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ABSTRACT 

As the populations in rural West Texas communities continue to decline, the 

resources the community can use to rebuild its population also decline. As the resources 

decline, so does the population. The downward spiral feeds on itself until the community 

has very little to offer its residents in quality of life. As computer and Internet 

technology become more available, the world becomes smaller and smaller. We now live 

in a global economy where access to products, services, and information can be had as 

quickly as the click of a mouse. This study was undertaken to measure how much and for 

what purposes the citizens of Littlefield, Texas, used computers and the Internet. 

Furthermore, it was sought to determine the quality of life using pre-tested instruments 

designed to measure adults' and adolescents' views of then quality of life. The author 

used a tool that defined quality of life as, "How good is your life for you?" By 

determining whether technology use is positively conelated to a person's view of his or 

her quahty of life, then one could also determine whether greater diffusion of computer 

technology and adoption of broadband Internet access might provide answers to the youth 

and leadership migration from rural areas to metropolitan areas. 

The results of this study indicated that an overwhelming majority of the residents 

of Littlefield, Texas, consider their quality of life to be adequate, very adequate, or 

excellent. Only three reported their quality of life as problematic and none as very 

problematic. As age increased, the resident's quality of life seemed to increase. 

Researchers conducting this study found little correlation between the use of computers 
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and the Internet and quality of life. Technology, defined for this study as computer plus 

Internet use, was negatively conelated with quality of life as age increased. 

However, broadband Internet access at home was slightly positively correlated for 

high school students' parents who fell in the middle age bracket. For Littlefield High 

School students, a negative conelation existed between grade level and quality of life. 

Males indicated a higher number of hours using technology than females. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

From the beginning of time, humans have exhibited tendencies toward 

socialization. As populations grow, the issue of community arises. In an effort to bring 

consensus to the definition of community, George Hillery, Jr. (1955) subjected 94 

sociological definitions of the term "community" to quahtative and quantitative analysis. 

Common threads emerged which simplified its meaning and will be used as a 

foundational concept for this study.- Howard Rheingold (1993) argued that the 

development of virtual communities is "in part a response to the hunger for community 

that has followed the dismtegration of traditional communities around the 

world" (p. 418). Citizens build communities for the purposes of survival, commerce, and 

entertainment (Cohill & Kavanaugh, 2000). 

As communities develop and populations grow, new technologies, such as 

computers and the Internet, develop (Gromov, 1998). Historic events often serve as 

catalysts for latent or immature ideas to come into their own. Havmg compromised the 

very structure of American society, including its transportation system, security, 

economic stability, and overall sense of well-being, the tenor attacks on the World Trade 

Center and the Pentagon struck the core of two of America's largest and most influential 

communities. The events of September 11, 2001, could be the occurrences that catapult 

the concept of virtual communities into maturity and spark the return of populations to 

rural America. 



Dilhnan (1979) indicates that "if people were free to choose, they would prefer to 

live in rural areas rather than in cities" (Cited in Smith, 1999, p. 14). Many are choosing 

more rural settings that can provide similar benefits to those in the city, minus the 

crowded living conditions. Can society build virtual communities that will satisfy the 

needs of its members as well as fraditional communities? If so, at what levels? 

Technology, as defined by Merriam-Webster (2001), is 1(a) the practical 

application of knowledge especially in a particular area such as engineering or medical 

technology, 1(b) a capability given by the practical application of knowledge such as a 

car's fuel-saving technology, 2) a manner of accomplishing a task especially using 

technical processes, methods, or knowledge as in new technologies for information 

storage, and 3) the specialized aspects of a particular field of endeavor, for example, in 

educational technology. 

Everett M. Rogers (1995) in his book. Diffusion of Innovations, uses the words 

"innovation" and "technology" as synonyms. He fiuther suggests, "A technology is a 

design for instrumental action that reduces the uncertainty in the cause-effect 

relationships involved in achieving a desired outcome" (p. 12). 

Rogers' definition of technology as information is based upon Thompson (1967) 

and Eveland (1986), who sttessed the uncertainty-reduction aspect of technology, and 

thus the important role of mfonnation, a view of technology that has not been widely 

recognized. Technology is information and fransfer is a communication process, and so 

technology transfer is the communication of information (Eveland, 1986). 



Rogers (1995, p. 12) fiirther described any technology as having two components, 

hardware and software. The hardware is the tool that embodies the technology. The 

software provides the information base that drives the hardware tool. 

Never in the history of the world has society experienced such rapid advancement 

in technology. Ranging from the discovery and application of natural phenomena such as 

fire and electricity, to the development of the wheel, most view the adoption of new 

technologies as a prerequisite for improved quality of life. 

With this rapidly advancing growth of technology have come an increased life 

expectancy and a growing world population. The dramatic improvement in life 

expectancy occurred during the first half of the 20* century as a resuh of improvements 

in pubhc sanitation, personal hygiene, and food safety. During the second half of the 

century, new medical technologies such as antibiotics and vaccines, in their ability to 

fight and prevent disease, were the greatest contributors to a longer life expectancy 

(Faria, 2002, pp. 122-23). 

With the secret to longer life becoming less of a mystery, medical scientists and 

social scientists are focusing extensively on quality of life issues. As we enter the 21^' 

century, can technology improve the quality of life in the same way that it has increased 

the quantity or length of life? 

Statement of the Problem 

As the world's economy shifted from an agrarian society to an industrial-based 

one and then moved into the information age, populations continued to migrate from rural 



areas to the cities. Quality of life has become particularly relevant for these small rural 

communities. Their ability to offer the amenities that average Americans now view as 

necessities is sfretched thin. As more rural youth leave home to secure higher education, 

staymg in die metropolitan areas where they attend college has become the norm. 

According to David A. Sampson (2004), assistant secretary of Commerce for 

Economic Development, "If the 'best and brightest' leave home and never return—and if 

the most promising home-grown technologies get commercialized in another state—then 

the future of the state's iimovation economy will be stunted" (p. 5). 

At Western Carolina University, Joseph Carter, a former vice chancellor of 

business affairs, was asked to come out of retirement to guide the state's rural schools' 

Millennial Campus project through the plaiming phases. He explained that the campus is 

uitended to help slow or stop the area's "brain drain." Carter adds, "This region has had a 

history of seeing its young people, and especially its better-educated young people, leave 

to find employment opportunities" (Bums, 2004, p. 14). This innovative Millennial 

Campus is patterned after the existmg Centennial Campus Middle School, a science 

magnet school, which is a collaborative effort between the Wake County public school 

system and North Carolina State University. 

What has become known as the "brain drain" creates a vicious cycle. As talented 

young individuals move away to secure education and jobs, rural communities have less 

and less to offer those remaining and little to atttact new individuals. Figure 1.1 depicts 

the distribution of population in Texas and illusttates the conttast between the sparse 



areas in West Texas and the high population densities of mettopolitan areas in the eastern 

and southeastern portions of the state. 

Figure 1.1. Distribution of Population in Texas and New Mexico. 

Source: McComb, R. (2002). Texas Tech University Office of Economic Development 

In an effort to identify resources that could be brought to bear on the revitalization 

of rural West Texas towns, universities and local community governments are beginning 

to collaborate more. Littlefield's community leaders and a Littlefield technology 

specialist approached researchers in Texas Tech University's Department of Agricultural 

Education and Communications about collaborating on a community-development 

project of mutual interest that provided the impetus for this study. 



Based on trends in population, the warp-speed adoption of new Intemet-related 

technologies, and a renewed dialogue on quality of life issues, there is an increased 

curiosity about the relationship between technology—particularly high-speed Internet 

access—quality of life, and rural community development. 

In 2002, Texas Tech's Office of Economic Development received a grant to 

create an infrastructure for high-speed Internet connectivity to portions of West Texas 

and Eastern New Mexico (McComb, 2002). The proposed project was for deployment of 

a wireless broadband network backbone along a line from Hobbs, New Mexico, to 

Amarillo, Texas, passing to the west of Lubbock, Texas, as shown in Figure 1.2. 

Segments of the network will be located in Randall, Swisher, Hale, Lubbock, Hockley, 

Lamb, Terry, Andrews, and Gaines Counties in Texas and Lea County, New Mexico. 

According to Robert McComb (Personal communication March 9, 2002), 

associate professor at Texas Tech University, the first phase in deployment of the 

wireless network consisted of placement of a wireless backbone that will provide the 

opportxmity for wireless broadband access to Hobbs, New Mexico, and to Seminole, 

Denver City, Seagreaves, Brownfield, Levelland, Shallowater, Littlefield, Abemathy, 

Hale Center, Plainview, Tulia, Canyon, and Amarillo, Texas. McComb indicated that a 

wireless, line-of-sight backbone is ideally suited to the geography of the southern High 

Plains, because it is robust and exttemely cost-effective when compared to wired 

solutions. Securing of easements for mounting of equipment to relay signals along the 

broadband was underway at the time of this writing. Makmg the broadband accessible to 

as many communities in West Texas and beyond remained a priority ofTexas Tech's 



Office of Economic Development and was a centerpiece for collaboration among key 

players at the university, Market Lubbock, Inc., and surrounding communhies. 
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Figxue 1.2. Path ofTexas Tech University Broadband Backbone. 

Source: Texas Tech University Office of Economic Development White Paper (2002). 

The changing of the agricultural economy has affected the overall livelihoods of 

many West Texas residents. Larger farms and improved technology have resulted in the 

loss of farm and agriculturally related jobs. Depletion of the Ogallala Aquifer and rising 

cost of production—cost of labor, chemicals, and energy—have made farming and 

ranching less profitable. Economies heavily dependent on agricultiue have seen a 



reduction in gross sales receipts, a situation which in tum damages communities' 

employment opportunities (Lewis, 1990, pp. 42-4). One community that has been 

particularly affected is Littlefield, Lamb County, Texas. Figure 1.3 shows the change in 

populations for Lamb and surrounding counties from 1990 to 2000. 
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Figure 1.3. Change in Population, Ages 18-65 from 1990 to 2000, Less Conectional 
Population, in South Plains Counties ofTexas. 

Source: McComb, R. (2002) and U. S. Bureau of the Census, 2000. 

Purpose of the Study 

Many Americans would prefer to live away from the congested environment of 

mettopohtan areas, which are becoming increasingly fraught with the effects of 
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overpopulation (Middlebrook, 1999). It follows that displaced Americans forced to leave 

the rural areas of their youth to pursue education and gainful employment may return to 

rural communities if leaders can find a way to create jobs sufficient to support famihes 

and offer them those products, services, and creature comforts that tend to bring about a 

high level of satisfaction with one's circumstances or quahty of hfe. 

As Internet technology improves in speed and in price to the consumer, the trend 

is toward accessing those services that are highly conelated with quality of life. 

Enhancing job satisfaction and training through telecommuting, keeping up with 

extended family in today's ttansient society, accessing high quality health care in rural 

areas via telemedicine, and acquiring entertainment and products not available in the 

rural areas on a real basis will be key to the longevity and health of rural communities 

worldwide. 

The purposes of this study were to: 1) identify the demographic characteristics 

and Internet/computer technology use of high school students, parents, and other aduhs, 

2) describe the quality of life of high school students, parents, and other adults, and 

3) examme the relationships among demographic characteristics, technology use, and 

quahty of hfe. Principal to this research was the examination of high school students, 

parents, and other aduhs in the rural West Texas community of Littlefield, Texas. 

Ouestions to Frame the Studv 

As a means of achieving the purpose of the study, answers to the following 

questions were sought: 



1. What are the demographic characteristics of high school students, parents, and other 

adults included in the study? 

2. What is the use of technology by students, parents, and other adults? 

3. What is the quality of life of students, parents, and other adults? 

4. Are there any relationships among the demographic characteristics, technology use, 

and quality of life of students, parents, and other aduhs? 

Theoretical Framework 

Quahty of life as related to tiiis study is based on the definition used by Renwick 

& Brown (1996). In their study, quahty of life was defined as "an overall general 

well-being comprised of both objective and subjective evaluations of physical, material, 

social, and emotional well-bemg, together with die degree to which mdividuals enjoy die 

important possibilities of theh: lives." James Smidi (1999) used tiie same definition m his 

study, Quality of Life of Houston Livestock Show and Rodeo (HLS&R) Scholarship 

Recipients. 

The first major study of the quality of life experience, based on a probability 

sample of the American population, was conducted m 1957 by Gurin, Veroff, and Feld 

(1960) of the Survey Research Center of the histittite for Social Research. The Russell 

Sage Foundation sponsored research by Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers (1976), which 

estabhshed benchmark data for a national sttidy of the quality of American life. 

The Campbell et al. sttidy made it clear that experience of life constitutes an 

individual's perception of quahty of life rather than the conditions of hfe. This sttidy 
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sought to get past die ttaditionally materialistic approach to evaluating quaUty of life by 

measuring die satisfaction level or subjective factors rather than just the experience or 

objective level. 

Global measure of well-being can be obtained through direct measurement. 

Previous research has shown that evaluations of specific areas of experience combine to 

produce general quality-of-life perceptions (Campbell et al., 1976; Andrews & Withey, 

1976). Cummuis (as cited in Brown, Raphael, & Renwick, 1997) identified six 

characteristics of good quality of life scales. He contended they 1) contain both objective 

and subjective measures, 2) are useable within any population subgroup, 3) provide for 

measurement across domains, 4) yield domain satisfaction weighted by domain 

importance to the individual, 5) are based on normative data, and 6) are reliable, valid, 

and sensitive. 

The Quality of Life Profile (QOLP) developed by Raphael, Brown, and Renwick 

(1996) exhibits these traits. It is one part of the overall instrument prepared for this 

study, which was designed to retrieve quality of life indices, specific demographic data, 

and information regarding the use of technologies, particularly computers and the 

Internet, of the citizens of Littlefield, Texas. In a previous quality-of-hfe study 

conducted m Floydada, Texas, by Smith, Kistler, Williams, Edmiston, and Baker (2002), 

the adolescent questionnaire jdelded a .97 content validity, and a study by Smith (1999) 

established a content validity of .96 for the adult version. 

Certain types of demographic characteristics are poshively conelated with quality 

of hfe. Research by Campbell and Converse (1972) and Campbell, Converse, and 
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Rodgers (1976) indicated that education was positively related to quality of life. 

Education, income, and occupation status are positively associated with quality of life 

(Edwards & Klemmack, 1973). Altiiough Campbell (1981) found that college graduates 

were somewhat more satisfied with their lives than other people, the amount of education 

otherwise does not have much influence on an individual's general satisfaction with life 

(Metzen, Bradley, & Helmick, 1986). 

Campbell and Converse (1972) found income to be a positively related quality of 

life indicator along with race, sex, age, work status, life cycle stages, and urbanicity. It is 

this last indicator that is of prime interest to this research and has the greatest 

implications for rebuilding rural communities. Results of the 1972 study indicated that 

respondents living in rural areas were the most satisfied with their quality of hfe. 

A research team from the Quality of Life Research Unit at the Centre for Health 

Promotion (CHP)), housed at the University of Toronto, approached the development of 

this model in a multidisciplinary fashion (Renwick, Brown, & Raphael, 1994; Rootman, 

Raphael, Shewchuk, Renwick, Friefeld, Garber, Talbot, & Woodill, 1992a, 1992b). 

Although the CHP approach was formulated as the conceptual foundation of a 

three-phase study conducted from 1991 to 1998 for the benefit of individuals with 

developmental disabihties, the research team soon realized that the quality of life for any 

group must be based on a broader, more comprehensive concept of quality of life that 

could apply to the general population. 

The initial phase of research by the CHP team, geared toward defining and 

conceptualizing quality of hfe, involved the investigation of cunent literature on quahty 
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of life of persons with and without disabilities. Literature in the areas of health, 

rehabilitation, medicine, disability, psychology, sociology, and philosophy was reviewed. 

The second phase of the CHP team's developmental process involved interviews 

witii researchers and theorists on quality of life, health, and disability. The importance of 

personal empowerment and choice of quality of life and individuals' views of their own 

quality of life were the major contributions of the research team's second phase of study. 

The third phase consisted of collection of information from persons with 

disabihties, their families, and service providers about their perspectives on quality of life 

(Rootman et al., 1992a). These in-depth interviews yielded additional dimensions to the 

quaUty-of-life profile related to the need for personal conttol in many areas of life and for 

opportunities that enhance an individual's quality of life. 

The CHP conceptual approach was broadly influenced by the humanistic-

existential ttadition (Bakan, 1964; Becker, 1971; Merleau-Ponty, 1968; Sulhvan, 1984; 

Zaner, 1981). A summary of this hterature conveys the idea that individuals have 

physical, psychological, and spiritual dunensions. It also acknowledges people's need to 

belong, m both physical and social senses, to places and social groups. However, people 

also have a need to retain their own individuality in pursuing their own goals and making 

their own choices and decisions. These themes were encapsulated in three major 

domams of quality of life—^being, belonging, and becoming—as shown m Figure 1.4. 
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Figure 1.4. Three Fundamental Life Domains and Subdomains Common to All Human 
Beings (Raphael, Renwick, Brown, & Roottnan, 1994). 

Further development of these domains shows that being reflects who one is as an 

hidividual. Belonging refers to ties that individuals have with their social and physical 

environment. The third domain, becoming, focuses on purposeful activity in which 

individuals engage m an attempt to accomplish goals, aspirations, and hopes (Raphael et 

al., 1994). 

In the figure below. Smith (1999) personalizes the QOL Model by describing 

activities in an individual's daily life that fit into each subdomain. These practical 

applications render the theoretical QOL Model observable and measurable. 
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Quality of 
Life 

Components 

Domain 

Being 

Belonging 

Subdomain Daily Factors 

T 
— • 

— • 

— • 

Physical 

Psychological 

/ N 

Spiritual 

h 
— • 

—> 

My body and health 

My thoughts and 
feelings 

My beliefs and 
values 

1 — • 

— • 

— • 

Physical 

Social 

Community 

— • 

— • 

— • 

Where I live and 
spend my time 

The people around 
me 

My access to things 

The daily things I do 

The things I do for 
enjoyment 

Things I do to 
improve and change 

Figure 1.5. Components of Quality of Life (Smith, 1999). 
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Significance of the Studv 

In the Littlefield Comprehensive Strategic Economic Development Plan 

(Hildredi, McComb, & Stames, 2003) prepared by Texas Tech University's Office of 

Economic Development staff, the authors defined economic development as "building, 

exploiting, and leveraging resources that contribute to a community's quality of life" (p. 

i). They further point out that in community-based economic development, "communities 

prosper by expanding opportunities for individuals to reach their potential and achieve 

their dreams and by empowering people to do what they are passionate about" (p. i). 

According to Hildreth et al. (2003), the 1890 U.S. Census reported the population 

of Lamb Coimty with only four residents. The county continued to grow through the tum 

of the century, spawning small towns such as Littlefield in 1912. That year, Littlefield 

had 30 residents, and in 1913, its leaders officially chartered the town. At the beginning 

of the Roaring '20s, Littlefield boasted a population of 400 (U.S. Census, 1890-1920). 

As shown in Table 1.1, the city's population peaked in 1960 with a population of 

7,236 and has been hi a steady decline since that time. Littlefield gained in population 

from 1990 (6,489 residents) to 2000 (6,507 residents) for a net increase of 18, but 

declmed to 6,456 by July 2002 (U.S. Census, 2002). 

As with most rural communities that draw their livelihoods from agriculture, Littlefield is 

facing the need to diversify its economy if it is to survive and prosper. According to an 

article in Progressive Farmer (Wolfshol, 2004), one of the most significant challenges to 

agriculture is a dwindling supply of water: "Farmers on the southern High Plams are 

pumping much more water onto their cotton than the [Ogallala] aquifer can stand to lose" 
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(par. 1), and the result is a continued downward spiral in West Texas communities that 

have economic bases heavily dependent on agriculture. 

Table 1.1. Population of Littiefield and Lamb County, Texas, 1890-2000. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

Year Lamb County Littlefield 

1890 4 ^̂  

1900 31 
1910 540 
1912 - 30 
1915 - 250 
1920 1,175 400 
1923 - 2,500 
1930 17,452 3,500 
1940 17,606 3,817 
1950 20,015 6,558 
1960 21,896 7,236 
1970 17,770 6,738 
1980 18,669 7,409 
1990 15,072 6,489 
2000 14,709 6,507 

With the loss of resources come a declme in business potential and the ability of rural 

residents to earn adequate incomes to support a quality existence for their famihes. The 

loss of this major water supply would pose a threat to the current economical, dependable 

source of drinking water necessary for the health and well-being of West Texas residents. 

If high-speed Intemet access can tidily deliver education, health care, 

e-commerce for both buying and selling goods, social interaction/connection, and leisure 

to rural areas, it is likely that users will perceive their quality of life as being improved. 
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With the expansion of an existing broadband backbone owned by Lamb County Electric 

Cooperative and the infroduction of two new broadband backbones, the entire Texas 

Panhandle will have access to a reasonably-priced, dependable source of 

high-speed Intemet. In 2004, Texas Tech University began construction of a new 

Intemet backbone, extending from Hobbs, New Mexico, to Amarillo, Texas. Another is 

based at Reese Technology Center, just outside of Lubbock, Texas. Many already are 

looking to high-speed Intemet as a way of making a living for themselves and their 

famihes without having to leave the small-town life style for the congestion of major 

metropolitan areas. 

According to survey data, there exists a strong preference for smaller-scale living 

conditions. A majority of individuals indicated they would prefer to live in a small town 

or rural environment (Elgin, Thomas, Logotheti, & Cox, 1974). An article entitled 

"Reviving Rural America" in Trend Letter (January 5, 2004) says, "But the real key to 

revitahzmg rural America is job creation" (p. 4). The report goes on to say that several 

groups are developing programs to encourage rural residents to become their own bosses. 

In Nebraska, more that 70 percent of die net job growth is coming from non-farm self-

employment. Telecommunications, computer, and financial services companies are 

taking advantage of rural America's workforce, mostly for back-office operations such as 

billing, technical, and marketing support. 

Joel Kotkin, senior fellow with the Davenport Institute for Pubic Pohcy at 

Pepperdine University, believes that the $25 billion spent on direct subsidies to fanners, 

and the billions more spent to subsidize rural water and power suppliers, "should 
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gradually be redirected to venture funds and development grants to help build the 

technical infrastmcture that will enable rural residents to fully participate in the coming 

age of innovation" (Reviving Rural America, January 4, 2004, p. 4). 

The U.S. Department of Agriculttrre, U.S. Office of Economic Development, state 

governments, and private institutions are fuimeling large amounts of money into rural 

areas in hopes of stemming the tide of migration of businesses and people, especially 

rural youth. According to Schalock (1996), access to goods and services leads to a sense 

of empowerment and is a key indicator of quality of life. Additionally, he listed home 

ownership, private telephone, name on mail box or rental lease, and possessions as 

potential quality of life indicators (Renwick, Brown, & Nagler, 1996, p. 111). 

Delimitations 

The study was delimited to a census of the students in Littlefield High School and 

their parents and a random sample of the remaining residents of the city. The population 

from which the random sample was taken consisted of residents living in the Littlefield 

Independent School District (LISD) and the sunounding rural areas that had no high 

school students living at home. The members of this group consisted of residents having 

city water coimections and a list of residents on the LISD tax roll. The researcher 

eliminated duplicates from these two groups by cross-referencing cmrent school tax rolls 

and city water billmg records provided by LISD and the City of Littlefield Water 

Department, respectively. 
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Limitations 

This study had die following limitations for consideration in interpreting the findings: 

1. The study was limited to students in attendance during the period of time the 

survey was given at Littlefield High School. 

2. The study was limited to parents receiving copies of the survey delivered and 

retumed by their children. 

3. This study cannot be generahzed to other rural communities because of the lack 

of true randomization in sampling and because of the low response rate. 

In regard to measuring the respondents' quality of life, a limitation w£is accepted 

similar to that of Smith's 1999 study of Houston Livestock Show and Rodeo scholarship 

recipients. The developers of the Quality of Life Profile questionnaire indicated that 

good measures of internal consistency of the overall questionnaire exist for each of the 

three domains and for each of the nine subdomains (Raphael, D'Amico et al., 1996). 

However, they further noted that the instrument had not been factor analyzed with aduhs 

in the general population. Thus, they suggested that the scores for each of the nine 

subdomains be used with caution. Therefore, no conelational analysis was done in the 

study reported herein using any of the nine subdomains or the three domains. 

Relationships with qualify of hfe were examined using overall scores of the Quality of 

Life Profiles only. 

Basic Assumptions 

The following assumptions were used for this study: 
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• All citizens of Littlefield, Texas, have computer and Intemet access either at 

home, school, or the public library. 

• Intemet access is available in Littlefield, Texas, via telephone lines. Digital 

Subscriber Lines (DSL), and wireless connectivity. 

• Quality of hfe apphes to all human bemgs, is subject to change, mcludes 

components that are common for all individuals, is holistic, and is a measure of 

importance and satisfaction that includes both objective conditions and subjective 

evaluations from the individuals' perspective of their cunent conditions. 

Definition of Terms 

Brain Drain: The departure of educated or professional people from one country, sector, 

or field to another, usually for better pay or living conditions (Merriam-Webster, 2001). 

Broadband: Intemet cormection via high-speed data ttansmission of 56 kilobytes per 

second (kbps) or higher delivered by hard-wired cable or wireless signals. Federal 

Communications Commission (FCC) defines broadband connectivity as a minimum of 

200kbps. 

Community: In the interest of clarity and brevity, this study will use Hillery's definition 

based on the 1955 research. The sociological term "community" should be understood 

here as meaning (1) a group of people (2) who share social interaction (3) and some 

common ties among themselves and the other members of the group (4) and who share an 

area for at least some of the time. 
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Computer: a programmable electtonic device that can store, rettieve, and process data. 

This device may be operated on one of two platfonns—Macintosh or Windows. 

Cvberspace: Originally a term from William Gibson's 1984 science-fiction novel, 

Neuromancer, "cyberspace" is the name some people use for the conceptual space where 

words, human relations, data, wealth, and power are manifested by people using 

computer-mediated communications (CMC). 

Dial-up: Intemet connection via fraditional telephone lines, usually delivered at 28kbps 

or less. 

Digital Subscriber Line: A teleconununications line that provides a fast permanent 

connection to the Intemet. 

Intemet: An electtonic communications network that coimects computer networks 

worldwide. 

Intemet Use: The number of hours per week that an individual uses the Intemet, 

regardless of the purpose. 

Levels of Computer, Intemet, or Technologv Use: Variation in the number of hours per 

week an individual uses a computer, regardless of the purpose. 

1. Very Low Use = Fewer than 7 hours weekly 

2. Low Use = 7.01 to 14 hours weekly 

3. Medium Use = 14.01 to 25 hours weekly 

4. High Use = 25.01 to 50 hours weekly 

5. Very High Use = More than 50 hours weekly 
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OualitvofLife: The degree to which a person enjoys the important possibilities of life, 

or offers a favorable answer to the question, "How good is your life for you?" 

Technology Use: The combined number of hours per week that an individual uses both a 

computer and the Intemet, regardless of the purpose. 

Telecommuting: The practice of working at home and communicating with other 

workers through the phone, typically with a computer and the Intemet. 

Virtual Community: An entity that delivers all the pleasures and benefits of a ttaditional 

community as defined above with the mode of gathering or collecting citizens being the 

various tools of the Intemet. Rheingold defines virtual communities as social 

aggregations that emerge from the Net when enough people carry on those public 

discussions long enough, with sufficient human feeling, to form webs of personal 

relationships in cyberspace (1993, p. 5). 

WLAN: Acronym for wireless local-area network. Also refened to as Z^ IW. A type 

of local-area network that uses high-frequency radio waves rather than wires to 

communicate between nodes. 

Organization of the Remainder of the Study 

The second chapter of this study will include a review of the pertinent hteratiue in 

the studies of quality of life and technology. It will fiirther uivestigate through the eyes 

of previous researchers how these two phenomena converge to enhance each other and 

how technology has made it possible for virtual communities to deliver many of the same 

benefits that ttaditional communities have provided their citizens toward an improved 
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quality of life. The third chapter describes the participants, research methods used, 

instrumentation, and data analysis. The findings of this research are presented in chapter 

four. Finalh', Chapter V provides a summary, discussion, implications of the study, and 

recommendations for further research. 
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CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The past decade has seen a surge in technological advancements designed to make 

life easier for those who embrace them. At the same time, economic conditions have 

dictated a migration of rural populations, especially among the younger generation, to 

more mettopohtan areas. This trend in the decline of human capital is especially 

important to the quahty of life that communities can offer their citizens. Scholarly and 

popular literature suggest sttongly that technology, defined for this study as computers 

and Intemet, can bring "virtually" through online communities many of the same 

resources, benefits, and activities related to quality of life needs that citizens have 

depended on their ttaditional communities to fulfill in the past. This section contains a 

summary of key pieces of literature related to the use of technology, the concept of 

coimnunity, and their relationships to quality of life. 

OualitvofLife 

The study of quality of life is an examination of factors that contribute to the 

goodness and meaning of life, as well as people's happiness. It also explores the mter-

relationships among these factors. The ideological thmst of quality of hfe study is to 

promote means for people, within their environments, to live m ways diat are best for 

them. The ultimate goal of quality of life sttidy and its subsequent application to people's 
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lives is to enable people to live quality lives—lives that are both meaningful and enjoyed 

(Renwick, Brown, & Nagler, 1996). 

New technologies have brought about less sfress on the human body, and 

advancements in the world of chemistty and medicine have brought about new drugs to 

fight diseases which previously would have been fatal. As a result, life expectancy 

increased dramatically throughout die 20* century. In 1900, life expectancy in die U.S. 

was 47 years. In 2003 life expectancy had reached 77 years, according to National Vital 

Statistics (Life expectancy . . ., 2003, p. 1). 

The total potential human life span, which is the maximum number of living 

years, has remained unchanged at about 120 years. There are, however, a growing 

number of centenarians—^people age 100 and over—and supercentenarians, those age 

110+. 

According to the latest United Nations population estimates, world population 

reached the six billion mark on October 12, 1999, an historic milestone in the growth of 

world population. During the 20* century, world population increased from 1.65 billion 

to 6 bilhon, and experienced both the highest rate of population growth (averaging 2.04 

per cent per year) during the late 1960s, and the largest annual increment to world 

population (86 million persons each year) in the late 1980s (United Nations, 1999, p. 1). 

The world population growth rate has fallen from its peak of 2 percent per year to 

around 1.3 percent per year today. Nonetheless, world population will continue to 

increase substantially during the 21st centtiry. United Nations projections (medium 

fertility scenario) indicate that world population will nearly stabilize at just above 10 
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billion persons after 2200. However, the 21st century is expected to be one of 

comparatively slower population growth than the previous century and be characterized 

by declinmg fertility and the aging of populations (United Nations, 1999). 

Most people believe tiiat increased longevity ttanslates into a higher quality of 

life. Extending the human lifespan may also have negative effects on society, such as a 

less productive labor force. Further, it will lead to a surge in the population, which would 

rapidly put a sttain on food, water, and space. On the other hand, overpopulation will 

bring about new needs that will call for innovative thinking and developments as 

problem-solving tools. The graying of America will likely drive technology research and 

development. 

B. S. Harrell (2000) provides an extensive review of the evolution of the Intemet, 

e-mail programming, and dissemination of the technology involved. She includes a 

review of the development of the Uses and Gratification Theory that can be ttaced to 

Harold Laswell's Limited Effects Theory and his findings on why people choose specific 

media. Other sources of research on the subject include Salwen & Stacks (1996, p. 146) 

and Katz, Haas & Gurevitch (1973, p. 164), who delve mto the subject of computer-

mediated technologies as new types of media the masses use to meet their 

coimnimications and information needs. 

Additional research in the 1970s formed an increasing awareness among 

researchers of audiences' active media use as a mediating factor as researchers study 

media effects. Researchers believed that active audience members made a choice of 
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whedier specific media effects were desirable and set out to achieve those effects (Baran 

& Davis, 1995, p. 218). 

Historically, research on media effects has focused solely on negative effects from 

die media, while intended and positive media effects were ignored (Baran & Davis, 1995, 

p. 218). This study intends to take an objective approach to determining whether use of 

technology influences individuals' views of theh quality of life positively or negatively. 

In 1973, researchers Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch (1973) were among the first 

researchers to compare gratifications among different types of mass media. Researchers 

found that respondents used the media to gratify their needs for escaping reality, for 

entertainment, for killing time, and for social needs (topics of conversation) (p. 164). 

In 1974, uses and gratifications researchers began measuring audiences' uses and 

gratifications by constmctmg Likert scales. Scale questions were developed from focus 

groups, interviews, and researcher observations. Researchers (Salwen & Stacks, 1996) 

found that the uses and gratifications approach included an audience's needs, which then 

generated expectations of mass media, which resulted in gratifications, (p. 147). 

In 1985, Pahngreen, Wenner, and Rosengren (1985) produced another important 

development in uses and gratifications studies. They created the following assumptions 

for the uses and gratifications model: 

(1) The audience is active, thus (2) much media use can be conceived as goal-
directed, and (3) competing with other sources of need gratifications so that when 
(4) substantial audience initiative links needs to media choice, (5) media 
consumption can fulfill a wide range of gratifications accurately because (7) 
media characteristics sttoicture the degree to which needs may be gratified at 
different times, and further because (8) gratifications obtained have their origins 
in media content, exposure in and of itself, and/or the social situation in which 
exposure takes place, (pp. 11-37) 
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Katz's model along with Pahngreen, Wenner, and Rosegren's assumptions have 

been the guidelines for researchers since their development. The interactive nature of 

computers and the Intemet make Uses and Gratifications Theory useful in predicting 

users' behavior in relation to technology. Several studies have affirmed the active 

audience assumption. 

Uses and gratifications researcher J. D. Raybum (1996) assumed that interactive 

media consumption is purposive and that the Intemet, as an interactive medium, qualifies. 

He argues that, by definition, interactive media are intentionally consumed, as an 

audience member must make conscious choices within the medium. For instance, with 

the Intemet, the audience member chooses his or her Intemet avenue from among choices 

such as America On-Luie, CompuServe or local Intemet Service Providers (Salwen & 

Stacks, 1996, p. 157). 

In her research, Harrell (2000) fishes for the answers to questions such as: 

1. How do respondents use the Intemet? 

2. How do respondents use electtonic mail (email)? 

3. What gratifications are respondents seekmg and receiving from usmg the 

Intemet? 

4. What gratifications are respondents seeking and receivmg from usmg 

electtonic mail? 

5. What are the demographic profiles of respondents who use the Intemet and 

electtonic mail? 
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Based on research of ttaditional organizational stmctures, this study seeks to 

determine if virtual communities take on a similar hierarchy. After analyzing the 

stmcture of a particular orgaruzation, the Soar group, Ahuja and Carley (1998) 

hypothesized that a similar hierarchy to that in a ttaditional organization will emerge. 

Rather than proving the points initially set forth in their hypotheses, Ahuja and 

Carley actually found that the hierarchy in virtual organizations may differ from that of 

ttaditional face-to-face encounters but may also follow a similar pattem on certain types 

of work activity. 

The Ouality of Life Model 

The Quality of Life model used in research projects carried out by the Quality 

of Life Research Unit was developed at the Centte for Health Promotion, University of 

Toronto. It was the development of this model and a request by the Ontario Ministry 

of Community and Social Services to carry out Quality of Life research that led to the 

formation of the Quality of Life Research Unit. 

Development 

The Centte for Health Promotion conceptual model is seen as apphcable to all 

persons, with or without developmental disabilities, ft was developed on die basis of an 

analysis of the literature on quality of life and qualitative data collected in the context of 

focus groups and in-depth interviews with persons with and without developmental 

disabilities. 
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Following die preliminary development of the conceptual model, it was tested for 

relevance and refined by means of rigorous review by adults with and without physical 

and developmental disabilities, adolescents, and older adults living in the community. 

The model is multidimensional and assumes that quality of life is holistic in nature. 

According to Renwick, Brown, and Nagler (1996), quahty of life is a social 

construct and has no real meaning in itself, but only the meaning that individuals give it. 

Quality usually means something that is good or superior, so quality of life would mean 

how superior one's life is. The variations in how people perceive the quality of their 

lives bring about a difficulty in measuring quality of life objectively and consistently 

across the board. Brown (1994) explained as follows: 

It is highly likely that no two people form their own perspectives, think of 
excellence [and] superiority.. .in precisely the same way.. ..The essential meaiung 
of quality may be understood by all, but when it is related to real people's lives, it 
is interpreted in any number of ways. (p. ii) 

The Quality of Life Profile was developed to provide a measure that considers 

botii the components and determinants of health and well-being. It draws upon a 

concepmal model that is consistent with recent definitions of health and healtti promotion 

as provided by the World Healtii Organization. The profile emphasizes mdividuals' 

physical, psychological, and spfrimal functioning; their connections with their 

envirorunents; and opportunities for maintaining and enhancing skills. 

Conceptual Framework as defined by the Centte for Quahty of Life defines 

quality of hfe as "the degree to which a person enjoys the important possibihties of his or 

her life" (Renwick, Brown, & Nagler, 1996, p. 16). Possibihties result from tiie 
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opporttmities and limitations each person has in his/her life and reflect the interaction of 

personal and enviromnental factors. Enjoyment has two components: the experience of 

satisfaction or the possession or achievement of some characteristic, as illusttated by the 

expression: "She enjoys good health." 

Renwick, Brown, and Nagler (1996) offer several basic assumptions or themes 

concerning quality of hfe as guiding principles for the ongoing study of quality of life 

issues. These guiding principles are as follows: 

1. Quahty of life is a multidimensional constmct. 

2. Every individual is biopsychosocial in nature (i.e., has physical, psychological, 

and social aspects) and is in continual interaction with his or her environment. 

3. Because quality of life arises out of this complex person-environment interaction, 

a holistic approach is necessary for understanding it. 

4. The components of quality of life are the same for people with and without 

disabilities. 

5. Disabilities or any other handicapping condition, by itself, does not necessarily 

lead to increased or decreased quahty of life for a person. 

6. The basic components of quality of life are those tilings that are common to all 

people and that constitute the human condition. 

7. Altiiough tiie basic components of quality of life are the same for all people, the 

meaning attached to quality will differ to varying degrees from one person to 

another, because individuals attach differing relative importance to the basic 
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components of quality of life and have differing opportunities and consttaints 

within their lives. 

The conceptual framework bonowed for this study has three life domains, each of 

which has three sub-domains as noted previously in Figure 1.4 (Raphael, Renwick, 

Brown, & Roottnan, 1994). These fundamental life domains and sub-domains are 

common to all human beings. Each has practical applications in everyday life which are 

observable, bringing research to reality and giving dimension and meaning to scientific 

theory. 

Renwick, et al. (1996) also observed that the extent of a person's quality of life in 

die areas of Being, Belonging, and Becoming and tiieir sub-domains is determined by 

two factors: importance and enjoyment. Thus, quality of life consists of the relative 

importance or meaning attached to each particular dimension and the extent of the 

person's enjoyment with respect to each dimension. In this way, quality of life is adapted 

to the lives of all himians, at any time, and from their individual perspectives. 

Renwick, et al. (1996) argued that environment also plays a part in people's 

perception of quality of life. This may result from people being unaware that better 

quahty is possible, or from people being consciously aware that diey have to suppress the 

importance of some possibilities because of their present circumstances. For example, 

people living in institutions may consider their quality of life to be good, because they 

have had no opportunities to know other possibilities and have no power to effect change 

in any case. Thus quahty of life needs to include the quality of the environment in which 

the person lives. 
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To address this concern, Renwick, et al. (1996) considered that a quality 

environment is one which 

1. provides for basic needs to be met (food, shelter, safety, social contact) 

2. provides for a range of opportunities within the individual's potential 

3. provides for conttol and choice within that environment 

Thus, a person's perceptions conceming his/her decision making regarding the 

important possibilities of his/her life and the extent of his/her potential opportunities in 

die areas encompassed by Being, Belonging, and Becoming are indicated by the Conttol 

and Opportunities scores. While these measures are not part of the computation of QOL 

scores, they provide information by which Quahty of Life scores can be interpreted. 

In its development of the conceptual approach to measuring quality of life, the 

Center for Health Promotion (CHP) was mfluenced by the humanistic-existential 

ttadition (Bakan, 1964; Becker, 1971; Merieau-Ponty, 1968; Sullivan, 1984; Zaner, 

1981). Woodill, Renwick, Brown, and Raphael (1994) uiclude a detailed review of these 

philosophical foundations. 

In conttast, some quality of life work focuses on the individual in relation with 

society. The volume The Quality of Urban Life (Frick, 1986) considers issues of 

measuring the quality of urban life, social networks within neighborhoods, physical 

aspects of urban environments, and the effect of these factors on psychological 

functionmg and mental health. Lindsttom's (1994) work on the quality of life of children 

considers a range of important issues that move well beyond an individual perspective, 

identifying issues of resource allocation and economic equity. Schalock's 1990 study 
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suggests diat quahty of hfe conceptualizations in die developmental disabilities are also 

increasingly likely to be sociologically oriented. "Quality of life is the outcome of 

individuals meeting basic needs and fulfillmg basic responsibilities in community settings 

(family, recreational, school, and work)" (Schalock, 1990, p. x). 

In summary, die literature and Figure 2.1 show that individuals have physical, 

psychological, and spiritual dimensions, ft acknowledges that people need to belong, in 

both physical and social senses (i.e., to places and social groups), as wefl as to distinguish 

diemselves as individuals by pursuing their own goals and making theh own choices and 

decisions. The CHP model was specifically and intentionally developed to include a 

balance of the qualitative (Rootman et al., 1992a) and quantitative measures (Roottnan, et 

al., 1994a; Renwick, Rudman, Brown, & Raphael, 1994; Rudman, Renwick, Raphael, & 

Brown, 1995) and quantitative measurement tools. The approach gave the development 

of the model shown m Figure 2.1 a clear dhection and gave it concrete definition in 

operational terms. 

Being 
Physical Being 

Who One Is 
• physical health 
• personal hygiene 
• nutrition 
• exercise 
• grooming and clothing 
• general physical appearance 

Figure 2.1. Practical Marufestations of Three Fundamental Life Domains and 
Subdomains. 

Source: Center for Quality of Life, Toronto, Canada. 
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Figure 2.1. Continued. 

Being 
Psychological Being 

Spirimal Being 

Belonging 
Physical 

Social 

Community 

Becoming 

Practical 

Leisure 

Grovrth 

fVho One Is 
• psychological health and adjustment 
• cognitions 
• feelings 
• self-esteem, self-concept and self-control 

• personal values 
• personal standards of conduct 
• spiritual beliefs 

Connections with One's Environment 
• home 
• workplace/school 
• neighborhood 
• community 
• Ultimate others 
• family 
• fiiends 
• co-workers 
• neighborhood and community 

• adequate income 
• health and social services 
• employment 
• educational programs 
• recreational programs 
• community events and activities 

Achieving Personal Goals, Hopes, and Aspirations 

• domestic activities 
• paid work 
• school or volunteer activities 
• seeing to health or social needs. 

• activities that promote relaxation and sttess 
reduction 

• activities that promote the maintenance or 
improvement of knowledge and skills 

• adapting to change. 

36 



Technology 

Kurzweil & Meyers (2003) note, "Because of the explosive power of exponential 

growth of technology, die progress made in the 21" centtuy will be equivalent to 20,000 

years of progress at today's rate." 

Bames (1997) says, "In the 19* century steel plows, grain drills, mowing 

machines, reapers, binders, and threshing machines become universal in all advanced 

agricultural areas. But in the 20* centtuy labor-saving devices made possible execution 

of the harvesting process in a single action" (p. 484). 

During die 1930s the single most important device in agriculture, then the major 

underpinning of the U.S. rural economy, was the gasoline-powered tractor. The 

Department of Agriculture estimated that there were 1.6 miUion ttactors in use on 

American farms m 1939, ahnost twice the number of 1930 (Pursell, 1995). By 1996 

there were 4.67 million ttactors in operation in the U.S. (NfASS, 2000). As ttactors 

replaced the horse-drawn plows, farmers realized a reduction in the physical sttess of 

tending their fields and recaptured hours of time that could be spent for personal leisure 

and family interaction. 

Just as the ttactor became the workhorse of an earlier agrarian society, the 

computer is becoming a staple item in more and more American homes. According to 

the U.S. Census Bureau, in the fall of 1984, just 7.9 percent of U.S. households reported 

that they owned a home computer; by 1997, this number had more than quadrupled to 

36.6 percent. About half of all children ages three to 17 had access to a computer at 

home by 1997, as did about 40 percent of all adults, ages 18 and older. About 71 percent 
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of children m school had some use of a computer, while 50 percent of working aduhs 

report that they now use a computer in their job. 

Combining figures for home, school, and work, three-fourths of the children 

reported diey used a computer somewhere in 1997, up from just about a third 14 years 

earlier. For adults, there is also an impressive rate of growth, but at lower levels. While 

in 1984 just 18 percent of aduhs reported they use a computer somewhere, by 1997 this 

level had risen to 47 percent. For the entire population three years and older, in 1997, 

over 53 percent of all persons reported using a computer somewhere in their daily life. 

Computation is not the only technology that is growing exponentially. 

Communications, bandwidth, speed and price performance—^both wireless and wired— 

are also doubhng every year. Experts (Kurtzweil & Meyers, 2003) taUc of an age when 

nanotechnology is fully in the mainstteam—^perhaps as early as 2020—which will allow 

for the conversion of information into almost any product. Nanotechnology will allow 

relatively few people in a factory to convert inexpensive raw materials to be, very 

efficiently, secured and routed, shipped and shaped into high-quality products. 

Sophisticated computer software has brought about an information economy. The first 

computers were designed using pencil and paper and were built with screwdrivers. 

Today, we use computers to build computers. 

The observation was made in 1965 by Gordon Moore, co-founder of Intel, that the 

number of ttansistors per square inch on integrated circuits had doubled every year since 

the mtegrated circuit was invented. Moore predicted that this ttend would continue for 

the foreseeable future. In subsequent years, the pace slowed down a bit, but data density 
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has doubled approximately every 18 months, which is the current definition of Moore's 

Law. Most experts, including Moore himself, expect Moore's Law to hold for at least 

another two decades (Moore's Law, 2004). 

Newburger (2002) reports that the rapid adoption of computer and Intemet 

technology by the U.S. population in general has brought about a conesponding increase 

in computers and the Intemet at home. 

In August 2000, 54 million households, or 51 percent, had one or more 

computers, up from 42 percent in December 1998. Since 1984, the first year in which the 

Census Bureau collected data on computer ownership and use, the number of households 

with computers has increased five times. 

Figure 2.2 ttacks the increasing pace of adoption of computers and Intemet access 

in the home from 1984 to 2000. Note that U.S. Census Bureau began measuring 

household Intemet access in 1997. 

• Percent of households with 
computer 

D Percent of households with 
Internet 

1984 1989 1993 1997 1998 2000 

Figiue 2. 2. Households with Computer and Intemet, 1984-2000. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Cunent Population Survey, various years. Data on Intemet 
access were not collected before 1997. 
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Newburger (2001) adds that 45 million households, or 42 percent, had at least one 

member who used the Intemet at home in 2000 as compared to 26 percent in 1998 and 18 

percent in 1997. "The widespread use of Intemet has made computer use and Intemet 

access ahnost synonymous," Newburger says. "In 2000, more than four in five 

households with a computer had at least one member using the Intemet at home." 

Newburger's report indicates that high-income households showed a greater 

likelihood of computer ownership and Intemet access. Among families with incomes of 

$75,000 or more during the 12 months prior to the survey, 88 percent had at least one 

computer, and 79 percent had at least one household member who used Intemet at home 

in 2000. Among family households with income below $25,000, only 28 percent had 

Intemet access as shown in Appendix K. 

One-person households were least likely to have a computer or Intemet access. 

While 58 percent of households with two to four people had a computer, only 30 percent 

of one-person households had a computer. Forty-seven percent of two-to-four person 

households had Intemet access compared with 24 percent of one-person households. 

Married couples were more likely to have a computer or Intemet access than other 

types of households. Residents of the westem region of the country were most likely to 

have home computers (57 percent) and Intemet access (47 percent). 

According to the 2000 Census, households in mettopohtan areas were more likely 

to have a computer (58 percent) or Intemet (48 percent) than non-mettopohtan 

households (computers, 42 percent and hitemet, 32 percent), hi addition, more children 

have access to a computer or use die Intemet at home than ever before. Nearly two-thirds 
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or 65 percent of all children three to 17 years hved in households with a computer in 

2000, up from 55 percent in 1988. Thirty percent of all children had access to the 

hitemet at home in 2000 compared with just 19 percent in 1998. Some 48 percent, or 

nearly half, of die children 12 to 17 years used the hitemet at home. 

According to the 2000 census report, there remains a digital divide among the 

U.S. population based on nine demographic factors. Appendix K shows the breakdown 

of home computer and Intemet access based on nine factors: age, race, education, size of 

household, type of household, school-age children in household, region, mettopohtan 

status, and family income. 

Americans ages 25 to 44 years have the highest level of access to technology at 

home. Those age 45 to 64 are second. The under 25 years and over 65 years categories 

are least likely to have access at home. Whites and Asians are more likely than blacks or 

Hispanics to have access to technology at home. 

Those with more education have greater access to technology. As the number of 

people in the household increases, so does access to technology. Married couples have 

greater access than singles. Those with school-age children have greater access than 

those without. Westemers are more likely to have access than Southemers, 

Midwestemers, and Northeastemers. Those living in mettopohtan areas are more likely 

than those in rural or less mettopohtan areas to have access to technology. And as 

household income increases, there is a near linear conelation to the increase in access to 

technology. 
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Diffusion of hmovations 

A study by Ryan and Gross (1943) investigating the rate of adoption of hybrid 

com by Iowa farmers set the stage for much of the diffusion research that followed. They 

addressed four main aspects of diffusion, which include 1) the individual innovation-

decision process with its three stages—awareness, trial, and adoption, 2) the roles of 

communication sources/chaimels in conveying the innovation, 3) the S-shaped rate of 

adoption, a curve that was tested as to whether it fit a normal distribution, and 4) the 

personal, economic, and social characteristics of various adopter categories, the 

classification of individuals on the basis of their relative earliness in adoptuig an 

iimovation (Valente and Rogers, 1993). 

The demographics of Intemet users ttack closely the characteristics of early 

adopters as described by Rogers (1995). He notes that diose on the front end of adopting 

an iimovation tend to have more formal education and have higher socio-economic status 

than late knowers and adopters. 

Much of the past research sunounding new computer and Intemet technologies 

has related to the rate of adoption and uses of these 20*-century innovations and the 

effect of socialization on adoption of innovations. These characteristics tend to follow 

earlier adopters for most innovations: 

Age 

Earlier adopters of innovations such as computers and the Intemet are not 

different from later adopters, as a mle. However, Rogers states there is "inconsistent 

evidence about the relationship of age and innovativeness; about half of the some 228 
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sttidies on this subject show no relationship, a few show that earlier adopters are younger, 

and some indicate they are older" (Rogers, 1995, p. 269). 

Education and Literacy 

Early adopters have more years of formal education than later adopters. Early 

adopters are more likely to be literate than are later adopters. 

Social status 

Earlier adopters are more likely to have higher social status than later adopters. 

Status is mdicated by such variables as income, level of living, possession of wealth, 

occupational prestige, self-perceived identification with a social class, and the like. 

However measured, social status is usually positively related with innovativeness. 

Upward Social Mobility 

Earlier adopters have a greater degree of upward social mobility than later 

adopters. Evidence suggests that earlier adopters are not only of higher status but are on 

the move in the direction of still higher levels of social status. In fact, they may be using 

the adoption of innovations as one means of getting there. 

Larger economic units 

Earher adopters have larger units (farms, schools, companies, ...) than later 

adopters. In the words of Rogers (1995), "The social characteristics of earher adopters 

mark tiiem as more educated, of higher social status, and the like. They are wealthier and 

have large units. Socioeconomics status and innovativeness appear to go hand in hand" 

(p. 269). 
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At diis juncture, the question arises of whether innovators move faster to accept 

and use innovations because they are richer, or are they richer because they innovate? 

The answer does not seem to be a direct cause-and-effect, but Rogers (1995) notes some 

logical reasons why social status and innovativeness vary together. 

Frequently, new ideas cost more in the early stages of diffusion, so that 

companies can recover the high costs of research and development. Only the wealthy can 

afford to purchase and operate these new innovations. In addition, the greatest profits are 

realized by the first to adopt and prior to the onset of the "cockroach effect," in which for 

every one innovator who takes the lead, there are thousands of additional users waiting to 

benefit after the highest risk takers enter the market. The innovator gains a financial 

advantage through relatively early adoption of the innovation. The innovators become 

richer and the laggards become relatively poorer through this process as the major profits 

have aheady been taken. 

An integral part of this phenomenon is that there is a relatively high risk 

associated with being among the first to use a new product. The wealthy are in a better 

position to absorb the losses resulting from the failures that are certain for some new 

innovations. 

Rogers' definition of technology used m Chapter I bears repeating here as it cuts 

to the very heart of why computer and Intemet use may be on the verge of expanding at a 

much more rapid pace, possibly to reach the peak of adoption in the very near future. 

"Technology is a design for insttumental action that reduces the uncertamty in the 
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cause-effect relationships involved in achieving a desired outcome. This definition 

implies some need or problem that a tool can help to solve" (1995, p. 135). 

A close parallel can be made between the diffusion theoty and the spread of 

computer and Intemet technology. Innovations diffuse more through the influence of 

early adopters' social networks than any other factor. Products and services through the 

Intemet—specifically, email, chat rooms, the World Wide Web, and video 

conferencing—are in themselves almost synonymous with socialization and 

communication. 

The basis of Roger's diffusion of innovations theory (Rogers, 1995, p. 110) is that 

innovations diffuse slowly at first, but the rate of adoption increases with the passage of 

time. As the five characteristics of innovations—relative advantage, compatibility, 

complexity, trialability, and observability—^have time to work among potential users, 

there is an increase in the rate at which users pick up an innovation. When the number of 

users is plotted on a graph in relation to time, the result yields a slight S-shaped curve. It 

is noteworthy that if the ttaditional S-curve associated with the diffusion of innovations 

(Figure 2.3) is compared with a conesponding curve created by the increase in computer 

use with the onset of the Intemet (Figure 2.2), beginning at about 1993, the two ttack 

very closely. 
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Figure 2.3. Adoption of Innovations Curve (Rogers, 1995). 

Ouality of Life and Technology 

In an effort to understand the relationships between ideas that at first may seem 

totally unrelated, it is sometimes helpful to consider a simple idea or mechanism that is 

universal and has made its way into peoples' everyday lives in ways that enhance the 

individual's quahty of life. Teisberg (1992) uses the cellular telephone as a recent 

example of a technological innovation that has spread quickly. In addition to the visible, 

practical advantages of cell phones over ttaditional phones—time management, fewer 

missed calls, and portability—die cell phone brought widi it a sense of having social 

stattis (Rogers, 1995, p. 245). The adoption of cell phones expanded further as they 

became small enough with wireless capabihties to fit into peoples' pockets and purses. 
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Cell phones were used identically to regular phones which made them compatible 

witii and as simple to use as regular phones, so that they were usable no matter how few 

or how many owners of cell phones existed. Cell phone users could taUc to regular phone 

users. No new skills were necessary. 

Cell phones were highly observable in cars, restaurants, on the stteet, and in other 

public places. Potential users could easily see the convenience, portability, flexibility, 

and status afforded to users and that could be theirs as potential users of cell phones. 

Potential users could borrow a friend's phone to experience all the benefits without 

acmally buying one. 

It is at this jimcture that this review of literature begins to reveal the 

interconnectedness of one simple technology and quality of life. Cell phones address the 

1) belonging domain of the quahty of life model (Renwick, Brown, & Nagler, 1996, 

p. 77) in their abihty to facilitate socialization, 2) the becoming domain in their ability to 

make business ttansactions and communications possible without the bounds of a regular 

phone line, and 3) the being domain with theh ability to reduce sttess and help ensure 

safety. 

The Quality of Life Research Unit promotes research into quality of life and the 

development of sustainable, yet livable cities. The group's vision is to achieve a robust 

local economy; communities that are safe, healthy, and free from social exclusion; and a 

sustainable environment. They define and monitor quality of life indicators in the areas 

of unemployment, regeneration, social exclusion, educational attainment, health, housmg. 
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drug related crime, community involvement, pollution, quality of the environment, and 

improvements to ttansportation. 

There have been a large number of researchers who have reviewed 

methodological and conceptual issues of information technology, everyday life, virtuality 

and meaning: for instance, Hine (2000), Danet (2001), Dreyfus (2001), Chaney (2001), 

Henwood et. al (2001), Waterworth (2001), Das et. al. (2001), Munt (2001), Sveningsson 

(2001), Denning (2002), Highmore (2002), Johnson (2002), and Rodriguez and Ryave 

(2002). These works all offer important insights into the problematic research domain of 

meaning and significance of contemporary information technology (IT) use. They all 

serve as an intellectual and literary base on which this project and its findings can stand. 

In reference to a report by the Alliance for Public Technology (2003), Paul 

Schroeder, President of APT, said, "This document articulates our sttong belief that 

broadband can change the way people live, work and leam. Broadband is an essential 

tool for empowering people and offering opportunities for better health care, lifelong 

learning, independent living and more that can enhance the quality of life" (p. 1). 

In addition, wireless video surveillance equipment means more safety, both for 

busmesses and for people. For businesses like shops, constantly threatened, being 

connected with the broadband network means 24 hours/day video conttol. 

A quote from the Cool Town Studios bulletin board posting entitled Broadband = 

quality of life, jobs (Takemoto, 2003) notes, "Understanding that people will be more apt 

to use technology they don't see, a town-wide broadband infrastructure may do wonders 
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for die local economy and quality of life. It essentially means you can work at home, or 

at your local third place with free wireless broadband" (p. 1). 

During his speech at the 17th Annual CATAAlliance Iimovation and Leadership 

Awards Reception and Gala, Smart City Summit, April 23, 2002, in Ottawa, Canada, 

Larry Boisvert said, "Technology is about making life better—not just for some, but for 

as many people as possible. The goals are learning more, working smarter, connecting 

and communicating, being healthy and happy, and living in comfort and safety" (p. 1). 

Boisvert (2002) considers e-business critical to the development and 

diversification of disadvantaged regions. "It means people and businesses will no longer 

have to move to the big city just to make a living," he says. "And it can preserve the 

rural communities that are so important to Canada" (p. 1). 

Ouality of Life Benefits 

Sage Research (2001) reported diat in addition to productivity, there are other 

"soft" benefits of usmg wireless local-area networks (WLANs). In particular, users cite 

"quality of life" benefits to connectmg to the LAN via a wireless connection. According 

to WLAN users, the three most important quality of life benefits of using a wireless LAN 

include: 

1. Reduced sttess 

2. Improved family life 

3. Increased status 
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Each of these quality of life benefits is presented in more detail in the subsections 

below: 

Reduced Sttess 

The Sage Research Report (2001) explained that some users view WLANs as 

sttess reducers. This is the case for one primary reason—readily available information. 

Wireless LAN users do not have to worry about trying to fmd a wired connection. For 

example, if a wireless LAN user brings the wrong presentation to a meeting, he or she 

will not have to worry since the conect presentation can be accessed on the server 

wirelessly. In this way, sttess is alleviated since the user doesn't have to worry about 

bemg "plugged in" to access the LAN (p. 7-8). 

In addition to the abihty to download files, users can respond to important queries 

via email quickly without having to worry about findmg a connection. For example, an 

IT user with a wireless connection can go to lunch in the cafeteria without having to 

worry about missing urgent emails. Again, the point is that sttess is reduced in some 

ways by havmg this continuous access to email, files, and applications. 

Improved Family Life 

Some users are even able to spend more time at home due to WLANs. Some 

wfreless LAN users stated that they are able to reduce the hours they spend at work as a 

resuh of accomphshing more by being mobile at the office. Some users are able to save 
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up to two hours each day at the office and go home at a more reasonable hour—perhaps 

five o'clock rather than seven o'clock. 

hi fact, according to the Sage Research Report, some users find that WLAN use 

enables them to be more involved in their children's lives. For example, some say they 

are able to attend their children's sporting events or choir events because of the freedom 

they have with this technology (p. 8). 

Increased status 

For some users surveyed by the Sage Research Institute (2001), WLANs provide 

a level of status, in terms of both a personal edge, as well as a competitive edge. 

Employees that are ushig the wireless LAN feel that they have a personal advantage over 

users who do not have WLAN access. This percentage shows that feeling of having 

complete access to data at any time is very powerful for wireless LAN users. This 

feeling of power, in the minds of the wireless LAN users, leads to feelings of havmg a 

competitive edge (p. 9). 

The second feeling of having a competitive edge stems from having an edge over 

the competition. For example, one participant in particular feels a sense of appreciation 

that his organization provides a technology that allows him to be one step ahead of the 

competition. This gives the WLAN user a sense of seciuity within his organization. 

U.S. Congressman Rick Boucher (2004), in an opmion editorial said, "Advanced 

telecommunications services are providing an economic and quality of life bridge to the 
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American mainstteam for many rural regions which have been characterized by under-

investtnent on die part of ttaditional sectors of the nation's economy" (par. 1). 

Making Technologv Adoptable 

The early days of computer technology exhibited few of the characteristics that 

make an innovation adoptable by die masses. Mainframes were not very dependable and 

were large and buUcy, sometimes being housed in multistory buildings. The first 

computers were very expensive and mostly industrial models. The relative advantage, 

compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability were ahnost nonexistent (First 

Generation: 1946-1958—The Vacuum Tube Years, 1998, par. 2-4). 

It wasn't until the 1970s that people began buying computers for personal use. 

One of die earhest personal computers (PCs) was die Ahair 8800 computer kit. In 1975, 

users could purchase this kit and put it together to make their own personal computer. In 

1977 the Apple II was sold to the public and m 1981 IBM entered the PC market 

(Hames, 1998). 

From this stage, computers and computer programming evolved rapidly. The 

move from vacuum tubes to ttansistors significantly reduced the size and cost of the 

machines and increased their reliability. Then came integrated circuit technology, which 

has reduced the size and cost of computers. In the 1960s, the typical computer was a 

ttansistor-based machine that cost half a million dollars and needed a large, 

air-conditioned room and an on-site engineer. The same computer power now costs 
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$2,000 and sits on a desk. As computers became smaller and cheaper, a single integrated 

circuit called a chip also made them faster (Taylor, 2004). 

The hitemet 

The Intemet was originally established by the military "as a wide area, packet-

switching network called the ARPANET" in 1969 (Marine, Kirkpatrick, Neou & Ward, 

1993). ARPA is the acronym for the Advanced Research Projects Agency, a part of the 

United States Department of Defense. It was established to "provide efficient 

communication between different types of computers over a large geographic area. The 

goal was to allow a large community of users to share resources that were available on 

these computers" (Marine, et al., 1993, p. 129). It also served as a means of ensuring 

uninterrupted communications in the event of an attack on the U.S. The network was 

designed so that if one segment of the country's commimication network was desttoyed, 

a connecting link would pick up the communication and carry it to its destination. 

However, the rate of broadband growth in the U.S. slowed m 2003, accordmg to 

figures released by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in December 2003. 

The number of high-speed Intemet connections increased 23 percent m the last half of 

2002, but grew by only 18 percent m the first half of 2003, according to the FCC report. 

For the year ended June 30,2003, high-speed lines increased 45 percent to 23.5 milhon, 

the FCC said. 

What's more, technology researchers from IDC, a global market intelligence and 

advisory firm, forecast that broadband subscription growth in the U.S. will contmue to 
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slow du-ough 2007. hi a report released in August 2003, IDC predicted that broadband 

subscriptions would increase 35.1 percent in 2004 and slow to a growth rate of 16.3 

percent in 2007. 

Rogers (1995) notes diat interactive innovations are dependent on more than one 

individual's owning and using diem. For example, if only one person had email 

capabilities, with whom would that person conespond? Messages would reverberate 

through die empty halls of cypberspace. But, when the second individual gained hitemet 

access, die innovation became a practical tool by which to communicate and socialize. 

Agam, socialization, an unportant element in quality of hfe, and the Intemet have become 

an important tool in satisfying the need to communicate. 

Email is arguably the most rapidly acceleratmg application of computers today. 

Furthermore, the socialization and networking capabilities of the Intemet brought the 

critical mass needed to make Intemet technology self-sustaining. Cohill and Kavanaugh 

(2000) said: 

The Intemet has arrived. It is the fastest growing technology in the histoty of the 
world. It has changed us; it is changing us still; and it will continue to change us 
long into the future. Technology is not the problem. Lackofcommunityisthe 
problem, and education is the solution. We must find better ways to preserve 
what is good in our communities, and we must fmd better ways to sustain our 
local systems (education, public services, local government, civic institutions), 
(p. 12) 

Demographic Factors and Intemet Use 

Differences in the ethnic composition of computer and Intemet users in Texas 

remain evident. According to the Telecommunications and Information Policy Institute 

(TIPI) study (Availability of advanced services in rural and high cost areas, 2001), nearly 
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68% of die Anglo community regularly use the hitemet, compared to 45.2% of Hispanics 

and 32.8% of Afiican Americans. The reverse pattem is hue for those who use neither a 

computer nor die hitemet: 32.8% of die Afiican Americans, 28% of the Hispanics, and 

14.2% of die Anglos. 

However, among people who routinely use the hitemet ("hitemet users"), ethnic 

differences are neghgible in terms of the amount of time spent on the Intemet (10.6 hours 

per week for Anglos, 10.8 for Hispanics, and 9.5 for Afiican Americans). Predictably, 

higher percentages of people in older age categories do not use computers or the Intemet. 

About 50% of the people 66 and older used either a computer or the Intemet, but 

nearly 26% used botii. Not surprisingly, people under 55 were far more likely to use the 

Intemet than were older people. 

Consequentiy, those not using a computer or the Intemet can generally be 

characterized as being older, poorer, and often members of a minority group. They also 

tend to be less well educated. In addition, TIPI's analyses showed that the better-

educated and wealthier individuals are, the more likely they are to use computers and the 

Intemet. At higher incomes, there are virtually no differences in Intemet use by ethnic 

group, but at lower income levels, ethnic group membership still makes a difference— 

Anglos in lower income groups use computers and the Intemet in greater numbers than 

do Afiican Americans or Hispanics at the same income level (Availability of advanced 

services in rural and high cost areas, 2001, p. 25-26). 

The January 2001 TIPI study shows that Intemet use by ethnic groups at lower 

income levels is still affected by ethnicity. Anglos in lower income groups use computers 

55 



and die hitemet in greater numbers tiian do Afiican Americans or Hispanics at the same 

income level. 

As income and education increase, so do computer and Intemet use. Statistics 

show that people making less than $10,000 per year represent the largest cluster of people 

who use neitiier computers nor die Intemet. At incomes over $30,000-$40,000, hitemet 

use is very common; die results for higher and lower levels of education follow a similar 

pattem, with more highly educated people using the Intemet more commonly than those 

less well educated. The TIPI study demonsttates that most Intemet users have had some 

education beyond high school, while the nonusers are disproportionately composed of 

people who did not complete high school. 

There are still some important differences between rural and nonmral segments of 

die population. For example, the TIPI study finds tiiat the rural population spends 

somewhat less time on the Intemet and also undertakes fewer commercial or financial 

ttansactions on the Intemet (p. 29). 

Use of Computers and the Intemet Summary 

According to the TIPI study, a large majority, 67%, of the Texas population 

currently use a computer and 60% use the Intemet. People who have never used either 

computers or the Intemet represent just 17% of the sample. The study also finds that 

demographic factors, such as ethnic group, age, income, and education differences, affect 

Intemet use. 
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Rural/Nonrural Comparisons Summary 

There is concem nationwide about the effects of less well-developed telecommunications 

infrastructure in rural areas. A study jointly sponsored by the NTIA and the Rural 

Utilities Service raised several issues pertaining to the availability of advanced 

telecommunications facilities in rural areas, noting that deployment of such facilities in 

rural areas lags behind that in urban areas. In Texas, while the gap exists between the 

percentage of rural and nonmral Intemet users, the percentage of rural Texans using the 

Intemet far exceeds national rural usage. 

TIPI sought to compare rural versus nonmral respondents' behaviors and attitudes 

with respect to their use of computers and the Intemet. TIPI's results (NTIA, 2000) 

reveal that people m rural areas are only somewhat less likely to use the Intemet than are 

people in mettopohtan areas: 55% of mral respondents in Texas use the Intemet 

compared to 60% of nonmral respondents. 

Community 

The Role of Communities in Ouality of Life 

As the capabilities of the Intemet evolved and Intemet use continued to grow 

exponentially, virtual communities (Rheingold, 1993) such as the WELL (Whole Earth 

'Lecttonic Link) began to emerge. Such online communities provided a forum that 

enabled people around the world to carry on public conversations and exchange private 

electtonic mail. 
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Rheingold says: 

The idea of a community accessible only via my computer screen sounded cold to 
me at first, but I leamed quickly that people can feel passionately about e-mail 
and computer conferences. I've become one of them. I care about these people 1 
met du-ough my computer, and I care deeply about the futtue of the medium that 
enables us to assemble, (p. 1) 

Rheingold (1993) goes on to say tiiat the virttial village of a few hundred people 

he sttunbled upon in 1985 grew to 8,000 by 1993. He reports that it became clear in the 

first few mondis after his inttoduction to the citizens of the WELL that he was 

participating in a new kind of culture. He reveals: 

People in virtual communities use words on screens to exchange pleasantries and 
argue, engage in intellectual discourse, conduct commerce, exchange knowledge, 
share emotional support, make plans, brainstorm, gossip, feud, fall in love, find 
fiiends and lost them, play games, flirt, create a little high are and a lot of idle 
taUc. People in vfrtual commimities do just about everything people do in real hfe, 
but we leave our bodies behind, (p. 3) 

Even in his enthusiasm for the online community in which he participated by 

home computer on a daily basis, Rheingold was quick to keep his eyes open for the 

pitfalls of mixing technology and human relationships. Rheingold believes that the 

technology that makes virtual communities possible has the potential to bring enormous 

leverage to ordinary citizens at relatively httle cost—intellectual leverage, social 

leverage, commercial leverage, and political leverage. However, he wams that "the 

technology will not in itself fulfill that potential; this latent technical power must be used 

intelligently and deliberately by an informed population" (Rheingold, 1993, p. 4). 

Given that the price of technology has become affordable for the average citizen 

and software applications are paving the way for seamless practical uses for the everyday 

user, one might predict that the diffusion of computer and Intemet technologies will 
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continue to occur with ever-increasing speed. And, with the increased number of users, 

the number of practical applications are likely to expand. In the words of William 

Gibson (1986), whose book, Neuromancer (1984), gave us the word "cyberspace," "the 

stteet finds its own uses for things" iBurning Chrome, p. 186). 

Traditional Communities 

From the earliest days of human existence, people have banded together to 

improve their individual lives. What we know as ttaditional communities have been 

important to the survival of societies from the onset of the world. Ancient civilizations 

banded together into communities for the benefit of all in regard to safety, socialization, 

and economy of living (food, water, and shelter). 

In the language of Abraham Maslow's hierarchy of needs (Maslow, 1954), it can 

be said that the United States 

surpasses the world in the degree to which it has been able to gratify the elemental 
needs of its people for food and shelter. It has freed its people to deal with the 
higher-order needs for social esteem, recognition, and self-actualization. The 
quahty of hfe has taken on new dimensions, and the national concem has turned 
increasingly from its focus on the needs of the "ill-housed, ill-clad, ill-nourished 
to the needs of all the people from equity, participation, respect, challenge, and 
personal growth. The revolution of rising expectations is not simply a desire of a 
larger house and a second car but a growing demand for the fulfillment of needs 
which are not basically material but are primarily needs of the spirit, needs for a 
larger and more satisfying life experience. (Campbell, Converse, & Rogers, 1976, 
p. 2) 

There is a wide range of disagreement among sociologists on just one concrete 

definition of community. In what is noted as one of the best efforts ever to assess 

agreement among definitions of community, George Hillery, Jr., subjected 94 
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sociological definitions of the term community to qualitative and quantitative analysis 

(Hillery, 1955, p. 111). He was able to identify 16 different defining concepts within this 

sample (p.l 15). He found only one concept that was common among all 94 of the 

original definitions—diey all dealt with people (p. 117). However, there are other areas 

where die majority of studies analyzed by Hillery are in agreement. Hillety stated that 

"of the 94 definitions, 69 say that social interaction, area, and a common tie or ties are 

commonly found in community life" (p. 118). Poplin (1979, p. 8) noted that in a more 

recent empirical smdy of 15 sociological definitions of the term "community," the above 

defining aspects were still present in the majority of definitions, despite some minor 

changes hi the use of the term over the years. 

In the interest of brevity and to avoid confusion, this study leaned on Hillety's 

findings and considered the term "community" as meaning 1) a group of people 2) who 

share social interaction 3) and some common ties between themselves and the other 

members of the group 4) and who share an area for at least some of the time. 

In his book. The Different Drum: Community-Making and Peace, M. Scott Peck 

(1987) said: 

We know the mles of community; we know the healing effect of community in 
terms of individual lives. If we could somehow find a way across the bridge of 
oiu: knowledge, would not these same mles have a healing effect upon our world? 
We human beings have often been refened to as social animals. Be we are not 
yet community creatures. We are impelled to relate with each other for our 
survival. But we do not yet relate with the inclusivity, realism, self-awareness, 
vuhierability, commitment, openness, freedom, equality, and love of genuine 
community. It is clearly no longer enough to be simply social animals, babbhng 
together at cocktail parties and brawling with each other in business and over 
boundaries. It is our task—our essential, centtal, cmcial task—to ttansform 
ourselves from mere social creatures into community creatures. It is the only way 
that human evolution will be able to proceed, (p. 165) 
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The Subcommittee on Identifying Data Needs for Place-Based Decision Making, 

(Committee on Geography, National Research Council 2002) suggests that quality of life, 

livability, and a sense of place and connectedness are the benefits that individuals expect 

as part of their membership in communities. 

Virtual Communities 

In examining the connections between community and quality of life, researchers 

at the Center for Quality of Life based in Toronto, Canada, have investigated and 

discussed important concepts that undergird community life and offer recommendations 

for collaborative planning across space and time. Because computer and Intemet 

technology, by nature, franscend the restrictions of time and space, they would uituitively 

seem to be natural forums for community planning and building. 

The continued advancement of computer and Intemet technologies contmues to 

be an integral part of the improving quality of life. As wireless access makes 

connectivity seamless, the mode of interfacing will not be a computer that sits on a 

desktop or even a laptop that brings the user to it to access the benefits of the Intemet. As 

the technology becomes less visible and more user fiiendly, non-users will be more likely 

to become adopters. 

Peter Mosca (2004) reports: 

.. .consumers today can have total conttol of tiieir home's interior and exterior, 
whether they are inside their property or not. From lighting, heatmg, ventilation 
and air conditionmg (HVAC), security systems, and home entertainment, to 
keeping an eye on kids as they arrive home from school, technologies are in place 
and at a reasonable cost. (p. 1) 
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Best of all for consumers and die installers of these devices, home automation 

systems are conttolled by user-friendly appliances such as push-button interfaces, 

personal computers, and telephones. 

Helpmg fuel the growth of home automation as a quality of life issue has been the 

proliferation of household broadband Intemet access. According to Michael Greeson, 

Vice President and Principal Analyst with Parks Associates, and featured speaker at the 

Intemational Computer Economic Summit, 15 milhon U.S. households had cable 

broadband access in the third quarter of 2003 compared with 2.9 million in the same 

period three years earlier. With DSL, Greeson pointed out, six million U.S. households 

had this service in their homes in third quarter 2003, compared to only 800,000 in the 

third quarter of 2000. Greeson predicted that there will be 51.5 million broadband 

Intemet subscribers, or about 48% of all U.S. households, by the year 2007 (Mosca, 

2004). 

Bill Gates, chairman and chief software architect for Microsoft Corp., used the 

2004 Intemational CES to laimch his concept of seamless computmg. The theme of 

seamless computing, explained Gates, is the ability to bring devices together into one 

connected world. Gates explained that software and broadband technology are the 

building blocks to make seamless computing a reality (Mosca, 2004). 

Fabio Ginnetti (2004) of Fast Web Meditenaneo says progress is when h is for 

everyone. He adds tiiat citizens' quality of life can significantly be improved by creating 

a mettopohtan broadband network. He makes the assumption tiiat quality of life related 

to telecommunications means time-saving, safe, lower-cost, new services. 
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Despite all the benefits of using computer networks, there are those who still feel 

that the use of computer networks is detrimental to both individuals and society 

(Hamman, 2001). Others have noted the existence of negative porttayals of computer 

network users as socially isolated nerds. Howard Rheingold (1993) writes that, in the late 

1980s, the media myth about people who used computers to communicate was that they 

were totally lacking in social skills and were unemotional. 

This myth, as Rheingold calls it, has given rise to a number of social theories and 

research projects. Michael Heim (1993, p. 100) argues, "Technology increasingly 

eliminates direct human interdependence. While our devices give us greater personal 

autonomy, at the same time they dismpt the familiar networks of direct association." 

In Data Trash, Kroker and Weinstem (1994) wam of the increased loneliness of 

the online community member when they write, "The virtual community" of electtonic 

networking has such charismatic appeal today because, like a failing spacecraft, we are 

re-entering the burning atmosphere of the lonely (virtual) crowd. 

Accordmg to a Camegie Mellon study which examined the social and 

psychological unpact of the Intemet on 169 people in 73 households during tiieir first one 

to two years online, Kraut et al. (1998) suggest, "Greater use of the Intemet was 

associated with declines in participants' communication with family members in the 

household, declmes in the size of their social circle, and increases m tiieir depression and 

lonelmess" (p. 1025). 
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However, under closer scmtiny, the sttidy reveals that "the statistically significant 

changes the researchers reported were quite small—a 1 percent increase in the depression 

scale for people who spend an hour a week online" (Rosenburg, 1998). 

Hamman (2001) dismisses the study as seriously flawed in a number of ways, 

including the exttemely small sample size and failure to conttol for outside factors which 

might have affected the participants' level of depression. 

Welhnan (1995), a researcher at the University of Toronto, was one of the first to 

note the current shift away from communities based on a shared geographic area. He 

describes the situation as it exists today—rather than gathering with neighbors in public 

places such as stteet comers or cafes, people now communicate with theh fiiends by 

telephone or email or in small groups in private homes (p. 1). 

Building Community Networks 

Hamman (2001) contends that although community has taken on a different 

meaning in today's society, it has not disappeared over the years. The work of 

Welhnan (1995) demonsttated that communities are becoming more and more privatized 

and centered on individuals instead of neighborhoods. This shift toward private network 

communities and away from communities rooted in a specific, confined geographic area 

is due to the privatization of public spaces once important to the development of 

community. Hamman says, 

In the absence of public gathering places of the type which often facilitate the 
development of geographically based communities, the Intemet becomes a 
practical, efficient, and valuable tool for interpersonal communication which is 

64 



important to the continuance of private network communities based upon 
individuals, (pp. 75-76) 

Alfred Marshall (1890), in his book On Wants and Their Satisfaction, puts it this 

way, "He desires not merely larger quantities of the things he has been accustomed to 

consume, but better qualities of those things; he desires a greater choice of things, and 

things that will satisfy new wants growing up in him" (p. 23). 

As the dehvery systems for virtual community services advance, are the 

characteristics of ttaditional and virtual communities converging? The gap between the 

expectations and the ability of the Intemet to meet those expectations is narrowing. 

On Januaty 29,2003, Secretary of Agriculture Ann Veneman announced $11.3 

million in broadband technology grants to assist in the dissemination of broadband 

technology to rural areas of the country. The press release featured in Appendix H 

provides evidence that the Bush adminisfration has taken note of the possibilities for 

technology in rural areas by making funds available for improvement of technology 

(Veneman, 2003). See Appendix H. 

The Convergence of Traditional and Virtual Communities 

Many ttaditional communities have incorporated technology for the mutual 

enhancement of the ttaditional and virtual aspects of those communities. Telecommuting 

is just one of many examples of how technology aheady is enhancmg the role ttaditional 

communities play in offering individuals the ability to choose their work setting while 

maintaining a reasonable pay scale. 
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A 2002 Intemet and IT industty news story (hitemet and IT, 2002) reported that 

U.S. adults think their quality of hfe would be improved if they could telecommute. A 

recent survey from the ITAA's Positively Broadband project, conducted by The Winston 

Group, found that 54% of U.S. adults believe that telecommuting would improve their 

quality of hfe. Additionally, 46% believe it would improve the quality of the work they 

produced. 

Other practical applications deal with distance education, telemedicine, 

teleconferencing, precision agriculture, security, communications, and aging in place. 

The possibilities are as endless as the imagination and needs of each individual. 

Summary 

In combing through the massive literature related to these facets of our modem 

world, one finds that there is a convergence of the three theories of quality of life, 

technology, and community. Recurring themes surface repeatedly and common themes 

and characteristics become more evident the longer one spends investigating the three as 

separate entities. 

In presenting eCanada as a model case study for using technology to improve 

quahty of life, an anonymous author writes, "Canada is arguably the most 'wired' 

country in the world when it comes to communications technology and its use. We also 

enjoy the best quality of life in tiie worid. The two things [technology and quality of life] 

are definitely connected" ("eCanada," 2002, p. 2). This sttidy sought to discover whether 

this mtenelatedness between technology and quality of hfe exists. 
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CHAPTER m 

METHODOLOGY 

This study was an identification and analysis of the technology use and quality of 

life of individuals in a rural West Texas community. The purpose of the study was to 

1) identify the demographic characteristics and Intemet/computer technology use of high 

school smdents, parents, and otiier adults, 2) describe the quality of life of high school 

students, parents, and other adults, and 3) examine the relationships among demographic 

characteristics, technology use, and quality of life. Descriptive-conelational research 

procedures were used to conduct this study. 

Prior to embarking upon data collection, a proposal was submitted to the Office of 

Research Services at Texas Tech University. A copy of the data collection instruments 

and all cover letters to be used were sent with the proposal for review by an Intemal 

Review Board (IRB). This process was to ensure that the research involved would pose 

no physical, mental, or emotional harm to those responding. Care was taken to mclude 

information in the cover letters noting that all answers would remam confidential and that 

no information would be reported that could lead to identification of any individual's 

answers. The IRB (Appendix M) also required that students younger than 18 years old 

have a pemussion slip (Appendix L) signed by their parent or legal guardian before being 

included in the smdy. Upon approval by Texas Tech University, a copy of the IRB form 

was forwarded to Texas A&M University for filing. 
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Population and Sample 

The target population for this study consisted of the residents of Littlefield, Texas 

(N=6,507). However, tiuee sttategies were used to draw samples from which to collect 

data. The first set of data was collected as a census of all Littlefield High School sttidents 

(N=433). The second set of data was paired samples consisting of the students' parents, 

one data collection insttument being provided for each parent living in the home 

(lSf=866). The tiiird set of data consisted of a random sample of all other residents of the 

city. City officials provided die city's water billing list, and die mayor approved use of 

and provided the Littlefield ISD tax roll. Duplicates were eliminated from these two lists, 

leaving 2,424 households. High school students/parents were deleted from the hst 

(N=2,157) before drawing a random sample (n=326) from the remaining community 

population. In all, 326 households each received two questionnaires for a total of 652. 

Total number of questionnafres distributed was 1,951 with a retum of 377 completed 

questionnaires from the three types of respondents—students, parents, and other 

community adults. 

Instrumentation 

A descriptive-conelational design was used in this smdy. The four-page 

instrument used in this study consisted of two versions, an adolescent version (Appendix 

D) and an adult version (Appendix E). The instrument consisted of three sections. The 

first section, designed by the researcher, provided for the collection of descriptive 

personal, education and employment, and other demographic data. The second section 
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consisted of die Quality of Life Profile (QOLP) Adolescent or Aduh version, a generic 

measure of well-being (Raphael, 1998). The tiiird section designed by the researcher was 

an assessment of the participant's use of technology. 

After submitting the data collection instruments to a panel of experts consisting of 

the researcher's doctoral committee for review, all of whom had engaged in similar types 

of research, the researcher pilot-tested the insttuments with 30 students in Texas Tech's 

ACOM 2302 course—Scientific Communications in Agriculture and Natural 

Resources—for the adolescent version and various graduate smdents, faculty, and staff 

within the Department of Agricultural Education and Communications for the adult 

version. The instruments were revised as suggested by those pilot-testing the 

instruments. 

Data Collection 

Because the study involved individuals younger than 18, it was necessary to 

obtain a signed permission slip for the student to participate. The permission slips were 

dropped off at the school one week prior to data collection day with instmctions for the 

smdents to retum them to be eligible to participate in the smdy. The same day, prenotices 

(Appendix A) were mailed to the random sample of community participants. The Krejcie 

and Morgan (1970) table was used to determine that a sample of 326 was needed for an 

appropriate sample. Graph Pads QuickCalc random number generator (GraphPad 

Software, Inc., 2002) was used to accomplish random selection. A school roster of tiie 

433 Littlefield High School smdents and tiieh parents was used to elhninate duphcation 
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from the city water bill list and tax roll lists to avoid the possibility of individuals being 

selected again. 

Seven days later, social studies teachers at Littlefield High School administered 

die adolescent version of die Quality of Life Profile insttiunent to each smdent during 

social smdies classes. A cover letter explaining the project and its significance to the 

commumty accompanied the questionnaires, along with a disclaimer that participation 

was voluntary. 

Two adult questionnahes, one for each head of household in two-household 

families, went to each of the 326 households in the random sample. Self-addressed, 

stamped retum envelopes were provided for the convenience of the respondents. The 

researcher adhered to Dillman's (2000) procedures for mail surveys in an effort to 

optimize retums. The questionnaire was accompanied by the cover letter in Appendix C. 

The process mcluded a reminder in another seven days (Appendix F). The researcher 

worked with the university and the community to provide incentives that would help 

increase retum rates. 

As smdents and parents retumed questionnaires, a school representative collected 

the questionnahes in a centtal location for pick-up by the researcher. Teachers were 

asked to remmd tiie students each day to complete and retum the packets. A raffle ticket, 

which quahfied participants for a drawing for the incentives provided by the university 

and community, was removed from the packets and kept on file for a drawing conducted 

at the end of the project. 
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Following completion of the smdent questionnaires during the school day, packets 

containing two copies of die adult questionnaire were sent home with the smdents with a 

request to retum die completed questionnaires in seven days. A cover letter. Appendix B, 

explaining the project and its significance to the community accompanied the 

questionnaires, along with disclaimer that participation was voluntary. 

Prior to distributing the questionnaires to acmal participants, the researcher 

conducted personal interviews with local media representatives to inform citizens of the 

smdy and its purpose. Articles appeared in the local newspaper, the Lamb County Leader 

(Appendix G), and the researcher joined the taUc show host on radio station KZZN-

1490AM to promote the retum of completed questionnaires. 

The school principal asked teachers to remind the smdents each day to have 

parents complete and retum the packets. While waiting on survey retums, the researcher 

worked with the university and community to acquire door prizes for which participants 

qualified if they returned their questionnahes. One presentation to the local Rotaty Club 

provided an overview of the study to local civic leaders. This local promotion was 

necessary to help ensure a higher rate of retum. 

Data Analysis 

All statistical analyses of the data were done using SPSS, Version 12.0. The 

QOLP yields scores for each domain and sub-domain with Importance scores serving as a 

weight for converting Satisfaction scores into quality of life scores where high 

satisfaction is indicated. Additionally, items rated as especially important produce 
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especially low quality of life scores where dissatisfaction is indicated. Items rated of less 

importance produce more moderate quality of life scores (Raphael, D'Amico, Brown, & 

Renwick, 1996). A reliability test was run on quality of life questions 1-54. The test 

yielded a Cronbach's Alpha of .965. This is in line with a study by Smith (1999) using 

the adult version of the QOLP which yielded a content validity of .96. A 2002 smdy in 

Floydada by Smith, Kistler, Williams, Edmiston, and Baker yielded a Cronbach's Alpha 

of .97 for content vahdity on the adolescent version of the QOLP. 

Frequency distributions and descriptive statistics were computed to produce 

frequency tables for all survey items. The frequencies procedure provides statistics and 

graphical displays that are useful for describing many types of variables. Frequency 

counts, percentages, mean, median, mode, sum, standard deviation, variance, range, 

minimum and maximum values, standard enor of the mean, and bar charts were used to 

report this analysis. Pearson product-moment and point biserial conelation were used to 

describe associations between pairs of variables. Effect sizes were calculated for all 

statistically significant conelations. 

The research adhered to the Davis Convention (1971) to interpret effect size. 

Following are the verbal descriptions Davis attached to specific ranges of Pearson's 

Coefficient levels: 1) .70 or higher - very sttong association, .50 to .69 - substantial 

association, .30 to .49 - moderate association, .10 to .29 - low association, and 

.01 to .09 - neghgible association. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this smdy was to answer four research questions on demographics, 

use of technology, and quality of hfe as they related to a sample of high school smdents 

and their parents, and a separate random sample from the remaining residents of 

Littlefield, Texas. The questions were: 

1. What are the demographic characteristics of high school smdents, parents, and other 

adults in Littlefield, Texas? 

2. What is the technology use of smdents, parents, and other aduhs? 

3. What is the quality of life of smdents, parents, and other aduhs? 

4. Are tiiere any relationships among the demographic characteristics, technology use, 

and quahty of life of smdents, parents, and other aduhs? 

This chapter reports die resuhs of the smdy. The first section contains a 

description of the personal and simational characteristics of die survey participants. 

Section two contains information about the technology use of the participants. Section 

tiuee describes die quahty of life of participants. Section four reports the relationships 

among the demographic characteristics, technology use, and quality of life of the 

participants. 
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Research Question 1: What are the demographics of the high school students, 
parents, and other adults in Littlefield, Texas? 

There were 377 responses to the data collection instt^ument used in the Littlefield 

technology smdy. Of this total, 126 were smdents, 141 were parents of smdents, and 110 

were residents drawn at random from the remaining population of Littlefield. 

Demographic information displayed in charts and tables in this section includes 

gender, age, grade level, edinicity, marital stams, number of children, number of children 

at home, annual salary, employment, and years of residence in Littlefield. Information 

for the respondents as a whole was reported for questions consistent for both adults and 

adolescents. Data appropriate only for adults and that appropriate only for adolescents 

were reported separately. 

Gender 

Table 4.1 provides an overview of responses by gender. Of the 377 participants, 

203 (53.8%) were female and 174 (46.2 %) were male. These data ttack closely the 

pattems in the overall population of Littlefield. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 

the population of Littlefield in the year 2000 was 6,507 with 52.6% being female and 

48.4% bemg male. 

Fluther analysis provided in Table 4.1 shows that the smdent participants (n=126) 

and the community participants (n=l 10) were equally divided based on gender with the 

smdent group consisting of 63 females (16.7%) and 63 males (16.7%) and the community 

group consisting of 55 females (14.6%) and 55 males (14.6%). Responses of parents 
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(n=141) differed somewhat in their make-up with 85 females (22.5%) and 56 males 

(14.9%). 

Table 4.1. Composition of Gender of Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, 
Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Students 

Parents 

Community 

Total 

N 

63 

85 

55 

203 

Gender 

Female 

% 

16.7% 

22.5% 

14.6% 

53.8% 

N 

63 

56 

55 

174 

Male 

% 

16.7% 

14.9% 

14.6% 

46.2% 

N 

126 

141 

110 

377 

Total 

% 

33.4% 

37.4% 

29.2% 

100.0% 

Age 

The mean age of the respondents to the Technology Use/Quality-of-Life 

histrument was 37.81 years witii a standard deviation of .791. The youngest participant 

was 14 years old and the oldest was 91. For reportmg purposes, a participant's age was 

recoded into five categories. The data show a distinct sttatification of responses into three 

age brackets—14-19 years old (34.1%), 20-39 years old (20.9%), 30-49 years old 

(37.4%), and 50 years and older (28.5%). Table 4.2 gives further details of the duee 

distinct sub-populations. 
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Table 4.2. Detailed Information of Participants by Category Based on Age, 
Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Smdents 

Parents 

Community 

Total 

14-19 

N 

126 

126 

Age 

20-39 

N 

61 

16 

77 

Categories 

40-59 

N 

74 

36 

110 

>59 

N 

'̂  
J 

53 

56 

Total 

N 

126 

138 

105 

369 

Ethnicity 

Participants were asked to select the ethnicity with which they most closely 

identified. Figure 4.3 contains details of the ethnicity of participants. Based on the 

analysis of descriptive statistics of all participants (N=375), a majority consisthig of 204 

(54.4%) of tiie respondents identified diemselves as White; 156 (41.6 %), Hispanic; 

6 (1.6%), African American; 4 (1.1%), Native American; and 5 (1.3%), other. The 

Hispanic population was more highly represented in the smdent and parent populations, 

but the ttend reversed itself in the community respondents with a preponderance of white 

respondents, 89 (23.7%) and only 15, 2,2, and 1 respondents m die Hispanic, Afiican 

American, Native American, and other categories, respectively. 
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Table 4.3. Edmic Backgrounds of Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy 
Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Smdents 
Parents 
Community 
Total 

African 
American 

N 
2 
2 
2 
6 

Hispanic 
N 
65 
76 
15 
156 

Ethnicity 
Native 

American 
N 
1 
1 
2 
4 

White 
N 
56 
59 
89 
204 

Other 
N 
2 
2 
1 
5 

Total 
N 
126 
140 
109 
375 

Marital Stams 

As shown in Table 4.4, only two (1.6%) smdents of die 126 answering this 

question reported bemg married. In the parent categoty (n=139), 114 (82%) were 

married, 15 (10.8%) were divorced, and 10 (7.19%) were single. Among community 

respondents (n=108), 76 (70.4%) were married, six (5.6%) were divorced, and 26 

(24.1%) were single. The single stams includes those who had never been married or 

who were widowed. 

Table 4.4. Marital Stams of Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, 
Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Single 
N % 

Marital Stams 
Married 

N % 
Divorced 

N % 
Total 

N % 
Smdents 124 33.2% 2 .5% 
Parents 10 2.7% 114 30.6% 15 4.0% 
Community 26 7.0% 76 20.4% 6 1.6% 
Total 160 42.9% 192 51.5% 21 5.6% 

126 33.8% 
139 37.3% 
108 29.0% 
373 100.0% 
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Nmnber of Brothers and Sisters/Children 

The smdents were asked how many brothers and sisters they had. A combined 

statistic was calculated to ttansform this information into total number of siblings 

reported by participants. 

Table 4.5. Number of Siblings of Smdents, TechnoIogy/Quality-of-Life Smdy, 
Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Number of Siblings Student Responses Valid Percent 

0 9 7.2 

1 36 28.8 

2 32 25.6 

3 24 19.2 

4 5 4.0 

5 7 5.6 

6 6 4.8 

7 2 1.6 

8 3 2.4 

11 1 .8 

Total 125 100.0 

Adults were asked two questions related to the number of children at home. Fust, 

they were asked home many children they had and then how many still lived at home. 

Information on number of children and number of children living at home is reported in 

Tables 4.6 and 4.7 respectively. 
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Table 4.6. Number of Children of Parent Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life 
Sttidy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response Group 

Parent 

Community 

0 
1 

11 

12 

1 
14 

15 

29 

Number of Children 

2 3 
52 29 

31 29 

83 58 

4 5 
20 4 

13 4 

33 8 

6 
7 

2 

9 

7 
7 

3 

10 

9 
3 

1 

4 

~ 

Total 
137 

109 

246 

Parent respondents report a higher nmnber of children than other adults from the 

community. A large majority 85 of the other 109 adults in the community reported no 

children still living at home. Only six of the 137 parents did not have children still living 

at home. One might assume these were parents who were divorced or separated without 

custody of the children. 

Figure 4.7. Number of Children at Home for Parent and Other Community Adults, 
Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response Group 

Parent 

Community 

Total 

0 

6 

85 

91 

Number of Children At Home 

1 

38 

7 

45 

2 

45 

10 

55 

3 

22 

4 

26 

4 

12 

3 

15 

5 

9 

0 

9 

6 

4 

0 

4 

7 Total 

1 137 

0 109 

1 246 

Employment 

As shown m Table 4.8, a majority, 191 (52.9%) of the 361 participants answering 

this question had jobs. Smdents reported the highest unemployment level, but perhaps 
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naturally so, because many of them had not yet reached the age of 15 which qualified 

them legally for employment by the public sector. Even so, 33 smdents (9.1%) reported 

having jobs. Parents had the highest employment with 107 (29.6%) having jobs, 25 

(6.9%) being unemployed, and 3 (.8%) being retired. Community participants showed 51 

(14.1%) employed, 18 (5.0%) unemployed, and 38 (10.5%) retired. 

Table 4.8. Employment Status of Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, 
Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

No 

N % 

Employment 

Yes 

N % 

Retired 

N % 

Total 

N % 

Students 

Parents 

Community 

Total 

86 

25 

18 

129 

23.8% 33 9.1% 119 33.0% 
6.9% 107 29.6% 3 .8% 135 37.4% 
5.0% 51 14.1% 38 10.5% 107 29.6% 
35.7% 191 52.9% 41 11.4% 361 100.0% 

Salary 

Salaries of participants were, by far, on the lower end of the salary scale 

(Table 4.9). Fewer than half of the participants responded to tiiis question, but h is 

mterestmg to note that income figures for these participants fell behind the mcome ttends 

for users reported in the August 2000 U.S. Census Report included in Appendix K. 
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Table 4.9. Salary Ranges of Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life Study, Littlefield 
Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Students 
Parents 
Community 
Total 

< $20,000 

N 
30 
41 
34 
105 

Years in Littlefield 

$20,000-
29,999 

N 

24 
23 
47 

Salary 

$30,000-
39,999 

N 

21 
10 
31 

$40,000-
49,999 

N 

19 
7 
26 

$50,000 + 
N 

10 
17 
27 

Total 

N 
30 
115 
91 
236 

A large majority of smdents reported (Table 4.10) they had lived in Littlefield 11 

to 20 years, which means diey had hved in Littlefield all or most of their hves. Forty-

nme (36.0%) of die 136 respondents mdicated they had lived in Littlefield only 1-10 

years, which means that much of the parent population was relatively new to Littlefield. 

Other community respondents reported the highest longevity with 70 (66.7%) of the 105 

having hved in Littlefield more than 20 years. 

Table 4.10. Number of Years Lived in Littlefield, Technology/Quahty-of-Life Smdy, 
Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Students 
Parents 
Community 
Total 

1-10 
N 
38 
49 
19 
106 

11-20 
N 
84 
26 
16 
126 

Years in Littlefield 

21-30 
N 

21 
14 
35 

31-40 
N 

28 
14 
42 

41-50 
N 

12 
17 
29 

>50 
N 

25 
25 

Total 
N 
122 
136 
105 
363 
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Research Question 2: What is the technology use of students, parents, and other 
adults? 

The first set of technology-use data centered around a question created by the 

researcher for convenience in determining whether participants had access to computers 

only or computer and Intemet access. In this smdy, access to both computers and the 

Intemet defines the term "technology use." If the participant indicated having access to 

computers on Computer Use questions 1, 2, 3, or 4, but not on Intemet Use questions 1, 

2, 3, or 4, they were described as having computer access only. If the participant 

responded favorably to any of the Intemet access questions, they were assumed to have 

access to a computer also (computer + Intemet = technology). 

Computer Access Only 

Access to computers seemed relatively high in Littlefield. Considering all 

possibilities for computers at home, work, and school, 284 (75.3%) of the respondents 

reported they had access to a computer. The highest percentage, when isolated by 

category (Table 4.11), was that of the smdents with 123 of die 126 (97.6%) respondents 

reporting access in one of the three places. This appeared to be a logical resuh because 

the school had computers onsite. However, an interview with Littlefield's technology 

specialist revealed that there were only two computer labs with 15 computers each that 

could be used on the smdents' own time with permission from a teacher, and 20 

computers in the vocational education building for which the teacher had to sign up 

smdents. The school library housed 15 additional computers, tiiat were of limited access 

to smdents because of the large number of smdents needmg to use the same library for 
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research as well as strict rules about use of library computers established by the 

"gatekeeper." 

Parent access to computers was the next highest categoty with 102 (72.3%) of the 

141 answering this question reporting access to computers in some location. The 

Littlefield technology specialist indicated that there were 10 computers at the Lamb 

County Library. Other adults in the community reported much lower computer access 

with only 59 (53.6%) of the 110 respondents having access to a computer. 

Table 4.11. Number of Participants Reporting Access to a Computer, 
Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Students 

Parents 

Community 

Total 

N 
3 

39 

51 

93 

No 

Use 

% 

.8% 

10.3% 

13.5% 

24.7% 

Computer 

N 
123 

102 

59 

284 

Yes 

% 

32.6% 

27.1% 

15.6% 

75.3% 

N 
126 

141 

110 

377 

Total 

% 

33.4% 

37.4% 

29.2% 

100.0% 

Weekly Hours of Computer Use 

On average smdents reported 4.48 hours of computer use weekly at home, less 

than one hour at work, and 3.29 hours at school. Table 4.12 also shows die minimum and 

maximum hours of computer use weekly at home, work, and school. 

83 



Table 4.12. Number of Hours Weekly Students Use Computers by Location of 
Computer, Quality-of-Life Study, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

117 
117 

118 

.00 

.00 

.00 

42.00 

15.00 

60.00 

4.48 

.74 

3.29 

6.48 

2.78 

6.29 

Location N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Home 

Work 

School 

Parents reported a higher number of hours of computer use than students with a 

higher average at work (10.74 hours) and 5.38 hours at home. Table 4.13 gives the 

details of parent use of computers by location. 

Table 4.13. Number of Hours Weekly Parents Use Computers by Location of Computer, 
Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Location N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Home 

Work 

School 

101 

100 

99 

.00 

.00 

.00 

70.00 

48.00 

17.00 

5.38 

10.74 

.37 

10.09 

13.67 

2.13 

Others adults reported the highest average weekly computer use with near-equal 

means of 8.63 hoius at home and 8.83 hours at work. Table 4.14 shows the lowest use at 

school. This low mean is accoimted for because most of these respondents are in the 

older age bracket and have completed school. 
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Table 4.14. Number of Hoius Weekly Computer Use of Other Adults by Location of 
Computer, Quality-of-Life Sttidy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Location N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviatior 

Home 

Work 

School 

60 
60 

60 

.00 

.00 

.00 

40.00 
60.00 

7.00 

8.63 

8.83 

.35 

10.16 

13.29 

1.27 

Intemet Access 

Again, for ease of reporting mere access to the Intemet, the researcher created a 

new variable indicating whether respondents had Intemet access at home, work, or 

school. If so, an automatic response of yes was recorded to the new variable indicating 

Intemet access. The respondents to the Intemet access question (Table 4.15) had a high 

rate of access with 268 (72.2%) of the total respondents having Intemet access of some 

kind. Within sub-categories by response type, smdents had die highest rate of access 

witii 96 percent of the smdents having Intemet access. Parents followed in their rate of 

access with 67.6% of the parents responding tiiat they had Intemet access, and 50.9% of 

the adults in die remainder of the community sample had Intemet access. 
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Table 4.15. Number of Participants Indicating Access to Intemet in Any Location by 
Response Type, Quality-of-Life Sttidy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Intemet Access 
Response xr y 
Group — ^ Total 

N % N % N % 0 

Smdents 

Parents 

Community 

Total 

5 

45 

53 

103 

4.0% 

32.4% 

49.1% 

27.8% 

119 

94 

55 

268 

96.0% 

67.6% 

50.9% 

72.2% 

124 

139 

108 

371 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

It is important to note that merely having Intemet access does not provide a 

complete nor accurate measure of Intemet use by the participants. An additional question 

on the data collection instrument asked respondents to estimate the number of hours per 

week they used the Intemet at home, work, and school. Table 4.16 shows tiiat the 

average nmnber of hours per week reported by smdents at school was 5.8 hours (n=l 12) 

with the most use by any one respondent being 96 hours. Work use (n=l 11) was the 

lowest at .34 horns and school Intemet use (n=l 12) was between home and work at 2.8 

hours. 

Table 4.16. Weekly Intemet Use of Smdents by Location of Intemet Connection, 
Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Location N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Home 

Work 

School 

112 

111 

112 

.00 

.00 

.00 

96.00 

15.00 

20.00 

5.78 

.34 

2.80 

11.90 

1.83 

3.26 
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Parent category respondents (Table 4.17) reported a mean of 4.3 hours weekly 

Intemet use at home with one participant using the Intemet 70 hours per week at home. 

Intemet use at work came in second with an average of 3.7 hours per week and a 

maximum of 40 hours. Because it was likely tiiat few parents acmally attended school, 

Intemet use at school was the lowest for this group of respondents with an average of .12 

hours weekly Intemet use. 

Table 4.17. Weekly Intemet Use by Parents by Location of Intemet Connection, 
Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Location 

Home 

Work 

School 

N 

94 

94 

94 

Minimum 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Maximum 

70.00 

40.00 

5.00 

Mean 

4.34 

3.72 

.12 

Std. Deviatior 

9.02 

7.61 

.67 

Adults in the sample (Table 4.18) from the remaining community population 

(n=54) reported a mean of 6.9 hoiurs of Intemet use at home and 4.1 hours of Intemet use 

at work with the maximum being 35 hours. School Intemet use was the lowest for this 

group (n=55), probably because few in the upper age brackets still attend school. 
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Table 4.18. Weekly Intemet Use by Other Adults in the Community by Location of 
Intemet Connection, Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Location N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Home 

Work 

School 

54 

54 

55 

.00 

.00 

.00 

35.00 

35.00 

8.00 

6.90 

4.13 

.24 

8.78 

8.31 

1.17 

Both the literature and practical observation bear out the fact that computer use 

alone is no longer considered full use of technology. The widespread and ever-increasing 

use of die Intemet makes h an integral part of evetyday life. Technology use for 

purposes of this smdy is the combmed hours of weekly computer and Intemet use. 

Responses were mcluded only if respondents indicated hours of computer use and hours 

of Intemet use per week. Otiierwise, the response was reported by SPSS as a missmg 

value. This accounts for die high number, 126, of missing values in this computation. 

For ease of reportmg, hours of weekly technology use were grouped into ranges 

based on clustermg pattems of die incoming data. The researcher cautions that because 

tiiese categories are not based on literature, tiiey should be used for comparative purpose 

among the respondents of diis smdy. Labels are as follows: 

1. Very Low Use = Fewer than 7 hours weekly 

2. Low Use = 7.01 to 14 hours weekly 

3. Medium Use =14.01 to 25 hours weekly 

4. High Use = 25.01 to 50 hours weekly 

5. Very High Use = More than 50 hours weekly 
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Descriptive statistics for technology use by smdents, parents, and other adults in 

the community illusttate how responses varied by category. The 107 smdent respondents 

showed a mean of 18 hours (medium use) total technology hours per week with a 

minimum of one hour (very low use) and a maximum of 102 hours (very high use). The 

most frequent response was 3 hours which falls into the very low use range. 

The 91 parents responding to this question, use technology an average of 26 hours 

(high use), a minimum of zero hours (very low use), and a maximum of 160 hours (very 

high use). The most frequent response was 2 hours (very low use). 

Otiier adults in the coimnunity (n=53) reported an average of 30.06 hours (high 

use) of technology use, with a minimum of zero hours per week (very low use), and a 

maximum of 105 hours (very high use). The most frequent response was 4 hours (very 

low use). 

Somewhat surprising, according to conventional wisdom, but bearing out the 

hterature, the older respondents, which comprised the other adults category, are more 

reluctant to embrace or use technology initially. However, once they have begun to use 

technology, their usage is higher than that of younger members of the population. 

This division also provides for a clean graphic view of technology use by 

category. Figure 4.1 provides a breakdown overall and by category of total hours of 

technology use per week reported as a percentage of tiiose respondmg m each response 

type. Student participants tended to have low technology use which runs conttary to 

popular belief, but falls in line widi national data shown in Appendix K. 
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Response Type 
B Suident 
• Parent 
• Community 

Very Low Low Use Medium Use High Use Very High 
Use Use 

Hours of Technology Use 

Figure 4.1. Hours of Technology Use in Ranges by Response Type for All Participants, 
Technology/Quality-of-Life Sttidy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Uses and Gratifications theory supposes that users will seek out the medium that 

best dehvers the message or service that will satisfy the need of that mdividual. Table 

4.20 lists the number of hours that respondents reported they use computers for various 

tasks. This mformation was collected at the request of the Littlefield City Technology 

and Community Development Speciahst and the Littlefield Independent School District's 

Technology Specialist. In an effort to target technology education and training to the 
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needs of users and potential users, this information is important baseline data indicating 

how participants use computers for various tasks at home, work, and school. 

As shown in Table 4.20, the most frequent use of computers was for compiling 

databases at work. The least frequent use was financial records at school. Based on the 

information provided in that table, educators and technology specialists can evaluate 

which tasks participants perform most frequently—at home, work, or school. 

Approximately 820 hours were reported in the other category. The researcher made no 

effort to determine the specifics for this response. Table 4.21 combines the total niunber 

of hours for each task. Analysis of these data brought games to the top of the uses list, 

indicating that technology can be and is, with the participants of this smdy, an important 

provider of leisure and entertainment. This in tum will assist hi the development of 

appropriate ttaining on skills that will meet the needs and desires of the users. 

Although determining the details of specific uses of computers, the Intemet, and 

their related software packages, researchers have on hand a rich collection of data that 

will be provided to Littlefield Independent School District and the City of Littlefield 

technology specialist. The details of the quantitative data collected along with additional 

qualitative research and pilot smdies will allow the community to plan for additional 

framing and will provide support for writing of grants to secure ftmding for additional 

technological hardware and software. 

91 



Table 4.19. Combined Hours of Computer Use by All Participants by Location and Task 
in Rank Order of Hours, Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, 
Texas, 2004. 

Home 
Games 
Otiier 
Word Processing 
Financial 
Graphic Design 
Visual Presentations 
Web Design 
Databases Home 

Work 
Databases 
Odier 
Word Processing 
Financial 
Games 
Web Design 
Visual Presentations 
Graphic Design 

School 
Games 
Word Processing 
Odier 
Graphic Design 
Web Design 
Visual Presentations 
Databases 
Financial 

Overall Total of Hours 

Total Hours at Home - 1,463 
500 
384 
201 
116 
93 
57 
56 
56 

Total Hours at Work -1,712 
619 
343 
333 
213 
101 
49 
38 
16 

Total Hours at School - 609 
163 
107 
94 
90 
89 
42 
21 

3 
3,784 

If home, work, and school uses of computers were combmed based on task, the 

rank order changes as shown in Table 4.20. 
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Table 4.20. Rank Order of Tasks When Hours at Home, Work, and School are 
Combined for Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life Study, Littlefield, 
Texas, 2004. 

Task Total of All Hours 

Otiier 820.50 

Games 764.17 

Databases 694.50 

Word Processing 640.80 

Fmancial Records 331.50 

Graphic Design 198.50 

Web Design 194.00 

Visual Presentations 137.00 

Most Frequently Used Programs 

Respondents were asked to choose all software programs that tiiey use and could 

choose as many as were applicable to their simation. Frequencies were run to determine 

which programs were used by die participants. Table 4.21 displays tiie software packets 

used by all participants of the smdy. 

Table 4.21. Software Used by All Respondents Listed m Rank Order, 
Technology/Quality-of-Life Sttidy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Software Program Frequency (N) 
MS Word 1̂ 2 
Intemet Explorer 
America Onhne 
PowerPomt ^^^ 
Excel 101 
Adobe Acrobat 'x^ 
Word Perfect ^ 
PhotoShop — 
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Table 4.21. Continued. 
Publisher 60 
MS Outlook 47 
FrontPage 44 
Netscape 39 
Access 37 
Quicken 31 
TurboTax 16 
PageMaker 14 
AutoCad 12 
Dreamweaver 11 
Fax Software 11 
FileMaker 11 
CorelDraw 9 
Quickbooks 8 

MS Exchange 7 
lUusttator 6 
GoLive 3 
QuarkXPress 1_ 

Other See Appendix I for Listing 

Intemet Speed 

Literature is replete with examples of the benefits of broadband Intemet access 

over dial-up. After noting in the questionnaire that dial-up was defined as 56K or less and 

broadband was defmed as a connection speed of 200K or greater, respondents were asked 

to report what type Intemet access they had at home, work, and school. Responses to this 

question (Table 4.22) indicated that only a small number of Littlefield residents had 

broadband Intemet connections at home—^nine smdents, six parents, and seven other 

adults from the community—for a total of 22 or 8% of the 266 responding. This 

compared to 145 or 54.5% reporting dial-up. Even lumping those who said they did not 
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know what type of Intemet access they had, frequency of broadband at home is less than 

halfthat of dial-up. 

Table 4.22. Speed of Intemet Connection at Home for Smdents, Parents, and 
Community, Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Smdents 

Parents 

Community 

Total 

None 

N 

32 

13 

10 

55 

Intemet Access Home 

Dial-

N 

49 

66 

30 

145 

-up Broadband 

N 

9 

6 

7 

22 

Don't Know 

N 

28 

10 

6 

44 

Total 

N 

118 

95 

53 

266 

Broadband Intemet access at work declined for smdents but was much more 

prevalent among parents and increased slightly for other adults in the commvmity. 

Although the number of respondents reporting broadband Intemet access at work almost 

doubled over those reporting broadband access at home, the number having no access at 

work showed a significant increase—154 at work compared with 55 at home—as shown 

in Table 4.23. 
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Table 4.23. Speed of Intemet Connection at Work for Smdents, Parents, and 
Community, Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Students 

Parents 

Community 

Total 

None 

N 
93 

35 

26 

154 

Intemet Access Work 

Dial-up 

N 
5 

16 

6 

27 

Broadband 

N 
2 

26 

12 

40 

Don't know 

N 
18 

17 

9 

44 

Total 

N 
118 

94 

53 

265 

Although Intemet connection at school relates mostly to smdents, the researcher 

reports the data here for sake of consistency. Table 4.24 mdicates that 80 smdents did not 

know that they had access to broadband at school and 10 thought they had none or are 

simply not allowed to access it. Only 12 smdents and 2 parents reported they had access 

to broadband at school. 

Table 4.24. Speed of Intemet Access at School, Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, 
Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Response 
Group 

Smdents 

Parents 

Community 

Total 

None 

N 
10 

85 

49 

144 

Intemet Access School 

Dial-up 

N 
15 

1 

1 

17 

Broadband 

N 
12 

2 

0 

14 

Don't know 

N 
80 

6 

3 

89 

Total 

N 
117 

94 

53 

264 
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Intemet Source 

A personal interview with Littlefield's community development and technology 

manager reveals that there are seven providers of Intemet access in the community. 

Combining customers of each provider at home, work, and school, the providers ranked 

as follows: 1) America Online (n=133), 2) The Door (n=50), 3) MSN (n=41), 4) Other 

(n=36), 5) NTS (n=17), 6) SBC Yahoo (n=13), 7) Earthlink (n=9), and 8) Wal-mart 

(n=4). 

The fmal question on the Littlefield Quality of Life data-collection uisttTiment 

asked participants to indicate the number of hours they used the Intemet for various tasks 

at home, work, and school (Table 4.25). As the literature predicted, participants used the 

Intemet for email purposes more than any other use, which indicates an interest in 

communication and socialization. 

Table 4.25. Intemet Uses in Rank Order by Number of Hours Participants Used the 
Intemet for Given Tasks at Home, Work, and School Combined, 
Technology/Quality-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Task Combined Hours Per Week 

Email 897 

Games 601 

Research 599 

Music/Entertainment 345 
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Table 4.25. Continued. 

Task Combined Hours Per Week 

Social (Chat and Instant Messenger) 317 

Otiier 184 

Medical Information 142 

E-commerce (selling) 88 

Video Conferencing 71 

Travel Info/Reservations 66 

E-commerce (buying) 57 

Online Banking 55 

Geneology 19 

Research Question 3: What is the quality of life of students, parents, and other 
adults? 

Quality of life scores were computed using importance and satisfaction scores for 

each of the 54 aspects of life. Quality of hfe scores were computed as follows: 

[QOL=(unportance/3) * (satisfaction score-3)] witii quahty of life scores ranging from 

- 3.33 (not at all satisfied with exttemely important issues) to 3.33 (exttemely satisfied 

with very unportant issues). Importance scores serve as a weight for converting 

satisfaction scores into quality of life scores. Items rated as particularly important 

produce especially high quality of life scores where high satisfaction is mdicated. 

Shnilarly, items rated as particularly unportant produce especially low quahty of life 

scores where lack of satisfaction is mdicated (Raphael & D'Amico, 1996). 

Quality of life scores above 0 reflect a positive quality of life, while those below 0 

reflect a negative quality. Overall quality of life scores greater tiian 1.50 are considered 
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excellent scores. Scores from .51 to 1.50 indicate a very acceptable quality of hfe. 

Scores from .51 to .50 reflect an adequate quality of life. Scores of-.51 to -1.50 indicate 

problematic quality of hfe, while scores less than -1.50 are very problematic (Quality of 

Life Research Unit, 1998). 

Figure 4.2 is a graph of the quahty of hfe levels for all respondents which 

indicated that the participants of this smdy had a positive view of their quality of life as 

measured by the QOLP. Of the 377 individuals participating in this smdy, only three 

individuals, one in each of the smdent, parent, and other community adult categories, 

considered theh quality of life problematic. There were no responses in the very 

problematic category. Overall quality of life scores were generated for 116 (34.1%) 

sttidents, 132 (38.8%) parents, and 92 (27.1%) other adults m the community for a total 

of 340 (90.2%). There were 22 (19%) smdents, 14 (10.6%) parents, and 10 (9.2%) other 

aduhs for a total of 46 (13.5%) with scores in tiie adequate category. Of the 142 (41.8%) 

scores at the very adequate level, 45 (31.7%) were smdents, 56 (39.4%) were parents, and 

41 (28.9%) were other adults m the community. Excellent scores numbered 149 (43.8%), 

and consisted of 48 (32.2%) smdents, 61 (40.9%) parents, and 40 (26.8%) other aduhs in 

the community. 
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Response Type 
I Student 
• Parent 
n Community 

Problematic Adequate Very Acceptable Excellent 
(-1.50 to-.51) (-.51 to .50) (.51 to 1.50) (>1.50) 

Overall QOL Categories 

Figm-e 4.2. Quality of Life Scores by Response Categoty, Technology/Quality-of-Life 
Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Research Question 4: Are there any relationships among the demographic 
characteristics, technology use, and quality of hfe of students, parents, and other 
adults and quality of life? 

Bivariate cortelational analyses were run to determine if there were relationships 

among demographic variables, technology use, and quality of life. Characteristics 

included hi the analyses were gender, age, ethnicity, martial stams, number of children, 

number of children at home, annual salary, and employment stams; a significance level of 
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<.05 was set a priori. Because of the apparent differences among the three populations 

involved in the smdy, each group was analyzed separately. Conelations between all 

demographic data, technology use, and overall quality of life scores were generated. The 

results of bivariate conelation analysis and the sttength of those conelations resuhed in 

the following relationships. 

Demographics and Technologv Use 

Gender 

There were no conelations between gender and technology use at <.05 level of 

significance in the analysis of all participant, smdent, and parent data. Weekly 

technology use for community participants was positively related to gender with a 

Pearson's correlation coefficient of r = .023 and an effect size of 0.046 which is 

negligible based on the Davis Convention of reporting effect size. Coding of this 

question using 0 for female and 1 for male means that males among the adult community 

respondents used technology more hours per week than the females in that category. 

Age 

Among the smdent population there was a negative conelation between age and 

Intemet access at home (r = -.202), a low negative association at the .05 level. The 

younger the participants, the more likely they were to have Intemet at home. 

There were no significant conelations for parents based on age. However, 

community participants showed a negative conelation (r = -.488) significant at die .01 
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level with a very sttong negative association (effect size = -1.12) between age and access 

to technology. 

Grade 

This factor applies to smdent participants only and indicates a negative conelation 

between grade and Intemet access speed at home. The lower the grade, the more likely 

the smdents are to have broadband Intemet access at home. Conelations between grade 

and technology use of smdent participants yielded a Pearson conelation coefficient of 

-.265 at the ,<.01 level with an effect size of-0.55 which is a substantial negative 

association. 

Interest in College Degree 

Only smdent participants were asked to complete the question, "Are you 

interested in getting a college degree when you finish high school?" Yes=l and No=0. 

Therefore, the positive conelation indicated that those interested in a college degree were 

more likely to have Intemet access. Conelations between demographic data and 

technology use of smdent participants based on their desire to pursue a college degree 

yielded a Pearson's correlation of .194 at the <.05 level of significance and effect size of 

.40 indicating a moderate association. 
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Number of Children 

For parent participants, there is a negative conelation (r = -.323), i.e., the more children a 

respondent had, the less likely the respondent was to use technology. This relationship 

was significant at the .01 level and exhibited a substantial association (effect size = -.68). 

Number of Siblings 

Because no smdent indicated having children, the researcher looked at the number 

of siblings the respondent had. A negative correlation existed between the number of 

brothers and sisters and high-speed Intemet access at home (r = -.203 at the <.05 level of 

significance). The more siblings, the less likely the individual was to have Intemet 

access at home. The effect of siblings on high-speed Intemet at home was moderate at 

.42. 

Salary 

Parents showed a positive conelation between salary and technology use. 

Merely having access to technology was positively conelated (r = .241) significant at the 

.01 level with a substantial association (effect size = .50). 

Employment 

The 134 parents who answered this question reflected a positive conelation with 

simply having a job and having access to technology. Pearson's coefficient for this 
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relationship (r = .363) was significant at tiie .01 level with a very sttong association 

between the two (effect size = .78). 

More hours worked per week indicated a greater use of technology. There was no 

conelation between salary and technology use among community participants. However, 

having a job was negatively conelated at the <.05 level of significance. For those who 

did have a job, the more hours worked the greater likelihood they would have access to 

both computers and the Intemet and use them for a greater number of hours during the 

week. Such was the case with community participants. 

Table 4.26 shows for parent respondents that the more hours they work per week, 

the more likely diey are to have access to technology and the Intemet. The respondents 

show a positive cortelation at the .01 level of significance for technology and Intemet 

only. This association was substantial for having technology access and vety sttong for 

Intemet access. 

Table 4.26. Conelations Between Hours in Work Week and Technology Use of Parent 
Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life Study, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Pearson 
Variable Conelation Sig. (2-tailed) N Effect Size 
Technology Use 
Yes=lorNo=0 .303** .001 126 0.64 

Intemet Access 
Yes=lorNo=0 .336** .000 126 0.71 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 4.27 indicates a negative relationship significant at the .05 level with 

substantial effect between having a job, employment stams, and having access to 

technology. The same holds tme for Intemet access. 

Table 4.27. Conelations Between Employment Stams and Technology Use of 
Community Participants, Technology/Quahty-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield 
Texas, 2004. 

Variable 
Technology Use 
Yes=l or No=0 

Intemet Access 
Yes=l or No=0 

Pearson 
Conelation Sig. (2-tailed) 

.244* .012 

-.237* .015 

N Effect Size 
-0.50 

105 

105 -0.48 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Among community participants, if an individual has access to technology, the 

numbers of hours in a work week will increase for that individual. Ta '• 4.28 shows a 

positive conelation between having access to technology and the number of hours in a 

work week at the .01 level of significance (r = .299) with a substantial association 

between the two. The same holds tme for Intemet access (r = .277). 

Table 4.28. Conelations Between Hours in Work Week and Technology Use of 
Community Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life Study, Littlefield, 
Texas, 2004. 

Pearson 
Variable Cortelation Sig. (2-tailed) N Effect Size 
Technology Use 
Yes=lorNo=0 .299** .003 97 0.63 

Intemet Access 
Yes=lorNo=0 .277** ^06 97 0.58 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Age and years lived in Littlefield were closely related. Therefore, the findings 

from the conelation between age and technology use and years in Littlefield and 

technology use show similarities in their negative conelation. The older a person is or 

die more years tiiat person has lived in Littlefield, the less likely he or she is to have and 

use technology. However, the speed of Intemet access at work showed to be accessible 

at a higher speed for tiiose having lived in Littlefield longer. 

Table 4.29 shows a negative conelation at the .01 level of significance between 

years lived in Littlefield and the likelihood of the respondent having access to technology 

and the Intemet only. There is a very sttong negative association between number of 

years lived in Littlefield and having access to technology. 

Table 4.29. Conelations Between Years Lived in Littlefield and Technology Use of 
Community Participants, Technology/Quality-of-Life Study, Littlefield, 
Texas, 2004. 

Pearson 
Variable Conelation Sig. (2-tailed) N Effect Size 
Technology Use 

Yes=lorNo=0 -.444** .000 103 -0.99 
Intemet Access 

Yes=lorNo=0 -.457** .000 103 -1.03 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Demographics and Ouahtv of Life 

Significant conelations between demographic characteristics of participants and 

their reported quality of hfe are few. The four characteristics that seem to influence how 

participants viewed their quality of life were age, grade, number of children, and 

employment. Each of these had varymg effects on the combined and separate population 
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statistics. The following are tables reflecting the conelations between demographic 

characteristics and quality of life for the citizens of Littlefield, Texas. Only significant 

conelations have been reported, ft is important to note before reading this section that 

there were no significant relationships between any demographic characteristic and 

quality of hfe among parent participants. 

Age 

Among other adults in the community there existed a positive conelation between 

age and quality of life. The older an individual is, the higher that person's quality of life 

score. Pearson's conelation coefficient for this relationship was significant at the .05 

level (r = .244) with a substantial association of .50. 

Grade 

Students showed a very strong negative association between grade and quality of 

life. The older smdents exhibited lower quality of life scores. Significant at the .01 level 

(r = -.475), the 103 smdents responding to this question indicated a very sttong negative 

association between age and quahty of life 

Number of Children 

Among adults in the community, there existed a moderate association between 

number of children and quality of hfe. Pearson's conelation for these variables was .214 

and significant at the .05 level. 
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Employment 

Other adults in tiie community scored higher on quality of hfe if they had a job. 

This conelation was significant at the .05 level (r = .217) and showed a moderate 

association (.45) between quality of life and employment. 

Use of Technology and Ouahtv of Life 

There were no significant relationships at the <.05 level among smdent 

participants of tiie Littlefield smdy. Significant conelations among other categories of 

participants did exist, but were very sparse. 

Parent participants showed a positive conelation between havmg high-speed or 

broadband Intemet access at home and quality of life with significance at the .01 level r = 

.280). The association between the two variables was substantial (effect size=.58) 

Table 4.30 indicates that among other adults in the community having access to 

technology was negatively conelated with quality of life. This negative conelation 

measured in a Pearson's coefficient of-.273 at the .01 level with a substantial association 

(effect size = -.57). Altematively, as hours of Intemet use at work increased, so did 

quality of life (r = .321) at the .05 level of significance with a substantial association 

between the two (Effect size = .68). However, because hours of Intemet use at work 

were positively conelated with the hours in an individuals' work week, it would be 

presumpmous to assume a cause and effect relationship between Intemet hours at work 

and quality of hfe. 
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Otiier adults in the community showed a vety sttong association between 

high-speed Intemet access at home and quality of life. The conelation was .335 at the 

.05 level of significance and a very sttong association (effect size = .71). 

50 

51 

93 

0.71 

0.68 

-0.57 

Table 4.30. Relationships Among Technology Use and Quality of Life for Community, 
Technology/Quality-of-Life Sttidy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. ' 

Pearson 
Variable Conelation Sig. (2-tailed) N Effect Size 
Intemet Access 

at Home (speed) .335* .017 
Intemet Hours 

at Work .321* .022 
Technology Use 
Yes=l No=0 ^.273** .008 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed), 

Based on the findings reported in this chapter. Chapter V will summarize the 

resultant conclusions and implications of the smdy as well as recommendations for 

ftuther research. It will fiirther reveal a model depicting the convergence of the concepts 

of community, technology, and quality of life, that emerged as common themes of the 

findings of the smdy and the literature review reported in Chapter II. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The researcher examined proposed variables of the quality of hfe of a select 

sample of smdents, parents, and otiier adults in Littlefield, Texas. Participants completed 

die Quahty of Life Profile (a generic measure of well-being developed by the Quahty of 

Life Research Unit in Toronto, Canada) in order to generate relevant data for tiiis smdy. 

Additional data were collected to include descriptive personal, education, employment, 

salary, tenure of residence in Littlefield, and technology use—^both quantity and quality 

(Appendices A and B). 

The purposes of this smdy were to: 1) identify the demographic characteristics 

and Intemef computer technology use of high school smdents, parents, and otiier adults, 

2) describe the quahty of hfe of high school smdents, parents, and other adults, and 3) 

examine the relationship among demographic characteristics, technology use, and quahty 

of life as perceived by individuals in the community. Proposed variables included 

gender, age, ethnicity, marital stams, number of children, employment, salary, and years 

lived in Littlefield, Texas. Another purpose was to measure the technology use in the 

community based on computer and Intemet use. For purposes of this smdy, the 

researcher defined the overall meaning of access to technology as individuals having 

access to a computer and the Intemet. 
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The guiding tiieoretical framework for "quality of life" in the context of this 

research was defined as an overall general well-being comprised of both objective and 

subjective evaluations of physical, material, social, and emotional well-being, together 

witii the degree to which individuals enjoy the important possibilities of theh lives, or 

"how good is your life for you?" (Renwick & Brown, 1996). 

The research focused on an individual's possibilities in three fundamental areas of 

hfe common to all human beings, which are essential dimensions of the human 

experience. These three life domains are being, belonging, and becoming (Raphael, 

Renwick, Brown, & Rootman, 1994). Being reflects who one is as an individual and has 

three subdomains: physical, psychological, and spirimal being. Belonging refers to the 

ties that individuals have with their physical environment. This domain also has three 

subdomains: physical, psychological, and spirimal being. Belonging refers to the ties 

individuals have with thefr physical environment. This domain also has three 

subdomains: physical, social, and community. The third domain, becoming, focuses on 

purposeful activity m which uidividuals engage in an attempt to accomplish goals, 

aspirations, and hopes. Becoming also includes three subdomains: practical, leisure, and 

growth (Raphael, Renwick et al., 1994). 

The following assumptions were used for this smdy: 1) the concept of quality of 

life applies to all human bemgs; 2) an mdividual's quality of life is subject to change; 3) 

quality of hfe considers all aspects of an individual's hfe, whether physical, 

psychological, social, or spirimal; 4) the components of quality of hfe, those things 

constituting our human condition, are common for all individuals; 5) the interaction 
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between tiie individual and the environment of the individual is vital m determination of 

quality of hfe; 6) measurement of quality of hfe includes both objective hfe conditions 

and subjective evaluations that individuals impose on their current circumstances; and 7) 

the individual's perspective is emphasized as a measure of quality of life. 

The population for this study consisted of citizens of Littlefield, Texas, namely 

high school smdents and their parents, and members of the remaining population. A 

census of the high school smdents was attempted witii the caveat that smdents had to 

retum a signed permission slip in order to participate. After completing during theh 

social studies period an adolescent version of a pretested instrument designed by 

researchers at the Center for Quality of Life hi Toronto, Canada, smdents were asked to 

take home a packet with adult versions of the quality of life profile (QOL) for their 

mothers and fathers. During the same day, questionnaires were mailed to a random 

sample of the remaining population. Tax rolls and water hook-up records with 

duplication eliminated from each were combined, and a random number generator was 

used to choose 326 individuals to participate. 

Prenotices, cover letters, distribution of questionnaires, and follow-ups were 

distributed approximately seven days apart based on the Dilhnan (2000) Tailored Design 

Metiiod. Various procedures such as offering incentives, promoting tiie project with local 

media, and appealing to the participants' sense of community were enlisted as part of 

Dilhnan's recommended survey methods. The population of Littlefield was 6,507 at the 

time of this smdy. For purposes of calculating percent retum, tiie researcher assumed the 

ideal 100% attendance at school on the survey day and diat all 433 smdents had the 
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opporttmity to complete the questionnaire in class under the direction of their social 

sttidies teachers. Parents were provided 866 questionnaires, one for the mother and 

anotiier for the fattier of each of the 433 students. Three hundred twenty-six (326) 

households each received two questionnaires for a total of 652. Total number of 

questionnaires distributed was 1,951 with a retum of 377 completed questionnaires from 

die tiu-ee types of respondents—smdents (126), parents (141), and community (110)—for 

a 19.3 percent total retum. Because of the low retum, the resuhs of this smdy cannot be 

generalized to die entire population of Littlefield, but only represent a description of 

those returning the questionnaire. And, because of the clear sttatification of the resuhs 

from the three audiences upon analysis of the data, statistics for each group were 

analyzed separately, and compared with each other. 

Conclusions 

To begin, the researcher examined intemal consistency coefficients, Cronbach's 

alpha, for quality of hfe questions 1-54. The test yielded a Cronbach's alpha of .965. 

Frequency distributions and descriptive statistics were used to produce frequency tables 

for all questionnafre items. The SPSS frequencies procedure provided statistics and 

graphical displays that were useful m providmg the followmg resuhs. 

1. A majority of the participants were female (53.8%) widi males accounting for 

44.4%. An equal percentage of males and female smdents, 16.7%, 

participated in the smdy. Female parents made up 22.5% of the total and 

males 14.9% of the total. Based on these retums, one might conclude that 
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females are somewhat more likely to participate in surveys and that the female 

parent is more likely to complete and retum paperwork brought home by 

smdents. However, the researcher concluded that this ttend did not hold tme 

for community participants who tended to be older because this group 

exhibited equal representation of 14.6% each from males and females. 

2. The mean age of all survey participants was 37.8 years with the youngest 

being 14 and the oldest being 91. The 126 smdents ranged in age from 14 to 

19. Sixty-one of the parents were in the 20-39 year range, 74 were between 

40 and 59, and 3 were older than 59. 

3. There were 204 White, 156 Hispanic, 6 Afiican American, and 4 Native 

Americans, and 5 other participants. 

4. Marital status showed that 42.9% of the respondents were smgle, 51.5% were 

married, and 5.6% were divorced. When smdents are deleted from this 

statistic, the marriage rate among adults is even higher. From tiiese statistics 

marriage and a low rate of divorce can be assumed to be the norm in 

Littlefield. 

5. A 52.9% majority were employed, 35.7% unemployed, and 11.4% retired. 

From these statistics is it concluded that tiiere is a relatively high rate of 

vmemployment, especially among teens. 

6. Annual salary ranges showed 105 (44.5%) of die 236 respondents making less 

than $20,000,47 (19.9%) making $20,000-$29,999, 31 (13.1%) makmg 

$30,000-$39,999, 26 (11%) making $40,000-$49,999, and 27 (11.4%) had an 
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annual salary of $50,000 or greater. However, it was concluded that only a 

small percentage of smdents had jobs and because that group constimted 

ahnost a third of data collected, the high percentage of mdividuals making less 

than $20,000 was likely not representative of all the respondents or the 

Littlefield community in general. 

7. Of the 363 responding to the years in Littlefield question, 106 have been in 

Littlefield 1-10 years, 126 for 11-20 years, 35 for 21-30 years, 42 for 31-40 

years, 29 for 41-50 years, and 25 more than 50 years. Based on these figures, 

it was concluded that there was a general ttend for residents to have a long 

tenure in Littlefield. 

Because of the sttatified nature of the three sets of responses and the great 

disparity in the characteristics by each of the three, the following provides an overview of 

materials as a foundation for the more detailed analysis reported previously in 

Chapter FV. 

1. Combmed hours of technology (computer -i- Intemet hours) use per week 

averaged ahnost 18 hours for smdents, ahnost 26 hours for parents, and 30 

hours for other aduhs in the community. Only 22 of the 266 responding to 

this portion of the questionnaire reported having broadband, 145 reported 

dial-up, 55 had none, and 44 did not know. From these finduigs, the 

researcher concluded that teens have the lowest told hours of weekly 

technology use, probably because of the Ihnited number of hours gatekeepers 

place on their computer and hitemet access. It is further concluded that there 
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is a low rate of access to broadband at home. Lastly, it is concluded from 

these findings that once community respondents, who tend to be older, adopt 

technology, their hours of use is the highest of all three response groups. 

2. The most frequently used computer software was MS Word. The highest use 

of computers after the combined categoty of "other" was for games. If the 

smdent population is removed, database preparation takes the lead. It is 

concluded that ttaining on the most efficient software program and methods 

dealing with databases and word processes might be the most useful 

technology ttaining provided. One might also conclude that the highest use of 

broadband occurs in the workplace. 

3. The most frequent use of the Intemet, as supported by a preponderance of the 

literature, was for email. It is concluded from this finding that an important 

use of the Intemet in Littlefield is sociahzation and that technology serves to 

enhance quality of life through socialization with family and fiiends in the 

local and vhtual community. 

The quality of life as perceived by die respondents was high. 

1. This conclusion was drawn based on the fact tiiat of the 340 responding, 337 

(99.1%) indicated their quality of life was adequate, vety acceptable, or 

excellent. 

2. Only 3 reported tiieh quality of hfe as being problematic and none reported a 

vety problematic quality of life. 
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It was concluded that for tiie respondents in this smdy, few relationships 

existed among demographics, technology use, and quality of life. More could 

surface with further isolation of less important variables that were measured only 

at the request of the school and city technology specialists. However, these few 

should be noted as benchmarks to measure against in future longimdinal smdies 

and in planning technology programs. 

1. Technology use, having access to technology (computers + Intemet), was 

negatively conelated with age. The older participants had a negative view of 

access to technology. However, those who aheady used technology tended to 

report a higher quality of life as weekly hours of technology use increased. 

Therefore, it is concluded that allowing older participants to observe others 

using technology or being able to tty technology for purposes that gratify their 

personal needs could facilitate thefr initial adoption and increased weekly 

hours of technology use. 

2. Quality of life scores go down as access to technology use goes up, except for 

those in the parent and community categories, who reported having broadband 

Intemet access at home. They reported a higher overall quality of hfe. 

Although the number of responses to this question was low and should be 

verified through further quanthative or qualitative mvestigation, there is some 

evidence that having broadband Intemet access at home hnproves individuals' 

perceptions of their quality of life. 
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Implications 

This breaking down of die borders between online and offline communities stands 

in conttast to most existmg notions of online communications and could have important 

implications for the development of ttaditional communities. It is by extension the 

reason for the current research project. Communities tiiat have access to the tools of 

online commumty building will be positioned to realize a higher quality of life, resulting 

from sttong supportive communities, whetiier ttaditional or virmal 

(Hamman, 2001, p. 71). 

Making the connections visually in three stages helps one arrive logically at a new 

model that indicates a close connection between technology use, defined by this smdy as 

computer and Intemet, and quality of life, as measured by the QOL Profile insttiunent of 

Renwick and Brown (1996). 

Research and literature indicate that a majority of Americans would prefer to live 

away from the congested environment of the city. It follows that displaced Americans 

forced to leave the rural areas of thefr youth to pursue education and gainful employment 

might retum if communities could offer the resources necessaty for individuals to live, 

raise families, and be happy. It is incumbent upon community leaders to find ways to 

create jobs sufficient to support families and offer them those products, services, and 

creature comforts that tend to bring about a high level of satisfaction with theh 

cfrcumstances or quality of life. 

As Intemet technology improves in speed and in price to the consumer, the ttend 

is toward accessing those services that enhance job satisfaction through telecommuting 
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from rural areas, keeping up with family even in today's ttansient society, accessing high 

quality health care into rural areas via telemedicine, and acquiring entertainment and 

products not available in the rural areas on a real basis. 

The implications of tiiis smdy are far-reaching, if followed to their uhimate 

conclusion of segmenting rural populations in an effort to understand the basic needs 

each brings to the table. Many resources have been focused on youth, a vety important 

part of the future of America. However, with population ttends showing a large increase 

in the senior population, it would seem natural to begin moving resources into the areas 

of geriatric smdy as well. With this ttend will come a sfress on the nursing homes and 

retfrement centers that have been the usual places for members of the older population to 

go as they enter their golden years. Basic literature used in this smdy as well as the data 

collected for the senior citizens in this smdy reveal that technology could be an important 

factor in relieving the pressure on tools, resources, and facihties created to deal with the 

"graying of America." 

In addition, if Intemet resources can be bolstered to die level of delivering jobs, 

education, goods and services, and entertainment to members of a local community, it 

may be possible to stem the tide of migration of the younger generation from rural West 

Texas. The fiiture existence of many of these mral communities depends on thefr ability 

and willmgness to shift thefr ways of thmking and acting to reverse the ttend of economic 

decline that has occurred durmg the past decade and that has brought witii it a depletion 

of people and resoiuces. 
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Recommendations 

Based on the findings, conclusions, and imphcations of this smdy, presented 

below is a recommended model showing how the interaction of real and virtual 

communities with technology can be used to change rural communities. Also presented 

are recommendations for fiirther research. 

Technology, Communities, and Ouality of Life: A Model 

Listed in Table 5.1 below are just a few of the goods and services offered by 

ttaditional communities that have counterparts in a virmal world. The list is not 

complete, but the possibilities will become more numerous as broadband becomes more 

accessible and as technology becomes more user fiiendly. Even in its early stages of 

development this model provides common denominators for community, technology, and 

quahty of hfe. As broadband becomes more accessible and the adoption of new 

technologies mcrease—and the Diffusion of Innovations Theoty and cunent ttends 

indicate they will—the boundaries dividing ttaditional communities and on-line 

communities begin to disappear. As hardware and software applications advance to 

provide an interface more convenient than the fradhional mouse tied to a computer that is 

mounted on a desk. Uses and Gratifications Theoty would suggest that more individuals 

would use technology that is easy to use and meets tiieir needs. Witii additional research, 

both qualitative and quantitative, in Littlefield as well as otiier rural West Texas 

communities, it can be determined what baniers exist to adoption of technologies for 

various segments of the population. This researcher predicts tiiat as additional products 
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and services that could enhance quality of life are delivered via broadband Intemet to 

individual households, users will become more accepting of technologies. With three 

different sets of literature—community, quality of life, diffusion of innovations— 

pointing to improvement of the individual's circumstance as a major focus, the landscape 

of sociology and community development is changing. The tools that communities have 

available remain limited because of Ihnited resources; the possibilities that technology 

has to offer are expanding at an exponential rate. 

Consequently, the researcher offers the following model—The Bullock-Smith 

Model for Technology, Community, and Quality of Life—as a means of defining visually 

the convergence of these three vety powerful individual concepts into one dynamic 

approach that could revolutionize rural America. It reveals the interaction and the 

symbiotic nature of fraditional communities, virtual communities, and advancing 

technology. This model is a collaborative effort between the researcher conductmg this 

smdy and her doctoral committee chair, James H. Smith, who conducted an earlier 

quality-of-life smdy involving recipients of the Houston Livestock Show and Rodeo 

Scholarships. 
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Table 5.1. Common Denominators for Community, Technology, and Three Domains 
Quahty of Life, Technology/Quahty-of-Life Smdy, Littlefield, Texas, 2004. 

Community' (traditional) 

Medical Care 
Medical Information 
Safety 

Contact with friends 
Family 
Information 
Public places 
Publishing 
Shopping 
Social clubs 

Education 
Income 
Information 
Leisure 
Local jobs 
Money Management 
Travel Agency 
Virtual Tours 

Technolog>' (virtual delivery) 

Telemedicine/Teledentistry 
WebMD 
Video Secunty via Intemet 

Email 
Email/4-Video Conferencing 
World Wide Web 
Chat Rooms 
Blogs 
E-commerce (buying) 
Specialized Ustservs 

Distance Education 
E-commerce (selling) 
E-Newspaper 
Gaming, music, movies 
Telecommuting 
Online banking 
Travel planning/reservations 
Travel 

QuaUty of Life 

Being 
Being 
Being 

Belonging 
Belonging 
Belonging 
Belonging 
Belonging 
Belonging 
Belonging 

Becoming 
Becoming 
Becoming 
Becoming 
Becoming 
Becoming 
Becoming 
Becoming 
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Bullock-Smith Mode 

Figure 5.1. Bullock-Smith Model for Technology and Quality of Life in Communities. 

Continued investigation into this cunent research project acmally revealed three 

separate smdies. An effort has been made to discover characteristics of three important 

audiences that make up the majority of small rural communities, namely youth, 

young/middle-aged parents, and the ever-increasing senior population. From this 

research comes the reahzation that each of these populations brings with it individual 

needs. Using an across-the-board approach to diffusion of technology in communities 

could aid in the pursuit of quality of life. This information will serve as a guidepost for 
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nu-al community developers anxious to bolster the economic and individual well-being of 

rural communities' residents. 

Recommendations for Further Research and Development 

Five recommendations for further research follow. 

1. Test die uses and gratifications theoty as it relates to teens', parents', and 

seniors' use of technology to meet the needs in their daily lives. 

2. Determine learning styles of each segment of the rural population with a view 

toward providing user-fiiendly ttaining that would assist teens, adults, and 

seniors in adopting technologies that have the potential for unproving their 

quality of life seamlessly. 

3. Investigate ftmding sources related to each population in order to design model 

projects geared specifically and individually for teens, middle-aged adults, and 

seniors that would bring practical applications to the forefront for each 

audience. These fimds would provide a means by which the individuals— 

regardless of age, financial stams, or home life—could acquire the hardware 

and software necessaty to easily embrace new technology. 

4. Replicate this smdy in other rural communities along the new broadband 

Intemet backbones to determine baseline data for these communities as the 

infrastmctures begin to take shape. Follow-up studies in these communities 

would reveal the acmal effect technology has had on individuals' perception of 

"how good life is" for them. 
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5. Find ways of bringing computers and die hitemet to individual homes rather 

tiian placing increasing pressure on die limited public technology facilities of 

rural communities. Such efforts will make technology more available to 

populations tiiat remain immobile as a result of age, disability, and other 

physical and social factors. 

Summary 

The economic, social, and environmental needs of rural West Texas are shifting. 

The aging population and declining resources such as water and youth, have placed 

pressures on government to develop new and creative ways of bolstering the declming 

economies and populations. The exponential growth and development of computers and 

technology are making virtual communities a concept ripe for harvest. 

Enhancing the convenience of technology, in some cases making the hardware 

invisible, will likely atttact older users who currently report being fhisfrated by their 

inabihty to navigate today's computers and Intemet access. In addition, as software is 

designed to meet specific wants and needs of various populations. 

As e-commerce, distance education, telemedicine, teleconferencing come into 

routine use, residents of rural communities will have less reason to relocate, or even to 

ttavel to mettopohtan areas. Broadband access has the potential for bringing sustainable 

economic stmctures back to declining commimities of West Texas while offering a high 

quality of life. 
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Dear Littiefield Resident: 

A few days from now, you will receive in the mail a brief questionnaire for 
an important research project being conducted by the City of Littiefield, 
and Littlefield High School, and Texas Tech University. The study 
concerns your use of technology (computers and the Intemet) and how it 
affects your quality of life. 

Please be on the lookout for this information. Your completion of this 
insttument wih help your community and school determine additional 
technology needs as they relate to improving quality of life in Littlefield. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. It's only with the generous 
help of people like you that this research can be successful. As a small 
token of our appreciation, your name will be entered in a drawing for a 
number of valuable prizes donated by Texas Tech and the community. 

Shzterely ^ ^ .̂  / 

Susie J ^ . Bullock 
Insttuctor 
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Dear Students and Parents: 

The City of Littlefield and Littlefield High School, in cooperation with Texas Tech University, are 
conducting research of all students in 9th through 12th grades and theh parents. We are seeking to leam 
about your use of technology (computers and the Intemet) and how it affects your quality of life. 

Quality of life simply means, "How good is life for you?" To answer this question, you are asked to focus 
on yourself and rate some parts of your life. These are all rated on a simple scale of 1-5. 

There are nine areas which are part of the lives of all people. Fust, you will rate how important these parts 
are to you and how satisfied you are with them. Then, you will indicate how much control you have over 
them and whether there are possibilities for improvement or change. This sounds like a lot, but you will 
find that you can rate them rather quickly. 

Participation in this project is completely voluntary. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential, and 
data will be reported collectively with no individual's data being singled out or identifiable. 

Thank you in advance for your participation in this very important study. Your completion of this 
instrument will help our community and school determine additional technology needs as they relate to 
improving quality of life in Littlefield. 

Simply return the completed student and parent forms in the brown envelope to your social studies 
teacher, and your name will be placed in a drawing for a number of valuable prizes provided by the 
university and the community. We would like to have your response by Tuesday, February 24, 2004. 

If you have questions about this survey, please contact Susie Bullock at 806-742-2816 or by e-mail at 
susie.bunock(a)ttu.edu. 

Sincerely, 

Ricky Hobbs, Principal Melvin Hall, Coordinator Susie Bullock, Instmctor 
Littlefield High School Littlefield Economic Development Texas Tech University 

I have read the above information and voluntarily agree to participate in this study. 

Would you be willing to participate in a study 
similar to this one in the future? 

Yes No Participant's signature 

This form will be placed in a drawing for valuable prizes and used only to contact the winners. 

jsjaĵ g E-mail address^ 

Mailing address .̂  ^ 

City _ _ S t a t e Zip Phone: 
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Dear Littlefield Resident: 

The week of February 23, you should have received a packet containing a questionnahe designed to 
measure your use of computers and the Intemet and how they affect your quality of life. Our records show 
we have not yet received your completed questionnaire. We want to take this opportunity to clarify that, 
even if you do not own or use a computer, it is important that you indicate that on the survey and 
complete the QuaUty of Life sections anyway. 

Quality of life simply means, "How good is life for you?" To answer this question, you are asked to focus 
on yourself and rate some parts of your life. These are all rated on a simple scale of 1-5. 

There are nine areas which are part of the lives of all people. In the fust column, you will rate how 
important these parts are to you, and in the second column, how satisfied you are with them. Then on the 
back, you will indicate how much control you have over them and whether there are possibilities for 
improvement or change. This sounds like a lot, but you will find that you can rate them rather quickly. 

Participation in this project is completely voluntary. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential, and 
data will be reported collectively with no individual's data being singled out or identifiable. 

Thank you in advance for your participation in this very important study. Your completion of this 
instrument will help your community and school determine additional technology needs as they relate to 
improving quality of life in Littlefield. 

Take a few minutes now to complete the survey and return your responses in the enclosed pre-addressed, 
stamped envelope. Your name will be placed in a drawing for a number of valuable prizes, including a 
$100 cash prize and a beautiful designer necklace. If you have questions about this survey, please contact 
Susie Bullock at 806-742-2816 or by e-mail at susie.bullock@ttu.edu. Remember, regardless of whether 
or not you own or use a computer, we want to hear from you. 

Sincerely. 

Melvin Hall, Coordinator Susie B uUock, histtuctor 
Littlefield Economic Deve l_opmen t________2^xasJechJJn ive r s i t j ; _^___ 

I have read the above information and voluntarily agree to participate in this study. 

Would you be willing to participate in a similar 
study to this one in the future? 

Yes No Participant's signature 

This form will be placed in a drawing for valuable prizes and used only to contact the winners. 

Name E-mail address 

Mailing address 

City State Zip. Phone: 
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Adolescent Quality of Life Survey 
Littlefield, Texas—2004 

Demographics 
1. What is your gender? Female 

2. How old are you? years old 

Male 

3. How would you describe yourself? 

African American Asian American _ 

4. What grade are you in? 9th 10th 

.Hispanic Native American _ 

11th 12th 

Yes 

White Other 

5. Are you interested in getting a college degree when you finish high school? 

6. How many brothers and sisters do you have? brothers sisters 

7. What is your marital status? Single Married Divorced 

8. Do you have children? Yes No If yes, how many? 

9. Do you have a job? Yes No If yes, how many hours do you work per week?, 

10. How much money do you make in a year? $ per year 

11. How many years have you lived in Littlefield? 

No 

Computer Use 

1. Please give the number and type of computers you use at 
Home: Macintosh fonnat ^PC/Windows format 
Work: Macintosh fonnat ^PC/Windows fonnat 
School: Macintosh fonnat ^PC/Windows fonnat 

2. How many hours per week would you estimate you use the computer? 
Work: ĥours School: Home: hours hours 

Word processing 
Databases 
Visual presentations 
Financial records 
Graphics design 
Web design 
Games 
Other 

Home:_ 
Home:_ 
Home:_ 
Home:. 
Home:. 
Home:. 
Home:. 
Home:. 

.hours 

.hours 

.hours 

.hours 

.hours 

.hours 

.hours 
hours 

;r for the following: 
Work: 
Work: 
Work: 
Work: 
Work: 
Work: 
Work: 
Work: 

hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 

4. What software do you use? (check all that apply) 
_MS Word 
.Word Perfect 
.PowerPoint 
.Excel 
.Access 
.Filemaker 
GoLive 

QuarkXPress 
.PageMaker 
_Publisher 
_Quicken 

Quickbooks 
T̂urboTax 

Dreamweaver 

PhotoShop 
Illustrator 
Corel Draw 
M̂S Intemet Explorer 

Netscape 
MS Exchange 

List Other 

School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 

.MS Gudook 
America Online 

.Adobe Acrobat 

.AutoCad 
_Fax Software 
_FrontPage 
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Quality of Life 
Quality of Life simply means, "How good is your hfe for you?" To answer this question, you will focus 
on yourself and rate some aspects of your life. These are all rated on a simple scale of 1-5 with 1 bemg 
lowest and 5 being highest. 

First, for each item you will ask yourself the question: How important to me is...? Second, for the same 
items you will ask yourself: How satisfied am I with...? Last, you wih indicate the degree to which you 
make decisions about the nine areas of your life and the degree to which there are opportunities for 
improvement. 

Not at All 
(1) 

Not Very 
(2) 

Importance 

Somewhat 
(3) 

How important to me is...? 

My body and my health: 
1, Being smart about sex 
2. Making healthy choices 

(alcohol, drugs, smoking) 
3. My apprearance—how I look 
4, My exercising and being fit 
5. My physical health 
6, My nutrition and the food I eat 

My thoughts and feelings: 
7. Being free of worry and stress 
8. How I feel about myself 
9, Knowing who I am 
10, Knowing where I am going 
11, Thmking and acting independently 
12, Trusting others 

My beliefs and values: 
13. Feeling part of things 
14. Feeling that life has meaning 
15. Having hope for the future 
16. Having religious or spiritual beliefs 
17, Helping others 
18. My own ideas of right and wrong 

Where I live and spend my time: 
19. Feeling safe when I go out 

(school, neighborhood) 
20, The area of the country I live in 
21, The earth and its environment 
22. The house or apartment I live in 
23, The neighborhood I live in 
24, The school I attend 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

Very 
(4) 

Exttemely 
(5) 

Satisfaction 

How satisfied am I with...? 

My body and my health: 
1. Being smart about sex 
2. Making healthy choices 

(alcohol, drugs, smoking) 
3. My apprearance—^how I look 
4. My exercising and being fit 
5. My physical health 
6. My nutrition and the food I eat 

My thoughts and feelings: 
7. Being free of worry and stress 
8. How I feel about myself 
9. Knowing who I am 
10. Knowing where I am going 
11. Thinking and acting independently 
12. Trusting others 

My beliefs and values: 
13. Feeling part of things 
14. Feeling that life has meaning 
15. Having hope for the future 
16. Having religious or spiritual beliefs 
17. Helping others 
18. My own ideas of right and wrong 

Where I live and spend my time: 
19. Feeling safe when I go out 

(school, neighborhood) 
10. The area of the country Tlive iii 
21. The earth and its environment 
22. The house or apartment I live in 
23. The neighborhood I live in 
24. The school I attend 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 -5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
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Not at All 

(1) 
Not Very 

(2) 

Importance 

Somewhat 
(3) 

How important to me is...? 
The people around me: 
25, Acting responsibly toward others 

Being appreciated by others 
Getting along with my family 
Having a girifriend/boyfriend 
Having parties and things to go to 
The friends I have 

26, 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 

The daily things I do: 
37. Domg volunteer work for others 1 
38. Lxwking after my appearance and hygiene 1 
39. Studying and doing homework 1 
40. The chores I do at home 1 
41. The things I do in school 1 
42. The work I do at ajob while still in school 1 

The things I do for enjoyment: 
43. Attending public entertainment 1 
44. Having hobbies and personal interests 1 
45. Indoor activities (TV, reading, etc.) 1 
46. Outdoor activities (walks, cycling, etc.) 1 
47. Participating in sports and recreation 1 
48. Visiting and spending time with others 1 

The things I do to improve/change: 
49. Being successful at the things I do 1 
50. Getting along better with others 1 
51. Learning about new things 1 
52. Planning for ajob or career 1 
53. Planning for more education or training 1 
54. Solving my problems 1 

My access to things: 
31. Being able to get medical/social 1 2 3 4 5 

services on my own 
32. Getting a good education 1 2 3 4 5 
33. Having enough money 1 2 3 4 5 
34^Havingjobs available while still in school 1 2 3 4 5 
35, Having places to go with my friends 1 2 3 4 5 
36. Having things to do in my community 1 2 3 4 5 

in my spare time •:' 

Very 

(4) 
Exttemely 

(5) 

Satisfaction 

How satisfied am I with...? 
The people around me: 
25. Acting responsibly toward others 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Being appreciated by others 1 2 3 4 5 
27. Getting along with my family 1 2 3 4 5 
28. Having a girifriend/boyfriend 1 2 3 4 5 
29. Having parties and things to go to 1 2 3 4 5 
30. The friends I have 1 2 3 4 5 

My access to things: 
31. Being able to get medical/social 1 2 3 4 5 

services on my own 
32. Getting a good education 1 2 3 4 5 
33. Having enough money 1 2 3 4 5 
34. Having jobs available while still in school 1 T 3 4 ,5 
35. Having places to go with my friends 1 2 3 4 5 
36. Having things to do in my community 1 2 3 4 5 

in my spare time 

The daily things I do: 
37. Doing volunteer work for others 1 2 3 4 
38. Looking after my appearance and hygiene 1 2 3 4 
39. Studying and doing homework 1 2 3 4 
40. The chores I do at home 1 2 3 4 
41. The things I do in school 1 2 3 4 
42. The work I do at a job while still in school 1 2 3 4 

The things I do for enjoyment: 
43. Attending public entertainment 1 2 
44. Having hobbies and personal interests 1. 2 
45. Indoor activities (e.g. TV, reading, etc.) 1 2 
46. Outdoor activities (walks, cycling, etc.) 1 2 
47. Participating in sports and recreation 1 2 
48. Visiting and spending time with others 1 2 

The things I do to improve/change: 
49. Being successful at the things I do 1 2 
50; Getting along better with others 1 2 
51. Learning about new things 1 2 
52. Planning for a job or career 1 2 
53. Planning for more education or traimng 1 2 
54. Solving my problems 1 2 
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l=Almost No Conttol 
2=Not Much Conttol 
3=Sorae Conttol 
4=Much Conttol 
:5=Ahnost Total Conttol 

How much control do I have 
over..,? 

1. My physical health 1 2 3 4 5 
2. My thoughts and feelings 1 2 3 4 5 
3. My beliefs and values 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Places I spend mytime (home, school, work) 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Who I spend my time with 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Being able to use what my conmiunity 1 2 3 4 5 

has to offer 
7, The everyday things I can do in my life 1 2 3 4 5 
8, The things I can do for fun & enjoyment 1 2 3 4 5 
9, The things I can do to improve myself 1 2 3 4 5 

1= Almost None 
2=AFew 
3=Some 
4=Many 
5=GTeatMany 

Are Mere opportumMesfor me 
to improve...? 

1. My physical health 1 2 3 4 
2. My thoughts and feelings 1 2 . 3 4 
3. My beliefs and values 1 2 3 4 
4. Places I spendmy time Oiorae, school, woik) •3 2 3 4 
5. Who I spend my lime with 1 2 3 4 

,J6. Being able to use what myxonununiQr 1 ,2 3 4 
hastooffer 

7. The everyday things I can do in my life 1 2 3 4 
8. The things I can do for fiin & enjoyment 1 2 3 4 
9. The things I can do to improve myself 1 2 3 4 

5 
'5 
5 
5 
5 
:5 

5 
5 
5 

Internet Use 
1. What type Intemet access do you have at 

Home: N̂one dial-up modem (56K or less) 
Work: None dial-up modem (56K or less) 
School: N̂one dial-up modem (56K or less) 

.Broadband (200K or greater) ^Don't know 

.Broadband (2(X)K or greater) Don't know 

.Broadband (200K or greater) Don't know 

2. What is the source of your Intemet connection? 
Home: 

Work: 

School: 

.SBC Yahoo! 
_The Door 
_SBC Yahoo! 
.The Door 
.SBC Yahoo!. 
The Door _ 

_MSN 
.NTS 
_MSN 
.NTS 
_MSN 
NTS 

.America Online 

.Earthlink Other. 

.America Online 

.Earthlink Other_ 

.America Online 
Earthhnk Other. 

.Wal-Mart 
(please specify). 

_Wal-Mart 
(please specify). 

.Wal-Mart 
(please specify). 

Don't know 

Don't know 

Don't know 

3. How many hours per week do you estimate you spend on the Intemet? 
Home: ĥours Work: ĥours School: hours 

4. How many hours per week do you 
E-mail Home: 
Travel/Reservations Info. Home: 
Games Home: 
Music/Entertainment Home: 
Social (Chat or histMess) Home: 
Online bankuig Home: 
Medical information Home: 
E-commerce (buying) Home:, 
E-commerce (selling) Home:, 
Research Home: 
Video conferencing Home:, 
Geneolgy Home:, 
Odier(list) Home:, 
Other(list) Home:. 
Other(Ust) Home:, 

use the Intemet 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
ĥours 

hours 
.hours 
.hours 
.hours 
.hours 
.hours 
.hours 
.hours 
.hours 
hours 

for the following: 
Work: hours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: hours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: hours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: hours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 
Work: ĥours 
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School: 
School: 
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hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
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Adult Quality of Life Survey 
Littlefield, Texas—2004 

Dem.ographics 
1. What is your gender? Female 

2, What is your date of birth? 

.Male 

(month) .(day), 19 (year) 

3, How would you describe yourself? 

African American Asian American Hispanic Native American White 

4, What is your marital status? Single Married Divorced 

5, How many children do you have? How many still live in the same household with you? . 

6, What is your present annual salary? L̂ess than $20,000 $̂20,000-29,999 

$30,000-39,999 $40,000-49,999 $̂50,000-59,999 $60,000-69,999 

^$70,000-79,999 ^$80,000-89,999 $̂90,000-99,999 _ M o r e than $100,000 

7, Do you have a job? Yes No Retired 

8, If yes to question 7, how many hours do you work per week? 

9, How many years have you lived in Littlefield? 

Other 

Computer Use 

1. Please give the number and type of computers you use at 
Home: Macintosh format PC/Windows format 
Work: Macintosh format PC/Windows format 
School: Macintosh fonnat PC/Windows format 

2. How many hours per week would you estimate you use the computer? 
Home: hours Work: hours School:— hours 

3. How many hours per week do you use your computer for the following: 
Word processing Home:. 
Databases Home:. 
Visual presentations Home:. 
Financial records Home:. 
Graphics design Home:. 
Web design Home:. 
Games Home:. 
Other (list) Home:. 

_hours 
.hours 
.hours 
_hours 
_hours 
_hours 
_hours 
hours 

4, What software do you use? (check all that apply) 
.MS Word 
.Word Perfect 
PowerPoint 

.Excel 

.Access 

.FileMaker 
GoLive 

QuarkXPress 
PageMaker 
PubUsher 
Quicken 
Quickbooks 
TurboTax 
Dreamweaver 

Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: hours 
Work: ĥours 

.PhotoShop 
Illustrator 

.Corel Draw 

.MS Intemet Explorer 

.Netscape 
MS Exchange 

List Other 

School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: hours 
School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: ĥours 
School: hours 

.MS Outlook 

.America Online 

.Adobe Acrobat 

.AutoCad 

.Fax Software 

.FrontPage 
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Quality of Life 
Quahty of Life simply means, "How good is your life for you?" To answer this question, you will focus 
on yourself and rate some aspects of your life. These are all rated on a simple scale of 1-5 with 1 being 
lowest and 5 being highest. 

First, for each item you will ask yourself the question: How important to me is...? Second, for the same 
items you will ask yourself: How satisfied am I with...? Last, you will indicate the degree to which you 
make decisions about the nine areas of your life and the degree to which there are opportunities for 
improvement. 

Not at All 
(1) 

Not Very 
(2) 

Importance 

Somewhat 
(3) 

How important to me is...? 

My body and my health: 
1, Being physically able to get around 
2, My apprearance—how I look 
3, My exercising and being fit 
4, My hygiene—caring for myself 
5, My nutrition and the food I eat 
6, My physical health 

My thoughts and feelings: 
7, Accepting the way I am 
8, Being free of worry and stress 
9, How I feel about myself 
10, My mental health 
11, My usual mood 
12, Thinking and acting independently 

My beliefs and values: 
13, Celebrating special events in my life 
14, Feeling that life has meaning 
15, Having hope for the future 
16, Having religious or spiritual beliefs 
17, Helping others 
18, My own ideas of right and wrong 

Where I live and spend my time: 
19, Feeling safe in my home 
20, Feeling safe when I go out 
21, The area of the counu^ I live in 
22, The house or apartment I hve in 
23, The neighborhood I live in 
24, The things that I own 

1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 

4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 5 

Very 
(4) 

Exttemely 
(5) 

Satisfaction 

How satisfied am I with...? 

My body and my health: 
1. Being physically able to get around 1 2 3 
2. My apprearance—^how I look 1 2 3 
3. My exercising and being fit 1 2 3 
4. My hygiene—caring for myself 1 2 3 
5. My nutrition and the food I eat 1 2 3 
6. My physical health 1 2 3 

My thoughts and feelings: 
7. Accepting the way I am 1 2 3 
8. Being free of worry and stress 1 2 3 
9. How I feel about myself 1 2 3 
10. My mental health 1 2 3 
11. My usual mood 1 2 3 
12. Thinking and acting independentiy 1 2 3 

My beliefs and values: 
13. Celebrating special events in my life 1 2 3 
14. Feeling that life has meaning 1 2 3 
15. Having hope for the future 1 2 3 
16. Having religious or spiritual beliefs 1 2 3 
17. Helping otiiers 1 2 3 
18. My own ideas of right and wrong 1 2 3 

Where I live and spend my time: 
19. Feeling safe in my home 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Feeling safe when I go out 1 2 3 4 5 
21. The area of the country I live in 1 2 3 4 5 
22. The house or apartment Hive in 1 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 
23. The neighborhood I live in 1 2 3 4 5 
24. The things that I own 1 2 3 4 5 
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at All 
(1) 

Not Very 
(2) 

Somewhat 
(3) 

Very 
(4) 

Exttemely 
(5) 

Importance 

How important to me is...? 
The people around me: 
25. Bemg close to people in my family 1 2 3 4 
26. Belonging to cultural/faith groups 1 2 3 4 
27, Having acquaintances 1 2 3 4 
28. Having a spouse or special person 1 2 3 4 
29. Having social events to attend 1 2 3 4 
30. Having friends 1 2 3 4 

My access to things: 
31, Being able to to get professional services 1 2 3 4 
32. Having a good education 1 2 3 4 
33, Having enough money 1 2 3 4 
34, Having events in my community to attend 1 2 3 4 
35, Having places in my community to attend 1 2 3 4 
36. Having work I enjoy 1 2 3 4 

The daily things I do: 
37, Doing things around my home 1 2 3 4 
38. Doing volunteer work for others 1 2 3 4 
39, Going to appointments (medical, etc) 1 2 3 4 
40. Attending to appearance and hygiene 1 2 3 4 
41, Attending to other people or pets 1 2 3 4 
42, Working at a job or attending school 1 2 3 4 

The things I do for enjoyment: 
43. Attending public entertainment 1 
44. Having hobbies and personal interests 1 
45. Having vacation and holiday activities 1 
46. Indoor activities (TV, reading, etc.) 1 
47. Outdoor activities (walks, cychng, etc.) 1 
48. Visiting and spending time with others 1 

The things I do to improve/change: 
49. Being able to cope with changes in my life 1 
50. Getting along better with others 1 
51. Improving my physical health and fitness 1 
52. Learning about new things 1 
53. Solving my problems 1 
54. Trying out new things 1 

2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 

Satisfaction 

How satisfied am I with...? 
The people around me: 
25. Being close to people in my family 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Belonging to cultural/faith groups 1 2 3 4 5 
27. Having acquaintances 1 2 3 4 5 
28. Having a spouse or special person 1 2 3 4 5 
29. Having social events to attend 1 2 3 4 5 
30. Having friends 1 2 3 4 5 

My access to things: 
31. Being able to to get professional services 1 2 3 4 5 
32. Having a good education 1 2 3 4 5 
33. Having enough money 1 2 3 4 5 
34. Having events in my community to attend 1 2 3 4 5 
35. Having places in my community to attend 1 2 3 4 - 5 
36. Having work I enjoy 1 2 3 4 5 

The daily things I do: 
37. Doing things around my home 1 
38. Doing volunteer work for others 1 
39. Going to appointments (medical, etc) 1 
40. Attending to appearance and hygiene 1 
41. Attending to other people or pets 1 
42. Working at a job or attending school 1 

The things I do for enjoyment: 
43. Attending public entertainment 

Having hobbies and personal interests 
Having vacation and holiday activities 
Indoor activities (TV, reading, etc.) 

44. 
45. 
46. 
47, Outdoor activities (walks, cycling, etc.) 1 
48. Visiting and spending time with others 1 

The things I do to improve/change: 
49. Being able to cope with changes in my life 1 
50. Getting along better with others 1 
51. Improving my physical health and fitness 1 
52. Learning about new things 1 
53. Solving my problems 1 
54. Trying out new things 1 

4 5 
4 5 
4 5 
4 ,5 
4 5 
4 S 
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l=Almost None 
2=Not Much 
3=Some 
4=Much 
5=Almost Total 

How much control do I have 
over...? 

1, My physical health 
2, My thoughts and feelings 
3, My beliefs and values 
4. Places where I spend my time 
5. With whom I spend my time 
6, Using what my community has to offer 
7, The everyday things I can do in my life 
8, The things I can do for fun & enjoyment 
9, The things I can do to improve myself 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 ,2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

l=Almost None 
2=AEew 
3=Some 
4=Many 
5=Great Many 

Are there opportunities for me 
to improve...? 

1, My physical healtii 1 2 3 4 5 
2. My thought and feelings 3' 2 3 4 5 
3. My beliefs and values 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Places whereispendmy time 1 2 ; 3 ' '4 5 
5, With whom I spend my time 1 2 3 4 5 
6, Using what my community has to offer 1 2 3 4 5 
7. The everyday things I can do in my life 1 2 3 4 5 
8. The things I can do for fun & enjoyment 1 2 3 4 5 
9. The things I can do to improve myself 1 2 3 4 5 

Internet Use 

1. What type Intemet access do you have at 
Home: None dial-up modem (56K or less) 
Work: None dial-up modem (56K or less) 
School: None dial-up modem (56K or less) 

.Broadband (200K or greater) ^Don't know 

.Broadband (200K or greater) Don't know 

.Broadband (200K or greater) Don't know 

2. What is the source of your Intemet connection? 
Home: 

Work: 

School: 

_SBC Yahoo!, 
.The Door 
_SBC Yahoo! 
.The Door _ 
_SBC Yahoo!. 
The Door _ 

_MSN 
.NTS 
_MSN 
.NTS 
_MSN 
NTS 

.America Online 

.Earthlink Other. 

.America Online 

.Earthlink Other_ 

.America Online 
Earthlink Other. 

.Wal-Mart 
(please specify). 

.Wal-Mart 
(please specify). 

Wal-Mart 

Don't know 

Don't know 

.(please specify) Don't know 

3, How many hours per week do you estimate you spend on the Intemet? 
Home: hours Work: ĥours School:_ hours 

4. How many hours per week 
E-mail 
Travel/Reservations Info. 
Games 
Music/Entertainment 
Social (Chat or histMess) 
Online banking 
Medical information 
E-commerce (buying) 
E-commerce (selling) 
Research 
Video conferencing 
Geneolgy 
Other(list) 
Other(list). 
Other(list) 

do you use the Intemet for the following: 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: ĥours 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 
Work: hours 

Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 
Home: 

hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 

School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 

hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
hours 
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Deal" Littiefield Resident: 

Last week, you received in the mail a duplicate questionnaire for the quality 
of life research project being conducted by the City of Littlefield, Littlefield 
High School, and Texas Tech University. Records show we have not yet 
heard back from you. It is important that we receive an adequate number of 
responses to make the results of this study valid, so your input is vital to 
helping assess the technology needs of the community. 

This is the last time we will contact you, and data collection will end on 
Friday, April 2. Your name can still be entered in the drawing for $100 cash 
and the designer necklace upon receipt of your completed questionnaire. If 
you have questions, please call me at 777-6489. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Susie J.R. Bullock 
Instructor 
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T H E 
LAMB 

COUNTY LEADER 
\olumc 82 Number 89 P.O. Box 310 Littlefield, Texas 79339 Phone (806) 385-448! 

NEWS 
Wednesday. l e h r u a r v 18. 2004, 8 Paiies. 1 Section, 1 Supplements 

Littlefield to be part of 
Quality of Life survey 

A survey will be distributed 
over the next couple of days to 
Littlefield High School students, 
their parents, and a random 
sample of the remainder of the 
Littlefield population to 
determine how technology and 
access to technology affects the 
qualitv of life of citizens in 
Littlefield. 

The survey is being done by 
Susie Bullock, an instructor at 
Texas Tech University in the 
Agricultural Education and 
Communications Department. 
Bullock will be receiving her 
doctorate from both Tech and 
Texas A&M University in 
August and the survey is part of 
her fmal dissertation. 

"The survey will be distributed 
to high school students through 
the social studies classes to get a 
census. The random sample of 
the population will be adults who 
do not have children in high> 
school," said Bullock. The 
surveys going to the random 
sample will be mailed soon. ' 

The survey will provide 
Bullock with the information to 
back up her thought that access to 
technology, especially computers 
and high-speed Internet, can 

positively impact the quality of 
life in rural communities. 

"No one has ever done a model 
on how quality oflife is impacted 
by technology usage, so this will 
be the first one ever done," said 
Bullock, 

The survey will consist of four 
sections: demographics, computer 
use, quality of life, and 
technology access and use. 

The main part of the survey 
will consist of the third part of 
the survey, quality of life. 
Questions about th^ importance 
and satisfaction will be asked in 
areas ranging from my body and 
health to where I live and spend 
my time to the things I do to 
improve/change. 

The results of the study will be 
released to the community in 
May. 

"1 hope that this study will 
have some implication on the 
technology u-aining that the 
students in Littlefield receive. It 
is possible that this study could 
lead to grants being written that 
could help in getting a computer 
into every household in 
Littlefield," said Bullock, 

Participation in the project is 
See SURVEY, Page 4 
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SURVEY 
completely voluntary and all 
answers will be kept strictly 
confidential. 

Prizes, ranging from 
merchandise from local 
merchants to cash prizes will be 
offered as incentives to retum the 
surveys in a timely fashion. 

It is estimated that all of the 
surveys will need to be retumed 
by Mar. 1. 

Littlefield Economic 
Development Coordinator Melvin 
Hall is excited about the survey 
being done in Littlefield, 

"This survey can gives us a lot 
of insight into where the 

community stands on technology, 
which could be a huge advantage 
for us when looking at economic 
development," said Hall. 

Hall also hints that the 
information obtained by the 
survey could be a key to opening 
several doors for grants and other 
financial opportunities to 
bringing new enterprises to 
Littlefield. 

"The main point of having the 
survey done in Littlefield is to 
bring a bigger and better 
opportunity to enhance our lives," 
commented Hall. 
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T H E 
LAMB 

COUNTY LEADER 

NEWS 
Wednesday, February 25, 2004, 28 Pages, 2 Section, 2 Supplements 

Quality of 
Life surveys 
due Friday 

All surveys conceming the 
impact on how the access to 
technology affects the quality of 
life in rural communities is due 
on Friday. 

The survey is being done by 
Susie Bullock, an instructor at 
Texas Tech University in the 
Agricultural Education and 
Communications Department. 
Bullock will be receiving her 
doctorate from both Tech and 
Texas A&M University in 
August and the survey is part of 
her final dissertation. 

The survey will provide 
Bullock with the information to 
back up her thought that access to 
technology, especially computers 
and high-speed Intemet, can 
positively impact the quality of 
life in rural communities. 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 2004 3 

"No one has ever done a model 
on how quality oflife is impacted 
by technology usage, so this will 
be the first one ever done," said 
Bullock. 

The survey will consist of four 
sections: demographics, computer 
use, quality of life, and 
technology access and use: 

The main part of the survey 
will consist of the third part of 
the survey, quality of life. 
Questions about the importance 
and satisfaction will be asked in 
areas ranging from my body and 
health to where 1 live and spend 
my time to the things I do to 
improve/change. 

The results of the study will be 
released to the community in 
May, 
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USDA Release No. 0328.03 

AUsa Harrison (202) 720-4623 
Tim McNeilly (202) 690-0498 

VENEMAN ANNOUNCES $11.3 MILLION IN BROADBAND 
TECHNOLOGY GRANTS 

Washington, DC (Jan. 29, 2003) — "Technology is key to the ability of mral businesses 

to compete in a global marketplace," said Veneman. "Extending broadband technology 

to allow more families and commimities to access business, education and health services 

is part of the Bush Administration's effort to expand economic opportunity and improve 

the quality oflife in rural America." 

"With the expansion of technology, fewer families will find it necessary to leave 

their hometowns to find jobs," said Agriculture Under Secretary for Rural Development 

Thomas C. Dorr." "Technology can help bring jobs to rural America." 

Commimities selected (list located at v^ww.mrdev.usda.gov) do not have access to 

broadband connectivity for the essential services of police and fire protection, hospitals, 

libraries and schools. In retum for receiving a grant, the communities will provide 

residents with computer and Intemet access. The grant program supplements USDA 

Rural Development's standard high-speed telecommunications loan program. 

USDA Rural Development's mission is to deliver programs in a way that will support 
increasing economic opportunity and improve the quality oflife of rural residents, 
www.rurdev. usda. gov. 
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Other Software Chosen by Computer Users 

Activant Lazer Cat 
AM 
ATT 
AutoRead 
CAMWARE 
Card Factory 
Control Board 
Creative 
Flash-3 
Games 
Google-2 
Intemet Explorer 
J Creator 
JASC 
Java 
Kazza-3 
Master Cam 
Match 
Maximo 
Microsoft Game Net-2 
Money Works 
Mozilla 
MS Money 
MS Office XP Professional 
MS Works 
MS Works 5 
MSN 
Music 
Nero 
OperOffice 
Paint Shop Pro 
PeachTree Acounting 
PeachTree Lucerte 

Pogo.com 
PrintShop 
Reflections 
Sigma 
The Door 
Web Searches 
Windows 
Yahoo 
Yahoo.com-3 
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Appendix J. Other Uses of the Intemet by All Participants 

Other Tasks 

Autocad 

Bill Paying 

Cars 

E-bay, etc. 

Excel 

Forensic Education Books 

Future Jobs 

Gkls 

Other Tasks (continued) 

News 

Printing 

Ranching 

Rodeos 

Shopping 

Sports 

Stocks (Ameritrade) 

Surfing 

Hardware 

Homework 

Talking 

Workout 
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Table A. 

"SgSI^lolfo^**** Computers and Internet Access by Selected Characteristics: 

(Numbers in thousands. Civilian noninstitutionai population) 

Characteristic 

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS. 

AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER 
UnOer 25 years 
25 to 44 years 
45 to 64 years 
65 years and over 

RACE AND HISPANIC ORIGIN OF HOUSEHOLDER 
White 

White non-Hispanic 
Black .......[[..][.. 
Asian and Pacific Islander //_[[ 
Hispanic (of any race) 

HOUSEHOLDER'S EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMEMT 
Less than high school diploma 
High school diploma/GED 
Some college 
Bachelors degree or more 

SIZE OF HOUSEHOLD 
One person 
Two to four people 
Five or more people 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
Family households 

Married-couple household. 
Male householder 
Female householder 

Nonfamity household 

PRESENCE OF SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN IN 
HOUSEHOLD 
Without children 6 to 17 years 
With children 6 to 17 years 

REGION 
Northeast 
Midwest 
South 
West 

METROPOUTAN STATUS 
Metropolitan 

Inside central city 
Outside central city 

Nonmetropolitan 

FAMILY INCOME 
TOTAL FAMIUES 

Under S15.000 
15,000-19.999 
20,000-24,999 
25,000-34,999 
35,000-49,999 
50,000-74,999 
75,000-h 
Not reported 

Total 
households 

Number 

105,247 

6.104 
42,545 
34,800 
21,798 

87,746 
78,719 
13,171 
3,457 
9,565 

17,402 
32,278 
27,883 
27,684 

27,167 
67,461 
10,619 

72,044 
54,830 

4,179 
13,035 
33,203 

76,558 
28,689 

20,051 
24,276 
38,009 
22,912 

84,646 
31,806 
52,840 
20,601 

72,044 
7,458 
3,298 
4,173 
8.553 
9,918 

12,555 
15,040 
11,050 

Computer in household 

Number 

53,716 

2.675 
25,944 
19,800 
5,297 

46,846 
43,829 

4,317 
2,250 
3,224 

3,162 
12,783 
16,807 
20,963 

8,165 
38,853 

6,697 

42,238 
34,875 

1,879 
5,484 

11,478 

34,537 
19,179 

10,283 
12,442 
17,891 
13,099 

45,110 
14,727 
30,382 

8,606 

42,238 
1,747 
1,021 
1,437 
4,031 
6,131 
9,424 

13.198 
5,249 

Percent 

51.0 

43.8 
61.0 
56.9 
24.3 

53.4 
55.7 
32.8 
65.1 
33.7 

18.2 
39.6 
60.3 
75.7 

30.1 
57 6 
63.1 

58.6 
63.6 
45.0 
42.1 
34.6 

45.1 
66.8 

51.3 
51.3 
47.1 
57.2 

53.3 
46.3 
57.5 
41.8 

58.6 
23.4 
30.9 
34.4 
47.1 
61.8 
75.1 
87.8 
47.5 

90 percent 
C.l. ( + - ) ' 

1.5 
0.6 
0.6 
0.7 

0.4 
0.4 
0.9 
1.8 
1.4 

0.7 
0.6 
0.7 
0,6 

0.7 
0.5 
1.1 

0.4 
0.5 
1.8 
1.0 
0.6 

Home Internet access 

Number 

0.4 
0.7 

0.8 
0.8 
0.6 
0.8 

0.4 
0.7 
0.5 
1.0 

0.5 
1.2 
2.0 
1.8 
1.3 
1.2 
1.0 
0.7 
1.2 

43,639 

2,179 
21,353 
16,251 
3,856 

38,380 
36,260 

3,111 
1,944 
2,255 

2,032 
9,666 

13,661 
18.279 

6,533 
31,829 

5,277 

34.315 
28,872 

1,455 
3,988 
9,323 

28,360 
15,279 

8,620 
9,929 

14,404 
10,685 

37,124 
11,987 
25,137 

6,515 

34.315 
1,068 

674 
1,040 
2,982 
4,766 
7,825 

11,886 
4,074 

rcent 

41.5 

35.7 
50.2 
46.7 
17.7 

90 percent 
C.I (+- ) ' 

0.4 

1.5 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 

43.7 
46.1 
23.6 
56.2 
23.6 

11.7 
29.9 
49.0 
66.0 

24.0 
47.2 
49.7 

47.6 
52.7 
34.8 
30.6 
28.1 

37.0 
53.3 

43.0 
40.9 
37.9 
46.6 

43.9 
37.7 
47.6 
31.6 

47.6 
14.3 
20.4 
24.9 
34.9 
48.1 
62.3 
79.0 
36.9 

0.4 
0.4 
0.8 
1.9 
1.3 

0.6 
0.6 
0.7 
0.7 

0.6 
0.5 
1.1 

0.4 
0.5 
1.7 
1.0 
0.6 

0.4 
0.7 

0.8 
0.8 
0.6 
0.8 

0.4 
0.6 
0.5 
0.9 

0.5 
1.0 
1.7 
1.6 
1.3 
1.2 
1.1 
0.8 
1.1 

'This figure added to or subtracted from the estimate provides the 90-percent confidence interval. 

Soun:«: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, August 2000. 

U.S. Census Bureau 

164 



Table B. 

Access to a Home Computer and Use of the Internet at Home by Children 3 to 17 Years: 
August 2000 
(Numbers in thousands. Civilian noninstitutionai population) 

Characteristic 

Children 3 to 
17 years old 

Number 

Home computer access 

Number Percent 

Use Internet at home 

Number Percent 

TOTAL. 

AGE 
3 to 5 years . . . 
6 to 11 years. . 
12 to 17 years 

SEX 
Male 
Female 

RACE AND HISPANIC ORIGIN 
White 

White non-Hispanic 
Black 
Asian and Pacific Islander 
Hispanic (of any race) 

HOUSEHOLDER'S EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 
Less than high school diploma 
High school diploma/GED 
Some college 
Bachektrs degree or more 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
Family households 

Married-couple household 
Male housahokjer 
Female househoWer 

Nonfamily household 

REGION 
Northeast 
Midwest 
South 
West 

METROPOLnAN STATUS 
Metropolitan 

Inside central city 
Outside central city — 

Nonmetropolitan 

FAMILY mCOME 
TOTAL 3 TO 17 YEARS IN FAMIUES. 

Under $15.000 
15,000-19.999 
20,000-24,999 
25,000-34.999 
35,000-49,999 
50,000-74,999 
75,000+ 
Not reported 

60,635 

11,915 
24,837 
23,884 

31,055 
29,580 

47,433 
38,438 

9.779 
2.581 
9.568 

10.159 
18.915 
16.994 
14.567 

60.012 
42,936 

3,092 
13.984 

620 

10,794 
14.302 
20.870 
14,668 

49,316 
17,478 
31,839 
11,319 

59,288 
7.480 
2,896 
3,596 
6,967 
8.463 

10,374 
12,115 
7,395 

39,430 

6,905 
15,924 
16,600 

20,273 
19,156 

33,062 
29,731 
4,161 
1,855 
3.546 

3,060 
10,559 
12,712 
13,098 

39,119 
31,593 

1,508 
6,017 

310 

7,576 
9,816 

12,711 
9,327 

32,513 
9,341 

23,171 
6,917 

38,729 
2,041 
1,044 
1,507 
3.755 
6,044 
8,574 

11294 
4,470 

65.0 

58.0 
64.1 
69.5 

65.3 
64.8 

69.7 
77.3 
42.5 
71.9 
37.1 

30.1 
55.8 
74.8 
89.9 

65.2 
73.6 
48.8 
43.0 
50.0 

70.2 
68.6 
60.9 
63.6 

65.9 
53.4 
72.8 
61.1 

653 
27.3 
36.0 
41.9 
53.9 
71.4 
82.6 
93.2 
60.4 

18,437 

864 
6.135 

11,439 

9,392 
9,045 

15,940 
14,773 
1,441 

909 
1,229 

1,126 
4,600 
5,926 
6,786 

18284 
15,050 

740 
2,493 

154 

3,832 
4,591 
5,756 
4258 

15,187 
4,149 

11,038 
3250 

18,139 
578 
373 
547 

1,463 
2,694 
4,142 
6263 
2,079 

30.4 

7.3 
24.7 
47.9 

30.2 
30.6 

33.6 
38.4 
14.7 
352 
12.8 

11.1 
24.3 
34.9 
46.6 

30.5 
35.1 
23.9 
17.8 
24.8 

35.5 
32.1 
27.6 
29.0 

30.8 
23.7 
34.7 
28.7 

30.6 
7.7 

12.9 
152 
21.0 
31.8 
39.9 
51.7 
28.1 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Current Population Survey, August 2000. 

U.S. Census Bureau 
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APPENDIX M 

INTERNAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) APPROVAL 
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•f̂  J TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 

Office of Research Services 

Box 41035, 203 Holden Hall 
Lidjbock, TX 79409-1035 
(806) 742-3884 
FAX (806) 742-3892 

February 11, 2004 

Dr. James H. Smitii 
Ms. Susie J.R. Bullock 
Ag Ed & Communications 
MS 2131 

RE: Project 04004 Analysis of Technology Usage and Quality of Life in a Rural 
West Texas Community 

Dear Dr. Smidi: 

The Texas Tech University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects has approved youx 
projjosal referenced above. The appjroval is effective from February 4, 2004 through February 
2, 2005. You will be reminded of the pending expiration approximately 6 weeks prior to 
February 2,2005 so that you may request an extension if you wish. 

The following sentence needs to be included in all consent forms this protocol uses: This 
consent form is not valid after 2/2/2005. 

The best of luck on your project 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Richara P. McGlynn, Qmir 
Human Subjects Use ComnSttee 

An EEO / Affirmative Action Institution 
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