging. 
 
Eventually we learn--from Tagg, Fink, Michaelsen, Knight, and othersðthat assessing our studentsô learning is at least 
as important as evaluating our teaching (and that assessing learning is a way of evaluating teaching). If we have the 
power and/or freedom to do so, we revise learning outcomes for our courses so that they are not just lists of content 
topics to be ñmastered.ò We reach a new or better understanding of those learning outcomesô connections to program 
and/or general education learning outcomes. We come to see what John Tagg has seen, that ñInstitutional assessment 
has been mixed up with issues of accountability, program assessment, and accreditation,ò and that we should ñéask 
ourselves, with the utmost seriousness, these questions: What do we want our students to know about their own 
learning, about the state of their knowledge? What are the goals of knowledge and ability that we hold for them? And 
what do they need to know in order to achieve those goals?ò (328). And so, depending on our level of responsibility, we 
may devise methods of assessing studentsô learning across multiple sections of a course or at a certain stage in their 
academic careers. We may even get involved, with like-minded colleagues, in revising the core curriculum and its 
assessment. 
 
At some point we attend a conference attended by faculty from all over the geographic and academic map. It might be a 
conference on service learning, information literacy, or writing across the curriculum. We might present research results 
like those above, or we might just absorb ideas from multiple perspectives (of course we can do both). We may notice 
how refreshingly cooperative and collaborative everyone seems to feel, in stark contrast to the competitive atmosphere 
of some discipline-specific conferences. In any case, we will probably find that we have a lot in common with scholars 
and teachers in other disciplines, all of us perhaps at different stages but on the same journey from one paradigm to 
another.  
 
Whatever path we take into the scholarship of teaching and learning, out of the petrified forest of the instruction 
paradigm and toward the fertile jungle of the learning paradigm, at some point we must understand that the journey 
never ends. First of all, ñThe Learning Paradigm college needs to be a learning organization in the double sense that it is 
an organization that produces learning and an organization that learnsò (34). And for Tagg, a functioning learning-
paradigm institution is truly a community of practice in which ñWe must test our ideas and beliefs togetheré.revise and 
correct our vision, test it in practice, and negotiate the solutions our vision has createdé.It is an iterative process, 
involving much back-and-forth. Once you have a vision of the whole, you must continuously be willing to revise it, to 
renegotiate itò (287).  
 
Somewhere along the way, we come to understand the importance of reflection in learningðwhy some say we learn 
very little if we do not reflect periodically. It could be that settling in behind the computer to begin an academic article 
presenting the results of our research causes us to reflect upon how we have gotten to that moment. And maybe we 
change our minds, and so instead of displaying our data in a conventional manner, we decide to write a reflective essay 
about SOTL, in which we can incidentally embed our data. Or maybe we donôt change our minds. Either way, we have 
taken another step by writing not for a narrow discipline but for this boundless, welcoming field. It is not the last step we 
will take, but it is an important one.  
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ñPosthuman Anthropology? Facing up to planetary conviviality in the 
Anthropoceneò 
 

By Christopher A. Howard, Chaminade University of Honolulu 
 
Introduction 
 
The question of the human being has defined 
and oriented the anthropological project since its 
Enlightenment conception. óChristeningô a new 
geological epoch in the name of its principle 
subject should be a clear sign that the status of 
the óanthroposô is once again timely. The 
Anthropocene, I suggest, issues a challenge for 
anthropology/anthropologists to not only rethink 
relationships between nature and culture, but 
also to move beyond these binaries all together. 
Critically engaging with posthuman and 
phenomenological perspectives, this paper 
argues for an expanded, more than human 
anthropology. While cultivating non-
anthropocentric perspectives is important for 
facing the ecological dangers of our times, I will 
argue that thinking in terms of anthropocentric 
versus non-anthropocentric dichotomies is to 
engage in dualistic, human-centered thinking. Looking to Heideggerôs ódestruction of metaphysicsô and Helmuth Plessnerôs 
philosophical anthropology as precursors to the recent óposthuman turnô, I suggest a critical de- and re-centering of the 
human is what is needed in the Anthropocene age.  
 
The need for rethinking the human being comes with growing evidence of the material consequences of anthropogenic 
activities. The impact of growing human populations and increasing levels of consumption threaten not only the 
sustainability and flourishing of non-human species and fragile ecosystems, but also humankind itself. Accordingly, at the 
dawn of twenty-first century, atmospheric chemist Paul Crutzen (2003) proposed that we have left the Holocene and 
entered the Anthropocene ï the ótime of Manô. Geologists and climate scientists base the Anthropocene hypothesis on a 
number of human-driven processes that are likely to leave a lasting mark on the planet; lasting meaning likely to leave 
traces that will remain for tens of millions of years. These include rising oceans due to the emission of greenhouse gases; 
ocean acidification, which is changing the chemical makeup of the seas; urbanization, which is vastly increasing rates of 
sedimentation and erosion; habitat destruction and the introduction of invasive species, which are causing widespread 
extinctions; and environmental degradation related to nuclear and other forms of waste. Human activity, particularly since 
the Industrial Revolution, is seen to be altering the planet on a scale comparable with some of the major events of the pre-
historic past and are now seen as permanent, even on a geological time-scale (Steffen et al. 2011; Zalasiewicz et al. 
2010).  
 
As of 2015 the Anthropocene has not been formally adopted and the concept remains contested within and beyond the 
scientific community. For some, it has come to be used  in place of terms like óclimate changeô or óglobal environmental 
changeô. Social scientists are particularly interested in the ethico-political implications of the concept. As Dalby (2015) 
states: óHow the Anthropocene is interpreted, and who gets to invoke which framing of the new human age, matters 
greatly both for the planet and for particular parts of humanityô. Geographer Nigel Clark (2011) argues that it is more 
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human arrogance to suppose that earth surface processes and forms will change significantly because of anthropogenic 
forces. In Clarkôs view, this gives humankind far too much credit and places earthly events in an extremely limited, 
anthropocentric time frame. In a different vein, Bruno Latour suggests we are mistaken to think that human beings or even 
specific groups could be singularly responsible for producing the Anthropocene: 
 

The Anthropocene, in spite of its name, is not a fantastic extension of anthropocentrism é [r]ather, it is the human 
as a unified agency, as one virtual political entity, as a universal concept that has to be broken down into many 
different people with contradictory interests, opposing cosmosesé (2013: 80-81 emphasis original).  

 
For Latour, the Anthropocene signals the various struggles and frictions between different people who are all implicated ï 
albeit unevenly ï in global environmental change. Paradoxically, Latour and other protagonists of the Anthropocene 
simultaneously make the metaphysical claim that humankind be taken as a singular óunified agencyô. The óHegelian taskô 
of the anthropos then is to achieve a complete grasp and mastery of itself. Yet as Latour suggests, human agency is not 
simply in the hands of individuals, but is distributed across dynamic networks comprised of human and non-human actors, 
objects and actants. Therefore, the Anthropocene cannot simply be taken as the product of a discrete, anthropocentric 
being since the anthropos has never been only human (see Pyyhtinen and Tamminen 2011).  
 
Some find the Anthropocene concept dangerous since it equates humans and nature and suggests that nature itself is a 
thing of the past. Critical ecologist Andreas Weber, for example, views the Anthropocene as the ideological equivalent to 
globalization: óthe whole earth now is conflated with humans, and more precisely, with (Western) technological 
manô (Weber 2013: 69). On one hand, there is a valid argument that calling the present the óage of the humanô may indeed 
justify or explain human attempts to master the Earth, through reckless measures such as geo-engineering, for example 
(Hamilton 2013). On the other hand, the critical potential of the Anthropocene concept is that it may serve as a sobering 
wake up call to the accumulated human footprints on the planet and an ecopolitical summons. At best, Weber sees it as a 
transitional phase:  

 
The emergence of the Anthropocene idea is a 
necessary step in leaving behind the old 
Enlightenment thinking of man versus nature. But it 
is only a step and must be developed further to a full 
new view of nature as a generating force inside of us 
(69). 

 
The corrective step Weber suggests is one away from the 
modern humanist thinking of the Enlightenment to an 
upgraded version he calls óEnlivenmentô. Instead of the 
Anthropocene, he argues the present era be called the 
óZooceneô, underscoring the Greek word Zo±, meaning life in 
its felt sense and including the whole animate Earth. 
Environmental discourse, including that of the Anthropocene, 
is always a discourse on humankind in general. As a critical 
project committed to understanding the manifold ways of being 
human, anthropology should have much to say to the 
Anthropocene predicament. To productively do so, however, 
the discipline must be willing to push its methodological boundaries, both de- and re-centering its principle subject in a 
complex, more than human world. Posthuman perspectives offer anthropology a way of addressing its traditional 
anthropocentric bias (see Kopnina 2012b; Kopnina 2012a) while advancing an ecopolitical anthropology suitable for the 
Anthropocene.  
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Relational ecology for a posthuman world  
 
Posthumanist theory can be described as a deconstructive project striving to overcome the anthropocentrism of modern 
humanism as developed during the European Enlightenment. Rooted in the Platonic and Judeo-Christian metaphysical 
traditions, the history of western thought has been concerned with ascertaining essences ï basic, underlying principles, 
properties and categories that are unchangeable and essential to all beings. In Western civilization the substance-oriented 
worldview has been interpreted in different historical epochs in terms of eidos (Plato), energia (Aristotle), ens creatum by 
God (Christendom), res cogitans/res extensa (Descartes), and in the modern period as a material resources that can be 
known and hence mastered and controlled by calculative reason. Inspired by Nietzscheôs genealogy of knowledge, 
Heidegger sought to deconstruct the binary logic and anthropocentrism running through these different phases. In many 
ways, his ódestruction of metaphysicsô laid the groundwork for the posthuman agenda to think beyond the human (Rae 
2014).   
 
The danger, for Heidegger, is that dualistic metaphysics are óforgetful of Beingô and come to dominate all other modes of 
interpreting the world (Heidegger 1996). In capitalist modernity, Heidegger sees human relations with the world becoming 
increasingly distanced and instrumental as humanity becomes enframed (Gestell) by rational, technological thinking that 
seeks to control and exploit nature. Enframed in this way, the world appears as a giant storehouse of inert material 
resources ï a óstanding reserveô (Bestand) ï that is simply there to be manipulated by and for human beings (Heidegger 
1977).  
 
Even in much contemporary discourse on environmental sustainability we can observe dualistic frames which not only 
place óhumansô and ónatureô in separate categories, but assume that humankind has a sovereign right and duty to both 
appropriate and conserve the world. With perhaps the exception of the more radical branches of ecology (e.g. deep 
ecology, ecofeminism, green anarchy), there remains widespread human-centered belief that the Earth is there for human 
beings to either exploit or to save (Abram 2010).  
 
The more or less obvious problem with humanism, as Latour puts it, is that ó[h]umanists are concerned only about 
humans; the rest, for them, is mere materiality or cold objectivityô (2011: 159). If this is the case, then the post-structuralists 
are also guilty, as observed by Karen Barad in 2003: óLanguage matters. Discourse matters. Culture matters. The only 
thing that does not seem to matter anymore is matterô (2003: 801). However,  a survey of anthropological and wider social 
science literature over the past decade or so suggests that our material entanglements certainly do matter in the twenty-
first century (e.g. Descola 2013; Ingold 2008; Latour 2007; Tsing 2014). Arguably, the return of materiality and the 
dissolution of ónatureô and ócultureô is not just a manifestation of conceptual exhaustion, but directly related to the 
environmental catastrophes, exploitation of resources and eco-technological evolution signaled by the Anthropocene.  
 
By bringing together the natural and social sciences, the Anthropocene debate challenges us and anthropology to rethink 
the humanôs place and status in a more than human world. A posthuman world does not imply abandoning anthropologyôs 
principle subject, but rather resituating the human in a ólogic of relationsô (Serres 2003). Eco-logically, this requires 
recognizing a shared world in which humans and non-humans, machines, objects and information are mutually 
constituting and dynamically inter-acting within systems of great complexity (Urry 2005). Posthuman and systems thinking 
thus advances towards a non-dualistic understanding of multiplicity and radical interdependency. This is not to say that all 
things are equal, but rather that entities should be differentiated within a unity.  
 
This ontological relationism implies that it is not enough to rethink the positional relationships between traditional 
categories like nature and culture, subject and object, human and animal or human and technology. The reason for this is 
that reductive dualisms are already set up by singular concepts. For instance, to say that human beings use technologies 
is to miss the point; humankind is unthinkable without them. Phenomenological thinkers such as Heidegger and Merleau-
Ponty sought to demonstrate that oppositional thinking is faulty because it misses the between that makes a relation 
possible. Emphasizing the reversibility of energies between bodies and worlds, humans and non-humans, humans and 
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technologies, phenomenologists proceed from the relational understanding that human existence is always enacted co-
existence.  
 
Being-in-the-world means that we cannot be taken separately from the dynamic environments  we inhabit and are 
enveloped by. As Lingis (2000: 29) observes, óOur movements are not spontaneous initiatives launched against masses of 
inertia; we move in an environment of air currents, rustling trees, and animate bodiesô. What the Anthropocene suggests is 
that these localized environments or lifeworlds are not isolated unto themselves, but part of a planetary conviviality across 
vast scales and webs of difference. For instance, like other animals, humans live in symbiosis with billions of anaerobic 
bacteria; seven hundred species in our mouths which neutralize pathogens and the toxins plants produce to ward off 
enemies, four hundred species in our intestines, without which we could digest and absorb food (Lingis 1998). Findings 
from the Human Microbiome Project, completed in the summer of 2012, estimated that a diverse population of 100 trillion 
bacteria reside in a healthy human adult. This means that many of the cells that constitute a human body are in fact 
bacteria, not human cells (Adney Thomas 2014). Some of these bacteria possess genes that encode for beneficial 
compounds that the body cannot make on its own and thus contribute positively to the bodyôs microbiome environment. 
Also striking is that only ten percent of the DNA which encodes the human is specifically human (Haraway 2008). Human 
beings not only co-evolve with a host of companion species in changing physical environments, but also with technology 
(see Lysemose 2012; Sloterdijk 2004).  
 
Expanding the anthropological purview to encompass a more than human world is not just a matter of fashionable theory, 
but has major ecological and political implications. If we take the logic of relations seriously, our understanding shifts from 
a world of separate entities to one of interdependent processes. Proceeding from the responsive body is one way into 
such thinking by allowing for integrating óOthersô as co-original extensions of self (Waldenfels 2011: 53). While displacing 
the human from the center of reality seems to be just what is needed in the Anthropocene era, to conclude I will show why 
anthropocentrism in a strict sense cannot be óovercomeô. Given this ontological limitation, I suggest that it is more critically 

realistic and epistemologically sound to re-frame the human in light of the above 
discussion.  
 
Overcoming or recognizing anthropocentrism in the Anthropocene?  
 
The simplest explanation for anthropocentrism is biological: like other species, 
human beings are ócentricô by nature. As Serres (1994: 56) observes, organisms, 
including humans, live not so much in themselves or for themselves as at 
themselves, following specific and local codes that are proper to an interior. Bats, 
wasps and humans each have different forms of existence, but what is common to all 
is a self-centered radius of operations that manifests a ówillô to persevere in their 
particular being, as captured by Spinozaôs concept of conatus. In a basic sense then, 
humans are anthropo-(self)-oriented by nature. Yet unlike any other organism, the 
human is also in the uncanny position of also being óex-centricô to itself according to 
what Plessner calls the ólaw of natural artificialityô.  
 
Helmuth Plessner (1892-1985), a German zoologist and philosophical 
anthropologist, suggested in the 1920s that the key difference between humans and 
other organic life forms is their position in relation to themselves and their 
environment. Humans are described as occupying a uniquely óex-centric positionô in 
that they are able to distance or objectify their own physical existence and the world 
of praxis; something other animals cannot do. The consequence of what Plessner 
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