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ABSTRACT

The continuing development of educational technology is transforming the education

system as we know it today.  Educational technology is changing why, what, when, where and

how learners will learn.  The information age in which we live is being driven by learning and

knowledge.  The effective deployment of educational technology will play a pivotal role in

meeting this demand.

The primary purpose of this thesis is to investigate the perceptions of Ontario community

college faculty about the use of educational technology to promote student learning and the

factors that encourage or discourage their use of it. Further, it will investigate which faculty are

most likely to use educational technology as well as the extent and nature of its use.  It is hoped

that this investigation will yield implications for the appropriate implementation and use of

education technology in Ontario’s community colleges.
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The investigation was carried out through the use of an electronically-based and

distributed survey instrument sent to all full-time faculty of six of Ontario community colleges. 

A total of 210 faculty completed the survey, resulting in a response rate of 14.7%.

Based on the statistical analysis of the data the results of this thesis suggest the following:

1. Faculty see technology as being neither inherently good nor bad, dependent upon how it

is used.

2. Faculty believe that educational technology is important for improving both the quality

and accessibility of a college education.

3. Faculty believe that educational technology will help meet the needs of the various

learning styles of their learners.

4. Faculty believe that educational technology allows for the efficient use of resources.

5. Some faculty show a concern about the loss of traditional jobs.

6. The largest proportion of faculty feel that they should have control over how educational

technology is used.

7. Faculty believe that educational technology helps improve their productivity, makes them

more accessible to their students and improves communication amongst faculty and

administrators.

8. The majority of faculty believe that more resources should be devoted to the training of

faculty in the proper use of technology.

9. The majority of faculty expect to increase their usage of educational technology.
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10. The largest proportion of faculty express a degree of dissatisfaction with the educational

technology equipment in the classroom.

Based on these findings a number of recommendations are presented.



v

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

An effort of this magnitude can never be completed by the efforts of one individual

alone.  It takes the support and collaboration of large number of people, far too many to name

here.  However, there are some extraordinary people who supported me throughout this

endeavour.

First and foremost, I want to thank my family for the patience and support they have

always given me.  I know there have been times that I have been more than difficult to live with.

Especially to my son Michael, whose wit and encouragement motivated me to keep going and

whose brilliance guided me through countless pages of statistics that I am still trying to fully

understand I owe a special thanks.

My thoughts often turn to Dr. Laura Coleman and Reverend John B. Myers both of

whom have gone to their eternal rest.  They constantly encouraged me and still do.  Truly they

are “Servi servorum Dei”.  

To my students - past, present and future - you are the main reason I undertook this

journey.  You bring joy and laughter into my life and never cease to remind me that this is what

it is all about.



vi

I extend a special thank you to Dr. Brian Desbiens, President of Sir Sandford Fleming

College, who has always served as a rôle model for me.

I owe special vote of gratitude to my fellow Cohortians who travelled this road with me,

especially Dr. Wendy Stanyon and Dr. Gary Polonsky who never failed to support and

encourage me when I needed it most.  Without them I doubt that I would have been able to

complete this incredible journey.  We have become friends for life.

To my Thesis Committee, Dr. Angela Hildyard, Professor Michael Skolnik and  Dr. Lynn

Davie, who tolerated my incessant emails and questions and always showed unbelieve patience

in prodding me along the right path, I dedicate this final effort.  A very special and personal

thanks to Dr. Angela Hildyard who continuously tried to save me from myself.



vii

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . v 

CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Purpose . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

Definition of Educational Technology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

Significance of Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

CHAPTER TWO - LITERATURE REVIEW . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

Outline . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

The Shift of the Knowledge Economy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

The Social Context of Technology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16

Tunnel Vision and Unintended Consequences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

The World Beyond . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

Resistance to Change . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Initial Reaction to Technology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

The Dynamic Tension of Polarities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

Technology: The Magic Bullet or the Broken Arrow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

The Faculty Perspective . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

Fears of Faculty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38

Educational Technology is Simply a Tool . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40

The New Role of Faculty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

Job Security . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43



viii

Identifying Early Adopters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

Provide Appropriate Training . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51

Rewarding Pioneers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

Studies Conducted in the Ontario Community College and University Domain . . . . . . 54

McGraw-Hill Myerson Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53

Faculty Adoption of Teaching and Learning Technologies Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58

Theses from the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64

Asking the Right Questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71

Guidelines for Developing Strategies for Change . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72

Research Questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74

Questions Derived from the Literature Review . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75

CHAPTER THREE - RESEARCH METHODS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78

Development of the Research Instrument . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78

Initial Testing of the Survey Instrument . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 79

Approaches Considered and Explored . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80

Sampling Technique . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82

Distribution and Collection of Data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86

Return Rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89

Limitations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94

CHAPTER FOUR - SURVEY FINDINGS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95

Sample Size . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98



ix

Demographic Profile of Respondents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99

Age Distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100

Years Experience . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102

Departmental Affiliation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103

Research Questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104

Variance of Views . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143

Data Mining and Examination of Polarities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158

CHAPTER FIVE - DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169

Summary of Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 172

Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173

Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 198

Future Research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201

Concluding Remarks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 206

REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 206

APPENDICES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 220



x

LIST OF TABLES

Table 3.1 – Number of Full–Time Students and Full–Time Faculty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83

Table 3.2 – College Surveyed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90

Table 3.3 – Return Rate Comparison . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92

Table 4.1 – Colleges Surveyed and Surveys Returned . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99

Table 4.2 – Respondent Distribution by Gender . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100

Table 4.3 – Age Distribution of Faculty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101

Table 4.4 – Aggregated Age Distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102

Table 4.5 – Years Taught in College System by Gender . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102

Table 4.6 – Aggregated Years Taught in College System by Gender . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103

Table 4.7 – School/Department/Centre of Affiliation of Respondents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104

Table 4.8 – Faculty’s Basic Disposition towards Educational Technology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106

Table 4.9 – Technology Essential for Improving Quality and Accessibility of Education . . . . 107

Table 4.10 – Equivalency of Online and Classroom Credits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108

Table 4.11 – Technology Essential to Meet Diverse Learning Styles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108

Table 4.12 – Technology Essential for Reducing Costs of Delivery . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110

Table 4.13 – Administrators Promote Technology to Reduce Faculty Salary Costs . . . . . . . . 111

Table 4.14 – Money Spent on Technology Should be Used to Rain and Hire More Faculty . . 112

Table 4.15 – More Resources Should be Devoted to Train Faculty in Proper Use of Technology 113

Table 4.16 – Integration of Technology Will Mean Loss of Traditional Teaching Position . . 114

Table 4.17 – Faculty Should Have Total Control of How Technology is Used . . . . . . . . . . . . 115



xi

Table 4.18 – Technology Allows the Efficient Use of Existing Resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116

Table 4.19 – Technology Improved Administrative Efficiency and Productivity as Teacher . 117

Table 4.20 – Technology Has Improved Level of Communication . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118

Table 4.21 – Technology Has Improved Level of Communication by College Size . . . . . . . . 119

Table 4.22 – Willingness to Try New Software/Hardware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 121

Table 4.23 – Willingness to Try New Software/Hardware by Gender . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122

Table 4.24 – Level of Usage of Instructional Material . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124

Table 4.25 – Usage Level of Instructional Material by College Size . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 126

Table 4.26 – Future Use of Technology in Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128

Table 4.27 – Ways Technology Will be Used in the Instructional Process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129

Table 4.28 – Preferred Method of Acquiring/Upgrading Skills in Technology . . . . . . . . . . . . 131

Table 4.29 – Preferred Method of Acquiring/Upgrading Skills in Technology by Gender . . . 131

Table 4.30 – Factors Inhibiting Faculty Use of Educational Technology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133

Table 4.31 – Factors Inhibiting Use of Educational Technology by Gender . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 134

Table 4.32 – Factors Inhibiting Use Educational Technology by College Size . . . . . . . . . . . . 135

Table 4.33 – Importance of Leadership Sources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136

Table 4.34 – Self–Reported Computer Skills Levels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137

Table 4.35 – Daily Hours Spent on Computer for College Work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139

Table 4.36 – Daily Hours Spend on Computer for College Work by Department . . . . . . . . . . 139

Table 4.37 – Comparison of Hours Spent on Computer For College Work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140

Table 4.38 – Satisfaction with Classroom Technology Equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141

Table 4.39 – Desired Classroom Equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142



xii

Table 4.40 – Faculty’s Disposition towards Educational Technology by Experience Level . . 145

Table 4.41 – Faculty’s Disposition towards Educational Technology by Department . . . . . . . 147

Table 4.42 – Technology Allows Efficient Use of Existing Resources by Experience Level . 148

Table 4.43 – Technology Has Improved Administrative Efficiency by Experience Level . . . . 149

Table 4.44 – Technology Has Improved Level of Communication with Administration . . . . . 150

Table 4.45 – Willingness to Try New Software/Hardware by Experience Level . . . . . . . . . . . 151

Table 4.46 – Differences in Usages of Instructional Material by Departmental Affiliation . . . 153

Table 4.47 – Prefer Upgrading by Attending External Workshops by Experience Level . . . . . 154

Table 4.48 – Factors Inhibiting Use of Educational Technology by Experience Level . . . . . . 156

Table 4.49 – Satisfaction with Classroom Technology Equipment by Department . . . . . . . . . 157

Table 4.50 – Technology Promoted by Administrators to Reduce Salary Costs . . . . . . . . . . . 161

Table 4.51 – Devote More Resources to Training Faculty in Use of Technology . . . . . . . . . . 161

Table 4.52 – Total Control of Technology by Faculty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 162

Table 4.53 – Equivalency of Online and Classroom Credits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 162

Table 4.54 – Integration of Technology will Mean Loss of Traditional Teaching Positions . . 162

Table 4.55 – Lack of Release Time Inhibits Faculty from Using Educational Technology . . . 163

Table 4.56 – Lack of Knowledge Inhibits Faculty from Using Educational Technology . . . . . 163

Table 4.57 – Views on Salary Costs and Need for Training . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 164

Table 4.58 – Lack of Release Time Inhibits Faculty from Using Educational Technology . . . 165



xiii

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1 – The Dynamic Tensions of Educational Technology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

Figure 2 – Rogers Model of Innovation Diffusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

Figure 3 – Needs–Satisfaction Curve of Technology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

Figure 4 – Change in Customer Adoption As Technology Matures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47

Figure 5 – Change from Technology–Driven Projections to Customer–Driven Projects . . . . . . 49



xiv

LIST OF APPENDICES

Appendix A – Survey Protocol Flowchart . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 220

Appendix B – Questionnaire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 221

Appendix C – Letter of Approval Ethics Review . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 231

Appendix D – Administrative Consent Letter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 232

Appendix E – Letter of Consent (Brief Version) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 234

Appendix F – Letter of Consent (Complete Version) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 235


