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Executive Summary 
 

Introduction 
  
At the request of the Presidents and Chancellors of various Illinois public universities, 
the sixth Inter-Institutional Faculty Summer Institute on Learning Technologies was held 
at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign May 13 - 17, 2002.  The Institute 
included faculty and instructional support from all but two of the four-year public 
universities in Illinois.  One of these two institutions noted that they had not sent any 
participants due to a reduction in their budget. 
 
The goals of the Institute were to: 
 
 1. Introduce faculty and support staff to the use of learning technologies, such  
 as the World Wide Web and asynchronous conferencing; and 
 
 2. create a network for sharing in the development of the curriculum and use of  
 learning technologies. 
 
Data Collected  
  
To evaluate the effectiveness of the week-long Institute, a survey was developed through 
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign’s Office of Instructional Resources 
(OIR).  This survey was administered, as in the past, to participants immediately 
following the last presentation.  
 
Cheryl Bullock and Chris Migotsky (evaluation specialists) also conducted a focus group 
with participants from all of the participating higher education institutions.  This focus 
group was held during the last evening of the Summer Institute.  Additionally, the 
evaluation team observed each morning plenary sessions, all lunch sessions, and both 
evening open labs.   
 
This report presents the results from the survey, focus group results, and the observations 
made by the evaluation team. Because an extensive evaluation was also conducted for the 
first (1997), second (1998), third (1999), fourth (2000), and fifth (2001) Faculty Summer 
Institute, some year-to-year comparisons are presented. 
 
For the sake of convenience, highlighted results from the report are presented below as 
part of this executive summary. 
 
Highlighted Findings 
 
✓  Anticipated Impacts on Respondents’ Teaching 
 
Survey respondents anticipate, as a result of the Institute, that they will change their 
teaching or the way they support teaching in the following ways:  32% plan on 
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integrating PowerPoint into their current teaching; 21% anticipate specifically using 
BlackBoard as a teaching tool; 15% plan on incorporating WebCt into their classrooms; 
8% will develop a new online course; and the rest plan on some type of technology 
enhancement as they redesign their current courses. 
 
✓  Respondents’ Ratings of Institute Components 
 
Consistent with the past years’ results, respondents’ overall ratings of the Institute 
components were high.  Respondents rated Thursday morning's plenary  (© 2002 Stephen 
McDonald) as the most useful.   Ninety-six percent of the respondents were satisfied or 
very satisfied with their overall experiences at the Institute.  
 
✓  Impacts on Participants’ Understanding and Knowledge 
 
Survey scores demonstrate that respondents came away from the 2002 FSI with a solid 
base of knowledge in critical areas of instructional technology and higher education.  
Figure 1 below illustrates that the mean scores were above 3.0 on all five categories listed 
on the survey (scale of 1-4).  These categories are given immediately following the 
figure. 
 
Figure 1.  Mean Score Ratings of Respondents’ Understanding of Instructional 
Technology 
 

3.2 3.2 3.2
3.3 3.3

1

2

3

4

(a) Role (b) Ways to use (c) Benefit for
students

(d) Benefit for
instructors

(e) Technology
available

Because of your attendance at the Summer Institute, to what extent do 
you currently understand the:

 
(a) role of learning technologies in university instruction; (b) way you can use learning 
technologies in teaching; (c) benefits of learning technologies for students;  (d) benefits of 
learning technologies for instructors; and (e) learning technologies available for teaching. 
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Figure 2 below shows that the Institute's components have a history of being well 
received by attendees. 
 
Figure 2.  Mean Score Responses for Ratings of Key Institute Components 
 

 
✓ How could future Institutes even better meet respondents’ needs?  
 
Two main themes emerged from the responses by participants to this question.  First, that 
there should be more hands-on time available for participants to work with instructional 
technology.  Second, a minority of participants felt that better grouping of participants 
within, and more pre-registration descriptions regarding, afternoon small group sessions 
would be beneficial. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Results from both the participant survey and the group interviews show that the Institute 
continues to have a positive impact on the attendees’ understanding of the role, benefits, 
and ways that learning technologies can be used in the higher education classroom.  
Participants also continue to report a significant gain in their knowledge of the various 
learning technologies available for use in the higher education classroom.  Additionally, 
participants continue to be likely to change teaching practices because of their 
experiences at the Institute, and they gain from collaboration with both intra- and inter-
institutional colleagues.  
 
All Institute components were rated fairly high; the presentation by Steven McDonald 
concerning copyright issues was rated the highest (as it was by 2001 FSI participants) in 
usefulness to participants.  Suggestions for improvement included providing even more 
hand-on experiences, more pre-conference information about the work groups, and more 
control (by the conference administration) over the pedagogical consistency of small 
group instructors. 
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SURVEY RESULTS 
 

Inter-Institutional Faculty Summer Institute on Learning Technologies 
May 2002 

 
1. During this week at the FSI, did you primarily work with: 
 

Type of Primary Technology Frequency Percentage 
WebCT 25 51% 
BlackBoard 24 49% 
Total Responses 49 
 
 
2. Which small group sessions did you find the: 
 

most useful? 
 

Response Frequency Percentage 
PowerPoint 21 33% 
BlackBoard 15 23% 
WebCT 11 17% 
Pedagogy 8 12% 
Web Development 8 12% 
Streaming Video 2 3% 
*Total Responses 65 
*Some respondents listed multiple responses to this question. 
 
Several small group leaders were mentioned individually as part of respondent’s 
comments.  Those specifically mentioned were:  Steve Builta (mentioned 5 times);  Ray 
Schroeder (mentioned twice); JP Dunn; Ernie Duran; Martinique Johns; and Carol 
Scheidenhelm. 
 

least useful? 
 

Response Frequency Percentage 
Web Development (7 = DreamWeaver) 14 47% 
Pedagogy 8 27% 
WebCT 5 17% 
BlackBoard 2 6% 
Streaming Video 1 3% 
*Total Reponses 30 
*Some respondents listed multiple responses to this question. 
 
Two individuals were specifically mentioned as providing the least useful small group 
workshop.  Their names have been given to FSI administration in confidence. 
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The responses to the two questions above indicate that although some may have disliked 
a session, others in the same session found it very useful.  For example, Pedagogy was 
listed exactly the same number of times as being most useful session as it was for being 
the least useful session of the 2002 Faculty Summer Institute.   
 
3. Because of your attendance at the Summer Institute, how clearly do you 

understand the: 
 
  a.  role of learning technologies in university instruction? 
 

Understand? Frequency Percentage 
Very clearly 19 34% 
Clearly 28 51% 
Somewhat clearly 8 15% 
Not clear at all 0 0% 
Total Responses 55 Mean = 3.2 S.D. = .68 
 
 
 
  b.  way you can use learning technologies in teaching? 
 

Understand? Frequency Percentage 
Very clearly 20 36% 
Clearly 28 51% 
Somewhat clearly 6 11% 
Not clear at all 1 2% 
Total Responses 55 Mean = 3.2 S.D. = .71 
 
 
 
  c.  benefits of learning technologies for students? 
 

Understand? Frequency Percentage 
Very clearly 23 42% 
Clearly 20 36% 
Somewhat clearly 12 22% 
Not clear at all 0 0% 
Total Responses 55 Mean = 3.2 S.D. = .78 
  
 
 
 d. benefits of learning technologies for instructors? 
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Understand? Frequency Percentage 
Very clearly 23 42% 
Clearly 25 45% 
Somewhat clearly 7 13% 
Not clear at all 0 0% 
Total Responses 55 Mean = 3.3 S.D. = .69 
 
 
 
 e. learning technologies available for teaching? 
 

Understand? Frequency Percentage 
Very Clearly 24 44% 
Clearly 21 39% 
Somewhat clearly 9 17% 
Not clear at all 0 0% 
Total Responses 54 Mean = 3.3 S.D. = .74 
 
 
Figure 1. 
Longitudinal Mean Score Responses for Question 3 
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4. How likely is it that your experience here this week will change the  
 way you teach your courses, or support those that teach? 
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Change your teaching? Frequency Percentage 

Expect dramatic changes 11 20% 
Expect some changes 41 75% 
Possibly 3 5% 
Not at all likely 0 0% 
Total Responses 55 Mean = 3.2 S.D. = .49 
Mean: 4 = Expect dramatic changes 
 1 = Not at all likely 
 
After attending the FSI, what specific plans do you have for using technology in 
teaching? 
 
Two specific software programs (BlackBoard and PowerPoint) were most frequently 
listed by respondents as technology tools they plan on using in their teaching.  Other 
common responses included using web pages in courses, designing an online course, and 
doing some sort of integration of online course components in their teaching.  The table 
below presents the responses to this question. 
 
 

Response Frequency Percentage 
Use/Revise PowerPoint 15 32% 
Use/Revise BlackBoard 10 21% 
Use/Revise WebCT 7 15% 
Develop Online Course 4 8% 
Online Tutorials 3 6% 
More Multimedia 3 6% 
Add/Redesign Web Pages 3 6% 
Incorporate New Technology 3 6% 
*Total Responses 48 
*Some respondents listed multiple responses to this question. 
 
The following quotes are representative of participants’ responses to this item.  
 

Plan on doing much more sophisticated PowerPoint presentations,  
especially at meetings, conferences, and during instruction.   
 
I will use BlackBoard for the 1st time, and with great confidence.   
Thanks for that! 
 
I converted three classes to WebCT.  Now I shall apply the more  
advanced components of WebCT and PowerPoint to make the classes  
interactive. 

Individual comments that could not be categorized and included in the table above were:  
 

Do true synchronous sessions and incorporate slides. 
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Collaborate with other participants to develop online enhancements for 
shared concerns. 
 
Better management of online discussion/interaction.   
 

 
5. Please rate the following Institute activities: 
  
 a. speakers 
 

Rating: Frequency Percentage 
Excellent 17 32% 
Good 28 53% 
Fair 8 15% 
Poor 0 0% 
Total Responses 53 Mean = 3.2 S.D. = .67 
 
 
 
 b.  small group sessions 
 

Rating: Frequency Percentage 
Excellent 20 38% 
Good 28 54% 
Fair 4 8% 
Poor 0 0% 
Total Responses 52 Mean = 3.3 S.D. =.61 
 
 
 
 c.   panel presentations 
 

Rating: Frequency Percentage 
Excellent 8 17% 
Good 28 61% 
Fair 9 20% 
Poor 1 2% 
Total Responses 46 Mean = 2.9 S.D. = .68 
 
 
 d.   open labs 
 

Rating: Frequency Percentage 
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Excellent 6 23% 
Good 16 61% 
Fair 2 8% 
Poor 2 8% 
Total Responses 26 Mean = 3.0 S.D. =.80 
 
 
6. As you think about using learning technologies in your teaching,  
 how useful did you find the following activities? 
 

a. Bricks and Clicks:  Teaching/Learning in 21st Century 
(Monday Speaker) 

 
How useful? Frequency Percentage 

Very  useful 21 43% 
Useful 21 43% 
Somewhat useful 7 14% 
Not useful 0 0% 
Total Responses 49 Mean = 3.3 S.D. = .71 

 
 

b. Information Fluency: Literacy in the Digital Age 
(Tuesday First Speaker) 

 
How useful? Frequency Percentage 

Very  useful 24 50% 
Useful 16 33% 
Somewhat useful 7 15% 
Not useful 1 2% 
Total Responses 48 Mean = 3.3 S.D. = .80 
 
 

c. The Body in the Classroom:  A Mystery 
 (Tuesday Second Speaker) 
 

How useful? Frequency Percentage 
Very  useful 14 27% 
Useful 22 43% 
Somewhat useful 9 18% 
Not useful 6 12% 
Total Responses 51 Mean = 2.9 S.D. = .96 

d. Ed Tech as Flattery: Just in Time Teaching 
 (Wednesday First Speaker) 
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How useful? Frequency Percentage 
Very  useful 10 23% 
Useful 26 59% 
Somewhat useful 8 18% 
Not useful 0 0% 
Total Responses 44 Mean = 3.1 S.D. =.62 
 

 
e. Apprenticeship, Community, and Technology 

 (Wednesday Second Speaker) 
 

How useful? Frequency Percentage 
Very  useful 2 4% 
Useful 4 8% 
Somewhat useful 17 35% 
Not useful 26 53% 
Total Responses 49 Mean = 1.6 S.D. = .80 

  
 

 f. Intellectual Property  
 (Thursday Speaker) 

 
How useful? Frequency Percentage 

Very  useful 33 70% 
Useful 11 24% 
Somewhat useful 3 6% 
Not useful 0 0% 
Total Responses 47 Mean = 3.6 S.D. = .60 

  
  
 g. Intellectual Property Panel 

 (Thursday Presentation)  
  

How useful? Frequency Percentage 
Very  useful 15 37% 
Useful 17 41% 
Somewhat useful 9 22% 
Not useful 0 0% 
Total Responses 41 Mean = 3.2 S.D. = .76 
 
 

 h. Freeware and Shareware 
 (Friday First Presentation)  
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How useful? Frequency Percentage 
Very  useful 13 26% 
Useful 20 39% 
Somewhat useful 17 33% 
Not useful 1 2% 
Total Responses 51 Mean = 2.9 S.D. = .82 
 

  
 i. Pedagogic Examples Panel 

 (Friday Second Presentation)  
  

How useful? Frequency Percentage 
Very  useful 15 44% 
Useful 12 35% 
Somewhat useful 6 18% 
Not useful 1 3% 
Total Responses 34 Mean = 3.2 S.D. = .85 
 
 
Figure 2. 
Mean Score Responses for Question 6a – 6i 
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Satisfaction level: Frequency Percentage 
Very satisfied 25 45% 
Somewhat satisfied 28 51% 
Somewhat unsatisfied 2 4% 
Unsatisfied 0 0% 
Total Responses 55 Mean = 3.4 S.D. = .57 
 
 
 
Figure 3. 
Mean Score Responses for Question 7 
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8. How do you plan to share the information from the Institute with colleagues at 

your home institution? 
 
Forty percent of the respondents said they would share information with colleagues by 
conducting workshops, seminars and/or demonstrations.  Others (30%) plan to have 
informal sharing and discussions with their colleagues.  Six of the respondents 
specifically plan on continuing to collaborate with other 2002 FSI participants.  A 
breakdown of responses is presented in the table (and in the figure) that follow. 
 
  

Response Frequency Percentage 
Conduct Workshops, Seminars, and/or Demonstrations 20 40% 
Share Materials/Have Discussions with Colleagues 15 30% 



 10

Continue Collaboration with FSI Colleagues 6 12% 
Share During Faculty Meetings 4 8% 
Share with Central Faculty Development Office 3 6% 
Present to Department Head 2 4% 
*Total Responses 50 
*Some respondents listed multiple responses to this question. 
 
The following quotes are representative of participants’ responses to this item.  
 

Send an e-mail expressing enthusiasm; maybe having a brownbag to  
demonstrate what I’ve done in my course to demonstrate how those  
tools can improve teaching efficiency at a research university. 
 
Share conference materials and direct them to the FSI website.  Introduce 
them to some of the features of BlackBoard and PowerPoint that I learned here. 
 
Plans for our FSI group to meet each semester and demonstrate our  
Knowledge/experience/expertise with each other. 
 

 
Figure 4. 
Graphical Representation of Attendees’ Methods of Sharing FSI Information 
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The largest single delivery system mentioned (41%) by respondents was the category that 
included faculty workshops, brown bags, and seminars designed to promote learning 
activities at participants’ home institutions.  Others mentioned technical support through 
a technology center or departmental assistant, and some indicated that their campus 
administration provided support for the technology they want to use. 
 
It appears from the responses that the majority of the attendees' home institutions have an 
infrastructure in place that trains faculty members in the use of technology in learning, 
and supports their efforts with appropriate technical and faculty support.  The table below 
presents a breakdown of responses. 
 
 

Response Frequency Percentage 
Workshops, Brown Bags, and Seminars 22 41% 
Technical Support and Training 15 28% 
BlackBoard and WebCT Support 7 13% 
Faculty Development Office 4 8% 
Grants 3 6% 
Show Cases and Displays  2 4% 
*Total Responses 53 
*Some respondents listed multiple responses to this question. 
 
The following quotes are representative of participants’ responses to this item.  
 

College of Education and university faculty develop mini-sessions throughout  
academic year; end of academic year full day of technical workshops. 
 
Lots – I am at UIUC – CET is great!!! 
 
Push from departmental chair; have training grant $ to improve  
distance learning for graduate students. 
 

 
10. What was the most useful part of attending this institute? 
 
The most common response (32%) to this question was learning to use new tools or 
technology with the hands-on experience in the small group sessions in the afternoon.  
Networking with other faculty and colleagues from their home institutions was the next 
most popular response (25%).  The table that follows presents the breakdown of all 
responses to this question. 
 
Several individuals were listed by name as part of respondent’s comments to this 
question.  Those individuals were: Steve Builta (mentioned five times); Burks Oakley 
(mentioned twice); Steven McDonald (mentioned twice); Ray Schroeder; and Peggy 
Lant. 
 



 12

 
Response Frequency Percentage 

Hands-on Training in Small Groups 20 32% 
Networking  16 26% 
Main Lectures 9 14% 
Power Point 7 11% 
BlackBoard 4 6% 
Examples and Demonstrations 4 6% 
Freeware/Shareware Demonstration 3 5% 
*Total Responses 63 
*Some respondents listed multiple responses to this question. 

 
The following quotes are representative of participants’ responses to this item.  
 
 Getting more familiar with web enhancement tools and lecture presentation tools.  

 
I also liked that I could ask other folks (both fellow participants and instructors) 
further questions, throughout the conference, as I thought of them. 
 
Some of the speakers were excellent. 
 
 

11. How could the Institute have better met your needs? 
 
The most common response (23%) to this question was that more hands-on time would 
have better met respondent’s needs.  Other themes that emerged are presented in the 
following table.  (Five of the respondents commented that they had no suggestions for 
improvement because the FSI had met their needs well. Those five responses are not 
included in the table below.) 
 

Response Frequency Percentage 
More Hands-on Time 11 23% 
Better Ability Grouping/Tracking 9 18% 
More Detailed Decriptions/Program 8 16% 
More Advanced Sessions 8 16% 
Better Speakers/Instructors 7 15% 
More Pedagogy 4 8% 
Disciplinary Focus 2 4% 
*Total Responses 49 
*Some respondents listed multiple responses to this question. 
 
The following quotes are representative of participants’ responses to this item. 
 

Maybe twenty minutes of so could be allowed at the end of each workshop to let  
us practice what we had learned while there were facilitators to assist us if  
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needed. 
 

Another idea, breaking participants into ability groups – four of the sessions I 
went to were too advanced for me.   
 
Inclusion of better campus map; continuous availability of shuttle busses; list of  
things to do in evenings (e.g., restaurants, access to campus facilities and events);  
and course descriptions included in the registration material or program booklet. 

 
12.  How could arrangements for the Institute be improved? 

 
The most common response (32%) given to this question was that participants were very 
satisfied with the arrangements.  As one participant wrote: Outstanding facilities!  
Excellent support by staff.   

 
When suggestions for improvements were made they usually involved inadequate shuttle 
busing; no parking passes; and lack of information about Champaign/Urbana.  The table 
that follows breaks down participant responses by category.   
 

Response Frequency Percentage 
No Suggestions, Everything was Fine 21 38% 
More Shuttle Buses 7 13% 
Parking Passes 7 13% 
Information on Outside Activities 6 11% 
Better Directions and Maps 4 7% 
Longer Lunch Times 4 7% 
Too Rushed Overall 4 7% 
Evaluate Each Session 2 4% 
*Total Responses 55 
*Some respondents listed multiple responses to this question. 
 
The following quotes are representative of participants’ responses to this item. 
 

Stagger buses along same routes, resulting in them arriving every 10  
minutes also during key periods. 
 
I drove in from outside C-U and it would have been nice to have a courtesy  
parking pass at Krannert for the week.  I fed parking meters all week. 
 
A better map in the program book!  (It really made navigating campus difficult).   
 

Individual comments that could not be categorized and included in the table above were:  
 

Participant backgrounds so diverse – watch experience carefully –  
maybe devote one day to low-level information only and one day to  
high level only? 
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The food at Thursday’s focus group was awful. 
 
It would be interesting to have FSI group reunion for a day to two to show  
examples of what we were able to do after attending this Institute or at  
least a few at beginning of the next FSI to encourage the beginners. 
 
Please don’t invite (individual speaker named) back.   
 
Fine.  If stipend that is unused could be added to the $1,000 and used  
for equipment. 
 
Thought Union food was great!  Hampton was fine, maybe another  
social event. 
 
I ate too much. 
 
I have to add that I really found tiresome/offensive the smug “Mac is superior”  
attitude of the first panelist on Friday morning.  That sort of behavior is annoying  
and juvenile and made for an unpleasant start to the morning.  That  
attitude was happily absent in other presenters. 
 
Better menus. 
 
Great meals!  Change selections for breakfast (or maybe a hot  
breakfast one day).  Illini was great – have everyone stay there so we  
may interact more.   Interact with other universities. 
 
How can we view exemplary courses that use BlackBoard/WebCT  
logons is a problem to solve.  I want to show my faculty. 
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Evaluation Focus Group 
Illini Union 

May 16, 2002 
 
Thursday evening of the Faculty Summer Institute, an evaluative focus group was 
conducted with 10 participants from 10 institutions (SIU-Carbondale had no faculty 
attendees, but an instructional development specialist from the institution participated in 
the focus group).  One member of the evaluation team moderated the focus group while 
the other team member took notes.  The 90-minute session was audio-taped, with 
participant approval, to ensure accuracy of information.  A semi-formal dinner was 
served.  The participants were given the six focus group questions earlier in the week and 
instructed to meet with their home institution colleagues to discuss each question.  All 
institutions were represented except Illinois State University, which had no faculty 
attendees, support staff, or presenters at this year’s Institute.  Each focus group question, 
a brief summary of responses, and illustrative quotes are included below. 
 
Could you talk about the things that you have learned here that will lend themselves to 
sharing back at your home institutions? 
 
Three main themes emerged from this question: (1) faculty developed and wanted to 
share new technology skills, (2) they had a renewed sense of confidence and enthusiasm 
about utilizing technology in the classroom, and (3) they were now aware of many new 
resources that were available to them (web-based and actual personnel).  Several 
commented on how they wanted to share their excitement, as well as their handouts, with 
others when they returned home. Some were skeptical, and a bit frightened, at the 
prospect of becoming technology literate, but now felt increasingly self-sufficient and 
confident about using the skills learned at FSI.  Most felt they could now be primary 
resource people for their department or college, in addition to “championing” the 
instructional technology cause. 
 

“I liked the critiques of the available software that we could use.  The 
comparisons and contrasts were really good.  Now I know what might work and 
what to pursue.  I can share this with my colleagues.”  
 
“The handouts on how to take care of dominators and shy students were great.  I 
have all sorts of new tips and techniques.  I plan on copying the handouts and 
web sites that we got all week and give those to people across my department.  
There’s a ton of useful information there.” 
 
 “I’m excited about becoming more familiar and comfortable with WebCT and 
BlackBoard.  We have both of these on my campus and I will use them more now.  
I can even help some friends too.” 
 
“For me it’s more attitude than pure skills.  There’s no need to be intimidated by 
this stuff.  You don’t have to jump into the deep water your first semester.  You 
can put one toe in at a time.” 
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“The session on copyright issues was probably the most valuable.  I also learned 
a lot more about PowerPoint and Dreamweaver.  I can go home right now and 
use this.” 
 
“Resources that our institution can be in contact with.  There are a lot of people 
that can help.  We need to network better—it’s very important.” 

 
What are some of the mechanisms you have in place or anticipate having in place to share 
the information? 
 
Not surprisingly, most respondents said they would share at department or college-level 
meetings and workshops, use e-mail or web postings, and try to model the incorporation 
of technology in their personal classrooms (so others might do the same).   
 

“Monthly staff meetings at the department-level.  I feel more comfortable 
participating with the tech people in our unit now. I was hesitant before since I 
didn’t know much.  I think I can take an active role.” 
 
“Each of us are writing a summary of our experiences, and that will be put 
together with a cover letter that is going to our program administrator and then 
passed on to our President.  We’ll talk about the good and bad things, plus ideas 
we have from FSI.  I don’t know if anything will happen, but at least they’ll know 
what we did and maybe new things will start.” 
 
“I’ll e-mail to our division listserv.  I’ll try to write up some summary of my FSI 
experiences and get that to administrators so they know what we learned.” 
 
“Mostly workshops and brown bags.  It’s required that all the FSI participants 
deliver a workshop when they get back.  I’m sure we’ll have plenty of casual 
chats too.  I believe our group will stay in contact with each other so we can 
continue networking and sharing new things.” 
 
“I’ll share with my students by including technology in my classroom.  I think 
faculty will model what we start to do.  I’d like to do a workshop in our smart 
classroom to show what is possible.”  
 
“We have a new faculty orientation and this information should be shared with 
them.  They should also be made aware of this [FSI] so they can attend next time.  
An orientation can’t give you everything that we got here.” 

 
Have any networks of sharing, or collaborative efforts, been established at your home 
institutions as a by-product of your institutions participating in the FSI? 
 
Very few people could report formal networks or products that have been established at 
their institution based on previous FSI participation.  Several said they just didn’t know, 
others simply said “No.”  Most did think there were now more informal conversations 
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and sharing about instructional technology and this might be due to previous FSI 
attendance.  A few did report some significant formalized activities like a campus-wide 
technology showcase, computer camp for faculty, and groups that encourage and support 
faculty interested in technology. 
 

“No, I don’t know of anything. Sorry.” 
 
There might be something somewhere, but I’m not aware of it.” 
 
“We have a technology showcase each year that has been funded from pooled FSI 
funds.  We bring in a lot of outside vendors and some people doing things with 
technology.  I’d like to get more faculty involved.  It’s more vendors now, but it’s 
still neat.” 
 
“We have a group called FIT—faculty interested in technology.  It’s an off-shoot 
of FSI.  It’s designed to support and encourage faculty that want to use 
instructional technology.” 
 
“Our web computer camp is a result of FSI.  We have a week-long summer camp 
for faculty that takes them through all sorts of software and hardware plus 
pedagogical instruction. It’s hands-on like FSI.” 
 
“We now have an academic technology information committee—it’s new and that 
might be from past FSI participation.  I’m not sure.” 

 
Can you think of one “ah-ha” moment when your perspective on the use of technology was 
influenced by something you heard or learned at the FSI? 
 
Most participants didn’t mention full shifts in perspective, but rather they offered new 
tips and techniques that they thought were valuable.  PowerPoint sessions and 
demonstrations seemed to provide many useful and creative suggestions. 
 

“The ability to do animations in PowerPoint.  I can’t believe all the things that 
PowerPoint can do!  Steve Builta’s sessions were great.  Seeing all the ways that 
the morning lecturers used PowerPoint was good too. I thought PowerPoint was 
just a slide show, but it’s much more.” 
 
“The copyright session.  You need to be smart and be aware.” 
 
“Heidi’s workshop.  The key is to have variety and variation.  Do different things.  
You can’t do the same thing over and over and over again.” 
 
“The idea that we can take baby steps.  You don’t have to be perfect the first time.  
Just give it a try.  It’s a very freeing notion.” 
 
“BlackBoard I—the whole workshop was a series of ah-ha moments.  It was 
great!” 
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“The PowerPoint Jeopardy game.  Wow!  I’d like to do more games and 
simulations.” 
 
“Understanding the actual purpose and utility of PDF files.” 

 
“How you could change the entire format and background of a whole PowerPoint 
presentation.  Cool.” 
 
“It wasn’t one moment, it was a feeling that progressed through the week.  I can 
now do this stuff!  I’m empowered.” 

 
What do you think of the balance that has been struck between the hands-on and lecture at 
this weeklong Institute? 
 
While several participants debated this point, most came to a final consensus that the 
mixture between lecture and hands-on sessions worked rather well.  In general they still 
sought more hands-on time, but they saw the value in lecture and discussion.  If anything, 
they seemed to want the plenary sessions to be a bit more practical and followed by 
structured group discussion.  The main complaint appeared to be the level (and lack of 
adequate descriptions) of afternoon work sessions—some found their sessions too 
advanced, while others deemed them too introductory. 
 

“I liked the mix, but it might help if we were encouraged to bring our own stuff to 
an afternoon session.  Then we could build on something for our own class.” 
 
“I really liked the balance.  It was just right for someone new like me. Others in 
my group needed a higher level.  Could you find a better way to place people?  
Or maybe offer more advanced sessions?” 
 
“Descriptions of the afternoon workshops were not very good.  We need more 
details and guidance so we can properly register.  I can’t make a good choice 
without good information.  Also need to have descriptions available at the 
registration site in case we want to change.  Or in the actual program that we 
pick up.” 
 
“Excellent.  The balance was fine.  I would like to know the disciplines and 
universities of other attendees—maybe color-coded name-tags or something.  
Then I could network better and share ideas in the workshops.” 
 
“Don’t assume all the afternoon sessions were hands-on.  I had some that 
lectured quite a lot.  The morning lectures could have been cut shorter and then 
followed with some sort of conceptual discussion or philosophical debate.” 
 
“I want more hands-on during the day.  An open-lab during the day would be 
beneficial.” 
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“The balance was OK, but I wanted more time to network.  Both within discipline 
and across institutions.  Could you incorporate that into a formal time period or 
session?” 
 
“I was left behind in the streaming session.  It was way above my knowledge.  
You need a better tool to place us in sessions.”  
 

What are some suggestions to pass on to the FSI administrators for future Faculty Summer 
Institutes? 
 
It was clear from the focus group (and survey responses) that participants enjoyed and 
learned from their week at FSI.  Yet they still had multiple ideas for how the Faculty 
Summer Institute might be improved.  Some were minor suggestions, others fairly large 
revisions.  At the end of the focus group, several people reiterated that these “were a lot 
of suggestions for improvement, but don’t forget, we liked this week!  It was great!  I’ll 
recommend it to others.”   If any one statement could capture these participant thoughts, 
it would be “Keep up the good work.”  All had ideas for changes, but no one thought it 
was a waste of time. * 
 

“How about some type of welcoming video that would introduce us to each 
institution and their technology highs and lows. You could tape a tech person 
from each school and they could present the status of instructional technology at 
their place and what they hope we will bring back from FSI.  They could talk 
about the trend on their campus.  Then we would actually see and hear people 
from our peers across the state.”   
 
“Evaluations at the end of each individual lecture and workshop.  We forget by 
the end of the week.  A quick one or two question rating form would be better for 
specific feedback.  Hand them out at each session or put them in our notebooks.” 
 
“Update the FSI web page.  I inadvertently registered for FSI 2001 and received 
a confirmation thank you!  Better directions would really help.” 
 
“Provide some information about recreational activities, exercise options, and 
restaurants in the area.” 
 
“Maybe a vendor display would be helpful.  I don’t want this to get too 
commercial, but several technology displays would be cool.” 
 
“We need more time in-between sessions.  We were always rushed.  Especially 
after lunch.” 
 

                                                 
* Several people were strongly critical of one or two individual speakers/workshop leaders.  These more 
personal criticisms will be relayed verbally to FSI administrators. 
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“Every workshop leader should have a real lesson plan and outline that they give 
to us to provide structure.  That would allow us to keep up and follow along 
easier.  Some were too unstructured and confusing.  Not super-structured, you 
need to keep flexibility.” 
 
“Limit the number of returning speakers from previous years.  You must include 
an accessibility session (ADA) as a morning topic.”   
 
“More detailed maps and directions to get around campus and to each session.” 

 
Focus Group Summary 

 
Participants were quite satisfied with their overall experience at the weeklong Faculty 
Summer Institute.  Participants reported learning many new skills that could be employed 
when they returned home and, just as importantly, they seemed to become energized and 
motivated to integrate instructional technology into their teaching.  They were eager to 
return to their home institutions and share new ideas and skills with colleagues.  The 
balance between hands-on sessions and large group lectures was deemed appropriate, 
even though they were still insistent on getting a bit more practice in the computer labs.  
As with past years’ evaluation results, these attendees placed a very high value on 
practical and hands-on teaching.  It should be noted that very few individuals took 
advantage of the evening open labs. 
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Faculty Summer Institute, 2002 
Vignettes of Selected Presentations 
Christopher Migotsky, Evaluator 

 
 
Background 
 
The sixth year of the Faculty Summer Institute on Learning Technologies had 
approximately 90 faculty and support staff from nine Illinois institutions of higher 
learning in various disciplines in attendance for an entire week of intensive instruction 
and hands-on learning.   Members of the evaluation team attended plenary sessions, 
presentations, lunches, and evening open-labs.  To preserve the unobtrusive nature of the 
evaluation design, the evaluators did not attend any of the afternoon small group work 
sessions.  To supplement the survey and focus group results, and also to give the reader 
of this evaluation report a greater vicarious experience, several vignettes are provided 
below for selected plenary sessions and presentations. 
 

May 14, 2002 (Tuesday) 
Lisa Janicke Hinchliffe Plenary Session: 

“Information Fluency—Literacy in the Digital Age” 
 
The crowd eagerly shuffled from the Krannert Center Foyer into Colwell Playhouse to 
hear the first plenary speaker of the week.  Just over 80 participants gathered in the 
Playhouse, mostly spread across the back area even though empty seating was plentiful 
toward the stage.  After a few minutes of settling in, Lanny Arvan welcomed people to 
the Faculty Summer Institute, explaining the general format and wishing everyone an 
enjoyable and productive week.  He then turned his attention to introducing the first 
keynote speaker and her talk on “Information Fluency: Literacy in the Digital Age.”  The 
crowd, with notebooks and pencils at the ready, appeared excited to begin their week at 
FSI.  Hinchliffe did not disappoint. 
 
Lisa Hinchliffe began her presentation with an active learning exercise that was well-
designed to quickly engage the audience with her content.  In small groups, she had 
people answer two short questions: (1) “Describe a memory of doing research during 
your first year of college.  What was your experience of research?  Which class was the 
research for?” and (2) “Make a list of key words and phrases that describe the 
experiences of the people in your group.  Also, make a list of the classes mentioned.”  
Most people quietly worked in pairs or triads discussing their early experiences with 
research.  After 5 minutes, Hinchliffe had the groups share their experiences and nicely 
summed up the various themes with “For most of us, our first research tasks were 
emotionally negative experiences…it was very daunting and intimidating.”  Electronic 
resources have the ability to make current research more friendly and fruitful.  She 
stressed that student research will always be challenging, but it doesn’t have to be so 
emotional and frustrating. 
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Using a PowerPoint presentation supplemented with color-coded handouts, she took the 
group through background research, literacy terminology and standards, and pedagogical 
approaches that can encourage critical thinking and collaboration.  Hinchliffe was a 
dynamic speaker who interacted with the audience on multiple occasions.  She moved 
away from the speaker’s podium frequently to minimize the distance between herself and 
the audience—this encouraged audience participation and helped maintain their attention.  
While moving through her PowerPoint slides, she skillfully transitioned between key 
bullets, web sites, and her handouts.  Audience members managed to both take notes and 
ask questions.  Lisa Janicke Hinchliffe stressed that our job is not simply to make 
research easier for the students via electronic access to sources, but also to ensure that 
students are connecting to valid content.  Being literate in the digital age means being 
able to cull through the myriad electronic sources and successfully separating the “good” 
from the “bad”—students are too easily fooled by scholarly looking web sites and 
references. 
 
Hinchliffe provided several examples of web sites that can aid instructors (and students) 
in evaluating the veracity of electronic material.  Her example of the “Feline Reactions to 
Bearded Men” website was both informative and humorous.   
 

 
 
Audience member reactions shifted between loud laughter and hushed silence as 
Hinchliffe told stories about how her students were quick to accept the web site as 
authority, including the clearly fictionalized bibliography which included Seuss, Doctor, 
"Feline Responses to Hats," in Veterinary Developmental Studies, July 1955, vol. 32, no. 
7, pp. 54-62. The speaker powerfully demonstrated how students could easily be tricked 
by the surface features of an article.  They frequently have the ability to read the full 
article, but not the motivation (this is termed “aliteracy”).  The audience was fully 
engaged with her examples and stories.  As stated by the speaker, our goal is to have 
literate students who “are able to recognize when information is needed and have the 
ability to locate, evaluate, and effectively use the needed information.”  Fortunately, 
Hinchliffe gave the audience the information, strategies, and examples that allow us to 
begin creating students who will be literate in the digital age. 

 
 

May 15, 2002 (Wednesday) 
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Lanny Arvan Plenary Session: 
“Ed Tech as Flattery”* 

 
Again, the Colwell Playhouse was the setting for this plenary talk.  Approximately 70 
attendees were in the audience, scattered in small groups around the large auditorium.  
Lanny Arvan began his presentation by following-up on the previous day’s plenary 
delivered by Peggy Lant.  Dr. Lant had used active text boxes in PowerPoint, but did not 
show the audience how these could be created.  Arvan used the first ten minutes of his 
lecture time taking participants through the process step-by-step.  Most audience 
members were very interested and furiously took notes.  Professor Arvan promised to put 
the full instructions on the FSI web site.  As promised, the instructions were posted 
before the end of the week.  Based on positive audience reaction during the talk, and 
during break conversations, this was a wise use of time. 
 
Arvan began his “Ed Tech as Flattery” plenary by introducing a theme that would flow 
through his presentation—“imitation as adaptation.”  He encouraged audience members 
to be creative in bringing in approaches generated by others into their classrooms.  
Professor Arvan drew from the writings of John Seeley Brown, and some Steven J. 
Gould, in stressing the importance of adaptation and evolution in instructional 
technology.  Similar to Lisa Janecke Hinchliffe’s Tuesday plenary talk, Arvan 
immediately engaged the audience with a brief active learning task: “How do you know 
what your students do (or do not) know?” and “How do you get your students ready for 
class?”   Both questions were quickly responded to by numerous audience members.  
Answers to the first query included “survey the students, ask questions in class, class 
discussion, bingo as an icebreaker, pre-testing, students submit written questions, and 
non-verbal cues.”  The second question yielded: “put PowerPoint up early, bring copies 
to class, readings before class, quick writes, quizzes and papers.”  Arvan chronicled their 
input via an active text box in PowerPoint.  (Lanny Arvan’s PowerPoint slides were 
intentionally not available before his talk, but were posted on the FSI web site the next 
day—including the archived audience comments.)  After brief discussion of these 
answers, Arvan turned his attention to the topics of the day: Just in Time Teaching, 
Virtual Labs (covered only briefly), and Student Research Projects. 
 
 The responses to the two questions above provided an easy transition to Just in Time 
Teaching (JiTT).  Arvan used links embedded in his PowerPoint slides to access the main 
Just in Time Teaching web page at Indiana University-Purdue University at Indianapolis.  
After briefly highlighting features of JiTT, he showed how the UI physics department has 
adapted JiTT to their introductory courses by administering “Preflight” conceptual 
content surveys via the web to engage students prior to class meetings.  An example 
presented intrigued the audience: 

Three swimmers can swim equally fast relative to the water.  They have a race to 
see who can swim across a river in the least time.  Relative to the water, Beth 

                                                 
* Several people were expecting a session on “Disability Access: Issues & Responsibilities” as was stated 
in the paper FSI program received at registration pick-up.  The web version of the program correctly 
identified the “Ed Tech as Flattery” plenary. While the Lanny Arvan talk was well-received, a plenary on 
disability access might be a very valuable addition to the FSI. 
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swims perpendicular to the flow, Ann swims upstream, and Carly swims 
downstream.  Which swimmer wins the race?  Why? [A simple drawing 
accompanies the text.] 

 
Dr. Arvan displayed several student responses and highlighted how physics instructors 
could use this information to tailor their in-class teaching.  Arvan stated “this ties student 
online work to the live class…it allows us to acknowledge student responses, and address 
areas of weakness.”   The audience nodded in approval.   
 
Fitting with the theme of his talk, Professor Arvan led the audience through an example 
of how he has adapted this idea into his three Micro Economics courses.  For the first 
course he pulls in current events via web postings to make economic theory more 
relevant. He gets students to read and think about issues before class and thus sets an 
understandable context for further in-class discussion.  In the second course, he likewise 
posts articles in WebCT and requires students to submit a paragraph response to a survey 
question related to the article.  He compiles responses and inserts them, via an Excel 
spreadsheet, into his PowerPoint slides for the next class period.  In a similar fashion, for 
his third Micro Economics course Arvan creates a weekly survey question, has students 
respond via the web, compiles responses, and adjusts classroom teaching and discussion 
based on student answers.  While highlighting examples used in each class, Arvan moved 
between the computer, lecture podium, and front of the stage to continually engage 
audience members.  Several questions were fielded between examples, and attendees 
appeared interested and impressed with the topic. 
 
In all three cases, the instructor must do some extra preparation and remain flexible based 
on student responses, but in each case all the students are initially engaged with course 
content in a manner that encourages greater, and more insightful, class discussion.  As 
Arvan stated, “It’s certainly a bit of work, but it’s fun too.”  He stressed that we can take 
significant small steps by building on and adapting what others have already done.  
Imitation is flattery.  This plenary was well thought-out and implemented in an 
interactive manner that balanced lecture, discussion, and numerous examples.   
 

May 16, 2002 (Thursday) 
Steven McDonald Plenary Session: 

“Intellectual Property: © 2002” 
 
While the previous two vignettes portrayed effective and engaging presenters who 
connected well with the FSI attendees, Steven McDonald was clearly the standout 
speaker of the week.  His talk on “Intellectual Property” was timely and enthusiastically 
delivered.  Copyright law can be boring and tedious, but McDonald managed to create an 
exciting presentation with a combination of PowerPoint slides, cartoons, handouts, and 
several intriguing case examples.  He maneuvered delicately between humor, legal 
content, and practical tips.  The audience was continually enthralled with his casual and 
charismatic style. 
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The talk began with a question to the 75-member audience: “What do these have in 
common?” 
 

W hat do these have in  com m on?

• The M ona Lisa 
• The S tarr report
• W hat I am saying
• Y our idea for a w eb 

page
• The Guggenheim 

M useum of A rt

• The M ona Lew insky
• Y our (draft) article
• W hat you  are w riting
• Y our w eb page

• This:

 
 
As the audience mulled over the bulleted items, McDonald told us the answer…“all of 
those on the right column are copyrighted.”  The audience seemed puzzled.  McDonald 
used the confusion to his advantage as he moved to the next slide which highlighted what 
is required for copyright, “We need a work of authorship that has some degree of 
originality and is fixed in a tangible medium of expression.”  Elaborating on this 
definition he showed how all of the items in the left column are not copyrighted while 
those on the right are.  With this introductory definition and example, Steven McDonald 
set the stage for his entire talk—short bulleted slides that hit at the heart of copyright law, 
short and illustrative examples to highlight legal implications, followed by audience 
interaction.  Before he concluded his fourth PowerPoint slide, he had already fielded 
eight questions from the enraptured audience. 
 
After explaining how copyright attaches itself to works, McDonald differentiated 
between plagiarism and copyright, the rights of copyright owners, and the ability to grant 
permissions and transfers of various rights of ownership.  During this phase of the talk, 
questions tapered off, but his informal and humorous style persisted, “…this basically 
means that everything is copyrighted…including your students’ works…which at times 
can be astonishingly creative!”  As he moved into his next phase, the audience became 
ever-more attuned.  Who is the owner of copyright and how might this affect us as 
faculty members and teachers in an electronic medium?  We learned that faculty 
ordinarily retain copyright of their scholarly and artistic works unless special equipment, 
sponsorship, or University resources are involved.  In these cases copyright is often 
shared.  Audience members had a series of questions related to their particular 
circumstances.  McDonald deftly answered several questions and then quickly moved 
forward to explain exceptions of copyright for educational endeavors—the fair use 
doctrine.   
 

Fair U se Factors

• Purpose and character of the use
– personal/educational/transformative v. com m ercial

• Nature of the w ork being used
– factual v. creative

• Am ount and substantiality of the portion used in 
relation to the whole
– small v. large, both quantitatively and qualitatively

• Effect on the m arket for the original
– not of your individual use, but of the type of use
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The above slide served as a template to analyze and interpret several key case examples.  
McDonald stressed that it’s never clear-cut, “These are grey areas, it’s rarely black & 
white.  It’s important to have good karma if you ever go to court on a copyright 
infringement case.  Ask yourself if you are supporting the social good?  Are you working 
in good faith?”  A volley of questions followed and McDonald wisely took the audience 
through the four factors to determine answers.  Usually the result was, “You are probably 
OK in this case.”  While answering questions, he referred people to his extra handouts 
and he accessed several web sites that dealt with public domain issues and distance 
learning guidelines.  Audience members took copious notes.  The session extended 
slightly over its established time slot, but no one left early.   
 
It was clear to this evaluator that the audience was starved for this information on 
copyright issues and I’m equally convinced they left the Colwell Playhouse satisfied.  
The faculty panel on copyright that followed this presentation, of which Steven 
McDonald was a panelist, was also lively and informative–clearly McDonald had 
stimulated their intellectual curiosity with his preceeding plenary.  Similarly, he received 
questions during the break and over the lunch hour.  It was an excellent and informative 
plenary. 
 

May 17, 2002 (Friday) 
Educational Technologies Staff Panel 

(Doug Mills, Jan Predmore, Rick Langlois, Ed Glaser, Binsar Marseto): 
“Freeware and Shareware Showcase” 

 
Several small groups left town on Thursday evening, leaving about 55 FSI participants 
for the Friday morning session in the Krannert Center Colwell Playhouse.  Lanny 
Arvan’s educational technologies staff composed a panel that would showcase a variety 
of commonly available software that could be utilized for instructional purposes.  They 
were available to answer audience questions as well.   
 
Doug Mills began the showcase by highlighting two Mac-based programs: Snapz Pro and 
iPhoto and a Windows/Mac tool called QuickTime Pro (the registered version of 
QuickTime freeware).  Snapz Pro is a screen capture utility for OS9 and OSX that can 
capture windows, selections, or processes and make the resultant capture into a short 
QuickTime movie.  As a demo, Mills used the software to create and show an example 
movie of how to change your screensaver.  He then turned his attention to iPhoto, a free 
OSX tool available from Apple that allows users to organize, edit, and publish digital 
photos—including the ability to display a series of photos as a slide show—potentially 
useful to faculty in a variety of disciplines.  Overall, the audience seemed engaged during 
the 20-minute mini-session and they asked several questions about the features of both 
programs. 
 
Jan Predmore took the next five minutes introducing Netscape 6.2 Composer, a free 
HTML editor that comes as part of the standard Netscape suite of products.  She 
elaborated on its main features and ease of use, but did not demo the software.   
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Rick Langlois expounded on the virtues of XnView, a rather powerful free graphic 
format converter, viewer, image sorter, editor, and screen capture utility.  The software is 
available in multiple languages.  Over the next ten minutes, Langlois used the software to 
convert, edit, and display several images.  The ability to sort and store images at different 
resolutions was highlighted.   
 
Ed Glaser showcased a very powerful, but more complex, free utility—MS Producer (a 
free add-on to PowerPoint 2002).  It allows people to capture audio and video, combine 
them with PowerPoint slides and images, and view a completed presentation via the web.  
While it wasn’t possible to actually create a full presentation in his allotted time, Glaser 
did show and explain a previously created production entitled “La Jetee and 12 Monkeys: 
A Comparison.”  This tool, while a bit cumbersome, would allow faculty to do some 
amazing web-based presentations.  Audience members seemed entranced, but were 
cautious about the amount of time required to produce such a show.  Several questions 
revolved around the time commitment needed to capture and produce the example 
shown. 
 
The final demonstration was conducted by Binsar Marseto.  Marseto showed how 
Viewlet Builder could be used to produce free animated tutorials.  His example was 
nicely tied to FSI materials—it was an animated tutorial for accessing FSI web page 
materials.  Not only did this example reinforce the availability of online FSI workshop 
and lecture notes, but it allowed audience members to see, step-by-step, how an online 
tutorial could be easily created.  Several attendees later told me they were going to create 
web-based tutorials for their students. 
 


