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\ . .
Computbr Based Messaging Systems (CBMS) are becoming a cémmpnplace fea-
ture of the modern organization, In order €0 better 'understand the
social impacts of such technologies, _ a. study of a, recently-implemented
compuJer ~based messaging system~uas undertaken at & large, private uni-
versitys Questlonnalres and interviews were administered to h\gh-level
qﬁm|n strative users at two time periods, and to‘experienced CBMS users,

o w¢re computer serv1ces personnel Results generally replicate pre- .

viousfresearch on the subject, such as finding overall sat1sfact|on with
the-system, positive buts not extreme beneftjs, early stability and -
declipe in system hsage, generaT ggreement concerning tasks for which
CBMS bise is —.appropriate, and an increase in ,users' communication- net- .
workst. The typical association of -system use Wwith these reported out--
comesl was also found, but more complicated and consequential associa-
'tions between reported .outcomes and "media styles" indicated that 51mplo‘
systdm use is a significant predictor of few outcomes, while’'preferences

* for

for |

pecific communication channels do predict outcomes.
rgantzat|on5 implemept ing CBMS are discussed. * .
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- ELECTRONIC MESSAGING IN THE UNIVERSITY ORGANIZATION .

.

The development of sophisticated, telecommumcatlons&rdware‘ and

software has given rise to lnternatlonal networks (Roberts. 1978) for.

the transmission of information. This same telecommunications technol-
ogy has made possible local netuworks, ', whY¥ch can connect individuals
wlth|n communitigs of any size, configuration and purpose. .

<
+

.These telecommunications networks .are used inéfeaiing}y' for the
'éxchanée of messages between wusers: The "Advanced Research Projects
Agency network (the ARPANET), for example, was established so-that gov-
ernment-funded researchers could have access to host~computers at other
locations, ,but instead was used predominantly for massaging; the ARPANET
messaging facility quickly grew to account for most of the total network
communication (Licklider and ¥ézza, 1978).¢ ¢ ’

D;g|ta1 networks have become an important means, for human communica-
tion, -as many organizat ions have .adopted computer- based 'messaging sys-
tems (CBMQ’ to facilitate their |ntra-organ|zat|onal communlcatlon The
popular names for such systems range from "alectronié mail" to "computer
conferencfhg" to "office automat|on" (Hiltz and Turoff. 1978; Panko,
1980; Rice, 1980a; Uhlig, Farber and Bair, 1979). Tl

. ’ . LY .

Jith the increasingly widespread implementation and use of such tech-
nologies is associated a host of potential social and organizational
impacts. Research about such impacts is well- establ|shed. and is

brlefly noted in the section on Research Questions. . De519ners. Gendqrsi,

organ|zat|onal mahagers and users alike are becoming more auware Qf the
need tounderstand and, ' where possible, control these impacts. |, The
present analysis continues in this trédition.of undérstanding uses and
lmpacts of CBMS in organizational setglngs

‘ \
-~ THE TERMINALS FOR NANAGERS PROGRAM

.

. . -

The Terminals for Nanagers (TFM) program is a pilot. CBMS prqgram
irrtended * to facilitate pommunication within the ,administration of - a
major west coast uhiverslty. ‘and eventually to pro ide other management
aids, in the fash|on of a Decision Support Systbm Keen and Scott Mor-
ton, 1978). ‘The ob]ect1Ves of the program were 1) to introduce nagers
“to CBMS, &nd 2)- to facilitate further diffusion of such commug+cat|on

technoiogy and service throughout the wuniversity by publ{c121ng the TFM,

experlénces of these hlgh-status users,

;TFM software_ includes facilities tor the creation.t shaninh, storége
and “retrieval of messages. In addition to text-editing, features
.|nc1ude "d\strlbutlon lists™ (allowing the user to send the me message
to a pre-detg*m|ned gréup of individuals); a "cc" functlon (allowing the
user to send cofies to, other, individuals); on-line ”help" with TFM pro-
cedures; topic summarles and receipt notification for messages; a "tick-
ler" function (for deferral of a message to a pre~-determined date);
reply, forwarding, deletq and’ l|st1ng functlons. ‘an on-line user direc-
tory; immediate user notﬁf!catlon ~of new mail received; and others. ' The

@
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) . {
TFM system allows message’ retr|evé} by suhgect, ﬁeywords,“ dates, and
author. TFM also allous access"b other comgyier operations, including
a tfile system for storage of text or data, ‘a text- formgtter . tfor the
production of documents, comprehensive data-processing, and a general-
ized retrieval system to access university- relateq databases.

L]

,'@‘ RESEARCH QUESTIONS N

i

A variety ofAusage, attitude, and iﬁpact‘questions were devised From-

prior research on the impacts of .CBMS, the policy objectives of the pro-
gram developer3y, ' and format'ive evaluation interviews. From this wide
range of question we primarily discuss results related to managerial
communication. We choose this emphasis because, as Bair (1979, 1980)
demonsirates, the real payoff in ¢BMS lies in their use by managers (who
spend a large proportion of their time communlcatlng),, and because TFM

was deS|gned for such managerlal use. Fad - \
s ” .
Below we' present the five categories of research questions consid-
ered: and some of the major sources of reviews of each category: N
(1) What are the patterns of system use over time? i p

. (Hiltz & Turoff, 1978; Rice, 1980b) . -

(2) For which tasks is the use of CBMS appropriate? )
(Hiltz & Kérr, 1981; Johansen, 1977; Rice, 1980a;
Short, Williams & Christie, 1976)

(3) How is CBMS use related.to impacts and benefits? . .
. (Bair, 1980; Kling, 1980; Moss, 19813 . , -
Uhlig, Farber & Bair, |979) :
(4) How are intra-organizational communlcatlon networks - "

affected by CBMS?
(Farace, Monge & Russell, 1977; Hiltz & Kerr, 1981; "

-

Hiltz & Turoff, 19785 Keen, 1981;. - s
Rogers & Agarwala-Rogers, '1976;:Rogers & Kincaid,» 1981) »

(5) What roles do social distance and preferehces for
different medigeplay in CBMS use and impacts?
(Johansen, 197F%~ Short, Williams & Christie, 197{)

s EVALUATION METHOD
\ . '
Beginnin :in August, 1980, ‘computer terminals were installed in the
offices of‘?&z:ﬁ&n senior-level university manag
were made avaittable to those managers who wighed\to use the system while
travelling or at home, This particular
equipment, connect tlme. and cOmputer tyme

of charge, in order to

encourage initial ufe (thus, as with many [pilet systems, fesults are -not

,systems which charge full
and some users also had

necessarily apﬁﬂ\cable to fully-lmplement
costs). Each user recelved personal trat
}heir assistants take part in this trdining

* Among the spproximately.200 staff members of the computer services
division (CS) (which provided TFM) 110 had chosen to adopt the TFM mes-

saging system at the time of the survey, These CS staff were all expe-

rienced computer users, and nearly of all them had been using a similar,

byt less sophistidated, messaging system before adopting the TFM pack-

Lo

.
.

} of users was provided,

ers. Portable ferminal% )

A



-~

ade. While a .few of, ~those surveyed uere fullﬁtimesménagers.. the
majority worked as user consultants, igstructors, and computer program-
mers.. *
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This paper reports on replication and exploratory results across user -

groups and time. periods. Results from research questions 1, 2 and 5 are
Q;mpared across two user .groups -- managers and CS personnel --- in an
di

tempt to  understand how wuser evaluations of CBMS are influenced by ’

ffe;ent|al exper|ence with, use of, and preference for, CBMS. Results

from research’ quest|ons 1 throuyh ¢ for the managers group are compared

across twge time periods. Research question 5..js more exploratory in

nature, as we hope to qualify some of the. more straightfoward results

found in the earlier literature. :
i .

- A set of questionnaires for the two user groups was developed,

K}

reflecting the evaluatijon goalsynoted above. Prior research indicated
higher .and more unstable usage during one's introduction to a CBMS than
at ISter periods, so two waves of questions were administered. The

group'ﬁhlch we discuss here is the primary group of managers (N=89), who
received a time one (71) questlonna|re within 10 weeks of being intro-
duced to TFM, and a time two (72) questionnaire from two to five months
latér. . Response rates_  for T1 and T2 were, respectively, 83 percent
(N=26) and 75 percent (N=67). Not all respondents answered both ques-
tionnaifes, or all questions on each questionnaire. Sample sizes will
be\reportey appropriately. The 110 CS statff received a shorter version
6f the T2 questionnaire, which eXcluded questions |napproprdate for
exerienced users of computer messaging. The response rate for the C$
grotp was 60% (N=66). This questionnaire and the T2 managerial ques-
tienﬂaire were administered withjn three weeks of one another.
¢
3 ' Resurvs
' Usage of #he System )

o f '

The primary variables which re&rbsent‘use of TFM, an measures of
some potential “causes" of someé (fositive and negative) impacts. for
each time periad, include: <k .

(1) frequency of uges or numbe# of times per day one used TFM.

(2) duratlon of use, or’ number of minutes per day one’used TFM.,

T potentlal experience, or jumber of weeks ohe had been using TEM.

Table One provide; descriptive ﬁaatistics for these variables..

H -

Reported méasures of * frequency and duration of use are reliable
-across time, each- correlatlng significantly and strongly (R=.67, .45,

respectlvely. p's <.001) (although this does ‘not necessarlly indicqu
that repondents are accyrately reporting their usage) Neither measure

. correlates S|gn|f|cantly witK experience at time one, although - both

approach significance (?requency R=.22, p<.05; duration: R=.21, p<.05)

at' time tuwo. These. relatlonshlps are not strong enough to prevent t he.

feeling that usage does n } 1ncrease with simple. exposure to the system.
(For example, dlSsat|sf|eﬂ‘ or low users may not have completed the T2
questionnaire. Indeed, W\he ;ame two correlat|on5 based only upon users

. »
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TABLE 1. Frequency and Duration of System Usage. *
L :
Variable Time N < Mean $.D. Median Max -
Frequency 2™ T 74 §.1 5.1 2.8 38
(a) T2 65 2.6 2.1 2.1 1R
(c) . . €S 66 6 A 8.5 ° 4.5 58
Duration , Tt 73 39.4 43.2 29.9 300 .
(b) - . T2 64 36.7 31.9 30.1 150
(d) et ’ cS 66 92 » 170 59.2 210
Experience " - T 71 12.2 4.7 _ 22~
' ‘T2 89 19.3 6.7 39 -
For T-tests of chaﬁgﬁs over time,:
(a) T=2.58,.N=50, p<.02 N
(b) T= .51, N=48, p<.6 ¢
For unequal variance T-tests over time:
(c) '7=3.27,,p<.01 - \
(d) T= .12, p>.40 .
* 1]
for whom there were data 6n correlated variables at both time perlods
dropped to .947-.09.), Thus, usage levels may simply be an individual

tralt,
functlon Q

Concérn
difference

f tég technology.

ing changes
in, the
ion .is¥largely due
lned (e. 9-»

for those who accept these Xinds, of technologtes,

‘rather than a

As might be expected, CS personnel reported
using TFM more frequently and/with greater duration.

from 300 m

_mean urat i i a
whigh cl
den't ;- a}most oneqhalf of the Tt re

in ugb between T1
values of the duration meéasure.
feouw extremely high usage valueg” at T
iﬁutes to 150 minutes
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ondents reported us
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also note the
in the values

correlate
is
we use duration

o

while only ahout 30 percent

max imum values i
of the-frequency

n Table One).
measure was signifi=

These-dx(ferences in declines show an overall tendency to use TFM
but perhaps to use TFM more efficiently,
fewer times while staying on the same total nUmber of minutes.
and duratlon
and because duration

Because

d highly at” hoth T1 and T2 " (R=.6,
both stable and unaffected by effi-
as.the primary measure of usage in

)
\ - »

¢

As is typlcal of communicatien partrcupaf;on measures, these two var-
;ables uere negat jvely exponentially distributed (as'slughtly indicated

tested.) The tuwo
and normally distri

and mediAns

in Table
sets of
butaed values.

Table Two) held well across tlme,
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sat isfactorily distributed (skewness p's'>.4 to .98; kurtosis p's >.06

to .9).
i

¢
. TR

i
Appropriateness of CBMS for Various Tasks

-
. N

«Table Three shows that respondents felt that TFM was appropriate for

‘the klnds of tasks requiring less social interaction, - less soctal inti-

macy. The results conform to most prlor research on appropriateness of

"CBMS. We poimt out here that the Short, et ‘al. . (1976) book (uhich ini-

tiated these appropriateness Teasures) is a very important “foundation
for understanding how to apply communication technologies to group com=-
munication: one particularly crucial point is that, for certain tasks.,
mediated communications are notlceably more appropriate(than face-to-

face communication, and in some cases produce more accurate personal .

_evaluations ofvthe interaction.

The earlier literature on appropriateness had a hopeful tuist “- some
of the less appropriate uses earned more appropriate ratings by respon-
dents after -additional experience with and use of communication technol-
ogies, including a CBMS. Here, however, with continued (between T! and
T2) wuse, there is a very slight tendency to feel that initially less
appropriate uses become even less appropriate. ‘ . :

']

. Fer every. task é‘gept "exchanging lnformatlon“—(and this difference
was mot significant) CS.personhel were moresfavorable tdwards TFM as an
appropriate medium than were the unlveralty managers. The differences
between the' CS.‘and T2 users in "inappropriate" responses nere quite
striking, however; these results seem to indicate that aaCBMS does not
seem as |mpersonal fﬁ experienced computer users as it does to the cas—

>

ual user. T B X v

_Nhen positive responses to all ten-@ppropriatene%s measures are sum-

med, and taken to be an’ overall TFM appropriateness score, the change,

between the mean score ,for.T1 (5.62, s.d.=1.6) “Hnd that of T2 (5.66,
s.d.=1.8) was-not significant (T==.18, p>.8, N=50)— Overall appropri-
ateness does associate significantly with both recoded measures of usage
(but weakly: for duration, R=.24, p<./03, N= 62, for frequency, R=.2,
p<.06, N=60). Moreover, for the 23 users havung-responses to any appro-
priatengss measure and whose reported usage . frequency was "high"™ or
"heavy", the overall agfbropriateness score was higher thgn gverage af 11
(5.87) and rose to an even -higher (but' not quite sugnlflcantly differ-
ent: Tz=1.63, p<.12) level (6.35) at T2. When the same overall appopri-

ateness measure is calculated for the ¢S users, the result is a higher’

level of overall approprlateness for TFM: a mean score of 6.49 (s.d.=
1.9) versus, an average of 5.66 (s.d.=1.8) _for the, mapagers. The CS

\\\;\\\‘:;ers' score is. very close-to the T2 appropriateness score (6.35) for
e 23 (¥¥*) managerial users who responded to at least one appropriate-

ness measure and who wére heavy system users. -
LS .

In summary, our results support the findtngs ‘of earlier }nvestiga~
tions of the appropriateness of compwer-mediated communications, with
respecf’to which kinds of comhunicatio asks may be approprlataly per=-

formed via CBMS. However, overall approprlatgness does not signifi-
. . . 4 > N .
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TABLE 2. Descriptive.Statist{cs of ‘Recategorized.

Frequenty and Durat ton Measures.

-

~N

Usage Cé}egories

-by User Group

————— - - -

Friequency:

Low (once)

Medium (twice)

High (3 or 4 times)

Héavy (more .
than ¢ times?)

Totals (a)

r

Duration:

. Low (K16 minutes)
Medium (17-60 min.)

High (o 61 minutes)
Totals (b) .

________ J
Computer Services
Frequency:
Low (once)’

Questiorinaire Adninistration
Time 1 o Time- 2

8 1i.4 17, -27.9
120 28.6 19 3101
23" 32.9 15 26.6
19 27.1 10 16.4

Medium (2 or 3 timesf

High (4 to 9 times)
Heavy (more than
.8 times) .

Totals N

pura{ioﬁ:
Low (<'21 minutes)’

‘Medium (21596 min.)
High (> 91 minytes) -

Totals

-

71 100.0%  6i  100.0%

22 31.0 21 33.3

39 54.9 35 55.6
10 16.1 7 .1

.70 100.0% 61  100.0%

’ *

[ ]

4 6.3
23 35.9
22 364.4
15 ° 23.4
66  100.0%
14.  23.0
33 56.0
14 23.0

.61 100.0%

(a) T-Test: T=64.26, N=48, .p<.001
(B) T-Test: T= .52, N=49, p<.6 .2

0
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‘staff. The increase ™
. benef|cial or disadvantageous#: not all managers wanted all of these neuw

] , . i > \
cantly improve over time, and some’' specific tasks show declines .in

appropriateness. We have also found some lnterestlng difference§
between tvbes of users on the approprlateness ‘of the medium for some
purposes. Invgeneralp those of our respondents who were most familiar
with CBMS &r who came to use TFM heavily were more l\kely to find it a
substitutable medium for tace- to-face communication. Even as personal
an activity _ as "gettlng to know someone" was considered fair game for

the messaglng system by a thlrd of our CS respondents
. . w

Impqct'on Communication Contacts

.
7

One ’indicator of changes in communication habits and contacts is
whether one received messages from, or sent méssages to, people whom one
did not telephone or urite to before TFM was ™mplemented.

At T2, 43 percent of the 58 managers who responded to this AUestiop
reported 8ending new communications and reparted receiving new communi-
cations, while the same pgrcentage reported neither sending nor receiv-

" ing such contacts. Fourteen percent reported not sending new contacts

but did report receiving such contacts. . This ‘association at’'T2 between
these two measures is highly significant (Chi-sguare = 30.3, p<.001).
As the users are hjgb-le&el managers,, these increases in‘ sending new
communications would be primarily lateral and, downuward - direction.
Futhermore, we dq’ not have data 1nd|cat|ng who communlateﬁ {o whoms but
open-ended 1ntérv1ews reveal ed that the highest level personnel began
receiving messages from lggqr leﬁel pérsonnel as well as from the CS

cémmunication ‘contacts could’ have been either

contacts However, the increases are‘dramatlc Send|ng messages. to new
contacts is an active process, though: not surpgrisingly, a manager who
used TFM more tended slightly to send messages to more new conjacts
(w|th frequency, R=.28, p<.02, 'N=57; with duration, R=.32, p<. 008,
N= 59). and, typlcally is.not one to report that reC|p1ents of his or her’
Mbsﬁages did not reciprocate (there were no cases of this at T2). But
receliving new contacts is more pa551ve and may alsb be somewhat due to
t he ttract;on of communicating with high- status orgapnizational members;
thus\only higher duration ‘(frequency, RFR.17, p<'|2. “N= 56. duration,
_R=, 31. p<.01,~N=58) is equally related Gith that process. .
- A
THus, a néar majorzby of'ihe respondents reported increased communi-

- cation’ cohtaéts.' with heavuer users tending to report even greater

incréases in the active aspect of the process. Changes in these commu-
nipat on patterns were not associated with the resondent's managerial
unit ar status (measured,in a variety of ways),. however; this result

indjéﬁtes _ihat'it is the job or personality ltraits associated wWith
higherkusage “Phat leads to more -contacts, and not the organizational
P :

identity of the respondent.

- Work «Benefits of TFM ' -
In ah attempt to assess qualitatively }hé\hgpefité of using TFM, res-
pondents ware also asked a variety of quest.ions concerning the perce|ved

effects o%ETFM on the quantlty and" quality-of the|r workys on their use

¢

.
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TABLE 3. Appropriateness of TFT:;OT Various Tasks. b
/ i’e,rcentage Resbonding:
Task Time N Appropriate Inappropriate
Exchanging .Information’ T 73 95.9 4.1
T2 66 100.0 . . o=
. cS 66 1, 797.0 3.0
Asking Questions Ty 73 93.2 : ‘6.8
T2 64 95:0 .. 5.0
- c5 64 100.0 --<
Exchanging Opinions T 87.3, 12.7
. T2 63 , 81.0 , 19.0
. »CS 66 95.5 . 4.5
. R 3 ; ‘ . ] .
Staying in Touch L 71 80.3 N
T2 63 86.1 " 15.9
R CS 64 89.1 ')7 10.9
Generating Ideas T 72 81.9 180
\, T2 63 73.0 27,0
cS 64 89.1 BN
Decision-Making < T1 66 ‘51.5 48.5 "
_ T2 60 46.7 . 53.3
. _CS 55 64.5 364.5
- . . .
Exchanging Confidential T1 67 29.9 70.1.
Information T2 60 30,0 ] 70.0
- . cs 57 39.4. 54.4
/ N
Resolving Disagreements « . T1 68 20.6 .19,
C T2 59 15.3 864.7
) “CS 59 35.6° 64.4
«d o
etting to Know Someone T 7 15.5 84.5
- ’ T2 62 * 16.5 85.5
N €S 59 ©33.9 . 66.1
. R
Bargaining/legotiating Tt 67 14.9 Lot 85.1 "
: ) T2%6¢1 . 1870 82.0
- I2Z>3- v 67.77,

CS 62

»
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ay the telephohe and,paper, ‘on tFE’E;::\benef|t ratlo of using TFM, . and .
ow difficult it\wou?d be to give up WFA, Table Four presents the sum- . ’ .
. R ) - ,. “t v PR
S0 - ‘s ¢
< . * -~ N
7 - T - *: : = kS K
- TABLE 4. .Reported gffects and Beivefits of TFM,.
— i 4
- N ) , =~ - Percent Respondlng .. - N
3% ) X .. , . o it btttk bttt iiciaitui e S s/~ }>
L . , nS\gn|f- Some- . SQWEE-‘Srgnlf' - _
' . ° jcantly what ~ No what icantly. - : ‘-
: , rEffect Time N- * REDYCED =+ change  INCREASED =
Ryt , meemmeeemmcm—ae-- -————— - ¢ mm—— -——— -——— - ——— * r
.X\ Telephone: ) . , e , o ¢ .
# Calls made  Ti 72 15.3 54.2  30.6 7 .-T-7 7 --- .
W ., .- Te s« 219 453 328 --- To--- ‘
\k*\ § Calls received "' T1 72 125  52.8 "  364.7 - -— . x
b T2 < 64 . 18.8 43.8 35.9°° 1.6 ---
‘§ Paper: . ; - o o
§Amount produced  T1 72 13.97 43.1 ' 38.9 4.2 ---
3 ' T2 64 15.6, 39.1  39.1 4.7 1.6 ° .
IAmount received- Y4 72, 5.6 38.9- 50.0 §.2 1.4 :
‘\,\\ -T2 64 °10.9  34.4 46.9 - 4.7 3.,
-~ l{id!‘k * . ) W7 c * —~—— g « o t
\Quantlty ; LRI S 5.6 * 51.4 37.5 7 5.6 «
WL : * T2 62 --- 1.6 53.2 38.7 6.5
Quﬁlity . wJ 72 1.5 --- 62.7 313 .0 4.5 .
a- T2 67 --c 1.6 .° 67.7- 258 4.8 -
ot ry . ‘ “ Very ’
How’ ﬁw#flcuif T ifficult Difficult Easy easy " _ ™ °
“would tt be , - Yommmmomms memmmmoe- ERDIIMIE S .
‘to dowithout T 63 1.1« 27.0 .36.9- 27.9
THM? g . T2 - 8, 13.1 29.5 3.1 2672 L
\ ~ . . . . - \
‘How do ﬁhe " - LT - - . . less - ,
benef|ts§af TFM ' - Exceed . Equal than_ - Te ‘
2 compare*hp the . —mmm- Y -=--- -— P ’ i
s~ 1 time andeaffort T 65 55.46 .. 23.1 . 2|ﬁ5 ) o -
. involved? . T2t 82 50.0 . -19v6 306 7, - .
\ v . s 2 - W
e P - . .J ' " k N ' . . J
mary resulté to these QUest|ons o N~ ;w . e ‘
3 ‘ﬁ ‘" T g
‘As far ayg’ respondents could tell. phone calls here reduced more than . T
paper, and quahtlty of" work increased more than quality of work; but a .
good percentgge reported positive changes in each benefit, and only a '
-small percentage reported negative benefits. Indeed, the majorlty felt
that these apd other benefits from TFM were worth the time .and effort- -
involved, * alﬁhough fewer -~ around two-fifths =-- felt that it would be_
difficult to give up this qams. . S ) |
P ;‘t\ , . .
i, - . . |
{ &
v v )
: . -9 - . .
- . . .. LN
. k ) v :




. relationship with TFM by T1, or

None of the changes between T1 and T2 in responses to these .questions
was significant, indicating that users had achieved their equilibrium
3 had ‘prior expectations and attitudes
about TFM's potential benefits which continued exposure to TFM did not .,
affect.

The questlon of the relationship between benefits and levels of usage
(frequency and duration) is of paramount lmportancer owever: clearly, a
manager is interested whether greater use of a CBMS will."ﬂbad to"
(hére,_associqte with) greater perceived levels of benefits. Using‘val~-

4 N -

v . ’ - I

-~
TABLE 5. Associations of Usage with Perceived Benefits.
. ’ v
" ‘T2 Usage Levels of
A ) Duration., = °* Frequency
Beneflt or Effect . N R . N R
£ inenieied utninbeininininbeinbebeinbnhaitin b TTORTT s, T T ¥
Reducing calls received '63 .53 RAXKT 60 .40 KR .
Reducing calls wade |63 .55 XR¥R 60 .44 ¥x¥X )
: , Reducing paper made - 63. .28 *% ,. 60 PEY AR T )
Reducing paper’ received- B3 L34 Hux 60 .20 * , v -
+ , Increasing werk. quantity 61 .64 H¥¥X 58 .33 *HRR
Increasing work quality 61 .66~ ¥k 58 24 * %
~"Difficulty giving up TFM | (61 °,58 ¥¥xx - 57 52 KR¥K -
.Benefits exceed timeseffort 61 .20 ¥ 59 .12 -~
k4 N > . v N ¢

8
N .

NOTE:

- lower co?relétlons,

Resylts- for available cases for seach corrglation are

reported rather thah results for the common sample

(N=52) because in all instances the lower N produces -
lndlcatlng that light TFM users '

‘questions.
heavier users.
‘ ¥ p <. 1 **. p

. were les&‘likep/
We did not wish to bias results against

to respond‘to all of 1hese

Significance levels of correlations:
C.05; %¥¥: p<.01; *®¥*¥: p¢. 005

~—,
~—

J -

. . -

[y

v

ues from T2, Téble Five prgsents those associations.

The results indicate

the benefit questions,

"addiction' to the

that higher levels of
quite strongly (for frequency, less so)
and greater

L .~

- ! -
duration usage’Q§50qiate
with more positive responses to
system.

Thls

apparently straighfforuard result supports vendors' pltches and the _fond
. hopes of many managers who decide fo lmplemgnt CBMS.
» result ls(that-heaVIer dufétlon of yse

¥ ,benef;t to-cost ratio,
in fact, a. higher‘level “¢f

untll ont reallzes

The one unexpected
does note@associate with a strong
that greater duration of-use’

is, tim and effoit; perceived benefits reach - -
a pdéint of diminishing (any pé‘rﬁaps decreasing) returns affer some
~ threshold of .heavy - use. e point out again, before’ precedlng to the
next sectionst~ ypa{ there' were ho significant chandes " these
effect/benefit measures between T1 and T2, indicating: that people who
’ Y - o" * i
> . r . ' I
T . - 10 - | ~ ' \




- s N .
. — . H ¢ ' ‘
¥ ¥ ‘ i
, tend to become  heavy " users of CBMS. have strong feellhgs about the
- ‘¢ » @ppropriateness and benefits of CBMS early on, and contlnued use over
vtime does not_alter these feel\ngs Without going |nto detail, respons
dents” seemed also to have less a sense of lmmedlacy about their TFM com-
. : . munications .at T2 than at Ti. They also showed less willingness to put
- up with long messages on their screens -or printers even though they did
- ~ . not atter their low levels of concern about junk matl and information
’ ** 7 overload. o : ) : .t
/ - . PN M . . . (S

. Use of Different Channels/Media for Work Communication .

Q ~ . '
Respondents were also asked a yeriety of questions about their use
\' V.of dfffenent.media -- writtén communication, telephone, interpersonal
» coniacté, and TFM -~ as well as about their use of the various TFM com-
mands. which offer different levels of CBMS sophlst\cat|on and different
( : ° ways of. ﬁandilng communicat ions‘with other users. This'section simply
prosents summary statistics for these variables as well as associations
o ‘with"qsage. while the next section shows how these variables interrelate
\ : as rodgh indicators of imdividuals' "media styles!. Tables Six and

. ~iSeven provide the symmary descriptions of medid and command usage.

. ﬁé’t. . Managers spent an equal~ébﬁrcentage (about a - third) of their time

S o qsgng pérsonal contact and telephones for their work-related communica-

,ﬁ%ﬁ:-)f‘f’ 'tlon. -followed by writing'a fifth of the time and using TFM a seventh.

D - There ‘were no significant changes over time for any chadnnel. However.

Ce levels of some of the four media usagae variables did associate with fra-

. quehcy of 'TFM use, duration of TFM use, and potential experience with

- TFM lower percent telephone use correlated with higher duration (.44,

-P< OUI) and slightly with the frequency and number of weeks onm TFM (.17,

* .1); people who had been on the system longer tended to erte a

sma?ler peccentage of their Work-related communications (R=.21, p<. 66).,

althdugh there was no assocxation with“frequency or duration of use;

. 3 there mas no association between’ percentage of personal contact and any

' - measupe of TFM wus and.of course experience, duration and freguency'

correlated 519n|f15§ﬁtly (R=.36, .53, .35, respectlvely. all p<.003)

with percentage of TFM use. Thus although no levels significantly

o . decreased over time —-- meaning that, TFM does not become a generalized

substitute for.other media over time -- higher users do use ‘the tele-

pho e less. The lack of association of writigg with TFM use adds to the

susplcgon that TFM provides additional communication forms rather than

. just substitutes for writing; it also provides a hint, discussed below,

that using a CBMS is a different style than writing (as well as personal
- contact) while heavy telephoners are .likely to” be low users of This -
‘medium (or, use of TFM decreases-telephone use). ’

A 3

NotJ that ‘there was no decrease over time in the amo%nt of personal
it contact reported by managers who used TFM, nor did levels of system use
relate to use of this channel, contrary to fears often voiced about
in€reased organizational depersonalization due to CBMS implementation
ghd use. Indeed®, €S personngl, who on the average were heavy users rel-
ative to managers (and reported a high ‘percentag® of TFM. use _in their
work-related communication (30 percent)) also reported the hlghest per=
- centage of personal contact (35. pergent). The CS users did report a

- - ‘
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| (o) "= =38, p> .505 (h) T
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TABLE 6. Use of Channels for Work-Related Communiationﬁ

Channel Time Mean Median S.D. Max
CWriting\' 11 22.6 . 20.0 15.0 7% ‘

(a) - .., . T2 177 1005 12.0 60 g

(e) < cs 12.2 9.9 10.6 * 50 °

- . > ~’

Telephone. Tt 28.8 26.0 14.8 75, v
~%b) - . T2 32.6 " 30.0 18.4 93

(f) ' €S  20.1 15.3 15.0 75

\Personal contact TY . 33.5  30.6 7.3 79

te) i T2 31.1 29.8 16.5 75

(g) ¢S 35.0. 32.5 19.9 90

L]

TFM messaging T 14.0 10.3.11.7 50 °

(' T2 15.5 ° 10.2 14.7 60

(h) ' : cS  30.0 264.8 19.9 80

. § ' .

NOTE: N for-all variables is 72 for T1, 64 for T2, 66 for
€S. The Mean represents the mean value of the percentage
of respondents' communication which is accompl ished over
* the rticular channel. JThu§ the percentages within a *
quest iojnaire adm%nistratioq add up to 100 percent over
all four channeLs. ‘ X
For all T-tests of changes over time, N is 50: : -
(a) T = 1.064, p< .31; () T = .13; p X .90; '
(e) T = .15, p¥X .89; () T = .78, p < .44. .
(Values for both T1 and T2 were non-signfjficantly . .
higher for all channels except writing.)
For unequal variance T-Tests between CS and T2 values:
(e)'.T = 1.32,p < 105 _(f) T = 1.10, p < .13;
1.55, p, < .10.

~ . . S

Y
much iower level of telepkgne usage arid a moderately lower level of
writing.,-% s '

13
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. Media Styies. as Indicated by¢factors

(2
°

We are led to some more detéullH analyses Yor the following feasons:
usage,;.approprlateness and benefits did not ange much over time; but
higher levels of system usage associate with increases in_appropriate-
nessyand benefits; some managers and most C5 users, " are heavier users,

yet .t heaviest (CS) “users still .reported the highest percentage of
pertpnal contacts. and there were similarities in media &nd command
/preferences between €S and heavy managdrial users. - Specifically, we

will inquire uwhether, rough indicators of certain personality or job-gel-
ated dlfferencei\ -- here called "media styles" -- are better explana-

~
o
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. TABLE 7. Usage of TFM Commands and Related Facilities. P
. Mean Percentage Respanding "Yes" . , el
. - . o . e = ‘ -
’ Command . o, T2 cs . !
! " - Delete 'méssage . » 89.2 96.9 ',’8Q.4 :
. Return reply 86.5 . _ 84.6 . 80.3
. . Read message 82.4 81,5 60.56
' Send 'cgrbon' copy - 66.2 66.2 71.2
, File message on disk 59.5 56.9  77.2 a
N ' Forward message 4179 5.8 63.6
Printamessage 37.8 - 4%.2 56 .1 :
*Tickle' file it 36.5 41.5 56.1 . ’
Mean 4.9 - 5.3 5.? !
Max imum 3 8 8 9 - .
. N ' 74 65 . 66 - : ‘
Standard deviatign «2.0 "9 2.3
. Time N Mean Median S.D.
Percentage =---- --  ==r=  —-===7 ---- v )
of JFM ] T 74 20,8 b2 25.5 . 5
messages T2 641 29.9 19.9  "28.4 ‘o, Ve
you print? €S 66 26.8 . 20.1 24.0 ) 'ﬁk'k
) < : . Always o Some-  Never or :' =~
almost aluwfys ~ times rarely - ~
] _File the T 62 41N 40.3 17.7
copies that T2 762 46.8 40.3 25.4
you print? CS 65 35.4 47.7 16.9 .
N\ A
See yourself . Initiator Both Responder
as initiator = —mmmme---- ——==  mm=e=-- - -
- " of messages T2 54 27.8 9.3 " 63.0

a " or, Tesponder? €S 64  ° 28.1 35.9 35.9

*
[l

T tions of differences in ° impacts, and benefits than are the/”
straigﬁtforward usage levels. The traditional explanation is that
g0 greater use, up to a point, associates with greater benefits. We feel N
that this is too simplistic'a conclusion, and could lead to erroneous
conclusions for organizational managers implementfng. and personnel
l using,' CBMS -- such as a policy to make all employées (at a given orga-
nizatinal level, in a particular.division, etc.) use a CBMS based on the
belief that uniformly positive benefits will”&ccrue. The preceding ana-
+ lysas indicate that "madia style" -- a marked personal preferenée. or
job requirement, for using a particular communication channél in getting
one's job done -- may b@ an important factor in a user's use and evalua-
tion of an organization's CBMS', g

' IR I -
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Because of the small sample sizes and”the |niarcorrelatlons among the

relevant varfiables, and in an attempt find sets of variables which would
serve as indicators of media styles, the primary media and TFM variables
were factor-analyzed._ Three.TFM commands (read, delete, reply) were not

. included because of tAelr high reported usage by all respondents Fre-

quency of use was not included due to its high correlation with dura-
tion. TRe variable which asked respondents to rate themselves on a
scale as to whether they were primarily an initiator of communications,
a responder. or both (the mitdle value) was added to detect any@aépect

‘of actlven@ss or pa551v1ty in the use of partlcular channels.,

Table Eight presents the results. Three factors with eigenvalues
greater than 1.0, explaining 91% of' the variance, resulted after rotat-
ing the initial 11 factors. They seem to represent three media styles.
The first, called "TFM", is characterized by high duration and percént-
age of TFM use as well as high use of the copying and forwarding com=
mands, with a very slight indication that such a user tends to be an
initiator of communication. Users with a TFM media style do not prefer
using the telephone (or their jobs do  not carl for.such usage)» or TFM

‘usage can subst itute for,, and replace, a conSIderable amount of. tele-

a

-
Fl -

TABLE 8. Media Style Factors and Factor Loadings.

-

red

-7

Factor ‘Names and Loadings

O A M -
" Commun=— . TFMsas

Variable \‘%ality TFM . Personal Writing complement

S . o Stmm, o mmmm=mmeemmmee-

% Writing .89 -0.13 , =-0.05. =-0.93. . -0.07

% Telephoning .95 =-0.65 *-0.57~ 0.38.. =-0.19

% Personal contact - .90 0.04 0.98" ,  0.07 N-0.02

,Duration-of use .45 0.56 0.04 0.08 0.3% .

% TFQse . .87 0.83  -0.24 0.21 0,26 - C

Responder 39 -0.19 0.14 0.5 - -0.57

‘Carbpn copy' use .36 N-43s  0.19.  0.09 . 0.35

Filing use .26 0.04 - 0.12 _  0.06 = 0.48 "

Forwarding use .52 0.68 0.19 . 0.12* 0.063 -

ListThg use .20 0.29 -0.03 0.29 . 0.15

Tickler file use .37 0.22 0.00 0.26 0.49 '

Eigénvalue 3.13 < 1215 1,02 @ 0.57 -

Varlanceyexpla\ned ) '50.2 . 264.3 . 16.4¢ 9.1 .

- ’ > M y3 t

NOTE: N = 51; /
Factors are Varimax-Rotated Principal Components (8rthogonal),

T

3 - > . '

phone use.
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The second factor we call %he "Personagl" s%yle * Associated with a
very high loading by the percentage of’ pers ék.contac\ variable are,
again, an aversion to {or inverted relathdﬁ p with) telephone usage,
and a sllghier aversion to (or |nverteF’relat|ohsh|p withY TFM usage.

! . v -
. - ° ’

1«‘9’?}.

The third media style is represented by higher telephone usage, but
much more by a low percentage of writing.» This "(Non)Writing! style
shows a small tendency. to use TFM -- basically fo* listing off text --
and some deferring of files to later times. 5\) .

- ' ‘ L3 . 'S

The last., non-significant, facter, is primarily characterized by .
vsers who consider themSelves lnlilétors, . and the-TFM commands loading
» on this factor are the more sophlstlcated ones. —Thus, this media style
appears‘to represent complementary use of TFM -=¢ not usung TFM to sub-
. - stitute for, or avoid other media$ sbut a style of TFM use which communi-

o . cation’ +n1t1ator¢xulthout strong channel preferences might take on as a
new-or additidnal style. - -
< . 3 :
3 - A last comment on the three factors is that using the ‘telephone does -
7 "not appear to be an independent media style, but exists only¥in relation-
to the three other channel's. Thas, those who prefer or need tobuse TFN:

- persomal contact and writing apparently use the telephone only "ln
inverse .relation.to ‘each of these othars. ' Using the telephone then may’
be the channel most likely, to be subst ii%ited by 6ther channels when they"
become as available or as effxcxent Indeed, one of the primary, and

most frustrating, organizational uses of-the telephone is to exchange :
) messgges. This is precisely one of the communication tasks for which
' TFM xzndeem d appropriate, and for which it is most afficient, because
fhe sender does not hava to wait for the recipient.. Indeed, of the neg-
- 'atlve relationships 1nvolv1ng teléphone, the strongest is with Déh The ,
/' ’ next strongest, with personal communication; _is likely ‘due to the other .
; ' kind of .communication task for which TFM (and other medlatlng channels)
- is leagi appropriate: face-to-face communications invelving status,‘
" negotiation, getting to know one another, etc.

. °

Al

5 L]
Having extracted these clearly defined "media style" factors, we now

’ consider whether TFM usage a user evaluation is'better specified by -

.o « media style than by simple levels of usage. X , .

A Relationshig; Among Usage, Media Styles, -and Outcomes
If the hints from the preceding analyses are valid -- that something
than, or in addition to,» a.simple usage of TFM is involved in users'
teported outcomes (usage, appropriateness, .change in communication net-
works and bengfits) -- thdh we should see some of the explained variance
in these outfome measures shift over to wedia style, or other, variables ‘
. from the sifiple usage measures. Three new media style variables were
) created from factor scores of the” first three tactors described above
(intercorrelations among these new variables were all less than .06)., ’
Then, using different sets of outcome variables as dependent variables,.
separate hierarchicgl multiple regressions used several variables in the
following manner. . .




Hierarchical entering of the variables is .justified here because
there is a logical progression in the presumed relationship of certain
activities and'the Yoter reported outcomes . First comes simple access
to the system: most qvertly by having a terminal on one's desk. For

\ . measures,of system usage, the objective measure of number of wceks since
receiving training (expdrience) is more genéral, and is"entered before
the terminal-on-desk mépsure. For changes in communication networks, we

~ posit that organizatiokal status may have somae-.influence on why one
would receive new contacts -- lower status managers want|ng to communi-
cate with higher status managers, etc.  -- and thus a' very rough eastre
of the organizational statgs of the users' university division (high or
*low} is entered at this stage. Access to a printer in one's building
could affect 'how a user perceives the levels of paper sent and received,
. so~ that measure is entered .after the terminal-oh- desk measure for
paper-related benefits. Then the three factors were entered, in a pro-
gression from less to more socially~distant, las defined by Short, et al.
(1976): flrst the "personal* style, then the "non-uriting" style, then
the "TFM" style The results of t hese sets of mult\fle regressions
appear in Table:Nine.

.
.

. @
Table Nine in general supports our ' notion that "media styl has a
* lot to do with reported user evaluattons of TFM and its .impacts.

Lndeed) the TFM usage factor/var|able has a-significant coefficient only
for a good cost-benefit evaluation and producing more paper. . Curj ouslys
the other = tug media style variables alsb associate significantly with
the cost-benefit- dependent variable: higher "use of or preference for
p onal contact and TFM usage, - and lowergieve15 of required or prefer-

rfed 'writing, . tend to lead to better cost benefit ewvaluations. (Table
. Eight does =-how that sonte small use of TFM comgands also load on the
personal contact factor.) Thus, 'TFM users whe 1like (or whose jobs

require) writing to other orggnizational members are those who Nlll most
likely feel that a- CBMS is more trouble than |t’s Worth. In the paper
produc{ion equation, it is perhaps not 5urpr)sung t hat stronger TFM use
leads to more paper, partlcularly if a u3eﬂ has a hard- cppy terminal.
However, ¢ this result counters claims for ! Raperless" offices stemming
§imply from 'use of a CBMS. at least for‘thp first few months.
The regression equat|on for an overall positive appropriateness score
is the  strongest in Table Nine, and the non-writing variable i3 the
" sole, and strong, significant contributor. Not preferring (i. e.s llklng
or needing) to write (but slightly preferring telephone)* i's similarily a
strong predictor of reported increased work quality, and greater per-
centage and duration of. TFM systent use. ¢ ‘preferring to write is a sig-
ntflcant predictor of pot making pew communicatTen contacts (in spite of
a non-significant overall equatlon), of feel|ng it would be easy to give
up TFM, and of feeling that one's work habits were n_i charfiged. These,
resylts are consistent with a developjng picture of a media style which
prefers writing, does no}| much prefer teleplioning, and-is indifferent to
personal contact. or TEM; i.e., this tyle is jindependent’of the tuo
extremes in social dfg{:nce (personal and\electronic),” and is thus not
likely to be affected much by a CBMS. ~ ‘

. 2
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« TABLE 9. Multiple Régression Results. \ : .
' Independent Variables, in Order of _
Entry, and Coefficients o
L S CTEEEEER R mdn
Dependent” ., Cons- ‘gesk Pers- Non- Multiple® /
Variable stant erm. onal writing TF& Corr. 4
¥ Appropriateness 4.58 . .67° .24 1.47%%% 32 R = . 59%¥kx o
Beta wts.  (a) W16 .13 .58 177 F = 6,78
Work quality 3.39) -.07 =01 TU3eRR 08 R = .47%
Beta wts. (a) =06 - =002 .63 16 FF~ 2.59
¢ Work quantity 3.62 -';17 .02 .09 14 RC .34
Beta wts. (a) i ) .04 .1 .25 F = 1.21
Cost-benefit 1.82 . .24 C . L18%  .32%  .23% R = .43% ‘.
Beta wts. (a) B .2 .29 .27 F = 2.01
Hard to give up 2.51 .18 -/}1/5 -, 60%K¥=_17 R = .61%%x
~ Beta wts., (&) <10 £18 -.51 -.20 " F = 5.42
Habit changes 1.04 .19 -.03 =, 21%%% 03 R = .52%%
&eta«ﬂts ¥(b) 17, 7,06 -.49 .07 F = 2,86
* Printer .
',, ’ nearb .t - ¢
i . t
Receive paper = 2.51 .08 =/00  .a1%xx 06 R R = ..16 .
Beta wts. (¢) © .04 -.00 .05 .05 14 F= .18 " e
Producé paper ~ 1.86 .27 i J07 - 3a%ER - 2% . .25% R = .6G9% )
Beta wts. (c) 12 . 03 -.37 -.17 .27 JF = 2.13 '
\ ‘ Organ. .- .
. oo T status . . .. , Lo,
o ¢ TTEmes — - - . , ’ hY -
Receive contacts .96 . .26% .07 .02 -.08 . -.07 R = .37
" Beta wts. (d) . . . -.25 .06 .05 A3 206 F=1.12 ~
Send contacts 1.36 .03 .08, -.007 . ~.25%%%-_00 . R = ,38
Beta wts. (d) ’ .03 .08 -.01 -.33__'-.Q0 ~ F = t.21
. Desk H
., Weeks Term *
e e e - '
Use: duration 21.‘25 . .00 -, G3%%X 01 L 33nwx R -'-f’ 57 %% A
Boeta wts. (e) . .01 -.33 .02 .40 & F =5.62 ,
‘Use: % TFM 16.82 .36 -5.82% 1,67 6.07%% __ R = .48%**
Beta wts. (e) P -.18 A .30 N 3 53
Degrees of frdedom: ™ ' ' A N
(8) 4,36 (b) 4,31 (b) 5,33 (d) 5,35 (o) 4, 46 4
Sidhifitance levels for coefficients and correlations:, . -
®p p < .15 *¥¥:p < .05; ¥kkep < .01, '
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"style is one yhich responds more. than initiates,

. ThéxSther,medLa style, "personal contacts!, associates, as noted
above, with good qpsf—benefit evaluation of TFM, with increased paper
reception, but decreased paper+ production. This inverse relationship
swith paper might be explained by the fact that TFM usage itself does not ,
enter into the personal factor, but the TFM<commands that reduce paper :
“Xcc, forwarding, filing) load slightly. The devaeloping picture of this

/&is rather indifferent -

to TFM, but wlll use it to do reduce some paper work .and respond easily
to electronic messages. Under this style incoming electronic messages
are noticed precisely betause the‘%tyle represents a preference for per- .

sonal, and not socially.distant, communigations. — .

' P - .
We note that organizational status did not play a role in the amount ' ‘4

\of new contacts received or made; having a printer nearby did not play a

role ‘in the reported, levels of paper received or produced; and simple

exposure to TFM did not contribute to predicting TFM duration or per-

centage usage. Haviﬁg a terminal on one"s desk served as a predictor

only in receiving new contacts (confirming.our notion of the passive

espect .of receiving contacts, as no "style" variable contributed), and

in using TFM more (thus'bonfirming the importance of direct acdess to a /
terminald~ . - ‘

o SUMMARY -

i This analysis of use of a Computer-Based Messaging System\¢mplemented
in a unlver51tM'organ|zat|on for use by high-level managers, and by
experienced .computer division personnel. has provided replicating
results for several of the research questions. Usage levels measured
several months -after an initial usagé\ measurement were significantly
less frequent, although duration of usage remained similar; prior
results also show declines and then stabiliZed usage levels) Moré expe-
rlenced users reported higher usage levels, but not much different from
the highest managerial ysers: Both results indicate that- "experienced"
use of a~CBMS can ba reached in a matter of months. o

‘ ) ’ ’

TFM was deemed appropriate for précisely the same kinds of commuﬁ|ca-
tion tasks for which many other communication tochnologles (other CBMS,
teleconferencitmg, etc. ). have been reported acceptable. Typically, these
‘tasks are fhose ndt requ1r1ng close perceivedysocial distance; that is,,
for the ' more pgrsonal and sensitive com ications. Here, however,
although the experienced computen*d|v1513§Pusers evaluated TFM as more .
approprlate. “there was a slight (but not overall). declVHE‘ln appropri-
ateness for some tasks for the managerial users, who naturally engage in

.more of the sogjally close and sensitive communications. . A .

"
-

P4

° Reported benefits were largely pos1t|ve. Yeading to decreased mate-
rial and media usage, increased work quality and qudthty, and increased
benefit-to-cost ratio and addiction to the system. Thefge results are
also general replications of much prior research. A farge\ percentage of
new communication contacts were made and these were primarily lateral
and downward, although non-survdyed users of lower organizational status -
clearly began sendlng messages upward. ,

=~

Co, - L .
$ ' ' 7’
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""media styles",

. “ § -
* ‘ .

Reported percentage of communication channel use
writing, telephone and electronic messaging) -sholted the tuwo.
socially "close" channels, persdnal contact and telephone, *the most pre-
,feregd. with writing and TEM use trailing. : .

most

-

betweén reported use -and reported
relationship held quite stFonglj
greater system use associated with

<

With resLect to the relationship
benefits and impacts, the typical
with some variations and exceptions,
more positive benefits and impacts.®

here and reported an agceptable apd
repeated conclusion about how such CBMS ‘are good things for the office.
But several relatjonships hinted that this would have been a simplistic
conclusion. For example: although usage asspciated withspositive bene-
fit) and impagts, there were no .changes or increases in these benefits
and impacts Eter a considarable time; the number of weeks on the sys-
tem did not associate with usage levels; “more curiously. the very high-

0rdinariiy;'we would have stopﬁed

est and most experienced users (computer services personnel) reported
the highest level ‘of personal ‘contact in their.work-related communica-~
tien; finally, there were no significant changes in percentages of thé

- Several explana-
ocgurred very

various communication media used, except
tions arose: t4tal equilibrium u
rép\dlv, and yet were unrelated to the \actual number of weeks
system; people just ‘had a picture iqitheir heads

and impacts, and _these pictures were“unrelated to
over time; ,or thege was some more complicated relationship among use
media use, and reported benefifs and impacts. 3 &

" » . ¢

r writing.
and relationships

R . 1 -
. -

. Factgk anaiysis revealed ﬁhe existence —of something.we

job-related requirements for.different communication channels. When
entered into multliple regreSSidns involving t he benefits.
usage levels as dependent variables. along with a few other theoretical-
ly<stipulated variables, these nfedia styles account for almost all the
Significaj?\Qredictability of the outcome variables. This?is especially
true for a media style defined by low” fevels of writing amd mild 1evels
of telephoning - precisely ‘where a CBMS can best

for the task., and 15 ea51e5t to "ignore" if not. - N

7*

The implicatlons of these results are three fold:
(‘1) Electronic messaging in an organization (here, ra
 suniversity) wjll hgve lass actual SIgnificant fhpacts
than people will attribute to -it. s ¢
CBMS technologies should be matched to appropriate

or anizational tasks, rather than indiscriminqtely -

’ +

v

L (2)

- thrust irrto all communication aCthltles : -

’

Personality traits‘and media styles which affect
the use of such technologies will ‘'be’ a major factor
~in the 9cceptance, and' consequences. of these
: computér mediated communication systemsc“~

‘Hiltz and Kére (1981: 192) have-é’ompiled‘ho mogt
reviewof—CBMS impacts to date.’ Their summation argues
‘ » } ‘q ’
<& " .

- 19 - . .

.
" . :2] - - .
. .

(3

P S
comprehensive
that the main

on .the -
of expected benefitgu
. actual usage, levels

impacts and

"fit® it appropqiﬂte~

(personal contagt, -

-

have called -
ich indicate either personality-related preferences or -

Y
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N - < - .- A - . ‘ séﬁ %,

o~ predictors of system use are "motivations of the participantg:befgre . o
they ever signed on,” rathar than reactions to dspects of the sys®m, or*’s .
‘' -skjlls such as typing speed or prévigus experience with computers.or . 'Y

computer terminals”. They also imply that there is no absoluterYsubsti=~ . .

tution'" or "“tradeoff" amgng~media: the main effect is to .infrease the ¢ o .

total’ amount of communication a perso;/does. and secondarily .to decrease. ’

. a few other media, such as telephone ¢r majlj ) ) S s, »
L - = v .
. We concur, and We encourage researchers and implementors to consider. -
more cgrefully the relationship between use and outcomes. In particu- - } )
lar, we hope to méasure personality and job traits more accurately in ' '
future Fegearch. . , * R .

. . , ) _
) : NOTE - : T
., " The authors would like to express our gratitJde to Dr. Carson Agnew,
Jane Kingston, Llinnea Marenco, Dr. Ann Porteus, John Ta?*Qr. .Marlys
White and Ed Williams of the TFM evaluatdon committee for a fruitful
collabqration~g.ﬂe thank Dr. John JessSen for th critical reading of an -
5 earlier version of this paper. System users not evaluated here include
) some paying users on campus and remote users accessing TFM through»EDU-
~ . NET, TELENET, TYMNET, and local ‘telephone; there are currently over 430 ~. - T
. _TFM users. As of this writing, the TFM system lhas been reprogrammed to C
decrease costs and response wait, renamed "CONTACT", integrated intd-a’
university-wide communication and support systeﬂ. gnd offered at a subiﬁ .,
sidized price. : ) . -
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