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3 Methodology

3.1 Selection of countries, population and research instrument

The study applies an international comparative methodology, and aimed to include the
following range of countries: the Netherlands, Germany, the United Kingdom, the United
States of America, Australia, Sweden and Finland. The study applies a multi-level and
multi-actor approach, addressing the various actors active at various levels within the
higher education institutions (i.e. decision-makers, instructors, and support staff).

Given the model in Figure 2, a questionnaire was developed. Each of the clusters of
predictor variables was analysed in order to determine a set of items that could identify
different aspects of a cluster.  In most cases, these items were asked in terms of two
points of reference--current practice and predicted practice in the year 2005. In addition,
items were developed for the dependent variables relating to the four scenarios for
change shown in Figure 1.  For each of the four scenarios, respondents were asked to
describe the degree to which the scenario was like their own institution, currently and in
the year 2005. The complete set of items was organized into three Web-based
questionnaires (http://www.bsk.utwente.nl/cheps/ictsurvey/index.html), one for each of the three
main actor groups focused upon in the research (decision makers, support staff, and
instructors, see Appendices 3-5).  Each of the three questionnaires contained a core set
of common items relating to the nodes in the model shown in Figure 2.   In addition,
extra questions were added per questionnaire to reflect particular issues of interest to
the individual target groups.  These extra questions were not used in the model testing,
but were used for investigation of the research sub-questions.

In principle, all higher education institutions in the various countries (including both
university and non-university types of higher education institutions) were addressed.
Only in the USA, was just a sample of (200) institutions approached. The institutions in
the various countries were approached with the help of national contact persons or
organizations (see Appendix 1). The addresses of institutional contact persons (usually
ICT coordinators) were provided by the national contact organizations

The URL for the Web-based questionnaire was sent along with an introductory letter to
these institutional ICT coordinators. In this letter, the institutional ICT coordinators were
asked to:
•  Provide general information on the institution (basic data).
•  To distribute the questionnaire and the instruction letter for individual respondents to

representatives of the three categories of respondents within their organization (i.e.
decision makers, instructors and support staff).

•  For decision-makers, they were advised to disseminate the decision-maker
questionnaire to members of the executive board, and to all deans and directors of
departments.

•  For the instructors and support staff, they were encouraged to send the respective
questionnaires to a random sample of 10% of these types of actors. Support staff
included both educational support services and technical support services relating to
ICT in teaching and learning.
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3.2 Response

In total, 693 respondents submitted responses to the questionnaire. Their distribution
over actor groups and countries was as shown in Tables 1-3:

Table 1: Distribution of respondents over actor groups

Actor groups Number of respondents Percentage of total response
Instructors 349 50.4
Decision makers 190 27.4
Support staff 154 22.2
Total 693 100.0

Table 2: Distribution of respondents over countries

Countries Number of respondents Percentage of total response
Germany 364 52.5
Norway 86 12.4
Australia 76 11.0
Netherlands 57 8.2
Finland 52 7.5
United Kingdom 31 4.5
USA 24 3.5
Miscellaneous 3 0.4
Total 693 100.0

The response analysis shows that instructors are the largest response group, which can
be explained by the fact that coordinators were asked to disseminate the instructor
questionnaire within their institution to approximately 10 instructors. On average, 2
instructors, 1.1 decision-makers and 0.9 support staff responded per institution. In total
almost four people per institution. Furthermore more than half of the total number of
respondents is German. As no precise number of the total population (per country) can
be given, it is in terms of representativeness more interesting to look at the institutions at
which the respondents work. In total these respondents represent 174 higher education
institutions, which are spread as follows over the various countries (see also Appendix
2):

Table 3: Distribution of institutions over countries

Countries Number of institutions Percentage of total response
Germany 64 36.8
UK 27 15.5
Netherlands 26 14.9
Norway 17 9.8
USA 17 9.8
Finland 16 9.2
Australia 7 4
Total 174 100

This means that approximately 25% of the German institutions, 50% of the Dutch
institutions, 20% of the Australian universities, 30% of all Finnish institutions, 50% of all
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Norwegian institutions and 27% of the UK universities responded to the survey. As for
the USA less than 1% of all institutions responded and only 8% of those addressed.

Apart from the USA, and looking at the diversity in the type of institutions that
responded, this means that either the whole higher education sector or the university
part of it is reasonably to well represented, except for the USA and Australia.
Obviously, the differences in the size of respondent groups, their spread over countries
and the representation of the institutions per country have been taken into account when
comparing between actor groups and countries (via weighted means). In chapter 7,
where country comparisons will be made, it will be specified if certain statements
concern the entire higher education sector or only the university sector of the country
concerned.

3.3 Structure of the report

When the data were analysed, three main themes with associated conclusions
consistently appeared in the results. The report will correspondingly present the
outcomes of the study in a thematic way reflecting these three main themes and
conclusions. In chapter 4-6, these main conclusions of the study are presented clustered
around three themes:

(a) Change is slow, but moving toward more flexibility within the traditional campus-
based setting (chapter 4);

(b) (b) ICT in terms of email and the Web are routinely used, including in traditional
settings, as part of a new blend for teaching and learning, not as replacement for
traditional ways of teaching and learning (chapter 5).

(c) (c) The instructor is working more because of ICT use, but with little institutional
reward  (chapter 6).

Chapter 7 addresses comparisons between countries and in chapter 8 the testing of the
scenario model is presented. Finally, chapter 9 summarizes the main conclusions of the
study and discusses them in terms of policy recommendations and questions for further
research.


