Not a Box but a Window:  Law Libraries and Legal Education in a Virtual World

The Classroom Experience:  Real and Virtual Windows onto the Legal World.

Current learning methods in professional legal training:  what the students take away for the brave new world of law practice.

Windows or Bridges:  Enriching the Program for Law Students

By Margaret Ann Wilkinson.
This discussion will be based in part upon my own experiences in integrating technology into my teaching in the Faculty of Law at the University of Western Ontario (UWO),
 in part on research in which I participated which investigated the effectiveness of another innovation in the Faculty's curriculum, and in part upon the experiences of my colleagues and some of the curriculum innovation currently underway at UWO.

Windows on other programs and bridges between professional students
Since beginning my career in law teaching in 1991, I have been interested in expanding the horizons of my law students.  I came to graduate studies late, after practicing  law for a few years - and my graduate studies combined my interest in the law first with the acquisition of the professional qualifications for librarianship and then with research combining law and library science.  This combined experience gives me a profound respect for both professions and the students who undertake to join them.  I also see the two professions as very closely related - both being entirely information-exchange driven.

After spending a year as a Visiting Faculty member in the Faculty of Law, I received a joint appointment at UWO which gives me full faculty status in the Faculty of Law  with a 60% teaching load and full faculty status in the then Graduate School of Library and Information Science, now the Faculty of Information and Media Studies (FIMS),with a 40% teaching load.
  Over the years, my teaching in the two faculties has been complementary, at least in part:  in law I have taught Social Science Research in Law, Legal Theory, Information Law, Intellectual Property , and Advanced Intellectual Property.  In my other faculty, I have taught graduate students Management, Research Methods, Legal Issues for Information Professionals, Law for Journalists and, in the doctoral program in information policy, Ownership and Control of Information.  With the exception of a brief two year stint teaching Legal Theory, I have always taught elective courses to our second and third year law students.

My joint appointment has offered me unique opportunities to try innovation in my teaching of both sets of students.   Since 1992, I have been making efforts to connect my graduate students at FIMS taking Legal Issues for Information Professionals with my law students studying Information Law.  The students in these two professional programs do not normally mingle:  both programs are unique on campus and are largely self-contained.  The programs are offered on different parts of the campus.  

Generally speaking, the enrollments in the two courses have been roughly equal and each class meets three hours a week.  My Information Law course has always been a seminar with an early midterm and then an essay on a topic chosen by the student.  The Legal Issues for Information Professionals course is an elective in the twelve month Master of Library and Information Science program. This elective is open to students who have completed their required first term.  One of the assignments in this course has been for the students to develop a business school type "case" involving a legal issue in a library and information science-related setting -- and then to propose a practical (legal) solution to the challenge posed by their case.  The assignments have consistently been designed in such that they encourage interaction between the students in the two programs:  the library and information science students have free access to research databases to which the law students do not have access for their essays and the library and information science students would benefit from the live reference interview process and search experience which the law students would provide if they asked the LIS students to assist with their essay research;  in setting up their "cases" the LIS students develop scenarios which involve various issues which the information law students are studying and the scenarios can provide real client problems to the law students if the LIS students choose to approach the law students for help in solving their "cases." 

In several early years, I included the incentive of a mark component in each course in order to try to ensure that each student worked with a student or students in the other program.  More recently, I have let the logic of the course structures encourage participation, rather than an evaluative component.  I have come to believe that some of the learning experience comes in reviewing the decision to participate or not participate in the "exchange" after the assignments are done. In each course, there is an exercise in peer-reviewing which allows the students in the course to see draft papers written by at least three other students in the same course.  Those who have not chosen to participate in the "exchange" often see that they have missed an opportunity to strengthen their own work when they review papers written by others in the class who have availed themselves of the skills of the students in the other program.

This past year, students in my Law for Journalists course also participated with the law students in Information Law and the LIS students in the Legal Issues course in the volunteer inter-program "exchange."  The journalism students, in developing their backgrounders for law-related stories, could benefit from the research skills of the LIS students and the developing legal skills of the law students and could contribute their own current awareness of issues and writing skills to the other two types of students.  

The limitations of Computer Conferencing for bridge-building

For two or three years, I arranged for the students in both the law and LIS classes to be registered for a course computer conference (using Caucus software administered by the Information Technology Services department) in order to facilitate communication between the classes.  Again, I could have assigned a mark component for the students' participation in this online environment - but I chose not to do so because my intention really was to facilitate communication between the two groups, not to force the communication into particular channels.  Experience indicated that, left to choose their own modes of communication, the students preferred to communicate one on one through e-mail or telephone, if asynchronous communication was sought, rather than using Caucus.  Moreover, particularly for the searches being done by the LIS students, face-to-face interviews and meetings were much preferred by the students.  Although these two groups of students would not normally interact, given an incentive to interact, the campus at UWO is convenient for meeting.  Of late, I have not made particular technological arrangements to facilitate the exchanges between the two groups of students.  I know that e-mail is heavily used by the students, particularly to make preliminary arrangements for the collaborations across courses.   My experience with the limitations of using online conferencing with students who are all physically present on campus has been confirmed by the experiences of colleagues and by the research in which I participated which will be further described below.

Bridging to the students' own wider experience
Journalism students at UWO are, of course, completely media savvy and  multi-media is intimately bound up with the pedagogy of their graduate degree program.  In recently taking over the Journalism and the Law course,
 therefore, I was interested in prominently integrating video into my teaching.  I have for years made extensive use of video in my required Management course in the Masters of Library and Information Science program - at least in part because there are such excellent video resources on the market to support teaching in the area of management and organizational behaviour.  In the MLIS Management course,  I have tended to screen entire videos in class, although I have also used just pieces to stimulate discussion.  I was aware that my former colleague in the second joint appointment between the Faculty of Law and FIMS at UWO, Professor Ian Kerr,
 had successfully integrated video clips from movies into his undergraduate teaching in the Bachelor of Arts in Media, Information and Technoculture program at FIMS.  I initially thought that I would have preferred to use actual news footage - but did not readily have access to it.  I therefore developed a series of clips from Hollywood movies involving journalists.
  The clips ranged between three and twelve minutes in length and each clip highlighted an element of the law to be developed in the course:  usually one clip per issue, but occasionally two.
  These video clips worked extremely well to stimulate class discussion.  

I had not originally thought of using these clips in my Information Law course because the contexts all involved information professionals and not other "clients", the jurisdictions involved were exclusively American, and these law seminars needed to reach a certain depth of technical analysis which I was not certain the clips could support.  However, I found that the clips did enhance the presentation of certain topics in the course, used sparingly and not in every class.
  The references to popular culture gave the students a sense of mastery over the introduction to the new subject matter involved in the seminar:
  most of them knew each film - but had never before considered, in this light, the implications of the portions clipped. The clips tested the students' assumptions and required them to grasp  the specific features  of Canadian law by presenting accounts from which they had to cull the fictionalized elements and the elements which were foreign to the Canadian context.

Using technology to help students build their own knowledge bridges:

A number of my courses are advanced seminars - but one, Intellectual Property, is an introductory survey course which steadily increasing numbers of our law students are taking.  Although not required, it is a prerequisite to a number of other regularly offered electives in our program and has therefore achieved "quasi-core" recognition by the administration.  It is also a course which, since 1999-2000,  we have offered twice a year.  In that year,  I was fortunate to be joined at the Faculty of Law by a new colleague, Mark Perry, jointly appointed to the Department of Computer Science, who also teaches and researches  in the area of intellectual property.  Our Intellectual Property enrollments  have been ranging between 30 and 70 in each section and we deliver a course weighted at four hours per week covering about six different intellectual property devices.  When Mark Perry arrived from New Zealand, we made the decision to jointly edit the casebook for the course and I developed our first complete package of interactive Powerpoint support for every lecture.   The use of presentation software allows us to incorporate the kind of visual aids discussed by William M.Richman as useful in his Conflict of Laws course:  charts, graphs, flow charts and diagrams.
  Each case discussed in our Intellectual Property classes has at least one  associated animated slide.  Our extensive animation of the slides allows for an interesting delivery and facilitates student discussion.

 Mark Perry and I have since maintained the presentation software support together and have edited it for each version of the course.  We make printouts of the slides available to the students through the Law Library circulation desk, after each class.  We have made the joint decision not to mount our presentations on the web because we do not wish to publish them
 - and it is in large measure our control over the animation of the slides during the lecture which in our view makes this computer application useful pedagogically. Our colleague, Professor Mitchell McGinnis, on the other hand, does provide the students in his Trusts course with files of the overheads which he will use in class in advance of the class.  Professor John Sadler, in teaching Advanced Legal Research, posts some of his class overheads to the course website after class.

For this type of basic survey course, I believe that the structure and interactivity of the presentation software has added to the students' understanding of the course materials.  In my law and FIMS graduate seminars, while I may prepare overheads using presentation software for some classes, I find that a full automated  presentation actually inhibits both the amount of class discussion and the interactivity I find necessary to a full exploration of the topics with an advanced seminar.

Bridging time and space constraints in course delivery

A number of years ago, my then colleague Professor Bruce Feldthusen,
 was involved in a project to create on online course in Alternative Dispute Resolution for our Faculty of Law.  From its inception, the idea was to create online material which could serve two different, but related, purposes:  to deliver a four month elective course in the LL.B. program to law students at the Faculty of Law in London and to deliver a number of short courses to legal practitioners anywhere.

The course components were designed and prepared under contract to our Faculty of Law by Professor Julie Macfarlane.
  There were four modules which involved integration of audio and video tapes, and printed readings, cases, and exercises.  The computer conferencing program, Caucus, was used to allow students to discuss and debate the content of the course online, to complete the required exercises for the course and to interact with the course instructors.  Course instructors were engaged to deliver the course modules.  In the 1997-98 academic year, 22 law students enrolled in the Alternative Dispute Resolution elective course and experienced all four content modules delivered sequentially. In the same academic year, Modules 1, 3 and 4 were mounted through the Continuing Education program at UWO and made available to an external audience. 

The instructors for the law students were Toronto practitioners, whereas the instructors for the Continuing Education modules were practitioners from London.  None had any previous experience in computer-mediated delivery of distance education, although all are experts in Alternative Dispute Resolution and had previous teaching experience. 

Access to the conferencing software for the law students was supported by the Faculty of Law, whereas access to the software for the lawyers was supported through Continuing Studies, using support from the central administration at UWO.  There was a major challenge in meeting the technical demands of the law students in the early weeks of the course.   I

n addition to the other elements of the course, the law students met face-to-face with their instructors at the Faculty of Law in London for four 3-hour sessions spread over the term.   It is important to note that the experience of the law students enrolled in the Alternative Dispute Resolution course was one of a largely computer-mediated course.  Since all the students were physically present in London on campus, the course did not have the characteristics of a distance education course, particularly since, although the instructors were not generally physically on campus, there were regular face-to-face classes on campus at intervals throughout the course.  On the other hand, the modular short "courses" offered through Continuing Studies were both largely computer-mediated and entirely distance offerings.  Thirty-one practicing lawyers enrolled in one or more modules, from as far way as the Netherlands.  A number of lawyers registered in more than one module.  There was no face-to-face component in these offerings.  The lawyers did not take the modules in consecutive order, nor did they necessarily complete all four modules.

In studying these ADR offerings, the research team of which I was a part monitored the online activity of the participants, administered questionnaires to all participants at the end of each module of study, and conducted telephone interviews with tbe four instructors involved in delivering the courses.

There have been concerns that the quality of legal education delivered traditionally will vary from that delivered over the internet.
 However, it may be that the real value of computer-mediated distance learning lies in the fact that it can reach students who do not have access to, or do not choose to access, the traditional delivery of the same subject matter. It is important to note that the choice of distance education may not be made because that same subject matter is not available to such potential students through traditional delivery.  Distance education in a particular area may be chosen because people do not choose to avail themselves of opportunities for learning the material in a traditional manner (perhaps because of time constraints) but will be attracted to the asynchronicity and convenience of the distance or computer-mediated experience.   Amongst the lawyers who participated in UWO's distance ADR modules, a number were not great attenders of continuing education events:  five indicated that they had never attended Canadian Bar Association events, three had never attended Canadian Bar Association (Ontario) events, and one had never attended private conferences.

As one might expect, the average age of the law students was considerably younger than the practitioners, with most practitioners being over 40 and all the law students being under 25 years of age.  Most of the lawyers were not alumnae of UWO Law.

Not all the lawyers enrolled in the courses posted messages to the online conference:  some read but did not post, others never signed on.  The law students, on the other hand, all posted - probably because there was a component of their evaluation tied to participating online.  And, perhaps for the same reason, law students averaged more postings, at greater lengths,  than their practitioner counterparts.  The law students actually also universally reported discussing the content of the course  face-to-face with their colleagues, interactions which were not part of the evaluation scheme but were convenient because of the students' common geographical location (such interactions were not possible for the practitioners).

While 80% of the lawyers participating used e-mail in their practice and 86% of the students used e-mail in connection with their studies, only 73% of the lawyers used the internet in connection with their practice but again 86% of the students used the internet in their studies. 
  This difference between the technological experience of the lawyers and the students continued in the same vein in that 43% of the students indicated that they had had previous experience of computer conferencing, whereas only 27% of the lawyers had.  All the students indicated that at the beginning of the course they had felt comfortable with computer conferencing whereas the lawyers only achieved universal comfort at the end of the modules. At the beginning, about half were not comfortable.  However, at the end of their ADR experience, only half the law students were prepared to take another course involving computer conferencing while almost all the lawyers were.

More of the lawyers were impressed with each others' contributions to the online discussion than were the law students.  In analyzing the online transactions, it turned out that the instructors for the Continuing Studies modules had been much more active online that were those for the law school course.  It would appear that this observation was directly related to the law students' perceptions that their instructors' online contributions did not enrich their understanding to the same degree as the lawyers' found value in their instructors' contributions.  On the other hand, more of the law students felt that they had been able to express their opinions freely online than the lawyers:  one lawyer responded "never," one "rarely," and three "sometimes" - whereas no students responded in those categories.
  However, the majority of both students (60%) and lawyers (65%) felt that the course objectives had been met.

Our research team recommended for future computer-mediated course offerings that more "learning time" with the technology be integrated into the course timetable before the substantive portions of the course begin.  

Both the instructors and the researchers recognized that significant time and support has to be invested before the course is mounted in preparing instructors for the very different kind of interaction which occurs in a computer-mediated environment.  Instructors observed, for example, that in the online context, there are far more students actively involved in class communication than in the regular classroom where often 2/3 of the class are passive learners.  The instructors also remarked upon the volume of reading and writing, and hence time, involved in monitoring and participating in online conversations, as opposed to oral face-to-face classroom interactions.  

Of course, it is almost axiomatic to recommend, but often practically very challenging to ensure, that the technology be adequate and accessible for the course.
  This invariably requires a commitment to ensuring ongoing technical support both before and throughout the course.  

Finally, our research group recommended that instructors establish an early and regular online presence and that shorter, more frequent contributions be encouraged as a way of managing the volume of online communication.

The Alternative Dispute Resolution elective course in the LL.B. program continues to be taught using computer-conferencing software and the four modules described.
  The enrollment has remained steady at almost exactly the same level as in its first year and the course evaluations have been consistent in the past two years, averaging 5.3 on a 7 point scale for most questions, while the overall effectiveness score and number for "course as learning experience" measure have increased marginally, from 5.4 and 4.6 respectively in 1998-99 to 5.5. and 5.1 in 1999-2000.  It would appear that this non-traditional blend of distance instruction, partially computer-mediated, but complemented by a few face-to-face "class meetings" is making an ongoing valuable contribution to the LL.B. program at UWO and encouraging the continued participation of our adjunct faculty member based in Toronto, Debbie de Girolamo of Torys.
  Exposure to such computer mediated learning during law school may help our students to consider this type of learning as useful to them in meeting their future challenges to continue their professional education once in practice.

Another new, developing, large window or bridge between professional programs 

Since the beginning of 2000, a new collaboration between members of the Faculty of Law at UWO and members of the Ivey School of Business at UWO has developed which is creating increasing opportunities for bridges between faculty, staff, students and practitioners in both professional communities.

Members of the Faculty of Law have come together in the past several years to create an area of research and teaching concentration labelled CITIP (Communications, Information, Technology and Intellectual Property).
  Courses are now regularly offered by full-time members of the Faculty of Law in Information Law, Intellectual Property Law, Advising a New Economy Business, Computer Law, Global Commerce in Cyberspace,
 and Advanced Intellectual Property.  Patents is also offered on a regular basis.

In the spring of 2000, when the Ivey School of Business was considering its strategy for continued excellence in business education, it decided to develop an new integrated curriculum offering for both the Masters of Business Administration students and those students in the their final year of the undergraduate program in Business Administration.  Under the guidance of Professor Michael Pearce, a team has been created to design and deliver the "eLeadership" program. From its inception it has  included representatives from all the teaching and research areas at Ivey, representatives of the support units of Ivey such as Career Services and Institutional Development, and members of the CITIP faculty group from the Faculty of Law.

The resulting collaboration has produced teaching and writing innovation in both the Faculty of Law and the Ivey School - and new opportunities for students in both professional schools.  For example, work done in my Advanced Intellectual Property course and Professor Mark Perry's Computer Law course last year has since been expanded and re-oriented, through collaboration between Professor Mary Crossan of Ivey, Mark Perry and me, to create business "cases" which are now serving as background for both this year's Advanced Intellectual Property law students and the MBA and HBA students enrolled in the eLeadership program.  Professor Crossan attended classes and meetings with guest lawyers involved in the Advanced Intellectual Property course - and law students attended the session in the eLeadership course where the "cases" they had studied were presented to the business students by Professors Crossan (Ivey) and Wilkinson, Perry and Gold (law).  

Seven members of the Faculty of Law are teaching in the three-course weight eLeadership program at Ivey.
  In doing this teaching, the law faculty members have been integrated into teams led, for the most part, by members of the Ivey faculty team.  The law components of the course will be integrated throughout various classes in the term.  One class will be led by the law faculty and it is intended that practitioners will be invited to participate in that presentation.  Already the Ivey Advisory Group for the eLeadership program has commended Ivey for integrating law into the design and delivery of its response to the the new business environment and the Ivey students are seeing the value which lawyers can bring to business challenges.  The joint "case" materials and participation of Ivey faculty in the law school course has illustrated to law students the perspective of the business client in a very exciting way.

The new partnership between the Ivey School and faculty in the Faculty of Law has also produced other opportunities for students in bridging the distance between the two schools.  The Information Technology Law Association (ITLA), a law student organization, has organized a group of law student volunteers who are available to the business students working on group projects for their eLeadership program which involve possible legal dimensions, such as business start-up plans.  The ITLA co-hosted our Distinguished Speaker, funded through the Centre for Innovation Law and Policy, this past fall, Dean Brian Fitzgerald from Southern Cross University in Australia, with the CITIP faculty in Law and  the Ivey School of Business.

Concluding thoughts  about windows and bridges

While it is true that law firms are increasingly recognizing the value of technology and are expecting graduates of our faculties of law to be comfortable with it,
 it would appear that our students are increasingly familiar with the advantages and disadvantages of technology and telecommunications before they arrive to study law.  It also seems to me that the technology must remain a means, not an end, in the delivery of legal education.  If pedagogy can be enhanced through the application of appropriate technology, then the use of that technology should be applauded and encouraged.  However, if, as I believe,  the building of relationships can enhance the law student's perspective and understanding of law as a service profession, a profession built on information transfer, then that relationship-building becomes legitimate end in itself in developing the pedagogy of legal education.  When the building of such relationships can be enhanced through the use of technology, then that is an appropriate use of technology.  Thus is was important to experiment with the Caucus computer-conferencing technology, to recognize its limitations and its possibilities in helping law students build bridges.  It is important to continue appropriate applications of presentation software in support of teaching.  It is important to continue to pursue appropriate use of video and other means of helping law students to connect their worlds with their legal education.  It is far more directly important, however, to continue to build bridges for our students  to other professional faculties, to practitioners already in the field, and to others who can provide our students with a window on the practice of law.  The bridges built with faculty and students in other professions have the potential to enrich our law students' understandings of the role and context of the practice of law while they are students in our faculties and to lay the foundation for relationships and bridges for our students as practicing lawyers and alumnae of our schools.
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Dr. Michael Parent
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Operations Management
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Dr. Scott Schneberger
Management Science and Information Systems
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Prof. Wendy Adams
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Dr. Chi Carmody
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Prof. Richard Gold
Property Law and Technology Law

Prof. Joanna Harrington
Public Int’l Law, Int’l Human Rights Law and Comparative Constitutional Law

Prof. Michael Lynk
Constitutional Law, Labour Law and Human Rights

Prof. Mark Perry
Intellectual Property and Information and Computer Law

Dr. Margaret Ann Wilkinson
Information and Intellectual Property Law, Media Law and Information Policy

Abstract:

Giving law students opportunities to expand the horizons of their approaches to law and legal practice can take many forms.  One approach is to involve them in interactions with students from other professional schools.  An example involves creating assignments for the students in two programs which are complementary to each other and which encourage law students to voluntarily call upon the skills of students in the other program and in return offer their burgeoning legal expertise.  These interactions can be mediated through technology, but, where face-to-face contact is possible, experience has shown that the students prefer to include it as well.  Technology can also be used to integrate the students' wider experience into their legal education and to help them build connections from their coursework to their own growing knowledge base in law.  Technology can be used effectively to offer law students alternative modes of content delivery which may incidentally also help them build attitudes which will support a culture of continuous professional learning in practice. However, while technology may furnish appropriate means to achieving pedagogical goals in law teaching, it is helping the students to build  relationships which support their legal education, whether mediated through technology or not, which remains an appropriate goal for law teachers, not the use of technology in and of itself.

� In writing about these pedagogical issues in large part from my own experiences in the field, I am in the tradition of such other commentators as Jocelyn Downie, Michael Deturbide and Laura Fraser, "A Computer-Assisted Legal Research and Writing Course," (1998) 21 Dalhousie L.J. 429-439, Richard Warner, Stephen D. Sowle and Will Sadler, "Teaching Law with Computers," (1998)  24 Rutgers Computer and Technology L.J. 107-185, William R. Slomanson, "Electronic Lawyering and the Academy," (1998) 48 Journal of Legal Education 216-228, and William M. Richman, "Graphic Forms in Conflict of Laws," (1996) 27 University of Toledo L.R. 631-656.


� The author would like to thank law student Renata Snidr, funded in part from the Law Foundation,  for her help in preparing to write this article.  


� Although in 1992 this was an unusual appointment, since 1997, UWO has deliberately extended this type of appointment into many departments and faculties.  In the Faculty of Law, there are currently two joint appointments with FIMS (one of them mine and one of them at present being filled), one joint appointment with the Department of Computer Science (my colleague Mark Perry), and one joint appointment with Women's Studies (my colleague Melanie Randall).  Professor Dennis Klimchuk of the Department of Philosophy is cross-appointed to the Faculty of Law and John Sadler, Head of the Law Library, also holds an appointment in the Faculty.  The existence of these "bridging" appointments is crucially important in creating opportunities for both windows and bridges for the Faculty of Law at UWO.


� Previously taught for many years by my colleague Robert Martin.


� Now of the Faculty of Law at the University of Ottawa.


� In this I was assisted by law student Alasdair Federico, who was partly funded by the Law Foundation.


� For my students in Legal Issues for Information Professionals in the MLIS program, I would have liked to have developed the same kind of set of clips from movies involving librarians in legal situations:  unfortunately, our efforts only ever revealed one such movie!  (It was All the President's Men in which several members of the staff at the Library of Congress apparently completely automatically provide access to their patron records, by phone and in person, for the investigative reporters - violating one of the basic professional tenants of librarianship. )


� Just as Stephen Gillers describes using a different sort of video, vignettes rather than commercial film clips, in teaching legal ethics ("Getting Personal," (1995) 58 Aut Law & Contemporary Problems 61-72).


� I attempt to achieve the same connection to real world experience for the students by bringing in a reasonable number of props to support my teaching in Intellectual Property: for example,  a set of Cuisenaire rods when discussing Cuisenaire v. South West Imports Ltd. [1969] S.C.R.208.


� Supra, note 1.


� We did decide to mount the more limited one-hour presentation we prepared for our teaching of one session in the Ivey School of Business on the secured website for that program, discussed below.  That presentation was not as interactive and the website is secured for the use of students and faculty in the eLeadership program only.


� Much of the discussion in this section of the paper is based upon the Technical Report of the Alternative Dispute Resolution Evaluation Project, Mary-Anne Andrusysyn, Principal Investigator, Margaret Ann Wilkinson and Catherine Blake, Co-Investigators, Rob Carey and Steven Joyce, Research Assistants (and Ph.D. candidates in Library and Information Science), University of Western Ontario, December, 1998 (114 pp.).


� Now Dean of Law at the University of Ottawa.


� At the time, there was very little prior literature describing such innovations in law teaching:  a description of computer assisted learning at the Unversity of Durham (T.A. Downes, F.W. Pritchard and R.C. Widdison, "Computing for Durham Law Students," (1991) 25 The Law Teacher:  Journal of the Association of Law Teachers, 26-38);  an offering at the Open University of Sri Lanka (C. Guneratne, "Teaching Law through Distance:  The Sri Lankan Experience," 1992, ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 351 931); and a modular program based on written materials developed through the European Open and Distance Teaching University (J.M. Reijntjes, "Open and Distance Learning in a New Europe," (1993) 27 The Law Teacher:  Journal of the Association of Law Teachers, 163-177).  Since then, Michael Geist at the University of Ottawa has become very active in the area (see Michael Geist, "Where Can You Go Today? :  The Computerization of Legal Education from Workbooks to the Web," (1997) 11 Harvard J. Law & Technology 141).


� Of the Faculty of Law at the University of Windsor.


� The response rate from the students was 55% (n=22), from the lawyers enrolled in Module 1, 70% (n=20),  Module 3, 79% (n=14), and Module 4, 50%(n=6).  Appropriate University ethics clearance had been sought and obtained.


� For example, see Michael Heise "Closing One Gap but Opening Another?:  A Response to Dean Perritt and Comments on the Internet, Law Schools, and Legal Education,"  (1999) 33 Ind. L.R. 275.


� These numbers are not additive.


� 100% of the students used the internet outside their studies and 93% of the lawyers used the internet outside their practices.


� Our research team noted that this vulnerability was not necessarily unusual (M.A.Andrusyszyn and L. Davie (1995) "Reflection as a Design Tool in Computer-Mediated Education," in Proceedings of the Distance Education Conference, San Antonio, Texas; L. Harasim, S.R.Hiltz, L. Teles and M. Turoff, Learning Networks:  A Field Guide to Teaching and Learning Online (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1995)) , however, although we recognized this as an important area for further investigation, we had no further data to explore in order to understand more fully these lawyers' responses.


� On the 7-point Teaching Evaluation scales for that year, 1997-98, the 18 law students responding rated the overall effectiveness of the course as approximately 3.5.  As discussed below, this rating has improved markedly in subsequent offerings of the course.


� It often requires pioneers such as my former colleague Professor Nathalie Des Rosiers, now Chair of the Law Commission of Canada, to attempt to integret technology in their teaching, to discover the technical shortcomings of the institutional infrastructure, and to point the way for upgrades.  Professor Des Rosiers pioneered online delivery of assignments in her Constitutional Law course several years ago.  The technical challenges which faced the class then would be unheard of in the Faculty of Law at UWO today.


� The learning experience of students in the course appears to be similar to that produced by the system described by Shirley L. Rawson and Alan L. Tyree, "Fred Keller Goes to Law School," (1990-91) 2 Legal Education Review 253-276.


� For reasons probably related to substantial changes in administration at all levels, the short courses for practitioners appear not to have been repeated. 


� The curriculum and research development of this area has been supported in part this past year by a number of recent competitions sponsored by the Centre for Innovation Law and Policy at the University of Toronto.  A Curriculum Grant has recognized the new curriculum innovation in the area developed at UWO.  Individual Faculty Research Grants were awarded to members of the group by the Centre in its first round of grants.  In addition, two students supervised by faculty involved with the CITIP area at UWO were among the recipients of the Centre's first group of Student Awards.


� Professor Wendy Adams has developed online materials for this course, as well as hard copy.


� Please see the attached Chart showing the members of the Ivey teaching faculty involved in eLeadership, and their areas within the Ivey School, and the members of the Faculty of Law involved.


� For more information about the eLeadership program, see the program website at www.Ivey.uwo.ca/eLeadership.


� See Richard A. Matasar and Rosemary Shiels, "Symposium on Legal Education:  Electronic Law Students:  Repercussions on Legal Education," (1995) 29 Valparaiso University L.R. 909.





