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CSU Technology Metrics Faculty 2002 Survey Report

INTRODUCTION

The Socid and Behaviord Research Indtitute at Cdifornia State University, San Marcos
produced the CSU Faculty Technology Metrics 2002 report for the California State University
Chancdlor’'s Office. The report summarizes responses of faculty membersin the Cdifornia State
University (CSU) system concerning access to, use of, and satisfaction with computing and network
technology. This report dso 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

asummary of the key findings.
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DATA

The data came from telephone interviews with 3,150 CSU system faculty membersin 2000-
2001*, and 3,290 faculty membersin 2002. These faculty come from 21 campusesin the CSU system.
I nterviews were conducted with faculty at each of the campuses except the Maritime Academy and
Channd 1dands campuses, which were excluded because they do not have faculty populations
adequate for sampling.

The number of interviews conducted a each campus was proportiona to campussize. The
number of interviews conducted a each campus may be seen in Appendix B. In addition to campus
gze, the sample was dratified on discipline and academic rank. Thisinsures obtaining a sample
representative of the CSU faculty with respect to these characteristics.

The interview questions addressed attitudes about, access to, use of, and satisfaction with
computing and network technology. Additiondly, data regarding respondent characteristics were

obtained from interview questions and ingtitution databases.

!Data gathered for Administration 1 was collected a the end of 2000 and beginning of 2001.
For smplicity it will be referred to as the 2001 data since that data collection was completed in 2001.
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M easur es

A number of attitudes regarding technology were assessed using 11-point scaes. For example,
respondents were asked about the importance of providing distance-learning opportunities to students.
They were asked to respond “using ascde of zero to ten, where zero equas not at al important and
ten equas extremdy important.” Similarly, satisfaction items used an 11-point scale “where zero equals
not a dl satisfied and ten equas 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. Mogt of the items regarding access to and use of technology were yes/no type questions.

Additiondly, some demographic information was provided in campus databases.
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RESULTS

Respondent Characteristics

Mogt (65.9%) of the respondents in 2002 were made, and 34.1 percent were female. This
matches the gender distribution of the 2000 survey, as shown in Table 1. The respondents in 2002

averaged 50.17 years of age, compared to 50.05 years in 2000.

Table 1: Gender of Respondents.

ADMIN SURVEY Cumulative

ADMINISTRATION Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

1 2000 AY Vdid 1 Femde 1073 341 341 341
2 Mde 2077 65.9 65.9 100.0
Total 3150 100.0 100.0

2 2002 AY Vdid 1 Femde 1251 38.0 38.0 38.0
2 Mde 2039 62.0 62.0 100.0
Total 3290 100.0 100.0

About two thirds of the respondents were tenured faculty. Table 2 displays the tenure status
distribution for both 2000 and 2002. In 2002, 22.2 percent of the respondents were tenure track

faculty, but not tenured, and 11.2% of the respondents were not tenure track.
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Table2: Tenure Status of Respondents.

ADMIN SURVEY Cumulative
ADMINISTRATION Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
1 2000 AY Valid 1 Tenure Track, Tenured 2257 71.7 71.7 71.7
2 Tenure Track, but Not
585 18.6 18.6 90.3
Tenured
3 Not Tenure Track 305 9.7 9.7 100.0
Total 3147 99.9 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 3 1
Total 3150 100.0
2 2002 AY Valid 1 Tenure Track, Tenured 2187 66.5 66.6 66.6
2 Tenure Track, but Not
728 22.1 22.2 88.8
Tenured
3 Not Tenure Track 368 11.2 11.2 100.0
Total 3283 99.8 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 3 1
9 Refused 4 1
Total 7 2
Total 3290 100.0
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Respondents rank isdisplayed in Table 3. A mgority of the respondents were full professors.
Additionaly, athird of the respondents were either assistant professors or associate professors, and
11.0 percent of the 2002 respondents were lecturers. The respondents had been at their school for an

average of 14.51 yearsin 2000, and 13.68 years in 2002.

Table 3: Academic Rank.

ADMIN SURVEY Cumulative
ADMINISTRATION Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
1 2000 AY valid 1 Professor 1793 56.9 57.0 57.0
2 Associate Professor 521 16.5 16.6 73.6
3 Assistant Professor 533 16.9 16.9 90.5
4 Lecturer 299 9.5 9.5 100.0
Total 3146 99.9 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 3 1
9 Refused 1 .0
Total 4 A
Total 3150 100.0
2 2002 AY valid 1 Professor 1732 52.6 52.7 52.7
2 Associate Professor 522 15.9 15.9 68.6
3 Assistant Professor 670 20.4 20.4 89.0
4 Lecturer 362 11.0 11.0 100.0
Total 3286 99.9 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 3 1
9 Refused 1 .0
Total 4 A
Total 3290 100.0
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The breakdown of respondents across HEGIS codesis displayed in Table 4. The behaviora
and socid sciences faculty represented about a quarter of the respondents.  The engineering and

computer science, professiond/technical, and art disciplines each condtituted less than 8 percent of the

sample.
Table 4: HEGI S Code.

ADMIN SURVEY Cumulative

ADMINISTRATION Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

1 2000 AY Valid 1 Art 239 7.6 7.6 7.6
2 Business 349 11.1 11.1 18.7
3 Education 438 13.9 13.9 32,6
;';ninwi ng/Computer 200 6.3 6.3 38.9
5 Humanities 358 11.4 11.4 50.3
6 Science & Math 553 17.6 17.6 67.8
7 Behaviora/Socid Sciences 779 24.7 24.7 92.6
8 Professional/Technical 234 7.4 7.4 100.0
Total 3150 100.0 100.0

2 2002 AY valid 1 Art 249 7.6 7.6 7.6
2 Business 353 10.7 10.7 18.3
3 Education 468 14.2 14.2 325
gcil;ninem ng/Computer 246 75 75 40.0
5 Humanities 388 11.8 11.8 51.8
6 Science & Math 499 15.2 15.2 67.0
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 827 25.1 25.1 92.1
8 Professiond/Technica 260 7.9 7.9 100.0
Total 3290 100.0 100.0
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Technology Attitudes

Generd Attitudes Regarding Technology

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 8.84.

The perceived importance of computing and network resourcesin completing their job tasks
varied by academic rank (p<.001). Thisisillustrated in Table 5a. Assstant professors viewed
computing and network resources as more important in completing job tasks than did full professors
(p<.001) and lecturers (p<.01). Associate professors viewed computing and network resources as

more important in completing job tasks than did full professors (p<.001) and lecturers (p<.001).
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Table5a: Importance of Computing and Networ k Resour ces by Rank.

QGLOB2 Importance of Computing and Network Resources for Completion of Job Tasks

N Mean Dea't:t.i on Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3513 874 1.80 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1042 9.08 143 1 10
3 Assistant Professor 1199 9.00 145 0 10
4 Lecturer 659 8.69 172 0 10
Total 6413 884 168 0 10

Perceptions of importance of computing and network resources in completing job tasks dso

varied by discipline (p<.001). Table 5b showsthat arts and humanities faculty rated the importance of

computing and network resources lower than did faculty in other disciplines,

Table 5b: Importance of Computing and Network Resour ces by Discipline.

QGLOB2 Importance of Computing and Network Resources for Completion of Job Tasks

N Mean Dej;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 486 8.34 214 0 10
2 Business 702 9.15 141 0 10
3 Education 903 9.04 143 3 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 446 9.27 1.20 1 10
5 Humanities 740 821 2.06 0 10
6 Science & Math 1051 8.88 1.65 0 10
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences 1600 8.80 1.69 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 493 9.10 1.25 3 10
Total 6421 8.84 1.68 0 10
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Y ear of adminidration was aso important in determining a faculty member’ s perception of the
importance of computing and network resources in completing job tasks. Thisis seenin Table 5c,

which shows that importance ratings went up from 2000 to 2002 (p<.01).

Table5c: Importance of Computing and Network Resources by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
QGLOB.Z Importance of 1 2000 AY 3141 8.77 1.69
Computing and Network
Resources for Completion of 2 2002 AY
Job Tasks 3280 8.91 1.66

Faculty 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 satisfection 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 6.94 suggedts faculty were fairly satisfied with the availlable computing and
technology resources.

The levd of satisfaction with the available computing and technology resources was different for
faculty in certain disciplines (p<.001). That is, the art faculty were less satisfied than were the other

faculty. Thisdifferenceisseenin Table 6a
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Table 6a: Satisfaction with Computing and Technology Resour ces by Discipline.

QGLOB3 Satisfaction with the Computing and Technology Resources Available

N Mean De\?it:t.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 487 6.50 2.27 0 10
2 Business 699 7.03 191 0 10
3 Education 904 7.08 1.95 0 10
;i:ineen ng/Computer 444 7.05 176 0 10
5 Humanities 740 7.02 2.02 0 10
6 Science & Math 1044 6.84 1.83 0 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 1593 6.95 1.98 0 10
8 Professiond/Technical 493 6.94 1.98 0 10
Total 6404 6.94 1.96 0 10

Y ear of adminigtration aso affected the respondents satisfaction with the available computing
and technology resources. Table 6b shows thereis an increase in satisfaction from 2000 to 2002

(p<.001).

Table 6b: Satisfaction with Computing and Technology Resour ces by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
QGLOB3 Sdtisfaction with the 1 2000 AY 3133 6.85 1.99
Computing and Technology
Resources Available 2 2002 AY 3271 7.02 193
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Faculty were dso asked if they were aware of any efforts to improve computing and network
resources on their campus in the last two years. Most (87.1%) of the respondents were aware of such
efforts to improve their computing and network resources. However, respondents were dightly less
likely to be aware of these efforts in 2002 than were the respondentsin 2000 (p<.001). Thisis

revededin Table 7.

Table 7: Awareness of Effortsto Improve Computing and Network Resourcesby Year of Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY
ADMINISTRATION

1 2000 AY 2 2002 AY Total
QGLOB4 Aware of Efforts to 0 No Count 340 480 820
Improve Computing and Network % within ADMIN SURVEY
Resources ADMINISTRATION 11.0% 14.7% 12.9%
1 Yes Count 2757 2783 5540
Total Count 3097 3263 6360
% within ADMIN SURVEY 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

ADMINISTRATION

Those respondents who were aware of improvement efforts were asked about the
consequences of these efforts. They were asked to rate on a scale of zero to ten, where zero equas 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 arating of 6.11, suggesting these efforts have been perceived as somewhat hel pful

inimproving work conditions for many respondents.
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The improvement ratings varied by discipline (p<.001). That is, education faculty rated the
improvement higher than some other disciplines, while science and math rated the improvement lower

than some other disciplines. Thisisseenin Table 8.

Table 8: Computing and Networ k Resour ces | mprovement Ratings by Discipline.

QGLOB5 How Much Efforts to Improve Computing and Networking Resources Have Improved Work
Conditions

N Mean De\?it:t.ion Minimum Maximum
1 At 395 5.95 2,66 0 10
2 Business 584 6.23 2,06 0 10
3 Education 782 6.50 224 0 10
gdirineeri ng/Compuer 388 6.28 217 0 10
5 Humanities 601 6.05 243 0 10
6 Science & Math 816 571 235 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1278 6.06 242 0 10
8 Professona/Technical 439 6.27 2.16 0 10
Total 5283 6.11 234 0 10

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
knowledgeabl e and ten means extremely knowledgeable. On this zero-to-ten scale, the faculty, on
average, sad their knowledge of computer hardware and software important to their teaching and

research activitieswas 7.22.
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There was a difference between the sdlf ratings offered by full professors and lecturersin
comparison to assstant and associate professors. As Table 9a shows, assistant professors rated their
knowledge of computer hardware and software important to their teaching and research activities
higher than full professors (p<.001) and lecturers (p<.001). Associate professors aso rated their
knowledge of computer hardware and software higher than full professors (p<.001) and lecturers

(p<.05).

Table 9a: Knowledge of Computers Importantant to Teaching and Resear ch by Rank.

Q4A9 Knowledge of Computer Hardware and Software Important to Teaching and Research

N Mean Devsit:I.ion Minimum Maximum

1 Professor 3509 7.08 194 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1040 7.39 177 2 10
3 Assistant Professor 1202 7.50 1.60 0 10
4 Lecturer 661 7.13 191 0 10
0 10

Total 6412 71.22 1.86

There were dso sgnificant differences in ratings of knowledge of computer hardware and
software among faculty from different disciplines (p<.001). Thisisreveded in Table 9b. Most notably,
faculty in engineering and computer science, rated themsalves higher than did faculty in al other
disciplines with respect to knowledge of computer hardware and software important to their teaching

and research activities. Additiondly, those in business rated themsdlves higher than those in most other

CSU Tech Met Faculty — 2002; SBRI
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disciplines, and humanities faculty rated their computer knowledge lower than did faculty in dl other

disciplines.

Table 9b: Knowledge of Computers Importantant to Teaching and Resear ch by Discipline.

Q4A9 Knowledge of Computer Hardware and Software Important to Teaching and Research

Std.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 486 6.97 2.07 0 10
2 Business 700 7.69 1.65 0 10
3 Educétion 901 7.14 1.80 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 444 8.22 1.37 2 10
5 Humanities 745 6.56 1.95 0 10
6 Science & Math 1049 7.45 1.76 0 10
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences 1602 7.04 1.92 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 492 7.07 171 1 10
Total 6419 7.22 1.86 0 10

Technology Policy Attitudes

Faculty were asked about their opinion with respect to anumber of technology policy issues.
Overdl ratings of these issues are displayed in Table 10. Faculty were asked how important they
thought a number of campus technology policies were usng a zero-to-ten scae, with higher numbers

indicating grester importance.
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Table 10: Importance of Campus Technology Poalicies.

Std.
N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation

Q1A8 How Well Department
Prepares Students for 6116 0 10 6.57 2.18
Necessary Technology Skills

Q1A9 Importance of Having
Formal Plan for Integrating
Technology into the
Curriculum

6331 0 10 7.46 2.62

Q1A10 Importance of
Requiring Information
Competency of All
Undergraduates

6322 0 10 8.19 218

Q1A11 Importance of
Requiring Students to Have
Unlimited Computer Access,
Both On and Off Campus

Q1A12 Importance of

Requiring Students to Have

Unlimited Campus Network 6304 0 10 8.37 2.16
Access, Both On and Off

Campus

6296 0 10 8.28 2.25

Q1A14 Importance of
Providing Incentives for
Faculty to Participate In the
Development of
Technology-Mediated
Resources

6364 0 10 8.02 2.38

Q1A15 Importance of a
Formal Policy Regarding
Ownership of Web-Based and
Other Technology-Mediated
Resources Developed by
Faculty

6139 0 10 8.16 235

QI4B5B Importance of
Assisting Faculty to Integrate 6362 0 10 8.21 2.03
Technology into Instruction

Valid N (listwise) 5655
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Faculty gave their opinion regarding the adequeacy of the preparation students recelve in their
department for the technology skills they will need after graduation. As Table 10 indicates, the overal
rating was 6.57, leaving substantial room for improvement. Table 11a shows that assstant professors
rated the preparation sudents recelve in their department lower than did associate (p<.05) and full

professors (p<.001).

Table 11a: How Well the Respondents Department Prepar es Students for
Needed Technology Skills by Rank.

Q1A8 How Well Department Prepares Students for Necessary Technology Skills

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3370 6.68 215 0 10
2 Associate Professor 995 6.56 212 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1136 6.30 2.20 0 10
4 Lecturer 611 6.45 2.30 0 10
Total 6112 6.57 218 0 10
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Ratings of the technology skills preparation students recelve from their department varied by
discipline. Table 11b shows, most notably, that engineering and computer science faculty rate the
preparation their sudents receive higher than do faculty in dl other departments, and those in humanities

rate the preparation of their students lower than all other departments.

Table 11b: How Well the Respondents Department Prepares Students for Needed
Technology Skills by Discipline.

Q1A8 How Well Department Prepares Students for Necessary Technology Skills

N Mean Da?;[;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 449 6.51 2.37 0 10
2 Business 674 6.95 1.94 0 10
3 Education 853 6.74 1.98 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 444 7.80 1.62 0 10
5 Humanities 667 5.38 243 0 10
6 Science & Math 1006 6.84 1.93 0 10
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences 1544 6.38 222 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 479 6.37 2.16 0 10
Total 6116 6.57 2.18 0 10
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Theimportance to faculty of having aforma plan for integrating technology into the curriculum
was assessed. Overdl, faculty rated the importance at 7.46. The rating varied by rank. Table 12a
shows thet lecturers rated having aformd plan for integrating technology into the curriculum higher than

did assstant (p<.01), associate (p<.05), and full professors (p<.001).

Table 12a: Importance of a Formal Plan for Integrating Technology into the Curriculum
by Rank.

Q1A9 Importance of Having Formal Plan for Integrating Technology into the Curriculum

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3454 7.36 271 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1032 752 2.60 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1195 744 253 0 10
4 Lecturer 646 7.89 225 0 10
Total 6327 745 2.62 0 10
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Table 12b shows differencesin the ratings of the importance of having aforma plan for
integrating technology into the curriculum. Education, engineering and computer science, and
professond/technica faculty rated the importance of having aforma plan for integrating technology as

more important than did other faculty.

Table 12b: Importance of a Formal Plan for Integrating Technology into the Curriculum by
Discipline.

Q1A9 Importance of Having Formal Plan for Integrating Technology into the Curriculum

Std.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 473 7.66 2.50 0 10
2 Business 694 7.89 2.38 0 10
3 Education 886 8.45 2.05 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 438 8.42 2.04 0 10
5 Humanities 731 6.07 3.05 0 10
6 Science & Math 1040 7.14 2.61 0 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 1585 7.04 2.70 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 484 8.06 213 0 10
Total 6331 7.46 2.62 0 10

Faculty were asked how important it was for their campus to require students to have
information competency, that is, the ability to access, andyze, and present information using computing

and network technologies. Their responses varied by rank, asindicated in Table 13a. Full professors
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and assstant professors rated requiring information competence as less important than did associate

professors and lecturers.

Table 13a: Importance of Requiring Information Competence by Rank.

Q1A10 Importance of Requiring Information Competency of All Undergraduates

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3454 8.11 232 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1028 8.38 1.99 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1186 8.12 2.10 0 10
4 Lecturer 650 842 1.83 0 10
Total 6318 8.19 2.18 0 10

The percelved importance of an information competency requirement varied by academic
discipline. Thisisseenin Table 13b. The business faculty viewed requiring information competency as

more important than did faculty from most other disciplines.
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Table 13b: Importance of Requiring Information Competence by Discipline.

Q1A10 Importance of Requiring Information Competency of All Undergraduates

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 476 811 2.29 0 10
2 Business 697 8.82 1.70 0 10
3 Educstion 876 8.75 177 0 10
;?inea' ng/Computer 443 8.19 212 0 10
5 Humanities 737 7.80 2.46 0 10
6 Science & Math 1038 7.66 239 0 10
7 Behaviora/Socid Sciences 1575 8.05 219 0 10
8 Professiona/Technical 480 854 199 0 10
Total 6322 8.19 218 0 10

There was dso a dight decrease in the importance ratings of requiring information competence

of the students from Administration 1 (8.26) to Adminigtration 2 (8.12) (p<.001). Thisisseenin Table

13c.
Table 13c: Importance of Requiring Information Competence by Administration.
ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
QlAlO Importange of 1 2000 AY 3088 826 219
Requiring Information
Undergraduates 24 8.12 218

CSU Tech Met Faculty — 2002; SBRI
22



Faculty were dso asked about the importance of requiring students to have unlimited access to
computers, both on and off campus. Table 10 shows that this was perceived as rather important as
well. The average importance rating was 8.28.

Academic rank was related to afaculty member’ s rating of the importance of requiring students
to have unlimited access to computers. Table 14a showsthat full professors rated this as less important

than did assistant professors (p<.05) and lecturers (p<.01).

Table 14a: Importance of Requiring Students to Have Unlimited Computer Access by Rank.

Q1A11 Importance of Requiring Students to Have Unlimited Computer Access, Both On and Off Campus

N Mean D;it;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3432 8.19 2.35 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1022 8.33 2.16 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1185 8.39 2.13 0 10
4 Lecturer 653 8.51 2.05 0 10
Total 6292 8.28 2.25 0 10
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Faculty in different disciplines differed in their ratings of the importance of requiring sudentsto
have unlimited access to computers, both on and off campus. Table 14b shows that science and math
faculty viewed requiring students to have unlimited computer access as less important than did faculty

from dl the other disciplines.

Table 14b: Importance of Requiring Studentsto Have Unlimited Computer Accessby Discipline.

Q1A11 Importance of Requiring Students to Have Unlimited Computer Access, Both On and Off Campus

N Mean Devs;t;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 472 8.42 2.18 0 10
2 Business 692 8.31 2.17 0 10
3 Education 876 8.73 2.02 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 440 8.43 1.94 0 10
5 Humanities 733 8.26 241 0 10
6 Science & Math 1031 7.71 241 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1571 8.24 2.30 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 481 8.55 2.07 0 10
Total 6296 8.28 2.25 0 10

In addition to computer access, campus network access was rated asimportant. 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 10 shows the average importance rating was 8.37.

The perceived importance of requiring unlimited access to the campus network varied by
discipline. The importance ratings by discipline are found in Table 15. Aswith computers, science and
meath faculty view requiring students to have unlimited campus network access as less important than do

faculty from dl the other disciplines.
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Table 15: Importance of Requiring Unlimited Campus Network Accessfor Students by Discipline.

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

N Mean Devsit;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 479 8.60 2.06 0 10
2 Business 695 8.44 1.98 0 10
3 Education 882 8.72 2.01 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 440 8.38 2.00 0 10
5 Humanities 726 8.38 231 0 10
6 Science & Math 1032 7.87 2.33 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1570 8.31 2.26 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 480 8.68 1.76 0 10
Total 6304 8.37 2.16 0 10

The issue of incentives for faculty to participate in the devel opment of technology-mediated
resources was addressed. Respondents were asked how important they thought it wasto 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 8.02, 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. Thisisseenin

Table 16a Full professors, on average, regarded this as less important than other faculty (p<.001).
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Table 16a: Importance of I ncentives for Faculty to Develop Technology-M ediated
Resour ces by Rank.

Q1A14 Importance of Providing Incentives for Faculty to Participate In the Development of
Technology-M ediated Resources

N Mean Devsit:ft.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3474 7.80 2.56 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1034 824 223 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1199 8.35 2.06 0 10
4 Lecturer 653 8.24 205 0 10
Total 6360 8.02 2.38 0 10

The degree to which faculty said incentives for participation in the development of technology-
mediated resources were important aso depended on discipline. As Table 16b shows, science and
meath faculty, on average, tended to believe incentives for participation in the development of

technol ogy-mediated resources was less important than most other faculty.
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Table 16b: Importance of Incentives for Faculty to Develop Technology-M ediated Resour ces
by Discipline.

Q1A14 Importance of Providing Incentives for Faculty to Participate In the Development of
Technology-Mediated Resources

Std.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 481 8.27 221 0 10
2 Business 693 8.03 2.30 0 10
3 Education 894 8.55 2.18 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 445 8.09 2.23 0 10
5 Humanities 738 7.91 2.53 0 10
6 Science & Math 1042 7.42 2.53 0 10
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences 1584 7.91 242 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 487 8.52 214 0 10
Total 6364 8.02 2.38 0 10

Faculty said it was very important for their campus to have aforma policy regarding ownership
of web-based and other technology-mediated teaching and learning resources developed by faculty.

Asshown in Table 10, the average importance rating on the zero-to-ten scale was 8.16.
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Importance ratings of aforma policy regarding ownership of technology-mediated teaching and
learning resources developed by faculty varied by rank. As Table 17a shows, associate professors

believed this to be more important than did other faculty.

Table 17a: Importance of a Policy on Ownership of Technology-M ediated Resour ces by Rank.

Q1A15 Importance of a Formal Policy Regarding Ownership of Web-Based and Other Technology-M ediated
Resources Developed by Faculty

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3350 8.14 245 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1001 8.38 218 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1158 8.06 225 0 10
4 Lecturer 626 8.06 2.28 0 10
Total 6135 8.16 2.35 0 10
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The extent to which faculty regarded aforma policy regarding ownership of technology-

mediated teaching and learning resources devel oped by faculty asimportant varied by discipline. Table

17b shows that science and math faculty regarded this as lessimportant than faculty in most other

disciplines.

Table 17b: Importance of a Policy on Owner ship of Technology-M ediated Resour ces by Discipline.

Q1A15 Importance of a Formal Policy Regarding Ownership of Web-Based and Other Technology-Mediated Resources
Developed by Faculty

N Mean Deﬁiion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 461 8.15 2.60 0 10
2 Business 685 8.08 2.29 0 10
3 Education 866 8.56 211 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 432 7.86 2.36 0 10
5 Humanities 713 8.24 2.43 0 10
6 Science & Math 994 7.65 2.52 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1519 8.23 231 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 469 8.53 2.06 0 10
Total 6139 8.16 2.35 0 10

Respondents consdered it important for their campus to assst faculty in integrating technology
into ingtruction. Table 10 shows that, on average, the importance of such assistance was rated 8.21 on

the zero-to-ten importance scae.
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The importance of campus assstance in integration of technology into ingtruction varied by
rank. Lecturersthought it more important than did full professors (p<.01) for the campus to provide

assistance in integrating technology into ingruction. Thisisseen in Teble 18a

Table 18a: Importance of Assisting Faculty to Integrate Technology into I nstruction by Rank.

QI4B5B Importance of Assisting Faculty to Integrate Technology into Instruction

N Mean De?it;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3471 8.15 212 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1035 8.30 187 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1196 8.20 197 0 10
4 Lecturer 656 843 1.80 0 10
Total 6358 8.21 2.03 0 10

Academic discipline dso qudified the ratings of the importance of campus assstance in the
integration of technology into ingtruction. That is, the business, education and professond/technical
faculty regarded such assstance to be more important than did faculty in most other disciplines. Thisis

shown in Table 18b.
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Table 18b: Importance of Assisting Faculty to I ntegrate Technology into I nstruction by Discipline.

QI4B5B Importance of Assisting Faculty to Integrate Technology into Instruction

Sd.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 479 8.22 2.16 0 10
2 Business 696 8.56 1.75 0 10
3 Education 894 8.81 1.63 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 444 8.09 1.95 0 10
5 Humanities 736 7.89 2.26 0 10
6 Science & Math 1042 7.67 2.19 0 10
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences 1588 8.09 2.06 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 483 8.78 1.63 0 10
Total 6362 8.21 2.03 0 10

Workstations, Software, and Help

Computer Use

Faculty were asked about the frequency of their computer use. Specificaly, they were asked
how often they use acomputer for any purpose. This question was asked only a Adminigtration 2.
The responses are summarized in Table 19. Virtudly everyone responded that they use a computer

amos every day. There was no variation by subgroups.
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Table 19: How Often Respondent Uses a Computer for Any Purpose.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
vdid 1 Almost Every Day 3261 50.6 9.1 9.1
2 Weekly 19 3 6 99.7
3 Monthly 5 A 2 99.8
gefnte;teerasérogszr?er L 0 0 938
5 Almost Never 2 .0 a1 99.9
6 Never 3 .0 A 100.0
Total 3291 511 100.0
Missing 9 Refuse 1 .0
System 3150 489
Total 3151 489
Total 6442 100.0

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 20. Almost dl (96.9%) of the

respondents said they had access to a university-provided computer workstation.
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Table20: Accessto a University-Provided Hardwar e and Software.

1Yes

Count

Count %

Respondent Has Accessto a
University-Provided Computer
Workstation to Complete Work

Respondent Has Accessto a
University-Provided Computer
Software Needed to Complete
Work

Respondent Has Accessto Help on
Campusto Set up, Upgrade,
Maintain, or Repair
University-Provided Computer
Equipment

331

6212 9%6.9%

5806 A%

6020 97.5%

Access to a university-provided computer workstation to complete their work varied by dightly

by adminigtration. Table 21 shows that the percentage of faculty reporting that they had accessto a

computer workstation rose from 96.2 percent in 2000 to 97.5 percent in 2002 (p<.01).
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Table 21: Accessto a University-Provided Computer Workstation by Administration.

QI4A1 Respondent Has
Accessto a
University-Provided
Computer Workstation to
Complete Work

0 No 1 Yes Total
ADMIN SURVEY 1 2000AY  Count 120 3015 3135
ADMINISTRATION % within ADMIN SURVEY 5% 06.2% 100.0%
ADMINISTRATION : : :
2 2002AY  Count 82 3197 3279
jf’gv,\'/ltm éﬁgﬂﬁ OSLNJ RVEY 2.5% 97.5% 100.0%
Total Count 202 6212 6414
% within ADMIN SURVEY 2195 06.0% 100.0%

ADMINISTRATION

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. Overdl, faculty were fairly

satisfied; the average satisfaction rating was 7.79.
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The level of satisfaction with computer workstations was different for faculty at different ranks.
Thisisseenin Table 22a. Lecturers were less satisfied with the workstations provided for them than

were full (p<.001), associate (p<.01), and assistant professors (p<.001).

Table 22a: Satisfaction with the Available University-Provided Workstation by Rank.

QI4A1C Satisfaction with the University-Provided Computer Workstation Available to Respondent

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3371 7.82 211 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1009 7.75 2.07 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1164 7.96 193 0 10
4 Lecturer 625 7.35 256 0 10
Total 6169 7.79 213 0 10

The leve of satisfaction with computer workstations also varied by discipline. Table 22b shows
that education faculty were more satisfied than were faculty in art (p<.001), humanities (p<.05), and the
behavioral and socid sciences (p<.001). Further, business faculty were more satisfied than were

faculty in art (p<.001) and the behaviord and socid sciences (p<.001).
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Table 22b: Satisfaction with the Available Univer sity-Provided Workstation by Discipline.

QI4A1C Satisfaction with the University-Provided Computer Workstation Available to Respondent

N Mean D;itgt.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 463 7.49 241 0 10
2 Business 679 8.08 1.92 0 10
3 Education 878 8.10 194 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 424 7.81 2.00 0 10
5 Humanities 720 7.73 2.27 0 10
6 Science & Math 978 7.79 2.03 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 1555 7.61 2.23 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 480 7.80 2.05 0 10
Total 6177 7.79 213 0 10

Software

The availability of software was also a concern. Faculty were asked if they had accessto
univerdty-provided software they needed to complete their work. Theresultsarein Table 20. Aswith
workgtations, dmost al (94.6%) 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
(p<.001). Thiscanbeseenin Table23a. Faculty in art were sgnificantly lesslikely to Sate that they

have access to university-provided computer software than were faculty in other disciplines.
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Table23a: Accessto a University-Provided Softwar e Needed to Complete Work by Discipline.

QI4A2 Respondent Has

Accessto a
University-Provided
Computer Software Needed
to Complete Work
0 No 1 Yes Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 53 401 454
Department % within DEPCODE3 . 06,30 100,050
Code Department Code 7P 27 S
2 Business Count 21 656 677
% within DEPCODE3
y 3.1% 96.9% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 42 831 873
% within DEPCODE3
y 4.8% 95.2% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 24 396 420
Science % within DEPCODE3
5.7% 94.3% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 29 676 705
% within DEPCODE3
4.1% 95.9% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 57 920 977
% within DEPCODE3
5.8% 94.2% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences Count 81 1471 1552
% within DEPCODE3
5.2% 94.8% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 24 455 479
% within DEPCODE3
y 5.0% 95.0% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 331 5806 6137
% within DEPCODE3
y 5.4% 94.6% 100.0%

Department Code
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Table 23b shows the percentage of faculty stating that they had the university-provided

software they needed to complete their work by administration. The percentage decreased from 95.6

percent in 2000 to 93.6 percent in 2002 (p<.01).

Table 23b: Accessto a Univer sity-Provided Softwar e Needed to Complete Work by Administration.

QI4A2 Respondent Has

Accessto a
University-Provided
Computer Software Needed
to Complete Work
0 No 1 Yes Total
ADMIN SURVEY 1 2000AY  Count 130 2845 2975
ADMINISTRATION % within ADMIN SURVEY paon o5 60 100.0%
ADMINISTRATION A o7 7
2 2002 AY  Count 201 2961 3162
% within ADMIN SURVEY 6.4% 05.6% 100.0%
ADMINISTRATION R o7 o
Total Count 331 5806 6137
% within ADMIN SURVEY
5.4% 94.6% 100.0%

ADMINISTRATION

Those tating that they had access to university-provided computer software necessary for their

work were asked how satisfied they were with that software. Faculty who had access to software

were generdly satisfied with that software, asindicated by an average satisfaction rating of 7.83.
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The rank of the faculty member was associated with the level of satisfaction they expressed.
Assgtant professors and lecturers were more satisfied than were full and associate professors. Thisis

seen in Table 24a

Table 24a: Satisfaction with Univer sity-Provided Softwar e by Rank.

QI4A2C Satisfaction with the University-Provided Software Available to Respondent

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3151 7.77 195 0 10
2 Associate Professor A9 7.74 187 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1081 797 169 0 10
4 Lecturer 576 8.02 195 0 10
Total 5757 7.83 1.89 0 10

The level of faculty’s satisfaction with the university-provided software depended on discipline.
That is, business and education faculty were generdly more satisfied with the software provided to them

by the university than faculty in some of the other disciplines. Thisis seenin Table 24b.
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Table 24b: Satisfaction with Univer sity-Provided Softwar e by Discipline.

QI4A2C Satisfaction with the University-Provided Software Available to Respondent

Std.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 395 7.75 197 1 10
2 Business 655 812 173 0 10
3 Education 826 8.10 177 1 10
gcir:g;ee”nglcomp”ter 395 759 191 0 10
5 Humanities 669 1.74 210 0 10
6 Science & Math 208 754 184 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1463 7.77 193 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 454 810 173 1 10
Total 5765 7.83 189 0 10
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Hep

Respondents were asked about assstance with ingtallation and maintenance of computers. As
indicated in Table 20, dmogt al (97.5%) of the faculty stated that they had access to assstance on
campus to set up, upgrade, maintain, or repair a university-provided computer or computer equipment.

There was a difference by disciplinein reported availability of help on campusto set up,
upgrade, maintain, or repair a universty-provided computer or computer equipment (p<.001). Table
25 shows that faculty in engineering and computer science had the lowest percentage (94.6%) of
people reporting having access to assistance with the ingtdlation and maintenance of computer
equipment. That is, those who were probably least likely to need assstance were least likdly to report

having assstance available.
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Table 25: Accessto Help on Campusto Set up, Upgrade, Maintain, or Repair
Univer sity-Provided Computer Equipment by Discipline.

QI4A3 Respondent Has
Access to Help on Campus

to Set up, Upgrade,
Maintain, or Repair
University-Provided
Computer Equipment

0 No 1 VYes Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 16 443 459
Department % within DEPCODE3 5 50 06,5 100,054
Code Department Code =7 =70 =7
2 Business Count 15 660 675
% within DEPCODE3
° 2.2% 97.8% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 11 865 876
% within DEPCODES3
° 1.3% 98.7% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 23 401 424
Science % within DEPCODE3
5.4% 94.6% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 19 700 719
% within DEPCODE3
2.6% 97.4% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 32 951 983
% within DEPCODE3
y 3.3% 96.7% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 31 1526 1557
% within DEPCODE3
2.0% 98.0% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 7 474 481
% within DEPCODE3
° 1.5% 98.5% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 154 6020 6174
% within DEPCODE3
2.5% 97.5% 100.0%

Department Code
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Those reporting that assstance was available on campus to set up, upgrade, maintain, or repair
auniversity-provided computer or computer equipment were asked if they had made use of this
assstance. Most (96.2%) of the respondents had.

The likelihood of having received campus assistance with university-provided computer
equipment was not congstent across academic rank. As Table 26a shows, lecturers were less likely

than others to use the campus ass stance with computer equipment that was available to them.
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Table 26a: Received Assistance from the Campus with Installation, Upgrading, or
Maintenance of University-Provided Computer Equipment by Rank.

QI4A3B Respondent
Received Assistance From
the Campus with
Installation, Upgrading, or
M aintenance of
University-Provided
Computer Equipment

0 No 1Yes Total
QJOB6 1 Professor Count 89 3192 3281
Academic O pighe
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Rank Academic Rank 2.7% 97.3% 100.0%
2 Associate Professor  Count 40 948 988
% within QJOB6
Academic Rank 4.0% 96.0% 100.0%
3 Assistant Professor Count 54 1077 1131
% within QJOB6
0,
Academic Rank 4.8% 95.2% 100.0%
4 Lecturer Count 45 557 602
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Academic Rank 7.5% 92.5% 100.0%
Total Count 228 5774 6002
% within QJOB6 3.8% 96.2% 100.0%
Academic Rank 70 70 =70

Use of campus help with university-provided computer equipment aso varied by discipline.
Faculty in the humanities, business, and professona/technica disciplines were more likely to make use
of the available campus help than were faculty in other disciplines. Thisisseenin Table 26b. Faculty in
science and math, aswell as engineering and computer science were lesslikdy to use the help avallable

from campus.
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Table 26b: Received Assistance from the Campuswith I nstallation, Upgrading, or
M aintenance of Univer sity-Provided Computer Equipment by Discipline.

QI4A3B Respondent
Received Assistance From
the Campus with
Installation, Upgrading, or
Maintenance of
University-Provided
Computer Equipment

0 No 1 VYes Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 15 428 443
Department % within DEPCODE3 s o6 60 100,00
Code Department Code R o7 S
2 Business Count 14 644 658
% within DEPCODE3 2 1% 97.9% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 34 831 865
% within DEPCODE3 3.9% 96.1% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 22 378 400
Science .
% within DEPCODE3 5.5% 94.5% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 14 684 698
% within DEPCODE3 0% 98.0% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 58 890 948
% within DEPCODE3 6.1% 93.9% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 62 1462 1524
% within DEPCODE3 41% 95.9% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 9 465 474
% within DEPCODE3 1.9% 98.1% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 228 5782 6010
% within DEPCODE3 3.8% 96.2% 100.0%

Department Code
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Those that had recelved campus ass stance with university-provided computer equipment were
asked how satisfied they were with the service they received. Overdl, faculty were fairly satisfied and
offered an average satisfaction rating of 7.28.

The leve of satisfaction with campus assstance with ingtdling and mantaining univergty-
provided computer equipment varied by rank. As shown in Table 27a, lecturers were more sdtisfied
than were associate professors (p<.01).

Table 27a: Satisfaction with Campus Help with Installation, Upgrading, or
Maintenance of University-Provided Computer Equipment by Rank.

QI4A3C Satisfaction with Assistance from the Campus with Installation, Upgrading, or
Maintenance of University-Provided Computer Equipment

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3185 7.28 2.30 0 10
2 Associate Professor 945 7.13 243 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1074 7.31 2.30 0 10
4 Lecturer 557 7.52 2.29 0 10
Total 5761 7.28 2.32 0 10

Satisfaction dso varied with discipline. Thisisseenin Table 27b. Education and business
faculty were more satisfied with campus ingtdlation and maintenance help than faculty in most other

disciplines.
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Table 27b: Satisfaction with Campus Help with Installation, Upgrading, or
Maintenance of University-Provided Computer Equipment by Discipline.

QI4A3C Satisfaction with Assistance from the Campus with Installation, Upgrading, or Maintenance of
University-Provided Computer Equipment

N Mean De?it:I.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 427 7.10 248 0 10
2 Business 643 7.66 202 0 10
3 Education 829 7.65 2.30 0 10
;iﬁgeermg/comp”ter 378 7.09 225 0 10
5 Humanities 683 7.14 242 0 10
6 Science & Math 8387 7.07 216 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1457 7.28 2.37 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 465 712 253 0 10
Total 5769 7.29 232 0 10

Thelevd of satisfaction faculty expressed with campus ingtalation and maintenance help
increased from Adminigtration 1 (7.10) to Adminidration 2 (7.46) (p<.001). Thisisillugtrated in Table

27c.

Table 27c: Satisfaction with Campus Help with Installation, Upgrading, or
Maintenance of University-Provided Computer Equipment by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation

QI4A3C Satisfaction with Assistance 1 2000 AY

from the Campus with Installation, 2197 7.10 240
Upgrading, or Maintenance of
vergty. ; 2 2002 AY
LEJnn_/erSJtyt Provided Computer 2972 746 293
quipmen
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Satisfaction with the frequency of upgrades or replacement of computer workstations was
asessed in 2002. On a zero-to-ten scale, faculty rated their satisfaction at 6.57. Thisrating differed
by discipline, as shownin Table 28. Art faculty were less satisfied than were faculty in business

(p<.001), engineering and computer science (p<.05), and education (p<.01).

Table 28: Satisfaction with Frequency of Upgrades or Replacement by Discipline.

QI4B5C Satisfaction with How Often Computer Workstation is Upgraded or Replaced

N Mean De\it:t.i on Minimum Maximum
1 Art 226 5.99 2.88 0 10
2 Business 339 7.17 242 0 10
3 Education 441 6.69 261 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 225 6.89 240 0 10
5 Humanities 357 6.54 281 0 10
6 Science & Math 441 6.22 2.69 0 10
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences 775 6.49 2.77 0 10
8 Professiona/Technical 244 6.75 2.65 0 10
Total 3048 6.57 2.69 0 10
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Connectivity

Internet

Faculty’ s use and satisfaction with connectivity was assessed. Faculty members were asked if
they had used campus e-mail services or access to the Internet including the world wide web. The
responses are summarized in Table 29. Almost dl (98.9%) faculty reported usng campus e-mall

sarvices or access to the Internet.

Table29: Useof On-LineInformation Services.

0 No 1 Yes

Count % Count %
Respondent Uses Campus
E-mail or Access to the
Internet Including the World 3 L% 5ot e
Wide Web
Respondent Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus, 677 20.6% 2604 79.4%

Using a Modem, Cable, DSL,
ISDN, or ISP

Those faculty who had used their campus access to the Internet were asked about how satisfied
they were with thisaccess. An average satisfaction rating of 8.23 indicates that faculty were quite

satisfied. Satisfaction ratings did not differ by rank or discipline. This question was not asked in 2000.
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Campus Network Access

Faculty were asked if they had used their campus network from off-campus, usng a modem,
cable, DSL, ISDN, or an Internet service provider. More than three-quarters (79.4%) faculty
reported that they had accessed their campus network from off-campus, as shown in Table 29.

The likeihood of using their campus network from off-campus, usng amodem, cable, DSL,
ISDN, or Internet service provider depended on academic rank (p<.05). Asshownin Table 30a,

lecturers were less likdly than other faculty to access their campus network from off-campus.
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Table 30a: Use of Campus Network from Off-Campus by Rank.

QI4B3A Respondent Uses
Campus Network from
Off-Campus, Using a
Modem, Cable, DSL, ISDN,

or ISP

0 No 1VYes Total
QJOB6 1 Professor Count 334 1391 1725
'Iicaliemlc %o within QIOB6 19.4% 80.6% 100.0%
an Academic Rank 0 o7 o0
2 Associate Professor Count 102 420 522
%o within QIOB6 19.5% 80.5% 100.0%
Academic Rank 70 70 o0
3 Assistant Professor Count 144 524 668
%o within QIOB6 21.6% 78.4% 100.0%
Academic Rank o7 0 o0
4 Lecturer Count 96 266 362
%o within QIOB6 26.5% 73.5% 100.0%
Academic Rank 70 =70 o0
Tota Count 676 2601 3277
% within QIOB6 20.6% 79.4% 100.0%
Academic Rank 070 70 o0

Use of their campus network by connecting from off campus also varied by discipline (p<.05).
Table 30b shows that business and engineering and computer science faculty were more likely than
others to access their campus network from off campus. On the other hand, art faculty were less likely

than others to access their campus network from off campus.
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Table 30b: Use of Campus Networ k from Off-Campus by Discipline.

QI4B3A Respondent Uses

Campus Network from
Off-Campus, Using a
Modem, Cable, DSL, or

ISDN
0 No 1 VYes Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 66 182 248
Department % within DEPCODE3 o6.60% 4% 100,054
Code Department Code o7 0 =70
2 Business Count 54 298 352
% within DEPCODE3
y 15.3% 84.7% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 103 362 465
% within DEPCODE3
° 22.2% 77.8% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 39 207 246
Science % within DEPCODE3
15.9% 84.1% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 80 306 386
% within DEPCODE3
o WITH! 20.7% 79.3% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 109 391 500
% within DEPCODE3
y 21.8% 78.2% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 176 649 825
% within DEPCODE3
° 21.3% 78.7% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 50 209 259
% within DEPCODE3
19.3% 80.7% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 677 2604 3281
% within DEPCODE3
o WITH! 20.6% 79.4% 100.0%

Department Code
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Those that did access their campus network from off-campus, usng amodem, cable, DS,
ISDN, or Internet service provider were asked how satisfied they were with that access. Respondents
were somewhat satisfied, offering an average rating of 6.90.

The average satifaction rating differed by academic rank. Thisisillusrated in Table 31.
Lecturers expressed greater satisfaction than did other faculty with their access to the campus network

from off campus.

Table 31: Satisfaction with Accessto Campus Network from off Campus by Rank.

QI4B3B Satisfaction with Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using aModem, Cable, DSL, or ISDN

N Mean Defitgt-ion Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 1379 6.85 245 0 10
2 Associate Professor 415 6.84 246 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 523 6.82 255 0 10
4 |ecturer 265 742 2.26 0 10
Total 2582 6.90 246 0 10

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. In 2002, faculty were asked about computer equipment, and expressed moderate
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satisfaction with the working order and capabilities of the computer equipment they use at their
university. The overdl rating was 7.50. Theleved of satisfaction with the working order and capabilities
of computer equipment did not differ by rank or discipline,

Faculty dso rated their satisfaction with the working order and capabilities network equipmen.
The average satifaction rating was 7.69, and this rating did differ by discipline asillustrated in Table
32. Education faculty were more satisfied than were faculty in science and math (p<.05) and

behavioral and socia sciences (p<.05).

Table 32: Satisfaction with Campus Network Equipment.

QI4A10B Satisfaction with Working Order and Capabilities of University Network Equipment

N Mean Defitgt.ion Minimum Maximum

1 Art 230 7.54 2.06 0 10
2 Business 340 7.66 178 2 10
3 Education 451 7.92 177 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer

Sence 236 7.74 167 0 10
5 Humanities 358 7.84 184 0 10
6 Science & Math 459 7.52 177 0 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 776 7.58 1.89 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 247 7.87 168 2 10
Total 3097 7.69 182 0 10
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Faculty expressed satisfaction with the working order and capabilities of the telephone

equipment that they use. Overdl, the average satisfaction rating was 7.57. There was no change from

the 2000 administration.

Satisfaction with the working order and capabilities of the telephone equipment used by faculty

varied by rank. Asindicated in Table 33a, assistant professors were less satisfied with the telephone

equipment they use than were full professors (p<.001) and lecturers (p<.01).

Table 33a: Satisfaction with Telephone Equipment by Rank.

QI4A11 Satisfaction with Working Order and Capabilities of Telephone Equipment

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3510 7.66 216 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1042 7.52 219 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1201 7.29 241 0 10
4 Lecturer 658 7.68 233 0 10
Total 6411 757 223 0 10
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Satisfaction with the telephone equipment used by faculty dso varied by discipline. Table 33b
shows the average tel ephone equipment satisfaction rating for the different disciplines. Behaviord and
socia science faculty, as well as science and math faculty, expressed less satisfaction with the working
order and capabilities of the telephone equipment than did engineering and computer science and

education faculty.

Table 33b: Satisfaction with Telephone Equipment by Discipline.

QI4A11 Satisfaction with Working Order and Capabilities of Telephone Equipment

Std.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 485 7.46 241 0 10
2 Business 696 7.73 214 0 10
3 Education 905 7.83 2.10 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 445 791 183 1 10
5 Humanities 743 7.59 233 0 10
6 Science & Math 1050 744 219 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1603 741 234 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 492 7.46 230 0 10
Total 6419 757 223 0 10

The stisfaction level of faculty with video conferencing equipment could be improved
congderably. The average satisfaction rating with the working order and capabilities of the video

conferencing equipment was only 5.92.
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There was a difference between two disciplines in their average satisfaction rating with video
conferencing equipment. Specificaly, education faculty were more satisfied than faculty in science and
math with video conferencing equipment (p<.01). Average video conferencing equipment satisfaction

ratings are displayed by discipline in Table 34a

Table 34a: Satisfaction with Video-Conferencing Equipment by Discipline.

QI4A12 Sdtisfaction with Working Order and Capabilities of Video Conferencing Equipment

N Mean De?it;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 144 5.60 315 0 10
2 Business 275 572 264 0 10
3 Education 411 6.31 277 0 10
;Zinwi ng/Computer 198 5.93 269 0 10
5 Humanities 243 5.90 3.00 0 10
6 Science & Math 264 547 2.62 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socid Sciences 527 5.90 2.88 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 238 6.22 2.67 0 10
Total 2300 5.92 281 0 10
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The stisfaction rating with video conferencing equipment declined from the first adminigiration
to the second. As Table 34b shows, the satisfaction with video conferencing equipment was rated at

6.15 in 2000 and 5.70 in 2002 (p<.001).

Table 34b: Satisfaction with Video-Conferencing Equipment by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
QI4A12 Satisfaction with 1 2000 AY
111! .1 27
Working Order and Capabilities > 615 3
of Video Conferencing 2 2002 AY
Equipment 1185 5.70 2.86

Online Resour ces

Faculty were asked about their use of and satisfaction with on-line resources. Specifically, they
were asked if they used eectronic information resources such as online interlibrary loan, online
database searches, or online catadogs. Most (88.1%) of the faculty reported using on-line information
resources.

The likelihood that faculty reported using online information resources varied by rank (p<.001).
Table 35a shows that assistant and associate professors were more likely to use dectronic information

resources than were full professors, who were more likely to do so than were lecturers.
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Table 35a: Use of Electronic I nformation Resour ces by Rank.

QI1D1 Respondent Uses
Electronic Information
Resources, Such as Online
Interlibrary Loan, Online
Database Searches, and
Online Catalogs

0 No 1 Yes Total
QJOB6 1 Professor Count 478 3034 3512
gcaieml ’ % within QIOB6 13.6% 86.4% 100.0%
an Academic Rank 070 0 w70
2 Associate Professor  Count 20 953 1043
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Academic Rank 8.6% 91.4% 100.0%
3 Assistant Professor Count 62 1140 1202
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Academic Rank 5.2% 94.8% 100.0%
4 Lecturer Count 132 528 660
% within QJOB6
Academic Rank 20.0% 80.0% 100.0%
Total Count 762 5655 6417
% within QJOB6
0,
Academic Rank 11.9% 88.1% 100.0%

The likelihood of usng online information resources aso depended on discipline (p<.001). This
isillugtrated in Table 35b. Art faculty were less likdly to use online information resources than were

other faculty.
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Table 35b: Use of Electronic I nformation Resour ces by Discipline.

QI1D1 Respondent Uses
Electronic Information
Resources, Such as Online
Interlibrary Loan, Online
Database Searches, and

Online Catalogs

0 No 1 Yes Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 101 387 488
Department % within DEPCODE3 2079 0.3 100,090
Code Department Code 7P 27 S
2 Business Count 95 604 699
% within DEPCODE3
13.6% 86.4% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 119 787 906
% within DEPCODE3
y 13.1% 86.9% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 72 373 445
Science O writhi
% within DEPCODE3
y 16.2% 83.8% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 66 677 743
% within DEPCODE3
y 8.9% 91.1% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 122 925 1047
% within DEPCODE3
11.7% 88.3% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 143 1460 1603
% within DEPCODE3
8.9% 91.1% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 48 446 494
% within DEPCODE3
9.7% 90.3% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 766 5659 6425
% within DEPCODE3
y 11.9% 88.1% 100.0%

Department Code
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Y ear of administration was aso related to the likelihood of using online information resources
(p<.001). Thisisseenin Table 35c. While 90.0 percent of faculty in 2000 used online information

resources, this dropped to 86.2 percent in 2002.

Table 35c. Use of Electronic Information Resourcesby Administration.

QI1D1 Respondent Uses
Electronic Information
Resources, Such as Online
Interlibrary Loan, Online
Database Searches, and
Online Catalogs

0 No 1 VYes Total

ADMIN SURVEY 1 2000AY  Count 314 2832 3146

ADMINISTRATION % within ADMIN SURVEY 10.0% 90.0% 100.0%

ADMINISTRATION el S 7

2 2002AY  Count 452 2827 3279
% within ADMIN SURVEY

0, 0, 0,

ADMINISTRATION 13.8% 86.2% 100.0%

Total Count 766 5659 6425
% within ADMIN SURVEY

o within 11.9% 88.1% 100.0%

ADMINISTRATION

Those faculty reporting that they had used online information resources were asked about their
satisfaction with the quaity of the online information resources. On the zero-to-ten satisfaction scale,

the average rating was 7.63.
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Though satisfaction with the quality of the online information resources was consistent across
ranks and year, it did vary by discipline. Thisisillustrated in Table 36. Science and math faculty were

less satisfied with the quality of the online information resources than those in most other disciplines.

Table 36: Satisfaction with the Quality of Electronic Information Resour ces.

Q1D1A Satisfaction with the Quality of the Electronic Information Resources

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum

1 Art 334 7.73 173 2 10
2 Business 597 7.56 1.80 0 10
3 Education 780 7.74 170 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer

Stience 368 7.48 1.69 0 10
5 Humanities 674 7.84 183 1 10
6 Science & Math 917 7.29 1.86 0 10
7 Behaviorad/Socid Sciences 1450 7.68 171 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 444 7.73 158 2 10
Total 5614 7.63 176 0 10

The faculty members who used online information resources were also asked about their
satisfaction with the quantity of the online information resources available through their campus library.

The average satisfaction rating was 7.27.
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The leve of satisfaction with the quantity of the online information resources varied by academic
rank. Full professors and lecturers were more satisfied than were assistant professors (p<.001), and

lecturers were also more satisfied than were associate professors (p<.01). Thisisshown in Table 37a

Table 37a: Satisfaction with the Quantity of Electronic Information Resour ces by Rank.

Q1D1B Sdtisfaction with the Quantity of the Electronic Library Resources Through the Campus Library

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 2899 734 196 0 10
2 Associate Professor 923 7.17 201 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1117 7.06 2.02 0 10
4 Lecturer 507 7.53 191 1 10
Total 5446 727 1.98 0 10

Satisfaction with the quantity of the online information resources also varied by discipline.
Table 37b shows that science and math faculty were less satisfied than were faculty in dl other
disciplines, and engineering and computer science faculty were less satisfied than those in dl other

disciplines except science and math.
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Table 37b: Satisfaction with the Quantity of Electronic I nformation Resour ces by Discipline.

Q1D1B Sdtisfaction with the Quantity of the Electronic Library Resources Through the Campus Library

Sd.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 365 7.53 1.93 0 10
2 Business 584 7.23 2.03 0 10
3 Education 767 7.55 1.87 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 353 6.95 1.92 1 10
5 Humanities 659 7.59 1.95 1 10
6 Science & Math 879 6.55 2.15 0 10
7 Behaviora/Social Sciences 1412 7.41 1.88 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 431 7.40 1.77 0 10
Total 5450 7.27 1.98 0 10

Faculty were aso satisfied with the ease of use of the dectronic library resources through their
campus library. The average satisfaction rating was 7.43.

Faculty satisfaction with the ease of use of the online information resources differed by
academic rank. That is, full professors were less satisfied than were assistant professors (p<.05) and

lecturers (p<.05). Thisisillustrated in Table 38a
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Table 38a: Satisfaction with the Ease of Use of the Electronic Information Resour ces by Rank.

Q1D1C Satisfaction with the Ease of Use of the Electronic Library Resources Through the Campus Library

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 2950 7.36 1.97 0 10
2 Associate Professor 939 7.40 193 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1127 7.57 1.84 1 10
4 Lecturer 515 7.62 1.80 0 10
Total 5531 7.43 1.92 0 10

Academic discipline was aso related to satisfaction with the ease of use of the online
information resources. As Table 38b shows, science and math faculty were less satisfied than were
faculty in humanities (p<.01) and education (p<.05).

Table 38b: Satisfaction with the Ease of Use of the Electronic I nformation Resour ces by Discipline.

Q1D1C Satisfaction with the Ease of Use of the Electronic Library Resources Through the Campus Library

Sd.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 378 7.49 2.08 0 10
2 Business 589 7.38 1.88 1 10
3 Education 773 7.52 191 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 362 7.40 1.82 0 10
5 Humanities 664 7.61 1.95 0 10
6 Science & Math 898 7.22 1.92 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1434 7.47 1.95 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 437 7.39 1.80 0 10
Total 5535 7.43 1.92 0 10
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There was a change in satisfaction with the ease of use of the online information resources from
the first administration to the second. Table 38c shows the satisfaction increased for 7.35 in 2000 to

7.52in 2002 (p<.01).

Table 38c: Satisfaction with the Ease of Use of the Electronic | nfor mation Resour ces
by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
Q1D1C Satisfaction with the Ease of Useof 1 2000 AY 2764 7.35 1.94
the Electronic Library Resources Through
the Campus Library 2 2002AY 2771 7.52 191

Adminigtrative I nformation Systems

Faculty were asked if they used their campus online information system to get student records
for the purpose of academic advisement. Over hdf (53.5%) of the faculty reported using their campus
online information system to access student records for academic advisement.

The likelihood that faculty accessed student record information online varied by rank (p<.001).
Thisisillugrated in Table 39a, which shows that the higher the rank, the more likely the person wasto
access sudent record information online for the purpose of academic advisement; 57.9% of full
professors and 42.2% of lecturers reported using their campus online information system to get student

records.
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Table 39a: Use of the Campus Online I nformation System to Get Student Recor ds by Rank.

Q3A1A Respondent Uses the Campus
Online Information System to Get
Student Records for the Purpose of

Academic Advisement
0 No 1 Yes Total
QJOB6 1 Professor Count 1474 2024 3498
Academic Rank O it
% within QJOB6
0, 0, 0,
Academic Rank 42.1% 57.9% 100.0%
2 Associate Professor Count 500 541 1041
% within QJOB6
bwithin Q 48.0% 52.0% 100.0%
Academic Rank
3 Assistant Professor Count 620 574 1194
% within QJOB6
0, 0, 0,
Academic Rank 51.9% 48.1% 100.0%
4 Lecturer Count 376 275 651
% within QJOB6
0, 0, 0,
Academic Rank 57.8% 42.2% 100.0%
Total Count 2970 3414 6384
% within QJOBG 46.5% 53.5% 100.0%
Academic Rank 7 >0 o

The likelihood that faculty accessed student record information online dso varied by discipline
(p<.001). Faculty in engineering and computer science, as well asthose in professond/technica
disciplines, were more likely than others to access student record information online, while those in
business were less likely than others to access student record information for student advisement. This

isseenin Table 39b.
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Table 39b: Use of the Campus Online Information System to Get Student Recor ds by Discipline.

Q3A1A Respondent Uses the
Campus Online Information
System to Get Student Records
for the Purpose of Academic

Advisement
0 No 1 Yes Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 243 240 483
Dsga”me”t % within DEPCODE3 0.5 49,7 100.0%
Code Department Code 27 7 i
2 Business Count 389 305 694
% within DEPCODE3 56.1% 43.9% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 396 505 901
% within DEPCODE3 44.0% 56.0% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 139 304 443
Science o
% within DEPCODE3 31.4% 68.6% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 402 335 737
% within DEPCODE3 54.5% 45.5% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 448 596 1044
% within DEPCODE3 42.9% 57.1% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 784 812 1596
% within DEPCODE3 49.1% 50.9% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 176 318 494
% within DEPCODES 35.6% 64.4% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 2977 3415 6392
% within DEPCODES 46.6% 53.4% 100.0%

Department Code
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Those who reported using their campus online information system were asked how satisfied
they were with online access to student record information. Respondents were somewhat satisfied.
The average satisfaction rating was 6.49.

The level of satisfaction with online access to student record information was qualified by rank.

That is, lecturers were more satisfied than were the other faculty. Thisisillustrated in Table 40a.

Table 40a: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Student Record Information by Rank.

Q3A1B Satisfaction with Online Accessto Get Student Record Information

N Mean De\it;jt'ion Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 2005 6.54 2.60 0 10
2 Associate Professor 534 6.22 2.62 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 568 6.31 2.62 0 10
4 Lecturer 274 7.01 2.36 0 10
Total 3381 6.49 260 0 10

Satisfaction with online access to student record information aso depended on year of
adminigration, as shown in Table 40b. 1n 2000 the average satisfaction rating was 6.63, but dropped

to 6.35in 2002 (p<.01).
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Table 40b: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Student Record Infor mation by
Adminigtration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
Q3A1B Satisfaction with Online 1 2000 AY 1670 6.63 259
Access to Get Student Record
Information 2 2002 AY 1712 6.35 259

Help and Technical Support

Respondents were asked about their access to help with university-provided computer
equipment if they have trouble after it has been ingdled. Almos dl (97.8%) respondents said they had
access to help if they have trouble with their university-provided computer after it has been ingtalled.

The likelihood of faculty reporting access to help was qudified by discipline (p<.01). Table41
shows that professiona/technica faculty were dightly more likely than othersto report that they had

access to help if they had trouble with thelr university-provided compuiter.
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Table41: Accessto Help if Respondent Has Troublewith a Univer sity-Provided Computer by Discipline.

QI4A5 Respondent Has Access
to Help if He/She Has Trouble
with a University-Provided

Computer
0 No 1 Yes Tota
DEPCODE3 1 An Count 10 451 461
Department O el
% within DEPCODE3
0,
Code D ment 2.2% 97.8% 100.0%
2 Business Count 12 664 676
% within DEPCODE3 Lan 98.2% 100.0%
Department Code o7 70 =70
3 Education Count 10 868 878
% within DEPCODE3 119 B.9% 100,0%
Department Code =7 =7 w7
4 Engineering/Computer Count 19 405 424
Science % within DEPCODE3 L5 o5 594 100
Department Code 7 7 i
5 Humanities Count 17 699 716
% within DEPCODE3
0, 0,
Department Code 2.4% 97.6% 100.0%
6 Science & Mah Count 25 959 984
% within DEPCODE3
0, 0,
Department Code 2.5% 97.5% 100.0%
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences Count 38 1517 1555
% within DEPCODE3 2 4% 97 6% 100.0%
Department Code ' ' '
8 Professond/Technica Count 5 475 480
% within DEPCODE3 10% 90.0% 100,0%
Department Code i i i
Tota Count 136 6038 6174
% within DEPCODE3 2.20% o7 8% 100.0%
D ment . 0 B 0 A 0
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Those reporting that they had accessto help if they had trouble with their university-provided

computer were asked in the 2002 adminigiration if they had received help in the past two years. Most

(93.5%) of the faculty with access to help had used that help in the past two years. The likelihood of

having received help varied by rank (p<.001), as shown in Table42a. That is, lecturers were less likely

than others, and full professors were more likely than others, to receive help to solve a problem with

their university-provided computer in the past two years.

Table 42a: Received Technical Help to Solve a Computer Problem by Rank.

Q4AS5E2 Respondent Has
Received Technical Help to
Solve a Problem with
University-Provided

Computer
0 No 1Yes Total
QJOB6 1 Professor Count 74 1551 1625
Academic O it
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Rank Academic Rank 4.6% 95.4% 100.0%
2 Associate Professor  Count 42 458 500
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Academic Rank 8.4% 91.6% 100.0%
3 Assistant Professor Count 54 501 645
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Academic Rank 8.4% 91.6% 100.0%
4 Lecturer Count 33 297 330
% within QJOB6
Academic Rank 10.0% 90.0% 100.0%
Total Count 203 2897 3100
% within QJOBG 6.5% 93.5% 100.0%
Academic Rank 70 70 7
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Academic discipline was dso associated with the likelihood of receiving technica help to solve
aproblem with their university-provided computer in the past two years (p<.05). Table 42b shows that
science and math faculty were less likely than other faculty to receive technicd hdlp, and

professond/technicd faculty were more likely to do so.
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Table 42b: Received Technical Help to Solve a Computer Problem by Discipline.

Q4AS5E2 Respondent Has
Received Technical Help to
Solve a Problem with
University-Provided

Computer
0 No 1 Yes Total
DEPCODES3 1 Art Count 14 221 235
Department % within DEPCODE3 6.0% 0.0 100.0%
Code Department Code 7 7 7
2 Business Count 27 316 343
% within DEPCODE3 7.9% 92.1% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 18 427 445
% within DEPCODE3 4.0% 96.0% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 15 209 224
Science O it
% within DEPCODE3
0, 0, 0,
Department Code 6.7% 93.3% 100.0%
5 Humanities Count 29 337 366
% within DEPCODE3 7 9% 92.1% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 41 409 450
% within DEPCODE3 0.1% 90.9% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 50 738 788
% within DEPCODE3 6.3% 93.7% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 9 243 252
% within DEPCODE3 3.6% 96.4% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 203 2900 3103
% within DEPCODE3 6.5% 93.5% 100.0%

Department Code
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Thaose receiving technica hep with their university-provided computer in the past two years
were asked about a number of aspects about that help. They were first asked how often they received
technica help. The frequency of receiving help was dependent on rank (p<.01), as shown in Table
43a. Lecturers and assstant professors received technica help less frequently than did associate and

full professors.

Table 43a: Frequency of Receiving Technical Help to Solve a Computer Problem by Rank.

Q4A5E3 Number of Times Respondent Received
Technical Help to Solve a Problem with
University-Provided Computer

4 More
1 Oneto 2 Threeto 3 Sixto Than Ten
Two Times Five Times Ten Times Times Tota
QJOB6 1 Professor Count 387 673 289 200 1549
Academic O i
% within QJOB6
25.0% 43.4% 18.7% 12.9% 100.0%
Rank Academic Rank ° ’ ’ ’ ’
2 Associate Professor Count 112 198 94 54 458
% within QJOB6
24.5% 43.2% 20.5% 11.8% 100.0%
Academic Rank ° ’ ° ’ °
3 Assistant Professor Count 192 245 96 57 590
% within QJOB6
32.5% 41.5% 16.3% 9.7% 100.0%
Academic Rank ° ’ ’ ’ ’
4 Lecturer Count 101 118 50 28 297
% within QJOB6 " 0 0 0
Academic Rank 34.0% 39.7% 16.8% 9.4% 100.0%
Total Count 792 1234 529 339 2894
% within QJOB6
° Q 27.4% 42.6% 18.3% 11.7% 100.0%

Academic Rank

Help frequency aso varied by discipline (p<.05). Table 43b shows that education and
professiona/technical faculty received technical help more frequently than did faculty in other

disciplines.
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Table 43b: Frequency of Receiving Technical Help to Solve a Computer Problem by Discipline.

Q4A5E3 Number of Times Respondent Received
Technical Help to Solve a Problem with
University-Provided Computer

1 Oneto 2 Three 4 More
Two to Five 3 Sixto Than Ten
Times Times Ten Times Times Tota
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 59 %0 50 2 21
Department T
% within DEPCODE3
26.7% 7% 22.6% 10.0% 100.0%
Code D ment Code 6.7% 40.7% 6% 0.0% 00.0%
2 Business Count 87 142 51 36 316
% within DEPCODE3
o within 275% 44.9% 16.1% 11.4% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 101 172 o1 63 427
% within DEPCODE3
o with 237% 40.3% 213% 14.8% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/ Count 74 75 33 27 209
Computer Science O e
9% within DEPCODE:
6 within DEPCODES 35.4% 35.9% 15.8% 12.9% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 104 137 63 32 336
% within DEPCODE3
o within 3L.0% 40.8% 188% 9.5% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Count 128 181 60 40 409
Math I
Yo within DEPCODE3 313% 44.3% 14.7% 9.8% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/ Count 185 331 138 83 737
Socia Sciences O e
% within DEPCODE3
o within 25.1% 44.9% 187% 113% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professiond/ Count 54 107 43 38 242
Technica -
% within DEPCODE3
o within 23% 44.2% 17.8% 15.7% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 792 1235 529 341 2897
% within DEPCODE3
27.3% 42.6% 18.3% 11.8% 100.0%
D ment Code 3% 6% 8.3% 8% 00.0%
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Faculty recelving help were dso asked how frequently the problems they had were solved to

their satisfaction. Thelr responses depended on their rank (p<.05), asillustirated in Table 44. The

differences, however, amounted to how likely faculty were to report being satisfied dl of the time as

opposed to most of thetime. Lecturers were more likely than other faculty to say they were satisfied dl

of the time, and associate professors were less likely to do so.

Table 44: How Often Problemswith University-Provided Computer Were Resolved to Respondent's
Satisfaction by Rank.

Q4A5E4 Number of Times Problems with
University-Provided Computer Were Resolved to

Respondent's Satisfaction
1 All of the 2 Mot of 3 Some of 4 None of
Time the Time the Time the Time Total

QJOB6 1 Professor Count 739 609 182 17 1547
Academic % within QJOB6

Rank Acaderic Rank 47.8% 39.4% 11.8% 1.1% 100.0%

2 Asociate Count 191 197 63 7 458
Professor % within QIOB6

Academic Rark 41.7% 43.0% 13.8% 1.5% 100.0%

3 Assistant Count 281 219 86 4 590
Professor % within QIOB6

Academic Rank 47.6% 37.1% 14.6% 1% 100.0%

4 Lecturer Count 160 90 42 4 296
% within QJIOB6

Academic Rank 54.1% 30.4% 14.2% 1.4% 100.0%

Total Count 1371 1115 373 32 2891
% within QJOB6

Academic Rank 47.4% 38.6% 12.9% 1.1% 100.0%
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Respondents were asked about how satisfied they were with the time it took to resolve the
problem with their university-provided computer. Overdl, they were moderately satisfied, offering an
average satisfaction rating of 7.13. This rating, though, depended on discipline. Table 45 shows that

business faculty were more satisfied with the time it took than were art (p<.05) and science and math

faculty (p<.01).

Table 45: Satisfaction with the Time it Took to Resolve the Problem by Discipline.

Q4ABES Satisfaction with the Time it Took to Resolve Problem With University-Provided Computer

Sid.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 217 6.82 2.78 0 10
2 Business 311 752 214 0 10
3 Education 422 7.32 247 0 10
gdi:g'enea' ng/Computer 200 7.30 221 0 10
5 Humanities 332 7.05 257 0 10
6 Science & Math 403 6.84 247 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socid Sciences 727 7.14 242 0 10
8 Professiona/Technica 237 6.95 2.58 0 10
Total 2858 713 2.46 0 10
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Faculty receiving hep were asked if help was provided by someone in their own unit or
department. A mgjority (54.8%) of the faculty said that technica help they received was provided by
someone in their own unit or department. However, this varied by rank (p<.001). Table 46a shows
that 42.6 percent of assistant professors said they received help provided from someone in their unit or
department, while over haf of the faculty a other ranks reported receiving help from someonein their
unit or department.

Table 46a: Computer Assistance Provided by Someonein Their Unit or
Department by Rank.

Q4AB5E6 Assistance with
University-Provided
Computer Provided by
Employee or Colleaguein
Unit or Department

0 No 1Yes Total
QJOB6 1 Professor Count 631 903 1534
Academic O ritte
Y% within QJOB6
0,
Rank Academic Rank 41.1% 58.9% 100.0%
2 Associate Professor Count 193 262 455
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Academic Rank 42.4% 57.6% 100.0%
3 Assistant Professor Count 336 249 585
% within QJOB6 57.4% 42.6% 100.0%
Academic Rank a0 70 =70
4 Lecturer Count 139 155 204
% within QJOB6
Academic Rank 47.3% 52.7% 100.0%
Total Count 1299 1569 2868
% within QJOB6
° Q 45.3% 54.7% 100.0%

Academic Rank
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Receipt of help from someone in their unit or department aso varied greetly by discipline
(p<.001). Thisisillugrated in Table 46b, with the likeihood of recelving help from someone in thelr
own unit or department ranging from 35.8 percent for humanities faculty to 71.8 percent for engineering

and computer science faculty.
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Table46b: Computer Assistance Provided by Someonein Their Unit or Department

by Discipline.
Q4ABE6 Assistance with
University-Provided
Computer Provided by
Employee or Colleaguein
Unit or Department
0 No 1 Yes Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 103 117 220
Department O rrishi
% within DEPCODE3
0, 0, 0,
Code Department Code 46.8% 53.2% 100.0%
2 Business Count 140 172 312
% within DEPCODE3
y 44.9% 55.1% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 157 268 425
% within DEPCODE3
y 36.9% 63.1% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 58 148 206
Science O rishi
% within DEPCODE3
o Wi 28.2% 71.8% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 215 120 335
% within DEPCODE3
y 64.2% 35.8% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 134 266 400
% within DEPCODE3
y 33.5% 66.5% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 395 336 731
% within DEPCODE3
54.0% 46.0% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 97 145 242
% within DEPCODE3
40.1% 59.9% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 1299 1572 2871
% within DEPCODE3
y 45.2% 54.8% 100.0%

Department Code
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All faculty in 2002 were asked about the extent to which they rely on technica support people
to solve computer problems. Faculty offered an average rating of 6.55 on azero-to-ten scale,
suggesting that they were somewhat reliant on technical support people to solve computer problems.
The extent to which faculty rely on technica support people to solve computer problems differed by
rank. That is, full professors were more reliant than other faculty on technical support people. Thisis
seen in Table 47a. Additiondly, associate professors relied on technica support people more so than
assistant professors (p<.01).

Table 47a: Extent to Which Faculty Rely on Technical Support Personnel to
Solve Computer Problems by Rank.

Q4ABE7 Leve of Reliance on Technica Support Personnel to Solve Computer Problems

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 1622 6.93 269 0 10
2 Associate Professor 497 6.40 287 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 645 583 265 0 10
4 Lecturer 324 6.29 277 0 10
Total 3088 6.55 275 0 10
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Academic discipline qudified the extent to which faculty rely on technica support people to
solve computer problems. Faculty in science and math, as well as engineering and computer science,
were less rdiant than others, while humanities faculty were more rdliant on technical support peopleto

solve computer problems. Thisisshown in Table 47b.

Table 47b: Extent to Which Faculty Rely on Technical Support Personnel to Solve
Computer Problems by Discipline.

Q4ASE7 Leve of Reliance on Technica Support Personnel to Solve Computer Problems

N Mean Dait;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 235 6.84 2.82 0 10
2 Business 343 6.35 2.83 0 10
3 Education 440 6.60 2.67 0 10
;g‘i”eai ng/Computer 223 6.02 272 0 10
5 Humanities 363 7.02 2.68 0 10
6 Science & Math 450 5.93 2.83 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socid Sciences 787 6.69 2.72 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 250 6.94 254 0 10
Total 3091 6.55 2.75 0 10
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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. Overdl, faculty judged such training programs to be very important.

They offered an average importance rating of 8.37.

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 other faculty. Thisisillusrated in Table 48a. Further, full professors rated these training programs

as more important than did assstant professors (p<.01).

Table 48a: Importance of Offering Basic Computer Skills Training to Faculty by Rank.

QI4A7 Importance for Campuses to Offer Training Activities or Programs

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3366 841 217 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1010 8.23 2.30 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1166 8.17 2.26 0 10
4 Lecturer 625 8.78 1.87 0 10
Total 6167 8.37 219 0 10
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The percelved importance of computer training programs amed at improving basic computer
skills a'so depended on academic discipline. Table 48b shows that faculty in engineering and computer
science, aswell as science and math, viewed computer training programs amed at improving basic

computer skills as lessimportant than did other faculty.

Table 48b: Importance of Offering Basic Computer Skills Training to Faculty
by Discipline.

QI4A7 Importance for Campuses to Offer Training Activities or Programs

95%

Confidence
N Mean Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
1 Art 459 8.68 8.86 0 10
2 Business 676 8.22 8.39 0 10
3 Education 877 9.01 9.12 0 10
;i:g'enee” ng/Computer 421 781 8.05 0 10
5 Humanities 722 8.64 8.79 0 10
6 Science & Math 982 747 7.63 0 10
;?Oi"ord/ Socid 1557 8.46 856 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 481 8.82 8.99 0 10
Tota 6175 8.37 843 0 10

There was d 0 a difference in the ratings of importance between the first and second
adminigrations. Table 48c shows that the importance of offering basic computer skillstraining

decreased from 8.51 in 2000 to 8.24 in 2002 (p<.001).
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Table 48c: Importance of Offering Basic Computer SKills Training to Faculty
by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
QI4A7 Importancefor Campuses 1 2000AY 3000 851 200
to Offer Training Activities or
Programs 2 2002 AY 3175 8.24 227

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 programsin general. They types of programsin which faculty participated are
displayed in Table 49. Workshops were the most commonly used type of training. Nearly two-thirds
(64.8%) of the faculty had participated in a computer skillsworkshop. Almost hdf (47.7%) the
respondents had participated in computer-based training, but the other types of training were not

commonly used.

Table49: Participation in Training Programs.

0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen
Count % Count %
Workshop 2187 35.2% 4027 64.8%
Computer-Based Training 3247 52.3% 2967 47.7%

Other 5656 91.0% 558 9.0%
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As noted above, most of the faculty had participated in a computer skills workshop. The
likelihood of participating in aworkshop varied by rank (p<.001). That is, assstant professors were
lesslikely than other faculty to participate in workshops. Table 50a displays the percentages of faculty

participating in workshops by rank.

Table 50a: Participated in a Workshop by Rank.

QI4A8A _3 Participated in

aWorkshop
0 Not
Chosen 1 Chosen Total
QJOB6 1 Professor Count 1082 2308 3390
Academic O it
% within QJOB6
0,
Rank Academic Rank 31.9% 68.1% 100.0%
2 Associate Professor Count 363 655 1018
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Academic Rank 35.7% 64.3% 100.0%
3 Assistant Professor Count 497 674 1171
% within QJOB6
0, 0,
Academic Rank 42 4% 57.6% 100.0%
4 Lecturer Count 243 334 627
% within QJOB6
0,
Academic Rank 38.8% 61.2% 100.0%
Total Count 2185 4021 6206
% within QJOB6
bwithin Q 35.2% 64.8% 100.0%

Academic Rank

The likelihood of participating in aworkshop varied congderably depending on academic

discipline (p<.001). Thisisseen in Table 50b, which shows that the percentage of faculty within a
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discipline participating in aworkshop ranged from 51.0 percent for science and math faculty to 78.0

percent for professond/technicd.

Table50b: Participated in a Workshop by Discipline.

QI4A8A_3 Participated in

aWorkshop
0 Not
Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 194 269 463
Department % within DEPCODE3 it o o610 100,004
Code Department Code =7 7 =7
2 Business Count 220 461 681
% within DEPCODE3
° 32.3% 67.7% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 218 664 882
% within DEPCODE3
° 24.7% 75.3% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 182 244 426
Science % within DEPCODE3
42.7% 57.3% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 242 481 723
% within DEPCODE3
o With 33.5% 66.5% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 486 505 991
% within DEPCODE3
49.0% 51.0% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 539 1028 1567
% within DEPCODES3
° 34.4% 65.6% 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 106 375 481
% within DEPCODE3
° 22.0% 78.0% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 2187 4027 6214
% within DEPCODE3
35.2% 64.8% 100.0%

Department Code
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Participation in aworkshop was less likdly in 2002 than it wasin 2000 (p<.05). That is, 66.3
percent of faculty in 2000 participated in aworkshop to improve basic computer skills compared to

63.4 percent in 2002. Table 50c illustrates this point.

Table50c: Participated in a Wor kshop by Administration.

QI4A8A_3 Participated in

aWorkshop
0 Not

Chosen 1 Chosen Total
ADMIN SURVEY 1 2000AY  Court 1016 1999 3015
ADMINISTRATION % within ADMIN SURVEY 279 66.3% 100.0%

ADMINISTRATION : : :
2 2002AY  Count 1171 2028 3199
Z’S"l\'ﬂtm SATDR'\;L”T\'I O‘Ql’l\lJRVEY 36.6% 63.4% 100.0%
Total Count 2187 4027 6214
% within ADMIN SURVEY 4520 o8 100.0%

ADMINISTRATION

Overdl, hdf the faculty participated in computer-based training. However, participation in
computer-based training differed by rank (p<.001). Again, assstant professors were less likely to

participate than faculty at other ranks. Thisisseenin Table 51a
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Table 51a: Participated in a Computer-Based Training by Rank.

QI4A8A_1 Participatedin
Computer-Based Training

0 Not
Chosen 1 Chosen Totd
QJOB6 1 Professor Count 1691 1699 3390
Academic O e
% within QJOB6
0,
Rank Academic Rank 49.9% 50.1% 100.0%
2 Associate Professor Count 539 479 1018
% within QIOB6
0,
Academic Rank 52.9% 47.1% 100.0%
3 Assistant Professor Count 690 481 1171
%o within QIOB6 58.9% 41.1% 100.0%
Academic Rank >0 70 w70
4 Lecturer Count 326 301 627
%o within QIOB6 52.0% 48.0% 100.0%
Academic Rank =70 70 w70
Total Count 3246 2960 6206
%o within QIOB6 52.3% 47.7% 100.0%
Academic Rank =70 70 w70

Participation in computer-based training varied by discipline (p<.001). Thisisseenin Table
51b. Only athird of science and math, as well as engineering and computer science faculty participated

in computer-based training, while professiona/technical and education faculty were more likely to

participate.
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Table51b: Participated in a Computer-Based Training by Discipline.

QI4A8A_1 Participated in
Computer-Based Training

0 Not
Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 262 201 463
Department % within DEPCODE3
Code Department Code 56.6% 43.4% 100.0%
2 Business Count 357 324 681
% within DEPCODE3
D"epartmem Code 52.4% 47.6% 100.0%
3 Education Count 366 516 882
% within DEPCODE3
D°epartmem ot 41.5% 58.5% 100.0%
4 Engineering/Computer Count 273 153 426
Science % within DEPCODE3
Department Code 64.1% 35.9% 100.0%
5 Humanities Count 379 344 723
% within DEPCODE3
Department Code 52.4% 47.6% 100.0%
6 Science & Math Count 642 349 991
% within DEPCODE3
Department Code 64.8% 35.2% 100.0%
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 785 782 1567
% within DEPCODE3
Department Code 50.1% 49.9% 100.0%
8 Professional/Technical Count 183 298 481
% within DEPCODE3
Department Code 38.0% 62.0% 100.0%
Total Count 3247 2967 6214
% within DEPCODE3
;epartmem ot 52.3% 47.7% 100.0%
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Y ear of adminigtration was associated with the likelihood of participating in computer-based
training (p<.001). Table 51c showsthat the percentage of faculty participating in computer-based

training dropped from 53.0 percent in 2000 to 42.8 percent in 2002.

Table 51c: Participated in a Computer-Based Training by Administration.

QI4A8A _1 Participated in
Computer-Based Training

0 Not
Chosen 1 Chosen Total
ADMIN SURVEY 1 2000 AY Count 1417 1598 3015
ADMINISTRATION o i
% within ADMIN SURVEY 47 0% 53.0% 100.0%

ADMINISTRATION
2 2002 AY  Count 1830 1369 3199

% within ADMIN SURVEY
ADMINISTRATION

Total Count 3247 2967 6214

% within ADMIN SURVEY
ADMINISTRATION

57.2% 42.8% 100.0%

52.3% 47.7% 100.0%

Those respondents who reported having participated in any basc computer skillstraining 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 7.14 on the zero-to-
ten satisfaction scale. Lecturers and assstant professors expressed greater satisfaction than did full

(p<.001) and associate professors (p<.01). Thisisillustrated in Table 52a,
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Table 52a: Satisfaction with Training Programs by Rank.

QI4A8A1 Satisfaction with Training Programs

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 2562 7.00 213 0 10
2 Associate Professor 741 7.07 218 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 761 743 185 0 10
4 Lecturer 447 753 196 0 10
Total 4511 7.14 209 0 10

Academic discipline dso had adight impact on the rating of satisfaction with training programs.
Table 52b shows that education and professiond/technica faculty were more satisfied than were

science and math faculty (p<.001) with the basic computer skillstraining in which they participated.
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Table 52b: Satisfaction with Training Programs by Discipline.

QI4ABA1 Satisfaction with Training Programs

N Mean De\?itgt.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 315 717 2.28 0 10
2 Business 512 7.16 2.08 0 10
3 Education 731 7.36 2.00 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Sdience 268 7.19 194 0 10
5 Humanities 529 7.04 211 0 10
6 Science & Math 600 6.84 214 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 1157 7.13 210 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 407 7.27 201 0 10
Total 4519 7.14 2.09 0 10

Use of Technology in the Classroom

Types of Technology

Computer Software. Faculty members were asked about the types of computer software
goplications they required sudents to use in completing assgnments for their classes. Table 53
summarizes ther responses. Most of the faculty members required students to use word processing

software to complete their assignments. Presentation programs were the second most common,
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required by over hdf (54.4%) of faculty in 2002. More than athird of the faculty in 2002 required the

use of spreadsheets, graphics and database programs.

Table 53: Types of Software Applications Required in Classes.

ADMIN SURVEY 0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen

ADMINISTRATION Count % Count %

1 2000 AY Word Processing Programs 712 22.9% 2399 77.1%
Presentation Programs 1840 59.1% 1271 40.9%
Spreadsheet Programs 1998 64.2% 1113 35.8%
Graphics Programs 2189 70.4% 922 29.6%
Database Programs 2370 76.2% 741 23.8%

2 2002 AY Word Processing Programs 304 11.1% 2433 88.9%
Presentation Programs 1248 45.6% 1489 54.4%
Spreadsheet Programs 1442 52.7% 1295 47.3%
Graphics Programs 1774 64.8% 963 35.2%
Database Programs 1788 65.3% 949 34.7%

The number of different software programs that faculty required of studentsin completing
assgnments was examined. Faculty required an average of 2.46 software gpplications over the past
two years for completing assgnments.

The number of software programs that faculty required of sudentsin completing assgnments
differed by rank. Thisisseenin Table 54a Specificaly, associate professors required the use of more

software programs (2.57) than did assstant professors (2.38) (p<.05).
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Table 54a: Number of Software Applications Required by Rank.

REQSOFT Number of Software Applications Required of Students

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3128 248 162 0 6
2 Associate Professor 972 257 156 0 6
3 Assistant Professor 1139 238 147 0 6
4 Lecturer 607 2.36 153 0 6
Total 5846 246 157 0 6

There were aso differences in the number of software programs that faculty required of
sudents by discipline. Table 54b reved s the differences among disciplines in the number of software
gpplications for completion of class assgnments required by faculty. Faculty in engineering and
computer science, aswell as business, required sudents to use a greater number of software

gpplications than did faculty in other disciplines
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Table 54b: Number of Software Applications Required by Discipline.

REQSOFT Number of Software Applications Required of Students

N Mean Da?it;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 412 1.80 1.36 0 5
2 Business 670 3.22 138 0 6
3 Education 840 272 153 0 6
;i:g'e”em ng/Computer 435 334 152 0 6
5 Humanities 645 147 110 0 6
6 Science & Math 948 2.45 1.69 0 6
7 Behaviora/Socid Sciences 1435 2.26 153 0 6
8 Professiona/Technical 463 272 145 0 6
Total 5848 246 157 0 6

There was an increase in the average number of software programs that faculty required

students to use in their classes from the 2000 administration to 2002 (p<.001). As Table 54c shows,

faculty in 2000 required students to use and average of 2.34 software gpplications, while in 2002 that

averaged increased to 2.60.

Table 54c: Number of Software Applications Required by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
REQSOFT Number of 1 2000 AY 3111 234 165
Software Applications
Required of Students 2 2002AY 2737 2.60 1.47
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Types of Technologies. Faculty were aso asked what types of technologies they required of
sudents in completing assgnments. The responses are summarized in Table 55. Most faculty required

use of acompurter, the web or Internet, and their campus computer network.

Table 55: Types of Technology Required in Classes.

ADMIN SURVEY 0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen
ADMINISTRATION Count % Count %
1 2000 AY Computer 1121 36.0% 1990 64.0%
World Wide Web and/or the
858 27.6% 2253 72.4%
Internet
Campus Computer Network 1130 36.3% 1981 63.7%
Television 2178 70.0% 933 30.0%
Other Technologies 3027 97.3% 84 2.7%
2 2002 AY Computer 490 15.2% 2737 84.8%
World Wide Web and/or the
! 835 25.9% 2392 74.1%
Internet
Campus Computer Network 1196 37.1% 2031 62.9%
Television 2260 70.0% 967 30.0%
Other Technologies 2752 85.3% 475 14.7%

The number of different technologies required varied by faculty rank. Asseenin Table 564, full
professors required fewer technologies by their students than did associate professors (p<.001),

assistant professors (p<.001), or lecturers (p<.001).
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Table 56a: Number of Different Types of Technologies Required by Rank.

REQTECH Number of Types of Technologies Required of Students

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3448 239 134 0 5
2 Associate Professor 1036 265 127 0 5
3 Assistant Professor 1203 271 122 0 5
4 Lecturer 648 2.65 127 0 5
Total 6335 252 131 0 5

The amount of required technology use dso varied by discipline. Thisisillustrated in Table
56b. Science and math (2.14), art (2.27), and humanities (2.31) faculty required use of the fewest
number of types of technologies of their sudents. Professiond/technical (2.88), education (2.83), and
engineering and computer science (2.78) disciplines required greater numbers of types of technologies

of their sudents in completing assgnments.
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Table 56b: Number of Different Types of Technologies Required by Discipline.

REQTECH Number of Types of Technologies Required of Students

Std.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art ar7 2.27 152 0 5
2 Business 698 2.68 105 0 5
3 Education 879 2.83 128 0 5
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 442 2.78 97 0 5
5 Humanities 737 231 145 0 5
6 Science & Math 1043 214 125 0 5
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1580 253 1.36 0 5
8 Professional/Technical 482 2.88 117 0 5
Total 6338 252 131 0 5

Overdl, there was an increase in the number of technologies required by faculty of sudentsin
completing assgnments. Thisisseenin Table 56¢. 1n 2000, faculty required an average of 2.37

technologies, and in 2002 thisincreased to 2.67 (p<.001).

Table 56¢c: Number of Different Types of Technologies Required by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
REQTECH Number of Typesof 1 2000 AY 3111 237 131
Technologies Required of
Students 2 2002 AY 3227 2.67 1.29
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Types of Communication Tools. The types of communication tools required of students was
a0 of interest. Faculty were asked which types of communication tools they required their sudentsto
usein completing their assgnments. Asillugrated in Table 57, email use was required most often.
Thiswas required by about 60 percent of the faculty members, while eectronic bulletin boards,

threaded discussions, and chat rooms were required by between 10 and 20 percent of the faculty.

Table 57: Types of Communication Tools Required in Classes.

ADMIN SURVEY 0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen

ADMINISTRATION Count % Count %

1 2000 AY E-Mall 1275 41.0% 1836 59.0%
Electronic Bulletin Boards 2494 80.2% 617 19.8%
Threaded Discussions 2652 85.2% 459 14.8%
Chat Rooms 2800 90.0% 311 10.0%
Telephone Conferencing 2854 91.7% 257 8.3%
Video Conferencing 2956 95.0% 155 5.0%
Other Communications Tools 2980 95.8% 131 4.2%

2 2002 AY E-Mail 1200 37.2% 2027 62.8%
Electronic Bulletin Boards 2605 80.7% 622 19.3%
Threaded Discussions 2719 84.3% 508 15.7%
Chat Rooms 2871 89.0% 356 11.0%
Telephone Conferencing 2992 92.7% 235 7.3%
Video Conferencing 3097 96.0% 130 4.0%
Other Communications Tools 2987 92.6% 240 7.4%
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The number of types of communication tools required was assessed. On average, faculty
required students to use 1.24 different communiceation tools in the previous two years. Thisvaried by
faculty rank, asindicated in Table 58a Full professors required fewer communication tools than did

associate (p<.05) or assistant professors (p<.05).

Table 58a: Number of Communication Tools Required by Rank.

REQCOMM Number of Communication Tools Required of Students

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3448 119 132 0 7
2 Associate Professor 1036 133 133 0 7
3 Assistant Professor 1203 1.30 128 0 6
4 Lecturer 648 130 131 0 6
Total 6335 124 131 0 7

The number of types of communication tools required dso varied by discipline. Thisis
illustrated in Table 58b. The education and professiond/technica disciplines required their sudentsto
use a greater number of communication tools to complete assgnments than those in other disciplines.
Science and math and art faculty required the use of fewer communication tools than the other

disciplines.
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Table 58b: Number of Communication Tools Required by Discipline.

REQCOMM Number of Communication Tools Required of Students

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 477 93 118 0 7
2 Business 698 145 132 0 6
3 Education 879 1.76 149 0 7
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 442 140 1.30 0 6
5 Humanities 737 113 1.30 0 6
6 Science & Math 1043 75 A 0 5
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1580 118 128 0 6
8 Professional/Technical 482 164 141 0 6
Total 6338 124 131 0 7
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Time of adminidration was asgnificant factor determining the number of communication tools

faculty required of sudents. Table 58c shows that in 2002 dightly more communication tools were

required than a the time of the previous adminigtration (p<.05).

Table 58c: Number of Communication Tools Required by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
REQCOMM Number of 1 2000AY 3111 121 1.30
Communication Tools
Required of Students 2 2002AY 3227 1.28 133

Technology-Mediated Resources. Faculty were asked about which technology-mediated

resources they required students to use in completing assgnments. Table 59 shows that most faculty

required use of information web sites and eectronic library resources.
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Table 59: Types of Technology-M ediated Resources Required in Classes.

ADMIN SURVEY 0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen
ADMINISTRATION Count % Count %
1 2000 AY Information Websites 1236 39.7% 1875 60.3%
Electronic Library Resources 1248 40.1% 1863 59.9%
iai f
i‘:;'iiziesn? ware 1921 61.7% 1190 38.3%
Project/Team-Based Activities
Employing Information 2260 72.6% 851 27.4%
Technologies
Electronic Data Repositories 2182 70.1% 929 29.9%
Computer-Based 2217 71.3% 804 28.7%
Instruction/Tutorials
Computer-Based Simulations
S 2370 76.2% 741 23.8%
and/or Animations
Streaming Video Presentations 2782 89.4% 329 10.6%
Technology-Mediated
Resources 3031 97.4% 80 2.6%
2 2002 AY Information Websites 725 26.5% 2012 73.5%
Electronic Library Resources 963 35.2% 1774 64.8%
ialized Sof
iﬁ“l'i CZi o ware 1449 52.9% 1288 47.1%
Project/Team-Based Activities
Employing Information 1819 66.5% 918 33.5%
Technologies
Electronic Data Repositories 1877 68.6% 860 31.4%
Computer-Based 1018 70.1% 819 29.9%
Instruction/Tutorials 7 i
Computer-Based Simulations
L 2021 73.8% 716 26.2%
and/or Animations
Streaming Video Presentations 2341 85.5% 396 14.5%
Technology-Mediated
ResOUICes 2592 94.7% 145 5.3%
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Faculty required students to use an average of 3.02 types of technology-mediated resources.
The number of types of technology-mediated resources varied by faculty rank. Table 60a shows that
lecturers required the use of fewer technol ogy-mediated resources than did associate (p<.01) or

assistant professors (p<.01).

Table 60a: Number of Technolgy-Mediated Resour ces Required of Students by Rank.

REQTMED Number of Technology-Mediated Resources Required of Students

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3128 299 212 0 9
2 Associate Professor 972 315 2.00 0 9
3 Assistant Professor 1139 313 199 0 9
4 Lecturer 607 279 1.96 0 8
Total 5846 3.02 2.06 0 9

The engineering and computer science faculty required sudents to use sgnificantly more
technol ogy-mediated resources than those in other disciplines. Additiondly, Table 60b shows that
humanities faculty required students to use fewer technol ogy-mediated resources than those in other

disciplines.
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Table 60b: Number of Technolgy-M ediated Resour ces Required of Students by Discipline.

REQTMED Number of Technology-Mediated Resources Required of Students

N Mean Da?it;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 412 2.73 2.16 0 9
2 Business 670 3.28 1.99 0 9
3 Education 840 3.15 2.09 0 9
4 Engineering/Computer Science 435 4,01 204 0 9
5 Humanities 645 2.33 1.82 0 8
6 Science & Math 948 297 212 0 9
7 Behaviorad/Socia Sciences 1435 2.88 2.00 0 9
8 Professional/Technical 463 3.30 194 0 8
Total 5848 3.02 2.06 0 9

There was dso an increase in the number of technol ogy-mediated resources required by faculty
from 2000 to 2002. Table 60c shows the number of technol ogy-mediated resources that were

required rose from 2.81 in 2000 to 3.26 in 2002 (p<.001).

Table 68c: Proportion of Classes Taught That Required E-Mail Use by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.

ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
Q1C3P Proportion of Classes Taught 1 2000 AY 3095 3613 4206
That Required Use of E-Mall 2 2002 AY 2725 4986 5043
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Distance Learning

Faculty members were queried about their use of and attitudes toward distance learning.
Proportiondly, very few classes were taught usng distance learning. Table 61 shows that the
proportion of distance-learning classesisonly 0.08. Thistable aso reveds some dight differences
among disciplines. That is, the professond/technicd faculty (0.12) as well as the education faculty
(0.12) taught a higher proportion of their classes using distance learning than did faculty in some other
disciplines.

Table 61: Proportion of Classes Taught Using Distance L ear ning.

Q1A 1P Proportion of Classes Taught Using Distance Learning

N Mean De\it;jt}on Minimum Maximum
1 Art 474 .0403 1492 .00 1.00
2 Business 696 1032 .2469 .00 1.00
3 Education 879 1151 2621 .00 1.00
gci?]gc':ee”nglcompmer 439 0759 2216 00 1.00
5 Humanities 733 0732 2196 .00 1.00
6 Science & Math 1039 .0565 .1969 .00 1.00
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1574 .0715 .2026 .00 1.00
8 Professional/Technical ar7 1244 .2636 .00 1.00
Total 6311 .0808 2223 .00 1.00
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Of the classes taught using a least some distance learning, more than a third (0.36) were taught
completely in distance-learning mode? This differed by faculty rank. Asshown in Table 62, assgtant
professors taught alower proportion of their classes using acompletely distance-learning mode

compared to lecturers and full professors (p<.01).

Table 62: Proportion of Classes Taught in a Completely Distance L earning Mode.

Q1A2PA Proportion of Distance Learning Classes Totally or Completely Taught Using Distance L earning

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 297 4155 4727 .00 1.00
2 Associate Professor 99 .3396 4328 .00 1.00
3 Assistant Professor 124 2346 .3848 .00 1.00
4 Lecturer 61 4272 4898 .00 1.00
Total 581 .3652 4554 .00 1.00

There was support for distance learning. Faculty were asked how important they thought it
was to provide distance-learning opportunities. On ascae of zero to ten, the average response was

5.42.

2This form of the question was asked only at the second administration of the survey, and
therefore thisanaysisis limited to Adminigration 2 data.
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The degree to which faculty thought it was important to provide eectronic access to course
ingtruction for students a any time, any place varied by academic rank. Full professors saw providing
distance learning as less important than did assistant professors (p<.01) and lecturers (p<.001).
Lecturers saw the availability of distance learning as more important than did full and associate

professors (p<.05). Thisisseenin Table 63a

Table 63a: Importance of Electronic Accessto CourseInstruction at Any Time
and Place by Rank.

Q1A3 Importance of Providing Electronic Accessto Course Instruction for Students at Any Time

and Place
Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum

1 Professor 3367 528 307 0 10
2 Associate Professor 1016 542 3.02 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 1176 5.61 304 0 10
4 Lecturer 643 5.88 3.00 0 10
Total 6202 5.42 305 0 10

Percelved importance of distance learning aso varied by discipline. Asshown in Table 63D,
the educeation, business, and professiond/technicd faculty rated distance learning as more important

than did faculty in other disciplines.
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Table 63b: Importance of Electronic Accessto Course Instruction at Any Time
and Place by Discipline.

Q1A3 Importance of Providing Electronic Accessto Course Instruction for Students at Any Time and
Place

N Mean De?it:t.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 465 5.26 314 0 10
2 Business 683 6.21 287 0 10
3 Education 855 6.20 2.89 0 10
gc :Eejr;g;ggeering/Computer a3 574 200 0 10
5 Humanities 725 491 3.16 0 10
6 Science & Math 1022 470 3.00 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1547 512 3.07 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 473 6.12 285 0 10
Total 6204 543 3.06 0 10

Percelved importance of distance learning changed from the first administration to the second.
Table 63c shows that in 2000, the average importance rating was 5.80, but in 2002 it dropped to 5.07

(p<.001).

Table 63c: Importance of Electronic Accessto Course Instruction at Any Time and
Place by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
Q1A3 Importance of 1 2000 AY 3037 5.80 303

Providing Electronic Access to
Course Instruction for Students > ogg2 AY

at Any Time and Place 3167 5.07 3.04
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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. Three-quarters (77.7%)
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 over haf the classes taught by the respondents. That is,
the proportion of classesin which Internet use was required was 0.54.

Table 64a shows the proportions of classes in the past two years in which Internet use was
required by academic rank. This table showsthat full professors required Internet use in alower

proportion of their classes than did assistant professors (p<.001) and lecturers (p<.05).

Table 64a: Proportion of Classes Taught That Required Internet Use by Rank.

Q1C1P Proportion of Classes Taught That Required Use of the Internet

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3110 5145 4659 .00 11.00
2 Associate Professor 9%67 5535 4075 .00 200
3 Assistant Professor 1137 579 3939 .00 167
4 Lecturer 605 5687 A375 .00 450
Total 5819 5393 4410 .00 11.00
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The proportions of classesin which Internet use was required aso differed by discipline. Table
64b 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 lesslikely than

other faculty to require Internet usein their classes.

Table 64b: Proportion of Classes Taught That Required Internet Use by Discipline.

QL1C1P Proportion of Classes Taught That Required Use of the Internet

N Mean Da?it;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 408 4067 4245 .00 3.00
2 Business 668 7125 .3930 .00 2.33
3 Education 839 .6552 4080 .00 3.00
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 434 5582 .6366 .00 11.00
5 Humanities 640 4400 4122 .00 2.67
6 Science & Math 48 4276 4049 .00 2.00
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 1428 5210 4214 .00 4.50
8 Professional/Technical 456 6031 3755 .00 110
Total 5821 5394 4410 .00 11.00

Required Internet use also varied by administration. Table 64c¢ shows that the proportion of
classes taught by faculty that required use of the Internet jJumped from 0.48 in 2000 to 0.61 in 2002

(p<.001).
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Table 64c: Proportion of Classes Taught That Required Internet Use by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
Q1C1P Proportion of Classes 1 2000 AY 3098 4807 4133
Taught That Required Use of the
Internet 2 2002 AY 2723 6062 4616

Faculty were asked about their satisfaction with the pedagogica effectiveness of requiring
sudentsto use the Internet. The average satisfaction rating was 7.29. The satifaction level varied by
discipling, asillustrated in Table 65a. Business and education faculty reported greater satisfaction than

did science and math, humanities, and behaviora and socia science faculty.

Table 65a: Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Requiring I nternet
Use by Discipline.

QLCI1B Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness When Requiring Students to Use the Internet

N Mean De’fit:t.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 259 7.32 193 2 10
2 Business 564 7.68 173 0 10
3 Education 699 7.57 1.69 1 10
;C :Eerrl]gilgeenng/Computer 46 796 185 0 10
5 Humanities 447 7.10 1.99 0 10
6 Science & Math 637 7.04 187 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1085 7.13 19 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 393 7.30 1.86 0 10
Total 4430 7.29 187 0 10
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The levd of satisfaction with the pedagogica effectiveness of requiring sudents to use the

Internet differed between adminigrations. The average satisfaction rating in 2000 was 6.98, but this

rose consderably to 7.59 in 2002 (p<.001). Thisisshownin Table 65b.

Table 65b: Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Requiring I nter net

Use by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
Q1C1B .Satlsfactlo.n withthe 1 2000AY N7l 6.98 184
Pedagogical Effectiveness
When Requiring Studentsto 5 oqg0 AY
Use the Internet 2259 759 185

Web postings. More than half (61.0%) of the respondents said they posted class materias on

the web in the past two years. Faculty posted class material on the web for over athird (39.2%) of the

classes they taught. The proportion of classes for which materids were posted on the web varied by

academic rank. Thisisillustrated in Table 66a. Assstant professors were more likely (0.44) than were

full professors (0.38) (p<.01) or lecturers (0.35) (p<.01) to post class materias on the web.
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Table 66a: Proportion of Classes Taught in Which Class MaterialsWere
Posted on the Web by Rank.

Q1C2P Proportion of Classes Taught in Which Class Materials Were Posted on the Web

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3111 3842 4639 .00 9.00
2 Associate Professor 967 3902 4171 .00 125
3 Assistant Professor 1138 4358 4215 .00 125
4 Lecturer 606 3496 4428 .00 450
Total 5822 3917 4467 .00 9.00

The likelihood of posting class materid on the web also depended on academic discipline.
There were consderable differences among some disciplines, asreveded in Table 66b. Most notably,
bus ness faculty were more likely than faculty in dl other disciplinesto post materias on the web. In

fact, the business faculty were more likely than not (0.59) to post class materids on the web.
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Table 66b: Proportion of Classes Taught in Which Class Materials Were
Posted on the Web by Discipline.

Q1C2P Proportion of Classes Taught in Which Class Materials Were Posted on the Web

Std.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 409 .2196 .3408 .00 1.00
2 Business 670 .5898 A547 .00 2.33
3 Education 838 3675 4097 .00 2.00
;C:Eer:]gc'e”ee”nglcomp”ter 434 4730 5042 0 9.00
5 Humanities 642 .3001 4029 .00 3.00
6 Science & Math 945 4334 4454 .00 425
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 1430 .3817 4379 .00 450
8 Professional/Technical 456 .2965 3767 .00 1.00
Total 5824 3917 A467 .00 9.00

Posting class materias on the web was more likdly in the second administration. Table 66¢
shows that the proportion courses for which faculty posted materid on the web jumped from 0.34 in

2000 to 0.45 in 2002 (p<.001).

Table 66¢: Proportion of Classes Taught in Which Class M aterialsWere
Posted on the Web by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.

ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
Q1C2P Proportion of 1 2000 AY

3097 .3430 4034

Classes Taught in Which
Class Materials Were

2 2002 AY
Posted on the Web 2721 4471 4855
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Faculty were satisfied with the pedagogica effectiveness of posting class materids on the web.
The average satisfaction rating was 7.21. However, as seenin Table 67a, the leve of satisfaction
depended on rank. Full professors were less satisfied with the pedagogical effectiveness of posting
materias on the web than were assistant professors (p<.05).

Table 67a: Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Posting
Class Materials on the Web by Rank.

Q1C2B Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Posting Class Materials on the Web

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 1784 7.10 231 0 10
2 Associate Professor 580 723 224 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 748 7.38 219 0 10
4 Lecturer 334 734 213 0 10
Total 3446 721 2.26 0 10

Satisfaction with the pedagogica effectiveness of posting class materids on the web aso varied
by discipline. Thisisseenin Table 67b. Busness faculty were more satisfied than faculty in dl other

disciplines with the pedagogicd effectiveness of posting class materids on the web.
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Table 67b: Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Posting Class
Materials on the Web by Discipline.

Q1C2B Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Posting Class Materials on the Web

N Mean De?it:t.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 167 6.99 239 0 10
2 Business 496 7.83 204 0 10
3 Education 496 725 224 0 10
gc :Eer;ii;eering/Computer 20 292 o11 0 10
5 Humanities 323 7.02 232 0 10
6 Science & Math 572 7.07 235 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 841 7.01 227 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 248 727 225 0 10
Total 3447 721 2.26 0 10

The faculty rated their satisfaction with the pedagogica effectiveness of posting class materials
on the web more highly in 2002 than they did in 2000 (p<.001). Thisisseenin Table 67c, which

shows an average satisfaction rating of 6.89 in 201 and 7.52 in 2002.

Table 67c: Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Posting Class Materials
on the Web by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
Q1C2B Satisfaction with the 1 2000AY 1693 6.89 223
Pedagogical Effectiveness of
Posting Class Materialsonthe Web 2 2002AY 1754 752 2.24
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E-mail. Most (60.2%) of the faculty required their sudents to use e-mail, and e-mail use was
required of studentsin 42.6 percent 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 assstant professors
and lecturers. Asseenin Table 68a, lecturers (0.47) (p<.01) and assistant professors (0.45) (p<.05)

required e-mail use in a higher proportion of their classes than did full professors (0.40).

Table 68a: Proportion of Classes Taught That Required E-Mail Use by Rank.

Q1C3P Proportion of Classes Taught That Required Use of E-Mail

Std.
N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 3110 4055 4815 .00 11.00
2 Associate Professor 968 4333 4448 .00 2.86
3 Assistant Professor 1135 4497 4362 .00 167
4 Lecturer 605 4716 A750 .00 450
Total 5818 4256 4668 .00 11.00

The proportion of classesin which e-mail was required of sudents dso varied by discipline.
The proportions of classesin which e-mail was required by discipline are displayed in Table 68b. The
business, education and engineering and computer science faculty were more likely than most to require

dudentsto use email.
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Table 68b: Proportion of Classes Taught That Required E-Mail Use by Discipline.

Q1C3P Proportion of Classes Taught That Required Use of E-Mail

N Mean Dait;ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 408 3197 4388 .00 3.00
2 Business 666 5759 4690 .00 2.86
3 Education 839 5702 4397 .00 2.00
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 431 4946 6722 .00 11.00
5 Humanities 642 .3563 4220 .00 2.67
6 Science & Math 948 .2839 3957 .00 2.00
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 1429 .3881 4387 .00 4.50
8 Professiond/Technical 457 4787 4312 .00 183
Total 5820 4256 4667 .00 11.00

There was ds0 a difference in the proportion of classesin which e-mail was required of

students. The proportion of classes taught that required e-mail use rose from over athird (0.36) in

2000 to haf (0.50) in 2002 (p<.001). Thisisseenin Table 68c.

able 68c: Proportion of Classes Taught That Required E-Mail Use by Administratiol

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION Mean Deviation
Q1C3P Proportion of Classes 1 2000AY 3095 3613 4206
Taught That Required Use of
E-Mail 2 2002AY 2725 4986 5043
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Faculty also expressed satisfaction with the pedagogicd effectiveness of requiring students to

usee-mal. The average satisfaction rating was 7.36. There was some difference in satisfaction ratings

among disciplines. The busness faculty were more sttisfied than were the faculty in some of the other

disciplines. Average satisfaction ratings are displayed in Table 69.

Table 69: Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Requiring E-Mail
Use by Discipline.

QIC3B_Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Requiring Students to Use E-mail

N Mean De?it:t'ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 191 7.40 213 0 10
2 Business 455 7.68 1.99 0 10
3 Education 605 7.59 2.06 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer Science 273 7.47 191 1 10
5 Humanities 348 7.50 2.07 0 10
6 Science & Math 419 7.05 221 0 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 817 7.14 212 0 10
8 Professional/Technica 312 7.13 2.18 0 10
Total 3420 7.36 210 0 10

Computer Labs. Over hdf (58.0%) of the faculty reported teaching classes over the last two
yearsin which some ingtruction was given in acomputer classroom or lab. Faculty reported that
ingtruction was given in a computer classroom or lab in over a quarter (27.5%) of the classesthey

taught.
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The proportion of classes in which some ingtruction was given in acomputer classroom or lab

varied by discipline (p<.01). Thisisseenin Table 70a. Engineering and computer science faculty

taught more classes utilizing computer classrooms or [abs than any other discipline, while humanities and

art faculty utilized computer labs for fewer classes than faculty in most or dl other disciplines.

Table 70a: Proportion of Classes Taught at Least Partially Using a
Computer Lab by Discipline.

Q1C4P Proportion of Classes Taught in Which Any Instruction Was Conducted in a Computer Classroom or
Lab

Std.

N Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 407 .2285 .3382 .00 2.00
2 Business 667 .3487 4065 .00 167
3 Education 838 .3028 .3535 .00 111
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 429 4490 AT74 .00 7.00
5 Humanities 641 .1486 2595 .00 150
6 Science & Math 944 .3007 3235 .00 1.00
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 1427 .2369 3144 .00 3.00
8 Professional/Technical 457 .2404 .3017 .00 1.00
Total 5810 2752 .3507 .00 7.00
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The proportion of classes taught a least in part in a computer classroom or lab increased from
one adminidration to the next (p<.01). Thisisillugtrated in Table 70b, which shows that in 2000 the

proportion of classes taught using a computer lab was 0.26, but this increased to 0.29 in 2002.

Table 70b: Proportion of Classes Taught at Least Partially Using a Computer
Lab by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation

Q1C4P Proportion of Classes 1 2000 AY

) ) 3085 .2608 .3303
Taught in Which Any
Instruction Was Conducted in a
2 2002 AY
Computer Classroom or Lab 2725 2916 3719

The results indicate that faculty were somewhat satisfied with the technica aspects of providing
some ingtruction in a computer classroom or lab. Faculty gave an average satisfaction rating of 6.56.
As Table 71ashows, lecturers were more satisfied with the technical aspects of providing some
ingtruction in acomputer classroom or lab than were full professors (p<.05) or associate professors

(p<.01).
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Table 71a: Satisfaction with the Technical Aspects of Instructing in a
Computer Lab by Rank.

Q1C4A Satisfaction with the Technical Support Aspects of Instructing in a Computer Classroom

N Mean Devsit:t.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 1721 6.54 247 0 10
2 Associate Professor 583 6.32 255 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 658 6.60 245 0 10
4 Lecturer 319 7.00 2.36 0 10
Total 3281 6.56 248 0 10

Discipline was a0 rdated to satisfaction with the technica aspects of providing some
ingtruction in acomputer classroom or lab (p<.01). Table 71b shows that art faculty were less satisfied

than faculty in mogt other disciplines
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Table 71b: Satisfaction with the Technical Aspectsof Instructing in a
Computer Lab by Discipline.

Q1C4A Satisfaction with the Technical Support Aspects of Instructing in a Computer Classroom

N Mean Devsit:I.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Art 204 5.89 2.79 0 10
2 Business 371 6.65 2.29 0 10
3 Education 491 6.86 231 0 10
gc :Ee?]gcigeering/Computer 340 657 240 0 10
5 Humanities 252 6.42 281 0 10
6 Science & Math 597 6.52 2.35 0 10
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 765 6.55 2.56 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 263 6.63 249 0 10
Total 3283 6.56 248 0 10

Satisfaction with the technical aspects of providing some ingruction in a computer classroom or
lab differed between the first administration and the second (p<.001). Table 71c shows that

satisfaction increased from 6.38 in 2000 to 6.75 in 2002.

Table 71c: Satisfaction with the Technical Aspects of Instructingin a
Computer Lab by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation

Q1C4A Satisfactionwith 1 2000 AY
the Technical Support
Aspectsof Instructingina o ogg2 AY
Computer Classroom

1708 6.38 2.50

1575 6.75 244
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Faculty indicated that they were satisfied with the pedagogicd effectiveness of providing some
ingtruction in acomputer classroom or lab. The average satisfaction rating was 7.57 on the zero-to-ten
satisfaction scale. Additiondly, as shown in Table 72a, full professors were less satisfied with the
pedagogicd effectiveness of providing some ingtruction in acomputer classroom or &b than were

lecturers or assistant professors.

Table 72a: Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Instructingin a
Computer Lab by Rank.

Q1C4B_Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Instructing in a Computer Classroom

N Mean Dea't:t.ion Minimum Maximum
1 Professor 1723 7.46 198 0 10
2 Associate Professor 581 7.56 197 0 10
3 Assistant Professor 665 7.74 180 0 10
4 Lecturer 321 7.81 182 0 10
Total 3290 757 193 0 10

Therewas abig bump in the leve of satisfaction with the pedagogical effectiveness of providing
some ingruction in acomputer lab from the first to the second adminigtration (p<.001). Table 72b

shows that the levd of satisfaction increased from 7.37 in 2000 to 7.78 in 2002.
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Table 72b: Satisfaction with the Pedagogical Effectiveness of Instructingin a

Computer Lab by Administration.

ADMIN SURVEY Std.
ADMINISTRATION N Mean Deviation
Ql1c4B Sat_lsfactlon with 1 2000 AY 1691 737 202
the Pedagogica
Effectiveness of Instructing 2 2002 AY
in a Computer Classroom 1601 7.78 182

Technical Support

In the 2002 administration, respondents were asked about technica support for requiring

students to use the Internet, web, e-mail, or with posting class materids on the web. Most (80.4%) of

the faculty reported having technica support available for these purposes.

Those who said that technical support was available were asked if they had used that support.

Just over half (53.2%) of the faculty with technical support avallability had used this support. The

likelihood of using this support depended on academic discipline (p<.001). Thisisreveded in Table

73, which shows that engineering and computer science faculty as well as science and math faculty

were lesslikely to use the technical support available to them.
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Table 73: Technical Support Used for Assistancewith Requiring Studentsto Usethe Internet,

Web, E-mail, or with Posting Class M aterials on the Web by Discipline.

Q1C123B Technical
Support Used for Assistance
with Requiring Students to
Use the Internet, Web,
E-mail, or with Posting
Class Materials on the Web

0 No 1 Yes Total
DEPCODE3 1 Art Count 51 57 108
Department % within DEPCODE3 47 20 . 100,050
Code Department Code o7 o7 S
2 Business Count 107 135 242
% within DEPCODE3 44.2% 55.8% 100.0%
Department Code
3 Education Count 125 180 305
O e
Y6 within DEPCODES 41.0% 59.0% 100.0%
Department Code
4 Engineering/Computer Count 85 75 160
Science O it
% within DEPCODE3
y 53.1% 46.9% 100.0%
Department Code
5 Humanities Count 89 101 190
% within DEPCODES 46.8% 53.2% 100.0%
Department Code
6 Science & Math Count 151 114 265
% within DEPCODE3 57.0% 43.0% 100.0%
Department Code
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences Count 231 252 483
% within DEPCODE3 47.8% 52 206 100.0%
Department Code
8 Professional/Technical Count 65 115 180
% within DEPCODES 36.1% 63.9% 100.0%
Department Code
Total Count 904 1029 1933
% within DEPCODES 46.8% 53.2% 100.0%

Department Code
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Faculty who reported making use of technica support to assist with requiring students to use
the Internet, web, e-mail, or with posting class materiads on the web rated their satisfaction with the
technical support aspects of requiring students to use the Internet, web, e-mail, or with posting class

materids on the web. Faculty were fairly satisfied, offering an average rating of 7.39.
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SUMMARY

Between February and May of 2002 the SBRI at CSU, San Marcos, conducted a telephone
survey of arepresentative sample of Cdifornia State Univeraty full-time faculty members. This data
was combined with smilar data collected between October 2000 and February 2001. The purpose of
the survey wasto provide information about CSU faculty access to, use of, and satisfaction with
computing and network resources and services consdered to be within the scope of the technology
infrastructure as defined in the CSU Integrated Technology Strategy.

The results of this survey provide an indication of differences from the first administration to the
second in the way CSU faculty use and think about information technology. Changesin use, opinion,
and satisfaction will be tracked by comparing the results of these biennid faculty surveys planned
through 2006.

In the first two adminidrations, atotd of 6,640 full-time faculty from 21 CSU campuses have
been interviewed. The CdiforniaMaritime Academy and CSU Channd Idands were excluded
because the number of faculty on these campusesistoo smdl to provide a sufficient sample. The
number of individuds interviewed at each university was proportiond to the size of each campus's
faculty relaive to totd number of faculty in the CSU system.

The findings centrd to this udy involve the differences between the first adminigtration of the
survey and the second. Overdl patterns of technology use and satisfaction across rank and academic

discipline are condggtent with the previous study. These two issues are given attention in this report

CSU Tech Met Faculty — 2002; SBRI
131



aong with overdl attitudes, use, and satidfaction. This summary gives focusto generd findings and

differences between Administrations 1 and 2.

General Findings

The CSU Faculty Technology Survey coversthree broad areas. attitudes regarding information

technology, its availability and use, and satisfaction with resources and services.

Attitudes

. CSU faculty believe computing and network resources to be very important for the completion
of their job tasks and are somewhat satisfied with the computing and technology resources
avalable.

. Efforts to improve computing and network resources have been perceived as somewhat helpful
in improving work conditions for many respondents.

. CSU faculty did not rate as very important to provide sudents any-time, any-place, eectronic
access to course ingtruction.

. Faculty did rate as rather important requiring that sudents be information competent, have

unlimited computer access, and have unlimited campus network access.
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. CSU faculty regarded it quite important to have aforma policy regarding ownership of web-
based and other technol ogy-mediated resources developed by faculty and to assist faculty in

integrating technology into indruction.

Access

. Almost dl faculty reported that they had access to the computer hardware and software they
needed to complete their work.
. Faculty aso reported having access to hdp with ingtaling, maintaining, and upgrading their

computer as well as with dedling with other computer problems.

Use

Required Sudent Use
. Mogt faculty reported requiring student use of computers and their campus computer network.
. Students were required by most faculty to use word processing software, the Internet, e-mail,

and dectronic library resources.

Use of Technology and Related Resources

. Use of campus e-mail or access to the Internet was virtudly universal among faculty.
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. The vast mgority of faculty also reported using eectronic information resources, assistance
from the campus with ingtdlation, maintaining, or upgrading their university-provided computer,
or some other help with their computer workstation.

. Most CSU faculty dso report using their campus online information system and their campus
network from off campus.

. A mgority of faculty also report participating in computer-based trainings and workshops to

improve basic computer skills.

Satiffaction

Faculty reported being fairly satisfied with the pedagogical effectiveness of requiring students to

use the Internet, posting class materids on the web, requiring students to use e-mail, and

ingtructing students in a computer lab.

. Faculty were dso generdly satisfied with the quantity, qudity, and ease of use of ectronic
information resources available to them.

. Faculty were only somewhat satisfied with online access to get student record information.

. Faculty were fairly satisfied with the working order and capabilities of computing and network

equipment, software and telephone equipment that they used, but only somewhat satisfied with

video-conferencing equipment.
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. Respondents expressed moderate satisfaction with service from their campus with the
ingalation, maintenance, and upgrading of their university-provided computer, and with the

training programs in which they participated.

Differ ences between Administrations 1 and 2

Required Use of Technology

. The number of different types of software applications, technologies, communication tools, and
technol ogy-mediated resources that were required of students by faculty increased from
Adminigration 1 to Adminigtration 2.

. The proportion of classes taught in which students were required to use the Internet increased
from Adminigration 1 to Administration 2, as did the proportions of classes in sudents were
required to use e-mail, class materials were posted on the web, ingtruction was given at least

partidly in a computer classroom or |ab.

Attitudes
. The perceived importance of computers and network resources was higher in Administration 2

than it had been in Adminigtration 1.
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. Perceived importance decreased from Administration 1 to Administration 2 for requiring
sudents to be information competent, offering basic computer skills training, providing students

with eectronic access to course ingruction at any time and place.

Satisfaction

. Satidfaction increased from Adminigration 1 to Adminidration 2 with computing and
technology resources as well as help with ingalation, maintenance, and upgrading university-
provided computer equipment.

. Satisfaction decreased with video-conferencing equipment for those that had used it.

. Satisfaction with the ease of use of e ectronic information resources increased from 2000 to
2002, but satisfaction with online access to student record information decreased.

. There was an increase in the satisfaction with the pedagogica effectiveness of both requiring
use of the Internet and ingtructing in a computer classroom or |ab.

. Additionally, satisfaction with the technical aspects of ingtructing in a computer classroom or lab

increased from Administration 1 to Administration 2.
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