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INTRODUCTION
The Social and Behavioral Research Institute at California State University, San Marcos produced the CSU Faculty Technology Metrics report for the California State University Chancellor’s Office.  The report summarizes responses of faculty members in the California State University (CSU) system concerning access to, use of, and satisfaction with computing and network technology.  This report also addresses CSU faculty’s attitudes regarding computing and network resources at their campus.  

The report contains a description of the data, an account of the results, and a summary of the key findings.  Additionally, Appendix A contains the questionnaire items and Appendix B displays summaries of the responses to key survey items. 



DATA

The data came from telephone interviews with 3,150 CSU system faculty members from 21 campuses.  The interviews were conducted between October 17th, 2000 and February 28th, 2001.  An average of 150 interviews were conducted with faculty at each of the campuses except the Maritime Academy and Channel Islands campuses, which were excluded because they do not have faculty populations adequate for sampling.  The number of interviews conducted at each campus was proportional to campus size, and ranged from 26 at CSU Monterey Bay to 250 at Long Beach State.

In addition to campus size, the sample was stratified on discipline and academic rank.  This insures obtaining a sample representative of the CSU faculty with respect to these characteristics.  The faculty sample approximates almost exactly the system profile for the target population as noted below.  (Source of CSU data: Profile of CSU Employees: Fall 1999 (Human Resources, CSU Office of the Chancellor).  The following table shows the coherence between the rank distribution in the system and that in the survey sample.

	Rank
	Full-time Faculty (Fall 1999)
	Survey Sample (Fall 2000)
	Over/Under Representation

	Professor
	57.3%
	57%
	-0.3%

	Associate Professor
	15.9%
	16.6%
	+0.7%

	Assistant Professor
	15.5%
	16.9%
	+1.5%

	Lecturer
	11.3%
	9.5%
	-1.8%


The survey sample also matched the CSU system with respect to age.  The survey respondents averaged 50.05 years of age, while the average in the system was 51.3.  The survey matched the CSU system with respect to gender.  This is illustrated in the table below.

	Gender
	Full-time Faculty (Fall 1999)
	Survey Sample (Fall 2000)
	Over/Under Representation

	Male
	63.8%
	65.9%
	+2.1%

	Female
	36.2%
	34.1%
	-2.1%


Additionally, the ethnic composition of the sample mirrored that of the CSU system.  The table below shows the correspondence between the sample and system.

	Ethnicity
	Full-time Faculty (Fall 1999)
	Survey Sample (Fall 2000)
	Over/Under Representation

	African American
	3.8%
	3.3%
	-0.5%

	Asian & Asian American
	11.4%
	9.4%
	-2.0%

	Hispanic/Latino
	6.8%
	6.9%
	+0.1%

	American Indian 

(Other Non-White)
	0.6%
	0.5%
	-0.1%

	White
	77.4%
	78.4%
	+1.0%


The interview questions addressed attitudes about, access to, use of, and satisfaction with computing and network technology.  Additionally, data regarding respondent characteristics were obtained from interview questions and institution databases.

Measures

A number of attitudes regarding technology were assessed using 11-point scales.  For example, respondents were asked about the importance of providing distance-learning opportunities to students.  They were asked to respond “using a scale of zero to ten, where zero equals not at all important and ten equals extremely important.”  Similarly, satisfaction items used an 11-point scale “where zero equals not at all satisfied and ten equals extremely satisfied.”  (See Appendix A for the full text of the questions.)  On each of the 11-point scales, higher numbers indicate higher levels of the quantity being measured.  Most of the items regarding access to and use of technology were yes/no type questions.  Additionally, some demographic information was provided in campus databases.

RESULTS

Respondent Characteristics

Most (65.9%) of the respondents were male, and 34.1% were female.  They averaged 50.05 years of age.  Most (71.7%) of the respondents were tenured faculty.  Table 1 displays the distribution of the sample by tenure status.  A total of 18.6% of the respondents who were tenure track faculty, but not tenured, and 9.7% of the respondents were not tenure track.
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The rank (full professors, associate professors, assistant professors, and lecturers) of the respondents is displayed in Table 2.  A majority (57.0%) of the respondents were full professors.  Additionally, 16.6% were associate professors, and 16.9% were assistant professors.  The sample also contained 9.5% lecturers. The respondents had been at their school for an average of 14.51 years.
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The number of interviews conducted at each campus was proportional to campus size, and ranged from 26 at CSU Monterey Bay to 250 at Long Beach State.  The number of interviews from each campus is displayed in Table 3.

[image: image3.wmf]Table 3:  Number of Interviews at Each Campus.
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Table 4 displays the distribution of interviews across disciplines.  The behavioral and social sciences faculty represented nearly a quarter (24.7%) of the respondents.   The engineering and computer science, professional/technical, and art disciplines each constituted about 7% of the sample. 
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Technology Attitudes
All respondents were asked a series of questions regarding their impressions and beliefs about computing and network technology.  Faculty believed computing and network resources are very important in completing their job tasks.  Where zero indicates not at all important and ten indicates extremely important, the respondents, on average, rated the importance of computing and network resources at 8.77.  Not only was the rating high, but there was a high degree of consensus in responses.  This is evident in Figure 1, which shows the distribution of faculty responses.
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The perceived importance of computing and network resources in completing their job tasks varied by academic rank.  This is illustrated in Table 5a.  Associate professors viewed computing and network resources as more important in completing job tasks than did full professors and lecturers.
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Perceptions of importance of computing and network resources in completing job tasks also varied by discipline.  Table 5b shows that arts and humanities faculty rated the importance of computing and network resources lower than did faculty in other disciplines.
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The faculty also rated their satisfaction with the computing and technology resources that were available to them.  The respondents, on average, were fairly satisfied.  This item used the satisfaction rating that was utilized throughout the interview.  This satisfaction rating ranged from zero, indicating the respondent was not at all satisfied, to ten, indicating the respondent was extremely satisfied.  Thus, the average rating of 6.85 suggests a substantial degree of satisfaction with the available computing and technology resources.  However, the distribution of responses, seen in Figure 2, shows a number of respondents are not completely satisfied.  In fact, only 18.4% of the faculty responded with a 9 or 10.
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The level of satisfaction with the available computing and technology resources was different for faculty in certain disciplines.  That is, the education faculty were more satisfied than were the art faculty.  This difference is seen in Table 6.
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Faculty were also asked if they were aware of any efforts to improve computing and network resources on their campus in the last two years.  Most (89.0%) of the respondents were aware of such efforts to improve their computing and network resources.  

Those 2,757 respondents indicating they were aware of improvement efforts were asked about the consequences of these efforts.  Explicitly, these respondents were asked to rate on a scale of zero to ten, where zero equals no improvement at all and ten equals extremely improved, how much they thought these efforts to improve computing and network resources have improved their work conditions.  On average, the respondents offered a rating of 6.17, suggesting these efforts have been perceived as somewhat helpful in improving work conditions for many respondents.  Figure 3 displays the distribution of responses, and reveals that a substantial portion of the faculty have lower than desirable opinions regarding how much conditions have improved.
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Faculty members offered ratings of their computer knowledge for teaching and research activities.  They were asked to respond on a scale of zero to ten, where zero means not at all knowledgeable and ten means extremely knowledgeable.  On this zero-to-ten scale, the faculty, on average, said their knowledge of computer hardware and software important to their teaching and research activities was 7.23.

There was a difference between the self ratings offered by full professors in comparison to assistant professors.  As Table 7a shows, assistant professors rated their knowledge of computer hardware and software important to their teaching and research activities at 7.47, while full professors rated their knowledge at 7.12.
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There were also differences in ratings of knowledge of computer hardware and software among faculty from different disciplines.  This is revealed in Table 7b.  Faculty in engineering and computer science, as well as those in business, rated themselves higher than did faculty in most other disciplines with respect to knowledge of computer hardware and software important to their teaching and research activities. 
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Faculty regarded financing the timely replacement of hardware and software as very important.  On the zero-to-ten importance scale, faculty gave an average rating of 8.47.  As indicated in Table 8, assistant professors rated the importance of financing the timely replacement of hardware and software higher than did full professors.
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Use of Technology in the Classroom
Types of Technology

· Computer Software

Faculty members were asked about the types of computer software applications they required students to use in completing assignments for their classes.  Table 9 summarizes their responses.  Over three quarters (77.1%) of the faculty members required students to use word processing software to complete their assignments.  Presentation programs were the second most common, required by 40.9% of faculty.  Additionally, more than a third (35.8%) of the faculty required the use of spreadsheets.  Only 12.6% said they did not require any software use for completion of assignments.
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The number of different software programs that faculty required of students in completing assignments was examined.  Faculty required an average of 2.34 software applications over the past two years for completing assignments.  There were no significant differences between ranks.  There were, however, differences by discipline, as shown in Table 10: faculty in the art and humanities disciplines required the fewest number of software applications for completion of class assignments.  Engineering and computer science, as well as business faculty, required students to use a greater number of software applications than faculty in other disciplines.
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· Types of Technologies

Faculty were also asked what types of technologies they required of students in completing assignments.  The responses are summarized in Table 11.  The most common answer was the web or Internet.  Almost three quarters (72.4%) of the faculty responding said they required students to use the World Wide Web or Internet to complete assignments.  Additionally, most faculty said they required students to use computers (64.0%) and campus computer networks (63.7%).
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The amount of required use did vary by faculty rank.  As seen in Table 12a, full professors required an average of 2.27 of the technologies, compared to 2.55 for associate professors and 2.50 for assistant professors.  Full professors required the use of significantly fewer technologies by their students than did associate or assistant professors.
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The amount of required technology use also varied by discipline.  This is illustrated in Table 12b.  Science and math (2.01), art (2.14), and humanities (2.16) faculty required use of the fewest number of types of technologies of their students.  Professional/technical (2.65), education (2.64), and business (2.60) disciplines required greater numbers of types of technologies of their students in completing assignments. 
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· Types of Communication Tools
The types of communication tools required of students was also of interest.  Faculty were asked which types of communication tools they required their students to use in completing their assignments.  As illustrated in Table 13, e-mail use was required most often.  This was required by over half (59.0%) the faculty members, while 19.8% required students to use electronic bulletin boards, and 14.8% required students to use threaded discussions.  However, 28.0% said they required no communication tools of their students.
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The number of types of communication tools required was assessed.  On average, faculty required students to use 1.21 different communication tools in the last two years.  This did not vary by faculty rank, but it did vary by discipline.  This is illustrated in Table 14.  The education and professional/technical disciplines required their students to use a greater number of communication tools to complete assignments than those in other disciplines.  Science and math faculty required the use of fewer communication tools than all other disciplines except art.
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· Technology-Mediated Resources
Faculty were asked about which technology-mediated resources they required students to use in completing assignments.  Table 15 shows that the most commonly required technology-mediated resources were information web sites and electronic library resources.  Information web sites were required by 60.3% of the faculty, and electronic library resources were required by 59.9% of the faculty.  Specialized software applications were required by more than a third (38.3%) of the faculty.  A number of faculty (14.8%) said they didn’t require students to use any technology-mediated resources to complete assignments.[image: image21.wmf]Table 15:  Types of Technology-Mediated Resources Required in Classes.

1236

39.7%

1875

60.3%

1248

40.1%

1863

59.9%

1921

61.7%

1190

38.3%

2182

70.1%

929

29.9%

2217

71.3%

894

28.7%

2260

72.6%

851

27.4%

2370

76.2%

741

23.8%

2782

89.4%

329

10.6%

3031

97.4%

80

2.6%

2652

85.2%

459

14.8%

Information Websites

Electronic Library Resources

Specialized Sofware

Applications

Electronic Data Repositories

Computer-Based

Instruction/Tutorials

Project/Team-Based

Activities Employing

Information Technologies

Computer-Based Simulations

and/or Animations

Streaming Video

Presentations

Other Technology-Mediated

Resources

None

Count

%

0  Not Chosen

Count

%

1  Chosen


Faculty required students to use an average of 2.81 types of technology-mediated resources.  The number of types of technology-mediated resources varied by discipline but not by faculty rank.  The engineering and computer science faculty required students to use significantly more technology-mediated resources than those in other disciplines.  Table 16 shows that the engineering and computer science faculty required students to use an average of 4.00 types of technology-mediated resources, while the next highest was business faculty, who required an average of 3.24.
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Distance Learning

Faculty members were queried about their use of and attitudes toward distance learning.  Proportionally, very few classes were taught using distance learning.  Table 17 shows that the proportion of distance-learning classes is only .08.  This table also reveals some slight differences among disciplines.  That is, the professional/technical faculty (.12) as well as the education faculty (.11) taught a higher proportion of their classes using distance learning than did faculty in the art (.04) and science and math (.06) disciplines.
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Of the classes taught using at least some distance learning, about half (.54) were taught predominantly in distance-learning mode.  This differed by faculty rank.  As shown in Table 18, full professors taught a higher proportion of their classes that used distance learning in a predominantly distance-learning mode compared to associate and assistant professors.  The low number of lecturers in this analysis prevented the difference between lecturers and the associate and assistant professors from reaching statistical significance.  The proportion of classes that used distance learning taught in a predominantly distance-learning mode did not vary by discipline
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There was a good deal of variability in the support for distance learning.  Faculty were asked how important they thought it was to provide distance-learning opportunities.  On a scale of zero to ten, the average response was 5.80.  As Figure 4 shows, there was substantial variability in the responses, with 6.7% saying distance learning is not at all important, and 16.2% saying it is extremely important.
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The degree to which faculty thought it was important to provide electronic access to course instruction for students at any time and place varied by academic rank.  Full professors saw providing distance learning as less important than did assistant professors and lecturers.  This is seen in Table 19a.
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Perceived importance of distance learning also varied by discipline.  As shown in Table 19b, the education, business, and professional/technical faculty rated distance learning as more important than did faculty in other disciplines.
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Departmental Technology Training of Students

The survey addressed opinions about the adequacy and importance of training students in the use of technology.  Faculty were asked to rate how well their department prepares students in their discipline for the technology skills they will need.  As shown in Table 20a, faculty offered an average rating of 6.53 on a zero-to-ten scale where zero means not at all well and ten means extremely well.  The table also reveals that full professors rated the preparation of students in their department more highly than did assistant professors.
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There were also differences in ratings by discipline, as seen in Table 20b.  Those in humanities rated the adequacy of the technology preparation the students in their discipline receive lower than the ratings offered by faculty in other disciplines.  On the other hand, those in engineering and computer science rated the preparation of their students higher than did those in other disciplines.
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Faculty were also asked how important it was that their department have a formal plan for integrating technology into the curriculum for majors.  On the zero-to-ten importance scale, the average rating was 7.48.  Table 21a shows that the average importance rating depended on the rank of the respondent.  Specifically, lecturers rated the importance of having a formal plan for integrating technology into the curriculum higher than did full professors or assistant professors.
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There were differences by discipline in the ratings of the importance of having a formal plan for integrating technology into the curriculum for majors.  Interestingly, the humanities faculty rated the importance of a formal technology integration plan lower than did the other disciplines.  This is shown in Table 21b.  Education as well as engineering and computer science faculty rated the importance of a formal technology integration plan higher than those in many of the other disciplines.
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Class Technology Use and Satisfaction

· Internet
Respondents were asked about the number of classes they taught in which they required students to use different types of technology.  They were asked how many classes they taught over the last two years in which they required students to use the Internet.  Most (72.2%) faculty members required students to use the Internet in at least one class over the last two years.  Students were required to use the Internet in almost half the classes taught by the respondents.  That is, the proportion of classes in which Internet use was required was .48.

Table 22a shows the proportions of classes in the past two years in which Internet use was required by academic rank.  This table shows that full professors required Internet use in a lower proportion of their classes than did assistant professors and lecturers.
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The proportions of classes in which Internet use was required also differed by discipline.  Table 22b shows the proportion of classes taught over the last two years that required students to use the Internet for the different disciplines.  Art, humanities, and science and math faculty were less likely than other faculty to require Internet use in their classes.
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Faculty were asked about their satisfaction with the technical aspects of requiring students to use the Internet.  On the zero-to-ten satisfaction scale, the average satisfaction rating was 6.71, indicating faculty were somewhat satisfied.  This is illustrated in Table 23.  The level of satisfaction expressed by the faculty was different for some disciplines.  That is, the business faculty were more satisfied than were humanities or professional/technical faculty.
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Faculty were also asked about their satisfaction with the pedagogical effectiveness of requiring students to use the Internet.  The average satisfaction rating was 6.98.  The satisfaction level varied by discipline, as illustrated in Table 24.  Business and education faculty reported greater satisfaction than did science and math, and behavioral and social science faculty.
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· Web Postings
More than half (57.3%) of the respondents said they posted class materials on the web in the past two years.  Faculty posted class material on the web for about a third (34.3%) of the classes they taught. The proportion of classes for which materials were posted on the web varied by academic rank.  This is illustrated in Table 25a.  Assistant professors were more likely (.39) than were full professors (.33) to post class materials on the web.
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The likelihood of posting class material on the web also depended on academic discipline.  There were considerable differences among some disciplines, as revealed in Table 25b.  Most notably, the art faculty were less likely than most other disciplines to post materials on the web, while the business faculty were more likely than all the other disciplines to post materials on the web.  In fact, the business faculty were more likely than not (.52) to post class materials on the web.
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Faculty expressed satisfaction with the technical support aspects of posting class materials on the web.  On average, the satisfaction rating on the zero-to-ten scale was 6.60.  As seen in Table 26, lecturers were more satisfied than were full professors with posting material on the web.
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Faculty were also satisfied with the pedagogical effectiveness of posting class materials on the web.  The average satisfaction rating was 6.89.  However, as seen in Table 27a, the level of satisfaction depended on rank.  Full professors were less satisfied with the pedagogical effectiveness of posting materials on the web than were lecturers.  This is the same pattern as with satisfaction with the technical support aspects.[image: image39.wmf]Table 27a:  Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Posting Materials on the

Web by Rank.
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Satisfaction with the pedagogical effectiveness of posting class materials on the web also varied by discipline.  This is seen in Table 27b.  Business faculty were more satisfied than faculty in some other disciplines (engineering and computer science, behavioral and social sciences, humanities, and science and math) with the pedagogical effectiveness of posting class materials on the web.[image: image40.wmf]Table 27b:  Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Posting Materials on the Web by

Discipline.
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· E-mail
Over half (54.0%) of the faculty required their students to use e-mail, and e-mail use was required of students in over a third (36.1%) of the classes taught in the last two years.  The proportion of classes taught that required e-mail use was different for full professors compared to lecturers.  As seen in Table 28a, lecturers required e-mail use in a higher proportion (.41) of their classes than did full professors (.34).
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The proportion of classes in which e-mail was required of students also varied by discipline.  The proportions of classes in which e-mail was required by discipline are displayed in Table 28b.  The business and education faculty were more likely than most to require students to use e-mail.[image: image42.wmf]Table 28b:  Proportion of Classes That Require Use of E-Mail by Discipline.
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Faculty expressed satisfaction with the technical aspects of requiring students to use e-mail.  On the zero-to-ten scale, the average satisfaction rating was 7.43.  This rating differed by discipline, as seen in Table 29.  That is, those in business were more satisfied than were faculty in professional/technical, science and math, and the behavioral and social sciences.
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Faculty also expressed satisfaction with the pedagogical effectiveness of requiring students to use e-mail.  The average satisfaction rating was 7.38.  There was one difference in satisfaction ratings among disciplines.  The business faculty were more satisfied than were the science and math faculty.  Average satisfaction ratings are displayed in Table 30.
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· Computer Labs
Over half (56.6%) of the faculty reported teaching classes over the last two years in which some instruction was given in a computer classroom or lab.  Faculty reported that instruction was given in a computer classroom or lab in a quarter (26.1%) of the classes they taught.

The proportion of classes in which some instruction was given in a computer classroom or lab varied by discipline.  This is seen in Table 31.  Engineering and computer science faculty taught more classes utilizing computer classrooms or labs than any other discipline, while art faculty utilized computer labs for fewer classes than faculty in any other discipline.
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The results indicate that faculty were somewhat satisfied with the technical support aspects of providing some instruction in a computer classroom or lab.  The average satisfaction rating was 6.38 on the zero-to-ten satisfaction scale.  Additionally, as shown in Table 32, the art faculty were less satisfied with the technical support aspects of providing some instruction in a computer classroom or lab than were faculty in business, education, and the behavioral and social sciences. [image: image46.wmf]Table 32:  Satisfaction with the Technical Aspects of Instructing in a Computer Classroom by

Discipline.
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Faculty were also satisfied with the pedagogical effectiveness of providing some instruction in a computer classroom or lab.  This is evidenced by the average satisfaction rating of 7.37.  The faculty members’ level of satisfaction with the pedagogical effectiveness of providing some instruction in a computer classroom or lab was not qualified by academic rank or by discipline.

Technology Policies on Campus

Faculty were asked about their opinion with respect to a number of technology policy issues.  This includes faculty perception of the importance of information competence of students.  Faculty were asked how important they thought it was, on a zero-to-ten scale, for their campus to require students to have information competency, that is, the ability to access, analyze, and present information using computing and network technologies.  Their responses are summarized in Table 33.  A requirement of information competency was regarded as rather important, as indicated by an average importance rating of 8.26.
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The perceived importance of an information competency requirement varied by academic discipline.  This is seen in Table 34.  The business faculty viewed requiring information competency as more important than did faculty from most other disciplines.
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Faculty were also asked about the importance of requiring students to have unlimited access to computers, both on and off campus.  Table 33 shows that this was perceived as rather important as well.  The average importance rating was 8.32.

Faculty in different disciplines differed in their ratings of the importance of requiring students to have unlimited access to computers, both on and off campus.  Table 35 shows that science and math faculty viewed requiring students to have unlimited computer access as less important than did faculty from all the other disciplines.[image: image49.wmf]Table 35:  Importance of Requiring Students to Have Unlimited Access to Computers by Discipline.
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In addition to computer access, campus network access was rated as important.  That is, faculty regarded it as important that students are required to have unlimited access to the campus network, both on and off campus.  Table 33 shows the average importance rating was 8.34.

The perceived importance of requiring unlimited access to the campus network varied by discipline.  The importance ratings by discipline are found in Table 36.  As with computers, science and math faculty view requiring students to have unlimited campus network access as less important than do faculty from all the other disciplines.

[image: image50.wmf]Table 36:  Importance of Requiring Students to Have Unlimited Access to the Campus Network by

Discipline.

Q1A12  Importance of Requiring Students to Have Unlimited Campus Network Access, Both On and Off

Campus

234

8.63

1.97

0

10

345

8.43

2.07

0

10

423

8.63

2.18

0

10

197

8.43

1.96

0

10

344

8.39

2.27

0

10

537

7.78

2.41

0

10

759

8.35

2.25

0

10

223

8.57

1.89

0

10

3062

8.34

2.21

0

10

1  Art

2  Business

3  Education

4  Engineering/Computer Science

5  Humanities

6  Science & Math

7  Behavioral/Social Sciences

8  Professional/Technical

Total

N

Mean

Std.

Deviation

Minimum

Maximum


Faculty rated the importance of having a formal program assessing the impact of technology on learning outcomes.  As seen in Table 33, the importance rating (6.83) for a formal technology assessment program was relatively lower than the importance ratings of other issues addressed.

The importance rating for a formal technology assessment program varied by academic rank.  This is seen in Table 37a.  Lecturers rated formal programs assessing the impact of technology on learning outcomes as more important than did full professors and associate professors.
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There were also differences among disciplines with respect to the perceptions of the importance of a formal program assessing the impact of technology on learning outcomes.  Table 37b reveals that education faculty rated the importance of a formal program assessing the impact of technology higher than faculty in all other disciplines except professional/technical.  On the other hand, science and math faculty rated the importance of a formal technology assessment program lower than faculty in all disciplines except humanities. 
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The issue of incentives for faculty to participate in the development of technology-mediated resources was addressed.  Respondents were asked how important they thought it was to provide incentives, for example, release time, or extra compensation, for faculty to participate in the development of technology-mediated resources for teaching or learning.  The average importance rating was 8.01, suggesting faculty regard this as quite important.  

The degree to which faculty thought the provision of incentives for faculty to participate in the development of technology-mediated resources to be important depended on rank.  This is seen in Table 38a.  Full professors, on average, regarded this as less important than other faculty.
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The degree to which faculty said incentives for participation in the development of technology-mediated resources were important also depended on discipline.  As Table 38b shows, science and math faculty, on average, tended to believe incentives for participation in the development of technology-mediated resources was less important than most other faculty. 
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Faculty said it was very important for their campus to have a formal policy regarding ownership of web-based and other technology-mediated teaching and learning resources developed by faculty.  As shown in Table 33, the average importance rating on the zero-to-ten scale was 8.21.

The extent to which faculty regarded a formal policy regarding ownership of technology-mediated teaching and learning resources developed by faculty as important varied by discipline.  Table 39 shows that science and math faculty regarded this as less important than faculty in some of the other disciplines.
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Respondents considered it important for their campus to assist faculty to integrate technology into instruction.  Table 33 shows that, on average, the importance of such assistance was rated 8.24 on the zero-to-ten importance scale.

The importance of campus assistance in integration of technology into instruction varied by rank.  Lecturers thought it more important than did full and assistant professors for the campus to provide assistance in integrating technology into instruction.  This is seen in Table 40a.
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Academic discipline also qualified the ratings of the importance of campus assistance in the integration of technology into instruction.  That is, the education and professional/technical faculty regarded such assistance to be more important than did faculty in most other disciplines.  This is shown in Table 40b.

[image: image57.wmf]Table 40b:  Importance of Assisting Faculty to Integrate Technology into Instruction by Discipline.

QI4B5B  Importance of Assisting Faculty to Integrate Technology into Instruction

232

8.19

2.11

0

10

347

8.59

1.80

0

10

426

8.84

1.71

0

10

199

8.10

2.02

0

10

351

7.98

2.28

0

10

548

7.71

2.22

0

10

764

8.13

2.05

0

10

223

8.81

1.57

2

10

3090

8.24

2.05

0

10

1  Art

2  Business

3  Education

4  Engineering/Computer Science

5  Humanities

6  Science & Math

7  Behavioral/Social Sciences

8  Professional/Technical

Total

N

Mean

Std.

Deviation

Minimum

Maximum


On-line Resources

Faculty were asked about their use of and satisfaction with on-line resources.  Specifically, they were asked if they used electronic information resources such as online interlibrary loan, online database searches, or online catalogs.  Most (90.0%) of the faculty reported using on-line information resources.

The likelihood that faculty reported using on-line information resources varied by rank.  Table 41a shows that assistant and associate professors were more likely to use electronic information resources than were full professors and lecturers.

The likelihood of using on-line information resources also depended on discipline.  This is illustrated in Table 41b.  Humanities faculty were most likely to use on-line information resources, while art and engineering and computer science faculty were less likely to use such electronic information resources.
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Those faculty reporting that they had used on-line information resources were asked about their satisfaction with the quality of the on-line information resources.  On the zero-to-ten satisfaction scale, the average rating was 7.61.

Though satisfaction with the quality of the on-line information resources was consistent across ranks, it did vary by discipline.  This is illustrated in Table 42.  However, the differences by discipline were limited to a difference between the education and science and math faculty.  That is, the education faculty expressed greater satisfaction than did the faculty in science and math with the quality of the on-line information resources.
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The faculty members who used on-line information resources were also asked about their satisfaction with the quantity of the on-line information resources available through their campus library.  The average satisfaction rating was 7.26.
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The level of satisfaction with the quantity of the on-line information resources varied by academic rank.  Full professors and lecturers were more satisfied than were assistant professors, and lecturers were also more satisfied than were associate professors.  This is shown in Table 43a.

Satisfaction with the quantity of the on-line information resources also varied by discipline.  Table 43b shows that science and math faculty were less satisfied than were faculty in all other disciplines except engineering and computer science.[image: image62.wmf]Table 43b:  Satisfaction with the Quantity of On-line Information Resources by Discipline.
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Faculty were also satisfied with the ease of use of the electronic library resources through their campus library.  The average satisfaction rating was 7.35.

Faculty satisfaction with the ease of use of the on-line information resources differed by academic rank.  That is, lecturers were more satisfied than were full and associate professors.  This is illustrated in Table 44.
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Administrative Information Systems

Faculty were asked if they used their campus on-line information system to get student records for the purpose of academic advisement.  Over half (54.2%) of the faculty reported using their campus on-line information system to access student records for academic advisement.

The likelihood that faculty accessed student record information on-line varied by rank.  This is illustrated in Table 45a, which shows that the higher the rank, the more likely the person was to access student record information on-line for the purpose of academic advisement; 59.2% of full professors and 41.4% of lecturers reported using their campus on-line information system to get student records.
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The likelihood that faculty accessed student record information on-line also varied by discipline.  Faculty in engineering and computer science as well as those in professional/technical disciplines were more likely than others to access student record information on-line.  This is seen in Table 45b.
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Those who reported using their campus on-line information system were asked how satisfied they were with on-line access to student record information.  Respondents were somewhat satisfied.  The average satisfaction rating was 6.63.

The level of satisfaction with on-line access to student record information was qualified by discipline.  That is, behavioral and social sciences faculty were more satisfied than were science and math faculty.  This is illustrated in Table 46.
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Connectivity

· Internet

Faculty’s use and satisfaction with connectivity was assessed.  Faculty members were asked if they had used campus access to the Internet including the world wide web.  The responses are summarized in Table 47.  Almost all (98.0%) faculty reported using campus access to the Internet.
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There were slight differences in use of campus access to the Internet by rank.  This is seen in Table 48a.  Though lecturers were overwhelmingly likely (95.7%) to have used campus access to the Internet, they were slightly less likely to use it compared to other ranks.
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Table 48b shows there was also a difference in accessing the Internet through campus by discipline.  Art faculty were less likely to use campus access to the Internet than were other faculty.
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Those faculty who had used their campus access to the Internet were asked about how satisfied they were with this access.  An average satisfaction rating of 8.51 indicates that faculty were quite satisfied.

Satisfaction ratings did not differ by rank, but they did differ by discipline.  This is seen in Table 49, which shows that education faculty were more satisfied than were art faculty and science and math faculty.
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· E-Mail

Faculty were also asked if they used campus e-mail services.  As with access to the Internet, almost all faculty said they used this service.  Table 47 shows that 98.0% of the faculty use campus e-mail service.

The use of campus e-mail services varied by rank.  Specifically, lecturers were significantly less likely than other faculty to use campus e-mail services.  This is illustrated in Table 50a.
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Discipline was also related to whether or not faculty used campus e-mail services.  As Table 50b shows, art faculty were less likely than faculty in other disciplines to use campus e-mail services.
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Faculty who stated that they used campus e-mail services were asked how satisfied they were with access to these services.  Overall, faculty were fairly satisfied with their access to campus e-mail services.  The average satisfaction rating was 8.34.  This was consistent across academic rank.

Satisfaction with access to campus e-mail services did vary by discipline.  This is seen in Table 51.  Education faculty were more satisfied than faculty in humanities, science and math, and the behavioral and social sciences.  
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· Campus Network Access

Faculty were asked if they had used their campus network from off-campus, using a modem, cable, DSL, or ISDN.  Most (71.5%) faculty reported that they had accessed their campus network from off-campus, as shown in Table 47.

The likelihood of using their campus network from off-campus, using a modem, cable, DSL, or ISDN, depended on academic rank.  As shown in Table 52, lecturers were less likely than other faculty to access their campus network from off-campus.
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Those that did access their campus network from off-campus, using a modem, cable, DSL, or ISDN, were asked how satisfied they were with that access.  Respondents were somewhat satisfied, offering an average rating of 6.55.
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The average satisfaction rating differed by academic rank.  This is illustrated in Table 53a. Lecturers expressed greater satisfaction than did other faculty with their access to the campus network from off campus.

Satisfaction with campus network access also varied by discipline.  The education faculty were more satisfied with access to their campus network from off campus than faculty in science and math and the behavioral and social sciences.  This is seen in Table 53b.
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Faculty were asked if they had used their campus network from off-campus by connecting to some other Internet service provider (ISP) like AOL, CompuServe, or Earthlink.  Table 47 shows that less than half (45.0%) of the respondents said they had used some Internet service provider (ISP) to connect to their campus network.  The likelihood of connecting to the campus network through an ISP did not vary by rank or discipline.

Those that did report accessing their campus network through an ISP were asked how satisfied they were with their access to their campus network from off-campus by connecting to some other ISP.  Respondents offered an average satisfaction rating of 6.80.

The level of satisfaction of the faculty with accessing their campus network through an ISP varied by discipline.  However, this was limited to a difference between education and behavioral and social science faculty.  As indicated in Table 54, education faculty were more satisfied than behavioral and social science faculty with accessing their campus network through an ISP.
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Workstations, Software, and Help

· Hardware

Respondents were asked about access to the computer workstations, software, and maintenance.  They were asked if they had access to a university-provided computer workstation to complete their work.  Their responses are summarized in Table 55.  Almost all (96.2%) of the respondents said they had access to a university-provided computer workstation.
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Access to a university-provided computer workstation to complete their work varied by discipline.  Table 56 reveals that there are lower percentages of art and science and math faculty reporting that they have access to computer workstations in comparison to other disciplines.  Though it is a lower rate than other disciplines, 93.2% of art faculty said they had access to workstations.
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Those faculty reporting that they had access to a university-provided computer workstation were asked how satisfied they were with the workstation provided to them.  Overall, faculty were fairly satisfied; the average satisfaction rating was 7.76.

The level of satisfaction with computer workstations was different for faculty at different ranks.  This is seen in Table 57a.  Lecturers were less satisfied with the workstations provided for them than were full professors or assistant professors
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The level of satisfaction with computer workstations also varied by discipline.  Table 57b shows that education faculty were more satisfied than were faculty in art, humanities, and the behavioral and social sciences.
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· Software

The availability of software was also a concern.  Faculty were asked if they had access to university-provided software they needed to complete their work.  The results are in Table 55.  As with workstations, almost all (95.6%) of the respondents said they had what they needed with respect to software.

The availability of computer software necessary to complete work varied by discipline.  This can be seen in Table 58.  Faculty in art were significantly less likely to state that they have access to university-provided computer software than were faculty in other disciplines.
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Those stating that they had access to university-provided computer software neccesary for their work were asked how satisfied they were with that software.  Faculty who had access to software were generally satisfied with that software, as indicated by an average satisfaction rating of 7.81.

The level of faculty’s satisfaction with the university-provided software depended on discipline.  That is, business and education faculty were generally more satisfied with the software provided to them by the university than faculty in some of the other disciplines.  This is seen in Table 59.
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· Help

Respondents were asked about assistance with installation and maintenance of computers.  As indicated in Table 55, almost all (97.2%) of the faculty stated that they had access to assistance on campus to set up, upgrade, maintain, or repair a university-provided computer or computer equipment.  

There was a difference in reported availability of help on campus to set up, upgrade, maintain, or repair a university-provided computer or computer equipment.  Table 60 shows that faculty in engineering and computer science had the lowest percentage (93.7%) of people reporting having access to assistance with the installation and maintenance of computer equipment.  That is, those who were probably least likely to need assistance were least likely to report having assistance available.[image: image84.wmf]Table 60:  Access to Help on Campus to Install or Maintain Computer Equipment by Discipline.
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Those reporting that assistance was available on campus to set up, upgrade, maintain, or repair a university-provided computer or computer equipment were asked if they had made use of this assistance.  Most (96.4%) of the respondents had.

The likelihood of having received campus assistance with university-provided computer equipment was not consistent across academic rank.  As Table 61a shows, lecturers were less likely than others to use the campus assistance with computer equipment that was available to them.

[image: image85.wmf]Table 61a:  Received Campus Assistance with Computer Equipment by Rank.

47

1610

1657

2.8%

97.2%

100.0%

13

474

487

2.7%

97.3%

100.0%

23

468

491

4.7%

95.3%

100.0%

22

247

269

8.2%

91.8%

100.0%

105

2799

2904

3.6%

96.4%

100.0%

Count

% within QJOB6 

Academic Rank

Count

% within QJOB6 

Academic Rank

Count

% within QJOB6 

Academic Rank

Count

% within QJOB6 

Academic Rank

Count

% within QJOB6 

Academic Rank

1  Professor

2  Associate Professor

3  Assistant Professor

4  Lecturer

QJOB6 

Academic

Rank

Total

0  No

1  Yes

QI4A3B  Respondent

Received Assistance From

the Campus with

Installation, Upgrading, or

Maintenance of

University-Provided

Computer Equipment

Total


[image: image86.wmf]Table 61b:  Received Campus Assistance with Computer Equipment by Discipline.

9

200

209

4.3%

95.7%

100.0%

6

313

319

1.9%

98.1%

100.0%

18

399

417

4.3%

95.7%

100.0%

6

171

177

3.4%

96.6%

100.0%

4

328

332

1.2%

98.8%

100.0%

28

472

500

5.6%

94.4%

100.0%

29

703

732

4.0%

96.0%

100.0%

5

217

222

2.3%

97.7%

100.0%

105

2803

2908

3.6%

96.4%

100.0%

Count

% within DEPCODE3 

Department Code

Count

% within DEPCODE3 

Department Code

Count

% within DEPCODE3 

Department Code

Count

% within DEPCODE3 

Department Code

Count

% within DEPCODE3 

Department Code

Count

% within DEPCODE3 

Department Code

Count

% within DEPCODE3 

Department Code

Count

% within DEPCODE3 

Department Code

Count

% within DEPCODE3 

Department Code

1  Art

2  Business

3  Education

4  Engineering/Computer

Science

5  Humanities

6  Science & Math

7  Behavioral/Social Sciences

8  Professional/Technical

DEPCODE3 

Department

Code

Total

0  No

1  Yes

QI4A3B  Respondent

Received Assistance From

the Campus with

Installation, Upgrading, or

Maintenance of

University-Provided

Computer Equipment

Total


Use of campus help with university-provided computer equipment also varied by discipline.  Faculty in the humanities and business disciplines were more likely to make use of the available campus help than were faculty in other disciplines.  This is seen in Table 61b.

Those that had received campus assistance with university-provided computer equipment were asked how satisfied they were with the service they received.  On average, faculty were fairly satisfied, and offered an average satisfaction rating of 7.10.

The level of satisfaction with campus assistance with installing and maintaining university-provided computer equipment varied by discipline.  This is seen in Table 62.  Education and business faculty were more satisfied with campus installation and maintenance help than faculty in most other disciplines.
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Help and Technical Support

Respondents were asked about their access to, and the importance of help with university-provided computer equipment if they have trouble after it has been installed.  As shown in Table 63, most (97.8%) respondents said they had access to help if they have trouble with their university-provided computer after it has been installed.  This was not qualified by rank or discipline.
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Those stating that they had access to help after their computer has been installed were asked if this help was provided through their campus.  The responses are also found in Table 63.  Again, almost all the respondents stated that the help they have available is through their campus, and this was not qualified by rank or discipline.

Faculty members were asked how important they thought it was to provide user support for faculty, staff, and students.  Overall, faculty thought this was extremely important, as evidenced by the average importance rating of 9.44.  

Though all disciplines viewed user support as very important, there was an effect of discipline on importance ratings.  As illustrated in Table 64, engineering and computer science faculty regarded user support as less important than did faculty in other disciplines.  Those who seem less likely to need support viewed this support as slightly less important.
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Types of Help

The different types of help that were available and used by faculty was given attention, as was the level of satisfaction with these different types of help.  Faculty were asked which types of campus help services were available to them.  The types of campus help services available to faculty are displayed in Table 65.  The most common types of services available were e-mail services and telephone call centers.  Campus walk-in help desks as well as department support services were also available to most faculty.  
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Interestingly, there were reported differences in the availability of some of these campus services.  Business, engineering and computer science, and science and math faculty were less likely to report that telephone call services were available.  Art and science and math faculty were less likely than faculty in other disciplines to report the availability of campus walk-in help desks.  Additionally, full professors and lecturers were less likely to report that a web site link to a campus help desk was available than were other faculty.  These differences are unexpected since these are campus-wide services. 

There were also differences in the availability of department support services reported by discipline.  This is illustrated in Table 66.  Only 38.2% of humanities faculty compared to two thirds (67.0%) of science and math faculty reported the availability of department support services.
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· Telephone Call Centers

Respondents indicating that they had access to some form of assistance were asked what types of assistance they had used.  The responses are summarized in Table 67a.  Telephone call centers were used by the most people.  Three quarters (75.3%) of the respondents said they had used the telephone call centers.  E-mail services were used by almost two thirds (64.2%) of the respondents, and about half (48.0%) used department support services.
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Table 67b shows the percentages of faculty who reported use of the different help services they said were available to them.  Telephone call centers, college support, and department support were each used by about 85% of the faculty that had access to these services.  Most also used e-mail and other services available, but less than half (45.4%) of those with access to a web site link to a campus help desk made use of that service.
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The use of telephone call centers did vary by discipline.  As shown in Table 68, business and engineering and computer science faculty were less likely to use a telephone call center than were faculty in other disciplines.
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Those who said they had used help services were asked about their satisfaction with those services.  The overall level of satisfaction with the telephone call centers was 6.70 on the zero-to-ten scale.  Satisfaction with telephone call centers was not qualified by rank or discipline.

· E-mail Support Services
E-mail services were used by 64.2% of the respondents.  The likelihood that a faculty member used e-mail help services depended on his or her academic rank.  This is seen in Table 69.  Assistant professors and lecturers were less likely than full professors and associate professors to use e-mail help services.
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Faculty were asked about their satisfaction with e-mail help services.  Satisfaction was consistent across rank and discipline.  Faculty were somewhat satisfied, reporting an average satisfaction level of 7.00.

· Department Support Services
As noted above, 48.0% of the faculty reported using department support services when they had trouble with computer equipment.  The likelihood that faculty used department support services depended on academic discipline.  This is seen in Table 70.  Humanities, business, and behavioral and social sciences faculty were much less likely to use department support services, while engineering and computer science faculty were much more likely than those in other disciplines to make use of department support services. 
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Those who reported using department support services also reported their level of satisfaction with these services.  Faculty expressed satisfaction with department support services, offering an average rating of 7.77.

· Walk-in Help Desks

The use of walk-in help desks varied by discipline.  Science and math, and professional/technical faculty were less likely to make use of walk-in help desks than were faculty in other disciplines.  This is seen in Table 71.
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Satisfaction with walk-in help desks was 7.27, indicating that faculty were fairly satisfied.  The level of satisfaction of faculty did not depend on academic rank or discipline.

Web site links to help desks were not used by as many people as some of the other help services.  However, they were used a little bit more frequently by associate professors than they were by faculty at other ranks.  This can be seen in Table 72.
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Faculty were somewhat satisfied with the web site links to help desks.  This is evidenced by the average satisfaction rating of 7.10.  The level of satisfaction with web site links to help desks was independent of rank or discipline.

· Unsatisfactory Ratings
Those who expressed dissatisfaction with the help services described above were asked more specific questions about the service in an attempt to shed some light on the source of faculty dissatisfaction.  If a respondent indicated they were not satisfied with a service they were asked if they were satisfied with (1) the way their request for help was handled, and (2) the resolution of the problem.  Table 73a shows the percentages of respondents who were satisfied with the way in which requests for help were handled for each type of support service.  Faculty who were not satisfied in general with help services were unlikely to be satisfied with the way in which their request for help was handled.  On average, about a quarter of the respondents reported that they were satisfied with how their request was handled.

Faculty who were not satisfied in general with help services were also unlikely to be satisfied with the resolution of the problem.  This is seen in Table 73b.  However, a comparison between Tables 73a and 73b reveals that faculty were more likely to be dissatisfied with the way in which requests were handled than they were to be dissatisfied with the resolution of the problem.

[image: image99.wmf]Table 73b:  Satisfaction with the Resolution of the Problem.

219

62.9%

129

37.1%

74

66.1%

38

33.9%

123

63.1%

72

36.9%

42

66.7%

21

33.3%

65

57.5%

48

42.5%

42

54.5%

35

45.5%

10

66.7%

5

33.3%

Satisfied with the

Resolution of the Problem

byTelephone Call Centers

Satisfied with the

Resolution of the Problem

by Campus Walk-In Help

Desk

Satisfied with the

Resolution of the Problem

by Campus E-Mail Desk

Satisfied with the

Resolution of the Problem

by Web Site Link Services

Satisfied with the

Resolution of the Problem

by Department Support

Satisfied with the

Resolution of the Problem

by College Support

Satisfied with the

Resolution of the Problem

by Other Services

Count

%

0  No

Count

%

1  Yes


Training

Faculty were asked a number of questions regarding participation in and satisfaction with computer training programs aimed at improving basic computer skills.  Faculty were asked how important such programs are.  Overall, faculty judged such training programs to be very important.  They offered an average importance rating of 8.51.  

The extent to which faculty rated computer training programs as important depended on the rank of the faculty member.  That is, lecturers regarded these training programs as more important than did assistant and associate professors.  This is illustrated in Table 74a.
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The perceived importance of computer training programs aimed at improving basic computer skills also depended on academic discipline.  Table 74b shows that engineering and computer science as well as science and math faculty viewed computer training programs aimed at improving basic computer skills as less important than did other faculty.
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The different types of programs that faculty participated in was of interest.  Consequently, faculty were asked about the types of training programs they participated in, and how satisfied they were with the training programs in general.  They types of programs in which faculty participated are displayed in Table 75.  Workshops were the most commonly used type of training.  About two thirds (66.3%) of the faculty had participated in a computer skills workshop.  Over half (53.0%) the respondents had participated in computer-based training, but the other types of training were not commonly used.
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As noted above, most of the faculty had participated in a computer skills workshop.  The likelihood of participating in a workshop varied by rank.  That is, assistant professors were less likely than other faculty to participate in workshops.  Table 76a displays the percentages of faculty participating in workshops by rank.[image: image103.wmf]Table 76a:  Participated in a Workshop by Rank.
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The likelihood of participating in a workshop also depended on academic discipline.  This is seen in Table 76b, which shows that professional/technical faculty were much more likely than other faculty to participate in workshops, while science and math faculty were much less likely to participate in workshops.  Education faculty were also more likely to attend computer skills workshops. 
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Overall, half the faculty participated in computer-based training.  However, participation in computer-based training differed by rank.  Again, assistant professors were less likely to participate than faculty at other ranks.  This is seen in Table 77a.
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Participation in computer-based training varied by discipline.  This is seen in Table 77b.  Science and math, as well as engineering and computer science faculty were less likely to participate in computer-based training, while professional/technical and education faculty were more likely to participate. 
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Only 7.4% of the respondents participated in video-taped training to improve basic computer skills.  The likelihood of participating in video-taped training varied by rank.  As Table 78a shows, assistant professors and lecturers were less likely to have participated in video-taped training than were full professors and associate professors.
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The likelihood of participating in video-taped training also varied by discipline.  Professional/technical, education, and art faculty were more likely to participate in video-taped computer training than were faculty in other disciplines, especially science and math faculty, of whom only 3.1% participated in video-taped training to improve basic computer skills.  There were too few faculty participating in other types of training to assess whether there were differences by rank or discipline.
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Those respondents who reported having participated in any basic computer skills training were asked about their satisfaction with the training in which they participated.  Faculty were somewhat satisfied with the training programs – they offered an average satisfaction rating of 7.16 on the zero-to-ten satisfaction scale.  Lecturers and assistant professors expressed greater satisfaction than did full and associate professors.  This is illustrated in Table 79a.
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Academic discipline also had a slight impact on the rating of satisfaction with training programs.  Table 79b shows that education faculty were more satisfied than were science and math faculty with the basic computer skills training in which they participated.[image: image110.wmf]Table 79b:  Satisfaction with Training Programs by Discipline.
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Equipment

Faculty were asked about their satisfaction with the working order and capabilities of various forms of equipment on campus.  They were asked about computing, telephone, and video conferencing equipment.  Faculty expressed moderate satisfaction with the working order and capabilities of the computing and network equipment they use at their university.  The overall rating was 7.46.

The level of satisfaction with the working order and capabilities of computing and network equipment differed for some disciplines.  That is, education faculty were more satisfied than most other faculty with respect to computing and network equipment.  This is seen in Table 80.

[image: image111.wmf]Table 80:  Satisfaction with Computing and Network Equipment by Discipline.

QI4A10  Satisfaction with Working Order and Capabilities of Computing and Network Equipment

219

7.21

2.35

0

10

324

7.67

1.76

1

10

421

7.86

1.77

0

10

188

7.39

1.87

0

10

341

7.35

2.15

0

10

513

7.35

1.69

2

10

745

7.39

2.06

0

10

228

7.40

1.96

0

10

2979

7.46

1.95

0

10

1  Art

2  Business

3  Education

4  Engineering/Computer

Science

5  Humanities

6  Science & Math

7  Behavioral/Social Sciences

8  Professional/Technical

Total

N

Mean

Std.

Deviation

Minimum

Maximum


Faculty expressed satisfaction with the working order and capabilities of the telephone equipment that they use.  Overall, the average satisfaction rating was 7.60.

Satisfaction with the working order and capabilities of the telephone equipment used by faculty varied by rank.  As indicated in Table 81a, assistant professors were less satisfied with the telephone equipment they use than were full professors and lecturers.
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Satisfaction with the telephone equipment used by faculty also varied by discipline.  Table 81b shows the average telephone equipment satisfaction rating for the different disciplines.  Education faculty expressed a higher level of satisfaction with the working order and capabilities of the telephone equipment than did the science and math faculty.
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The satisfaction level of faculty with video conferencing equipment could be improved considerably.  The average satisfaction rating with the working order and capabilities of the video conferencing equipment was only 6.15.

The average satisfaction rating with video conferencing equipment differed for faculty in different disciplines.  Specifically, education faculty were more satisfied than faculty in business and in science and math with video conferencing equipment.  Science and math faculty were also less satisfied than professional/technical faculty.  Average video conferencing equipment satisfaction ratings are displayed by discipline in Table 82.
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Personal Purchase

Faculty were questioned about their knowledge of and experience with the CSU computer discount program.  Faculty were asked if they had access to a campus program that enables them to purchase computers and peripherals at discount prices.  Most (59.2%) faculty said they had access to such a program.

The likelihood that faculty reported having access to a computer purchase discount program depended on academic discipline.  This is seen in Table 83.  Only half of the engineering and computer science faculty as well as the business faculty reported that they had access to a campus computer discount program, but over two thirds of faculty in art and education said they did.
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Those faculty who reported having access to a campus computer purchase discount program were asked if they had purchased computer hardware through the program.  Almost half (45.0%) of those that reported having access to the discount program said they had taken advantage of it.

The likelihood of having made use of the CSU computer discount program varied by rank.  As Table 84a reveals, assistant professors were considerably less likely to use the discount program than were other faculty.
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The likelihood of having used the CSU computer discount program also varied by academic discipline. Most notably, 61.4% of the art faculty made use of the CSU computer discount program, while only 30.7% of the business faculty had done so.  This is illustrated in Table 84b.
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Faculty who had made a hardware purchase through the CSU computer discount program were asked about their satisfaction with a couple aspects of the program.  They were asked how satisfied they were with the way their purchase was handled.  The average satisfaction rating was 8.05, indicating a high level of satisfaction.

There were some differences among disciplines with respect to the degree to which faculty were satisfied with how purchases were handled.  Specifically, art faculty were more satisfied than were business and humanities faculty with how the purchase requests were handled.  This is seen in Table 85.
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Faculty were also quite satisfied with the equipment that they purchased through the CSU computer discount program.  This is indicated by an average satisfaction rating of 8.51 when faculty were asked how satisfied they were with the CSU computer discount program.  The level of satisfaction with the equipment did not vary meaningfully by rank or discipline.

SUMMARY

Between October 2000 and February 2001 the SBRI at CSU, San Marcos, conducted a telephone survey of a representative sample of California State University full-time faculty members.  The purpose of the survey was to provide information about CSU faculty access to, use of, and satisfaction with computing and network resources and services considered to be within the scope of the technology infrastructure as defined in the CSU Integrated Technology Strategy.

The results of this survey provide baseline information for measuring changes in the way CSU faculty use and think about information technology over an eight-year period.  Changes in use, opinion, and satisfaction will be tracked by comparing the results of this survey with the results of biennial faculty surveys planned through 2006. 

A total of 3,150 full-time faculty from 21 CSU campuses were interviewed.  The California Maritime Academy and CSU Channel Islands were excluded because the number of faculty on these campuses is too small to provide a sufficient sample.  The number of individuals interviewed at each university was proportional to the size of each campus’s faculty relative to total number of faculty in the CSU system. 

General Findings 
The CSU Faculty Technology Survey covers three broad areas: the perceived importance of information technology, its availability and use, and satisfaction with resources and services. 

Importance
· Faculty believe strongly that all undergraduate students should be required to be competent in the use of information technology.

· It is important for campuses to provide incentives to help faculty integrate technology into the curriculum and to involve them in the development of technology-mediated teaching and learning resources.

· CSU faculty do not feel it is important to provide students any-time, any-place, electronic access to course instruction.

Use
· CSU faculty use a broad range of information technology applications and resources in carrying out their instructional and other professional tasks.

· A majority of CSU faculty require students to use some form of information technology to complete assignments in courses they teach.

· Few classes (less than 10% of all course sections) are currently taught partially or wholly in a distributed or distance learning mode.

Satisfaction

· Faculty feel that the departments in which they teach are doing a fair job of preparing students with the technical skills they will need after graduation. 

· Faculty are generally satisfied with the quantity and quality of computer equipment and network resources available to them.

· Faculty are less satisfied with the quality and availability of training and technical support services.

Attitudes about Technology
· Faculty believed computing and network resources are very important in completing their job tasks, and they were fairly satisfied with the resources available to them.

· Most (89.0%) of the respondents were aware of efforts to improve computing and network resources on their campus, and these efforts were seen as somewhat helpful.

· Faculty regarded financing the timely replacement of hardware and software as very important.  

· Full professors tended to give lower importance ratings to these issues than did assistant professors.  

· Use of Technology in Teaching

· Most faculty required the use of software applications in completing assignments, and faculty required an average of 2.34 software applications over the past two years.  Over half the faculty required the use of word processing programs.

· Most faculty required the use of some technologies of interest in this study.  Use of the World Wide Web or Internet, computers, and the campus computer networks was required by over half the faculty.

· On average, faculty required students to use 1.21 different communication tools in the last two years, and e-mail use was required by over half the faculty.

· Faculty required students to use an average of 2.81 types of technology-mediated resources, and information web sites and electronic library resources were required by most faculty. 

· Science and math faculty tended to require the use of fewer of these types of technology, while professional/technical and education faculty tended to require more.

· Very few classes were taught using distance learning, and of those taught using at least some distance learning, about half (.54) were taught predominantly in distance-learning mode.

· Full professors saw providing distance learning as less important than did assistant professors and lecturers, while education, business, and professional/technical faculty rated distance learning as more important than did faculty in other disciplines.

Satisfaction with the Instructional Use of Technology
· In general, faculty were moderately satisfied with the technical support aspects and the pedagogical effectiveness of the instructional use of technology, and they tended to be a little more satisfied with the pedagogical effectiveness than with the technical support aspects.

· Full professors tended to report lower levels of satisfaction than did lecturers.

· Business faculty reported greater levels of satisfaction, while science and math, and behavioral and social science faculty tended to report lower satisfaction.

Departmental Technology Training of Students
· Faculty did not rate their department’s preparation of students with respect to technology skills particularly well, but indicated that it is important for their department to have a formal plan for integrating technology into instruction.

· Engineering and computer science faculty rated (1) the preparation of their students in terms of technology skills, and (2) the importance of a formal technology integration policy, more highly than did humanities faculty.

· Engineering and computer science faculty rated (1) the preparation of their students in terms of technology skills, and (2) the importance of a formal technology integration policy, more highly than did humanities faculty.

Campus Technology Issues
· Faculty believed it is very important that students be required to have unlimited access to a computer and their campus network from on and off campus.

· Faculty also regarded it as important for their campus to assist faculty in integrating technology into instruction, but not very important to have a formal technology assessment program.

· Science and math faculty tended to regard these issues as less important than did others, while lecturers tended to regard them as more important than full professors.

Online Resources
· Most (90.0%) of the faculty reported using on-line information resources.

· Faculty were fairly satisfied with the quality, quantity, and ease of use of the on-line information resources.

· Lecturers were more satisfied with on-line information resources, while associate professors were less satisfied.

· Science and math faculty tended to be less satisfied than those in other disciplines with on-line information resources.

· Over half (54.2%) of the faculty reported using their campus on-line information system to access student records for academic advisement, but those faculty were only somewhat satisfied with the access to this information.

Connectivity
· Almost all faculty reported using campus access to the Internet and campus access to e-mail, and most (71.5%) accessed their campus network from off campus.  However, under half had accessed their campus network through some other ISP.

· Faculty were very satisfied with access to the Internet and e-mail, and somewhat satisfied with their connection to their campus network.

· Lecturers and art faculty were less likely than other ranks to report access to network resources than were others.

· Education faculty expressed greater satisfaction with their connectivity, and science and math as well as behavioral and social science faculty expressed lower levels of satisfaction.

Workstation Hardware and Software
· Almost all faculty had access to the university-provided computer workstation and software needed for their work, and they were fairly satisfied with these resources.  

· Art faculty were less likely than others to havbe access to the hardware and software they needed.

· Education faculty were generally more satisfied with the hardware and software they used.

Help and Technical Support
· Most respondents said they had access to help if they have trouble with their university-provided computer after it has been installed, and almost all said this support was through their campus.

· Faculty members thought it was extremely important to provide user support for faculty, staff, and students. 

· E-mail help services, telephone call centers, campus walk-in help desks, and department support services were available to most faculty.  

· There were differences (across discipline or rank) in the reported availability of e-mail help services, telephone call centers, and campus walk-in help desks.

· E-mail help services and telephone call centers were used by most faculty.

· Faculty indicated that they were satisfied with the help services, especially the department support services.

· Business faculty tended to be less likely to use help services, and associate professors were more likely to use help services.

Training
· Training programs aimed at improving basic computer skills were regarded as very important.  

· Computer skills workshops and computer-based training sessions were utilized by over half the respondents, but the other types of training were not commonly used.

· Assistant professors were less likely than others to participate in computer training.

· Professional/technical and education faculty were more likely to participate in computer skills training, and science and math faculty were less likely to participate.

Satisfaction with Equipment
· Faculty were fairly satisfied with the working order and capabilities of computing and network equipment and telephone equipment that they used, but only somewhat satisfied with video-conferencing equipment.

· Education faculty tended to be more satisfied with their equipment, while science and math faculty were less satisfied.

Personal Purchase
· Most (59.2%) faculty said they had access to a CSU computer discount program, and 45.0% of those with access to the program took advantage of it.

· Faculty were quite satisfied both with the equipment and how their purchase was handled.
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