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Introduction

Executive
Summary

Findings 2000

The @ONE project is funded by the California Community Col-
leges’ Chancellor’s Office to enhance instruction and services through
expanded uses of technology in the colleges.

In 1998, the project team conducted a statewide needs assessment
designed to identify instructional technology training needs and
institutional impediments to the integration of technology into
instruction. The resulting report influenced both training and
services offered by @ONE as well as the Technology Plan II for the
California Community Colleges.

The @ONE Instructional Technology Survey, conducted February,
2000, was a follow up to the first survey to determine:
® The extent to which instructional technology use
and skill has increased,
® Whether impediments to integrating technology
into instruction have decreased, and
® Specific technology training needs that faculty have.

The purpose of this report is to summarize the results of the recent
statewide survey of full-time and part-time faculty and highlight
policy implications based on the data collected.

The @ONE needs assessment team realized from early interviews
and focus groups in 1997 that in order for the colleges to be success-
ful in maximizing the potential that technology offers education,
there must be receptive faculty attitudes, appropriate skills and
knowledge, and sufficient institutional support systems.

Survey findings indicate that faculty continue to have positive atti-
tudes regarding the potential for. technology to improve instruction
and that they are interested in learning how to use technology to
reach instructional goals that benefit students. Faculty use of tech-
nology is increasing in a number of areas, especially in the use of the
Internet and email. Skills are improving, but data still indicate a
need for ongoing training in uses of technology that reflect best
practice.

Though we see significant improvements in faculty and student
access to technology and improvement in other institutional struc-
tures such as technical support, the California Community Colleges
still have far to go to support faculty and students. Almost half of
the responding faculty reported that there are not sufficient numbers
of computers in labs and classrooms to meet student needs. Over
half report that their departments do not have an adequate budget to
purchase needed software. Few faculty are compensated for time
spent in incorporating technology into instruction and most don't

6
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Policy Implications

have pedagogical support from instructional designers or technolo-
gists, or sufficient technical support. There appear to be few incen-
tives and not enough assistance for faculty to do the research, devel-
opment, implementation and evaluation, which is needed for success-
ful technology enhanced curriculum. Part-time faculty consistently
“don’t know” about the support that may exist on campus. Results
suggest that currently California Community Colleges cannot sup-
port widespread integration of technology mediated instruction.

Faculty indicate specific interest in training that helps them to incor-
porate technology into curriculum, though the training that is most
available is office applications. Faculty most prefer live, hands-on
training that includes development of a product such as an instruc-
tional web site or instructional unit. Online training and training
via videoconference remain low preferences for faculty at 15% and
6% respectively. Both of these delivery options would allow for
central statewide delivery to large numbers, a highly scalable approach
to training. However, the data suggests that supporting local struc-
tures for training delivery would be most effective in reaching the
most faculty, since they also prefer training in short sessions of a few
hours over a period of time. As well, we learned in 1998 that they
don’t want to travel to attend training.

The @ONE Instructional Technology Survey, 2000, points to a
number of issues with which campuses have been struggling and these
have implications for public policy. The changing workload of
faculty, new roles necessary to support technology mediated
instruction, and sufficient infrastructure must be addressed before the
California Community Colleges and their students will reap the
benefits of technological advances.

The survey results point to local training as being most desirable and
effective. Many of the training topics of highest interest to faculty
are those in which @ONE has developed training materials based on
the 1998 survey results. However, since these materials were devel-
oped for use by the colleges locally, technology training structures and
assistance need to be in place at the district/campus level in order to
take advantage of them. There should be some central system sup-
port for the new personnel filling positions that support faculty and
staff in the integration of technology into instruction and services —
so that they can optimize productivity by sharing resources and
materials. In addition, administrations need to recognize that one
person cannot fill all the roles associated with pedagogical and techni-
cal support for faculty and staff on a campus.

"



Part-time faculty who deliver 30%-40% of the instructional hours in
many colleges seem to be out of the loop regarding technology
training opportunities and support structures available. Strategies to
reach and support part-time faculty must be a priority if students are
to benefit universally.

In order to realize the full potential that technology offers the com-
munity colleges, we must have comprehensive, ongoing funding for
technology in the colleges so that colleges can provide on-going
technical and pedagogical support for integrating technology into
instruction and services. This on-going funding should cover:

® Personnel to assist in the design, development, and delivery
of technology enhanced instruction, e.g., instructional
designer, instructional technologist, student technical sup-
port.

® Technical support staff to manage and develop the technical
infrastructure, e.g., Web master, network managers,
computer laboratory coordinators, computer repair/
maintenance technicians, help desk staff.

® Training on effective strategies for using technology in
instruction and support for both full time and part time
faculty participation in training. Professional staff to
develop and deliver faculty training. Strategies to support
technology mentors in instructional departments to aid
faculty in discipline-specific applications.

® Strategies that ensure all students acquire the skills needed to
complete computer-based course assignments and strategies
that provide all students with easy access to computers and
the Internet to complete course work.

® Providing current hardware and software for faculty and
departments, as well as email accounts and Internet access for

faculty.

Finally, because about half of the CCC faculty are over 50 years old,
attention should be paid to suggested hiring criteria that include
competencies in technology and new hire training programs that
include instructional technology and pedagogy.

ERIC ; 8
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Methodology

Survey
Development

Survey Sample

Response Rate

Survey
Implementation

The 1998 Faculty Instructional Technology Survey was the basis for
the year 2000 survey. Changes were made to clarify the few items
that had caused confusion, to simplify the format and to cut or
combine items to reduce the length of the survey. The current
survey instrument is in Appendix A.

The same sample of colleges used for the 1998 @ONE survey was
used for the 2000 survey. In 1998, twenty-one community colleges
(approximately 20% of California Community Colleges) were se-
lected to participate in the survey. The ten consortium colleges were
included plus eleven others in order to balance characteristics of size,
student demographics, geographic location and rural, urban and
suburban designations. This balance was based on the Chancellor’s
Office Research Unit’s matrix of California Community Colleges
distributed according to several of these characteristics.

For the 2000 survey, faculty in the same colleges were surveyed in
order to monitor changes in use and attitudes regarding access to, and
support for, technology. Twenty colleges out of the original twenty-
one colleges were able to participate. A new faculty sample at each of
the colleges was chosen by using the Winter/Spring 2000 schedule of
classes, and by selecting every 10" class section after starting ran-
domly between 1 and 10. This stratified systematic random sample
produced a faculty sample that included all disciplines, day and night
faculty, and full- and part-timers. This sample constituted half of the
FTE faculty in these colleges, and mirrored the FTE distribution of
faculty (61% full-time and 39% part-time), since the chance of
selection was based on the number of sections taught.

The demographics of the respondents are very close to the
Chancellor’s Office data on faculty demographics from the Report on
Staffing and Salaries, Fall 1998 (latest data available). The gender is
within 1%, ethnicity is within 2%, and age varies between 1-4% in
each of the three categories. See the summary data on faculty demo-

graphics.

A total of 2,771 surveys were distributed and 1,149 were returned,
for a response rate of 41 percent. In terms of FTE, responses from
full-timers were 21% of full-time FTE, and responses from part-
timers were 19% of part-time FTE. It is possible that those who
responded are faculty who have more interest in technology than
those who did not respond.

A designated contact on each campus distributed surveys and follow-

up reminders. Survey respondents returned completed surveys to the
contact, who then returned the surveys to the @ONE staff.

4 9



Summary @ONE Instructional Technology Survey

Data

Demographics of The demographics of the respondents of the survey , year 2000, are

Survey Sample very close to the demographics of faculty in the system as per the

latest data available from the Chancellor’s Office Accountability Unit,
Policy Analysis and Management Information Services Division,
which is the Report on Staffing and Salaries, Fall 1998. In addition,
the demographics of this year 2000 survey sample are about the same
as the demographics of the sample in the 1998 @ONE Faculty
Instructional Technology Survey.

Gender The @ONE survey sample had relatively the same percentages of
male and female respondents as is represented in the Chancellors
office statewide data. The composite of both full-time and part-time
faculty was 49% female and 51% male. Part-time and full-time
faculty were separated for analysis below because the COCCC data is
separated and we wished to make comparisons.

Gender of Full-time Faculty Gender of Part-time Faculty
in Survey Sample and ~ in Survey Sample and

Statewide Statewide

100%
100%

80% 80%
60%

60% i IR

52% 53% 48% 489 | [@Survey S1% 51% - 49% 49% Survey‘

B Statewide . @ Statewide
40% - _ 40% A
20% +— — 20% -
0% - 0% - .
Male Female . Male Female
Figure 16. Gender of part-time faculty in the survey sample Figure 1a. Gender of full-time faculty in the survey sample
compared with latest Chancellors Office statistics. compared with latest Chancellors Office statistics.

10




In age, both the full-time and part-time faculty percentages in the @ONE
survey sample were very similar to statewide demographics. Below the survey
sample is shown in comparison to the full-time and part-time statistics

generated by the Chancellor’s Office.

The composite of both full and part-time faculty in the survey sample was 8%
under 35 vears old, 43% between 36 and 50 years old, and 49% over 50
years old.

Age of Full-time Faculty !
in Survey Sample and Statewide |
100% !
’E Statewide
7% 8%
0% - . . :
Under 35yrs  35-50yrs  Over 50 yrs

Figure 2a. Age of full-time faculty in survey sample compared with latest Chancellor’s Ofice
statistics for the state.

Age of Part-time Faculty
in Survey Sample and Statewide

100%

80% -

60%

A5%ad%  44%o B Survey
° | |B Statewide

40%

20% -

0% - :
Under 35yrs  35-50yrs  Over 50 yrs

Figure 2b. Age of part-time faculty in survey sample compared with
latest Chancellor’s Office statistics for the state.

6 11



Ethnicity The ethnic diversity of the survey sample compared to the
Chancellor’s Office statistics regarding ethnicity is almost the same.
The @ONE sample had 2% less white, full-time faculty respond.
The @ONE survey allowed for faculty to choose “other” as an option
and the Chancellor’s Office staffing data did not have that category.

Ethnic Distribution in Total Sample 2000

African American

4% Hispanic/Latino Native American
Other 7% 1%
6% \ |
, Asian/Pacific Islander
' < 5%
White
77%
Figure 3. Ethnicity of faculty in survey sample.
Full-Time, The breakdown of full-time and part-time faculty in the survey
Part-Time Status sample closely reflects the percentage of instructional hours taught by

each group, rather than the number of faculty in the system.

Part-time and Full-time Faculty in Survey Sample
1999-2000

Part-time
36%

Full-time

64%

Figure 4. Percent of full-time and part-time faculty in the survey sample.
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Discgp/ines and When we looked at whether faculty in specific disciplines could be
eChnOIogy characterized as more positive about technology, or more interested in
training, we compared the discipline data for two survey items. The
first was in the Faculty Attitudes section: “To what extent do you
think that technology will improve teaching and learning in higher
education?” Those disciplines whose members responded much/very
much at a rate aver 80% are: Business and Computer Applications,
Counseling (the highest at 89%), Foreign Language, Physical
Education and Vocational Studies.

The second item was regarding training interests: “I would be
interested in attending training on how to incorporate technology
into curriculum for improved student outcomes.” The disciplines
responding positively at 80% or above were: Applied Technology,
Basic Skills/ESL, Biology & Health, Business and Computer
Applications, Counseling (again the highest at 88%), Foreign
Languages and Language Arts. Thirty-four percent (34%) of
Creative Arts faculty were NOT interested in attending such a
training. Math and Computer Science (24%) and Physical Sciences
(22%) were the next highest groups responding “no” to interest in
training in incorporating technology into curriculum for improved
student outcomes. It is possible that some faculty in these groups
would prefer to teach themselves, or don't believe effective training
exists to meet their needs. Some of the “no” responses may indicate
disinterest in any technology training for instruction.

See the survey instrument, Appendix C, for the list of
disciplines that were options.

Home Access It is of interest to @ONE and the colleges that, 93% of faculty

respondents own a computer with Internet access or intend to buy
one. '

13
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Faculty As seen in the chart below, faculty attitudes about the potential for

Attitudes technology to improve instruction are positive. This finding is
Regarding consistent with what we learned in 1998. In fact, for survey items
Technology which were the same, the responses were about the same. To varying

degrees 98% of faculty think that the use of technology will improve
teaching and learning in higher education and that technology will
allow community colleges to reach more students.  For other items,
when somewhat responses are combined with the much/very much
responses, the results are over 89% faculty felt positively about the
impact of technology on instruction.

Faculty Attitudes Regarding Technology
Year 2000

To what extent do you think that tecnology will:

enable community colleges to reach more students?

improve teaching and learning in higher education? |

To what extent do you think that tecnology will
enable you to :-

provide your students with individualized feedback? | BMuch/very
i much
increase students’ ability to analyze, use, and apply new ¢ OSomewhat

information?

BNot at ali/no

increase students’ retention of information? -
opinion

address individual student interests more effectively?

address different learning styles of students more effectively? |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 5: Faculty perceptions of the impact of technology in descending order of percent
of faculty rating much, or very much.
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Faculty
Appraisal of
Access and
Institutional
Support

The results indicate that access to computers has improved for both
faculty and students in the last two years, with the most significant
advances (22 percentage points) in computers in faculty offices.
Though responses regarding student access show significant improve-
ment, almost half of the faculty respondents still do not think that
student access is sufficient to meet the needs.

Progress in support structures on the campuses is being made to a
lesser degree. Higher numbers of faculty still indicate that support
and incentives are NOT in place than indicate that they are. Lack of
technical support for faculty, lack of pedagogical support and time or
compensation may impede the integration of technology into
instruction at many campuses.

The 2000 survey data indicates that a fairly large percentage of
faculty, especially part-time faculty, are not informed of support
which may be in place at the campuses (a range of 11%-34%
responded “don’t know”). See the table on Access and Support in
Appendix A for detail.

10



Faculty Appraisal of Access and Support

Changes between 1998 and 2000
At my college:

Computers sufficient for faculty needs are available in faculty .
offices. 58%

Students’ lack of access to equipment is an inpediment to my
ability to integrate technology.

Equipment necessary for multimedia presentations is available
for use in classrooms.

There is sufficient technical computer support for faculty
needs.

There are sufficient computers in classrooms & computer labs
to meet student needs.

137%

As faculty, | can receive release time or compensation for
technology training.

Instructors receive release time, flex credit or compensation
to develop on-line courses.

i B1998
‘ e @2000
(-]

My department has an adequate budget for instructional

software. 21%

0%
1%

Faculty are compensated for developing and incorporating
technology into curriculum.

Percentage of faculty who agree 0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100%

Figure 6. Comparison of the survey responses in the 1998 and 2000 surveys regarding faculty appraisal for support
structures on the campuses. Bar includes percent of faculty that responded agree or somewbat agree. Three items were new
to the 2000 survey.
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FdCU"’Y Use Faculty use of technology has increased since 1998, especially in the use of
of Technology the Internet and email. Faculty continue to use technology most for
communicating with colleagues (76%) and for locating websites of interest to
students (62%). Using email for communication with students increased
from 30% to 55%, though only 14% encourage students to use email for
group work. This may indicate a concern for lack of student access or faculty
lack of awareness of the usefulness of email in collaborative learning. We
learned in the 1998 survey that faculty perceptions of the importance of a
technology application to instruction is a higher indicator of use than skill
level is.

Maintaining a web site to support a class has increased only slightly

from 10% to 16%, and teaching an online class did not increase significantly,
from 2% to 5%.

Faculty Use of Technology
Changes between 1998 and 2000

Percentage of Faculty who Use Each Technology
E

| use email to exchange information with colleagues.

| use the Internet to locate sites that might interest my
students.

| vse email for personal communications with students. 55%

| develop instructional units which require students to use
the Internet.

| use CDs or presentations software with multimedia to
enhance class lectures.

@ 1998

| use computer tutorials to reinforce instruction.
puter tulon 2000

| use computer simulations to provide students with
interactive learning.

| assign student projects that require multimedia for their
presentations.

| maintain a website for my class(es).

| encourage students to use email for group work.

| offer an on-line course. 59

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 7. Comparison of the percent of faculty who use technology applications from 1998 and
L 2000 surveys.
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Faculty Self- Faculty skills have increased in Internet related applications, but have not
Reported Skill significantly increased in other areas. The chart below indicates the percent-
Levels age of faculty that report they have proficient skills in each of the applications
of technology. When the percentage reporting both adequate and proficient
skills are combined (the detail on use and skill is in Appendix A, page 23),
the percentage appears high compared to the percent who wuse the technology.
It is possible that some of those who rated their skills as adequate “don’t know
what they don't know” since they are not actually using the technology
application. In any case, the high percentages indicating at least adequate
skill suggest that a lack of skill is not the only reason that faculty do not use
many of these technology applications. Other impediments to their using
the technology such as lack of time for development, lack of technical sup-
port or access to equipment may be additional contributing factors.

Faculty Skill Levels in Technology
Changes between 1998 and 2000

| use email for personal communications with students.

| use email to exchange information with colleagues.

| use the Internet to locate sites that might interest my
students.

| develop instructional units which require students to
use the Internet.

| use computer tutorials to reinforce instruction.

1998
2000

| use CDs or presentations software with multimedia to 1
enhance class lectures.

| encourage students to use email for group work.

| use computer simulations to provide students with
interactive learning.

| assign student projects that require multimedia for
their presentations.

| maintain a website for my class(es).

| offer an in-line course.

! R
1 i ' 1 )

Percentage of Faculty with Proficent Skill level 9o, 20%  40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 8. Comparison of the percent of faculty who use technology applications from 1998 and
2000 surveys.
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Use of Good
Instructional Practices

Though technology use has increased, a significant percentage of faculty
do not use applications documented as effective ways to implement good
practices in publications such as the Academic Senate’s Guidelines for
Good Practice: Technology Mediated Instruction. Currently, faculty use
remains low in many of the applications that enhance instruction. For
instance, although many of the good practices have students actually
using the technology (multimedia presentations and email for group
work), faculty don’t use these practices.

Our findings suggest that there are a combination of reasons why
a faculty member doesn’t use a technology, including concerns for student
access to technology, a lack of skills or understanding of the potential of
using an application to promote student outcomes, and lack of experience
or support in developing curriculum and managing the implementation.
The system needs a comprehensive approach addressing each of the issues
to increase usage in any of the technology applications promoting good
practice.

Implications for training content include a need to focus on how
to match technology tools and new teaching strategies to objectives and
expected learning outcomes, including the pedagogical advantages of a
particular technology. Faculty who take a student-centered approach to
teaching may be more comfortable in putting technology into the hands
of students. Training also needs to address the logistics of integrating the
technology and managing the implementation.

Survey Item

Use Good Practices Addressed

I use computer simulations to 24% *Provides prompt feedback
provide students with interactive *Respects diverse talent and modalities
learning environments and/or *Communicates high expectation
problem solving opportunities. *Promotes quality time on task

Can be designed to:

*Promotes active learning

*Develop reciprocity among students
*Provide effective contact between teacher
and student

I assign students’ projects that 20% *Respects diverse talent and modalities
require the integration of *Communicates high expectation promotes
multimedia for their presentations. quality time on task
Can be designed to:
*Effective contact between teacher and
student

*Promotes active learning

*Develop reciprocity among students
Provide prompt feedback

O
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Survey Item Use Good Practices Addressed

*Promotes effective contact between
teacher and student
*Promotes active learning

[ develop instructional units that «Provides prompt feedback

; 0 ; ) )
require students to use the Internet. 37% «Communicates high expectation

Can be designed to:
*Respect diverse talent and modalities
*Develop reciprocity among students
*Provide quality time on task

*Promotes active learning

I encourage students to use e-mail for 14% *Provides prompt feedback

group work. *Communicates high expectation
*Develops reciprocity among students

Can be designed to:

*Provide quality time on task

*Promotes effective contact between
55% teacher and student
I use e-mail for personal communica- *Promotes active learning
tion with students. *Provides prompt feedback
Can be designed to:
*Respect diverse talent and modalities
*Provide quality time on task

*Promotes active learning

339 *Provides prompt feedback

I use computer tutorials to reinforce *Promotes quality time on task
instruction. Can be designed to:

*Respect diverse talent and modalities
*Effective contact between teacher and
student

*Promotes effective contact between
I use CD:s or presentation software teacher and student
which incorporates video, graphics or 36% Can be designed to:

animation to make class lectures more *Encourage active learning
interesting. *Respect diverse talent and modalities

*Develop reciprocity among students
*Provide quality time on task

Figure 9. Faculty use of instructional technology applications based on good practices. This chart represents our attempt to organize
our data on use based on the potential for good practice cited in the Academic Senates “Guidelines for Good Practice,” and the
interviews that were conducted during the 1998 needs assessment.
O
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Training
Interests

Faculty were asked about their interest in attending training on a
number of technology topics. The results confirm earlier findings
that faculty are interested in attending training in how to use technol-
ogy to improve instruction and student learning. Faculty are inter-
ested in training that @ONE has developed such as creating instruc-
tional web sites and multimedia presentations, and integrating simu-
lations. Faculty are also highly interested in learning how to assess the
effectiveness of instructional technology.

Overall, there is a high interest in training, perhaps epitomized by the
fact that there were only 5% of faculty respondents who currently
teach an online class, but 46% who would be interested in learning
how to convert a course they currently teach to an online course.
However, it is important to note here that this also could indicate
faculty interest in developing web-supplemented and hybrid courses
(in which a course is conducted partially online and partially face-to-

face).



Training Interests of Faculty
1999-2000

| would be interested in attending
training on how to:

Incorporate technology into curriculum for improved 75
(o]

student outcomes.

Create effective instructional Web site

71%

69%

Assess effectiveness of instructional technology

Design/integrate multimedia presentations

69%

Integrate Web-based materials info instruction

Integrate computer simulations into instruction

Incorporate photos, sound, & video info Web site

Design classroom activities that require students to use

i 3%

technology.

| 58%

Evaluate/incorporate commercial multimedia products

Create interactive online lectures/lessons  54%
Effectively use asynchronous discussion forum {50%
Convert current course into online course 146%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 10. Percent of faculty interested in attending training, presented from highest to lowest interest. Training topics are
abreviated here. Complete survey items can be seen in Appendix C in the survey instrument.
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Training Overall, skills training in basic software applications is available to a

Frequently large percentage of faculty, with Microsoft office applications and
Available on email and Internet training being most prevalent. Training that
Campuses focuses on promoting good practice in instruction is apparently least

available. This suggests that in addition to procedural training in
using technology tools, colleges need to also provide faculty with
training focused on how to use technology specifically for the purpose
of enhancing instruction. The training available in 2000 is consistent
with the training available in 1998, with a very slight increase in
office applications and Internet and email training.

“Don’t know” was a relatively high response, ranging from 19%-43%
with part-time faculty being a large percentage of this group. This
suggests that training opportunities are not effectively advertised on
campuses especially to adjunct faculty.

Training Frequently Available on Community
College Campuses 2000

How to use applications/programs specific to my o
discipline 2§ %

How to develop and teach an online course 30%

How to incorporate technology in my curriculum

| 41%

How to incorporate multimedia resources into {

class lectures F/ﬂ% :
How to develop an effective instructional Web

site I 5.
How to use the Internet and email — 799

How to use Microsoft Office applications _ 73%
! : :

0% 20% 40% 60% B80% 100%

Percentage of faculty with training available at their colleges

Figure 11. Percent of faculty indicating that training in the stated technology is
frequently available to faculty and staff at their community college campus.
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Training Faculty most preferred hands-on training that requires development

Delivery of a relevant product such as a web site or an instructional unit
Preferences incorporating technology.  This preference has increased in the last
of Faculty two years, even surpassing one-on-one coaching by a colleague, which

was more preferred in 1998. The data suggests that live, hands-on
training tailored to discipline groups would be of high interest.

Online training and training via videoconference remain low prefer-
ences for faculty at about the same levels as 1998. Both of these
delivery options would allow for central statewide delivery to large
numbers, a highly scalable approach to training. However, the data
suggests that supporting local structures for training delivery would
be most effective in reaching the most faculty.

Training Delivery Preferences

Hands-on training to develop a relevant
product

Coaching by colleague when | need it

B Preferred
OAcceptable
@ Not acceptable

Demonstration of instructional technology in [z
my discipline

Web-based on-line course

Video conferencing

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 12.  Faculty preferences regarding training methodology.
Bar indicates preferred, acceptable and not acceptable responses.




Training In 1998, we learned that faculty preferred half day to full day training
Logistics and sessions. In this more current data, we see that faculty have a slightly
Follow-Up higher preference for even shorter training sessions. This supports
what we had heard informally from campus trainers. Again the
implications are that an effective statewide strategy would be to
support local training delivery designed in modules, which are adapt-

able based on faculty needs.

An online discussion group as a means to follow-up on training is

growing in acceptability among faculty, though 24% would find it
unacceptable.

Training Times and Followup Preferences

One-two hour sessions over several weeks

Half doy sessions

|
2
R

Preferred
OAcceptable
® Not acceptable

Peer support/problem-solving group of
trainees

On-line discussion group among trainees

i
i

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 13. Percent of faculty indicating preferences for training schedule and follow-up
support. Bar indicates preferred, acceptable and not acceptable responses.

Implicaﬁons The results from the @ONE Instructional Technology Survey, 2000,
for Statewide confirm that @ONE’s approach to supporting technology integration
Strategy by developing training materials and resources for the local campuses

is on target. The strategy articulated in the 1998-99 Training Plan, to
disseminate live training on how to use technology effectively in
instruction, will be continued. New development will reflect high
interest topics and needs uncovered in this research.  Because of the
greater use of the Internet, the increase in interest of learning how to
teach online and the modest increase in acceptance of online training,
@ONE will convert training courses to an online mode as an addi-
tional delivery option for individual faculty.
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Appendix A
Selected Tables

Faculty Attitudes Regarding Technology

Percentage who feel this is true
To what extent do you think that the Much or | Some Not No
use of technology will: very much | what at all opinion

enable community colleges to reach
more students? 76% 22% 1% 1%

improve teaching and learning in higher
education? 71% 27% 1% 0%

enable you to provide your students with

individualized feedback? 57% 31% 9% 3%

enable you to design activities that increase
students’ ability to analyze, use, and
apply information to new situations? 56% 34% 7% 3%

enable you to design activities that
increase students’ retention of information? 54% 36% 8% 3%

enable you to address individual student
interests more effectively? 52% 38% 8% 2%

enable you to address the different learning
styles of your students more effectively? 51% 39% 8% 2%

Figure 14. Faculty perceptions of the impact of technology in descending order of percent of faculty rating much, or very

much.

<6
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Faculty Appraisal of Access and Support for Instructional Technology, 2000

Do not
At my college: Agree | Disagree| know
Computers sufficient for faculty needs
(including Internet access) _
are available in faculty offices. 58% | 32% 11%

Students’ lack of access to appropriate equipment
is an impediment to my ability to integrate 47% | 40% 14%
technology into classes.

Equipment necessary for multimedia presentations
is available for use in classrooms. 45% | 45% 11%

There is sufficient technical computer support
available to meet faculty needs. 42% | 46% 12%

There are a sufficient number of computers in classrooms
& computer labs to meet student needs. 38% | 49% 13%

I have access to an instructional designer, instructional
technologist, or curriculum expert who can advise me on | 37% | 42% 21%
the use of technology to achieve desired student outcomes.

As a faculty member I can receive release time and/or
compensation to attend technology training. 34% | 32% 34%

Instructors receive release time, flex credit and/or
compensation to develop on-line courses. 26% | 33% 42%

My department has an adequate budget to purchase
software which enhances instruction. 21% | 51% 28%

Faculty are compensated for time spent in developing :
and incorporating technology into their curriculum. 11% | 55% 34%

Figure 15. The survey items are listed in descending order of the percentage of faculty who agreed with the

Statement.
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Faculty Use of Technology and Skill Levels

Use Skill Level
Minimal |Adequate [ Proficient

I use email to exchange information with colleagues. 76% 14% 38% 49%
I use the Internet to locate Web sites
that might be of interest to my students. 62% 20% 37% 43%
I use email for personal communications with students. | 55% 16% 34% 50%
I develop instructional units
which require students to use the Internet. 37% 34% 36% 30%
I use CDs or presentation software which
incorporates multimedia such as audio, video, graphics,| 36% 38% 33% 29%
or animation to make class lectures more interesting.
I use computer tutorials to reinforce instruction. 33% 36% 35% 29%
I use computer simulations to provide students
with interactive learning environments 24% 50% 26% 24%
and/or problem solving opportunities.
I assign student projects that require the integration
of multimedia for their presentations. 20% 46% 33% 20%
I maintain a web site for my class(es) 16% 61% 20% 19%
I provide activities that encourage my students
to use E-mail for group work. 14% 41% 33% 25%
I offer an on-line course 5% 75% 14% 11%

Figure 16.  Faculty self assessment of use and skill level in technology applications
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Participating
Community
Colleges

Campus
Contacts

Appendix B
College Sample

Butte College

College of the Canyons
College of Marin

De Anza College

East Los Angeles College
Fresno Fresno City College
Hartnell College

Las Positas College

Long Beach City College
Los Angeles Trade-Tech College
Mt San Jacinto College
Napa College

Santa Barbara City College
Santa Monica College
Santa Ana College

San Diego Miramar College
Shasta College
Southwestern College

West Valley College

Yuba College

Our thanks to the campus contacts for the survey implementation:
Roberta Baber, Fresno City College

Michael Bertsch and Claudine Franquet, Butte College
Judith Bornholdt, Southwestern College

Richard Thomas-Bremer and Sue Borer, Napa Valley College
Linda Delzeit, LA Trade-Tech College

Marlene Demerjian, College of the Canyons

Patricia Demo, Shasta College

LaBecca Doyle, M. San Jacinto College

Mary Ellen Eckhert, East LA College

John Flaherty, Yuba College

Kathleen Kirkpatrick, College of Marin

Vivian Lock, West Valley College

Ric Matthews, San Diego Miramar

Jennifer Merlic, Santa Monica College

Jody Millward, Santa Barbara City College

Jacque O’Lea, Santa Ana College

Sallie Savage, Hartnell College

Francis Shelby, Long Beach City College

Scott Vigallon, Las Positas College

Marjorie West, De Anza College
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@One Instructional Technology Survey Appeﬁdix C

Instructions:  Please use a #2 pencil and fill bubbles completely.

Impact on Teaching and Learning
Somewhat
Not at all To what extent do you think that:
No opinion
OlO|O|O]O} 1. technology will improve teaching and learning in higher education?
OlO|0|0]Q) 2. the use of technology will enable community colleges to reach more students?
O|O|O|O{O] 3. the use of technology will enable you to address the different learning styles of your students
more effectively?
O|O|O|Q|Q} 4. the use of technology will enable you to address individual student interests more effectively?
OlO|O|O|O} 5. the use of technology will enable you to design activities that increase students’ retention of information?
OlO|O|O|O] 6. the use of technology will enable you to design activities that increase students’ ability to analyze, use,
and apply information to new situations?
QIOIQIOIQI 7. the use of technology will enable you to provide your students with individualized feedback?
Skill Level )
Proficient skill Use and Skill Level
Adequate skill
Use Minimal skill _
Currently use Indicate both your use and your skill level
Don'’t use
0|0 O|O|O| 8. Iuse e-mail to exchange information with colleagues
Q1O O|OIO| 9. Iuse e-mail for personal communications with students _
Q10 O|OjO} 10. I provide activities that encourage my students to use e-mail for group work
Q0 O|O|O] 11. I maintain a Web site for my class(es)
Q0 O|O|O} 12. 1 develop instructional units which require students to use the Internet
Q|0 O|O]|O] 13. 1 use the Internet to locate Web sites that might be of interest to my students
0l@)] O|O|O] 14. 1 use computer simulations to provide students with interactive learning environments and/or
problem solving opportunities
O|0 O|O|O| 15. 1 use CDs or presentation software which incorporate multimedia such as audio, video, graphics
or animation to make class lectures more interesting.
0][®] OlO|O)] 16. 1 assign student projects that require the integration of multimedia for their presentations
oll®; O|O|O] 17. 1 use computer tutorials to reinforce instruction
Q Q 18. I offer an on-line course
—
i Agree
[ Somewhat agree Access and Support
[ Somewhat disagree
[ Disagree
| Do nor know At my college:
OIOIOQ!Q|Q! 19. there are a sufficient number of computers in classrooms and computer labs to meet student needs.
O|O|0|O|0! 20. computers sutticient for faculty needs (including Internet access) are available in faculty offices.
OIO|OIOIQ] 21. equipment necessary for multimedia presentations is available for use in classrooms.
O!IOIOIO|O] 22. there is sufficient technical computer support available to meet faculty needs.
OIOIO|OIO] 23. T have access to an instructional designer, instructional technologist or curriculum expert who can
advise me on the use of technology 10 achieve desired student outcomes.
OlO|O|O!O)] 24. instructors receive release time, flex credit and/or compensation to develop on-line courses.
O|OIO|O!|O] 25. faculty are compensated for time spent in developing and incorporating technology into
their curriculum. .
O|OlO|O|O) 26. as a faculty member I can receive release time and/or compensation to attend technology training.
O|O|O|O|O! 27. my department has an adequate budget to purchase software which enhances instruction
Q) 28. students’ lack of access to appropriate equipment is an impediment to my ability to integrate

technology into classes.

| Over, please

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Unacceptable

Don’t know

OO0 00000 00 0O
00 00000 OO0 OO
00 00000 OO OO

Preferred .
Acceptable

©)

0000000 O
DOOOOOO0 O
w
N

9/0/0/0/000)

Don’t know
O|10|0] 29.
Ol010Q] 30.
Q0[O 31.
Q00| 32.
Ol0|0] 33.
O10|0O] 34.
@) 35.

36.
37.

38.
39.

40.
41.
42.
43, ,
. How to effectively use an asynchronous (posted at different times) discussion forum or message board

45.
46.
47.

Training

The following training is frequently available to faculty and staff on my campus:

How to use the Internet and email '

How to use Microsoft Office applications such as Word, Excel and PowerPoint
How to incorporate technology into my curriculum for improved student outcomes
How to incorporate multimedia resources into class lectures

How to develop an effective instructional Web site

How to develop and teach an online course

How to use applications/programs specific to my discipline

I would be interested in attending training on:

How to incorporate technology into my curriculum for improved student outcomes.

How to design and integrate multimedia presentations, using PowerPoint, CD clips and video into my
classroom instruction.

How to evaluate and incorporate commercial muitimedia products into my instruction.

How to design classroom activities that require students to use various technology tools in completing
their assignments.

How to integrate computer simulations specific to my discipline into classroom instruction.

How to find and integrate Web-based materials appropriate to my discipline into my instruction.

How to create an effcctive instructional Web site.

How to incorporate photographs, sound and video into my instructional Web site.

with my students.

How to create interactive online lectures and lessons for my students.

How to convert a course | currently teach into an on-line course.

How to assess the effectiveness of my use of instructional technology in reaching my course objectives.

Please rate the following training delivery options in terms of your preference:

. Hands-on training that requires development of a relevant product, such as a Web site, an instructional unit

incorporating technology, etc.

. Demonstration or training on effective uses of instructional technology specific to my discipline
. Coaching by a mentor/colleague/expert when I need it '

. Training via a Web-based on-line course

. Training via video conferencing

. Half day sessions

. One-two hour sessions scheduled over several weeks of time

. Peer support/problem-solving group as follow-up after training

. Follow-up, on-line discussion group with others who also attended training

Background Information
57. What is your current faculty status? O Full-time O Part-time

58. What is your gender?

O Female O Male

59. What is your ethnic background? QO Black, not Hispanic QO Hispanic O American Indian

60. What is your age?

O Asian, Pacific Islander O White, not Hispanic QO Other

O Under35 O 36-50 O 51+

61. Discipline: (please choose one)

O Applied Technologies .+ QO Basic Skills/ESL QO Biological and Health Sciences
O Business and Computer Applications O Child Deviopment, Education QO Counseling
O Creative Arts QO Foreign Languages O Language Arts
O Math and Computer Science O Physical Education, Athletics O Physical Sciences
O Social Sciences O Vocational Studies QO Other
62. Do you have a computer with Internet access at home? O Yes ONo - (O No.butlintend to buy one

31



-

@ONE
De Anza College * 21250 Stevens Creek Blvd. * Cupertino, CA* 95014
Phone 408-864-8250 * http://one.fhda.edu

32




. wehwiy

U.S. Department of Education =
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) g H D @
National Library of Education (NLE) —
Educational Resources Information Center.(ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

|. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

T (1) @ONE SUMMARY REPORT 2000 f

. - R

Author(s). @ONE Project

Publication Date:

Corporate Source: .. . . . v .
California Communlty College Chancellor s Office (1) May-2000

0

ll. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents . affixed to all Level 2A documents affixedto all Level 2B documents
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
BEEN GRANTED BY FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
& & &
=3 & ry
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
1 2A 2B
Level 1 Level 2A Level 2B
1 o 1
//\
Check here for Level 1 release, permitting reproduction Check here for Level 2A release, permitting reproduction Check here for Level 2B release, pemmitting
and dissemination in microfiche or other ERIC archival and dissemination In microfiche and in electronic media _ reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only
media (e.g., electronic) and paper copy. for ERIC archival collection subscribers only
Documents will be pr d as indicated provided reproduction quality p

If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed'at Level 1.

1 hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive pemmission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system
contractors requires permission from the copynight holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

S L
Sign Siantatu%NN\)%\T;\)K Printed Name/Position/Title:
here,> "ANN KODA / Project Director

nleage| "N GONE Project “A08-86408608 | 408-864-5510
O De Anza College, 2]250 Stevens Creek Blvd., [Ewaiaidess. Dato:
ERIC Cupertino., CA 95014 lkoda@fhda.edu 09/26/00

(over)



lll. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:
ERIC® Clearinghouse for

Community Colleges
3051 Moore Hall, Box 951521
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1521 EE 45

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:

- ERIC Processing and Refgrence Facility

7 301-497-4080
800-799-3742
-953-0263

l: MC -088 (Rev. 9/97)

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

PREVIOUS VERSIONS OF THIS FORM ARE OBSOLETE.




