
 



OPINION 

 

Conversation with a Prominent Propagator: Beth Quinn and Stephanie Weber, 
EngageCSEdu 
aged a lot of potential authors to review rst, 
so they could see the whole process and 
how we evaluated if they did submit. So, 
there were a ton of emails sent asking 
people to review things. 

We eventually built a system that looked 
pretty similar to a journal review process: 
where we could assign people from within 
the EngageCSEdu platform to do reviews. So, 
something would be submitted and we 
would assign reviews to people with that 
area of expertise. They were used to that 
system of accepting or declining the review 
and having a certain amount of time to 
complete it. But it was a tremendous 
amount of e ort to get that up and running. 
BQ: The other thing you should know is that 
the platform has been rebuilt at least twice 
from that initial launch. Google was very 
generous in providing funding for us to do 
those redesigns as we rolled it out and 
realized, “Oh, that doesn’t work.” Managing 
the review process was one of those issues.  

Q: WHAT DID YOU HAVE TO DO TO 
SUPPORT USERS, BOTH AUTHORS 
AND REVIEWERS? 
BQ: Stephanie had to do an amazing 
amount of work. She did a lot of 
handholding. A lot of instructors just simply 
don’t know how to write materials so that 
other people can use them. Stephanie’s 
background in science education really came 
in handy in terms of saying, “Let’s talk about 
how you’re describing this, and what kind of 
information needs to be there for someone 
else to be able to use this material.”  

Q: HOW DID YOU GET THE WORD 
OUT ABOUT EngageCSEdu ? 
BQ: That rst year, the core GoogleNCWIT 
team did a SIGCSE presentation and an 
Inroads article [5,6]. The SIGCSE 
presentation was really well attended, but it 
was hard because we were still calling it a 
repository and people were saying, “We do 
not need another repository. That one 
failed, why is this one not going to fail?” But 
we talked about peer review, we talked 
about making submissions. We did a 
demonstration on the exhibit hall oor. Later, 
we started having our own booth at SIGCSE. 
We put a ton of e ort into outreach. SW: 
We did a lot of developing our own brand 
and recognition. We often had  
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author
s and 
review
ers 
with us 
at the 
 happe
ned 
was 
hardly 
anybod
y 
signed 
in.  

SIGCSE 
booth 
becaus
e 
people 
wante
d to 
 The 
only 
reason 
to have 
an 
accoun
t and  

hear 
from 
their 
peers, 
answer
ing 
questio
ns  sign 
in is if 
you’re 
a 
review
er or 
an 
author.  

such 
as, 
“How 
are you 
using 
this?”, 
“Are 
you 
 Even 
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with 
accoun
ts 



don’t 
log in if  

submit
ting 
materi
als?”, 
and 
“What’
s the 
val-
 they’re 
just 
looking 
for 
materi
als.  

ue?” 
So, it 
was a 
lot of 
getting 
the 
name 
out  

there 
and 
buildin
g that 
recogni
tion 
and 
trust 
 Q: 
WHA
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not 
just 
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SUCC
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nity, 
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school 
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unity. 



We 
 BQ: 
One 
questio
n from 
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beginni
ng is  

did a 
similar 
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at the 
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ter 
Science 
 how 
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Teache
rs 
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tion 
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year. 
 to be 
useful? 
What 
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quality 
does  
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the last 
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years 
at the 
SIGCSE 
 there 
need 
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y for 
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g the 
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linking 
out to  

again 
and 
again, 
to just 
hang 
out. It 
seeme
d 
 materi
als 
caused 
huge 
proble
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Links  

like 
there 
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comm
unity 
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 were 
going 
dead 
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 the 
author 
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them. 
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how 
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quality  

school 
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so 
hard. I 
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to 
know  

login to 
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where 
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