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Process Review 
Through completing this course, Biology in Society, I have learned a lot about myself as 

well as explored more of the learning process. Specifically, the following key takeaways 
resonated with me: 
 
Expanding my definition of PBL 

The project-based learning (or sometimes problem-based learning, PBL) approach taken 
in this course was unlike any other format or process I have undertaken. When I first entered 
the CCT program, my understanding of PBL (i.e., how I had used it in my own teaching context) 
was that it was typically a longer undertaking of up to 2-3 weeks, creating a single larger-scope 
project or product. Through other courses within the program, this definition expanded to include 
extremely rapid PBL cycles (e.g., within the context of a single online seminar) as well as 
shorter-length PBLs (e.g., multiple projects completed over the course of a semester). The 
construct used in this course forced me to expand my PBL understanding yet again. In some 
ways, it was the longest of all the PBL presentations - choosing a topic/theme at the outset of 
the semester and carrying it all the way through the 13-week progression was a way to go 
extremely in-depth on a particular focus. Yet in other ways, it was also the most rapid - having 
weekly instalments, each with a unique angle on the overarching theme, meant that I was 
shifting my perspective week after week. This demanded both sustained commitment to the 
theme (in my case, artificial intelligence) as well as flexibility in how I was understanding that 
theme (through the unique demands of each weekly instalment). I am happy to have a new way 
of viewing and understanding PBL, which I could see bringing into my own teaching practice 
someday. 
 
Learning through iteration 

In some ways, this was not a new learning for me, but rather a reinforcement of a 
concept and a new way of understanding “iteration”. The weekly revisions were extremely 
demanding for me. On one hand, I greatly appreciate the pedagogy that underlies such an 
approach; I think that challenging us to revisit our instalments from different angles demanded 
us to think more deeply and critically about our work. On the other hand, it was difficult for me to 
break free of my original ideas, particularly if I felt I had landed on an interesting train of thought 
or had exposed something of note - the process of setting that aside to try and see or consider 
something different was a learning challenge for me, which I gradually became more 
comfortable with, but I can see I am going to have to continue to practice. I also struggled to not 
feel like the original submission was somehow lacking or inadequate. Many times in class it was 
stated that a request for revision was “not a failure”, but I think because the alternate to revision 
was receiving an “OK”, the revision path felt like a “not OK”. Becoming comfortable with “failure” 
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(even if it was not intended to be viewed as such) was something that I had to practice this 
semester as well. Even though I teach design thinking, prototyping, and the value of learning 
through failure (including building resiliency), it can still be humbling to experience it week over 
week for months. I was challenged to reframe revisions as opportunities for learning, and to 
foster my own growth mindset. I didn’t previously think that I was rigid in my thinking, but based 
on how long it took me to accept the revision process, I think perhaps I was more married to my 
ideas than I thought. Ultimately I am grateful for the iterative process that was built into this 
course, as it did a lot to foster my critical and creative thinking, even if it was trying at times. 
 
Appreciating the tension of independence and connection 

Since the outset of this entire program, I think every course evaluation I have done has 
somehow incorporated the concept of wanting or needing connections with others in order to be 
successful. This was one of the larger CCT courses I have taken in terms of enrolment, and 
although that might seem like there are more people from which to draw on for connections and 
support, instead I found myself isolating as I got both busier and deeper into my project work. 
The highlights of this course, for me, came in the opportunities for smaller group dialogue. One 
of my favourite classes was actually the one immediately preceding our presentation week, 
where the focus was mostly on connecting with peers to further our work. I continue to wrestle 
with the benefits and drawbacks of playing with ideas independently versus in partner or small 
groups. My natural inclination was that for almost every instalment, I was craving to bounce 
ideas off of someone - or was I looking for validation? It is hard to untangle motivations, and I 
recognize that there was value to the independent work we were forced to do. By not having 
someone to tell me whether something was “good” or “correct”, I had to learn how to take risks 
on my own and assert confidence with expressing my own ideas. However, I still missed that 
feeling of camaraderie during this course. I think an ideal process would be a balance of the 
two, and if I were taking the course again it might be fun to contrast whether it is easier or 
harder to complete instalments in collaboration or solo.  
 
Coming back to my audience 

Fairly late in the semester, we were reminded that our first written assignment was 
where we stated our purpose/theme for the semester (i.e., artificial intelligence) along with our 
intended audience (i.e., educators). This latter element I seemed to have forgotten about during 
the instalments, and it was interesting to also hear Peter and Morgan say that unlike past 
cohorts in this course, our entire group seemed to generally not have a focus on speaking to our 
respective intended audience(s) throughout each instalment. I wish that I had remembered my 
audience earlier, and had structured my instalments as such. This meant that in my process, I 
spent the final few weeks (creating my final paper) exploring what angle(s) and sentiments 
would be of greatest value to my target audience. It was good learning for me to remember that 
I should always come back to why (and I sometimes lost sight of that, in my instalments) - why 
should people care? Why should they be invested? Why is this important? I sometimes felt like 
my process got stuck, perhaps because I was just providing facts or evidence without 
considering that why. Things went better when I came back to my audience, and I was grateful 
for that reminder from instructors to do it as well.  
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