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This item consists of the power point slides used in the presentation and the handout on resources. A second lengthier handout will appear shortly as a chapter in a publication by the League on technology adoption. 

Added to this item here is a summary of the content of the presentation.

Summary

In 1997-98 the presenters collaborated with Dr Mary Kay Kickles, Vice President Academic Affairs, Moraine Valley Community College to survey the twenty League for Innovation Board Member colleges for  faculty perceptions  regarding technology adoption. Results were shared at League conferences and will shortly appear as a chapter in  Taking a Big Picture Look @ Technology, Learning, and the Community College soon to be published by the League.
This presentation offers results to a follow-up at the same colleges, using the original survey, with a few added questions, and asking  the same faculty, as far as possible, for their perceptions two years later. It presents comparisons, suggests some conclusions, and  is the start of a longitudinal study of technology adoption. 

The situation in 1997-98 is best described in the following lines from the conclusion to the chapter referenced above:  “(T)hese schools are involved in the struggle for effective use of technology to improve teaching and learning.  . . . To secure faculty support of technology-based and technology-enhanced instruction, administrators need to address technology issues thoughtfully and with input from faculty and technology support staff.”

Just two years later, the situation appears dramatically different. The “struggle,” while not over, is a lot less dominant. Effort has shifted markedly and  firmly from administrative and institutional  initiatives to faculty and  workgroup initiatives.  Faculty   now lead decisions of technology  rather than advising them.

Faculty now show an impressive grasp of the vocabulary, processes, products and uses of technology.  They are clear about the fact that technology is a tool and the focus must be on learning and teaching. They still ask for resources and technical support but are much more informed and precise about their needs for both. The presenters suggest that all these developments are exactly as they ought to be.

Going through the evidence for the above as presented in the slides: 

What it continues to be all about are money (large amounts for resources), time (for deployment and training) and people (faculty and students for engagement).

Funding sources earlier were from internal budgets, some state sources and corporate assistance with hardware. The focus was on seed projects and start-up. In 2000 the focus is on systemic and sustained  change represented best by projects supported by Title III and tax levies. Corporate support is not mentioned, but corporate partnerships are now prominent for training and certification.

Similarly, in 1998 faculty were encouraged by  start-up support – release time, conference travel, training opportunities, desktop workstations and smart classrooms.  In 2000, systemic support has taken over in the way of help desks, academic technology plans, growth units for advancement in rank, and consortial programs. Grants and stipends are moving from seed to challenge functions. Growth and institutionalization are overtaking  initiation and experimentation.

Evidence is clear in the technology “toys” described.  In 1998, faculty referred to desktop PC’s,  smart facilities and internal connectivity. In 2000 they refer specifically to a wide range of hardware and application programs,  and connectivity now means  links to the web, links between students and faculty, and the provision of  “stable server environments.” User context, knowledge and expectations are far more sophisticated than before. The shift is from platforms to teaching and learning applications.

Regarding awards and rewards, the focus has shifted from  emphasis on individual early adopters to groups and institutional-level rewards, such as promotion. 

A very intriguing shift may be occurring in how colleges organize for technology deployment and adoption. Faculty perceptions in 1997-98 were of  hierarchical structures with academic VPs’s or other single persons responsible. In 2000, their responses revealed  fluid and changing organizational structures, sometimes with multiple points of responsibility for teaching and learning applications.  The presenters suggest that, for faculty users,  college organizational structures may themselves be mirroring the transparent  decentralized  networked structures of the technology itself. 

Looking ahead, faculty project growth in technology-based activity, and see a variety of new resources such as wireless technologies, portals, desktop ATM, virtual reality and others.

Faculty advice continues to be to focus on the learning and not the technology, but they are, again, much more precise and informed about their advice and expectations in 2000. Faculty now look for sustained, not sporadic,  effort, for quality in technology applications, for continued attention to  human interactions. Of great interest the  is concern expressed by one responder regarding “burnout” among the early adopters and the need for colleges to address this issue.

Overall, responders conveyed optimism a sense of pride in achievement.  
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Faculty  Perceptions of Technology Deployment

A. Course Design Applications

MS FrontPage
Moraine Valley,  Kirkwood

WEB-CT 
Kirkwood, Kern

Etudes
Foothill-DeAnza

Blackboard, CourseInfo
Moraine Valley, Central Piedmont, Cuyahoga

Perception
Kirkwood

Toolbook
Central Piedmont, Cuyahoga

B. Instructional Design staff and training:  Cuyahoga 

C. Applications   

Macintosh for English
Kirkwood, Cuyahoga

Macintosh for Art 
Moraine Valley, Cuyahoga

Plato Pathways
Moraine Valley

Interact Math
Moraine Valley

ALEKS
Moraine Valley

Academic Systems
Cuyahoga

D. Web applications:  
All
E. Funding; incentives and rewards


Title III
Central Piedmont


Internal grants/stipends
All


Tax levy
Kirkwood


RT
All


Challenge grants
Moraine Valley, Kirkwood


Stipends, mini grants
Kirkwood, Foothill-DeAnza, Kern


Workload adjustments
All



Prof. Growth units
Moraine Valley

F. Misc.


Help Desk
Kirkwood


Cost/benefit
Kirkwood, Central Piedmont;


Listserv
Foothill-DeAnza


Consortium
Kirkwood

Contacts:

Moraine Valley Community College, Mary Kay Kickels, Vice President, Academic Affairs, 708-974-4300

Cuyahoga Community College, Sunil Chand, EVP, Academic/Student Affairs, 216-987-4787

Kern Community College District, David C. Scott, Asst. Chancellor Emeritus, 661-336-5142

Central Piedmont Community College, Kathy Drumm, Executive Vice President, 704-330-6717

Foothill-DeAnza Community College District, Robert Griffin, Vice President, DeAnza College, 408-864-8320

Kirkwood Community College, Terry Moran, Vice President, 319-398-5509

