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Abstract 

 
In 2001, in preparation for writing a Title III-A grant and in the midst of the 
implementation of a PT3 grant, staff from The University of Southern Mississippi 
administered a technology survey of all faculty at both the main and auxiliary 
campuses.  Findings were published to campus constituencies and were used to 
write and implement the Title III-A grant.  In response to the findings of that first 
survey, many interventions were implemented.  In 2004 and 2006, expanded 
second and third surveys were distributed to faculty, again at all sites.  This paper 
will look at differences in selected items from the survey and will compare 
among years, looking at significant differences and drawing inferences about 
why those numbers changed.  
 

 
Higher education institutions believe surveying faculty to find out their satisfaction levels 

with instructional technology (and technology in general) is important.  A simple “Google 
Search” with the key words “faculty satisfaction and technology” turned up over 11,400,000 hits, 
including faculty surveys from the University of Central Florida (UCF), State University of New 
York (SUNY), University of Southern Maine, Stanford University and many other systems. 
These surveys contained items assessing faculty/staff and sometimes student satisfaction with 
classroom technology and support. 
 

Once these data are collected, however, little information is available as to what 
institutions actually do with the information they collect, although it is probable that some action 
is taken to improve or maintain the customer satisfaction base.  Additionally, few studies are 
published that allude to longitudinal measurements of satisfaction of faculty in this area. 
 

This study examined questions across a broad spectrum of instructional 
technology and technology support services. Attitudes towards the administration, issues 
regarding general satisfaction with faculty status and support, and barriers to using 
technology were included.   

Method 
Participants 
 The participants in the Faculty Technology Surveys were members of the faculty or 
educational administrators in either in 2001, in 2004, in 2006 or in all three years. Comparison of 
the demographic information on the 2001, the 2004, and the 2006 samples are shown in Table 1. 

The fewest faculty members participated in the 2006 survey.  The 2006 participants were 
oldest overall. Forty-two departments from nine colleges participated in the 2001 survey. Nursing 
faculty accounted for the highest departmental response and Aerospace Studies, Library and 
Information Sciences and Geology accounted for the lowest. The Colleges of Education and 
Psychology and Arts and Letters were the best represented and the College of Business and 
Economic Development was the least represented in the sample.   



By contrast, forty-five departments from five colleges participated in the 2004 survey. 
Nursing faculty again accounted for the highest departmental response and Aerospace Studies, 
Early Intervention, Marriage and Family Therapy, and Geology accounted for the lowest response 
rates within the sample. The College of Arts and Letters was the best represented in this sample.  

Finally, twenty-eight departments from five colleges participated in the 2006 survey. In 
contrast to the two previous surveys, the Educational Leadership and Research and the Human 
Performance and Recreation faculty were the most likely to participate and only one faculty 
member reported from eleven departments, therefore those departments were not be named 
individually.  

 The same colleges participated in all three surveys although the number appears higher 
in the 2001 survey because the University’s colleges were reorganized from 9 colleges to 5 
colleges in 2003. The College of Arts and Letters was the best represented in all three surveys. 
 
Table 1 
Comparison of the 2001, the 2004, and the 2006 Faculty Technology Surveys 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Year    2001   2004  2006 
__________________________________________________________________ 
N    268   199    127 
Gender  
     Female   38%   42%    43% 
     Male   50%   50%    51% 
     Missing   12%     8%      6% 
 
Age Groups 
     < 30 yrs    3%    1%       1% 
     30-39 yrs   21%   19%     22% 
     40-49 yrs   30%   28%     20% 
     50-59 yrs   30%   33%                      47% 
     60 or more yrs   9%   14%       4% 
     Missing    7%    5%       6% 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Materials 

The 2001 survey was created to serve multiple projects: a Preparing Tomorrow’s 
Teachers to Use Technology (PT3) grant which had been funded in 1999 and a Title III-A grant 
which was under development in 2001. The PT3 grant needed demographic and information 
technology information on the Professional Education Faculty (PEF) while the Title III-A grant 
needed to assess the need for faculty technology development and technology equipment on 
campus.  A committee, composed of faculty and staff representing these projects, wrote the 
questionnaire and the University’s Center for Research and Support reviewed the validity and the 
reliability of the instrument. (Williams, 2001). The 2004 survey replicated the 56 items on the 
2001 instrument to provide data for longitudinal comparison as well as adding 53 new items to 
gauge technology support, faculty technology skill and use, whether faculty had taken the 2001 
survey and whether faculty were employed at the University in 2001.The 2006 survey replicated 
the 109 items on the 2004 survey and included two supplemental questions:  “I am better able to 
use information technology now than I was five years ago. “ and “Did you take this survey in 
January 2004, the second time it was administered?” The identification number for the colleges 
on both the 2001 and 2004 surveys was removed from the 2006 survey. That code was inserted 
by the researchers based on the department code indicated by each participant on the 2006 



Scantron answer sheet. The Likert scale response “Neither Agree or Disagree” was revised to 
“Neutral” in 2006. 
Procedures 

In 2001, “884 questionnaires were mailed out to faculty on all campuses of the 
University. The Provost agreed to include a letter encouraging participation in this important 
project; a total of 268 usable surveys were returned (for a return rate of 30.3%). “The Center for 
Research and Support scanned the data into a file that was analyzed utilizing SPSS” (Williams, 
2001, p.3).  In 2004, 750 questionnaires were sent to faculty from all University campuses. A 
letter from the Provost was again included in the survey packet; 199 usable surveys were returned 
(for a return rate of 26.53 %).  Finally, in 2006, 680 questionnaires were mailed to the faculty on 
all University campuses with a similar letter from the Provost encouraging participation; 127 
usable surveys were returned (for a return rate of 18.68%).  As in 2001 and 2004, the University’s 
Center for Research and Support scanned the 2006 data into an SPSS file for data analysis.  

The surveys requested demographic data in the following areas: teaching department, 
college, age, academic rank, and gender. In every collection of data using the survey method, 
there are missing data. Some of the respondents chose not to reveal their age, as evidenced by 22 
people not completing this item in 2001 as opposed to 12 in 2004 and 7 in 2006. Thirty-six 
people  chose not to indicate their department in 2001, while 30 did not in 2004 and 60 in 2006.  
In the researcher’s zeal to get the 2006 Survey out into the hands of faculty and administrators, 
we inadvertently left out the Annexure of department and campus codes. The Annexure was 
quickly placed on the faculty/staff ListServ, sent to all deans/chairs/directors for distribution, and 
emailed to anyone who contacted the researchers. However, we must attribute this larger 
proportion of missing data by department to researcher error. Rank was missing for 31 
participants in 2001, 30 in 2004, and 14 in 2006; while 33 people chose not to reveal their gender 
in 2001, in contrast to 21 in 2004 and 14 in 2006. 

Results 
 The research hypothesis stated that there would be a significant difference among the 
faculty on eleven items measuring satisfaction with technology, with the 2004 and the 2006 
participants showing statistically higher levels of satisfaction based on the interventions 
implemented after the 2001 survey. These eleven survey items are listed in Appendix A.  By 
using the ANOVA method, eight of the items showed one-tailed statistically significant 
differences at the Holms Bonferroni-corrected significance levels. The statistics on these 
significant items are in Table 2.  The Tukey post-hoc comparisons on items 1, 14, and 15 showed 
that the 2006 group was significantly higher than the 2001 and the 2004 groups; however, the 
2001 and the 2004 groups were not significantly different from each other. For items 21 and 31, 
the 2006 groups was significantly higher than the 2001and the 2004 groups; however, the 2004 
and 2006 groups were not significantly different from each other. The Tukey post-hoc 
comparisons on items 18, 32, and 38, showed that the 2004 group was significantly higher than 
the 2001 and the 2006 groups; but the 2004 and 2006 groups were not significantly different from 
each other.  
  
Table 2 
Comparison on significant items 1, 14, 15, 18, 21, 31, 32, and 38 by survey years 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Item  F   p  df  M  SD 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Item 1                2.73                  .03                   2,577 
     2001  2.33                     1.40 
     2004  2.54                     1.42 
     2006  2.40                     1.27 



 
Table 2 
Comparison on significant items 1, 14, 15, 18, 21, 31, 32, and 38 by survey years (continued) 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Item  F   p  df  M  SD 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Item 14               2.90   .02                   2,556  
     2001  3.54                      1.54 
     2004  3.39                      1.35 
     2006  3.79                      1.21 
 
Item 15              3.64   .02                   2,557  
     2001  3.60                      1.57  
     2004  3.49                      1.39  
     2006         3.94      1.46                       
 
Item 18    5.10   .003  2, 590   
     2001         2.32       1.31 
     2004                 2.69       1.28   
    2006          2.59                   1.20 
 
Item 21              13.33               < .001                  2,589 
     2001  1.78                     1.23 
     2004  2.14                     1.37 
     2006  2.40                     1.28 
 
Item 31               21.14 <.001                 2,547  
     2001  2.00                      1.97  
     2004  2.87                      1.79  
     2006  3.16                      1.66 
 
Item 32               52.82 <.001                 2,505  
     2001  1.40                      1.61 
     2004  2.92                      1.38 
     2006  2.46                      1.23 
Item 38      9.40  <.001  2, 582   
     2001         3.08       1.41 
     2004                 3.58       1.12   
    2006          3.46                   1.22 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Discussion 

 Our hypothesis was that overall faculty satisfaction with instructional technology at 
Southern Miss would increase from the 2001 to the 2004 and 2006 surveys.  This belief was 
based on the number and quality of technology services and equipment made available to faculty. 
Of the 11 questions compared, 8 were statistically significantly different in the direction of 
increased satisfaction since 2001. From these significant items, we can infer reasons for increased 
satisfaction levels. 

 



Overall Satisfaction-Items 1 and 18: Since 2001, faculty overall satisfaction with 
technology resources at the University has risen. There are several reasons for this: between 2001 
and 2004, a broadband 10 megabit Ethernet wireless network was installed throughout the 
Southern Miss campus. Buildings were wired for the first time or rewired to accommodate the 
increased network traffic that was anticipated. Because of increased faculty technology demands, 
the wireless network service to campus has obtained and followed a certified campus wireless 
design.  Antiquated wireless hardware has been replaced and the campus has moved from an 
802.11b to an 802.11a/g network. We have better access points with new wiring and our 
Information Technology services (iTech) are staging, configuring, and deploying new technology 
on a campus infrastructure project scheduled timeline. 
 

Funding-Items 14 and 15: We are in our fifth successive year of budget cuts so it was 
unsurprising that the faculty perceive that there is less money at the departmental level, 
particularly by 2006, to purchase the products that they need to do their job.  The current 
president has insisted that he will not allow faculty research and teaching to be hindered by these 
state-funding cuts. He and the Vice-President for Research and Economic Development have 
creatively re-channeled remaining funding to those faculty who have proven track records of 
research and productivity.  We believe that the increase in external funding also demonstrates the 
willingness and expertise of faculty in attracting grants and research funding from which 
departments and colleges also benefit financially. 
       Between 2001 and 2004, multiple grant incentive programs have been offered to faculty. 
The PT3 grant offered mini-grants to individual faculty members who wished to purchase the 
technology they needed to complete a specific project with pre-service teachers. In addition to the 
mini-grants, Collaborative Technology Infusion Teams (CTITs) composed of university, 
community college and K-12 school partners received funding for their PT3 projects. The Title 
III-A grant has funded almost 50 faculty technology mentors projects. 

     
Accessibility-Items  21, 31, and 32: With the implementation of the PT3 grant in fall 

2000 and the Title III-A grant in fall 2001, classroom equipment became more widely available, 
both through the central loaner pool, through permanent room installations across campus, and to 
individual faculty.  Thirteen multimedia classrooms were completed during the 2002-03 year, 
another thirteen in the 2003-04 year, and twelve more in the 2004-05.  The loaner pool of 
multimedia classroom equipment expanded each grant year through the present, thereby 
increasing faculty access to equipment such as projectors, laptops, DVD-VCR players, SMART 
Sympodia  and other equipment. This continuous growth in IT resources and classrooms had 
improved faculty access by 2004. However, when Hurricane Katrina destroyed several 
multimedia classrooms in 2005, there was a slight, but not significant, decline in the faculty’s 
ability to reserve them. Faculty still indicated in 2006 that they were attempting to reserve the 
rooms and that they had the basic technical facilities they needed in their classrooms.  

 
Technical Support-Item 38: Since 2001, Southern Miss has experienced two Chief 

Technology Officers, one Chief Information Officer, three University Presidents, and multiple 
other changes in administrative, faculty, and staff positions.  One of the few constants in the 
information technology area was the focus on customer service.  Each successive reorganization 
brought the unit to a higher awareness and more detailed plan of how to achieve a higher level of 
customer satisfaction and problem resolution.  There was a slight, but not significant, decline in 
the faculty’s perception of the technical support services; however, it appears that the planning 
and implementation have paid off. 
 We believe, therefore, that the overall increased satisfaction resulted from a series of 
interventions put into place as a result of the original faculty survey in 2001, which include : 1) 
increased faculty training through the PT3 grant with PEF faculty; 2) the development and 



formalization of a Learning Enhancement Center (LEC) (Title III-A); 3) the design and 
development of multimedia classrooms throughout both campuses as a result of the Title III-A 
grant; 4) the development of a faculty mentor program which recognizes and rewards faculty who 
are technology-savvy in return for their assisting other faculty with technology matters (Title III-
A and PT3); 5) the hiring of a full-time instructional and multimedia  designers and applications 
trainers, housed in LEC (Title III-A); and, the provision of increasing amounts of technology to 
which individual faculty have access (PT3 & Title III-A).  Additionally, the rollout of a campus-
wide high-speed wireless internet service, video streaming capabilities, and upgraded lab 
facilities for use by both faculty and students have contributed to this success. 
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Appendix A 

Survey Items Used to Measure Satisfaction: 
     *1. There are no barriers to my using the applications and media I would like to use.       
 
       5. I do not have onsite support. 
 
 **14. I do not have departmental funds to pay software costs. 
 
   *15. There is no incentive program.  
 
 **18. I am able to do everything I need to/want to use USM information technology. 
 
***21.  I have all the technological facilities I need in the classrooms I use. 
 
      22. I do not need any technological facilities in the classrooms I use.  
 
***31. I have attempted to reserve a multimedia classroom during the past year.  
 
***32. I am always able to reserve multimedia classrooms with no problems.  
 
      36. I am very familiar with the information technology resources on campus.  
 
***38. USM’s information technology support services have been very helpful and responsive to 
my needs.  
 

  * significant at the p < .05 level 
** significant at the p < .01 level 

           *** significant at the p<.001 level 


