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Project Reintroduction:

(The following is brief recap of the study behind this interview.)

My study is to explore the emotional reactions of higher education faculty when challenged to develop new technical skills necessary to support their classroom teaching roles.  In this study, I intend to interview a small number of faculty members (under 5) who meet the above general criteria from the campus of a large, R-1 university (Carnegie classification).  I want to consider the “phenomenological” answers to such questions as “What positive and/or negative” emotions are experienced by faculty when challenged to use new technologies?” or “Do different demographic groups (by age or gender) experience these emotions differently?”

Interview & Transcription:

See transcript attached to this report.

Self-Critique:

What went well?

This was my very first experience in a formal qualitative interview effort and I was both pleased and displeased with my effort; although I am more on the happy side than otherwise.

Things that appeared to go well include:

· The length of the interview was as long as I could have hoped (63 minutes) and we actually had to forcefully wind down the conversation at the end.
· The level of engagement of the participant was very high.  She shared many very in-depth thoughts on the questions I posed to her.  Although far from perfect, my questions were generally open-ended enough to elicit the rich comments offered by the participant.
A good example of this rich engagement from the participant can be found at lines 62 -81 in the following passage:
I (Q)
So what was the general environment of technology use on that campus at that time?

P (R)
At the time, there was a real…um…a small group, but a group of excited people about integrating technology and setting up this lab and getting people to teach in it and when we taught in it, we taught in it every day that our class met and so there were about 5 or 6 teachers…that we would meet a couple of times a semester and talk about what we were doing in our classes and things like that and we were also required to keep office hours with the lab it was actually a 2-room lab, so one room was the larger classroom and one room was kind of a small user lab with about 8 machines in it.  And we would hold office hours in the small little, like open user lab and while people were teaching in the other room and so frequently all of us teachers would be just sitting in there talking and doing work and things like that.

We were excited about what we were doing.  We got to make-do and were allowed to make a lot of decisions about how to set up the lab; what kinds of programs to put on; what we wanted to do with our classes and things like that.  There was also a certain amount of excitement; that I think was across campus.  A few faculty…the teachers I was talking about using the lab – we were al grad students, but there was also some excitement I think across the faculty about getting some new technology and things like that.

· Another positive was that my anxiety level was generally low which I believed helped in the overall quality of the interview and my ability to listen carefully.  As I have noted in class at different times, earlier in my career, I was fortunate enough to benefit from formal training in the skill of listening through professional development at a Fortune 500 corporation as part of my sales education.  I spent about 15 years applying this skill in numerous real-world sales calls and consulting engagements subsequent to that training.
What do I need to improve on?  What should I be more aware of?

· The first thing I noted in reviewing the transcription document was the length of some of my questions and transition dialog in the interview.   Although the participant clearly generated the large majority of the interview content, there were several places in the interview where I spoke more than she did.  Sometimes this may have been necessary to establish the proper context for a probing question (before I asked it), but I am convinced I could have been briefer in a number of situations.  This is something for me to work on in preparing for future interviews so that I don’t put the participant into a state of mental numbness from my talkativeness.
An example of this can be found at lines 438-450 where I blab on too long and stifled the participant’s opportunity to share her thoughts:
I (Q)
So there’s a direction I’d like to take.  I’ve asked you about yourself.  How you felt.  I’m interested in – and you’ve sort of alluded to this a little – you talked a little about your peers.  You talked about your peer group in grad school and you sort of touched a little on your peers up here and maybe at least in this technology area, you’re a little bump or two above perhaps?  But, as you look around at your peers, when they see you come back from TFP and they see you do all this magical stuff and this may be a stretch, but I’m going to ask…”Do you have any perception of their emotional reactions to seeing you do this stuff or this sort of external pressures encouragement nudging…what ever you call this sort of mind that’s being played with faulty around the area of technology in the classroom.  Do you have any sort of perceptions of what your peers feel up here?

P (R)
I think there might be…

I (Q)
I should say – what sort of perception do you have?

P (R)
I think one in particular may feel like – I don’t quite know how to put this – one in particular has never asked me about my work with TFP; has never asked me about how I might do technology or anything like that in ways that I think he felt his own technological skills weren’t recognized.  That mine… and I was not nearly as technologically smart as he was and…

· I also need to make sure that I don’t step on the words of the participant which I did in a couple of locations.  While this is not reflected clearly in the transcript, it is obvious in the live audio file.  I believe this derives from my allowing the interview to perhaps turn into too much of a conversation where my mind drifts a bit from the fact that this is a study interview and not a casual conversation over a cup of coffee.  My natural personality is to engage in conversation with people – including strangers – so this is not surprising to me.  However, as I pursue qualitative research more in the future, this is something I will need to focus on as a developmental need.
· Finally, I did fall victim the “closed-end” question from time to time, but I think I did a decent job of recognizing it and correcting when I faltered.  For example in lines 357-373 I fell into the close-end trap and then recovered fairly quickly:

I (Q)
So how do you feel about your confidence in the department about teaching freshman comp – right?  So you have been here before and after this experience with freshman comp?  I assume you taught freshman comp and some point?  So the quality of the learning experience for the students before and now after?  Because it sounds like this has had a broad impact on freshman comp?  Right?

P (R)
I think so.  It’s certainly more there than there was before.

I (Q)
So how do you feel about your confidence level in producing good learning outcomes.  Let’s say from freshman comp?

P (R)
Well, if one of our learning outcomes - and it is - is to have them better adept at using technological tools for their writing, I feel very strongly about that.  I feel good that we’re moving in the right direction and that this is really working.  The other thing is I develop other assignments that ask the students to think about their technological processes and to reflect back on them.  I don’t know actually how many of those are being used.  I don’t think they’re being used very much.  So I don’t’ know that we’re developing introspective, critical thinkers about here – but that’s OK.

Overall, I was pleased with my first stab at a qualitative interview, but I’m quite sure I was boosted in two general areas:  (1) my previous training and professional sales experience in interviewing and listening and (2) the fact that I selected a very bright and verbal participant for my first formal interview.
Preliminary Analysis:

Methodology-

For the initial analysis of the transcript, I followed suggestions from both Creswell (table 8.2) and class discussions including the following steps:
1. I transcribed the entire interview into a Microsoft Word document and made two copies:  one that was a verbatim transcript with proper names and other specific data present in the data file and a duplicate in which I masked out (removed) all identifiable data.  I then used this initial Word file to perform a complete reading of the transcript to check for flow, refresh my memory, and look for basic grammar and spelling correctness.  The transcription and initial review of the interview data took a total of approximately 8 hours of time over several settings.
2. Through a second reading of about 90-120 minutes in length, I began to capture my initial thoughts on the transcription through both in-line commentary directly on the hard-copy and an external journal where I put broader thoughts and initial reactions to the interview dialog.  (I have retained this journal.)
3. On a third pass on the document I created my initial set of codes which are indicated in the document using the “comment” feature of Microsoft Word as I did not have ready access to a specialized qualitative software tool.  The in-line comments and the external journal gave me a foundation from which I was able to begin the coding process in a structured and logical way.  Since I was relatively familiar with the interview data by this point, I was able to complete my initial coding effort in about 60 minutes.
4. At this point I was able to look for logical categories of the coding notes and themes that appear from the transcript and the codes and categories.   This categorization and theme-definition phase was a process that involved significantly more “processing and reflection” including a long walk which gave me time to make some sense out of what I coded and categorized in the data.
The codes and categories and their groupings are listed on the following page.

[Preliminary list of codes, categories, and themes]
Codes (count=20):
	encouragement
	content

	future
	anxious

	motivation
	frustration

	excitement
	self-reliance

	groups
	leadership

	cooperation
	resourcefulness

	inadequate
	influence

	confidence
	pragmatism

	experiment
	handing-off

	lack of excitement
	comparison


Categories (count=5):

	social barrier

	collective

	strength

	weakness

	transition (strength ... weakness)


Groupings by Category:
	Social Barrier
	Collective

	comparison
	encouragement

	inadequate
	cooperation

	anxious
	groups

	
	handing-off

	
	

	Strength
	Weakness

	future
	inadequate

	confidence
	frustration

	motivation
	anxious

	excitement
	comparison

	self-reliance
	

	leadership
	Transition (Strength...Weakness)

	resourcefulness
	content

	influence
	lack-of-excitement

	pragmatism
	

	experiment
	


Themes:
1. Social Stratification

The more I read this interview transcript, the more I picked up on a theme of stratification and how the challenge of having access to and understanding technology presents a “have” versus “have not” conflict from the perspective of this participant.  Within the coding and categorization above this is reflected in the category called “social barrier” (which is almost identical to the “weakness” group that I attributed to the generativity theme below.)
It seems that with this participant, gaining access to technology and overcoming both the financial and skill needs elicited dialog reflective of the larger digital-divide issue that society is dealing with on a global scale.  This issue came up in at least four contexts within the course of this one hour interview (graduation school, family, TFP cohort, and the campus community).  More interestingly, in none of these situations did I offer a leading question to that effect.  In other words, the appearance of this theme was spontaneous from the participant.

While there were not a large number of unique codes I attributed to this theme, there were a lot of locations where the codes appeared.  I referred to these under the category social barrier which contained three codes (comparison, inadequate, anxious).  Within this theme, I saw two sub-themes through which the stratification (or social barrier) appeared:  (1) the skills or capability to use technology as proficiently as others and (2) financial means to acquire adequate technology.

Supporting Examples:

In this example (lines 98-104), she discussed her insecurities while in graduate school relative to her peers (whom she felt inferior to from a skill standpoint):
“I often felt poorly prepared and frustrated and sad.  I don’t know that sad is the right word, but I felt (pause) unconfident much of the time.  And many of the people that I taught with in the computer lab had more experience with PCs or Macs that I did…and so I would…sometimes I would ask them about how to do things, but oftentimes I felt unsure, insecure about saying “well how do you do this?”  Because oftentimes they said “ah well that is really basic.”  Sometimes I felt frustrated…teaching with it.  This still goes on.”

Later on she illustrates this further (lines 239-246):

“When I was in grad school, it seemed to me that the people who were at the forefront of the technological advances were often people who had more money to put into that kind of thing.  That who had a good portion of disposable income and there for a while I even ordered some technological magazines, but I finally just realized I didn’t have the money.  There was no way I had the money.  The best I could do was to draw from what these other people already knew and to hope that the technology would work itself way – the actual pieces of technology would work their way down to me.”
Here was a surprising example from her family background (lines 417-422) where she discussed her anxieties about being poor and feeling inadequate about providing access to technology resources for her children:
“I had 5 kids and when I was in grad school we were poor.  And you start worrying as a parent.  How well will your kids be able to keep up if you don’t have the resources that all the other kids have?  Can they keep up?  Can they not get into good high schools?  There was only one high school (laugh).  Can they do well in the school and what kind of resources are going to be the ones they really need?”
In this example (lines 167-169) from her experience in a professional development program of a cohort with her peers at the institution where she teaches she again spoke of her perceived lack of skills relative to her peers:

“Oh, a lot of the same emotions that I had as a new teaching with technology.  I felt like a lot of the people know more about the technology than I did.  I felt unsure about asking some questions and how to do this and how to do that...”
Finally, in this example (lines 639-645), she is discussing how she feels her department is underserved with technology relative to the rest of the campus community when she says:

“Those are graduate students, but even the part-timers don’t have any computers.  The only people who have computers are full-time instructors.  I think we have 10 of those.  So – and then the tenure track.  Most of the people who teach the lower-division courses are the TAs and the part-timers.  Full-timers do some of that, but they also do some of the upper-division courses as well.  And so when you say, you’ve got 50 people that you haven’t got any computers for, you can’t just make this kind of command decision.”
2. Generativity

On a more positive note, another theme that seems evident to me was how the participant expresses a continuum of emotions that stretch from feelings of strength and self-confidence to weakness and insecurity relative to the use of technology in her life.  On the plus side, she spends most of her time in areas of emotional strength.  There are periods of relative weakness, but they seem to be short-lived and are quickly replaced by feelings of strength.  There is some period of transition between the two on this continuum, but like the weak times, this transition period seems to be short-lived, much like the period of insecurity.

Graphically, I would represent her emotional continuum this way:

	------------Strength------------
	--Transition--
	--Weakness--


The net feeling I get from studying and analyzing this continuum theme within the discussion is that the participant sees technology as a catalyst for generativity.  (In other words, it creates opportunities for her to grow as well as those around her.)  As you can see by looking at my code/category information above, I have many codes related to this theme and the three categories.  I consider it a rich theme in this data.
During a first read of the transcript I saw numerous instances of positive words such as excitement, teaching, wave-of-the-future, and so forth.  For a long time, I wasn’t sure what to make of these words, but after additional reading and extended reflection on the entirety of the dialog, I finally came up with the perception that the participant is able to channel all these technology-related challenges and anxieties into growth opportunities for herself, her family, her students, her colleagues and her school.  Hence, this led to my choice of the theme of generativity.

Examples abound in the transcript, but below are a few that are representative:
In this first example (lines 75-81), she explains how her first experience with classroom technology in graduate school had a very positive impact on her and her fellow graduate students:

“We were excited about what we were doing.  We got to make-do and were allowed to make a lot of decisions about how to set up the lab; what kinds of programs to put on; what we wanted to do with our classes and things like that.  There was also a certain amount of excitement; that I think was across campus.  A few faculty…the teachers I was talking about using the lab – we were all grad students, but there was also some excitement I think across the faculty about getting some new technology and things like that.”
In this next example (lines319-326), she describes how becoming proficient with instructional technologies has made her a leader within her department and how through this leadership she has created positive changes in her department:

“Well I was the director of freshman composition which is about 100 courses a semester and about 60 instructors when you count in the grand students, the TAs who are teaching those courses, full time and part time instructors we have and I had technology workshops for them.  Any time I had a workshop or orientation for them I brought in technology in some way, shape, or form.  Even if it was 15 minutes of saying “here’s the ALC.  Here’s what they can do.  Here’s their card.  Call them if you want to.  I did.  I communicated with them more using technology than they were used to.  We’re still offering workshops.”
3. Cooperation

A final theme I have drawn from this interview data is one of cooperation or sharing.  This is logical to me because as a general rule, using technology successfully benefits from a community of support.  She illustrated this premise in several locations.  While this theme is more subtle to me than the other two I have reported, it seems both genuine as well as rational to me nonetheless.
Supporting this theme is the category I called collective which was comprised of four codes (encouragement, cooperation, groups, handing-off).

An example of this theme of cooperation can be seen on lines 196-200 where she is discussing her collaboration within the professional development cohort:
“I think as we started talking about and presenting some of our ideas and getting ideas back from other people I realized that what I had to offer was valuable in its own way and there were times when I thought “you know what?  I can say something.”  I don’t have the best ideas and they may not be at the very forefront of the technology frontier, but that’s OK”
In this next example (lines 63-73) she talks about the value of her fellow teaching assistant cohort while in graduate school and how they fed off each other’s skills and enthusiasm while enhancing their instructional technology skills:
“At the time, there was a real…um…a small group, but a group of excited people about integrating technology and setting up this lab and getting people to teach in it and when we taught in it, we taught in it every day that our class met and so there were about 5 or 6 teachers…that we would meet a couple of times a semester and talk about what we were doing in our classes and things like that and we were also required to keep office hours with the lab it was actually a 2-room lab, so one room was the larger classroom and one room was kind of a small user lab with about 8 machines in it.  And we would hold office hours in the small little, like open user lab and while people were teaching in the other room and so frequently all of us teachers would be just sitting in there talking and doing work and things like that.”
Conclusions:

As I reflected on this exercise of studying a single conversation of an hour in length, I became quite amazed at the amount of information that it contained and the depth of meaning that lay hidden behind the casual words spoken in a relaxing context driven only by a handful of questions.  To a casual observer of this conversation, there was not much going on in the dialog.  It may have seemed to someone out in the hall listening in that we were doing nothing more than having pleasant conversation over a cup of coffee.
However, my initial analysis of this same conversation uncovered meanings, patterns and themes that far exceeded my initial expectations of the exercise.

I am reminded of my years in biology as an undergraduate student and experiences with field ecology studies.  We would go out and mark off sections of a field into a grid of squares using string and stakes and then study in great depth the entirety of that one small square of grass in as much detail as we could in an afternoon.

As with this interview analysis, it was equally amazing to me to discover the almost infinite amount of life and detail that existed in that small bit of open field and dirt.  We would note everything from tiny organisms barely visible to the naked eye to a myriad of larger insects and plants – and all within that one small square.  It occurs to me today that there were probably entire dissertations contained in that one square of grass that to a casual hiker was no more than a single stride in their afternoon walk.
This effort of studying a single conversation was as amazing to me as that square of grass.
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