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ABSTRACT

This report summarizes the attitudinal portion of a nation-wide survey on the
computerization of Canadian universities. The results of the survey show that within the
university, there are few significant differences in attitudes between variable groups.
Overall, there is a positive fecling about computers within the university which cuts across
all groups. There are differences, however, in the level of positive attitudes among the
subjects. The strongest differences in attitudes occur between the facuity and the
administrative staff. There is a strong tendency for senior administrators to be the most
enthusiastic of all. The faculty are more circumspect about the changes to teaching that the
computer will supposedly bring.



The rapid growth of computers has been cause for both concern and anticipation.
There has been considerable speculation on the importance of computers and the changes
that they will or will not bring. Within the university, some have claimed that increasing
computerization will create fundamental changes within higher education. Indeed, though
changes to the relatively conservative structure of the university are not new,
computerization could have a conspicuous effect upon the ways in which information is
organized and utilized and could increase the efficiency of administrative systems. These
technical changes also bring with them assumptions of interpersonal change, and with it
changes to the social organization of higher education. Computers mean changes to
cormunication, work habits, and the distribution of resources (Kiesler and Sproull, 1988:
28).

The acceptance of computers into the university is thus of considerable importance.
If there is no enthusiasm for the computer, then the changes taking place within the
university could be viewed as adversity instead of prosperity. While there has been
considerable research into the effects uf computerization upon student attitudes and
performance (eg. Clarke & Chambers, 1989; Lips & Temple, 1990; Malaney & Thurman,
1989; Miura, 1987; Temple & Lips, 1989), little has been published on other members of
the university. This paper will investigate attitudes towards computers held by Canadian

university faculty and administration.
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METHODS

The data used here is part of a Canada-wide survey on university computerization
conducted in the autumn of 1989. Six different questionnaires (for faculty, deans,
admissions officers, registrars, computer centre directors, and other administrators), each
of which included the same questions on attitudes, were mailed to a stratified random
sample of sixty-three Canadian universities. The overall rate of return for the survey was
28.6%. There were three hundred and forty responses to the attitude portion of the survey.
The relatively low response rate, particularly among faculty and computer centre directors,
means that we must be cautious in making generalizations. It is quite possible that, through
selective response rates, computer enthusiasts are over-represented.

A thirty-question, 5-point Likert scale was used to determine attitudes (see appendix
I). The questions can be grouped into four categories: pedagogy, administration, equity,
and social impact. Independent variables that were explored include the size of the
university, level of education, and the age of the respondent. Gender, while very
important, was inadvertently left off of the coversheet. Therefore, it is not a variable under
consideration here. The level of differences in attitudes were ascertained through analysis
of variance (ANOVA) and t-tests of significance as well as the Chi-Square measure of
association, using the SPSS-X statistical package. Having a positive attitude about
computers means that one supports claims about the positive impact of the computer with

pedagogical and social concerns.

FINDINGS

The results of the survey show that within tae university, there are few significant
differences in attitudes between variable groups. Overall, there is a positive feeling about
computers within the university which cuts across all variable groups (Table 1). There are

differences, however, in the level of positive attitudes among the subjects.



The most important differences in attitudes are between administrators and faculty.
Administrators display significantly more positive attitudes towards computerization than
do faculty members, especially with regards to pedagological change (Fig. I). Differences
on questions of administrative computing, equity issues, and the social impact of
computers are less pronounced (Table 2). Administrators are more willing to agree that the
computer could be beneficial to the teaching process, believing that computers could lay the
foundation for education, individualize instruction, motivate students, increase creativity,
and help weaker students. The more senior the administrator, the wider the gap becomes.
Two questions are particularly indicative of this split. Over 46% of senior administrators
strongly agree that “computers can help to achieve a higher quality of learning”, only 14%
of faculty do (Fig. II). Only 7.7% of senior administrators disagree with the idea that
“computers will bring about a pedagogical revolution in higher education” (none of them
strongly) while 44% of faculty disagree or strongly disagree with the notion (Fig. III).

Within the administrative sector of the university, there were no significani
differences between the registrars, deans and student counsellors, admissions officers,
computer centre directors, and other administration. Without exception, all administrative
staff are positive about the implementation of computerization. It is interesting to note,
however, that senior administrators differ rather sharply with everyone else on whether
“those with power in the university make all major decisions about computers” (Fig.IV).

Overall, few significant differences exist among the academic staff. However,
there are some faculties that disagree with the others about the impact of the computer in the
university, although the small number of respondents in any given category requires our
generalizations to be quite tentative (Table 3). The faculties of engineering and
administration stand out as being the most positive about computers. The faculty of
engineering is not as wary of the social impact and equity issues surrounding computers.
Irdeed, they are not as willing to say that computers will widen the gap between rich and

poor students, lead to job losses, are expensive toys, are not gender neutral and are
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surrounded by politics. There is less of a patteris to the differences between the faculty of
administration and the other facuities. Faculty of administration members differ somewhat
on issues of pe-jagogy, social impact, administration and equity issues. For example, they
are more willing to agree that computers make administration jobs easier, are gender
neutral, do not lead to job losses, are not expensive toys, and lead to a higher quality of
learning. The least positive is the faculty of fine arts, who seem to be more reluctant to be
positive about computers than all other faculty members, especially about the social impact
of computers. The faculties of the natural sciences, the social sciences, medicine,
mathematics, computer science, education, and humanities do not differ significantly in
their attitudes.

The post-secondary educational level of the respondent is a factor in attitudes about
computers. There are some significant differences in atticudes between faculty and staff
with different academic degrees (Table 4). Those with doctorates have less positive
attitudes about computers, especially the pedagological changes that the computer is touted
to bring. For example, those with doctorates are less likely than the rest to agree that the
computer will bring a pedagological change, will help weaker students, will increase
productivity, will lead to a higher quality of learning, will individualize instruction, or will
lay the foundation of education. This is very possibly due to the fact that faculty members
are more likely to have doctorates than the administrative staff.

The size of the university is less of a factor. There are only a few significant
differences, with those in smaller universities displaying more positive attitudes (Table 5).
Using analysis of variance, we found that there are differences between small, medium and
large universities concerning the computer's role in increasing productivity, individualizing
instruction, motivating students, helping weaker students, reducing differences in
university quality, bringing about a pedagogical revolution, improving university
administration, being gender neutral, and making administration jobs easier. The most

significant differences occur in the area of pedagogy, such as the usefulness of computers
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in increasing productivity, individualizing instruction, motivating students, and helping
weaker students, with the strongest association found between smaller universities and
positive attitudes regarding pedagogy.

Age 1s not a factor in attitudes about computers. We did not find statistically

significant differences between age groups.

DISCUSSION

Attitude surveys reveal peoples’ opinions but tell us little about causation. Such is
the case here. The strongest differences in attitudes occur between the faculty and the
administrative staff. There is a strong tendency for senior administrators to be the most
enthusiastic of all. Yet we are left to speculate why administrators are more computer-
positive than the faculty. It is perhaps due to the effects of the computer on the different
types of work that adrninistration and faculty do. The computer potentially makes the
management of the university hore efficient. Both the faculty and administrative staff had
positive attitudes about the administrative uses of computers. Where there were
disagreements were in the area of pedagological change.

Indeed, it is the faculty that are more circumspect about the changes to teaching that
the computer will supposedly bring. The computerization of the classroom has long been
the subject of debate. On the one hand are those that see the computer as an added boon to
teaching, while others are more suspicious of the computer's place within the educational
setting. This being the case, it is evident that while faculty members are generally positive
about the impact of computers in education, they are still somewhat guarded in their
enthusiasm. Administrators, perhaps because of their distance from the classroom, show

no such hesitation.
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Table 4
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Table 5

ATTITUDES BY SIZE OF UNIVERSITY
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#21 () | 2.96] 285 2781 323 2.94|
#22 () 3.34 3.05 2.89 3.16 3.10
#23 (-)  2.26] 2.04 2,16 2.19 2.15
#24 (-) 2.18] 1.95] 211 2.15 2.08
#25 3.31] 3.74f  3.36 3.84 3.57|
#26 (-) 232 229 231 2.26 2.30
#27 ] 2.87| 2.93 2.92 2.83 2.89

#28 (-) 2.01] 210 230  2.08 2.13
#29 (-) 2.69 294 805 = 291y 290
#30 () 2.31 2.41 _2.474

e rm i+ v e = e s e o ]

() = “Disagree” means a favourable attitude towards computenzatlon B
Very Large = more than 3000 faculty | =
Large = 1000 to 2999 faculty R J ]
Medium = 200 to 999 faculty ] . T D

[Small = under 200 faculty |
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Please rate the foliowing statements by circling the number that represents the response closest to your opinion.

Appendix |

ATTITUDE SURVEY

University of Regina
Regina, Saskatchewan
S4S 0A2

1 = strongly disagree 2=disagree 3 = undecided 4 = agree 5 = strongly agree

© ® N 0 6 A O D =

G N NN AN DD N DN ek ek e ed ed ed ed md mdA aA
S ® ® N O O R SN - O ®® N OO BE B P = O

Computers help to increase productivity in the educational process.

Computers can help to achieve a higher quality of leaming.

Computers can help to individualize instruction to better meet the needs of particular students.
Computers he'p to lay the foundation of primary and secondary education.
Computers help to motivate students.

Computers can prevent social isolation.

Computers can help weaker students.

Teaching with computers is t00 expensive and tme consuming to be worth the effort.
Computers will widen the gap between rural and urban students.

Computers will reduce differences in the quality of universities.

There is a lot of politics involved in the introduction of computers in higher education.
Computerization will disproportionately benefit better funded universities.

Computers will bring about a pedagogical revolution in higher education.

Computers are only really useful in science and technical education.
Computerization generally creates new jobs.

Computers improve university administration.

Computerization fosters fair and equitable admission to higher education.

In education, computers are gender neutral.

Computers adversely atfect students' analytical abilities.

Computers increase creativity.

Computers make humans machine dependent.

Computers widen the gap between rich and poor students.

Computers are expensive toys.

The introduction of computers into teaching threatens teachers.

Computerization makes university administrators' jobs easier.

Computers threaten workers' healt::

Studying computers will guarantee a higher paying job.

Computere will widen the gap between men and women.

Those with power in the university make all major decisions about computers.

Computerization leads to the loss of jobs.
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Appendix I

ATTITUDE SURVEY RESULTS o
R 1
T 7 Frequency Distribution Percenié_ééz ] !
[QUESTION| ~ |STDISAGREEDISAGREE [UNDECIDED[AGREE _ [STAGREE |MEAN N
#1 __|Computers help to increase productivity in the educational process. | !
~|ALLFACULTY 2.2 9.3 23.6 47.3 17.6| _3.69, 182
___|DEANS 2.6 2.6 51] §1.3] 385 4.21 39
~_|ADMISSIONS 0 0 5.3 421 526 4. 47 19
~_|REGISTRARS 0 0 977 355/ 548 »'_“2"45 31
~_|COM.CENTRE 0 0 18.2 727 T9a| 391 11
_ |OTHERADMIN 0 0 38  46.2] 50| 446 26
IALL ADMIN 0.8, 0.8 7] 468 44.4] 433 126
| [ALLCANADA 1.6] 58] 16| _47.1] 286 3.95 308
#2 jCo.nputers can_help to achieve a higher quality of ilearning. | |
~__|ALL FACULTY 3.8 8.7 27.7 45.7] 14.1 ”_»358 184
— |oEans 0 2.6 20.5 53.8 23.1] 3. 97‘ 39
~ |ADMISSIONS 0 5.3 31.6 47 .4 158  3.74° 19
_|REGISTRARS | 0 3.2 129 48.4] 355|416 31
L COM.CENTRE 0 0] 3.4 545 91| 373 11
OTHER ADMIN 0 0| 115 423 — 462] 435 26
ALL ADMIN 0 2.4 19.8 49.2 28.6|  4.04! 126
~_ |ALLCANADA 2.3 6.1 24.5 471 20| 3.77) 310
(
F#_»S___ .. |Computers can help to individualize instruction to better meet the needs of particular students
i ALLFACULTY| 27 14.1 30.8 36.2 16.2| 3.49! 185
DEANS 0 0 16.2 59.5 243 408 37
T |ADMISSIONS 0 10.5 26.3 42.1 211|874 19
____ |REGISTRARS 0 0 26.7 50 233  3.97. 30
| coM.CENTRE 0 0 36.4 545 91| 373 11
- OTHER ADMIN 0 0 26.9 46.2 26.9] 4. oon 26
ALL ADMIN 0 1.6 24.4 51.2 22.8] '3.95] 123
~ |ALL CANADA 1.6 9.1 28.2 42.2 18.8] 3.68] 308
|
#4  Computers help to lay the foundation of primary and secondary education. :
ALL FACULTY 14.1 22.9 36.5 16.7 4.7 2.74 182
B DEANS | 10.5 13.2 36.8] 28.9 1q_.§__~__~3.1qT;7 38
| ADMISSIONS 10.5 31.6 316, 158/ 105 2.84 19
~_ |REGISTRARS 10.3 31 3790 138 69 276 29
B COM.CENTRE 9.1 455 27,3 91 9] 264 11
) OTHERADMIN 8 8 56] 20 8] 8121 25
~ |ALLADMIN | 9.8 2.1 39.3 19.7 9| 2.96] 122
T JALLCANADA | Y28 234 388 18.4] 6.6 2.83/ 304
; L l 1
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#5 Computers help to motivate students. ]
.. JALLFACULTY] 38 161, 348  41.4] 38| 325 186
DEANS 26 79 36.8]  47.4 53 3.45| 38
_|ADMISSIONS |~ 0] 56 44.4 50/ 0 3.44] 18
~|ReGETRARS | 0|7 TTi0l 40 40, 10| 3.50; 30|
.. _|COMCENTRE | 91 0| 636 273 o] 309 11
~ |OTHERADMIN 0 8 32 44 16| 3.68] 25
ALLADMIN 1.6] 7.4] 40.2 434 7.4] 3.48] 122
ALL CANADA 29, 127 37 42.2]  5.2| 3.34] 308
|
#6  |Computers can ‘prevent social_isolation. IR
ALLFACULTY| ~ 181|335 37.4 8.8 22| 2.43 182
DEANS |  16.2 243 432 138 27| 2862 37
ADMISSIONS ~15.8 42.1 36.8 5.3 o] 232 19
REGISTRARS 33 467 33.3 16.7 0] 2.63] 30
F COM.CENTRE 18.2 455 9.1 27.3 o 2.46] 11
OrHERADMIN | 8 32 48 12 0| 264 25
ALL ADMIN ' 11.5 36.1 37.7 13.9 0.8] 257 122
ALL CANADA 15.5 34.5 37.5 10.9 1.6] 2.49] 304
#7 Computers can help weaker students.
ALL FACULTY 4.9 14.8 37.2 37.7 55 3.24] 183
DEANS 0 10.8 29.7 51.4 8.1 3.57 37
ADMISSIONS 10.5 5.3 26.3 52.6 53]  3.37] 19
REGISTRARS 3.3 3.3 36.7 46.7 10] 3.57 )
COM.CENTRE 0 9.1] 36.4 455 9.1] 3.55 11
OTHER ADMIN 0 8 36 36 20| 3.68] 25
ALL ADMIN 2.5 7.4 32.8 46.7 10.7] 3.56] 122
ALL CANADA 3.9 11.8 35.4 41.3 7.5] 3.37] 305
#8 Teaching with computers is too expensive and time consuming 10 be worth the effort. ]
ALL FACULTY 19.7 41 29.5 7.7 22| 2.32] 183
DEANS 34.2 47 4] 13.2 0 53] 1.95] 38
ADMISSIONS 21.1 421 31.6 5.3 o] 221 19
REGISTRARS 27.6 51.7 13.8 6.9 0] 2.00] 29|
COM.CENTRE 27.3 45.5] 27.3 0 0] 2.00] 11
OTHER ADMIN 15.4 65.4 19.2 0 0] 2.04] 26
ALL ADMIN 26 51.2] 187 2.4 1.6] 2.02] 123
JALLCANADA | 222 4511 25.2 56, 2 ___,4.%-_89#4?_9,6
#9  [Computers will viden the gap between rural and urban students. ]
ALL FACULTY | 125 38.6 29.9 147 4.3] 2.60] 184
DEANS 18.4 31.6 42.1 79 0] 240/ 38
" |ADMISSIONS | 10.5 31.6 31.6 211] 53] 279 19
REGISTRARS 22.6 29 25.8 19.4 3.2l 252 31
- COM.CENTRE 0 54.5 45.5 0 0] 2.46] 11
OTHER ADMIN 7.7 42 3] 30.8 11.5 7.7] __2.69] 26
ALL ADMIN 14.4] 35.2] 34.4 12.8 3.2] 258] 125
ALLCANADA |~ 13.3] ~ a7.2] T 17 138 38| 258] 309
I i
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#10 Computers will reduce the differences in the quality of universities.
—|ALLFACULTY 17.9] 429 266/  109] 16| 2.35 184
T [peAns 23.7) 184l azi 158l o] 250] 88
ADMISSIONS | 15.8] 316 42.1] 105 o] 2.47] 19
REGISTRARS | 10| 40 267, 20/ 3.3 267 30
. |COMCENTRE | 9.1 636 182 = 911 0f 227 11
OTHERADMIN | 7.7, 308 423  19.2] o 2.73] 26
ALL ADMIN _ 145 323 36.3)  16.1]  0.8] 2.57] 124
ALL CANADA 16.6 38.6)] 305 13| 1.3 244 308
#11 |There is_a iot of politics involved in the mtroductuLon”of__com;J)uters in_higher education.
ALL FACULTY | 89 2185l " 82[ " 304] 122 3.25] 181
DEANS 7.9 289 263 289 ~ 7.9] 3.00 38
ADMISSIONS 0 421 26.3 26.3 53 295 19
REGISTRARS 6.9  276] 207, 345 10.3] 3.14] 29
COM.CENTRE 0 0 27.3 63.6 9.1 3.82] 11
OTHER ADMIN 38 19.2 19.2 46.2 115 3.42] 26
ALL ADMIN 4.9 26 236  36.6] 8.9 3.19] 123
ALL CANADA 43 234 28.6| 32.9| 10.9]  3.23] 304
#12 Computerization will disproportuonately benefit better funded universities. B
ALL FACULTY 4.3 21.7 27.2 375 9.2 3.26] 184
B DEANS 2.6 15.8 36.8 36.8 79| 3.32] 38
ADMISSIONS 0 26.3 36.8 36.8 of 311 19
REGISTRARS 3.2 19.4 19.4 48.4 9.7 3.42] 31
COM.CENTRE 0 0 18.2 7270 94 3.91] 11
OTHER ADMIN 0 23.1 30.8 38.5 77| 3.31] 26
ALL ADMIN 1.6 18.4 29.6 43.2 72| 3.36] 125
ALL CANADA 3.2 20.4 28.2 39.8 3.4 3.30] 309
#13 Computers will bring about a pedagogical revolution in higher education.
ALL FACULTY 12.1] 31.9 35.7 17.6 2.7 2.67] 182
DEANS 8.1 "10.8 48.6]  32.4] 0| 3.05] 37
ADMISSIONS 0 27.8 33.3 33.3 56| 3.17 18
REGISTRARS 0 10 43.3 43.3 3.3 3.40] 30
COM.CENTRE 0 0 72.7 27.3 o] 3.27] 11
OTHER ADMIN 0] 7.7 46.2 34.6 116/ 350 26
ALL ADMIN 25 115 46.7 352 a1 3.27] 122
ALLCANADA | 8.2 287 ~ 404] 247 ~ 3.3 291 304
#14 Computers are only really useful in “science education. T
ALL FACULTY 24.9 531 13 7 22| 2.09] 185
DEANS 1 36.8| 55.3 2.6 2.6] 26| 1.79] 38
ADMISSIONS | 421 36.8] 105 105 0] 1.90] 19
REGISTRARS 46.7] 50, o] 33 o 160 30
COM.CENTRE | 45.5 455/ 9.1 0 of 164 11
OTHERADMIN|  46.2] 538 00 0] o] 1.54 26
|ALL ADMIN 42.7| 50 82l 32 o8] 169 124
ALLCANADA | 82|  's1.8] el " "s5] 1.6 1.93] 309
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#15  Computerization generally creates new jobs. ] J
___|ALLFACULTY] 6 13.1 42.1 35.5] 3.3 317 183
JoEaNs ] 2.6 7.7 28.2 51.3]  10.3] 359 39
ADMISSIONS 5.3 26.3 31.6] 316/ 53] 305 19
___.__|REGISTRARS | 0 26.7 16.7 533 3.3 333 30
COVLCENTRE | " "0/ 94| " 96.4] 545 0| 34 11
___|OTHERADMIN| 0 23.1 42.3 308 3.8 3.15 26
_|ALL ADMIN 1.6 18.4| 296 448/ 56| 3.34) 125
ALL CANADA 4.2 153 37 39.3] 4._21 ~8.24] 308
#16 _ |Computers improve university administration. N T
| JALLFACULTY] 78] 109] 207 418 8| a.54] 184
T oems 0 5.3 76 853 31| 4.3 38
ADMISSIONS 0 5.3 0 36.8 57.9] 4.47] ¢
REGISTRARS 0 34 34 44.8] 48.3] 4.38] 29
COM.CENTRE 0 0 18.2 63.6 18.2]  4.00] 11
OTHER ADMIN 0 3.8 7.7 46.2 423 4.27] 286
ALL ADMIN 0 4.1 6.5 48.8 40.7| 4.26] 123
ALL CANADA 4.6 8.1 15 44.6 27.7|  3.83] 307
#17 Computerization fosters fair and equitable admission to higher education. -
ALL FACULTY 10.4 29 49.2 10.4 1.1]  2.63] 183
DEANS 10.5 13.2 42.1 28.9 53] 3.05 38|
ADMISSIONS 0 31.6 15.8 47.4 53| 3.26] 19
REGISTRARS 6.7 26.7 26.7 40 0] 3.00 30
COM.CENTRE 0 27.3 63.6 9.1 0| 2.82[ 11
OTHER ADMIN 0 24 60 12] 4] 2.96] 25
ALL ADMIN 4.9 22.8 39.8 29.3 3.3  3.03] 123
ALL CANADA 8.2 26.5 45.4 18 2| 2.79] 306
#18 In_education, computers are gender neutral. __A
ALL FACULTY , 6.1 12.2 36.5 35.4 9.9 3.31] 181
DEANS ] 2.8 8.3 33.3 47.2 8.3] 3.50 36
ADMISSIONS 5.6 11.1 44.4 33.3 56| 3.22] 18
REGISTRARS 6.5 9.7 35.5 419 6.5 3.32] 31
’ COM.CENTRE 0 0 27.3 63.6] 91| 382 11
- OTHER ADMIN 4 0 40 48 8] 3.56] 25
ALL ADMIN 4.1 6.6 36.4 45.5] 7.4 3.46] 121
 |ALLCANADA | 5.3 9.9 36.4 394 89 337 302
#19  Computers adversly affect students' analytical abilities. 1 -
) ALL FACULTY 16 35.9 28.7 133  6.1] 258 181
|DEANS 13.2 44.7 18.4 18.4 53] 2.58] 38
ADMISSIONS | 10.5 57.9 26.3 0] 53| 2.32[ 19
REGISTRARS 20.7 31 27.6 17.2 3.4 252 29
- COM.CENTRE 9.1 63.6 18.2 9.1 o 2.18] 11
OTHER ADMIN 15.4 61.5 19.2 38/ 0| 212 28
- ALL ADMIN 13.8 48.8 22| 114 "33 239 123
7 TTIALLCANADA |TTTiBA| 4t T T26] T 125] 49| 250! 304
! J




#20 Computers increase creativity. |
ALLFACULTY| 76|  23.4]  36.4] 261 6.5 3.01] 184
DEANS | 2.6 105 553 31.6 0] 316/ 38
i ADMISSIONS | 0 111 444 389 56| 3.39] 18
T REGISTRARS | 0] 13.8] 311 55.2 0] 3.41] 29
COMCENTRE | 91/ 91/  63.61  18.2 of 291 11
| lotHERADMIN] T o] 77, 462 385 77|~ 3.46] 28]
ALLADMIN | 1.6 107|467 385 25| 330 122
ALLCANADA | 5.2 183 405 31| 4.9 3.12] 306
#21 Computers make humans machine dependent. | T
ALLFACULTY| ~ 8.2[ 3856 185 321 27| 2.83] 184
DEANS 179 237|158 447 79| 3.21] 38
ADMISSIONS | 2141 211 158 a2 0] 2.79] 19
REGISTRARS | 6.9 241  10. 3+ 58.6 o] 321 29
COMCENTRE | 91| 182 273 45.5 o] 3.09] 11
OTHER ADMIN 0 42.3]  11.5] 42.3 38| 3.08) 26
ALL ADMIN 841 26.8 14.6] 47.2 3.3] 3.11] 123
ALL CANADA 841 33.9] 16.9 38.1 29| 2.94] 307
#22 Computers widen the gap between rich and poor students
ALL FACULTY 5.5 27.1 28.7| 29.8 8.8] 3.09] 181
DEANS 5.4 18.9 37.8 35.1 2.7 811 37
ADMISSIONS 10.5 31.6] 316 21.1 53] 2.79] 19
REGISTRARS 0 29 32.3 25.8 129 3.23] 31
COM.CENTRE 0 9.1 36.4 54.5 0] 3.46] 11
OTHER ADMIN 3.8 30.8 34.6 26.9 38| 2.96] 26
ALL ADMIN 4 25 34.7 30.6 56| 3.09] 124
ALL CANADA 4.9 26.2 31.1 30.2 7.5 3.09] 305
#23 Computers are expensive toys.
ALL FACULTY ~28.2 42 12.2 15.5 22| 2.22] 181
DEANS 29.7 56.8] 5.4 8.1 0| 1.92] 37
ADMISSIONS 42.1 42 1 10.5 5.3 o] 1.79] 19
REGISTRARS 25 42.9 10.7 7 14.3]  2.43] 28
COM.CENTRE 36.4 36.4 18.2 0 9.1 2.09] 11
OTHER ADMIN 23.1 57.7 7.7 1.5 0] 2.08] 26
ALL ADMIi 29.8| 49.6 9.1] 7.4] 41| 2.07 121
ALL CANADA 28.8 45 10.9 12.3 8] 2.18| 302
#24_ |The introduction of computers into teaching | threatens teachers. |
ALL FACULTY 30.9 50.8 8.8] 7.2 2.2 1.99] 181
DEANS 1237 a21] 10.5 21.1 26| 2.37] 38
ADMISSIONS | 21.1 47.4) 158 15.8 0] 2.26] 19
REGISTRARS | 267 50/ 10 13.3 0| 2.10] 30
COM.CENTRE 40 40/ 10| 10 0 1.90] 10
o OTHERADMIN ~15.4] 57.7] 154 115 0| 2.23 26
ALLADMIN | 236/ 48/ 122  154] 0.8 2.22| 123
T |ALLCANADA | T 28/ 49.7] T 10.2) T 105] 16| 2.08] 304
t l
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#25 Computerization makes university administrator's jobs easier.
ALLFACULTY | 4.9 158 197|443 153/ 3.49! 183
DEANS 2.6 15.8|  18.2] 424 26,3 " 374/ 38
ADMISSIONS 0 105 0 57.9]  31.8] 4.11] 19
REGISTRARS | 7.4 222  11.1] 18,5  40.7] 363 27|
) COM.CENTRE 0 455/ 91| 27.3] 18.2| 3.18] 11
OTHERADMIN 0 19.20 154  46.2 192 365 26
ALL ADMIN | 2.5 19.8) 107 38.8)]  28.1] 3.70] 121]
ALL CANADA 3.9 174, 161 421]  20.4] 3.58] 304
#26 Computers threaten workers health, | | ]
ALLFACULTY |~ 23] 833 87l 98 2.7 236 169
DEANS 18.4 368  31.6) 132 o] 2.40] 38|
ADMISSIONS 15.8 52.6| 26.3 5.3 0] 221 19
REGISTRARS 200 50/  26.7| 3.3 0] 2.13] 30
COM.CENTRE 36.4 27.3| 27.3 9.1 o 2.09] 11
OTHERADMIN 30.8 42.3 23.1 3.8 0] 2.00 28
ALL ADMIN 22.6 42.7 27.4 7.3 0| 2.19] 124
ALL CANADA 22.8 37 1 29.61 88 1.6 2.29 307
#27 Studying computers will guarantee a higher paying job.
ALLFACULTY 7.6 29.9 32.6| 25 4.9 2.90] 184
L ZANS 5.3 39.5 15.8 34.2 5.3] 295 38
ADMISSIONS 10.5 36.8 10.5 42.1 o] 2.84] 19
REGISTRARS 0 36.7 33.3 30 of 2.93 30
COM.CENTRE 18.2 54.5 9.1 18.2 o 2277 11
OTHER ADMIN 11.5 15.4 38.5 30.8 3.8 3.000 26
ALL ADMIN 7.3 34.7 23.4 32.3 2.4 2.88] 124
ALL CANADA 75| 318 28.9 27.9 3.9 2.89] 308
#28 Computers will widen the gap between men and women. ]
ALLFACULTY 25.1 44.3 25.1 27 2.7 2.14] 183
DEANS 16.2 62.2 10.8 108 0| 2.186] 37
ADMISSIONS 26.3 52.6 15.8 5.3 o] 2.000 19
REGISTRARS 20 50 20 3.3 6.7] 2.27] 30
COM.CENTRE 27.3 45.5 18.2 9.1 0] 2.09] 11
OTHER ADMIN 26.9 50| 23.1 o) 0] 196 26
ALL ADMIN 22 53.7 17.1] 5.7 1.6  2.11] 123
ALL CANADA 23.9 48) 219 39 23] 213 306
#29 Those with _power in the university make all major decisions about c§ﬁz$u§9rs.
ALL FACULTY 10.5 34.8 18.8 27 1 8.8] 2.89] 181
DEANS 2.6 39.5 15.8 31.6] 105 3.08] 38
ADMISSIONS 5.6 33.3] 16.7] 444 0| 3.00 18
REGISTRARS 9.7 38.7| 0 38.7 129 3.07] 31
COM.CENTRE 9.1 27.3 91 545/ 0] 3.09 11]
OTHERADMIN 11.5 50 15.4 19.2 3.8 254 26
ALL ADMIN 78 3985 113 347 7.3 295 124
) ALLCANADA | =~ 92} %67, 157 302 82 292 305
22
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#30 Computerization leads to the loss of jobs. e o
| ALL FACULTY 15.6] 389 3220 106 2.8 2.46] 180
DEANS 21.1 52.6 211 53 of 211, 38

~ | ADMISSIONS 5.6 44.4 333 167, 0| 2.1 18
REGISTRARS 34 69 138 138/ 0 2.38 29
COM.CENTRE 9.1 63.6 273, 0 o] =218 11

OTHER ADMIN 231 53.8 115 77| 38| 215 26

- ALL ADMIN 13.9 566 197 9] 08 2.28 122
ALL CANADA 14.9 46] 2721 9.9 2 2.38] 302




