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Introduction

This report details findings from the Student Technology Survey for MSU’s Office of Information and Technology Services (hereafter, ITS), conducted from November 10 to November 14, 2003.  The interviewing team consisted of the instructor and students in the course Public Opinion and Polling Methods, offered in MSU’s Department of Political Science/Law Enforcement.  Interviewing occurred mostly during two evening sessions of telephone interviewing, plus two periods of distributing written surveys at public places on the MSU campus.  Some surveys were distributed to student senators and other student leaders at MSU.  These efforts yielded 554 completed surveys of MSU students, focusing on their opinions of technology equipment and services at MSU.  This document reports on the survey procedures and results.  A copy of the survey instrument can be found in Appendix A.

Purpose of Survey

The primary purpose of the survey was to gather information on student opinions on MSU technology resources and services.  A series of five-point scales assessed how frequently students use campus technologies, and their opinions of the equipment itself and technology-related services (for example, MSU’s technology Help Desk).
Sampling

We used a combination of random and nonrandom sampling techniques.  For the telephone interviews, we began with a list of 500 MSU students and their telephone numbers, provided to us by ITS and randomly sampled from the entire MSU student body.  We applied further random sampling to this list, as follows.  The list of 500 contacts was numbered in a single sequence; this resulted in each contact being assigned a unique number ranging from 1 to 500.  On the list of 500 contacts, we used a random number table to randomly select a number between 001 and 500.  If the randomly selected number were 086, we selected #86 for interview; if the number selected was 337, then #337 was selected for interview, and so on.  By repeating this process, and crossing out contacts who had completed or refused interviews, or who otherwise were disqualified, we were able to select most people on the list for interview at some point.  Thus, the voluminous notes on the call lists show that we ended up attempting to reach most people on the list at least once.

The call lists posed some challenges.  Some students were listed with their parents’ phone numbers, not their own, and a few had addresses and phone numbers outside the U.S. listed.  To reduce costs, we only interviewed respondents in the 507 area code, and in most cases, only those requiring a local call.  When we reached parents, a few declined to give a phone number to reach their son or daughter at.  There also were some non-working numbers.  For these and other reasons (refusals and inability to reach respondents, for example), we found it necessary to re-sample the call lists on occasion, again using the random number table.

For the in-person interviews, we used a convenience sample of students walking by or congregating near the tables we had set up in the student union and on second floor Morris Hall.  Our interviewers approached fellow students, asking them to complete a brief survey on technology use at MSU.  In addition, the written survey was provided to MSU student senators and some other student leaders.  While these respondents cannot be said to represent the MSU student body as a whole, the use of the convenience sample strengthens the survey.  We realized many more interviews by distributing the survey to students in person than would have been possible over the telephone alone.  The final sample size was 554, of which 165 (29.8%) were telephone interviews, 79 (14.3%) were surveys returned by student leaders, and 310 (55.9%) were completed at the tables.
We thus obtained surveys from a wide range of students, with some combination of randomly sampled students (probably a reasonable representation of the MSU student body as a whole), and students who completed the survey upon our request.  The latter group does not offer a representative sample, but it does add many more surveys and in all likelihood, more reliable findings.

The Survey Instrument

The survey instrument is shown in Appendix A.  The survey was developed by Fred Slocum (Political Science/Law Enforcement) in consultation with Mark Johnson, MSU’s Vice President of Information Technology Services.  Questions asked included the student’s year in school and major.  Next came five-point Likert scales (ranging from ‘5-very often’ to ‘1-not at all’) asking respondents to report how frequently they use the following technology resources at MSU:

· The main Academic Computing Center (ACC) in Wissink Hall

· Any of MSU’s satellite computer labs

· The UCompass instructional management system’

· The ITS Help Desk

· The classroom presentation stations, found in wooden cabinets

· How frequently faculty use the classroom presentation stations

Responses to these items can help determine usage statistics for these resources.  For each technology resource actually used by the student, we sought opinions of that resource, its availability (i.e. hours open) and presence and quality of service as appropriate.  Here we used five-point Likert scales (ranging from 1-‘very low’ to 5-‘very high’).  We asked students to give opinions on these technologies, as follows:
· For ACC users: Hours open, usability of equipment, availability of staffing/assistance, quality of assistance provided

· For satellite lab users: Hours open, usability of equipment (these labs are not staffed)

· For ITS Help Desk users: Hours open, accuracy of problem-solving, courtesy/friendliness

· For classroom presentation station users: Quality of equipment, usability
Before the interview ended, respondents were also invited to offer open-ended comments on MSU’s technology resources.

Interviewers and Survey Procedures

Sixteen people carried out interviewing for this project.  Fifteen were students in Public Opinion and Polling Methods; the last one was Prof. Fred Slocum (the survey director and instructor of the Public Opinion course).  Before beginning interviewing, all students received training in class on sampling methods and interviewing techniques.  During interviewing, the survey director was always available for consultation, and he made some of the calls during the evening sessions.  On the second evening of calling, it was sometimes necessary to re-sample the call lists; after some initial supervision, the student callers completed the re-sampling themselves.


Interviewing for this project occurred from November 11 through 14, 2003.  Tables for distributing surveys were set up from 12:45 to 2:00 PM November 11 and 13 in the Morris Hall crossroads (second floor) and in the MSU student union.  Some surveys distributed to student leaders were completed November 12 through 14.  From 6 PM to 9PM the evenings of November 11 and 13, we called randomly sampled students as described above.  On each evening, all interviewers tallied their calls, including completed interviews, refusals, and other call outcomes.
  Respondents were frequently not home or otherwise not available for interviewing.  After a fourth unsuccessful attempt to reach a respondent, we discontinued such attempts and re-sampled the call lists using random number tables (as described above) to obtain more respondents.  Every effort was made to reach originally sampled respondents before breaking original sampling.

The survey team used cellular phones acquired through a partnership between MSU’s Center for Applied Social Science (CASS) and Midwest Wireless Communications.
  The use of cellular phones allowed interviewers to make calls in a more relaxed atmosphere than traditionally found in interviewing facilities.  Instead of sitting in one of a long row of cubicles, students were able to make calls in the Political Science/Law Enforcement department office.  They were able to spread out in the department’s lounge, conference room and at various desks.  Since telephones were recharged after each evening of calling, there were no significant problems with phones losing power or with interrupted connections.  In general, the cellular phones were a success, and they allowed for flexibility in interviewing facilities.

Results

We obtained 554 completed surveys over the two afternoons and two evenings of interviewing.  There were 165 telephone surveys, 79 surveys of student leaders, and 310 written surveys collected at tables set up in Morris Hall and the student union.  The response rate for the telephone survey was 82.1%, which is excellent for a telephone survey.
  The students interviewed were at various places in their student careers.  The surveys showed the following distribution of students’ year in school: 21.7% first-year students, 17.6% sophomores, 21.4% juniors, 20.1% fourth-year seniors, 11.4% other seniors, 7.1% graduate students, and 0.7% special students.
Usage Statistics for Campus Technologies
Each respondent was asked to rate their frequency of use of campus technology resources, on a five-point scale (1=not at all, 2=rarely, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 5=very often).  Table 1 displays the reported frequency of students’ use of technologies (first five items) and student perceptions of faculty use of classroom presentation stations (the sixth item).  The first column presents mean values (5=most frequent, 1=least frequent); other columns show percentages reporting each of the five use frequencies.
Table 1.  Frequency of Use of MSU Technologies (first five items rate student technology use)
	Technology Resource
	Mean Rating
	% Very Often
	%

Often
	% Some
times 
	%
Rarely
	% Not At All

	Academic Computing Center (Wissink)
	2.53
	9.4
	16.6
	20.6
	24.4
	28.9

	Satellite computer labs (various buildings)
	2.31
	7.8
	12.7
	20.7
	20.0
	38.8

	UCompass (instructional management system)
	2.91
	18.5
	22.2
	17.3
	15.5
	26.5

	ITS Help Desk
	1.71
	1.3
	4.7
	12.5
	27.1
	54.4

	Classroom presentation stations
	2.42
	6.7
	14.4
	24.9
	21.7
	32.3

	FACULTY use of presentation stations
	4.09
	36.9
	37.4
	17.5
	4.7
	3.5


Table 1 shows that most campus technologies were used moderately frequently (with means near 2.5).  However, more students reported using UCompass (mean 2.91).  And judging by student reports, faculty use the classroom presentation stations quite frequently; nearly three-quarters of students say faculty use them either ‘very often’ or ‘often.’  Conversely, a majority of students (54.4%) do not use the ITS Help Desk at all, and only 18.5% use the Help Desk at least sometimes.
Student Evaluations of MSU Technology Resources and Services
We next asked students to report their opinions of MSU technologies and technology services, also using a 5-point Likert scale (5=very high, 4=high, 3=average, 2=low, 1=very low).  The survey asked for evaluations of elements of the Academic Computing Center in Wissink Hall; the satellite computer labs; the ITS Help Desk; and the classroom presentation stations, as shown in Table 2 below.  Not all respondents used all services; therefore, the survey only asked students who were ACC users to evaluate the ACC.  Likewise, only Help Desk users were asked the questions on the Help Desk, and so on.  Thus, the numbers of respondents vary widely from item to item.  Most students evaluated the classroom presentation stations, considering those who had used them plus those who observed faculty using them.  Only a minority had used the Help Desk.  Numbers of responses for each item are shown in parentheses.
Table 2.  Student Opinions of Campus Technologies and Technology-Related Services

	Technology or Service
(and area of evaluation)
	Mean Rating
	% Very High
	%

High
	% Average
	%

Low
	% Very Low

	         Academic Computing Center (Wissink)

	Availability/hours open (n=385)
	3.77
	20.0
	45.7
	27.8
	4.2
	2.8

	Equipment usability (n=388)
	3.98
	28.9
	46.9
	19.8
	2.6
	1.8

	Staffing availability (n=383)
	3.54
	17.0
	35.8
	34.5
	9.4
	3.4

	Quality of assistance from staff (n=379)
	3.54
	17.7
	36.1
	33.3
	9.0
	4.2

	          Satellite Computer Labs (various buildings)

	Availability/hours open (n=306)
	3.54
	15.4
	37.9
	35.0
	8.8
	2.9

	Equipment usability (n=309)
	3.65
	17.8
	43.3
	28.2
	7.1
	3.6

	                ITS Help Desk

	Availability/hours open (n=240)
	3.35
	12.1
	30.4
	42.5
	10.0
	5.0

	Accuracy of answers from staff (n=235)
	3.34
	10.2
	34.9
	37.9
	13.2
	3.8

	Courtesy of staff (n=234)
	3.68
	17.9
	44.0
	29.1
	6.4
	2.6

	      Classroom Presentation Stations

	Quality of sound/video displays (n=490)
	3.88
	21.2
	49.6
	25.9
	2.2
	1.0

	Equipment usability (n=490)
	3.61
	15.3
	40.8
	35.1
	7.3
	1.4


Overall, Table 2 shows general satisfaction with campus technologies and technology-related services.  There were some variations in satisfaction; most notably, student satisfaction with the ITS Help Desk’s hours open and accuracy of answers ran lower than satisfaction with other technologies.  Here, dissatisfaction ran around 15% (combining the ‘low’ and ‘very low’ ratings).  Conversely, students gave higher marks to the sound and video quality of the classroom presentation stations, and the usability of computer equipment in the Academic Computing Center in Wissink Hall.
Summary and Conclusions
This survey provides an indirect assessment of student opinions of MSU’s on-campus technologies.  On all items evaluated, students are more often satisfied than dissatisfied.  However, students are more divided on how available help is from the Help Desk, and on the answers they get from Help Desk staff.  It is difficult to evaluate whether or not these represent real opinion differences from the other items.  It so happens that the Help Desk attracted by far the fewest evaluations, and fewer cases for study generally mean less reliable results.

We further analyzed the results by classifying respondents into one of three groups: student leaders (who were given the survey by a student leader taking the Public Opinion class); those who completed the written survey at one of the tables; and those who answered the survey over the telephone.  Some notable differences between the three groups emerged.  Compared to the overall pool of respondents, student leaders were more likely to use the Academic Computing Center (65 out of 79, or 82.3%, did, compared to 69.4% of students overall).  Second, students interviewed by telephone were notably more positive in their evaluations of most technology services and resources, and the differences were sometimes dramatic.  For example, telephone-surveyed students averaged a 4.20 rating of the quality of assistance at the Academic Computing Center; the corresponding averages were 3.34 among student leaders and 3.35 among those who completed written surveys.  Similarly, ratings of the courtesy of Help Desk staff varied widely, averaging 3.19 among student leaders, 3.58 among students who completed written surveys, and 4.21 for students who completed telephone interviews.  Somewhat smaller differences (generally around 0.6 points on a 1 to 5 scale) emerged in the other areas of evaluation, and in each case, telephone surveyed students gave the most favorable responses, while student leaders gave the least favorable responses.

This discrepancy in the findings is difficult to explain.  However, it may have to do with the more personal nature of telephone surveys, where the respondent is answering questions from a live interviewer.  The more personal the interaction in a survey setting, the more cautious respondents may be about giving overly negative responses.  Student leaders were given the survey by a colleague, and many took the survey with them and filled out the survey at their leisure.  Student leaders may have heard about computer breakdowns ‘through the grapevine’ and adjusted their ratings accordingly, consciously or unconsciously.
This survey provided a significant active learning opportunity for students in Dr. Slocum’s course, Public Opinion and Polling Methods.  The post-survey assessment papers written by students for the class show that all interviewers agree that the survey is an important component of such a class, and all support the practice of immersing students in the actual conduct of a survey when the class is taught in the future.  Similar comments appeared on the overall course evaluations.  In short, the survey was a valuable learning experience for students as well as an opportunity for ITS to learn how frequently students use campus technologies, and their opinions of MSU’s technology resources and services.
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Appendix A

Minnesota State University, Mankato

Survey: MSU Technology Resources and Services

Fall 2003

Interviewer Initials: ______       Date: _________________       Begin Time: ______       End Time: ______

Hello, my name is _______, and I’m calling from Minnesota State University, Mankato.  We’re conducting a brief survey for MSU’s Office of Information Technology Services (ITS).  We’re interested in how much students (like yourself) use campus technology resources and students’ opinions on those resources.  There are no right or wrong answers, and all responses will be kept confidential and strictly anonymous.  We will not use your name in any reports of our results.  (If respondent seems hesitant: This survey is a class project for students taking POL 423/523, Public Opinion and Polling Methods in the Political Science department).
1) Could you tell me your major? (Write response or check boxes on right, as appropriate)
First major ______________________________                   Undecided _______

Second major, if mentioned ________________                    No Major  ________

                                                                                                  No Answer _______

2) What is your year in school? (Answers should be based on credit hours completed; thus, students in their third year but who are sophomores in terms of credit hours should be counted as sophomores.  If in high school and taking courses PSEO, thank respondent and disqualify)
First/freshman ____   Second/sophomore ____   Third/junior ____   Fourth/senior ____

Fifth or later year senior ____   Graduate student ____   Special student ____

Something else ____   Unsure/No Answer ____

I have a few questions about which technology resources on campus you use.  I’m going to read a short list of technology resources at MSU, and for each one, could you please tell me whether you use that resource NOT AT ALL, RARELY, SOMETIMES, OFTEN or VERY OFTEN.  (Circle the appropriate answer on the five-point scale)

· The main Academic Computing Center (Lower level of Wissink Hall).

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Not at all                    Rarely               Sometimes                 Often                 Very often

· Any of the satellite computer labs (Prompt if needed: satellite labs are in Carkoski and Gage residence halls; Trafton, Nelson, Armstrong and Morris Halls, the student union, the performing arts center, the library and Wiecking Center)
1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Not at all                    Rarely               Sometimes                 Often                 Very often

· The UCompass instructional management system

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Not at all                    Rarely               Sometimes                 Often                 Very often

· The ITS Help Desk (technical support for campus computers and other technologies)

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Not at all                    Rarely               Sometimes                 Often                 Very often

· The classroom presentation stations in individual classrooms (including cabinets with document cameras, VCR and other equipment, and large-screen projection systems for showing class notes, web pages, videos and Power Point slides).

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Not at all                    Rarely               Sometimes                 Often                 Very often

· Based on what you see in your classes, how often would you say FACULTY use the classroom presentation stations in individual classrooms?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Not at all                    Rarely               Sometimes                 Often                 Very often

(Interviewer: Ask the following only of students who have used a computer lab, the Help Desk or used or watched a professor use a classroom presentation station ‘Rarely,’ ‘Sometimes,’ ‘Often’ or ‘Very Often’.  Otherwise, skip to the open-ended question, last page).

Now we’d like to get your opinions on the campus technology resources you do use.

3) (For ACC users only): On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 meaning ‘very low’ (poor) and 5 meaning ‘very high,’ (good), could you please rate the following aspects of the Academic Computing Center (lower level, Wissink Hall)? (Circle the subject’s response on the five-point scale; DK/NA means “don’t know/no answer”)
· Hours open.  Is the ACC open at hours that are convenient for students’ schedules?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

· Usability of equipment.  Does the ACC have the usable computer hardware and software you need to complete your academic work?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

· Staffing/assistance available.  Is there help (i.e. a lab staff person or monitor) at the ACC available when you need it?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

· Quality of assistance provided.  Are lab monitors/staff at the ACC courteous and helpful?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

4) (For satellite lab users only): On the same 1 to 5 scale, with 1 meaning ‘very low’ (poor) and 5 meaning ‘very high,’ (good), could you please rate a few aspects of the satellite computer labs, overall? (Circle the subject’s response on the five-point scale; DK/NA means “don’t know/no answer”)
· Accessibility/availability.  Are the open labs (satellite computer labs that are NOT reserved for classes) open at hours that are convenient for students’ schedules?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

· Usability of equipment.  Do the labs have the usable computer hardware and software you need to complete your academic work?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

5) (For ITS Help Desk users only): On the same 1 to 5 scale, how would you rate these aspects of the service you got at the ITS Help Desk?

· Availability.  Is the ITS Help Desk available when you need assistance?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

· Accuracy.  Does the ITS Help Desk provide an answer that solves your problem?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

· Courtesy/friendliness.  Are Help Desk staff friendly and courteous?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

6) (For classroom presentation station users or viewers only): On the same scale, how would you rate the classroom presentation stations? (Prompt if needed: these are the electronic equipment including document camera, VCR and projector in wooden cabinets in MSU classrooms)
· Quality of the equipment.  Does the equipment provide high-quality sound and video displays?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

· Usability.  Does the equipment at the classroom presentation stations work properly for you and/or faculty who use it?

1---------------------2---------------------3---------------------4---------------------5                DK/NA ___

      Very low                     Low                   Average                    High                  Very high

We have one last question.  Do you have any comments you would like to make about MSU’s technology resources, on these topics covered in this survey, or any others that might occur to you?  (Interviewer: Write any comments in the space below; use the back of this page if needed)

______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
Those are all the questions I have.  Information and Technology Services would like to use your comments to improve its services and serve students (like yourself) better.  Thanks for helping us out and have a good evening. 

(Interviewer: Note ending time below, and beginning time and ending time on front page)

Ending Time: __________
� The call logs (one per student per evening) are on file with the project director and can be viewed on request.


� In some cases, we called the listed telephone numbers and reached a parent.  Some were willing to provide their son or daughter’s telephone number, but others were not.


� We are grateful to MSU’s Center for Applied Social Science (CASS) for providing funding to support this project.


� In nationwide telephone surveys, typical response rates range from 60% to 70%.  Our response rate is higher, perhaps because some interviewers identified themselves as MSU students, generating sympathy for the interviewer.  Also, people contacted for the survey were told ‘up front’ that the survey was for ITS, and this up-front disclosure may have enhanced participation.  Finally, respondents were told the survey results would be used to improve campus technologies, and this, too, may have made people more cooperative.





