
NOTE TO USERS 

The original manuscript received by UMI contains pages with 
indistinct and slanted print. Pages were microfilmed as 

received. 

This reproduction is the best copy available 

UMI 





A Thesis submitted to the Facuity of Graduate Shidies of the University of Manitoba in 
partial firlfihent of the requirements for the degree of 

MASTER OF EDUCATION 

Universiv of Manitoba 
FacuIty of Education 

Department of Curriculum: Mathematics and Natural Sciences 

December, 1997 



National Library Bibliothèque nationale 
du Cana& 

Acquisitions and Acquisitions et 
Bibliographie Services senrices bibliographiques 

The author has granted a non- 
exclusive licence allowing the 
National Library of Canada to 
reproduce, loan, distribute or sell 
copies of ibis thesis in rnicrofom, 
paper or electronic formats. 

The author retains ownership of the 
copyright in this thesis. Neither the 
thesis nor substantial extracts fiom it 
may be printed or otherwise 
reproduced without the auîhor's 
permission. 

L'auteur a accordé une licence non 
exclusive permettant à la 
Bibliothèque nationale du Canada de 
reproduire, prêter, distribuer ou 
vendre des copies de cette thèse sous 
la fome de microfiche/nlm, de 
reproduction sur papier ou sur format 
électronique. 

L'auteur conserve la propriété du 
droit d'auteur qui protège cette thèse. 
Ni la thèse ni des extraits substantiels 
de celle-ci ne doivent être imprimés 
ou autrement reproduits sans son 
autorisation. 



FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES 
***** 

COPYRIGHT PEXMISSION PAGE 

A Thesis/Practicam submitted to the Faculty of Graduate Studies of The University 

of Manitoba in parrial fulfillment of the reqoirements of the degree 

of 

Permission has been granted to the Library of The University of Manitoba to lend or sel1 
copies of this thesis/practicum, to the National Library of Canada to microfilm this thesis 

and to lend or  sel1 copies of the film, and to Dissertations Abstracts International to publish 
an  abstract of this thesis/practicum. 

The author resemes other publication rights, and neither this thesidpracticum nor 
extensive extracts from it may be printed o r  otherwise reproduced without the authorts 

written permission. 



The purpose of this study was to investigate the funaond use of email 

co~~l~~lunication by the fiill-tirne teaching facuity with at least 10 month term contracts in 

the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba The 41 fidl time teaching facdty with 

at least a 10 month term contracts were surveyed as a cluster sample by written mail 

questionnaire. Twenty-three questionnaires were tetumeci. The survey wnsisted of 67 

questions which sought to answer four fùndamentai research questions. 

How widespread is email use in the Faculty of Education, University of 

Manitoba? 

How is email king used in the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba? 

What are the attitudes of the full time teaching staff of the Facuity of Education, 

University of Manitoba toward email technology? 

What are the demographics of email use in the Facdty of Education, University of 

Manit O ba? 

Full time teaching staff of the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba are 

using email tecbnology on a &y to &y basis to sen& receive and print email messages. 

Other more complex applications are king used by most for maidy administrative tasks, 

but fewer use email for social activities, to resolve conflict or poll opinions. Nearly al1 of 

the respondents agreed that email was usefùi in their work, made them more productive 

and was easy to use. Anxiety was felt primarily when something went wrong. While 

more than haif of the respondents gave their email address to their students, fewer w d  

the technology to communicate with them. Support for system users was considered 

adequate by nearly haif of the respondents. Nearly half would consider exnail inservicing 

but most nspondents indicated that better keyboarding skills would not increase email 

use. The majority of those who replied to the sunrey learned to use email on their own, 

were male and had more than twenty years of teaching experience. 

The study presents a mapshot of faculty use of email technology. Follow-up 

ii 



interviews (wtiich were not a part of the mearch protocol) might have provided a more 

detailed pichue. 

Sholtly after the study was cornpleted, a new emd system was introduced. 

Therefore, replication of the study is recornmended. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In one sense, electronic mail made its nrst appearance in 1844 in the form of the 

first telegraph message sent by its inventor, Samuel Morse. He tapped out the message, 

'Wbt  God hath wrought!', to which his partrier, A i h i  Vail, waitiag in a railway station 

40 miles away, replied 'Yes,' which also ushered in the age of miscornmimication 

(Buckley, 1996). The developrnent of the telegraph was foliowed by the telex, facsimile, 

cornputer-based message systems and voice mail systems. This evolution toward an 

electronic form of communication in society drew a great deal of attention. In fact, 1996 

saw the Canadian Prime Minister announce his email address @m@pm.gc.ca), signalling 

the move of this technology into the mainstream of society. 

n ie  beginning of the more modem understanding of email came about, as 

discoveries often do, quite by accident Popularly cailed the 'razor retrieval caper', the 

first use of email went beyond the officiai parameters set by the govemmentldefense 

establishment network, ARPANET. In 1973, as Len Kleinrock was unpacking in Los 

Angeles, fkesh 60m a computing conference in England, he reaiized he had left his razar 

in the Sussex University domitory bathroom. Lines had already been established 

between the United States and the United Kingdom (Brighton) to test the transmission of 

data packets via satellite. A bit of software happened to be on the network caiied the 

resource-sharing executive, or RSEXEC. It could search a "Who" list of those currently 

logged on at that moment. Kleinrock found a culleague, Larry Roberts who, at three am. 

(U.K. time) was indeed logged on. Using a teletype connection, he linked up with 

Roberts using TALK., a split screen conversation utility. The razor was requested and 

found and sent back to Los Angeles with yet another returning colleague. Kleinrock has 

said, "It was a thrill. 1 felt 1 was stretching the Net." (Hafher & Lyon, 1 996, p. 1 89). 

And so email was born. 

We are fa. h m  understanding al1 of the implications of the cornputer age. 

Changes in the way in which h m  communicate urge us to leam more about our ne& 



and desires. Electronic literacy is here now and like other communication phenornena it 

will take some time to discover just what the potential and limitations of the new 

technology are. The potential of a new technology is, historicaily, not always 

immediately seIf-evident. As a general observation, humans must first experiment with 

the new invention. It was this reality Thomas Edison faced after he had invented the 

phonograph in 1877. As a result, the following year he published an article suggesting 

ten ways in which the invention might prove useful to the generd public (Basda, 1985, 

p. 140). His suggestions included 'tallcing books' for the blind, the presemation of 

important family sayings, recording the last words of the dying, the creation of new 

sounds for musical boxes, teaching spelling and recording telephone calls. Edison felt 

that music was a trivial use of his invention and believed that the only legitimate 

employment of the device was in a business office. Email also grew from an uncertain, 

elite beginning, but eventuaily, as Haher & Lyon (1996), write, "Electronic mail would 

become the long-playing record of cyberspace. Just as the LP was invented for 

connaisseurs and audiophiles, but spawned an entire industry, electronic mai1 grew fïrst 

among the elite community of cornputer scientists on the ARPANET, then later bloomed 

like plankton across the Intemet" (p. 189). 

The use of email, still in its infancy, is in many ways at the state of development 

the phonograph was 120 years ago, in that it is only now king widely introduced into 

society and we have yet to discover and document its full limitation and potential. 

Email is the widely used tem for a cornputer-mediated communication message 

system. It is the ability to send and receive messages in an electronic format. It is a 

particularly useful system for networking with large groups of people and is now being 

widely used in business, the miiitary, govemment and education. 

A very early definition of email can be found in the Dictionary of Education 

(Good, 1959), under the heading 'conversational computing'. It describes an early vision 

of electronic mail this way: " ... employment of teletype or typewriter by the cornputer user 

to input his messages via telephone to his program: message, preferably two or three 

lines, will be responded fo within 1-1 5 seconds; al1 messages between the user and the 



computer can be recorded inside the wmputing system for Mer analysis; this method of 

cornputhg permits successive messages to the computer to be contingent on the previous 

response, so that the method is useful in amputer-assisted instniction, and in the cunduct 

of experiments." (p. 124). The Dictionary of Instructional Technology (1 986), defmes 

electronic mail as, "A general tenn for systems that enable memoranda, messages, etc. to 

be sent fiom one individual department, institution, etc. to another solely by electronic 

mcans...The most cornmon type of electronic mail system is based on the use of a large 

multi-terminai computer or network of micro-computers and enables messages to be 

stored in each receiver's nle, for p e d  at a time convenient to the receiver." (p.57). A 

more recent definition of electronic mail by Cafolla, KauEnnen & Knee (1997), is 

simpler "Messages, usudy text, sent h m  one person to another via computer. Email 

can also be sent automatidy to a large number of addresses." (p. 221). One author has 

suggested that electronic mail technology shows all indications of outstripping the 

telephone for communication partnenhip (Sherblom, 1988). In 1992, email usage on the 

Intemet was estimated at more than 3 million users with a 10% growth rate per month. 

(Carroll, 1 992). Even more re~ently, in 1994, the Electronic Messaging Association 

(Leslie, 1994), said usage had increased to the point where approximately 30-50 miilion 

people use email with about 16 million of those in North A m e h  The mission 

statement of the Electronic Mail Association states, "The EMA exists to champion the 

development and use of secure global electronic commerce." (http://www.emaorglema- 

home-hm), making clear the worldwide capabiiities of this fom of communication. 

E d  usage continues to expand. Carroll, Broadhead & Cassel (1997), write: "Many 

organizations have discovered that a link to the Intemet email is the most usefûi 

application of al1 Intemet capabilities. The reason for this is that email is the only 

application that extends well beyond the boundaries of the real Internet and involves 

many other email systems and many different technologies." (p. 1 1 1). 

Acceptance of new technology differs among individuals (Dambrot, Watkins- 

Malek, Silling, Marshall and b e r ,  1985), and h m  an educational viewpoint, any 

substantiai change in tea6her behaviour takes several years (Hord, 1987). One factor 



which may contribute to this lack of utilization is the individual's attitude to new 

technology gorkzadeh & Koufteros, 1992). In order to be productive using on-line 

technology, the user must be familiar with and have confidence in the available 

technology. One shidy found that people must have a positive attitude and feei efficient in 

order to use computer technology m e ,  Delcourt & Powers, 1993). Variance in 

attitude toward computers has ais0 been show according to demographic particdars, 

specficaliy gender differences in attitudes toward involvement with computers (Dambrot, 

Watkins-Malek, Silling, Marshail and Garver, 1985 and Loyd Bt Gressard, 1984 b.). In 

age and gender studies, the literature has generally reported wnflicting results. This 

leads researchers to conclude that other factors must be at work. One paper found that a 

need must be perceiveci by the instnictor or usage of new technology will not occur 

(Mecklenburger, 1990). 

People who are in the business of teachhg are at a disadvantage if they cannot 

fimction effectively with computer technology (Handler, 1993). Technology and 

education have always been the source of a great deal of discourse. Since passing on 

knowledge is the force which drives education, it is naîural that research discussion 

would centre on how to best deliver this knowledge. 

Education has long used technology to try improve teaching methods and enhance 

-dent leaming. The year 1946 marked the beginning of the computer age. The first 

electronic computer was built by Mauchley and Eckert at the Moore School of 

Engineering of the University of Pennsylvania (Mathews & Wolf, 1983). The counting 

machines of Pascal, Babbage and Hollerith and the calculators of Stibitz and Aiken, were 

the precursors to the fïrst generation computer, the ENIAC, developed in 1946. Second 

generation cornputers made use of transistors instead of tubes. and computers of the third 

generation use silicon d e n  or chips that incorporate many circuit elements in a very 

d space. This miniaturization continues with the lap top cornputer which can process 

20 million operations a ~ n d  using minimal electricity. in the early 196OYs, Gordon 



Moore, the co-founder of Intel, spoke of what is now called, i n f o d y ,  'Moore's Law'; 

this states that transistors on a chip will double every 18 months and the price will fd by 

half. This prediction has held true up to the present 

Phiiips & Santaro (1 989), completed a study involving electronic communication 

for instruction and found more fiequent student contact with instructors, a high level of 

course approval by students, and gmup output that matched or exceeded that of a 

traditionally taught course. The group discussion f o m t  had been redesigned to operate 

via cornputer-managed wmmunicatioa The possibilities of technology for education are 

staggering, and it is this state that we are stniggling to define and implement within the 

existing theories of education. 

Theoreticaily, computer use in education may take a place in educational leaming 

theory based on the concept of "Constructivism", a theory of cognition generally thought 

to be built on the educational philosophy of Jean Piaget. Von Glaserfeld (1996), defines 

Co~l~tructivisrn this way, "...the idea that what we call knowledge does not and cannot 

have the purpose of producing representations of an independent reality, but instead has 

an adaptive fiuiction." (p.3). This adaptation was seen as the ability to thrive, given the 

particular conditions and wnstraints of the world in which one happeas to be living. 

Piaget noted that whatever knowledge was, it was not a copy of reaiity. Social leaming 

theory as described by Bandura in 1977, can still be seen to apply where people interact 

in cornputer-based ways. Accordhg to this theory, the powers of human observation lead 

to learning wmplex and highiy integrated behaviours fiom others. Bandura theorized 

that individuah have a self-directing capacity by which they select, orga- and 

transform aspects of their environment important to them (Bandura, 1977). The 

implications for teachers and technology are serious. For instance, how students see their 

environment may be different than intended by educators; this environment includes, 

more frequently, cornputers. Educators are as yet uncertain of the entire spectrum of 

learning taking place in this environment; the implications for language and meaning, and 

the actual process of transfer of knowledge is, fiom the view point of technology in the 

classroom, largely in the han& of the students. Constanzo (1989), reminds us that the 



computer is rnuch more than a delivery system, 'Lit has -ter power to manipulate a 

message and involve the receiver..Jt's not just active, but interactive, which is why it can 

cany on a kind of dialogue, update a database or manage a sophisticated simulation." 

(p. 1 1). The receiver's job is harder because she or he does not know what the sender of 

the message knows. Constructivism views the task of the educator as not just dispeming 

knowledge, but providing opportunities to build knowledge up. In this view, leaming is a 

constructive activity, and this is whae computers and their capabilities fit in the greater 

scheme of education and technology. In educational Consûuctivism theory, the leamer is 

active, not just reactive. 

The search for more efficiency in leaming has been calleci an errant passion 

(Cuban, 1986), and in the search for this efficiency, eduuitors and others have tried 

vaxious methods to teach including prograrnmed instruction, film, radio, television and 

now microcomputers. Cuban defined 'useful instruction' as, "...any device available to 

teachers for use instructing students in a more efficient and stimulating maaner than the 

sole use of the tacher's voice." (p.4). Press (1993) has found that dong with interactive 

multi-media courseware and portable pen-based computers, amputer networks are 

predicted to have a profound impact on education. They are seen as unique. Bagert- 

Drowns (1993), notes, "Cornputers are uniquely versatile instruments ... not only can a 

computer manage visual and aura1 symbol systems (e.g., te* music, speech, graphics, 

pictures, and animation), but it can manipulate them in many Merent ways (e.g., 

reception, storage, search, display, and many kinds of transformations). Added to these 

capacities is the speed at which a computer can operate, a speed that cm make human- 

machine interaction dialogical. These features alone would suggest that the computer 

will make a greater impact on education than the phonograph, radio, television, or other 

media that preceded it." @. 70). The fact that overhead projectors are still the most 

widely used teaching technology in University classroom~ reminds us that technology is 

applied within a system of internlated political and organizational issues (Press, 1993). 

While it is not within the s a p e  of this study, there does exist a considerable body of 

thought which explores and questions the use of technology in the classroom and 



computers in particular, their value in education and the workplace (Bustein & Kline, 

1996; DeKercknov, 1995; Noble, 1984; Press, 1993; Postman, 1988; Sardeiio, 1985; 

and Sloan, 1985). 

In the late 19603, the U.S. Department of Defense, through its Advmced 

Research Projects Agency (ARPA), established the f k t  large-scde wmputer network. 

Originally b d e d  and designeci to create computer communication among its university 

based researchers, a minor feature called electronic mail swn developed. It quickly 

became one of the most popular features of ARPANET. 

ARPANET was originally an experiment inspired by J.C.R. Licklider, a scientist 

at MIT. At this t h e  computers were stiU generdy thought of as nothing more than giant 

calculators. This nationwide network grew fiom four initial locations in the United 

States, and while it was not the only digital network being developed, the U.S. 

govemment's was the largest and most sophisticated network experiment in the world. In 

fact, as far back as 1973, a study done by M A  found that threequarters of al1 trafflc on 

the ARPANET was email. Hafher and Lyon (1996), have chronicled the development of 

email and postulate thaf "As a culturai artifact, electronic mail belongs in a category 

somewhere between found art and lucky accidents. The ARPANET'S creators didn't 

have a grand vision for the invention of an earth-circling message handling system. But 

once the £kt couple of dozen nodes were installecl, early users turned the system of 

linked computers into a personai as well as a professional communications twl. Using 

the ARPA.NET as a sophisticated maii system was simply a good hack" (p. 1 89). As 

protocols were developed, a number of accidental discoverks were made including email 

(Hafher & Lyon, 1996). Some network administrators objected to email because they did 

not see it as a vital use of computer tirne (Watts & Castle, 1992). 

Electronic mail is similar to hard copy text-based communication in various ways, 

such as the fact that it has to be sent, addressed, and is serial in nature. It is, however, 

different in several impoitant aspects, including speed and perceiveci informality (Stein 



and Yates, 1983) and the ability to be transmitted simultaneously to large groups 

(Rapaport, 199 1). The Electmnic Mail Association (in Flately, 1 W2), defines email as, 

"the generic name for non-interactive communication of text, data, image, or voice 

between a sender and a designated recipient by systems utilizing telecommunications 

links." (p.2 1). There are other ways in which wmputer communication and traditional 

communication cliffer: the screen is an isolateci unit; a traditional page has a relatiomhip 

to the rest of the book; one cannot hold an electronic message in the hand or manuaily 

tum a page; a giass separates the reader and the electmnic message; a reader cannot touch 

the words. F i d y ,  the= are mechanical devices to operate and maintah, such as a 

mouse and keyboard. There is, overail, the question of control. Email caiis for a new 

relaîionship between the reader and the text Perhaps someday the structure of messages 

wilI begin to reflect the nature of cornputers because writîen deeply into he fkbric of the 

programmers deliberate design is an internai process dictating the way one must write on 

an electronic screen. 

Particular application of email varies a great deal. It includes everything fkom 

local personal notes to collaborative scientinc research projects on a vast varïety of 

subjects across great distances. 

Many software programs have integrated email systems: the Netscape browser is 

one example of this incrwing practice by wmputer application developers to include an 

email system in a large software package. Strategies for teaching the use of email 

communication to various students, including preservice and insenrice teachers, have not 

yet been widely documented. Several variables concerning this, such as an individuai's 

attitude with cornputer technology, need to be studied M e r .  This fundamentai 

information would aid the development of curriculum instruction and teaching strategies, 

as weil as provide valuable insight into the learning needs of present and fiture teachers. 

Empirical research on electmnic mail has been somewhat limited but this is slowly 

changing as evidenced by the number of studies in recent years (Bruning, 1994; Herling, 

1994; Lincoln, 1992; Miiler & Olson, 1994; Russell, 1995; and Sondak & Sondak, 

1994.). 



A network structure for using email has been available in the Facdty of 

Education, University of Manitoba since 1988, with the introduction of the Novell368 

operating system. 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the use of email technology by the full- 

time teaching faculty: who is using email, for which purposes and how do users feel 

about this technology? 

ce of the Studv 

By investigating and assessing communication in an electronic environment 

within a particular setting, we can ascertain the various patterns of use and the purposes 

for which educators are using email. University faculty who use cornputer technology 

interacting with and teaching their students, serve as models for students (Komslq, 

1991). If we agree, and not all educators do, that email is a usefûl technology which our 

students shouid learn, we must mode1 a positive attitude toward it. Asking questions 

about faculty members' use of email in their work provides us with the basis for 

understanding the possibilities and limitations of this emerging technology. Curriculum 

designers, administrators, university btmcton,  teachers and pre-senrice teachers al1 look 

to the available research for guidance and answers about what to teach and how best to 

teach. Any broadening of an area of communication used in schools is of value to society 

as a whole. As Ruberg and Miller (1 993) point out, the people using this technology are 

those who will define and def ine  the nature of the online comm~cat ion  process. How 

the electronic communication process evolves depends on how individuals using the 

system apply the technology to meet their ne&. 

The data collectai in this study was obtained in May of 1997 in Winnipeg, 

Canada. The n w e y  was designed to ask four primary research questions of the full time 

teaching faculty in the Facdty of Education at the University of Manitoba. 

How widespread is email use in the Faculty of Education, University of 



Manitoba? 

How is email king used in the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba? 

What are the attitudes of the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba 

members toward email technology? 

What are the demographics of emaii use in the Faculty of Education, University of 

Manitoba? 

This was a status study which basically determineci the existing status quo. The survey 

consisted of 67 questions. 

There were two sections from which the rneasurement of variables were obtained. 

The independent variables were: demographic characteristics such as gender, number of 

years teachhg, area of professional interest and home department at the University of 

Manitoba. The dependent variables were: attitude toward email technology and the uses 

of email. These were organized according to basic hctions of use. This included work 

or social use and level of use. 

The targeted population considered for this study in the Spring of 1997 was the 

full t h e  teaching faculty with at least 10 month t em contracts at the Faculty of 

Education in the University of Manitoba campus. Basically this was a cluster sample. A 

cluster sample is a method employed by researchers when it is feasible to select a specific 

group of individuals (Cates, 1985). A list of the faculty was obtained fkom administrators 

at the faculty and the entire sample surveyed. As a cross-sectional design, the data is 

wllected only once and cannot be used to measure change since the individual is 

measiired only once. The population numbered 41 individuals. Responses were 

requested concerning email use, attitudes toward email technology, and demographic 

information. The selected population was Grst sent a pre-survey letter infonning them of 

the survey. One week later the subjects were sent a questionnaire with an accompanying 

cover letter and a self-addressed envelope. M e r  one week the subjects were sent a 

follow-up letter. As a final measure, in late May, the subjects were sent a letter 

xequesting participation in the survey. In total, four letters were sent to the subjects. The 

respondents were requesfed to r e m  the completed m e y  within two weeks. 



The m e y  instniment was informally test piloted by three senior Education 

graduate students, and several structural changes were made to facilitate ease in 

answering the survey. Individuais similar to the intendeci respondents are recommended 

for pilot studies of any design (Wiersma, 199 1). The informal pilot nin was conducted in 

March, 1997. Dr. Paul Madak (research methodology), Faculty of Education, University 

of Manitoba, reviewed the survey instrument and statisticai analysis. The purpose was to 

check for arnbiguity, confusion and poorly p q x m d  items. The Statistics Department, 

University of Manitoba was consuIted and provided the structure for statisticai analysis. 

Descriptive statistics displayed the fïndings; cross tabulations for the demographic 

data, fkquencies and percentages overall, were used to a d y z e  the data. The data which 

wes collected by questionnaire was nominal and ordinal data The research design was ex 

post facto, a systematic empiricai inqujr where the scientist does not have control of the 

independent variables. Kerlinger (1 973) explains: "Ex post facto research is systematic 

empirical inquiry in which the scientist does not have direct control of the independent 

variables because their manifestations have already occurred or because they are 

inherentiy not manipulable. Inferences about relations among variables are made without 

direct intervention, fkom concomitant variation of independent and dependent variables." 

(p. 379). The survey containeci one open-ended question; the rest of the questions were 

stnictured-response in design. Doing this kind of research in particdar areas of the 

behavioral sciences makes sense since research problems on these disciplines are not 

easiiy adapted for experimental inquiry. 

Inferences have been made about the relationship among variables since 

independent variables camot be manipulated. Some control was gained through subject 

selection and statisticai analysis for validity purposes. The independent variables were 

the demographic characteristics: number of years teaching, gender, area of professional 

interest and University of Manitoba teaching department. The dependent variables were 

the respondent's attitudes toward email technology and use of email technology. These 

have been categorized accordhg to essential hct ion  of use. This fiulction of use 

included tasWsocial use h d  Ievel of use. Responses were requested to provide 



information conceming email use, attitudes toward ernail technology, and demographic 

information. 

se of the Studv and Research Ouestions 

The purpose of this study was to investigate email communication by the full time 

faculty members of the Facdty of Education, University of Manitoba. This shidy 

attempted to provide a profile of email usage patterns by the faculty members in the 

spring of 1997. This study fkst gathered information concerning the functional use of 

email, and demographic details supplied by the faculty. The study then explored the 

relationship (if any), between the use of email as  a technology and the full-time faculty. 

In short, the study attempted to determine if particular characteristics would predict 

variables for explaining email use and attitudes to email technology. Four basic 

questions &ove this study, namely: 

How widespread is ernail use in the Facdty of Education, University of 

Manitoba? 

How is email king used in the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba? 

What are the attitudes of the faculty toward email technology? 

What are the demographics of email use in the Faculty of Education, University of 

Manitoba? 

More simply, the central issue was how email is being used by the faculty, who was using 

it for what purposes, and how did these individuals feel about the technology? 

As educaton, we need to ask questions which wiil provide information on the 

complex behaviour required when using new cornputer technology. Email use is 

particularly interesting because the kinds of skills required for communicating via email 

are very different fiom other traditional text based operations (Roberts, Blakeslee, Brown, 

and Lenk, 1990). 

This study was inspirai by a doctoral dissertation done by Jeny Kandies at the 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University in 1994 entitied, F.lectronic h&& 

des. self-effcacy- Wf fec t i ve  communication. 
. . 

A copy of his survey instrument, 



m&ed to a large degree for this study, can be found in Appendix G. Kandies' 

inseurnent was a 60 question survey of 250 facuity members at the Virginia PoIytechnic 

Institute and State University. His study found that ceriain variables, such as attitude, 

age, and experience using technology relate to different levels of work and social use of 

e d .  In particular, how useful an individual found email correlated with how much the 

email technology was used A portion of Kandies' questions have been used in this study 

and permission to do so bas been obtained. This study will integrate the fmdings as they 

relate to email technology into the existing body of knowledge on computers in 

education. 

Questions about the key elements of email technology and how people use and 

feel about the technology are important to ask because previous research has shown that 

initial exposure to computer technology, hadequate training in understanding and using 

computers and resistance to change and new technology have been cited as reasons to 

explain negative attitudes toward computers (Dambrot et al., 1985). Underlying all this is 

the realization that the computer is moving away fkom its role as a mere productivity tool 

and M e r  into the reah of a human communication aid (Schaefemeyer & Sewell, 

1988). 

f . .  

elrmitations of the Stucly 

Delimitations are those restrictions which the fe~earcher selects in order to keep 

the study to a reasonable size and scope. This study is delimited in design and execution 

by the following: 

The suwey sample - the population of one Facdty in a mid-shed Canadian 

university delimits the generalizability of this shidy. Findings about email 

communication at other simüar universities or organizations should be avoided. 

The data - the data used for statisticai andysis was delimited to that collecteci 

£kom the full-the teaching and sessional fmulty with at least 10 month term 



contracts in the course of their work setting. 

The survey is delimited to a mail questionnaire. 

ons of the Sîudv 

Limitations are those aspects over which the resarcher has no control. The foiiowing 

applied to the design and implementation of this study: 

The sampled population were urged to respond but 100% participation was not 

guaranteed. 

The success of the survey dependeci largely upon the validity and reliability of the 

data obtained fkom the questionnaire. 

It is assumeci that survey respondents offer honest and unbiased m e r s  and that 

they answered only one survey. 

lectronic Mail 

A non-interactive communication using tex4 data, or designed image between a sender 

and designated recipient(s), by systems utilking telecommunication links (Flatley, 1992). 
. . ~ e d  Comlcatmri  

Use of a computer in a supervisory or managerid rather than a teaching role; the 

computer prescribing work scheduies, assessmenf student records, etc. (Ellington & 

Harris, 1986). 

AtIitude 
This can refer to a learned disposition towards responding to an object in a 

consistently favourable or unfavourable manner (Igbaria and Chakrabarti, 1990). 

This chapter presented a case for the study of email usage by the full t h e  faculty 

of the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba. The subject and history of emaiî 

was introduced as weli as a theoretical Wework  of cornputers in education. The 
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background and organhtion of emaii in generai was discussed followed by a section 

concerning the educational significance of the study. Following this was the piirpose of 

the study and the research question, dellimitations of the study and a definition List of 

fiequently used tenns. The research paper is presented in five chapters. The organization 

of the study is as follows: 

a Chapter One d e h e d  the problem of the research study and delineated the 

questions for investigation. 

Chapter Two reviewed the literature and was undertaken to buiid a concephial 

framework for the study to jusfi@ tbchoice of variables and methodologies and 

to target areas of further research. 

a Chapter Three described the design methodology, data collection procedures and 

statistical analysis of the data 

Chapter Four descnbed the primary research outcornes by recounting the 

statistical analysis of the data 

Chapter Five suggested conclusions and recommendaîions derived fiom the 

hdings and data analyses reportai in Chapter Four. 

Appendices include the m e y  instruments and all correspondence. 



Chapter II 

A review of the relevant literature was conducted to outline and refine the four 

basic reseatch questions of this study. This literature search was also usefid in justifying 

the choice of variables and rationahhg the research methodologies. 

The studies are grouped into categories: 

literature about the various purposes of e m d  

lïterature about the attitudes of individuais toward cornputers and cornputer 

technology in general 

studies involving characteristics of email communication 

demograp hic fiterature 

Exlaiuk 
The purpose of this section of the literature search was to identify the scope of a 

dependent variable - email use. 

The Literature in the field of computer/technoIogy use in educational settings up to 

now has tended to stress the medium's instructional potential rather than suggesting a 

protowl for designkg vimial environments (Demen & Branch, 1995). Ruberg (1992) 

categorized cornputer-managed communication into content areas of education such as 

language arts, social studies and science education. He noted that cornputer-manageci 

wmmunication could benefit leaming in other important ways. For instance' basic 

computer literacy skills c m  in turn foster a positive sîudent attitude toward technology. 

An example of this can be found in Britian's Free University where many of the students 

are home-bound and use technology to enrich their interaction with tutors and fellow 

students. Ruberg itemizes cornputer-managed communication as able to encourage 



student to student, student to teacher writing, on-line database searchhg and other 

collaborative projects organized amund information gathering and record-keeping, 

activities which Ruberg catagorizes as cornputer-manageci commuuication. He notes th& 

"Frequently educational applications of new technology stimulate creative instructional 

methods for delivering information." (p. 6). 

The fact that networks provide widespread accessibilty changes the way students 

and faculty conduct research. One study designed to ~LLect information about the f h r e  

of email communication in a higher education setting found agreement from 35 faculty 

members about the future applications and the problems to be overwme. The most usefûl 

applications were f o n d  to be distributing class material, answering study questions, 

sending and receiviag d e n t s  assignments, cooperative student work, distribution of 

grades, file transfer of assignments and academic couuselhg (Hoiden & Mitchell, 1993). 

Udegrove (1 99 1) found that University faculty use electronic mail to support research, 

teachuig and administrative activities. Among their activities were joint grant proposais, 

collaborative research projects, responses to conference solicitations, s u p e ~ s i n g  thesis 

students while on leave and communication with coileagues. Science education users 

were found in a 1993 survey to use email to conduct joint projects, stay in touch with 

their office while travelling and search for new research (Hesse, Sproul, Kiesler & Walsh, 

1993). One study (Hesse, Sproul, Kiesler Br Walsh, 1993) gives perspective though, by 

pointing out that research has not yet been able to prove that network use causes 

productivity to increase since any obsemation has to track a moving target: networks and 

resources available are changing while at the same tirne populations of users are changing 

(3.9 1). 

A discussion of the growing importance of ernail among academics can be found 

in Hawisher & Moran (1993), as well as a comprehensive argument for research into the 

issues inherent in e n d .  The authors do not believe that email will eventually suppiant 

paper-based communication. Inherent in the rhetoric of email are issues such as the 

'structure' of the message, "Whatever the ways in which one chooses to o r g e  an e- 

mail message, such structuring and planning runs counter to the spontaneity and fiuidity 
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of the medium." (Hawisher & Moran, p.630,1993). Should one use a written or spoken 

language style? The fluidity of evolving conventions, gender, race and class suggest 

different attitudes towards an electmnic medium which could be explored. The authors 

write that a pedagogy which includes email shodd be project-oriented and cross- 

disciplïnary. "Research suggests that on-line coilaboration works best when there is a 

project that the group m u t  complete. In particular, 'flaming' is absent nom on-line 

groups that are working on clearly defined tasks (Fe- Brunner, and Whittemore; 

Neuwirth et al.)". 

The speed of email co~~l~llunication is ofken cited as its major advantage to 'snail 

mail'. Not al1 would agree with this, however. ClifYord Stoll, in Silicon Snake Oil writes, 

"Well, dong the way, several things delay e-mail. Links may be down, so the packets get 

queued or rerouted. A computer might be especially slow, so it doesn't get around to 

fonvarding the mail. Some part of an address may not fit the f m a t  of a distant machine, 

and so requires additional attention. Or the destination computer may not be in senrice." 

(p. 162). In fact, even with the increasing vastness of the Intemet and thus email 

communication possibilities, volumes of paper-based mail are still increasing at rates of 

1% - 3% each year according to Canada Post (in Carroll, Broadhead, & Cassel, 1997). 

Feature:s of email, other than speed, have been examined. For example, organizational 

fiinctions such as group communication can increase efficiency. A 199 1 survey 

(Komsky) of 500 members of a large suburban Amencan University, which included 

administrators, support staff and teaching faculty, found that, " ... electronic mail will be 

most attractive to organi7ationa.i members who spend a lot of time on the telephone with 

other members and who are willing to substitute ernail for telephone tag." (p. 33 1). The 

researcher of this particdar survey sought to identie Merences between fiequent users 

and occasional users. Five hundred electronic surveys were sent out and 220 returned to 

the researcher. Results indicated that fiequent users seemed to ignore system problems to 

a greater extent, seemed to be predisposed toward mediated communication in general 

and morr accepting of electronic mail as an alternative to telephone communication than 

occasional users. Eighty-seven percent of the sample LiM email as a medium of 



c0mmiIniCati0n. 

Education facdties with computer networks have been using the technology in 

various ways. Stsihlhut & Hawks (1994) found that traditional barriers between student 

teachers, practcing teachers and University facuity tended to disappear when al1 were 

connected by computer networks. New collaborations and relationships developed as a 

renilt of the computer conference system cded Cobra, first tested in Iowa in 1988. 

"Shident teachers probably realized the most benefit fiom this network When you 

shident teach the n o m  is to ask for al l  the help you cm get" (p. 7). Another educational 

setting, the Curry School at the University of Virginia, uses email to support the 

educational process and link snident teachers, faculty and supemising teachers. Email 

has becorne part of the educational culture there (Bull, e t  al., 1989). 

The structwz of corporate organizations tends to lend itself to nsearch study on 

email communication. Sherbloom (1 988), andyzed the middle-management email 

content of one such large corporation during a period of several months. The email 

communication hctions analyzed were organized into type of h c t i o n  (social or 

business), direction of message within the company (vertical or horizontal) and the 

presence of a signiture (indicating heirarchal position). The results indicated that 80% of 

the 157 messages analyzed involveci informational functions but al1 hct ions  had been 

used at least once. Other functions included complex commhcation activities involving 

personal, social and influence attempts. This study also f m d  that email moving in a 

ver t id  direction was much more restrîcted to informational and arlministrative fiinctions 

than email moving in a horizontid direction (p. 49). A different study (Alexander, Helms 

& Curran 1987), classifiecl the email fiinctions into even more specinc groupings. For 

instance, "administrative communication" was a category used which included meeting 

announcements, reqwsts to meet, acknowledgments, reminders and the minutes of past 

meetings. S p r d  and Kiesler (1991) wrote an article discussing how email is used to 

wordinate group work In their article administrators useci it primarily to arrange time 

and place of meetings, and to assign tesks for individuais and sub-groups. Reports can 

then be circulateci and ail‘ group members can be kept in the informational loop quite 



easily by forwarding and summariPng information. 

ucati~n Use 

The above discussion looked at the various patterns of email use by individuals 

within the specific areas of education and business. A wide range of use is obvious. 

People are using e n d  to do traditional tasks in new and perhaps faster ways and to 

create new activities such as accessing global networks. Traditional methods of 

communicating nich as the telephone or postai mail are occasionaiiy replaced in the 

interests of speed, distance and efficiency, particuiarily with large groups such as 

Universiw faculties, schools and businesses. In some cases email use is particdar to the 

area of subject or profession, but a pattern can be found across the board, such as 

schedding meetings. 

uters and Cornputer Technology 

Attitudes are evaluative beiiefs (Mathews & Wolf, 1983). They are our afnnities 

for and aversion to situations, pesons, or identifiable aspects of otu environment 

Francis (1 993) has outluied a research agenda conceming attitudes toward computers. 

Francis (1993) summarized the major studies conducteci and a broad range of questions 

have been asked. Among them are: a) the relationship between computer attitudes and 

locus of contml, b) the relationship of computer attitudes with se& math anxiety, math 

aptitude, computer aptitude, and expenence with cornputers, c) cornparisons of the 

attitudes of students and non-student workllig adults, d) the relationship between 

computer attitudes and personaiity traits and, e) the effects of cornputhg courses on pre- 

seMce teachers. The past 15 years have seen a solid body of research directeci to the area 

of attitudes to computer technology. The growing personal computer field began to 

generate real interest for researchers in various disciplines (Mathews & Wolf. 1983). 

Those which were deemed most pertinent for this study were reviewed, namely studies 

that looked at perceiveci useflllness of computers, computer anxiety, computer experience, 

îraining and demograpbi6 variables. 



Usefufness 
Usefiilness has been chanicterized as 'compared to effort to use', since the effort 

one has to spend in learning a new tool is related to the u s e a e s s  of the tool. Seved 

studies have investigated the constnict of usefiess in relation to an individual's attitude 

(Byrd & Koohang, 1989; Clement, 198 1 ; Herling, 1994; Koohang, 1989). How well 

computers were accepted in the workplace affécted attitudes to usefulness. Those who 

used the cornputer for a variety of tasks such as word processing and spreadsheets were 

found, in several studies, to have a positive attitude toward the usefuiness of computers 

(Byrd 62 Koohang, 1989; ICinsie & Delcourt, 199 1). Wingand, in 1 995, investigated the 

influence of information technology, specifically email, on the administration of a large 

public University in the United States. The results of this shidy found that email use 

increased for simple and routine tasks and decreased for ambiguous, complex and non- 

routine tasks. The 'effort to use' (usefiilness) provided a direct relationship between the 

respondents' level of use and the perceiveci usefhhess of email Knshnamurthi (1996) 

found that email choice as a process was not objective and rationai. Organizational and 

management forces defined and constrained appropriate use. 

Two studies found a positive attitude to computer usefùiness expressed by 

cornputer users with experience in the technology (Byrd & K ~ ~ h m g ,  1989; Hignite & 

Echteniacht, 1992). Herling (1 994). conducted a study which examined the adoption of 

cornputer communication technology by a coliege faculty, and found that ody a littie 

more than half of the respondents reporteci using computer seNices even though the 

services were provided fke of charge and without access barriers. 

The varied results of studies investigating the use use of email indicate that M e r  

research is needed into this evolving technology and its impact on human 

communication. 

People react very differently to new technology and attitudes vary considerably 

among individuais and oiganhtions as they strive to implement emerging technology. 



Computer amciety may be as signincant a factor as a lack of skilis in cornputer acceptance 

and use (Torkzadeht & AnAng,1992). Auy time human communication changes, we 

tend to see a lag in use. Perbps this is not so surprising. One of the earliest students of 

resistance to new technology, Bernhard Stern, wrote in 1932 that, "An 

innovation..rudely sha- whatever equilibnum a person has attained. It dernands not 

only a motor reconditioning but reorganization of personality to meet the needs of the 

new situation. It is Little wonder thai an innovation..provokes feelings of impropriety, 

and repelling defense attitudes of ridicule and disparagement, or is deliberately ignoreci." 

(p. 61). 

What is computer anxiety? In an effort to define this, Torkzadeht & Angdo 

(1992) reviewed more than 30 years of research on the subject. The conclusion reached 

was that an individual experiences stress, such as tension or d e t y ,  when it is caused by 

anticipating using a computer. It has been compared somewhat to test or math anxiety. 

Three categories were identified as perspectives for computer afuciety: a) psychologicai, 

which included people fearing a threat to their ego or loss of power/iuence, b) 

sociological, in which fear of not interacting with people or keeping up with technology 

caused anxiety, and c) operational; fear of embarrassrnent when unable to operate tools 

caused lack of computer use. Russell (1995) reviewed various studies concerning 

computer anxiety and computer literacy. She found that the literaîure pointeci clearly to a 

relationship between the two. "A computer anxious person will take Longer to becorne 

email literate than a wmputer literate person ..." @. 172), since anxieties often occur in 

areas where an individuai is Ieaming something new and this in hirn causes a resistance 

to change. Another study suggested that it is a broder anxiety that relates to the 

technology of computers, thoughts about computers or attitudes toward technology in 

generai (Kolehmainen, 19%). 

The 'fathef of attitude meanirement (ThUrStone, 1927) supposedly shocked the 

academic world when he-suggested that attitude couid be measured at aii. Since 1927 



there does not appear to be a consensus among researchers about just what it is that an 

attitude scde measures. However, two schools of thought prevail. One speculates that 

attitude consists of three aspects: the afféctive, the behavioral and the cognitive. The 

other school of thought believes that attitude measmement takes place in the affective 

domain only and that behaviorai and cognition should be measured separately (Francis, 

1993). LaLomia & Sidowski (1 993) express wncem in particular for an apparent lack of 

a theoretical basis for a majority of the scales used to measure attitudes. 

Loyd & Gressard (1984 a) developed a wmputer attitude scale to measure what 

they believe is an important role in computer prognunming, an instrument that measures 

attitudes toward cornputers and attitudes toward leaming computer technology. In 1990, 

KinPe and Delcourt developed a similar s a l e  to measure usefulness and comfort/am.iety 

with wmputer technology. Again in 199 1, Kinsie and Delcourt developed and validated 

two instruments by which attitudes and selfkfficacy of the tacher education students and 

practicing teachers toward computer use can be measured. Other populations could be 

measured by modifying the 19 and 25 item instruments. The measurement of attitude is 

still the subject of much academic discourse. 

Attitudes have iong been recognized as important prcdictors of individual 

ciifferences in educational application, learning and achievement While there is a wide 

variety of studies availabie on computer attitudes, only those which were thought spacific 

to this study were explored. Research that wncemed usefbhess, atlxiety and experience 

were used, since usefùiness and anxiety are two factors which seem to have the most 

impact on computer use itself. Individuals were more likely to perceive computers as 

king usefid if they had experienced a variety of prognuns or were in an information- 

intensive environment. An individuai's trainhg and expexience had the most Muence 

on how much anxiety was experienced. Anxiety was characterized as a threat to an 

individual's ego, embarrassrnent or fear of little human contact. 



The developing rhetoric of email reaches back to the medieval ms dictaminis, to 

the letter-writing handbooks of the Renaissance leading eventuaiiy to style manuais 

published today (Hawisher & Moran, 1993). A complete rhetoric of email wodd include 

a full conte* such as genres, audiences, voices, uses, influences, drawbacks, specinc 

environrnents and attitudes. 

Schaefermeyer & Sewell(1988) provide a review of early studies done on email 

use within the structure of email as cornputer-managed communication. Early studies 

found email used primarily in organizatiod situations. Users thought email was best 

used when pnvacy and sensitive communication were not required. Rice and Case 

(1983) found that increased expenence with computer technology did not lead to 

increased use. Picot et-al. (1982) found that electronic text was viewed as less 

confidentid, more accurate and formal, but less dependable, private and stimdating than 

face to face communication. Love and Rice (1985) wrote a content analysis study of 

transcripts drawn fiom a computerized bulletin board They found that 30% of the total 

message content was social and 60% was task oriented. Steidïeld (1983) concluded that 

new and younger employees in a large business o r g h t i o n  were more likely to use 

email for entertainment and non-task activities. He concludes that whîle some research 

has been done on new applications of the technology, " ... educatos and home consumers 

are among the potential users who might benefit fmm M e r  research on applications in 

non-traditional settings." (p. 190). In business, however, email had becorne such a part of 

the daily routine that in 1985 the Rand Corporation sponsured a publication titled 

'Towards an Ethics and Etiquette for Electronic Mail'. (Hawisher Br Moran, 1993, p. 

628). 

Co- 
. . 

There is Little doubt that ernaii is a new form of communication. Just what is 



email, though? It is not a telephone d l ,  it is not a letter, it is not a fax or a voice mail 

message, so w b t  are the characteristics of email? Email has been mund for 15 years or 

more, and we still have little information about this technology that links us personally to 

the rest of the world: "With a simple Internet e-mail address, it is said that you can reach 

an estimated 60 million peuple around the globe" (Carroll, Broadhead, Cassel, 1997, 

p. 1 1 1). From an educational standpoint, we appear to be approaching the threshold of an 

'invisible colIege', where "...the limitations of information exchange and scholarly 

inquiry are no longer controiied by campus boundaries or access (as author or 

listener/reader) to academic texts, joumals, and conferences." (Schaefermeyer & Sewell, 

1988, p. 1 13). 

Ernail m e r s  f?om traditional communication techniques in several ways. b a i l  

is characterized by its immediacy - it takes place in Ireal the'. This format works well 

for collaborative groups because it is faster than a letter (Nunamaker et al., 1 99 1). This 

speed can also aIiow for more precision which make it an efficient tool for work settings 

(Flately, 1992). These characteristics separate email h m  traditionai typed documents 

and make it a distinct mode1 of communication. 

Text written on a computer differs firom paper-based hand wiitten text. In fact, 

Jonassen claimed in 1982 that, "In a decade or so, the book as we know it will be as 

obsolete as is moveable type today." (p.379). Electronic text is less sequentid, more of a 

hierarchy, and less continuous (Constanzo, 1989). Spatiaily, electronic text is different 

because fewer woràs will fit one screen than a sheet of 8 ID" x 1 1 " papa (Hartiey, 

1987). Generaiiy ody 20 lines of text can be fit onto a single screen. Between 50 - 65 

characters in a line of print is easier to read than 80 characters often used by computer 

programmers (Rubens, 1987). Consider the problem in contrast between lette15 and the 

background screen, flicker, reflection and bltured image. These areas remain to be 

investigated more thoroughly, but the fact is that a white page will reflect light wbile a 

computer screen produces light. A paper page is able to hold 4 screens. The average 

page can fit 3,000 c h c t e r s  but the screen just 1,920 characters. When compared to face 

to face communication etnail can make a point quicker, allow more time for composition 



and can be more spontaneous (Hesse, Werner & Altman, 1988). Another researcher 

found email to be more concise, logical, organized, careful, senous, depe r sodkd  and 

less emotiond, niendy, personai, relaxed and spontaneous (Compton et al., 1991). 

Studies have detailed evidence that writers tend to be more caadid (Sproul & Keisler, 

199 1) and make more errors such as those one makes while speaking aloud (Constanzo, 

1989). Ln writing to a screen, wrïters c m  lose the sense of audience, drift into self- 

absorption and lose coIlStraints and inhibitions that an audience provides (Hawisher & 

Moran, 1993). The screen is, overall, more complex and independent than a traditional 

Page- 

It can be a drawback for email writers to have to use a user interface to send 

email: "A strict definition of Internet email is that it consists of email sent and received 

fiom computers directly connected to the Intemet Strictly speakhg, it is email based on 

SMTP (simple mail transfer protocol), the software that d e h e s  how messages should be 

sent between different computers on the Intemet" (Carroll, Broadhead, Cassel, p. 1 12, 

1997). The writer may, at first, find the environment unfnendy and have to face 

problems such as 'down t h e '  or various other glitches (Komsky, 1990). The much touted 

'speed' of email can be seriously decreased by the user or the technology in a variety of 

ways, including technology glitches, address formatting and power outages, to narne a 

few. Email seems to both require and expect a quick response. Andrew Feenburg 

(1 989) writes, "Cornmunicating on-line involves a minor but real personal risk, and a 

response- any response- is generdly interpreted as  a success while silence means 

failure ... As a result, when we leave a message in cornputer memory we feel an intense 

need of response." (pp.23-24). However, certain fiteranire has shown that the advantages 

of speed outweigh the possible problems (Grantham, 1 99 1 ; Harash, 1990). 

In the absence visual human cues, an 'emoticon' is sometimes used; a smiley face 

[: )] or other extraneous comments [<grin>] aîtempting to provide information to the 

receiver of the message (Flately, 1992). Grantham (1991) reports that, "The use of 

electronic fomis of symbolic communication is increasingly the band-width of human 

cornputer interaction. Images, graphs, charts, and iconic symbols are routinely used to 



facilitate communicatio~," (pp.2 1 -22). A smey conducteci of 2 1 5 email users in the 

insurance indwtry founà, through multiple regression analysis of the returned data, that 

2 1% of the variation in email use could be explaineci by aspects of uncertain tasks, such 

as  symbolic meanings of trust or goodwill (Drew, 1996). People were unsure of how to 

comrnunicate subtle aspects of human interaction. These emerging capabilities of the 

technology WU d o w  other forms of non-text commULilcation in the future; perhaps 

graphics used to enhance understanding of certain concepts tbat are difncdt to wnvey 

verbally. Email communication differs greatly at the organjzational Ievel as well. Most 

partïcularly affected is the hierarchicai structure of an orgahtion since anyone can send 

a message to anyone else and communication becornes less top-down (Sherblom, 1988). 

Senior level administrators at a large U.S. university reportai using email more often per 

day than lower level sdministratoa and used it more for horizontal than for vertical 

business communication (Wigand, 1995). Academic structures have generally found this 

construct to hold as weli (Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & Sethna, 1991; Sproul & Kiesler, 1986). 

The traditional office secretary is k i n g  replaced in computer technology as it 

pertains to email with 'Robot Mail'; a system which is prograrnmed to extract, reply and 

sort certain email messages and addresses thus ehimting the vast possibilities of emaü 

'junk'. 

The distinct characteristics of email written communication are integrai to the 

successfûl or u~lsuccessfiil use of the medium. As a new mode of communication, email 

is not simply a technology issue but a human communication one as weil. 

Early studies pointed to a signincant number of concerns regarding privacy and 

types of usage, generally social and work-related use. Some of these studies found that 

use of ernail was more socidy orienteci. Other research investigated early emaii use by 

business organhtions and found use primdy focussed on efficiancy mattem. One must 

look at technicalities such as computer screen size, writing style and the other many ways 

in which computer commufllcation is different h m  traditional f o m  of communication, 

as king important considerations when investigating emaii use in large institutions. 



Research on how email comrnhcation ciiffers h m  current and early forms of 

communication is important because this study is uivestigating members of a large 

orga-tion concerning attitudes and use of the medium. 

(jiender 

The nurnber of studies conceming gender differences in attitudes toward 

computers is considerable. A 1993 review by ShashaAni found gender ciifferences toward 

early in school years and that the ciifferences contînued through high school and 

University years. Men rated a hi& level of seIfanfidence (Shashaani, 1993) and 

women rated higher levels of anxiety (Igbaria & Chakrabarti, 1990). A fair body of 

research concurs tbat there is a ciifference in attitudes to computers between the sexes, but 

few studies concur on the causes. A great d d  of discourse exists fkom various 

inteilectual perspectives. Much of the research cited on previous pages of this chapter 

concerning attitudes and use of computers also included a section on gender as a variable. 

DifFerences in the way in which men and women use cornputers have been noted. Turkle 

(1984), in particular, found women to be more 'applications orienteci', while men 

preferred prograrnming. "Our data points to discrimination in the computer culture that is 

detemhed not by d e s  that keep people out, but by ways of thinking that make them 

reluctant to join in." (p. 1 32). Another shidy concerning gender clifferences and wmputer 

use in the workplace, in this case, university faculty, reportcd more use by women of 

word-processing, data entry, teaching application and information storage and remevai. 

In the same study, men reporteci more use of financial applications, data base 

management, inventory systems, programming and statistid applications (Lowe & 

Krahn, 1989). Krishnamurthi (1996) wrote in a survey paper that women preferred to use 

ernaii for aspects of ambiguous tasks, such as confiict resolution and persuasion. Men 

and women did not differ signifïcantiy in the use of email, however the reasons for use 

were found to be different SeLfe and Mayer's 1991 shidy of an email discussion group 



for writers found some evidence that men and 'high status' participants dominated the 

discussion. A follow-up study of two typical c l a s m m  settings, Hawisher and Selfe 

(1992), found that among the -dents, neither the amount of discourse nor the degree of 

verbal assertiveness could be consistently associateci with gender or status. Kinsie and 

Delcourt (1 99 1) wmpleted a shidy of 328 nidents in the United States who were 

attending a school of education. Thcy wanted to measure the attitudes of students to new 

technology; resuits of repression anlaysis on the data indicated, "...the relative 

unimportance of demographic variables (such as age, sex, or cumnt educational level) in 

predicting attitudes toward computer technologies, ... " (p. 1 0). 

Exl=h= 
Experience is sometirnes included by social scientists when studying personal 

characteristics. The amount of experience one has had using e m d  can reflect the arnount 

one uses it for work or non-work. Igbaria & Chakrabarti (1990), Kinzie & Delcourt, 

(1 989) and Koolang (1 989) al1 found that experience presented a signifïcant variable. 

Zandri & Charness (1989) focused on effective methods for irainhg adults to use email 

application software. They reporteci that older individuais (aged 50-84) took twice as 

long as younger individuals (aged 20-39) to acquire the skills. Ertmer (1994) conducted a 

study of undergraduates completing email and word processing tasks. This investigation 

found that experience aExted the student's use of technology for education. She found 

that quality, not quantity, of computer experiences were more critical to successfid use by 

analmg the content of messages by university shidents in two computer courses over 

one texm. 

A recent doctoral dissertation (KM, 1995) founcl, in an empirical research study 

of a large business, that experience with telecomm~cation technology had a direct and 

significant relationship with the individual's level of use. His study surveyed and and 

in te~ewed 280 individuais from 12 organhtions. nie results of this study found that 

individuais were influenaxi if others were using email. The perceived advantages of 

email were found to be fie most signifiant predictor of email use. The perceived 



complexity of ernail hc t ions  did appear to have a modest relationship with the 

individual's use. This study a h  fond  that previous experience with wmputer 

technology showed a direct relationship with the level of use by individuals. The results 

of a 199 1 study (Kinsie & Delcourt), found that 328 education students' experience with 

computer technology is a strong predictor of how individuais viewed technology. 

"Actual experience with wmputer technologies, either in a course or in reguiar use, was a 

strong pradictor of both 'anxiety/comfort' and pperceived 'usefulness."' (p. 1 1). Kinsie and 

Delcourt developed a Likert s a l e  and sdministered this to 328 undergraduate and 

graduate -dents enrolled in the Education Faculty of a large Americau university. 

Parry and Wharton (1995) conducted a survey involving 73 faculty members in a 

mid-sized, mid-western state supported university in the United States. Questionnaires 

wem mailed out asking about the respondents use of email, demographic details and 

attitude toward computer technology. This study did not h d  any indication that gender 

predicted computer usage by the faculty. Male and female coileagues were equally likely 

to use the network and express feelings of expertise. Age, however, did appear to play a 

role. Younger facdty members were more likely to use certain network options. 

"Nevertheless, gender and age offer iittle explanatory power. Therefore the researchers 

propose that other factors m u t  be considered when attempting to profîle the 'typical' 

network user." (p. 468). 

Gender and experience are typical variables in studies about cornputer use and 

cornputer attitudes. A significant differencx in the aflxiety levels of female and male 

technology users has been found. The attitudes of femaldmde technology users has 

been found to be different, but the reasons for this appear to be vaned Differences in the 

various ways in which females and males use technology have been noted Perceived 

'status' and gender of individuals in an organizational heirarchy reports merences in 

technology use and attitude. Experience with cornputer technologies can effect how often 

an individuai utilivs e d .  In most studies gender tends to assert a notable variable 



merence in attitudes to and use of computers. 

Quantitative rnethodology is generaiiy used to research areas of email use, 

individual attitudes to computers and the computer technology itself. Research about 

e d  characteristics is usualIy qualitative. This fiterature review exptored theoretical 

concepts, variables and rnethodologies involveci in this study. Using ernail effectively in 

schools will require teachers, curriculum and instructional designers to have a solid body 

of mearch on the subject to help them understand the complex relationship between 

technology and its clients. This is a particuiarly relevant issue when we consider that 

University faculty influence students both in the classroom and through role modelling. 

If they are the people who are preparing students for emerging technology, the extent they 

use the technology themselves is important. 

This chapter looked into the use of email, attitudes toward the technology, the 

particular characteristics of email, and demographic studies concerning gender and 

experience with technology. 

This study attempted to add to the demographic body of knowledge about existing 

relationships with respect to a specific computer medium - email. 



Chapter III 

RESEARCH METHOD AND DESIGN 

This chapter will d d b e  the research design and methodology used in the study. 

The sample size, instniments used, method and procedures of data collection and 

participant inclusion critena are presented. The basic shidy is designed to find out more 

information about the hct ional  use of email by fidi-time teaching and sessionai 

education faculty with at least 10 month term contracts in the University of Manitoba, 

Faculty of Education setting. The four research questions driving this study are: 

How widespread is email use in the Faculty of Education, University of 

Manitoba? 

How is email king used in the Facdty? 

What are the attitudes of the Faculty toward email technology? 

What are the demographics of email use in the Faculty of Education, University of 

Manitoba? 

Qaa 
The research design of this study is, expost facto, literally, 'khat cornes afier". A 

systematic empirïcal inquiry where the researcher does not have control of the 

independent variables. Keriinger (1 973) explains: "Ex post facto research is systematic 

empirical inqujr in which the scientist does not have direct control of the independent 

variables because their manifestations have alregdy o c c d  or because they can not be 

manipulated. Inferences about relations among variables are made without direct 

intervention, fiom concomitant variation of independent and dependent variables." 

(p.379). Doing this kind of research in particular areas of the behavioural/social sciences 

makes seme since the research problems of these disciphes are not easily adapted for 

experimentd inquiry. The affecfive variables, interest and attitudes cannot be 

manipulated. Extemal vanables m o t  be controlled. 



Inferences have been made about the relationship among variables since 

independent variables cannot be manipuiated. Some control was gained through subject 

selection and statisticai analyses for vaiidity pupses .  The independent variables are the 

demographic characteristics. The dependent variables are the respondents' usage of 

email and attitude to email technology. 

depedent and Dependent Variabla 

The independent variables were demographic characteristics number of years 

teaching, gender, area of professional interest, and teaching department at the University 

of Manitoba The dependent variables were: the uses of email, attitudes towards email 

technology and use of email technology, were categorized according to essentiai b c t i o n  

of use. This included task or social use and level of use. 

Sarllple and&bion Cntena 
. 

The targeted population for this study is the full-time teaching and sessional 

faculty with at least 1 O month term contracts at the Faculty of Education, University of 

Manitoba campus in May, 1997. Not included were those on sabbatical, retired senior 

scholars, or those fùll-tirne facdty whose typical office was not in the Faculty of 

Education building. This cluster sample is a method employed by researchers when it is 

more feasible to select a specific group of individuals (Cates, 1985). A list was obtained 

from the aàministration at the Faculty and the entire sample surveyed. The population 

numbered 4 1 individuals. Responses were requested conceming ernail use, attitudes 

toward emaîi technology and demographic information. 

A consideration for choosing this site for sampling was the relative expense and 

effort required for the collection of data. Tirne and travel costs were minimal due to the 

close proxiniity of the subjects. The network technology for email use has been in place 

at the Faculty of Education since 1988. 



The survey is in four basic sections fiom which the measurement of variables can 

be obtained. The survey contains 67 questions, including one open-ended question. 

Some questionnaire items were orïginaiiy created by KinPe & Delcourt (1 99 l), Steinfield 

(1983) and modified later (with permission) by Kandies (1994) for a more specifk 'email 

technology' subject as opposed to the original 'cornputer technology' subject. The overall 

instrument was developed for the Facuity of Education, University of Manitoba with the 

assistance of committee members and i n f o d y  piloted in March, 1997 by three senior 

Faculty of Education graduate students. Dr. Paul Madak (Research Methodology), 

University of Manitoba, was consulteci as well as Llwellyn Armstrong f?om the Faculty 

of Statistics, University of Manitoba to provide detailed guidance on the structure of the 

statistical hnework and analysis. The quantitative data was gathered through 

respondent questionnaires. Certain questions were included which were specific to the 

University of Manitoba Questions 53,54,57,62,64, and 65 are specific to the 

University of Manitoba full-time teacbg and sessional faculty with at least 10 month 

term contracts in the Spring of 1997. A heading asked the respondents to answer first if 

they used email, yes or no, and then to move to the appropriate starting question to begin 

the s w e y .  If the respondent answered yes, then the survey began at question number 1. 

If the respondent 8z1swered no, the survey began at question number 63. Of the 67 survey 

questions, 27 of them are drawn directly and unchanged, with pemiission, h m  the 1994 

(Kandies) m e y .  These questions are numbers 2,7,8,9, 14,253 1,33,35-44,50, 58, 

60 and 61. The rest of the s w e y  questions are more general in nature and were 

developed for the University of Manitoba teaching faculty. Demographic data collected 

included respondent gender, total years in teaching, home department and professional 

area of interest A copy of the instrument used in the survey appears in Appendix A. 

Widespread Use of Email Technology S a l e  

1. How widespread is email use in the Faculty? 

The first research questisn attempts to find out information about who is using email and 



when they are using it. 

Question 1 asks the respondents to c h l e  a number on a 4 point agreeldisagree 

scale whether or not they use emaii on a &y-to-day basis. 

Questions 12 and 13 ask the respondents to circle a 2 point yesho scale indicating 

whether or not they read and respond to email messages. 

Questions 4649 ask the respondents to circle a 5 part forced-response selection, 

eshating email activity. 

Questions 50-54 ask the respondents to fU in a percentage, thereby estimating 

quality and quantity of emaii. 

Questions 60 and 61 ask the respondents to circle forced response answers to 

questions about generai email use. 

E m d  Technology Appücation Scale 

2. What are the ways email is king used in the Faculty? 

Research Question Two in this study addresses the issue of various applications of email 

technology. 

Questions 14-24 ask about basic hctions of email use and respondents are 

provided with the stimulus phnise, '1 cari...', followed by statements such as, 

'forward messages received on email'. The items attempt to provide a m g e  of 

simple to advanced computer functions, answered on the 4 point agreddisagree 

scale. 

Questions 25 - 44 asks the respondents how often they applied certain fiiactiom, 

such as 'send information to people 1 know', reflected on a 4 point nevedvery 

often s a l e  and a not applicable insert 

Faculty Attitudes Scale 

3. What are your attitudes toward email technology? 

Research Question Three of this shidy attempts to reflect how individuah feel about 

email technology. 



Questions 2-1 1 reflect how individuais feel about the technology, answered with 

the 4 point scale of agree/disagree. 

Questions 45 and 55-59 are forced response questions reflecting attitudes to email 

use at work, technical support and technology Leaming opportunites. 

Demographics Scale 

4. What are the demographics of email use in the Faculty of Education, University of 

Manitoba? 

Research Question Four of this study attempts to obtain data about the personal 

characteristics of email users. 

Question 62 asks respondents to circle an answer on a forced response question 

about how they first leamed to use email. 

Question 63 is the only open-ended question on the survey, asking the non-user of 

exnail to respond. 

Questions 64-67 request demographic information about the respondent, using 

forced response structures. 

Data Collection 

In keeping with the research design, the researcher developed an inseurnent which 

was sent out to the sample population in May, 1997. The questioMaire consisted of 67 

questions in total, al1 requiring a circled response except for one open-ended question. 

Likert 4 and 5 point scales were useci, as well as forced-response items. Completed 

questionnaires were sealed in an envelope by the participants and left for the researcher in 

the faculty mailroom. The s w e y  was sent through campus mail to full-tirne teaching 

faculty at the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba with at least a 10 month term 

contract. The teaching faculty were a cluster sample. This sort of sample included al1 of 

the individuals in a particular group. A pre-survey letter was sent to al1 subjects one 

week pnor to the s e n h g  of the s w e y  itself. One week after the questionnaire was sent, 

a follow-up letter was sent Respondents were sent an informational cover Ietter dong 



with the survey and were asked to reply to the m e y  within two weeks. A fourth and 

final prompt letter was sent in late May to the 41 subjects requesting participation in the 

survey. The d t s  of the analysis cornparhg key variables is organized in Chapter Four 

of this study. 

ata 

The quantitative data was analyzed using descriptive statistics and non-parametric 

tests suitable for nominal and ordinal data. The primary statistical tools for anaiysing the 

data were cross tabulations, one-way fiequencies and percentages. The Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used for data analysis and all data were 

entered on to a personal cornputer. Content analysis was used to search for themes in the 

open-ended qualitative question. The hdings from this anaiysis dowed  the researcher 

to describe the relationships between variables. 

This chap ter described the study design, the four research questions, population 

sample, instrumentation, survey distribution, data collection procedures and statistical 

treatment of survey responses. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences was used 

and the open-ended question discussed separately. Chapter Four wiil discuss the study 

finding S. 



Chapter IV 

This chapter wili ou the  and present the results h m  the siavey and analyse the 

data obtained fkom this questionnaire by orga-g the information into a survey ma& 

designed to m e r  the four research questions driving this study. This chapter will 

discuss the demographic information and participation in the study and then present the 

hdings dong with appropriate discussion of the data A summary will foliow each of 

the four r e s m h  questions at the end of this chapter.. 

. . * .  
e m w C - P a r t l ç l p ê l ~ f ~  

niis study involved a 67 question survey of fdl-time faculty with at least 10 

month term contracts teaching at the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba in the 

spring of 1997. Ln total 4 1 hdividuals were sent surveys. 

Twenty-three out of 4 1 possible respondents retumed surveys and this redted in 

a 56.1% r e m  rate. Gay (198 1) stated that, if a researcher did not have a r e m  rate of at 

least 70%. then the validity of the conclusions would be weak. 

It is not known why only 56.1% of the sample responded. One reason rnay be 

that classes in the Facuity of Education were finished for the academic year and faculty 

were busy elsewhere at the t h e  the survey was sent Non-respondents may be those 

faculty members who do not use email, sime ait responses claimed use of email. To 

d u c e  the concem for non-respondent bis,  analysis fiom a portion of the non- 

respondents in the f o m  of interviews might have revealed more information. Further 

discussion in Chapter Five will outiine Uiis approach. The low response rate iimits the 

generalizability of the resuits because the rrspondents rnay be a biased group and the 

validity of the conclusio& that can be made will be weak. 



Surveys were sent t b u g h  campus mail to the 41 faculty members currently 

teaching with fiill-time, 10 month temi contracts for the University of Manitoba, Faculty 

of Education. The resuits of the sunrey have been organized into the four reseatch 

questions driving this study. The four questions are: 1) How wide-spread is email use in 

the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba, 2) How is ernail being used in the 

Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba, 3) What are the attitudes of the Faculty 

toward email technology and, 4) What are the demographics of ernail use in the Faculty 

of Education, University of Manitoba? 

Data on the r e m c h  question are clustered in a survey matrk format where the 

relevant survey question is situated underneath the appropriate research question heading. 

A wpy of the completed survey matrk and the s w e y  instrument itself with the 67 

questions is included in Appendices F and A respectively. A complete table of al1 the 

results obtained h m  the survey instrument can be found in Appendix J. 

"How widespread is email use in the Faculty of Education, University of 

Manitoba?" This research question asks about the respondent's ievel of use of email 

technology. The responses to this first question are presented in the following tables. 

Table 1 

on a dav to dav b w  

Agrw Slightly Agree Slightly Disagree Disagree 

AU possible respondents answered this question and 2 1/23 indicated that they use email 

on a &y to &y basis. Al1 of the respondents (100%) hdicated edt they agree or slightly 

agree with the statement ihat they use e m d  on a d d y  bais. 

Frequency 

Yo 

23 

100% 

- 
- 

- 
- 

21 

913% 

2 

8.7% 



Basic level of use including reading and responding to email messages was 

answered by rcspondents in Questions 12 and 13. Tables representing this information 

appear below (Tables 12 and 13). 

Table 12 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Question 12 (Table 12), respondents indicated that 22/23 c m  read messages sent to them 

on emaii. That is, 95.7% responding subjects agreed that they couid perform this 

hction. Question 13 (Table 13), also indicated a high level of agreement, with ail 23 

respondents (100%) agreeing with the Nitement that they couid respond to an email 

message sent to them. 

Frequency 

From these responses specdation might tentatively conclude that ernail is king used on a 

day to &y basis for the most part and that subjects are able to perform the two most basic 

hct ions  of email communication - receiving and sending messages. 

Questions 46,47,48, and 49 ask respondents about the number and types of 

23 22 1 



messages they send and receive per week Tables 46,47,48, and 49 reflect this. 

Numbet of rn-es received per week bv mpondenff 

Less than 10 10 to 19 20 to 29 30 to 39 40 or more 

AU respondents jeceive at Ieast 10 messages per week with the majority (52.2%) 

receiving between 20 and 29 messages per weeic. (Table 46). This compares with the 

number of messages sent per week, wtiich is less (Table 47, below). 

Frequency 

Va 

Table 47 

Number of messa- sent per week bv remonden$ 

- 
- 

Less than 10 10 to 19 20 to 29 30 to 39 40 or more 

2 

8.7% 

The majority of respondents (69.6%) indicated that they send less tban 10 but no more 

than 19 messages per week However, looked at another way, the perçentages of 

respondents indicated a n d y  even thrce way split in each category. That is, 30.4% send 

between 20-29 messages, 34.8% send between 10-1 9, and 34.8% send las than 10 

messages per week. 

Frequency 

Yo 

Question 48 asks the respondents to indicate the number of email messages sent to 

12 

522Yo 

them and to which they reply. Table 48 (below), indicates the data. 

5 

2 1.7% 

23 

100% 

8 

34.8% 

4 

17.4% 

- 
- 

23 

100% 

8 

34.8% 

- 
- 

7 

30.4% 



Less than 10 10 to 19 20 to 29 30 to 39 40 or more 

Of responses occurring here, the highest number (1 3R3 of respondents) indicated that 

replied to 10- 19 messages sent to them per week. 

Frequency 

Yo 

The number of times an individual sends an emaü message to a didbution list is 

indicated on Table 49 below. 

Table 49 

8 

34.8% 

Nurnber of messages sent to a listserv -Der week bv resbondentS 

Less than 10 10 to 19 20 to 29 30 to 39 40 or more 

13 

56.5% 

Twenty-two out of 23 respondents indicated that they send less than 10 messages per 

week to a distribution Est. This is not a commonly used email hction. 

2 

8.7% 

Frequency 

Yo 

In order to delineate M e r  the level of use of email in the Faculty of Education, 

respondents were asked to estimate the percentage (0-1 00%) of messages received per 

week according to 'type' of email. This included percentage of email messages which 

were work-relateci (Table 50), percentage of email messages which were junk-mail (Table 

51) and percentage of email messages which were non-work related (Table 52). This 

- 
- 

22 

95.7% 

- 
- 

1 

4.3% 

I 

23 

100% 

- 
- 

- 
- 

- 
- 

23 

100% 



information has been organized into the kquency tables found below (Tables 50,s 1 and 

52) for a comparative analysis. 

Table 50 

percenw of received Der week ut are work r c l a  

Table 50 indicates that the majonty of email received per week by individu& is work- 

related. Eighteen of the 23 sampled individuals estimated that between 4 1 % and 100% of 

their email was related to work. 

Frequency 

Vo 

Table 51 

ved Der week that are 

O-20% 2 1-40% 4 1-60% 6 1-80% 81-100% 

4 

17.3% 

Table 5 1 indicates that the estimated amount of email received per week by individuals 

that is considered junk-mail is somewhat low. Nineteen of 23 individuals indicated that 

just 0% to 40% of their weekly email was junk-mail. Of these 19, the majonty (1 3) felt 

that oniy 0% to 20% was junk-mail. Clearly, when one compares Table 50 (above) with 

Table 5 1, most of the email trafEc occuring is considered work-related. 

Frequency 

% 

1 

4.3% 

6 

26.1% 

23 

100% 

13 

56.5% 

23 

100% 

6 

26.1% 

6 

26.1 % 

- 
- 

.- 

6 

26.1% 

2 

8.7% 

2 

8.7% 



Table 52 

Table 52 indicates the estimated number of e d  messages received per week that the 

respondents considered to be non-work related. The majority of individuals (1 9/23) 

indicated that only 0% to 20% of their email t d i c  was non-work related. This again 

indicates that the majonty of email traffic seems to be occuring within the work-related 

realm. These were estimatecl percentages by the respondents. It may prove more helpful 

if in futurr surveys, the respondents were asked to indicate types of email use using 

forced-structure percentage numbers. 

The cause of these variations in 'kinds' of email is unknown. However, tentative 

speculation might conclude that some individuais are not on the Faculty of Education 

administration list which posts email messages to faculty members automatically. 

Another reason may be the individual interpretation of the terms used. For instance, 

' j u n k - d '  may be interpreted differently by each individual completing the survey. One 

other reason may be that it is difncdt to draw a line between what is work-related and 

what is not. These are estimates by respondents and must be considered as such. Foilow- 

up i n t e ~ e w s  might provide M e r  information on individual perceptions and attitudes. 

in Table 53, respondents were asked to estimate the percentage of email messages 

they send and/or -ive that are outside the University of Manitoba (Table 53) and inside 

the University of Manitoba (Table 54). A kquency table has been constructeci to 

present this data below. 



Table 53 

Table 53 indicates the estimated percentage of email messages sent/received per week 

that are outside of the University of Manitoba campus. campus. Aimost half of the 

respondents (1 1 of 231, indicated that over 40% of their sent/received email was from 

outside the University of Manitoba campus. 

Frequency 

Yo 

Table 54 

. * . - 
ved -de the U n i v e w  of Man 

6 

26.1% 

This frequency and percentage table (Table 54) indicates the estimateci percentage of 

messages sent inside the University of Manitoba campus. The number of messages 

sent/received inside the Uriiversity of Manitoba campus is estimated by 20123 individuais 

as between 0% and 80%. This shows us that the estimated percentage of an individds 

'outside the campust emaii traffic is nearly the same as the email traffïc estimate for 

'inside the campust. 

6 

26.1 % 

Frequency 

YO 

Question 60 asked respondents if they typicaily S o m  students of their email 

5 

2 1 -8% 

4 

17.4% 

5 

2 1.8% 

4 

17,4% 

1 

43% 

A 

3 

13.0% 

23 

1 OOYo 

9 

39.1 % 

3 

13.0% 

23 

100% 



address. Table 60 (below), reflects the response h m  individuals to this question 

Table 60 

Yes No 

Frequency 

Yo 5" 73 3% 2 1.7% 95.6% 

R e d &  indicated that 17/22 did typicdy give students their email address. One 

respondent did not m e r  this question. 

Respondents were asked how long they had been using email. Table 6 1 below 

refiects the response to this question. 

Table 61 

ndents' rebort of 

1-2 Years 3-5 Years 6-9 Years 10 Years or More 

The majority of  individuals (12/22) indicated that they had between 3-5 years experïence 

using email. One respondent did not m e r  this question. Only one individual reported 

having ten or more years experience using email. 

Frequency 

Yo 

Reseatch question 1 asked, "How widespread is emaii use in the Facuity of 

22 

1 00% 

6 

26.1% 

12 

52.2% 

3 

13% 

f 

4.3% 
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Education, University of Manitoba?" 

Respondents agreed (21123) that they used email on a day to &y basis (Table l), 

that they wuld read messages ( W 2 3 ,  Table 12) and send messages (23/23, Table 13). 

The high number of individuals who uin perform these fiuictions would be expected 

given the simplicity of the fiinctions in question. Reasons may be that sorne fiinctions are 

easier to perforrn or that they are found by respondents to be rnost useful. 

The number of messages sent per week, received and repiied to showed that 

respondents received more messages than they sent (Table 47). and that they replieci to 

fewer messages (Table 46) than were sent to them (Table 48). Posting messages on a 

discussion group was not a cornmon fiuiction (Table 49). As ceriain more complicated 

ernail hct ions require various separate operations to pexform, the use of these fiinctions 

decreases. Email is primarily king used M y  to simply send and receive email. 

The majority of email messages received by the respondents per week are work- 

related p a l e  50). Junk-mail percentages ranged fiom 0-90% (Table SI), and non work- 

related messages received by respondents ranged fiom 060% (Table 52). Most faculty 

(17/22, Table 60) informeci students of their email address. Eighteen of 22 respondents 

had between 1-5 years of experience using email technology (Table 6 1). 

Missing responses were found for questions 60 and 61. It is unknown why these 

rrsponses are misskg. Reasons rnight include the fact that the respondents inadvertently 

missed the question, felt the question was inelevant or intrusive, were concerneci he or 

she could be identifie& did not understand the question or felt the forced-response 

choices presented were not broad enough. 

It should be noted that interpretation of the ternis 'work-related', 'junk-mail' and 

'non work-related' are open to personal interpretation (Tables 50,s 1, and 52) and 

percentages are an estimate by respondents (Tables 50,51,52,53, and 54). 

The second resemch question dnving this study is. "How is email being used in 

the Faculty of Educatioc University of Manitoba?". This question atternpts to explore 



the various work and social uses of email technology by the Facdty of Education sample 

population. Tables 14-40 indicate the resuits of the survey questions. Respondents were 

asked to answer yes or no to questions about what opentions they perform using email 

technology . 

Table 14 indicates that U R 3  (95.7%) individuals can email the same message to 

severai people. 

Table 14 

Yes No 

Frequency 

Y0 95.7% 4.3% 100% 

Table 15 @elow) indicaies the individuals who respond privately to messages 

onginaiIy sent to more than one person. The number of individuals who said they can 

perform this function totalled 21/23 or 91.3%. The high number of subjects who can 

perfomi this fiinction may indicate that this is an important, basic hction. Some 

hctions may be easier to perform or they are found to be more useful than others. 

Table 15 

vatelv to m e e s  s a o  a erout, 

Yes No 

Frequency 21 1 2 23 

Question 16 of & survey asked respondents if they couid f o m d  messages 
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received on email. Table 16 (below) indicates the respollse: 17/23 can and 6/23 cannot 

perform this fûnction. This response may indicate a low dSculty level or a high 

perceived usefulness level for this fiinctioa This fiuiction may be perceived as an 

important one. 

Table 16 

n d a  w b  cm forward sent to them 

Frequency 

% 100% 

The percentage of respondents able to sign on to discussion groups (Table 17, 

below) is above average. Thirteen individuals (1 3/23) are able to perf'oxm this fimction, 

or 56.5%. Shghtly less than half(1 O D 3 )  are not able to perfonn this fiinction (43.5%). 

Table 17 

Yes No 

Frequency 

% 56.5% 43.5% 100% 

Table 18 (below) represents the individuals who can maintain files in which to 

organîze email messages. The individuals who perform this function number 9/23 and 

those who do not is 14/23. Reasons for the low number of individuais who perform this 



fûnction may include the level of difficuity or perceiveci usefulness. 

Yes No 

Frequency 

Yo 39.1% 60.9% 100% 

The pattern and number of individuais who can perform email technology tasks 

continues with Question 19 which asks if individuais are able to import or cut and paste 

data into an email message they are creating. Respondents indicated (Table 19, below), 

that 9/23 were able to perfonn this function. 

Table 19 

n d w  who cm cut rt data into an e 

Yes No 

Frequency 

Yo 39.1% 60.9% 1 00% 

The reason explaining why respondents are unable to perfoxm this task is unknown. Only 

39.1% are able to perfonn this function, wfiile 60.9% are unable to do this. 

Question 20 (Table 20, below) asks the respondents if they are able to attach a file 

to an email message. The number of individuals who cannot perfonn this fiinction 

(12/23) is nearly the same nurnber as those who can (1 1/23). 



Table 20 

ndents who can to em 

Yes No 

It is unknown why this near even split rnight be so. It is possible that some functions are 

used more, are easier to perfonn or perhaps they are not easier to perform but are still 

seen as very useful. 

Table 21 (below) indicates the response by the survey subjects conceming their 

ability to print email messages. Neariy al1 respondents (22123) can perform this hction. 

One individuai cannot perform this bction. It is unknown why so many individuais can 

perfom this function. One reason rnay be that printing e d  has k n  found to be very 

usefid so many people have leamed how to perform it Another reason rnay be that it is 

seen as a very simple operation and so many have learned how to perfom it. 

Yes No 

Frequency 

% 95.7% 4.3% 100% 

Respondents who can read attachments to email messages is well over half at 

69.6%. (Table 22 below). In total 1 6/22 individuals c m  pedonn this task. One 

respondent did not a m e r  this question, giving a totd percent of 95.7% of responses 



available for andysis. 

Table 22 

who can r a d  attac 

Yes No 

Frequency 

'?40 69.6% 26.1% 95.7% 

Those who can print attachments to email messages is just slightly less than those 

who read the attachments. In total, since aU respondents answered this question, 14/23 

can print attachments (Table 23, below). Slightly more individuais can read attachments. 

Table 23 

Yes No 

Those respondents who c m  and cannot create a distribution Iist (T'able 24, below) is split 

nearly evenly: 1 1 /23 can create a disttibution list and 12/23 cannot. 

Frequency 

Yo 

Yes No 

14 

60.9% 

9 

39.1% 

23 

100% 



Questions 25-40 ask respondents what kinds of activities they use email for, either 

social or work-oriented. Respondents were given a choice of five different responses to 

the question-leader, '1 use exnail to ...'. A 'not-applicable' choice is offered. 

Respondents who say they use email to send information to others is reflected in 

the table below (Table 25). 

TabIe 25 

Bespondwwho  use email to send information- 

In this case 18/23 respondents use email to send information to others either ofien or very 

often. 

Never Somethes O Aen Very Often Not Applicable 

Respondents who say they use email to seek information is indicated in the table 

below (Table 26). None of the respondents 'nevef perform this hction and 16/23 either 

often or very often use emaif to seek information. 

Frequency 

Y0 

Table 26 

-ns who us- 1 to setk 

23 

100% 

Never Sometimes Often Very Often Not Applicable 

- 
- 

15 

652% 

23 

100% 

Frequency 

Vo 

5 

2 1.7% 

- 
- 

3 

13% 

- 
- 

7 

30.4% 

4 

17.4% 

12 

52.2% 

- 
- 



Those who use email to broadcast requests for information on List-serves (Table 

27, below) were represented in each category except for the 'not applicable' box in which 

no responses were received. The majority of individuals never or only sometimes use 

this fiinction (19/23). Four individuals (4/23) use this hc t ion  often or very often. 

Table 27 

11 to broa4çgst reauests for on on lrstserves 

Never Sometimes O ften Very Often Not Applicable 

Respondents who indicated they use email to distribute information are detailed 

below in Table 28. 

Frequency 

Vo 

Table 28 

Never Sometimes Often Very Often Not Applicable 

Frequency 1 12 3 7 - 23 

% 4.3% 522% 13% 30.4% - 100% 

Just under half (l2/23) of the sample responding to the survey sometimes use e m d  to 

distribute information. Ten of the 1 1 remaining either often or very often use email to 

distribute idonnation. 

23 

100% 

14 

60.9% 

5 

2 1.7% 

2 

8.7% 

2 

8.7% 

- 
- 
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hdividuals who say they use e d  to give or receive feedback on ideas is 

represented in the table (Table 29) below. 

Table 29 

Never Sometimes OAen Very Ofien Not Applicable 

In total 20/23 individuals sometimes or often use email to give or receive feedback on 

ideas. Two individuals indicated that they use it very often. 

Frequency 

% 

Table 30 represents respondents who say they use email to brainstorm for ideas. 

Of  the 23 responses received, 8 individuals say they never perfonn this email technology 

fiinction. One individuai indicated that he or she perfonned the hct ion very often. 

Table 30 

Never Somctimes Oftm Very Often Not ApplicabIe 

2.3 

100% 

1 

4.3% 

In Table 3 1 we see that the use of email to monitor projects as  indicated by 

respondents is low; 1 1/23 never use email to monitor projects, while only 3/23 

13 

56.5% 

23 

100% 

Frequency 

Yo 

7 

30.4% 

8 

34.8% 

2 

8.7% 

9 

39.1% 

- 

5 

2 1.7% 

1 

4.3% 

- 
- 



individuals do this often or very often. 

Table 31 

&xmondents who use e-tor 

Never SomctMes Oftcn Very Often Not Applicable 

Table 32 

Frequency 

Yo 

Never Sometimes Ofkn Very Often Not Applicable 

23 

100% 

Frequency 

In Table 32-17 of 23 individuals uidicate that they at least sometimes, often or 

very ofien use email to communicate with their students. Six of 23 individuals said that 

they never use email to communicate with their students. 

I I  

47.8% 

The respondents who indicated that they use email to send or receive messages 

from their students is indicated in Table 33 (below). Eleven of 23 individuals said that 

they never send or receive messages h m  their students, W e  the same number of 

respondents (1 1/23) said that they sometimes or often use email this way. One individual 

indicated that this question was 'not-applicable". The reason for this response is 

unknown. Further exploration into why nearly half (47.8%) of the sarnpled population is 

not utilizing email to communkate with their shuients would be useful. 

9 

39.1% 

2 

8.7% 

6 

1 

43% 

5 11 

- 
- 

1 - 



Table 33 

ndents who use ents h m  studenf~ 

Never Sometimes Often Very Often Not Applicable 

Respondents who use email to answer students questions is indicated in the table 

below (Table 34). Six of 23 individuals said that they never perform this email 

technology function. Sixteen respondents (1 6/23) indicated that they someîimes or often 

use email to answer students questions. There was one "not applicable" response and the 

reason for this is unknown, 

- - 

Table 34 

ndents who . d to students' auestions 

Frequency 

Yo 

Never Sometimes Often Very Often Not Applicable 

11 

47.8% 

Continuing with uses of email for task purposes, Table 38 (below) indicates 

respondents who say they use e m d  to schedule meetings or appointments. Here we see 

the pattern of use change from email communication functions with students to 

administrative use of email. AU but one respondent indicated that s h d e  used emaii to 

schedule meetings at lest sometimes, often or very often. One individuai reported in with 

a "not-applicable" response. The reason for this unknown. 

Frequency 

Vo 

. 
23 

100% 

9 

39.1% 

23 

100% 

- 
- 

x 

2 

87% 

7 

6 

- 

1 

4.3% 

4 

13% 

12 

21.7% 

- 
- 

1 

4.3% 



Table 38 

Never Sometirnes Often Very Often Not Applicable 

Table 39 (below) indicates a number of respondents (6/23) who say they never 

use email to co-ordinate a project Sixteen individuais of 23 indicated that they perform 

this email hct ion sometimes or ofien (69.5%). 

Frequency 

‘?40 

Table 39 

ndents who use ernail to coordwate a Droiect 

- 
- 

Never Sometimes OAen Very Often Not Applicable 

In Table 42 (below), respondents were asked if they use email to resolve conflicts 

and the majority (15/23) indicated that they never do this. One "not applicable" response 

was received for reasons that are unknown. 

23 

100% 

9 

39.1% 

Frequency 

Vo 

Table 42 

Never Sornetimes Oftcn Very Ofken Not Applicable 

10 

43.5% 

23 

100% 

6 

26.1% 

3 

13% 

Frequency 

940 

1 

4.3% 

9 

39.1% 

7 

30.4% 

23 

1000/o . 
15 

65.2Yo 

I 

4.3% 

7 

30.4Yo 

- 
- . 

1 

43% 

- 
- 

- 
- 



Fourteen of 23 individuais indicated in Table 43, below, that they never use email 

to poll opinions on a topic, while 3/23 individu& do this very often or very often. 

Table 43 

. . m n d e n t s  who use ema 1 to bol1 oDintow 

Never Sornetirnes Often Very Often Not Applicable 

The last question asked of respondents dealing with email use for tasks was if 

they send messages fkorn a home cornputer (Table 44, below). Responses indicated that 

9/23 individuais never perform this fimction. However, 14/23 respondents indicated that 

they do this sometimes, often or very &en. 

Frequency 

'Yo 

Table 44 

Pespondmts who use emaii to sendhxeive mcssaees from a home cornDute1 

Never Sometirnes O Aen Very OAen Not Applicable 

14 

60.9% 

6 

26.1% 

2 

8.7% 

Questions regarding email use fiom a 'social' aspect are represented in questions 

3 5-3 7 and 40-4 1. The following tables present this information. 

Table 35 (below), indicates that dl respondents say they use email to maintain 

relationships sometimes, ofien or very ofien. Twenty-two of 22 respondents indicated 

this and one individual did not respond to the question. The reason for the non-response 

1 

4.3% 

23 

100% 

Frequency 

% 

- 
- 

23 

100% 

9 

39.1% 

3 

13% 

8 

34.8% 

3 

13% 

- 
- 



Table 35 

Never Sometimes Ofttn Very Oftea Not Applicable 

Table 36 (below), indicates that 19/23 respondents use email to leam about their 

interests often or sometimes, while 4/23 never use email technology for this fiinction. 

Frequency 

Yo 

TabIe 36 

. . 
nd 1 to leam about thetr m t e m  

Table 37 indicates a high response fiom individuais (20/23) who Say they never 

use email to participate in games. Only one respondent does this often. 

22 

95.6% 

- 
- 

Never Sornetimes Ofien Very Often Not Applicable 

Table 37 

Frequency 

Yo 

ndentq who use ate m cames 

Never Sometimes Often Very Often Not Applicable 

1 O 

43 -5% 

7 

30.4% 

5 

27.9% 

23 

100% 

4 

17.4% 

- 
- 

23 

1 00% 

Frequency 

Yo 

1 O 

43.5% 

- 
- 

9 

39.1% 

- 
- 

20 

87% 

1 

4.3% 

2 

8.7% 

- 
- 

- 
- 



Table 40 asks respondents if they ever use email to organize a social activity. 

Fifteen of 23 replied that they never or only sometimes do this. Only 70f 23 respondents 

indicated that they somefimes use email to organize a social activity. One 'bot 

applicable" response was received. The reason for non-response is unknown. 

Table 40 

Never Sometimes Often Very Often Not Applicable 

Frequency 15 7 - - 1 23 

Yo 65 2'Yo 30.4% - - 4.3% 1 OOYo 

Table 41 asks respondents if they ever use email to take a break h m  work and 

the responses indicate that 15/23 never do this. Eight individualsof 23 indicated that they 

sometimes use email technology to take a break h m  work. 

Table 41 

Jkmondents who use email to take a break h m  wo* 

Never Somctimes OAen Very Often Not Applicable 

S- of Research Ouestion 2 

Resemh question 2 asked, "How is email king used in the Faculty of Education, 

Frequency 

Yo 

University of Manitoba?". Respondents indicated that a large majority were performing 

certain email technology operations such as sending the sarne message to several people 

(Table 14), responding pnvately to a groupsent message (Table 15) and printing an email 

23 

100% 

15 

652% 

8 

34.9% 

- 
- 

- 
- 

- 
- 



message (Table 2 1). 

Respondents indicated a very near even split between those who do and those who 

do not perform certain email techwlogy operations, such as signing on to a discussion 

group (Table 17), attaching mes to an email message (Table 20), and creating a 

distribution List (Table 24). 

The number of individuals who perform other administrative operations is lower, 

such as fonvarding email (Table 16), mairitaining nles in wIiich to organize email 

messages (Table 18) and cutting and pasting or importing data into an email message 

(Table 19). 

Questions 35-37 and 40-4 asked respondents about their use of email for social 

tasks. Some social functions were never pexformed by a large majority of the 

respondents. These inctuded email technology iùnctions such as participaihg in games 

(Table 37), organizing a social activity (Table 40) and taking a break form work (Table 

41 .) Resolving wnflicts (Table 42) and polling opinions (Table 43) were also functions 

which a majority of individuals indicated they did not perfonn. 

Tables 32,33, and 34 asked respondents about how they used email technology to 

communicate with their students. While Table 60, under Research Question 1, did 

indicate (17R2) that most of the sampled population did give their email address to 

students, Tables 32.33, and 34 indicate that email technology is not king used to 

co~nxnunicate with -dents. The reasons for this are unknown, but M e r  investigation 

of the question may reveal more information. 

Several patterns of ernail technology use emerged h m  this portion of the study. 

Research Question 2 asked faculty members how they were using email. Reasons for the 

particular responses of the sample can only be speculated upon. The following reasons 

rnight be wnsidered: respondents have no need for ceriain opexations, prefer to complete 

these tasks in othcr ways, or have not learned how to pedorm certain operations. 

Restrictions imposed by various computers or programs may impact tasks respondents 

are performing. Time constraints, interest level or personal perceptions of use of work 

time/social t h e  couid au affect respondents' zlllswers. 



Resemh Question 3 wncems the attitudes of the sampled population to email 

technology; "What are the attitudes of the facdty members of the Facdty of Education, 

University of Manitoba toward email technology?" The questions asked of the sampled 

population in the swey are indicated in the Tables below. 

Table 2 shows the respondents' level of agreement to the statemenf 'using email 

has meant more work for me'. One respondent did not m e r  this question, however, 

1 1/12 individuals either agreed or slightly agreed fhat this was the case. An equal number 

1 1/22 took the opposing view, slightiy disagreeing or completely disagreeing with the 

statement. 

Tabie 2 

Pes~ondents who said b t  u s i n e  meant more wo& 

When asked in Question 3 if email was usefid in their work 2 1/23 respondents 

agreed that it was. None disagreed with the statement totally, as seen in Table 3. 

AlP= Slightly Agrce SlightIy Disagree Disagree 

Table 3 

Ag= Slightiy Agree Stightiy Disagree Disagree 

22 

95 -2% 

Frequency 

% 

7 

30.9?4 

23 

100% 

Frequency 

Y0 

7 

30.4% 

4 

17.4% 

21 

91 3% 
7 

4 

17.4% 

1 

4.3% 

1 

4.3% 

- 
- 

b 



Table 4 indicates that 20/23 individuals either agree or slightly agree that email is 

easy to use. Only three of 23 individuals slightly disagreed with this statement. 

Table 4 

Remondents who considered email easv to use 

Question 5 asked respondents if  they felt email made them more productive at 

work. If one compares this table (Table 5, below) with the results of Table 4 where 1 6/23 

agreed that email was easy to use and Table 3 where 2 1/23 respondents agreed email was 

usefùl, we can see that while most agree email is useful, fewer agree it is easy to use and 

even fewer agree that it rnakes them more productive at work (Table 5). 

Alive Slightly Agree Slightiy Disagree Disagree 

Table 5 

Frequency 

?40 

~ S D O  ndents who cons idered themsel ves more ~roductive at work us 

Agree Slightly Agree Slightly Disagree Disagree 

16 

69.6% 

Frequency 10 1 6 1 6 1 23 

Respondents were asked if they couid do any communication function email does 

just as well another way. Table 6 (below), indicates the individual responses to this 

question. 

4 

17.4% 

3 

13% 

- 
- 

23 

100% 



A P e  Slightly Agrec Slightiy Disagree Disagree 

Frequency 2 1 5 1 7 1 9 23 

16/23 respondents either disagreed or slightly d k g e d  with this statement, indicating 

that more than half(69.5%) of the respondents thought email had unique properties. 

Table 7 (below), indicates the response fiom individuais to the statement that 

email generally made them anxious. Twenty-one out of 23 either slightly disagreed or 

disagreed with the statement. Only 2 individuals slightiy agreed with this statement.. 

Tabte 7 

Table 8 (below), gives the results of respondents to the statement that they 

becorne anxious when using email and something goes wrong. 

Frequency 

% 

23 

100% 

- 
- 

7 

2 

8 -7% 

3 

13% 

18 

78.3% 



Table 8 

The rrsponses are spread out but the majority (14/23) dis@ or slightly disagreed that 

they became anxious when &g email and something goes wrong. 

Frequency 

% 

Respondents were next asked if they found emaiï technology confusing and 17/23 

either slightly disagreed or disagreed that it was. None agreed totally, but 6/23 did 

slightly agree that email technology was confusing 

Table 9 

dered b a t  email was 

23 

100% 

4 

17.4% 

Ali?- Slightly Agree Slightly Disagree Disagree 

5 

2 1.7% 

Respondents were asked if they felt they commuflicated with more people since 

using email and the results are set forth in Table 10 below. 

Frequency 

YQ 

4 

17.4% 

10 

43 -5% 

- 
- 

6 

26.1% 

2 

8.7% 

1 
15 

65.2% 

23 

100% 



Table 10 

cate 

Seventeen of 23 individuals either agreed or slightly agreed that they did communkate 

with more people since using email. 

Frequency 

Question 11 asked if respondents thought email was overrated and those 

responses are indicated in Table 1 1 below. 

Table 11 

I 

A w ~  Slightiy Agree Slightly Disagree Disagree 

Frequency 3 1 1 O 1 7 1 2 22 

23 I I  

One individual did not answer this question and the reason is unknown. Of the 22 who 

did m e r  this question, 13 either a .  or slightly agreed that email was overrated. 

Question 45 asked the sample population to rate themselves a s  email users. 

Responses (Table 45, below) varied h m  1 expert to 1 'hot applicable" response. The 

majority fel1 in the average category (1 1/23). In total 21/23 rated themselves as above 

average, average, or below average. 

6 1 2 4 



Table 45 

A bove 
Average Average Below 

Average Not AppiicabIe 

Individuals preference for on and off campus communication was queried with 

Question 55 and 56. The responses are indicated in the two tables below (Tables 55 and 

56). 

Table 55 

23 

100% 

Frequency 

'Yo 

Email Phone Campus Mail No Preference 

1 

43% 

Table 56 

. . rence for off -us communication 

EmaiI Phone Campus Mail No Preference 

Frequency 

% 

Respondent's preference for on-campus communication (Table 55) was not answered by 

2 individuals. Of the 21 who did answer, 9/îl indicated they had no preference, foilowed 

closely by those who preferred the telephone (8/21) and fînaily 4/2 1 who preferred email. 

Table 56 indicated the preference of individuats for communication offkampus. 

5 

21 -7% 

21 

9 1.3% 

4 

1 7.4% 

1 

4.3% 

11 

47.8% 

5 

21.7% 

8 

34.8% 

- 
- 

9 

39.1 



AU individuals of the sampled population answered this question. Many had no 

preference (9/23), email was next preferred (8/23) and the telephone the least preferred 

for off-campus communication. Most respondents had no preference for either on (901) 

or off (9/23) campus commUI1ication. For those who did have a preference, on-campus it 

was for the telephone first and for those off campus, the preference was for ernail first. 

Respondents wexe asked if they considered the support system for e n d  

technology adequate in the Faculty of Education. Table 57 (below), reflects the 

individual responses. 

Table 57 

ndcnts' who consider the s u ~ ~ o r t  ?stem at the U of M adeauatc 

Somewhat Somewhat 
A g m  Disagree 

Disagree Don't Know 

Twelve of 23 individuais either agree or slightly agree that the system is adequate while 

10/23 individuals disagree or slightly disagree. One individuai doesn't know if the 

support system is adequate and the reason for this response is unknown. Reasons for the 

mixed response to this question are unknowa It is possible that some individuals are 

able to access support systems more easily, are more likely to ask for help, are in close 

proximity to support staff or are on closer personal tenns with individuals who can help 

than others. Knowledge of technical cornputer pro- offering help may be utilized by 

some and not others. 

Frequency 

Table 58 indicates the respomes of the sampled population to Question 58 asking 

if they would attend a workshop for leaming to use emaii more effectively. The majority 

8 4 3 I 7 1 23 



said no (13123). however, nearly the same number said yes, they would (10/23). 

Table 58 

danmail  rlCShPp who sav thev would atten wo 

Yes No 

The reasons for the cleariy rnixed response to this question are unknown. Perceived 

efficiency and cornputer knowledge may contribute to the need of individuals for 

workshop study. Time collstraints, scheduling dBiculties, personai opinions about the 

value of workshops and finanicial reasons may ail be influences. 

Respondents were asked if improving their keyboard skills would increase their 

use of email. Table 59 (below) indicates the response by the Uidividuals. The majority 

(20/23), said no, they wouid not use email technology more if they had better keyboard 

skills. 

The research question asked, "What are the attitudes of the Facdty of Education, 

University of Manitoba to e m d  technology?" 



Respondents indicated that halfthought email was more work and the other half 

did not think it was more work (Table 2). Although nearly ail agreed email was usefiil in 

their work (Table 3), fewer considemi it easy to use (Table 4) and still fewer said it made 

them more productive at work (Table 5). 

Email was seen as a unique communication technology by 16/23 respondents who 

disagreed that anything ernail wuid do could also be done just as well another way. 

(Table 6). Anxiety was indicated slightly by 2 respondents when using email (Table 7), 

but was felt by more respondents (Table 8) when something went wrong while using 

email. A majonty disagreed that email was confushg (Table 9) and most respondents 

indicated that they communicated with more people since using email (Table 10). When 

asked if email was an ovemted technology tool, 3 agreed it was, 2 disagreed and the rest 

fell in between (Table I 1). 

Respondents viewed themselves as iargely average-skilled users of email(2 1/23), 

with one (1123) expert and one "not applicable" response. No indication was given on the 

survey form as to why the question was 'hot applicable" (Table 45) and so the reasoo is 

unknown. 

Preferences indicated by respondents for on and off-campus communication were 

for the telephone on-campus and email off-campus; an qua1 number of individuals had 

no preference for either on or off-campus communication (Tables 55/56). Those who 

agreed and disagreed that the support system at the University of Manitoba was adequate 

were nearly evenly split; 12/23 agreed or slightly agreed and 10/23 disagreed or slightly 

disagreed that the support system was adequate. Slightly more respondents said they 

would not attend an email workshop (Table 58) than those who said they would. A 

majority of respondents agreed improving keyboard skills would not increase their email 

usage (Table 60). 

The final research question wncerm the demographics of the population sarnpled. 

Tables 62 - 67 reflects the data gathered to a m e r  this question. The research question 



asked, "What are the demographics of email technology use in the Faculty of Education, 

University of Manitoba?" 

Question 63 was the single openended question on the m e y  form, directed to 

those iadividuals who indicated they did not use email. The question asked why the 

respondents did not use email. There were no responses to this question fkom any of the 

23 individuals who completcd the survey. It is not known why this occiimd. It is 

possible that there are individuais who do not use e d  and did not respond to this 

question. There may be individuals who do not use email and did not to respond to the 

survey. Tracking of non-response would have been usefid, particularly in this instance. 

Table 62 asked respondents how they first learned to use email. Results indicated 

that the majority of individuais (1 S/ î  1) learned to use ernail on their own. Two 

individuals did not answer this question. It is not known why. 

Table 62 

Mostly on Own Mostly by Book Colleague Administrator 

Question 63 was an open-ended question asking that any respondent who did not 

use email to explain in the space provided why they did not No individuals m e r e d  

this question as indicated by the table below (Table 63). A firm conclusion cannot be 

drawn concedg this non-response; however, one reason may be that those who do not 

use email did not respond to the survey. A total of 41 surveys were sent out and 23 

retumed. One other reason rnay be that those who use email are more likely (for 

unknown reasons) to fill out survey forms. It may also be that those who do not use 

email are not interesteci in the subject in generai or they do not want to identified in any 

Frequency 

Yo 

15 

65.2% 
b 

1 

4.3% 

3 

13% 

2 

8.7% 

21 

912% 



way. Further recommendations for tracking non-response are identified in Chapter Five. 

Table 63 

ndents who sav ttiev do not use email 

Respondents were asked to indicate their home department in the Faculty of 

Education. One respondent did not answer this question. As Table 64 (below), indicates, 

6 responses were fiom the Department of Curriculum: Mathematics and Natural Sciences. 

The total possible responses fiom that department were 12. The Department of 

Curriculum: Humanities and Social Sciences reported 8 individuals responding out of the 

total possible 13. The Department of Educational Administration responded with 4 

individuals out of the 9 possible. Four individuals fiom the Department of Educational 

Psychology responded out of a possible 7 rnembers eligible for sampling. These are not 

the total number of individuals in each department but rather the targeted population - the 

sarnple of 41 individuds, limited by having to be fllll-time facuity with 10 month term 

contracts and whose offices were normally in the Faculty of Education building. Senior 

scholars or those on sabbatical were not included. 

Table 64 

C:MNS C:HSS Ed. Admi. Ed. Psych. 



Table 65 (below), indicates the respondents area of professionai interest. Five 

choices were given in a forced-response structure. Four responses were missing fiom this 

question. The reasons for this are unknown; however it is iikely that in 2 of the cases, 

respondents did not feel their area of professional interest was represented as they noted 

on the survey form itself that Mathematics, as a specinc area of professional interest, was 

not present. It was intended to be included non-specifîcally in the Science and 

Technology category. The choices given on the survey form were: 1) Humanities, 

Social Sciences and Social Foundations, 2) Science and Technology, 3) Psychology and 

Applied Psychological Foundations, 4) Adult, Post-Secondary and Higher Education, 

and 5) Educational Administration. 

Table 65 

Bespondents' area of ~rofessional interes 

Hum. SS&F Sci.&Tech. Psych/App. Adult & Post Admin. 
Psych Sec. 

Respondents were asked to indicate their gender in Question 66. The results are 

reflected in the table below (Table 66). The total number of female responses possible 

fi-om the sample were 15 and 6 out of this number responded. There were 26 male 

members of the faculty possible and 17 responded. AU individuals answered this 

question. There was a higher male response than female. Reasons for this ciifference are 

unknown. The total sample of 4 1 individuals wnsisted of 15 females and 26 males. The 

percentage of females responding out of the total possible (6115) is 40%. The percentage 

of males responding out of the total possible (1 7/26) is 65.4%. 

Frequency 

% 

19 

82.6% 

8 

34.8% 

4 

17.4% 

4 

1 7.4% 

1 

4.3% 

2 

8.7% 



Table 66 

The final question asked respondents to indicate their total years teaching. Table 

67 reflects the response to this question. 

Table 67 

&mondents' total vearsh teachirig 

3-10 Years 11-20 Years Over 20 Years 

marv of Research Oue 

The majority of the respondents learned to use email on their own (Table 62). 

Those individuals who did not use ernail, if any do not, were non-respondents since no 

one aoswered Question 63, "If you do not use email, why not?". Assumptions about the 

reason for this cannot be made since non-response was not tracked. (Table 63). The 

majority of responses came nom the largest department in the Faculty but still 

represented l e s  than haif the responses possible in that department, while the two 

smallest departments rcported a higher response rate per faculty member eligible for 

sampling (Table 64). 

The respondent's area of professional interest (Table 65) was missing in four 

responses. it is unknovm, except in two cases, why this occurred in such a large 



percentage of the retumed survey forms (17.4%). The two known reasom for non- 

response concem the lack of Mathematics as a specinc ana Two respondents 

commenteci that Mathematics should not have been included in the area of "Science and 

Technology" and that it should have been quite separate. nie largest area of professional 

interest indicated was Humanities, Social Sciences and Social Foundations (Table 65), 

also the largest department in the Faculty of Education. The majority of responses were 

received h m  males (17 out of a possible 26) while females responded (Table 66) to a 

lesser degree (6 out of a possible 15). The majority of individuais responding (1 8/23) had 

over 20 years teachiag experience and none of the responding individuals indicated that 

they had fewer than 2 years of teaching experience (Table 67). 

This chapter presented the results of the questionnaire sent to 41 members of The 

Facdty of Education, University of Manitoba who had full-the 10 month term contracts 

with the faculty. This sample did not include those who were on sabbatical, whose office 

was not nomaiiy in the Faculty of Education building or who were senior scholars. The 

responses totalleci 23/41 individuals retuming surveys to the researcher. Discussion of 

the resuits to the four research questions driving this study are presented at the end of 

each individual research question. However, the responses do indicate that the responding 

sample consisted mainiy of a) individuais who had over 20 yem of teaching experience 

(Table 67) and b) males (Table 66). Most individuals found email technology usehl 

(Table 3 ) and viewed themselves as average-skilled users (Tabie 45). Tables 32,33, and 

34 indicate that respondents do not tend to use ernail to communicate with their students, 

but email technology is king use for administrative functions (Tables 14, 15, and 21). 

No firm conclusions can be made. However further discussion of the data can be 

found in Chapter 5 of this study. 



Chapter V 

CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this thesis was to investigate and document the uses of email 

technology by the full-time teaching faculty, Faculty of Education, University of 

Manitoba in the spring of 1997. The implications of the study will be discussed under the 

headings: Discussion of Findings, and Recommendatiom for Further research. Tentative 

conclusions will be stated. 

The study respondents were full-time teaching faculty members of the Faculty of 

Education, University of Manitoba, with at least a 10 month term contract. This did not 

include retired senior scholars, those on sabbatid or members whose typical office was 

outside of the faculty building. 

The number of respondents who replied out of 41 was 23, which gives a return 

rate of 56.1%. While the respondents were predominately male, the total possible for the 

sample were 1 5 females and 26 males. The majority of respondents (78.3%, Table 67) 

had more than 20 years of teaching expenence and had been using email for between 1 

and 5 years (1 8/23, Table 6 1). Most of the individuals considered themselves 'average' 

users of email (Table 45). The majority of responses h m  departments represented were 

h m  the Department of Humanities and Social Sciences who reported in with a 34.8% 

response rate (8/13 members of the targeted population responded). This is also the 

larges department in the Faculty of Educatioa About halfof the members of the two 

smaller departments responded: 8/16 h m  these two departments . 
The data from this suniey of email technology use by the 41 sampled members of 

the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba aüow for several tentative conclusions. 

First, most of the sarnpled individuals indicated that they used email on a day-to-day 

basis (21123, Table 1) and found it to be useful(21/23, Table 3). Fifteen of 23 indicated 



that they did not think email technology was confushg (Table 9) and that they 

commuuicated with more people since adopting email technology (1 7R3, Table 10). 

Secondly, it appears that as email technology hctions require more operations, 

they are used las. It is unknown if the fiinctions are more W c d t  to perform or if they 

are thought to be less useful. Tables 12, 1 3, 1 4, 1 5, and 2 1 represent the response eom 

individuals concerning use of email functions which require few manual operations to 

complete; 22/23 can read messages on emaiI, 23/23 can respond to email messages, 22/23 

c m  mail the same ernail message to several people, 21/23 cm respond pnvately to a 

group message, and 22/23 can print messages. Tables 16,17, and 1 8 represent email 

technology fimctions which are more complex and require more manuai operations to 

excecute successfully. Seventeen of 23 individuals can forward email messages, 13/23 

can sign on to iistserv groups and 9/23 can maintain files in which to org& email 

messages. There is also some indication that a workshop might be useful for some 

individuais (1 0/23, Table 58) . 
Thirdly, there are some emaii functions that are never or only sometimes used by 

the majority of the sampled population. Seveml of these are broadcasthg requests for 

information (Table 27), using email to resolve conflicts (Table 42), pool opinions (Table 

43), participate in games (Table 37), organize social activities (Table 40) or take a break 

nom work (Table 4 1). 

The telephone is stiil prefemed for on campus communication (Table 55), while 

email is preferred for off campus commuaication m b l e  56). As seen earlier in this 

chapter, individuals seem to be using email more for administrative tasks rather than 

communication tasks with their students. Tables 32 and 33 indicate that 1 1/23 only 

sometimes use ernail to commiuiicate with students and 1 1/23 never use email to send or 

receive assignrnents h m  shidents. Table 34 shows us that 12/23 only sometimes use 

email to respond to students' questions. However, 17/22 (Table 60) idem students of 

their email address. In comparison, email is uscd routinely for administrative tasks. 

Twelve of 23 respondents attach files to email messages (Table 20), 1 1/23 create a 

distribution Est (Table 24), 15/23 use e m d  to send information to others (Table 25) and 



13/23 often or very often use email to schedule meetings. A clear rnajority (21/23) 

considered email useful in their work (Table 3). 

The rnajority of ernail received by faculty sampled is work-related (Table 50), 

foIIowed by junk-mail (Table 5 1). E m d  use and anxiety levels are low (Table 7) unless 

something goes wrong with the technology and then they rise somewhat (Table 8). 

Social activities are hiteci; 10/23 individuals somehes  use email to leam about theu 

interesfs, 7/23 sometimes use email to organize social activities 10/23 somtimes use 

email to maintain relationships. Respondents indicaîed that game-playing using email 

technololgy is uncornmon (Table 37); 20/23 never use email to participate in games. 

Notable is Table 35, in which ail respondents (22/22) indicated they use email to 

maintain relationships to some degree. 

Conclusions b m  the results of this survey are difncult to generalize to the 

University faculty population because of the d sample size and relatively low 

response rate. The redts cannot be generalized to any other University of comparable 

size and location. One mut consider the rime of year that the survey was administered 

(the end of tem) and the difnculty in investigating a comtandy changing technology. 

The study might have provided more information if the non-respondents had been 

tracked or inte~ewed. For instance, if the subjects who did not respond are email users 

or are not ernail users, more information codd be gathered on why email technology is 

not being used or why email mers did not participate in the the survey. An additional 

confounding variable of the time the data were colIected was the beginning of a Faculty- 

wide change to an altemative email system. Consequently, conclusions about the results 

of this study must be made with caution. 

The fact that technology is changing very rapidly has been highlighted during the 

writing of this paper. This research is a good indication of the di£flcuIty in any research 



hitting 'a moving target'. The University of Manitoba campus switched its email 

deiivery system over to a new one in May, 1997 shortly after the survey instrument was 

mailed out to the Faculty of Education s w e y  respondents. The new system is a Post- 

Office Protocol system which reportediy offers greater flexibiiity and access, but the 

plans for transfenhg to the new system were not weii-conceived and, consequently, some 

Faculty were fiustmted using emaii (Welsh, 1997, personal conversation). 

Tentative implications for education might include: 

1. A keyboarding class wouid not be weii atîended and is not needed by faculty. 

2. InseMcing on use of email technology for educators may prove useful, since nearly 

half of the respondents indicated an interest in this. 

3. Just over half the respondents view the cornputer support in the faculty as only 

adquate and the other haifsee the support as less than adequate. Better support for 

educational technology users is called for. 

4. Since email is being used daily by the majority and found to be useful, administrators 

and educationai institutions can capitalize on this practise in various ways to benefit both 

the users and those they are teaching. For instance, a positive attitude and proactive use 

of the technology by teachers and administrators sen& the message to students that email 

is a usefui medium of communication, 

5. While the majonty of respondents inform shidents of their email address, fewer 

actually cornmunicate with their students through ernail. Further research is needed to 

investigate why this might be so, and what bene&, if any, might corne fiom faculty- 

student email communication. 

6. Individuais indicated that email technology is usefiil for some limited social activities, 

such as maintaining relationships. However, nearly ail never use the technology to play 

games. This work ethic can be utilized by those developing curriculum and programrning 

for educatots, administrators and students. 

Any t h e  a study produces a range of respoases such as this study has done, 



M e r  exploration is needed. Further research might consider the following. 

Academics' use of email communication technology might be compareci with the 

manner in *ch it is used in other major organjzations. For example, do large insurance 

companies use email differently tha. academics? Do other similar universities use email 

in different ways? Any fiuther research should consider tracking alI non-response in 

sume manner since this wodd provide much needed explanation about use, attitudes and 

demographics. FoIlow-up interviews with respondents who use email and those who 

don? would be very useful. . 

Confinnation of the findings of this study may be found in a replication shidy in 

other similar settings where an email system has been in place for approximately the 

same number of years. T'en longitudinal research, which tracks the use of email and 

other variables over t h e ,  could be implemented. 

A foiIow-up email technology survey tracking the new email technology system 

cmnt ly  king implemented in the Faculty of Education, University of Manitoba, would 

be usehl to compare the respomes of individuals between the two cornputer systems. 

A controIied group of individuals providing email messages for analysis would be 

useful. A random samph of individuals messages could then be used for analysis. A 

content anaiysis of email messages that uses a code for deterrnining the 'type' of email 

message may provide more indepth idonnation for studyhg how and why email 

technology is king used and how users feel about this new form of communication. 

In siunmary,  this chapter presented the information found during the course of this 

research study. Conclusions must be made with caution . Fint the findings of the study 

were presented, and then the limitations to the study discussed. The implications for 

email technology are presented as weIl as recommendations for further research. 



Full time teaching staff of the Facdty of Education, University of Manitoba are 

using email technology on a day to day basis to sen& receive and print email messages. 

Other more complex applications are king used by most for mainly admumtm 
. . 

tive tasks, 

but fewer use e m d  for social activities, to resolve codlict or pou opinions. Nearly all of 

the respondents agreed that email was wful in their work, made them more productive 

and was easy to use. Anxiety was felt primarily when something went wrong. While 

more thau haif of the respondents gave theu email address to their students, fewer used 

the technology to cornmunicate with them. Support for system users was considered 

adequate by nearly half of the respondents. Nearly half would consider email inseMchg 

but most respondents indicated thai better keyboarding skiils would not increase email 

use. The majonty of those who replied to the survey learned to use email on their own, 

were male and had more than twenty years of teaching experience. 

Eiectronic mail communication allows users to exchange information very 

differently than any previous form of cornmunicatio~~ It is rapidly becoming a primary 

cultural and econornic force. This new form of communication ciiffers fkom traditional 

forms primariiy in its speed and structure. The fact that people are using cornputers for 

communication leads to implications for &ose involved in higher ducation: a new form 

of literacy may emerge, preceding an increasingly technologically advanced work 

environment. 

The rate at which technology changes challenges educators to seek solutions. 

Schools refiect their technology mots more than most other instihitions. Electronic 

learning can happen where ever the device can be powered up - the classroom can go into 

the technology - new patterns of organization are possible. It is those using the 

technology who can best tell us how it can be used most effectively, rather than the 

technology dictating application. The computer screen is not like the page: it is more 

independent and more complex. Will the structure of texts begin to reflect the nature of 

cornputers? The page has limiteci dimensions while the computer and email text is multi- 
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layered. 

There is promise in the use of e d  and other cornputer mediated fonns of 

communication for education; they represent more efficient and timely methods of 

communication. 

The progress toward transformation ofien starts with individual affimmtion. Risks 

are taken and a culture conducive to change is born Perhaps the real impact of using 

email in any organi71ition is not sirnply an increase in communication eficiency, but a 

subtle, more pervasive change brought on by the nature of the technology itseK 
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This m c y  invcstigates the use of anaiI tcchnology by the M-timc teaching EeMilty of the F8CUIty of @ducation, 
University of Manitoba Complethg it rhouid takc appmximatdy 10-15 minutes. P b  cespond to the foUoMng 
questions. AI1 answers wiil be strictiy confidttltiai. 

-- 

DO YOU USE ELECiROMC MAIL? YES PIease continue with Question 1, 

NO Please go directiy to Question 63. 

1. Agree 2. Slightiy Agree 3, Slightiy Disagree 4. Disagree 

1. 1 use email on a &y-to-day basis. 1 2 3 4 

2. Using crnail in my job has meant more work for me. 1 2 3 4 

3. Emaïl is usefiil to me in my work 1 2 3 4 

4. EmaiI is easy to use. 1 2 3 4 

5. Email makes me more productivc at work 1 2 3 4 

6. Anything chat email can do, I can do just as well some other way. I 2 3 4 

7. Using email generally makes me anxious. 

8. 1 am anxious about email whcn something goes 
wrong and 1 don't know what to do. 

9. Exnail technology is confusing to me. 

10. I communicate with more people since using email. 

I ran.., 

12. Rcad mail messages on exnail. 

13. Rtspond to mail messages on email. 

14. Send the sarne mail message to more than one person on email. 1 2 

15. Rcspond privately to messages originally sent to more than one person. 1 2 

16. Forward messages received on ernail. 1 2 

t 7. Sign on to listserves/discussion groups. 1 2 

1 8. Maintain files to keep and organize exnail messages. 1 2 

19. lmport or cut and paste data into an email message 1 am creating. 1 2 

20. Attach files to email messages. I 2 



2 L - P M ~  messages reccivcd on unail. 

22. Read attachmats to unail messages. 

î3. Print aûschmcnts to d messages. 

24. Create distribution üsts or groups. 

25. Scnd information to people 1 Irnow. 

26. Satk information h m  ptopte 1 know. 

27. Broadcast rcqutsts for information in a 
tistservt or bulletin board environment 

28. Distri%utc/providc information- 

29. Givdreceive fetdback on reportsrideas. 

3 0. Brainstodgenerate ideas. 

3 1. Monitor progrcss of projects on which I work. 1 

32. To communicate with my students. 

33. Send/receive assignmtmts h m  my students. 

34. Respond to student questions. 

35. Koep in touch/maintain relationships. 

36. Leam about eventdthings that interest me. 

3 7. Participate in entertainhg events (games 
or conversations). 

38. Scheduie mectingdappointmcnts. 

39. Coordrnar activitics of a project 

40. Organizc/c~ordÏnate a social activity. 

41. Takeabrcakfiomwork 

42. Resolve conflicts/disagr+tmentr. 

43. Poli opinions on a topic. 

44. Serid/rcceive messages h m  a 
home cornputer. 

Often 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Very Often Not Applicable 



45. Rate yourselfas an Mnail user: 
1, expert 
2. above- average 
3. average 
4. below-average 
5. novice 

46. The nurnber of email messages I receive per w& 
1. las than 10 
2. 10 - 19 
3. 20-29 
4. 30 - 39 
5. 4û or more 

47. The number of emaiI messages 1 send to individual people per week 
1. less than 10 
2. 10 - 19 
3. 20-29 
4. 30 - 39 
5. 40 ormorc 

48. The numbcr of email messages sent to me which I repiy to per week 
1 .  I c s  than 10 
2. 10 - 19 
3. 20-29 
4. 30 - 39 
5. 40 or more 

49. The number of times 1 send an c d  message to a distribution list(s) per week 
1. IcssthanlO 
2. 10 - 19 
3. 20-29 
4. 30 - 39 

Of the messages 1 receive per week: 
50. % are work-relatai. 
51. % arc junk-mail, 
52. % are non-work related 
Total = 100% 

Of the messages 1 send/receive per week: 
53- % arc utsidç the University of Manitoba 
54. % axe i e  the University of Manitoba. 
Total = 100% 

55. For on-campus communication, 1 prcfer: 
1, eaail 
2. the tekphone 
3. campus mail 
4. no prcferencc 

56. For off-campus communication, 1 preftr: 
1. email 
2. the telephone 
3. campus mail 
4. no preféralce 



96 
57. The support systcm for using cmaif at the Faatlty of Education, University of Manitoba is adequaîe. 

1. Agrtt 
2- Slightiy agrte 
3. Siightly disagree 
4. Disagrcc 
S. Don? knaw 

58. If giveri the opportunity, 1 would attend a ciaSshi.orkshop to Ia ir~  to use e d i  more efféctively. 
1. Yes 
2. No 

59. improviag my keyboard skills wouid incrcase my usage of  emaiL 
1. Yes 

60. I typicdly inform students of my mai1 address. 
1. Yes 

6 1. I have used cmail for: 
1. less than one year 
2. 1-2years 
3. 3-5 years 
4. 6-9 y- 
5. 10 years or more 

62. I first leamcd to use emaii: 
1. mostly on my own 
2- mostly from a book or manual 
3. h m  a colleague 
4. fiom formai instruction 
S. fiom a local arta arlministrator (Gcoff or Kevin) 

Skip to Question 64. 

63. Ifyou do not use ernail, why not? 

64. My home department is: 
1. Curriculum: Mathematics and Naturai Sciences 
2. Cumculum: Humanitics and Social Sciences 
3. Educational Administration and Foundations 
4. Educational Psychology 

65. My professional area of interest is: 
1. Humanitics, Social Sciences and Social Foundations 
2. Science and Techology 
3. Psychology and Applied Psychological Foundations 
4. Adull Post-Sacondary and Higher Education 
5. Educational Administrath 



66. I am: 
1. Fernale 
2. Male 

67. Total ycars in teaching: 
1. 2orless 
2. 3 - 10years 
3. I f  -20years 
4. over 20 years 

Think you for taking the tirne to fill out this survey form. Please return the completed survey to the Emaii 
Qudnnoi rc  Box locsited in the general office moiilroom, 



Appendix B Swrvey Consent Letta 
May 8,1997 

1 am conduding a resmrch project to document the many uses of electmnic maiï 
technology by the full-time teaching faculty of the Facuity of Education, University of Manitoba 
This sumy is part of my Master's Thesis for the Department of Curriculum: Mathematics and 
Naturai Sciences. Dr. James Welsh is my supervisor. 

Teaching faiculty in the Faculty of Education during the Spring of 1997 are king asked 
to fU out ihis questionnaire. The rcsuits of the saidy will provide a profile of email usage 
patterns by the M-time faculty. 

A pretest found people averaged 10 - 15 minutes to n1l out the survey. M responses are 
completeiy confidentid and nsuits will be pmnted in statisticai summary only. AU documents 
will be destroyed after being transfeind to cornputer disc. 

Your input is valuable. PIease 811 out the enclosed survey and return the 
completed form within two weeks. 

1 would be pleased to send you an abstract as swn as the study har.been completcd in 
July, 1997. Requests for an electronic abstract can be sent to: umsearcy@cc.umanitoba.ca. A 
printed copy of the w e y  abstract oui also be made available should you prefer by leaving me a 
note in my d b o x  locatcd in the Facuity of Education generai office mailrOOm. 

The completai questiomaire may be retunied to me by placing it in the ûMü 
Quesrio-re Box located in the gened office mailroorn. 

Thank you for your t h e .  



Darlene Searcy 
Faculty of Education 
Gened Office 
University of Manitoba 
umsearcy@cc.umanitoba.~ 

Dear Faculty Member, 

This note is to advise you that a survey requesting information about your use of electronic 
mail in the F d t y  of Education, University of Manitoba will be maileci to you shody. 1 
hope that you will take the time to fill out this questionnaire and contribute to this study. 

1 am conduchg a research pmject to document the many uses of electronic maü technology 
by the full-tirne teachhg faculty in the Faculty of Education. This survey will form part of 
my Mastefs Thes's for the Department of Curriculum: Mathematics and Natural Sciences. 
My supervisor is Dr. James Welsh who may be reached at 474 9072. 

You WU be receiving this s w e y  in approximately one week. 

Graduate Student 



May 15,1997 

Dariene Searcy 
Faculty of Education 
General Office 
University of Manitoba 
umsearcy @ cc.umanitobaca 

One week ago 1 sent you a survey concerning the use of email by the second term 
full-time teaching faculty in the Fadty of Education, University of Manitoba If you have 
returned your completed survey, thank you very much for your time and consideration. 

If you have not yet completed and rrturned your survey, please take time to fill this 
questionnaire out and retum it to the Eniail Questionnuire Box located in the general office 
msilmom, Additional copies of the sumy are located next to this box. 

Thank you for giving this your consideration. 



Appendix E Final P r m  

Dadene Searcy, Graduate Student 
Faculty of Education 
University of Manitoba 

May 26, 1997 

Dear FacuIty Member, 

Approximately two weeks ago you were sent a m e y  requesting information 
about your use of ernail technology in the Facuity of Education, University of Manitoba. 
Shortiy d e r  a foiiow-up letter was also sent If you have already repiied to this survey, it 
is very much appreciated 

If you have not yet been able to reply to this survey, 1 hope 1 can convince you 
that your input into the research discourse on email tcchnology is important. As educators 
we are seeing an increase in technology use, and as yet the implications of this increaçe are 
unknowa Your completed m e y  is respectfidiy requested by Fnday, June 6th, 1997. It 
may then be left in the email qu&ionnuùe box locatsd in the general office maihom. 
Extra copies of the survey are located next ta this box should you require one. 

This survey f o m  part of rny Master's thesis for the Department of Cumcuiurn: 
Mathem8tics and Naturai Sciences. My advisor is Dr. James Welsh and he may be 
contacted at 474 9072. 

Thank you for your time. 

Dariene Searcy 
I 



Question 1: How widespread is emaii use In the Faculty of Eüucation, University of 
Manitoba? 

12, Read mail messages on cmaiL 
13. Rcspond to mail messages on tmaL 

46. The number of cmaiI messages 1 receive per week= 
1. l a s  than 10 
2, 10- 19 
3. 20-29 
4. 30 - 39 
5. 4û ormore 

47. The number of cmail messages 1 send to individuai people pet. week 
1. less than 10 
2. IO- 19 
3, 20-29 
4. 30 - 39 
5. 40 or more 

48. The number of email messages sent to me which 1 reply to per week 
1. lessuian 10 
2. 10 - 19 
3. 20-29 
4. 30 - 39 
5. 4û or more 

49, The numbcr of times 1 send an d I  message to a distriiution kt(s) per week 
1- less than 10 
2. 10 - 19 
3. 20-29 
4. 30 - 39 
5. 40 or more 

Of the messages 1 re&per week 
50- % arc work-rclatad 
51. % arejunk-maii. 
52. % arc non-work r e M  
Total = 100% 

Of the messages 1 send/receive per week 
53. % arc the University of Manitoba 
54. % arc inside the University of Manitoba 
Total = 100% 

61. I haveusedanail for: 
1. leta than one ycar 
2. 1-2 years 
3. 3-5 yem 
4. 6-9 years 
5. 10 years or more 



Question 2: How is emaiï being nsed in the Faculty? 

Scnd the samc mail message to morc than one person on exnail. 

Respond privatdy to messages origbaily sent to morc than one pcrson. 

Forward messages reccived on e d  

Sign on to listse~esldiscu&on groups. 

Maintain ûlcs to k p  and organize email messages. 

lmport or cut and paste data into an d l  message 1 am &g. 

Attach files to cmsil messages. 

Print masages rcceivd on emaii. 

Read attachmcnts to exnail messages. 

Print aîtachmcnts to email messages. 

Crtatc distribution iists or groups. 

Send information to p p I e  1 know. 

Sock information h m  people 1 how. 

Bmadcast rtquests for information in a 
listserve or builetin board environment 

Distriiutdprovide idonnation. 

Give/mxive feedback on r e p ~ ~ d e a s .  

Brainstodgcntratc ideas. 

Monitor pmgrtss of projccts on which 1 work 

To cornmunicat with my studcnts. 

Sendlftccive assignmcats h m  my studcnts. 

Respond to saident questions. 

Kocp in touch/maintain relationships. 

Ltarn about cyentdtIiings that interest me. 

Participate in cntertaining evcnts (games. or conversations. 

Schadule mectings/appoinûnents. 

Coordinate activitieà of a pmject. 

Organize/coordinatc a social aCOOctivity. 



41. Takeabrcakfiornwok 

42. Resolve conflictsldisagrccmcnts. 

43. POU opinions on a topic. 

44. Send messages h m  a home computer. 



Question 3: What are the attitudes of the Faculty toward e m d  
technology? 

2. Using email in rny job has meant more work for me. 

3. Exnail is usefd to me in my work. 

4. Email is casy to use. 

5, E m d  makes me morc productive at work. 

6. Anything that d can do, 1 can do just as well some other way. 

7. Using cmail g c n d l y  d e s  me anxious. 

8. Email technology is confllsing to me. 

9. 1 am anxious about exnail when something gocs wrong and 1 don? know what to do. 

10. 1 mmmunicstt with morc people since using email. 

1 1. Email is ovenattd 

45. Rate yourstif as an email user. 
1. cxpcit 

2. above-average 
3. average 
4. bclow- average 
5. novice 

55. For on-campus communication, 1 prtfer 
1. email 
2. the telephoue 
3. campus mail 
4. no prtf-ce 

56. For off-campus communication, I prcfw. 
1. cmait 
2. thetelephone 
3. campus mail 
4. noprcfaaice 

57. The support +cm for using email at the Faculty of Education, University o f  Manitoba is adequatc. 
1. Agrtt 
2. Slightly Agrtt 
3. Disagrcc 
4. Slightiy Disagret 
5. Don't know 

58. If givtn the opportunity, 1 would attend a clasdworkshop to Ieam to use email morc effcctivcly. 
1. Yes 
2. No 

59. Ixnproving my keyboard skills would incrase rny usage of emsiL 
1.  Yes 
2. No 



Question 4: What are the dernographies of ernd use in the Faculty? 

62. 1 6mt lcamtd to use mail: 
1. mody on my own 
2. mostly h m  a book or manual 
3. h m  acoiicague 
4. h m  formal instruction 
5. b r n  the local arca arlministrator (Gtoff or Kevin. 

63. I f  you mnot use emsil why not? 

64. My home department is: \ 

1. aUncuium: Mathmatics and NaturaI Sciences 
2. Curriculum: Humanitics and Social Scitllccs 
3. Educationsl Administration and Fouudations 
4. Educational Psychology 

65. My area of professional interest is: 
1. Humanitics, Social Scicnca and Social Foundations 
2. Science and Technology 
3. Psychology and Applied Psychologid Foundations 
4. Adult, Post-Secondary and Hi* Education 
5. Educational Administration 

66. 1 am: 
1. Fernale 
2. Male 

67. Total years in teaching: 
1. 2 or lcss 
2. 3 - 1 0  
3. 1 1  -20 
4. over 20 years 









UMX(r) System V Release 4.0 (merak) (pts1153) 

login: umsearcy 
Password: 
Message 1/1 From Jerry Kandies Oct 23, 96 0259: IO pm -0500 

Re: Permission 

. (message addressed to Darlene Gail Searcy) 

You rnay use portions of the instrument - if you'll share results with me 
when you finish. Good Luck! 
Message 1/1 From Ierry Kandies Oct 23, 96 02:59:10 pm -0500 

Re: Permission 

(message addressed to Datlene Gail Searcy) 

You may use portions of the instrument - if you'll share results with me 
when you finish. Good Luck! 

Mailbox is B/var/mail/umsearcy' with 1 message [ELM 2.4 PL24 PGPZ] 

1 Oct 23 Jerry Kandies (42) Re: Permission 

You can use any of the following commands by pressing the First 
character; 

d)elete or u)ndelete mail, m)ail a message, r)eply or f)orward mail, 
q)uit 

To read a message, press <reNrn>. j = move down, k = move up. ? 
= help 

Command: 



Dean. R Magsino 
Faculty of Education 
225 Education Bldg. 

May 1,1997 

Dear Dr. Magsino. 

This letter is a fornial request for permission to use the campus mail system in the 
Faculty of Education Building. 

1 propose to conduct a survey of the University of Manitoba, Facuity of Education 
second term teaching faculty on their use of e d  The shidy will be part of my Master of 
Educatio11 thesis in the Department of Curriculum: Mathematics and Naîurai Sciences. Dr. 
James WeIsh is my supervisor. 1 would be grateful if you would aiiow me to use the mail 
system for delivery and receipt of the survey. My nsesrch proposal was accepteci on April 14th. 
and unconditionai permission given to me by the Ethics Committee on Apd 25th, 1997. 

Please contact me shodd you require any further information . My emaii address is: 
umsearcy @cc.umanitoba.ca. 

7 1 Deer Lodge Place 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3J 2B9 
Student No. 5830071 



- FacuIty of Education 
ETHICS APPROVAL FORM 

'ITlk of Study: 

Name of Thesis/Dissertation Advisor or Course Insuuaor (id Prinapal investigator is a studuit) @least p ~ t ) :  

WC, the undaSigne4 agree to abide by the Univusity of Manitoba's ethicai standards and guidelines for researcti 
inIiokhg haman snbjafs, and agrce CO cmy out Eht study m c ü  above as d m b e d  in the Ethics R&ew Application 

'. Sgnat@s) of Prinapal hvestigator(s) 



t 

Facutty of Education - Winnipeg, Manitoba 
Research and Eff~ics Cornmittee CANAIDA R3TZN2 

UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA Tetephone: (204) 474-9017 
Far: (204) 275-5962 

Zana LutfÏyya, Ph.D, Chair 

Dariene Searcy 
71 Deer Lodge Place 
W&P% 
R3 J 2B9 

Dear Ms. Searcy: 

Your etbics application for the proposai research "E-Mail Usage by the Full-Time Teaching 
Fadty, Fadty  of Educatioq University of Manitoban, was considered by the Research - .  and 
Ethics Cornmittee at its Apri.127, 1997 meeting. Your application was approved unu>nditionallv. 

On behalfofthe Research and Uhics Cornmittee, may I wish you w d  in bringing your research 
project to a successfiil conclusion 

Chair, Research and Ethics Cornmittee 



Question 

-- 

Respondents who said 
they use email on a day 
to day basis 

Respondents who said 
thaî using mail meant 
more work 

Respondents who 
considered email usehl 
in thek work 

Respondents who 
considered email easy to 
use 

Respondents who 
considered themselves 
more productive at work 
using email 

-- 

Respondents who said 
that anything email can 
do could be done just as 
weU another way 

Respondents w ho 
considered -asing email 
made them anxious 

Respondents who said 
they became anxious 
when something went 
wrong while using 
email 

Respondents who 
considered th& email 
was confiising 

Respondents who said 
they communicate with 
more people since using 
email 

Respondents who 
considered email 
ovemted 



Question 

Respondents who can 
read messages on email 
- 

Respondents who can 
mpond to email 

Respondents who can 
email the same message 
to several peopIe 

Respondents who can 
respond privately to 
messages sent to a 
P U P  

Respondents who can 
forward emaii messages 
sent to them 

Respondents who can 
sign on to listserv 
PUPS 

Respondents who can 
maintain files in which 
to organize email 
messages 

Respondents who can 
cut and paste or import 
&ta into an email 
message 

Respondents who can 
attach files to email 
m~SSag= 

Respondents who cm 
print messages received 
on email 

Respondents who can 
read attachments to 
ernaiI messages 

Respondents who can 
p ~ t  attachments to 
ernail messages 

Respondents who can 
mate a distniution list 



Question 
-- - - -  

Not 
Applicable 

Never Sometimes Often Very Ofien 

Respondents who use 
email to send 
information to others 

- - 

Respondents who use 
email to seek 
information fiom others 

Respondents who use 
email to broadcast 
requests for information 
on listsenes 

Respondents who use 
email to distribute 
information 

Respondents who use 
email to give or receive 
feedback on ideas 

Respondents who use 
emaiI to brainstorm 
ideas 

Respondents who use 
email to monitor 
projects 

Respondents who use 
email to communicate 
with students 

- - - - -- 

Respondents who use 
email to send or receive 
assignments from 
students 

Respondents who use 
email to respond to 
students' questions 

Respondents who use 
email to maintain 
relationships 

Respondents who use 
email to learn about 
their interesîs 

- 

Respondents who use 
email to participate in 
games 



Question Not 
velyoRen 1 Applicable 

Respondents who use 
email to schedule 
meetings 

.- -- 

Respondents who use 
email to coordinate a 
project 

Respondents who use 
emaiI to organize social 
activity 

Respondents who use 
ernaii to take a break 
fiom work 

Respondents who use 
email to resolve 
conflicts 

- - -  . 

Respondents who use 
email to poll opinions 

Respondents who use 
emaii to sendkceive 
messages from a home 
computer 

Respondents rating 
themselves as email 
users 

Question Less than 1 O 
- - - -  

Number of messages 
received per week by 
respondents 

Nurnber of messages 
sent per week by 
respondents 
- 

Number of messages 
sent to them per week to 
which respondents reply 

Number of messages 
sent to a Iistserv pet 
week by respondents 



Phone 

55 

Agree 

Respondents' preference 
for on campus 
communication 

56 

Somew hat 
Ag= 

Respondents' preference 
for off campus 
communication 

Somewhat I Disagree 
D isagree 

Don't Know 

# 1 Question 1 Yes 

57 Respondents' who 
consider the support 
system at the U of M 
adequate 

58 Respondents who say 
they would attend an 
email workshop 

59 

6-9 Years 10 Years or 

Respondents who say 
better keyboard skiils 
would increase ernail 
use 

60 

- 

Question 

- 

Respondents who 
Uifonn students of their 
emaiI address 

- - - - 

1-2 Yeats 

Mostly on 
Owri 

6 1 

- 

Mostly by 
Book 

1 

Respondents' report of 
nwnber of years using 
email 

62 How respondents have 1 reported learning email 

Nurnber of 
Respondents 

63 Respondents who say 1 they do not use email 

# 1 Question 1 C:MNS C:HSS 1 Ed. Admin 1 Ed. Psych. 

64 Respondents' home 1 department 



Question 1 Female 1 Male 1 

Question 

Respondents' area of 
professional interest 

Respondents' gender 1 6 1 17 1 

Hum. SS&F 

8 

Question 

Respondents' total years 
in teaching 

Sci.&Tech. 

4 

2 Years or 
Less 

O 

PsycWApp. 
Psych 

4 

3- 10 Years 

2 

Adult & Post 
Sec. 

1 

Ed. Admin, 

2 

1 1-20 Years 

3 

Over 20 
Y ears 

18 



l MAGE EVALUATION 
TEST TARGET (QA-3) 
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