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Section three of the core data survey
captured data about campus com-

puting support in general terms of services and
infrastructure; specific support for faculty in the
use of technology in teaching and learning;
and student computing policy and infrastruc-
ture. Because of the increasingly widespread
use of and interest in course management sys-
tems, data about these systems are highlight-
ed separately.

Campus Computing Support
Campus IT organizations provide common

support services and infrastructure in support
of the academic mission. It is this service envi-
ronment that both allows students and faculty
to do their work and supports the instruction-
al mission of the campus.

The first dimension of this environment has
to do with the availability of technological
assistance on a campus. The help desk is criti-
cal in helping students and faculty overcome
the hardware and software challenges that

might interfere with their using technology in
learning or research efforts. As seen in Table 
3-1, the amount of support provided at differ-
ent classes of institution varies, with signifi-
cantly more assistance available at doctoral
institutions than other categories, more at
masters institutions than baccalaureate or
community college campuses, and so on.
While there is much discussion about the need
for support on an around-the-clock basis, with
support available 24×7, these data tell us that
this is not common practice.

A second dimension of campus support has
to do with the availability of e-mail and specif-
ically whether or not students are issued e-
mail accounts for the purpose of receiving offi-
cial campus communications. The ubiquity of
e-mail access is important to understand, as
this determines whether or not faculty and/or
administrators can count on being able to
reach all students in a particular class or all
students on campus to inform them of policies,
events, and so forth. As seen in Table 3-2, the
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Table 3-1
Help Desk Availability

All DR MA BA AA Other
Number of hours per
week the help desk is
available

66.5 82.5 68.8 58.8 53.9 62.2

Percentage of campuses
that have 24x7 support

4.7% 13.4% 3.6% 0.0% 1.1% 4.2%



practice of providing all students an e-mail
account is extremely common and fairly con-
sistent for all Carnegie groups except for asso-
ciate’s colleges. This latter finding is probably
due to the nature of these institutions, most of
which are community colleges that serve
diverse populations, almost all of whom are
commuter students, and who are usually not
long-term attendees of the institution.

Because of the number of students who
already have e-mail accounts when they
arrive on campus, some campuses have
stopped offering universal e-mail accounts.
The data in Table 3-3 help us understand what
is happening with regard to such access, inter-
pret the data in the previous table, and iden-

tify patterns in the different strategies being
used by different types of institution.

The last dimension of general campus sup-
port is the extent to which technology is avail-
able in classrooms so that faculty and students
can use electronic means for learning in their
in-class experiences. The results appear in
Table 3-4. The percentage of classrooms with
wired Internet connectivity in our responding
institutions is relatively high in all classes of
higher education institutions, but it is some-
what lower for doctoral and “other” institu-
tions. One likely explanation for the smaller
percentage of wired classrooms in doctoral
institutions is that they usually have very
large inventories of classrooms, so even
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All DR MA BA AA Other
Wired Internet
Connectivity

81.5% 78.6% 87.9% 84.2% 83.8% 68.1%

Wireless Internet
Connectivity

17.7% 20.7% 18.0% 15.5% 19.6% 14.5%

LCD Projectors 39.0% 38.1% 37.4% 38.2% 38.6% 44.2%

Computers 31.0% 22.4% 31.3% 34.5% 36.8% 32.0%

Televisions 33.7% 23.9% 39.7% 32.4% 44.7% 28.4%

All DR MA BA AA Other
Never offered 6.1% 3.6% 3.6% 1.5% 27.0% 5.2%

Offered with no plans to
discontinue

87.4% 91.1% 91.1% 92.5% 53.9% 91.7%

Offered but considering
discontinuing

2.7% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 5.6% 2.1%

Already stopped offering 3.7% 2.4% 2.4% 3.0% 13.5% 1.0%

All DR MA BA AA Other
Yes 85.8% 91.0% 90.5% 94.0% 55.1% 87.5%

No 14.2% 9.0% 9.5% 6.0% 44.9% 12.5%

Table 3-2
Percentage of Institutions That Issue E-Mail Accounts to All Students

Table 3-3
Policy on Offering Universal Student E-Mail

Table 3-4
Percentage of Classrooms Equipped with Various Technologies

 



though in absolute terms they probably have
far more classrooms with this capability than
other types of institutions, the percentage of
classrooms with wired connectivity is smaller.
We found the same pattern for the percentage
of classrooms with an installed computer, and
the same explanation is probably appropriate.
There are no differences in the percentages of
classrooms that have wireless connectivity or
that have computer projection, with about
one-fifth and two-fifths of the classrooms hav-
ing these capabilities, respectively. Having a
television in a classroom is most common in
associate’s colleges and least common in doc-
toral institutions.

Faculty Support
If e-learning is going to become a reality in

higher education, the extent of support for fac-
ulty to learn about and incorporate electronic
capabilities into their courses will be a key fac-
tor in this transformation. Table 3-5 summa-
rizes the data about a number of dimensions of
faculty support, once again examining these

across the Carnegie groups and showing differ-
ences associated with the nature of the campus.

The most common form of faculty sup-
port—and this is true across all Carnegie cat-
egories—is that of providing training pro-
grams for faculty. There is some variation
across Carnegie class as to whether the most
common training is in the form of scheduled
sessions or conducted on request. This differ-
ence is probably due to the scale of operations,
with smaller schools offering training more on
request and doctoral institutions having both
the capacity for scheduled sessions and vol-
ume of demand to prompt this approach.

In recent years there has been an emergence
of instructional technology centers to assist fac-
ulty in their use of IT in teaching and learning.
More than 87% of doctoral institutions report-
ed having established such a center, which is a
significantly higher percentage than the other
groups. More than half of the baccalaureate
campuses reported not having such a center.
This same pattern holds for the question of
whether the campus unit responsible for facul-
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All DR MA BA AA Other
Designated instructional
technology center

66.3% 87.3% 68.6% 48.9% 66.3% 57.3%

Faculty teaching/
excellence center that
works with IT

49.8% 60.4% 54.4% 31.6% 58.4% 43.8%

Instructional designers
who work with
technologists

51.7% 73.1% 52.7% 26.3% 51.7% 55.2%

Instructional
technologists who are
discipline specialists

17.6% 28.4% 11.2% 18.8% 13.5% 15.6%

Intensive support for
faculty using technology

46.9% 51.5% 49.7% 44.4% 39.3% 45.8%

Faculty training through
scheduled seminars

83.9% 92.5% 87.0% 77.4% 78.7% 80.2%

Faculty training upon
request

88.9% 88.1% 95.3% 91.0% 92.1% 72.9%

Activities for faculty 
who use technology

67.1% 79.9% 73.4% 61.7% 56.2% 56.3%

Table 3-5
Types of Support for Faculty in the Use of Technology in Teaching and Learning

 



ty teaching and learning excellence works with
the IT unit on campus. Again, this is most com-
mon for doctoral institutions and least com-
mon for baccalaureate schools.

On average, at about half of all institu-
tions instructional designers work with the IT
unit in the development of course materials.
However, once again we find this practice
significantly more at doctoral institutions
(73.1%) and significantly less at baccalaure-
ate campuses (26.3%). About half of respon-
dents in all Carnegie classes reported provid-
ing faculty with intensive support for using
technology. About two-thirds of all campus-
es reported that they provide and support
activities for faculty who use technology,
with that percentage increasing with institu-
tional complexity.

The least common form of faculty support
is providing instructional technologists who
are also discipline specialists, with only 17.6%
of all campuses reporting such support struc-
tures overall. However, this percentage is
28.4% for doctoral institutions, where one also
sees the greatest tendency towards decentral-
ized support as reported in Section One of this
monograph. Having IT support personnel
who also understand the nuances of a given
field can provide exceptional value to faculty,
but this is probably a relative luxury and
affordable only at institutions with greater
resources.

Student Computing
The percentage of students using their own

computers on campus varies as a function of
Carnegie class, as shown in Table 3-6. Students
are significantly more likely to have their own
computers at a doctoral institution or a bac-
calaureate institution than the other cate-
gories, and least likely to have their own at an
associate’s college. While some of this differ-
ence can probably be attributed to the kinds of
coursework demands that would require a
computer, there may well be another factor
working here. When the percentage of student
ownership is examined in terms of institu-
tional control—that is, public or private insti-
tutions—a very strong and statistically signif-
icant pattern emerges, as seen in Table 3-7. At
private institutions, there is approximately a
20% greater level of student ownership than
at public institutions within each Carnegie
group. If a student is attending a private insti-
tution, there is some correlation with his or her
relative affluence, even when financial aid is
factored out, and hence there is probably
greater means to afford the technology than
for a student who is commuting from home to
the nearby public institution. This finding,
along with an intuitive awareness that a digi-
tal divide still persists on any campus, be it pri-
vate or public, supports the premise that pub-
lic access to equipment needs to continue to be
offered or some students will be disadvantaged
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All DR MA BA AA Other
Private Institutions 70.1% 83.7% 63.1% 76.2% 30.0% 47.1%

Public Institutions 37.7% 60.2% 44.7% 39.7% 11.6% 25.6%

All DR MA BA AA Other
Mean 51.3% 67.9% 54.1% 72.1% 12.4% 30.0%

Median 60.0% 80.0% 60.0% 80.5% 2.0% 10.0%

Minimum 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Maximum 100% 100% 100% 100% 80.0% 100%

Table 3-6
Percentage of Students Reported To Be Using Their Own Computers

Table 3-7
Average Percentage of Students Using Their Own Computers by Institutional Control

 



in using technology effectively in the pursuit
of their academic goals.

Campuses vary greatly as to their require-
ments and expectations regarding student
access to technology, as shown in Table 3-8. A
higher percentage of doctoral institutions
reported having some form of requirement,
with this level of expectation decreasing in
masters and baccalaureate schools and signif-
icantly lower in associate’s colleges, with 77%
of the latter group having no such require-
ments or expectations.

About 7% of all responding campuses guar-
antee computer access for all students, either by
providing them with a machine or by requiring
the student to buy or lease a computer.
However, very different patterns characterize
these two methods of guaranteeing access. The
practice of actually providing a computer to all
students, and embedding this cost into the price
of the program, is found more in baccalaureate
institutions (8.3%) and somewhat at compre-
hensive colleges (3.6%) in comparison to other
institutions. The practice of providing a com-
puter to all students is virtually nonexistent in

doctoral institutions or associate’s colleges. It is
interesting to note, however, that each of these
practices was reported at all types of institu-
tions, and by both public and private institu-
tions, although there is a greater propensity for
private institutions to require or recommend
student ownership. About 8% of responding
doctoral institutions require a student to pur-
chase or lease a computer, with this practice less
common in masters institutions and associate’s
colleges and completely nonexistent for bac-
calaureate campuses.

Overall, about one-third of all campuses
recommend, but do not require, that all stu-
dents have a computer. This is most common
on baccalaureate campuses with nearly half
having such a recommendation. The interest-
ing finding here is that such a policy was not
reported by a single associate’s college
responding to this survey.

An additional 12% of all campuses require
that students in particular departments, disci-
plines, or courses of study have a computer.
Again, we found very uneven patterns here,
with about a quarter of all doctoral institu-
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All DR MA BA AA Other
All students are provided
a personal computer

3.5% .7% 3.6% 8.3% .0% 4.2%

Students in general
required to buy/lease
personal computers

3.5% 8.2% 2.4% .0% 2.2% 5.2%

Students in some
departments required 
to buy/lease PCs

12.1% 24.6% 6.5% 3.8% 19.1% 9.4%

PC buy/lease
recommended but not
required for all students

32.5% 36.6% 39.6% 48.1% .0% 22.9%

PC buy/lease
recommended but not
required in some
departments

6.9% 11.9% 8.3% 1.5% 1.1% 10.4%

No requirements or
recommendations about
PCs

41.4% 17.9% 39.6% 38.3% 77.5% 47.9%

Table 3-8
Policies on Student Computer Requirements



tions having such requirements (most likely in
engineering, technical, and business pro-
grams). Interestingly, this requirement was
also reported by 19% of all responding associ-
ate’s colleges. This approach is least common
in baccalaureate institutions, consistent with
the philosophy of a baccalaureate degree
being a generalist curriculum, focusing on a
liberal education, and not vocational prepa-
ration. In addition to these, about 7% of all
campuses reported having a policy that rec-
ommends—but does not require—having a
computer within given departments, with this
pattern being most common at doctoral and
masters institutions.

Another dimension of student computing
addressed by the survey is the level of support
provided in the residence halls that house
undergraduate students. See Table 3-9. More
than 92% of all BA, MA, and DR institutions

reported providing high-speed network access
in the residence halls, while only 63.5% of
“other” schools did so. Only 3.4% of associate’s
colleges reported having this service but this
number is distorted because 85.4% of schools in
this group reported not having residence halls.
Even so, of the nearly 15% of associate’s schools
with residence halls, fewer than a quarter of
these reported providing high-speed access. 

Nearly all schools, regardless of Carnegie
class, use Ethernet connections (see Table 3-10).
The speeds of connectivity reported are also
consistent across types of schools, as seen in
Table 3-11.

Course Management Systems
A final discussion about student and faculty

computing relates to the use of course man-
agement systems. The analysis here focuses on
use and patterns of deployment, while a dis-
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All DR MA BA AA Other
10 Mbps 34.6% 37.6% 36.5% 24.4% .0% 45.9%

10–11 Mbps 4.2% 3.0% 5.1% 4.7% .0% 3.3%

10/100 Mbps 42.5% 45.1% 37.2% 51.2% 66.7% 31.1%

100 Mbps 16.5% 11.3% 18.6% 18.9% 33.3% 16.4%

>100 Mbps 2.3% 3.0% 2.6% .8% .0% 3.3%

All DR MA BA AA Other
Ethernet 94.2% 94.0% 93.6% 95.3% 100.0% 93.4%

Cable Modem 1.0% .8% 1.9% 0% 0% 1.6%

DSL .8% 1.5% .6% 0% 0% 1.6%

Wireless 2.9% 3.0% 2.6% 3.9% 0% 1.6%

All DR MA BA AA Other
Yes 77.4% 99.3% 92.9% 95.5% 3.4% 63.5%

No 4.0% .0% 1.8% 1.5% 11.2% 10.4%

No Residence Halls 18.5% .7% 5.4% 3.0% 85.4% 26.0%

Table 3-9
High-Speed Network Connections Offered in Residence Halls

Table 3-10
Primary Technology of Network Connections in Residence Halls

Table 3-11
Various Speeds of Residence-Hall Network Connections

 



cussion of the actual systems in use can be
found in Section Five of this monograph. As
illustrated in Table 3-12, over 90% of all cam-
puses are using a course management system.
Only 3.5% of all responding campuses have
not deployed such a system and do not have
plans to do so, with 4.3% planning to deploy a
course management system but not having yet
begun. About two-thirds of all responding cam-
puses have implemented and support a single
commercial course management system, with
another 5.2% supporting a single homegrown
system, while 9.3% support multiple commer-
cial systems. More doctoral institutions report-
ed supporting multiple systems than any other

Carnegie group. Finally, an additional 10.1%
use both homegrown and commercial systems,
with doctoral institutions again most frequent-
ly employing this approach.

Finally, we examined the nature and extent
of faculty use of course management systems,
as shown in Table 3-13. At the vast majority of
campuses, faculty members use these systems
selectively. It is worth noting that associate’s
colleges reported significantly higher use than
all other groups, with only 1.1% of schools in
this classification reporting that faculty do not
use such systems. More than 12% of all
responding campuses reported that these sys-
tems are employed for all or nearly all courses. 
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All DR MA BA AA Other
Employed for all or
nearly all courses

12.6% 11.9% 13.0% 8.3% 11.2% 19.8%

Used selectively by
faculty

80.0% 85.8% 81.7% 77.4% 87.6% 65.6%

Faculty do not use course
management systems

7.4% 2.2% 5.3% 14.3% 1.1% 14.6%

All DR MA BA AA Other
Not deployed and no
plans to deploy

3.5% .7% 2.4% 6.0% 1.1% 8.3%

Planning to deploy one
CMS or more

4.3% 2.2% 2.4% 10.5% 1.1% 5.2%

Support a single
commercial CMS

64.3% 56.0% 75.1% 66.2% 74.2% 44.8%

Support more than one
commercial CMS

9.3% 15.7% 6.5% 3.8% 11.2% 11.5%

Support a single
homegrown CMS

5.2% 5.2% 5.3% 3.0% .0% 12.5%

Support more than one
homegrown CMS

.6% .7% .0% .0% .0% 3.1%

Employ a hybrid
approach (homegrown
and commercial)

10.1% 17.9% 4.7% 6.0% 10.1% 14.6%

Table 3-12
Course Management System Practices

Table 3-13
Faculty Use of a Course Management System




