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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Setting 

Gilmore described a farmer in rural Idaho who posed a question to an agronomist in 

Germany and received an answer back five minutes later (1996). A banker in West Texas 

browsed through photos of mral properties in Southern California without leaving the 

office. Gilmore stated that emerging communication technologies and agriculture-related 

resources on the Intemet can provide all this, and more. "Gone are the days where mral 

residents gathered around the cracker barrel at the general store to share advice. Through 

the Intemet, that advice may be available from a farmer across the state, or from a leading 

authority at a major research university half a world away" (Rhodes, 1996, p. 27). 

Change is the basis for innovation and advancements in society (Bork, 1985). There 

are many things that influence change and the last decade has produced the impact of many 

persons, events and technologies. However, nothing has impacted the world more 

significantly than the computer (Meyers, 1983). 

Kawasaki (1994) stated that computer and telecommunications advancements have 

impacted individuals and businesses around the world, as well as the field of agriculture. 

Perhaps the biggest impact on the telecommunications field is the invention of a system 

called the Internet (Fleck, 1994). The Internet is the largest computer network in the world 

that uses common standards to connect many variations of hardware and software (Seguin 

& Seguin, 1995). The Intemet is essentially a network of independently administered 

federal, regional, educational and foreign networks for people across the world to access 

and use (Fleck, 1994; Marine, Kirkpatrick, Neau & Ward, 1993). The Intemet allows for 

the sharing of resources between millions of participating organizations (Marine et al., 

1993). The Intemet includes sites for research at universities and research laboratories, 
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government sites, military sites, commercial sites, hospitals, libraries, schools and 

individuals. 

Educators across the globe have already begun to utilize many aspects of the Intemet 

(Swortzel & McCaslin, 1995). One Intemet tool that has become very popular for 

agricultural professionals is electronic mail or e-mail. E-mail allows one to communicate 

through computer networks with a multimde of people throughout the worid (Talbert, 

1995). Talbert continued, "The main advantage of e-mail is that you can send a message 

any time of day and the recipient can read it at his/her leisure. With e-mail there is no 

phone tag" ( p. 14). 

With telecommunications technologies emerging so quickly, it is important for 

agricultural educators to include these new technologies in their curriculum (Deeds & 

Fletcher, 1994). Sutphin (1985) stated that neglecting to include these advancements in 

agriculmral curriculums may "jeopardize the credibility of the local agriculmral education 

program and put the teacher at a disadvantage in terms of teaching effectiveness" ( p. 16). 

For agricultural educators to stay current and include state of the art technologies in 

their curriculum, their knowledge of emerging technologies must be determined. Testing 

agricultural professionals on their knowledge of the Intemet is meaningful to determine 

how agricultural web sites, computer administered research surveys and literacy in these 

areas can be improved for future educational purposes. In addition, training seminars and 

classes dealing with new information technologies can be established to address the needs 

of agricultural professionals. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to determine the amount and types of Intemet use by 

professionals in agriculmral education. A secondary purpose was to indicate the 

effectiveness of using the Intemet to administer research surveys. 



Research Questions 

The following will serve as research questions for this study: 

1. What are the demographic characteristics of Internet users for agricultural 

education? 

2. What is the Intemet literacy level of agricultural educators and agricultural state 

supervisors? 

3. What is the relationship between selected survey techniques and response rate 

when using the Internet to administer surveys? 

4. What is the relationship between selected survey techniques and response time 

when using the Internet to administer surveys? 

Definition of Terms 

The following are terms and definitions for this study: 

Computer Administered Surveys - surveys produced and administered in the 

electronic format, also known as electronic surveys. The survey can be administered on a 

single computer terminal or over a network (Kawasaki, 1994). 

Electronic mail - (e-mail) the transmission of messages over a communications 

network. E-mail is a computer to computer version of inter-office mail or the postal service 

(Woodcock & Microsoft Press, 1991). 

FTP - (File Transfer Protocol) enables one to move files from one computer to 

another. "You can download files from vet schools, real estate agencies and so on without 

ever leaving your chair" (Gilmore, 1996, p. 27). 



Intemet - a global connection of interconnected local, midlevel or wide area networks 

(ES-USDA & ECQP, 1992). The Intemet is a way to link many different types of 

computers from various places around the world (Kawasaki, 1994). 

Mailing Lists / Listservs / Discussion Groups - "These are on-line discussion groups 

where individuals can communicate easily with large numbers of people with similar 

interests. People subscribe to discussion lists they have an interest in, then automatically 

receive any message other subscribers send to the list" (Reddick & King, 1995, p.223). 

Worid Wide Web - (WWW) "Worid Wide Web was developed in Europe and is 

based on a system called hypertext. Words in one document are 'linked' to other 

documents . By using a mouse to click on a highlighted hypertext word in one document, 

you can jump to another document deaUng with that topic. "Mosaic" and "Netscape" are 

two popular browsers for using WWW "(Kawasaki, 1994). 

Limitations of the Study 

This study had two major limitations which should be considered in the interpretations 

of the findings. First, the smdy was limited to those individuals who had working e-mail 

addresses at the time the survey was sent out. Second, research was limited to those 

individuals whose e-mail addresses were accessible to the researcher. 

Assumptions 

One assumption for this study is that e-mail users answered questions honestly and 

accurately over electronic media. Another assumption is that those who answered the 

survey represent teacher educators and state staff Internet users in agricultural education. 



Significance of the Study 

The study was based on the need to find out about Intemet use in agriculmral 

education and to determine the most effective way to send a research survey via e-mail. 

The results, conclusions and recommendations of this study will be useful to the 

agricultural industry when using the Internet for research and teaching purposes, and to set 

up effective training for agricultural professionals based on their needs for use of emerging 

information technologies. In addition, the results of this study will be beneficial to 

agriculmral researchers when constmcting survey instmments intended to be distributed via 

e-mail. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This review is intended to outiine the importance of Intemet use in agriculmral 

education. Topics included in this review are, the Intemet, electronic mail, new 

information technologies in agriculmre, and research surveys administered by electronic 

mail. 

This review consists of literature describing the above mentioned topics. Literature 

reviewed included papers from conference presentations, articles from professional 

journals, and articles from magazines and books. 

The Intemet 

The Intemet was started about 20 years ago by the United States Defense Department 

as a communications network that is computer-based (Fleck, 1994). The military 

established the system to provide a means of communication between the various types of 

computers stretched across the world (Marine et al., 1993). The Intemet has since 

blossomed into a worldwide computer information system (Fleck, 1994). The Intemet 

contains large amounts of diverse information, stored in a number of different formats, on 

computers with many different operating systems (Pantum, 1995). The Intemet allows 

various federal, regional and campus networks to communicate with each other through the 

computer (Fleck, 1994). 

Wimmer and Dominick (1994) stated that "the Intemet is a convenient way to refer to 

the loose association of thousands of computer networks all over the world" (p. 386). The 

uses of the Intemet range from private to commercial all the way to intemational (Fleck, 

1994). Reck continued, the Intemet is used as a resource for teaching, research, 

entertainment or information on any subject one may be interested in. 
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To allow Internet browsers a single port of entry to many Intemet sources, 

researchers created the Worid Wide Web, abbreviated as WWW , W3 or the Web (Pantum, 

1995). "The WWW is an information service that links documents across the Internet" 

(Lambert & Howe, 1993, p. 17). The Web is "an innovative interface for retrieving 

information throughout the Intemet" (Panmm, p. 16). Pantum continued, "The basic goal 

of W3 is to make on-line knowledge part of one 'web' of interconnected documents and 

services, and allow users to follow facts or text in W3 anywhere they might lead, for as 

many steps as the user cares to travel" (p. 16). WWW is unique because it uses a special 

computer language known as "hypertext" to present information (Lambert & Howe, 1993). 

Each piece of hypertext is connected to another piece of hypertext (Pantum, 1995). This 

creates what is known as links (Hahn, 1994; December & Randall, 1994). "These 

hypertext links are what allow users to jump quickly from one item to another, without 

having to wade through all the the intervening text" (Lambert & Howe, p. 17). 

This creates a stmcture like a spider's web (Panmm, 1995). Users can get from one 

link to another choosing many different paths and visiting many different servers across the 

Intemet (Howe & Lambert, 1993; Pantum, 1995). 

Electronic Mail 

Electronic mail is growing into one of the most popular aspects of Intemet use today. 

Electronic mail (e-mail) is a branch of the Intemet that is basically a computer program 

designed to send and receive messages from computer to computer (Fuchs, 1994). 

Through e-mail one is connected to millions of interconnected networks that they can 

communicate interactively with in writing (Rose, 1994). 

E-mail is similar to regular post office mail but exceptionally faster and more powerful 

(Rose, 1994). Rose continued, "It combines the speed of a telephone call with the 

advantages of the written word" (p. 55). In addition. Rose felt that in today's fast paced 



society using traditional phone, mail or printed media is at times unacceptable. Rose 

continued to say that communication through these traditional means can take days, weeks 

or even months. 

One of the main reasons for the popularity of e-mail is the avoidance of telephone tag 

(Robinson, 1992). Robinson stated that, "as many as 50 to 75 percent of telephone calls 

do not reach the recipient because that person is away or busy. E-mail eliminates this 

problem, improving response times and cutting calling expenses" (p. 6). 

Another reason people find e-mail so appealing is that people are able to send and 

receive messages with little or no charge (Rose, 1994). People connected to the Intemet 

through government or academic agencies can use e-mail for free (Marine et al., 1993). 

Individual users can get hooked up with a private network that charges a reasonable 

monthly fee for services (Rose, 1994). Robinson stated that e-mail is "immediately 

beneficial as a fast, secure, reliable and cost effective way to communicate" (p. 3). 

In addition to interactive communication between individuals, e-mail allows 

individuals to communicate with groups of people (Hardie & Neou, 1993). On-line 

discussion groups (often called mailing lists or listservs) involve many people and are a 

means to unite people interested in a particular topic (Eddings, 1994). Eddings continued 

to say that there are an abundance of on-line discussion groups available ranging from 

thousands of different topics. Eddings also said users can sign up to be added to a mailing 

list by sending a command to the mailing list administrator or system. Once acquiring a 

subscription, users can read or respond to information they receive on a topic they are 

interested in (Rose, 1994). 

Electronic mail has the ability to allow the user to communicate with many people both 

familiar and unfamiliar (Rose, 1994). Rose continued to say that Interactive communication 

with e-mail opens a whole new world of opportunities for Internet use. 
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New Information Technologies in Agriculture 

Since World War II, the agricultural sector has seen a revolution of the industry and 

undergone numerous changes (Shill, 1992). Shill continued that many social, economic 

and technological advances have changed American agriculmre. The author stated that 

modem agriculture has felt the biggest impact from computers and new communications 

technologies. Shill also noted that many factors can contribute to whether or not those 

involved in agriculture will chose to adopt new technologies. Shill noted that among these 

factors are age, experience with computers, information/consultation, availability of 

relevant information, personality, education and income. 

Agriculmral educators must act as leaders into the "information age" both to 

individuals in the field of agriculture and those not directly involved in the agricultural 

industry (Swan, 1995). "Communication among agricultural educators is vital to the 

success of the profession" (Kirby & Owen, p. 8) The authors continued to say that 

technology is changing rapidly everywhere and it is important that "in agriculture new 

information technologies must be learned and embraced so the profession is not left 

behind" (p. 8). 

The Intemet can provide agricultural educators a medium by which to communicate 

agriculture to various publics throughout the world (Miller, 1993). Miller went on to say 

that in addition to e-mail and file transfer, the Intemet allows fully interactive 

communication of agriculture combined with speed and accuracy. 

Agricultural web sites are currently surfacing all over the Intemet (Raven & Settle, 

1995). Raven and Settle noted that cooperative extension systems are finding the Internet 

an ideal place to broadcast agricultural information to users. Raven and Settle provided an 

example of this with the Texas Cooperative Extension System which offers agricultural 

bulletins, pictures, clip art and graphics on their home page. In addition, the authors noted 

that colleges of agriculture are going on-line across the nation to help prospective students 
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leara about majors, scholarships and resources available to them. Agricultural education is 

seeing an obvious impact of the Internet in both the delivery of information and in the way 

it is taught. The Internet allows students in all parts of the country, in urban or mral areas, 

the same opportunities to access resources dealing with agriculture. In addition, said 

educators will no longer have to rely on outdated textbooks to convey the subjects of the 

ever-changing world of agriculture because educators and students both can access this 

information in a current, up-to -date format off the Intemet. 

Some aspects of the Intemet currentiy used by agricultural educators include e-mail 

and electronic discussion groups (Swortzel & McCashn, 1995). The authors conmnued 

that these applications give agricultural educators a convenient way to communicate about 

meeting dates, lesson plans and research with each other, as well as with students. This 

process saves educators time and money and allows them to access quick information that 

is current and efficient. 

As quoted by Fletcher and Deeds (1994) and Sutphin (1985), "Failure to include 

and use new technologies in the curriculum may jeopardize the credibility of the local 

agricultural education program and/or place the teacher at a disadvantage in terms of 

teaching effectiveness" (p. 16). Educators and students who take advantage of Intemet 

technology are given the opportunity to take a more active role in their learning (Herr & 

Parsons, 1995). 

Research Surveys Administered by the Intemet 

Sproull (1986) suggested the use of electronic mail to distribute and collect research 

surveys as an alternative to traditional means of survey distribution. Under certain 

conditions, Sproull found that this new tool for data collection could be faster, more cost 

effective and easier to respond to than either paper and pencil or oral interviews. In the 

smdy, Sproull investigated participants willingness to participate in a survey by electronic 
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mail, and compared response rates of electronic mail to response rates of face-to-face 

interviews. Results showed a 73% response rate was achieved with electronic mail while 

an 87% response was achieved with face-to-face interviews. The interviews took an 

average of 12 days to receive a response, while the e-mail responses were received within 

5.6 days. Although the response rate was not as high as with oral interviews, the response 

time and the cost were much lower with electronic mail. 

A study by Sudmalis (1992) indicated different results than SrouU. Sudmalis had a 

sample of 558 people. Each of the respondents was sent a survey by e-mail. Of the 558, 

only 80 responded. According to Wimmer and Domimick( 1994) this response rate of 

14.3% is well below the average of traditional mail surveys which is 20 to 40%. 

Kawasaki (1994) also used e-mail as a method of sending and collecting research data. 

Kawasaki surveyed Montana Extension Service professionals to determine knowledge of 

selected information technologies in order to address their needs with appropriate training. 

Kawasaki sent 109 e-mail surveys to extension personnel. Of 85 surveys Kawasaki 

received back, 55% were returned via e-mail and 44.7% came through the postal mail. 

Another study performed by Hesse, Sproull, Kiesler and Walsh (1993) surveyed 

users of SCIENCEnet. Researchers sent surveys to 338 SCIENCEnet users by electronic 

mail. Researchers received a 76% response rate, and compiled a profile of respondents 

from the responses received. Results showed that age was a factor in e-mail response. 

Older scientists, on average, adopted new techniques and ideas after younger ones. 

One reason researchers Kovacs, Robinson and Dixon (1995) found for non-response 

to e-mail surveys was that many respondents failed to check their mail on a regualr basis. 

35% of the respondents that did not respond to the survey said their reason was that they 

did not notice or read the survey. Other reasons the researchers found for non-response 

were; technical obsticles— inability or lack of knowledge on how to respond via e-mzdl~ 

33.3 %, No time or too busy-15.0%, sick of surveys-6.7 %, did not understand who the 
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survey was for~5.0%, did not think the survey was important~3.3%, wrong chosen 

subjects (nonsubscribers)--! .7%. Chu (1994) also found that unfaithful monitoring of e-

mail was a major problem in response rate for his research as well. Of 210 university 

faculty members surveyed, only 27.6% check their e-mail on a regular basis. 

Pantum (1995) conducted an e-mail survey on the use of Internet by radio stations. 

Pantum sent e-mail questionnaires to 228 radio stations that had WWW pages on the 

Intemet. Pantum received a response rate of 25.8% which falls in the average response 

rate of traditional surveys (Wimmer & Domomick, 1994). 

Kinsky (1995) conducted an e-mail questionnaire for research on Public Information 

Officers and their use of PlOnet. Kinsky received a response rate of 36.8% which 

"compared to both e-mail surveys and traditional postage mail surveys, the response rate of 

36.8% was good" (p. 103). 

Sproull (1986) said, "Three general issues should be considered in exploring the 

feasibility of using e-mail as a research tool, (a) respondents access to e-mail, (b)their 

willingness to respond to surveys via e-mail, (c) the comparability of data collected via e-

mail with those collected by more conventional means"( p. 160). 

In a smdy by Kiesler and Sproull (1986), the authors stated. 

If only because it seems to reduce research costs, the 
electronic survey may become widespread. Once respondents have 
access to a computer or to a network, relatively lower costs of 
collecting and communicating data electronicadly can be substituted 
for the substantial costs of interviewing, telephoning and sending 
questionnaires through the mail. (p. A04) 

Another advantage Kiesler and Sproull noted is that electronic surveys are highly 

flexible and can be presented in various styles, formal or informal, with various types of 

questions; and can be adapted to many different kinds of research. 
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In conclusion, Kiesler and Sproull determined that the population for an electronic 

research survey will be a community or organization that is familiar with and has access to 

a computer network. "The results of our experiment suggest that the electronic survey can 

ehcit good response rates with faster turn around time and fewer incompletitions than a 

regular mail survey" (p.411). 

Summary of Review of Literature 

In this review of literature, the need for research on the use of the Intemet by 

agricultural professionals was established by researching the Intemet, electronic mail, new 

information technologies in agriculture and research surveys administered by e-mail. 

Intemet use is popular among agriculturists because of its ability to provide educators 

with fast, up-to date and accurate information (Heck, 1994; Gilmore, 1996; Kawasaki, 

Wimmer and Dominick, 1994). This allows students in all geographic regions similar 

opportunities, and allows a more interactive atmosphere in classrooms (Kirby & Owen, 

1995; Raven «& Settle, 1995). Educators find the Intemet to be a valuable and economical 

tool for teaching, research and communication. 

In addition it was found that e-mail is a very popular aspect of the Intemet because of 

its speed, low cost and the avoidance of telephone tag (Robinson, 1992; Rose, 1994; 

Swortzel and McCasUn, 1995). Also, the authors continued that e-mail messages can be 

both delivered and read at the convenience of the users. 

It appears that agricultural professionals reaUze the importance of emerging 

information technologies to the profession of agricultural education (Kawasaki, 1994). 

Computers have revolutionized the profession of agricultural education, and professionals 

must stay current and informed on the use of new technologies (Retcher and Deeds, 1994; 

Kawasaki, 1994). 

13 



The literature pertaining to the use of e-mail as a means of survey distribution and 

collection shows both positive and negative research. Although it was determined that e-

mail surveys get a faster response at a lower cost, it was determined that traditional survey 

means still produce higher response rates (Kiesler and Sproull, 1986; Sproull, 1986). 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

Design 

The research method employed to this smdy was descriptive causal-comparative. 

Ary, Jacobs and Razavieh (1990) noted that descriptive research asks questions concerning 

the nature, incidence or distribution of educational variables and relationships among these 

variables. The authors continued to note that causal-comparative research seeks to 

determine the relationships between two or more variables where manipulation of the 

independent variables is not possible. The purpose was to determine the use of Intemet 

technology among agriculmre professionals. The smdy also sought to determine the most 

effective means of administering research surveys using the Intemet. 

Population 

The population for this study included two groups of agriculmral professionals. 

The majority of the population were teacher educators in agriculture with working e-mail 

addresses. The remaining members of the population were state supervisors that had 

working e-mail addresses. There were 425 teacher educators listed in preliminary copy of 

the 1995-1996 Directory for Teacher Educators in Agriculture. Of the 425 educators listed, 

324 were listed with e-mail addresses. There were 103 state supervisors for agriculture 

listed in the Directory for National FFA Qrganzations, State Supervisors and Executive 

Secretaries. Of these 103 listed, the researcher attained 42 e-mail addresses by telephone. 

There were 324 teacher educators and 42 state supervisors with e-mail addresses, for a total 

of 366 in the original sample. Of the 366 original e-mail addresses, 295 were working at 

the time the survey was distributed. These 295 working e-mail addresses became the 

sample for the survey. 
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Instrumentation 

To measure the effectiveness of various e-mail survey characteristics, the 

population was divided into 12 groups using a systematic stratified proportional sample 

with a randomized starting point. As shown in Table 1, each group was assigned a 

different survey with varying characteristics including the length of the survey, whether or 

not the survey had a due date and whether or not the respondent would receive a follow up 

letter after receiving the original survey. 

Group 1 received a survey containing 15 items. The members of group 1 were also 

given a due date of when the survey was to be returned. Group 1 also received follow-up 

letters one week after the original survey was sent reminding them to return the survey. 

Group 2 received a survey containing 15 items. Group 2 did not receive due dates 

on their surveys, but they were sent a follow-up letter one week after the original survey 

was sent reminding them to return the survey. 

Group 3 received a survey containing 15 items. This group received due dates on 

their surveys requesting a return by a particular date. Group 3 did not receive follow up 

letters reminding them to return the survey. 

Group 4 received surveys containing 15 items. This group was not given a due 

date or sent any follow up letters reminding them to return the surveys. 

Group 5 received surveys containing 25 items. Members of group 5 were not 

given a due date of when the survey was to be returned. Group 5 received a follow-up 

letter one week after the original survey was sent reminding them to return the survey. 

Group 6 received surveys containing 25 items. Group 6 was given a due date, and 

they were sent a follow up letter one week after the original survey was sent reminding 

them to remm the survey. 
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Group 7 received surveys containing 25 items. Group 7 was given a due date of 

when the survey was to be returned. The members of this group did not receive follow-up 

letters. 

Group 8 received surveys containing 25 items. Group 8 was not given a survey 

due date or sent a follow-up letter reminding them to respond to the survey. 

Group 9 received surveys containing 35 items. Members of group 9 were not 

given a due date of when the survey should be returned. Group 9 received a follow-up 

letter reminding them to return the survey. 

Group 10 received surveys containing 35 items. Goup 10 was given a due date of 

when the survey was to be returned. Members of this group did receive a follow-up letter 

reminding them to respond to the survey. 

Group 11 received surveys containing 35 items. This group received a due date on 

their survys. Group 11 did not receive a follow-up letter reminding them to respond to the 

survey. 

Group 12 received surveys containing 35 items. This group was not given a due 

date, and they received no follow-up letters reminding them to respond to the survey. 

In designing the questionnaire, the author reviewed instmments used by other researchers 

(Kawasaki, 1994; Kinsky, 1995; Pantum, 1995) who recently completed research using e-

mail surveys. Suggestions from the author's advisory committee were also used tor 

content validity. The questionnaire was pilot tested by a committee in the Agricultural 

Education and Communications department at Texas Tech University. This committee 

consisted of 11 members including 4 professors, 2 instmctors and 5 graduate assistants. 

The pilot test was used to test for content validity and clarity. The results of the pilot test 

were not included in the research. The instmment was tested for reliability using 

Cronbach's alpha. The reliability coeficient was deemed acceptable on the 35 questionnaire 
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(alpha = .815). The 15 question survey had a reliability coeficient of (alpha = .599). The 

25 question survey had a reliability coefficient of (alpha = .586). 

Table 1: Survey Characteristics Received By Each Group 

Group 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

# of Items 

15 

15 

15 

15 

25 

25 

25 

25 

35 

35 

35 

35 

Follow-up 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 

EhieDate 

yes 

no 

yes 

no 

no 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 

yes 

yes 

no 

Sample Size 

23 

22 

27 

23 

27 

27 

26 

22 

24 

28 

27 

22 

The instmment was composed of questions designed to measure the respondents 

knowledge and use of the Internet. Kiesler and Sproull (1986) noted, "The electronic 

survey can be designed to handle any of many formats prohibited in self-administered 

paper survveys" ( p. 411). The authors noted that this can include open ended questions, 

questions which branch to other questions, questions with answer choices, etc. The 

survey instmment consisted of various types of items. Section 1 consisted of 8 
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demographic questions. Section 2 consisted of 7 multiple choice questions pertaining to 

Intemet technology and e-mail. All members of the population received the first 15 

questions. Members of the population in groups 5-12 received 10 additional multiple 

choice questions on Intemet technology and e-mail. In addition, members of groups 9-12 

received a final section consisting of 5 questions and 5 definitions where they were asked 

to rate their level of comfort with the item on a scale of 1-10 with 1 = not comfortable and 

10 = very comfortable. 

Collection of Data 

Data was collected using the researcher designed questionnaire. The surveys were 

originally sent to the population by e-mail on September 12,1996. The original survey 

included a message explaining the study and gave directions for completion of the 

instrument. On September 20,1996, a follow-up letter was sent to previously selected 

members of the population. The follow-up letter included a duplicate copy of the survey. 

Data collection was terminated on October 24,1996. 

Data Entry and Analysis 

The majority of completed questionnaires were returned to the author via e-mail. 

Three completed questionnaires were retumed via fax machine and two were received by 

traditional mail. Upon receipt, the questionnaires were coded and entered into a database. 

The file was saved in a text-only format for analysis by a computer statistical package. 

The data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences SPSS/PC-i- for the 

IBM computer. Descriptive statistics were used for reporting the demographic 

characteristics and Intemet literacy of respondents. When analyzing the effects of survey 

techniques on response rates, a chi-square test of significance was used. The chi-square 

was used because there was the need to find the significance of differences among 
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proportions of subjects, objects, and events, that fall into different catagories (Ary, Jacobs 

& Razavieh; 1990). The chi-square was utilized for the comparisons between expected and 

observed frequencies. All chi-squares were tested at the .05 level of significance. When 

analyzing the effects of selected survey techniques on response times, an analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was used. The ANOVA is used when there is a need to compare the 

means of two or more samples, and test the effect of more than one independent variable 

and their interaction effects (Ary, Jacobs & Razavieh, 1990). Again, the tests for 

significance were tested at the .05 level. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RNDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

The purposes of this study were to determine the amount and types of Intemet use 

by professionals in agricultural education and to determine the appropriateness of using the 

Intemet to administer research surveys. Four research questions were developed as a 

means of accomplishing the purposes of the study. The specific research questions of this 

smdy were: 

1. What are the demographic characteristics of Internet users for agricultural 

education? 

2. What is the Internet literacy level of agriculmral educators and agriculmral state 

supervisors? 

3. WTiat is the relationship between selected survey techniques and response rate 

when using the Intemet to administer surveys? 

4. What is the relationship between selected survey techniques and response time when 

using the Intemet to administer surveys? 

This chapter contains four sections which describe the results of each research 

question. Section one is demographic information about the respondents. Section two 

relates to general Intemet literacy among respondents. Section three relates to the effects 

selected survey techniques have on response rate. Section four shows the effects of 

selected survey techniques on response time. 
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Findings Related to Research Question 1 - Demographic 

Information 

Table 2 shows data concerning the professions of respondents. A majority of those 

surveyed were teacher educators (91.2%). The remaining (8.8%) were agricultural state 

supervisors. The data in Table 2 was taken from the directories from which the e-mail 

addresses were originally obtained for the sample. 

Table 2: Professions of Respondents 

Profession Frequency % 

Teacher Educators 156 91.2 

State Supervisors 15 8.8 

Total 171 100.0 

In Table 3, the respondents were asked their position title. Note that these are not 

response rates. Of the 171 respondents, the highest percentage, 28.1% were associate 

professors. The next highest, 20.5%, were professors. In addition, 17% were assistant 

professors. Only 12.3% worked in state agricultural positions, and 11.7% worked as 

department heads for colleges and universities. Over 3% woriced as lecturers or teaching 

assistants. A lower 2.9% worked as extension agents. Only 1.2% worked as curriculum 

specialists and 0.6% worked in admissions and advising. An additional 2.3% worked in 

various other jobs at colleges or universities. The data in Table 3 was taken from 

responses from the sample. 
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Table 3: Position Title of Respondents 

Position Title 

State Supervisor 

Assistant Professor 

Associate Professor 

Curriculum Specialist 

Other 

Frequency 

21 

29 

Lecmrer /Teaching Assistant 6 

Professor 35 

48 

Department Head 20 

Admissions and Advising 1 

Extension Service 5 

2 

4 

12.3 

17.0 

3.5 

20.5 

28.1 

11.7 

0.6 

2.9 

1.2 

2.3 

Total 171 100.0 

Table 4 lists the State of each respondent. Note that these are not response rates. 

Texas had the highest number of responses with 93%. Iowa, Michigan, Ohio and 

Pennsylvania each had 5.8% of the responses. North Carolina followed with 5.2%. 

Arkansas, Arizona, Oklahoma and Virginia each had 4.1% of the responses. Mississippi 

and Nebraska were next, each had 3.5%. South Carolina and Tennessee followed with 

2.9% each. Idaho, Illinois, Minnesota, Missouri and New York each had 2.3%. 
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Table 4: States Where Respondents Work 

State Frequency % 

4.1 

4.1 

1.7 

0.6 

0.6 

0.6 

1.2 

1.2 

5.8 

2.3 

2.3 

0.6 

1.2 

0.6 

1.2 

0.6 

5.8 

2.3 

2.3 

3.5 

0.6 

5.2 

Arkansas 

Arizona 

C^ifomia 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Iowa 

Idaho 

lUinois 

Indiana 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maryland 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Mississippi 

Montana 

North Carolina 

7 

7 

3 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

10 

4 

4 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

10 

4 

4 

6 

1 

9 
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Table 4: Continued 

State Frequency % 

0.6 

3.5 

0.6 

0.6 

2.3 

5.8 

4.1 

1.7 

5.8 

0.6 

2.9 

2.9 

9.3 

1.7 

1.2 

4.1 

0.6 

0.6 

1.7 

0.6 

Total 171 100.0 

25 

North Dakota 

Nebraska 

New Mexico 

Nevada 

New York 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

1 

6 

1 

1 

4 

10 

7 

3 

10 

1 

5 

5 

16 

3 

2 

7 

1 

1 

3 

1 



California, Oegon, Utah and Wisconsin each had 1.7%. Florida, Georgia, 

Kansas, Louisiana and Vermont were next with 1.2% each. The remaining states 

Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Montana, North 

Dakota, New Mexico, Nevada, Rhode Island, Washington, West Virginia and Wyoming 

each had .6% of the total response. 

Table 5 shows the age of the respondents. The respondents were given seven age 

catagories to choose from. Of the 171 respondents, 2 (1.2%) of the population were age 

25 or younger. Of the 171 respondents, 4 (2.4%) were between the ages of 26 and 30. Of 

the 171 respondents, 15 (8.9%) were between the ages of 31 and 35. Of the 171 

respondents, 22 (13%) were between the ages of 36 and 40. Of the 171 respondents, 32 

(18.9%) were between the ages of 41 and 45. Of the 171 respondents, 38 (22.5%) were 

between the ages of 46 and 50. Of the 171 respondents, 56 (32.6%) were age 51 or older. 

Two respondents did not respond to this question on the survey. 
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Table 5: Age of Respondents 

Age Group No. of Respondents 

25 and under 

26-30 

31-35 

36-40 

41-45 

46-50 

51 and over 

2 

4 

15 

22 

32 

38 

56 

1.2 

2.4 

8.9 

13 

18.9 

22.5 

33.1 

Total 169* 100.0 

*Note: 2 missing responses 

Table 6 shows the gender of the respondents. 138 (81.2% )of the respondents 

were male, and 32 (18.6%) were female. One subject in the study did not respond to this 

item. 
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Table 6: Gender of Respondents 

Gender No. of respondents % 

Male 138 81.2 

Female 32 18.8 

Total 170* 100.0 

'Note: 1 missing response 

In Table 7 the respondents were asked to list the highest academic degree they had 

received at the time of the survey. There were five people (2.9%) who had received a 

Bachelor's degree. Slightly more respondents, 27 people (15.8%), had received a 

Master's degree. The majority, 139 respondents, or 81.3 %, in this survey had received 

doctorate degrees. 

Table 7: Highest Academic Degree Received By Respondents 

Degree No. of Respondents % 

Bachelor's 5 2.9 

Master's 27 15.8 

Doctorate 139 81.3 

Total 171 100.0 
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Findings Related to Research Question 2 - Intemet Technology 

In Table 8, the respondents were asked to list the number of days in an average 

week that they logged on to the Intemet. The majority of respondents, 45.5% said that 

they logged on to the Intemet 5 days per week. Slightiy over 19% said they logged on 

seven days per week. Slightiy less than that, 15.6% said they logged on 6 days per week. 

7.2% said that they logged on 2 days per week and 4.8% said that they logged on 1 day per 

week. In addition, 4.2% said they logged on 4 days per week. Less than 2% said that 

they did not log onto the Intemet on a weekly basis. There were 4 subjects who did not 

respond to this item. 

Table 8: Average Days Per Week Respondents Log On the Intemet 

Days Per Week No. of Respondents % 

0 3 1.8 

1 8 4.8 

2 12 7.2 

3 7 4.2 

4 3 1.8 

5 76 45.5 

6 26 15.6 

7 32 19.2 

Total 167* 100.0 

*Note: 4 missing responses 
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Table 9 shows the average hours per day respondents spend using the Intemet. 

This includes ues for e-mail, world wide web, file transfer, etc. A majority of respondents 

(63.9%) used the Intemet for at least 1-2 hours per day. 243% of respondents used the 

Intemet 30 minutes per day or less. There were 6.5% of respondents that used the Intemet 

more than 1 hour but less than 2 hours per day. There were 17.4% of respondents who 

used the Intemet an average of 2 hours per day. Slightiy more than 10% of the 

respondents used the Internet more than 2 hours per day. There were 2.4% of respondents 

who did not use the Intemet on a daily basis. In addition, 2 subjects did not respond to this 

item. 

Table 9: Average Hours Per Day Spent Using the Internet 

Hours per day No. of Respondents % 

0 

<.5 

.5 

1 

1.5 

2 

2.5 

3 

8 

4 

8 

33 

67 

11 

30 

1 

9 

1 

2 

1 

2 

2.4 

4.8 

19.5 

39.6 

6.5 

17.8 

.6 

53 

.6 

1.2 

.6 

1.2 

Total 169* 100.0 

^Note: 2 missing responses 
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Table 10 asked respondents how long they had been using the Internet. Slightiy 

more than 26% of respondents said they had been using the Intemet for 5 years or more. 

Slightly more than 22% said they had been using the Intemet for at least two years, but not 

three. About 14.4 % said they had been using the Intemet for over three years but not 

four. Slightiy more that 13 % said they had been using the Internet less than 1 year. 

Almost 13% said they had been using the Internet at least one year, but not 2. Slightiy over 

11% said they had been using the Internet at least 4 years, but not 5. There were 4 subjects 

who did not respond to this item. 

Table 10: How Long Respondents Have Been Using the Intemet 

Length of Time No. of Respondents % 

Less than 1 year 22 13.2 

At least 1 year, but not 2 21 12.6 

At least 2 years, but not 3 37 22.2 

At least 3 years, but not 4 24 14.4 

At least 4 years, but not 5 19 11.4 

5 or more years 44 26.3 

Total 167* 100.0 

* Note: 4 missing cases 
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Table 11 shows the respondents primary use of the Internet. The majority of 

respondents (78.6%) said their primary use of the Intemet was for e-mail. Almost 7% said 

their primary use of the Internet was for research. Over 6% said their primary use for the 

Intemet was for teaching purposes. Only 1.2% said that their primary use of the Intemet 

was for entertainment Almost 8% rephed that their primary use of the Intemet was for 

something other than the choices listed. There were 3 subjects who did not respond to this 

item. 

Table 11: Respondents' Primary Use of the Internet 

Use No. of respondents % 

E-mail 

Research 

Teaching 

Entertainment 

Other 

132 

11 

10 

2 

13 

78.6 

6.5 

5.8 

1.2 

7.7 

Total 168* 100.0 

* Note: 3 missing responses 

Table 12 asked respondents how often they used the Intemet for educational 

purposes. Slightly over 40% said they used the Intemet weekly for educational purposes. 

Slightiy over 36% said they used the Intemet daily for educational purposes. Slightiy over 

10% said they used it monthly, and another 10% said they used the Intemet less than 
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monthly for educational purposes. Only 3% said that they never used the Internet for 

educational purposes. There were 3 subjects who did not respond to this item. 

Table 12: How Often Respondents Use the Internet For Educational Purposes 

How Often 

Daily 

Weekly 

Monthly 

Less than monthly 

Never 

No. of Responses 

61 

68 

17 

17 

5 

% 

36.3 

76.8 

10.1 

10.1 

3.0 

Total 168* 100.0 

* Note: 3 missing responses 

Table 13 shows how often respondents use the Intemet to get agricultural 

information. Over 40% said that they use the Intemet weekly to get agricultural 

information. Almost 20% of respondents said they use the Intemet monthly to get 

agricultural information. Slightly over 14% said they use the Intemet for agriculmral 

information on a daily basis. SUghtiy over 12% said they use the Intemet for agriculturaal 

information less than monthly. A high number of over 13% of respondents said they did 

not use the Intemet for agricultural infrmation at all. There were 3 subjects who did not 

respond to this item. 
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Table 13: How Often Respondents Use the Internet for Agriculmral Information 

Frequency of Use 

Daily 

Weekly 

Monthly 

Less than 

Never 

monthly 

No. of Responses 

24 

68 

33 

21 

22 

% 

143 

40.5 

19.6 

12.5 

13.1 

Total 168* 100.0 

* Note: 3 missing responses. 

Table 14 shows what respondents use the Intemet for besides what they marked as 

their primary use, and educational or agricultural information. Respondents could choose 

more than one answer. Slightiy under 73% said that they used the Intemet to get news. 

Slightiy over 44% of those who responded to the survey said they use the Intemet for 

entertainment. Slightiy over 67% of respondents said they used the Intemet for research 

purposes. Slightiy under 40% said they use the Intemet to get travel information. Slightiy 

over 40% said they use the Intemet for purposes other than those listed as answer choices. 

There were 7 subjects who did not respond to this item. 
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Table 14: Other Popular Uses of the Intemet 

Use No. of Responses % 

News 119 72.6 

Entertainment 73 44.5 

Research 111 67.7 

Travel Information 64 39.0 

Other 66 40.2 

Total 164* 100.0 

* Note: 7 missing responses 

Table 15 Usts how often respondents use the Internet to download files to a hard 

drive or floppy disk. Only subjects in group 5-12 received this item. There were 113 

people who received this item. The majority (40.7%) of respondents said that they seldom 

downloaded files. Slightiy more than 21% said they downloaded files frequently ~ 3 or 

more times per week ~ and another 21% said they downloaded files occasionally ~ 1 to 2 

times per week. The remaining 16.8% said that they did not download any files from the 

Intemet. 
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Table 15: How Often Respondents Download Items From the Internet 

How Often 

3 or more times per week 

1 or 2 times per week 

Seldom 

Never 

Total 

No. of Respondents 

24 

24 

46 

19 

113 

% 

21.2 

21.2 

40.7 

16.8 

100.0 

Table 16 shows whether respondents use the Intemet to subscribe to any listservs, 

and how many listservs those that do subscribe use. This item was given to groups 5-12 

only. There were 113 respondents given this item. Slightiy over 28.6% of respondents 

subscribe to 1-2 listservs. Slightiy more than 26% of respondents subscribe to 3 to 5 

listserves. Slightiy more than 18% of respondents subscribe to 5 or more listservs. 

Almost 26 % of respondents do not use the Internet to subscribe to any listservs. One 

subject did not respond to this item. 
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Table 16: Respondents' Use of the Intemet to Subscribe to Listservs 

No. of Listservs Subscribed To 

More than 5 

3 to 5 

l t o 2 

None 

Total 

No. of responses 

21 

30 

32 

29 

112* 

% 

18.8 

26.8 

28.6 

25.9 

100.0 

Note: 1 missing response 

Table 17 indicates whether or not respondents use e-mail on a regular basis. This 

item was given to subjects in groups 5-12 only. There were 113 respondents given this 

question. Almost all respondents (96.5 %) answered yes, they do use e-mail on a regular 

basis. Only 3.5 % said that they did not use e-mail on a regular basis. 

Table 17: Do Respondents Use E-mail on a Regular Basis? 

Response No. of Respsonses % 

Yes 

No 

109 

4 

96.5 

3.5 

Total 113 100.0 
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Table 18 determined if respondents felt that e-mail was a more effective 

communications tool than traditional mail. This item was given to groups 5-12 only. 

There were 113 respondents given this item.The vast majority (88.3%) felt that e-mail was 

a more effective communications tool than traditional mail. Only 11.7% of the population 

felt that traditional mail was more effective than e-mail. There were 2 subjects that did not 

respond to this item. 

Table 18: Do You Feel E-mail Is a More Effective Communications Tool Than 
Traditional Mail? 

Response No. of responses % 

Yes 98 88.3 

No 13 11.7 

Total 111* 100.0 

* Note: 2 missing responses 

Table 19 determined if respondents felt that e-mail is a more effective 

communications tool than the telephone. This item was given to groups 5-12 only. There 

were 113 respondents who received this item.The response on this item was almost half 

and half with 53.2% of respondents who felt that e-mail is more effective than the 

telephone and, 46.8 % of respondents who felt e-mail is not more effective than the 

telephone. There were 4 subjects that did not respond to this item. 

38 



Table 19: Do You Feel E-mail is a More Effective Communications Tool Than the 
Telephone? 

Response No. of Responses % 

Yes 58 53.2 

No 51 46.8 

Total 109* 100.0 

Note: 4 missing responses 

Table 20 determined if respondents felt that e-mail was a more effective 

communications tool than the fax machine. This item was given to groups 5-12 only. 

There were 133 respondents who received this item. A vast majority (85.6 %) felt that e-

mail was more effective than the fax machine. Slightiy more than 14% of respondents felt 

that the fax machine was more effective than e-mail. There were 2 subjects that did not 

respond to this item. 

Table 20: Do You Feel That E-mail is a More Effective Communications Tool Than 
the Fax Machine? 

Response No. of Responses % 

Yes 95 85.6 

No 16 14.4 

Total 111* 100.0 

* 2 missing responses 
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Table 21 asked the subjects whether or not they had participated in any type of 

training for using the Intemet, e-mail or other new information technologies. This question 

was given to groups 5-12 only. There were 113 respondents who received this question. 

Slightiy over 61 % of the respondents had participated in some type of training for using the 

Intemet. Almost 39% of respondents had not received any type of training for using the 

Intemet, e-mail or new information technologies. 

Table 21: Have Respondents Had Internet Training? 

Response No. of Responses % 

Yes 69 61.1 

No 44 38.9 

Total 113 100.0 

Table 22 determined if respondents felt that training in the area of Intemet 

technology would be beneficial to professionals in agricultural education. This item was 

given to groups 5-12 only. There were 113 respondents who received this question. 

Almost 73% of respondents felt that training for Internet technology would be beneficial to 

the field of agriculmral education. Slightly more than 27% of respondents felt that training 

for Internet technology would not be beneficial for agricultural education. 
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Table 22: Would Training for the Use of Intemet, E-mail and Otiier New 
Information Technologies be Beneficial to Professionals in Agriculmral Education? 

Response No. of Responses % 

Yes 82 72.6 

No 31 27.4 

Total 113 100.0 

Table 23 indicated if the respondents' departments teach any classes on the Internet. 

Slightiy over 53% of the respondents said that their departments did teach classes on the 

Intemet. Slightly over 46% of respondents said that their departments did not teach any 

classes on the Intemet. This item was given to subjects in groups 5-12 only. There were 

113 respondents who received this item. There was 1 respondent that did not respond to 

this item. 

Table 23: Departments That Teach Qasses on the Intemet 

Responses No. of Responses % 

Yes 60 53.6 

No 52 46.4 

Total 112* 100.0 

* Note: 1 missing response 
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The following table asked the respondents their comfort level with different aspects 

of Internet technology. These items were given only to groups 9-12. There were 52 

respondents who received these items. On each item respondents were asked to rate their 

comfort level with tiie item on a scale of 1-10, with 1 = not comfortable, and 10 = very 

comfortable. 

Table 24 shows the mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) of four items. On the 

item with the highest level of comfort, respondents were asked their comfort level with 

responding to surveys over e-mail. Respondents' overall mean was 8.4 with a standard 

deviation of 2.5. Following that, respondents overall comfort level with new 

communication technologies was 7.5 with a standard deviation of 2.4. Respondents' 

overall comfort with privacy when using e-mail was 6.4 with a standard deviation of 2.9. 

Respondents' level of comfort in teaching new technologies was 6.2 with a standard 

deviation of 2.7. 

Table 24: Respondents' Level of Comfort With New Technologies 

Item M SD 

Responding to Surveys Over e-mail 8.4 2.5 

New Communication Technologies 7.5 2.4 

Privacy when using e-mail 6.4 2.9 

Teaching New technologies 6.2 2.7 
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Table 25 shows respondents' level of comfort with terms dealing with Intemet 

technology. Respondents were asked to rate their familiararity of the terms on a scale of 1 -

10, with 1 = not famiUar at all, and 10 = very familiar. These items were given to groups 

9-12 only. There were 52 respondents who received these items. The term respondents 

were most familiar with was e-mail, with an overall mean of 9, and a standard deviation of 

1.6. World Wide Web and intemet were equally familiar terms, each with a mean of 8.3. 

The standard deviation of the term. World Wide Web, was 23 and the standard deviation 

of the term, Intemet was 2.1. The term, Listserv, had an overall mean of 7.7, and a 

standard deviation of 2.4. The term. Gopher, had an overall mean of 7.4 with a standard 

deviation of 2.7. The term FTP, meaning File Transfer Protocol, had a mean of 4.8 with a 

standard deviation of 3.5. 

Table 25: Respondents' Familiarity of Terms 

Term M SD 

E-mail 9 1.6 

World Wide Web 8.3 2.3 

Intemet 8.3 2.1 

Listserv 7.7 2.4 

Gopher 7.4 2.7 

FTP 4.8 3.5 
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Findings Related to Research Question 3 - Response Rate 

The survey population was divided into twelve groups. Each group received 

questionnaires with varying lengths. There were three survey lengths, 15 items, 25 items 

and 35 items. In addition, the groups were divided in half and six groups received a due 

date of when the survey was to be returned. The remaining 6 groups did not receive a due 

date. Also, half of the survey population were picked to receive a follow-up letter 

reminding them to respond to the survey. The remaining half did not receive a follow-up 

letter. 

Table 26 shows that there was no statistical significance in the response rates of 

those who received questionnaires containing 15 items (59%), 25 items (62%) or 35 items 

(53%). 

Table 26: Response Rates of Surveys with Different Lengths 

Length of Survey No. of Responses % 

15 56 59.0 

25 61 61.6 

35 54 53.5 

Tmii 171 58.0 

X ' ( 1 , N = 171) = 0.001, e>.05 

Table 27 shows that there was no statistically significant difference in the response 

of those who received due dates (61%) as compared to those who did not receive due dates 

(54%). 
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Table 27: Response Rates of Those Receiving Due Dates and Those Not Receiving 
Due Dates 

Group No. Responded % Responded 

Received a due date 95 61.3 

Did not receive a due date 76 54.2 

Total 171 58.0 

X'(1,N=171) = 0.001, £>.05 

Table 28 shows that there was no statistically significant difference in the response 

rates of those who received a follow-up (58.1%) as compared to those who did not receive 

a follow-up (57.8%). 

Table 28: Response Rates of Those Receiving Follow-up Letters and Those Who 
Did Not Receive Follow-up Letters 

Group No. Responded % 

Received a follow-up 86 58.1 

Did not receive follow-up 85 57.8 

Total 171 58.0 

X'(1 .N= 171) = 0.001, £ > . 0 5 
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Findings Related to Research Question 4 - Response Time 

A 3x2, 2-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to determine any 

significant difference between the mean response times of the length (15 items, 25 items 

and 35 items) of surveys and whether or not a due date was given. After mnning a 3x2, 2-

way ANOVA, the statistics indicated no statistically significant interaction between the main 

effects of length (3 levels) and due date (2 levels), F ( 2, 165) = 0.734, 2 = 481. Further 

analysis of the main effects indicated no statistically significant difference between the 

levels of due date, F (1, 165) = 0.(X)7, p = .934. Analysis of the main effect of length 

indicated a statistically significant difference, F (2,169) = 3.131, p = .046. 

In order to determine where the significance occured, a student Newman-Keuls 

follow-up test was performed at the .05 level. Results are shown in the means table. 

Table 29: ANOVA Table Indicating Effects of Due Date and Length on ResponseTime 

Main Effects df F p 

Length 2 3.131 .046* 

DueDate 1 0.007 .934 

LxD 2 0.734 .481 

Error 165 

Total 170 

Note: * indicates statistical significance at the .05 alpha level. 
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Since the ANOVA indicated a statistically significant difference between the mean 

response time of the lengths, a follow-up test was performed. The follow-up test indicated 

that there was no statistically significant difference between the mean response time of the 

subjects who received 15 items (M = 4.11 days) and those who received 25 items ( M = 

3.26 days). There was also no statistical significance between those who received 15 items 

and those who received 35 items. However, a statistical difference exsisted between the 

mean response time of subjects who received 25 and 35 items (M = 5.07 days). Therefore, 

the surveys with 25 items had a statistically significant lower response time than those 

surveys with 35 items. 

Table 30: Length x Due Date Response Time Means 

Group (length) Due Date (days) No Due Date (days) Overall Mean (days) 

15 item 432 3.85 4.11 

25item 2.78 3.79 3.26 

35 item 5.28 4.77 5.07 

Overall Mean 4.13 4.09 4.11 

Once again, no statistically significant difference existed between the mean response 

times of the subjects who had a due date (M = 4.13) and those who did not have a due date 

(M = 4.09). 
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Summary 

When asked about demographic characteristics, 81.2% of respondents were male, 

33.1% were 51 or older and 813% held a doctorate degree. The highset number of 

responses (28.1%) came from associate professors at colleges and universities. 

Almost all respondents (803%) log onto the Internet at least five times per week. In 

addition, over 70% of respondents log an for at least one hour per day. 

Over 50% of respondents have been using the Internet for at least two years, and 

the primary reason (78.6%) respondents said they use the Internet is for e-mail. Over 96% 

of the population use e-mail on a regular basis. Almost 70% of the those who responded 

use the Intemet for both educational and agriculmral purposes at least once a week. 

Research and news ranked as the next most popular reasons for using the Intemet. 

Over half of the respondents said that they seldom to never use the Internet to 

download files. In addition. Almost 75% of the population subscribe to at least one 

listserv. 

Over 80% of the population feel that e-mail is a more effective communications tool 

than traditional mail or the fax machine. The population is divided almost in half on 

whether or not e-mail is a more effective communications tool than the telephone. Slightiy 

over 50% said, yes, they thought e-mail was more effective than the telephone. 

The majority (61.1%) of respondents have had some sort of Internet training. 

Slightiy over 70% feel training in these areas would be beneficial to professionals in 

agricultural education. 

Over half (53.6%) of the respondents' departments are teaching classes dealing 

with the Internet and Intemet technology. Slightiy over 50% of respondents are 

comfortable with emerging technologies and responding to research surveys via e-mail. 

Respondents are not as comfortable when asked about teaching classes on new 

technologies, and making them a part of their curriculum. 
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Response rates were not effected by survey lengths, due dates, or follow up 

letters. Response time was not effected by follow up letters or due dates, but was affected 

by survey length. Surveys with 25 items were remmed significantiy sooner than those 

surveys with 35 items. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

The primary purposes of this study was to determine the amount and types of 

Intemet use by professionals in agricultural education. A secondary purpose was to 

indicate the effects of different survey techniques when using the Internet to administer 

research surveys. The following served as research questions for the study: 

1. What are the demographic characteristics of Internet users for agriculmral 

education? 

2. WTiat is the Intemet literacy level of agricultural educators and agriculmral state 

supervisors? 

3. What is the relationship between selected survey techniques and response rate when 

using the Intemet to administer research surveys? 

4. What is the relationship between selected survey techniques and response time when 

using the Intemet to administer research surveys? 

Summary 

This smdy was conducted by sending surveys over e-mail to teacher educators for 

agriculture and agricultural state supervisors. The population consisted of teacher 

educators whose e-mail addresses were correctly listed in the 1996 AAAE Directory. 

Agricultural state supervisors included in the population were those that could be reached 

by phone by the researcher and had a working e-mail address at the time they were 

contacted. A total of 295 individuals received the questionnaire. The total number 

responding was 171 (58.0%). 

The sample was randomly assigned into groups to administer surveys with varying 

characteristics. The surveys varied in length having 15 items, 25 items or 35 items. In 
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addition, half of the sample received a due date on their survey and half did not receive a 

due date. Also, half the population received a follow-up message reminding them to return 

the survey, and half did not receive a follow-up message. 

The survey instmment was pilot tested on faculty and staff in the department of 

Agricultural Education and Communications at Texas Tech University. The administration 

of the survey began on September 12, 1996 and concluded on October 14, 1996. A 

follow-up letter was sent to half of tiie population on September 20,1996. 

All survey instmments consisted of two sections. The first section was designed to 

research the demographic characteristics of respondents. The second section was designed 

to determine the respondents' knowledge of the Intemet, and other emerging information 

technologies, and the effect new technologies have on the field of agriculture. 

Conclusions Related to Research Question 1 

The following conclusions are made as a result of the findings in this study: 

1. The majority of respondents to this smdy were associate professors and were teacher 

educators at a college or university. 

2. The majority of respondents to this smdy were males age 46 and over. 

3. The majority of respondents to this study had received a doctorate degree. 

4. The highest number of respondents to this study came from the state of Texas. Other 

states with relatively high response rates were Iowa, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania 

and North Carolina. 
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Conclusions Related to Research Question 2 

The following conclusions are made as a result of the findings in this study: 

1. Over 75% of teacher educators have e-mail addresses. Only 36% of agricultural state 

supervisors have e-mail addresses. 

2. A high number (76.2%) of agriculmral education professionals log on to the Internet 

at least 5 days per week. Less than 20% of respondents log on to the Intemet less 

than 5 days per week. Over half of the respondents use the Internet for at least 1 hour 

a day. 

3. Intemet technology is not new to most agricultural education professionals. The 

majority of respondents have been using the Intemet for at least 2 years. 

4. Agriculmral education professionals' primary use of the Intemet for is for e-mail. 

Over half also use it for research. A majority agriculmral education professionals use 

the Intemet for educational and agricultural information on a weekly basis. 

5. Over 40% of respondents download at least one file per week. Almost 75% belong to 

at least one listserv. 

6. Over 95% of agriculmral education professionals in this survey use e-mail on a 

regular basis. Almost all agricultural education professionals feel e-mail is a more 

effective communications tool than both traditional mail and the fax machine; but only 

half of the respondents felt that e-mail is a more effective communications tool than the 

telephone. 

7. Over half of the respondents have had some sort of training for Internet use. 

But, almost 40% of agricultural education professionals have not had any formal 

training for Internet use. A large percentage (72.6%) feel that this sort of training 

would be beneficial in agricultural education. 
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8. Respondents were much more comfortable with responding to surveys over e-mail 

than they were with teaching classes over the Intemet and including new technologies 

in curriculums. 

9. Respondents were very familiar with the terms, e-mail, Internet and World Wide 

Web. Respondents were less familiar with the terms listserv, gopher and FTP. 

Conclusions Related to Research Question 3 

The following conclusions are made as a result of the findings in this study: 

1. The survey techniques of varying lengths, due dates and follow-up letters had no 

significant effect on overall response rate. 

Conclusions Related to Research Question 4 

The following conclusions are made as a result of the findings in this study: 

1. Survey length did have an effect on the response time. Surveys containing 35 items 

had a slower response time than surveys with 25 items. 

2. Due dates and follow-up letters had no effect on response time. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made as a result of this study: 

1. Agricultural education professionals appear to be knowledgeable with basic Intemet 

technologies such as e-mail and the World Wide Web. More advanced 

technologies such as downloading files and using the Intemet for teaching purposes 

are areas agricultural education professionals need training in. Agricultural education 

professionals show an interest in tiiese areas, but not a relatively high hteracy level. 

This training could occur at regional and national professional meetings or in training 

tutorials over the Intemet or distance education. 
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Agricultural education professionals are receptive to research surveys administered 

over e-mail. Researchers should consider the use of e-mail for administering surve> s 

in agricultural research. 

Although the response rate of e-mail surveys was comparable to that of surveys 

sent by traditional means the response time was much faster. The typical 

response time for this smdy was four days. Using traditional mail, it might take 

four days for the subjects just to receive the survey. Agricultural professionals 

should use e-mail for research needing an immediate response. 

Length of survey did have an effect on response time in this study. It did not affect 

the response rate, however-mail surveys should be kept under 35 questions if a fast 

response is needed. Perhaps when respondents see a longer survey on the computer 

screen, they are more reluctant to answer it right away or not answer it at all. But, 

reliability was much higher with the survey of 35 questions than the 15 questions or 

the 25 questions. Researchers more concerned with rehability might want more 

questions. 

Due dates and follow-up letters had no effect on response time when sending 

surveys over e-mail in this study. 

E-mail surveys are extremely cost-efficient. It does not cost the researcher 

anything to send a survey over e-mail, whereas with traditional mail the researcher 

must pay for paper, printing and postage. Researchers with little or no money to 

spend on a project should use e-mail for survey administration. 

When sending surveys over e-mail, length, due dates and follow-up letters made no 

difference on response rate in this study. Most respondents to the survey answered 

within the first four days. The majority of subjects who did not respond shortly after 

receiving the message did not respond at all. Perhaps a survey technique motivating 
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subjects to answer as soon as they received the message would improve response 

rate. 

8. Although e-mail is a common means of communication between agricultural 

professionals, the researcher found it difficult to locate working e-mail addresses for 

both teacher educators and state supervisors. Directories containing working e-mail 

addresses should be made as readily available as telephone directories. 

9. A follow-up study should be done to determine why follow-up letters and due dates 

did not make a difference in response rate. 

10. Intemet and new technologies are emerging so quickly it is important to stay current. 

E-mail changes every year so it is important that researchers stay on top of this type 

of research. 

11. Undeliverable surveys to non-working e-mail addresses was a problem. There are 

still many problems with technical dtfficulities in e-mail. 

12. There are still many agricultural education professionals that do not have e-mail 

addresses. Almost 25% of agricultural educators do not have e-mail, and almost 65% 

of agricultural state supervisors do not have e-mail. The goal in for agricultural 

education professionals should be 100% having e-mail addresses. 
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APPENDIX A 

Hi! I am Allison Workman, graduate student assistant in the Department of Agricultural 
Education and Communications at Texas Tech University. Dr. Rudy Tarpley and I are 
conducting a study on the use of Internet Technology among agricultural educators, and we 
are seeking your help. 

Following is a survey we are asking you to complete. You are one of a small group, so 
YOUR RESPONSE IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT. It shouldn't take you more than a 
few minutes to complete, and Dr. Tarpley and I would appreciate it very much if you will 
respond. 

Before you begin, please read the instmctions carefully. THANK YOU VERY MUCH 
FOR HELPING US! 

******* FOR THE FOLLOWING SURVEY, PLEASE ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 
AND RETURN AS SOON AS POSSIBLE TO THE SENDER. 
******IMPORTANT!****** The only way to fill out this survey is to SELECT REPLY 
TO THIS MESSAGE. Be sure to include the original text in your reply so you can answer 
below the questions in the blanks provided. Please use the up and down arrow keys to 
move from question to question throughout the survey. ON SHORT ANSWER 
QUESTIONS, WRFTE A BRIEF STATEMENT that you feel answers the question. ON 
MULTIPLE CHOICE QUESTIONS, JUST TYPE THE LETTER of the answer you 
choose. r r i S HELPFUL IF YOU TYPE YOUR ANSWERS IN ALL CAPS. Thanks! 

Demographic Information: 

1. Position Tide: 

2. City 

3. State: 

4. Age:(A=25 AND UNDER, B=26-30, C=31-35, D=36-40, E=41-45, F=46-50, C}=51 

AND ABOVE) 

5. Gender: (A=MALE B=FEMALE) 

6. Highest degree: (A=BACHELOR*S B=MASTER'S C=DOCTORATE) 
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7. Year highest degree received: 

8. Where are you employed? (A=UNIVERSrrY OR COLLEGE, B=HIGH SCHOOL, 

C=EXTENSION SERVICE, D= STATE DEPARTMENT, 

E= OTHER) 

Internet and E-mail Information: 

9. How many days per week do you log on to the Internet? 

10. When you log on, what is the average hours per day spent using the Intemet? 

11. How long have you been using the Internet? (A=LESS THAN ONE YEAR, B=AT 

LEAST ONE YEAR, BUT NOT TWO, C= AT LEAST TWO YEARS, BUT NOT 

THREE, D= AT LEAST THREE YEARS, BUT NOT FOUR, E= AT LEAST FOUR 

YEARS, BUT NOT RVE, F= FIVE YEARS OR MORE) 

12. What is your primary use of the Intemet? Please select only one: (A. E-MAIL, 

B= RESEARCH, C=TEACHING, D=ENTERTAINMENT, E=QTHER) 

13. How often do you use the Intemet for educational purposes? 
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(A=DAILY, B=WEEKLY, C=MONTHLY, D=LESS THAN MONTHLY, E=NEVER) 

14. How often do you use the Internet to get agricultural information? 

(A=DAILY, B=WEEKLY, C=MONTHLY, D=LESS THAN MONTHLY, E=NEVER) 

15. What other information do you use the Internet for? Please select all that apply: 

(A=NEWS B=ENTERTAINMENT, C=RESEARCH, D=TRAVEL INFORMATION, E= 

OTHER) 

16. How often do you use the Intemet to download files to your hard drive or to a floppy 

disk? (A=FREQUENTLY~3 OR MORE TIMES PER WEEK, B=0CCASI0NALLY-1 

OR 2 TIMES PER WEEK, 

C=SELDOM, D=NEVER) 

17. Do you subscribe to any listservs? (A=YES~MQRE THAN 5, B=YES~3 TO 5, 

C=YES~1T0 2, D= NO, I DO NOT SUBSCRIBE TO ANY USTSERVS) 

18. Do you use E-mail on a regular basis? (A=YES, B=NO) 

19. Do you feel E-mail is a more effective communications tool than traditional mail? 

(A=YES, B=NO) 
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20. Do you feel E-mail is a more effective communications tool than the telephone? 

(A=YES, B=NQ) 

21. Do you feel E-mail is a more effective communications tool than the fax machine? 

(A=YES, B=NO) 

22. Have you had any training for using Intemet, E-mail, and other new information 

technologies? (A=YES, B=NO) 

23. Would training in the areas listed in the previous question be beneficial to you in 

agricultural education? (A=YES, B=NQ) 

24. Does your department teach any classes on the Intemet? 

(A=YES, B= NO) 

25. How many people in your department are currentiy using the Intemet? 
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******USING A SCALE OF 1 TO 10 WHERE l=NOT COMFORTABLE 

AND 10=VERY COMFORTABLE, INDICATE YOUR LEVEL OF 

COMFORT WITH THE FOLLOWING****** 

26. How comfortable are you with new telecommunications technologies (such as the 

Intemet and E-mail)? 

27. How comfortable are you with responding electronically to this survey? 

28. How comfortable are you with teaching new telecommunications technologies and 

making them a part of your curriculum? 

29. How comfortable are you with privacy when using E-mail? 

*****How familiar are yoo with the following terms?***** 

(1 = NOT FAMILIAR AT ALL, 10 = VERY FAMILIAR) 

30. FTP: 

31. LISTSERV: 

32. CX)PHER: 

33. WORLD WIDE WEB: 
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34. E-MAIL: 

35.INTERNET : 

Please list any recommendations or suggestions you might have: 

That's all! Thank you so much for your time and your help! 

^ ^ ^t» ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 ^ ^ ^ ^ * ^ ^ ^ « ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ k^ -,|- «^ ^ ^ ^U ^ * ^ ^ ^U «^ ^U ^U ^ ^ ^ ^ h^ ^ ^ -si. ^ ^ ^U ^ ^ -if- ^b >t- «^ •T||- ^ ^ ^ ^ ^U ^0 t ^ ^U «k ^ ^ ^U * ^ -ilr ^U ^U *^ ^U ^U ^U ^U ^U «^ ^ ^ ^U ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^» ^ ^ ^ ^ ^1^ ^ ^ *l» 
^^ * ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ * ^ ^ ^ #^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ k ^ ^ ^ ^ tf^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^« ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^^ ^K ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^^ ^b ^ i ^^ ^^ ^^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^^ *y* ^ * ^^ ^^ • ^ ^p ^ * ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Allison Workman 
Graduate Assistant 
Department of Agricultural Education and Communications 
Texas Tech University 

P.O.Box 42131 
Lubbock, TX. 79409 

(806) 742-2816 
(806) 742-2880 FAX 
E-Mail - Aworkman@ttu.edu 
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Follow-up Letter 

Hi! I am Allison Workman, graduate student assistant in the Department of Agricultural 
Education and Communications at Texas Tech University. Last week I sent you a survey 
that Dr. Rudy Tarpley and I are conducting on the use of Intemet Technology among 
agriculmral educators. I just wanted to remind you to please fill out the survey and return it 
as soon as possible. YOUR RESPONSE IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT. It shouldn't 
take you more than a few minutes to complete, and we would greatly appreciate your help 
in our research. 

Here is another copy of the survey in case it was deleted or lost. If you have already 
remmed the survey, please disregard this notice. 

Before you begin, please read the instmctions carefully. THANK YOU VERY MUCH 
FOR HELPING US! 
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COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

"I might add that we are beginning to use the Intemet for classroom work, often 
meeting in the computer lab so we can access WWW, Gopher, etc. Students love to use 
the computer during class time, but we don't use it exclusively. We are also using 
listservers for all of our classes-something which mandates that smdents check their e-mail 
each and every day. 

"The Intemet is a wonderful thing, but it must be used within its limitations. Many 
educators believe it is the answer when searching for something new to include in their 
curriculum. Not so! It is a tool, just like my Dad used a pipe wrench to mm pipes, I use 
the Intemet to search for relevant information to include in my lesson plans. However, I 
cannot use the Internet for everything. When I want to search for research on a particular 
subject, my local hbrary offers faster access and specific searches via CD-ROM. Finally, 
many people find themselves believing absolutely everything that is posted on the Intemet. 
Again, there may be great danger of having this attimde. Anyone with a littie savvy can 
post anything they want on the Internet. Hopefully, we agricultural educators are a 
discerning lot, and as such, we will continue to regulate our research (in the form of an 
editorial board) before it hits the 'net'. 

"My use of the Internet is mainly for e-mail and class usage. I am just beginning to 
use it more frequently." 

"I do not know enough about this subject to respond with comments." 

"If you send out a survey of this type again, I suggest you stress up front that use of 
the Internet consists of more than just the World Wide Web. My first reaction to your 
question on how long I had been using the Internet was to ask myself, "Are they asking 
about e-mail, ftp., etc. or just the Web?" The choice of answers and subsequent questions 
confirmed that you were asking about the Internet as a whole, rather than the web, which 
seems to be most people's perception of the Internet today." 

"Great idea to do research this way!" 

"I just got Intemet access less than three months ago, so I am still learning." 

"It would be of value to know what courses people in agricultural and extension 
education are delivering using the Net or via other technologies." 

"I am concerned with the amount of information being sent. I receive 50-60 messages 
a day. We need to have some way of restricting our use to important issues." 

"Ctften departments are not equipped with the adequate hardware to utilize e-mail and 
all it offers. E-mail works well in some situations, but in other areas face to face or 
telephone communication is preferred." 

"We must remember we are ahead of the curve at our universities. The majority of 
Texans do not have access to e-mail. TDA recentiy placed their Project Teach curriculum 
on a home page for teacher rather than hard copy distribution. TDA'S 1996 teacher survey 
revealed that 75% of the teachers had access to the Internet, but only 6% indicated they 
would access Project Teach from a home page format. They are way out ahead of the 
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curve. We may need to consider today's electronics as a tool to accompany other teaching 
methodologies and certainly not a replacement of proven methods." 

"Educators at all levels in agricultural education need a bulletin board to communicate. 
This is needed as soon as possible. All teacher educator universities need to use Inemet 
and be sure all their constiments have access to their e-mail addresses." 

"The only way to improve your skills and literacy to these new technologies is to have 
time to attend training and use them. I have had to leara mostly by doing. I appreciate 
those that have more time and can teach the rest of us...I have incorporated the use of the 
Intemet for paper searches into my classes, have used e-mail communications for student 
papers, etc. but still do not have adequate time to revise my total course curriculum to be 
more inclusive. Maybe tomorrow " 

"The questionnaire needs to more "tightiy" configured to be effective if it is meant to 
be tmly useful." 

"We are currently conducting two studies in Ohio that are investigating the use of the 
Intemet among ag teachers and extension agents. Please keep in touch as you analyze 
results." 

"All faculty, graduate smdents, and undergraduate smdents in our department have 
ready access to the Internet and the web. All have e-mail addresses. E-mail is the primary 
means of communication among faculty and graduate smdents in the department. E-mail is 
effective in certain situations, but not all." 

"Just remember that research has shown repeatedly that it is easier to read 
combinations of upper and lower case letters than it is to read responses in upper case 
letters as you have asked us to use." 

"I prefer to have a letter, however, printing the e-mail may suffice." 

"Responses to e-mail vs. letter/phone/fax questions were "yes" for e-mail, but it is 
really a quaUfied "yes" or "it depends". I use it (and often) when the advantages are 
present., but I am not enamored of the net because it is technology and the future. I am in 
favor of teaching our students to access the net, but I also have a lot of concerns about it. 
My own experience of surfing has produced about 10% worthwhile sites vs. the 90% I 
would term "So What". We can waste alot of time and our students time with this." 

"Major issue for me is lack of quality control and documentation. Lots of junk to 
wade through, and often very difficult to assess the validity. Makes work in "fact -
checking". Some standards are needed. "Refereed" pages are badly needed." 

"You might want to try and determine at a deeper level what is going on in ag ed. (For 
example how many ag educators are placing content on the web, how they are using 
Internet related services for education, etc.) I would be interested in your final findings." 

"Give people using the AAAE listserv instmctions so they don't use it for trivial 
purposes. I was on that listserv for almost two years and only received a handful of useful 
messages. I am no longer on that listserv." 

70 



"Secondary teachers of agriculture are interested, but unable to get on board because 
their schools don't have access (or enough lines). A national priority needs to be 
established to assist them." 

"An Internet newsletter that suggests new sources to access." 

"It would be helpful to know how you define "training". I have never taken a course 
on Intemet use per se, although I have taught several. However, it is part of the Internet 
culture to share information, and most of what I know about using electronic information 
sources have been shared with me by friends and colleagues or discussed at conferences. 
By my definition, none of that qualifies as "training" in the formal sense, but it would also 
be incorrect to say that I am completely self-taught." 

"I am only here part time so it is difficult to leam to use it as well as I would like. 
However, I am committed to leara it as I go. Having faculty around who know how is 
extremely helpful." 

"Make your survey more open-ended and you would leam more and have more 
accurate info." 

"Questions need to be more narrowly constmcted. The Internet isn't a simple system 
with one usage pattera. Use of the Interaet system to send e-mail or get listservs is very 
different from using a browser to look up information. The Interaet is growing out of its 
infancy and must be treated differentiy than we once did. Asking questions about whether 
a person uses the Interaet is analogous to asking a person whether they use transportation. 
A person who uses the bus system is going to have very different responses than one who 
drives her own car." 

"Always a concera on how to keep up to date. Also, making judgments on what to 
keep, file, print or trash. It never seems to be in the right place." 

"Interaet and E-mail can be very effective tools if used properly. Just as mail, fax and 
telephone. You can spend alot of valuable time just "surfing" if you are not careful. It will 
still take a combination of all four means of communication and alot of self determination to 
let it be an effective tool and not just a fancy toy." 

"How will the Intemet be used in the transfer of agriculmral technology? At what 
point do we do most everything electronically? Someone is making money on the Intemet. 
How can ag. educators use the system for student projects?" 

'It seems you would have some questions relating to the WW rather than just Interaet 
ones.' 

"1 

"Training or orientation classes would be useful and would encourage me to use more 
of the above items for teaching." 

"My primary use of the Intemet is communications with colleagues on campus and 
around the world. At this point, I use the Interaet for 90% of my written communications 
and it is an invaluable mechanism and resource for this purpose. For example, electronic 
discussion groups can allow colleagues of similar interests to communicate, share ideas, 
and pursue areas of common interest. Your survey seems to heavily directed to getting 
information off the Interaet as an active mechanism to get and send information." 
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"I'd lose the "e-mail" response in question #12. The other responses are reasons to 
use the Intemet - e- mail is a method. I'd add a question to attempt to discern the 
technologies most used for teaching by these folks over the Interaet. (i.e. e-mail, listserv, 
WWW, desktop videoconferencing.)" 

"I wish some people would quit sending large amounts of information on e-mail when 
no one has requested it." 

"I use it for teaching a research design class. I am in the process of offering the class 
over Interaet utilizing videotapes as a supplement." 

"As campus chancellor, I receive little to no mail on campus other than e-mail. I do all 
agenda's, minutes, notes on e-mail. We see more and more computer coursework on the 
net." 

"I have no idea how to do what you want me to do." 
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