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A. ProjectBackground

The ASSETT (Arts and Sciences Support of Education Through Technology) group provides
pedagogical and academic technology suppervices for the College of Arts and Sciences at
CUBoulder, and is supported by an A&S student fee per credit hour. ASSETT initiated a large
Needs Assessment project in 2015. The project aimed to describe the needs of A&S faculty and
undergraduate studets for services around teaching and learning with technology. These
reports will inform the development of those services by ASSETT and be shared with other
campusgroups.

The first phase of this project involved holding interviews and focus groups with ASSETT
stakeholders and CBeulder students. We then compiled existing information about teaching
and learning with technology from campus and published outside sources, which together
informedthe developmentof a pair of campuswide surveys.Thefirst survey for undergraduate
students, focused on learning with technology. The second survey, for faculty and graduate
students, focused on teaching with technology. For the faculty survey, ideas were also
contributed by the Boulder Faculty AssemBlgministrative Services and Technology
Committee (BFAST), chaired by Paul Voakes, and Mark Werner, Director of the Academic
Technology and Design Team (ATDT) in the Office of Information TecHi@Bgy

B. Methods
Survey Development

Previous ASSETT Needs Assessments were conducted in 2008 and 2011. These assessments
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Most items were constructed de novo or modified from previous ASSETT or OIT technology
surveys. One item related to the preparation of students to use technology was taken from the
ECAR “Study of Undergraduate Students and Infaand& echnology” (Dahlstrom and Bischel,
2014). Items were formatted to allow greatest accessibility, including mobile desace

Question subitems were randomized whaossible.

Recruitment and Response
All CUBoulder faculty and graduate students wengited to participate in the “CU Teaching

With Technology Survey” (n = 7729). Deans and Assistant Deans of Libraries, Engineering, CMCI,
Education, and all three divisions of Arts and Sciences, along with UGGS and the BFA, promoted
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C.Results
a. Faculty Teachingosition

Table 1 What is the best description of your teaching position? 4i3)
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Table 2. To what extent do you agree than.= 473) Those disagreeing to the first statement
were filtered out for this report (N/A; n = 26 A&S faculty, n = 58 oéslondents).

neither
strongly agreenor strongly
agree agree disagree disagree disagree

| am very interested in
incorporating technologies
into my courses that make 49% 39% 11% N/A N/A
teaching more effective or
efficient
undergraduates entering CU
are adequately prepared to 12% 43% 2704 15% 3%
use technology to complete
coursework

Table 3. How skilled are your undergraduates with these activities? What are the Top 2 skills you
wish students could better develop? (434)

Top 2 for
students to sort of not very N/A: no
develop Verywell well well experience
validating the accuracy of 44% 11% 23% 5004 13%

digital information

finding digital information
(via library, journal 41% 20% 39% 35% 6%
websites etc.)

communicating
professionally via email,
online discussion, video 32% 24% 41% 31% 4%
calls(Skype, Zoom,
Facetimeegtc.)

creating digital and web
content (making a website,
using a wiki, blogging,
making a Powerpoint
presentation, making a
poster)

keeping digital information
organized

13% 14% 38% 16% 32%
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Table 4What are your preferences for teaching these kinds of undergraduate courses?
(n =473)

very somewhat not N/A: no
preferred preferred preferred experience
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Table 5.Do you use these in




Table 6.Do you have undergraduates use thessignment technology tools? Which are your Top 3 assignment technology tools to learn about
or use more? (n 432)

N/A: no
use in most of have used in tried, but do experience

Top 3 my classes someclasses not use using
collaborative reading and discussion toq(s.g. 0 0 0 0 o
VoiceThread, NB, NotaBene, HighlighbexSocratic) - 3% 10% 10% v
collaborative project, writing, editing toolgwikis, 384 16% 200 120 43%
PBWorks, Weebly, Google Drive, Droplzmtero) 0 0 ° °
online practice problems / quizzes with instant 36% 2204 2904 8% 47%

feedback



and faculty to learn about or use more (Table 6). Relatively more faculty outside A&S tend to
use collaborative assignmetaols.

Additional online academic technologies
In Table 7, riformation is presented about faculty use and interest in additional online tools,

including D2L and other learning management systems. The D2L platform is used by 90% of
faculty,while alternativeplatforms



Table 7.Do you use any of these online tools in your teaching? Which are the Top 3 online tools you would like to learn aboubceUée =
437)

N/A: no
use in most of have usedin tried, but do experience

Top 3 my classes someclasses not use using
videos/animations produced for my course (online 38% 14% 21% 11% 54%
lectures, Lecture Capture, Camtadaneo)
chat-based offlfze hours'or meetings (D2L chat, Goog 36% 4% 9% 10% 76%
Hangouts, texting, tutoring portalstc.)
simulations, PhET, educationghmes 27% 7% 17% 6% 70%
videoconferencingbased office hours or meetings
(Zoom, Skype, Continuing Education's Compodititn) 26% 4% 13% 11% 72%
etc.)
eclgﬁggf\ll\éi;ﬁe?ﬂ (moodle, Google Site, wordpress 2394 11% 10% 13% 66%
D2L courslatform 23% 81% 7% 4% 8%
Sﬂgnoes;utonals and trainings (OIT tutorials, Lynda.co 210 4% 16% 13% 68%
D2L as a portal to other learning tools (homework
websites, videos, simulations, Nota Bene/NB, Voice 21% 28% 18% 11% 42%

Threadetc.)







small classes (45%), but students did not prefer that policies lmread in any size class (>75%
againstenforcement).

Distraction Policy Enforcement

While many faculty reported using policies or trying to establish classroom norms curbing digital
distraction, only a minority (30%) reported they enforce a digital distraction policy. We
catalogued which methods of enforcement faculty described using, as well as other solutions
they found, from their responses to the free response question (n = 157). They most frequently
reported asking students to stop using a distractiegice (n = 43), with most of these reporting
they do this publicly rather than doing so quietly or privately. Participation grade penalties were
also frequently reported (n = 18), as well as asking violators to leave the classroom or move to a
designatedzone (n = 13). Several faculty wished it were possible to blefiksignals in

classrooms in order to make policies easgrtiorce.

A number of other solutions to digital distraction were also related. Several faculty described
methods by which theyelveraged peer pressure for enforcement, daample:

“If a student is goofing off on their computer or mobile device, all | have to do is get quiet
and look at them with an expression of mock patience. Everyone else usually joins in, until
the "offender” realizes we're all looking at them, which makes them stop whatever they
were doing. In other words, | harness the power of peer pressure.”

Severabthersdescribedholdingdistractedstudentsaccountablegor engagingappropriately:

“I walk through the aisles during class discussion time and make a point to visit the people
using a laptop and ask them about the topic of discussion”

Quite a number of other faculty (n = 18) reported pudgtithe onus on themselves to plan
engaging and busy class sessions to preclude distracticexdorple:

"If my students are more interested in their laptops than my course material, | need to make
my curriculum more interesting."”

| have not found this to be a problem. When the teaching and learning are both
engaged/engaging, device problems tend to disappear.”

Lastly, several faculty described the dilemma of needing students to use devices to benefit
learning in class, while wanting to discourage digtoerc One faculty uses this method for
engaging students in addressing ttiilemma:

"| teach students how to use body language and close their screens partially, to signal to
profs that they are not distracted."”

f. Teaching Challenges and Technolddgeds

To get a sense of the interaction between teaching and technology needs, we included a free
responseguestionaskingparticipantsto describethe teachingtechniguesandapproacheshey
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are most interested in, beyond technology. We also asked faculty to comment on their
technology needs, and to describe barriers to their implementation of technology. Comments
on these three qudfons were quite overlapping and so were coded together under two major
themes of teaching challenges and technology needs; about 100 comments from each question
were coded, as this number produced clear categories within éeche.

With respect to teacimg challenges, faculty comments reflected a strong desire to know more
about teaching students critical thinking (n = 32) and writing skills (n = 11), and how to motivate
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Table 9.Which of the following are the most effective types of learning opportunities about
teaching, for you? Chose your Tof3.2(n 473)
Count Perentage

meeting 1:1 with arexpert 296 63%
hour-longworkshop 240 51%
contact an expert orcall (phone, emailetc) 155 33%
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Faculty with low interest in using academic technologies

The very few faculty and graduate student participants (n = 58, 5%jdbponded “disagree”
or “strongly disagree” to the statemerit am very interested in incorporating technologies into

my courses that make teaching more effective or efficient” were directed to an abridged survey.
They received several introductory andmndographic questions, but did not receive questions
about digital distraction or professional development. They responded to a subset of-bnly 3
items within each academic technology tgolestion.

Of these faculty, 77% responded “disagree” and 23% msgo “strongly disagree” to the
technology interest statement. Very few of these faculty thought undergraduates were
adequately skilled in finding digital information, validating its accuracy, communicating
professionally, or creating digital and Wedntent.

Sixteen of these participants responded to a free response question asking about their
technology needs. Only two responded with addressable need, both related to using D2L. All
others commented that they do not need additional technology or woukdtiksee more

support of faceto-face interaction rather than technology. In one respondevitsy,

“Technology and real learning are inversely proportional. Students today cannot read, or write,
or think, and technologies are responsible for that to a great extent. To faculty, technologies are
simply an onerous obligation. Hire more staff, and let us live happily, free from technology.”

In comparison to the balance of A&S respondents, very few of these faculty use Clickers, D2L as
a portal to other learing tools, or videos in their courses. Most of these respondents did not
select any irclass, assignment, or online technologies or other teaching aids that they would be
interested in learning morabout.

i. Additional Demographics
Every A&S department on campus except one was represented, with more than 20 individuals

responding from each of the departments of English, EBIO, Writing & Rhetoric, Math, Inegrati
Physiology, Sociology, and Political Science (Table 12). Responding A&S faculty were skewed
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Table 12. Which is your primary Arts & Sciences department278)=

Answer Number % Answer Number % Answer  Number %
ENGL 32 7% HIST 14 3% ATOC 7 1%
EBIO 27 6% FRIT 15 3% ENVS 5 1%
PWR 27
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