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W
e’ve been research-
ing, developing,
and refining a set
of Web-based tech-
nologies for our

face-to-face and Internet-only courses
on the Illinois State University campus
over several years. Illinois State is a
Carnegie-classified intensive doctoral/
research university with some 20,000
students and 1,000 full and part-time
faculty.

We employ a project-oriented teach-
ing strategy, meaning one that uses
Internet and Web technologies to
encourage students to create authentic
finished work, publish their work on
the Web, and develop research tech-
niques for finding data on the Internet

that they can apply to real-world prob-
lem solving. Using these technologies
involves students actively in their own
learning and helps prepare them for
the world of work.

In this article, we analyze our
approach to suggest the instructional
technology services and products that
faculty members want and can success-
fully use in the classroom. We treated
our assertions as a set of hypotheses
that cried out for testing. Conse-
quently, we compared our assertions
with the results of a survey of faculty
on our campus designed to obtain a
snapshot of faculty attitudes and needs
regarding the use of instructional tech-
nology in their teaching and classroom
activities.

We conducted the survey using a Web
form.1 We used four different listservs
on campus to solicit responses to the
survey. In effect, we reached faculty
with enough interest in and experience
with instructional technology to
request membership in a listserv — pre-
cisely the group we aimed for. We
received 105 responses, a rate we believe
approaches 20 percent of the relevant
faculty group. The survey respondents
self-selected themselves into the cate-
gories of beginner, intermediate, and
advanced technology users.

Pedagogical Issues
While our disciplines (economics

and music) are as different as night and
day (dismal scientist meets starving
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artist), fundamentally many facets of
our active learning solutions are simi-
lar. We strive to provide
■ Forums to encourage student-to-

student and student-to-faculty
contact

■ Frequent evaluation points
■ Prompt feedback
■ Real-life challenges and problem

solving
■ Publishing experiences including

electronic portfolios
■ Activities to create authentic prod-

ucts through real-world experiences
■ Clear criteria for evaluating finished

products
■ Opportunities for revision

We firmly believe that pedagogy
drives technology. Table 1 provides an
inventory of the various technology
applications we employ in our courses,
all Internet based. The leftmost col-
umn shows how these techniques map
to the applications that we’ve used to
achieve the instructional goals above.

Table 1 further illustrates that we use
a variety of teaching strategies. We
carefully choose technology that lets

us present multimedia-rich informa-
tion to our students and create any-
time, anyplace student-to-student and
student-to-faculty interactions. Most
importantly, we choose technology to
provide flexible guides for students to
explore and create multimedia-rich
environments to enhance learning.
For more information on our use of
technology in our courses and peda-
gogical strategies employed, refer to
our previous work.2

So What Do Faculty Want?
We believe that analyzing our

approach to using instructional tech-
nology can identify the essential char-
acteristics of relevant products and ser-
vices that faculty want to support
them in using technology to teach.
While we readily admit to being card-
carrying early adopters, we nonethe-
less believe that our work can yield a
set of needs representative of most fac-
ulty, even wary adopters. The stages of
development that we’ve experienced
as we struggled to improve our instruc-
tional technology are the same stages

that a novice instructional technolo-
gist will eventually pass through. We
support each of our assertions below
with a combination of anecdotal data
from our classroom experience and
data from our survey of faculty at our
campus.

Assertion 1. Faculty want instructional
technology driven by pedagogical
goals.

Pedagogical goals drove our
approach. We believe that technology
must not be dominant and must not
be used for its own sake.3 As long ago
as 1972, the Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education (The Fourth Revolu-
tion) created the litmus test for best use
of instructional technology:
■ the teaching-learning task to be per-

formed [is] essential to the course to
which it is applied, and 

■ the task could not be performed as
well — if at all — for students with-
out the technology.
Our choices of instructional technol-

ogy are based on these premises.

Inventory of Instructional Technology Techniques

Technology Tool Course* Strategy Application

Web documents Econ/Arts Present Distribution of class documents
RealAudio/Video Arts Present Archived and live online delivery 

of instruction
Mallard Gradebook Econ/Arts Present Online access to personal evaluation 

and immediate feedback on progress
Forms (CGIMail) Econ/Arts Interact Online, format student responses and 

quick surveys, One-Minute Paper
E-mail critiques Econ/Arts Interact Electronic quality exchanges of 

information between instructor and 
student

Listservs, NetForum, WebBoard Econ/Arts Interact Archived interaction and discussion 
(bulletin board style)

AIM, Chat Arts Interact Real-time conversations
Mallard Quizzes Econ/Arts Interact Practice exams, online exams with 

automatic feedback
Web-based guides, tutorials, and labs Econ/Arts Guide and explore Rich sets of learning resources created 

by the instructor for the students or 
generated by the students themselves

Interactive database (Tango) Econ Guide and explore Online, interactive publications of 
student research

* Note: Econ = Economics; Arts = Fine Arts

Table 1



Statement 1: For instructional technology to be effective, it must
first be driven by pedagogical needs and goals.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 3.45 3.45 6.90 20.69 65.52
Intermediate 5.17 — 6.90 15.52 72.41
Advanced 5.56 — 5.56 16.67 72.22
All 4.76 0.95 6.67 17.14 70.48

Statement 2: I prefer to pick the one application I need to solve a
specific pedagogical problem rather than having to adopt a Swiss-
Army-knife Web tool that does everything.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 13.79 6.90 44.83 17.24 17.24
Intermediate 10.34 18.97 15.52 29.31 25.86
Advanced 11.11 11.11 5.56 27.78 44.44
All 11.43 14.29 21.90 25.71 26.67

Statement 3: I want one “Web tool” that does everything (such as
mail, chat, Web pages, grades, etc.).

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 6.90 17.24 37.93 24.14 13.79
Intermediate 24.14 20.69 24.14 17.24 13.79
Advanced 38.89 16.67 11.11 16.67 16.67
All 21.90 19.05 25.71 19.05 14.29

Statement 4: Most “Web tools” (such as Mallard and WebCT) 
simplify the task of creating online instructional materials by making
assumptions about the structure and shape of courses and teaching
that reduce my flexibility.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 10.34 13.79 68.97 3.45 3.45
Intermediate 8.62 15.52 55.17 15.52 5.17
Advanced 22.22 16.67 33.33 22.22 5.56
All 11.43 15.24 55.24 13.33 4.76

Statement 5: I seek technical help when I want to know how to
accomplish a specific task using technology.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 3.45 — 10.34 44.83 41.38
Intermediate 3.45 8.62 8.62 39.66 39.66
Advanced 5.56 — 5.56 22.22 66.67
All 3.81 4.76 8.57 38.10 44.76

Statement 6: Demonstrations of the success and failure of other
faculty technology projects is a waste of time.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 41.38 37.93 10.34 6.90 3.45
Intermediate 36.21 32.76 18.97 6.90 5.17
Advanced 55.56 11.11 16.67 5.56 11.11
All 40.95 20.47 16.19 6.67 5.71

Statement 7: I would like more faculty showcases of instructional
technology that demonstrate real-world applications in the classroom.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 3.45 10.34 27.59 37.93 20.69
Intermediate 8.62 10.34 17.24 34.48 29.31
Advanced 22.22 — 11.11 27.78 38.89
All 9.52 8.57 19.05 34.29 28.57

Statement 8: I would use more instructional technology in my
classes if I felt that there was sufficient support on campus to help
me with the implementation.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 6.90 10.34 17.24 37.93 27.59
Intermediate 13.79 13.79 15.52 34.48 22.41
Advanced 27.78 16.67 5.56 27.78 22.22
All 14.29 13.33 14.29 34.29 23.81

Statement 9: The difficulties of knowing where and from whom to
seek help on campus create a barrier to the adoption of instructional
technology.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 3.45 6.90 13.79 44.83 31.03
Intermediate 8.62 20.69 12.07 37.93 20.69
Advanced 11.11 16.67 11.11 27.78 33.33
All 7.62 16.19 12.38 38.10 25.71

Statement 10: The greatest impediment to my seeking training in
instructional technology is the lack of release time.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 17.24 6.90 13.79 24.14 37.93
Intermediate 12.07 17.24 13.79 39.66 17.24
Advanced 16.67 — 27.78 33.33 22.22
All 14.29 11.43 16.19 34.29 23.81

Statement 11: Some tangible rewards and incentives for spending
time developing classroom technology would do more to motivate
me than more training.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 20.69 10.34 17.24 31.03 20.69
Intermediate 6.90 13.79 18.97 37.93 22.41
Advanced 22.22 16.67 5.56 22.22 33.33
All 13.33 13.33 16.19 33.33 23.81

Statement 12: The lack of campus grant funds to support the devel-
opment of instructional technology is a major deterrent to its adoption.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner — 10.34 31.03 44.83 13.79
Intermediate 10.34 15.52 25.86 31.03 17.24
Advanced 5.56 5.56 22.22 44.44 22.22
All 6.67 12.38 26.67 37.14 17.14

Statement 13: The lack of time is the most critical barrier to my
experimenting with technology.

1 2 3 4 5
Beginner 3.45 13.79 — 6.90 75.86
Intermediate 5.17 1.72 5.17 41.38 46.55
Advanced 11.11 — 11.11 33.33 44.44
All 5.71 4.76 4.76 30.48 54.29

1 = strongly disagree, 
2 = somewhat disagree, 
3 = no opinion, 

4 = somewhat agree,
and
5 = strongly agree.

Survey of Faculty Needs and Attitudes 
for Instructional Technology

Note: In the tables below, 
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■ Our choice to use Web-based quizzes
was driven by the pedagogical goals
of giving frequent evaluations, pro-
viding prompt feedback, and giving
students the opportunity to revise
their work — goals also supported by
the Harvard Assessment Seminars.4

■ Our decision to use a Web-based dis-
cussion group with NetForum and,
subsequently, WebBoard arose from
our desire to encourage interaction
between students and build a sense
of a cooperative learning community
that exists beyond the classroom.

■ Chizmar’s decision to create a Tango-
based, online, student paper publish-
ing system was driven by the goal of
giving students a chance to revise and
improve their work over time —
another goal supported by the Har-
vard Assessment Seminars5 — and
motivating students to create authen-
tic finished work.

■ Williams’ decision to create Web-
based tutorials to guide and encour-
age students in building their own
multimedia and Web-based produc-
tions arose from the desire to create a
learning environment rich in
resources and media, which, in turn,
gives students the opportunity to cre-
ate real-world, finished products
directly applicable to their future pro-
fessional needs as multimedia artists.
One key statement on our survey

related to Assertion 1: “For instruc-
tional technology to be effective, it
must first be driven by pedagogical
goals.” A strong majority (88 percent)
of the responding faculty either some-
what agreed (17 percent) or strongly
agreed (71 percent) with this state-
ment. (See Statement 1 of the sidebar
“Survey of Faculty Needs and Attitudes
for Instructional Technology.”) This
sentiment was shared evenly by begin-
ning, intermediate, and advanced fac-
ulty respondents.

Assertion 2. Faculty desire Web-based
tools designed for a specific pedagogical
task as opposed to a Swiss-Army-knife
Web tool designed for many tasks.

We agree with Donovan and Mack-
lin’s assertion that faculty want to

“accomplish specific tasks using tech-
nologies and want to be able to easily
repeat these tasks in subsequent aca-
demic quarters.”6 We also agree with
their assertion that “the Web itself, not
any one piece of software, [is] the
‘killer app.’”7

Because Swiss-Army-knife Web tools
are designed to accomplish many ped-
agogical tasks, the designers of these
all-in-one tools have to make assump-
tions about the teaching-learning pro-
cess — assumptions that many faculty
members will oppose. WebCT, Black-
board, and Mallard are examples of
these packages.

Our approach uses off-the-shelf or
personally developed software capabil-
ities designed to meet specific peda-
gogical tasks. For example,
■ We chose only two tools from the

complete Mallard package: powerful
quiz generation and management,
and an online, personal gradebook.
We didn’t want features that we knew
we wouldn’t use because we’d already
found an alternative (usually better)
way to accomplish a task, such as
generating Web-based threaded
discussion and feedback through
NetForum or the newer Web-based
software on our campus, WebBoard.

■ Chizmar chose to have a student-
paper publishing application cre-
ated for him based on his need for a
tool designed to publish student
papers on the Web and to tie each
paper to the appropriate instructor-
generated rubric and to student-
generated reviews.

■ Williams’ choice of streaming video
(initially RealAudio and then
RealVideo) was driven by the need
for a cost-effective solution to broad-
casting reasonable quality video to
online students who would receive
the materials by modem at home.

■ The choice of using AOL Instant
Messenger (AIM) as the chat-
software application provided
Williams with a free and widely
accessible chat software that any
potential student could access and
that worked unobtrusively in the
background of the instructor’s and
online students’ workstations.

The response to several statements on
our survey support Assertion 2. Slightly
more than half (52 percent) of the
respondents either somewhat agreed
(26 percent) or strongly agreed (27 per-
cent) with the statement, “I prefer to
pick the one application I need to solve
a specific pedagogical problem rather
than having to adopt a Swiss-Army-
knife Web tool that does everything.”
(See Statement 2 of the sidebar.) Again,
advanced users were much more likely
to strongly agree with this statement.
Not surprisingly, 45 percent of begin-
ning users had no opinion about this
statement, with the rest evenly dis-
tributed among the remaining options.
Conversely, 33 percent of respondents
either somewhat agreed (19 percent) or
strongly agreed (14 percent) with the
statement, “I want one ‘Web tool’ that
does everything (such as mail, chat,
Web pages, grades, etc.).” (See State-
ment 3 of the sidebar.) This time,
advanced users were much more likely
to strongly disagree with this statement,
with beginners having no opinion.

While these statistics support Asser-
tion 2, our hypothesis as to why faculty
would shun Swiss-Army-knife Web tools
turned out to be wrong. Borrowing from
Donovan and Macklin,8 we included the
following statement on our survey:
“Most ‘Web tools’ (such as Mallard and
WebCT) simplify the task of creating on-
line instructional materials by making
assumptions about the structure and
shape of courses and teaching that
reduce my flexibility.” Only 18 percent
of faculty either somewhat agreed (13
percent) or strongly agreed (5 percent)
with this statement. (See Statement 4 of
the sidebar.) Again, the opinion of
advanced users differed markedly from
intermediate and beginning users. We
believe that the large number of users
having no opinion resulted from so few
respondents (only 15 percent) actually
having used these applications. Addi-
tional data from our survey reinforced
this assertion. In fact, 63 percent of
respondents who’ve used these applica-
tions either somewhat agreed (13 per-
cent) or strongly agreed (50 percent) with
Statement 2 (“I prefer to pick the one
application I need to solve a specific ped-
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agogical problem rather than having to
adopt a Swiss-Army-knife Web tool that
does everything.”).

Assertion 3. Faculty want to be able to
turn to technical experts when they
need help in developing a Web-based
application that would require techni-
cal expertise beyond what should be
expected based on the traditional cost-
benefit ratio of faculty time.

Chizmar’s decision to turn to the
University’s instructional technology
unit for help in developing the stu-
dent-paper publishing system was
based on the knowledge that his time
would be better spent on more tradi-
tional teaching and research activities
than in developing the programming
skills necessary to work with a Web-
based database environment like
Tango. This online paper-publishing
system is a prime example of the kind
of special software modules that can
be developed for faculty to meet a spe-
cific pedagogical goal.

Following the University of Wash-
ington’s lead with the Catalyst pro-
ject,9 Illinois State University’s instruc-
tional technology strategic plan
recommended the creation of instruc-
tional modules that faculty could
choose from to add functionality to
their teaching Web site by simply
selecting from a menu on a Web form.
The newly reorganized Faculty Tech-
nology Support Services unit on cam-
pus has started building such a reposi-
tory of online tools, templates, and
modules. Moreover, when faculty on
our campus wanted an alternative to
listservs for online discussion groups,
we turned to the central host-based
services computing staff to set up Net-
Forum for this purpose. Later the cam-
pus migrated to the more sophisticated
commercial application, WebBoard.

One statement on our survey related
to Assertion 3. An overwhelming
majority of respondents (83 percent)
either somewhat agreed (38 percent) or
strongly agreed (45 percent) with the
statement, “I seek technical help when
I want to know how to accomplish a
specific task using technology.”

Advanced users were much more likely
to strongly agree with this statement.
(See Statement 5 of the sidebar.)

Assertion 4. Faculty desire to interact
and compare notes with peers on cam-
pus who are involved in instructional
technology at a comparable level.

Our approach encounters frequent
technology and pedagogical problems,
compelling us to compare notes on
what works and debate how to make it
work when it doesn’t.
■ For the development of the Web-

based gradebook and quizzes, we
assisted each other in solving the
complexities of this system and
shared various solutions.

■ Williams’ expertise with more
complex programming and multi-
media techniques is traded against
Chizmar’s statistical and survey
knowledge, plus classroom research
techniques such as his “one-
minute paper” student assessment
technique.

■ Williams was involved with a cam-
pus faculty group that developed a
proposal for a faculty instructional
technology cooperative where fac-
ulty could come together to share
experiences and trade expertise with
the goal of improving the use of
instructional technology on cam-
pus. In concept, the co-op resembles
the University of Iowa’s “Favor
Bank.”10 The initiative languished
for several years, but the Faculty IT
Co-op is now up and running under

the sponsorship of the new Faculty
Technology Support Service unit.
Two statements on our survey related

to Assertion 4. A majority (61 percent)
of the respondents either strongly dis-
agreed (41 percent) or somewhat dis-
agreed (20 percent) with the statement,
“Demonstrations of the success and
failure of other faculty technology pro-
jects is a waste of time.” (See Statement
6 of the sidebar.) This time, advanced
users were more equivocal. When asked
whether they “would like more faculty
showcases in instructional technology
that demonstrates real-world applica-
tions in the classroom,” 63 percent of
respondents either somewhat agreed
(34 percent) or strongly agreed (29 per-
cent) with this statement. (See State-
ment 7 of the sidebar.) While 67 per-
cent of advanced users either somewhat
agreed (28 percent) or strongly agreed
(39 percent) with the statement, it’s also
true that 22 percent of advanced users
strongly disagreed. No one somewhat
disagreed with this statement.

Assertion 5. Faculty desire technical
support and network services that are
reliable and fast enough to run sophis-
ticated applications efficiently without
frustrating students and faculty.

Nothing frustrates students, espe-
cially technophobes, more than
instructional technology that doesn’t
work. When a server is down, e-mail
isn’t accessible, or the help desk pro-
vides an inappropriate answer, they
blame the faculty member who
required them to use the software or
Internet service. Nothing frustrates fac-
ulty more than to assign a Web-based
quiz, for example, and then discover
that the server is down or that its per-
formance has slowed to a snail’s pace.

When catastrophes strike, trust
between student and instructor fades
and confidence in instructional technol-
ogy declines. Faculty desire a network
and technical infrastructure that never
calls attention to itself, one that doesn’t
create barriers to entry for wary faculty
and students because of its complexity.
The infrastructure should be transpar-
ent, much as the utility infrastructure

Our approach encounters

frequent technology and

pedagogical problems,

compelling us to compare

notes on what works and

debate how to make it

work when it doesn’t.
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that powers our lights and our comput-
ers — throw the switch and it works!

This past year, Illinois State Univer-
sity’s Campus Technology Support
Group (CTSG) took positive steps to
increase confidence in the campus
computer infrastructure with a “Build-
ing a Technology Friendly Campus”
campaign. This slogan challenged
campus technology staff and units to
deliver reliable, user-friendly service
and support, and sent a strong message
to the campus students and faculty
that we were trying hard to win their
support and confidence.

Two statements on our survey
related to Assertion 5. A majority (58
percent) of the faculty either some-
what agreed (34 percent) or strongly
agreed (24 percent) with the state-
ment, “I would use more instructional
technology in my classes if I felt that
there was sufficient support on cam-
pus to help me with the implementa-
tion.” (See Statement 8 of the sidebar.)
Beginning users were more likely to
agree with this statement than
advanced users. Once again, advanced
users responded equivocally, with 28
percent strongly disagreeing and 49
percent either somewhat or strongly
agreeing with the statement.

A larger majority of respondents
(64 percent) either somewhat agreed
(38 percent) or strongly agreed (26
percent) with the statement, “The dif-
ficulties of knowing where and from
whom to seek help on campus create
a barrier to the adoption of instruc-
tional technology.” (See Statement 9
of the sidebar.) Beginning users (76
percent) were more likely to hold this
opinion than intermediate (59 per-
cent) and advanced users (61 per-
cent). The bimodal response on this
set of survey items can easily be
explained by the very different needs
of faculty who are novices with this
type of technology and those who are
more advanced. Novices need lots of
support and models to emulate, and
are more likely not to know where to
turn for help.

Assertion 6. Faculty desire recogni-
tion, both monetary and intrinsic, for

developing and using instructional
technology in their classrooms.

We’ve both received a number of
Internet teaching grants from our
campus that provided some funding
to compensate for the extra develop-
ment time and for software purchases.
However, we discovered early on that
it’s easy to underestimate the time it
takes to transfer teaching materials
and techniques to new technology
delivery systems. In addition, the fac-
ulty evaluation system on our campus,
as with many other campuses, gives
little recognition for instructional
innovation when considering promo-
tions and salary increases. We’ve
received support, but the rewards
don’t equal the final products we
produced.

As pioneers of Internet teaching on
our campus, we were left to support
ourselves as we struggled with issues of
content, pedagogy, and delivery. Such
is the fate of early adopters. We believe
that late adopters will require mone-
tary and nonmonetary rewards to
adopt instructional technology. At
CAUSE97 we stated, “The risk of not
having such a reward system in place
is few faculty willing to commit the
time needed to offer ... courses [that
incorporate instructional technol-
ogy].”11 This statement is especially
true when you consider the pressure
on faculty on many campuses to
instantly adapt their courses to Inter-
net delivery — a process that requires
facing the technology challenges of
many of the techniques we imple-
mented over four to five years.

Our campus has put a major empha-
sis on providing extrinsic rewards to
faculty for developing new instruc-

tional technology in support of teach-
ing through the newly reorganized
faculty technology center. The most
significant program — the State Farm
Instructional Technology Fellowship
program — pairs faculty with mentors
drawn from faculty with advanced
technology skills and experience. The
experience lasts a year. Starting in the
summer, faculty in the program go
through intensive one-month training
before developing their own materials
for the classroom. During the course
of the year they continue to work with
their appointed mentor in developing
materials and using them in their
courses. The faculty support center
also provides a variety of smaller
jump-start grant opportunities, com-
puter literacy stipends, training expe-
riences, and the like. Most of these
carry some form of financial remuner-
ation, in the form of salary, software,
or hardware.

Several statements on our survey
related to Assertion 6. A majority (58
percent) of the faculty either some-
what agreed (34 percent) or strongly
agreed (24 percent) with the state-
ment, “The greatest impediment to
my seeking training in instructional
technology is the lack of release time.”
(See Statement 10 of the sidebar.) Like-
wise, a majority of respondents (57
percent) either somewhat agreed (33
percent) or strongly agreed (24 per-
cent) with the statement, “Some tangi-
ble rewards and incentives for spend-
ing time developing classroom
technology would do more to moti-
vate me than more training.” (See
Statement 11 of the sidebar.)

About the same majority of respon-
dents (54 percent) either somewhat
agreed (37 percent) or strongly agreed
(17 percent) with the statement, “The
lack of campus grant funds to support
the development of instructional tech-
nology is a major deterrent to its adop-
tion.” (See Statement 12 of the side-
bar.) Advanced users were more likely
to agree (62 percent). A priori, we sur-
mised that most respondents would
agree with statements 11 and 12. Con-
sequently, we’re surprised both by the
smallness of the agreeing groups in

Nothing frustrates 

students, especially

technophobes, more than

instructional technology

that doesn’t work.
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Statements 11 and 12 and the large-
ness of the dissenting group in State-
ment 11. Perhaps the real impediment
to developing instructional technol-
ogy is revealed in Statement 13, which
shows that 84 percent of faculty some-
what agreed or strongly agreed with
the statement, “The lack of time is the
most critical barrier to my experiment-
ing with technology.” Faculty, like
everyone else in the information age,
simply have too much to do.

Recommendations
We offer six recommendations tied

to each of our technology assertions.

Recommendation 1. Universities
should create and provide a selection
of Web-based instructional technology
modules, each driven by and tied to a
specific pedagogical strategy. More
specifically, they should create mod-
ules or templates that provide present-
ing, interacting, guiding, and explor-
ing strategies so that faculty members
have a diverse array of options to fit
both student and instructor needs.
Moreover, faculty should be able to
easily configure these tools to their
class Web sites without learning HTML
and Javascript coding.

Recommendation 2. Instructional
technology units should invest their
efforts in discrete solutions that are
mapped to instructional needs and
strategies. Swiss-Army-knife solutions
like WebCT are useful to faculty not as
comprehensive packages, but for their
separate parts. Indeed, in lieu of a spe-
cific solution, faculty members choose
the Web tool that best accomplishes
the specific task at hand with the least
investment of time. If it meets an
instructional technology need, faculty
members will use anything they can
get their hands on, even a Swiss Army
knife.

Recommendation 3. Instructional
technology units should invest less of
their efforts in solving the technical
problems of individual faculty mem-
bers and more in serving the faculty in
general by creating a series of modules

or templates that faculty could choose
from to add functionality to their
teaching. (The Catalyst Project at the
University of Washington offers a
good example.)

Recommendation 4. In ways that
respect the value of faculty time, cam-
puses need to create venues for faculty
to come together to share and trade
experiences, development efforts, tem-
plates, products, and the like. The Fac-
ulty Co-op or Favor Bank ideas men-
tioned earlier could serve as a model to
promote the sharing of faculty exper-
tise for both content and technology.

Recommendation 5. Administrators
charged with providing instructional
technology leadership must always
guard against allowing technology to
become dominant. To ensure that
technology works flawlessly, it’s some-
times better to wait on a software
upgrade or change until instructors
can make the necessary adjustments
to their instructional materials. Fur-
ther, when technology administrators
decide to adopt a new technology,
they should over-, not under-, esti-
mate its capacity. If they decide that
current budgets aren’t sufficient to
support a generous level of capacity,
they should wait until the necessary
funds become available or consider
outsourcing.

Recommendation 6. More than ever,
faculty need rewards for their instruc-
tional development efforts through
release time, monetary awards, soft-
ware and hardware support, and credit
in the salary, promotion, and tenure
process. Faculty members don’t need
motivation; they need support. Fac-
ulty members have many interests and
obligations competing for their time.
The incentives structures indicating
what our universities value still tilt
heavily toward traditional research.
Our best advice is to change these tra-
ditional incentive structures.e
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