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he Committee on Comput

ers in Chemical Education

(C.C.C.E.)promotes and
publicizes the use of computers in
chemical education. The Commit-
tee publishes this Newsletter, orga-
nizes workshops andsessions at
national meetings and promotes and
organizes on-line conferences via
electronic mail. Some of these ac-
tivities are described below.

FUTURE SESSIONS AT NA-
TIONAL MEETINGS

13th Biennial Conterence on Chemi-
cal Education at Bucknell
University July 3110 August 4, 1994

Symposium on “"Overview of
Computer Use in Chemical
Education:High School, General, Or-
ganic and- Analytical Chemistry
Courses”

There will be four quarter-day
sessions devoted 1o the above
fourtopics. Each session will con-
sist of two half-hour presentations
byinvited speakers and a half-hour
devotedto questions, discussionand
comments.

Eachinvited speaker willdescribe
whal software and hardware isused
in his or her course. - how it is used
- what computer use isrequired of
the studeni and what is optional -
what works well andwhat does not
work very well - how the use of
computers modified theteaching of
the course and the activities of stu-
dents in the course.

This symposium will give teach-
erswho are contemplating introduc-
ing more or different computer use
intheircourses a betteridea of hard-
ware and software requirements,
what works well and whatdoesn't
work well, and what successtui pro-
grams are like.

The invited speakers are: High
School Chemistry - Barry E. Rowe
(Champaign Centennial High
School, Chamgaign, IL) and William
J. Sondgerath (Harrison High
School, West Lafayslte, IN);

General Chemistry - Loretta Jones
(University of Northern Colorado}
and John W. Moore {University of
Wisconsin - Madison);

Organic Chemistry Joseph
Casanova (California State Univer-
sity - Los Angeles) and Stanley G.
Smith {University of lllinois)

Analytical Chemistry - Robert
Megargle (Cleveland State Univer-
sity} and John C. Wright (University
of Wisconsin - Madison)

During the half-hour allocated for
discussionthe two speakersineach
session will be available to answer
questions or respond to comments.
A minute or two will be available
duringthe discussionperiodforthose
in the audience to describe what
they are doing at their schools. If
any of you readers plan to submit a
paper or pariicipate in a poster ses-
sion at the Biennial Meeting, you
might wish to “advertise” your con-
tribution briefly during the discus-
sion.

If you are interested in participat-
ing in the discussion, please let me
know so that | will be sure to call on
you.

The Committee on Computers in
Chemical Education will hold an
open meeting during the 1994 Bien-
nial Meeting. If you attend the Bien-
nial, we hope you'll plan to meet with
us. Check the program for time and
place. Many members of the
C.C.C.E. will be present. We'll tell
you about some of the things we're
doing and would welcome sugges-
tions and commenls from you.

Fail ACS National Meeting in Wash-
ington, DC, August 21 through Au-
gust 26, 1994 Asymposiumon Com-
puters in Chemical Education spon-

sored by C.C.C.E.:

Session 1-"Useof Internetby Chem-
ists" Chaired and Organized by
ThomasO ' Haver
<TO2@UMAIL.UMD.EDU>
Session 2 - “Integrating Computers
into the Undergraduate Chemistry
Curriculum” Chaired and Orga-
nized by  Harry Pence
<PENCEHE@SNYONEVA>

Sessions 3 and 4 - “What Chetnists
Need to Know About Computers
and Computing” Co-sponsered by
the Divisions of Chemical Educalion
and Computers in Chemistry
Chaired and Organized by Kenneth
Loach <LOACHKW@SNYPLAVA>
and Angelo Rossi
<ROSSI@WATSON.IBM.COM>

ON-LINE COMPUTER CONFER-
ENCES

The summer 1893 conference is
described in an articte elsewhere
in this Newsletter.

During the late spring of 1994 an
Open Meeting of the ACS Division
of Chemical Education's Executive
Committee will be held via
LISTSERV. Some of the Division’s
activities and problems will be dis-
cussed and an opportunity will be
provided for on-line participants to
ask questions and make sugges-
tions. Afollow-up session to the on-
line meeting will be a conventional
(non-computer) session held at the
13th Biennial Conference on Chemi-
cal Education at Bucknell University
in August 1994. Donald E. Jones,
1993 Chair of the Division's Execu-
tive Committee, will organize and
manage the meeting. (Donald E.
Jones, Western Maryland College,
Waestminster MD 21157
E-mail:DJONES@NSF.GOV).

TomO'Haver
<TO2@UMAIL.UMD.EDU> is help-
ing the international Chermometrics
Society to organize the internalional
Chemometrics Internet Conference.
This conference will be held during
Cctober



1994, For further information con-
tact Barry M. Wise, Molecular Sci-
ence Research Center K2-12,
Ballelle Pacitic Northwest Labora-
tories, P.Q. Box 999, Richland,
Wash. 99352 e-mail:
bm_wise@ccmail pnl.gov).

Another Computer Conference
will be held during the summer of
1995. [t will be sponsored by the
Divisionof Chemical Education, The
theme of this conference has not yet
been decided.

Anyone interested in helping to
organize a future computer confer-
ence should contact Thomas
O'Haver or myself.

NEWSLETTER

The Spring 1994 Newsletier will
be distributed at the 13th Biennial
Meeting at Bucknell University.
Anyone wishing to submit an article
for publication in this Newsletter
should contact Briarm J.Pankuch,
editor.

EDITOR

A neophyte on Internet:
by Brian Pankuch, Department of
Chemistry, Union County College,
Cranford, NJ 07016
pankuch@hawk.ucc.edu

that my college got on infernetin

time for me to experience part of
the first electronic Chemistry Con-
ference onteaching chemistry. Parl
of the reasonwe goton Internet was
because 1 kept explaining to two of
our vice presidents how important it
would be to be part of the first Con-
ference. For the benefit of those of
you who don't have electronic mail

I was fortunate this last year in

orare inthe process of bringing your
faculty electronic mail let me give
you my first impressions.

My situation was less than ideal
since the only machine available
with electronic mail was 2 buildings
away and frequently not available
due 1o other users, si¢. The e-mail
system in use was reminiscent of
the first teletype | used in the Jate
60's. The only way to correct an
error was 1o delete everything on
the line to the error. The only way 1o
check the mail was to go through
piece by piece.

Innocently signing up forthe confer-
ence | found myself gelting hun-
dreds of messages a week. With
this primitive system this required
reading or looking at each to find
personal messages. If you ignored
it for a while the system would fill-
over 430 messages oh average,
then stant trashing anything that
came in. Another problem with the
old system was that | could only
send 1 to 3 lines, and only about half
of the messages got through. With
no indication on my side of which
were successful.

| could of course shut it off at any
time, but it is fun seeing how many
pearls you find in the downpour. |
found the wide range of questions
and opinions addictive. | found my-
self looking forward to certain indi-
viduals' comments and responses.

| serve asthe ¢chairof a college wide
computer commitiee, and decided
long before this that | would do my
best to make computing as painless
away as possible. Learning to deal
directly with a VAX is certainly pos-
sible, | usedto programone. ltis not
something mostfacully are going o
enjoy. So | relentlessly applied
pressure to get things simplified.

Areal improvement came when our
systems people finally relented and

put up a more modern system. |f
you are using a VAX as aserverthe
latest version of DecNet and Mail for
Macintoshis a vastimprovement for
g-mail. The new systemallowed me
to look at all my mail finding out who
sent it and what the subjectis. itis
the difference between driving ona
clearday able to seein alldirections,
versus traveling in a dense fog at
night.

To illustrate the interesting way in
which we each perceive reality |
complemented our main systems
engineer on the new mail system
and he said it was the same sysiem,
just a different interface. Whichis of
course true, but the new interace
allows a novice to learn how 1o use
e-mail in about a minute and bring
over their expertise from the word
processor of their choice. This as
opposed to spending hours or days
learning VAX commands and edi-
tors. Not the same from the user
slandpoint by a mile.

About a week after the conference
was over | got a Mac in my own lab,
so | can play with e-mail anytime |
have a few spare minutes.

Several programs were mentioned
that make e-mail and navigating
networks easier. Eudora apparently
makes handiing e-mail much easier.
There is a free version and a $25
commercial version, but you appar-
ently need a NU Pop server on the
Vax or other server 1o make it work.
| haven't used either but the com-
ments fromihose who have are very
positive. You can get more informa-
tion on the commercial version of
Eudora from Eudora —
sales@qualcomm.com. The free
version is available at
“fip.acns.nwu.edu’ inthe /pub/nupop
directory logging in as anonymous.
NuPop is available from the same
ftp address. Gopher allows you to
find things on networks it was spo-
ken of less but still positively.

Another Computer Conference is
planned during the summer of 1995



(see above). | highly recommend
signing up as a participant, and plan-
ning for 40-50 messages a day. |
would strongly suggest planning
someway of having your syslem au-
tomatically sort incoming mail —
Eudora or its equivalent. If you don't
have e-mail yet this may be a good
opportunity to use this conference as
1 did to get connected to Internet. I've
heard over a million new users are
signing up every month. For those of
us who usually can't make it to na-
tional meetings, this is an interesting
way to be part of a conference. If you
have any suggestions about topics
you'd like to have covered, tell Don
Rosenthal or Tom 0'Haver.

SOFTWARE REVIEW: IR TUTOR,
version 1.0 by Charles B, Abrams

reviewed by Wilimon B. Chipman
Dept . of Chemical Sciences
Bridgewater State College
Bridgewater, MA 02325

CHIPMAN@topcat.bsc.mass.edu

he Perkin-Elmer Corporation

{Mail Station 12, 761 Main

Ave., Norwalk, CT 06856-
9966} has recently released a pro-
gram calted IR TUTOR as part of
their 1600 Series FT-1R educational
package. The entire package is listed
at $2,000 but the price is reduced to
$500 for purchasers of Perkin-Elmer
IRs. | tested a pre-release copy of IR
TUTOR the past summer in the sec-
ond semester of infroductory organic
chemistry, and found the program to
be a superb introduction to infrared
spectroscopy. Not only did the stu-
dents really enjoy using it, but what is
more Important, they learned how to
interpret IR spectra. Twenty students
had four unknowns each, and all of
the IR spectra which they ran were
interpreted correctly. The unknowns
were taken from a much larger list of

unknowns of varying difficulty that
we have been using for some time.
The students received no othertrain-
ing on IR spectroscopy except that
which they got during exams.

The most striking feature of
IR TUTOR is the animations of the
bond vibrations that cause peaks in
the IR spectra. Once you see these,
you will never be happy with any
other way of teaching about bond
vibrations. The otheranimations are
outstanding, particularly the illustra-
tionof light as a wave and the graph-
ics that combined a graph of the
energy with the state of the molecu-
larvibration. The animated diagrams
of different types of IR instruments
were also excellent. The best way |
can describe the quality of the pro-
gram is to state this is what CAl will
be like ten years from now.

The most useful feature of
IR TUTCR is the ability to overlay
two spectra and compare them,
which allows an easy correlation of
peaks with functionat groups. This
is a very useful teaching tool, and
the program takes advantage of it.
The program allows the user to se-
lect a peak, like one which might be
apparent from the difference be-
tween two overlaid spectra; when
the peak is selected, the program
willdisplay the vibration responsible
for that peak.

The only problem | found
withthe programwas that you could
not enter spectra into it. The author
has informed me that the next ver-
sion will allow the import of spectra
from the P-E 1600 IR. The next
version will also include an interac-
tive, animated, correlation table and
more theory, including a detailed
explanation of the Fouriertransform.

IR TUTOR could be usedin
the lecture partof acourse, asapart
of the lab, or as an independent
assignment. Students seemtoneed
from two to two and a hall hours to
finish the program. Students who
have had no microcomputer experi-

ence are able to complete the pro-
gramwithoul helpin running it. 1 am
fortunate to have access to & lab
with ten Mac Quadras, 1o which 1
assigned students in pairs; while |
walked around the room comment-
ing, teaching, or looking for students
with probtems running the program.
(There werenl any.) IR TUTOR
could be used with a single projec-
tion TV in a classroom. | did use it
with an expensive LCD panel pro-
jector, but | wonder if it would work
satisfactorily with the less expen-
sive LCDs, because of problems in
displaying the apimated bond vibra-
tions.

IR TUTOR comes in
yarsions forboth the Macintash,
(SE Il Series, LC {l, Powerbook
180, Quadra, Performa)and IBM
PC or clone under Windows. A
color monitor is desirable. The Mac
and IBM versions look identical if
the PC monitor is set to 256 colors.
The author of the program used a
very interesting way to produce the
Mac and IBM versions essentially at
the same time. {(Macromind Director
and Windows Player from
Macromedia, 600 Townsend St.,
San Francisco, CA 94103). This
system produces really superb CAl,
with spectacular animations.

Rumor at the Chicago ACS
Meeting was that Perkin-Elmer
would accept the serial number of a
Perkin-Eimer IR as sufficient evi-
dence to get the discount.

An outline of the program
tollows:

. Introduction to Spectroscopy
A. Definition of Spectroscopy

B. Nature of Light
C. Measurement of an Infrared
Spectrum
il. Theory of Infrared Speciroscopy
A. Classical Model of a Molecule
B. Quantum Mechanical Model of



a Molecule
C. Normal Modes and Group Fre-
gquencies
Il Interpretation of Spectra
A. Hexane
B. Dimethyl Butanes
1. 2-methyl-1-buteng
2. 2-methyl-2-butene
C. 1-Hexene
1. {rans-2-hexene
D. 1-Heptyne
E. Heptyl Cyanide
F. Toluene
1. o-xylene
2. m-xylene
3. p-xylene
G. Hexanol
1. 2-propanol
2. 2-methyl-2-butanol
H. Hexyl Amine
1. dibutyl amine
2. tributyl amine
|. Heptyl Aldehyde
J. 3-Heptanone
K. Heptanoic Acid
L. Ethyl Acetate
M. Butyric Anhydride

THE ON-LINE COMPUTER CON-
FERENCE

by Denald Rosenthal
Depariment of Chemistry
Clarkson University

Potsdam NY 13693-5810
ROSEN@CLVM.BITNET or
ROSEN@CLVM.CLARKSON.EDU

INTRODUGCTION

n article on computer

conferencing appearedin

the Fall 1992 issuse of this
MNewsletter (p. 24 to 26). The
Spring 1923 issue of the Newslet-
ter (p. 10 to 13) described the
results of the February trial ses-
sion. In this article the on-fine
conference on “Applications of
Technology in Teaching Chemis-
try” will be briefly described, and
the participant responses to the
questions on an evaluation form
wilt be summarized.

PRE-CONFERENCE ACTIVI-
TIES

The Conference was publi-
cized at the 12th Biennial Confer-
ence on Chemical Education at
the University of California - Davis
during the summer of 1992. An-
nouncements were sent out via
the Chemistry Education Discus-
sion List (CHEMED-L) and other
computer discussion lists. An
announcement appeared in the
Fall 1992 issue of this Newsletter
(p. 3). An article on the Conier-
ence was inthe February 15issue
of Chemical and Engineering
News (p. 25).

Tilles of papers and abstracts
were requested by February 1,
1993 and the full papers were
expected to be sent lo Thomas
O'Haver conference manager) by
May 1. Registration via e-mail
occurred mostly between Oclo-
ber 1, 1992 and June 1, 1993.
The number of participants varied
with new registrants signing on
and some registrants signing off

during the period of the conlerence.
There were about 450 registrants from
33 countries. 74 % of the registrants
were fromthe United Slates and 26 %
were from other countries.

THE ON-LINE CONFERENCE - June
14 to August 20, 1993

The on-line Conference consisled
of three sessions. The duration of
gach session was three weeks and
five papers were presented in each
session. A week was devoted to
evaluation and general discussion at
the end of the Conference. Mosl of
the papers were available onJune 14
-the first day of the Conference. Dur-
ing the first week of each session,
participants were expected lo read
the five papers in ihe session and
publicly ask short questions of the
authors or other participants.

Parlicipants wishing to call aften-
tion to typographical or other errors
were asked to communicate with the
authors privately rather than publicly.
For each paper one day during the
first week of the sessionwas devoted
to short questions. Discussion of the
papers did not begin until the second
week. Authors and participanis had
al least a week lo prepare responses
tothe short questions. The authors of
papers had been asked 10 include a
few short questions to pariicipants at
the end of their papers. These short
questions were designed 1o promote
and focus discussion. Discussion of
the papers occurred in the second
and third weeks of the session. Two
days were allocated for the discus-
sion of each of the five papers. The
weekends could be used for general
discussion.

The fifteen papers which were pre-
sented (five per session} were:

1. The Use of Comnputers in & Junior-
Leve! Analytical Chemistry - Physical
Chemistry Laboratory Course
Donald Rosenthal, Department of
Chemistry, Clarkson University,
Potsdam, NY

1t 36 9 98 -518 10



(ROSEN1@CLVM.BITNET)

2. ForLANS Sake: Suggestionsforthe
Use of Networked Computersin Chemi-
cal Education B. James Hood, Dept. of
Chemistry & Physics, Middle Tennes-
see State University;
bjhood@knuth.mtsu.edu (INTERNET)
or PifJimHood {(America Cnline)

3. Visualizing Chemical Reactions
John P. Ranck, Elizabethtown Col-
lege, Department of Chemistry,
Elizabethtown, PA 17022-2298;
Internet: ranck@vax.etown.edu

4. Cultural Differences Reflected by an
Integrated Media Chemistry Course

- An American/lsraeli Perspective
*Nava Ben-2vi, **William S. Harwood,
*Ahuva Leopold, **Lisa L. Ragsdale,
*Hebrew University, Jerusalem, israel
91904, **University of Maryland,
College Park, MD 20742
(201226@UMDD.UMD.EDU)

5. It's How You Play the Game: Design
of an Electronic Assistant forOrganic
Qualitative Analysisdoyce C. Brockwell,
Northwestern University, Department
of Chemistry, 21458heridan Road,
Evanston, iL 60208-3113
(jch@nwu.edu)

6. Individual Compuler-Generated
Graphical Problem SetsFrank M.
Lanzafame, Monroe Community Col-
lege, Chemistry Dept., 1000 East
Henrieita Rd., Rochester, NY 14623
(FLANZAFAME@ECKERT.
ACADCOMP.MONROECC.EDU)

7. Integrating Computers into the High
School Chemistry Classroom

William J.Sondgerath, Chemistry
Teacher, Harrison High School, West
Lafayette, IN
(BSONDGER@VM.CC.PURDUE.EDU)

8. Using the Alrwaves: A Satellite M. S.
tor Industrial Chemists

Keith J.Schray, N.D. Heindel, J. E.
Brown, and M. A. Kercsmar, Depart-
ment of Chemistry and Cffice of Dis-
tance Education, Lehigh University,
Bethlehem, PA, 18015
{kisO@Lehigh.EDU)

9. Sta#f Development is the Big-
gest Gost in Computing

David W. Brooks, Center for Cur-
riculumand Instruction, University
of Nebraska-Lincoln, Lincoln, NE
6 8588-032%565
{dbrocks@unlinfo.unl.edu)

10. Personal Computersin Teach-
ing Physical Chemistry

A.A Kubasov, V.S.Lyulsarev,
K.V.Ermakov, Chemical Faculty of
Moscow State University, Moscow,
Russian Republic.
(LASER@mch.chem.msu.su)

11. Applications of Networked
Computers and Electronic Mail in
a Chemistry Course for
MNonscience Students Carl H.
Snyder, Chemistry Department,
University of Miami, Coral Gables,
FL 33124
{CSNYDER@umiami.ir.miami.edu),
and James Shelley, Academicand
Research Systems, Information
Resources,University of Miami,
Coral Gables, FL 33124
{(JSHELLEY@umiami.ir.miami.edu}

12. The Compuler Co-Op: Teach-
ing Organic Chemistry on a Con-
ference in an Interdisciplinary
Macintosh Lab Carolyn Sweeney
Judd, M.A. (cjudd@tenet.edu),
Faculty, Chemistry, and Robert G.
Ford, Ph.D., Faculty, English,
Central College, Houston Com-
munity College System, 1300
Holman Houston TX 77004

13. Finite Difference Sclution of
the Diffusion Equationin a Spread-
sheet Douglas A. Coe, Montana
College of Mineral Science and
Technology, Butte,

MT 59701
(DACOE@MTVMS2.MTECH.EDU)

14. CHEMULATE! A Simulator of
UV/Vis Kinetics Experiments for
the Macintosh '

Richard S. Moog. Franklin and
Marshall College
(R_Moog@acad.fandm.edu)

15. Menu Driven Programming for
Students and Teachers

Reed Howaid, Department of
Chemistry and Biochemistry, Mon-
tana Stale University, Bozeman,
MT 59717 (uchrh%planet.dnel@
terra.oscs montana.edu)

This computer conference con-
tained papers which were gener-
ally longer and more detailed than
apaper presented atthe usual con-
ference. Also, there was much
more discussion. At the usualcon-
ference the questions and answers
generally represent a dialog be-
tween the author and participants;
and answers and questions are
generally guite short. In the com-
puter conference two days were
available for discussion and dis-
cussion could conlinue into peri-
ods set aside for general discus-
sion. Those participating indiscus-
sion had time to consider and even
research what they wished to say.

Much of the discussion did not
involve the authos, but consisted of
discussion between participants.
The number of words devoted to
short questions and discussion
exceded the length of the paper.
For example, Paper 1 consisted of
about 7,000 words plus fourteen
tables and figures. Shorl ques-
tions and discussion of Paper 1
consisted of about 78 messages
from 37 participants and about
31,000 words. Paper 1 was the
longest paperpresented. The short-
est paper had about 1500 words of
text and the average paper con-
tained about 3700 words of text.
Many of the papers had figures
associated with them which were
sent as separate e-mail messages
in text-encoded form. in order to
viewthe figures participants needed
to use the transmitted files with
special software on a terminal or
personal computer with graphic
capabilities. Both color and black
and white figures were employed
by authors. Instructions for viewing
figures and general instructions
were transmitted when participants
registered for the Conference.



One distinct advantage of com-
puter conferencing is that a perma-
nent record of alipapers, questions
and discussion are available during
and after the conference and can
be accessed via e-mail.

Readers of this article can sign
onto the conference LISTSERV by
sendingthe message SUBSCRIBE
CHEMCONF to
LISTSERV@UMDD.UMD.EDU or
toLISTSERV@UMBDD.BITNET. In-
slructions for retrieving the confer-
ence proceedings will be distrib-
uted. Also, for Internet users, the
proceedings can be obtained by
anonymous FTP ( Host:
info.umd.edu Path: info/Teaching/
ChemConference).

Contact Thomas O'Haver (Con-
ference manager) if you have any
difficulties. (Professor Thomas C.
O'Haver, Department of Chemistry
andBiochemistry, University of
Maryland, College Park, MD 20742.
Internet: to2@umail.umd.edu).

EVALUATION OF THE CONFER-
ENCE

An gvaluation form consisting of
twenty-six different items was dis-
tributed at the beginning and the
end of the conference. Participants
were askedto returnthe evaluation
form during the final week of dis-
cussion (August 15 to August 20).
Seventy-one ofthe 450 participants
(16%) returned the form. Unfortu-
nately, it is difficult to detlermine
how representative the evaluation
form respondents were of the Con-
ference paricipants. Not all evalu-
ation forms were completely filled
out. It is difficult to summarize all
the evaluationformquestions. What
follows is a summary of some of the
salient responses lo the question-
naire,

Otthe 71 respondents 81% were
college or university teachers, 6%
were high schoolteachers andthere

were 13% others. 78% of the
respondents were from the United
States and 22% from other coun-
tries.

Participants were asked to indi-
cate their computer expertise and
facitity using electronic mail on a
scale from 1 to 5 where 1 repre-
sents beginner, 3 average and 5
expert. Compuler expertise (69 re-
spondents) - average 3.62 (S.D. =
0.092 - 8.D. represents the slan-
dard deviation of the meanthrough-
out this article), 12% expert (5),
45% 4 on scale of 5, 38% average
(3}, 6% 2 on scale of 5 and no
beginners (1). Facility using elec-
tronic mail (68) - average 3.52(S.D.
= 0.12), 14.5% expert (5), 43% 4,
25% average (3), 16%2,and 1.5%
beginner (1} on scale of 5.

Information was provided by the
respondents about the number of
papers read. {63 respondenis) -
average 9.0 papers (S.D.= 0.7),
29% read alt 15 papers, 19% read
10 to 14 papers, 24% read 6to 9
papers, 22% read 1 {o & papers,
and 6% read nene of the papers.
Some of the respendents who read
no or only one paper still actively
followed the discussion. One indi-
vidual was not able to download
the papers. A few others were
away for much of the corierence
but had downloaded the papers
expecting to read some of them at
alatertime. One respondentwrote:
“Year's end is a particularty busy
time for us. | manage to read my
mail every day, but | have to pul
long texts in a folder for later read-
ing. | retrieved most of the papers
with FTP (for myself and two col-
leagues) but | could not find time to
read them properly. After our holi-
day started | wasn't able at all o
follow the discussions. | returned
yesterday fo find my mailbox over-
flowing {more than 4,000 mes-
sages, so atthe momentiamtrying
1o catchuponit, while preparing for
the start of the academic year. |
intend to read the papers more
carefully when | have a little more

time.”

49 respondents indicated the total
amount of time they devoled to the
Conference. The average was 24
hours (3.D. = 4). The median was 14
hours. The largest amount of lime
spent was 135 hours (next largest
126 hours). The least amount of time
reported was 3 hours. 10% of respon-
dents devoted between three and six
hours, 20% devoted 7 to 10 hours,
20% devoled between 11 and 14
hours, 20% devoted between 15 and
27 hours, 20% devoled between 31
and 42 hours and 10% between 50
and 135 hours.

Respondents were asked to pro-
vide an overall evaluation of the pa-
pers on a scale from 1 to 6 as above,
An average of 3.66 was obtained
from 58 respondents. (S.D. = 0.08)
9% of the respondents rated the
papers as excellent (5), 41% as aver-
age {3) and 50% as 4.

Sixty-two respondents provided an
overall evalualion of the discussion.
The average was 4.17 (5.D. = 0.09).
35% rated the discussion as excel-
lent, 16% as average (3) and 48% as
4. There was one 2.5 rating.

54 respondents provided an over-
all evaluation of the meeting. The
average evaluation was 4.44 (S.D. =
0.09). 56% rated the meeting as ex-
cellent, 11% as average (3} and 33%
as 4.

Examination of the conference
papersindicate they were quite differ-
ent in length, approach and topic.
The organizersofthis conference were
interested in learning what sort of
papers best lend themselves to com-
puter conferencing. The question-
naire asked respondents which paper
they considered best and to rate the
best paperon the 1to 5 scale. Thirty-
eight responses were obtained. Each
paper received at leasl one vote for
being best. Those papers which re-
ceived three or more best votes were
(Number of votes in parentheses):
Paper 1 (7), Paper 11 (6), Paper 14



(5), Paper 7 (4), Paper 12 {4) and
Paper 9 (3). The average evaluation
assigned by respondents to their
choice of the best paper was 4.56
(S8.D. =0.08). The lowest rating was
4. Respondents were asked to ex-
plain the reason for their choice.
Answers were quite varied. in sev-
eral cases the topic or some of the
ideas were of most interest to the
respondent. Some of the individual
comments were: ‘was most explicit.
... Some of the otherpapers were t00
shor ...",

“presented more data to support the
effectiveness of what he was doing.”,
“stimulated .. discussion about what
we are trying to do in education”,
“hest written .. well referenced”, “my
favorite because it represented the
future direction that .. chemical edu-
cation will move in ..", and “| find it
very difficult {o choose a “best” paper.
They were too different to compare
this way” (respondentdid not select &
best paper).

Respondents were asked to indi-
cate which paper had the best dis-
cussion associated with it. Thirty six
responseswere obtained. Those hav-
ing three or more best votes were:
Paper 11 (11), Paper 9 (10}, Paper
14 (6) and Paper 12 {3). Thirty two
respondents evaluated the best dis-
cussion on a scale from 1 to 5. The
averagewas4.5{8.D.=0.1). 59%of
respondents rated the best discus-
sion as excellent (5), 7% rated the
best discussion as average and 34%
rated the best discussion as 4 on the
5 point scale. Some of the com-
ments: Several papers “generated
some interesting andprovocative new
threads: New Tools vs Old Methods,
Learning fo Learn and how different
people learn. The discussion of the
virtues and faults of simulations lead
. 1o a discussion of how we (the
professors) think/learn compared to
how they (our students) think/learn.
Anincreased awareness on our parl
of this difference can have a pro-
found and positive impact on how we
teach and the effectiveness of our
message to our studends.” “Lots of
thoughtful discussion” “Paper .. gen-

eraled a great deal of discussion.
The people commenting here actu-
ally seemedto know what they were
talking about.” * .. The new vs old
methods discussion was good - |
have been thinking about the best
way to use spreadsheets with first
year students, and the discussion
helped me sorl out my own views.”
“The intellectualstimulationandfeel-
ing of being in the same boal as a
wide range of colleagues is refresh-

ing.”

“The topics inthe discussioninvolv-
ing learning, critical thinking, and
cooperaltive learning are of special
interest to me. The variety of slu-
dents at our community college
forces us to consider alternalive
tearning techniques. The discus-
sion made me believe that others
are also interesled in these topics”
“The discussion of what chemistry
majors should know and not know
about computers and computingwas
very interesting to me, especially
since we are offering a two semes-
ter course, “Computers for Chem-
ists”, for the first time this fall.”“.. an
important issue - the use of simula-
tion in teaching. As a theoretical
chemist simulation and models are
my research. ... | think that students
should be exposed to simulations
as tools of research and therefore
simulations are an important part of
the lab training of a chemist.” “The
discussion of Paper .. was simply
outstanding, and | didn’t even read
the paper.”

“. it has been sheer joy 1o gain
insights into the ideas, plans,
achievements, uncertainties and
enthusiasm of all those who did
contribute.”

“Among the best discussions were
those on how students learn and on
how teachers learn {or don't learn)
to teach new things. | suspect that
there is more wisdom among chem-
ists aboui leaching than there is in
some of the University units which
have been set up to promole good
teaching. The exchange of ideas in
this conterence was very useful to
me because those ideas were in

much the same context as that in
which | work.”

“Paper .. .. and the discussion that
followed allowed me to think through
alot of things that | had never really
thought much about betore.” 1 most
liked the discussion about what
should we include/use and what
not . . the experiences thal people
already have with a lot of
methods/software, etc. intheir cur-
riculum.”

Four of the items from the ques-
tionnaire were:
ltem 22: What did you lke most
about the computer conference?
Item 23: What did you like least
about the computer conference?
ltem 24: What changes could be
made to improve the computer con-
terence? (Papers, Short Question
Sessions, Discussion Sessions,
etc.)
ltem 25: Compare this conference
with the usual conlerence.

Responses to these ilems were
summatized by Thomas Q'Haver
and are included inthe article which
follows this anicle.

POST CONFERENCE ACTIVI-
TIES

Towards the end of the Conter-
ence (July 25) Ted Labuza (De-
partment of Food Science Nutri-
tion, University of Minnesota, St.
Paul MN 55108)) suggested thata
few discussion topics lend them-
selves to further discussion. He
suggested that additional time be
devoted 1o these
topics and that articles be wrilten
based upon some of this discus-
sion. The idea of writing papers
which represent the colleclive wis-
dom of many conference partict-
pants seemed to be a novel. inter-
esting and challenging idea. Five
topics, which had generated con-
siderable discussion during the
conference, were selected for fur-
ther discussion:

New Tools vs. Old Methods
The Use of Networks and Elec-



tronic Mail in Chemical Educalion
What Chemists (or Chemistry Stu-
dents) Need to Know about Com-
puters and Computing The Use of
Simulations Testing and Sharing
Examination Questions

Facilitators volunieered for each
of the above topics. A week of
further discussion was devoled to
gach of these topics during the pe-
riod from August 30 through Octo-
ber 3. The facilitators managed
these discussions.

Thomas O'Haver {CHEMCONF
manager) edited and sorted the dis-
cussion files. They are available by
anonymous FTP, gopher or lelnet
from infom.umd.edu (/Educational
Resources/ChemConference/
PostConference). The plain ASCHI
files (number of bytes indicated in
parentheses) are:

TopicA. NewTools.txt (341,892
bytes)

TopicB.Email.txt {171,655 bytes)
TopicC.WhatEvery.txt (258,384
bytes)

TopicD.Simulation.txt {220,280
byltes)

TopicE.Sharing.txt (106,278 bytes)

Papers are now being prepared
by the topic facilitators. These pa-
pers will be distributed via
CHEMCONF on January 3, 1994,
Discussion of these papers will oc-
cur between January 3 and Febru-
ary 14 with a week being devoled to
each paper.

RESPONSES TO SOME QUES-
TIONS ABOUT THE COMPUTER
CONFERENCE Compiledby Tho-
mas C. O'Haver, Depanment of
Chemistry and Biochemistry, Uni-
versity of Maryland, College Park
MD 20742, to2@uvmail.umd.edu.

22. What did you like most about

the computer conference?

| could do it from home except for
downloading targe files - also it was
spread out over several weeks
Exchangeof ideas generated by the
papers provided food for thought
There were anumber of thingswhich
| liked: 1) the informal atmosphere
and the ability o access the confer-
ence proceeding at my ownpace; 2)
the inducement to iearn more about
the computer in my office AND the
Mail system so that | might be able
to getthe most out of the offerings of
the conference; 3) the threads of
discussion which developed --es-
pecially New Tools Vs. Oid Meth-
ods, How students Learn, Why Or-
ganic is so Hard? Cooperative/Col-
laborative Learning. These are
among the issue which { have been
tossing around extensively since |
beganteaching inthe springof 1990.
My colleagues have received my
ideas with varying degrees of inter-
est (ranging from luke-warm and
skeptical to high enthusiasm). I've
found it educational and gratifying
to learn how others are dealing with
these concepis; their thoughts and
their strategies for implementation.
Ididn't learnmuch about teachingin
graduate school; this conference has
been animportant part of my educa-
tion. My perspective has beenbroad-
ened and perhaps am developing a
new (more effective??) angle. |
found that leaving the safe shadow
of the lurker and posting my own
ideas to be a valuable experience.
Ideas were validated, constructive
feedback was exchanged and new
contacts were made. Intheory (and
in practice)} this happens at "live"
conierences as well. 1 think, how-
gver, that the network adds flexibil-
ity to the discussion and as Carolyn
Judd pointed out, there is a certain
anonymity to the network which
might help overcome the psycho-
logical barrier of "going public”.
local site - no travel

ease of attendance, large number
of participants, patrticipating in new
form

COULD GET GOOD INFORMA-
TION W/O LEAVING OFFICE

The interesling conversations that
devoloped, and the wealth of input
from the parlicipants.

It was accessible at my leisure.
This conference forced me to learn
more about the use of the email
system, | sat in the background,
read all the communications even
though | havent read all the papers
yet, and printed out copies of almost
everything that has been transmit-
ted or that | have transferred. I've
learned a lot by making a lot of
mistakes. For example, it has taken
me almost three hours to complete
this evaluation form with this very
unfriendly editor systernwe have on
our sun sysiems. | have transferred
most DOS graphical files even
though | don't know what to do with
themyet. I stillhave to do the graphi-
cal files for the Mac. This wili give
me a lot of material to work with over
the next academic year. | have
never been to a meeting or work-
shop which has given me this much
of an education and so long 10 think
about it. It is seif-paced so that I can
complete it as| gettime fromotherih
ings | must do. | am indeed grateful
10 the both of you for your effort in
putting this program together. | left
graduate schoo! 32 years ago this
November. This is a breath of fresh
air .

The format allows many queslions
and much discussion, combinedwith
time for analysis and reflection and
then, further discussion, before the
lopic is changed.

| began the conference enthusiasti-
cally and read several of the papers.
| didn't participate in any discus-
sions but kept up with them daily by
reading all messages that came
through. | picked up some good
information and communicated by
private e-mail with a few of the par-
ticipants. In this way, the confer-
ence was invaluable. | now have e-
mail addresses of a wide variety of



people that | can call on with ques-
tions, etc.

Availability of full transcript

The chance to participate in discus-
sions of the papers, this oppurtunity
is not available at regular confer-
ences.

Thediscussions made methink more
about how | should update my teach-
ing methods, and made me more
aware of the philosophy of teaching.
}

enjoyed being able 10 access the
discussion at my convinence. Even
though | did not contribute 1o the
discussion, | found the "give and
take" between other parlicipants to
be entightening.

{

ENJOYED THE WHOLE CONFER-
ENCE. | COULD HAVE ACCESS
TO ALL THE PAPERS AND DIS-
CUSSIONS WITHOUT TRAVEL-
ING THAT FAR.

I could participate-at times conve-
nient to me and not miss anything. |
got to be a part of every discussion.
Also | got the email addresses of
some very knowiedgeable col-
leagues.

Ithought the papersthat | read were
good and the discussions were ex-
cellent. It removed some of the
isolation of the small ¢college atmo-
sphere. ftp for retrieval of papers
was a good idea (vs direct mail)

It is very inleresting 1o hear what is
going on at other schools, the tri-
umphs and the pittalls. it is conve-
nienttobe ableto "listen"inonone's
own time schedule. There was a
fairly wide range of topics that did a
good job of covering ideas that many
of us are ftrying out at our own
schools, 50 that in my case, | found
something useful and interesting in
all the papers.

Being able to interact with academic
scientists with similarinterests. |can't
make the trip Quiside veryirequently.

no problem with missing someoneg's
comment. Know who made which
comment.

The chance to touch base with oth-
ersinthe field, atthe times of the day
whettitwas most convenient forme.
This ChemConference is going 10
tong remain one of my favorite con-
ventions, for the accessibility (both
financial and geographic}, for the
ideas, forthe inspiration, forthe great
papers, and for the leaders. The
leadership provided by both Tom
and Donald literally made this all
possible. Yourencouragementand
patience were crilica! to the making
of the conference.

Iwas abletouseitas aspring board.
| learned a hell of a 1ot about e)mai,
anonymous FTP, and graphics. |
enjoyed looking into the thoughts
and problems facing modern
acidemia.

E-mail puts everyone on equalfool-
ing: | can ask questions or state
opinions with- out fear that they will
be ignored because of my relative
inexperience. (althoughionly asked
one setof questions and {MAY have
writtenone opinion, but | dont recall)

interactions with others

1. That | could participate when it
was convenient for me {during office
hours or at night at home). 2. That |
could fetch the papers by itp (and
can do it even now, if | want to read
those papers | have not yet read.
3. It was {is) easy 1o participate the
wrilten discussion.

|

could come and go as | pleased. |
could skip boring discussions with-
out impolite.

THE PAPERS. READING WHEN
YOU LIKE YOURSELF

Being able to access the confer-
ence when | had free time.

|

t centainly provided a great deal of
insight into where we're going with
the use of computers in chemical

education. it was first conference
using e-mail and 1 liked the free-
wheeling aspects of the discussions.
I was happy to see that the confer-
ence content will be available at an
fip site. | used ihis conference to
hone my e-mail skiils.

The questionaire is not long enough
forme totellyou allthe things | liked,
but | will try. 1. Believe it or not, ! felt
that | had more interaction with the
conference participants, and that
those interactions were more pro-
ductive than in the usual meeting.
No sooner did l.ask a question than
ZAP... an answer usually appeared
on my screen. People were very
generous aboul taking time 1o re-
spond to questions. 2. Anyone who
participated indiscussionwas auto-
matically identified by name and
address. Discussion could be con-
tinued later on a one-to-one basis
very conveniently. 3. Backup mate-
rials were available for reading and
refiection. 4. A permanent record of
all papers and discussion was auto-
matically created, making further
reading and refiection possible. 5.
There was nofeeting of being rushed.
Essentially unlimitedtime was avail-
able for discussion. 6. Did | mention
that it didn't cost anything? Perhaps
the best things in life really are free.
7. Even though it consumed more
time than | expected, it was con-
sumed by productive activity. 8. It
was possible to attend to other things
at the same iime, since the confer-
ence activities could be fexibly
scheduled.

Being able to be involved in a dis-
cussion or at teast listen in on 2
running discussion of the use of
computers in chemical educalion,
where | had time to consider what
was being said.

The wide range of experiences and
responses with many people deal-
ing with the same or similar prob-
lems to those we have.

Paricipants have ample time to read
and think aboul the papers and ask
questions and engage in discus-
sion. Authors have more lime to




respond to questions.

There is more discussion.

extent of discussion vs live | would
nottakethetimeto attendachemed
conference. This allowed me 0
participate without making large
committment of time and money.

| .
[was] very pleased with the itp site
access, especially using FETCH.
Thanks for having it so well orga-
nized.

| {iked the ability to exchange ideas
on more than a superficial level and
with out the constraints of a five
minute question period. The discus-
sions also helped me to formulate
and clarify my on pesilions on a
variety of lopics.

That is was ongoing over a period
and could be digesled at my own
pace. lalso liked thefact that most of
the comments were wellthought out
{one of the advantages of having to
put the words on paper).

I foundthis general experience to be
very salisfying. | often found that my
questions orcommentswere already
being made by someone else, so |
did not contribute much but | did
learn much. The same is true for
many at regular meetings -- there
are always far more people in the
room than questions asked, and
most are learning. | think that con-
ferences such as this will always
have a number of "lurkers" who will
learn by "listening" (reading), and
that is good.

1 like the focus that the papers
brought to the discussion, 1 also
participate in the more general and
free alowing chemed-| discussion. i
think that there is a place for both
types of discussion and | look for-
ward to more conferences of this
type as well as continued general
discussion. The usual conference
where you go an focus intensely on
a topic will also have a place. It is
useful to go off where there are no
inlerruptions, and | don'tbelieve that
computer conferences will ever re-
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piace those. | really think that we
have added a new format that will
have ils own place.

The ability to attend without using
non-existenttravelfunds. Worldwide
contact.

The amount of learning which can
be obtainedin a short period of time.

First time | have seen cne. A good
idea.

Overall, the Conference was excel-
lent, and | believe that that the next
one wilt be even better because this
type of conference serves wonder-
fully to bring people of common in-
terests together to deal with com-
mon problems and aspirations. It
was intergstingto methatthere were
so few responses from the major
research universities, despite the
factthattheywouldpresumably have
generally had network access for
the longest time. And it was very
heartwarming (if ! could be permit-
ted to indulge myself) to see how
many teachers really do care about
doing the best thing for both chem-
istry and their students.

The idea of sioring the ChemConf
documents at your itp site is also
excellent, because there are sev-
eral papers to which | hope to read
carefully (on the basis of the ideas
that they brought-out in the discus-
siony),

| have been one of those silent ob-
servers who has read every single
letter (but, sadly, none of the pa-
pers, yet) with great interest and
enthusiasm, but without contribut-
ing. ... But it has been sheer joy to
gain insights into the ideas, plans,
achievements, uncertainlies and en-
thusiasm of all those who did con-
tribute.

Among the besl discussions were
those on how students learn andon
how teachers learn {or don't learn)
to teach new things. | suspect that
there is more wisdom among chem-

ists about teaching than their is in
some of the University units which
have been set up to promote geod
teaching. The exchange of ideasin
this conlerence was very useful to
me because those ideas were in
much the same context as that in
which | work.

| liked the time available for thinking
and responding, and reading other
people’s considered comments. |
also likedthe factthatinsome cases,
the programs thatwere actually used
were available to us. That really
makes this kind of conference
unigue.

Being able to "attend" a conference
without actually going somewhere
and at no cost.

It can be a truly worldwide conter-
ence, with no need for expendilure
of travel expense or travel time -- at
least for those who are near Com-
puters and modems. Moreover, the
electronic conference allows an ex-
tend discussion of the more inter-
esting topics, and in some depth.
Thereislessasenseof alimitonthe
duration discussion or on the detail
of comments and responses.

| not only enjoyed but benefitted
from the discussions of the various
papers. (Itwasthediscussion, rather
than the papers, that | read and
responded to.) It seems to me thal
an electronic conference serves as
a complement to the traditional con-
ference, eachwithits own strengths.
Since the strengths of the electronic
conference are not widely! appreci-
ated, this form of communication
must be promoted for the good of
the profession until it is as widely
accepted and becomes as common
as the traditional form.

| enjoyed being able to access dis-
cussion on my schedule, the con-
stant grind of a "normal" conterence
gels old by the end of the week. 1
also enjoyed being able to listen in
to the authors and others who are
much more knowledgable. ina“nor-
mal" conference the barriers be-



tween people are much higher. (This
is simifar to the arguments for using
e-mail in teaching)

This has been an extremely rich
learning experinece for me.

The ability to "listen" to so many
relevant comments during the dis-
cussions.

The range of the discussions.

The ability 1o participate in aninter-
national conference when there is
littts or no chance (regretiully) to
visit such a conference, especiaily
when it is abroad. Also | find it very
imtergsting that a medium that | like
(email, of course) is put to such
good use.

extent of discussion vs live conf.
where you may do well to have one
question & seldomgetthe audience
arguing

| was able to iearn important infor-
malion at my ownpace --when|had
the time

Gave me an insight into the issues
concerning the use of computers in
the academic world. 1 was also
excited about the ability of being
able to communicate with others all
over the world. 1| have been in the
health and safety field for 20 years
and the issues facing us today are
truly global. With the changes in
Europe and Russiathe needtocom-
municate on the health and safety
issues will become increasingly im-
portant. The Industrial Hygiene
Conterence whichis held eachyear
is attended by individuals {rom all
over the world and this type of con-
ference has some very real applica-
tions. | also liked the fact that you
can speni time at home and after
work reading the papers and even "
attending” the confarence.

Being able to participate after hours,
on my own schedule.

The great differences in papers/
ideas/contibutions/discussion etc.

Chance to hear many differentpoints
of view about use of computers in
educati Stimulating andthought pro-
voking discussion on many related
issues and threads. | thoroughly
enjoyed being an “observer* and
learned a great deal.

ithink this is a great way toreach the
faculty that are more involved ini or
are located at smaller schools that
don't have the resources to provide
travel.

| liked the availabilty of papers in e-
format by fip/gopher, and the ability
to engage in discussionin the asyn-
chronous fashion allowed by email.

The ability to leisurely participate in
a conference without the invest-
ments which are usually required.
Specificity of questions and re-
sponses, as well as lack of inhibition
to ask questions

the frank discussion and exchange
of ideas. Atanon-electronic confer-
ence you don't get as much *public*
interchange (some privaie conver-
sations might bring about additional
understanding of ideas).

discussionof 8-12 : nuts andbolts of
administration

The conference was a lremendous
benefit. It revealed strengths and
weaknesses of computer applica-
tions and aflowed a quick appraisal
of where important opportunities lay
ahead.

I liked best about the conference:
hearingwhat people are doinginthe
classroom to enhance the learning
experience; getting new ideas for
my own teaching; communicating
with people who are designing soft-
ware programs and simulations...|
have come away with this confer-
ence with twenty new ideas to Iry
this year. :

convenient access to many difterent
viewpoints

The GIF pictures and the soflware

worked great.

23. What did you like teast about
the computer conference?

in the discussions many people did
not listthe Paper #inthe subject line
- with several lists going onfor me at
once this took extra etfort to connect
the discussion with the conference

Especially inthe trial session, some

people seemed to be sending out

messages which were not particu-
larly relevant, which was a bit of a
waste of time

j can't say much here. | must admit
that the overflow of EMail (espe-
cially after coming back from a 4-
day absence) was overwhelming but
not intimidating to the point of driv-
ing me away from paricipating. It
would be nice to know what all of us
look like; | recallthe same comment
was made regarding the trial ses-
sion in January.

technical glitches, clumsiness of
getting materials

NOT ENOUGH TIME(MY PROB-
LEM) TO PARTICIPATE IN DIS-
CUSSION

The confugion that sometimes
devoloped due to the variely of re-
sponses which showed upwhenthe
e-mail was downloaded.

domination of the discussion by a
few people talking at each other
The large number of messages
sometimes over-filed my email
space.

As the summer progressed. | spent
several weeks at workshops. vaca-
tion and a conference. As a result,
| got very behind on the discussions.
On returning to my office alter these
various commitments, my mailbox
was always full of numerous letters
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which 1 simply copied to my hard
diskto read at alaterdale. Ibecame
s0 overwhelmed by the volume of it
that | got a bit discouraged. In this
regard, | found the conference to be
too long. While the organizational
setup seemed to make alot of sense
to me (one paperto be discussedfor
several days at a time), things
dragged on so long that [ sort of lost
interest. [t also might not be such a
good ideato have aneducationcon-
ference in the summer. Again, ini-
tially | would have thought this would
be a good idea since many educa-
tors are less busy with day 1o day
responsibilities in the summer, but
I'm sure others found themselves in
the position of being away fromtheir
computer for long stretches of time
duringwhich they could neitherkeep
up with nor participate in the discus-
sions.

Getting too many E-mail messages
{ wasn't interested in

The limiled discussionmtime. [ was
also somewhat annoyed atthe over-
lapof discussion, since some people
did not follow the guidelines to the
letter. This may be a result of the
limiteddiscussiontime. Atleastwhen
your annoyed in an email confer-
ence, there's always the delete key.

having to tearn how 1o retrieve files.
Wasting my time on messages that
were not intended for me. (sign on/
offs, messages to manager, etc.)

| HAD SOME PROBLEMS WITH
GRAPHICS.

The volume of mail to read! Seri-
ously, it was not bad. Some posls
were lengthy, and cerlain people
were "hyperactive” at times, but that
isto be expected. We are allhuman.

Since t got in late at the heginning (I
learned about it from a colleague), |
was behind fromthe beginning, so |
never found the time to actually par-
ticipate in the discussions. | was
spending the time | felt | could justify
in reading the papers and keeping
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up on reading the discussions. By
thetime | had formulated semething
useful to share, we were on 1o an-
other topic.

 wasn't as compelled to speak as
frequently as imighlatafaceloface
meeting. (Easy 1o lurk)

the tact that no pointers were given
as to the zip programs used for the
zipped files

Being dyslectic, | tind e-mail very
(frustrating) time consuming. My
vocabulary becomes severely fim-
ited. Written discussion is simply a
nightymare. Thisis not my preferred
medium of communication.

Very long letters by some partici-
pants. E-mailis somewhere belween
talking and writing, but in terms of
'hot air' it is worse than talking. For-
tunately it doesn't offend anyone if
you delete their message! By very
long ! mean more than a couple
screens of fulltext (excluding Archie
info or summaries of what others
had written).

having to fill out these forms
not enough time to get on line

Missed the pretty girls. The way
some people dominate the discus-
sion, long answers,

THE RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS
SEEMS A LITTLE ARBITRARY

in order to read ail the papers and
discussions a great deal of lime was
involved.

My e-mail got cluttered very quickly;
the system used here is notl very
user friendly and this made things
ackward at limes.

Scheduling discussions etc. on
weekends is not a good idea. Even
though that time is available for use,
it should be inadditionto othertimes.

The time | had to spend just manag-
ing files and the copious amounis

information thal exceeded my stor-
age quota on the VAX. 1 did enjoy
learning how to deal withthese prob-
lems, however.

The fact that | frequently got very
behind with reading.... my fault nol
yours.

Some participants are not very po-
lite. Discussion can not as easily
managed as at a traditional meet-

ing.

Thetime involvedwas huge. I spent
one oriwo hours perday, every day,
reading, sludying andthinking about
the materials presented by all of the
participants. 1amexhausted. fmust
admit you guys kepl me busy this
summer.

It was possible to lose the thread
and become confused when com-
ments overlapped and the authors
did not take care to reference the
paper or topic. For the most part
parlicipants were very good atkeep-
ing the thread, but some lapses did
occur.

Nothing comes to mind. | enjoyed it
thoroughly.

Can't think of anything.

Too many of us did not participate. |
am not complaining about those who
did, because they "made" the con-
ference for me. | am curious how
many silent participants there were.
(Silence does notmeanlack of inter-
est! There are personality differ-
ences among leachers as weli as
among students.)

| for one had to learn more than |
previously knew about ftp, telnet,
gifs, etc., and this involved a good
deal oftime. .. you didn't inquire how
much time we spent on this kind of
preparationt Tell me I'm lazy, tell
me !'m slow, but what I really want is
a network system that's smarl
enough to just transfer and decode
the gif files along with the paper. As
itis, it's just too muchwork!l assume



that fulure genarations will look at
this as the slide rule of networked
conferneces!

i'd say that the weakest part of this
or any other electronic conference
is the lack of a necessary commit-
ment to place and time. To atiend a
traditional conference you must be
in a specific location during a spe-
cifictime period, becausethal'swere
and when the conference is held. It
focuses the attention. With an elec-
tronic conference there's a sense
that you can do two things at the
same tlime: teach summer school,
for example, and also attend the
conference. My schedule this past
summer did not permit full attention
to the conference. Had it been a
traditional conference ! would have
had to skip it. Maybe the summeris
just a bad time to hold an electronic
conference. I'dlike tosee oneinthe
Spring Semester, whenthere's pre-
sumably more time available.

| learned too much. 3)...

Some flame mail. The repetition of
some of the discussions

The liming

Discussion being cul off. at a real
live conference if you wanted to say
more you left the room and talked to
people over coffee abandoning the
next speaker. Inthe e-mailuniverse
boththe next speaker and the previ-
ous discussion coexist -- especially
given listserv delays and holidays
over the summer - & Chem. conf. is
interspersed wilth other lists, re-
search andteaching e-mail --its not
as it CHEMCONF was coming in
pure to my e-mail -- it was about
40% of my traffic on busy days.

Difficult to find the time to devote to
the conferece whenworking on nor-
mal duties.

The voiume of notes | got on E-mail
which were supposed to be sent to
an individual and were sent to ev-
gryone. | wasunable to use much of

the technical information because
of the very nature of the conference.

Toward the end, things piled up too
much. Inretrospect, | think thal ten
papers is probably a more appropri-
ate size.

Extraneous discussion that was
clearly off subject.

| feel that the timing of the discus-
sions and intervals between papers
was too short to allow full availability
1o all involved given that people had

24. What changes could be made
to improve the computer confer-
ence?

It was a little too long and too in-
tense. It might have been good to
have abreak inthe middle, orto just
have it be shorter.

Somediscussion participants did not
include their names and/or affilia-
tions making it difficult 1o under-
stand who they were and what the
context was for their comments.

| noted that an informal "general
discussion” developed over the
weekend at the end of Session 2.
This was a nice development. Per-
haps this could become a regular
part.

Dynami¢ discussion rather than e-
mail. Too much recopying of the "jw
said: Blah" style

Requestthat participants not include
5o muchtext fromother's comments
in their replies; require that figures,

etc. be encoded according to uni-
form standards;, make the conter-
ence shorter

NO CHANGES--WILL GET BET-
TER ON SECOND TRY

I can't think of any. 1 thought the
organization was excelient.

| suggest that some respondents
need to exercise self restraint in the
use of introductory messages and
sign-off signatures.

Initially one could send out longer
abstracts, sufficient enoughto allow
people to decide which papers they

are interested in. Some of the ones -

used here were too short. Did you
send the abstracts to everyone au-
tomatically? | have forgotten, but |
would. One might suggest that the
participants make a calendar of
whenthey willwant their mailonand
when off, depending on which pa-
pers are of interest. This will avoid
flooding their emait with uninterest-
ing mail,

Parlicipants who want to comment
on a previous participant’s com-
ments should not reproduce the
whole of the previous participant's
(perhaps quile lengthy) message,
but only the salient bits. This will
reduce the size of the mai! burden
each participant receives.

Perhaps a group of papers could be
discussed atonce, particularly inter-
esting would be a group of papers
with opposing views. this may help
focus the discussion a little more. It
maybe however, thatanunfocussed
discussionisbetter. This appearsto
be uncharted waters.

15 papers seemed a bil too many,
although | would not object to an-
otherconference of the samelength.
'm not sure short questions and
answers need to be separated from
short discussion sessions, but
maybe that is easier on the authors.
Considering weekends, vacations,
and internet delays, it would be bet-
ter to alfow 3 days for discussion
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rather than 2, and to "allow" some
overlap for successive papers(it oc-
curred anyway). By the time for
general discussion at the end of the
conference, | have to review papers
{o reignile my interest; it is better to
have discussion when things are
fresh on one's mind.

TO PROVIDE AT THE VERY BE-
GINNING INSTRUCTIONS FOR
RECOVERING ALL THE GRAPH-
ICS FOR THOSE WHO ARE NOT
EXPERTS. A COMMON SOFT-
WARE COULD BE USED BY THE
PARTICIPANTS. A COMMON
SOFTWARE FOR TEXTS LIKE
WORDPERFECT,; FORDATALIKE
LOTUS OR QUATTRO; FOR
GRAPHICS LIKE QUATTRO OR
ONE AVAILABLE THROUGH
SHARE WARE.

As the technical aspects of elec-
tronic mail improve, this kind of con-
ference will become much more ef-
fective. You deserve agreatdeal of
¢redit for organizing this one and
making it run as well as it did We
hope this will be the first of many
conferences.

This was my first experience using
e-mail, so lwasusingitasalearning
experience. | found it very reward-
ing, and expect to continue using e-
mail when it makes sense. Many of
the discussion comments and ideas
in the papers will be passed on to
our Dean for consideration, as well
as shared with other facully. The
fact that it is in writing, rather than
just notes fromaconference, makes
it easier to organize.

At some point, the number of con-
tributors (or length of the contribu-
tions to The discussions) will have
to be limitec. There were probably
less than 40 people who actually
contributed to the discussion. This
appears 1o be about 10%. This
percentage will grow , as will the
number of participants in the future.
Imagine the info overload if there
were 100 people contributing to the
OLD Teols vs New methods debate.
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| can't think of a good way to do this,
however.

Since this is my first conference, it
took me a while to decide where to
store things for easy retrieval. Some
guidelines from experienced con-
ferees to newcomers would be help-
ful along these line.

Make the info more accessible with
Gopher, which is much more conve-
nient to use than FTP. | found ihat
some binary files would appear as
ASCIlfiles andbe unretrievable with
Gopher. And some ASCIIfifes would
terminate and therefore not be re-
trievable.

It would help me access and store
messages properly if the subject of
each message included the paper
number.

it would help in retfrieving files if the
first 8 characters of all file names
were unigue since | retrieve into a
PC from the server. (this is obvi-
ously a PC limitation, not a MAC).

Emphasize several times to new-
comers and new users of email that
the automatic reply option may send
messages to unintended people.
Explainwhatihey have to doto reply
to only the original sender.

Maybe require that a simple one or
iwo word message be placed at the
top of each message sent to
CHEMCONF, andhavethelistserver
reject all messages without this par-
ticularintroduction. Thatwould elimi-
nate the messages that get sent
unintentionally to everyone by the
aulomatic reply on email menus.
Perhaps encourage shorer posts
during discussions...they are more
likely to be read.

| think that the short question period
should have included ali papers in a
particular session and goneforfewer
days. It took too long {o gel to the
actual discussion. | found that | had
forgotten what the particulars were
about a paper betore the discussion

got going.

Give direclions for using Gopher, it
is a lot easier than direclly dealing
with fip, and it makes our University
Computing Services people a lot
happier!

Might it be possible to open ancther
parallel list for discussion to con-
tinue when the official discussion
period is over.? | missed some time
due to vacation and summer school
constraints that | might have been
more involved, after the official two
day period.

Instead of having a single paper
each two days, | think five papers
over a two week period would allow
for more flexibility. On days when |
was out of town or busy off-campus,
| missed the opportu- nity to get in
my “"ShortQuestions”

I'm not sure how to handle this, but
a brief intro to downloading from the
host system would have been very
helpful (for example, | didn't realize
for a long time that the directory
designations for the umd ftp site
were case-sensitive

Perhaps Strings could be suggested
by the authors instead of the ques-
tions at the end of the papers.

| would have liked to seen more
papers relating to secondary sci-
ence education. (Oddly Paper #6
did not hold my altention.) {How
many high school teachers were
participating?)

include a suggestion in the initial
message that the most effective e-
mail letters are fairly shor.

| thing the general format is fine.

have more time have someone put
discussion in chronological order

Keep replies succint, perhaps use
abstracts.

It would be nice to be able to peel of
ihe general noise and only take part
in specific discussion forums. Could



we have sub-LISTSERVers run-
ning for each paper. | don'twant to
be limited to personal e-mail, thus
a small forum seems most appro-
priate.

perhaps fewer papers and have
fall winter spring summer sessions
for just a 2-3 week interval.

Do not include more papers in fu-
ture conferences. Alarger number
of papers will be just too over-
whelming, especially if one wants
fo have a peek at the different
discussions going on. You hever
knowwhat goodiasthey'llgive you.

Perhaps, very specialized confer-
ences arethewayto go--keepthe
range of topics very narrow so that
participants are not overwhelmed
with atremondous amount of infor-
mation. Once peoplebecomecom-
fortable with e-mail, the amount of
discussion will "explode”. | prob-
ably spent more time on this con-
ference than indicaled above. |
didn't really monitor my time very
accurately. If anything, the num-
hers given above are on the low
side.

Combine short questions and dis-
cussion. 1 thought that separation
was a little artificial, although lun-
derstood the reason for it. This
would save a little time.

ltwas awell-runconterence, espe-
cially for a first try. 1 don't have
many suggestions. 1. You might
try breaking the longer conference
decuments (such as "Welcome")
intoshorterones andsendingthem
out at different times. They might
be read more carefully and ab-
sorbed beller. 2. As | mentioned in
another message, include refer-
ence to materials atinfo.md.edu in
introductory mailings for othercon-
ferences.

Find a way to work in more time for
discussion of past papers or is-
sues. Provide a way to thread
discussions much as Neiwork
News Groups do. | orgainized the

discussion by paper, but tor paper 9 in
which there were 91 discussion
postings ranging over a variety of lop-
ics, this approach broke down.

Obtain better papers. The quality of
the conterence depends upon the
quality of the papers.

[ think itwas Ok as itwas. Alot of work
for all involved.

[ think it went very well as done (I think
that a great deal was learned fromthe
early tria! in February). | think that
another of about the same format
should be tried before extensive
changes are made.

ftwouid have been betterifmore ot the
"lurkers" had paricipated. From the
list, it was clearthat many people kept
their heads down.

Not a lot | can say. | have found idea
interesting, but the topic (seclion 3) is
not one inwhich | have any expertise.

Have more network conferences!

| would like to see the whole process
speeded up a little, despite the fact
that t also liked the time to think. The
conference protocol was carefully
thought out and organized, but any-
thing can seemtedious whenstretched
out for a whole summer.

| would change the short question
session. Have questions sent directly
to the authors and then have their
response (with the questions and the
source) begin the discussion period.
This would allow more discussiontime
which | felt was the most valuable pan
ofthe conference. Alternatively would
it be possible to carry out parallel
sessions by using "sub-lists". This
might make it easier to only listen to
topics of interest.

I am very interested in the ideas for
exchanging more complex documents,
hence my questions about PINE and
NuPop. H appears that there are two
standards MIME and binhex. We all
need to push our computer centers
towards providing support for this type

of exchange. 1 am working on a
bookwith someone acrossthe coun-
try and being able to exchange ideas
electronicly will (I hope) cut lots of
timefromthe development process.
It would also be useful for a confer-
ance like this to exchange more
complex documents than ASCH al-
lows.

ft might be possible to schedule
question and discussion times for
several papers in parallel {eg. sev-
eral streams, with one paper per
stream al the same time). [n that
way you could extend question and
discussion periods, without having

ihe conference dragging on tor too -

tong. Everyone ¢an choose which
discussion they want to participate
in. The beauty of an electronic con-
ference, as opposed to a traditional
one is thatif you can spare the time
you can join all discussions.
authors should test that their soft-
ware is sufficiently standard to be
FTP'dore-mailed sothat it willwork
on the majority of the machines.
questions re time and number of
inlerventions etc are meaningless -
-who keeps track -- | respond to my
e-mail muliiple times during lhe day
and it would have taken more time
to do the bookkeeping than to par-
ticipate.

For me personnally, | need to get
the operation of downloading the
papers down so that it is not a
problems. Also must have cor-
rected the problems that we have
had here with our mail/network sys-
tem.

Please continue this interaction.
Please present us all summary in-
formation on what is available out
there via our terminals.

More information on the general
use of computers forimproving pro-
dugtivity and discussion on teach-
ing techniques on getting people to
understand the value of computers
and how to use them.

| liked il the it was. It was already
better than the trail session. Other
time of the year would be better for
me.
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iaminterestedinthe results of some-
one who was going to try something
like this with his students and a
external specialist.

Perhaps you could make a paperior
non-USA listmembers how the
american system works and what
terms like PChem atc mean.

| think the format used is satisfac-
fory. |1 would like lo see some way
forthreads to spin off the main con-
ference just to keep the E-mail load
manageable. However, that would
require conference joiners to be
somewhat proficient in the E-mail,
which many appear not to be at this
stage.

papers shouid be accessible with
special features encoded {and de-
coderprovided) ratherthanas sepa-
rale tiles foriext/graphics/programs.

I am usually an overly critical per-
son. I'm at a loss to come up with
suggestions! Everything went so
smooth, at least from my lurking
viewpoint, that | don't think major
changes are needed. Of course,
this opinion springs from someone
that didn't read most of the papers.
I did have some trouble withviewing
some graphics in the mini-confer-
ence, sothat probably kept me from
attempting it in this meeting.

organization was good--maybe fil-.

ter the flow to purge out mail mis-
takes and endless repetitions of the
same “can somebody tell me how
to...." queries

The guestionnaire in its presented
form defeated the economy of time
through electronicdelivery. Perhaps
the next conference will have a user
friendly final survey.

because I was gone part of the sum-
mer, | fell behind in some discus-
sions [ would very much like to have
particpatedin, How about doingthis
in the spring?

Some helpfulinformation regarding
LISTSERVES, USENETS, other
references and workshops has sur-
faced duringthediscussions. Would
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it be realistic 1o attempt to summa-
rize these and distribute them at the
end of the conference?

25.Compare this Conference with
the usual conference. ------—---—---

THERE IS NO COMPARISON. i
MUCH PREFER THIS TYPE OF
CONFERENCE. | LOOK FOR-
WARD TO THE NEXT ONE AND
WILL REGISTER FOR IT.

Much easier to take notes of what
people are saying! Also, ingeneral,
gasier to know who it is that is mak-
ing a particular comment,

There aredoublless advantages and
disadvantages of this format com-
pared to "the usual conference".
Because everythingisinprint, | didnt
miss out on any of the presentations
ordiscussion. twas abletocarry oul
most of my other dulies/responsi-
bilities while still participating in the
conference and [ won't have the
usual deluge of mail, etc waiting for
me when | "get back". The com-
puler format also provided a strong
incentive to learn more about the
capabilities of the computer in my
office and the mail hardware/soft-
ware {also developed a better rap-
port with our VAX fagility -- and we
all know how *valuable* those con-
nections are). | may be wrong here,
but | feel that the inertia barrier to
developing *and maintaining® new
contacts is easier with the EMail
format: you starl up an EMail con-
versalion because you want more
information andthe connection stays

open. There are some disadvan-
tages -- and I'll refrain from passing
judgement here. There is some-
thing exciting about going to a new
city or different part of the country

‘(especially if it means a break from

the current weather pattern). At the
"usual conference" we talk with our
college “face to face™ and know a
few other quirks (nothing to stop
idle side-line "chitchat™ over EMail).
My overall feeling is that some of
each is in order --to whatever extent
it is possible.

The availability of the software and
the extensive directions for obtain-
ing this is an excellent aspect of the
conference. Like others who partici-
pated in the trial session in January,
| toyed with oblaining software from
the sites listed; guess thatifl was a
well-seasoned INTERNET user, this
might not have been as difficull. |
liked the format used to make the
papers, logs and other messages
available to the conferees.
ALLOWEDMORETIMEFORTHOT
& BETTER INTERACTION. DO IT
EVERY SUMMERM

| rarely attend actual conferences
so it gave me a chance to read and
respond. | think it was well done and
enjoyed it.
| enjoyed the great variety of re-
spondents.

CHEMCONF is more convenient,
less costly, and more time efficient.
| think the QUALITY of questioning
and discussion is improved, along
wilh {he quantity. Questioning and
discussion are little more than for-
malities at most formal conferences.
CHEMCONF, with its emphasis on
author-listener interaction, allows a
deeper and more detailed examina-
tion of the work. It is more of an
educational experience, with a kind
of tutorial character. Later, the audi-
ence candigest and extend the topic
with a much larger group of inter-
ested participants than would be
physically possible.

Disadvalages-no persenal interac-



tion (ie, face-to-face) Advantages-
can "attend" all presentations at an
e-mail conference. Atthe usual con-
ference, itis often difficult to choose
belween simultanecus presenta-
tions. Also, atane-mailconference,
you autornaltically get a "copy" of all
talks and discussion which you ¢an
save for subsequent perusal.
Better. | dislike the disruption of
travel. Also, thisformat made it easier
to access participants' thoughts and
ideas

Itearned more and conltributed more.
| didn't miss anything | wanted to
see. | didn'l eat as well, or see any
interesting places (definitly no
perq's). Aliandalllmuch preferthis
fype of conference.

There is more time {0 get involved
with discussions, and more time to
"listen™ {o participants. lenjoyedthe
discussions more than the original
papers. I miss the personal contact,
knowing who these people are.

MUCH CHEAPER AND YOU CAN
GETALLTHEPAPERS.NOTJUST
THE PAR-TICULAR ONE THAT IT
IS ATTENDED IN A CONFER-
ENCE.

| liked having copies of the papersto
read before the discussion. The
econference is more convenient. Of
course, thereis less "personal” con-
tact.

Although there was more time to
think about what was being dis-
cussed, it took more time to formu-
late and type out questions, etc.,
(compared to speaking out at usual
conferences)! Andyou have to check
your spelling first! | never quite got
the activation energy up to do this.
Thiswas myfirstlistserv-er and navi-
gating through Gopher so maybe |
will get the hang of it next time.

A comparison is difficult. i relish the
opportunity to conference without
the absolute constrainls placed by
airfare, instructional commitments.
The electronic conference inMUCH,
MUCH, MUCH better than nothing.

In many ways, il is supetrior to a
usual conference, if for no other
reason that one can have two (or)
more days o formulate queslions,
comments, suggestions. | perceived
a much farger than "normal” levei of
discussion among MANY people.

Now that | am more familiar with
accessing documents and figures, |
feel that this type of conference has
several advantages in terms of fil-
ting into the busy schedules with
which most of us are faced. | miss,
howaver, the face-to-face contact
with others and long discussions
that might have resulted.

Because we parlicipated in a very
personal way, | received a lol more
than fromjust listeningio 15 papers.
Also, | would never have had the
opporiunity to spend so much time
with the authors of papers al aregu-
lar convention. | also have awritten
record of the convention -- an added
bonus!

It was nice lo participate from home
when { could find the time.
Onethingthat ! really look forwardto
in a conference is making contacts
with colleagues - perhaps just dis-
cussing atopic of mutuatlinterest, or
even collaborating. | did not expect
to make many contacts through the
conference, butwas surprisedthat it
was easy to do. Perhaps the best
thing about a computer conference
is that you don't have to worry that
you're going to miss one great talk
while you're sitting in another cne.
On the other hand, part of what
makes a great talk is the presenta-
tion by the speaker, which is essen-
tially lost in text format.

Waste far less time!

Great to do discussion at 2 am from
home, but no time to share beerwith
colleagues

Iwonderwhat had happenedif there
had beenmore aclive participantsin
the discussion perieds. The writlen
discussion is more coherent than

spoken - but also much more slow.

No social, but many contacls that
could develop into sabatical visits.

THIS HAS BEEN THE ONLY WAY
OF ATTENDING BECAUSE OF
LONG DISTANCE (EUROPE)

| believe both formats should con-
tinue, miss the socialization aspects
of a regular conference and also at
a usual conference, | am not doing
as many other regular activities and
sandwichingthe conferenceintofree
momenls as | fiave done this sum-
mer. '

| miss the personal interaction that
occurs at the usual conference, but
there's a permanent record of activi-
ties available in this format, and one
can store the info and look atitat a
later time.

It's like comparing filet mignon with
a hot deg. This was vastly superior,
especially as a learning experience.

| thought it was much better. 1gota
lot more out of this conference than
the usual ones | attend at meetings.
It is cheaper, excuse me | mean
more inexpensive, than the usual
conference. There are many more
particpants than in the usual confer-
ence. While the discussion may not
be more profound, it is certainly more
in depth and more extended and
gives the particpants more time to
reflect on it.

Terrific... you "heard" everythingthat
was going on, not just a few peoples
opinions as is usually the case at
conferences... missed the social side
though 8-).

The authorof apapergenerally plays
a less central role in the discussion.
Discussion is more interesting and
informative.

There was more time for in-depth
analysis and discussion of atopic. It
was allot of hard work and it really let
me shampen my skilis.
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The extended time period allowed
for much more reflectionthan is true
in the usual short meeting.

Just as geood, but different. Both
have their place, but you can'l beat
this one for the price.

This conference brought people to-
getherwho would nototherwise have
attented aninternational conference
on Chemicai Education.

Insome ways | do miss the personal
interactions, and the use of inllec-
tions to convey meanings, relative
importance of points, etc. But Hthink
it is made up for by factors men-
tioned in Q. 22.

Much more discussion than when
there is limitedtime betweentalks at
at a conterence. Also, comments
that | found of paricufar interest |
could easily save for future refer-
ence.

The tace to face contact is tost, but
forsomeone who is new to teaching
it provided remarkable access to
discussion. At ausual conference |
would not have known who to intro-
duce myself to and who's conversa-
tions to evesdrop on.

| honestly believe that | got a lot
more out of this conference than is
possible at the usual conference,
since | could select and save those
commenis that were most relevant.

In some ways it is belter inthat | get
the oplnions of many more people.
Not being face to face does make
discussion a little l1abored.

Betterthan most -- discussionworth
more than the papers onthe whole.

The personnal interaction at a regu-
lar conference hasitsplace andwas
missed. However, this format is a
valuable new toaol for learning and
exchanging information.

In one word "excellent”. | just had
more time to participate. The cost
was very low.

| missed the informal "networking”
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that takes place outside the confer-
ence sessions at otherconferences
but it was a decent trade-off to be
able to altendwithout havingto killa
week in travel to another site.

You can plan your own time. Evenif
your on vacation you can learn from
the contributions. Costs (for some-
one from europe to go to USA).

The best thing about this format is
that you can be assured you dont
miss an papers youwantlo "attend”.
Also, you can choose the time you
want to attend.

More dialog from more participants
with more differing viewpoints than
the usual conference

in many ways it was better. There
was a permanent record of sugges-
tions and ideas. | could easily tile
useful information, like names and
locations of programs thalt | could
investigate later. | "met" some
people, too. ‘| sent personal mes-
sages lo peoplethai seemedtohave
similar interests or ideas to mine. |
made some good professional con-
nections during this meeting, which
isone ofthe *main* reasons thatlgo
fo traditional conferences. | missed
drinking a beer with my new friends,
but it was a most efficient way to
learn about other peoptes’ ideas. |
was frustrated by viewing figures,
so | guess | prefer an in-person
conterence when i will be learning
fromdata presented visually. Inthis
conference | learned from the dis-
cussion, nol the papers. So viewing
figures was not that critical for me. |
wish | had more time to work that
out.

still get nonsensical chatter, but no
trave! expense

The tlexibility and ease of accessing
papers, questions and comments
was the conference’s biggest asset.

Because of my poor keyboarding, it
was a liitle hard to communicate as
naturally as speaking lo a person;
however | communicated in depth

wilh a lot more people and made
more contacts than | probably would
al a conference.

Positives - There is more time 10
digest the presenied information at
convenient times. A record of the
entire discussion is immediately
available. Considerably less expen-
sive - inboth money andtrave! lime.
Liitle interference with teaching
schedule. Negatives - The opporiu-
nity for more personal interaction is
missing. Body language and vocal
intonations by presenters and par-
ticipants in discussions are nol ob-
servable. ’





