




and many consequences followed from their en-
hanced motivation and engagement.
Students said that they becamemore self-directed,

finding new tools and code on the web. They liked
the fact that they were able to use the code of others
with attribution, of course and that each student was
doing something different. They learned from look-
ing at the other students’ projects, and from showing
their own work to other students.
They experienced the course as coherent, rather

than as a sequence of unrelated assignments.
“Everything had a reason [for being in the course]”
said one student. Some students wanted to be able
to do additional things not taught in the course, and
in some cases spent extra time finding outside re-
sources and incorporating them into their projects,
teaching them to be self-reliant and entrepreneurial.
Because the student projects resulted in “some-

thing we could show, not just code,” students were
pleased that they could share their work with out-
siders. One of the few improvements they suggested
for future iterations was to have a have a page on the
course website where projects could reside and be
publicly available.
The CS facultymember teaching the course judged

the student work to be “light years ahead of what has
been done [by students in this class] in the past, ab-
solutely light years, as far as visual appeal, and also
in terms of coding sophistication.”

Impact on Web Design Projects
The Web Art & Design class had only five students,
making it difficult to judge what impact performa-
matics may have had on their projects. However,
three of the five were fully engaged with the course
material and made advances in their understanding
of web design, and some of the performamatics
projects looked really great from a design perspect-
ive. Some of these projects will surely be included
in the art/design students’ professional design port-
folios as a result of the collaboration.
In a focus group with the evaluator, the art stu-

dents made the same point as the CS students: they
felt this was a “real world” experience, and therefore
extremely valuable preparation for the world of work.
Only one student had collaborated with students
outside his major; for the rest, this was a new and
useful exposure.

Impact on Course Faculty
The most dramatic effect of our pilot project—and
an unexpected result—was the impact of this new
collaboration on the CS faculty member. To integrate
his class with the art class and create a substantial
project, in effect he turned his existing course inside-
out, so that course timing and content were driven

by the needs of the project. He described himself as
switching to “just-in-time” teaching, pulling in topics
when the students needed them for their work. This
created the effect that the students found so motivat-
ing—they were learning things because they needed
to use them immediately, not just because they had
come to the week in the semester that had been set
aside for that topic.
Rethinking his course, having students work on

their own varied and creative projects, and seeing
highly engaged students also engaged the CS profess-
or. He also seemed to enjoy his collaboration with
his counterpart, the Art professor. They communic-
ated frequently, both before and during the semester,
and the CS professor made frequent visits to the Art
professor’s studio classroom. “It was tough to get
him out,” said the Art professor. “I would come back
from eating lunch and he would still be there.”
As the CS professor observed in a lengthy, open-

ended interview with the evaluator, “We’re talking
about revitalizing computer science, but one thing
that’s important is to revitalize the computer science
professors.…I’ve taught this course many different
ways, and this was by far the most exciting and most
fun way to teach it. There is absolutely no doubt in
my mind about that, and that the students also got
the most out of it. … The more enthusiastic the pro-
fessor, the better the course is going to be, without
a doubt. There are plenty of smart professors, but if
they’re not enthusiastic about what they’re doing,
the students get bored, too. … To do something like
this is exciting… I enjoyed this semester. I enjoyed
going to South Campus.”
The Art professor was also affected by the collab-

oration. He reconsidered how he taught students
coding, an essential part of their advanced web
design work. “[In the future,] I’ll teach them to code
the way I teach them art. I used to teach it like calis-
thenics.” That is, in the past he assigned program-
ming exercises in the form of small, insignificant,
and typically unrelated projects to try to teach stu-
dents the coding basics by focusing on syntax. In the
future, he plans to assign exercises driven by what
students need to make their projects function, giving
them more reason to explore topics above and bey-
ond those covered in class.
The Art professor also commented on how the

opportunity to be part of a National Science Founda-
tion grant was highly unusual for Art faculty and a
boon to a field that expects very little in terms of
outside funding. He felt that his participation in the
grant gave him both credibility and visibility at the
university. The long-term effects on the value system
of this technical university could be significant,
raising the profile of the arts and humanities and es-
tablishing their importance to the work of science
and technology education and research.
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What We’re Now Doing Differently
The first change we made for the new semester was
to schedule the companion CS course on Tuesdays
and Thursdays so that its timing better aligns with
the courses taught on South Campus. This may seem
like a simple thing to do, but it is counter to the pre-
vailing culture for science and engineering students
and causes conflicts with courses in some other de-
partments. Nonetheless, the rescheduling allows us
to get students in the different disciplines to meet
more often and to work together more closely.
We have also added more joint classes at the be-

ginning of the semester to introduce students in both
classes to the entire project simultaneously, rather
than having each professor introduce the project to
his or her own class. This is intended to “get every-
one on the same page” more quickly and help build
the relationships necessary for a successful project.
We are also coordinating assignments more

closely so that the entire project builds functionality
in each class throughout the semester and so that
more concrete deadlines are set for code and graphic
deliverables. This may involve a joint grade on some
part of the project, but doing that requires more
thinking about its impact before we are ready to im-
plement it.
Overall, we feel that this first pilot iteration was

remarkably successful, and justifies the extra work
required to coordinate and overcome scheduling,
geographic, and cultural barriers.

Additional Performamatics Initiatives
The effort discussed in this paper is the first of four
in UMass Lowell’s Performamatics program that

build on the success of the earlier Artbotics program
[18]. A similar collaboration is taking place between
another pair of CS and Art professors to create a
course in Tangible Interaction Design.
The Spring 2008 semester pairs a Music course

with the second semester of the GUI Programming
course, giving us an opportunity to address some of
the issues mentioned in the previous section. Also,
two professors from English and CS will team teach
a Theater History course that includes performamat-
ics elements. This is a “general education” (univer-
sity core) course on the role of theater in society that
is open to all students, and it incorporates web-based
research, techniques for archiving that research in
web pages, sharing findings and ideas via wikis,
creating dynamic bibliographies, and using applica-
tions like Word and PowerPoint in ways that take
advantage of their real power.
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