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CHAPTm I 

INTRODUCTIOn 

Cqmmurrication is the puT se of an or.ganization~ and the 1 if e . of an 

organization is dependent upon the efficiency of inrorma tion d i sscmi­

nation and transmission among its me:nbers. The astabl i.shmcnt of com­

munication channels among the leve1s of operation is necessary to the 

viabllity of any organization (Knezevich, 1962). Indivtduals must rely 

upon communication with coll eagues3 superiors, and subordinates s itice 

cooperation is an integral part of organizational success. Bartky 

(1956) warns that nothing will destroy an organization's cohesiveness 
more quickly than an ineffective communication syster!l l'!hich allows 

information to by- pass certain individuals or groups to whotrt it is 

relevant. 11 Every organization in our modern \'torld exists in a flux 

of cha·nge and motion, its. survival dependent at all times on the 

maintenance of channels, formal or informal, that enables it to reach 

its cwm peo.ple and certain other key groups .•. '' (del·lara, 1963 [p. 1?.]). 

A primary concern of any organization fS. the effir. ·ief1t rca l i 2-1 tiorr 

of its aims and objectives. 11Hithout f;Ommunicat1on there could be 

lit t1 e agreement on such important matters as f.he goals of the crgiHt i­

zation~ J-iO'II they are to be achieved, and ho\·J they might be J ~pra ised" 

Knezevich, l962 [p. 80]. The quali~y of an organiza.tion's internal. 

communication is directly 'related to hm·1 effectively it m~nts the on­

going needs of an organization. As organizations change s0 rw.Jst their 

inter:1al comr:1unic;ltion processes change. 

''C.o:~"tmtmica tion has be'?n compared to bidding a hJnd at t-,..,idge., 

bv~ it is far more than that. It is a richly vari ad and 

c~Hlp1ex process \'#hich off ers numerous possibilities for ex­

chan~ing fdpas and information. It has profiles yet to be 

pei·c.eived. The ne'.'>' face of communication has yet to be 

fully s~e:n; the potential ie\·tards are unlimit<~d if comm:.mi · 

catfon is used wis.ely and \1el1 11 (Bassett. 1968). 

1 
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STATH1ENT OF THE PROBLEM 

r·1ost i"nstitutions of higJ'Jer education have, in various forms, some 

means of i.ntcrnal communication among its members. Ho~Jever, many of 
these communication forms are not adequately meeting the needs of the 
i-nsti tution• s members. Educational institutions, unlike business and 

industrial organizations, _generally suffer from the lack of a formalized 

com:nunication system. Good cotiinunication facilitates information- flow 
.and i·nsures comprehensive communication coverage throughout an org_i)ni­

zation. Systems of internal communication must be developed in higher 

education to meet specific institutional n~eds and implemented to insure 

optima 1 cormnunica.tion efficiency. 

The University of the Pacific {hereafter referred to as U .0. P.} 

is organizationally an unusua 1 institution of higher education because 
of its cluster college concept. This ·type of organization offers a 

degree of school/college autonomy tha.t is not found in traditional in­
stitut·ions of higher education. Organizational complexity automiltically 

-compiicates internal communication. Several members of the U.O . P. 

acadeilic community have voiced concern about the lack of adequate and 
effective internal comnunica tion throughout the university. Also. the 

university president has recomncnded that a study be undertaken at U .0. P. 

to detr::ruiine the communication needs and to find a way of providing a 

rnor·e efficient and effective method of intern·al communication. Because 

of the reasons stated, the c.ommunication recor:"11endations should improve­

ove;·a ll Cl'tn:nunicati en ·throughout the institution. 

P.ATIOtlALE 

B~r·tky· (1956_) states that "The success of co-operation is related 

t o t:h~ ctb n lty of those co-operating to communicate with one another; 

CC~lSf•(j'x-2 1"\ :;.ly the effectiveness. efficiency, and cohesiveness OT an 
o:A::~ 7r! ;:;: don depend upon its con~nunication s-ystem" [p. 77]. Lack of 

cor..rn:..-n·:cati vn probably presents the gt·eatest problems and 1 imitations 

to ir:;t~ t;.:tions of higher education according to Bunnel "1nd ,Johnson {1965). 
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The difficulty becor.l.es compounded in a collection of college-s 01~ 
universities. As educational institutions become more cot:-~ple:.-, com­

m:mication demands naturally become greater. It is unrealistic to 

ass:J::lc that a static internal communi'cation system can meet the t.urgconing 

demands of a highly complex organization. 

In educattona 1 organi tation, effectiveness iS judged by h01·1 \·Jell 

the objectives of an institution are realized and not by some ·real Ol" 

imagin€d set of standards (Knet:evichs 1962). An open exchanae of ideas 

and vie\>/ pvints among members aids in the intelligent fonTJulation of 

goals and objectives in complex educational institutions. 

Effective cort.mt!nication among members of a university community, 

cqnuuitted to the achiev.emont of established institutional goals and 

.objectives, contributes to a smooth running organization. Failure to 

COIT'.municate with i .ndividuals \vho believe they could have contributed 

valuable informa tion. to campu.s issues creates credib1lity gaps ~vithin 

the academic com~·;unity. However, if a viable communication systt:m is 

used proped.y, many of these prob 1 ems caus ed by either 1 ack of or poor 

comnunication can he avoided. Ardrey (1966) states that men, like lower 

aniw.als, have a built-i-n desire for acqui.sition and retention of teni­
torial holdings. A reclevant analogy can be drawn between this anthro­

pological concept and the dynamics of organizational behavior. The­

territorfal holdings in academia is vested interest in roles and the 

implicit rfght of comnunica tive consul tat ion among colleagues. Confron-

tations resulting from the dynnmic.s of territorja 1 ir.~pera tive can have 

sericus debil Hating effects upon the total university cornnunity (Ardrey, 

1956). According to Dodds (1962L communication bet\veen presidents and 

deans in higher education is becoming a problem because of the pyramiding 

effect of administrative authority. In some instances, small inner cab ... 

ir.ets a!"e created; and deans, as well as other administrators, must r ely 

orr s.e l2ctcd individuals of the elite circle for corrrnunication \'tith the 

pres i dent. l\. ccr.lprehensive and viable internal communication system 

that pto'!id,~s fCir intended contact~ personal and informational, \rtill help 

inst•~e a smooth running successful organization. 
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Sta·nford {l9.68) C:'mphasizcs that cotil!n,>n ground can be identified 

for comparing academic and business organizaUons. Business can learn 
frc;l.1 the university about bettet' managem~nt of creativity and part-i-ci­

patory decision making. likt~\'lhe the university can follow the lead. 

of business to discover the means ·and results of self study and the use 

of effective management. t.oo1 s. Modern information technology is a 

valuable management tool in academic administration. Such tE:!chtiology 

has been largely developed in othet~ organizations, hm~ever, so to apply 

it saccessfully to academic organizations a frame of reference is needed 

for orientation to the distinctive charactcristic·s of the university. 

Hith this information, realistic rccomnendations can be made for academia. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The purpos·e of this study was to identify areas of contaunieation 

concern within the academic community and to develop recoi!T.lendations to 

cor rect them and subsequently imprcive i nterna 1 communications at U. o. P. 

There l'l'lS no attempt to create a formalized corr.:nunication syston. Con­
clusions were in the fonn of a series of narrative descriptions and 

r~c.orr.1ci1dations that emanated in part from the p-c:rceptions of the 

academic cor:Jnunity members at U.O.P. concerning the c1dequacy of the 

existing corrmuhica.tion situation as \•tell as how communicatiorl ''should .be .. 

stru;:tured o~ the campus. Thts information was obtained from th~ re­
su1ts of an internal communici;ition survey instrument designed by the 

authm· ana distributed to selected members of the academic community 
~t l!.C . P. Supplen1ental infonnation ~tas included by abstracting relevant 

i ::-fornJa1:iqri about communication in highet' educat·ion accotding to experts 

in t he field. 

Study scbjects included top level adminis:trators (university presi­

dent and· J.ca.:h!;r.ic vice-' pres identl and deans/provosts» departmertt chairmen, 

and fa~:1.1Hy ~ cl ected randomly from the acader.li~ com.·nunitY. This inror­

mati~:rl. · .. m~ u:ied to asr.ertain if the study population perceived that the 

~i:tf•.j :;d: intr:rnal ccnJ!;unication $i·t:uation \\'as m£etin<J the needs of the 

a r'.--: 6~:i:i1~: conr.H.mi ty and to idcnt i fy other' perceived needs to improve com-
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munication tht~Qughottt th~ academic institution. Some of the m~jor areas 
that were irpiestigi}ted to attain the a,bove information follow: 

l. What is t .he current status of internal c0Jm1unic::a,t 1on 
throughout the academic community at U.O.P .. ? 

2. A.t which organizational levels of the academic com­

mun1ty at U.O.P • . are internal communi cation problems 

mos~ prevalen~? 

3. What are the internal communication problems that are 

associated with academic role ant.! status at U.O.Pw? 

4. What are some of the rr.ost successful types .or modes of 

internal corm1untcation in higher educati'onal organizations 
a_cco.rdi ng to research litera tute t}la t would produce 

optimum internal communication at U.O~P·.? 

5. To what. extent do acadernic adrafnistrators expedite or 

hinder internal con111uhication 'flithin the academic com­

munity at U.O.P.? 

6. What are some innovative concepts pro·posed by experts in 

this cor.munica tion field that .could be util i.zed to help 

produce improved interna1 corm~unication at U.O.P.? 

The re.su 1 t of this study \'Jas a set of recomme.nda tions to improve 

co;n;T.micatio·n for the academic COIIiTIUnity at U. 0. P. The recom:ner.dations 

\·!en~. -<.:onstrt;c ted using information and ideas sol 'icited directly from 

members of th~ academic community at this univer·sity. If the recormlen­

datioris ar~~ fmol e:nented and us~d as constr-ucted, internal communication . J . - . - . . 

1-'lithin the academic ~Oil'J-nunity should improve. Improv$nent of comrrn.:tni­

cation in this area should in the long run accrue beneflts to the 

entlre •1niVerslty. 
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HYPOTHESES AND ASSUt1PTIONS 

Hypotheses were not used to develop the findfr.gs of this study. 

Van Da1en has stated that often descriptive studies do not contain 
hypotheses because they cannot be directly tested. Hm.,.ever, these types 

of studies based on carefully fonnulated assumptions can rev.eal "accurat~ 

facts about existing conditicns or detect significant relationships about 

current phenomena and interpret the meaning o.f the data and provide ed­

ucatot·s with practical and useful information•• (Van Dalen~ 1966 [p. 235]}. 

Theref ore the follo\'ling assutnptions provided the basis for this 

study: 

1. Communications l'lithin the academic corrmt.mity at U.O.P. 

is generally unsatisfactory. 

2. Co:nmur.ication bebteen top level administrators (uni­

versi t.Y president and academic vice--president) and the 

rest of academic comnunity is general ly unsatisfacto~y. 

3. Communication among the colleges, schools, and divis1ons 

is generally unsatfsfactory at U. O.P. 

4 •. C01m1un'ication \'rithin each college, school, or division 

is unsatisfactory at U.O.P. 

U.O.P. is a private four year liberal arts institution ·\>lith approxi­

mate1.Y 3500 undergraduate students. It is located in Stockton, Cali­

forn~a. The u:-.iversity is made up of three sma 11 1 ibera 1 arts colleges, 

orit large li betal arts divisions, a conservatory ofmus.ic, schools of 

edt:cc.tion, engineering and pharmacy, a graduate school and schools of 

l aw and de!ltts"try. Because of the unique structure of the university, 

students may t a ke advantage of a full range of academic disciplines a.nd 

educat~o:ta l styles by enrolling in more than one academic division. 



Since the u.niversi ty stt·ucture is purposely designed for cros~in~ 

academic disciplines, it is imperative thJt internal communicat 'ion 

throughout the institution be maintained at optimum efficiency. 

limitations of the Study :..;,.;.,;;;__;;_,;,__,;;.:.;.:;;_.:___.,_ 

7 

In this ' study the concern for internal communication \·tas limited to 

U.O.P. The study Has specifically concerned with the problems of in­

ternal comn1unkatiol1 among the menthers of the academic community at u.o .. r. 
Althow1h the recomnendations developed 'here have speci fie ~pplication t<' 
U.O.P., ,,.fith appropriate modificati!ms th~y could be adapted to oth(:r 

institutions of hi 9her education \'lith similar organizat ·i ona 1 st1~uc tu~cs, 

i.e. a cluster college con<;ept. The recommendations a. a~ e hased solely on 

infm·mation obtained from experts in the field of corrnunication and 

perceptions of m€r.'lbers of the academic con~munity regarding the existing 

comnunicution situation and h01·1 conmunication "should be" at U.O.P. 

Definitions of Tetms 

Terms tn this study were considered as d·efined below: 

l. Acad~mic collJnunity - membei'S of an academic institution holding the 

rank. or position of faculty» department chainnan, dean, provost, 

vice-president~ or presid~nt. 

2. Administrators - individuals fulfilling institutioMl dema.nds by 

executing policies related to org:anizing, allocating, and coordi­

nating h•.:man and materfal resoUl·ces (Knezevich, 1962). 

'3. College, school or divtsion- a collectfon of academic depart!';lcmts 

that are related from an academic discipline standpoint. 

4. Com:m:nication - transmission of a niessage (written or or:al) by an 

it1itiator to a receiver (Knezevich, 1962). 
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5. Deu.n - an academic administrative offic.er in charge of a specific 

~chool (coll~ctiori of departments) in an institUtion of higher 
education (Dodds,l962). 

6. Department Chairman - a facul t,y member who has accepted specific 

administl~ative duties and is in char~e of a grou;:> of faculty members 

from an academic discipline. His immediate administratiVe superior 
is a d·ean {Dodds, 1962}. 

7. .Effective Conrnunication - the transmission of information i·n such 

a way th~t the desired effects for \'lhich it was initiated are 

rea 1 ized. 

8. Hiqher Education - co tlege nr· universtty education (Hebster~ l96Z). 

For purposes of this study, the institution consiqered vz~ .s the 

University of the Pacific, a four-year private university comprised 

of several cluster colleges, schools, and .divisions. 

9.. President - the usua 1 title for the chi.ef executive in American 

institutions of higher education {Prator, 1963}. 

10. Top level administt·ators - university president and academic v,ice­

president. 

OVERVIEW 

t\r. introdt:ction to the study of internal co;:nnunication \·lithin the 

acad~;l: ·;:::: co1n:ntm·ity at U.O.P. has beeil ptesented . The specific prohl.:m 

to be 5 tudied has been outl itred arid a rati ona1 e fOl~ undertaking this 

particul~r study has been stated. Several basic assumptions have been 

stated upJn wf1fch this study will be based. Fin(llly, certain limitations 

for this o;tudy have bee·n explained and important terms have been defined 

as they ate t r.• be used throughout the dissertation. A revie}·J of the 

1 iter;ttur~ of i'nternal communication as it relates to the acade:lic com­

munity of highlJ~· education in this stud.Y will b2 presented in chapter t~'IO. 



CHAPTER I.I 

INTRODUCTION 

Research in the field of human communic~tion has increased at a 

tremendous rate during the ·last decade. This is partially because 

communication is especially difficult to define and consequently 

individuals are interpreting it to meet their needs. l-Hnter (l96B) 

pointed out that there has not been a completely acceptable definition 

of communication formulated by resear:ehcrs in the field. Another 

reason for the great amount of con:rnunication research i.s found in the 

vested interests of researchel'.s- in many academic di.scipl ines. In­

vestigators in more than twenty academic disciplines have actively 

been doing research in vilrious areas of conL'Tlunication (Knm<~er~ 1966}. 

Thus far, ho\'lever, there. is no formal discipline or set of principles 

establiShed in the field of communication. According to Brown (1965}, 

a formal discipline in communiCation will be developed only through 

continued study and investigation of individual-ized and speci fie 

communication problems. 

A gt·eat dea·J of the comnunication rc$earch that has been done 
during th~ last decade has centered around public education. SP.veral 

i nvestiga ticns have dea 1 t with specific problems of communication 

wi t hin school districts (Peters~ 1960; Engel, 1962; f·lyers, 1966; l<amp­

schro~r· 1973; arid \'leinberg, 1974). These studies have covered such 

topics as ccmor:unication beh-Jeen individual school units and central 

offices . bctweefl superintendents and principals,. and bet~·J~en principals 

and teaching facul t .ies, to name a few. S1milar cor:;:i!unication problems 

exist in i% titutions of h1gher education, but there hilS been very 

., ittl~ r e:>seJrch reported in the 1 iterature for this level of education. 

Collegt-: ':i ~md universities, just 1 ike big business and industrial 

crgani :ca uons tend to become highly bureaucratized. As an organization 

incr·~a ~H~s in complexity~ there is a proportional increase of CQmmuni­
c.ation pi"oble:1s ~·lithin the organization. (t>Jhit~head, 1964). According 

9 



to the literature, r-esearchers in business and industry are attempting 

to solve their communication problems (Stanford, 1968) . Stanford 
(1968) states that unfortunately researchers in higher education are 

not fol1m·1ing the lead of their counterparts in business and industry 

in atten1pting systematically to work out co11ege/ttnivcrsity comnuni­

cation problems. The concern with communication in higher education 

should be a concern of all members of college/university communities, 

and of special concer-n to administrators of these institutions. There­

fore, attempts to solve coJmlunic;ation problems in higher education 

through scientific resea-rch should be wel comcd and encouraged. 

In order to revie\·1 the literature in a rea.sonable frame of reference, 

the material in this chapter has been categorized as follo•,ts; 1) general 

com1lUiliCa tion theory, 2) con~nunica.t ion in higher education, a·rrd 3) com-

munication models. 

Mortensen (1972) has stated that the aim Qf conrnunication is to 

t\
4
ansform r·aw sens01~y data into conscious experience. 1t 1::as pointed 

out in th~ intl4 oduction of this chapter that the field of cq~~nunication 
is cxtrel~d.Y bfoad and involves many academ1cdisciplines. Therefore, 

it is an e;.<trC~llely difficult task to discuss communication in tet~r:ls 
narro•,t e:t11)l;9h to be manageable and intelligible without losing the 

import of the broade1~ implications. Berlo (1960) hac; stated that com-

m:mication ourpose must be specified irt S!JCh a way that it is: 

L n0t logicallY contradictot·y or in~onsistent \'Jith itself. 

2. b::!;:.avior-cantered. 
3. sr.;.c ific enough for us to be able to relate it to actual 

co~1:m:r1ica ti on behavior. 
4. cor.sist~nt '.r;ith the ways in v;hich people G.o communicate. 

Severa l a;;-thc;·ities in the field of comnunication have defined cor.m1uniM 

cation as fullo·.~s: 
1. Comr.l'J!l1cu t:ion is not n\ere1y tt-ansmi ssion of ideas from the 

h£.id of cne p~l·son to that of another, but sigr:Jifies shared 



meanings. "Shared" in this context impli~s not only that 

persons use a word in ways sufficiently alike to understand 

each Other~ but that the meaning of the \>lOrd has to cfO \'l-ith 

conjoint or community action (Sherif and ~Jilson, 195l). 

2. Communication - This is the. ebb and flmv of feeHngs arid 

ideas among people. It is reading, Tistening., speaking, 

writing, depicting. It is comprehending and making com~­

prehensible that which one \-lishe$ to communicate. It is 

the desire to make one•s feelings and ideas crystal clear 

to others (Carript>ell and Gregg, 1957). 

3·. Corrmunication Behavior-- The behavior taking place between 

individuals as a result of whiCh comrnon understanding is­
obtained (Smith, 1950). 

4. Co~m~unication - The bt'oad field of human int~i~change of 
thoughts and opinions (Redfield, 1958). 

5. Comunication- The means. by \•ihich information is trans­

mitted and opinions and attitudes formed {Hovla-nd, 1948). 

6. Ccrr~nunicati'on - At its simple:;t, it is the transfer of ideas 

from one mind to another. All communication i.s essentially 
the transmission and reception of ideas {From Baltimore 

13u1letin of Ed:.~cat.ion, 1953). 

7. Co~,nnunicatioh • A process of giving and rccef,ring facts, 

ideas, or feelings (Culhertson, 1955). 

8 .• Communication- The possibility of a·ccomplishing a common 

purpose and the existence of persons who:1e desires might 

cQnstitu.te motives for contributi.ng to\·ldrd such a common 
purpose ar-e t .he oppos fte poles of the system of cooperative 

effort. The p·rocess by which these potentialities become 

dyna:~ric is that of c.cmnunication (Barnard, 1958). 

9. Con1immicati·on ... A two-\·:ay precess through \~hich 11decisional 

pt<?!H!ses are transmitted from one member of an organization 

t G u!lother-" {Simon~ 1957). 

10. C·.~~~mmic~tion- A means of informing~ a means of educating. 

a m2ans of dire-cting.; it is the energizing substance that 

f1m·Js through the organizational structure (Hagman and Sch\·tartz, 
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1958}. 

11. Communication - Communication occurs \>Jhenever persons attri:-
- . - . . . 

bute significance to message-related behavior {Mortensent 

1972). 

Experts in the field of comnunication warn us about dismissing 
poor corrmunication or the. 1 ack of corrmunication with the cliche 1'.:om­
munication gap 11

• This suggests a total absence of communication which 
in actuality rarely occurs. Rather than tota 1 absence of communication 
there is usually imperfect conmunication resulting from a series of 

barriers. Successful co!llnunication is a matter of bridg·ing indiv·idual 
differences in viewpoint and interpretation. According to Mortensen 
{1972)., communication does not necessarily stop simply because people 
stop ta 1 king or 1 i stening. 

Thc_sc definitions of comrnunication are centered on the concept of 

transaction. Any transaction, by definition, involves a pt .. ocess of 

interacting fotc.es ~Jhich a,re in a state of constant chaoge. Dance 
{19$7) says that a com;mnicative transaction chilnges in the very act 

of e:<ami n ing it. 

Communication is Dynamic 

Communication should not be conceived as a Si:7ipli stic series of 

mech~'nistic changes as in the domino theory where one event naturally 

caus~s a change on do\·m the line. Rather, a dynamic change occurs whon 

an inde f·i n i tely lar·ge number of particulars interact reciprocally and 
contim;orJsly. Cammt:nication is not an a11-or .... nothing situation~ but 

; s an.:l bgous to J. rheostat that permits a gradation of change in a 
liglit {t-11Jr'tensen, 1972). 

Berlo (1960) emphasizes that a concept of dynamic interaction fs 

centt~a 1 to ur.derstandi ng the process of communication. From the stand .. 

paint of ir.teraction, r:onmunication is an attempt to coup1e ind'ividuJls 

through t}!~ productioll and reception of messag~s that have meanings for 
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both. The process of interaction requires all pers:ons to try to per­

ceive the world as another person perceives it in order to truly under.­
stand the message that is being communicated. Common experiences create 

perceptual similarities and communication becomes easier. The mnt·.e corn­

plex a perceptual experience becomes~ the greater will be variation 
in perception. 

Despite the barriers that exist in the communicatfon process. humans 

do communicate. Mortensen (1972) states that "dynamic change itnpl ies a 
transaction that is not static, yet through all the, fluctuations milin­
tains its stability and identity. There is a certain evolvina, clastlc 

quality to the -experience of communicating \'lith another human being" 

[p. 15]. 

Communication is Irreversible 

Once a message has been corrmuni cated, as i.ntended or othenli set it 

cannot be taken back. Thls concept is analogous to the story v1hich 

€lllphasizes that a man can •t step in the same river t~-1ice. The act of 

stepping into. the river has irreversibly changed both the man r}r.d the 

river. Research by Hortensen (1972} has shown that the act of per­

ception is not a discrete eve!'lt. That is, there is no sharp b~gimdn~J 
or shurp ending in perception. The assumption related to this concept 

is th.1t individuals who engage in communication do not go back bt.1t only 

go for~"lat·d from one state to the next. If this concept of communication 

is acc~!)ted, it can be seert h0\'1 extremely important it is for people 

to pe:•fect CO:.!!ii'Jrlication skills. "HuMa:'l experience f10\'IS as a str~a:il, 
in a sin!Jl~ direction leaving b~hind it a p:!rmanent record of man•s 

com:11unic.::tiv~ experience 11 (B.:rrn1und, 1968 [p. 93]) •. 

Communication is Proactive 

r.Ja:n is not a passive agent in the comm.mication process. Anyone 

engaging in cor.lnunicative behavior does so pt'O<lctively \~Jhich ir.volves a 

total frr:mediate field of experience. Ther.efore,. a student of ccmr.RJO-
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ication, or anyone interested in the field, must consider c.om::Junication 

behavior from 'the stal1dpoint of perceptions, emotions) beliefs', as well 

as one's entire fr.ame of reference. 

The hum(ln organism has a great capacity to interpret cues in various 

\'Jays that come through the senses. 1\ccording to Nortensen (1.972) there 

is an abundance of evidence that incoming sensory data are arnplified, 

selected, and transferred i .nto patterns that fit the expectations of the. 

individual. There are other constraints upon the receiver of a message 

that a 1 so can complicate the communication process. Berlo (1960) potnts 

out that a communication c.ari be effected by the receiver's communication 

skills, attitudes.~ knowledge lev.el, culture, and position in a socidl 
system. Therefore~ because corninu.riJcators are proactive in corrmunication 

behavior, the entire process becomes more complicated as tho message 

becomes more involved and as the amount of communlcatfon increases. 

Communication is Interactive 

Comnunication is an interactive process involving the physjcal crnd 

symbolic realms of experience. Neani·ng comes about 'rthen one interprets 

or ass·igns sigr.i ficance to obJects of experience. G. A,. Kelley {l963) 

v;rote: 

ft. person can be \'litness to a tranendous parade 
of episodes, and yet, if he fails to keep 
making something out of th€lll, or if he \'taits 
uht'il they have occurred before he a ttcmpts to 
teconstrue them, he gains little in the \'lJ.Y of 
experience from having be;!1 around \·Jhcn th~y 
happeried. It is not \·/hat happens around lnr.t 
th.! t makes a m.;ln ex peri cnced; it is the suc­
ce~-;ive constr~fng and r ecorrstruing of \'/hat 
hi!Pr.·ens, as it happens. that enriches the 
e>~P~-!ri ence of his life [ p. 73]. 

lnt~rilctio:t in communicatjon ta kes place on two fronts: an intra­
p,~ ;"\ son~ 1 one \.'!hereby an i ndiv. idua 1 assigns significance to a message 

ind~p~nd~tit !Jf others and on an interpersonal one \·1hich takes place 

ht?tNeen tt\'0 <.W more i"ndividual s in which all rna intain a st:an~d frame 
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of reference. The concept of interaction also involves interdependence. 

"tnterdepende.nce is a mutual influencing proce-ss among countless factors, 

each funtioning conjointly so that changes in any one set of forces 

affect. the operations of all other constituent activity in a total field 

of experiencetl (Sereno and fvtortensen, 1970). 

Communication is Contextual 

The context in \'lhich corrmunication takes place has great influence 
upon how messages are interpreted. Circumstances tnfluence how a person 

attempts to cotmlunicate as well as how another interprets that communi­

cation. For example, ·massag.es communicated in a familiar and warm 

atmosphere, such as the home~ will be handled in a distinctively dif­

ferent \1/ay than those communicated in a more sterile and perhaps threat­

ening situation such as a formal meeting. Brockriede (1968) describes 

this as the encompassing situation. \·lhich is an implicit set of rules 

or codes that causes a person to act or react in certain \vays according 

to given type!> of social situation. 

Certainly7 the contextual concept of cor.munication ha:s implication 

upon authority levels 'IJfthin organizations as \•Jell as in social situatjrins. 

Nany factot4 s bas·ed on role and s.tatus withi"n an organization, for example, 

wi l1 .1ffcct communicative behavior .. 

COHrtUNICATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

formal internal corr.munication i!l higher education is complex and 

invo~ved. Nayer {1970} em!Jh~sized that developing effective internal 

cor:Jrnuni·:iltions in edt;cation.:il institutions is a ~r.ost difficult -assign­

ment. A:l.ninistt&tors must use an array of communication instruments and 

medi-a, scr.1e of \-\'hich \~i11 be sttccessful and some will faiL The great~r 

the effcctiV!!~·~ss of communication, the greater can be the staff support 

for the schqol program and the administrators. lt was reported by the 

federal Health, Education and ~Jelfare Oe.partment (1967) that college 

enro 1ltnents in the United States, at that tiine, had more than tripled in 
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the last btenty yeilrs~ Subsequently9 academic institutions have incrcas·ed 

in size and number and as organiza:t1ons grovt, problems. of co.ord1nation 
correspondingly grow. 

It might appear~ after only a cursory analy$iS of communication in 

colleges and universities. that it simply follO\'IS the established organi­

zation ch~rt of an instftutfon. That is, COI!Jnunication flov/s either up­

ward or dowm ... ard according to the ·1 inldngs of various positions in an 

institution. This t}ipe of corrmunlca tion a:nalysi s does not account for 

lateral~ informal~ or by-pa·ss conmJUnication and also does not consider 
quality of or adeptness of communication by the individuals inv.olved. 

In reality~ the institution is made up of a v1eb of communi-cation 1 ines 

bound together by the arrangement of junctor~ points. These juncture 
points represent an almost infinite number of communication -possibilities 

\'lithin the institution. An organizati.onal chart should not he equated 

~.tith conununication structure since conmunication ta-kes place bet\-1een 

peo.ple and not between jobs or positions (Ross, 1962). The prime purw 

pose of communicatiQn in higher education is to effectively relate all 

the various func.tions of the institution to each other for optimum 

accomplishment of organization~l goals. Coritinual evdluation, n~odi­

fictltion, and adaptation should be carried on \·lithin an institution 

to se~k the best possible means of attaining the goal of successfu.l 

con1iiil:mication. r1ayhc>J·t (1965) has said "it is generally recognized. 

that higher educ.ation is an ·increasingly complex, expensive, and incom­

prehensible enterprise whic;h is despe.rately in need of better managt!ment" 

[p. 28]. Ross {1962) delineated institutional co~;!lillHtica·tion into three 

ht'oad c<1. tcgories :· l) communication betv1een i ndividua 1 s and groups such 

as bt:b:cEn the president anc the academic senate, 2) ct\~1·nunication bet~·:e~n 

gr·oups-~ a.s between committees, and 3) cor:111mhic.ltion \·tithin gro.ups. 

Obviously, th·~s E: categor·ies r·epresent a massive co:mr.:.rnicatio!l net,.;ork 

\then placed within the framm·rork of an entit·e institutic"~ 

GJff (l97l) outli.ned several unique prcb tems that are experienced 
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by institutions structured on a cluster college concept. He defines a 

cluster coilege as a semiautonomous college on the campus of a larger 

institution. This type of academic structure is often patterned after 

Oxford University in England. The mission of a cluster college is to 

provide a unique type of undergraduate education that offers flexibility 

for innovation and experimentation in an atmosphere that is more manage­

able than the conventional academic institution. 

Obviously problems of implementation , development, and special 

difficulties that are produced as a result of their very structure must 

be dealt with. These special problems are compounded by the ongoing 

concerns of the larger institution of vthich they are a pa·rt. Gaff (1971} 

su<;gests that the cluster college structure has led to real differences 

among the several schools that are comprised \'lithin the larger institu­

tion. There has been concern over the relative status and power of 

each school especially where disparities exist in size. YEealth, or 

quality of a program. 

What special internal comnunication problems are posed by the c luster 

college .concept? Such schools are unique entities v1ith varying degrees 

of autonomy. It has been noted that some cluster colleges overtly attempt 

t:> divorce themselves from the larger institution or conversely, some are 

viewed as orphans by the larger insti tution . Special care then must be 

taken to insure that optimal internal com:nunication exts.ts throughout the 

entire struct ure of the institution. Strategies to prevent or to minimize 
unantici patc.J difficulties of clu~ter coll~ges shou1d be employed by those 

involved in or considedng involvement in such a collegiat e structure 

i.iirough ai1 a\·!areness of their speciQl problems. 

Russ {1962} has said that the president of an institution is the 

n::Jst i:n~m·tant comrr.unicator on cam~us. The rationale for this stute­

me:'t i s the c~ntr~ 'i i ty that pt·es identia 1 corr::nunication provides for the 
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rest of the institution. It becomes a base to which most other campus 

communication act1vity may be related. Naturally~ consideration must be 

given to individual campuses \'there th·e presi dent's rol~ may be differently 

interpreted. Some institutions would pldce the primary communicator title 

on a vice-president or ·another i ndtvidua 1 so designuted by the institu­

t i onal structure. Hhoever occupies this position ftlust be ski.llcd in the 

art of curi:municati on since he sets the cOJmJunication tone that pervades 

the institution. Following the president or the prime .. communicator 

designee~~~ are first rank administrators \·lho usually bear the tttle of 

vice-pt·esi dent~ dean, or provost. Second rank administrators such as 

depa·rtment chairmen and certain directors becorne key con~nunicators because 

of title, role; or position of influence. Finally, specially assigned 

positions of influence within the institu·tional structure create ilnother 

level of key communi<;ators. Ttre type of communication structured ab.ove 

is primarily of a dovmward direction and based primarily on r.ole and 

status. Petry {1958) observed that the post ~·Jorld ~lar II enlarncment 

of academic machinery in col1 eges and universities uhas· been 1 argc]y 

accomplished by the introduction of new officers--vi ce-presidents and 

the like--to occupy positions beb1cen top admi ni str·a tive o f ficers .and 

the facu lty." This has complica ted the administrative function of 

the \·:hole. un i-versity. It has .also complicated the communication process 

w~ thin institutions of higher education. It is certainly recognized 

that othe14 individua 1 s \vithi n higher education may be more impot·tant 

cor:rounicatm4 s despite the absence of f ormal designJtion by role or status. 
The inlportance of optimum communica tion througho:.~t the academic com­

munity Nill be considered in the next section. 

!n.ter::::t·i . C•,;11:mmicat ion in Academi a .- -· -
Hil "lbern {1958) has said of con>:11unication in ~n academic bureilu-

cracy: 
A bureau<:ncy of considerable size tras a difficult 
proh 1 t:n: of i ntcrnal co:;JT:1tmication , a sub~ect tiHt has 
received d considerable amount cf attent1on by students 
of pub1i~ ?.d:rdnistration. Formal and informal com­
mun·icatior: both become very importan t . There needs 



to be a way of collecting information and of dis­
tribUting it and arranging it for fcedbacl< so that 
there \'lil 1 be some reaction to i nformali on com­
municated il'l e~ther dir~ction. Faculty meetirrgs, 
senate~, counclls, comnnttees, reports, regular 
bull etl ns or hO!JSe organs, and particularly the 
coT1ege newspaper» becomes channels for both com­
munication and the socia1 process of decision 
making. It might be suggested th()t there is a very 
high negative correlation bebJe.en the degree of 
internal communication and the amount of friction 
between faculty and administration [p. 234]. · 
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A distinction can be dra\m between communicatfve processes in 

educational organizations and other or9anizations. Corson (1960) suys 

that the concept of participation in educational organizations gives 

faculty a great deal of authority, responsibility, and f)·eedom that 

non-managerial participants in other organizations do not ha•ie. 

Despite the participatory rP.sponsibil ities in academia, Dedmon {l.'J.70) 

believes that universities are inclined to let communication needs take 

care of themselves. He further expresses .doubt that universities 

make comparable attempts that non-educatior.al organizations do to 

facilitate cow.munication bet\·Jeen its members. 

According to the literature (Corson, 1960, Dedt:lOn, 1970, Petry, 

1958L the mtljor communication problem in higher education lies not 

in dc.\'m'lard ccmmunication fro~;, the president at the top to faculty 

membtirs, but rather in effective communication emanating from the 

bottcm upwards. Corson (1960) has said that ••i t is the basic academic 

unit, the depilrtment, that pos~s proble'Tls of coordination that are 

urdq~;e t"o the college or univetsi ty11 [p.33]. He further exphins that.·· 

i• s~~;stuntial independent autl10rity for making various decisions is 

a.llocated beyond the trustees and to the faculty as a group, to indi­

vidu3l teilcher--s, to department he.ads, to deans, to coaches, and to ad;ain­

istra tive office::;" [p. 11]. Dedmon {1970) be.lieves that the rr.ost mean­

·lr.gful conlllJLmicJ tion amon9 faculty takes place in comlli ttees and in 

departnenta1 a;Jeetings. ••rhe department is the fundamental unit in the 

ur.iver·sity and intradepartmanta 1 communi cation, is not surprisingly, 
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the most important conmunica tions•~ (Dedmon» 1960 [p. 318]. 

Assuming that faculty participate s.trongly in decisions a.nd educa­

tional policy, a better means of communicating their opinions and feelings 

must be found within the institution. Great emphasis, in the literature, 
is placed on the consultative function in higher education. Dodds (1.962) 

states that ••governance of a college or university is characterized by 

an extraordinary emphasis on corisultatton" [p. 72]. The aim of con­

sultation is to integrate various and diverse viewpoints to obtain 

better results than cou.1d be obtained by particip:ants acting as in­

dividuals. Millett (l9-62) agrees 'IJith Dodd, "the college is charur.terized 

as a community of shared authority and not a hierarchy. Conflict is 

nonnal and consensus i"s the be~t means of dealing '.·li th it" [p. 260]. 

A question to consider is, what is the best communic<:.tive means of 

realizing the consultative process 1n highm· education'! One t·tay is to 

critically assess the current corrrnunication system or means.. Dedmon 

(1970) states that fai 1 ing to assess· internal communication nahiorks, 

causes orgp.nizat.ions to fall into a vertical communications syndrome. 

This is typically character1zed by cor.!Tiunication according to ~n 
organization chart. Such communication sta-rts at the top \';ith the 

president instructing that such-and-such receive cc:r:munica ticn, or low 

ranking personnel starting cor.1rr.unication in lock.;.step fashion up the 

or-ganizational 1 adder. 

f:omiiJunicatioh Problems in Hiqher Education 

Res·:, {1962) in his study of co:;:munication in higl!er education identi­

fiN ~~'!2ri! l areas of mi scomH!unication \'th ·ich ccntri bute to gen~t·a 1 cc;n­

r:'unicatio:1 prcbl ems on campuses. These patterns cf mi ~cc;r.r.1unicat ion i.n­

clude: 

1. misund~·rstanding of instructions. 

2. 1 ack of notification of affected persons. 

3. failure to issue a correction to a previous cc1wnun'ica tion. 

4. f :\11 .. we to complete a co!nmunication. 

5. absence of key individuals from conferencnsJ ccr.mittees, or 
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meetings-. 

6. deterrent effects of insulating barriers such as sctrctari es 

or receptionists. 

Many of the problems mentioned. above can be attributed to either indi .. 

vidual ineptness of communicating or insufficient knowledge of communi­

cation skills and principles. 

Institutions of higher education are traditionally conservative 

and resistant to change. Consequently, innovation of any l<ind will often 

me·et \>lith opposition in the name of tradi.tion. Rcc .. iprocal conununication 

between administration and faculty has bean a central problem on most 

campuses (Demerath, Stephans, Taylor, 1967). r4any individuals subscribe 
to the notion that the administration in higher education exists to 

serve the faculty and not to guide~ direct, or criticize. Skill-ed adt:-~in­

istrative· ccmi'nt.micators often find that faculty support can be gained 

more by suasion and non-direction than by fiat. Poor com:nunication 

-\'lith-in a:n academic community c.an result from the Tack of communication 

expe:rtise of the members of the campus ccmmunity. 

Rourke and Brooks (1.966) point out that deciding what to cor.:muni­

CJt~ is a problem for many administrators. Once this decision is made, 

an additional problem of deciding to \·Jhom information should be com­

municated is posed. Too much cor.t'Tiunication can be as harmful as too 

little communkdtion and possibly \-'.'Oi"k at cross purposes to ti1a goa_ls of 

the institution. The pt~oblem of dec.iding \·Jho sh<1u1d kn0\'1 what is a 

co~n:non p;-ooblem for an executive in any or,gani-zation. The prc::;id~nt or 

v ic•~·-president must call forth his best co~;,unication techni qu.es aild 

s!dl1s to handle- these situations properly. 

DDtir,,iz<tti()n of Commu.nication in . Hinh?.r Educati-on 
..;_o.,-----·--=~=;...;.._;c,..._._ .;z 

Positiva st~os can be undertaken to improve communicati.on in an 
I 

institution. An initial step mtght he a thoro:.Jgh examination of all 

cor::-!iiU!!tcltion prot:~ures \•tithin an insti tuticn by means of an evaluative 

instrum~nt {!1cst!, 1962). One result of such an exa:ni.r.a·tion ~:ould be 

I 
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stimulation of thinki'ng about comnunication regardless of any immediate 

changes that might be gained. It could also lead members of the insti­

tution to recognize their own communicatio'n inefficiencies. Strong 

points of the communication system could be emph.:tsized and used as a 

nucleus for further improvement. Conversely, the ramifications of 

poor communication practices could .be pointed out and corrected. 

To realize optimum communication in college:s and universities, 

all segments of the university collJTlunity should fee·l that thc_y have 

adequate and sensitive communication c·hannels by \'thich to accomplish 

their assig11ed tasks. The achievement of such a comm:.mication system 

involves the establ isJunent of an on-go·ing program of revision and improve~ 

·mi?nt. Ross (1962) states that a program of this kind should be a campus.-

\·lide effort and should include: 

1. an examination of the present communication situation through 

the use of a diagnostic, study • 

. 2. implementation of corrective action such as adoption of 

standardi.zed formst purchase of certain cormrunication equip.,­

ment~ implementation of a model, etc~ 

3. continuotos auditing of com:nunication practices and keeping 

the campus communication conscious. 

4. u.se of media that are organized so that comrr.unicat icns mo·1c 

qu ic!<ly; are routed through as few intermediate points as 
po$-sible; are brief, clear, and concise; and 1110ve auto­

matically through prescribed channels. 

S. organizing corr.munication activiti'es so a-s. to be quickly 

adaptable to changing· conditions and so that chaniwls remafn 

clear for prompt and accurate feedback. 
6. due recognition should be given to speci·al proble:ns ir:het'ent 

in adminis·trJtive-facul ty ccrrmunication Nhich include specific 

techniques to ma.ke a llo't;ahce$ for particular personalities 

ar.d organization pecul iarfties. 

7. obtaining knowledge. of best cor.Jnunication techniques by 

examining practices at other institutions and surveying 

ccm:nunication 1 iterature. 

, 
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8. providing for budgetary consideration of adcqua te communi­

cation equipment and facilities. 

9. keeping individuals a\'larc that communication activities 

should be planned just as other functions a.rc plan ned, (i .. e.) 
avoid peak loads,. aHm·t lead time, and minimize time factors, 

but ntainta in effectiveness. 

10. encouragement .of innvoation and experimentation in communi-

cation. 

Optimization of corrrnunication in colleges and univer~ities depends 

greatly on the willingness to recognize that there i.s no such thing 

as final and complete efficiency in communication but there must be 

ongoing improvement of techniques and processes. 

C0Mt,1UNICATION f.100ELS 

A convenient and reasanabl e way to approach t~e subj ect of genera 1 

conmunication is to consider the impact that models hJ.ve had upon the 

<;omffiunicati(>n field. This is an area of communication that is r eceiving 

a good deal of attention in the research literature and should be 

studi.ed for a well t~ounded understanding of the field. 

The student \'lho is i nvestig~ting the area of comnunica t ion rr.odel s 

\;till quickly discove·r it to be extremely br.oad and enco;npassir:g . It 

seems necessary,. from the outset, to define the term t: nd del incate the 

parameters in order to discuss the- matt er intelligently. r·~ortensen 

(1972) states that a model• in the broadest sens.e , "is a systc::rr.atic 

representation of an object or event in ideii 1 ized and abstract form•• 

[ p. 29]. This repr0sentation can take the form of a diagram, chilrt., 

mathematical equation, comparison, etc . 

.Sta·nford (1968) in hi"s. s tudy has listed several cJnracteristics of 

n:cdels tn~t hav~ relevance to organi tational com.rt;unication: 

L ilcdels contain great potentiality for realistic portraya1 of 

~ •• -;"1 CO!rmunication really \\forks, becaust! they are 

n11toion of interaction of c ertain clements. 

based on the 
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2. Models have certain mechanistic properties which lend thern­

selves to la.bel ing9 manipulating, and even mathenatical 
analysis. 

3. Models permi t an easy interchange of ideas bet~1een the socidl 

sciences and the communication engineering s.cienccs \'there 

much work has already been done in studyi r.g the technical 

aspects of communication . 

. H0\'1 appropriate are coor,.Junicaticn models in institu.tions of higher 

education? Doi {1965) points out that research in organization and 

administration of higher education has sho\vri an increasing interest 

i-n the applicability of corrmunication and decision theories a nd models. 

Henemal'l (1958) dra\·ls a comparison betv~:~en business ol-ganizations and 

universityorganization5 in his statement that "business is dc·Jc loping 

and refining tcols and practfces \'lhich ne-::!d ·improvement in universities 

including: l} management tools and techniques; 2) personnel manag cP1ant, 

3) communication pla-nning, and 4) long range organizational plAnnin~" 

[p. 4S]. He also suggested tha t univers i t y administration c,Jn learn 

from business the results of a \odder range of research efforts~ the 

application of sel f s t udy techniques, and a numher of mandg~:r.ent tools. 

There has been much more sys ten:atic research in business than in educa ­

t i on. There ar-e many conmunica·tion net\·:orks thc:tt link individuals 

together on any campus. r··1any lend themselves to incoq:oration into a 

conrr:unication rr:odel such a.s t e lephone ne t\':orks, camp!JS mai 1, caro pu~ 

ne\·:.spapers, coiwnittee structures, 1 ettE!r/mcmo net\~orks , face- tc-fJce 

neh!orks.) faculty meetings, and faculty nev;sletters. These various 

cm:!!:'!Unication n~t~·;orks and media per haps should be cv.1luated d !~d at 

some point bt:! adaptE:<f into an intelli gibl F? compr ehensive cp~nunicaticn 

!ned~·! at U.O.P. 

Advan t afles of t'<'lcdel s 
----~~---~--

!·bd~ls, according to Chapanis {1961}, cladfy str•utture of cor.lplex 
· · · · d f ·1 · · t They re'l eaT 

€'.'ertt:; hy reducing complexity to simple an ann 1ar erms . ·' 
· · . · 1 · t. . of .. ,hat is said ',·;hat ta 1ook for and how to focus on the maJor e cmen s · · ,, • · 
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and done. Nortensen (1972) states, "the aim of a model is· not to ignore. 

complexity or to explain it av-tay~ but rather to give it order and co­
herence" [p.3l]. The use of a model minimizes the danger of becoming· 

sidetracked by certain particulars whose i.nfluence cannot be predicted. 

A model also allm-1s for fsolated pieces of infonnation to become a part 

of a meaningful pattern. 

Carney (1972} believes that models give a certain degree of conscious 

control over basic assumptions. He states that 11 levels of thought where 

normally unconsciousness prevails are influenced -- for instance,. as to 
the full range of implications of a frame of r.eferene:e '1 [p. 126]. A 

large _scale-model of the systems type provides the advantage of a 

gigantic frame of reference in which to deploy lesser scale models. 

"System mod.els eQable the testing of .alternative models in coping with 

part of the overa 11 i .nvesttga tory frumework, or even the tes·ting of 

a 1terna tive over a 11 framc\-Jorks 11 (HcCl e1land, 1966 '[pp. 93:"'95]). Even 

though the overall framework is extremely complex, it can be brought 

into line with the needs of the situation. 

Bross (1953-) 1 ists the advantages of models as follows: 

1. ~1odel s provide -a frame of reference for consideration of a 

problem. 

2. Science- h~s used models successfully to develop successful 

predicting systems .• 

3. f4od.els bring into the open the pt"o~lem of abstraction. 

4. Nodels prese.:nted in symbolic language have the advantage of 

the manipulative faculty of that language. 

f·1odels also ~1ave heuristic value in that they p;~ovide new l'Iays to 

conceive hypothetical ideas and relationships. Conventional modes of 

thou9ht l'Jfi.2n exposed to more idealized modes of representation ma_y take 

on n·~\·1 p~rspectives. Lackman (1950) states that "often the novel 

cpnce!r i.:icn cf old problems reveals mi.sguided assumptions ., exposes gaps 

in kn:)vJl edge, and eventually 1 eads to ne~-J attacks on unknown t erritory" 

[p. 1:] 5] . 
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Limitations and DisarJva11t~ges of r4:od.e1 s 

The ~s~ of models also card~s certain disadVantages. Carney 

{1972) cautions~ "the price of using mod·els is eternal vigilance" 

[p. 129]. Hhen us.ing mode-ls~ certain things are focused upon at the 

expense of turning a\·~<lY from others. Perceptions und findings c~n be 

distorted by various- degrees of i nsensltivi ty that are imposed by 

the model. Carney (1972) further suggested t11at because of the 

frailty of human faculties and cognition, this occurs vlhether one 

uses a model or not. 

Another criticism of model use is that they can permit over­

simplified \>lays of conceiving problems. At times, more is recld into 

a model than \'Jhat is actually there. t,1ode1s, th(~refore. can be mis­

used and caution must be taken to not expect more from one than the 

purposes for \'lhich it was des i gnecj. Kaplan (1964) states, "Science 

always .simplifies; its aim is not to reproduce the rea1 ity in an its 

c-omplexity, but only to forrr.uJa:te \'lhat is essential for understancting, 

pt'.ediction~ or control 11 [p. 280]. If a model ignore~ critical varioJbles 

and re'1 ationshi ps, i"t is open to the charge of o•tersimpl ifi cation. 

Carney (1972) says, "It is impo·rtant to r-emember that a model siJ;lj)ly 

posits that in specifiable ~t:ays, not in total, the th ir.g being modeled 

acts ilib.' this' 11 [p. 33]. Barnlund (1968 ) countcr;:Hnds the chJrge of 

oversimp1 ification by stating,. ''Cleal"1y, overs imp Hfica tion may be a 

shortccmir:g in designing models, but this risk is inherent to thou9ht 

i ·tsel f and does not disappear \'then one VO\·/s to avoid r.aking sciQntific 

para il el s'' [p. 234]. 

fhe scale of a model can bring about certain proble1~s. So:n~thi.ng 

tha~ may \·Jerk .one \·lay in the sr;l:.tll scale of .a model r.:ay \'rcrK differently 

in ter·ms of the large scale of reality. C:1ution r.!u.st be exercised to 
assur<:~ that the model being used fits the situation b~·ing rr;ec.leled. A 

cf.ct:'ige uf scale could involve a change in relationships. 

lkoss (1953} discusses certai n disadvantages of models as follQ\•Js: 
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l. The model is subject to the usual dangers inh-erent in abstrac­
tion. 

2. There is no guarantee that the time and effort in constructing 
the model will pay dividends. 

3. The symbolic language is also subject to 1 imitations. 

4. There 1s the danger that a scientist may become so devoted to 

a model, he may iflsfst that his model is the real world. 

Carney {1972") succinctly states the case for models: 

Apparently we tend to make sense out of the stimuli 
that uncea$lngly bombard us by organizfng them in 
various simplifiecj form$. If you want to call this 
process the o.bjective reporting of fact, rro one can 
physically stop you. Part of th.i s objective re• 
porting or sim.p1 ification or whatever is this busi­
ness of receding the stirreuli ... rechoose to perceive. 
When such recodi ng is done consciously; with some 
attempt at rigor, it is called using models. lt 
is rather like using eye-glasses to offset an 
astigmatic condition. H0\'1 can it be kno\'m that 
they won•t wor.k, until they have been tried? [p. 131] 

After careful consideration of the positive and negative aspects of 

models, the author decided that develo~ent. of a commun1cation model for 

this study \'Ja s inappropriate. It appears tha.t this re.searth paper· is 

somewhat of a pionee.r study in the field and the major mission is to 

identify and isolate some of the primary CoTmlunication concerns in higher 

ed.uc:ation. However., a follow-up study focused on a cor.w.~unication model 

would .be extremely beneficial to the field. 

SU~1MARY 

This chapter contiicins a review of the literature of internal conTlluni­

cations as it related to higher educ:ation. The following areas of cor.rnuni­

c-ation were explored: general communication theory, internal conmunication 

in higher ed~;~cation, and the purpose, advantages, and. disadvantages of com .. 

munication models. The literature supports the advisability of continued 

research in the field or organizational coli11lunication, parti·cularly in in­

stitutions of higher education. The procedures and methods used to. i nvesti­

gate and gather data concerntng the subject of coiTJTluni~a tion wfthi n the 

academic cormnmity at U.O.P. wfll be discussed in Chapter III. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

INTRODUCTION 

This study \'las designed to identify c;:ommunica tion concerns and 

develo.p rec.Ommendations for improving· cmmnunication viittrin th.e academic 

community at U .. O.P. Presented in this chapter are the methods and pro­

cedures used in conducting this study. Included is. a descr·iption of 

the population, selection of the sill'nples, the construction and admin­

istration of the survey instrument, and the statistical analyses of 

the data. 

The 1973/74 U.Q.P. c~talog liSts three hundred and sixty three 

individuals who holdacademic rank ranging from .professor to lectur~r. 

These academicians are represented in the follo•t~ing colleges, schools, 

or divisions~ College of the. Pilcific,. -Raymond College, Clbcrt Co·;~ll 

College~ Callison College, SchQol of Education, School of Engineedn9, 

Conservatory of t•lusict ·c ;ld School of Pharmacy. The schools of Deotistry~ 

La\·t, and t1edical Sc1 ence.s were not considet·cd as part of the population 

b;:cause of the special izcd charactE:r of euch l'lhich a llm.,.ed fc1· atttonqmous 

opet·ltion as separate units. 

SP.r1Plf. SELECTION 

Th: pQ~ulc. tinn \-laS divid.ad into five cate.gories for tiN purposes 

of t!~i. :; stu,Jy. The university president, acader:1ic vice-p~csident, and 

dt.~cl ns/pc·ovosts of ~-~ach colleye, schoo1 or division \·,ere included in the 

stud)• b-::~ause of theh' key ccmnmnication roles in the institution. 

Fifty J=.f;ttent {15) of the depur·tment chairmen and fifty percent (140) 

of the faculty members were randomly selec-ted for the stu~y. 

Using a tJble of random munbers in Gene;"·al St..r1tistics by l!aber and 
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RunYon (1971), tw.o separate random samples were drawn.. Each department 

chairman's name \>tas numbered as it appeared in the 1973/74 U.O.P. cata­

log for ea.ch department included in the study. Fifteen chairmen \•Jere 

then randomly selected from that list. Raymond College, CalliSon Colleg·e. 

and Covell College are not structured on a d:epartmf!nta·l basis, therefore. 

no department chairmen from these colleges appear in the sample. The 

faculty sample \-'-Jas dra\'fn fn the identical manner; however, individuals 

holding· the rank of udjunct professor were excluded from sample consid­

eration be.cause of their unofficial ties to the university. A total of 

one hundred and forty subjects comprised the faculty sample .. 

It is expected that the results obtained from the selected samples 

\>Jill closely agree wfth the results that \•rould have been obtained had 

the entire population been included in the study. 

INSTRUHHtr DEVELOPMENT 

P; survey instrument was designed by .the author to specifically 

elicit data .for the study. The instrument was constructed after 

sevt~rd meetings \vere held with members of the author's dissertation 
coJn:;litti::e who ba,,e considerable expertise in the field of communi-cations. 

C~dng tJ~ese meetings pertinent material was di.scussed for inclusion in 

ttir~ survey instrument. 

J"t .,.,a:s important that the statenents used ··in the survey instrument. 

Ytere ;.rit·hin the frame. of reference of each respondent in order to pro­

duce accurate data on \'lh'ich to b11se study implications and conclusions. 
This \·,as a diffH:ul t task since some subjects obviously had ~1ore compre­

hcn~ive !mm'lledge than others about the University bf!cause of position 

a11d ter.ure at the institution. A response conti t1uum was bui1 t into ttre 

sm·vcy 1 nstrument which a llOY/ed subjects to strongly agr~~~~ {Sf\), agree 

(A)~ <! i sagree (D), or strongly disagree {SO} ~'lith the surv~y statements. 

(A:!dftic:1.11 ~y, a not-applicable response category \>:as included in the 
it:s c:·l!r-Hmt ·. The purpose of this category lfJas to allm1 for response to 

those itEH'S about which subjects had insufficient kno\'lledge.} 

i 
·: 

l 
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The survey instrument "'a~ designed to extract information in 

se.ver(il categories that ~tould then be used as a basis to formulate 

conmunication recommendations. One secti.on of the instrument \o~as de­

voted to statements intended to test the assumptions outlined in 
Chapter I. Another major portion of the instrument was used to elicit 

perceptions by the aca.dcmic community a bout the current comn1un icatton 

situati()n as well as about hm-J c.o!l1Tlt.mita.tion 11 Should be 11 on the U.O.P. 
campus. 

The foll 0\'lil'lg major areas relevant to the study \'tere used a.s p. 

basis for the development of individual survey items; 

1. ~!hat is the current status of internal corrmunication 

throughout the academic community at U.O.P.? 

2. At which organizational ·levels of the academtc com­

munity at U.O. P. are internal communication prpblems 
most prevalent? 

3. t·Jhat are thQ intm·na1 communication problems that are 

associated with academic role and status at U.O.P. ? 

4. \·!hat are soma or the most successful types or modes of 

internal communi~<Ation in higher educaticn~l organizations 

according to research 1 iterature- that \1/0Uld produce optimum 

internal colllilunication at U.O.P. 1 

s. To what extent do academic administrators expedite or 

hinder i.ntcrfl(ll comfininication .\'lith the academic comnunity 

at U.O.P.? 

6. ~!hat are some of the innovative concepts proposed by 

experts iil the con1:1unication field that c:ould be utilized 

to help produce i:t1proved intm~na l cc~m~unication at U.O;P.? 

,·. 
!., 
! 
I. 
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Vl\_LIDAT ION OF THE INSTR!J~1ENT 

A preliminary draft of the survey instnuncnt was constructed and 

subinttted to the author's dissertation cocmlittec for co:nn<:llts and 

criticism. The first draft contained fifty-eight state:ncnts to v1hic-h 

the subjects \'/ere asked to respond by marking strongly agree, agree. 

disagree. strongly disagree, or not applicable. 

All necessary changes and/or modifications v1cre made in the survey 

instrument in consultation with the panel of experts. Some statements 

vrcre deleted when it \tlas found that the information reqrJested \'las un­

necessary or not pertinent to the study. Other statements \'Jere added 

where more specific information vms required or r1dditional i•lformation 

\liaS needed to provide clarification of pertinent areas. 

Once again the survey instrument was submitted to the panel of 

experts for criticism and coiifnents. After a few final modifications 

tlle survey instrument was dupl i"cated and prepared for distribution to 

the stud_y subjects. The instrument \vas designed so that the mate!'ials 

\-Jere printed on a self-addressed fonn for the subject's co;wenienc.e. 

The. respondent needed only to fold, staple and place the co:nj)leted 

instrument in the mail. A copy of the surveY instrument ap~ears in 

Appcndfx A. 

p, cover letter was incorporated into the sUl·vey i-nstruil1ent \'lhir.:h 

bdefly described the study probl€::i under investigation. The purpose of 

the study was explained as well as the desired outcor.1e \·lhich is a set 

of recommendatjons to il!ipi''ove communication~ \·ti thin the ac~dcmic com­

munity at U.O.P. The pur·pose of the next part of the instrument t·ras to 

gather i?lfot•roation about the respondents .. This information •,•1as cate­

gorhed as follm·1s: (1) acad-emic pos~tion; {2) coll~g~. $Chool., or 
.division in ~·:hich respondent \'JaS repr·esented; and (3) academic depart­

ment ·in uhich respondent was represented. Hm·:ever, since Callison, 

Cove11, and Raymond Colleges are not organizationally str,Jctured on a 

depart:tental basis, overall dcpat·tmental compadsons \ller~ not made. 

., 

;.f 
' 
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Appropriate departmental ··implications 1:1ere incorpor<).too into the recom­
mendations for the final communication model in Chapter V. The infor­

mation gathered from this section of the instrument appears in tables 2 

arid 3 of Chapter IV. 

Survey Instrun~ent Coding 

It was emphusi zed in the survey instrument cover 1 etter that the 

sources of the info·rmatton received tn this study \'lould be treated in 
the strictest confidence. Each distributed instrttmcnt was t1umber co::led 

by ir.dividual sr.Jbject. This \'/as done in order to be able to do follo\·1-

u p mail i ngs to subjects who failed to return toe i nstrumcn t IJy the re­

quested date. A subject background information sectJcn~ containing 
three parts, preceded the actual survey statcmen~s in the instrument. 

The subject background informa tion covered the fo 11 0\tli og areas; a) 

ac;:tdemic position at U .0. P., b) the college or schoo 1 in which the sub­

ject was a member, and c) the academic department in \·thich the subject 

was a member. 

{rhe subJects' background infm·mation "'as considered e xtremely 

fmpot~tant in order to compare perceptions of communication beb;een and 

among a.cademic areas as .well as .between and among acade;nic positions.) 

This information was invaluable in the construction of accurate and 

con~prehensive tormnunication reconJilendations for the ac.ade:nic co:~unity. 

AOrtTNISTRl\TrDN OF THE $URVEY INSTRUMEtlT 

The sw•v·?Y instrument was di s·tri buted to· the study subJects on 

febr-uary l, 1D74 with a request€d return data of February 15, '1974. 

A fo11m't'-up return reminder yms sent oi'l Narch 8~ 1974 to those subjects 

\-..rho had not returned the completed instrument by the requested date. A 

secor.d copy of the instr~;;ment v1i th a personal letter requesting return 

of the completed form was sent on April 3, 1974 to those '"'ho still had 

failed to respond. 

. 
'· ~.: 

·., 

' \l ' I ·; ' . ' . 
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The total number of completed surveys that were returned was eighty 

which included those of the president and acad·emic vice-president of 

the University. deans/provosts» department chairmen_, and faculty. This 
i~fortnatjon appears in tables 2 and 3 of Chapter IV .. 

METHOD PF STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The information gathered was analyzed accord in9 to three major 

categories. First, information was analyzed to test the bas.ic assumptions 

of the study. Secondly, an ana.lysis was made of the responses that de­

scribed the corrmunication situation as it currently exists on the U.O.P. 

campus a.ccording to the subjects. Finall.Ys information which described 

how the subjects fen t ·that internal cooununications "should be'• was 

analyzed. 

After a 11 the data were gathered from the survey instruments, it 

was card punched for computer pro·cessing. The statistical tests that 

were used to analyze the data were a) one-way analysis of variance for 

unequa 1 groups by subject position and by college, s·chool., or division 

and b) independent t tests to reveal significant differen(;e~ in response 

to the variables bebteen groups. Additionally, Bartlett's test of 

homogeneity was used as a check to determine whether there was equal 

variance within the sample groups. 

Significant trends were revealed in the analysis Qf the data that 

were gathered by the survey instrument. Thi-s information was then rew. 

ported and subsequently incorpor'ated into the communication recommendat.ions. 

several statements in the survey instrumeht were related in such a· way . 

that scales were developed by comb-Ining items which elicited trends . rele­

vant to the study assumptfons and the other areas under study which 

appeared in the beginning of this chapter. 

Co.mpa·rative Analysis of Differences in ·Perceptions Reqarding the Current 
Con~unication Situation 

Several comparative a·nalys.es -were mad.e regatding differences in per~ 
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ccpt1ons about the current corrmunication situation at U.O.P. 

us~d in this analysts was obtained from the survey instrument. 

34 

Information 

These 

analyses revealed where perceptions differed about present internal com­

munication on campus according to academic area as \lsell as ac.adernic 
position. Differences in perceptions were analyzed among the various 

colleges~ schools, or divisions. Also comparisons of differences in 

perception Here made according to academic position such as among faculty, 

among department chairmen~ and bet\-1een the academic vice-president and 

the faculty to name a few. A complete description of the interactions 

that ~-:ere analyzed in this study will be presented in Chapter fV. The 

results of these analyses were also incorporated irrto the formulation 

of the i nterna 1 communication recommendations as applicable. 

~2!!l.P:1ra-tive P.na lys i_c; of Percept\la 1 Di ffet"·en~es Reaarding Internal Com­
m~nri cation As rt. Should . Be 

Th~ same comparative anal_yses \•tere made regarding differences in 

perception of an ideal communication system according to academic area 

and acad-emic position. 1\ complete description of th!!se interactions 

\'till also a·ppea.r in Chapter IV. 

SUN!1A~Y 

The inforr..ation presented in this cha-pter described the methods 

and procedures that t·1ere used to carry out this study. A detai led dis.,. 
cus-sion of the population and samples used in the st~dy <is well as the 

selection ar.d method of dr-awing the samples \'Jere presented. The procedures 

follO'A!Ad in the development and va 1 i·dation of tho survey instrument were 

outlh:cd \·:hich culminated in the construction of the f inal instruwent 

t!1at t<ii.lS us~ in the study. Finally, .the logistical steps that \'/ere 

fo11o:t:•=d ih the administration of the survey instrument \<Jere explained. 

The study assumptions to be test~d follow: 

1. Communications within the academic conmunity at U.O.P. 

is generally unsatisfactory. 
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2. Cotnillllt]i,C.:tti ()ll bo~~·IC(~n top l C•/(' 1 ~,r:;, i fl i :ilt\llGt~S ( ur~ i ~ 

vcrsity prc~>idcnt and JC4n.f(;'.Jfc llit:('-rr·c-;hkrtt) .Jn•t th~ 

r.c,st elf J.cildf'r:lic cc: :~ :ml'}lty is n~.mcr.Jlly un~ •. 1tist,tctory. 

3. Comumnicatfotl umor.q the collcr.;.05 ,. schools i and 

d-ivisions is 9'~ncrally uri.satisfJ<.: t(lry at U.O.P. 

4. Commt(ni·ciltion ~·?ithin c.1ch collc<Je • . school •. or 

division is uns11tisfuc,to.ry at U.O.P. 

3.1: :J 

•" de til ilcd d'i scu5sion of ttm f'ind in:J t h(1t rcs ;,~l te•i fr·on . . th'~ i n~on:>lt:ion 

obtained fr.om the -;urvey in;;trumr.nt llill hG prescrH'-J'I in Ch,Tj1tr'r 1'1. 
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CfiAPTER IV 

I tffROO'UCTI ON 

The purpose of this study 'das to eva 1 ua te the exist i n9 i ntcrtJttl com­

munication system at U.O.P. and to develop rcconunct1da ttons that \~1ould pro­

duce an improved system for the cawpus. To accomplish this purpose, the 
following study assumpt:ions were statistically tested: 

1. Communication \'tithfo the a.ca4emic community is generally 

2. 

3. 

4. 

unsatisfactory~ 

Comri}Uiiication bct\'Jeen top administrators and the rest 

of the a endemic community is uns(ltiSfc)c tory. 
Cotmtunication among colleg-es, schools, or divisions 

is unsatisfact(>ry~ 
Communication in each college, school, or division fs 

unsatisfactory .. 

Other conr.Junic-ati"on ar'ea·s that \vere investigated in this stvdy i nc.1 uded 

the most successful types or modes of internal cornrnunication i .n hi ~Jher­
edu9ational institutions according to research literature and scr:~~~ of 

the innovative comnunication concepts proposed by experts in the field. 

This chapte-r is organized i.nto six major sections; (1) analysi~ of 

sample 1nfon1ilt1on; (2} testing the assumptions.; (3) ana1ys·is or the 

q(,la 11 ty of cllrt:.cr1t internal con:nun i ca tio~s; {4} analy:;i s pf u n i.~ea 1 
cor.:nunication system; {5) c:inalysi s of the president• ~ and vice-president's 

:survey response-s; and (6) a swr.mary of the findings. 

Fli)D lNGS OF Tf!£ STUDY 

This chapter is devoted to a prestntation of the d-ata tiMt w.~t•e 

gathered through the surveY in~tt·um~nt. Data Nere d;·:tHn fr0r:1 a samp1e 

of deans/provosts~ department chairmen, a~d. faculty at U.O.P. The presi­

dent and th~ academic vice~president \•:ere included -as integt·al study re­

spondents. Io deciding \~hcthc.r a sample difference of subjects' per­

ceptions \\'<lS significant, the generally accepted criterion is a likeli• 
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hood of five percent or less· tha t a differP.nce in subj ects' -percep­

tion_c; occurred by chance.. Therefore, differences occurring· wi th a 

prob~biHty of five pet'cent or less due to chance were considered 

statistically significant. Analysis of variance and independent t 
tests were used to evaluate the study data and these tests constituted 

the basis for decisions of statistical significance. 

To t~st di-fferences 1 n perception among academic positi()ns, the 
responses from deans/provosts, department c hainnen, and faculty were 
subjected to the stati stica 1 procedures described above. Si nee only 

one set -of responses fell into eo:ch of the academic posit ions of unf­

versity president and academic vice-pres..i dent, the results from thei-r 

surveys were reported in narrat.ive fo rm . Therefore, a separate sec.ti.on 
of this chapter is devoted to a discussion of the presidcnt;s and 

academic vice-president's percepti ons of i nterna 1 communications a-t U. O.P. 

The same statistical procedures \<iere used to discover if (iny signi~ 

f'icant di sa~weement occur red among the various coll cges / schoo l s/divi sions, 

or among the <1-::ademi c departments ,.,; thh1 eJ.ch relative to the survey 

items. 

Rather than analyzing i ndividua 1 sw·vey var iables, items \'tere ex­

tracted from the instrument and f ifteen scales were built to facilitate 

analys-is of the major areas. Sp~cific items were designed to obtain 
information from the study subjects concerning ho\·J they percrdverf the 

current s't,atc of internal comnunitat ion as Nell as reconi1ncndat tons for a 

model com;1~un i cation situation. Other items \'iere included in the i nstru­

ment to validate the assumptions set fqrth i n the study. After the 

returned ,surveys \vet·e analyzed, the items \'Jere separated fnto sea 1 es 

through pre,...arranged des ig_n by the author. Sc:ne statem~nts from the 
instrument wer e not useable and consequently did not appear in any of the 

scales diJe tc insufficient response by subjects. 

Specific itc:ns \·.rere taken from the survey instrument and listed in 

I 
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tab 1 e 1 under the sea 1 e to \•lhich they pertained. For examp 1 e, survey 

items ·~, 2, 18, and 21 address themselves to sea lc fl. ~1no so forth 

through scale P. Indiv.idua·l .survey items arc found in the complQte 

survey i·nstruruent which is reproduced in the appendix. 

*A description of scales A through P appears bclol<J: 

A. Validation of Study Assumption 1: Con1nunication \otithin the academic 

community is generally unsatisfactory. 

B. V.alidation of Study Assumption 2: Comnunic.Jtion between top admin­

istrators and· the rest of the academic community i~ unsatisfactory. 
C~ Va-lidation of Study Assumption 3: Corrnunicatfon <ll!lon~ colleges, 

schools, or division is unsatisfactory. 

D. Valida{ion of Stu.d_y Assumption 4: Cot:i!Tiuriicatton ill each collQge, 

school, or division is unsatisfactory. 

E. Comparison by academic position of differences i.n perception c·on­
cerning quality of current communication situation. 

F. Comparison by academic position of differences in .perception con­

cerning top admi ni stra tors·' {pres i den t/vtce-ptc~ i dent) co:·7;i:tlil icat ion. 

.. ~ ... 
Comparison by acad.emic position of diff~renccs in per-ception con­

cerning deans/provosts communication. 

Comparison by academic position of diffel-ences in ~crccption con­

cerning department chairmen comnur.ication. 
I. Con1parison by academic position of differenc~s ill perception con­

cer ning ccnli;mnication at the college, school, or division level. 

J. Comparison by acadcmi.c position of differences in p!?rccption con­

cetnir.g communication at department lev.el. 
K. CQmpa:risnn by academic position of differences in perception con­

cerning hov1 com:nunication ''should be'' at U.O.P~ 
l. Comparisot) by academic position of differ~nces in perception con­

cerning what the top-administrators' {president, vi.cc-prcsident) cor.~-

munitation role "should beu. 
M. Comparisio.n by academic position of d·iffcre11ces in perception con­

. · · t · n· ole "should l>c." ~~i .th. in cet~ning ~1hat the presid~nt 's com:nun1ca .10 r 

the acade-aic community. 

.-.. 

j 



,. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
i 

I 
I 

r--· ~ ... ~ .. 

I 

.._ __ 

39 

N~ Comp~rison by aca"demi~ position of differences in perceptio.n con­
ce•·n·ing what the academic vice-ptesident's coninunication role 

"should be .. ~tithiri t _he academi<; community. 
o. Comparison by academic position of differences in pcrcepti.on con-· 

cerning what the dean·s '/provosts ' communication roTe "should be" 

within the academic community. 
P. Compa.rison by academic pos.ition of differences in perception con-

cerning "'hat the department chairmanls comnunication role "should 

be'i 'llithin the acade.'!lic community. 

Table 1 

SU~VEY ITEMS. u:::oRPCRl\TEO U:TO EACH STUDY SCALE 

*SCALES 

A s c ·!:-=o:::t:=E :::FF::#.";=:G ±I:::H:::::·. ;=1::-.:-i=J J_i_ .L.L~~L~~;. ~ o ~ 
t 4 · 1 ;3, n 1 2 12 1-1 n n s 39 39 . 40 4~ 60 

2 6 44 ;12 2 4 '26. lS U :'l6 40 43 41 

i 8 7 45 16 3 6 i 7 36 41 1? <12 57 

2l 19 46 l7 4 7 
20 5 9 

~8 s 10 

7 19 
9 2() 

10 21 

11 24 

12 zs 
i 3 33 

14 

15 

16 
17 
16 
19 

20 
21 

22 

17 29 . 33 4'2 50 

39 43 
4:) <18 JJ 

52 58 

53 S9 

41 ll:J ss 
42 

43 

45 53 

46 

48 
49 

52 

53 

55 

55 

2R f I 
23 

L...;..;.....L.f --L.....-;.....- ...-..-J...-~~-- · _,~,__~_L-~_j 



j 
f 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
..___ 

40 

TM· finding from tM dc:itil regarding differences in perception 

among the vadous coJleges, schools, or divisions ar.d also among '!:,he­

various acarlemjc d6partments revealed no significant differences in 

opinions about the existing co:Bntinication s ituation or an ideal system. 

Consequently, the problems in internal communications at U!O.P. appears 

to: involve comrriunicat.ion among the v:urious ac::ademic positions and a 

statistical presentation of this data appear.s in this chapter. 

Ana l,)!_sfs of Sample Information 

The president, academic vice-president, and the eight dea.ns/pro­

vosts all returned completed surveys. The greatest percentage of re­

turned surveys from colle.ges, schools, m· divisHms; based on the 

number sent, C\\rriC fro1n Covell College (77.77%). Callison College, 

Raymond College, School of Education, College of t he Pacific, and the 

School of Engineer ·ing all returned fifty percent or 1110re . The School 

of Nus.ic returned 27 . 77 per cent and the School of Ph~rmacy returned 

the least ·number of surveys, only three out of b11mty-five or 12 per­

cent. 

Pres i•knt 

Aci! ~i co'l ie Y i c~­
r,'••s id.;nt 

Dt>a •~f.Provos t 
Dt:t)J.( t r.·crit 

.Chd it'iM il 

Fil .;ulty 

Total 

.8 

l ~ 

1 ~0 

16.5 

l too': 

.~ co~ 

8 100~ 

8 '.i3 . . 5!l't 

62 .n ; ~~~ 

30 

.1 

I 

. J 



Table 3 

Rf.SI'011Sf: TO SIIR'/E'i' 6Y COli..F.t;(. SC!i('Ot • Ori OiVI~ rtfN 

-~·- --- -- .... -.. ___ ,.... . . 

·cii1T;.;~:-:·scli~;c;a r~o . oF 'tro. or --il~ti.~.,(~;, ;; . {i~··-;i-;;·i.ui·il(.·;r-- . 
ot· 0 iv is ion Surveys Sent Suniey~ · Svrv<!YS · · 

C.Q,P. 
c~ lllsnn 
Covell 

R~rmonf1 

Educ4i: io.n 
E011i nc·~,. i nq 
t·iusie 
Phannacy 

T.ota.l 

t-------,-----11-.........-.- .. ~-.. ---- """ ··-·- -· ···· .-- ·- ..... - . 
36 .. . 511 . 6il~ 64 

12 

9 

5 

zo 
10 

l8 
25 

•163 

6 66,6"6~ 

1 71.77':'. 
3 60.1)()~ 

ll 

5 
5 

3 

!)'j;QO~ 

') !),00.~ 

'Z7.77Y. 
12.01)"~ 

•Exc lude\ survey> of thc··p1'1l!;i.dentand acade,.,ic · 'l ic:e· pre~idcn~ 

Testing the Assumptions 

41 

The as:;umptions stated j n Chapter J were tested by specific state­

ments incorporated iu the survey instrument. Results fror:t testing the 

a~sumptions w~re shJnific.ant in the- development of the final ~o,m:uoic<!tiof} 
recorrmendations. Si9rdficar.t differences i'n pr!rceptions about a 11 four 

of th~ st.udf asswnj:)tions ~rere found to exist a;norrg the s•.;bj.e.cts com.;. 
prising V3riqus_ acadePlic po<sition3. The fol!o':tiilg sub-st:ctfons de- · 

scribe the analysis of subject responses n~ 1ative to t!•~ study .assumptions .• 

Study Assu;!lptton 1_ 

Results· of testing the first assumption 11that com:;Junic.ations within 

the academic co:msunity at U.O-. P. is _gener-ally unsatisfactory" upp~ar in 

table 4. The items that were scaled from the survey ~instrument to test 

thiS assumption are indicated in table 1 under scat e A. These data re­
v.ealed that the faculty as a group significa-ntly disagteed Nith both the 

deans/provosts and the department chairmen that i nter n .. , 1. comrm:.inications 
\-'lere. satisfactory at U.O.P-~ The fac~.l t}' agteed wt th assumption 1 that 

._ .... 
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coomu.nication \·Jithin the academic corrmunity \·Jas unsatisfactory while 
dt:?ans/.provosts and department chairmen we.re sathfied with the existing 

system. The d lfferencc in responses between the faculty and the 

deans/provosts was statistically .significant at the .001 level and at 
the .• 01 level between faculty and department chairmen. 

The faculty \·tere· dissatisfied with the inability of the communi­

cation system to convey information to those individuals whom it would 

affect. This· same dissa·tisfaction was expressed concerning their 

attempts to communicate· ideas to those who could implement them \>lith­

in the 1nstitution~ Generally, the interna.l communication system at 

u.o.P. was rated as inadequate by the faculty. 

Table 4 

(Sd. 1 c A) 

CO'~!"·'i<l ':fiN BY .AC!I:JP·UC P051 nrm Co~;cf.rtl!l:<i 
SATISF;\C.T Ull 1..1l1Jl GEr:f:P.:•L c:;::'-:J:;!CATWl J\l U.O.P • 

... 

I 
- f)c· ;}.w tr,t>l1 t 

GrQ>IJI H l-1i!an n~-'n"fJ>r·ovos,t<; Cl:Jirm(rll 

l:h~Jns/ 
10.:>25 • 7 s-t. PI'OYosts 8 

tl e ;:a rt;~ient 
(h.Jirmen (j 11.12.5 

F.,~ulty 62 13.726 4.264**"' 3.261'"* 

Tot<!l j 7'2. 13.110 . - ---- - --

racul ty 

O>Jeratl F il.lt;o = 12.9~66 wtt.h 2 ;~i.d 75 dt:';r·~es cf fri'dOf.l. 

* p .05 

** ll .Ol 
.. ~ p . 001 

Study Ass~otion 2 

Th\! second assumption 'l'las 11corr;;:mnicatfon between the t pp administrator!, 

and the t·es~t of the academic community is unsil.tisfactory11
• This assump­

tion \'IdS taste:d by survey items included in scale B. The t
4 esults of 

testing this. ;:ssuJ11ption appear in table 5. Significant differences in 

perception \'iere again revealed amonq the faculty as a group and both the 

·---·-;,. 



deans/provosts and department chair;ncn touc:crning this ac;su:·•ption. ThJt, 

is to sa1. the faculty members expressed dissiltisfu.cticn vlith the qu.tHty 

of the top administrators' communicatim1 at u.o.~.~ hm•,c•:eP, the d(';lns/ 

provosts and the department chairnYen according to their s~Jrvcy re~ronscs 
v1ere satisfied with it. The degree of difference conceriting this 

assumption between faculty and deans/provosts vtJ.S stJtisticJlly siqrii­
ncant at the .001 level and at the .05 1 evel between fdtulty and dclhtrt-

ment cha i nnen ~ 

Faculty members felt that administrator/faculty co:::n!..l.nica~i on 

'ttas poor at U.O.P. They felt that the top-administrators (pre~idcnt 
and acadelliC vice-president) v1ere doing an ·;nildequatc joh of c.ornnuni­

cating institutional information to the academic co:Pmunity. lt ~las 
additionally perceived that the top~administrat,Jon i1:1pc<icci ccm:nuni-

cation on campu~. 
Tc1ble 5 

(Se-lle B) 

CO.'IPARI"-0:1 Of Olff[~r:;C('i 1~: !'!:i=:Cf?i'l";: :'I "li~!:E t.~C<..'I'S' 
~ s!~ 'iiSfi(C HO~i :\I r:t . tri;> ;;:;;:;;:~~ ;::;,~C'?S' 

Cui~:~u~;lCATlO;'i Williltf Tilt: ;,c,\~CHC cc:·~·:·!~HTY 

"V .OS 
•ti p .Ol 

•-"• p .001 

''co· .... 
111

unicat"on ar.1ong cc11e.g.:s; s::.Mols, 
The third assumption vJas · ··· · ~ · · • · · .. Items i. r.tc·t·porat~d in sole C v;cre 

O,f divisions l.S unsatisfactory · 
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used to ·test this assumption. The only sign-lficant difference in per­

ceptions concerning thiS assumption occurre<J butNeeti dc<i ns/provosts 

and fa·culty. Results of tcs·ting assumption 3 appear in table 6. 

Again t .he fact,llt}'agreed with those items incorporated iri the survey 

instrument that pertained to this assumption \-Jhile the deans/provosts 

disagreed. Disagreement was significant between those two gn:mps .at 

the • 05 level. 

The faculty felt that communi.cation among the colleges \'{~ thin 

the institution l'tas inadcqua te. They maintained that. this sltuil t.ion 
existed due to lack of initiative by deans/provosts to produce better 

communication among their schools. 

Tahl e 6 

{Sea 1 e C) 

COHPARlSOt-! Of Dirr!:!ttiiCt:S Hl Pf:f;Ct:Pf!Oil Or TH~EE C:tOUPS' • 
SATISFACfi O~ Wli'll. COi:l;~u;acJ\TION M:111; ~; Ttl!.: COLLEGES. 

GrQUP N 

Deans/ 
Provasts 8 

Department 
Chai~nn 8 

F<~ci.llty 62 

Tot.li 78 

SCfiGQL$ OH 01\II S I O~iS . i\T U.O. P. 

!odc•;•~ndent. t. Test~ --4-------- -~--~-

1Z.0.1!} 

12. 16:! 

.l i. 'J3S 

1 , 578 

7. .27-J* 

O~put.--:ent 
Ch,lir·~;ea f .'lr.uUy 

• !7'} 

- ·--
Overclll F Ra tio = 2.6006 wjth ·2 ar:·J 75 l.lcgreP.S of free~!om . 

* :p . 05 

•• p .Ol 
Hit !) ,()Q) 

The final study assumption t-ra s uco:!lnunica tion \'lithin each college, 
school, or divlsioii ts unsa ti s·fuctory". Survey items used to test 

this i1'5sumptiqn are presented under scale D in table T. Significant 

perceptual diJfer-ences regarding assumption 4 \'tere revealed bebJeen 

deans/provosts and faculty and department chairrneh and f~cu1 ty. These 

.......... . _,._ 
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·results appear in tal;l e 7. The faculty • not only perceived cot::.'liUniC<ttion 

.among the college·s7 schools, or divi.sions to be unsatisfllctory but also 

perceived cowmunication Within cac~ to ba unsa-tisfactorY • Agil in the 
deans/provosts took the opposite viev-r und the stat.istical difference 

between the b1o groups was significant at the .Ol l evel.. Assumption 4 

was the only one out of the four where the department chairmen did not 
significantly agree with the cleans/provosts. 

T<l.ble 7 

(Seal~ D) 

CO!-:PAR [$rm OF OTfrf.;u:r:CES HI PF.RCEPTIO:I OF THREE GROUPS' 
.. . . SJ\l iSFACTlON ~:lflt cot~J iUHICI\T!OilW!TIIIN TilE 

COlLEGES. SCHO!JI.S. OR O!VIsfor;~- AT U.O.P. 

-· --.. -- I ~1l'~t~-r.~l t:a t r';ists -· t 

Group tl r~ean Oeans/Provosh 
IJ~r~rtrr.erit 

CIM irr.u~il · fcicul ty 

Oec..ns/ 
Provosts 8 10. 5<311. J 2;2S2* 

Oepartl"'(!"t 
C ha ·j·rr.;en 6 10.962 .449 

faculty 62 12.371 2Ai49"'fl 

Total 78 12.019 ----
Overall f R<1tio " 5.9400 with· 2 ..lnd 75 dt'l)rces of tr~cdom • 

• p . 05 ... , .01 
........ p ,001 

Analvsis of Currerit Intbrn~l Corrr.mnication 

It \'las necessary to asce~~ta in \llhether the study su_bjects wz.re 

dissatisfied \<lith the current internal cOri;Munication sys.te;n at U.O.P. 

before changes or modifications in the system \>rere rcr;on~nended. 

Furhi:r it was iznportal'lt to identify if the source of dissatisfaction 

centered at particular academic levels of the institutional str'"uct.ure 

such a$ the college. school. or division l evel or at the d.epartm~nt 

level. Finally, data were gathered to re'/eal whether the subjects 

\<iere dissatisfied \'lith the qua1 ity Qf conr.1unication by· key comrauni:.. 
cators such 9s the president, academic vice-president~ deans/provo.sts, 

f 



or department cha irinen. 

Once the data were gathered an.d statistically ~tmlyzed , the 

comntt.rnicatlon concerns as perc~i ved by the subjects reiJardi ng t he 
areas outlined above became clear. It than ·became possible to 
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make specific recommendatjons to alleviate the convnuhication problems 

identified by the study subjects. 

In tables 8 thrpugh 13 are presented the results of the analysis 

of variance and the inde-pendent t tests which were per-formed on the· 

data gathered from the survey instrument. These tests were used to 

determi.ne if the groups who responded, differed significantly con­

<;erning satisfaction ~'lith tht~ existing internal communication system 

at O.O.P. Tables 8 through 13 correspond to scales E through J re­

spectively and the it$11 bre.:rkdo~m for each scale appears in table· L 

T.1bl e S 

(Scalli £) 

COt1PJ\Rl SOl';, ()!-" Ill FrfHH;(ES I tl P£~CE~rtOUOf ,.,!HRt':E GROIJPS' 
SATISF.t\CT!ll;l ~liTH TilE CUf\ih)lf fiiTf, ,·lJ\l 

CG::r.:u:IICATli)N Af U.O,P, 

.... ---- l ·- ~ -
In<iCJ~t>n:J t!nt t THts 

. ......:. -
.o.eradmcn.t . 

Facvrty Grou;t tl r·:.c.•n lie.)lis / Pro·,o·s ts Ch,,j:l-r.:~!l 

ocaiist 

.• 

Provo<o ts 8 62.836 

De par ~-'ltl~n t 
Chaii·n:t::n 8 6.'L275 1.()41 

racul ty 62 79, 608 4.·301 -*11 2.915 ... 

78 ~-Tot~l ,731 L__._ -
Overolll r R,ltio = lL.Z271 with 2 . at1•j 75 d~rt:<is cif frc.;<!~ 

* p .05 
.. jl .01 

*** p .• OOl 

-

~·· 



N Group 
........,..-~~--

OtMrtS/ 
Provosts 

r>e{M r' ti!len t 
Chairmen 

f-'t:!,llty 

Total 

lc p .OS .... 9 .Ol ..... p .001 

8 

8 

£l 

73 

2/,GGJ 

32.6:is 
33.5·~4 

Tat:.te 9 

(Sc.ale F) 

1.7Q4 
4 ,'.124 .... 

Table 10 

(Scale r.) 

CO!·!P,~!'IS(tl OF Ui; nR;·:::rs l'l PHC~:>T!-"l t:>t l 'lll!f: G'r:.tJPS' 
~t'~~t-ER~~--t:-:3 THE t1 ~·_,.,-!c;·J~1~(yT·r:.s~s· --c_c·~·: -~----~h~·,r:e·.·~ ilT u ... o- .. P .. 

Ociu1M 
P•'O'IO'.itS 

DI?P<~rt•ncnt 
Cllll it-r.;en 

Faculty 

TotJ1 

s 
o2 

~ .• 625 

6.0~5 

Q .7€9 

.83.2 
3.lS7"* 

Over;1l1 F Ratio = 6.4761 with 2 ar,d 75 ~egrees of frecdOI'I 

.. p .05 

""'"p .01 

..... J) .001 
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ic~blc II 

(Scale Ill 

co:;M!i.tS?,;l~F O!frw:;:c[s ill I"EP.tl:f'itiY:: Of }lf~f.r. r.:{OUPS' 
co .. c£~~n .• ::; !l(l'.t;Rl~~i..~H om;,~-·,;ws to~·::·: ·J:.rcMwa AT u.o .P. 

Group .tl 

Ocians/ 
Provosts 8 

pepJrtment 
Ch<~irPHin 8 

fa:eulty ·~2 

Tota, . 78. 

* p .05 

** · p .o1 
..,,.. p , f)Ol 

~~C~J'\ 
~-~a.--

s.ins 

4.500 
!i,231 

t,. ;.l36 

O!'l"'r.tJ·>~nt 
O~.<l!lS/Pl'Q·VO'l t '> C bi i t ' i l(>ri. 

. -.-· -· ~- ~---~ _ _....._ .. 

y7?3 

.~19· 

Ta.bl e 12 

(Scale I} 

1.4.35 

---·-· 

CO'-:=>i\R1S0N (IIi :Jl(f!CfH.t;~~S ti r:::;~::l:>i !Q:: Cf r;,;>£E. G~O~PS ' ·.· cn:;{;~R~n;~G co:,::-•J;; ;u.T HHI /iT TH~ ~":LLl:OGU~~~'~:~.J.J :·H$i1):1lE:m S 

:..=~=-====,..-==-=!.:,;·· · ·;.~.::...: ~r==:;;:;;;::..:,:;; .. =·~-'-· -;::.' " : .·:.. ·.-:-=..o ~=--- - --;:;.;:, 
=".)r.: !t·!··~ "'J=-~~,~: t Tcs.ti 

r.roup . r1. I =-. oc,l,,s/P·~vost: .·:[· -"~z:~{~;:~-.~-t·~-r-a_t_u-lt_y __ 

-~~=:'·-,~-:~-.:-:~:._ __ .:..;..-r.7-.·::8.s·~- l .. ,~. so. - ·· ·c- ---

tM t. rn1en ., I · "" 
Faculty 

Total 
}--'----~-~· ~ 

13CZ 

8.309 

62 8 .600 

78 

Overall F Riltio ,; 7 .-1426 wi ~h 2 and 15 i!t~rel!s Qf fr11e-Jo:11 

• • p .05 

"'* s> .01 
... .._. p .pol 

... ...... . 

48 



j 
. l 

I ., 

' 

Table 13 

(.S~a 1 e J) 

CQriPAP.l$0~1 QF OlffTREt!GES IN PERC!:PTICm ~r T:ll(f.E GROUPS' 
... COI_:CtP.:HI\~ CO:·~!'JtHCATIO:i AT TilE OcP!\iW!t.oiT HVEL 

- - ,._ __ 
I rliJf)pCnlien t tTes.t s 

~ 

!:lt~part•••ent 
F4culty Gn)UP N Mean Oearis/Provo~t~ Ch~i rn1en 

t>cans/ 
12.Jlj Provo:ns 8 

Deoartmerit 
Chainnen 8 13.275 .630 

fi}culty 62 11.605 1.650 2.488• 
1--7" 

11 .il9Q Tt>tal 73 

Overall F R.:Jtio · ·4 •. 0394 with ·Z ilnd 75 d1?t1re~sof freedOOI 

.. p .05 

-• P .OJ 
.... p .001 
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It \'las found :that tl1e facul t_y significantly differed wHh both 

the deans/provosts and the department chairmen concerning sa tisfa·ction 

\·lith the exist.ing communicatio.n situation. The deans/provosts and 

the depart11cnt chajrmen felt satisfied \'lith the exis·ttng situation 

v:hile. the faculty expressed dissatisfaction. The differences in per~ 

ception bet\·Jeen the faculty and the. deans/Provosts were signtficant 

at the • 001 1 eve l and • 01 level between the facu 1 ty and the depart­

ment chairlit~n. The faculty felt thm·e \'las not a strong enoug-h 

attemot to CO!r:municate institutional inforrr.ation to those whom such 
'· 

ir.forn:atlon \'IOUld affect nor WilS there st.tffici~nt solititati.on of 

facui'ty o;linion in making impot~tant institutiondl decisions. ln 

gener:~t1 . the faculty fe·1t that fnternal communication at U.O.P. vtas 

poor and that in their opinion there was no e.s.tablished CQmmunfcation 

system. The faculty also indicated that no opportunities existed for 

them to provide feedback to academic administrators concerning insti­
tutional matters. Additionally, they felt that no informal oppbrtunities 
e)(isttd which allol·Jed. the campus con.Uunity to exchang-e id·eas. 

,. 
' 
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When a com pari son \'IuS mat:fe of differenc.)s in percept ion concerning 

the quality of the president's and vice-president's com::mnkation, 

significant differences resulted again betw~cn the faculty and both 

the deans/provosts and depJrtme-nt chainnen. The impliciltion i·s that 

both the deans/provo.c;ts and deportment chuinncn felt satisfied \'lith 

t ·he quulity of communication by the top ad;:tfnistrators' (president 

and vice-pres iden·t). The difference in perception bet\-tccn· the 

faculty and the d€ans/provosts \'las significant at the .001 level and 

.Ul level with the department chairmen. A feeling \·1as expressed by 

the faculty that the top,.-1 ev.el administrators (president and aca<:Iemic 

vice-president) were not adequately dispcrsi~g info~matian throughout 

the campus l'lhich kep:t them av1arc of changing issues affecting the 

campus colllnunity •. It was felt that these ad1ainistrators did not 

maintain adeq1..1ate openess in conimunication on campus b!Jt rather they 

over-bureaucratized it. Finallys faculty felt that the top-adminis· 

trators did not consider their opinions in making decisions about how 

the i nstHuti.on was operated. 

Both the deans/provosts and the department chainnen expressed 

sattsfaction with the quality of the deans/provosts c.o;;:munication. 

Once agaifl the faculty held the opposite vi a· .. , from both of these 

groups. Significance 1 eve 1-s .of . 01 and . 05 \·.rere reveal cd when com­

parisons of differences .in perceptions Here r.:ade bet\·;(!cn faculty \·tith 

deans/provosts and faculty with dEpartment chJirmerr respccti'leiy.. 

Faculty mernbers felt that deans/provosts could do a bettet· job of com­

municating ·information concerning co11ege, s~hoo1, ol· division r.tatters 

to theil' department chairmen. l f<:)\·Jever, the r,~p.H'tr:!er1t chaimen did 

not share this feeling with the faculty. lt ·.·:as felt that deans/pro­

vosts \vei:"e not -doing an adc.quatc job of con;~mnicating information 

they received in the Executive Pol icy Co!lmtittee to dep~rtment chairmen 

which conseque ntly broke down this con:muni Cil tion f1 ow to the faculty. 

They-e w~re no sig·nificant differ2nces in perceptions among the 

deans/provosts., department chairmen, or fatul ty concerning the- quJlity 

-... -. 
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of conmunication by the department cha irmen. All three groups felt 

satisfied \'lith corr,munic<ltion by this 9roup under the current s.itu.Jtion. 

The opinion of the- study -subjects indicated that department chairmen 

devoted sufficient time to communicati.ng dep.u·tment inforrnJtion to 

their faculty and that they did an above average job of co:r.nunicating 

this information. 

Another area that \'fa·s statistically tested concern.i ng the three 

groups' perceptions dealt with the. quality of communication at the 

college/school/division level and the dcpJ.rtment level. faculty felt 

dissa:t.isfiE:~cJ With the qUa·l ity of COimlUnication at this 0r9.:Jnizationttl 

level and significantly differed in perception with the d c(-rns/provosts 

at the .001 level. However .. there were no significant di'fferences 

in perc~ptioh behveen the department chairmen and the d<~ans/provoSt'i 

or with department chairmen and. faculty corit:t?rnirtg this c~.1pat'ison. 

Faculty mEmber.s contended that con~11unication breaks. dmm .Jt the 

college/school/division leve·l rathe~~ than at the deparbr.~nt lc.vel. 

They also ma i ntained that there is i nadcqua tc cmrrnunica tion ar.10ng the 

co lieges. on ca-mpus as \tell as \<Ji thin individual col1eges. 

Only one significant differ.ence in perception \·:as rcvQalod when 

a comparison ~1as made among the three gtoups conccrninQ the qu<llity 

of cow.m.tnication at t he department level. This difference \':lS .t>eb'l~en 

the faculty and the depar tment chairmen \·lith tiH: 1-e.vel of signific~1nce 

at .05. No signifiCdflt differences in percaption \'tere rc·;cJlcd bet;·;cen 

th.e deans/provosts and the other t \·:o groups. The faculty fe.lt there 

\·Jas inadequate communication a:nor\g the dcpdrt~·~nts within the colleges. 

They also felt that i 11dividuals \:Jithin deparb:1N1ts \·iere un.wa:r-e of 

happenings in the.ir .college and they \tt.ere dissatisfied \'dth beth the 

qtJantity and quality of conrnunication within dcpartnen~s. 

Analvsic; of How internal Co:r:r.nmication "S!1o:.1ld Be" Stntctured 
-----~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Data- cor.cerning suggested communication changes ami/or modifica­

tions vJere gathered from the study subjects tht~ough the survey instru-
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ment. These data revealed hott the study su.bjects felt that communi·· 
cation '*should beu within the academic comanunity. After these data 

were statistically analyzed~ the findings \·lere then used to develop 

meaningful recommendations to produce a·n improved co;nmunicatJon 
system. 

In addftton to subjects r esporid i ng to items that suggested genera 1 

changes in communication within the academic community~ t lwy also in­
dicated their feelings about suggested changes in methods and means of 

coPlffiunication by key communicators vtfthin the institution, namely the 

president, vice-president, deans/provosts, and department chairmen. 

The findings which resulted from this d·vta coupled with conlnunication 

recommendations .and innovations suggested by experts i·n the field 

provided a basis on which to construct an improved communication 

system at U.O.P. A detailed discussion of these reconiUendations 

app~ars in Chapter V. 

?tescnted in tables 14 through 19 are the resu1 ts of the analysis 

of variance and the independent t tests \·;hich were performed on the 

data gathered from the survey instrument concet•ning the points 011tlined 

above. The tests l!tere used to determine if significant differences 

occt.wr-ed among the groups regarding their perceptions about an jd_eal 

cow~·r.unication system \·Jithi n the academic conl'liunity at u.o.p. Tables 

14 through 19 correspond to seal es K ·through 0 res pectively and the 

item bi~eakdmm for each s.ca.le (lppears in table 1. 

I 
i 



Tab~e .14' 

{Seal!,!· · ~} 

tO:·iPA~t[sn:l Of QU"rl:r(i:cts IN f'EP.C£PTIM; (if lHP.f.C GROUPS' 
co:;;;t tW!J;f; Hml Ct:::t.r:·'\1, H:'lTf.:::~L tii' ~!:J:aCAl lONS 

"SHCtlU.l 13£'' Sl f\UCTt:KUl WTHW 1!t£Jhi.l) i:~;l(; tiO:·l.'·~.HIIH 

--------r--....,.,- --;;,... .. _I_J...-.,__-~-· · rr~:fi!~~~-~-t~t'~re$;s,.·~ __ . _-_··...;-;;:;....=-_··· 

-~ IJt';Jlr ~cnt 
.C!:.iini!C!~ F.icu l ty 

Gro~p H Mt> .. t:n Dearlsi Provos t$ 

:Oeans/ 
~ ···--

Provosts 8 37.-163 

--------~~--·-'-· --

Oepart.'llent 
Cha1rmen, 8 4l.3i3 1,172 

Fac~lty 62 4-1 .742 2.950*" , ._J90 

Tot al 73 .. 43; 644 
-~--------~ ------~ 

Overall f~cl.tio "' ·4 .• 9ilf) ' with Z. . ~mJ }5 dc!lrec>. of ·frecdOr.l 

• . p 

•• p 

*'** p 

.05 
~01 

.Qot 

T.1blld S 

{Scal e l ) 

cO:J,p,',RI.SD :~ OF OlFHP.f.!:CFS nt. PE:>.CEPTt~':; Qf TliP.tl: G~OUPS' .• 
~OW~r:•::t::s '.<JV'.l ~il!f !'HLST:<!:~Ii ' S ;\~p f.".t,:'·l''~~C 'I !Ct -PH:SI!:D;T' S 
CO~'.~amiCATlOl~ ROLF. ''SHIY.!Lu 'RE" ~~Hill :{ m.C . . f,(i\tlEMtC .o::·~::u:H T'f 

~- . 

t ,;oup N• 

Oe;~ns/ 
8 Provosts 

Ocpart"'cnt 
co.; it'11ien 8 

fol~ul t.)• 62 

Total 7~ 

:-:;:::;;::===""==·=-·-~:~-.----:-~;.:._·- ·:--·-_ .. ~·. ·· . .. , ...... ,_-·-·-·-·-:--- - tnd•m>1t~<lent t r r.st s 

~ t~~~~fn 

2'\ ._6U 

26 .• 9.J3 

30.147.• 
...._:.;;;.:..:..:..... 
29.246 

.966 
3 .0'iG>\" 1.77l 

...--~--

Ovct·all F Ratio "' 5 .6948 with Z ~nd .75 dcqr~t!s of f recdiY.!I 

* p , (i5 

** p. .o1 
••• p .001 
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Table 16 

(Sc<~le 11) 

CO~:~PAR!Sml Of DH'ft:RL~~C.!:S tN . . ;>V"tfr•i"Ji•t~ or THRf.[ G%"Jf'S' 
(f,',!EJ<:w;-:; 1\· .. :,r T;Jc r~ rq~~ "I '$ f,, ...... ;• · l C.:\!'0'1 ~Olf 
.... ' •.'·~·ll')iJl. D. ~' :.' ~ , :' ._,.T'I·l·:,· -T~;:: ·, .. , ·.·' '··r··. c' r.·-';.'l.J:·t'ry ~- ' -· __ l.io... ."il f •. ' ... ~ ... ~\~ ... -~ -~ . _,.),0 1 ·' 

Grovp 
!leans/ 

Provosts 
Oep<iidment 

Ch;J irmen 

Faculty 

lotal 

... p .os 
•• p ;(]1 

~· 
8 

8 
l;iZ 

78 

*"* P .oor 

ikp.n· ttl111n t. 
Deanr./r'rovo'th (hain•u:m F,ICUlty ~~IBil 

·~~~--~~--~ ----------~ 

H.l5t> 

13.613 

1'1.9lll 
-~......,;__ 

14.7.65 

.5~5 

.84'1 1. 586 

Table 17 

{Sc;lle ;'l) 

cn.,:P:..R.lsoa or rnrr~:re:~cs n r;3s!:n:r;'!. 0r w~:rE G~')';?s' 
co·~~ERNl~~- t-rlttr n•:. -~~f. 1V-lU-:!_c -vr~t ... ;:;::s~- ,_-~:H ~-s ·cr-··~ ~<~:~f!.<:ArtO~ 

. RulE "SHfltJlll nE" }iJTHI:i r;:;: t.;A:H'~lC C~~:··~·HJiUTY 

Group N ~~rA~1 

lli!!ms/ 
i3. 112 Provosts .8 

0Cil<lr t1•:ent 
l S.:tl'i Cha it'lnf'rr .s l.36S 

faculty 62 lJ .. S6~ 3. 9n•~• t .. 090~~ 

--
Tota 1 78 11.117 

• p .05 
.... p .0) 

.... p .oot 
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IJe.nrs/ 
Pt·ovosts a 

Oc,Jl<) r 0;1eitt 
Cll.lir:nen 8 

Folcul ty 62 

71! 

13.650 

n.ns 
l 2,4·13 

1?..4')7 

lilblc Hl 

{Sco1l~ 0} 

Z.l93• 

1.13.22 1.097 

Total 
~~----~----~----~--------~-----~-------~-----~~--~-

011eral l F RJ t io ,. ?. • 5?35 ~lith 2 all(i 7 5 d·~fin'~ '!: uf fre~dom 

* p ,05 
ldt p -~01 

*"* p ;OOl 

r<~ble 19 

{Sr.ale P) 

CCt~:PM-~S:,"I(:~ 1HfFnf•:::f.S !:l f'2.~:::f.PH':::: c r ll'fl[f. t;;{i)~?S ' 
(j ~•CER~l! ~~;-_1--- ~~ :-~tt~ rnt- D:-:?--"·- ~ ~:~-~·;.·:: r :-{~f,··.t ~?·~,\'~' ~-- ft·~ "?·.;.· .. :: t?~ t l _G~~-: R;JL E 

··-sHt·L~ t-n ur.:t~ -~·:-: T;(I-n l ll t: ..J\c.;~r::~ ! c ·!;t~.-.:.-~ f: ~ rrv 

/troup 
Deans/ 

Provosts 
DeN r t."lcn t 

CiiJ ] i....-.e!l 

f"<!<:lll ty 
L 

Total - --

* p . 05 
... p . 01 

,... p . 001 

fl 1>11'.-'0 

a 3.000 

8 3.571 

62 3.160 

78 3 .194 

:hw.,r:t·~~n t 
OCil.llS{:'r avG 'it'> n ,.l i ri-il::l"l Paculty 

L Z09 
,423 l. ?.6:l 
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Deans/provosts, departm~nt cha:inncn, .and facu lly e~prc~$~~d their 

feelings about how general internal tow.'!~unicution "sht>uld be" ~u·uctun~d 
at U.O.P. by responding to survey items especi<Jlly de~ ic.;ncd to cl i<:it 

this information. There was a significant difference in p~rct!ptlon 
between the faculty and deans/provosts at the .Ol lc·;el concerning 

the items related to this communication question. The faculty felt 

that the top administrators (president and academic vicc-pt·e5ident) 

should do more direct conununication with the faculty Jhont insti tu­

tional matters. Face-to-face communication ... :as preferred ovc•· ~.·ri ttcn 

communication. They also felt that chdnnel ~ of cor::::iutiicJtion ~hould 
be opened up along informal 1 i nes. The faculty abo r;oul d tile the 
academic vice.-president to bccoine more pcrsoni\lly o;t~·-; ~uni:utive Jt 

both the college and department levels. It \1135 also felt tl1.1t the 
key communicators of the institution {president and ,,,:;1dc:1iic vice­

president) should be responsible for initiating co;!:municat-icn and 

opening up channe 1 s of communication on ca:npu,s. 

There was a significant di.ffer~nce in perception hQt\·Jcl?n declllS/ 

provosts and department cha·irmen concerning \·1hat th2 deans/provosts 

communication role 11 should be 11
• The difference v:Js. signific~nt at 

the .05 leveL This '"'as the only study area where thQ dc.:lns/pro•:0~ts 
and department chairmen significantly disa~rccd ab.out ~ cc·:~:· ::~nh>1tion 
concern. It was felt tha·t the deans/provosts sho:Jld t1ke r::nre initia­

tive to encourage communication among the colleges, s·cl~cols, ar.d 
divisions of the university. Nore personal co::~ ;;~unicr}t1cn \·tit:, dNn:;/ 
· · t· ·nth f . . of moet·l·ngs vJaS desired by the G•~ji-lft:~~cnt t:.f. ,lil"'t:'~n. 

provos s 1 e orm , .... . .. · 
Thoy agr·eed that the d·eansfprovosts s~ould "'eet 1<ith tt~ir d~r-J<t.~ont 
chairmen at least. on a monthlY basis and· \·tith th~ f1ct:l ty -..:ithin 

their colleg.e, school, or diVision at leJst once each se~''2.ster. 
• .. c.on+- ,·on ;,.,l'>re rc·;ca 1 cd a :·~r.'J the 

No significant differences 1n per -i... . · - · · . 
• · ·· • d"" t· 1~nt ch.:dr-r:~i1n's role "~r.-:.uld be" 

study groups coocermng what tne _par' 
11 

-· .. . . .• . h. .
0

,
11

d be attrib•Jted to the scarc1ty 
at. U.O.P. The reason fort 1s c. ~ · · · ... t' survey ins trun:cnt to t·evea 1 
of items that were ·fncorpora t~d i n~..o ne 

this infot~ation. 
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The responses of the president and academic vice-pres-ident \'t~re 
extremely similar throughout the survey instrument. f\ strong simi­

larity also was revealed in comp-aring the responses of pr esident, 

v.ice-pre-sident, deans/provosts, and i.n mpst cases department chairmen. 

However, there was a marked over·all d i ssimilad ty b~t\·tccn t he prcsi'­

dent•s and vic·e-president's responses vthen compared \·iith fJcul ty re-

sponses. 

The to.p administrators (president and acacle:nic vice-president) 

n~lt that the existing comnunication situation v;ithin the ac.1dcmic 
col!lmln i ty was satisfactory. They a 1 so a9reed t h.1 t, i ndi v iduJ 11 y 

and collectively. their com11unica tion \·Ji th U1e rest of the aca ct e~itic 
community \'til~ satisfactory. further agreement Ha S rcv~alcd con­

cerning their s.atisfaction with communication amoniJ and b(!twcen the 

colleges. schools, or divisions on campus. 

lhe scales that were built to elicit subj ects' pcrc(;ptions of 

the current com.'llunication situatton among various ·key acadei~1 ic ccm­

municators on campus again rcveal.:d agreement by t!i~ top adminis-

trators tha.t al1 \'Jere sat i sfuC tory. 

The fi na 1 wrti on of the ~urvey i nstru.,ont d •. ,·1t ,.,; t~ percept· 

tions Of how internal communication could be improved vlithin the 

academic cQnlllunity, The president rated only one item out of t~e 
fifteen itet\ls thJt were used to obtain lnfonnaticn about this area. 

Hcwever, the vice-president responded to most of the ite~s used for this 
porti 

0 
n 

0 
f the s tcdy • H; s responses r e vea 1 ed a q r cenent "ith d i>l ns I 

provosts and department cha i r111en bUt there ws a 9rca t de·ll of d i .s­
agreement t~ith faculty concerning survey items which suggested new 

means and methods of cmnmunication at ~.O.P• A su11•n>ry Of the findill')S 

gathered through the sutveY jostrument appears in the ne;<t section. 
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Summa r:y o.f . the Findings 

The findings of the study have been presented in this ch~pter. 

Appr.oximately forty-nine percent of the- sttrvey tnstrll)!l~rits sent \'Jere 

returned and useable. ·In some cases, an individual responded to 

only a few of the items in the survey. These surveys \'Jere discarded 

because of insuffici-ent response. Still in other cases, some sub­

jects marked not appl icahle (rU\) throughout the survey. These also 

were discarded because they v1ere not statistically relevant. The 

return from both. the department chairmen a·nd the faculty \'1as sma 11, 

hm·1ever, t _he return was sufficient to permit significant statistical 

analysis .. 

Comparisons of differences in perception ~bout internal com­

munications among_ the vari ous colleges, schools, or divi-sions and 

among the academic departments revea 1 ed no significant d tfferences. 

Signi ficant differences, however, v1cre revealed when the d<tta were 

subjected to analys.is a.ccording to academic position. 

Overa 11, the trend of responses by subje.cts tended to follo\'1 

tne pyramidal hierarchy of academic position. That is; peneptions 

held by the president, acad:emic vice-president, deans/provosts, and 

in mnst cases department chairmen appeared s imilar as oppns ed to 

th:1:-> t) perceptions by the faculty. On many particular items as 'ilell 
as series of scaled items, the depatAtment cha i rmen vaci 1latcd bet\-1een 

agreement with the higher echelons of the ilCademic pyramid and the 

fe~.:ulty as a group. Hov:ever, the trend of disagree;!lents thn:.ughout 

the study regarding most of the survey i terns \'IJ S most evident between 

the faculty a.nd the ,~est of the acade;aic communitY• 

There were si onificant differences reveal e:f bet~·!een the faculty 
... 

and beth the deans/provosts and dcpilrtment chdirmen en assumptions 

one, t't
1
o, and four- with a significant difference bet\·,•ecn faculty and 

deans/provosts only on assumption three. 
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There were signifiqmt ·disagrecmcnts ii bcut ttv~ q wr ent co:n:mni­

cation situation ~s \>Jell as hov1 intct~nai co:::~ :lttnica tion "should be". 

In both of these areas the president., acadpmic vrc~-pn~·~ id cnt. dc,1nsJ 

provosts~ and the department chairmen were inoppow;itionto fa~ultY• 

Presented in the ·fimrl chapter of this study arc t..:eco!;nnet1dations 

to improve communi cat ion ~ti thin the acad~::mtc co:r::nunfty .:~i U .b,P. 



CHAPTER V 

INTRODUCTIOtl 

The purpose of this study was to investigate com~nunication con• 

cerns \·tithin the acader~fc cpnll!lUility at tl)c Urii vcrsfty of th.e Pacific 

and· to d~v.elop recommendati-ons for imprO•Jed colilnu nic~tion based on 

the i.rwestigation~ This chapter is organtzcd into the fol10\·ling 

sections: (1) summary, implications, and conclusioils, (2) recom­
mendations for improved communication, and (3) recomuH.'!Ilddtions for 

further study; 

Sunltlar,Y.' I1-:1 pl ications, and Conclusions 
. . . ' . . ' . ' . '• . . ' ·. 

The study problem vtas outlined in Ch-apter I Hith the mujor 

premise being that communication i,-ti thin larqe organi zjtlons, i nsti­

tutions of higher education included, are not adcqu<-~ t cly meeting 

the needs of those m~ganizations-. The b1pot4 tance of good communication 

in institutions of higher education and some of t he special com.nuni-:­

cation problems inherent in s.uch ;·nstitlJtions \'Jet·e discussed and 

documentBd. this study was l.imited to V ~O.P., 116\·ie•,er· , the co:n:nuni­
cation recommend()fiqns cou.ld be .adapted to o.ther institutions of 

higher education v1ith ~ similar organizutional structure. Four basic 

assumptions v:.ere sta tt:d and the terms used in this s t:J.dY ~·iet·c a 1 so 

pr:esented . 

A revie~'l of the 1 1.teratur£:? related to this study v:Js pre5cntcd 

in Chapter II. There. \'ICre tJH;ohe rrVlj'JI
4 areas of literature rev i e\'ted 

that pertained directly t .o this- study. 1hey V!ete pl·c·sciltd under the 

follO\'lir.g headings.: {1) general colmmnication theory, (2) con~r.:uni­
cation in higher -education, and {3) corr.:nunicatton ·models. J\?pro.priate 

sub-sections of each major areas \-Jere outliriecf and discussed. 

Research proc.edu res \'/ere presented in Chapter l! l. The papa-
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lation for this study ~,oras categorized as follo•:1s: (1) university 

presidentt (2) academic vice-president, (3) deans/provosts, {4) 

department c-hairmen, and (5) faculty. F~culty <llld deportment cllair­

·men were randomly selecte<l~ but all of the deans/provosts ":uc in­
cluded as -study subjects. Data \'tere gathered thr-ough the use of a 

survey instrument that was especially design~ for this study. The 

instrument was intended to elicit background information about the 

subjects~ to test the study assumptionss to reveal 5i..tbjcct pP.r<:eP­
tions about the existing commun-ication situation, and to reveal per­

ceptions abQtit how corrrnuniciltion 11 should be
11

• 

The data gathered \oiere statistically tested by analysjs. Qf 

variance a-nd independent t tests. These statistical procedtn'CS 

\•Jer.e used to reveal significant differences in per.ception uinong 

subjects hold-ing various academic positions relative to thP. assump­

tions, the existing state of internal commun.ication, and ho\·1 com­

munication 1'should be". Another objective of the study v;ils to find 

\'Jhether the subjects r perceptions differed significantly concerning 

the quality of communication among the various colleges·, schools, 

o.r divisions and .also among· the various departments. 110\·:evcr, after 

statistically testing this data~- no significant diffcN:nces in per­

ception were revealed by the subjects. Therefore, tM conclusions 

of the study ar.e concentrated on recontnendations intended to rcso 1 vc 

communication problems related to acad emic pos i t1on~ 

The fi nd'i nqs of the study vJere- presented in Chapter IV. Signi­

ficant d iffe.rences ; n percepti lifl were fo~nd to e; i s t c0'ncern ing a 11 

four study assumptions. These d i ffercnces \'Jere b9t\·;een the faculty 

and the subjects of the- ot11er study groups. The trend of diff~rcnces 
in perception concerning the existing comnunic.1tion situation and 

hov1 conm1unication nshould be" was also beb1ecn the faculty anJ the 

subjects of th<.:! other study groups. 

Demer
9
th, Stephens, and Taylor (1967) conte-~d that reciprocal 
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communication beb..,een administration and f.;1culty is a centra 1 prob1 em 

on most campuses. The president, vice-presidents, deans/provosts. 

and departm?.nt chairmen are tradit1onally in better positions to 

initiate and receive corrmunications than are faculty mernbers. In 

other 'i'lards,~ academic administrators are the first ones to get in~ 

formation about v1hat is happening within the institution \vhil e the 

faculty must largely depend on the ability and desire of others to 

communicate that information to them. Communication is directly 

related to possessing communication expertise by those in positions 

to initiate it. Secondly~ Rourke and Brooks (1966) point out that 

deciding to whom and \·Jhat is to be communicated is a particular 

problem for administrators. Therefore, the burden of responsibility 

for improving intcrna 1 colmlunication 1 ies \·Ji th those Nho are in a 

pos·i tion to make this happen, namely the president, vice:-·president, 

and related academic administrators. Ross (1962) stated that the 

president. of an institution is the most important communica-tor on 

campus followed by the vice-president and other first .. rank adminis­

trators. He goes on to state that these individuals set the com­

munication tone that pervades the institution. 

These findings are supported bY many other studies discovered 

in th~ literature review.. The topics of several of the revie\'led 

studies r;oncerned communication based on a pyramidal hierarchy of 

academic position. Petry, \•lri ting in 19"58 observed t hat follo\·ti ng 

~~orld \oJ,w II colleges and univei~sities experienced tremendous 

growth and internal complexity. Part of this complexity "'as c!ue 

to th~ creation of nevi top-level academic-ad:ninistrative officers 

who occupicl positions between the top administ('ati'le officers and 

the faculty. He contended that this situation not only complic·ated 

the administrative function but also cor.Jplicated the entire coilmt.mi· 

cation process \·!i tll:n institutions of higher education. Hill bern 

(1958} stated that an acad·emic bureaucracy of any size has a diffi­

cult problem of internal comnunication and as. the bureilucracy gro\'JS 



so do the problems of communication. This held true in this study 

according to the responses of the facul t,y. Their concern was bused 
on both inadequate dm'>'m'>'ard communication as well as an inability 

to communicate uprmrd through the institutional hierarchy. This 

63 

wa.s particul~rly noted in communication from the president, academic 

vice-pres.ident, and deans/provosts to the faculty. Several experts 

in the field of i nterna 1 corillhunicatton (Corson, 1960, Dedmon, 1970, 
Petry, 1958) suggest the major communication problem in higher 

education to be ineffective cormnunication emanating from the bottom 

{faculty) upwards to the acadeinic-administrators, however, according 

to the findin9s of this st·udy, fhis is only part of the problt:!1n at 

U.O.P. 

Since there were no significant differences in subjectsJ per­

ceptions found concerning prob·t ens of conmunication among or \·li thin 

the various colleges, schools, or divisions and the departments~ 

the implication is that prob 1 ems of i nterna 1 communication are re­

lated to breakdm..,;os l-Jithi.n t~c hierarchy of academic position . The 

faculty were particularly dissatisfied vJith communication between 

them and the academic vice-president and deans/provosts. Less dis­

satisfaction was expre5sed beh12en th:= faculty and· t he president 

and d~~~artment chairmen. Facui ty are more closely relat-ed to d~pJrt­

m~nt cha irnen than to deans/provosts~ vice-presidents , and pres idcnts. 

This pr·0bably accounts fm· less disagreement betwe{?n f aculty and 

deparbr.cnt chairmen as a group. Dedmon (1970} supports this pt·cmise 

by stati n~ that the most mean :i ngful com:nunication amon_g fa cuT ty 

takes place in committee:; and departmental meetings. Since the insti­

tutional structure at U.O.P. al1ows th.e bulk of communication relati-ng 

t o .acJdemic matter to be bet\\·een t.he ac.aden1ic vice-ptesident and the 

faculty rather tha.n beb1een the pres ident and the f acu1ty» this 

accounts for less disagreement between the latter t\'10 groups. This 

point can be verified by studying the 1 ines of authcrity that are 

outlined in the campus· orl)anizatiomll chart. A reproduction of this 

chart appears in the appendix. 
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The. facult.Y at U.O.P. a$ ~tl.ell as at oth.et' institutions of 

higher education are calling for more involvement in decisions~ 
about theobjectives, goals~ and the futures of their institutions. 

Articles concerning this nia:tter appear coMi.stently in the jovrrlals 

and other publications of higher educational a·dlllinistration. 

Millett (1962.) supports this by emphasizing th~t a college should 

be a communtty of shared authority and riot a hierarchy. If this 

situation is to be realized~ cO!mlunication must !Je improved and 

consultation expanded throughout all the academic con.'>tituencies 

of the institution. Too often institutional comnunication, particu.;. 

larly from the top of the academic pyramid~ does not get to the 

bottom but rather, an elite cabinet alone,. typically comprised of 

the president, academic vice-president, and deans/provosts or th~ir 
equivalents is privy to comtmmication and consultation. Dodds (1962) 

furth·er suggests that . 9o~sernance of an institution of higher educa­

ticr: should be characterized by an extraordinary degrc.e .of consul­

tation. This ccnsu1tation includes that which involves faculty. 

If formulating objectives and goals in higher education is based on 

community of shared authority and consultation, all institutior.al 

constituents should have the ability to be involved, throug h cffec,.. 

tiv.e cmrmunication. Other'IItse, conflict and confrontation \·till 

continue to exist between academic administrators and faculty. 

R~commendations For Impmvcd Con:.nnnication 

Th2 findin9s of this study suggest thlt faculty rncmbers feel an 

inability to effectively communicate t heir needs and recom:nt:ndations 

\'tithin the existing corranun1cation 5t1~ucture. tiot::ever , the academic 

admini-strators from the president down th}·ough the department chair­

n:en are reasonably t
1
ell satisfied v1ith t he current cc:r.munic.ation sit­

ua·tion. The goal of this study then is to sugges t a cm;zwnicatfon 

system that is satisfactory to the entire academic co:w':urlity. 111 

order to improve internal commurlications at u.o.P., rr.ore opportunitie.s 

for communication must be deve1oped for the faculty. The reco;lmenda-
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tions in this study are intended to expand communication opportuni-

ties in order to produce a communication s·i tuation ~1hich meets the 

needs of the· entire academic community. The typical formill method 

where faculty communicate their ideas and needs is .at the: depurtme-nt 

level. This communication supposedly is then carried from depurtment 
chairmen to deans and subsequently follows the hierarchical aCJ.demic­

position ladder. However, to increase both faculty i111pnct and in­

volvement, each department should have. a faculty representative to 

meet and consult with department chairmen and deans/provosts on a 

regularly-.schedu1ed basis. The f·aculty member cauld be elected in 

each department by his peers for quarter» semester, or annual tenure. 

At U.O.P., this would not only increase communication and consul-

tation at the department and college levels, but coupled with 

faculty representation on the Academic Council {faculty governance· 
body) \'tould a 11ow for an additional faculty input level throughout 

the instit!Jtion. Additionally, these faculty representatives should 
meet perhaps on a monthly basis in jointsession with a collective 

body made up of deans/provosts and the academfc vice-president. This 

body could be the Executive Policy Committee which is a formally con­

sUtuted cormtlttee within the current institutional governir.g structure. 
In this \'lay, concerns of an overall institutional nature· could be dis­

cussed first-hand tJith faculty input at the top of the pyramidal 

academic hierarchy. 

This kind of faculty involvement might be objected to on the 

basis that it undercuts the authority of deans/provosts ar.d depilrtment 

chairr:1en as well as short-circuiting the formal system of faculty 

governance. Hm·rever, if the individuals holding these various academic­
administrative positions are secure in theiT competencies and con­

victions, it s-eems that such additional input and advice would be 

\velcomed as healthy for the institut1on. Deviating from traditional 

procedun~s and modes of operation within the institution should not 

automaticdlly be construed as bad. Placing the good of the insti­

tt;tion above the concerns involved with role and status should be the 
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goal of e'lery member of the academic comnuni ty. Throul}hout the 1 itera­

ture review, great emphasis is pluced on the consultative function in 

higher education. Dodds (1962) claims that the pritn<)ry aim of con­

sultation i.s to integrate various and diverse vic\·Jpoints to obtdin 

·better results than could be obtained by purticipants acting as indi~ 

vidual s. 

Although the president and academic vice-president maintain that 

they are available to the faculty throug.h an open-door policy, i·t is 

imperative that they take the initiative to incre<Jse. co:~u•1unication 

throughout the institution. As Ross (1962) has CJ:tphasizcd. the key 

coTilllunicators of the institution set the pa tter·n of cm~·~:;unicil tion 

that pervades the- campus. The primary means of co1:1munication by the 

president with the faculty is through \·witten materials. lie implied 

this in a \'lritten addendum attached to his rc.turncd survey instru­

ment and several written pieces \·ihich was ropresentative of his com­

munJcation. ThiS communication situation is probably adequate for 

the president at U.O.P. > hovmver, the academic vice-president as the 

key corrmuoicator within the institl1tion shou 1d beccmc more personally 

visible to members of the acadc,nic community. GenerullY~ because of 

authority lines e$tablished by tole and stutus, faculty are hcsH.lnt 

to approach individua-ls holding the upper P.chclon uc!ministrative 

positions. Therefore, the acadc:nic vice-prcsidcr,t sbo~Hd take the 

initiative to encourage cor.munication throughout thQ institution. 

A way for him to increase· comnttnication ... :culd be to scf~2dule visits 

to individual dep?.rtmental meetings on a r~gular blsis. This \·1ould 

provide a means of personal co;nmunication as opposed to follov1ing 

institutionally orgi'lnited COrr;;JJunication 1 ines. The uCJdt:l:lic vice­

pre!>ider.t should also arrange fm· more in forma 1 get-tosetlmr:; of the 

faculty. Such inforrnal affairs dwld be p1cwnecl to include· the \·:hole 

institution or some combinati-ons of collegesy schools7 or divisions .. 

This r;ould provide an opportunity for facu1ty to infor!13·lly meet \'lith 

administrators as \'/ell as colleagues of all acade::1ic units of the 

university. Too often, opportunities do not exist fm· f-1culty mcmbors 

to meet with colleagues other than those \·Jitl1in their depJt"t::lcnt cr 



67 

college to discuss ins~tttutional nlatters of cor;PJOll concern. Iflforrnal 

situations seem to be more conducive to infon:lJtion and idea exchilnge 

than do formally structured n)eetings. 

J\n office of communication ombudsm.:1n s·hould be created at U.O.P. 

This individual should be interviewed ~nd hired by a joint co,!:::Jittee 
comprised of administrators and faculty. I!!! should opcr.Jte as a 

neub4 a1 free agent representing al1 institutional constitur.:ncics with 

access to all levels of the acaden1ic cm:mmnity. lie should be in ch<1rge 

of monitoring general cortnnunication activities throughout the insti­
tution. This \.>lould include conducting stl:dies and hear in~ communi­

cation concerns at all levels of the <~cadcmic co:n:1un·ity. Hi~ areas of 

expertise should also involve \vorking to improve wri ttcf'l as \·:ell as 

v-erbal <;ommunication. Seminars and \':orl<4hops co ul<l be cot :ductud by 

the ombudsman to improve the com;nunica-tion process throughout the 

institution. 

Finally, an annual institutional co~munication survey should he 

made \'lhich could be conducted by the or,;budsman. 1his type of survey 

is critical to an .analysis of communication concerns \·lithin the insti­

tution as well as providing a means for developing future cc.mmuni.­

cation objectives and goals of the institution. 

A self study would hopefully stimu1at~ thinkiniJ about cc:::nuni­

cation generally regardless whether any ii;:!Hediatc dHnges Gre re,l1ized. 

Additionally~ it br·ings the issue of co:r.~:ur.icaticn to the atV~ntion of 

all w.cmbers of the institution so that they beco:n;: a~~.:rr~ of their 

communication inefficiencies. The expected result \·:~uld be r-ositive 

changes and modifications of ccnrnunication behavior a•1d p ;·occdur~s 

to eff(~ct an overall ir.~proved cor.munication situation .. 

Recommenrla tions fCl~ Fvrther Study 

n~coc~:1endations for further study are presented in this sr:>ction. 



Reconmmidation 1. - Rcsea·rch Concernin~1 St.:tff and Student Com- . 

municadon. 

1. A similar stud_y should be conducted at U.O.P. involving 

staff and students. Th.i.s study v1as restricted only to 

merr.bers of tire aca<feinic comimmity concentrating on their 

pa.rHcular conmunica Hon concerns. Not only \·Joti1d such 

a. study reveal communication concerns of t\~o additional . . ·- . - - .. . _ -· . . .. - ...... ·. 

important segments of the institution, but hopefully 

the find}ngs \·;ould augmcmt and complement the findings 

oJ this study. 
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Recommendation 2 - Study of the lnformnl Communication Channels -=----
at U.O.P. 

2 •. A communication study should be cond.ucted at U.Q..P. to 

1rWestfgate tlit!: s·trlctly t nformal channels of col!mUnif:ation 

that exist on campus.. This information would contribut~ 

another important lev.el of cormturlication in t!le develop­

ment of (ln overall institutional mad~l. Although it is 

irnportant to identify connntHiication prob le:ns associ a.ted 

vrfth role and position, Ross {1962) pQints out that com­

muriioation takes place betv1een people an:d not between 

jobs or po-sition$. A great deal of communitcl tion t~kes 

place in strict.ly inforrnJl situations as opposed to those · 

dictated by organi t<)ti ona l structure. 

Recommendation 3 - Irnoortance of a Pt~rscr1a 1 I nt~t"View CoE!,o.cncnt 

in Cct;r-r.unication Studies 

3. Future communkation studie_s should include a personal 

tntervie1<1 component \1/ilich \'ibt.lld pt'ovide greater l a ti­

tude til response to pa;"ticulal· CO!ll!mnic-ation concerns. 

Subjects \>:ould have an opportunity to expand upon their 
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survey instrument respon!:.cs as Hell ~s d·i~cuss .:n.;ctls 

not covered by the instrliment. Also, an h ldit;ation 

of feelings and emotions can be d i $covered tht'Oliqh 

face-to .. face i"ntervie\'ts that cannot be .:~tt.:rinccl frOf:l 

·survey instruments. 

Recornmenda tion 4 .. Specia 1 Conll!1uriic.lti.on Concet·ns.: .. ..I...!~<)lvt•d in 

Cluster Co 11 eCJ~S 

4·. A study should he conducted to hwcst i ga tc thr'! sp('C iffc 

implications of the cluster collcg~ concert upon the. 

internal CCrnn:unJcation of Jn in~titution. lk.CJUSP. Of 

i11creased autonoMy <lmong the vario.us ilcucki:jjc unit~ 

which result from such an instit1Jtional structure. in­
novative [llethods should be s.tudtcd to ovcr~cc::1c the nu i 1 t:­

in coi:Ynunication coutplexities of the cluster collc9c 

situation. 

Rec~ndation 5- Research into th~ Sv~tcr:lltis _ f.ffcc...:~s_!}r.Q.!l 

Communication in Higher Educ~.!iQE_ 

!i. A similar study should be conducted at U.O.P. to in·tcs-­

tjgate the syste!;tafic differences beh;c('n f ·lculty i!lld 

administ~·ators that (lffccts co::~ ::onkat:fon. fl. better 

understanding o-f positton constrJints and rol~ .;wc-s­
sures whic/1 are dictated by insti tutio113l structure 

could provide additional understandin~ of the findings 

of this ,study . 
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r : .... .··· •" ~---_ ...... _______ ..__.,;..........__..;.._ 

.An lliter:notl COoft.tnlc•t ion P'nde<l 
for r~·· ll~jver.s{ty oi- the Pac I He 

Ac.ta_eal; · Co:-~ni t)< 

~r Ne&lil»t' of the u.o,P.. Audt'WIIIc c~"H.)': 

Corn.ir.fca~lon,. ()r" rather tli~_: )ack of' it~ U COilS~IItly C ltt'd II'! .Nny 
~.tnfta_tiolls . ~$ \lie-.c~use or· probl""'h mlsuo.1~.-s_ulll;l"'~'· ,..,n;icoftst,.~ctt,;.­
conf'ron~ticms ·. anJ ufl4l·1"0.,lut: t i v~ --~xpe!ld i tures. of ti:,e. A1 • COf'lplea ·· 
Mganlutt~ of 111~('1' .ediicftl#.n • . the Univers.H.y of tM 1>6C tflc t~ not. 

- '-"~ to s;:nilar cor:rlaint~ th&t f.re coui:P.ed .in .the are• of c~nlr-~tl(lll', 
Tile tltathed jurv~y ir~~truoileilt h il p<Jr:t or a srildy that h ~I til} un.!~r~ 
t.lten·.at U;O~P.. tO: i.nvesUqate tlte statu~ o f ·interria} (Q<:t">unlc4tlon wtthin­
lfl« Stoe'kton c•m~ <icadta~ic. c()IT.Ii;nlty. T~h h ' " t:!t~Mrtlinity t o,. y11oi io 
•QI'•ss· your perceptio!)s of the current t11tef'nal c;~n icatlon s·ttlltt lett 
as -Nell as )'Qui" tdeu tnd suqiJe~-ttOfts fe~r inpro¥1ng tt. 

The oti.tc~ of .thi$ $\ t~dy wll•l.be an. _lnternal t:QI't!'CIIllt:•~ion IIIOdel J~t 
til H Nvt sp«"lf.fc: inllllc4tf!)nS for 'tiM! :tJ,O. i>, caoipUs. Slrct. tM """'•' 
will be based prf~rfly - on .)'our "espo11ies to t his l llstru"~>tlt~ yoti r ··_c:_coll­
tt•Jfon lfid 1ilp~,~t. ts vl t•L Til! .c~"unicatio" surve~ - tn} tr~t;tnt ts de~ 
; .lqnCd t'o . tl fc:it·. fnfoT'11-A-t:loll olboot 'it~ lerna I c:nmn11nkat ton' lJI b'v. ~Jo~ 
ui~11ol'ies; a), i description of the ~".!..: 1nternel co.T.un tcat ton nt11Uion 
•net• b), • <!e:scriptioil of .he• :intern. I c; ;,.-:~~.Jn iution !1-culd t;~. •_ lw t Jr•lly; 
th~ ~o.,rces of the iilforNtlon reeeived in this stilifiwm-1><! v,ufd tti 
the st.rlet•st toi!Hdenee. · · 

1 belf~c ~Ms sb.id:; ltas t.Ore4t siQntf.icf«e to o.O.P. and I ho::e t li•i )'011• 
n l mEI!)ber of th~ nad~ic cor.w')ljnitY. ~ wU) vie~ot tt tn tM, s&r.:e l i ;r.t ._ 
Ple•ne cOIJ'I)lete tft! .&HKIIIict ins tj.w.ei1 t . .al)d re_turn tt _on or :b4!forr-._ ''"'.<l..!t• · 
f«!.rCiary IS~.!!7..!· · Jllst · fold: • . s tapJ_e .• _ ·~ p14te ttl~ sel ( ~ad;lrl'u.~.fTom 
lii" tli.: lnt.er-"mp\15 ~tl. Your cooperation lr. ttil:> study h grtdly 
-aopr~i~tl!d, 

RS/lf 

£nc:. 

Sfnc·ertly. . . . . 

~ua,~ i...C~;, 
llid~rd ~t:, 
~lOra 1 Catichllate 
Educattonil ~lflhtrat_lon 
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~hl.f..Jn!61"11lat!_o_1!: tlt!'u~ £!.rsle . the "'""flta:"of . th~ res$)(1nse th4t .dt\Ct:lists 
~r tc;A'lt!cuc posl tion < colleqt !If' .scliOOl; ·iiild <~C•demic d~p.rU!I!nt. 

A, ,., •c•d~lc: posft.fon -.it u.o:P .. Js: 

1.. Qef..ll or !'rovo~t Z. Department Cllai~n .3 . f.:ti;yl ty ~ .. 

1:. I •"' I lllflll~r of: 
1. CoH. of the I'<~C:Iffc 
2. CtHhon Coll~qe 
3: COvtH Colle~~ 
4. Ra~nd CoHeg~ 

(. Hy tt4d,.1c dtpillr~nt ts: 
t . . c.o.P. 

1. :Art 8. 
·2.. lfolOc!ful Scitn(;cts 9. 
3.. .Busfness Mtt~intstrat'iO!t to~ 
4. C~htry . H ~ 
s. 'Cl.ui.tt lZ: 
6. CO....tcit'ti Ori Arn 13. 
1. CCIIiJtll~tfcation Disorders l4., 

n. tdllcltloli 

22. (®utiO!I (Gei'lerll} 
23. CurriwlU. & 
· ·· Jnstn.ctfon 
24. Ed~ettfon ' CQimseiiJ'I(I 

. Ps)l:'hOIOQy . 
25. £1l11"t'10n ·a. Mnfnj strAtive 

Svperw. is hilf · · 

rv. [nginfi!riiiCI 
31 . . CfvU 
)2. f.lectri~al 

s. SchOol of EdliCtt.ion 
S. S!:liO~l .of f;i'oqi rmerlli!J 
1. Sc~l of !\Isle. 
8, Scf\001 of Phai'IMC)' 

Of'atla 
tcorm:iiii:s 
EnCll H.b 
t;e(j loqy & Geograpf!y 
!llstory · 
t\a.tfieMat Rs 
~ern taMUages 

Iii. l'lu~lc 

15. 
16~ 

17. 
1s; 
19. 
zo. 
21. 

Pllllosoplty 
Phys1c<~~ rd 1 
. R~u~tfon 

Phy\ICS . . 
PolHic•J Sc 1enc• 
P~ycl\0 logy · · 
R.el i<J ious St!l!!le~ 
Sodolog} ' · · · · 

26. Appl i~ Mu$fC 
27; Mus.t.i & Comoos1tl ar'l 
al, l"i..sie fdll~a.U~n 
2~. Mll~ic til ~tQry 

: .)o; 1\kilc l:llt!rapy 

v. pti.J~~l' 

:u. Phartn~.ceutico~~l c~t~try 
· 34' Phys 7o~Os,y/PNf1MC:olow 
. .)S'. Pllamacy · 
36~. PhamleY A!hintstr•.t10fl 
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mftltiiCATI{)N. [IJAlliATHl/1 SURVEY lHSTRUPf£HT 

Oh'ectfon1.: Tltert <~re sbty stater.>ents in thh su.-vey-; TM .follO>otnq rtntsl' oi 
resj#iMe~ are flr"O~ided in the inHr~r.•Mt; 1. Not Apflliui>le t~}. l. Str<t>~gly 
Agreto (~!\}, l, Agree (A), 4. Di!.agree (:J), •nd s·, Stronc}ly Oi~~9••·~ l~O). 
Pleue f;r(:le the tlt.t"l!>e!" of the respcmse to tile left c.tf I!JC:~ staVnent th4l1!>0H 
.tc:ura.te1y aucribe$ )\lUI' deqree of .lgrf!~rtt Or dlSa~r'l'~oent >ti th t~e $t&t<.'!'ll!nt 
Cllntent. Thh: instr~anemt t<~kes appro• i~,.tily twMtJI mimlte~ to 'oo•plete. 

MSAAOSD 

J l l 4 5 1.. on this Utii>US, a.ttmpt$ are madt- to t(Yr.lu!liUte instltutio"'l 
inforNtion tO •H iildiYidu~lS that .t11i.s !nfo .. ~tion wOLilc!. 

1 z 

1 2 

l 

.l z 

1 . 2 

r 2 

l 4 s 

3 4 s 

3 4 5 

J 4 5 

1 4 5 

J 4 5 

3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

z ) 4 s 

2 ] 4 5 

affec.t- · · · 

2. T.hel'e fs wide soficitatiorl of fO\eul ty opinion 1n maldn!l im­
portant declsh:ms at~out how the ln~t itution Is l"ljit, 

3. A concept Qf •open C:(llmlUrtication• de~cribe~ tile situation 
Oft the S'tor; ~tOR campus. 

4.. Coanullkat1on .between the faculty ~nd •dmlnistration h ffl!01". 

S. Tl!ere h !10 establi~hed fntfrnal c;~ni,at10tl s,stet'l •t ttli.s 
·lhii¥erstty. 

6·. Top lev~l {president ar.d acadenfc '1'1Ce president} <1d"! j llh• 
tntors are dlsper.~iiw 1nformation in sonie fom tllro•Johaut 

tiM! c~pu$ whi.di . keeps fatui t;, ~ware cif · c han,:~i ng i Hves. 
affecting the entire cari!pus com.ut\Hy. 

1. The ~c.ruemic v.ice.P.re~id.ent doe$ a.n abOve average job of cO<n~ 
a~nicatll')9 informatiM to dNns. iind/or pr ovosh cGPW:et'niru~ 
11lstitut.ioAJ1 INtters , 

-8. TIH! president should do more direct c~nlcation (wr1'tten 
1nd face~to-face) wi.th tiM\ 9eneral fac"lty .than ~e currc!ntly 
dOl!'> reqardiilg institutiona I n:atters. 

9; The p!"esident r.aint4ins an •open door~ ;oolicy to encour•9~ 
(ommunitatlon tnrouqhout the·acadenic c~;n!ty. 

10. The yic;e presicf{'nt r>a>ntains an "op~n door" poltcy to ~n­
cour19e c~nH:~tion throvgll.Jut the .iudmi c comun1t7. 

n. C(ll:n.lnicaticin breaks ®Wfl :at the. school!co n~e/d.ivis ;on 
level to department level rather ttl<ln the dePai'tnellt to 
fatu Itt. ~evel. 

12. Mos.t deans tnd/or p,-ovos t$ do ;Jn above av~ra~e ~ob of ccr.t­
ftlnfcati!ll) infornation to theif'depart~ellt chaime'l c.~n­
<ernh'9 :!.CMoltcolle~e/.dtv15.lon roa.ttters. 
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.i 

j 

I 

¥ s.\ A D Sl) 

l 2 ) 4 5. 

2 l .. .s· 

l l .. 5 

' f .) .. 5 

2 ) ·4 5: 

·.l ., 4 s 

2 3 4 s 

2 l .. $ . 

2 3 4 5 

l 2 l 4 5 

2 .J 4 5 

1 t 3 4 ·s 

2 3 • 5 

1 t 3 .. 5 

' 2 l 4 5 

u. 

14, 

15. 

16. 

u. 

JS. 

l9; 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24• 

25. 

l~r• h. not •df:<lu"''~ ~I)IIJ•untc ... uon •~IDNJ $C;.~h ~ 
(Ollegt".S !'lfi t)li$ (diopu~. 

!>t>Ptr~nt ·.c.h.tt~·.®. riot :s,.en£1 "'~h tt~· c:.OOIInUnR•tinq 
wHII tl~ir' ' f.a~u1 t:i .about de~r~t illfonlo•Uon. · 

o.~rtnlt'ftt :ella i.-..ett do "" a ~loVe ·~•rt.qP jolt of c01:1· · 
.-ilic•th~g 'tAfot'llati~n to t~tr f•wlty toeitlbf!!rs coiiC•rn j ""J 
deP'.-tMtlt N.tten. · · 

~~ h •deq~te cor:nmic•ttcn: •lftOnq dtl'nttwnts witllin 
J!Kh school or collr9r·.iln this CiiiiJ)US • . ·. 

Jfl!ltviduat. de~rblents are· um.w.~r:e: of !i.tpptntiiQs t11 
thfi~ scnooJ/coTlet:C!/diviS:ion. . . : 

~st hcultv 1tembers i.ould rate the QUi! fty or intrt<ll$l 
i:O.Unkltion .a t.this instttution uadec;Y.tte~ 

.TIItre mr ~ppo~tUnities en this <:all'lpus fo•· f..c;~IJ:i mel'lbers 
tOJrovide.feedback to academic •~inlstrator~ .Ttgardiri9 
in5tlt!Jtio~l tliatter$, · · 

l feel th4t there fs • . de1.tber4tt attempt to fn•pecfe co. 
r.iiRfc~tiQt~ Qn ~:f~ i;ai!tpiz$ b:f top l~et tdlllinhtr•~iO!l~ 

II) ay. t!Xperf~t«e, tt. "~s not ~¢n ia$y to co"l''Unlc•~• ne•' 
fdels to those ~ could lr.rpl~nt theril on this til!lpus ; 

.On tltls ur.;pus, :there are plann(!d oj;)por~uriltle\ . of •idn­
fonN 1 nature whfch a II. ow .~he Ufllpu$ cOillllunity to. :e..changC! 

·1deu; · · 

f~W c~rilcation OPIJOrtimitft!1 ttia~ exist on tht.i . c~r. 
lrt. Over))' COrilpl icatt<J, . 

A~•«e~~~ic adrnfilhtr1tci-s • over.• bureaucr-at f't~· COIII1Un1cat1on 
on tilts· (~,Pus. . .. 

AA .hecuHve Pol\cy tliwiH~ iatidit19 (ca.pds!!d of' de•ns 
tnd .p-.OvostS ;pl11S tl\l,l yfce pr:i!s.identJ h I vall~ ,llf:lPiod 
or. COI!mlill(aUriq infonr~t.ion fraa that body to l ndfy;dyal 
sci!Oolsoi- coU~es. ·· 

26·. De.ns Jrd/or pro~osts do a.l'l ad·eQuiJte. job o( c-:-.t~licaU!Ig 
fltfon\liion gained tn the Ueeutfve Pol icy CO...itt~ tl) · 

ftpal'tfoiertt cnaimen. 

27. Most ld!llfntstrators It the .·coJ1ege/ sctlool/dlvtsfcin level 
~n~f~ ..-it\en·;..,.:miild.a :•s<tneir n~ns of co:'!I!!Un.i cd1on• 
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. i 

SD II ·D 
J 4 .5 .28. A<:..,esiliC: admfnhtr~ttorsexpedHe inte--!111 .c~nlc•Uon 

on tMin:ailiJ)us. · 

1 2 ' 3 · .. s 

t 3 .. 5 

' l 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

· l 2 3. 4 .s 

1 2· 3 4 5 

1 f . . 3 • 5 

1 z 3 '4 5 

l 2 3 4 5 

l .Z 3 4 5 

~ · ~ 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

l 2 

29. I a111 satisfied. ~.ith' tl'e )in!l111\t andij(lalfty of C0111!111nicltfon 
111'0119 the>f•culty. wltblll ftly ·llepirtment~ ,' . 

3o. Jlo't ·d~par~nt ~h,liJ"'IIee\ pref~ - .i ~te.n ~r~nd" u t~tr 
~ns of ·cOITrllUnicatfon' to f•cult'y~ 

31. liosf;acuhy. met')ber~. consider adM!n1str•tors o.n tnt' c~$ 
to 'be open t~nif:oltors of::e.feva11t if1fon...,t1M i .l! tlieil" 
1reas. · .. · · · 

32, .O.ther faculty 111emb!!rs are bet·t.er sources o( .CaroW$ l'nfor"­
tl.'tton to faculty than acadfillic adrntrilstrdots. · · 

33. faculty opfn1ons .are considertd . by .acade~~k :.tdnoinhtrators 
In I!Wiking diec'i'sions about how tlu~ fnstitutfon h run·. · 

34. I feel th.lt the Pac i f ic Revie-.t pro!iid~s ·wf.fi(.ient tnf'or­
.... ti.on. •bOut taopUs <lctlvi ties·. 

3S. T~e .sliOiild be for'liial c·hannels of coanunicatloti .est•bl hlled 
olf tliis<eampus. 

36,' thlnnels. Of c~nic~tfon ~hbuld be openf:d lip Of! tills 
~~( a.lo~ i nfo..,..a L lines: 

». 

38~ 

39: 

co. 

A fOI"'Ml r~eeting c(one that is pre-llrrar.Q!'d) is ·~ tDOSt 
~fecthe . l!leans- of .c:~nlc.tti~~g iMorr..ation 011 ca~s. 

Fece-to-fiu;e COITIIIUnicatton t.s we effec·Uve than ..rttttn 
e~W~~nica t ion• · · · · 

T~ pres;dent silould do. r,10re dlrect ccrtr.wni catln4J . (wr ltt~n . 
and face-to-fa.c:~) wHit t he 9ener•l facvlty than lit· currently 
does n~arding insti tvtton•l ma-tt~rs. 

The academic vfce president sllo:..ld dO. more ·.Sired cO.~ 
illUiiicatinq . (111ritte11 and face~ to•.face) -.HIIti'M! 9t.ner'41 · 
faculty t ii.ln .he currently iloes · r~arding l.ilstltU.ti¢1)11 
Ntters·. 

41 . The ;acader.~k: vii:e ~es:iden~ sllovld l>foc(li:lt- mor~ persol)lll,y 
c~nicativ¢ {wrltteit' .anci ' face· to~faC:e) <tt .the :co)1~et 
school/dtviS'ion level. 

4.Z. T~acad.e'iiiic vice pruld~i!t: ·.shOuld ,beco:r.e l!lore .. · Pe.r~o!lfl, l'! 
c®'liunicative .(written al'ld face~ to•fllcel a.t ·the . (le~~.d~el)t.tl 
1~vet.s~ 
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l 

I 

1 

1 

1 

! 
· f 

., 
1 

1 

~~··, 

I) so 
4 S 43~ Tlie tojFlevel adl.1in Btr.<itl)rs (president and acadll'liltc. vke 

prestd~Jnt~ s~o~ld take- t~ initi•tive f!l openinq <:h411il~h 
of CJ)IIalntcat·Hin (fonMl lineS ·· i nfOr-11\i!l ) throughOut uoe · 
University. · · 

2 3 4 5 .44. Re9uln !'H=etings Qf' deans .and/or pr.ovast5 ~hould be .~ld 
to iiiCffl$~ canrnunfcat:fon .a1110fl9 t he vadous !>ChoolS. or . 
~~h- .. . . 

Z: 3 · 4 5 -45_; A r!:gular) y ·pr~nt~ infoi"Ntion .slleet froa e<tch school. 
coli•• Clr divis-ion. dis'tr'ibui.ed to the other schools/ 
c:oll~l:s/41vi$tons. would ·btHniseful c011111Unic.ltion tool 

2 3 4. 

i l 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 ... 

2• J 4 

2 3 4 

2 ) 4 

z 3 4 

t 3 4 

2 ) 4 

5 
·~· 

s 47. 

·5 49. 

5 49. 

5 50. 

s S1. 

5 5~. 

s 53. 

5 5,\. 

s 55. 

5 56. 

Oft this. COII:'Ij)LI S; . . 

The . !f~lln,s/provos~s slloutd t-.1lce the · Initiative_ t'o encour.t!l!: 
c:oc;~~~~nt_cat ion awong the various schoo h/ co 11 e9es/d io.r hi ons 
of the University~ 

Most faculty-~rs prefer to ·have rtlevant H•stitutloNl 
4ilfontlolt)on c"Oimr<lnicated to . them in ~itte_n foi:ia u · 
Opposed to verbal f!Jm. 

Tbe presidt!nt shou.lct co~~r.~un1cate ~o~ith tlie f,tculty , con· 
c:er niil!l the state of the universi ty, _o_nce a semester , 

Tile president should hol d a f~ce-,to-f~ce 111eetl!l9 with. tlu~ 
~al fa~uJty ·at least onc·e per s~ster. 

Tfl« pl"es_ident sl'lould hold 1110nthly ll)e,ting with t~ deans{ 
provosts u a group. 

The pre1ident should meet with each colleqe/scl1ool/d l'lhion 
i1Udelll;_c per:>onnel -•t reast once durl~ the calet>daf" ytaf". 

Tho acadel'lic vi ce-ores !dent shOuld. c0!'1'1Un1c<tte wl th tiM! 
general faculty -concerning ~ne aca<)E!IIlic sta-te of tnc 
university on a MOnthly bas15. 

T.h41 academic yh:e-pre~ idMt shQuld notd il fJ~e-to"fa(t 
lllee.t1il!J with the .,eneral faculty at least twu:e per 

Sellester- . 
The aude-ic vice-presider~t should aeet w1th the du n$/ 
provosts" on a ~kly bar.h.. ' 

The .aca ch!III~C w-1ce-pre$ident should .meet .w.fth l~. aca.dt:r.li c 
persofl

11
e) of e,tdr scho&l/co1Jege/d ~"is1or. at lent o,.;e 

t.lell -s•~ter. 
AU de.tr~s/provQsts throughOut t~ uraiverstty sbould mtet 

15 a grolip a: __ t _lent twJce each Selii!!"Ster. 
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Stl 
5 57. E'lllcil cfean/prlivo·~t· $h9titd. ,..~t .,Hh ~til- .,.,.r ..... ~ti-;.~ , ~~ ol~. 

Jleft'tlitliinAiis coll~i,l~/sc.iu;(.l/dt~•,;•<!n: .~t· lf.,•u M-a .. ~<t. : 
110ntJ•. 

s 58; £1clld~anJ!»'ovost .shol/ld l!'fct~tt~ t"~ f.tt\lltr,•·~f4•M 
~tHMn his c;oll~9i!/$Ch(.'Ol/<liliHlon .lltl.-.an o.n.t ~· .-.... 
sfl!iesJ~r. · · · · · · · · · · · · 

5 59. ~ciHfNnfprovost sho.ilif f'!eet .-fth ~·•c 1\ · df'~ .... t,.•<>t<i I 
facl!lt.fat.Jeut twfce each St'r.!Ut tr. 

s. 6o: Eacll .ieparbneni ch~ inr.bil- sh0o.il4 ~ttet ~~ th Ill~·· f·•cultt ,ti-
letst every t>«J wee~t·s, 



~1arch a. 1974 

Oeai~ 

About fo.ur . ,..,_~eks .aqo r mailed a survey ii1strument to you c:on­
cern·inq 'irit~·:·nal communication at U. ~LP· ~ If you h~ve rri.turncd 
the i.nstru:n~nt~ I thank you fpr yovr response. tf f nave not 
heard ft~om you as yet; r respectfulLY remie.st thiit you complete 
the instrwnent and r·etui"'n it to Room l 07 of Owen Hall. 

Every respot1se is critical for my study since those fndividuals 
sel~cted \·tel~e dril\•m as a sample of the population. Please take 
a fth/ m) riutes tc complete and retur.n the sm~vey . i nstr.umcnt if 
you hlive not a1ready done so. Thank you 1n advance for your 
citt~ntion to this matter. · 

Sjnccrely, 
· · nq_a n . . A 

.· IA~ __ u ~~ . \.. . ..,_. ~r r .· . . . . . 

Dissertation Committee H¢mber.s: 

·or. E. H. Hans i4a~ner (Chairman) 
Or. Roaer Reirner 
Dr. /\J~n i'tikels 
Or. -Armana · r~affia Dr .. Hilliam t1ciyes 

... _.-,... -------
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University College 
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J...-- Tours 
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Programs 
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European .S tud~s 
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P~ogram 
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