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CSU Technology Metrics Student 2003 Survey Report

INTRODUCTION

The Socid and Behaviord Research Ingtitute at Cdifornia State University San Marcos
produced the CSU Technology Metrics Student 2003 report for the Cdifornia State University
Chancdlor’s Office. The report summarizes responses of udentsin the Cdifornia State University
(CSU) system concerning access to, use of, and satisfaction with computing and network technology.
This report also addresses CSU students’ attitudes regarding computing and network resources & their
campus.

The report contains a description of the data, an account of the results, and a summary of the

key findings. Additiondly, Appendix A contains the questionnaire items.
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DATA

The data came from telephone interviews with 3,204 CSU system studentsin 2001 and 3,156
gudentsin 2003. The interviews came from students at 21 campusesin the CSU system. Interviews
were conducted with sudents at each of the campuses except the Maritime Academy and Channel
Idands campuses, which were excluded because they do not have student populations adequate for
sampling. Approximately 150 interviews were conducted a each campus. The number of interviews
conducted at each campus was dratified on discipline and class levd.

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.

M easur es

A number of attitudes regarding technology were assessed using 11-point scaes. For example,
students were asked about the importance of computing and network resources for completion of ther
school work. They were asked to respond “using a scae of zero to ten, where zero equas not at dl
important and ten equas extremey important.” Smilarly, satisfaction items used an 11-point scde
“where zero equas not at dl satisfied and ten equds extremdy 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

CSU Tech Met Student 2003; SBRI



quantity being measured. Most of the items regarding access to and use of technology were yes/ino

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

Respondent Characteristics

More than haf (59.0%) of the respondentsin 2003 were femae, and 41.0 percent were male.
This very closdy matches the gender distribution of the 2001 survey, asshownin Table 1. The

respondentsin 2003 averaged 26.81 years of age, compared to 28.05 yearsin 2001.

Table 1: Gender of Respondents.

Cumulative
ADMIN Administration Frequency Percent Vaid Percent Percent
1 2001 vdid 1 Made 1295 404 40.4 404
2 Femde 1909 59.6 59.6 100.0
Total 3204 100.0 100.0
2 2003 vdid 1 Mae 1293 410 41.0 41.0
2 Femde 1863 59.0 59.0 100.0
Total 3156 100.0 100.0
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Respondents’ race/ethnicity is displayed in Table 2. Just over haf (52.8%) of the respondents
in 2003 were white. Hispanics congtituted under a quarter (22.8%) of the sample, and 16.9 percent of

the respondents were Asan. African Americans made up 6.9 percent of the respondents.

Table 2: Raceor Ethnicity of Respondents.

Cumulative
ADMIN Administration Fregquency Percent Valid Percent Percent
1 2001 valid 1 White 1647 51.4 52.3 52.3
2 Hispanic 705 22.0 22.4 74.6
3 African American 218 6.8 6.9 81.5
4 Asian 510 15.9 16.2 97.7
5 American Indian 8 2 3 98.0
6 Other 64 2.0 2.0 100.0
Total 3152 98.4 100.0
Missing 7 Decline to state 52 1.6
Total 3204 100.0
2 2003 vdid 1 White 1646 52.2 52.8 52.8
2 Hispanic 710 225 22.8 75.6
3 African American 216 6.8 6.9 82.5
4 Asian 527 16.7 16.9 99.4
5 American Indian 6 .2 2 99.6
6 Other 12 4 4 100.0
Total 3117 98.8 100.0
Missing 7 Decline to state 39 1.2
Total 3156 100.0
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The breakdown of sudents by disciplineis displayed in Table 3. The behaviord and socid

sciences students congtituted 21.4 percent of the respondents.  Additionaly, 16.3 percent of the

students were undeclared, and business students were 14.2 percent of the sample.

Table 3: Discipline Division of the Students.

ADMIN Cumulative

Administration Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

1 2001 vadid 1 Art 164 51 5.2 5.2
2 Business 426 13.3 13.5 18.7
3 Education 233 7.3 7.4 26.1
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 343 10.7 10.9 37.0
5 Humanities 154 4.8 4.9 41.8
6 Science & Math 178 5.6 5.6 47.5
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 617 19.3 19.6 67.0
8 Professional/Technical 201 6.3 6.4 73.4
9 Undeclared 505 15.8 16.0 89.4
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 334 10.4 10.6 100.0
Total 3155 98.5 100.0

Missing  System 49 1.5
Total 3204 100.0

2 2003 vdid 1 Art 133 4.2 4.2 4.2
2 Business 449 14.2 14.2 18.4
3 Education 232 7.4 7.4 25.8
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 282 8.9 8.9 34.7
5 Humanities 160 5.1 5.1 39.8
6 Science & Math 175 5.5 55 45.3
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences 675 21.4 21.4 66.7
8 Professional/Technical 201 6.4 6.4 73.1
9 Undeclared 513 16.3 16.3 89.4
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 336 10.6 10.6 100.0
Total 3156 100.0 100.0
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The classlevd of the students reflects the student population of the system. Aswasthe casein
2001, half (50.5%) of the respondents were upper division students. Table 4 dso showsthat 29.3

percent of the respondents were lower divison, and 20.2 percent were post baccalaureate.

Table4: ClassLevel.

Cumulative
ADMIN Administration Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
1 2001 Vvalid 1 Lower Division 911 28.4 28.4 28.4
2 Upper Division 1684 52.6 52.6 81.0
3 Post Baccalaureate 609 19.0 19.0 100.0
Total 3204 100.0 100.0
2 2003 Valid 1 Lower Division 924 29.3 29.3 29.3
2 Upper Division 1595 50.5 50.5 79.8
3 Post Baccalaureate 637 20.2 20.2 100.0
Total 3156 100.0 100.0

The enrollment status of the respondentsis displayed in Table 5. Three-fifths (59.2%) of the
respondents were continuing undergraduate students, and 20.2 percent were continuing graduate
students. Also, 9.3 percent of the students were undergraduate transfers and 8.8 percent were first-

time freshmen.
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Table5: Enrollment Status.

Cumulative
ADMIN Administration Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
1 2001 Valid 1 Continuing Undergraduate 2147 67.0 67.0 67.0
2 Returning Undergraduate 21 7 7 67.7
?r:qr;d:grajuate Returning 14 4 4 68.1
4 Undergraduate Transfer 257 8.0 8.0 76.1
5 First Time Freshman 138 4.3 4.3 80.4
6 Transitory Undergraduate 18 .6 .6 81.0
7 Continuing Graduate 609 19.0 19.0 100.0
Total 3204 100.0 100.0
2 2003 valid 1 Continuing Undergraduate 1868 59.2 59.2 59.2
2 Returning Undergraduate 19 .6 .6 59.8
?r;\;c:rgraiuate Returning 7 7 7 60.5
4 Undergraduate Transfer 292 9.3 9.3 69.7
5 First Time Freshman 278 8.8 8.8 78.5
6 Transitory Undergraduate 41 1.3 1.3 79.8
7 Continuing Graduate 637 20.2 20.2 100.0
Total 3156 100.0 100.0

The employment status of the students was of interest. Asin 2001, over two-thirds (69.9%) of
the students in 2003 reported that they were employed. Thisis shown in Table 6. Those who were
employed were asked how many hours per week they worked. On average, those working put in

27.61 hours per week, compared to 28.16 hour per week in 2001.
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Table 6: Employment Status of the Students.

Cumulative
ADMIN Administration Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
1 2001 vdid 0 No 988 30.8 30.9 30.9
1 Yes 2208 68.9 69.1 100.0
Total 3196 99.8 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 5 2
9 Refused 3 A
Total 8 2
Total 3204 100.0
2 2003 vdid 0 No 951 30.1 30.1 30.1
1 Yes 2204 69.8 69.9 100.0
Total 3155 100.0 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 1 .0
Total 3156 100.0

Technology Attitudes

Generd Attitudes Regarding Technology

All respondents were asked a series of questions regarding their impressions and beliefs about
computing and network technology. Students believed computing and network resources are very
important in completing their school work. Where zero indicates not at all important and ten indicates
extremely important, the respondents in 2003, on average, rated the importance of computing and

network resources at 8.49.
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As Table 7a shows, year of administration was related to a student’ s perception of the
importance of computing and network resources in completing their school work. Students in 2003

rated the importance of computing and network resources dightly higher than did sudentsin 2001

(p<.05).
Table 7a: Importance of Computing and Network Resources by Year.
ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
gf;suiiglznzogxg 1 2001 3191 8.40 1.915
;ﬁ?&?&pr@m 2 2003 3150 8.49 1.862

The percelved importance of computing and network resources in completing their school work
varied by classlevd. Thisisillusrated in Table 7b. Upper-divison students viewed computing and
network resources as more important in completing their school work than did lower divison students

(p<.05).

Table 7b: Importance of Computing and Network Resources by Class Levd.

QGLOB1 Importance of Computing and Network Resources for Completion of School Work

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 924 8.38 1.726 0 10
2 Upper Division 1594 8.57 1.833 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 632 8.46 2.102 0 10
Total 3150 8.49 1.862 0 10
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Perceptions of importance of computing and network resources in completing school work did
not vary by discipline. Table 7¢ shows congstency in 2003 across disciplines in the ratings of the

importance of computing and network resources.

Table 7c: Importance of Computing and Network Resour ces by Discipline.

QGLOB1 Importance of Computing and Network Resources for Completion of School Work

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 133 8.23 1.954 0 10
2 Business 449 857 1.813 0 10
3 Education 230 8.37 2145 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 281 852 1.807 0 10
5 Humanities 160 8.18 2127 0 10
6 Science & Math 175 817 2110 1 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 675 859 1.679 1 10
8 Professional/Technical 201 8.58 1.832 0 10
9 Undeclared 511 8.50 1812 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 335 8.63 1.868 0 10
Total 3150 8.49 1.862 0 10

Students rated their satisfaction with the computing and technology resources that were
available to them. Satisfaction was evaluated on a scde rating ranging from zero, indicating the
respondent was not at all satisfied, to ten, indicating the respondent was extremely satisfied. This
satidfaction rating scae was utilized throughout the interview.  The students were fairly satisfied with the

available computing and technology resources, as indicated by the average rating of 7.62.
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Y ear of adminidiration affected the respondents satisfaction with the available computing and

technology resources. Table 8a shows thereisadight increase in satisfaction from 2001 to 2003

(p<.05).

"able 8a: Satisfaction with the Available Computing and Technology Resour ces by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
QGLOB2 Satisfaction with 1 2001 3117 751 1.819
Computing and Technology
Resources Available 2 2003 3097 7.62 1.845

Table 8b shows the average stisfaction level with the avallable computing and technology
resources for lower-division, upper-division, and post-bacca aureate students. Lower-divison students
were more satisfied than upper-divison students (p<.01), who, in turn, were more satisfied than post-
bacca aureate students (p<.001), while lower-division students were the more satisfied. Clearly,

lower-division students were more satisfied than post-baccal aureate students (p<.001).

“able 8b: Satisfaction with the Available Computing and Technology Resour ces by Class L evel

QGLOB2 Satisfaction with Computing and Technology Resources Available

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 919 7.85 1.704 0 10
2 Upper Division 1574 7.62 1.826 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 604 7.28 2.040 0 10
Total 3097 7.62 1.845 0 10
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Thelevd of satisfaction with the available computing and technology resources did not differ for

udentsin different disciplines. Table 8c shows the average satisfaction ratings by discipline.

Table 8c: Satisfaction with the Available Computing and Technology Resour ces by
Discipline.

QGLOB2_Satisfaction with Computing and Technology Resources Available

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 131 7.66 1.846 0 10
2 Business 439 7.69 1.691 0 10
3 Education 218 7.59 1.989 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Sdience 282 7.56 1.801 0 10
5 Humanities 156 7.49 1.879 0 10
6 Science & Math 174 7.73 1.701 1 10
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences 671 7.59 1.862 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 198 7.50 1.879 0 10
9 Undeclared 496 7.67 1.878 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 332 7.66 1937 0 10
Total 3097 7.62 1.845 0 10

Students were asked how knowledgeable they were of computer hardware and software
important to their school work. The students responded on ascale of zero to ten, where zero means
not at all knowledgeable and ten means extremely knowledgeable. On this zero-to-ten scale, the
students in 2003, on average, said their knowledge of computer hardware and software important to

their school work was 7.56.
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The rating of computer hardware and software knowledge in 2003 differed from the rating in

2001. As Table 9a shows, the knowledge rating of 7.56 was higher than the 7.38 rating in 2001

(p<.001).
Table 9a: Computer Knowledge Important to Work by Year.
ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q4A9 Knowledge of 1 2001 3195 738 1851
Computer Hardware and
Software Important to 2 2003
School Work 3153 756 1715

There was a difference between the computer knowledge self ratings offered by upper-division
and lower-divison studentsin 2003. As Table 9b shows, lower-divison students rated their
knowledge of computer hardware and software important to their school work at 7.42, and upper-

divison students rated their knowledge even higher, at 7.66 (p<.01).

Table 9b: Computer Knowledge Important to Work by Class L evdl.

Q4A9 Knowledge of Computer Hardware and Software Important to School Work

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 92 742 1714 0 10
2 Upper Division 1594 7.66 1691 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 637 753 1765 1 10
Total 3153 7.56 1715 0 10

As expected, there were dso sgnificant differencesin ratings of knowledge of computer
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hardware and software among students from different disciplines. Thisisreveded in Table Oc.
Students in engineering and computer science rated themselves higher than did sudentsin al other
disciplines except for art and business students with respect to knowledge of computer hardware and

software important to their school work.

Table 9c: Computer Knowledge Important to Work by Discipline.

Q4A9 Knowledge of Computer Hardware and Software Important to School Work

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 133 751 1.869 0 10
2 Business 449 7.82 1.594 0 10
3 Education 232 7.38 1.767 1 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 282 8.02 1.599 1 10
5 Humanities 160 7.33 1.689 0 10
6 Science & Math 174 743 1.684 2 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 674 7.47 1.787 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 201 7.46 1.700 2 10
9 Undeclared 512 7.53 1.684 1 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 336 7.43 1.723 0 10
Total 3153 7.56 1.715 0 10
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Generd Computer Use

Respondents were asked about the frequency of their computer use. Specificaly, they were
asked how often they use a computer for any purpose. As Table 10a shows, amost dl the students
stated that they use a computer at least weekly, and 87.1 percent of the students in 2003 reported using
acomputer dmogt every day. The table revedsthat sudents in 2003 were more likely to use

computers dmost every day than were students in 2001 (p<.001).

Table 10a: Frequency of Computer Usefor Any Purposeby Year.

QUSE1 How Often Respondent Uses Computer for Any Purpose

2 3 At Least
1 Almost Once a 4 5 6 Almost
Never Never Term Monthly ~ Weekly  Everyday Total
ADMIN 1 Count 1 12 15 49 485 2640 3202
Adminis- 2001 ...
tration % within ADMIN .0% 4% 5% 1.5% 15.1%  82.4%  100.0%
Administration
2 Count 2 10 10 17 367 2750 3156
2003 o4 within ADMIN
. ) 1% .3% .3% .5% 11.6% 87.1% 100.0%
Administration
Total Count 3 22 25 66 852 5390 6358
% within ADMIN

9 9 ) 9 9 ) 0
Administration .0% .3% 4% 1.0% 13.4% 84.8% 100.0%
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The frequency with which students used computers for any reason is displayed in Table 10b

broken down by classlevel. There was no meaningful variaion in the frequency of computer use by

classlevd.
Table 10b: Frequency of Computer Use for Any Purpose by Class L evel.
QUSE1 How Often Respondent Uses Computer for Any Purpose
2 3 At Least
1 Almost Once a 4 5 6 Almost
Never Never Term Monthly ~ Weekly  Everyday Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Count 1 2 3 7 131 780 924
ClassLevel  Division % within CLLEVEL
1% 2% .3% 8%  14.2% 84.4%  100.0%
Class Level
2 Upper Count 1 4 4 10 177 1399 1595
Division -
0,
Y6 within CLLEVEL 1% 3% 3% 6%  11.1% 87.7%  100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Count 0 4 3 0 59 571 637
Baccalaurede o4 \yithin CLLEVEL
0% 6% 5% 0% 9.3% 89.6%  100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 2 10 10 17 367 2750 3156
% within CLLEVEL
1% 3% .3% 5%  11.6% 87.1%  100.0%
Class Level

Computer use for any purpose by academic disciplineisdisplayed in Table 10c. Studentsin dl
disciplines were very likely to use a computer dmost every day, and computer use was unqudified by

discipline.

CSU Tech Met Student 2003; SBRI
17



Table 10c: Frequency of Computer Use for Any Purpose by Discipline.

QUSE1 How Often Respondent Uses Computer for Any Purpose

3 At Least
1 2 Almost Once a 4 5 6 Almost
Never Never Term Monthly ~ Weekly Everyday Total

DISC 1 Art Count 0 1 0 2 14 116 133
Discipline % within

Division o .0% .8% .0% 1.5% 10.5% 87.2% 100.0%
Discipline

2 Business Count 1 1 0 4 51 392 449
% within

- 2% 2% .0% 9% 11.4% 87.3% 100.0%
Discipline

3 Education Count 0 2 0 1 31 198 232
% within

0. W! l .0% .9% .0% 4% 13.4% 85.3% 100.0%
Discipline

4 Engineering/ Count 0 0 1 1 24 256 282
Computer Science % within

- .0% .0% A% A% 8.5% 90.8% 100.0%
Discipline

5 Humanities Count 0 1 1 1 17 140 160
% within

o .0% .6% .6% .6% 10.6% 87.5% 100.0%
Discipline

6 Science & Math Count 0 0 0 4 23 148 175
% within

o .0% .0% .0% 2.3% 13.1% 84.6% 100.0%
Discipline

7 Behavioral/Socia Count 0 3 4 2 80 586 675

Sciences O ek

% within

0w 0% 4% 6% 3%  11.9% 86.8%  100.0%
Discipline

8 Professional/ Count 1 2 0 0 19 179 201
Technica % within

L .5% 1.0% .0% .0% 9.5% 89.1% 100.0%
Discipline

9 Undeclared Count 0 0 2 1 65 445 513
% within

L .0% .0% A% 2% 12.7% 86.7% 100.0%
Discipline

10 Interdisciplinary Count 0 0 2 1 43 290 336
Studies % within

o .0% .0% .6% 3% 12.8% 86.3% 100.0%
Discipline

Total Count 2 10 10 17 367 2750 3156
% within

0w 1% 3% 3% 5%  11.6% 87.1%  100.0%
Discipline
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Students who reported usng a computer at least weekly were asked how many hours per
week they used a computer. Their responses are summarized in Table 11a. On average, students
queried in 2003 used a computer 16.34 hours per week. Thisis virtualy the same number of hours per

week as in 2001, though the proportion of studentsin 2003 that were in this group was higher than in

2001.

Table 11a: Hours of Computer Use per Week by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
QUSE2 HoursPer Week 1 2001 3114 1637 13412
Respondent Uses Computer ;5333 3102 1634 13132

The number of hours per week that weekly computer usng students used a computer was
examined by classlevel. Table 11b shows that weekly hours of computer usage depended on the class
ganding of the student. That is, lower-division students used a computer fewer hoursin aweek than

did more advanced students (p<.001).

Table 11b: Hours of Computer Use per Week by Class L evel.

QUSE2 Hours Per Week Respondent Uses Computer

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 906 14.40 11.786 1 50
2 Upper Division 1568 17.16 13573 1 80
3 Post Baccalaureate 628 17.07 13577 1 50
Total 3102 16.34 13132 1 80
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An examination of the number of hours students used a computer per week aso reveded
differences by classdiscipline. Table 11c¢ shows that engineering and computer science aswell as
business students spent the most time using computers. Infact, engineering and computer science
students used computers for significantly more hours than any other discipline except business students,
and business students used computers more than science and math, education, interdisciplinary studies,

undeclared, and behaviora and socia sciences students.

Table 11c: Hours of Computer Use per Week by Discipline.

QUSE2 Hours Per Week Respondent Uses Computer

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 129 14.70 10.562 2 50
2 Business 441 18.85 14.737 1 50
3 Education 228 14.28 11.718 1 80
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 277 20.65 14.645 1 50
5 Humanities 156 15.75 12.224 1 50
6 Science & Math 169 13.82 11.609 1 50
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 662 16.22 13.239 1 50
8 Professiona/Technical 198 16.35 12.812 1 50
9 Undeclared 509 15.12 12.048 1 50
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 333 15.11 12.897 1 50
Total 3102 16.34 13.132 1 80
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Students that use computers, which was 99.9 percent of studentsin 2003 and 100.0 percent in

2001, were asked where they were using computers. Table 12 shows the locations where students
were using computers in both 2001 and 2003. In both adminigtrations, amost al students reported
using acomputer at home, two-thirds of the students used computers on their campus, and over athird

of the students used computers at work. Computer use a these locations is examined below.

Table 12: Computer Use L ocations.

Uses Computer at Home
Uses Computer on Campus

Uses Computer at Place of
Employment

Uses Computer at
Friend/Relative's House

Uses Computer at Public
Library

Uses Laptop/Mobile Computer

Uses Computer at Other
Location

2001 2003
Count % Count %

2996 93.6% 2929 92.9%
2228 69.6% 2172 68.9%
1268 39.6% 1329 42.1%
139 4.3% 141 4.5%

80 2.5% 79 2.5%

32 1.0% 45 1.4%

32 1.0% 53 1.7%
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Computer Use a Home
Table 13ardterates the fact that dmost dl of the students who used a computer a al used one
a home. The table shows computer use at home for 2001 and 2003. The likeihood of home

computer use did not differ between 2001 and 2003.

Table 13a: Uses Computer at Home by Year.

QUSE3_3 Uses Computer at

Home
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001  Count 205 2996 3201
% within ADMIN 6.4% 93.6% 100.0%
Administration
2 2003  Count 225 2929 3154
% within ADMIN
i 7.1% 92.9% 100.0%
Total Count 430 5925 6355
% within ADMIN 6.8% 93.2% 100.0%

Administration
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Of those reporting in 2003 that they used a computer, use of a computer a home was
examined by classlevd. A pattern of computer use a home by class level becomes evident looking at
Table 13b (p<.05). The higher the class standing of the student, the more likely they wereto usea

computer a home, given tha they were using a computer a dl.

Table 13b: Uses Computer at Home by Class Level.

QUSE3_3 Uses Computer at

Home
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 85 838 923
Class Level O rite
% within CLLEVEL
o within 9.2% 90.8% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Division Count 105 1489 1594
% withi LLEVEL
bwithin C 6.6% 93.4% 100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 35 602 637
% within CLLEVEL
owithin 5.5% 94.5% 100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 225 2929 3154
% within CLLEVEL
7.1% 92.9% 100.0%
Class Level

Home computer use by those reporting some computer use was andyzed by academic
discipline. Table 13c shows home computer use by discipline. However, it reveds no differencesin

use of computers at home by discipline.
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Table 13c: Uses Computer at Home by Discipline.

QUSES3 3 Uses Computer at

Home
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DISC 1 Art Count 8 125 133
Discipline O e
% within DISC
g 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline Division 6.0% 94.0% 100.0%
2 Business Count 27 421 448
% within DISC
L . 6.0% 94.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 19 213 232
% within DI
owithin DISC 8.2% 91.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 18 264 282
Science O e
% within DISC
oWIEIR DL 6.4% 93.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 10 150 160
% within DI
dwithin DISC 6.3% 93.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 11 164 175
% within DISC
oWIRINDIS 6.3% 93.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 55 620 675
% within DISC
oWIEIR DL 8.1% 91.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 13 187 200
% within DI
bwithin DISC 6.5% 93.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 41 472 513
% within DISC
T L 8.0% 92.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 23 313 336
% within DISC
oWIRINDISY 6.8% 93.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 225 2929 3154
% within DI
6 within DISC 7.1% 92.9% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Those students using a computer at home were asked about the frequency of their use of a
computer a home. Table 14a summarizes the frequency of home computer use in 2001 and 2003.
About 98 percent of the students in both 2001 and 2003 who used a computer at home did so at least
weekly. The table shows, though, that studentsin 2003 were alittle more likely than those in 2001 to

use a computer a home amost every day (p<.01).

Table 14a: Frequency of Computer Use at Homeby Year.

QUSE43A How Often Respondent Uses a Computer at Home

3 At Least
1 2 Almost Oncea 4 5 6 Almost
Never Never Term Monthly Weekly Everyday Tota
ADMIN 1 Count 1 8 15 46 593 2331 2994
Adminis- 2001 o ithin ADMIN o . . . - o 0009
tration Administration .0% 3% 5% 1.5% 19.8% 77.9% 100.0%
2 Count 3 4 7 46 467 2398 2925
2003 o4 within ADMIN
L . 1% 1% 2% 1.6% 16.0% 82.0% 100.0%
Administration
Tota Count 4 12 22 92 1060 4729 5919
% within ADMIN
o Within A~ 1% 2% 4% 16%  17.9% 799%  100.0%
Administration

The frequency of home computer use by those using computers a home is broken down in
Table 14b by classlevel. The frequency of computer use at home did not depend on a student’ s class

levd.
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Table 14b: Frequency of Computer Use at Home by Class Level.

QUSE43A How Often Respondent Uses a Computer at Home

3 At Least
2 Almost Oncea 4 5 6 Almost
1 Never Never Term Monthly Weekly Everyday Tota
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Count 0 2 2 20 135 676 835
ClassLevel  Division % within Class
.0% 2% 2% 2.4% 16.2% 81.0% 100.0%
Level
2 Upper Count 3 1 4 22 230 1229 1489
Division -
% within Class
Ll;v " 2% 1% .3% 1.5% 15.4% 82.5% 100.0%
3 Post Count 0 1 1 4 102 493 601
Baccar % within Class
laureate Level .0% 2% 2% 1% 17.0% 82.0% 100.0%
Tota Count 3 4 7 46 467 2398 2925
% within Class
° 1% 1% 2% 1.6% 16.0% 82.0% 100.0%

Level

The frequency of computer use a home by students who had reported that they used a

computer a home was consstent across academic discipline. Table 14¢ shows home computer use

separately for sudentsin different disciplines.
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Table 14c: Frequency of Computer Use at Home by Discipline.

QUSE43A How Often Respondent Uses a Computer at Home

3 At Least
2 Almost Oncea 4 5 6 Almost
1 Never Never Term Monthly Weekly Everyday Total
DIsC 1 Art Count 0 0 1 2 19 103 125
D!SQIP“ne %o within 09 09 89 69 29 82.49 00.09
Division Discipline .0% .0% .8% 1.6% 15.2% 4% 100.0%
2 Business Count 0 0 0 7 58 356 421
% within
- .0% .0% .0% 1.7% 13.8% 84.6% 100.0%
Discipline
3 Education Count 0 1 0 6 41 165 213
PO
o within 0% 5% 0% 28%  19.2% 77.5%  100.0%
Discipline
4 Engineering/Computer Count 0 0 0 2 29 232 263
saience Yowithin % % % 00 11.0% 2% 1 %
Discipline .0% .0% .0% .8% .0% 88.2% 00.0%
5 Humanities Count 0 1 0 3 26 119 149
o itk
o within 0% 7% 0% 20%  17.4% 79.9%  100.0%
Discipline
6 Science & Math Count 0 1 0 4 27 132 164
o itk
o within 0% 6% 0% 24%  165% 80.5%  100.0%
Discipline
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences  Count 1 1 4 11 109 493 619
% within
- 2% 2% .6% 1.8% 17.6% 79.6% 100.0%
Discipline
8 Professional/Technical Count 0 0 1 1 26 159 187
PO
o within 0% 0% 5% 5%  13.9% 85.0%  100.0%
Discipline
9 Undeclared Count 0 0 0 7 71 393 471
Yowithin % % % 1.5% 15.1% 4% 1 %
Discipline .0% .0% .0% .5% 5.1% 83.4% 00.0%
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 2 0 1 3 61 246 313
% within
L 6% .0% 3% 1.0% 19.5% 78.6% 100.0%
Discipline
Total Count 3 4 7 46 467 2398 2925
o itk
o within 1% 1% 2% 16%  16.0% 82.0%  100.0%
Discipline
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Students in 2003 who had indicated that they used a computer at home dmost every day were
asked how many hours per day they used a computer at home. Students saying they used a computer
a home dmost every day averaged 2.53 hours of home computer use per day.

The hours of computer use at homeis displayed by classlevd in Table 15a. The amount of
computer use at home was associated with the class standing of the student. Specificdly, post-
bacca aureate students used computers at their home fewer hours per day than did lower division

(p<.001) or upper-divison students (p,>01).

Table 15a: Hours of Computer Use at Home per Day by Class L evel.

QUSE43BC Number of Hours Per Day Respondent Uses Computer at Home

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 675 2.7908 231151 .00 12.00
2 Upper Division 1224 2.5503 2.08713 .00 12.00
3 Post Baccalaureate 491 2.13% 1.78599 .00 12.00
Total 2390 2.5338 210771 .00 12.00
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The amount of computer use by students a home aso depended on academic discipline. As
Table 15b shows, science and math students used computers a home less than did sudentsin
engineering and computer science (p<.05) and students in business (p<.05). Though there were some

differences by discipline, al disciplines averaged between two and three hours of home computer use

per day.

Table 15b: Hours of Computer Use at Home per Day by Discipline.

QUSE43BC Number of Hours Per Day Respondent Uses Computer at Home

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 103 2.9199 2.29615 .25 10.00
2 Business 356 2.7746 2.28442 .00 12.00
3 Education 165 2.1652 1.92058 .25 12.00
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 230 2.8207 205111 .25 12.00
5 Humanities 119 2.2332 1.66174 .25 12.00
6 Science & Math 132 2.0473 1.87341 .25 12.00
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 490 2.5394 2.18656 .00 12.00
8 Professional/Technical 159 2.2956 1.91758 .50 12.00
9 Undeclared 391 2.5366 213871 .00 12.00
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 245 25478 2.06201 .00 12.00
Total 2390 2.5338 210771 .00 12.00
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Computer Use on Campus
As mentioned above, over two-thirds of the students who reported any computer use said they

used a computer on campus. Table 16a shows that this on-campus computer use did not vary by year

of adminigtration.
Table 16a: Uses Computer on Campus by Year.
QUSE3 1 Uses Computer on
Campus
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 973 2228 3201
% within ADMIN 30.4% 69.6% 100.0%
Administration 0 o7 i
2 2003 Count 982 2172 3154
% within ADMIN
. . 31.1% 68.9% 100.0%
Administration
Total Count 1955 4400 6355
% within ADMIN 30.8% 69.2% 100.0%
Administration o7 e o

The likelihood of computer use on campus did vary by classleve (p<.001), asillustrated in
Table 16b. Post-baccaaureate students were much less likely to use a computer on campus than were

undergraduate sudents.
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Table 16b: Uses Computer on Campus by Class Levd.

QUSE3 1 Uses Computer on

Campus
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 248 675 923
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
26.9% 73.1% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 430 1164 1594
% within CLLEVEL
27.0% 73.0% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 304 333 637
O i
% within CLLEVEL 47 7% 50.3% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 982 2172 3154
% within CLLEVEL
31.1% 68.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve

Table 16¢ displays the percentages of students in different disciplines that used a computer on
campus. Academic discipline was associated with campus computer use (p<.001). Most notably,
education students were less likely to use computers on campus than other students, while science and

math as well as business students were more likely than other sudents to use computers on campus.
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Table 16¢c: Uses Computer on Campusby Discipline.

QUSE3 1 Uses Computer on

Campus
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DISC 1 Art Count 40 93 133
D?qulme Yo within DISC 30.1% 69.9% 100.0%
Division Discipline Division il o7 70
2 Business Count 122 326 448
% within DI
bwithin DISC 27.2% 72.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 106 126 232
% within DISC
L L 45.7% 54.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 68 214 282
Science Ot
% within DISC
oWIEIRDISL 24.1% 75.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 54 106 160
% within DI
bwithin DISC 33.8% 66.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 41 134 175
% within DI
O.WI.t |.n SC . 23.4% 76.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 198 477 675
% within DISC
oWIEIRDISL 29.3% 70.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 70 130 200
% within DISC
o . 35.0% 65.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 168 345 513
% within DI
owithin DISC - 32.7% 67.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 115 221 336
% within DISC
T . 34.2% 65.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 982 2172 3154
% within DISC
Ny 31.1% 68.9% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Students using computers on campus were asked about how often they used a computer on
campus. Table 17a shows how often students have been using computers on campus. About 85
percent of students reported using computers at least weekly both in 2001 and 2003. However, the
table shows that studentsin 2003 were more likely than those in 2001 to use a computer on campus

amost every day (p<.001).

Table 17a: Frequency of Computer Use on Campusby Year.

QUSE41A How Often Respondent Uses Computer on Campus

3 At Least
2 Almost Oncea 4 5 6 Almost
1 Never Never Term Monthly Weekly Everyday Tota
ADMIN 1 Count 5 60 210 343 957 650 2225
Adr‘m " o % within ADMIN 2% 2.7% 9.4% 15.4% 43.0% 29.2% 100.0%
tration Administration 2% 1% .4% 4% .0% .2% .0%
2 Count 6 1 174 259 942 742 2164
2003 O rithi
Y within ADMIN 3% 1.9% 8.0% 120%  435% 3%  1000%
Administration
Tota Count 11 101 384 602 1899 1392 4389
% within ADMIN
L. . 3% 2.3% 8.7% 13.7% 43.3% 31L.7% 100.0%
Administration

Table 17b shows the frequency of computer use on campus by students at different classleves
in 2003. The frequency of computer use on campus was dependent on classlevd (p<.001). Only
22.9 percent of post-bacca aureate students used computers amost daily compared to over athird of

the undergraduate students.
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Table 17b: Frequency of Computer Use on Campus by Class L evel.

QUSE41A How Often Respondent Uses Computer on Campus

3 At Least
2 Almost Once a 4 5 6 Almost
1 Never Never Term Monthly Weekly Everyday Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Count 3 5 45 88 285 246 672
ClassLevel  Division % within Class
Level 4% 7% 6.7% 13.1% 42.4% 36.6% 100.0%
2 Upper Count 2 19 83 127 509 420 1160
Division % within Class
Level 2% 1.6% 7.2% 10.9% 43.9% 36.2% 100.0%
3 Post Count 1 17 46 44 148 76 332
Bacca O it
% within Class
laureate L:)ev o .3% 5.1% 13.9% 13.3% 44.6% 22.9% 100.0%
Tota Count 6 41 174 259 942 742 2164
% within Class
’ .3% 1.9% 8.0% 12.0% 43.5% 34.3% 100.0%

Level

The frequency of computer use on campus was aso contingent on academic discipline (p<.05).
Overdl, about athird of the students used computers on campus, but nearly half (48.8%) of the
engineering and computer science students, and 41.0 percent of the science and math students used
computers on campus dmost every day. On-campus computers use is tabulated for sudentsin each

disciplinein Table 17c.
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Table 17c: Frequency of Computer Use on Campus by Discipline.

QUSE41A How Often Respondent Uses Computer on Campus

3 AtLeast
2 Almost Oncea 4 5 6 Almost
1 Never Never Term Monthly Weekly Everyday Tota
DISC 1 Art Count 0 2 9 13 39 30 93
Discipline % within
Division o .0% 2.2% 9.7% 14.0% 41.9% 32.3% 100.0%
Discipline
2 Business Count 1 6 24 46 147 101 325
% within
L .3% 1.8% 7.4% 14.2% 45.2% 31.1% 100.0%
Discipline
3 Education Count 0 6 13 19 51 36 125
% within
L .0% 4.8% 10.4% 15.2% 40.8% 28.8% 100.0%
Discipline
4 Engineering/ Count 1 5 6 18 79 104 213
Computer Science % within
L .5% 2.3% 2.8% 8.5% 37.1% 48.8% 100.0%
Discipline
5 Humanities Count 0 1 4 14 48 39 106
% within
L .0% .9% 3.8% 13.2% 45.3% 36.8% 100.0%
Discipline
6 Science & Math Count 0 1 12 14 52 55 134
% within
T .0% 1% 9.0% 10.4% 38.8% 41.0% 100.0%
Discipline
7 Behavioral/ Social Count 1 9 48 55 193 170 476
Sciences % within
oW 2% 1.9% 10.1% 11.6% 40.5% 35.7% 100.0%
Discipline
8 Professional/ Count 0 3 11 13 61 42 130
Technical % within
T 0% 2.3% 8.5% 10.0% 46.9% 32.3% 100.0%
Discipline
9 Undeclared Count 3 5 28 45 160 101 342
% within
L .9% 1.5% 8.2% 13.2% 46.8% 29.5% 100.0%
Discipline
10 Interdisciplinary Count 0 3 19 22 112 64 220
Studies % within
L .0% 1.4% 8.6% 10.0% 50.9% 29.1% 100.0%
Discipline
Totd Count 6 41 174 259 942 742 2164
% within
L .3% 1.9% 8.0% 12.0% 43.5% 34.3% 100.0%
Discipline
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Students who used computers on campus amost every day were asked the number of hours

per day that they used acomputer on campus. On average, students using computers on campus used

them for 2.47 hours aday.

The average number of hours that students of different class levels used computers on campus

isdisplayed in Table 18a. The amount of on campus computer use did not differ by the sudents' class

levd.

Table 18a: Hours of Computer Use on Campus per Day by Class L evel.

QUSE41BC Number of Hours Per Day Respondent Uses a Computer on Campus

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 244 2.6209 2.40610 25 12.00
2 Upper Division 418 2.3850 2.21483 .00 12.00
3 Post Baccalaureate 76 24237 197221 20 9.00
Total 738 24670 2.25656 .00 12.00

Table 18b displays the average numbers of hours of on-campus computer use for studentsin

different academic disciplines that used computers on campus dmost every day. The number of on-

campus computer use hoursin 2003 did not vary by academic discipline,
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Table 18b: Hours of Computer Use on Campus per Day by Discipline.

QUSE41BC Number of Hours Per Day Respondent Uses a Computer on Campus

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 30 2.7400 2.74058 .20 12.00
2 Business 101 24233 2.36584 .00 12.00
3 Education 36 2.5417 1.96532 .50 8.00
4 Engineering/Computer
Sdience 102 2.5049 2.20850 .25 12.00
5 Humanities 38 2.2829 1.84370 .25 10.00
6 Science & Math 55 1.6909 1.10655 .50 5.00
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 170 2.6559 2.55081 .00 12.00
8 Professional/Technical 41 2.1646 2.08387 .25 12.00
9 Undeclared 101 23114 1.96408 .00 12.00
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 64 3.0195 2.60506 .25 12.00

Total 738 2.4670 2.25656 .00 12.00
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Computer Use at Work

Computer use at work was less common than it was a home or on campus. Table 19a shows
the likelihood that a sudent used a computer at their place of employment in both 2001 and 2003. The
table demongtrates a dight increase in the percentage of students using a computer at their place of
employment from 2001 to 2003 (p<.05). That is, computer use at work nudged up from 39.6 percent

in 2001 to 42.1 percent in 2003.

Table 19a: Uses Computer at Place of Employment by Year.

QUSE3_2 Uses Computer at
Place of Employment

0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001  Count 1933 1268 3201
% within ADMIN 60.4% 30.6% 100.0%
Administration
2 2003  Count 1825 1329 3154
% within ADMIN 57.9% 42.1% 100.0%
Administration
Total Count 3758 2507 6355
% within ADMIN 50.1% 40.9% 100.0%

Administration

The likdlihood of computer use at work was also assessed in relation to class level. Table 19b
shows a dramatic relationship between class level and computer use at work (p<.001). The higher the

class standing of the student, the more likely they were to be usng a computer a work.
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Table 19b: Uses Computer at Place of Employment by Class Level.

QUSE3_2 Uses Computer at
Place of Employment

0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 676 247 923
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
73.2% 26.8% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 916 678 1594
% within CLLEVEL
57.5% 42.5% 100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 233 404 637
% within CLLEVEL
36.6% 63.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 1825 1329 3154
O nisi
o within CLLEVEL 57.9% 421% 100.0%
ClassLeve

Use of acomputer at work also varied by academic discipline (p<.001) in 2003. Interestingly,
the education students, who tended to use computers less on campus than studentsin al the other
disciplines, were by far the ones most likely to use acomputer at their place of employment. Thisis

shown in Table 19¢.
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Table 19¢: Uses Computer at Place of Employment by Discipline.

QUSE3_2 Uses Computer at
Place of Employment

0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DISC 1 Art Count 94 39 133
Discipline 0% \asithi
% within DISC
Division oI =T 70.7% 29.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
2 Business Count 244 204 448
% within DISC
O.WI. !n o 54.5% 45.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 100 132 232
% within DISC
O WIS 43.1% 56.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/ Count 162 120 282
Computer Science % within DISC
L o 57.4% 42.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 93 67 160
% within DISC
o L 58.1% 41.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 114 61 175
% within DISC
L o 65.1% 34.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Count 400 275 675
Sciences O it
% within DI
6 within DISC 59.3% 40.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/ Count 110 90 200
Technica S,
% within DISC
O.WI. I o 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 298 215 513
% within DI
6 within DISC 58.1% 41.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Count 210 126 336
Studies -
% within DISC
o WIthin LISt 62.5% 37.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1825 1329 3154
% within DISC
57.9% 42.1% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Those students reporting computer use at their place of employment were asked how frequently
they used a computer there. The frequency of computer use at work for both 2001 and 2003 is
displayed in Table 20a. Asthe table demondtrates, there was virtudly no change in the frequency of

computer use a work.

Table 20a: Frequency of Computer Use at Place of Employment by Year.

QUSE42A How Often Respondent Uses Computer at Place of Employment

3 At Least
2 Almost Oncea 4 5 6 Almost
1 Never Never Term Monthly Weekly Everyday Total
ADMIN 1 Count 7 10 10 37 208 992 1264
Ad’_n' " 200t % within ADMIN 6% 8% 8% 2.9% 16.5% 78.5% 100.0%
tration Administration .6% .8% .8% 9% .5% .5% .0%
2 Count 7 9 13 31 229 1039 1328
2003 g4 within ADMIN
- . 5% 7% 1.0% 2.3% 17.2% 78.2% 100.0%
Administration
Total Count 14 19 23 68 437 2031 2592
% within ADMIN
o WIhin A~ 5% % 9% 26%  16.9% 78.4% 100.0%
Administration

The frequency of computer use at the students place of employment for sudents at different
classlevelsin 2003 is displayed in Table 20b. The frequency of computer use at work was associated
with class standing (p<.001). The more advanced the student, the more frequently the student used a

computer at work.
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Table 20b: Frequency of Computer Use at Place of Employment by Class L evel.

QUSE42A How Often Respondent Uses Computer at Place of Employment

3 At Least
2 Almost Once a 4 5 6 Almost
1 Never Never Term Monthly ~ Weekly Everyday Tota
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Count 1 4 3 9 62 168 247
ClassLevel  Division O withi
% hin
o withi 4% 1.6% 1.2% 36%  251% 68.0% 100.0%
Class Level
2 Upper Count 5 3 3 18 112 536 677
Division % within
1% 4% 4% 2.7% 16.5% 79.2% 100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Count 1 2 7 4 55 335 404
Bacca O wnrithi
% within
laureste o with 2% 5% 17% 10%  136% 82.9% 100.0%
Class Level
Tota Count 7 9 13 31 229 1039 1328
% within
) 5% 1% 1.0% 2.3% 17.2% 78.2% 100.0%
Class Level

Table 20c shows the frequency of computer use a work in 2003 for students in different

disciplines who used a computer at work. The table reveds no significant relationship between the

frequency of computer use a work and academic discipline.
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Table 20c: Frequency of Computer Use at Place of Employment by Discipline.

QUSE42A How Often Respondent Uses Computer at Place of

Employment
2 3 At Least
Almost Once a 4 5 6 Almost
1 Never Never Term Monthly ~ Weekly Everyday Total
DISC 1 Art Count 0 0 0 1 9 29 39
Discipline O vni b
% within
vig 0, )0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline .0% .0% .0% 2.6% 23.1% 74.4% 100.0%
2 Business Count 1 2 1 4 29 166 203
% within
Lo 5% 1.0% .5% 2.0% 14.3% 81.8% 100.0%
Discipline
3 Education Count 0 0 2 2 14 114 132
% within
O. - .0% .0% 1.5% 1.5% 10.6% 86.4% 100.0%
Discipline
4 Engineering/ Count 0 0 1 4 12 103 120
Computer O it
% within
i 0, )0, 0, 0, )0, 0, 0,
Science Discipline .0% .0% .8% 3.3% 10.0% 85.8% 100.0%
5 Humanities Count 0 2 1 2 12 50 67
% within
L .0% 3.0% 1.5% 3.0% 17.9% 74.6% 100.0%
Discipline
6 Science & Count 1 0 0 1 13 46 61
Math -
% within
oW 1.6% .0% .0% 1.6% 21.3% 75.4% 100.0%
Discipline
7 Behavioral/ Count 1 2 3 5 50 214 275
Socia Sciences O it
% within
O. L 4% 1% 1.1% 1.8% 18.2% 77.8% 100.0%
Discipline
8 Professional/ Count 0 0 1 2 18 69 90
Technica % within
L .0% .0% 1.1% 2.2% 20.0% 76.7% 100.0%
Discipline
9 Undeclared Count 1 1 4 4 49 156 215
% within
oW .5% .5% 1.9% 1.9% 22.8% 72.6% 100.0%
Discipline
10 Count 3 2 0 6 23 92 126
lnter'dl iy % within 2.4% 1.6% 0% 4.8% 18.3% 73.0% 100.0%
Studies Discipline 4% .6% .0% .8% .3% .0% .0%
Tota Count 7 9 13 31 229 1039 1328
% within
L 5% 1% 1.0% 2.3% 17.2% 78.2% 100.0%
Discipline
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Students in 2003 reporting that they used a computer at work amost every day were asked
about the number of hours per day that they used acomputer a work. On average, Sudentsusing a
computer at work did so for 4.51 hours per week.

The number of hours students who used a computer at work every day used the computers
each day was examined by classlevel. Classlevel was associated with the number of hours per day
that sudents used a computer at work, given that they used a computer at work every day. That is,
among students using a computer at work every day, upper divison sudents used computers more than
did post-baccalaureate students (p<.001) and lower-divison students (p<.01). Thisisillstrated in

Table 21a.

Table 21a: Hours of Computer Use at Place of Employment per Day by Class Level.

QUSE42BC Number of Hours Per Day Respondent Uses a Computer at Place of Employment

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 167 41575 2.84202 25 12.00
2 Upper Division 535 5.0216 2.87940 .00 12.00
3 Post Baccalaureate 333 3.8581 294144 .00 12.00
Total 1035 4.5078 2.94090 .00 12.00
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For students who used computers at work every day, the number of hours that students used a
computer at work was different for sudentsin different disciplinesin 2003. Thisisseen in Table 21b.
It isinteresting to note that education students used computers at work less than art (p<.01), business
(p<.001), behaviord and socid science (p<.001), engineering and computer science (p<.001), and

professional/technica students (p<.05).

Table 21b: Hours of Computer Use at Place of Employment per Day by Discipline.

QUSE42BC Number of Hours Per Day Respondent Uses a Computer at Place of Employment

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 29 5.5517 3.43133 .50 12.00
2 Business 164 5.1863 3.01689 .05 12.00
3 Education 114 3.0899 2.53976 .50 12.00
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 103 4.8519 2.92480 .25 12.00
5 Humanities 50 4.5700 2.68216 .50 10.00
6 Science & Math 46 3.7663 251131 .50 9.00
7 Behaviorad/Socia Sciences 213 4.8545 2.85756 .25 12.00
8 Professiona/Technical 69 4.6014 3.04087 .00 12.00
9 Undeclared 155 4.1584 2.92699 .25 12.00
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 92 4.3940 2.95089 .00 12.00
Total 1035 4.5078 2.94090 .00 12.00
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Computer Skill Level

Students provided evauations of their computer kill levels. Table 22a contains the ratings
students in 2001 and 2003 applied to themsalves with respect to their computer skills. The table shows
that studentsin 2003 rated their computer skill level more highly than did students in 2001 (p<.001).

Table22a: Computer Skill Level by Year.

QUSE5 Computer Skill Level

4 Excdlent
1 No Skills 2 Minimal Skills 3 Good Skills Skills Tota
ADMIN 1 Count 6 523 1981 691 3201
Administration 2001 % within ADMIN
N 2% 16.3% 61.9% 21.6% 100.0%
Administration
2 Count 4 385 1973 790 3152
2003 o4 within ADMIN
N 1% 12.2% 62.6% 25.1% 100.0%
Administration
Totd Count 10 908 394 1481 6353
% within ADMIN
y 2% 14.3% 62.2% 23.3% 100.0%

Administration

The skill level of studentsin 2003 varied by classleve (p<.001). These ratings are tabulated in
Table 22b. Pogt-baccalaureate and upper-division students rated their computer kil level higher than

did lower-divison students.
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Table 22b: Computer Skill Level by Class Level.

QUSE5 Computer Skill Level

4 Excedlent
1 No Skills 2 Minima Skills 3 Good Skills Skills Tota
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Count 2 130 617 173 922
Class Level Divison % within
2% 14.1% 66.9% 18.8% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Count 2 191 969 431 1593
Division O it
Yo within 1% 12.0% 60.8% 27.1% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Bacca Count 0 64 387 186 637
laureate O rish
Y within 0% 10.0% 60.8% 20.2% 100.0%
Class Leve
Totd Count 4 385 1973 790 3152
% within
1% 12.2% 62.6% 25.1% 100.0%
Class Leve

Table 22¢ shows how students in different disciplines rated their computer skills. There was
some variability in how students in different academic disciplines rated their computer skills (p<.001).
Not surprigngly, the biggest difference entailed engineering and computer science students rating

themsalves more highly than other sudents.
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Table 22c: Computer Skill Level by Discipline.

QUSE5 Computer Skill Level

4 Excelent
1 NosSkills 2 Minimal Skills 3 Good Skills Skills Total
DISC 1 Ant Count 0 20 83 30 133
Discipline % within
vig 0, 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline .0% 15.0% 62.4% 22.6% 100.0%
2 Business Count 1 46 289 112 448
% within
Discipli 2% 10.3% 64.5% 25.0% 100.0%
iscipline
3 Education Count 0 32 146 54 232
% within
L .0% 13.8% 62.9% 23.3% 100.0%
Discipline
4 Engineering/ Count 0 22 144 116 282
Computer Science % within
L .0% 7.8% 51.1% 41.1% 100.0%
Discipline
5 Humanities Count 0 15 114 31 160
0 i
Y6 within 0% 9.4% 71.3% 19.4% 100.0%
Discipline
6 Science & Count 0 25 107 43 175
Math O i
% with
O.W.I '|n .0% 14.3% 61.1% 24.6% 100.0%
Discipline
7 Behaviora/ Count 0 93 418 164 675
Socid Sciences % within
L .0% 13.8% 61.9% 24.3% 100.0%
Discipline
8 Professiond/ Count 0 27 124 49 200
Technical o rith
% with
O.W.It I " .0% 13.5% 62.0% 24.5% 100.0%
Discipline
9 Undeclared Count 2 57 325 127 511
% withi
O.W.I I n A% 11.2% 63.6% 24.9% 100.0%
Discipline
10 Count 1 48 223 64 336
Interdisciplinary % within
1 0, 0, 0, 0,
Studies Discipline 3% 14.3% 66.4% 19.0% 100.0%
Totd Count 4 385 1973 790 3152
% within
o 1% 12.2% 62.6% 25.1% 100.0%
Discipline
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Academic Computer Use

The percentage of the students' computer use that was class or academicaly related was of
interest. Just over half (53.91%) of the time students in 2003 spent on computers was academically
related. As Table 23a shows, this represents a dight decrease from the 55.61 percent of computer

time that was academicdly related for students in 2001 (p<.05).

Table 23a: Percentage of Computer Use Time That Is Academically Related by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
QUSE7 Percentage of Total 1 2001 3191 55.61 27277
Computer Use That is Class
or Academically Related 2 2003 3131 5391 26.382

The percentage of tota computer usage that was academicaly related for students at different
classlevesisdisplayed in Table 23b. The percentage of the time that Sudents spent on computers that

was academically related was consstent across class levd.

Table 23b: Percentage of Computer Use Time That |s Academically Related by Class
Level.

QUSEY Percentage of Total Computer Use That is Class or Academically Related

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 915 53.79 24555 0 100
2 Upper Division 1580 54.52 26.612 0 100
3 Post Baccalaureate 636 52.56 28.266 0 100
Total 3131 53.91 26.382 0 100
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Table 23c contains the percentage of total computer usage that was academicaly related for
sudentsin different disciplines. The table shows that there were differences by disciplinein the
percentage of sudents computer time that was academicaly related. Interdisciplinary studies students
spent a higher percentage of their time on a computer engaged in academicdly rdated activity than did

engineering and computer science students (p<.001) or business students (p<.001).

Table 23c: Percentage of Computer Use Time That |s Academically Related by Discipline.

QUSE7 Percentage of Total Computer Use That is Class or Academically Related

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 132 50.91 28.356 1 100
2 Business 446 50.29 25.968 0 100
3 Education 231 54.37 26.931 0 100
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 279 49.27 26.570 0 100
5 Humanities 158 53.01 25.263 0 100
6 Science & Math 174 56.72 24.575 1 100
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 671 54.74 26.157 0 100
8 Professional/Technical 197 54.10 25511 0 100
9 Undeclared 509 54.70 26.728 0 100
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 334 59.45 26.328 0 100
Total 3131 53.91 26.382 0 100
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Bdiefs about Computer Skills

Students were asked to rate the importance of computer literacy for their employment gods.
Students believed computer literacy to be very importance to their employment godlss, asindicated by
their average importance rating of 9.08 on the zero-to-ten importance scdein 2003. Thisimportance
rating, shown in Table 244, is essentidly identical to the rating students in 2001 gave to the importance

of computer literacy to their employment gods.

Table 24a: Importance of Computer Literacy for Employment Goals by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
QUSE9 Importance of 1 2001 3195 9.12 1516
Computer Literacy for
Future Employment Goals 2 2003 3152 9.08 1.554

Table 24b shows how students at different class levels rated the importance of computer
literacy to their employment goals. As the table shows, the importance rating students gave depended
on ther classlevel. Upper-divison students regarded computer literacy as more important to their

employment goals than did lower-divison students (p<.01).

CSU Tech Met Student 2003; SBRI
51



Table 24b: Importance of Computer Literacy for Employment Goals by Class L evel.

QUSE9 Importance of Computer Literacy for Future Employment Goa's

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 922 8.95 1.602 0 10
2 Upper Division 1593 914 1521 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureste 637 911 1558 0 10
Total 3152 9.08 1554 0 10

Students' beliefs about the importance of computer literacy for their employment goals was
examined for sudentsin different academic disciplines. These importance ratings did vary by discipline,
as Table 24c illugtrates. Engineering and computer science students rated computer literacy as more
important than did art (p<.05), science and math (p<.05), and education students (p<.01).
Additiondly, business students rated computer literacy as more important than did education sudents

(p<.05).
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Table 24c: Importance of Computer Literacy for Employment Goals by Discipline.

QUSE9 Importance of Computer Literacy for Future Employment Goals

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 133 8.80 2.029 0 10
2 Business 448 9.28 1235 1 10
3 Education 232 8.87 1734 0 10
;iqgienee” ng/Computer 282 9.38 1.129 5 10
5 Humanities 159 9.04 1526 0 10
6 Science & Math 175 8.86 1787 0 10
7 Behaviora/Socid Sciences 675 9.06 1.549 0 10
8 Professiona/Technical 201 9.06 1.621 0 10
9 Undeclared 511 9.07 1.553 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 336 9.00 1.695 0 10
Total 3152 9.08 1554 0 10

Students in 2003 were asked about how well they thought their university had prepared them
for the technology skills they would need at graduation. On a zero-to-ten scale with higher numbers
indicating better preparation, students offered an average rating of 6.60. Thisrating varied by class
level. Table 25a shows that upper-division students believed they were more well prepared by their
university with the technology skills needed at graduation than did post-baccal aureste students

(p<.001) or lower-division students (p<.05).
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Table 25a: Adequacy of University's Preparation of Studentswith Technology Skills by Class
Level.

Q1A8 Rating of How Well University Has Prepared Student with Technology Skills for Graduation

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 902 6.50 2.364 0 10
2 Upper Division 1559 6.79 2.386 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 575 6.21 2.809 0 10
Total 3036 6.60 2475 0 10

Students in different academic disciplines provided different ratings of how well their university
prepared them with the technology skills needed at graduation. Table 25b shows that engineering and
computer science students thought their university had better prepared them for the technology skills
they would need than humanities (p<.01), education (p<.05), and behavioral and socid sciences
students (p<.05) did. Further, business students rated the preparation they received as more adequate

than did humanities students (p<.05).
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Table 25b: Adequacy of University's Preparation of Students with Technology Skills by
Discipline.

Q1A8 Rating of How Well University Has Prepared Student with Technology Skills for Graduation

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 130 6.36 2411 0 10
2 Business 434 6.85 2.334 0 10
3 Education 221 6.32 2576 0 10
gdi:inee”"g/comp”ta 278 7.06 2.300 0 10
5 Humanities 158 6.07 2.716 0 10
6 Science & Math 168 6.58 2.338 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 643 6.45 2.544 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 193 6.54 2.334 0 10
9 Undeclared 485 6.60 2.523 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 326 6.72 2.498 0 10
Total 3036 6.60 2475 0 10

Workstations, Software, and Help

Hardware

Respondents were asked about access to the computer workstations, software, and
maintenance. They were asked if they had access to a university-provided computer workstation to
complete their school work. Almost al (93.8%) of the studentsin 2003 reported having accessto a

university-provided computer workstation.

CSU Tech Met Student 2003; SBRI
55



Access to a university-provided computer workstation to complete their school work was
condant across adminidrations. Thisisillugtrated in Table 26a, which shows the likelihood of having

access to a computer workstation was quite high in both 2001 and 2003.

Table 26a: Accessto a University-provided Computer Workstation Needed to Complete

Work by Year.
Q4A1 Accesstoa
University-Provided
Computer Workstation
Needed to Complete Work
0 No 1 Yes Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 186 2956 3142
% within ADMIN 5.0 o4.1% 100.0%
Administration =70 7 i
2 2003 Count 200 2894 3094
% within ADMIN 6.5 93.5% 100.0%
Administration =70 70 =70
Total Count 386 5850 6236
% within ADMIN
6.2% 93.8% 100.0%

Administration

Class levd was linked to the likelihood that students reported having access to a university-
provided computer workstation to complete their work (p<.001). Thisisseenin Table 26b. Post-
baccd aureate students were much less likely than other students to indicate that they had access to the

computer workstations they needed to complete their work.
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Table 26b: Accessto a University-provided Computer Workstation Needed to Complete Work

by Class Levdl.
Q4A1 Accesstoa
University-Provided
Computer Workstation
Needed to Complete Work
0 No 1Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 42 879 921
ClassLevel 9% within CLLEVEL
4.6% 95.4% 100.0%
Class Level
2 Upper Division Count 79 1497 1576
% within CLLEVEL
5.0% 95.0% 100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 79 518 597
% within CLLEVEL
13.2% 86.8% 100.0%
Class Leve
Total Count 200 2894 3094
% within CLLEVEL
6.5% 93.5% 100.0%
ClassLeve

There was a0 asmall effect on reporting having access to a university-provided computer
workstation based on discipline (p<.05). Table 26¢ shows that education, professiona/technical, and
undeclared students were less likdly to indicate that they had access to university-provided computer

workstations to complete their work.
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Table 26c: Accessto a University-provided Computer Workstation Needed to Complete Work by

Discipline.
Q4A1 Accessto a
University-Provided
Computer Workstation
Needed to Complete Work
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 4 128 132
Dl'Sf?lphne % within DISC 3.0% 97.0% 100.0%
Division Discipline Division A i o
2 Business Count 27 415 442
% within DISC
P o 6.1% 93.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 24 200 224
% within DISC
P L 10.7% 89.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 12 270 282
Science % within DISC
P L 4.3% 95.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 12 144 156
% within DISC 7.7% 92.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division 70 o0 L0
6 Science & Math Count 10 164 174
% within DISC 5.7% 94.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division 70 o0 L0
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 36 627 663
O
Yowithin DISC 5.4% 94.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 18 178 196
O
Yowithin DISC 9.2% 90.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 41 454 495
O
Yowithin DISC 8.3% 91.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 16 314 330
% within DISC
L L 4.8% 95.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 200 2894 3094
% within DISC
6.5% 93.5% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Students indicating that they had access to a university-provided computer workstation were
asked how stisfied they were with the workstations available. Overdl, the sudents were fairly
satisfied with the workstations to which they had access, giving an average satisfaction rating of 7.76 in
2003.

Students satisfaction with the university-provided computer workstations available to them was
greater in 2003 than it had been in 2001. Table 27a shows that the average level of satisfaction rose

from 7.57 in 2001 to 7.76 in 2003 (p<.001).

Table 27a: Satisfaction with Available University-provided Computer Workstations by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q4A1C Satisfaction with 1 2001 2806 757 2016
University-Provided Computer
Workstation Available to Respondent 2 2003 2768 7.76 1964

The level of satisfaction with computer workstations was different for sudents at class levels.
Thisisseenin Table 27b. Lower-divison students were more satisfied with the workstations provided
for them than were upper-divison (p<.01) and post-bacca aureate students (p<.001), and upper-

divison students were more satisfied than were post-baccal aureate students (p<.05).
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able 27b: Satisfaction with Available University-provided Computer Workstations by Class L evel

Q4A1C Satisfaction with University-Provided Computer Workstation Available to Respondent

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 850 8.00 1.697 0 10
2 Upper Division 1451 7.71 2.011 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 467 7.45 2.208 0 10
Total 2768 7.76 1.964 0 10

Thelevd of satisfaction with computer workstations was the same for students in different
academic disciplines. Table 27¢ shows the average satidfaction levels for dl disciplines.

Software

Table 27c: Satisfaction with Available University-provided Computer Workstations by
Discipline.

Q4A1C Satisfaction with University-Provided Computer Workstation Available to Respondent

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 124 7.74 1.830 1 10
2 Business 403 7.69 1.926 0 10
3 Education 185 7.83 1.775 1 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 268 7.76 1.935 0 10
5 Humanities 131 7.53 2.095 0 10
6 Science & Math 160 7.88 1.844 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 598 7.83 1.997 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 168 7.69 1.883 2 10
9 Undeclared 432 7.75 1.973 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 299 7.73 2.179 0 10
Total 2768 7.76 1.964 0 10
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The availability of software was also addressed in the questionnaire. Students were asked if
they had access to university-provided software they needed to complete their work. Most (84.5%) of
the students in 2003 indicated that they had access to the software they needed to complete their
school work. As Table 28a shows, the percentage of students reporting access to necessary software

did not change from 2001.

Table 28a: Accessto University-provided Computer Software Needed to Complete

Work by Year.
Q4A2 Accesstoa
University-Provided
Computer Software Needed
to Complete Work
0 No 1VYes Total

ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 399 2365 2764
% within ADMIN 14.4% 85,6V 100.0%
Administration 7 o7 w70
2 2003 Count 427 2325 2752
% within ADMIN 15.5% 84 5% 100.0%
Administration 7 7 w70
Total Count 826 4690 5516
% within ADMIN 15.0% 85.0% 100.0%
Administration o7 o7 w70
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The likdlihood that a student had access to university-provided software needed to complete
school work is shown in Table 28b by classlevel. Asthe table shows, access to needed software was
not constant across class level (p<.001). Specificaly, post-baccdaureate sudents were less likely than

other students to report having access to the software they needed to complete their work.

Table 28b: Accessto University-provided Computer Software Needed to Complete Work by

Class Level.
Q4A2 Accesstoa
University-Provided
Computer Software Needed
to Complete Work
0 No 1 Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 139 703 842
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
16.5% 83.5% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 191 1249 1440
% within CLLEVEL
13.3% 86.7% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccaaureate Count 97 373 470
% within CLLEVEL
20.6% 79.4% 100.0%
Class Leve
Total Count 427 2325 2752
% within CLLEVEL
15.5% 84.5% 100.0%
ClassLeve

The availability of computer software necessary to complete schoolwork aso varied by
discipline. Thiscan be seenin Table 28¢c. Studentsin education were much lesslikdly to sate that they
had access to university-provided computer software necessary to complete their work than were

sudentsin other disciplines.
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Table 28c: Accessto University-provided Computer Software Needed to Complete Work by

Discipline.
Q4A2 Accessto a
University-Provided
Computer Software Needed
to Complete Work
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 22 101 123
Discipline % within DISC
Division L o 17.9% 82.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
2 Business Count 48 350 398
% within DISC 12.1% 87.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division =0 270 e
3 Education Count 44 139 183
% within DISC
L o 24.0% 76.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 34 232 266
Science % within DISC
L o 12.8% 87.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 22 111 133
% within DISC 16.5% 83.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division 70 70 e
6 Science & Math Count 24 132 156
% within DISC
o o 15.4% 84.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 94 500 594
% within DISC
o o 15.8% 84.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 18 154 172
% within DISC 10.5% 89.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division 70 270 L0
9 Undeclared Count 75 354 429
% within DISC
Lo - 17.5% 82.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 46 252 298
% within DISC
Lo - 15.4% 84.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 427 2325 2752
% within DISC
15.5% 84.5% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Those gating that they had access to university-provided computer software necessary for their
work were asked how satisfied they were with that software. Those students in 2003 with access to
software were generdly satisfied with the software available, asindicated by an average satifaction
rating of 8.11. Table 29a shows that this represents no sgnificant change from the average satifaction

rating of 8.02 in 2001.

Table 29a: Satisfaction with Available Univer sity-provided Software by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q4A2C Setisfaction with 1 2001 2282 8.02 1.762
University-Provided Software
Available to Respondent 2 2003 2262 8.11 1.700

The classleve of the student had no bearing on the level of satisfaction expressed by the

student with the university-provided software. Thisis seenin Table 29b.

Table 29b: Satisfaction with Available University-provided Software by Class Level.

Q4A2C Satisfaction with University-Provided Software Available to Respondent

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 686 816 1556 2 10
2 Upper Division 1220 811 1742 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 356 801 1815 0 10
Total 2262 811 1.700 0 10
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The students level of satisfaction with the university-provided software is broken down by
disciplinein Table 29c. The table shows that there were no differences in satisfaction with the software

provided to them by the universty among sudentsin different disciplines.

Table 29c: Satisfaction with Available University-provided Software by Discipline.

Q4A2C satisfaction with University-Provided Software Available to Respondent

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 99 8.09 1.648 3 10
2 Business 343 8.20 1.759 0 10
3 Education 135 8.10 1782 1 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 230 8.13 1557 2 10
5 Humanities 108 7.96 1.663 2 10
6 Science & Math 129 8.19 1.585 2 10
7 Behaviord/Socid Sciences 484 8.09 1.761 0 10
8 Professiona/Technical 150 7.81 1.762 2 10
9 Undeclared 343 8.21 1.604 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 241 8.09 1.762 1 10
Total 2262 8.11 1.700 0 10
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Persond Computers
Students were asked if they currently owned an operational computer. Almost al (95.4%) of
the respondents in 2003 said that they did own an operational computer. Table 30arevedsthat thisis

adight increase over the 94.1 percent that owned an operational computer in 2001 (p<.05).

Table 30a: Student Owns an Operational Computer by Year.

QCOMP1 Currently Owns
an Operational Computer

0 No 1 VYes Tota
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 189 3008 3197
% within ADMIN 5.9% 94.1% 100.0%
Administration
2 2003 Count 146 3009 3155
OAA’ dvr:itr:i;r;m 'N 4.6% 95.4% 100.0%
Total Count 335 6017 6352
% within ADMIN 5.3% 94.7% 100.0%

Administration
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Table 30b shows the breakdown of computer ownership by classlevd. Thistable showsthat
post-bacca aureate sudents were dightly more likely to own an operationa computer than were other

students in 2003 (p<.05).

Table 30b: Student Owns an Operational Computer by Class L evel.

QCOMP1 Currently Owns
an Operational Computer

0 No 1 Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 49 875 924
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
5.3% 94.7% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Division Count 80 1514 1594
% within CLLEVEL
5.0% 95.0% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 17 620 637
O it
Yowithin CLLEVEL 2.7% 97.3% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 146 3009 3155
% within CLLEVEL
4.6% 95.4% 100.0%
Class Level

The percentage of sudentsin different disciplines who owned an operationd computer is
shown in Table 30c. Thelikdihood of computer ownership was consistent across the different

disciplines.
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Table 30c: Student Ownsan Operational Computer by Discipline.

QCOMP1 Currently Owns
an Operational Computer

0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 3 130 133
Discipline O it
% within DISC
Division OWIINEISY 2.3% 97.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
2 Business Count 15 433 448
% within DI
ewithin DISC 3.3% 96.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 9 223 232
% within DISC
OWIINEISY 3.9% 96.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 17 265 282
Science .
% within DISC
oWITNR DTS, 6.0% 94.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 7 153 160
% within DI
owithin DISC 4.4% 95.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 11 164 175
% within DISC
oWITUR DISL 6.3% 93.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences Count 34 641 675
% within DI
bwithin DISC 5.0% 95.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 11 190 201
% within DISC
oWITNR D1S% 5.50% 94.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 24 489 513
% within DISC
oWITNRD1SL 4.7% 95.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 15 321 336
% within DI
owithin DISC 4.5% 95.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 146 3009 3155
% within DISC
o Wit 4.6% 95.4% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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The age of the computers owned by the students was an issue of interest in the survey.
Students who reported having an operationa computer were asked how old their computer was.
Table 3lasummarizesther responses. As the table shows, over a quarter of the studentsin 2003
reported having apersona computer that was less than one year old, and 77.7% reported having a

computer three years old or newer.

Table 31a: Age of Computer in 2003.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Vvdid 1 Lessthan OneY ear 846 26.8 282 282
2 Oneto ThreeYears 1486 471 495 7.7
3 Morethan Three Years 671 21.3 223 100.0
Total 3003 95.2 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 6 2
System 147 47
Total 153 48
Total 3156 100.0
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The age of students' computers was related to class sanding (p<.001). That is, lower-divison
students in 2003 were much more likely to have a computer less than one year old than were upper-

divison or post baccaaureate sudents. Thisis seen in Table 31b.

Table 31b: Age of Computer by ClassLevdl.

QCOMP2B Age of Computer-Years

1 Lessthan 2 Oneto 3 Morethan

One Year Three Years Three Years Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 288 429 158 875
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
32.9% 49.0% 18.1% 100.0%
Class Level
2 Upper Division Count 403 748 358 1509
o it
o within CLLEVEL 26.7% 49.6% 23.7% 100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Baccalaureate  Count 155 309 155 619
% within CLLEVEL
25.0% 49.9% 25.0% 100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 846 1486 671 3003
% within CLLEVEL
28.2% 49.5% 22.3% 100.0%
Class Level

Table 31c summarizes the age of students' computers in 2003 broken down by academic

discipline. There was no variation in the age of the students computers by discipline.
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Table31c: Ageof Computer by Discipline.

QCOMP2B Age of Computer-Y ears

1 Lessthan 2 Oneto 3 Morethan
One Year Three Years Three Years Total
DISC 1 Art Count 43 67 20 130
Discipline O writh
0% within
Division o Wi 33.1% 51.5% 15.4% 100.0%
Discipline
2 Business Count 139 200 93 432
% withi
O.Wf !n 32.2% 46.3% 21.5% 100.0%
Discipline
3 Education Count 49 109 64 222
% withi
owithin 22.1% 49.1% 28.8% 100.0%
Discipline
4 Engineering/ Count 88 117 59 264
Computer Science
% within
o Wit 33.3% 44.3% 22.3% 100.0%
Discipline
5 Humanities Count 42 81 30 153
% withi
o within 27.5% 52.9% 19.6% 100.0%
Discipline
6 Science & Count 40 90 34 164
Math % within
L 24.4% 54.9% 20.7% 100.0%
Discipline
7 Behavioral/ Count 181 313 147 641
Socid Sciences O it
0% withi
o within 28.2% 48.8% 22.9% 100.0%
Discipline
8 Professional/ Count 51 96 43 190
Technica O
% withi
o within 26.8% 50.5% 22.6% 100.0%
Discipline
9 Undeclared Count 140 244 104 488
% within
o Wit 28.7% 50.0% 21.3% 100.0%
Discipline
10 Count 73 169 77 319
Interdisciplinary O wrrith
% within
i 0, 0, 0, 0,
Studies Discipline 22.9% 53.0% 24.1% 100.0%
Total Count 846 1486 671 3003
% withi
owithin 28.2% 49.5% 22.3% 100.0%
Discipline
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Laptops. Students in 2003 who reported that they currently owned an operationa computer

were asked if they owned alaptop computer. Table 32a shows ther responses. A third of the

students who own computers said they owned a laptop computer.

Table 32a: Owns a Lap-Top Computer in 2003.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
vdid 0 No 1936 61.3 64.4 64.4
1 Yes 1072 340 35.6 100.0
Total 3008 95.3 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 1 .0
System 147 4.7
Total 148 4.7
Total 3156 100.0

The likelihood that a computer owner had alaptop varied by classlevd (p<.01). Thisis

illugtrated in Table 32b. Post baccad aureate sudents were considerably more likely to own alaptop

than were other students.
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Table 32b: Ownsa Lap-Top Computer by Class L evel.

QCOMP4 Ownsalap-Top

Computer
0 No 1 Yes Tota
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 578 296 874
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
66.1% 33.9% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Division Count 993 521 1514
% within CLLEVEL
65.6% 34.4% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 365 255 620
% within CLLEVEL
58.9% 41.1% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 1936 1072 3008
% within CLLEVEL
64.4% 35.6% 100.0%
ClassLeve

Table 32c shows lgptop ownership by academic discipline. The likelihood of owning alaptop

did not differ by discipline.
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Table 32c: Owns a Lap-Top Computer by Discipline.

QCOMP4 Ownsalap-Top

Computer
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Arnt Count 97 33 130
Discipline O nrithi
% within
Division o Wit 74.6% 25.4% 100.0%
Discipline
2 Business Count 268 165 433
% within
N 61.9% 38.1% 100.0%
Discipline
3 Education Count 153 70 223
% withi
o within 68.6% 31.4% 100.0%
Discipline
4 Engineering/ Count 170 95 265
CqmpUter %6 within 64.2% 35.8% 100.0%
Saience Discipline e o7 70
5 Humanities Count 93 60 153
% withi
owithin 60.8% 39.2% 100.0%
Discipline
6 Science & Count 109 55 164
Math O
% within
O.Wf I 66.5% 33.5% 100.0%
Discipline
7 Behavioral/ Count 409 232 641
Sodial Sciences % within
- 63.8% 36.2% 100.0%
Discipline
8 Professional/ Count 130 60 190
Technical O nii
% within
o Wt 68.4% 31.6% 100.0%
Discipline
9 Undeclared Count 293 195 488
% withi
O.Wf !n 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%
Discipline
10 Count 214 107 321
Interdisciplinary o i
0% within
1 0, 0, 0,
Studies Discipline 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
Total Count 1936 1072 3008
% within
O.Wf I 64.4% 35.6% 100.0%
Discipline
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Those respondents with laptop computers were asked about wireless networking capability.
Table 33a shows that 48.4 percent of the students with laptop computers have wirdess networking
capabilities. That is, 17.0 percent of those who own computers, or 16.1 percent of al students have

wireless networking capability.

Table 33a: Has Wireless Networ king Capability on Lap-Top Computer in 2003.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Vdid Percent Percent
vdid 0 No 538 17.0 51.6 51.6
1VYes 505 16.0 484 100.0
Total 1043 330 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 28 9
9 Refused 1 0
System 2084 66.0
Total 2113 67.0
Total 3156 100.0

The likelihood of having wirdess networking capability in 2003 depended on class level
(p<.05). That is, as Table 33b shows, lower-divison students were more likely to have wirdess
networking capability. This coheres with the finding noted above that lower-divison students were

more likely to have newer computers than were other students.
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Table 33b: Has Wireless Networ king Capability on Lap-Top Computer by Class Level.

QCOMP4A Has Wireless
Networking Capability on
Lap-Top Computer

0 No 1Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 130 157 287
Class Leve O et
% within CLLEVEL 45.3% 54.7% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Division Count 276 235 511
% within CLLEVEL
54.0% 46.0% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 132 113 245
% within CLLEVEL
53.9% 46.1% 100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 538 505 1043
O et
% within CLLEVEL 51.6% 48.4% 100.0%
Class Leve

Table 33c shows the percentage of studentsin different disciplines in 2003 that have wirdess
networking capabilities. A review of this table reveds no differencesin the percentage of students with

wireless networking capability across disciplines.
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Table 33c: Has Wirdess Networking Capability on Lap-Top Computer by
Discipline.

QCOMP4A Has Wireless
Networking Capability on
Lap-Top Computer

0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 15 18 33
Discipline % within
Division Discipline 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
2 Business Count 80 80 160
% within
Discipline 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
3 Education Count 34 35 69
% within
Discipline 49.3% 50.7% 100.0%
4 Engineering/ Count 49 46 95
Computer Science % within
Discipline 51.6% 48.4% 100.0%
5 Humanities Count 28 28 56
% within
Discipline 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
6 Science & Count 28 27 55
Math % within
Discipline 50.9% 49.1% 100.0%
7 Behavioral/ Count 120 102 222
Social Sciences O it
% within
[)"iscipline 54.1% 45.9% 100.0%
8 Professional/ Count 31 27 58
Technical O it
% within
D°iscip“ne 53.4% 46.6% 100.0%
9 Undeclared Count 98 91 189
% within
Discipline 51.9% 48.1% 100.0%
10 Count 55 51 106
Interdisciplinary % within
Studies Discipline 51.9% 48.1% 100.0%
Total Count 538 505 1043
% within
Discipline 51.6% 48.4% 100.0%
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Those with lgptops in 2003 were also asked if they could get technicad assistance from campus
for their laptop computer. As Table 34a shows, over half (54.9%) of the students with |gptops that
gave an answer said that they could get assistance. However, 47.0 percent of those with laptops

replied that they did not know if they could get technical assistance from their campus for their [gptop.

Table 34a: Technical Assistance Is Available from Campusfor Lap-Top
Computer in 2003.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
vdid 0 No 262 83 451 451
1 Yes 319 101 54.9 100.0
Total 581 184 100.0
Missing 8 Don't Know 490 155
9 Refused 1 0
System 2084 66.0
Total 2575 81.6
Total 3156 100.0
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Class levd was strongly associated with reporting the ability to get technica assstance from
campus for their lgptop computer (p<.001). That is, lower-divison students were dramatically more
likely to state that they could get technicd assstance from their campus. Thisis demongtrated in Teble

34b.

Table 34b: Technical Assistance Is Available from Campusfor Lap-Top Computer by Class

Level.
QCOMP4B Can Get
Technical Assistance from
Campus for Lap-Top
Computer
0 No 1 Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 54 129 183
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
29.5% 70.5% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Division Count 145 140 285
% within CLLEVEL
50.9% 49.1% 100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 63 50 113
O
vowithin CLLEVEL 55.8% 44.2% 100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 262 319 581
O
Yo within CLLEVEL 45.1% 54.9% 100.0%
Class Leve

The percentage of students reporting the availability of campus technica assstance for thelr
laptop is broken down by discipline in Table 34c. There were no differences by disciplinein the
likelihood that a student reported having technical assistance for their lgptop available from their

campus.
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Table 34c: Technical Assistance Is Available from Campusfor Lap-Top Computer by Discipline.

QCOMP4B Can Get
Technical Assistance from
Campus for Lap-Top

Computer
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 10 12 22
Discipline o i
% within DISC
L 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline Division 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
2 Business Count 45 48 93
% within DISC
CTNES 48.4% 51.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 12 15 27
% within DI
owithin DISC 44.4% 55.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 22 31 53
Science % within DISC
L L 41.5% 58.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 7 16 23
% within DISC
o L 30.4% 69.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 9 18 27
% within DISC
e 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 60 75 135
% within DISC
oL o 44.4% 55.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 17 15 32
% within DISC
oWl L 53.1% 46.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 42 50 92
% within DISC
CTNE S 45.7% 54.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 38 39 7
% within DISC
Lo L 49.4% 50.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 262 319 581
% within DISC
> 45.1% 54.9% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Connectivity

Internet

Students' use and satisfaction with connectivity were assessed in 2003. Students were asked if
they had used their campus access to the Internet including the world wide web. Over four-fifths
(83.4%) of the students reported using campus e-mail services or accessto the Internet.

Classlevel wasrelated to the likelihood that a student used their campus network access to the
Internet (p<.001). Table 35a shows that post baccal aureate students were more likely than other

students to use campus I nternet access.

Table 35a: Uses Campus Network to Access the Internet from Campus by Class Level.

Q4B1A1 Uses Campus
Network to Access the
Internet and World Wide
Web While on Campus

0 No 1 Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 117 805 922
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
12.7% 87.3% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 216 1376 1592
O nir
Yo within CLLEVEL 13.6% 86.4% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 189 446 635
% within CLLEVEL
29.8% 70.2% 100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 522 2627 3149
O nir
Yowithin CLLEVEL 16.6% 83.4% 100.0%
Class Leve
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Use of the campus network to gain Internet access was examined by discipline. As Table 35b
shows, use of campus access to the Internet varied by discipline (p<.001). Most notably, education
students were less likdly to use campus access to the Internet than other students.  Further, humanities
students were somewhat less likely to use their campus access to the Internet, while science and math

students were much more likely to do so.
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Table35h: Uses Campus Network to Accessthe I nternet from Campusby Discipline.

Q4B1A1 Uses Campus
Network to Access the
Internet and World Wide
Web While on Campus

0 No 1 Yes Total

DISC 1 Art Count 22 111 133
Discipline % within Discipline

Division 16.5% 83.5% 100.0%

2 Business Count 60 387 447

% within Discipline 13.4% 86.6% 100.0%

3 Education Count 65 166 231

% within Discipline 28.1% 71.9% 100.0%

4 Engineering/Computer Count 33 249 282

Science 9% within Discipline 7% 66.3% 100.0%

5 Humanities Count 34 125 159

% within Discipline 21.4% 78.6% 100.0%

6 Science & Math Count 13 162 175

% within Discipline 7 4% 92.6% 100.0%

7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 105 568 673

% within Discipline 15.6% 84.4% 100.0%

8 Professional/Technical Count 38 163 201

% within Discipline 18.9% 81.1% 100.0%

9 Undeclared Count 85 427 512

% within Discipline 16.6% 83.4% 100.0%

10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 67 269 336

% within Discipline 19.9% 80.1% 100.0%

Total Count 522 2627 3149

% within Discipline 16.6% 83.4% 100.0%
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Students acknowledging that they had used their campus access to the Internet were asked

about how satisfied they were with thisaccess. An average satisfaction rating of 8.48 in 2003 indicates

that students were quite satified.

Average stisfaction with Internet accessratings are displayed in Table 36a by classlevd. This

table shows there were no differences by classleve.

Table 36a: Satisfaction with Campus Network Access by Class L evel.

Q4B1B1 Satisfaction with Campus Network to Access the Internet While on Campus

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 805 854 1574 0 10
2 Upper Division 1376 8.50 1718 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 445 831 1.924 0 10
Total 2626 848 1714 0 10
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There were differences in satisfaction with campus Internet access by students from different
academic disciplines. That is, Sudents in engineering and computer science were less satisfied than
were students in education (p<.01), interdisciplinary studies (p<.05), and behaviora and socia sciences

(p<.05). These differences are shown in Table 36b.

Table 36b: Satisfaction with Campus Network Access by Discipline.

Q4B1B1 Satisfaction with Campus Network to Access the Internet While on Campus

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 111 8.47 1.470 3 10
2 Business 387 8.47 1.684 1 10
3 Education 166 8.75 1.378 2 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 249 8.11 2.010 0 10
5 Humanities 125 8.44 1.552 2 10
6 Science & Math 162 8.46 1.657 3 10
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences 568 8.54 1.726 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 162 8.50 1.676 2 10
9 Undeclared 427 8.46 1778 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 269 8.61 1.708 0 10
Total 2626 8.48 1714 0 10
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Students were asked about the use of their campus-provided e-mail accounts. Just over half
(52.6%) of the students said that they did use their campus-provided e-mail accounts. The likelihood
of using their campus e-mail varied by cdasslevd (p<.001). Specificdly, as Table 37aindicates, pos-

bacca aureate students were condderably less likely than undergraduates to use their campus e-mall

accounts.
Table 37a: Uses Campus Provided E-Mail Account by Class Level.
Q4B2A1 Uses Campus
Provided E-Mail Account
0 No 1VYes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 380 544 924
Class Level 9% within CLLEVEL
41.1% 58.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 727 867 1594
% within CLLEVEL
45.6% 54.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 387 248 635
% within CLLEVEL
60.9% 39.1% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 1494 1659 3153
% within CLLEVEL
47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
ClassLeve

Use of their campus-provided e-mail account also differed for sudents in different disciplines
(p<.001). Table 37b shows that engineering and computer science students, as well as professiona

and technica students, and science and math students were more likely to use their campus e-mail
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accounts than were other students. Further, education students were less likely than other studentsto

use their campus-provided e-mail.

Table 37b: Uses Campus Provided E-Mail Account by Discipline.

Q4B2A1 Uses Campus
Provided E-Mail Account

0 No 1 Yes Tota
DISC 1 Art Count 66 67 133
D!SF'P“ne % within DISC 49.6% 50.4% 100.0%
Division Discipline Division o7 70 e
2 Business Count 226 221 447
o i
Y6 within DISC 50.6% 49.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 136 95 231
R,
Y within DISC 58.9% 411% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 105 177 282
Science 9% within DISC
o o 37.2% 62.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 73 87 160
% within DISC
L s 45.6% 54.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 74 101 175
R,
Y6 within DISC 423% 57.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences Count 313 362 675
% within DISC
Lo - 46.4% 53.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technica Count 83 118 201
% within DISC
o o 41.3% 58.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 265 248 513
o i
Y6 within DISC 51.7% 48.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 153 183 336
% within DISC
- - 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1494 1659 3153
% within DISC
47.4% 52.6% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Those making use of their campus-provided e-mail accounts were asked how satisfied they
were with their access to campus e-mail services. Overdl, sudents were quite satisfied with their
access to campus e-mail services, asindicated by an average satisfaction rating of 8.02. Table 38a
shows that there were differences in satisfaction ratings by class level. Post-baccdaureate sudents
were |ess satisfied with campus e-mail services than were lower-division (p<.001) and upper-divison

students (p<.05).

Table 38a: Satisfaction with Accessto Campus E-mail Servicesby Class L evel.

Q4B2B Satisfaction with Accessto Campus E-Mail Services

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 543 824 1977 0 10
2 Upper Division 863 8.02 2.255 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureste 246 757 2481 0 10
Total 1652 8.02 2213 0 10

CSU Tech Met Student 2003; SBRI
88



Table 38b shows the average satisfection ratings for sudents in different disciplines. Thetable

demondrates that there were no significant differences in satisfaction with campus e-mail services by

discipline.

Table 38b: Satisfaction with Accessto Campus E-mail Services by Discipline.

Q4B2B Satisfaction with Access to Campus E-Mail Services

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 67 8.18 2.146 0 10
2 Business 219 8.07 2.054 1 10
3 Education 95 8.07 2.242 1 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 177 7.72 2179 1 10
5 Humanities 87 7.63 2,677 0 10
6 Science & Math 100 8.26 2.063 3 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 360 811 2.249 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 118 7.81 2.296 0 10
9 Undeclared 247 7.97 2.265 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 182 8.30 2.052 1 10
Total 1652 8.02 2.213 0 10
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In 2003, students were asked if they used their campus network from off campus using a
modem, cable, DSL, or ISDN. About three quarters (73.7%) of the students had accessed their
campus network from off campus using one of these means. Table 39a shows that there were no

differences in use of the campus network from off campus between students a different classlevels.

Table 39a: Uses Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using a M odem, Cable,
DSL, or ISDN by Class Level.

Q4B3A Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus,
Using aModem, Cable,

DSL, or ISDN
0 No 1 Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 260 659 919
Class Level O rite
% within CLLEVEL
o within 28.3% 71.7% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Division Count 395 1193 1588
Yo within CLLEVEL 24.9% 75.1% 100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 172 463 635
%o within CLLEVEL 27.1% 72.9% 100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 827 2315 3142
Yowithin CLLEVEL 26.3% 73.7% 100.0%

Class Leve

The sudents in different disciplines reported smilar likelihoods of using their campus network

by any of these modes from off campus. Thisisillustrated in Table 39b.
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Table 3%b: Uses Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using a Modem, Cable, DSL, or I SDN by

Discipline.
Q4B3A Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus,
Using a Modem, Cable,
DSL, or ISDN
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 38 95 133
Discipline O nrith
% within DISC
vidg 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline Division 28.6% 71.4% 100.0%
2 Business Count 119 328 447
% within DISC
owitin Bt 26.6% 73.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 64 167 231
% within DISC
o o 27.7% 72.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 86 195 281
Science % within DISC
o L 30.6% 69.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 35 122 157
% withi
bwithin DISC 22.3% 77.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 42 132 174
% within DISC
owitin B 24.1% 75.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 173 499 672
% withi
bwithin DISC 25.7% 74.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 47 154 201
% within DISC
o o 23.4% 76.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 138 372 510
% within DISC
o L 27.1% 72.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 85 251 336
% within DISC
oL L 25.3% 74.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 827 2315 3142
% within DISC
y 26.3% 73.7% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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The students who had accessed their campus network from off campus were asked if they had
done so using adid-in modem. Nearly two-thirds (64.6%) of these students had connected to thelr
campus network using adid-in modem. Table 40a shows by classlevel the likelihood of students
connecting to their campus network using adia-in modem. There was some variability the likelihood of
connecting by did-in modem by classlevel (p<.05). Lower-divison sudents were lesslikdly than

other students to use adia-in modem to connect to their campus network.

Table 40a: Uses Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using a Dial-in Modem by Class L evel.

Q4B3A1 Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus,
Using aDial-in Modem

0 No 1Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 259 396 655
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
39.5% 60.5% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Division Count 407 778 1185
% within CLLEVEL
34.3% 65.7% 100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 148 309 457
% within CLLEVEL
32.4% 67.6% 100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 814 1483 2297
% within CLLEVEL
35.4% 64.6% 100.0%

Class Level

Table 40b displays the percentages of studentsin different disciplines that accessed their

campus network using adid-in modem. Studentsin different disciplines did not differ in this regard.
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Table 40b: Uses Campus Networ k from Off-Campus, Using a Dial-in Modem by Dicipline.

Q4B3A1 Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus,
Using a Dia-in Modem

0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 35 60 95
Discipline O e
% within DISC
Division oWIINEISE 36.8% 63.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
2 Business Count 132 196 328
Ofrnit
owithin DISC 40.2% 59.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 58 107 165
ot
Yowithin DISC 35.2% 64.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 7 115 192
Science % within DISC
Lo L 40.1% 59.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 43 76 119
Ofrnit
HoWithin DISC 36.1% 63.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 42 90 132
ot
Yowithin DISC 31.8% 68.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 163 332 495
Ofnit
Yowithin DISC 32.9% 67.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 53 99 152
% within DISC
L L 34.9% 65.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 133 236 369
ot
YOWIinDISC 36.0% 64.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 78 172 250
Ofnit
owithin DISC 31.2% 68.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 814 1483 2297
% within DI
b within DISC 35.4% 64.6% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Students who had accessed their campus network from off campus using a did-in modem were
asked how stisfied they were using a dia-in modem to connect to the network from off campus. For
the most part, students using a did-in modem to connect to the campus network were satisfied, as
evidenced by an average satisfaction rating of 7.43. Satisfaction did not vary by classlevel, as can be

seenin Table4la

Table 41a: Satisfaction with Accessto Campus Network Using a Dial-in Modem
by Class Level.

Q4B3B1 Satisfaction with Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using a Dial-in Modem

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 396 7.49 2.081 0 10
2 Upper Division 777 7.44 2173 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 309 7.36 2.339 0 10
Total 1482 743 2.184 0 10
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Table 41b shows the average satisfaction ratings with connecting to the campus network by

modem for students in each discipline. As the table shows, these ratings were consistent across

academic disciplines.

Table 41b: Satisfaction with Accessto Campus Network Using a Dial-in Modem by Discipline.

Q4B3B1 Satisfaction with Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using a Dial-in Modem

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 60 7.40 1.942 3 10
2 Business 196 7.42 2.085 0 10
3 Education 107 7.47 2.263 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 115 7.10 2271 0 10
5 Humanities 76 7.18 2.237 0 10
6 Science & Math 90 7.51 1.967 1 10
7 Behaviora/Socid Sciences 332 7.43 2.339 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 99 7.62 2.044 0 10
9 Undeclared 236 7.53 2117 1 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 171 751 2.229 0 10
Total 1482 743 2.184 0 10
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Students saying they connected to their campus network from off campus were aso asked if
they connected to the network using a cable modem. Over athird (37.4%) of the students said they
had connect to campus by cable modem. Table 42a shows there is no difference by classlevd in the

likelihood of connecting to the campus network using a cable modem.

Table 42a: Uses Campus Network from Off-Campus Using a Cable Modem by Class L evel.

Q4B3A2 Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus,

Using a Cable Modem
0 No 1VYes Totd
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 409 246 655
Class Leve % within CLLEVEL
62.4% 37.6% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 720 461 1181
% within CLLEVEL 61.0% 30.0% 100.0%
Cl& LG/ d . 0 . 0 . 0
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 306 150 456
% within CLLEVEL
67.1% 32.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 1435 857 2292
% within CLLEVEL
62.6% 37.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve

The likelihood of connecting to the campus network using a cable modem is displayed by
disciplinein Table 42b. Connecting to the campus network using a cable modem did not vary by

discipline.
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Table 42b: Uses Campus Network from Off-Campus Using a Cable M odem by Discipline.

Q4B3A2 Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus,

Using a Cable Modem
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 64 31 95
Dfo_il_D“ne % within DISC 67.4% 32.6% 100.0%
Division Discipline Division R 070 L0
2 Business Count 187 141 328
% within DISC
S L 57.0% 43.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 104 60 164
% within DISC
o L 63.4% 36.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 111 82 193
Science % within DISC
S L 57.5% 42.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 70 50 120
% within DI
6 within DISC 58.3% 41.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 76 53 129
% within DISC
o WIThin D7t 58.9% 41.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 318 175 493
% within DISC
o L 64.5% 35.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 93 58 151
% within DISC
O.WI. I . 61.6% 38.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 249 120 369
% within DI
6 within DISC 67.5% 32.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 163 87 250
% within DISC
O.WI. I . 65.2% 34.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1435 857 2292
% within DI
6 within DISC 62.6% 37.4% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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In generd, students connecting to the campus network by cable modem were satisfied with

their access to the campus network. Their average satisfaction rating was 8.23. Table 43a shows that

the satisfaction of students with using a cable modem connect to the campus network was consstent

across classlevels.

Table 43a; Satisfaction with Accessto Campus Network Using a Cable Modem by Class

Level.

Q4B3B2 Satisfaction with Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using a Cable Modem

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 246 8.32 1.795 0 10
2 Upper Division 461 8.29 1.746 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 150 7.94 2.083 0 10
Total 857 8.23 1.826 0 10

There was dso consstency in the satisfaction levels of sudentsin different disciplines. Thisis

seen in Table 43b.
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Table 43b: Satisfaction with Accessto Campus Network Using a Cable Modem by Discipline.

Q4B3B2 Satisfaction with Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using a Cable Modem

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 31 8.77 1.023 7 10
2 Business 141 841 1.545 3 10
3 Education 60 8.07 2.007 2 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 82 8.13 1.838 1 10
5 Humanities 50 7.74 2.008 0 10
6 Science & Math 53 8.43 1.658 4 10
7 Behaviorad/Socia Sciences 175 8.14 1.960 0 10
8 Professiona/Technical 58 8.76 1.342 3 10
9 Undeclared 120 7.96 2.072 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 87 8.36 1.855 1 10
Total 857 8.23 1.826 0 10

Those accessing their campus network from off campus were asked if they connected using
DSL. A third (33.4%) of the students reported using DSL to connect to their campus network. This
varied depending on classlevel (p<.05). As Table 44a shows, the more advanced the student in terms

of classlevd, the lesslikely they were to use DSL to connect to their campus network.
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Table 44a;: Uses Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using DSL by Class Level.

Q4B3A3 Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus,

Using DSL
0 No 1Yes Totd
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 414 243 657
ClassLeve % within CLLEVEL
63.0% 37.0% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 788 395 1183
% within CLLEVEL
66.6% 33.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccdaureate Count 326 130 456
% within CLLEVEL
71.5% 28.5% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 1528 768 2296
% within CLLEVEL
66.6% 33.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve

Table 44b shows the percentage of studentsin different disciplines that connect to their campus
network by DSL. A review of the table reveds no satidicdly sgnificant differences in the percentage

of sudents usng DSL by discipline.
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Table 44b: Uses Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using DSL by Discipline.

Q4B3A3 Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus,

Usng DSL
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 66 29 95
Discipline O it
% within DISC
Division owiIn oS 69.5% 30.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
2 Business Count 205 121 326
O nit
Yowithin DISC 62.9% 37.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 115 50 165
% within DISC
- s 69.7% 30.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 129 64 193
Science Ofninr
% within DI
oWthin DISC 66.8% 33.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 72 48 120
% within DISC
- S 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 92 39 131
O niti
/o.Wl.thl.n DIS.C. . 70.2% 29.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behaviora/Social Sciences Count 320 174 494
% within DISC
o s 64.8% 35.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 102 51 153
Ofniti
/O.WI.thI.n DIS.C. . 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 257 112 369
Opnir
Yowithin DISC 69.6% 30.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 170 80 250
O nith
/O.Wl.thl.n DIS.C. . 68.0% 32.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1528 768 2296
% within DISC
o 66.6% 33.4% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Students using DSL to connect to campus were asked about their satisfaction with doing so.
These students were quite satisfied, as evidenced by the average satisfaction rating of 8.51. AsTable
45a shows, the students' satisfaction with connecting to campus by DSL was consistent across class

leves.

Table 45a: Satisfaction with Accessing the Campus Network Using DSL by Class Level.

Q4B3B3 Satisfaction with Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using DSL

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 243 8.67 1613 0 10
2 Upper Division 395 8.44 1.752 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 129 8.39 1.808 0 10
Total 767 851 1.721 0 10

Satisfaction with connecting to campus by using DSL was examined by discipline. There were
no differences by discipline in the sudents satisfaction with connecting to their campus network using

DSL. The stisfaction ratings by discipline are found in Table 45b.
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Table 45b: Satisfaction with Accessing the Campus Network Using DSL by Discipline.

Q4B3B3 Satisfaction with Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using DSL

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 29 8.86 1.217 6 10
2 Business 121 8.55 1.658 2 10
3 Education 50 8.50 1.632 2 10
ledi:geneen g/ Computer 8.23 1.892 0 10
5 Humanities 48 8.40 1.783 2 10
6 Science & Math 39 8.56 1.635 2 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 174 8.39 1.873 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 50 8.72 1.841 0 10
9 Undeclared 112 8.62 1.538 4 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 80 854 1.735 1 10
Tota 767 851 1721 0 10

Students connecting to their campus network from off campus were asked if they used an
ISDN line. Only five percent of the students reported using ISDN to connect to their campus network.
As Table 46 shows, there was no difference in use of ISDN to connect to campus by classlevd.

There were too few cases using ISDN to break down by discipline.
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Table 46: Uses Campus Network Using I SDN by Class Level.

Q4B3A4 Uses Campus
Network from Off-Campus,

Using ISDN
0 No 1 VYes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 617 30 647
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
95.4% 4.6% 100.0%
Class Level
2 Upper Division Count 1115 58 1173
% within CLLEVEL
95.1% 4.9% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 420 26 446
% within CLLEVEL
94.2% 5.8% 100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 2152 114 2266
% within CLLEVEL
95.0% 5.0% 100.0%
Class Level

The students reporting use of 1SDN lines to connect to their campus network expressed ahigh
degree of satisfaction, offering an average satisfaction rating of 8.03. However, as Table 47 makes

clear, stisfaction with connecting to campus by 1SDN was not contingent on class levd.

Table 47: Satisfaction with Accessing the Campus Network Using | SDN.

Q4B3B4 Satisfaction with Campus Network from Off-Campus, Using ISDN

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 30 7.93 2083 0 10
2 Upper Division 58 8.00 2.052 2 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 26 8.19 1721 3 10
Total 114 8.03 1975 0 10
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Online Resour ces

Students were asked about their use of and satisfaction with online resources. Specificaly, they
were asked if they used eectronic information resources such as online interlibrary loan, online
database searches, or online catalogs. Y ear of administration was related to the likelihood of using
online information resources (p<.01). Thisisseenin Table 48a While 81.8 percent of sudentsin

2001 used online information resources, this rose to 84.4 percent in 2003.

Table 48a: Uses Electronic I nformation Resources by Year.

Q1D1 Uses Electronic
Information Resources

0 No 1 Yes Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 580 2609 3189
% within ADMIN 18.2% 81.8% 100.0%
Administration
2 2003  Count 491 2651 3142
ZO dvr\:itr:]iistt]rgt?o':\/l IN 15.6% 84.4% 100.0%
Total Count 1071 5260 6331
% Wi.th.i " APM N 16.9% 83.1% 100.0%
Administration
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The likelihood that students reported using online information resources varied by class level
(p<.001). Table 48b showsthat post baccaaureste students were less likely to use eectronic

information resources than were the other students.

Table 48b: Uses Electronic I nformation Resour ces by Class L evel.

Q1D1 UsesElectronic
Information Resources

0 No 1VYes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 141 779 920
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
15.3% 84.7% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 208 1383 1591
% within CLLEVEL
13.1% 86.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccdaureate Count 142 489 631
% within CLLEVEL
22.5% 77.5% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 491 2651 3142
% within CLLEVEL
15.6% 84.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve

The likdihood of usng online information resources dso depended on discipline. Thisis
illustrated in Table 48c. Humanities and professiond/technical sudents were more likely to use online
information resources than were other sudents, and engineering and computer science students were

lesslikely to do so.
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Table 48c: Uses Electronic Information Resour ces by Discipline.

Q1D1 Uses Electronic
Information Resources

0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 21 112 133
Discipline Ot
% within DISC
wig 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline Division 15.8% 84.2% 100.0%
2 Business Count 68 379 447
% within DISC
- . 15.2% 84.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 41 189 230
% within DISC
oWtInBIS 17.8% 82.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 63 219 282
Science Ot
% within DISC
oW DL 22.3% 77.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 15 145 160
% within DISC
- . 9.4% 90.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 23 151 174
% within DISC
oWIRIN DL 13.2% 86.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 83 590 673
% within DI
bwithin DISC 12.3% 87.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 19 180 199
% within DISC
oWININDIS 9.5% 90.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 95 413 508
% within DISC
o o 18.7% 81.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 63 273 336
% within DI
bwithin DISC 18.8% 81.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 491 2651 3142
% within DISC
o Wit 15.6% 84.4% 100.0%

Discipline Division

CSU Tech Met Student 2003; SBRI

107



Students who said that they had used online information resources were asked about their
satisfaction with the quality of the online information resources. On the zero-to-ten satisfection scale,

the average rating in 2003 was 7.93. As Table 49a shows, thisis a dight increase from 2001 (p<.05).

Table 49a: Satisfaction with the Quality of Electronic Information Resources by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q1D1A Satisfaction with 1 2001 2602 7.81 1.697
Quiality of the Electronic
Information Resources 2 2003 2641 793 1.687

Students' ratings of satisfaction with the quaity of the online information resources were very

consgent acrossclasslevel. Thisisseenin Table 49b.

Table 49b: Satisfaction with the Quality of Electronic Information Resour ces by Class
Level.

QI1D1A Satisfaction with Quality of the Electronic Information Resources

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 776 7.97 1.644 0 10
2 Upper Division 1380 7.91 1714 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 485 7.93 1.679 0 10
Total 2641 7.93 1.687 0 10
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Similarly, the quality of the online information resources was rated congstently by students

across academic disciplines. Table 49c illugirates this point.

Table 49c: Satisfaction with the Quality of Electronic Information Resour ces by Discipline.

Q1D1A Satisfaction with Quality of the Electronic Information Resources

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 112 7.79 1.852 0 10
2 Business 378 7.98 1.679 0 10
3 Education 187 7.92 1719 2 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 219 7.83 1534 4 10
5 Humanities 144 7.87 1.703 1 10
6 Science & Math 150 7.99 1.618 3 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 590 7.99 1.760 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 180 7.89 1.613 2 10
9 Undeclared 411 7.84 1717 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 270 8.08 1592 2 10
Total 2641 7.93 1.687 0 10
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Those who used online information resources were also asked about their satisfaction with the
ease of use of the online information resources avalable through their campus library. The average
satisfaction rating with the ease of use of information in 2003 was 7.75, indicating that students were
rather satisfied. This represents a dight increase over the 7.59 rating in 2001 (p<.01), as shown in

Table 50a.

ible 50a: Satisfaction with the Ease of Use of the Electronic Information Resources by Y ez

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q1D1C satisfaction with Easeof 1 2001 2597 759 1.849
Use of Electronic Library Resources
through the Campus Library 2 2003 2640 7.75 1.769

The sudents leve of satisfaction with the ease of use of the online information resources did

not vary by classlevel. The students average levd of satisfaction by classlevd is shown in Table 50b.

Table 50b: Satisfaction with the Ease of Use of the Electronic Information Resour ces by
class Level.

Q1D1C satisfaction with Ease of Use of the Electronic Library Resources through the Campus

Library

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 774 7.75 1725 0 10
2 Upper Division 1381 7.78 1773 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 485 7.65 1.827 1 10
Total 2640 7.75 1.769 0 10
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Academic discipline was dso unrelated to students' satisfaction with the ease of use of the

online information resources. As Table 50c shows, satisfaction was high for sudentsin al disciplines.

Table 50c: Satisfaction with the Ease of Use of the Electronic I nformation Resour ces by
Discipline.

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

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum

1 Art 111 7.65 1.891 1 10
2 Business 379 7.79 1721 0 10
3 Education 187 754 1.767 1 10
4 Engineering/Computer

Sence 218 7.64 1.646 1 10
5 Humanities 144 7.60 1.966 0 10
6 Science & Math 151 7.99 1.653 3 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 589 7.74 1.853 0 10
8 Professiona/Technical 180 7.76 1.656 2 10
9 Undeclared 410 7.75 1.792 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 271 791 1.679 2 10
Total 2640 7.75 1.769 0 10
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Adminigtrative I nformation Systems

Students were asked if they used their campus online information System to get information
about regigration. Mogt (85.8%) of the students in 2003 reported using their campus online
information system to access information about regigration. Thisis adramétic increase over the

percentage of students gaining regigtration information onlinein 2001 (p<.001). Thisisseenin Table

Sla
Table 51a: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get Information about
Registration by Year.
Q3A2A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Registration
0 No 1Yes Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 1059 2135 3194
% within ADMIN 3390 66.8% 100.0%
Administration =7 o7 7
2 2003 Count 447 2700 3147
% within ADMIN 14.2% 85.8%¢ 100.0%
Administration i ©70 7
Total Count 1506 4835 6341
%o within ADMIN 23.8% 76.2% 100.0%
Administration e70 i 7
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The likelihood that students accessed informeation about regidtration online is displayed by class
levd in Table 51b. Thistable shows that there was no relationship between class levd and the

likelihood of using the campus online information system to get information about regisiration.

Table 51b: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get | nformation about Registration

by Class L evel.
Q3A2A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systemsto Get Information
about Registration
0 No 1Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 130 792 922
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
14.1% 85.9% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Division Count 210 1378 1588
% within CLLEVEL
13.2% 86.8% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 107 530 637
% within CLLEVEL
16.8% 83.2% 100.0%
Class Leve
Total Count 447 2700 3147
% within CLLEVEL
14.2% 85.8% 100.0%
Class Leve

The likdihood that students accessed regidration information online did vary by discipline
(p<.01). Mot notably, students in humanities were lesslikely than others to use campus online
information systems to get information about registration than were other sudents. Thisisseenin

Table5lc.
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Table51c: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get I nformation about Registration by

Discipline.
Q3A2A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Registration
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 21 111 132
Discipline % within DISC
Division L . 15.9% 84.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
2 Business Count 60 388 448
0
%6 within DISC 13.4% 86.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 42 189 231
% within DISC 18.2% 81.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division e e L0
4 Engineering/Computer Count 29 252 281
Science % within DISC
L S 10.3% 89.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 37 123 160
% within DISC
Lo S 23.1% 76.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 30 145 175
% within DISC
Lo S 17.1% 82.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences  Count 107 565 672
0 itk
% within DISC 15.9% 84.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 17 183 200
% within DISC
Lo S 8.5% 91.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 59 453 512
% within DISC
T - 11.5% 88.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 45 291 336
% within DISC
T S 13.4% 86.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 447 2700 3147
% within DISC
14.2% 85.8% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Those who reported using their campus online information system were asked how satisfied
they were with their online access to information about registration. Respondents were quite satisfied in
2003, giving an average satisfection rating of 8.10. As Table 52a shows, though, this does represent a

gmall decrease in satisfaction from 2001 (p<.01).

Table 52a: Satisfaction with Online Access to Registration Information by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q3A2B Satisfaction with 1 2001 2134 8.26 1.850
Online Access to Information
about Registration 2 2003 2698 8.10 2.075

Thelevd of satisfaction with online access to information about regigtration was qudified by
classlevel. That is, upper-divison students were more satisfied than were post-bacca aureate students.

Thisisillugrated in Table 52b.

Table 52b: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Registration Information by Class L evel.

Q3A2B Satisfaction with Online Access to Information about Registration

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Divison 791 8.09 1.968 0 10
2 Upper Division 1378 8.20 2011 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 529 784 2357 0 10
Total 2698 810 2075 0 10
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Table 52¢c shows the average satisfaction level s with online access to information about
registration. The table shows that satisfaction with access to online registration information did not

depend on academic discipline.

Table 52c: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Registration Information by Discipline.

Q3A2B Sdtisfaction with Online Access to Information about Registration

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum

1 Art 110 7.92 2.059 2 10
2 Business 388 811 1.995 0 10
3 Education 189 8.16 1.997 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer

Sence 252 8.00 2151 0 10
5 Humanities 123 8.15 1.906 0 10
6 Science & Math 145 8.06 2.261 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 564 8.12 2.046 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 183 8.28 2.050 0 10
9 Undeclared 453 8.08 2.100 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 291 8.05 2184 0 10
Total 2698 8.10 2,075 0 10
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Students were aso asked about use of their campus online information system to get
information about grades. 1n 2003, 87.9 percent of the students used their campus online information
system to get information about grades. Thisisaszableincrease over the 71.0 percent that accessed

their grades onlinein 2001 (p<.001). Thisisreveded in Table 53a

Table 53a: Uses Campus Online I nformation Systemsto Get Information about Grades by

Year.
Q3A3A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Grades
0 No 1VYes Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 925 2269 3194
%o within ADMIN 29.0% 71.0% 100.0%
Administration =70 o0 o0
2 2003 Count 382 2766 3148
%o within ADMIN 12.1% 87.9% 100.0%
Administration 70 o7 o0
Total Count 1307 5035 6342
O niehi
o within ADMIN 20.6% 79.4% 100.0%

Administration
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The likdihood that students used their campus online information system to get information
about grades varied by classleve in 2003 (p<.001), as Table 53b demongtrates. Post-bacca auresate

sudents were significantly lesslikely to access their grades online than were undergraduates.

Table 53b: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get |nformation about Grades by

Class Level.
Q3A3A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Grades
0 No 1Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 94 829 923
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
10.2% 89.8% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 160 1428 1588
% within CLLEVEL
10.1% 89.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 128 509 637
% within CLLEVEL
20.1% 79.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 382 2766 3148
% within CLLEVEL
12.1% 87.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve

Table 53c shows the percentage of students that reported accessing grade information using
their campus online information system in 2003. The table shows that accessing grade information
varied by discipline. Education sudents were the least likely to use their campus online information

system to access grades.
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Table 53c: Uses Campus Online I nformation Systemsto Get I nformation about Grades by

Discipline.
Q3A3A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Grades
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 17 116 133
Discipline O pithi
% within DISC
ivigl 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline Division 12.8% 87.2% 100.0%
2 Business Count 54 393 447
% within DISC
L L 12.1% 87.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 43 188 231
% within DISC
L L 18.6% 81.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 21 261 282
Science 9% within DISC
L L 7.4% 92.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 26 134 160
% within DISC
L L 16.3% 83.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 21 153 174
% within DISC
L L 12.1% 87.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 82 591 673
O n e
Yowithin DISC 12.2% 87.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 19 181 200
% within DISC 9.5% 90.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division 970 970 o0
9 Undeclared Count 53 459 512
% within DISC
Lo L 10.4% 89.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 46 290 336
% within DISC
Lo L 13.7% 86.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 382 2766 3148
% within DISC
12.1% 87.9% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Those accessing grade information on their campus online information system were asked about
how satisfied they were with online access to thisinformation. The satisfaction rating in 2003 was 8.60,
indicating ahigh level of satisfaction. Table 54a shows that thisis not gnificantly different from the

satisfaction rating in 2001.

Table 54a; Satisfaction with Online Accessto Grade Information by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Online Access to
Information about Grades 2 2003 2763 8.60 1.873

The average satisfaction levels with online access to grades in 2003 are displayed in Table 54b
broken down by classlevel. Thetable revedsthat there were no red differences in satisfaction by

cdasslevd.

Table 54b: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Grade Information by Class Level.

Q3A3B Satisfaction with Online Access to Information about Grades

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 828 8.64 1811 0 10
2 Upper Division 1426 861 1.874 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 509 854 1.968 0 10
Total 2763 8.60 1.873 0 10
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Students average levels of satisfaction with online access to grade information by disciplinein

2003 are displayed in Table 54c. This table shows no sgnificant differences in satisfaction by academic

discipline.

Table 54c: Satisfaction with Online Access to Grade Information by Discipline.

Q3A3B Sdtisfaction with Online Access to Information about Grades

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 116 8.54 1.805 0 10
2 Business 392 8.68 1.786 0 10
3 Education 188 8.69 1.841 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 261 849 1.939 0 10
5 Humanities 133 8.50 1.869 2 10
6 Science & Math 153 8.54 1.993 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 591 8.56 1.893 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 181 8.68 1.943 0 10
9 Undeclared 458 8.70 1778 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 290 8.55 1.981 0 10
Total 2763 8.60 1.873 0 10

Respondents were asked about using campus online information systems to get information
regarding financiad aid. Table 55a shows that 40.7 percent of the students said they had used their
online information system to get student aid information in 2003. Thiswas a substantia increase over
the 28.8 percent in 2001 that had accessed financid ad information through their campus online

information system (p<.001).
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Table 55a: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get Information about Financial

Aid by Year.

Q3A4A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Financia Aid

0 No 1 Yes Total

ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 2273 918 3191

% within ADMIN 71.2% 28.8% 100.0%

Administration e o7 =0

2 2003 Count 1853 1274 3127

% within ADMIN 50.3% 40.7% 100.0%

Administration 270 70 i

Total Count 4126 2192 6318
% within ADMIN

65.3% 34.7% 100.0%

Administration

Table 55b shows the percentage of respondents who used their campus online information

system to gain information regarding financia aid by classlevd. Asthe table shows, the likelihood thet

asudent obtained financia ad information from their campus online information system depended on

their classleve (p<.001). Lower-divison students were more likely than upper-divison sudents to

obtain financid ad information from their campus online information system, and both were much more

likely than post-baccal aureate students to do so.
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Table 55b: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get I nformation about Financial Aid

by Class Level.
Q3A4A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Financia Aid
0 No 1 Yes Totd
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 475 445 920
Class Leve 9% within CLLEVEL
51.6% 48.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 924 652 1576
% within CLLEVEL
58.6% 41.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 454 177 631
% within CLLEVEL
71.9% 28.1% 100.0%
Class Leve
Total Count 1853 1274 3127
O nit
Yowithin CLLEVEL 50.3% 40.7% 100.0%
ClassLeve

The percentage of studentsin 2003 that used their campus online information system to gain
information regarding financia ad is displayed in Table 55¢ by discipline. The table shows thet online

access of financid ad information did not vary by discipline.
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Table55c: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get Information about Financial Aid by

Discipline.
Q3A4A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Financial Aid
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 72 59 131
Discipline % within DISC
Division Lo L 55.0% 45.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
2 Business Count 281 161 442
% within DISC
L L 63.6% 36.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 154 76 230
% within DISC 67.0% 33.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division e e 20
4 Engineering/Computer Count 163 117 280
Science 9 within DISC
Lo S 58.2% 41.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 102 58 160
O i
Y% within DISC 63.8% 36.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 97 75 172
% within DISC
L S 56.4% 43.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences  Count 387 282 669
% within DISC
Lo S 57.8% 42.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 116 82 198
% within DISC 58.6% 41.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division 70 0 LR
9 Undeclared Count 292 219 511
% within DISC
Lo L 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 189 145 334
% within DISC
Lo S 56.6% 43.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1853 1274 3127
% within DISC
59.3% 40.7% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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The students who had accessed financid aid information from their campus online information
system gave ratings of how satisfied they were with their access to thisinformation. In 2003, the
average satidaction rating was 7.92, indicating a high leve of satisfaction. As Table 56ashows, thisis

not different from the satisfaction leve in 2001.

Table 56a: Satisfaction with Online Access to Financial Aid Information by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q3A4B Satisfaction with 1 2001 915 7.99 1.978
Online Accessto Information
about Financial Aid 2 2003 1272 7.92 2017

Satisfaction with their campus online access to information about financid aid was congsently
high across each classlevel. Table 56b shows the average satisfaction rating for each classlevd in

2003.

Table 56b: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Financial Aid Information by Class Level.

Q3A4B Satisfaction with Online Access to Information about Financia Aid

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 444 8.01 1.760 1 10
2 Upper Division 651 7.93 2.048 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 177 7.64 2448 0 10
Total 1272 7.92 2.017 0 10
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Satisfaction with their campus online access to information about financid aid was dso
congstent across academic discipline. The average satisfaction ratings by discipline are shown in Table

56c.

Table 56¢: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Financial Aid Information by Discipline.

Q3A4B Satisfaction with Online Access to Information about Financia Aid

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 59 7.81 2.240 0 10
2 Business 160 8.07 1.936 0 10
3 Education 76 8.25 1.856 3 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Science 117 7.73 1.946 1 10
5 Humanities 57 7.61 2.051 1 10
6 Science & Math 75 8.12 1.889 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socid Sciences 282 7.91 2.082 0 10
8 Professiona/Technical 82 7.88 2134 0 10
9 Undeclared 219 7.86 1.956 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 145 7.90 2111 1 10
Total 1272 7.92 2.017 0 10
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Usage of campus online information systems to get information about billing was aso assessed.
In 2003, 40.1 percent of the students said they had accessed billing information on their campus online
information system. As Table 57a shows, thisis double the percentage of students accessing billing

information online as did so in 2001 (p<.001).

Table 57a: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get I nformation about Billing by

Year.
Q3A5A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Billing

0 No 1Yes Tota
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 2558 634 3192
% within ADMIN 80.1% 19.9% 100.0%
Administration 70 970 70
2 2003 Count 1881 1257 3138
% within ADMIN 59.9% 40.1% 100.0%
Administration 70 70 S0
Total Count 4439 1891 6330
%o within ADMIN 70.1% 29.9% 100.0%
Administration 70 =70 =0
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Use of campus online information systlems to get information about billing is displayed in Table
57b by dasslevd. Asthetable shows, gaining billing information from campus online information

sysems was unrelated to classlevd.

Table 57b: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get Information about Billing by

Class L evel.
Q3A5A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Billing
0 No 1Yes Tota
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 544 376 920
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
59.1% 40.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 944 641 1585
O nithi
% within CLLEVEL 50.6% 40.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 393 240 633
% within CLLEVEL
62.1% 37.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 1881 1257 3138
% within CLLEVEL
59.9% 40.1% 100.0%
ClassLeve

Obtaining information about billing from the campus online information systems was dso
independent of academic discipline. Table 57¢ shows the likelihood of getting billing information online

isthe same across disciplines.
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Table 57¢: Uses Campus Onlinelnformation Systemsto Get I nformation about Billing by

Discipline.
Q3A5A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Billing
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 80 53 133
D!SFI P“ne % within DISC 60.2% 39.8% 100.0%
Division Discipline Division e 70 7
2 Business Count 261 183 444
% within DISC
I L 58.8% 41.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 145 85 230
% within DISC
P L 63.0% 37.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 154 127 281
Science % within DISC
T L 54.8% 45.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 92 68 160
% within DISC
I L 57.5% 42.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 102 73 175
% within DISC
I L 58.3% 41.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 409 262 671
% within DISC
T L 61.0% 39.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 124 75 199
% within DISC
T L 62.3% 37.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 309 201 510
% within DISC
e 60.6% 39.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 205 130 335
o i
Yowithin DISC 61.2% 38.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1881 1257 3138
% within DISC
59.9% 40.1% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Students gating that they used thelr campus online information system to obtain billing
information aso indicated how satisfied they were with the online access to information about billing. In
2003, the average satifaction level was 8.16. Thisis not Sgnificantly different from the satisfaction

level in 2001, as Table 58a shows.

Table 58a: Satisfaction with Online Access to Billing Information by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Online Accessto
Information about Billing 2 2003 1257 8.16 1.955

Table 58b digplays the satisfaction levels with online access to billing information through the
campus onlineinformation system by classlevel. As can be seenin thistable, satisfaction did not vary
by dass satisfaction levels with online access to hilling information through the campus online

information system by level.

Table 58b: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Billing Information by Class Level.

Q3AS5B_Satisfaction with Online Access to Information about Billing

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 376 8.16 1.787 1 10
2 Upper Division 641 8.18 1.974 1 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 240 8.08 2152 0 10
Total 1257 8.16 1955 0 10
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Sidfaction levels with online access to hilling information through the campus online
information system are displayed in Table 58c by academic discipline. Asthe table shows, satisfaction

was not related to discipline.

Table 58c: Satisfaction with Online Access to Billing Information by Discipline.

Q3A5B Satisfaction with Online Access to Information about Billing

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 53 7.96 1.818 3 10
2 Business 183 8.27 1.870 1 10
3 Education 85 8.24 2.255 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 127 7.92 2.155 1 10
5 Humanities 68 7.75 2147 0 10
6 Science & Math 73 8.12 1.929 2 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 262 8.31 1762 2 10
8 Professional/Technical 75 845 1.605 4 10
9 Undeclared 201 8.03 2.066 1 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 130 8.19 1.985 1 10
Total 1257 8.16 1.955 0 10
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The likelihood of using the campus online information system to get information about progress
toward their degree changed from 2001 to 2003 (p<.001). Table 59a shows that the likelihood of
getting progress toward degree information increased significantly in 2003 to over athird (36.7%) of

the students.

Table 59a: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get Information about Progress
toward Degree by Year.

Q3A7A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Progress Towards

Degree
0 No 1VYes Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 2471 714 3185
%o within ADMIN 77.6% 22 4% 100.0%
Administration o7 0 o7
2 2003 Count 1977 1146 3123
% within ADMIN 63.3% 36.7% 100.0%
Administration =70 70 o7
Total Count 4448 1860 6308
% within ADMIN
70.5% 29.5% 100.0%

Administration

The likelihood of accessing information about progress toward their degree through the campus
online information system was related to class level (p<.001). Table 59b shows that post
baccd aureate sudents were congderably less likely to use the campus online information system to get

information about progress toward their degree than were undergraduate students.
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Table 59b: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get Information about Progress
toward Degree by Class Level.

Q3A7A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Progress Towards

Degree
0 No 1 Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 588 331 919
Class Leve O
% within CLLEVEL 64.0% 36.0% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 946 628 1574
% within CLLEVEL
60.1% 39.9% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 443 187 630
% within CLLEVEL
70.3% 29.7% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 1977 1146 3123
% within CLLEVEL
63.3% 36.7% 100.0%
ClassLeve

Using the campus online information system to get information about progress toward their
degree was dso associated with academic discipline (p<.01). Engineering and computer science
students were more likely to get information about their progress to their degree online than were other
sudents, while undeclared and interdisciplinary students were less likely to get information about

progress to degree online. Thisisseenin Table 59c¢.
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Table 59c: Uses Campus Online Information Systemsto Get | nformation about Progresstoward

Degree by Discipline.

Q3A7A Uses Campus
Online Information
Systems to Get Information
about Progress Towards

Degree
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 80 52 132
Discipline % within DISC
Division Discipline Division 60.6% 39.4% 100.0%
2 Business Count 280 164 444
% within DISC
L o 63.1% 36.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 155 73 228
% within DISC
L o 68.0% 32.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 155 121 276
Science % within DISC
L o 56.2% 43.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 96 63 159
O vriri
Yowithin DISC 60.4% 39.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 106 68 174
% within DISC
L o 60.9% 39.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 410 260 670
% within DISC
L o 61.2% 38.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 115 83 198
% within DISC
L o 58.1% 41.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 350 159 509
O riri
Yowithin DISC 68.8% 31.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 230 103 333
% within DISC
L . 69.1% 30.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1977 1146 3123
% within DISC
63.3% 36.7% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Students' satisfaction with their online access to information about their progress to their degree
was asessed. The average leve of satisfaction with online access to information about progressto
degree was 7.67 in 2003. As can be seen in Table 60a, this represents a dight decrease in satisfaction

from 2001 (p<.05).

Table 60a: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Progresstoward Degree | nfor matior

by Year.
ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q3A7B Satisfaction with 1 2001 713 7.901 1.980
Online Access to Information
about Progress toward Degree 2 2003 1143 7.67 2115

Satisfaction levels with online access to information about their progress to their degree was
dependent on the student’ s class level. Table 60b shows that post baccal aureate sudents were more
satisfied than upper-divison students with the access to information on their progress toward their
degree (p<.05).

Table 60b: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Progresstoward Degree I nformation by
Class Level.

Q3A7B Satisfaction with Online Access to Information about Progress toward Degree

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 330 7.69 1.936 0 10
2 Upper Division 626 7.55 2204 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureste 187 805 2076 0 10
Total 1143 7.67 2115 0 10
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Table 60c shows the satisfaction levels with online access to information about their progressto

their degree by academic discipline. Satisfaction with access to thisinformation did not vary by

discipline.

Table 60c: Satisfaction with Online Accessto Progresstoward Degree Information by
Discipline.

Q3A7B Satisfaction with Online Access to Information about Progress toward Degree

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 52 7.69 1721 3 10
2 Business 163 8.00 1.895 0 10
3 Education 73 8.27 1677 4 10
;ig”eermg/comp”ta 121 7.33 2.200 1 10
5 Humanities 63 7.83 1.947 0 10
6 Science & Math 67 7.49 2.149 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 259 7.47 2271 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 83 7.83 2.077 1 10
9 Undeclared 159 7.61 2.202 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 103 7.59 2.268 0 10
Total 1143 7.67 2115 0 10
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Help and Technical Support

Students were asked about their use of different modes of help with computer hardware and
software. They were asked if they had used (1) atelephone cal center or online help desk, (2) a
campus wak-in help desk, (3) computer lab saff, or (4) other students. For each of these modes of

help that the students used, the student’ s satisfaction with that help was assessed.

Telephone Call Center or Online Help Desk
Table 61a shows that over athird (35.0%) of the students in 2003 had used their campus
telephone cdl center or online help desk. Thisisadgnificant increase from the 25.5 percent of the

students reporting use of their telephone cal center or online help desk in 2001 (p<.001).
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Table 61a: Used Telephone Call Center or Online Campus Help Desk by Year.

Q4A4 1 Telephone Call
Center Used or Online

Campus Help Desk
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total

ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 1403 479 1882
%o within ADMIN 74.5% 25 5% 100.0%

Administration 70 70 =70

2 2003 Count 1880 1014 2894

% within ADMIN 65.0% 35,00 100.0%

Administration e =70 =70

Total Count 3283 1493 4776
%o within ADMIN 68.7% 31.3% 100.0%

Administration 70 o7 =70

Use of the campus telephone cal centers or online help desks dso varied by classlevd in 2003
(p<.01). Lower-divison students were consderably more likely to make use of the telephone call

center or online help desk than were other students. Thisisseenin Table 61b.
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Table 61b: Used Telephone Call Center or Online Campus Help Desk by Class Level.

Q4A4_1 Telephone Call
Center Used or Online

Campus Help Desk
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 526 353 879
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
59.8% 40.2% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Division Count 1001 496 1497
% within CLLEVEL
66.9% 33.1% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 353 165 518
% within CLLEVEL
68.1% 31.9% 100.0%
Class Leve
Total Count 1880 1014 2894
% within CLLEVEL
65.0% 35.0% 100.0%
Class Leve

There was al'so some variation in 2003 in the use of the telephone cal center or online help
desk by academic discipline (p<.05), asindicated in Table 61c. Specificdly, interdisciplinary studies
sudents were more likely than othersto get help from their campus telephone cal center or online help

desk.
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Table61c: Used Telephone Call Center or Online CampusHelp Desk by Discipline.

Q4A4_1 Telephone Call

Center Used or Online

Campus Help Desk
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DISC 1 Art Count 90 38 128
D@'P“ne % within DISC 70.3% 29.7% 100.0%
Division Discipline Division 7 P o
2 Business Count 275 140 415
% within DISC
owithin ISt 66.3% 33.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 134 66 200
% within DISC
o o 67.0% 33.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 189 81 270
Science O it
% within DISC
owitin Bk 70.0% 30.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 91 53 144
% within DISC
L o 63.2% 36.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 114 50 164
% within DISC
o L 69.5% 30.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 399 228 627
% within DISC
O.WI. I. L 63.6% 36.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 112 66 178
% within DISC
owitin ISt 62.9% 37.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 300 154 454
% within DI
owIhinDISC 66.1% 33.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 176 138 314
% within DISC
owitin Bk 56.1% 43.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1880 1014 2894
% within DISC
owitin 65.0% 35.0% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Those making use of the telephone cal center or online help desk were asked about their
satisfaction with the telephone call center or online help desk services. Table 62a shows that sudents
were fairly satisfied with the telephone call center or online help desk services, and that there was no

difference in satisfaction leves between 2001 and 2003.

Table 62a: Satisfaction with Telephone Call Centersor Online Help Desks by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q4A4_1S Satisfaction with 1 2001

354 7.63 2.297
Telephone Call Centers or
Online Campus Help Desk 2 2003

Satisfaction with the telephone cal center or online help desk servicesis displayed in Table 62b
by classlevel. The table shows that satisfaction with the telephone cal center or online help desk
sarvices did not vary by casslevd.

Table 62b: Satisfaction with Telephone Call Centersor Online Help Desks by Class
Level.

Q4A4 1S Satisfaction with Telephone Call Centers or Online Campus Help Desk Services

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 349 7.56 1.800 1 10
2 Upper Division 481 759 1.922 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureste 164 7.38 2379 0 10
Total 9% 7.55 1.964 0 10
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Satisfaction with the telephone call center or online help desk services was aso consstent

across academic discipline. Thisisillusrated in Table 62c.

Table 62c: Satisfaction with Telephone Call Centersor Online Help Desks by Discipline.

Q4A4 1S Satisfaction with Telephone Call Centers or Online Campus Help Desk Services

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 36 7.64 1.930 3 10
2 Business 138 7.56 1.910 0 10
3 Education 66 7.26 2.349 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Saence 80 7.45 1.868 4 10
5 Humanities 52 7.90 1.537 4 10
6 Science & Math 48 7.75 1.851 1 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 222 7.58 1.968 1 10
8 Professiond/Technical 64 7.50 1.755 2 10
9 Undeclared 152 7.36 1.889 1 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 136 7.68 2.230 0 10
Total 994 7.55 1.964 0 10
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Wak-in Help Desk

Nearly athird (32.7%) of the students in 2003 indicated that they had made use of their
campus wak-in help desk. Thisisasgnificant increase over the percentage of students using awak-in
help desk in 2001 (p<.001). Table 63a shows that the percentage of students using awalk-in help

desk increased from 27.7 percent in 2001.

Table 63a: Used Campus Walk-In Help Desk by Year.

Q4A4 2 Campus Walk-In

Help Desk Used
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 1609 615 2224
% Wi.th.i n APM N 72.3% 27.7% 100.0%
Administration
2 2003 Count 1947 947 2894
OA/” d"r:itr:i;r; IE())':]" N 67.3% 32.7% 100.0%
Total Count 3556 1562 5118
% Wi.th.i n APM N 69.5% 30.5% 100.0%
Administration

The percentage of students in 2003 that used awalk-in help desk is shown in Table 63b by
classlevel. Classlevd was associated with the likelihood of getting hep from awak-in help desk
(p<.05). Specificdly, post-baccalaureate students were less likely than other studentsto seek help

from a campus wak-in help desk.
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Table 63b: Used Campus Walk-In Help Desk by Class L evel.

Q4A4 2 CampusWalk-In

Help Desk Used
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 574 305 879
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
65.3% 34.7% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 997 500 1497
% within CLLEVEL
66.6% 33.4% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 376 142 518
% within CLLEVEL
72.6% 27.4% 100.0%
Class Leve
Total Count 1947 947 2894
O nit
Yowithin CLLEVEL 67.3% 27% 100.0%

Class Leve

The likelihood of usng a campus wak-in help desk was dso qudified by the sudents
academic discipline (p<.05). Table 63c shows that education as well as science and math students
were less likely to have used a campus wak-in help desk. Conversdly, interdisciplinary studies

students were more likely than other students to use awalk-in help desk.
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Table63c: Used CampusWalk-In Help Desk by Discipline.

Q4A4 2 Campus Wak-In
Help Desk Used
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DISC 1 Art Count 87 41 128
Discipline O it
% within DISC
vid 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline Division 68.0% 32.0% 100.0%
2 Business Count 279 136 415
O nith
Yowithin DISC 67.2% 32.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 150 50 200
O nith
owithin DISC 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 191 79 270
Science O nish
/O.Wl.thl.n DIS.C. . 70.7% 29.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 98 46 144
% within DISC
L S 68.1% 31.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 121 43 164
% within DISC
L S 73.8% 26.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behaviora/Social Sciences Count 415 212 627
O nith
Yowithin DISC 66.2% 33.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 113 65 178
O rith
owithin DISC 63.5% 36.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 302 152 454
% within DI
oWthin DISC 66.5% 33.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 191 123 314
% within DISC
O.Wl. I. L 60.8% 39.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1947 947 2894
% within DISC
67.3% 32.7% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Those students who had used a campus walk-in help desk were asked to indicate their level of
satisfaction with the walk-in help desk services. Generdly, studentsin 2003 were quite satisfied with
the wak-in help desks. Thisis evidenced by the 8.04 satisfaction rating displayed in Table 64a. This

was virtudly the same satisfaction rating asin 2001.

Table 64a; Satisfaction with Walk-in Help Desk by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q4A4_2S Sdtisfaction 1 2001 614 8.09 1.917
with Campus Walk-in
Help Desk Services 2 2003 943 8.04 1.769

The average satisfaction ratings students gave to the campus wak-in help desk services are
displayed in Table 64b by classlevd. Asthe table shows, satisfaction with walk-in help desk services

did not vary by dasslevd.

Table 64b: Satisfaction with Walk-in Help Desk by Class L evel.

Q4A4 2S Satisfaction with Campus Walk-in Help Desk Services

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 305 8.06 1.658 2 10
2 Upper Division 496 8.00 1.863 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 142 8.13 1.664 3 10
Total 93 8.04 1.769 0 10
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Table 64c provides the average satisfaction ratings students gave to the campus wak-in help
desk services by academic discipline. Students satisfaction ratings with their campus wak-in help

desk services were unrelated to discipline.

Table 64c: Satisfaction with Walk-in Help Desk by Discipline.

Q4A4 2S Satisfaction with Campus Walk-in Help Desk Services

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 40 8.07 1.623 4 10
2 Business 136 8.06 1.645 0 10
3 Education 50 7.84 1.503 5 10
;d';"g'enee”nglcompmer 79 7.90 1.837 0 10
5 Humanities 46 817 1.755 2 10
6 Science & Math 43 8.09 1.645 2 10
7 Behaviord/Socid Sciences 209 8.03 2.006 0 10
8 Professiond/Technica 65 7.95 1772 2 10
9 Undeclared 152 8.19 1.585 3 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 123 7.95 1.868 1 10
Total 943 8.04 1.769 0 10
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Computer Lab Staff
The most popular mode of help among students was the campus computer lab staff. 1n 2003,
61.1 percent of the sudents sought help from computer lab gaff. As Table 65a shows, thisisalarge

increase over the 40.1 percent of students seeking help from their campus computer 1ab staff in 2001

(p<.001).
Table 65a: Used Computer Lab Staff by Year.
Q4A4 3 Computer Lab Staff
Used
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 1515 1015 2530
% within ADMIN 50.9% 40.1% 100.0%
Administration o7 7 o7
2 2003 Count 1127 1767 2894
% within ADMIN 38.9% 61.1% 100.0%
Administration =70 70 =70
Tota Count 2642 2782 5424
% within ADMIN
48.7% 51.3% 100.0%

Administration
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Use of the campus computer lab staff is broken down by classlevd in Table 65b for the 2003
data. Thetable shows that use of computer lab staff was dependent on class level (p<.001). Upper-
divison students were more likely than both lower-divison and post baccalaureate students to make

use of their campus computer |ab staff.

Table 65b: Used Computer Lab Staff by Class L evel.

Q4A4 3 Computer Lab Staff

Used
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Tota
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 382 497 879
ClassLeve % within CLLEVEL
43.5% 56.5% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 521 976 1497
% within CLLEVEL
34.8% 65.2% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 224 294 518
% within CLLEVEL 43.0% 56.8% 100.0%
Class LQ/ d . 0 . 0 . (1)
Total Count 1127 1767 2894
% within CLLEVEL
38.9% 61.1% 100.0%
ClassLeve

Table 65¢ digplays the percentage of students in 2003 within each academic discipline that
made use of their campus computer |ab staff. Use of the computer lab staff was not related to

academic discipline.
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Table 65¢: Used Computer Lab Staff by Discipline.

Q4A4_3 Computer Lab Staff

Used
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DISC 1 Art Count 44 84 128
Discipline O it
% within DISC
vig 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline Division 34.4% 65.6% 100.0%
2 Business Count 153 262 415
% within DISC
o L 36.9% 63.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 83 117 200
O nith
Yowithin DISC 41.5% 58.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 102 168 270
Science % within DISC
Lo L 37.8% 62.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 62 82 144
O nith
/O.Wl.thl.n DIS.C. . 43.1% 56.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 65 99 164
% within DI
oWthin DISC 39.6% 60.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behaviora/Social Sciences Count 243 384 627
% within DISC
- L 38.8% 61.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technica Count 78 100 178
% within DI
owithin DISC 43.8% 56.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 167 287 454
% within DISC
oW IS 36.8% 63.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 130 184 314
% within DISC
- L 41.4% 58.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1127 1767 2894
% within DISC
y 38.9% 61.1% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Students who had sought help from their campus computer |ab staff were asked how satisfied
they were with the services they recaived from the computer lab staff. Generdly, satisfaction was high.
In 2003 the average satisfaction rating was 7.93, asshown in Table 66a. Thisrating is not sgnificantly

different from the rating in 2001.

Table 66a: Satisfaction with Computer Lab Services by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q4A4_3S Satisfactionwith 1 2001 1011 8.05 1.043
Computer Lab Siaff Services 5 o3 1751 7.03 1818

Satisfaction with computer lab staff services was dso compared by class level in 2003.
Students' satisfaction with the help services provided by the computer 1ab staff did not vary by class

levd, as shown in Table 66b.

Table 66b: Satisfaction with Computer Lab Services by Class L evel.

Q4A4 3S Satisfaction with Computer Lab Staff Services

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 493 805 1.800 0 10
2 Upper Division 970 7.90 1.796 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 288 784 1918 1 10
Total 1751 793 1818 0 10
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Table 66¢ shows the students' ratings of satisfaction with their campus computer |ab saff’s
sarvices broken down by academic discipline in 2003. As the table shows, satisfaction with the

computer lab saff help services was consstent across disciplines.

Table 66c: Satisfaction with Computer Lab Services by Discipline.

Q4A4 3S Satisfaction with Computer Lab Staff Services

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 83 8.18 1.661 3 10
2 Business 260 7.84 1.716 2 10
3 Education 115 8.16 1.684 4 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 165 7.65 1977 0 10
5 Humanities 82 7.93 1871 2 10
6 Science & Math 97 8.15 1.488 4 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 382 7.93 1.863 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 99 7.83 2.138 0 10
9 Undeclared 285 7.97 1.706 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 183 7.95 1.972 1 10
Total 1751 7.93 1.818 0 10
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Other Students

In 2003, students were asked if they had received help with computer hardware or software
from other students. Nearly hdf (46.4%) of the students indicated that they had received help from
other students. Table 67a shows that class level was associated with the likelihood that a student would
get help from other students (p<.001). The more advanced the student, the less likely the sudent was

to recaive help from other students.

Table 67a: Received Help from Other Students by Class Level.

Q4A4_4 Other Students

0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 436 443 879
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
49.6% 50.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 798 699 1497
% within CLLEVEL
53.3% 46.7% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 317 201 518
% within CLLEVEL
61.2% 38.8% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 1551 1343 2894
% within CLLEVEL
53.6% 46.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve

The percentage of students receiving help from other students was examined by academic
discipline. Table 67b shows that the percentages of sudents getting help from other students did not

vary by academic disciplinein 2003.
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Table 67b: Received Help from Other Students by Discipline.

Q4A4_4 Other Students

0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DISC 1 Art Count 66 62 128
Dfﬂ_?l_p“ne % within DISC 51.6% 48.4% 100.0%
Division Discipline Division 070 70 70
2 Business Count 221 194 415
O it
/0. w!th!n DI SC . 53.3% 46.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 111 89 200
% within DI
bwithin DISC 55.5% 44.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 133 137 270
Science .
0,
Yo within DISC 49.3% 50.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 84 60 144
% within DISC
o o 58.3% 41.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 90 74 164
% within DISC
L L 54.9% 45.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 354 273 627
% within DISC
o o 56.5% 43.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 82 96 178
O ri b
Y6 within DISC 46.1% 53.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 245 209 454
O i
Yo within DISC 54.0% 46.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 165 149 314
O ri b
o within DISC 52.5% 47.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 1551 1343 2894
% within DISC
53.6% 46.4% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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The students reporting that they received help from other sudents were asked about their

satisfaction with means of obtaining help in 2003. Students were generdly satidfied, asindicated by the

average satisfaction rating of 7.70. Satisfaction by classleve is presented in Table 68a. Thetable

reveds no Sgnificant variation in stisfaction by classleve.

Table 68a: Satisfaction with Help from Other Students by Class Level.

Q4A4_4S Satisfaction with Help of Other Students

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 443 7.78 1651 2 10
2 Upper Division 697 7.70 1761 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 200 753 1810 2 10
Tota 1340 7.70 1733 0 10

Students satisfaction with receiving computer help from other sudents was consistent across

academic disciplines. Table 68b shows the average satisfaction level of students with receiving help

from other students broken down by academic discipline.
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Table 68b: Satisfaction with Help from Other Students by Discipline.

Q4A4 A4S Satisfaction with Help of Other Students

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 62 1.47 1501 4 10
2 Business 192 7.71 1.690 2 10
3 Education 89 7.60 1.976 2 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 137 7.93 1.639 3 10
5 Humanities 60 7.93 1.326 5 10
6 Science & Math 74 7.72 1.817 1 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 273 7.60 1.949 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 95 745 1.815 2 10
9 Undeclared 209 7.63 1.624 2 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 149 7.99 1.555 4 10
Total 1340 7.70 1733 0 10

Training

Participation in Training

Students were asked a number of questions regarding participation in and satisfaction with
computer training programs amed at improving basic computer skills. They were asked how important
they believed these programs are. Overdl, studentsin 2003 rated such training programsto be very

important, offering an average importance rating of 8.48. Thiswas dightly lower than the importance
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rating that students gave to training programs for improving basic computer skillsin 2001 (p<.01). This

isshown in Table 69a.

Table 69a: Importance of Computer Skills Training Programs by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q4A7 Importance of 1 2001 3186 8.61 1.943
Campus-Based Training
Activities or Programs 2 2003 3138 8.48 1.972

Table 69b presents the average ratings sudents in 2003 gave to basic computer skills training
programs separately for sudents at different classlevels. The table reveds no differences in importance

ratings for gudents a different classlevels

Table 69b: Importance of Computer Skills Training Programs by Class L evel.

Q4A7 Importance of Campus-Based Training Activities or Programs

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 919 8.37 1.881 0 10
2 Upper Division 1588 852 1.959 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 631 854 2127 0 10
Total 3138 848 1972 0 10
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The importance students attached to computer training programs aimed at improving basic
computer skills depended on academic discipline. Table 69¢ shows that Sudents in engineering and
computer science considered computer training programs amed a improving basic computer skills as

lessimportant than did behaviora and socia sciences students.

Table 69c: Importance of Computer Skills Training Programs by Discipline.

Q4A7 Importance of Campus-Based Training Activities or Programs

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 133 8.29 1.934 0 10
2 Business 448 8.48 1.872 0 10
3 Education 230 8.56 1.837 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 279 8.04 2.343 0 10
5 Humanities 160 8.55 1.869 2 10
6 Science & Math 175 8.49 1.956 0 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 672 8.60 1.952 0 10
8 Professiona/Technical 200 8.46 2.064 0 10
9 Undeclared 508 8.46 1.967 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 333 8.63 1.885 0 10
Total 3138 8.48 1.972 0 10
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While students regarded basic computer skills training programs as important, only 13.8% of
the students in 2003 participated in these training programs. As Table 70ailludrates, thisissmilar to

the participation rate of studentsin 2001.

Table 70a: Participated in Training Activities or Programsto Improve Computer

Skillsby Year.
Q4ATA Participated in
Training Activities or
Programsto Improve
Computer Skills
0 No 1Yes Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 2722 473 3195
% within ADMIN 85.2% 14.8% 100.0%
Administration =7 °7 i
2 2003 Count 2718 435 3153
% within ADMIN 86.2% 13.8% 100.0%
Administration i o7 i
Total Count 5440 908 6348
% within ADMIN
85.7% 14.3% 100.0%

Administration
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Participation in basic computer skillstraining by students at different classlevelsis presented in
Table 70b. Students at dl class levels were about equdly likely to participate in training programs to

improve their basic computer skills.

Table 70b: Participated in Training Activities or Programsto Improve Computer Skills by

Class Level.
Q4ATA Participated in
Training Activities or
Programsto Improve
Computer Skills
0 No 1 Yes Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 815 109 924
Class Leve 9% within CLLEVEL
88.2% 11.8% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 1358 234 1592
O nith
o within CLLEVEL 85.3% 14.7% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 545 92 637
% within CLLEVEL
85.6% 14.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Tota Count 2718 435 3153
% within CLLEVEL
86.2% 13.8% 100.0%
ClassLeve

The likelihood that students participated in training to improve their basic computer skillswas
aso examined by academic discipline. Participation in computer skills training was not concomitant

with academic discipline as Table 70c demongirates.
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Table 70c: Participated in Training Activitiesor Programsto I mprove Computer Skills by

Discipline.
Q4AT7A Participated in
Training Activities or
Programs to Improve
Computer Skills
0 No 1 Yes Total
DISC 1 Art Count 112 21 133
e % within DISC 84.2% 15.8% 100.0%
Division Discipline Division 2% 8% 0%
2 Business Count 381 68 449
% within DISC
L L 84.9% 15.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 194 38 232
% within DISC
L L 83.6% 16.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 243 38 281
Science % within DISC
Lo L 86.5% 13.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 141 19 160
% within DI
bwithin DISC 88.1% 11.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 156 19 175
% within DISC
Lo L 89.1% 10.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 581 93 674
% within DISC
T L 86.2% 13.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 178 23 201
% within DISC
L L 88.6% 11.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 433 79 512
% within DISC
L L 84.6% 15.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 299 37 336
% within DISC
o L 89.0% 11.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 2718 435 3153
% within DISC
86.2% 13.8% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Types of Traning

The different types of programs that sudents participated in were of interest. Students who had
participated in some form of basic computer skills training were asked about the types of training
programs they participated in, and how satisfied they were with the training programs in generd.

In 2003, half (51.0%) of the students reported having participated in a computer skillstraining
sad they participated in a computer-based training. Thisisasgnificantly lower percentage compared

to 2001 (p<.01), as Table 71a shows.

Table 71a: Participated in Computer-Based Training by Year.

Q4AB8A_1 Participated in
Computer-Based Training

0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 182 292 474
% within ADMIN 38.4% 61.6% 100.0%
Administration
2 2003 Count 213 222 435
% within ADMIN 49.0% 51.0% 100.0%
Administration
Total Count 395 514 909
% within ADMIN 43.5% 56.5% 100.0%

Administration
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The likelihood of participating in a computer-based training is displayed in Table 71b by class
level. The percentage of the students who had participated in computer skillstrainingsthat did a

computer-based training did not vary by classleve.

Table 71b: Participated in Computer-Based Training by Class Level.

Q4AB8A_1 Participated in
Computer-Based Training

0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Divison Count 61 48 109
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
56.0% 44.0% 100.0%
ClassLeve
2 Upper Division Count 111 123 234
% within CLLEVEL
47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccdaureate Count 41 51 92
% within CLLEVEL
44.6% 55.4% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 213 222 435
% within CLLEVEL
49.0% 51.0% 100.0%
ClassLeve

The likelihood of participating in a computer-based training was constant across academic
discipline. Thisisseenin Table 71c, which shows that the percentage of students within adiscipline

participating in a computer-based training.
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Table 71c: Participated in Computer-Based Training by Discipline.

Q4AB8A_1 Participated in
Computer-Based Training

0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DISC 1 Art Count 12 9 21
Discipline O v
% within DISC
vidl 0, 0, 0,
Division Discipline Division 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
2 Business Count 27 41 68
% within DISC
L L 39.7% 60.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 18 20 38
% within DISC 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 19 19 38
Science _
% within DISC 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 8 11 19
% within DISC
o o 42.1% 57.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 9 10 19
% within DISC
. S 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences Count 52 41 93
% within DISC
O.WI. I o 55.9% 44.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 11 12 23
% within DI
6 within DISC. 47.8% 52.2% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 42 37 79
% within DISC
o o 53.2% 46.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 15 22 37
% within DI
o within DISC 40.5% 50.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 213 222 435
% within DISC
o With! 49.0% 51.0% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Participation in aworkshop to enhance basic computer skills was more common than was
computer-based training in 2003. Table 72a shows that 61.8 percent of the students who had recelved
some basic computer skillstraining had attended a workshop to get thistraining. The table dso shows

that workshops were more common in 2003 than they werein 2001 (p<.05).

Table 72a: Participated in a Workshop by Year.

Q4A8A_2 Participatedin a

Workshop
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total

ADMIN Administration 1 2001 Count 216 258 474

% within ADMIN
. . 45.6% 54.4% 100.0%

Administration

2 2003 Count 166 269 435

% within ADMIN

0, 0,

Administration 38.2% 61.8% 100.0%
Total Count 382 527 909
% within ADMIN 42.0% 58.0% 100.0%
Administration i o o

Participation in basic computer-skills training in workshops was examined by classlevel. Table
72b illugtrates that there were no differences in participation in basic computer skills workshops by

cdasslevd.
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Table 72b: Participated in a Workshop by Class Level.

Q4AB8A_2 Participated in a

Workshop
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 41 68 109
ClassLevel % within CLLEVEL
37.6% 62.4% 100.0%
Class Level
2 Upper Division Count 94 140 234
% within CLLEVEL
40.2% 59.8% 100.0%
ClassLeve
3 Post Baccalaureate Count 31 61 92
% within CLLEVEL
33.7% 66.3% 100.0%
ClassLeve
Total Count 166 269 435
Ot
Yowithin CLLEVEL 38.2% 61.8% 100.0%
Class Leve

Participation in basc computer skills training in workshops was cond stent across academic

disciplines. Table 72c shows the percentage of students in each discipline who had participated in

some basic computer skills training that had participated in aworkshop. Though the percentages of

students participating appear to vary in the table, the number of casesin each category are too low to

provide satigticaly sgnificant differences unless those differences are extreme.

Those students who had reported participating in basic computer skills training reported

participating in computer skillstraining in other forms, but with frequencies too low to dlow for

satistica andysis.

CSU Tech Met Student 2003; SBRI
166



Table 72c: Participated in a Workshop by Discipline.

Q4AB8A_2 Participatedin a

Workshop
0 Not Chosen 1 Chosen Total
DISC 1 Art Count 3 18 21
D!S'CI lee % within DISC 14.3% 85.7% 100.0%
Division Discipline Division 270 70 70
2 Business Count 31 37 68
Opnir
/O.Wl.thl.n DIS.C. . 45.6% 54.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 11 27 38
Ofniti
Yowithin DISC 28.9% 71.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 18 20 38
Science 9% within DISC
o L 47.4% 52.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
5 Humanities Count 5 14 19
Ofnith
/O.Wl.thl.n DIS.C. . 26.3% 73.7% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Math Count 10 9 19
O niti
Yowithin DISC 52.6% 47.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Social Sciences Count 35 58 93
% within DISC
- s 37.6% 62.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technical Count 9 14 23
% within DI
oWthin DISC 39.1% 60.9% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 26 53 79
% within DISC
- s 32.9% 67.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 18 19 37
% within DI
owithin DISC 48.6% 51.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Total Count 166 269 435
% within DISC
o Wit 38.2% 61.8% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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Sdidfaction with Training

Those respondents who reported having participated in any basic computer skillstraining were

asked about their satisfaction with the training in which they participated. The students were satisfied

with the training programs as evidenced by an average satisfaction rating of 7.88 on the zero-to-ten

satisfaction scde. Table 73a shows that this satisfaction level does not differ from the average leve of

satisfaction students expressed for basic computer skillstraining in 2001.

Table 73a: Satisfaction with Computer Skills Training Programs by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q4A8A1 Satisfaction 1 2001 463 7.77 1.986
with Training Programs 2 2003 433 788 1.850

Satisfaction with basc computer skills training programs was dso examined for sudents at

different classlevels. The results are summarized in Table 73b. The table provides evidence that

satisfaction with the training programs were cons stent across class levels.

Table 73b: Satisfaction with Computer Skills Training Programs by Class L evel.

Q4ABA1 Satisfaction with Training Programs

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 109 7.84 1.759 2 10
2 Upper Division 233 8.04 1723 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 91 751 2203 0 10
Total 433 7.88 1.850 0 10
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Table 73c recounts the satisfaction students from different academic disciplines conveyed with
the training programs in which they participated. Academic discipline did no bear on the satisfaction

students reported with the basic computer skills training in which they participated.

Table 73c: Satisfaction with Computer Skills Training Programs by Discipline.

Q4ABA1 Stisfaction with Training Programs

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 21 7.86 1.558 4 10
2 Business 68 7.71 2.206 0 10
3 Education 37 7.97 1.878 2 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Saience 37 8.32 1.600 3 10
5 Humanities 19 7.58 2.036 3 10
6 Science & Math 19 7.63 2.087 2 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 93 7.90 1.764 2 10
8 Professiona/Technical 23 7.96 2225 2 10
9 Undeclared 79 7.85 1.618 2 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 37 7.89 1.822 2 10
Total 433 7.88 1.850 0 10

Use of Technology in the Classroom

Class Technology Use and Satisfaction
Internet. Students were asked about the types of technologies they were required to use for

their classes. The were asked how many classes they had taken over the last two years that required
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them to use the Internet. Almost dl (93.7%) of the students were required to use the Internet in at least
one of their classes. Table 74a shows the proportion of their classes that required Internet usein 2001
and 2003. The proportion of the students' classes that required use of the Internet rose from 0.44 in

2001 to 0.52 in 2003 (p<.001).

Table 74a: Proportion of Classes Requiring Use of the Internet by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q1C1P Proportion of 1 2001 3147 4396 33484
Classes Taken That Requirec
Use of the Internet 2 2003 3095 5222 34279

The proportion of sudents' classes that required use of the Internet is shown for different class
levelsin Table 74b. The table shows that class sanding was related to the proportion of one's classes
that required Internet use. Post-bacca aureate students were required to use the Internet in a higher

proportion of their classes than were lower-divison students (p<.01).

Table 74b: Proportion of Classes Requiring Use of the Internet by Class L evel.

QL1C1P Proportion of Classes Taken That Required Use of the Internet

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 911 5026 33142 .00 1.00
2 Upper Division 1557 5197 33729 .00 1.00
3 Post Baccalaureate 627 5569 .36952 .00 1.00
Total 3095 5222 34279 .00 1.00
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The proportion of classes that required the use of the Internet was aso examined by academic
discipline. Only one effect of academic discipline was identified. Table 74c shows that busness

students had a higher proportion of their classes requiring Internet use than did art Sudents.

Table 74c: Proportion of Classes Requiring Use of the I nternet by Discipline.

Q1C1P Proportion of Classes Taken That Required Use of the Internet

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 129 4420 .32602 .00 1.00
2 Business 442 5579 .33879 .00 1.00
3 Education 227 5422 .35240 .00 1.00
4 Engineering/Computer
Sience 280 4803 .32326 .00 1.00
5 Humanities 158 5122 .35301 .00 1.00
6 Science & Math 172 5152 .33998 .00 1.00
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 661 5256 .34898 .00 1.00
8 Professional/Technical 195 5415 .33785 .00 1.00
9 Undeclared 498 5045 34121 .00 1.00
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 333 5440 34716 .00 1.00
Total 3095 5222 .34279 .00 1.00
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Students in 2003 were asked about how satisfied they were with how Internet requirements

contributed to their learning. Students were somewhat satisfied, offering an average satisfaction rating

of 7.64. Thissatisfaction rating was fairly constant across class levels, as can be seenin Table 75a

Table 75a: Satisfaction with How Required Internet Use Contributed to L earning by

Q1C1B Satisfaction with How Internet Requirement Contributed to Learning

Class Level.

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 867 757 1.858 0 10
2 Upper Division 1469 767 1.946 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 560 7.66 2.020 0 10
Total 2896 7.64 1935 0 10

The satisfaction with how Internet requirements contributed to learning was anayzed by

academic discipline. Table 75b reved s there were no significant differences in satisfaction with Internet

requirements by discipline.
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Table 75b: Satisfaction with How Required Internet Use Contributed to L earning by Discipline.

Q1C1B Satisfaction with How Internet Requirement Contributed to Learning

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 120 7.72 1778 0 10
2 Business 422 7.73 1.830 0 10
3 Education 208 7.59 2.083 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 260 7.58 2.088 0 10
5 Humanities 148 7.13 2174 0 10
6 Science & Math 162 7.55 1.801 1 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 616 7.72 1.913 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 185 7.69 1732 2 10
9 Undeclared 463 7.62 1.969 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 312 7.67 1.934 0 10
Total 2896 7.64 1.935 0 10

E-Mail. The proportion of classes that students took that required use of e-mail was lower
than the proportion of classes requiring Internet use. In 2003, 82.6 percent of students were required
to use e-mail for at least one class. Table 76a shows the proportion of classes students took that
required use of e-mail in 2001 and 2003. Thistable shows alarge increase in the proportion of classes

requiring e-mail use from 2001 to 2003 (p<.001).
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Table 76a: Proportion of Classes Requiring Use of E-mail by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q1C3P Proportion of 1 2001 3151 3008 33677
Classes Taken That
Required Use of E-Mail 2 2003 3000 3926 35655

The proportion of classes requiring e-mail use dso varied with dlasslevd. AsTable 76b
shows, post-bacca aureate students had a greater the proportion of their classes requiring e-mail use
than upper-division students (p<.05) and lower-divison students (p<.001). Additiondly, upper-
divison students had a greater the proportion of their classes requiring email use than did lower-

divison students (p<.001).

Table 76b: Proportion of Classes Requiring Use of E-mail by Class L evel.

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

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 906 .3550 .34687 .00 1.00
2 Upper Division 1557 3947 .34951 .00 1.00
3 Post Baccalaureate 627 4416 .38115 .00 1.00
Total 3090 .3926 .35655 .00 1.00
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The proportion of classes requiring use of e-mail for sudentsin different disciplinesis displayed
in Table 76¢. The table shows that the proportion of students' classes that required e-mail use did vary

by academic discipline.

Table 76c: Proportion of Classes Requiring Use of E-mail by Discipline.

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

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 129 .3188 .32964 .00 1.00
2 Business 440 4311 .36319 .00 1.00
3 Education 226 3797 .36295 .00 1.00
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 281 .3992 .34386 .00 1.00
5 Humanities 156 .3963 .34812 .00 1.00
6 Science & Math 171 .3296 .34534 .00 1.00
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 661 .3798 .35485 .00 1.00
8 Professional/Technical 196 4420 .36911 .00 1.00
9 Undeclared 498 .3769 .34494 .00 1.00
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 332 4238 37743 .00 1.00
Total 3090 .3926 .35655 .00 1.00
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Studentsin 2003 indicated their level of satisfaction with how requirementsin their classto use
e-mail contributed to learning. The average satisfaction rating of 7.97 suggests that students were fairly
satisfied. Table 77a shows students' satisfaction with these requirements by classlevd. Satisfaction

with how requirements to use e-mail contributed to learning did not vary by classlevd.

fable 77a: Satisfaction with How Required E-mail Use Contributed to L earning by Clas
Level.

Q1C3C Satisfaction with Email in Connection with Course Work

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 734 801 2064 0 10
2 Upper Division 1308 792 2.066 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 497 8.03 2.037 0 10
Total 2539 797 2.059 0 10
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Table 77b contains the average ratings of satisfaction with how requirementsto use email
contributed to learning by students in different disciplines. The table shows there were no differencesin

satisfaction by academic discipline.

Table 77b: Satisfaction with How Required E-mail Use Contributed to L earning by Discipline.

Q1C3C Satisfaction with Email in Connection with Course Work

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 102 7.88 2.226 0 10
2 Business 377 7.90 2.044 0 10
3 Education 178 7.94 1.918 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 232 7.94 1.991 2 10
5 Humanities 132 7.89 2110 0 10
6 Science & Math 129 8.09 1.837 1 10
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 544 7.86 2.209 0 10
8 Professiona/Technical 163 8.02 1.939 0 10
9 Undeclared 413 7.94 2141 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 269 8.34 1.843 2 10
Total 2539 7.97 2.059 0 10
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Computer Labs. Almost three-quarters (73.9%) of the students reported taking classes over
the last two yearsin which some instruction was given in acomputer classroom or lab. The proportion
of classestaken that were at least in part taught in a computer classroom or lab was 0.17 in 2003. This
isillugtrated in Table 78a. The proportion of classes taken using a computer |ab was the samein 2003

asit had been in 2001.

Table 78a: Proportion of Classes with Instruction in a Computer Lab by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
QLC4P Proportion of Classes 1 2001

14 1597 1
Taken in Which Any 3149 59 9509
Instruction Was Conducted in 2 2003

aComputer Classroom or Lab 3099 .1665 19735

Table 78b shows the proportion of classes that students took that were taught at least in part in
acomputer |ab for sudents at different class levels. The proportion of computer lab classes students
took was related to their classlevel. Lower-divison students took classes that were proportionately
lesslikely to involve a computer lab than the classes upper-division students (p<.001) or post-

baccd aureate students (p<.01) had taken.
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Table 78b: Proportion of Classes with Instruction in a Computer Lab by Class Level.

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

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 912 1405 16242 .00 1.00
2 Upper Division 1558 .1800 .20322 .00 1.00
3 Post Baccalaureate 629 1708 .22362 .00 1.00
Total 3099 1665 19735 .00 1.00

The proportion of classes taken by students that were taught at least in part in acomputer
classroom or lab is broken down by academic disciplinein Table 78c. The proportion of classestaken
that were at least in part conducted in a computer classroom or lab was different for sudentsin
different disciplines. Not surprisingly, the engineering and computer science students had a higher

proportion of their classesinvolve a computer classroom or lab than sudentsin dl other disciplines.
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Table 78c: Proportion of Classes with Instruction in a Computer Lab by Discipline.

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

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 130 1364 .16564 .00 1.00
2 Business 442 .1848 21464 .00 1.00
3 Education 227 1526 19021 .00 1.00
4 Engineering/Computer
Sience 281 .2457 .23323 .00 1.00
5 Humanities 158 1718 .21985 .00 1.00
6 Science & Math 172 1611 17565 .00 1.00
7 Behaviord/Socia Sciences 662 .1460 .18138 .00 1.00
8 Professional/Technical 196 1677 .21826 .00 1.00
9 Undeclared 499 1546 17333 .00 1.00
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 332 1551 .19083 .00 1.00
Total 3099 .1665 19735 .00 1.00
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The responses of studentsin 2003 indicated that they were somewhat satisfied with how having
some ingtruction in a computer classroom or lab contributed to their learning. Students gave an average
satisfaction rating of 7.29. As Table 79a shows, this satisfaction level was not the same at dl class
levels. That is, upper-divison students were more satisfied receiving some ingruction in a computer

classroom or lab than were lower-division students (p<.05).

Table 79a: Satisfaction with How Instruction in a Computer Lab Contributed to
Learning by Class L evel.

Q1C4B_Satisfaction with How Computer Classroom Instruction Contributed to L earning

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 671 712 2.226 0 10
2 Upper Division 1200 7.40 2.007 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 412 125 2.330 0 10
Total 2283 7.29 2136 0 10

Table 79b shows the satisfaction level of students in different academic disciplines with having
at least some ingtruction in acomputer classroom or lab. Discipline was unrelated to satisfaction with

the having some ingtruction in a computer classroom or lab.
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Table 79b: Satisfaction with How Instruction in a Computer Lab Contributed to L earning by
Discipline.

Q1C4B Satisfaction with How Computer Classroom Instruction Contributed to Learning

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 87 743 2.160 0 10
2 Business 331 7.28 1.936 0 10
3 Education 159 7.29 2.265 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 237 7.50 1.884 0 10
5 Humanities 109 7.08 2.253 0 10
6 Science & Math 135 7.19 2.361 0 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 466 7.15 2.125 0 10
8 Professional/Technical 136 7.65 1.848 2 10
9 Undeclared 374 7.16 2.258 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 249 7.46 2.300 0 10
Total 2283 7.29 2.136 0 10

Distance Learning

Classes Completely Online. Students responded to questions regarding their participation in
and attitudes toward distance learning. Proportiondly, very few classes were taken that used distance
learning, though 16.1 percent of students in 2003 reported taking at least one class that was completey
online. The proportion of classes taken that were completely done in distance-learning mode was only
0.02. This proportion was dependent on class level, as Table 80aillustrates. Post-baccaaureste
students took a higher proportion of classes that were completely online than did upper-division

students (p<.01) or lower-divison students (p<.001).
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Table 80a: Proportion of Classes Taken Completely Online by Class L evel.

COMPONLP Proportion of Classes Taken Completely Online

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 912 .0142 .05538 .00 1.00
2 Upper Division 1560 .0270 .09469 .00 1.00
3 Post Baccalaureate 629 0430 .14483 .00 1.00
Total 3101 .0264 .09879 .00 1.00

Table 80b reveds some differences among disciplinesin the proportion of classes they took
that were completely online. That is, the professond/technical students took a dramaticdly higher
proportion of their classes online than did sudentsin al other disciplines. Additionaly, interdisciplinary
studies students took a higher proportion of their classes completely online compared to behavioral and

socid sciences students (p<.05).
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Table 80b: Proportion of Classes Taken Completely Online by Discipline.

COMPONLP Proportion of Classes Taken Completely Online

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 130 .0120 .04032 .00 27
2 Business 442 .0223 .08030 .00 1.00
3 Education 227 .0283 .09168 .00 .67
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 281 .0253 11613 .00 1.00
5 Humanities 158 0135 .04028 .00 .33
6 Science & Math 172 .0156 .04407 .00 .33
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 663 .0168 .06026 .00 .80
8 Professional/Technical 196 .0794 .22295 .00 1.00
9 Undeclared 499 0254 07921 .00 1.00
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 333 .0387 12241 .00 1.00
Total 3101 .0264 .09879 .00 1.00

Classes Partially Online. Classestha were only partialy online were proportionately more
frequent than were classes completely online. A total of 44.4 percent of the studentsin 2003 had taken
aclassthat was taught partidly online. That is, the proportion of classes that students took that were
partidly online was 0.08. Table 81a shows that there was some deviation in the proportion of partidly
online classes that students of different classlevelstook. Specificaly, post-baccaaureate students had

ahigher proportion of their classes partidly online than did lower-divison students (p<.05).
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Table 81a: Proportion of Classes Taken Partially Online by Class L evel.

PARTONLP Proportion of Classes Taken Partially Online

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 912 .0716 12678 .00 1.00
2 Upper Division 1559 .0804 13765 .00 1.00
3 Post Baccalaureate 629 .0924 17678 .00 1.00
Total 3100 .0802 .14365 .00 1.00

Table 81b shows the proportion of classes taken by students in different disciplines that were
taught partidly online. There were no differences among disciplines in the proportion of classes that

Students took that were partialy online.
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Table 81b: Proportion of Classes Taken Partially Online by Discipline.

PARTONLP Proportion of Classes Taken Partially Online

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 130 .0636 .09949 .00 .50
2 Business 442 .0944 .16568 .00 1.00
3 Education 227 .0852 .17852 .00 1.00
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 281 .0803 15126 .00 1.00
5 Humanities 158 .0797 .14660 .00 1.00
6 Science & Math 172 .0639 12262 .00 .69
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 662 .0798 .13642 .00 1.00
8 Professional/Technical 196 .0836 .14961 .00 .88
9 Undeclared 499 .0760 12814 .00 1.00
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 333 .0786 13427 .00 1.00
Total 3100 .0802 .14365 .00 1.00
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Satisfaction with Online Classes. Those students in 2003 that had taken at least one class
that was completely or partidly online were asked about satisfaction with online classes. Specificaly,
students were asked how satisfied they were with online courses compared to regular classroom
ingruction. Overdl, sudents rated their satisfaction with online courses at 6.10, indicating that they
were only somewhat satisfied. Table 82a shows the average satifaction with online classes by class

levd. Satisfaction with online courses did not vary by classleve.

Table 82a: Satisfaction with Online Courses by Class Level.

Q1A2B1 Satisfaction with Online Courses Compared to Regular Classroom Instruction

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Division 438 6.25 2.269 0 10
2 Upper Division 796 5.96 2334 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 278 6.24 2375 0 10
Total 1512 6.10 2.326 0 10
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Satisfaction with online classes was al S0 assessed by academic discipline. Table 82b reveds

no differences in satisfaction with online classes by discipline,

Table 82b: Satisfaction with Online Cour ses by Discipline.

Q1A2B1 Sdtisfaction with Online Courses Compared to Regular Classroom Instruction

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 68 5.88 2459 0 10
2 Business 217 6.21 2.292 0 10
3 Education 90 6.19 2463 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Sence 127 6.09 2.215 0 10
5 Humanities 74 5.65 2,737 0 10
6 Science & Math 73 5.60 2.216 0 10
7 Behaviord/Socid Sciences 326 5.95 2.216 0 10
8 Professional/Technica 108 6.39 2.363 1 10
9 Undeclared 257 6.19 2.294 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 172 6.37 2.377 0 10
Total 1512 6.10 2.326 0 10

Importance of Distance Learning. There was substantid endorsement of distance learning by
students. In 2003, students rated the importance of providing eectronic access to course ingtruction for
sudents at any time and place at 8.11 on a zero-to-ten importance scde. Though ahigh rating, thisisa

sgnificant decrease from the rating of 8.48 in 2001 (p<.001), as shown in Table 83a
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Table 83a: Importance of Providing Students with Electronic Accessto Course
Instruction Any Time and Place by Year.

ADMIN Administration N Mean Std. Deviation
Q1A3 Importance of 1 2001
Providing Electronic Accessto
Course Instruction for Students 5 o003
at Any Time and Place

3135 848 2.093

3086 811 2.156

The importance that students placed on e ectronic access to course ingtruction for students at
any time and place varied by classleve. Post-bacca aureste students saw providing distance learning
opportunities as less important than did both lower-divison (p<.001) and upper-divison students

(p<.01). Thisisillustrated in Table 83b.

Table 83b: Importance of Providing Students with Electronic Accessto
Courselnstruction Any Time and Place by Class L evel.

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

and Place

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Lower Divison 910 831 1.980 0 10
2 Upper Division 1553 8.13 2.140 0 10
3 Post Baccalaureate 623 7.77 2391 0 10
Total 3086 811 2.156 0 10
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Perceived importance of distance learning was dso assessed by academic discipline. Table
83c contains the average ratings of the importance of distance learning by discipline. No differencesin
the ratings of importance of € ectronic access to course ingtruction any time and place were detected by
discipline.

Table 83c: Importance of Providing Students with Electronic Accessto Course Instruction Any
Time and Place by Discipline.

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

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
1 Art 130 8.15 2.222 0 10
2 Business 439 8.21 2.052 0 10
3 Education 227 7.99 2.157 0 10
4 Engineering/Computer
Stience 281 8.29 2.060 0 10
5 Humanities 156 7.81 2.455 0 10
6 Science & Math 170 7.89 2.265 0 10
7 Behaviora/Socia Sciences 661 8.00 2.195 0 10
8 Professional/Technica 194 8.35 1.852 0 10
9 Undeclared 497 8.03 2.266 0 10
10 Interdisciplinary Studies 331 8.38 2.015 0 10
Total 3086 8.11 2.156 0 10
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Amount of Required Computer and Internet Use

Students in 2003 judged the adequacy of the amount of computer use that is required of them in
their classes. Over three-quarters (76.7%) of the students regarded the amount of computer use
required in their classes to be the right amount. However, onein five (19.2%) of the students said the
amount of required computer use in their classeswastoo little. As Table 84a shows, this pattern was

consgtent across class levd.

Table 84a: Amount of Computer Use Required in Classesby ClassLevdl.

Q1CAMT1 Amount of Computer Use
Required in Classes

2 The Right
1 Too Little Amount 3 Too Much Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Division Count 158 716 33 907
Class Level % within CLLEVEL
17.4% 78.9% 3.6% 100.0%
Class Level
2 Upper Division Count 323 1164 69 1556
% within CLLEVEL
20.8% 74.8% 4.4% 100.0%
Class Level
3 Post Baccalaureate  Count 112 484 23 619
% within CLLEVEL
18.1% 78.2% 3.7% 100.0%
Class Level
Total Count 593 2364 125 3082
% within CLLEVEL
. 19.2% 76.7% 4.1% 100.0%
Class Level

Table 84b shows the ratings of students in different disciplines in terms of the adequacy of the
amount of computer use required in their dlasses. Students in different disciplines did not differ in their

evauation of how much computer use should be required in their classes.
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Table 84b: Amount of Computer Use Required in Classes by Discipline.

Q1CAMT1 Amount of Computer Use

Required in Classes

2 The Right
1 Too Little Amount 3 Too Much Tota
DISC 1 Art Count 24 100 6 130
Discipline O it
% within DISC
Division o WIFIN D15 18.5% 76.9% 4.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
2 Business Count 100 325 15 440
o i
% within DISC 22.7% 73.9% 3.4% 100.0%
Discipline Division
3 Education Count 37 182 7 226
% within DISC
o witin DSt 16.4% 80.5% 3.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
4 Engineering/Computer Count 48 225 7 280
Science % within DISC
Discipli o 17.1% 80.4% 2.5% 100.0%
iscipline Division
5 Humanities Count 28 117 10 155
% within DI
O.W!t !n SC 18.1% 75.5% 6.5% 100.0%
Discipline Division
6 Science & Mah Count 35 132 4 171
% within DISC
o WIFIN DS 205% 77.2% 2.3% 100.0%
Discipline Division
7 Behavioral/Socia Sciences Count 124 505 32 661
o i
Yo within DISC 18.8% 76.4% 4.8% 100.0%
Discipline Division
8 Professional/Technica Count 35 151 9 195
% within DISC
L o 17.9% 77.4% 4.6% 100.0%
Discipline Division
9 Undeclared Count 99 370 25 494
% within DISC
o WM DS 20.0% 74.9% 5.1% 100.0%
Discipline Division
10 Interdisciplinary Studies Count 63 257 10 330
% within DI
O.W!t !n SC 19.1% 77.9% 3.0% 100.0%
Discipline Division
Tota Count 593 2364 125 3082
% within DISC
o within 19.2% 76.7% 41% 100.0%

Discipline Division
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In 2003 students were asked about the amount of Internet use that isrequired of them in their
classes. Aswith computer use, over three-quarters (77.2%) of the students regarded the required
amount of Internet usein their classes to be the right amount. Table 85a shows this pattern to be

consstent across class levd.

Table 85a: Amount of Internet Use Required in Classes by Class Level.

Q1CAMT2 Amount of Internet Use Required

in Classes
2 TheRight
1 Too Little Amount 3 Too Much Total
CLLEVEL 1 Lower Count 165 714 32 911
ClassLeve Division -
% within
18.1% 78.4% 3.5% 100.0%
Class Leve
2 Upper Count 302 1189 68 1559
Division 9% within
19.4% 76.3% 4.4% 100.0%
Class Leve
3 Post Count 116 486 21 623
Baccalaureate 9% within
18.6% 78.0% 3.4% 100.0%
Class Leve
Total Count 583 2389 121 3093
% within
18.8% 77.2% 3.9% 100.0%
Class Leve

Table 85b shows how students in different disciplines viewed the amount of Internet use
required in thelr classes. Studentsin different disciplines did not differ in their view of how adequate the

amount of required computer use was in ther classes.
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Table85b: Amount of Internet Use Required in Classes by Discipline.

Q1CAMT2 Amount of Internet Use Required

in Classes
2 TheRight
1 Too Little Amount 3 Too Much Total
DISC 1 Art Count 20 107 3 130
Discipline O i
% withi
Division o WIFIn 15.4% 82.3% 2.3% 100.0%
Discipline
2 Business Count 88 334 19 441
% withi
o within 20.0% 75.7% 4.3% 100.0%
Discipline
3 Education Count 45 176 4 225
% within
L 20.0% 78.2% 1.8% 100.0%
Discipline
4 Engineering/ Count 54 219 8 281
Computer Science % within
N 19.2% 77.9% 2.8% 100.0%
Discipline
5 Humanities Count 28 122 7 157
% within
o Wit 17.8% 77.7% 45% 100.0%
Discipline
6 Science & Math Count 38 133 1 172
% withi
o within 22.1% 77.3% 6% 100.0%
Discipline
7 Behavioral/ Socia Count 121 504 36 661
Sciences O it
% with
owithin 18.3% 76.2% 5.4% 100.0%
Discipline
8 Professional/ Count 29 159 7 195
Technical O i
% within
o with 14.9% 81.5% 3.6% 100.0%
Discipline
9 Undeclared Count 95 381 22 498
% withi
O.W? !n 19.1% 76.5% 4.4% 100.0%
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SUMMARY

The SBRI at Cdifornia State University San Marcos conducted a telephone survey with 3,156
gudents from Cdlifornia State University campuses throughout the system in 2003. This datawas
combined with smilar data collected in 2001. The purpose of the survey was to provide informeation
about CSU students' access to, use of, and satisfaction with computing and network resources and
services conddered 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 students use and think about information technology. Changesin use, attitudes,
and satisfaction will be tracked by comparing the results of these biennid student surveys planned
through 2006.

In the first two adminigtrations, atota of 6,360 students from CSU campuses have been
interviewed. This comprises a least 150 students from each of 21 campuses for both administrations.
The Cdifornia Maritime Academy and CSU Channd Idands were excluded because the number of
students on these campuses are too smd| to provide a sufficient sample.

This summary gives focus to generd findings and differences between Administrations 1 and 2.
Overdl patterns of technology use and satisfaction across class level and academic discipline are
congstent with the previous sudy. The differences between Adminigtrations 1 and 2 aswdl asthe

overd| pattern of attitudes, use, and satisfaction are given attention in this report.
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General Findings

The CSU Student Technology Survey coversthree broad areas. atitudes regarding information
technology, its availability and use, and satisfaction with resources and services. Key findingsin these

areas are noted bel ow.

Attitudes

. CSU students believe computing and network resources to be very important for the
completion of their school work and students in 2003 rated the importance of computing and
network resources dightly higher than did studentsin 2001.

. Students regarded computer literacy as very important to their employment goals, but believed
their univerdity prepared them only somewhat adequately for the technology skills they would
need upon graduation.

. Students believed training programs to improve basic computer skills were quite important,
though the average importance rating dropped from 8.61 in 2001 to 8.48 in 2003.

. The provison of access to course ingtruction online any time and place was consdered very
important to students, though dightly less so in 2002 (8.11) than it was to studentsin 2001
(8.48).

. Three-quarters of the sudents said the amount of computer use required in their classeswasthe

right amount.
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Access

. Almogt dl studentsin both 2001 and 2003 said they had access to the computer hardware that
they needed to complete their work.

. Access to needed software, while prevaent, was not universal with 84.5 percent saying they
had what they needed in terms of software.

. In 2003, 95.4 percent of students owned a computer, which represents a dight increase from
2001.

. A third of those with computers said they owned alaptop, and haf of those with lgptops had

wireless networking capability.

Use

Required Class Use

. Students reported that just over haf (53.91%) of the time they spent on computers was
academicdly related, which isadight decrease from 55.61 percent in 2001.

. Almogt al studentstook at least one classthat required student use of the Internet, and
sudents use of the Internet was required in 52% of their classes in 2003, compared to 44% in

2001.
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. The proportion of classes that required use of e-mail increased significantly from 31 percent in
2001 to 39 percent in 2003.

. Students took courses in which 17 percent held at least some instruction in a computer
classroom or lab.

. Two percent of the classes that students took were completely online and eight percent were
partialy online. Additiondly, 16.1 percent of students had taken at least one class that was

completey online and 44.4 percent had taken at least one class that was partidly online.

Use of Technology and Related Resources
. Mogt (87.1%) studentsin 2003 used a computer amost every day, which is an increase over

the 82.4 percent in 2001.

. Two-thirds of the students who used a computer said they used a computer on campus.

. More than four-fifths of the students reported using campus access to e-mail or the Internet.
. Hdf of the sudents used their campus-provided e-mail accounts.

. The percentage of students using online information resources increased from 81.8 percent in

2001 to 84.4 percent in 2003.
. The percentage of students using their campus online information system to get information
about (1) regidration, (2) grades, (3) financid ad, (4) billing, and (5) progress toward their

degree al increased dramatically from 2001 to 2003.
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Use of three primary sources of help increased from 2001 to 2003, with computer |ab staff
used by 61.1 percent of students, telephone call centers used by 35.0 percent, and wak-in help
desks used by 32.7 percent in 2003.

Only 13.8 percent of students participated in basic computer-skills training programs.

Satiffaction

Students were fairly satisfied with the computing and technology resources available to them,
and their satisfaction increased dightly from 7.51in 201 to 7.62 in 2003.

Students were very satisfied with their campus access to the Internet and campus e-mall
services.

Students were highly satisfied with their access to information in their campus online information
system.

Students were highly satisfied with telephone cal centers or online help desks, campus wak-in
help desks, and computer |ab st&ff in helping them with computer difficulties.

Students who participated in basic computer skills training were quite satisfied with the training
they received.

Students expressed satisfaction with how required Internet and e-mail use as well as computer
lab ingtruction contributed to their learning.

Students who had taken a partidly or completely online course offered a mediocre satisfaction

rating of online courses compared to regular course ingtruction.
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